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THE GENESIS OF THE PLANNING PROCESS: EXPERTS AND
CITIZEN BOARDS IN SULLIVAN COUNTY, NEW YORK
Pierre Clavel, Ph, D.
Cornell University, 1966

This thesis is a study of planning as expert advice to non-partisan
citizen boards—and the means by which this advice is implemented or
blocked in a semi-rural county., The major thesis is that in an area of
relatively scarce economic resources administrative resources in the
form of individuals with the time, training, and experience to use
expert advice, and in the form of institutions to legitimize the use of
experts, are also scarce. The result is a state of inequality between
experts and boards which limits the extent to which experts can be used.
Among other consequences of this inequality, local boards dealing with
experts seem to experience a sense of inequality for which the major
defense is rejection of the expert and reaffirmation of traditional rural
institutions. This phenomenon seems most likely to occur with a high
proportion of locally oriented board members of generalist status, less
likely when board members have specialist status, primarily in industry
groups; and it seems related positively to the technical difficulty of the
issue, the relative investments of time in the issue by boards and experts,
and the relevance of the issue to community action and public scrutiny.

These propositions were derived from a field study of three citizen
boards in Sullivan County, New York, a rural county undergoing develop~
ment in the two major sectors of its economy: the resort and poultry
industries. Four case studies constitute the data: (1) an attempt to insti-

tute a hotel-room occupancy tax; (2) an attempt to commit the County to



a location for a county airport; (3) an attempt to establish a site for a
community college; and (4) attempts of a committee of poultry farmers
to settle conflicts with neighboring residents and resort operators con-
cerning the disposal of poultry waste (manure and other material). All
of the cases involved citizen boards and problems which were both
politically and technically difficult, and for which outside experts were
called in for advice.



CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

This is a study of experts and citizen boards attempting to deal
with important community problems in a rural county. My major thesis
is that, among other difficulties, varying types of inequality develop
between experts and boards, from which spring many of the obstacles to
community acceptance and implementation of seemingly reasonable and
wise recommendations.

Perhaps nothing is quite so galling to the expert, the reformer,
the advisor, as the failure to implement technically sound solutions to
problems. Nevertheless, while many technical fields advise that imple~
mentation is important, the problem of implementation remains little
understood. Technical fields generally leave implementation to the
practitioner's natural ability and to his experience, rather than develop

a theory or even generally applicable guides.l City and regional

1a leading administrator who stated this view was Harlow S. Per«
son. He said that while research demanded persons sensitive to theory,
and planning required a creative ability to match theory to the problems
of practice, implementation was best done by the extroverted pragma~
tist, with an ability to carry his followers behind his proposals and per~
suade the reluctant. My objection to this kind of generalization is that it
tends to allow the researcher and planner to avoid the problems of imple~
mentation, a tendency he may already possess, by hinting that imple~
mentation is solely a problem for the charismatic leader. In fact, lead-
ers are only one condition for successful implementation, Another is
that plans anticipate and properly evaluate the costs of putting them into
effect. This itself is a problem for research and theory. See H, 5. Per-
son, "Research and Planning as Functions of Administration and Man~
agement," Public Administration Review, Vol. I(Autumn, 1940), pp. 65-
73, For the alternate point of view, see Herbert Simon, Donald W.
Smithburg and Victor A, Thompson, Public Administration (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1950), Chapters 20-22,

1



planning shares this omiession. While there has been fast development
of theory and technique of planning as a technical process, there is less
knowledge of the wider planning process, including the period when
planners try to implement technical proposals.

Other perspectives from which to view the wider planning process
are those of administrative theory and sociological analyses of large~-
scale organizations. Both owe much to the "ideal type" concept of
bureaucratic organization first set forth by Max Veber. 2 weber held
that modern bureaucratic organization was typified by rational pursuit of
activity instrumental to goals set from above. Consistent with this,
almost all modern planning thought has focused on developing techniques
for finding means to ends set outside the planner's sphere of compe~
tence. '"Implementation' has often implied a notion that government
administration and private interests serve as willing instruments to the

goals of planning, when actually they are neither controlled by the plan-

ning agency nor in full sympathy with its goals. ’
2Mam: Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic ization,

trans. A, M. Henderson and T. Parsons (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1947), pp. 329-341; From Max ¥ eber: Essays in Sociology, trans.
H. Gerth and C. W. Mills (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946),
pp. 196-264,

3Planners have, until recently, been generally willing to recom-
mend goals or "'targets," even though the bulk of their analysis concerns
means. More recently, some planners have become disillusioned even
with a mere statement of goals. An example is this comment by Alvin
Mayne: criticizing plans which start from ". . .what is desired at some
future time. . ." he says, "The difficulty with this latter approach is
that implementation frequently requires more authority than is generally
possessed by the Government. It tends to generate a multitude of deci-
sions laying claim to resources far in excess of available supplies. The
result is a misallocation of those resources to the point where ineffi-
ciency and loss of output occur. In addition, confusion tends to prevail
if the desired model becomes accepted as a forecast and if hopes fail to
materialize. Decisions are then made on the basis of fictitious possi-



Partly because such overly simple administrative conceptions
have not been adequate, social scientists have modified Weber's model,
Philip Selznick, in his study of the Tennessee Valley Authority's attempt
to implement a program which had goals set by Federal law, showed
how these goals were compromised by TVA's need to bring groups with
opposing goals into its administrative system. 4 Edward Banfield, writ-
ing about a study of planning in Chicago, noted that while planning
ideally consists of finding rational courses of actions instrumental to
some goal, organizations usually avoid too explicit or long-range com-
mitments to goals. . A large body of writing has by now been added in
this vein,

There have been studies focusing more specifically on city

of Physical Planmng to Social and Economtc Develo]:_;men in a Regmnal
Framework(San Juan: Government Development Bank, 1965), p. 38,

4Phi1ip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 1949).

SEdward Banfield, "Ends and Means in Pla.nning. " in S. Mailick
and E. H, Van Ness, eds,, Concepts and Issues in Administrative Behav-
ior (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1962), PP 70-80,

6The hierarchical model of social organization in which goals are
set at the top has been disputed both for large~-scale bureaucracies and
for communities. For bureaucracies, see Earl Latham, ''Hierarchy and
Hieratics: A Note on Bureaus," Emgloment Forum, Vol. II (April, 1947),
pp- 1-6; Peter M. Blau, Bureaucracy in Modern Society (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1956) and Amitai Etzioni, "Two Approaches to Organiza~
tional Analysis: a Critique and a Suggestion," Administrative Science
Quarterly, Vol. 5 (September, 1960), pp. 257-278. For communities, the
hierarchical model has its modern expression in the "power structure"
writings, notably Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1952), though much of the
planning literature assumes a more formal hierarchical authority pat-
tern in local government. The hierarchical power structure model is
disputed by a number of "pluralist" writers. For an account of the plu-

ralist position see Nelson W. Polsby, Community Power and Political
Theory (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963).




planning, largely coming out of this tradition of study of administration
and large-scale organizations. Robert Daland, in a provocative article,
pointed out obstacles to the realization of planning ideals in the differing
professional orientations and roles of planners and city managers. 1
Alan Altshuler examined the disparity between the professional images
planners held of themselves as experts on devising means to ends set by
the political system, and the unwillingness of politicians to set explicit

8

goals for them to follow."” The study by Martin Meyerson and Edward

Banfield, cited above, has been a major empirical study of the planning
procesa.g

This study complements these efforts by examining the planning
process in a different environment. It presents data from Sullivan
County, New York, a rural area with a population of 45,272 in 1960,
under external influence through two major sectors of its economy: the
resort and poultry industries. The original supposition for this study
was that the obstacles to planning may somehow be different in a rural
area from those in urban or bureaucratic situations. But, in fact, the
obstacles seemed similar in many ways. This led to hypotheses about
the nature of basic attitudes surrounding acceptance or rejection of

expert advice by a citizen board and a community. Under somewhat dif-

ferent conditions, these hypotheses find some support both inthe urban

TRobert Daland, "Organization for Urban Planning: Some Barriers
to Integration,' Journal of the American Institute g_f Planners, Vol. XXIII
(Winter, 1957), pp. 200-206,

aAlzm Altshuler, The City Planning Process: A Political Analysis
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1965).

9Martin Meyerson and Edward Banfield, Politics, Planning, and
the Public Interest (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1955).




situations for which case studies have been reviewed, and in the cases
obgerved in Sullivan County.

It may seem too much to generalize from a study of one county.
In fact, the main part of this study, Chapters 2 through?, focuses on Sul-
livan County alone and simply documents the conditions under which
expert advice was accepted or rejected in several case studies. In addi-
tion to this, similarities are discernible between the Sullivan County
cases and others, particularly where the data seem to relate to certain
well-known theoretical questions., The theoretical relevance of the
cases ig discussed in Chapter 8. Also, the "prablems" in Sullivan
County have similarities to those in other places, and this adds to the
interest of the Sullivan County case. Chapter 3 outlines a planning
approach to problems of this nature, though it does not attempt to pre-

scribe specific policies.

The Theoretical Questions

How can we relate the findings from an investigation of one rural
county, with the peculiarities of a dominant regort economy, toc a scat-
tering of other case studies of the planning process focusing on middle
and large-size cities? Even before any observations or interviews were
made, it seemed that the diffefenceé would not be in the variables to be
identified in the expert-board relationship, These important variables
might be such things as the quantity of interaction in the relationship,
the rewards expected and gained by the participants, and the techniques
available to the expert and boards for influencing one another. Such fac-
tors might be expected to be important in the expert-board relationship

no matter what setting or what problem, On the other hand, the



differences in setting, such as those between the urban and rural settings,
are differences in the givens that affect the expert-board relation. No
matter how different the settinge, these givens should, in principle, be
poesible to control. In experimental settings givens can sometimes be
physically manipulated by the experimenter. In this ctudy, it is passible
to eontrol them only by means of working assumptions.

The following diecussion of theoretical asswmptions is 2 checklist
of differentiating characteristics, co that these case studies can be com-
pared with others with different givens. I will touch on: {1) the concept
>f institutionalization of expert decision making; (2) organizational
resources and consensus on gorals as preconditions for cuthoritative
{institutionalized) expert decision making; [3} a list of several types of
settings for expert decision making; and {4) the importance of the boards

studied in this thesis, in the fulliven County setiing.

Institutionalization. First, I am dealing with the conditisns for regular

Lcceptance of expert advice as 2 bacir for action by come group or com-
munity. Regular acceptance implies inctitutions which justify or legiti-
mize expert advice. A school cystem, for exemple, legitimi.ec teach-
er¢; the extencion service helps legitimize the ¢ runty .gent. Fxpert
advice iz, of course, regulrrly accepted in M"rural' zreac of the United
“teter. Qur concern it with cupert advice applied to community zctions;
that iz, as a factor in collective or "social” decisions. This iz related
t> o concern with "commnrehencive" planning as opposed to "epecialist!
nianning (which, in more or le:z: small segments of community ife, is

much mare ciynmon).

Institutional Requirements for Fxnert Decision., Exvert advice is



different from other kinds of zdvice because of the kind. of decicion pr2-
cezreg it ~tems from, znc thic is particularly true when the subject oA
the advice is complex. I xpert advice depend: on the use of technical
decicion processes. [ distinguish the technical decision process from
other woys of making decisisns by ite procedure. Itc unigque procedural
characteristic is that goals, zlternative choices, znd accessments of the
probahility of events occurring are consciously separated by the deci-
sion-maker. This allows him t2 vork on each aspect f the problem
separately or to delegate parts to otherc; when there is disagreement
within & group working on a problem, acceptance of the technical deci-
sion procedure 2llows icolation of the zspects on which there is dis-.
agreement.

~ / n essential condition for a techniczl decision processwand hence,
expert advice—to have authority and be accepted by those participating,
is that goale be agreed on by the participants. Political scientists gens
erally have emphasized the political process of arriving at consensus as
a precondition for acceptance of technical decision and expert advice.
This requirement is particularly critical in the case of ¢ smprehensive
planning, since comprehensiveness entails invilvement in all the signifi-
cant parts of a community and thus maximizes the potential of conflict,
For consensus, the chief institutional requirements of technical decision
processes are political institutions.

Consensus on goals, however, is not the only necessary condition
for technical decision processes. . 1so required are sufficient
resources, chiefly time, training, and experience, t> employ the tech-
niques and understand them. In this respect, the chief institutional

requirement is organization and the ideal example is bureaucracy,



Bureaucracy, it should be clear, requirec an environment >f large
scale, and this is difficult to achieve in rural areas, particularly in
govermment.

The extent to which time, training and experience are required to
golve a prublem depends on its complexity, the chief determinants of
which are probably the time span t3 be considered, the number of con-
flicting goals and the technological limits on the avaiiable alternatives.lo
A fourth determinant, related to the first three, is the amount of social
change involved in the problem (e.g., the number of institutions to be

altered}. I will refer to this on the "importance™ of an issue in Chapter

8.

The Varicty of Settings for Expert Advice. Some experts exist in prac-

tically all communities, but 2ur concern is with expert advice for gocial
decicions. Thus we are concerned with the processes by which techni-
cal decision processes move from a position on the periphery of commu-
nity life to one where they are institutionalized as legitimate bases for
community action., A first step in understanding this process would be 2
gauge of the variety of institutional settings for technical decision. The
Sullivan County situation could then be seen as one cace in such a vari-
ety of settings, all offering different kinds of obstacles and opportunities
for technical decigion,

The simplest characterization of the variety of cettings for techni-

c2l decirion might use only the two major variables already mentioned:

10F 5y 2 statement of the relation of technotogical complexity to the
complexity of the problem-solving pr>cess, cee Hayden B, May, "Tech-
nological and Methodological Advances in Design,’ {Gnpublished M. R. P,
thesis, Cornell University, 1965),



the degree of consensus on goals, and the resources available to put the
technical processes to work. The extremes of theze variables jointly
produce four types:

1. Consenrus, and scarce resources. This might be termed the
"rural' situation. Some of the towns in fullivan County
approach this type, but most of the evidence concerns issues
facing the county as a whole.

2. Coneencgus, and plentiful resources. The extreme example is
the modern corporation, but few communities approach the
corporate environment >f techniczal decision. Some towns
and villages in Sullivan County have a stable power gtructure
and have employed expertr at a modest scale (for example,
village managers}. But their decision processes often seem
only overtly technical—justifications of positions reached by
other means. Similar situations have been reported in medi-
um-gize cities in other areas, where a stable po>wer structure
uses technical decision on non-controversial, often relatively
cimple problems.

3. Conflict, and »nlentiful resources. This is the typical big-city
eituation. Interest groups and organizations, supported by
technical staffs, battle over public policies. ~ometimes the
expertc play key roles in the conflicts, backed by their pro=-
fessional ideologies and 2ssociations.

4. Conflict, and scarce recources. This, perhaps, is the typical
urban fringe eituation, where conflicts arice from the mixture
of urban and rural characterictice ag2inst the background of

a rural government and administrative system. Cften, the
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conflicts arise from the introduction of new population groups
and over issues such as spending for schools and public facil-
ities, In Sullivan County the conflict occurs in a slightly dif-
ferent fashion: there are less "urban' pressures, but there is
a great deal of inter-local competition reinforced by the dis-
persion of major economic activities and by cultural differ-

ences among the towns in the county.

The Importance of the Boards. The "fringe" situation described above,

of which Sullivan County is one case, is an unstable one: neither rural
nor urban, but changing. The general question of how this change
occurs and how it is resisted is an important one., This thesis focuses
on a part of this question: the role of experts and citizen boards in the
general process of change and resistance.

In the process of change, unpaid lay boards, commissions and
committees (I will refer to them all simply as '"boards") often play a
crucial role in rural communities. Changes in the economy probably
start the process: they are perceived first as "problems'" by the people
in the area who, in a variety of ways, search for means to cope with
them. The "problem," for example, of quantity home construction
might be perceived as "low quality developments.' Lacking an obvious
way to cope with such a problem, the community, usually through its
political body, often turns to outside experts for help. The political
bodies seldom hire experts directly, but instead give the problems to
lay boards noteworthy not usually as politicians but as men of economic
status. These men are asked to make judgments which the political
body may then ratify. Usually the boards are largely left alone with a

few overt prescriptions as to what they should do. Their behavior, thus
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unguided, is free to develop attitudes toward the proposals of the ex~

perts. At least ostensibly, there is a potential for change in institutions
in the deliberations of these boards. The extent to which the boards ex~
ploit this potential is largely worked out in the relationships between the

boards and the outside experts they call in, 11

Hthe changes I am focusing on in this thesis are those in political
and administrative institutions, since these are most relevant to the prob-
lem of implementation of plans. My assumptions concerning the eco-
nomic bases for such changes are stated in Chapter 8, but only as they
relate to the expert-board relationship. More generally, two aspects of
the economic and institutional change process are worth noting. First,
a major impetus to change in rural communities is the development of
economic linkages between local production and distribution operations
and national and regional headquarters. This results in a bureaucrati-
zation of local communities, both by subordination of control of economic
units and by the introduction of personnel with bureaucratic rather than
local loyalties, to the local community. For a discussion of this pro-
cess, see Roland L. Warren, The Community in America (Chicago: Rand
McNally Company, 1963).

Second, bureaucratic organization cannot be limited to the bureau-
cratized economic units alone, but results in a general rationalization of
community life, Max Weber was one of the first to see this, the demands
of bureaucratic organization being, according to one reviewer: ". . ,(1)
leveling of social class differences in the interest of the broadest pos-
sible recruitment, (2) increased demands for formal education, espe-
cially technical and professional as contrasted to liberal education, and
(3) destruction of the power, privileges, and prestige of aristocratic and
patrician strata.'" Weber also noted the promotion of a rationalistic way
of life. See William Delany, "The Development and Decline of Patrimo-
nial and Bureaucratic Administrations," in Administrative Science Qi_@_-
terly, Vol. VII(March, 1963), pp. 458-501. The quotation is atpage 465,
Weber's remarks are to be found especially in The Theory of Social and
Economic Organization, p. 340. For an empirical study of the conse-
quences of changes in production processes and technology and the fac-
tory for the family system and the development of educational institu=-
tions, see Neil Smelser, Social Change in the Industrial Revolution (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1959).



CHAPTER 11

SULLIVAN COUNTY: AN OVERVIEW

Sullivan County is one case in the array of settings for expert
advice, It is the subject of this chapter and of the following case stud-
ies, which go into great detail on the particular forms of the expert~
board relation set by the nature of the community.

Monticello, the county seat, is eighty miles northeast of New York
City, about as far as New Brunswick, Hartford, and Scranton. In the
nineteenth century, the county was settled as a farming area, largely by
German immigrants; and their descendants still live in the western side
of the county, which lies along the Delaware River., About 1900 a sec~-
ond group of immigrants began to settle in the county, These were
Jews who wished to leave New York and sought a better life in rural sur-
roundings. The first Jewish settlers turned to farming, without notable
success. But they soon found a ready market for a second industry—the
regort business. Farm houses were turned partially into boarding
houses and, largely carried informally among family groups and cliques,
1

the reputation of the rustic Sullivan County resorts spread in the City,

Sullivan County is far better adapted to an economy based on

IThis historical background, and that on succeeding pages, is pri-
marily from word-of~-mouth sources and seems to represent a consensus
of opinion among those I interviewed. Two recent magazine articles
recount this history in more detail, particularly for the resort industry:
David Boroff, "Don't Call it the Borscht Belt," New York Times Maga-~
zine, May 9, 1965, pp. 48-58; and Mordecai Richler, "Catskills: Land of
Milk and Money," Holiday, XXXVIII (July, 1965), pp. 56-63,

12
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scattered resort settlements than it is t> one based on farming. The
area consists of the southern reaches of the Catskill Mountains, almost
all rolling hills and narrow valleys. There are a great many sites with
striking, if not unmatched, victas while the soil is generally not good
for farming except on the valley bottoms in some parts of the County.
These natural characteristics, combined with a general trend to spe~
cialization in agriculture, have resulted in a decline of general farming
activity. Dairy and poultry production have been Sullivan County's agri-
cultural specialties, and now the County ranks first in the Ftate in poul-
try production.

The resort industry has also become more specialized. From
farms which took in boarders, many resorts began to concentrate more
and more on their guests. /lmost all the resorts are still in family
ownership, but to varying degrees they have increased in size and added
special entertainment staffs and facilities. The original boarding
houses and farms became bungalow colonies, usually with a '"casino" or
general entertainment building. Many became resort hotels, and the
largest of these can now accommodate three thousand guests, and is
open all year. The “ullivan County resorts now offer golf, swimming,
skiing, boating, horseback riding, night-club entertainment and a vari-
ety of >ther activities. Their major anppeal has been to> 2 metropolitan
New York Jewish clientele, but the resort s>perators emphasize a grow-
ing number of non-Jewish guests and visitors from other parts of the

country.

Concentration in Industrial Sectors

In both agriculture and resorts, an increacingly large share of the



14

businese has been going to the larger units. This trend is shown if we
compare the number of establishments in each industry with come mea-

sure of output over a period of years:

Agriculture® 1954 1959 4
(Commercial Farms) - Fst. Product® Est. Rroduct®
Poultry - 532 5,686 421 . 6,341
Dairy : ' 704 3,236 513 ° 3,813

Resorts® 1948 1954 1958

. Est. Oroduct Est. Troduct® Fst. Product®.
Hotcls 315 25,020 543 31,930 576 <€2,33%
Motels, etc.© : Y 322 101 3,489 123 4,513

This table shov;lrs that in agriculture a smaller number of farms
has been producing a greater abscolute output. In the res»>rt sector,
receipts increased relatively more than the number of establishments
for hotels from 1945 to 1953 and from 134¢ t5 1354, The mean of receipts
per hotel establishment was $20,000 in 1948, $94,000 in 1954, and
$112,000 in 1955, < more recent {1964) report by New York State Depart-
ment »f Labor gives more striking evidence of concentration in the

resort industry, showing an increace in the preponderance of large

a(J, 8, Census, Census of Agriculture: 1959.

by, s. Censgus, 1956 Census of Business, VI, Selected Cervices,
Area tatistics. No, 32, New York, Table 104; 1954 Census of Business,
V1, Selected Service Trades, Area Statistics, No. 32, New York, Table
104; 19243 Census of Business, VII, Service Trades, Area Statistics,
Table 103¢. : :

€In 1948 this category includes only "Tourist Courts." In 1954 and
1953 it included '"Motels, Tourist Courts, Trailer Camps."

dyalue of Products Sold, in thousands of dollars. _

eReceipts. in thousands of dollars,
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1952 1962
Annual Annual
Hotels E'st. Payroll Fst. Payroll
Seasonal 366 $5,161,949 292 $5,451,999
Year-round 15 $2,941,20 32 $2,126,222

Statistice for employm.ent and nayrolls by industry group show the
dominance of the resort industry in Sullivan County. The resorts (in«
cluding year-round and seasonal hotels, motels and rooming houses)
accounted for 31 percent of the annual payrolls and 41 percent of aver-
age monthly employment in 1962. . Agriculture, which has become more
capital intensive, produces about one-fourth as much product as the

resorts, but only a very small proportion of the employment or payrolls.

Increasing Interdependence

Of major importance is evidence of the complexity and interde~
pendence of the various occupations in the County, since these may be
the bases for changes in social and political links. Though difficult to
measure in detail, some indication of the extent >f specialization can be
gained by inspection of the relative growth of occupations. This does
not prove complexity, much less interdependence. What we can do is
examine changes in each of the eleven occupation groups for which data
are available, and attempt to make some qualitative appraisals. From

an analysis of each of these groups' percentages of total county employ-

ZNew York State Department of Labor, Division of Employment,
Creliminary Report on the Resort Industry in ullivan County, 1964, pp.
30, 31.

3bid., pp. 25, 27.
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ment in 1950 and 1960, the major change seems to be a decrease in the
proportion of farmers and farm managers, service workers, managers,
officials and proprietors, and laborers; the major increases are in the
proportions of professional and technical workers, and clerical workers,
If, as it seems reasonable to assume, the groups whose proportions are
decreasing tend to be non-specialized occupations while the increasing
groups tend to be specialized, then there is an increase in the speciali-

zation and complexity of the divisgion of labor in Sullivan County. 4

Politically Sensitive Issues

Since the later chapters focus on the expert-board relationship and

“The changes are indicated in the following table:

¥Fmployed, Empoloyed, Change inPer-

Major Cccupation Group - 1350 . 1960 cent of total,
' 1950.1960
Professional, tech- :
nical, kindred workers 1158 1822 : -~ 3.5
Farmere and farm managers 1495 Tl4 ~ 5.3
Managers, officials and : :
proprietars, except farm 2050 1919 - 1.7
Clericak and kindred workers 132¢ 1.53 -~ 2.5
Sales workers 796 997 -} 0.9
Craftsmen, foremen o
and kindred workers 25938 ' 2565 - 1.2
Cperatives and kindred workers  139& 2065 . 4-0.2
Private household workers 336 324 : - 0.3
Service workers,
except private household 2255 - 2112 - L3
Farm laborers and farm foremen 674 391 . - 2.0
Laborers except farm and mine 1134 CB20 — Lt
Sccupation not reported 158 1043 . - 6.3
. TOTLLE 15,509 16,631 0

These figures are derived from Cornell University Agricultural Experi~
ment Station, The People of Sullivan County, New York: Trends in Human
Resources and Their Characteristics, 1900-1360, Bulletin No, 62-43

{Ithaca, N, Y., 1963), p. 36, citing U.F., Bureau of the Census, Census
of Ponulation, 1950, P-B32, Tables 43, 48, and 49, and Census of Popu-
lation, 1950, PC(1)-34C, Tables 84, 31, and 93.
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since '"political" factors are very relevant to this, at this point it is
appropriate to note the geographic and economic basis of political val-

ues and conflicts.

Economic Cevelopment. A very important political value in Sullivan

County is economic development which is related to a general concern
with economic health, Sullivan County in 1959 ranked forty-fourth out of
59 New York counties excluding New York City in medianfamily income.
In contrast to its neighbor to the north, Delaware County, and Crange
and Rockland Counties to the south, Sullivan County had higher propor-
tions of persons over 65 and higher proportions of persons who did not
work throughout the year in 1759.6

The latter factor is related to the seasonal nature of the resort
industry. Not only does the resort employment drop at the end of the
summer but, more important for residents of the County, other busi-
nesses fall off too. July employment in the resort industry, drawing
largely on out-of-county labor, was 4.5 times March resort employment.
But other employment was 2.3 times as great in July as in March, 7

The question of economic health is related not only to incomes,
but demands on incomes. In Sullivan County such demands have been
particularly noticeable in the public sector, since the resort economy

has required increases in public services. Local government expendi-

5Cornell University Agricultural Experiment Station, The People
of Sullivan County, p. l.

by.s. » Bureau of the Census, Census of Population, 1960, Final
Report PC(1)-34C, New York, General Social and Economic Character-
istics, Table 86; and Final Report ®C(1)-34B, New York, General Popu-
lation Characteristics, T:ble 27.

TNew York State Department >f Labor, Preliminary Report, p. 26.
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tures rose from $11.4 million to $17.5 million in the county from 1957 to
1962; $ 4 million of the increase had to be borne by property taxes within
the County. The composite per capita local tax levy rose from $146 to
$ 220 and from $ 58 to $ 4 per thousand dollars of locally assessed tax-
able property. 9

Local Differences. While the issue of economic health is politically im«~

portant throughout the County, it and other issues affect different towns
and villages differently. There is political conflict in Sullivan County,
but at present it is an inter-local type of conflict, with conflict between
county~-wide groups in the background or insignificant., Here, we can
profitably shift our attention to the local units within the County.

The accompanying map shows 1960 population for the County's 15
towns. Politically, these figures and locations are revealing: there is
no clearly dominant political entity. Liberty, Fallsburgh, and Monti~
cello all lie within the 6000-3000 range. The several towns on the weat
side of the County, in many issues, make a fourth power center. At the
County level (the Board of Supervisors) these four groups contend for
public expenditures. Coalitions tend to block a concerting of power by
any one group.

Each town has one Supervisor and one vote on the Board of Super-
visors, This gives some of the smaliler towns a disproportionate

amount of power, and in July 1965 a court declared the system of

8U.8., Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governments, VI,
No. 30, Government in New York, Table 36; Census of Governments:
1262, V1I, No. 30, Government in New York, Table 2s; II, Table 21. Per
capita estimates are based on straight line interpolations and extrapola-
tions of population, which yielded a 1959 estimatce of 43,909 and a 1962
estimate of 46, 130,
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apportionment invalid and ordered that a temporary weighted voting sys~
tem giving proportional representation be put into effect on January 1,
1965. But even with the earlier system, the large towns mitigate their
under-representation with aggressive partisanship and a better devel-
oped administrative organization than the less populated towns.

A brief look at some economic indicators will contrast the towns
further. The towns are somewhat specialized by the occupations of their
residente. The three major resort Towns of Liberty, Fallsburgh and
Thompson, with 55 percent of the County's employed labor force in 1960,
had the following percentages of employment in eleven occupation cate-
gories reported by the Bureau of the Census:9

Liberty, Fallsburgh, and Thompson
Occupation Group Fmploymentas a Percentage of Sullivan

County Employment
Professional, technical

and kindred workers 57
Farmers and farm managers 24
Managers, officials, and proprietors 63
Clerical and kindred workers 65
Eales workers 59
Craftsmen, foremen,

and kindred workers 52
Cperatives and kindred workers 5
Private household workers 71
Service workers, excluding

private household workers 63
Farm laborers and farm foremen 28
Taborers, except farm and mine 42

The inference to be drawn from this occupational distribution is
relatively greater specialization and, perhaps, bureaucratization in the
resort towns: the preponderance of managers and officials, on the one

hand, and clerical, service, and sales workers on the other. The other

%u.s. . Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1960, Special
Table PH-4, Sullivan County, New York. The calculations are mine.
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towns have a relative concentration of the craftemen, foremen, farmers,
and unskilled labor occupations.

The industrial sectors in which residents work also tend to be dif-
ferent for the three major resort towns. Again, with 55 percent of the
employed labor force, they contain 74 percent of Sullivan County's
employment in the census category "other personal services,'" which is
made up primarily of hotels and lodging houses. They also have dispro-
portionate shares of county employment in the following industrial sec~
tors: "communications, utilities, and sanitary services" (65 percent);
"wholesale trade" (67 percent); "retail trade" excluding "eating and
drinking establishments' (61 percent); "business and repair services'
(6C percent); "private household workers" (66 percent); and "public
administration" (62 percent). 10

The three major resort towns exhibit family income figures sig=
nificantly higher than those of the other towns. An (unweighted) average
for Tiberty, Thompson, and Fallsburg for 1960 is $ 5500; for the other

towns, $ 4664, L2

“ome Special Characteristics

In addition to the general survey provided in the preceding pages,
it will be useful to note, in more detail, some special characteristics of
“ullivan County which are necessary background to the case studies.
These are the organization of the resort industry, the tendencies to

ethnic and rural-urban conflict, and the organization of the poultry

101pia.

U1bid., special Table, PH. 3.
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industry.

Resorts. The resort industry, by reputation and by all the economic
indicators, is the dominant sector >f the economy in Sullivan County.
The County's major "function' for the larger regions of which it is a
part is the provision of recreation and vacation facilities and services,
In the case studies the interests of the resorts were factors that had to
be considered. Their interests have been expressed primarily by two
organizations, to the extent that there is any collective action at all.

The most highly organized is the Sullivan County Hotel Association.

This group consists of about one hundred of the larger hotels. Its mem-=-
bership does not include all of the hotels, but it includes most of the
larger ones. The Association's Executive Vice President estimates that
about eighty percent of its members are located in the four towns of Uib-
erty, Thompson, Fallsburgh and Bethel.

The Association maintains an office in Monticello, with a full-
time Executive Vice President and secretarial staff. Crdinarily, this
staff functions primarily as a central information bureau, handling pro-
motional work not carried on individually by its members; and channel-
ing requests for accommodations from individuals and proups seeking,
for example, convention quarters. The Association has had a full-time
director since 1951,

The Association staff may, on occasion, serve as a means by
which the resources of the mmembers, as individuals, are brought tobear
on specific problems or political issues. But this is not its ordinary
function. The Association, as such, is not considered "powerful" by its
members nor, perhaps, even by others in the County. One hotelman

described the Association as a front" available to be mobilized in an
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emergency. DBut the cohesiveness of the hotels itself is sporadic and
varies with the nature of the issues faced. What appears to be an
"emergency' to one hotel or group of hotels may appear as a windfall to
a competitor. Ordinarily, the Association staff does not consider it
profitable to attempt to influence County or local policy. It envisions
itself ag a2 non-political body. I the hotelmen attempt to influence pub-
lic policy, it is more likely to be done by individual hotel owners than by
the Association as a group. 12
A second organization representing resort owners is the Sullivan
County Bungalow Association. Thiz Association is less centrally organe-
ized and staffed than the Hotel Association. It has an Executive Secre-
tary who does not work full time, and seems to act as a federation of
locally based organizations with little strength as a county-wide group.
The bungalow colonies generally have less power, even potentially, than

the hotels, They tend to be smaller, seasonal rather than year-round

operations, and often are part-time enterprises. More often than the

12This account, like the data in the four chapters which follow this
one, is bared largely on interviews. Much of the information given in
theoe interviews was pacsed on with the tacit understanding thatits source
would not be divulged. In any event, these chapters report my impres-
sions, gained from interviews and other sources, and it is impossible to
document these impressions in a2 complete manner. In general, I have
conformed to the following procedure: where the description is commeon
knowledge, I have reported it as fact, with no documentation; where it is
not common knowledge but available from published or public sources or
from interviews with an understanding that the interviewee was willing to
have the information appear in a thesis, I have cited the source or the
interview; where the information might prove embarrassing to an inter-
viewee, I have given no citation, though in some cascs [ have enclosed a
word or pharse in quotes if this conveys sentiments held by interviewees,
and occasionally I have attributed sentiments or statements to a member
of a general class of person such as a2 "hotelman.'" In cases of this sort,
the reader should regard the evidence presented as impressionistic.
There is no intent to give an impression of authoritativeness apart from
the plausibility of the case as I have reconstructed it.
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large hotel operators, the bungalow operators are part-time residents

in the County,

Fthnic and Rural-Urban Differences and Local Eivalries. The resort

industry in Sullivan County serves an almost wholly Metropolitan New
York Jewish clientele. Most f the resort operators are Jewish ag, per-
haps to a lesser extent, are proprietors of other services and trades,
The Jews have been in Sullivan County since the turn of the century when
they began to practice farming and develop resorts, alongside the des-
cendants of carlier settlers who were mainly Protestant farmers of Ger-
man descent, There remain today cultural differences in values and
custom and a sense of identity which distinguish Jew from non-Jew in
the County. OCne is impressed by the extent to which these cultural dif-
ferences exist together with a general lack of overt ethnic conflict.
While some groups are predominantly Jewish and some are predomi=
nantly non-Jewish, such groups tend not to be pitted against one another.
Cne man, when questioned about "ethnic bias," said "we've licked that
problem here-—-you never hear anything about it. Maybe twenty years
ago, but not today." This staterment at least indicates the absence of
overt, recognized ethnic conflict. There are, of course, economic pen-
alties for a reputation of ethnic bias in Sullivan County.

On the other hand, in some respects Jews and non-Jews still do
not mix. There are no Jews in the volunteer fire companies in many of
the towns. The out-of-county feed companies have difficulty competing
with the Intercounty Farmers Cooperative, a predominantly Jewish
organization, in selling to Jewish farmers. Moreover, areas and
whole towns are predominantly either Jewish or non-Jewish, V hile it is

not an open basis of conflict, the ethaic difference must be viewed as
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lying in the background, and sometimes it is expressed as a real factor
affecting political conflict. Some partisans in the Sullivan County Com-
munity College site controversy (see Chapter 5) ascribed "anti-Semi-~
tism'' as a motive, though many others would probably minimize this
factor.

Jewish—~non~Jewish differences exist along with rural-urban dif-

13 Moset Sullivan County residents are aware

ferences, and they overlap.
of a "Mason-Dixon Line' dividing the western side of the County from
the main resort areas of Fallsburgh, Liberty, and Thompson. In
essence, perhaps, Sullivan County is a rural county to which an urban
(Jewigh) element comes on week-ends in the summer; and "urban'' insti-
tutions and services are establiched to serve them. The Jews who run
the resorts serve as middlemen between the resort clientele and the
apparently rural institutions of the County. The banks, the sources of
supply, the political and legal system are different from those in even a
middle-size city. Into these within-the-county institutions the Jews
seem to have penetrated only imperfectly, and only by adopting the cus-
toms of the comparatively rural social system. The resorts, on the
other hand, tend to isolate themselves from the community except for
their economic demands. Many persons deplore the failure of the
resorts to take a '"constructive' role in Village and County affairs, and

describe them as "islands' not oriented to the local public.

The County Flanning Board was established partly to preserve

1j’StiII. it is not strictly correct to argue that the urban~-rural and
Jew-non-Jew differences are equivalent. The poultry farmers are pre-
Jominantly Jewish, and the Jews originally settled to farm, branching
out to bungalows and hotel operations later. Many of the bungalows and
hotels still maintain some agricultural operaticns.
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"rural" aesthetic values, as were some local planning boards. In some
of these cases the main resort towns were the negative images in mind.
In the college site controverey the river towns fought against the Monti-
cello site because it entailed giving up a gift of funds, something a "ru-
ral county' could not afford.

Whatever its causes (and certainly the differencee just cited are
major ones), the fact of conflict among towns and among coalitions of
towno is not disputable. This tendency to compete is very great, and it
is great in the consciousness »f county residents. Local rivalries
appeared in the airport-site case and were very pronounced in the col-
lege~site case. Monticello and Liberty have been at odds at least since
the turn of the century when the present courthouse was the subject >f an
apparently bitter site controversy. There are "economic' motives for
these rivalries, but they seem to be collectively shared by a great many
persons in the towns. They are not solely the interests of a few people,
such as real estate operators. No matter who profits the most, the
whole town can be sold on the desirability of attracting the site of a pub~-
lic facility such as a college or airport. This indicates that the eco-
nomic motives are buttressed by local pride. Local pride, together with
a sense of collective economic competition, may reinforce underlying
ethnic and rural-urban 4differences between the towns. Fart of the rea-
son for the intensity of the controversy over the college site was that
ethnic and rural-urban differences and inter-local economic competition
have occurred together.

The Foultry Industry. The resort industry is Sullivan County's largest

by far; the second largest is the poultry industry. It possesses the

resourcee not only of the individual poultry producers, but of the feed
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companies including Intercounty and two out-of-county organizations,
Ralston-Purina and Agway. In addition it gets the benefit of support
from the New York State Agricultural College and the Extension Pro-
gram which supplies and pays part of the salary of the County Agent.

As with the resort industry, external economic links seem as im-~
portant to the poultry industry as do its relations with producers, sup-
pliers, and labor within the County. However, the feed companies and
the extension program are important factors which integrate the indus~
try and increase its effectiveness in its dealings with other interests in
Sullivan County. Intercounty Farmers Cooperative, located in Falls-
burgh, is the major supplier and distributor to County poultrymen. In
general, the relation of poultry operations to feed companies has become
closer with the advent of large~scale operations. Much of the capital to
buy the equipment and birds is supplied by the fced companies, and most
poultrymen operate under marketing contracts with the feed companies.
Under these circumstances the feed company representatives, and those
of Intercounty in particular, carry a great deal of weight in the industry.

The Extension Service adds to the cohesiveness of the poultry
industry. It has access to experts who can lend authority to poultry-
men's efforts to solve problems, and this is a cohesive force when
these problems affect the industry's relations with the community (as in
the waste-disposal problem, described in Chapter 6). Moreover, the
Extension Service has its own expert locally, the County Agent. He has
an important role, not simply because of his technical resources, but
because he is in a position to communicate ideas as a result of his fre~
quent contacts with his clients. The feed companies also perform this

function, of course, but with a more specialized group of clients.
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The Case Studies

After this brief statistical and historical overview of Sullivan
County, the next four chapters present case studies of expert-board
relationships in four issues »f county-wide importance. Two of the
cases deal with the Sullivan County Planning Board, Two others deal
with groups which, while not formally recognized as "planning'"bodies,
have tried to act as '"technical" decision bodies and to influence public
policy. 14 These are the Board of Trustees of the Sullivan County Com-
munity College and the Sullivan County Poultry Waste Disposal Commit-
tee. The Flanning Board and the College Trustees are established by
law by the Sullivan County Board of Supervisors to deal with certain
classes of problems. The Poultry Committee is a much more informal
group. It was set up by poultrymen, with the staff assistance of the
County Agent, to deal with the long~ and short-term probleme occa-
sioned by the difficulty of disposing of poultry manure in 2 way not offen-
sive to neighboring residences and businesses. Though the Poultry
Committee differs from the other two, all three boards have much in
common,

First, all three found themselves dealing with issues which could

1“From the technical point of view of the planner, it may seem that
the decision processes involved inthese case studies are so rudimentary,
so chort-range, that they do not constitute planning at all and are of lim-
ited relevance to larger-scale planning programs. "Flanning" is gener-
ally conceived as involving a more or less complicated contemplation of
"courses of action" or chains of actions and consequences, and the
courses of action conceived of in the case studies were short. From the
point of view of implementing courses of action, however, simpler plans
are not irrelevant, so long as their irrplementation is not routine, The
difficultics of inexperienced rural boards and committees with relatively
simple decision processes are as germane to the general problem of
implementation as the difficulties of far more sophisticated boards ani
bureaucracies in larger cities with more complex planning efforts.
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not be handled in a normal way by the institutions then existing in Sulli-
van County, In large part, the difficulty was in the complexity of the
factors bearing on each case; each board was set up as a more or less
"expert" group to study a class of problems and then report to some
political authority. "Normal' institutions for handling county-wide
problems in Sullivan County are the Board of Supervisors and its special
committees. Three of the issues reported in the case studiee had a his~
tory of indecisive handling in Supervisors' Committees, before referral
to the boards. The Poultry Committee arose prior to any County con-
sideration of the problem, more or less as an attempt to pre&€mpt con-
sideration of it before any local or county action.

Second, none of the boards was intended to be an expert body only.
They were also intended to have legitimacy because they were composed
of men of economic and social status, and to some extent "non-political,"
contrasted with the Board of Supervisors or local political bodies.

These two basic differences of the boards from political authorities
became bases for differentiation within the boards, with some members
playing the high status role, others the expert role. The consulting
"outside experts' were more lilke the latter board members; but gener-
ally they were much more expert than any members of the board, and
wielded less economic or social status.

Third, in implementing the technical, expert aspect of their roles,
each of the boards tried to use technical methods and outside consultant
experts. The outside experts were different from most of the board
members in the resources they possessed to apply tc the problems.

With this differentiation, a distinguishable expert-board relationship

arose, particularly around questions of implementing expert-proposed
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solutions.

The technical problems of the cases studied were (1) the question
of whether the County should adopt a tax on hotel-room occupancy; (2)
the location of a county airport; (3) the location of the Sullivan County
Community College; and (4) the solution of recurrent poultry waste dis~
posal problems and a long~term search for devices to be employed gen-~
erally to prevent such problems in the future. The first two cases
involved the Planning Board; the latter two were dealt with by the Col-

lege Trustees and the Poultry C<:|mn-:d.tt1:e.15

150ver a period of six months, from February through July 1965,

I spent a total of about 70 days in Sullivan County and conducted approxi-
mately 140 interviews. In the beginning I sought to get an idea of all the
major activity that had occurred in the county toward the purpoaea

(1) planning; (2) the development of professional administration in govern-
ment; (3)the adoption of regulatory measures; (4)the use of expertsfrom
outside the county to solve public problems; and (5) collective action to
achieve some end outside of government. After about a month it was
possible to identify half a dozen or so issues that might conveniently be
written up as case studies. From then on the interviews tended to focus
on one or more of these cases.

In selecting cases for intensive research, I was guided mainly by
two criteria. First, I selected issues of county-wide importance. This
way, the intersectional and rural-urban differences tended to show them-
selves. Also, at the county level, if the issues had political importance,
it was more likely that persons of high status would be involved. Second,
I sought cases where boards and experts had actually been in some kind
of relationship over a period of time, and where outside experts were
called in.

The original intention for this thesis had been to focus primarily
on the Poultry Waste Disposal Committee. This committee had been
established because of a conflict between poultrymen and neighboring
activities, especially resorts. I had planned to compare the situation in
Sullivan County with that in similar areas. As the research progressed
it seemed desirable to modify the approach and the present form of the
study includes other phenomena inside Bullivan County, One reason for
this is that it seemed both efficient and relevant to review precedents in
Sullivan County which might bear on the form the solution to the poultry-
resort issue might take. An additional factor is that the poultry-resort
conflict in Sullivan County is in an early stage. There is less of a
sequence to compare with other cases in other areas than might be the
case with future studies of the problem.

There were many local issues and local planning board activities
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15(cont.) going on during the period of field work, and I absorbed as much
of this as I could, attending meetings and interviewing planning board
chairmen and members. Some of this information is drawn into the con-
cluding chapters of the thesis.

During interviews, once ] began to focus on the four case studies,
my main questions were of the form: ""What happened” "and '"Why did you
do that”" or '"Why do you think they did that®" That is, there was an
effort mainly to discern interaction, and attitudes which may have influ-
enced the form of interaction (for example, resistance vs. acceptance of
an action). The interviews were generally mixed with other kinds of
research: the accumulation of newspaper accounts and, in some cases,
review of written records of various sorts: minutes, letters, memoranda
and published reports and proceedings.



CHAPTER II1

THE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD AND THE ROOM TAX

The Sullivan County Planning Board was created in 1958 to assist
the Board of Supervisors' Committee on County Publicity and Develop-
ment "in all matters with reference to the improvement, publicity, and
industrial development of the county. . ."1 This capped a period of sev~
eral years of gestation, during which various semi-organized interests
began to make new demands on the county government. These included
groups interested in business and industrial development, maintenance
of low rural tax rates, provision of new government services and facili-
ties, protection of rural parts of the County from an influx of shoddy
construction and urban populations, and conservation of fish and wild-
life. The County Board of Supervisors through its Committee on Plan~
ning and its Committee on Publicity and Development could meet some
of these demands, but it had not the technical capacity nor the time to
cope with most of them. When William Pearson came into office as
Democratic supervisor from Liberty in 1954, he was named Chairman of
the Planning Committee, From then on he pursued the creation of a
separate Planning Board. The major impetus came from Title VII of
the Federal Housing Act of 1954, which made Federal "701" funds avail-

able to local planning boards. Besides chairing the Supervisors'

lm_gg_l Proceedings of the Board of ervisors of the County of
Sullivan (Monticello, New York), 1958, p. 30.

32
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Committee, Pearson was Chairman of the fifteen-man Planning Board
created in 1956 and, ultimately, of the present Board, created in 1958,
The Planning Board is handicapped, however. With Pearson as its
chairman, it is widely considered a servant of the Board of Supervisors,
despite the "non-political" status of most of its members and its
attermpts to maintain a non-partisan perspective, o

In 1959 and 1960, while the Planning Board was awaiting its "701"
funds, it involved itself in two issues which constituted, in retrospect,
perhaps its most important opportunities to affect county-wide public
policy directly, These issues concerned the room tax and the location

of a county airport (discussed in Chapter 4).

History 91 the Room Tax Issue

The room tax first became a serious political issue in Sullivan
County in 1958, when the Supervisors' Finance Committee reported
favorably on a hotel-room occupancy tax and several other non~property
taxes. It was not originally a "political' issue: no party endorsed it.
The Finance Committee Chairman, Joseph Raffa of Neversink, and two
of the Committee's other three members were Democrats. But the

measure could not easily be supported by the Democratic Party, whose

ZSce the Minutes, March 17, 1958, Sullivan County Planning Board,
Monticello, New York (in the files of the Board). The original members
of the present Planning Board were William Pearson; Max Brender, a
poultryman from Liberty; Sidney Marks, a civil engineer from Liberty;
Manuel Bogner; Milton Levine; Frederick Schadt of Jeffersonville; and
Frederick Starck, a long-time advocate of planning from Callicoon.
Bogner and Levine resigned before the end of 1959, to be replaced by
Ambrose Washington and Ray Pomeroy of Rockland., Two "political"
constraints on the Planning Board were that its chairman was appointed
by the Supervisors, and its recommendations were not made directly to
the Supervisors but to the newly combined Publicity and Planning Com=-
mittee, of which Pearson was chairman.
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strength lay in the resort towns, where opposition to a room tax could
be expected. Thus the Democrats, although they had an & to 7 majority
on the Board of Supervisors, could not cornmand cohesive support for
the proposal. The Finance Commmittee's main chance lay in a bid for
"mon-partisan’ support for the room tax., Fssentially this meant (1)
establishing the legitimacy of the tax in some non-partisan way, for
example through study and by consulting expert opinion; and (2) putting
together a coalition of supervisors from towne with relatively weak
resort elements, including the predominantly Republican towns along the
Delaware Diver, These, particularly the latter, may not have scemed
impossible in 1958, Unly three of the fifteen Tullivan County towns are
major resort towns. In the other towns, maintenance of a stable prop~
erty tax rate is a more vital concern, partly owing to the interests of
retired persons living on fixed incomes, who view taxes ag a major
threat. Faced with rising demands for county revenues, some alterna-
tive to the property tax seemed degirable.

The campaign for the room tax was carried on primarily by Raffa
and his committee. In June, the Committee presented a preliminary
report, and in September, with the County Budget Cfficer citing a
$400,000 increment in revenue needs, recommended that the room-tax
proposal be put before the voters in a referendum. 3 Faced with resort
opposition, the Fupervisors refused to call the referendum; but only
after an 3-7 vote and extended public hearings and conferences with

resort interests held by Raffa. 4

3'1’imes-Hera1d Fecord (Middletown, New York), September .,
1953,

4q

ullivan County Board of fupervisors, Proceedings, 1958, pp. 52,
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The Beginnings c_)_f Planning Board Involvement

The Planning Board took up the room-tax issue in the Spring of
1959, (From its inception, the T'lanning Board had been concerned with
applications for federal planning assistance funds. Throughout 1958 and
1959 it held a series of meetings with town and village governments, hop-
ing to stimulate them to establish local planning programs.) In March,
1959, the Planning Board heard that its application for funds had been
rejected, At this point, however, with a "head of steam' and a county
budget allocation of $20,000 to spend over the next two years, it was
loath to stop operations, even temmporarily. It decided to request an
appropriation from the Supervisors for immediate projects, including an
aerial mapping job, a preliminary land use policies plan, and a "study
and report on finances and administration of taxing units in the county"
to be undertaken by Cr, Troy Westmeyer of New York University for the
fee of $2,500 and to be completed by the end of 1959. 5 Fither the whole
study or the consideration of a room tax appears to have been attribut-
able to Raffa, either directly or as a result of his previous advocacy of
the room tax.

The Planning Board had very little contact with Westmeyer while

he was working on his report. Homer Millard, the Ixecutive Director

4(cont.) 63, 64, 80, 84, 85, 89,

5". . .on March 31 the Planning Board discuszed this turn of
events and decided that planning on a countylevei would be dead if nothing
more were done about it until such time the county might receive a fed-
eral grant. It was considered vital to the county's interest no more time
be lost in getting a specific program underway to satisfy the arca's
urgent need for planning." "A Summary of County Planning in Sullivan
County," memorandum to the Sullivan County Planning Board, undated
(in the files of the Board).
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of the Planning Board, did supply Westmeyer with some data, but most
of the consultant’s contacts were with other officers and departments of
the county government, The Planning Board paid little attention to
Westmeyer. It was concerned primarily with a review of the aerial pho-
tography project coordinated by Robert Weinberg, a New York planning
consultant, whom the Planning Board retained as an advisor.

In October, 1959, with a first installment of Westmeyer's report
ready for presentation, the Planning Board also began a transition to
more formal procedures. Millard had prepared a preliminary set of by~
laws which the Board adopted; and it agreed to begin holding regular
monthly meetings. Also, toward the end of 1959, the Planning Board
made some changes in personnel, adding two new members and replac-
ing a third, The two new members were Lyman Holmes, a bank execu-
tive from Monticello, and Benjamin Posner, a hotel operator from
Fallsburgh. Until then, the Planning Board had been a combination of
Liberty and rural interests. With Posner's membership, just as West-
meyer's report on the room tax was coming before the Planning Board,
the resort interests got their first real representation on the Board, and

the Board lost a large measure of homogeneity,

“-’My information is not complete on the criteria for appointment to
the various boards examined in the case studies, The Planning Board,
when it selected its new members, stated that '. . .in this deliberation
the board was guided primarily by character and ability and secondarily
by selection from various parts of the county.' (Sullivan County Planning
Board, Minutes, November 20, 1959, ) The first Planning Board had con~
sisted of representatives from each town. The seven-member board
established in 1958 probably maximized homogeneity by excluding most
of the resort towns, but this was partly the consequence of selecting men
who had long had an interest in planning. The resorts, according to
most informants, showed little interest in the Planning Board until the
threat of the room tax appeared.

County planning, I should add, proceeded apart fromvillage efforts
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Westmeyer's Report

The first consideration of the completed report by Westmeyer took
place at the Planning Board's January 12, 1960 meeting with the new
members present. The report was a two-part document >f about sixty
typed pages. Part I coneisted of a factual account of county revenues
and expenditures over the years 1,54-1958, along with existing and pro-
jected assessed valuations; 2 list of possible local non-property taxes
used in New York State; and a projection to 1964 of county departmental
revenue requirements. Westmeyer concluded that "by 1964 expenditures
seem certain to rise at least fifty percent above the 1958 !.em:l."7 He
indicated, however, that the county share of this increased tax burden
was only about one-fourth of the total tax revenues within the county
boundaries. Frojecting what he termed an "austere" county budget, he
forecast a budget increase from $3.9 million in 1960 to $4.5 million in
1964, In addition to these minimal needs, Westmeyer presented a com-
pilation of special projects deemed necessary for the county, including
primarily roads and bridges, but also flood control expenditures, addi-
tions to county office space, county parks and recreation areas, and a
new “ullivan County Community College.

Part 11 of the Westmeyer Keport consisted of an evaluation of
alternate methods of financing to meet the County's expected revenue

needs and a series of proposals for reorganizing and improving the

6(cont.) in Monticello and Woodridge, and from the political organization
tione of Fallsburgh and Thompson.

7Graduate €choo! of Public Administration and Social Service, New
York Unwersity. A Study of the Government and Finances of the County
of “ullivan, State of New York, prepared by Troy P. Westmeyer, 2 parts,
October 15, 1959. The quotation is from Part I, p- 4.




county government administration. The first problem was the major
focus of attention of the “lanning Boarl and, later, of the Board of
fupervisoras. Westmeyer considered a sales tax, utilities service taxes,
sales levies on specific items such as gasoline or cigarecttes or alco-
holic beverages, restaurant meals, amusement admissions, a motor
vehicle use tax, a tax on automatic vending machines, a surtax on pres-
ent state income tax, and a tax on lodging for transients (the room tax).
He evaluated these possible taxes according to: the equity of the pro-
posed measure; its probable effects on various groups in the community;
closely related to the foregoing, its probable ease of getting public
acceptance; its ease of administration; and the total revenue that it
might bring in. From these criteria, he found some objection to most
of the possible new taxes except for the room tax, which seemed the
least disadvantageous alternative. To him it was '". . ,in fact, difficult
to understand why this tax was not utilized by the county long ag:::."8
Westmeyer's arguments for the tax had a common-sense tone,
First, he thought the tax would arouse the least possible opposition
because the people paying the tax would not be county residents, He
admitted that the resort owners might not be enthusiastic, but, "Since
they would not pay the tax themselves, but would only be agents of the
county in collecting it, and could be compensated for the tax collection
activity, they would, in all probability, be c¢::o1:ue1-:;11::11.re."9 Cecond, he
listed other places, especially resort cities with large hotel facilities,

that had used the tax successfully: Flmira, Long Beach, New York City,

8Ibid., Tart1l, p. 12.

Q
“Ibid., Part II, p. 13.
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Aitlantic City, and the State of Vermont. Third, he estimated that reve-
nues from a two-percent room tax would bring in between $770,000 and
$936,000 annually in the years 1360-1964, This was more than enough to
meet the expected county expenditure increases over the next five years.
V. estmeyer proposed that half of the room tax revenues be used to
replace or reduce somewhat the county property tax, the other half to
augment the county budget.

The rest of Part Il of the report listed a variety of proposals for
improving the county government. Vestmeyer proposed a professional
county administrator, the transfer of many town functions to the county,
a professionally trained county planning staff, the institution of a capital
budget and program or performance budgeting, improvements in report-
ing by the county departments and the Board of Supervisors, and a
detailed administrative survey of the operation of the county depart-
ments. These proposals received little attention by either the ®lanning
Board, the Board of “upervisors or the public in the controversy that
arose over the room tax proposals and the support thus given those
supervisors and others in the county favoring adoption of that measure.

The Planning Board took up the report, specifically the room tax
proposal, at its January 12th, 1960 meeting. According to the ™lanning
Board's Minutes, Millard

. . .pointed out that the Planning Board had the choice of
either accepting or approving the report. /ccepting it, he
explained, meant that the Board considered the workmanship
acceptable while approving it meant that the Board agreed with
the recommendations contained therein. No distinction
between acceptance and approval was made at this time for
the reason that Mr. Posner immediately made objection to the
report's figures for probable revenue for a room occupancy

tax. He asked how NY'J obtained these figures and the direc~
tor replied that the County Finance Committee had compiled
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them from data supplied by the County Fublicity and Develop-
ment Committee. This data, he sail, was based on an esti-
mate very carefully worked out on the basis of such informa-
tion as was available from hotel, bungalow colony, motel,
rooming house and apartment owners. Mr, Posner replied
that a tax would be uncllectable from such properties as
could be rented for six months and that a true estimate of
hotel occupancy would run perhaps slightly more than fifty
percent of the finance committee's estimate. He described
hotel facilities and how they would affect the net rate for
lodging alone. He said that hotel executives such as Paul
Grossinger, Milton 7utsher, and Sam ['an could help this
board to arrive at a more accurate estimate. 1D
v estmeyer, in arriving at his estimated roorr tax revenue of $770,000
to $336,000, quoted data from a 155 report, which he had modified,
This report had been prepared by illard as Publicity Director for the
Finance Committee just prior to the Supervisor's final tabling of the
room-tax proposal in 1955, One major attack on the V estmeyer Keport
is on the accuracy of Millard's figures for total available rcoms. The
figures had been supplied by the Hotel Association, among others, for
publicity purposes. Fvery available room, no matter how attractive,
may have been listed. The total number may never be filled, or if it is,
only on peak weekends in July and August.

The Planning Board, after hearing Posner's objections, was
unable to decide whether or not to approve Fart Two of the Westmeyer
Report. Posner had effectively cast doubt on the potential revenue from
the new tax., Schadt

. . .said he would object to any Planning Board approval of

the tax recommendation as long as there existed any reason-
able question about potential revenue from a room occupancy

'%5ultivan County Planning Board, Minutes, January 12, 1960, p. 2.
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t:a:tc."ll

Max Brender, on the other hand, had argued in favor of the room tax,
and he responded to Schadt's statement by saying that . . .any state-
ment of a tax potential could only be an estimate, and that it would
therefore be subject to criticism."'? Then, according to the M inutes,

. + . Mr, Pearson and Mr. Holmes both expressed the opinion

that under the circumstances we should not approve the

report, but that we should merely pass it on to the Board of

Supervisors. 7To this, Mr. Brender added the statement that

it is not the province of this organization to say how the peo-

ple should be taxed.l3
The Flanning Board then decided merely to submit the report to the Sul-
livan County Board of Cupervisors with a covering letter stating that
"this is not a report of the Sullivan County Planning Board and it is not
to be construed as necessarily reflecting either the opinions of individ-
ual members or an endorsement of the recommendations therein by us
as an m-ga.x:nizat.icm."14

The Supervisors, however, rather than acting upon the report or

rejecting it, referred it back to the Planning Board and also to the
Finance Committee, at its January 13, 1960, meetin.g.15

At the next meeting of the Planning Board on February 10, 1960,

the Board established several committees, including one on "Govern-

1 IM

12%

131};15.1;

Yibid., pp. 2-3.

15&iullivan County Board of “upervisors, Proceedings, 1960, p. 2C.
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ment (Taxes and .dministration)," consisting of Schadt, Posner and

Holmes. According to the Minutes, the Director explained:

That the Government Commitiee had been created because of
the fact that the Board of Supervisors had referred the West-
meyer T eport back to this organization for further study, as
well as to the Jupervisors' own Finance Committee. #1though
this produced some consternation, Mr. Brender acknowledged
that it is the Planning Board's responsibility to study the
Westmeyer Report and arrive at some conclusions which can
be put in the form of recommendations to the Board of Super-
visors. 6

Schadt's committee on government met a number of times over the
next few months. Its efforts were, according to Schadt, "fruatrating."17
Nevertheless, the committee took a number of constructive steps to
re&ngage itself with Westmeyer and question him on his procedures and
his conclusions, in order to gauge the validity of his recommendations.
The committee members met with Westmeyer at Faramus, New Jersey,
on May 11. At this meeting they questioned him closely and then invited
him to visit the county and talk with various hotelmen to seec if any evi-
dence could be presented to him which would make him change his opin-~
ion.

Posner questioned Westmeyer most closely. Iie had been dis~
turbed that the consultant, in doing his research, had spoken primarily
only to the County Budget Officer and to Millard; and not to any hotel-
men, on whom the burden of the tax would fall. To Posner, a '"'scienti-

fic evaluation' meant perhaps a score of investigators spending weeks

or moaths on the scenc. Westmeyer's report, to him, had the status of

163ultivan County Planning Board, “inutes, February 1¢, 1960, p. 2.

TInterview, Frederick Schadt, May 12, 1965,



43

13 During their April 25th mecting, the commit-

a personal evaluation.
tee felt that even Westmeyer, when told of the source of the original
room capacity estimate, seemed to back dewn from his proposal. 19 The
committee reported: /1] three members of the committee reported that
Mr. Westmeyer was very cooperative, anxicus to substantiate or cor-
rect his estimate, and that he impressed them as being a2 very capable

20 But Westmeyer refused to back down from his

and sincere person.”
proposal in writing, and his tour of the county, escorted by the Hotel
Association, members of the committee, and various hotelmen, pro-
vided them with no encouragement. 4t the June Jth meeting of the Plan~
ning Board, Mr. Holmes, as a committee member, stated that
he felt Westrmeyer would make no changes in his room tax
recommendation unless he were impelled to do so by the dis-
covery of factors which would effect a drastic change in his
viewpoint.

The Planning Board and its committee, while unable to obtain a
change of heart from Westmeyer, could not find in their own minds
authoritative arguments in favor of the room tax. The objections made
by the hotels, and by their representative, Posner, were sophisticated
and showed a familiarity with the hotel industry which the others on the

Board did not have the expert knowledge to refute, even had they sus-

pected that the hotelmen's arguments were biased.

1Slnte1.'vilnf:v..", Ben Posner, May 17, 1965.

6 11nterviews, Frederick Schadt, May 12, 1965; Ben Posner, May 17,
1965,

20gyllivan County Planning Board, Minutes, “ay 11, 1960, p. 2.

21mbia.
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In addition to their argument that the room tax could not in fact
bring in the amount of revenue that Westmeyer had forecast, the hotel
operators made other objections to the tax. Most important, they felt it
would be disastrous for business. Structural changes in the resort econ-
omy had favored a very few of the larger hotels, The smaller ones had
been in a decline. To survive at all they needed to imnake large capital
investments. Those who had done so were understandably uneasy. Thoey
felt that much of their appeal was to an older, diminishing generation
of a epecific ethnic group. Also, a part of their appeal was in their
lower prices compared to other areas. 2 room tax, they said, would
"kill themn."” Their argument that ""they know best what will hurt them
was difficult for a layman to counter.

Second, the resorts argued that it would be difficult to draw the
line on what rooms should be taxed, Should the tax apply only to hotels,
or also to bungalow colonies énd motels ? |

Third, they argued that the room rate on which the tax would be
computed did not represent a true picture of the actual cost of lodging,
Instead, under the American Plan used by Sullivan County resorts, it
wag a charge for an entire package of services offered by these resorts:
meals, the golf course, the swimming pool, and many other services.
Therefore, only a part of the room rate should actually be taxed if there
wae to be a room tax,

Fourth, they believed that, contrary to Westmeyer's anticipations,
the room tax would be extremely difficult for the resorts to sell to their
customers. Since it was a tax only upon resort customers, it would be
considered discriminatory by these customers in a way that a sales tax

would not,
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External Demands for a Planning Board Decision

While Schadt's committee and the Planning Board were finding it
impossible to come to a conclusion on the room tax, the Board of Super-
visors' Finance Committee had been preparing to introduce the room tax
again, Schadt's committee received a request from Raffa for a report
on the room tax by the end of the weeck of June J, 1960, when the Finance
Committee was scheduled to meet, OSchadt stated to the Planning Poard
that

. . .his committee had been unable to complete its studies of
the Westmeyer FPeport in any phase including the Report's
recommendation of a room occupancy tax. He said he was
aware of the Finance Committee's interests in an expression
of opinion by the Board regarding that tax, but that progress
in its study had been impeded by Dr, Westmeyer's vacation
and a recent illness.
The Planning Board as a "committee of the whole'" continued to debate
the Westmeyer Feport, both at that meeting and at a subsequent special
meeting on June 22nd called partly for the purpose of discussion of the
room tax prior to the Supervisors' final deliberations on the subject for
that year.

In the absence of authoritative evidence for or against the room
tax, or a consensus among themselves on the issue, the Planning Board
members found themselves with several divergent opinions. Some
thought it desirable that the Board take a position on the room-tax ques-
tion. They acknowledged but minimized the arguments made by others

on the Board that fault could be found with the recommendations of

experts such as Westmeyer. For example, in the Minutes for January

221bid., June 3, 1960, p. 2.
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12th, 1960, the following exchange is recorded:

Mr. Brender said he favored a room occupancy tax after much
deliberation, because it was the most equitable of all possible
new forms of taxation, and that it would result in advantages
to the hotels if they would cooperate. Mr. Schadt said he
would object to any Planning Board approval of the tax recom-
mendations as long as [therel existed any reasonable question
about the potential revenue from a room occupancy tax.

Mr, Brender remarked that any statement of a tax potential
could only be an estimate [andl that it would therefore be sub-
ject to criticism.

But it was Brender's opinion that the ®lanning Board should not try to

act as experts themselves., Their time was too limited and attempts to

evaluate technical details would result in interminable discussion. X

The following comments by Brender at the Flanning Board's June 22nd

meeting illustrate his position:

We were told to make a report on taxation. We would have
done it at the last formal meeting except for the fact that addi-
tional information was requested from the consultant. Now
that he has given us his opinion, which is unchanged from the
original, his report is our report, and we should simply
approve it,

It is impossible for me to set myself up as an expert in this
field. If I were in the same position on a personal matter, I
would hire someone with ability, and then evaluate his report.
If it is felt our consultant's report is incorrect, we should
hire another and then either accept or reject the new one's
report, 24

Cther members of the Board felt the need of exhaustive rescarch
support before making a recommendation on such a matter as the room

tax. Posner emphasized the need for scientific study before recom-

23lnterview. Max Brender, /pril 13, 1965,

24gyllivan County Planning Board, Minutes, June 22, 196C.
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mending a measure as important as a room tax. 25 Schadt, as the pre-

ceding pages have shown, seems also to have felt the need for more
exhaustive study by the Planning Board.

Beside these opposing views of the best possible action, there
were other underlying conditions which nearly precluded the possibility
of a decision. The custom of the Board was, in every case possible, to
strive for unanimity on an issue before disposing of it., Planning Boards
generally do not have vital interests in the subjects they consider. They
do not see themselves as political bodies but as being somewhere above
the fray. Possibly only Posner on the Planning Board really opposed
the room tax; the others perhaps thought it more important to keep the
friendly atmosphere of the Board than to settle the issue by taking a vote
and abiding by a majority decision.

The effect on the Board of the "power' of the hotels has also to be
considered. There is no evidence in interviews or on the various public
records to indicate direct attempts to influence the Planning Board,
except through Posner's appointment. On the contrary, the Planning
Board was notable for its lack of resort representation; if anything, it
represented the rural towns. Moreover, it was more or less insulated
from outside pressures, even with Pearson as its chairman, 5till,
most people in the county have economic interests in the continued
health of the resort industry. The hotelmen's arguments that the room
tax would be economically harmful had to be given great weight, what-

ever their technical validity.

251nterview, Ben Posner, May 17, 1965,
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There is also evidence that the Board felt that it was neglecting
other important matters. At its June 8th meeting, the following notes

occurred in the Minutes:

The Director remarked that the report had been in the hands
of the committee for about four months; that he depiored the
fact that the room tax and airport issues had overshadowed
everything else in the Westmeyer and Weinberg R eports
respectively, That there was much more work for all com-
mittees to do on other report aspects, and that if we do not
resolve the room tax issue plus making recommendations
emanating from various suggestions in both the Westmeyer
and Weinberg reports this Board could be subject to public
criticism for such inaction. MNr. Schadt stated that conclu-
sive action on the Westmeyer report could not be based on
only four months of study, and that in fact the nature of the
problems involved could well require interminable study.
There was no dissent to this opinion, nor to others voiced in
the same vein, and it was the general consensus that Mr,
Schadt's gommittea has an assignment of the most difficult
nature, 2

£t the September 16th meeting of the Board, Holmes stated that
the committee on government administration had "in his opinion lost
time by concentrating on the room tax question even though it had gone
into some study of government administration.">! Cne of the things the
Board and the committee on government most wanted to get on to was

the rest of the Westmeyer report, apart from the section dealing with

the room tax.

The Supervisors Again Take Up the Room Tax

Immediate pressure for a definite stand on the room tax was

removed from the Planning Board when, on June 30th, a Finance

265 yllivan County Planning Board, Minutes, June &, 1960, p. 3.

2T1bid., September 16, 1960, p. 3.
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Committee's resolution proposing that the room tax be the subject of a
referendum on the November ballot was defeated by a vote of 12 to 3,
Only the three Democrats on Raffa's committee voted for the proposal.
With some important exceptions, the political forces which produced
this rejection of the room tax operated outside the Planning Board. /in
account of them, however, may give a basic for judging the extent to
which the “lanning Board might have had a role in the resolution of the
issue,

P affa, whose committee began atudy of the Westmeyer report in
January, after the Planning Board had passed it to the Board of Super-
visors the first time, apparently thought the room tax had a good chance
of passing in 1960. Westmeyer, whom the Flanning Board had commis-~
sioned to report on a room tax in the first place, had produced a favor-
able recommendation. There was still hope in the spring of 1960 that
the Planning Board would decide to endorse Westmeyer's report. The
vote to table the room tax referendurn, in 19585, had only been by a mar-
ginof £ to 7. £nd at that time party-line opposition to the room tax by
the Republicans had not developed.

2 further factor in favor of the room tax was the stratagem the
Finance Committee ultimately adopted of making its resolution not for
enactment of & room tax itself but for a referendum on the room tax to
be placed in the November election. By June 20, 1960, Raffa's Commit-
tee was reported as '"racing the clock in an effort to bring the proposed
referendum to the floor. If the referendurn is not passed by July 1, it

cannot be placed on the November bet.lln:ﬂ:.""z8

23Times-Herald Pecord (Middletown, New York), June 20, 1960.
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Other factors, however, had been working against the room-tax
proposal during the spring of 1960 and since the Supervisor's vote in
September, 1958, Most important, perhaps, the opponents of the room
tax had had time to cultivate support outside of the three or four towns
where the largest resorts were located. Among those who had or could
be convinced that they had vital interests in the defeat of 2 room tax, the
most outspoken opponent of the room tax had been the Hotel Association.
Its director, Ben Kaplan, was in a position to do research and formulate
factual arguments against the room tax and to communicate these to
other potential opponents of the room tax, For example, to counteract
Westmeyer's argument that New York, Atlantic City, Fimira and the
State of New Hampashire had successfully enacted room taxes, Kaplan
could argue "In Binghamton, Buffalo and Syracuse local governments
have rescinded or rejected the tax because of its detrimental effect on
the hotels."2?

Apparently, between 1958 and 1960, the arguments of the Hotel
Association and other resort spokesmen in the primarily resort towns
had an effect on small hotel operators and bungalow colony owners in
other parts of the county. The resort interests staged no mass meet-
inge in 1960 comparable to the ones in 1956. According to Kaplan the
resorts did not want a great deal of publicity on the room-tax contro=
versy, feeling that widespread knowledge that the room tax was being
30

considered in Sullivan County would hurt their image.

£ gainst the evident opposition to the room tax by the resort

291bid., June 23, 1960.

3olnterview. Ben Kaplan, May 13, 1965,
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intereat, there is no evidence of either vocal or behind~the-gscenes sup-
port for the room tax. In fact, one of the curious things about the pro-
gress of the room-tax proposal in 1960 is the absence of active public
support. The proposal seemed a product of Raffa's committee alone and
except for its possible role in engineering the County Planning Board's
involvement with the Westmeyer report, the Supervisors' Finance Come
mittee seems to have taken few overt steps to cultivate public support
for a room tax. No citizen's committees formed. In contrast to its
actions in 1958, the Committee did not hold public hearings. An editor-
ial in the Middletown paper on June 30th, the day of the Supervisors'
vote, noted that
the Committee has thus far failed to lay a firm groundwork
for a room tax. It has not shown that a reappraisal of prop-
erty would not bring in the needed revenue through real taxes.
It has not suggested a way of testing the effect of a room tax.
It haes not attempted to survey vacationer's attitudes toward
the tax and it has not related the revenues from the levy to the
advantages it could acerue from it, 31
It is conceivable that had the resorts carried on a publicity-seeking
campaign against the room tax, other public support of the room tax
might have appeared in response; but the resorts did not carry on such
a campaign, |
Morecover, as far as newspaper coverage is concerned, the room- |
tax issue remained dormant until shorily before the Supervisors' vote.

Newsgpaper coverage in Sullivan County is generally sporadic and part-

time, In 1960 the Middletown Times-Herald Record, the only newspaper

with county-wide coverage, made no reference to the room tax until the

3lTimes-Herald Record (Middletown, New York), June 30, 1960,



52

20th of June. By that time the question of a room-tax referendum wae
largely resolved, While the Record's first headline read, "CountyRoom
Tax Showdown Likely," a day later it had to report, "Room tax referen-
dum seems unlikely this year."

Perhaps the critical factor working against the room tax was the
position taken by the Republican minority of the Board of Supervisors.
The minority leader ', . .branded the proposed tax 'discrimination
against the hotel industry. This is a tax that would hurt the only major
industry in the County. . .' w32 Raffa charged partisanship., He

. - .said the death blow wag applied to the proposed referen~
dum when Republican members of thc board decided to inject
‘'politics into a non-partisan issue." There were a number of
Republicans on the Board, '. . .who said they were for the
referendum a few weeks ago,” Mr., Raffa charged. "They
were suddenly instructed to vote in a solid block against the
proposal. 33 -
Raffa later was reported as saying that the roomse-tax proposal "was
kilted by the presaure of the resort industry. . , The hotel people have
pressured wherever they could,” he charged, "and as long as this pres-
gure exists it will be impossible to pasa '1t."34

But what scemed excessive pressure to the supporters of the room
tax seemed legitimate opposition to the resort operators. According to
2 newspaper account,

Al the resort operators questioned denied exerting undue or
excessive pressure on the County Supervisors to kill the

321bid., June 20, 1960.
331bid., June 30, 1960.

341bid., June 15, 1962.
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referendum. Mr. Parker said, "We've had a loud voice in this
issue but there have been no nefarious deals or excessive
pressure," Mr. Grossinger said the Supervisors represented
hotel owners as well as other constituents and it is only right
that we have kept this case before the Board. The Hotel
Association representative, Mr. Kaplan, said that protests by
“upervisor Oscar Will (D., Callicoon) were unfounded.
"Sure I had a drink with Mr, Will at the Monticello Raceway a
couple of nights ago." Mr. Kaplan said, '""Sure, we had a nice
conversation on the subject but that is no reason to say we put
pressure on him."35
Finally, the failure of the Planning Board to endorse Westmeyer's
report was a factor in the defeat of the room-tax proposal. Two Demo-
crats, who ultimately voted against the referendum, made statements to
the press that they would make up their minds how to vote after they
heard the Planning Board's recommendation. 36 One Republican who
switched from support of the referendum to a negative vote cited the
lack of a Planning Board endorsement as his reason. 37T Three votes,
however, would not have made the difference in the outcome. Probably
a news story assessed the Planning Board's importance to the outcome
accurately: "The failure of the Planning Board to take favorable action
on a room tax removed the last ray of hope for approval of the referen-
dum this year., No other influential support can be expected from out-
side the Board of Superviaors."m

In the years since 1960 the room-tax proposal has failed to come

to the floor of the Board of Supervisors. Posner and Schadt have

351bid., June 23, 1960.
3614id., June 21, 1960.
3M1bid., June 30, 1960.

381bid., June 24, 1960.
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resigned from the Planning Board and since then the Planning Board has
gone on record as favoring a room tax, but nothing has come from the
proposal. Raffa, feeling opposition too strong, has declined to make
another bid with the proposal which he still supports. He now feels that
opposition to the room tax is most strong among those bungalow opera-
tors and small hotel owners who are hardest hit by the economic diffi-
culties of the resort industry. Most observers feel that these resort
operators will in time leave the industry. At that time Raffa feels there
may again be an opportunity to propose the room tax. 39 The Hotel
Association remains unified in its opposition. The consensus is that the
room tax is one of the few significant examples of cohesive action by the

Sullivan County resort industry.

39Interview, Joseph Raffa, May 13, 1965,



CHAPTER IV

THFE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD'S AIRPCRT PROPOSAL

Vhen, in 1960, the Sullivan County Planning Board proposed a
location for a county airport, it made its most significant attempt to
exert a direct influence on county policy. At about the same time, it
tried and failed to make a recommendation on the question of a hotel-
room occupancy tax, which had been referred to it by the County Board
of Supervisors. Later, with some success, the Planning Board recom=-
mended the acquisition and development of state and county park lands,
and the establishment of a county park board. Though the establishment
of some new park lands is pointed to as one of the major achievements
of the County Planning Board, these new public lands were paid for by
state or local funds, not by the County, and they seem to have impinged
little on the vital interests which opposed other planning measures. The
question of a county airport site, in contrast, affects in important ways
the most important sector of the Sullivan County economy: the resort
industry. The story of this controversy illustrates the schisms within
the resort industry and how this can reinforce a pattern of conflict
among the towns in the county. Also, unlike the room-tax case, the
question of an airport site location was one on which the Planning Board
was able to work effectively with its consultant and arrive at a consen-
sus on a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.

Unlike the room tax, which became a dead issue after its defeat in

1960, the question of the airport location has remained more or less

55



56

alive. Although the Planning Board has retired from the fray, delibera-
tions are still being continued today. Some informants say "Sullivan
County will never have an airport,'" and others have indicated that the
Board of Supervisors never seriously considered appropriating con-
struction money, regardless of the site. Still, newspapers and official
records as well as interviews indicated that, over a period of years,
enough people have considered the airport enough of a possibility that a
large quantity of time and effort have been expended in advocacy of one

course of action or another.

Background

The establishment of airports and scheduled commercial air ser-
vice has been promoted by resort and business interests in Sullivan
County for several decades. Local support for a county airport stems
generally from a belief that an airport and scheduled air service will
produce economic development. Some parts of the resort industry have
seen an airport as directly increasing the attractiveness of their facili-
ties for large conventions and for increasing their accessibility to far-
off population centers. Others have cited the various advantages and
conveniences of quick air service to residents of the county.

Local interests in an airport are complemented by the interests of
Federal and state agencies and the airlines. Mohawk Airlines, a
regional local service carrier connecting upper New York State and New
York City, New England, Canada and the Midwest, has held a franchise
in Sullivan County since shortly after World War II, in the form of a
"certificate of convenience and necessity" with the Civil Aeronautics

Board of the Federal Government. The CAB has regulatory authority
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over airline routes and airline entry into a market. Mohawk's unused
franchise has been a temporary one, granted for periods of about three
years. Fach renewal has required a hearing before CAE at which testi~
mony from the airline and from local groups and public bodies, includ-
ing the County Board of Supervisors, has been taken.

The Federal Aviation Authority is concerned with the planning and
administration of a Federal airport program by which matching funds
are made available to communities for airport planning and construc-
tion, at sites approved by the F2A, Periodically the FAA has ear-
marked funds for Sullivan County airport construction. Its deadlines
for county action, either to match the federal appropriation or lose it,
have been stimuli for proposals dealt with by the Board of Supervisors.

Finally, the Bureau of Aviation, in the New York State Department
of Commerce, has played a role in the Sullivan County airport-site con~
troversy. This Bureau has supplied speakers in support of airports at
Sullivan County functions. It also supplies some technical advice to

local communities.

Advocacy 2_1' the Liberty Site

An account of the development of local interest in a Sullivan County
airport and in scheduled air service can best begin with the construction,
in 1946 and 1947, of the Grossinger's Airport, officially renamed the
Liberty Airport, just east of the Town of Liberty.

Grossinger's is one of the two largest resorts in the county. The
other is the Concord in South Fallsburgh. These two resorts lead the
way in Sullivan County in providing the best possible facilities including

golf courses, indoor and outdoor swimming pools, skating rinks, ball-
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rooms and night clubs. More than most of the other resorts in the
county, they host such large-scale proceedings as conventions, corpor=-
ate meetings and group vacations.

Members of the Grossinger establishment produced practically the
only recorded support for a county airport from the period when the Lib-
erty field was built until about 1960, (The dominant spokesman was
Milton Blackstone. Informants refer to Blackstone as much as to Gros~
singer's when discussing the advocates of the Liberty site.) The actions
of Blackstone and Grossinger's, from the time of construction of the
field until the present, appear to have been oriented towards obtaining
financing for the enlarging of the field to accommodate the equipment
necessary for scheduled air service and to improve it for private planes.
In addition to continued public argument of the value of the airport to the
local economy and as a convenience for the resident population, they
took a number of steps to obtain, or to make it easier to obtain, public
funds to improve the Liberty field.

First, in 1952 they obtained CAB approval of a franchise for
Mohawk Airlines to operate scheduled passenger service to Sullivan
County at the Liberty field. This entailed conditional approval of the
site by the Civil Aeronautics Authority (the forerunner of the FAA).

The condition was that substantial improvements in the field be made,
including lengthening the runways for commercial aircraft. Butposses-
sion of the Federal franchise was an important resource in later
attempts to gain public backing for the county airport proposal. It added
credibility and relevance to whatever statements might be made in favor
of a county airport,

The original 1952 franchise expired in 1958. V hile the CAB was
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attempting to determine whether to renew the franchise, local support~
ers of the airport cited its possible loss as a reason for county action to
make possible the building of the airport.

The Liberty Airport Authority used a second factor as another
lever in its attempts to promaote county support: the procedure used by
the CAA, and later the FAZA, in granting matching funds to local govern-
ments for airport development. The '"carrot" of a large Federal grant
was thus available if the County would appropriate airport funds. Efforts
to obtain local financing for the Liberty site were fruitless despite these
devices. In 1956 the Board of Supervisors refused to match a Federal
allocation of $315,000 for improvements to the site, with only the Lib~
erty and Fallsburgh supervisors in support of the measure. Blackstone
succeeded in forming the Liberty Airport Authority (LAA) in 1957, but
this group had difficulty raising funds. It was only in 1959, after oppo-
sition had been expressed by the Supervisors, that it was able to get
state enabling legislation empowering it to seek public financing from
Liberty and contiguous towns. But by this time, county apathy toward
the Liberty Airport had turned, in some cases, to opposition. A new
supervisor, Ralph Meyer, had been elected in Thompson, and upon tak=-
ing office said: ". . ,if a County airport were located at the Grossinger
Airfield we may as well put the courthouse up on blocks and move it

there z!.lsc:o."l

Advocacy of Competing Sites

Perhaps as a reaction to the successful effort to expand the power

lTimes-Herald Record (Middletown, New York), January 12, 1960.
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of the LAA, positive efforts to establish claims for alternative airport
sites in other parts of the county arose at the end of 1959, The opposi~
tion to the LAA in the town of Thompson was not only the result of
unwillingness to commit county monay, but also, probably, a competi-
tive desire not to see an airport in Liberty. According to a "Memo on
Aixports" circulated to the Planning Board by Planning Director Homer
Millard,
Sidney COrseck, former owner of the Monticello Airport was
opposed to a County airport in Liberty, . . . The Grossinger
family wage opposed to development in the Town of Thompson.
Other towns and resort interests were comparatively inartic-
ulate,
By early 1960, the Monticello Chamber of Commerce had organized a
"Tri.Gounty Airport Study Committee" to investigate joint financing of
the airport by Orange, Sullivan and Ulster Counties, This was the first
of several groups or individuals who, starting in 1960, began to advo-
cate sites in Sullivan County as alternatives to the Grossinger’'s field.
In January, 1960, the Monticello Chamber of Commerce asked the head
of the State Bureau of Aviation to speak on a possible airport site in the
Bloomingburg area, at the scuthern border of the county. 1It also asked
the President of Mohawk Airlines, Robert Peach, "if the line would be
willing to operate for a field in Sullivan County other than the Grossinger
Airport,"3 By March 1960, L.AA had sponsored a committee of 16 Lib-

erty residents to promote joint Liberty, Thompson and Fallsburgh

25ullivan County Board of Supervisors, Publicity and Development
Committes, "Memo on Airports,” March 16, 1960 (in the files of the Sul-
livan County Flanning Board).

3bia,
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sponsorship of an airport. % on February 2nd, Blackstone, speaking to
the Liberty Lions Club, cited information from Robert Peach of Mohawk
Airlines, saying that "Mohawk Airlines would be unwilling to serve Sul-
livan County with acheduled flight service unless an airport is located
near the resort area."? This countered the Monticello group's proposal
for an airport on the Orange=-Sullivan County border.

In the next few months Fallsburgh began to promote sites, An
eleétronics firm, interested in a Sullivan County location, proposed to
finance, jointly with the County, an airport in Fallsburgh. This prd-
posal met a *'caol reception' with the Supervisors' Publicity and Devel-
opment Committee, since it entailed a county-imposed financing scheme:
either a room tax or a sales tax, Some of the Supervisors felt that a
room tax should not be used for such a narrow purpose. OCthers were
willing to institute a roomn tax if the hotels would support it. The
resorts, however, argued that they had . . .been singled out to subsi-
dize an airport {which] would not only benefit their business but prac-
tically guarantee the manufacturing industry for the county."6 Subse-~
quently the Town of Fallsburgh explored the possaibilities of financing
the airport, but this apparently fell through. 7 Behind all of this inter-
town competition and mutual vetoing of gites, according to several
ohservers, was the unwillingness of Grossinger's to support a Monti-

cello or Fallsburgh site; the unwillingness of the Concord to support a

4big,

5Times-Herald Record (Middletown, New York), February 3, 1960,

OIbid., April 4, 13, 1960,

"Ibid., April 14, 1960,
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Liberty site, and the unwillingness of the smaller hotels, who had little
hopes for convention business, to support the airport for the sake of the

few large hotels. 8

Planning Board Involvement

Initially, the County Planning Board did not appear to be particu-
larly interested either in determining the desirability of an airport or in
selecting a site. In the spring of 1959 the Board learned that it would,
for the time being, be unable to get 701" financing for a large-scale
county planning program. It outlined a three~-part interim program, to
be financed solely out of county funds, which would include a land-use
study to be undertaken by Robert C. Weinberg, a New York City planning
consultant, There was no mention of the airport site. When Weinberg
began his research, however, in the spring of 1960, the Planning Board
had the subject of "transportation' high on its agenda, and Blackstone
prevailed on it to include an airport site in the study. Consequently, a
good part of Weinberg's report was devoted to an analysis of alternative
sites.

Weinberg presented a draft of the section of his report dealing with
airport sites at the April 13, 1960, meeting of the Planning Board. The
report, after considering five alternative sites, ruled out three, pre-
senting two alternative recommendations to the Planning Board. Ruled
out were the Grossinger's and the Monticello sites, and one other.
Weinberg selected two as equally appropriate: one called "Tri-town' in

the southwest corner of Liberty near Thompson and Fallsburgh; the

8Interviews, Paul Grossinger, June 23, 1965; Albert Somit, March
22, 1965; Jack Levine, May 13, 1965,
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other at Wanasink Lake in Thompson which the FPlanning Board referred
to as the "Glen V ild" wite.

Weinberg's criteria of selection were simple enough for a layman
to apply, yet original in that they had never been used before in Sullivan
County: he used several more or less measurable "standards' or yard-
sticks: cost of construction, accessibility to the main population centers,
and conflicts of air traffic landings and take-offs with noise and safety
requirements of neighboring activites were the major ones. He then
judged each site by these yardsticks. The Monticello site had major
conflicts with surrounding residential areas, particularly if runways
were to be lengthened. The Grossinger's site seemed to be too expen~
sive compared to the others. Others were ruled out on grounds of inac~
cessibility: this was not difficult since they were not near the Quickway
(Route 17),

Weinberg's effort was labeled "preliminary.' Site evaluations can
of course be done with varying degrees of thoroughness and cost: the
object is to spend just enough time on such evaluations as is necessary
to determine that the differences between sites is sufficiently large so
that an incorrect evaluation is improbable. What Weinberg did achieve
was sufficient discrimination among enough sites, by criteria that the
Planning Board could agree with, so that the Planning Board was satis~
fied that it would not be worth while to spend more time and money on
more exhaustive investigation. Indicating agreement with Weinberg's
report, one member commented that:

He was very gratified that this Committee has received from
Mr. Weinberg unbiased opinion on all of the sites that have

been publicly suggested so far and particularly because the
Planning Board can concentrate on the study of sites that are
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entirely practical for County airport development, 9

The Planning Board then contacted Fletcher Ingals, an FAA engineer,
who visited Weinberg's two sites and commented in a letter that even
though the Grossinger's fiel! ~iready had FAA certification, this would
not rule out a better site. V hilc favoring the Glen V'ild site from a''site
development point of view" (i. e., construction costs) he thought Tri-

10 On another occasion, he

Towntobe better located geographically.
endorsed the workmanship of the Weinberg analysis very strongly.u

The Planning Board, at its May meeting, chosethe Tri-Town site, bas~
ing its recommendation on the Weinberg report and ''. . .because of its

more central location with reference to the resort industry, 2

Reactions to t_llg Planntng Board's Recommendation

The Planning Board’'s endorsement of the Tri-Town site was a set-
back for the Liberty Airport Authority., Blackstone went before a Lib~
erty group and "stated his doubt that Mr. Weinberg or his staff are qual-

nl3 From Monticello, too, came

ified to make such recommendations.
attempts to amend the Weinberg report. Lee Lord, Manager of the
Monticello Airport and a former airlines pilot, had written Weinberg

requesting that he correct his report and include an endorsement of the

9Sullivan County Planning Board, Minutes, April 3, 1960, p. 2.

101 etter, May 4, 1960 (in the files of the Sullivan County Planning
Board).

uLettor. June 8, 1960 (in the files of the Sullivan County Planning
Board).

1254u11ivan County Planning Board, Minutes, May 11, 1960, p. 3.
B1bid., June 8, 1960, p- 1.
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Monticello Airport. The Planning Board refused to accept Lord's argu-
ments and reaffirmed the Tri-Town site recommendation, 14

At its June 8th meeting, despite the favorable evaluations of the
Tri-Town site by Weinberg and Ingals, the Planning Board felt that,
even granting the condition of a favorable engineering report, a recoms-
mendation that the County acquire a site and begin construction of an
airport "could not possibly be accepted by the Supervisors at this
time, . ."° The Board then proposed a resolution for introduction by
the Supervisors' Publicity and Development Committee proposing the
County pay for an engineering survey of the Tri-Town site.

Pearson convened that Committee on June 13th and there, appar-
ently unexpectedly, the Planning Board's request met defeat. Accord-
ing to one account,

4 majority of members would not go along, principally
because they could not recommend spending County money on
private property. They suggested that options be obtained
first, but did not suggest how or by whom. Therefore, a res-
olution prepared for introduction by that Committeec never
came up before the Board of Supervisors.l

The Planning Board had been caught in a dilemma. On the one

hand, its reasoned arguments could be discredited by citing the need for

more "technical engineering studies. On the other hand, the Board of

141hid,, July 13, 1960, p. 1.
15mbid., June 8, 1960, p. 1.

16"County Planner's Newsletter," No. 4, June 15, 1960 (in the files
of the Planning Board)., Pearscn had prepared a letter to be delivered to
the Supervisors with the Publicity Committee's resolution stating that the
proposed engineering survey was requested solelyto resolve the siteloca-
tion question with no implication that the County would be committed to
expend funds for the airport. This ploy was, of course, unsuccessful.



66

Supervisors could argue that even engineering studies constituted a com-
mitment to the airport that they did not want to make. It is worth noting
that in contrast to its problems with the room tax, the members of the
Planning Board itcelf felt little conflict or indecision on the question of
an airport site even without detailed engineering studies. They felt it
was a much more clear-cut issue. To them the terrain of the Grossing-
er's site was obviously prohibitively expensive to develop for commer=-

cial aircraft. 17

Final Developmerts

Through the rest of the summer of 1960, a number of other devel=
opments took place in the airport controversy. In June, the New York
Port Authority had made public a proposal for a jet-port at Pine Island
in Orange County. Millard met with the Port Authority in New York on
June 22nd and reported to the Planning Board that evening. Both the
Tri-County Airport group in Monticello and Ben Kaplan of the Hotel
Association were reported taking the position that the Pine Island jet-
port solved the County's airport ;;u-oblem.18 By the time of the Planning
Eoard's July 13th meeting the possibility of anything coming of the Tri-
Town site recommendations was growing dimmer. One member,
accepting the unwillingness of the Supervisors to finance an engineering
survey in the Tri-Town site, proposed that the towns of Liberty, Falls~
burgh and Thompson

should get together to consider how they might share the cost
of an engineering survey. He said that just prior to this

17Interview, Sidney Marks, May 13, 1965,

18sullivan County Planning Board, Minutes, June 22, 1960, p. 1.
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meeting the Supervisors of the three townships had met in
Mr. Millard's office to consider this very matter and that they
had agreed as follows:

That the Hotel Association should be asked to advance the
money for a survey on the basis that it would be reimbursed
by the three townships when and if the survey proved favor-
able and the three townships thereafter agreed to joint financ~
ing of an airport. Mr. Pearson said that in as much as the
Hotel Association had indicated certain hotels might be will-
ing to participate in airport financing, such hotels might be
approached successfully through the Association. 19

Another, however, successfully argued that the Planning Board
should reject hotel financing of the airport engineering survey, first

because

if the request was not successful it would be all the more dif~
ficult to get Supervisors of three townships to endorse financ-
ing of the project on a tri-town basis. . . .[ And second, |if
the hotel! men should agree, they would use their financing of
a survey as an additional argument against a room tax, if that
issue arises again,

The Planning Beard then decided to ask the State Bureau of Aviation to

inspect and render an opinion on the Tri-Town site; and to

. « »request the Board of Supervisors and Boards of the
Towns of Liberty, Fallsburgh and Thompson to finance an
engineering survey of the Tri-Town site, subsequent to a
favorable report from the State Aviation Bureau, if and when
received. 21

Apparently ne further support from the towns or the Supervisors

l981:,115.\»'3.11 County Planning Board, Minutes, July 13, 1960, p. 1.

20 1hid, . The Executive Vice President of the Hotel fgsociation
explained the resorts' position: they feared that support of an airport
would '"box' them into a position of support for a room tax.

2lbid., p. 2.
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was given to the Planning Board's proposals. The failure of the Board's
efforts for the Tri=-Town site ended serious efforts by that body to pro-
mote airport development. According to Planning Board Minutes the
Director, on July 13th,
said that due to the absence of any interim report on the
Westmeyer Report [on the room tax, another issue which con-
cerned the Planning Board at that timel and the refusal of the
Publicity and Development Committee to recommend the
appropriation of funds for an engineering survey of Tri-Town,
he felt completely frustrated. . .2
There is no further record of discussion by the Planning Beoard on the
promotion of the Tri-Town site that summer. Blackstone was appar-
ently arranging hearings with the FAA for certification of the Liberty
site; the Planning Board declined to send a representative to those hear-~
ings. In the fall, the County's master planning studies, which had been
applied for earlier through the "701" program, were begun by the NYU
team. The Board's attentions were diverted from policy questions with
any potential for immediate impact. Since 1960, the Planning Board has
taken little action toward the establishment of a county airport on any
site. The major initiative has been by the Liberty Airport Authority,
which sought financial commitments from the Board of Supervisors at
the beginning of 1962 and again in the spring of 1963, with no success.
The Planning Board gave no support to the Liberty effort, citing the
prior necessity of examination of the Tri-Town site. In 1964 the Plan-
ning Board gave the airport a low priority in its capital improvement

program recommendations,

221bid,, p. 3.
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In 1964 the Supervisors set up a special Citizens Advisory Com-
mittee on Airports, which is now considering three sites including the
Liberty field, but not the Tri~-Town site. This Committee is carrying
out engineering studies using county personnel, The Planning Board is

not involved in thia latest site study.



CHLPTER V

THE SULLIVAN COCUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGF SITE

The controversy over the location of a permanent site for the Sul-
livan County Community College flared into the open early in 1965, It
revealed sectional, ethnic, social, and political differences within the
county, often dramatically. It was the most bitter controversy in dec-
ades in Sullivan County.

What is interesting is that, for eighteen months prior to massive
public exposure of the conflict, the site question was dealt with pri-
vately (or semi-privately) by the College's Board of Trustees, who
attempted to use reason, bargaining, and finally expert advice in select-
ing a site. The following account focuses on this attempt at "technical"
solution of what was always, potentially, an emotionally charged sec-
tional conflict. Necessarily, the background of the issue in the imme=-
diately preceding years, as well as the eventual resolution of the con-

flict (so far as this has occurred), will be briefly presented.

Back ground

Interest in obtaining a two-year community college for Sullivan
County dates back to the late 1950's. New York State, at that time,
began administering financial and other aid to counties desiring to estab-
lish community colleges. The State offered to match any donations by
individuals or local governments; and contribute to tuition and operating

expenses for institutions accepted as part of the State University system
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by the Board of Trusiees of the State University of New York (SUNY).
Interest within the County centered in a citizen's committee sanctioned
by the Board of Supervisors. 1 During the periad from 1957 to 1962 this
committee succeeded in gaining commitments of support within the
County, and official sanction and financial support from the State.

The interest in a community college had several bases, and the
nature of these affected the controversy over sites that later was to
develop. An article in the Middietown Record's February 27, 1962
"Progress' edition summed up these interests:

The reasons to push for a community college were as many as
they were varied.

To some, it may have been a rnatter of prestige, Others saw
a boost for the economy, an increase in business,

A college in the county might also serve to sterm the exodus of
young men and women,

But, apparently the strongest impetus was simply a sincere
belief in education,
A perception of the economic value of a community college was

evident from the beginning. One local newspaper columnist said in 1957

Irhe Supervisors set up a three-man lay committee and a Super-
vigsors! Committee in 1957, See Sullivan County Board of Supervisgors,
Proceedings, 1957, pp. 81, 104, 105, The members of the Supervisors!
Committee were Ralph Coddington (Thompson), William Pearson (Lib-
erty}), Henry Furk {(Cochecton) and William Cairns (Mamakating). The
lay committee consisted of Frederick Starck {Callicoon), Louis Blum«
berg (South Fallsburgh), and Henry Paul {(Livingston Manor)., Blumberg
is Superintendent of Fallsburgh Schools and Paul is Superintendent of
School District I, inecluding much of the southern half of the County. In
1960 the Supervisors created a new, larger committee. See Sullivan
County Board of Supervisors, Proceedings, 1960, pp. 167-8. The mem-
bers appointed were: Fred Starck, Henry Paul, David Panebaker, Frank
Devlin, Joseph Carol, Paul Grossinger, Sidney Sussman, Milton Kutcher,
Raymond Parker, Bernard Wiess, Lazarus Levine, Daniel Lamberti,
Dr. David Sprecher, Dr, Eugene Rosa, Judge Sydney Foster.
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that

The best part of this community college idea is that such an
institution could be put in the Western part of the county where
something is needed to boost the economy.
There was sentiment that the college would be "good for the County"
economically, but probably this sentiment was at least matched if not
overwhelmed in many cases by the idea that it would be "good for the
town,"
There was some support from the resorts, also on economic
grounds. One resort operator on the citizen's committee noted that
", . .the community college would mean a terrific boost to the hotel
industry."3
Through the end of 1961 the college committee managed to sub-
ordinate in the public consciousness the question of a site to the larger
question of whether there would be a Sullivan County Community Col-
lege at all. In January, 1961, Chairman Frederick Starck of the Com-
mittee urged citizens of the county to "make every effort to avoid a site
hassle which might pit one section against another and interfere with the
maximum push to get a college. . . ." And both Starck and Milton Kut-
sher of the committee said that ', . .any discussion of sites now is pre-

mature." They emphasized that the site would be selected by the Board

of Trustees of the college, should one be granted Sullivan County.

ZBulletin Sentinel (Monticello), August 27, 1957.

3Bulletin Sentinel (Monticello), December 20, 1960. But the Hotel
Association and most individual hotelmendid not join in efforts to put the
college in any particular section of the County. One hotelman saw the
college~-site issue as one he "couldn't win'' on, a tax liability if it came
to his town.
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Meanwhile the committee would have nothing to do with sites, and all
site proposals would be turned over to the Board of Supervisors. 4
Restraint on the site question dissipated as the steps necessary

for state approval progressed. The committee's report to the Board of
Supervisors recommending the establishment of a community college
wag pregented and immediately unanimously endorsed on the 19th of
December, 1961, This Supervisor® endorsement made formal the appli-
cation to the state, and for the next several months there was nothing to
do in the County, with respect to the community college, but wait. Dur-~
ing this period, talk about the site began to increase, At the December
19, 1961, Supervisors' meecting, according to one newspaper account,
"The site question was in the back of the minds of some members., . .*
A west-county supervisor asked if the report of the lay committee
implied that a site had already been chosen,

Board Chairman Mortimer Michaela quickly agsured him that

no site had been selected, that it was a hypothetical statement

and the question of site selection should be avoided at the
present time. 5

In January, 1962, a columnist noted that

« » »the location of the community college, if one comes to
Sullivan, is occupying a great deal of speculation about the
county, . . Many ar%und Monticello. . .are hoping it can go
near that village. . .

%Bylletin-Sentinel {Monticello), January 31, 1961,

5.
Ibid., December 26, 1961. Supervisors' Proceedings, 1962, p. 92,
81bid., January 23, 1962,
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Later in the spring, the New York State Board of Regents amended
its master plan to include Sullivan County, thus accomplishing a further
step toward a full commitment by the State. On May 1st, a local paper
noted that "Now that a community college secms a bit more likely you
can look for the infighting on a site to become more intentsive."7 In
June, there was apeculation that Loomis, the location of a former vet-
eran's hospital near Liberty, would be considered as a college loca-
tion.8 At the end of June, the State Board of Regents formally amended
the State's Magter Plan for Education to include Sullivan County Commu-~
nity College, and Liberty Supervisor William E. Pearson, chairman of
the Supervisors'’ Fducation and Community College Committee, invited
"anyone with a proposed community college site for Sullivan County" to
submit it irnmediately to his committee. Pearson said,

We want to be all ready with the site {or sites) to propose to
the Sullivan County Community College Board of Trustees and

the college president as soon as these officials are named and
organized. . .

The newspaper account further indicated that

+ « - The site question is expected to become a big issue in the
county in the coming months. It has been played down
because of the need for cooperation to get the proposed col-
lege in the state's master plan.

Now that this has been accomplished, proponents of the sites
near Liberty, Fallsburgh and Monticello can be expected to go

TBernard Wiess, Address to Board of Supervisors, February 11,
1965 (in the files of the Sullivan County Community College).

8Bulletin~Sentinel {Monticello), June 12, 1962,
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all out in an effort to get the college located near their

villages, . .9
A week later a paper headlined "PROPOSALS FOR COLLEGE SITE
LAGGING." No new site proposals had come to light but it appeared
that a good deal of preparatory work was going on. Pearson said that a
citizens committee was at work in the Village of Liberty. Mortimer
Michaels "indicated that he would be getting phone calls from each of the
six villages in his township with site proposals.!" Narrowsburgh was
still interested in pushing its site. Other sites were mentioned but the
Supervisors

gave the impression that those with sites {or expecting to pro-

pose sites) were handling the situation cautiously.

It appeared that one reason this is so is because those looking

for prospective sites donot want to tip their hands so property

owners can up their prices. . .
Chairman Michaels at this time, however, noted that he felt the site
question was "a little premature.'" The news item noted:

The college will be a terrific economic boost to the whole

county, but, of course, it will mean most to the community

or communities in its immediate neighborhood. 10

By the end of August, 1963, there were reports of several site

proposals in the making in Liberty and Fallsburgh though no specific

offers had beena made by these towns,

Perhaps they are awaiting definite approval of the proposed

tbid., July 3, 1962,

101bid. , July 10, 1962.
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Sullivan college. The state university Board of Trustees may
take 1fina.l action on the community's application in Septem~
ber,

A

In September, Pearson noted "Plenty of sites suitable for the community
college in the Liberty, Harris, Bushmill area. . ." and '". . . said that

12

there was a site committee working in the Liberty area, . ,'"'~ By

October, a newspaper reported that

between 25 and 30 college sites have been proposed to the

community college and education committee of the Board of

fﬁ??:::g:;%&r. h. only sitte .I:ubliclhoffered for the college is

gh airport site. . .
Naming the Trustees
With approval of the college by the State's Fducation Department

in September 1962, the County Board of Supervisors, which had a Demo-
cratic Party majority of one, was faced with the necessity of appointing
five college trustees. These, with four trustees to be appointed by the
Governor, would have sole power to investigate and select sites for the
college, subject only to a veto by the Supervisors. It was immediately
apparent that sectional and political party representation on the Board of
Trustees would be a major issue. It appeared that Mortimer Michaels
of Fallsburgh, Democratic Chairman of the Board of Supervisors, might
be a candidate for appointment to the Board of Trustees. Whether there

was any chance that the Supervisors might unanimously appoint "non=

partisan or non-sectional" figures as trustees, is doubtful. But

1l1bid,, August 28, 1962,
121bid,, September 18, 1962.
31bid,, October 2, 1962.
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Michaels' appointment apparently aroused attempts to counteract his

political power on the Board of Trustees.

Reports heard over the weekend were that the Republican
minority of the County Board was holding up on submission of
names for the five trustees to be appointed by the Board of
Supervisors because of the political aspects of the possible
Michaels appointment.

Among reports was one that Republicans would insist on
appointment of an equally important political figure on their
side of the fence (to the Board of Trustees) such as Monticello
Mayor Luis de Hoyos.

There were also reports that some leading Republican attor=

neys at Monticello were interested in getting on the college

board. . .

It also was learned that another possible appointee to the col-

lege board has political connections. This is Max Rubensahl

of the Town of Neversink who is a Democratic Committeeman

from that Township. . .14

There apparently was speculation that the move to name Michaels

was a way to ""head off possible naming of Liberty Supervisor William E,
Pearson, chairman of the Supervisors' Education and Community Col-

5

lege Committee, . ."1 Pearson had been prominent in previous activi-

ties to get a community college, but his sectional representation was for
the Town of Liberty.
This maneuvering apparently occurred together with many

demands from the localities for representation.

In addition to the reports of political implications and the
prospective appointments, reports are heard that virtually

141hid., October 30, 1962.
151hia,



78
all large groups in the county are demanding reprenentation.16

The Supervisors' responses to these pressures occurred under the
shadow of subsequent appointments to be made by Republican Governor
Rockefeller. It was reported that ""the Governor has. . . .left politics

m7 1t could still be argued

out of his appointment to such boards. . . .
that the appointment of a Democratic chairman of the Board of Super-
visors to the Trustees invited the Governor to make a counter move if
local Republican pressure was brought to bear,

When the Supervisors met to appoint the trustees in November,
1962, the Republicans did not dispute Michaels' appointment. Instead,
they disputed the appointment of Neversink Democratic Committeeman
Max Rubenzahl. They were defeated on two votes, by party-line majori-
ties of 8 to 7.1% The locally appointed men were: Frederick Starck,
Callicoon, one of the original leaders in the drive for the college; Miles
R. Fllison, Liberty, President of the Community National Bank (later
Marine Midland), in Liberty; Max Rubenzahl, poultryman and Chairman
of the Neversink Central School District School Board; Mortimer

Michaels, Chairman of the Board of Supervisors; Bernard Wiess,

Monticello lawyer and former Special County Judge. Michaels and

161bid.
17miaq,

l8"[‘!'1roa.zgh a parliamentary maneuver the Republicans were pre-
vented from exerting pressure to swing the vote of C. Albert Sharkey, a
Democrat from the Delaware River town of Highland, The Republicans
unsuccessfully attempted to place in nomination the name of Mrs. James
McGough, apopular resident of Sharkey's township, in place of Rubenzahl,
Sharkey later proved to be a weak link in the 8~7 Democratic majority on
the Board of Supervisors on site issues due to his residence in the west-
ern part of the County.
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possibly Rubenzahl are the only "political figures in this line~up. But
all five had definite "sectional" interests.
Governor Rockefeller's appointments were delayed until April of
1963. They were: Luis de Hoyos, Republican Monticello Mayor; James
Burbank, Narrowsburg; Edward Albee, former assemblyman and Roscoe
businessman; Harold Gold, Fallsburgh businessman. De Hoyos is a
strong Republican political figure in Sullivan County, perhaps the lead-
ing Republican power in the area. Again, however, sectional interests
are predominant among the gubernatorial appointees.
With the appointment of the four trustees by the Governor the
Board of Trustees was complete. The Monticello columnist noted
It ended a long and politically bitter struggle and one which
was entirely unnecessary from both the Democratic and
Republican standpoint. The time for action is at last at
hand, 19
Liberty elements were angry. An unofficial statement from members of
the Liberty Businessmen's Association said
This organization believes the principle of fair representation

was badly served by the Governor in his selection of four trus~
tees for a Sullivan County community college.

They also objected to over~representation of Fallsburgh and Thompson,

with two trustees each., Liberty had been given only one. <0

The College Trustees Consider a Permanent Site

Preliminaries. The Trustees organized on March 10, 1963,

19Bulletin-Sentinel (Monticello, New York), March 5, 1963,

201hid,, March 12, 1963,
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Bernard Wiess of Monticello was elected chairman. Ono of Wiess' first
acts was to secure the Trusteces' approval that meetings would be held in
executive sesgion and that relcases to the press would not be made by
individuals but. would be made by the Board as a whole, through Wiess.
Ia the spring of 1963, the Board's time was largely devoted to obtaining
a temporary site in South Fallsburgh, hiring a college president and
staff, and getting under way with a curriculum so as to accept students
the following fall, The question of a permanent site was first discussed
at a meeting on June 20, 1963. By that time, a great many sites had
been proposed. At its July 11th meeting, the Board was able unani~
mously to eliminate 39 of the 57 proposals that had been received at that
time, During that summer, the Board made visits to various other com-~
munity colleges in the State, but it agreed to postpone visits to inspect
the sites until ', . .detailed proposals were submitted by the towns of
Liberty and Fa.llsl:.\t.u'gl':."21 By early October, the Trustees had
received site proposals from Liberty (Ferndale), Thompson (Dillon,
just outside Monticelle), and Fallsburgh {South Fallsburgh). The Trus-
tees then voted to make inspection trips to the five major sites that had
been offered at no cost, These included Dillon, Narrowsburgh, Ferne-
dale, South Fallsburgh and Harris (between Liberty and Monticello). 22
In November, largely for public relations purposes, the Trustees
held a public hearing on all sites offered for purchase, Only 7 of the
large number of original site proponents (most of which had been private

parties) appeared at the hearing, and the Trusteee subsequently

21Bernard Wiess, Address,

22thia.
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eliminated all of these.

Thus by December, 1963, the Trustees were considering only
sites offered by committees representing the varicus towns. There had
been a transition from a situation where individuals were hoping to reap
private gains, and perhaps prestige for their towns, by submitting sites
to the college for sale, to a contest among public or semi-public bodies
representing localities, offering free sites with a package of utilities
and services. At this time such groups had formed in at least Falls-
burgh, Monticello, Liberty and Narrowsburgh. From then on these
groups acted as intermediaries between any private parties and the
Board of Trustees, Instrumental or at least contributing to this transi-
tion was the Trustees' decision to eliminate all but those sites offered
free., Thisg, according to one trustee, was where they made their mis-
take, because it encouraged localities to compete with one another to
produce the best free site, 23

The sites that were, at one time or another, considered seriously
by the Trustees {in the period from November 1263 to February 1965)
are shown in the accompanying map. They are listed here briefly,

although some did not appear until the end of this period,

23Much of this case study is reconstructed from interviews with
participants in the site issue on July 7 and 8, 1965. These were Richard
Greenfield, Bernard Wiess, Max Ruberzahl, and Frederick Starck. I
also gained a great deal of information from other observers in Sullivan
County, in other interviews, on other occasions, some of which is
included in this account. !

From all of this, I have pieced together the account which appears
here, for which I am responsible, not my specific informants. In the
few cases where statements appear in quotations, they are illustrative,
rather than authoritative, and specific sources are withheld. Written
documents, where used, are cited in full,
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Ferndale (Liberty). Located south of Liberty within sight of
Route 17.

Loomis (Liberty), Located north of Liberty, site of 2 former Vet-
erans' Hospital. GSite is bisected by a power line right of way.

Lochmor {Fallsburgh). Located near the Village of Loch Sheld-
rake in Fallaburgh,

Loch Sheldrake (Fallsburgh). Near the Lochmor site. Offered in
the spring of 1965,

Rossal (Bethel). )

South Fallsburgh (Fallsburgh). In the village of South Fallsburgh,
the site consists partly of an elementary school used as the tempo-
rary college site,

Dillon {(Thompson}. Just north of Monticello,

Harris {(Thompson), A site on Route 17 midway between Monti~
celle and Liberty,
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Narrowsburgh {(Narrowsburgh), The site of the Narrowaburg Air-
port on the Delaware River,

White Lake (Bethel),

Deadlock Over Sites

The Trustees' investigations, through the end of 1963, failed to
produce a consensus or even a bare majority for any one site, This
dilernma, which had been hanging over the heads of the Trustees since
they first began consideration of a permanent site, became obvious at
their December meeting when, with the sites offered privately for sale
rejected, the number of sites still remaining for consideration had been
reduced to & handful, At this meeting several informal votes were taken
where the Trustees stated their preference in order. The voting split
on aectional lines, with no one site getting more than four votes. One
Trustee remembers that it was apparent to all that sites around Liberty
had the first choice. Sites in Fallsburgh had second choice, Monticello
last. But it is certain that Liberty could have commanded no more than
four votes: the support of Starck from Callicoon, Albee of Roscoe,
Rubenzahl of Neversink, and Liberty's Miles Ellison.

According to one observer it is questionable whether any of the
Trustees really though a decision on sites by consensus was posaible;

The Board was afraid to come to grips with the site in 1963,

Site selection was a garne to avoid a selection. No one really
thought there could be a gite by consensus. . .
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Perhaps, says this observer, some trustees entertained a "romantic
notion'' that by inspection they might find a site so good that everyone
could agree on it.

What happened in fact was that the Trustees found a great many
good sites for the college. Later reports by consulting experts empha-~
sized that differences among the best sites proposed in the county were
slight and some of the sites judged relatively less desirable were in fact
better sites than some actually chosen for community colleges in other
counties, This made it more difficult for individual trustees to forget
about economic and other benefits to their individual towns. A sense of
obligation to a local constituency was probably more or less present
among all the Trustees.

With the deadlock apparent at the end of 1963, two approaches
seem, in retrospect, to have been available to the Trustees., One was
continued bargaining, using new arguments and pressures or combina~
tions of old ones, in an attempt to forge a majority for one site. The
second alternative was to call on a, so far, unused decision-making
resource: the authority of outside experts. This was the course favored
by the Monticello trustees, particularly Chairman Wiess. Some of the
four trustees who had favored Liberty sites felt that Wiess, seeing no
support for a Monticello site, was attempting to bring in extraneous
arguments to tilt the balance of power in his direction. But Wiess was
able to argue on several grounds for the retention of outside assistance.
First, the State University of New York (SUNY) staff had had experience
with community colleges in other areas. Second, a deadlock did exist.
Finally, the Trustees would want to retain an architect for the college

anyway and his advice on gites might uncover new bases for agreement
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that had not yet been perceived by the Trustees. According to Sullivan
County Community College (SCCC) President, Richard Greenfield, who
gsat ex officio with the Trustees, the Monticello trustees 'didn't know
what sites the architect would favor."”

In December, 1963, the Board of Trustees agreed to seek opinions
on sites from SUNY and to interview firms for retention of an architect,
The Liberty group, however, never agreed to accept the authority of
outside experts as anything more than advice in making up their own
minds. Rubenzahl, for example (while noting that Wiess had said, soon
after the Trustees were appointed, that it would be necessary to hire an
architect) never agreed that an architect would be necessary for site
selection, Starck emphasizes that the Trustees, as far as he was con-
cerned, hired site architects only to advise. He reserved the full
responsibility for his own decision,

It seems apparent that the argument for using an architect to help
in site selection was clouded in some Trustees' minds by suspicion that
the Monticello trustees were advocating it for partisan purposes.
Rubenzahl points to the beginning of 1964, when the argument for reten-
tion of an architect was made, as the point when sectionalism first
became obvious on the Board of Trustees, Starck notes that it was at
this point that the Trustees got into a 'tremendous argument,” For
Starck, the problem started when "one of the other groups' wanted to
eliminate any site which did not receive a vote in the series of informal
ballots that apparently went on at the end of 1963 and early in 1964,
Starck felt this was a "calculated strategy.' He insisted that he had a
preference order for sites, he wanted to be able to vote for his first

choice without eliminating his second and lesser choices. He felt that
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the procedure of eliminating the sites would work definitely to the advan-
tage of one group.

Meanwhile, having received the consent of the Board, Wiess
instructed Greenfield, who was acting as executive secretary of the
Board, to send a letter to SUNY asking Executive Dean Paul B, Orvis
and architect Otto Teegan to "visit some proposed sites so that the
Board may benefit from the State University's views on the various
alternatives."?* Orvis and Teegan, after several postponements due to
inclement weather, visited with the Trustees the Narrowsburgh, Harris,
South Fallsburgh, Dillon, Ferndale and Lochmore sites on March 19,
1964, After the tour, the representatives of SUNY and the Trustees
informally agreed upon four site criteria which eliminated the South
Fallsburgh, Harris and Narrowsburgh sites. These were

1. That the site should be reasonably close to the center of popu-
lation and geographical center of the County.

2. That there should be a minimum of 100 acres of open land,
3. That the site should be free of existing substantial buildings.

4. That there should be no unusual problems of terrain, soil
drainage or bisecting public roads, 25

At its next regular meeting the Board "agreed to eliminate the South
Fallsburgh, Narrowsburg and Harris sites in light of criteria that had

been suggested by the State University officials."2® At this point, in

24 etter to Mr. Paul B, Orvis, Executive Dean, State University
of New York, December 18, 1963 (in the files of the College).

25Wien. Address.

261144,
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March of 1964, the Trustees were still deadlocked on siltes. The Monti-
cello trustecs at that time favored Dillon; Starck, Albee, Rubenzahl, and
Ellison still favored Ferndale in Liberty; the Fallsburgh trustees fav-
ored Lochmore; and Burbank still held out for Narrowsburg, At this
puint the Trustees were virtually unanimous on the desirability of hiring
an architect. They agreed to interview a number of firms.

The attempt to narrow the choices down by use of the state offi-
cials went on although there were other signs that some trustees did not
take the effort as authoritative. In February, FEllison noted that time
was running out on site options and proponents of the various sites were
getting concerned about the delay in picking one, But the Trustees
agreed to await the visit by Orvis and Teegan, 27 1In April, the Trustees
formally adopted the site criteria agreed on in the meeting with Orvis
and Teegan, but with dissenting votes by the Fallsburgh trustees who
opposed the 100-acre minimum. 28

In May, Frederick Starck introduced a new factor in the discus-~
sion of sites that was to prove of major importance in future bargaining.
This was the possibility of a $500,000 gift by Grover Hermann, a native
of the western part of the county and Starck's brother-in~law. Since
the State of New York matches any local contributions toward cormnmunity
colleges, the gift had an impact of 2 million dollars. The gift and later
detaile of the conditions attached to it were revealed in a climate of

mystery and, to some extent, supposition. The Trustees themselves,

27Roard of Trustees of Sullivan County Community College, South
Fallsburgh, New York, Minutes, February 20, 1964 (in the files of the
College). -

6 28syllivan County Community College, Trustees, Minuytes, April 16,
1964,
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in a number of cases, received communications from Hermann only
indirectly and verbally through Starck., They often had to request of
Starck that the offer 'and various coaditions be sent to them in writing,
The original conditions of the gift were either unclear as presented, or
miginterpreted by trustees with specific site interests. In May,
« « +2 news release was published, mentioned that Mr.
Hermann had given the $500,000 to the college as a gift for the
building program, mentioning that the gift contemplated that
the site would be in a country site in the approximate geo-
graphic center of the county over 150 to 200 [sic] acres in
size and convenient to all residents, 2
The first written confirmation of Hermann's offer came in a letter from
Hermann to Starck dated June 1st, which Starck presented to the Board.
In the letter, according to Wiess, the conditions were
+ + +provided his views on the location of the college and the
type of the architect hired were met,
His letter stated that the primary interest was in serving the
Delaware Valley rather than western Sullivan although he
accepted the need for considering the centers of population.
He suggested a location in the general vicinity of Briscoe,
Kauneonga Lake-Whitelake area as being one that would sat-
isfy him as an ideal site could be found there. He also men-
tioned in his letter that person of the caliber of Edward
Durell Stone would be excellent as an architect. . .30
In the ensuing summer of 1964, the Trustecs agreed to hire Stone
as the college architect, On July 30th, Stone and his son, Edward

Durell Stone, Jr., whom Stone retained as a consultant on site matters,

visited Sullivan County. With the Trustees, they inspected the Dillon,

29Wiess, Address.

301hi4.
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Lochmore and Ferndale sites, and two more which had been added:
White Lake in Bethel and Loomis in Liberty.
After the inspection trip, the Trustees and the architects met,
During the inspection Stone, Sr., had, in conversation, expressed z
preference for the Loomis site, Stone, Jr., when this happened,
emphasized that it would be premature, before reviewing the site bro-
chures, to express a preference at that time, When pressed he said
that if anything he would favor the Dillon site, In September, following
the unanimous recommendation of the Trustees, the Board of Supervis«
ora agreed to retain Edward Stone, Jr., on behalf of his father's firm,
to make a site evaluation report, The report, dated September 21,
1964, concluded that
The Dillon site is the unanimous firat choice of all personnel
from the architects! office and from his office~with the
Loomisg very close ag second choice (assuming the removal
of power lines). 31

Stone presented a map with thig report but no detailed analysis.

On September 29th Grover Hermann visited the sites. Hermann,
in 8 verbal report to Greenfield, stated that he preferred the Loomis
site to Dillon. He was pleased with the retention of Stone as an archi-
tect, however. He wanted to avoid dictating to the Board and said that
he hoped that the Board would make a wise choice, He did not specifi~
cally veto the Dillon site,

At this point there was some sentiment among the Trustees that

Stone's survey was ingufficiently detailed. Some had hoped that Stone

3lpia,
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would use a point rating system in evaluating the sites. In October,
Stone, Jr., prepared a more detailed report incorporating a point rating
system and a brief discussion of the differences among sites on each
characteristic rated. The report noted that the ratings were based upon
four sources: field investigations, brochures submitted by sponsors of
the sites, the Sullivan County Master Plan, and guide lines suggested by
the Educational Facilities Laboratory. The characteristics for which
differential point ratings were given were the following:
I. Physical Properties
A. Size and shape
B. Flexibility and expansion potential
C. General aesthetic character
D. Vistas and views
II. Location and Environs
A, Accessibility
B. Relation to community services
C. Protective zoning
D. Land use and environs
E. Cultural and educational amenities
F. Recreational facilities
G. Housing for faculty and staff
III. Physical Development
Site preparation
In his earlier report Stone had indicated that in many respects all the
sites were equal. On each of the characteristics for which he rated
differences, he rated each site on a scale of one to ten. In no case did
he rate a site on any characteristic less than six. Among four of the six
sites inspected there was a predominance of nine and ten ratings. There
were only ten eights and one seven. Dillon came out best with a cumu-~

lative rating of 125 but Loomis had 122, Lochmor had 114 and Ferndale

115. The report again concluded that Loomis was a close second to
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Dillon if power lines were removed, If these sites proved unacceptable
the Lochmor or Ferndale sites were recommended as alternates. 32
Stone made no attempt to differentiate in the weighting among the
characteristics. He apparently made no attempt to secure agreement
from the Trustees upon the characteristics and their relative impor-
tance before doing his survey and report. In communications with the
Trustees he tended to play down the importance of the point system. 33
While Stone, Jr., appeared ready to accept Loomis at least as a
close second choice, perhaps reflecting the intuitive opinion rendered by
his father on their first visit, other expert opinion began to swing toward
Dillon. At the suggestion of Dean Orvis of SUNY, Jack Fitzgerald, the
State Architect now serving in place of Teegan (who had retired), made
an inspection of the sites. This was on October 22nd. Fitzgerald in a
subsequent memorandum agreed with Stone except that he would have
eliminated Loomis altogether
due to the major problem of having to relocate the power
lines, and also because it is not in as good a location to
serve the center of population as some of the others. 34
Fitzgerald was present at the October 22nd special meeting attended by

Stone, Jr., and had expressed substantially the same comments per=

sonally to the Trustees. At that point Stone expressed no disagreement,

32Edward D. Stone, Architect, and Edward D. Stone, Jr. and
Associates, "Site Analysis: Sullivan County Community College," Octo~
ber 21, 1964 (in the files of the College).

33Letter to the Board of Trustees, Sullivan County Community Col-
lege, November 18, 1964 (in the files of the College).

34Memorandum to Board of Trustees, Sullivan County Community
College, October 26, 1964 (in the files of the College).
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Now a reaction came to the Dillon site and to the architects!
advice, On November 3rd, at a special meeting, Starck read a letter
from Hermann opposing outright the Dillon site. >° Hermann apparently
said that in spite of the Stone report he favored Loomis and saw a lot
wrong with Dillon, To this letter Starck added verbally the information
that Hermann would also endorse the Ferndale site, |

It is not clear whether, even then, all the Trustees were réady to
believe that Hermann was vetoing the Dillon site. Wiess again ques=-
tioned whether Hermann's gift was conditioned on the acceptance or
rejection of any specific site. Michaels urged a delay on sites so the
test borings could be made on Loomis, Dillon, Ferndale and Lochmor.
The Liberty coalition however was pressing for a vote on the Loomis
site. Rubenzahl, stating that it was appropriate for the Board to act on
site selection, presented a resolution for the Loomis site. A motion
was tabled five to four, Burbank voted with the Liberty group but Albee
of Roscoe declined, in this case, to join and supply the necessary
majority. 36

Various criticisms of the architect's report and recommendations
were made. A November 3rd letter from Greenfield to Edward D, Stone,
Jr., reported that "as I see it the Board hopes for a very detailed
exhaustive site analysis, including a highly defined point evaluation 8ya-

n37

tem utilizing a great many criteria, There was also concern among

358ullivan County Community College, Trustees, Minutes, Novem~
ber 3, 1964, .

36mid,

37Letter to Edward D. Stone, Jr., November 3, 1964 {in the files
of the College)

+
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the Trustees that Edward Durell Stone, Sr., had not participated in the
architects' recommendations. (It was Stone, Sr., who had originally
favored Loomis the previous summer.) In a November 5th letter to
Stone, Sr., Greenfield noted that
Unfortunately the Board did not feel that a2 definite decision
could be made because many members expressed a desire for
more information in the material obtained in your report.
They felt that more detailed data could best be obtained via a
meeting with you and Mr. Stone Jr. 38
Subsequent to the November 3rd meeting several trustees submitted
questions in writing to be passed on to Stone, Jr., based on their review
of his October 21st site analysis. Most of the questions dealt with spe~
cific items on the site rating point system. Stone, Jr., in a reply noted
It should be strongly emphasized that the rating chart is only
a minor part of the site selection analysis. The greatest
value of such a chart is that it formulates guidelines for
orderly analysis and comparison of site characteristics, 39
He answered each question in some detail. In most cases he presented
well-considered answers. The request for Stone, Sr.'s, presence
resulted in a letter from Stone, Sr., to Greenfield noting that although
he had not been able to attend the meetings he had been very much

involved in the work., He noted that with respect to Edward Stone, Jr.,

"I have conferred with him on the site analysis to date and [ am in

381 etter to Edward D. Stone, November 5, 1964 (in the files of the
College).

39 Letter to the Board of Trustees, Sullivan County Community Col~-
lege, November 18, 1964 (in the files of the College).
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complete agreement with his findings and recommendations. n40

On December L7th, it finally became clear that the Hermann gift
would not be available for the Dillon site. The Trustees received a let-
ter from Hermann which definitely stated that his gift was available
Yonly if those inveolved agree to a Loomis site at an early date. "1
Michaels, perhaps hoping for a compromise, moved approval of the
Lochmar site. An alternative strategy won, however, when the Board
agreed to reopen consideration of the Bethel site, after which Michaels
withdrew his resolution. So matters stood in deadlock through the
months of December and January. Monticello Mayor de Hoyos was
away on buginess and the Board agreed to defer a final vote until he
returned., 42

In January, Greenfield had been in consultation with Orvis, Fitz-
gerald and Stone, getting their reactions to the last-minute changes in
the various sites. The Rosall site in Bethel had been almost doubled in
size and in frontage on Route 17B. The Trustees alsc wanted the archi-
tects' reactions to the Loomis site if the power lines crossing the site
were relocated. Greenfield conferred with Orvies and Fitzgerald on Jan~
uary 29th, when the State representatives said that they would recom-
mendneither the Rosall nor the Loomis sites to the State University
Board of Trustees, due to their location away from the center of popula-

tion. Relocation of power lines at Loomis, therefore, was no longer a2

401 ,etter to Richard Greenfield, President, Sullivan County Com-~
munity College, November 17, 1964 (in the files of the College).

4lgultivan County Community College, Trustees, Minutes, Decem-
ber 17, 1964.

42114,
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factor. Orvis stated that he would approve any of three sites named by
Stone: Dillon, Ferndale or Lochmor. Fitzgerald felt that the Dillon sgite
was "fairly superior." His second choice was Lochmor, Ferndale was
third. Orvis favored Lochmor 'in terms of setting, real and potential
facilities, the park buffering protection, etc."

Greenfield also spoke to Stone, Jr., who again stated that Dillon
was clearly superior but he declined to make any further statement on
Loomnis without careful study. A message from Stone, Sr., indicated
that "with the power lines removed from Loomie they could not recom~
mend its disallowance." However, he did recommend Ferndale over
Laoomis. 43

At a special meeting on February 1, 1965, with de Hoyos present,
the Trustees finally selected the Dillon site. By this time the Trustees
had been able to reach a consensus (backed by the threat of a State veto)
on the recommendations of the experts that the L.oomis and Rosall sites
should be eliminated due to their off-center locationa. This was done
early in the meeting without dissent. The Trustees then, by a 7 to 2
vete, decided to remain in session until a site was selected that day.
They had before them three sites: Ferndale at Liberty, Lochmor in
Fallsburgh, and Dillon in Thompson. 44 Except for the trustees from
the western part of the county, whose towna were disqualified because
of location, there was one site for each of the major groups.

The initial voting resulted in the following tally: Ferndale, 4

43Richard Greenfield, Memorandum to the Board of Trustees,
Sullivan County Community College, January 29, 1965 {in the files of the
College).

4‘LWiea 8, Address.
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(Ellison, Rubengahl, Starck and Albee); Dillon.. 2 (de Hoyos and Wiess);
Lochmor, 2 (Michaels and Gold); Bethel, 1 (Burbank). After a caucus,
Burbank, apparently seeing that Bethel would get no support, threw his
vote to Dillon. According to Wiess his switch was "on the merits." It
could of course be argued that the Dillon site was locationally advanta~
geous to Burbank's town of Narrowsburgh. At this point the voting was
as followsg: Ferndale 4, Lochmor 2, Dillon 3.

Then, after a long series of ballots and caucuses, the Fallsburgh

trustees switched to Dillon, giving it the five votes needed to win.

The Reaction from Liberty

In Liberty and other parts of the county the reaction to the Dillon
selection was organized and strong. At the next Board of Supervisors
meeting, on February 11th, held to consider the Trustees' recormnmenda-
tion, Liberty and Dillon backers appeared in great numbers, so that the
meeting had to be transferred to a high school auditorium. Mortimer
Michaels, who was Chairman of the Board of Supervisors (as well as a
trustee) indicated that the Supervisors would hear all arguments and
communications from each side. The meeting lasted all afternoon and
late into the evening. Chairman of the Trustees Wiess was the firast
speaker. He spoke for almost an hour. After recounting some of the
history of the Trustees' deliberations and emphasizing heavily the
architects' recommendations, he began to list some of the Dillon site's
advantages over the others. He mentioned the good record in Monti-
cello in planning, zoning and urban renewal. He mentioned the advane
tages of having the college nearer the population center of the county in

Monticello, and the stores and services there in the village.
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Mrs. Dorothy Silverman, who several years earlier had led a suc~
cessful campaign for a referendum on the village manager system in
Liberty, headed a citizens committee against the Dillon site. In con-
trast to Wiess, Mrs. Silverman's presentation was brief. She presented
the Supervisors with over 8,000 petitions collected in the previous few
days. Apgainst Wiess' arguments on expert judgment she argued repre-~
sentation: whatever the experts say, the people wanted no part of Dillon
and her petitions backed her up. Subsequent speakers including a dele-~
gation of Liberty clergymen argued against the race track and the crime
rate in Monticello. They emphasized that Sullivan County, a ''rural
county, " could not afford to ignore and reject Hermann's million~dollar
gift, not available if the Supervisors picked the Dillon site. The Monti-
cello backers discounted the race track as an influence. It would be in
operation mainly in the summer months when school was not in session
and even then only at night. The Monticello group countered Liberty's
clergymen by sending forth as speakers three clergymen of their own.
Against the arguments that the race track would be a bad influence, the
Monticello backers urged that "morality begins in the home." Against
the argument that the county could not afford to lose Hermann's gift,
they argued that "if you really want to have a college you have to be
ready to pay."

At the Board of Trustees' next regular meeting, February 18th,
the Liberty trustees moved that the Dillon site resolution be rescinded.
Michaels and Gold of Fallsburgh, citing the public outcry against Dillon,
switched their votes away from Dillon and the Dillon site was rejected
by the Trustees. Thus the county was again without a decision on a site

for the community college.
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! The Fallsburgh trustees, who had been unsuccessful with the
Lochmor site, now proceeded to put together a parcel of land adjacent to
it in the Village of Loch Sheldrake. In late April, Ellis M. Rowlands,
Director of Community College Planning for SUNY (he had replaced
Fitzgerald) visited the Loch Sheldrake site. In his report he noted that
gome of the sites with the loweat priority in Sullivan County are superior
to sites that have been considered best for community colleges in other
areas. He concluded "It is our opinion that Dillon site near Monticello
and the Loch Sheldrake site are a:mi:ﬁv!:atzuding."45

The Fallsburgh trustees, unlike the supporters of the Monticello-
Dillon site, were able to win support from the Liberty faction. Partly
thia was because the Loch Sheldrake site was clearly located near the
Liberty village and relatively inaccesgsible from Monticello. Moreover,
the Liberty group, including members from rural, wesatern and northern
areas of the county, were perhaps as much anti~Dillon as they were in
favor of any particular site. Loch Sheldrake was perhaps the least
undesirable of the two alternatives.

At the June meeting of the Board of Supervisors, the Menticello
group was able to engineer a reprisal against Liberty. Miles Ellison,
the only Liberty trustee, was due to end his term on June 30th. Appar-
ently under the leadership of Monticella's Republican Mayor Luis de
Hoyos, six of the seven Republican supervisors with twa Democrats

from the river towns, subsatituted James Evers, Superintendent of

School in Highland, for Fllison, and thus eliminated Liberty's

4500py of a letter to Paul B. Orvis, Executive Dean, State Univer-
sity of New York, April 30, 1968 {in the files of the College).
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representation on the College Board of Trustees. A key factor was
Evers' residence in a Democratic township on the Delaware River. This
made it difficult for Albert Sharkey, a Democratic supervisor, to vote
on party lines.

Just before Ellison's term expired, the Trustees met in a special
meeting to accept the Loch Sheldrake site. What the Supervisors, who
have the power to veto but not propose sites, would do was not clear as
of mid-July 1965. The Trustees, by accepting deed to the site as a gift,
may have forced the hand of the Supervisors more than if they had left
the acceptance of the property to the legislative body. However, as the
conflict has progressed there has never yet been a consensus on any
site. Majority votes for one site have, so far, led only to change by

maneuvering and regrouping of forces as new factors enter the situation.



CHAPTER VI
THE POULTRY WASTE DISPOSAL COMMITTEE

Unlike the issues recounted in the preceding chapters, the poultry
problem does not revolve around a course of action argued in a partisan
and public faghion in the county government. Its subject is a series of
private disputes, between poultrymen and neighboring businesses and
residents, where implications for private interests and public policy
have emerged slowly and imperfectly over a period of years. The '"non-
political™ nature of the issue has been partly due to the operations of an
industry-oriented '"board,'" the Sullivan County Poultry Waste Disposal

Committee.

The basis of all the disputes has been poultry-manure disposal,
particularly the odor, pollution, and psychological effects suffered by
neighboring residents and businesses. These effects have been particu-
larly intense during the summer months, since some of the neighboring
activities have been resort operations-small hotels and bungalow colo-
nies. Many resorts have long kept chickens, and a measure of farm
activity has always added to the rustic charm of the Catskill resortarea.
The tension has come from a shift to large~scale operations by some
poultrymen starting in the 1950's. This was made possible by a techno-
logical development whereby tens of thousands of birds could be kept in
one building in cages. With this development and with a general drop in
egg prices, large-scale operations became the only way one could sur-
vive in the poultry industry. Cages were introduced in a score or more

101
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of poultry farms in the late 1950's and the early 1960's, and several very
large~scale "floor" operations de*.relch:;ecl.1 Figures change rapidly and
are hard to verify, but a preliminary survey in 1965 indicated that the
twenty~five largest operations in Sullivan County all had over 20,000
birds each, with 70,000 to 100,000 being more typical. Three operators
owned between 200,000 and 300,000 birds. 2

The problem of manure disposal has been made difficult both by
the increased concentration of birds and by the method of waste dispo-
sal. The cage operations require cleaning very frequently. Moreover,
the droppings are not mixed with sawdust or shavings as in the older
"floor" operations and hence are much more liquid and volatile. In
addition to the inevitable technical problems of waste disposal in the
cage operations some producers, preoccupied with maximizing egg pro-
duction, have neglected housekeeping activities that might have received
more attention in the older type of operation. The result, in some

cases, has been a continual stench around the new poultry houses. At a

Mhe account of the poultry problem inthis chapter is reconstructed
primarily from interviews with public officials, poultrymen, and other
regidents of Sullivan County. In only afew cases have I cited these inter~
views for specific information, and except for these cases the authority
for statements in this chapter is mine, not my informants. The persons
interviewed are the following: Alfred H. Beck, Allan Sormmmer, Dr. Paul
Ellig, Dr. Sol Dombeck, Dr. Edmund Rumble, Dr. H. Edward Miller,
Dr. Felix Schwartz, Bernard Rosgenberg, Abe Deutsch, Lazarus Levine,
Stephen Oppenheim, Earle Wilde, Dewey Carr, Morris Gibber, Albert
Cohen, Lawrence Batinkoff, Norman Nosenchuck, Bertram Mead,
Lawrence Stier, and Curt Norbeck. In addition, interviews conducted
primarily on other cases shed some light on the poultry situation.
Robert Linton of the Department of Agricultural Economics, Cornell
University, made available the results of his interviews dealing with
other aspects of the poultry problem.

Zsurvey conducted by Robert Linton, Department of Agricultural
Economics, Cornell University, Ithaca, New York.
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minimum, there are periods when unpleasant odors are produced as the
manure is removed from the coop. On occasional hot summer days, the
odors may not dissipate normally and may drift as far as five miles,
according to some residents.

Some of the poultry operations are located close to bungalow colo-
nies or other resorts. A complicating factor making for conflict, in the
early 1960's, may have been the declines in trade for the smaller bunga-~
low colonies. But the pattern of disputes cannot be viewed as wholly a
resort-poultry conflict of economic interests. The large hotels have not
been involved at all until recently, and then in a very moderate way.

The most vociferous resentment against poultry operators has come
from apparently part-time resort operators and residents.

The pattern of conflict is similar in many cases. The poultry
operator and nearby residents are "neighbors,'" who expect that the
offending neighbor will act in good faith to correct the offense. With
time, patience is exhausted and third parties, including public officials,
are called in. At some point, the neighbor of the poultryman calls a
lawyer and, with negotiations and public agencies unable to stop the
offense, he goes to court.

The threat of adverse precedent in the courts was a major impetus
for the Poultry Committee's establishment. This threat occurred for
the first time in Sullivan County in 1960, when two bungalow operators in
the Town of Thompson sought an injunction against the neighboring poul-

try farm owned by Samuel, Marvin, and Emanuel Fradkin. 3 The case

3Interview, Lazarus Levine, Liberty, New York, June 18, 1965.
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was in process for several years. During this tirne others in Sullivan
County became aware of the poultry problem. Even many of the bunga-
low operators, who had previously tolerated the floor operations, began
to identify odors as obnoxious and harmful to business. A number of
new disputes came to light, and at least two of these went to court. 4

One regult of the general anxiety about poultry waste disposal was
increased pressure upon the County Agent, Earl Wilde. The pressure
came in the form of calls, both from poultrymen wanting to know what to
do about their problems with their neighbors, and from bungalow opera-
tors and others who were offended by the poultry waste. At the same
time, the Fradkin case had implications that were of serious concern to
the agricultural leaders of the county. They were particularly fearful
that, should a legal precedent be set against Fradkin, an avalanche of
similar suits would be instituted by resort interests. But they felt that
even if they should win, the publicity would cost them dearly. They
seemed to sense a potential wave of litigation and perhaps even restric-
~ tive public regulations.

The non-poultry agricultural interests in the county are primarily
dairymen. Their operations and ethnic backgrounds tend to differ from
those of the poultrymen, who were mainly Jewish. Nevertheless, the
poultrymen were able to argue that if precedents are set against the
chicken business, the dairy business would be next, because the dairy-
men had also had their problems with manure disposal. Thus, by 196 l.l

the key agricultural leaders were in agreement that “'something had to

'4Interview, Stephen Oppenheim, Monticello, New York, June 18, 1965,
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be done,"

With Wilde's encouragement, a Poultry Waste Disposal Committee
was8 established. It included several poultrymen as well as other agri-
cultural leaders and representatives of the feed companies {who had a
stake in the success of the poultry farms, the cage operations in partic-
ular). Wilde was the chairman. The Committee first met in the fall of
1361. It is important that the membership of the Committee consisted of
the leading poultrymen and other agriculturists. "Leading' to a large
extent means 'successful,” and even though some successaful poultry-
men might have had some disposal problems, those on the Committee
could not generally be actused of running sloppy operations.

The Committee had both long-range and short-range objectives.
For the long run, it sought technical advice on econornical ways to solve
the problem of disposing the poultry manure. It requested help from
Cornell University; in addition, it sought the best advice it could find,
from the feed companies and from various sources throughout the
nation. A large number of potential sclutions were set forth. An inter-
est in technical solutions to the ménure disposal problem has continued
throughout the life of the Committee. For the short run, the Commit-
tee's role evolved 28 one of a particular kind of public relations, whose

effect was to mute individual conflicts as they arose.

Inadequacy of Existing Institutions

The Committee is filling a gap. where a new technology has
resulted in strains in neighborly and iatra-community relations, and
there are no institutions available to deal adequately with these strains.

The existing institutions include, a8 a first line of defense, simply
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neighborliness. There were also the local authorities—the town boards,
planning boards, and health officers—and state agencies including the
Board of Health and the Department of Conservation. Another institu-
tion iz private litigation in court, and this will be treated in 2 separate

section of this chapter.

Neighborliness. The deterioration of neighborly relations between the

poultryman and neighboring residents or resorts is perhaps an agonizing
process for both gides. In most cases, there is the precedent of a gen-
eration or more of living as neighbors with no conflict. There may have
been some odorsg, but the neighbors have accepted these as unavoidable
consequences of the farming operation, from which perhaps they also
receive special benefits. (Farmers, particularly if they are somewhat
diversified, can offer a number of services to rurzl residents and
resorts. Manure itself makes grass grow green. Farmers also, if
they keep cattle, will often cut hay, and with their machinery they are in
a position to do nurmerous favers for home-owners and businesses |
| nearby.) Neighbors, consequently, are reluctant to complain to poultry-
men. They only do so under what they consider extraordinary provoca-
tion, usuzlly referring not just to 'edors' but to "an unbearable stench,"
which makes living almost impossible, sometimes to the point of ¢caus~
ing nausea and sickness. Even then the normal procedure is for the
neighbor to go directly to the poultryman in hope that he will, like a
good neighbor, do something to remedy the situation. In almost every
case the poultryman responds with some kind of action or with promises
of action. The result, then, is usually a temporary easing of the situa-

tion, even if the poultryman does nothing. There is in any case a
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tendency for complaints against poultrymen to be extremely sporadic.
They almost never occur except during the summer and then only upon
specific provocation. In most cases these provocations—usually odors—
last only a few days. When the odor stops, the complaints stop.

The poulirymen are, of course, often operating under constraints
which make it difficult or impossible to meet their neighbors' demands.
Once a poultryman has installed the cage system it is costly to recon~
vert to a floor operation. Moreover, it is probably true that the general
pressure for low margins and high volume has forced the egg-producer
to look for internal economies of scale rather than for friendly and day-
to-day relations with his neighbors and the community. Rather than
hire local help, for example, many of the larger poultrymen have
employed lower-waged Puerto Ricans and Negroes, causing anxiety
among the neighbors. The specialization of the modern egg-producing
farm also makes the poultryman less able to help his neighbors in other
ways. He does not need hay and he does not possess varied equipment
to lend out.

It appears that even in those cases where poultrymen concern
themselves with relations with their neighbors they now have to do this
consciously rather than in the natural course of their business. But
even this could be attempted only by the wealthier and better-managed
poultry operations. There is a feeling, prevalent among some poultry-
men, that most of the poultrymen's problems with neighbor relations
stern from poor management of a few operations. Of course this makes
sense. There continue to be stubborn cases, however, of poor manage-
ment; in somne cases even the best management practices cannot over-

come the disadvantages of sunk cost in unfortunate locations or
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unworkable manure-disposal systems.

Town Health Officers. When an offended resort operator or resident

feels that personal consultation with a poultry operator has failed, his
next action is likely to be an appeal to local authorities. This generally
means either a town board or local health officer~a practicing physician
who serves part time. Complaints may go directly to the health officer
or directly to the supervisor or other member of the town board, in
which case it may be referred back to the health officer.

But the health officer's ability to cope with the poultry odor prob-
lem is severely limited. One reason for this is the very limited appli-
cability of the state and town health and sanitary regulations. No towns
at present have ordinances dealing gpecifically with poultry or other
manure. The Town of Thompson has a prohibition against dumping,
intended for rubbish and garbage. Fallsburgh has a similar provision.
The dumping is in fact one cause of poultry odor but it is only one of
several. Moreover, a prohibition against dumping on private land can
have effect only if one or several public dumping grounds are provided.
An attempt to solve the manure dumping problem in Thompson~by pro-
viding public dumping grounds—failed when it was demonstrated that the
liquid poultry manure could not be adequately covered over with gravel.
The gravel always sank to the bottom and the poultry manure rose to the
top. Second, the health officers serve as consulting experts to the town
boards rather than as enforcement officers. Thus, they would be able
to make a judgment whether a given behavior violated some standards
set forth in a health or sanitary ordinance, but they are not available to

answer all complaints or to make inspections to see that the regulations
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are enforced. This authority rests with the town boards.

The Towns of Fallsburgh and Thompson have in addition to the
health officer a sanitary inspector who can function as an enforcement
officer. Upon receiving complaints the sanitary inspector can visit the
offending poultry farm, make inspections and, if warranted, issue a
summons to the poultryman to appear before the town board. In addi-
tion, the inspector may suggest specific actions to be taken by the
offending poultryman—for example, spreading lime on manure deposits.
The Sanitary Inspector in Fallsburgh receives an average of perhaps ten
complaints a year, either directly or referred to him through the Super-
visor. Most of these complaints refer to two or three "problem" poul-
try farms in the Town of Fallsburgh to which he makes repeated visits. 5

Under existing local regulations and existing technical knowledge
about the control of manure odors, few people hold high hopes for com-~
plete elimination of the poultry odor problem as it occurs in existing
poultry farms in Sullivan County. The most that can be hoped for, in
most cases, is some reduction in the odors and control of the timing of
poultry manure handling operations and their resulting odors, to avoid

the hottest days and the peak tourist week ends.

Town Boards. Most of the serious poultry~odor producers have

appeared before their respective town boards to answer complaints.
The town boards, like the health inspectors, are limited to the legal
remedies that exist in their town ordinances. They do, however, speak
with authority as the elected legislative body of the town and are empow-

ered to act as boards of health. They have, ultimately, the authority to

SInterview, Bernard Rosenberg, June 23, 1965.
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write new regulations, potentially punitive to the poultry industry, and
they have used this power, at least as a threat, with some effect in the
past. Their ordinary procedures, as health boards, are to consult with
the poultryman, to ask him to take some measures to alleviate if not
completely solve the problem. Ordinarily they gain at least temporary
compliance.

In a few cases, complaints againsi poultrymen have been brought
before town boards not by one or two individuals but by larger groups
representing communities or neighborhoods, sometimes organized as
committees. This has occurred in the Villages of Woodbourne and
Woodridge in the Town of Fallsburgh. There ig no evidence yet that
these committees have ever formed the semi-permanent status that
some of the other citizens' committees, on other issues in Sullivan
County, have achieved. Nevertheless, it iz at least arguable that these
cornmittees present a more potent political threat to the poultrymen than
do individuals appearing before the board. This is a difficult point to
estzblish. Individuals, of course, vary in their influence before any
town board. The formation of a committee, and the arrival of large
numbera of protestors at a town board meeting, may_only reflect frus-
tration at the possibilities of individuals' achieving action. On the other
hand, such groups make the formulation of more general, as opposed to
specific, case-by-case remedies seem more legitimate. These general
measures may take the form of laws and ordinances prohibiting specific
kinds of activities by poultrymen, or even regulating location of new
poultry farms.

It is significant that where such gr'oups have appeared they have

been composed at least partly of residents of the area near the poultry
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farm. Residents obviously have a different kind of stake in the poultry
problem than do bungalow operators. The bungalow operator, if he gets
complaints about the odor from his guests, faces a problem in doing
business. He himself may be willing to tolerate the odors and his major
problem is to pacify his guests. Some of his complaining may be only
"going through the motions" in order to show the guests that he is "doing
something" to solve the problem. On the other hand, if the odor prob-
lem causes him to lose clients or tenants, and if his business deterior~
ates over a period of years, he can claim a very real economic damage.
This is 2 private damage to one sector of the economy. The solution to
this problem may be sought in court. But what is involved is a private
law suit for damages rather than an attempt to levy general restrictions
on poultrymen. Moreover, when the bungalow operator's business is
restored, the grounds for his comglaint are taken away, even if odors
persist. Furthermore, the bungalows as a political force are weakened
by the fact that many of the owners are only part-time residents in the
county. The Bungalow Association does not appear to be a potent politi-
cal force at the county level, and probably not at the local level, in most
cases.

The political power of groups of residents affected by poultry
odors is probably greater. One informant mentioned a particular case
as potentially very important, '"because the people who complained were
residents. They had built very expensive homes and they're not going to
let an investment be hurt."

What worries the poultrymen is that individual conflicts between
poultrymen and neighboring residents or resorts may be transformed

into a "political" issue where generalized measures are proposed. The
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courts, of course, are one line of defense against punitive regulations
but they are slow and uncertain and they are a different category from
the private litigation that has been the only legal action so far. Mean-
while, the towne have been experimenting with variouse legal techniques.
Falleburgh has been attempting to draft a poultry ordinance. Both
Fallsburgh and Thompson have been considering zoning ordinances
which would restrict the construction of new pouliry Operations. to spe-
cific areas. This would make existing operations, outside the poultry
zones, "non-conforming uses" with restrictions on expansion. 6 The dif-
~ ficulties of administering such regulations in thease towns, where gov-
ernment tends to be on a rather personal, first-name basis, make such
ordinances very unpredictable in their effects; and this may be one rea-
son for apprehension on the part of the poultrymen.

Even the mere fact that regulation is being considered has had
effects on the poultrymen, however. In Liberty a resort operator,
unable to get a poultryman to alleviate conditions on a neighboring farm,
asked the Town Board for an ordinance to prohibit cage operations and
to prohibit the transportation of manure on public roads. An ordinance
was subsequently drawn up, not as punitive aa this, but prohibiting
dumping, transporting, and spreading of manure in the summer months
and requiring the use of covered trucks., Even this amount of regulation
may not have been workable: it required, for example, "effective

means'' to control odors during transportation or dumping of manure, a

6These ordinances, while generally acknowledged to be in prep-
aration, were not available for review in 1965,
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difficult thing for a regulating board or officer to establish. 7 The Pro-
posed ordinance got opposition from the poultrymen. Wilde appeared
before the Town Board saying the ordinance would '". . .put the poultry=
men out of business.” The ordinance was not enacted, but the Town
Attorney terms it "Yan effective non-enacted c:»rdimo.m:e."B As a result of
the propoeal, the Poultry Committee put pressure on Liberty poultry-.
men to contirol their operatiens. It was an important paxt of Wilde's
argument to the Town Board that the poultrymen were 'doing something"

about the problem. e

State Agencies. Local authorities and individuals with complaints

against poultry operations have had recourse to state agencies on occa~
eion. Since it has no health agency, Sullivan County comes under the
jurisdiction of the New York State Department of Health in Middletown,
Neighbors of poultrymen have called in the State health engineers but the
results were unsatisfactory. From the standpoint of those requesting
help, it appeared that the agency either was not interested or had no
authority to cope with the problem. The Department of Health feels

that there are no adequate regulations to deal with the poultry problems.
Moreover, as engineers, the Department personnel are frustrated by
the lack of technical means for either setting standards or taking con-

structive steps to solve the problem. 9

Torown of Liberty Animal and Poultry Manure Ordinance," 1963
{proposed; in the files of the Town Attorney).

8It:rl:erw'iew.lir. Alfred Beck, June 18, 1965,

9Interview. Bertram Mead, N. Y. State Department of Health,
Middletown, N. Y., February 10, 1965,
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A second state agency to which poultrymen's neighbors have turned
is the Department of Conservation. This Department is responsible for
enforcing game conservation laws as well as for restricting certain spe-
cified practices such as stream pollution, which may do damage to fish.
It has a vociferous constituency in sportsmen's groups, some of which
are active in Sullivan County. The Department of Conservation, how-
ever, showed little interest in problems of poultry odors or even of
alleged pollution, except in cases where dead fish could be found.

Apart from very occasional cases of dead fish in streams, there
is little indication of serious interest on the part of either of these agen-
cies, or other state agencies, in the problem of poultry waste disposal,
at least in the perceptions of Sullivan County inhabitants. Participation
by these agencies has, in at least one case, been occasioned by letter-
writing campaigns by the neighbor of a poaltryman.lo'l‘his activity even
got a response from the Governor. But sustained regulatory activity by

the State has not appeared.

Inadequacies of the Legal Process

The public and political response to the poultry odor problem
occurs against the background of unsatisfactory or inconclusive results
of private litigation in the courts. In Sullivan County, private suits for
damages or injunctive relief would perhaps be a more natural course of
action than recourse to public agencies, if it could be done within the
means of those seeking relief. As it is, however, attempts to achieve

damages or injunctions in poultry odor or pollution cases have proved

10mterview, Allan Sommer, June 17, 1965.
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exceedingly difficult. As a result, there has been what seems to one
attorney a ''surprisingly small amount of litigation in poultry casea."“
Neighbors of poultrymen have in many cases ''called a lawyer."” This
act may, in fact, have a great deal of symbolic importance, since it
marks an end of informal neighborly relations. The settlements, how-
ever, are arrived at informally in most cases, not in court,

The critical difficulty in achieving judgments against poultry oper=-
ations, in cases of odor or water pollution, is that of establishing the
facts in the case. No objective tests of the existence of odors have ever
been introduced into Sullivan County courts. Testimony about the exis-
tence of odors can be countered by contrary testimony that no odor
exists. Moreover, the sources of odors are difficult to identify. A
pouliryman can always claim that an odor came from some other loca~-
tion. The case of water pollution is almost as difficult. While tests of
water can be made, tracing the source of the pollution is difficult. In
the cases of both water pollution and odor, whatever objective tests are
posasible, they have not been widely employed within the county, More=
over, a certain amount of difficulty in coping with specialized legal
cases, such as air and water pollution, is perhaps the rule among law-
yers in Sullivan County. This is an area where most clients have lim-
ited resources and where most law practices are general rather than
highly specialized.

The case of Deutsch v. Fradkin illustrates the difficulties of legal

llinterview, Stephen Oppenheim, June 18, 1965, Only the three
cases mentioned above, footnotes 3 and 4, have actually gone to court.
For much of the legal background in this section, I am indebted to
Oppenheim. The responasibility for these statements, however, is mine.
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action against poultrymen. Even though an injunction was granted, the
case can hardly be considered to have come to a satisfactory end for the
bungalow operators affected. In the winter of 1961, a feed company
financed the Fradkin Brothers in changing from a floor to a cage poultry
operation. The operation provided for the dumping of the manure into a
pit eight feet deep at one end of the poultry house. A bungalow colony
was located very close to the poultry house on one side, and another was
on the other side at a distance of about a quarter of a mile. The nearest
bungalow owner, Abe Deutsch, immediately noticed strong odors ema«~
nating from the pit. By July of 1961 his tenants had complained repeat-
edly and Deutsch concluded that the Fradkins did not mean to remedy the
situation. He presented, through a lawyer, papers seeking a temporary
injunction against spreading or dumping manure on the poultrymen's
premises. Later in the summer, the injunction was granted. The case
got some newspaper publicity and other poultrymen and agriculturalists
in the area, including three feed companies, became concerned that a
precedent would be set encouraging suits against other poultrymen. At
this point, the Fradkins retained a second law firm, which in turn
retained a lawyer, experienced in poultry cases, from another part of
the state. The Fradkins then gave Deutsch notice that they intended to
appeal the case. At this point it became clear to Deutsch that the cost
of fighting the appeal would be quite high. His lawyer gave him an esti-
mate of $10,000 and suggested that as an alternative he might attempt to
get a settlement from Fradkin, making permanent the conditions of the
temporary injunction. The settlement finally agreed on incorporated
suggestions made by the Poultry Waste Disposal Committee, which

Wilde had set up the previous summer.
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There were appeals for financial assistance to fight the case fur-
ther on both sides. The Fradkins appealed, apparently not successfully,
for financial help from the Poultry Committee. The extent to which they
were actually aided either by other individuals or by the feed companies
is a matter of conjecture. It is possible, however, that they were able
to present the prospect of financial backing, should the case go to court
for further litigation, even if this potential never had to be tested.
Deutsch, on the other hand, felt he had no allies. He went to the Hotel
Association, and the Association's Executive Vice President went before
the Thompson Town Board. Deutsch himself went before the Town
Board, even before having a lawyer. He said that the Fradkins were
summoned, but there was no legal remedy available. The Health Offi-
cer came around to visit the Fradkins' farm, but apparently "nothing
happened.'” Deutsch also called the operator of a large resort nearby,
apparently with no substantial results. At one point, however, the
Fradkins started construction of a new poultry house near this resort's
golf course and, after Deutsch called the resort operator, 'the equip-
ment was out of there the next day."lz

Like the Fradkin case, the case of E and D Estates vs. Marcus
ended in a settlement out of court. A bungalow operator about a quarter
of a mile away from the Marcus poultry farm claimed that his business
was being hurt by odors and stream pollution caused by the Marcus
Farm. Marcus' legal resources were apparently quite adequate to fight
the case. He was able to thwart the motion for a temporary injunction

and arrange a settlement with the bungalow operator, on the condition

lzIrltervievtr. Abe Deutsch, June 17, 1965.
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that in return for specified changes in practices on the poultry farm the
suit for a permanent injunction would be dropped. Even though neigh-
bors continue to complain persistently about the Marcua operation, the
suit apparently has been dropped. This might be due in part to the fact
that the bungalow colony's business, since the court appearances in 1963,
has revived to ita former lez\_rel. Another possibility is that Marcus,
even by running a somewhat offensive operation, is satisfying the bunga-
low colony's business interests; by letting his operations become more
offensive, Marcus ¢ould ruin the colony again. The colony needs the
poultryman's good will, and perhaps the modus vivendi established by

the settlement is more attractive than the possible fruits of a2 drawn-out

court fight,

The Poultry Waste Disposal Committee

The Poultry Waste Disposal Committee, established by County
Agent Wilde and members of the poultry industry during the Fradkin
case in 1961, has been in the background of most of the cases of conflict
between poultrymen and their neighbors. In many cases it has played a
prominent role. Its influence has come into play at various points in the
conflict in cases of varying severity. DBut the Committee has always
remained in the background, letting the settlement be formally sanc-
tioned by legal settlement--by a town board or health officer, or by
informal agreement between the poultryman and his neighbor. Until
1964, the Committee made few written praoposals of terms of settlement.
During the summer of 1964, when Cornmittee activity reached a peak, it
made written recornmendations in a dozen or so cases in the form of

letters to the parties to the dispute or the official agencies involved.
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The Committee's usefulness rests partly on the fact that it pos~
sesses a virtual monopoly of technical knowledge about poultry opera-
tions. At any stage in a conflict the complaining parties—the health offi-
cers, the town board and other officials—continually face the question:
"How can the poultryman modify his behavior to alleviate the problem,
short of discontinuing his business?'" The offending poultryman may or
may not have the answer, but by the time the dispute reaches a stage
where some third party is called in, confidence in his estimates has
usually ended. Solutions proposed by persons not familiar with the
poultry industry, however, are equally unconvincing. The number of
schemes proposed is very large, but none has proved workable. One
poultryman, who had been dumping in deep pits, was asked to cover the
manure with gravel. The poultryman obliged; but the gravel sank to the
bottom of the pit, displacing the manure which then began to flow toward
the neighbor's property. There have been plans to incinerate, compost,
or feed the manure to livestock, all of which have proved too costly or
undesirable for other reasons. The Town of Thompson's plans to apply
zoning to poultry operations met with the argument that it was going to
force the farmers out of businesa. The Liberty Poultry Ordinance met
with the same argument.

In this situation, the Cocmmittee's obvious claims to technical
knowledge lend it some weight. It can claim, at least, to know how any
farm can be brought up to standards of good management. Even though
this may not be enough to solve the problem, it may alleviate it, and it
gives the offended neighbor confidence that something is being done for
him. Given an unwillingness on the part of the neighbor, or at any rate

the town board, to seek overtly the elimination of the poultry farm, such
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steps have proven at least temporarily useful. They have resulted in
compliance, at least temporarily, by the poultryman and at least tempo-
rary cessation of attempts to seek redress by the neighbor. At any
stage in the conflict, no matter what the formal agency involved, there
is always some pressure felt to compromise to end the dispute. The
proposals of the Committee tend to satisfy this pressure.

It is not technical competence alone that gives the Committee a
measure of effectiveness. The Committee has striven to maintain an
image of being above the interests of individual poultrymen. It is an
elite, rather than a representative, group of poultrymen. 13 1 can claim
to exert some influence over individual poultrymen, although some indi-
viduals have refused to accept mediation by the Committee. The repre~
sentation of financial interests on the Committee, the source of capital
by which most poultrymen have installed cage operations, must carry
some implicit weight with poultrymen. Potentially such representation
may be a constraint on the Committee also. The sources of capital have
a stake in the financial success of individual operators, and it is con-
ceivable that individual success can conflict with the goal of aatisfactory
handling of the manure outgide the chicken house. Thig is difficult to
assess, since the feed companies and banks are naturally reluctant to

discusa any overt, or covert, policies or "strings' attached to financing

13The Committee membership included (in mid-1965) the following
agriculture and business leaders: Lawrence Batinkoff, Arthur Tuttle,
Morris Gibber, Max Brender, and Walter Lagerway, poultrymen; Albert
Cohen, President of Intercounty Farmers Cooperative Association; Curt
Norbeck, Agway Feeds; Ernest Morris, Purina Feeds; Miles Elliscn,
President of Marine Midland Community Bank in Liberty; Edward
Chardavoyne, Production Credit Administration; Dewey Carr, a dairy-
man; and Herman Reinshagen, a truck farmer,
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poultrymen. Certainly the overall success of the industry would be in
the interests of the financiers, and this demands the keeping of con-
flicts below some level which would be disruptive—that is, productive
of legislation which would hurt the industry.

The operations of the Committee seem to have been guided by a
consciousness of the need to appear impartial. Wilde insisted, for
example, on a rule prohibiting any member of the Committee from sit-
ting in judgment of his own case. There has been only one case where
a member of the Committee has been involved in a conflict; the Commit-
tee has taken no action on that case.

Very important to the operation of the Committee has been the
presence of Wilde as a communications link to all parts of the agricul-
tural industry in the county—with close contacts with sources of
expertise and prestige at the New York State Agricultural College and
at Cornell University. The Committee members cannot be in contact
with more than special segments of the industry. As extension agent,
Wilde can legitimately devote time to the Committee. Because of his
position, he learns when poultry operations cause problems and he can
keep in touch with the actions taken to solve them. Most other commit=-
tees and boards at work in Sullivan County have no agent in such a posi~
tion to channel information. It is difficult to see how the Poultry Waste
Disposal Committee could process more than a fraction of the cases it
does without the County Agent's participation.

Members of the Committee tend to depreciate, in interviews,
their contribution to solving the "poultry problem."” They characterize

their activities as temporary expedients, and they point to the formally
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authorized agencies and officials who mediate the disputes. For tech~
nical solutions, they point to the universities and industrial research
departments, Moreover, the Committee has avoided publicity about its
activities or about poultry conflicts. Beginning with the Fradkin Case,
it felt that publicity could only hurt the industry by encouraging larger
numbers of lawsuits and by stirring up support for public regulations
such as zoning. To a remarkable extent it had succeeded in avoiding
publicity prior to 1965. This situation is a result partly of the nature of
news coverage and reporting in Sullivan County, which makes possible
mutual "understandings'' between news sources and local weekly news~
papers as to what shall be published. Local officials and organizations
have no such rapport with the only local daily, the Middle-town Times-~

Herald Record, in neighboring Orange County. But the Record's cover~

age is sporadic in purely local affairs, and little news of poultry prob~
lems has been reported in that paper.

The Committee's informal approach to settling conflicts case~by-
case emphasizes a restoration of "neighborly relations.” This approach
was followed in the Fradkin case. A subcommittee was appointed to
vigit the Fradkin's farm and, also, to talk to the offended landowners
nearby. It is important that neighborly relations had existed between
Deutsch and Fradkin for a long time before the dispute which resulted in
a court fight, Deutsch had apparently lost faith in his poultryman neigh-
bor with the changes in the Fradkin operation over a period of years.
Still, the Committee's problem was one of repairing these relations
rather than beginning anything anew, They arrived at a series of rec-

ommendations for changes in Fradkin's operation that would make it
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less objectionable to Deutsch. On the other hand, they tried to explain
to Deutsch the nature of the poultry operation so that he would under=~
stand when odors did occur they were "necessary," Certainly one of the
major effects of the Committee's action was to project the concern of
the agriculturists and to give the offended parties the idea that some-~
thing was being done about the nuisance,

The Poultry Waste Disposal Committee's worst fears, that through
an adverse legal precedent a large number of private suits and perhaps
punitive public policies would be instituted, have not been realized. This
event has been averted, at least partly, by the actions of the Committee
in several dozen cases over the last four years. In none of these,
though litigation began in some cases, was a final settlement dictated
by court order, The Committee was always able to arrive at some com-
promise solution and somehow to persuade the offended party not to
carry on his suit.

But the poultry manure disposal problem in Sullivan County was,
in 1965, far from resolved. The Waste Disposal Committee itself con-
siders its present measures temporary expedients only, It hopes for
some kind of permanent technical solution to the problem of disposing of
the manure. A few, like Wilde, look to Cornell and others for more ade~
quate administrative solutions than now exist. They do this with what
appear to be mixed emotions. Their present method, through the Com-~
mittee, appears to maximize the potential of the traditional ways of
solving problems in Sullivan County, in dealing with this new problem
resulting from the changing structure of both the resort economy and the

poultry industry. No one knows how long the Committee's present
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measures, emphasizing public relations, and maximizing neighborliness
and understanding among the conflicting activities, will suffice. More
drastic threats than court actions are now pending in the proposed zon-
ing ordinances for Thompson and Fallsburgh. A few poultrymen con-
tinue to cause problems that the Committee cannot deal with, The
potential solutions of a regulatory nature are, on the one hand, simple
but almost confiscatory of the poultry industry. This is what happened
in the case of the original proposed Thompson zoning ordinance. The
possible administrative alternatives include the use of conditional per-
mits or performance standards, or the use of detailed criteria for
planned poultry development districts. These seem to require adminis-
trative and technological capacity far beyond the abilities of either the
local planning boards or the Poultry Waste Committee, even if that
Committee could be legally empowered to administer them, Thepresent
situation can be summed up by noting that a dilemma still exists for the
agricultural interests. They can continue to live with the existing
administrative forms, at a risk of a reaction via political measures
restricting them in a way they do not desire. On the other hand they
could support an administrative solution to the problem, requiring paid
professional administrators, at the cost of relinquishing their tradi~
tional forms of political power. This might entail a significant change

in the political system of Sullivan County.



CHAPTER VII

THE OBSTACLES TO IMPLEMENTATION OF EXPERT PROPOSALS

This chapter summarizes the case studies with particular atten-
tion to expert-board relations. It will focus, however, on more than the
interaction of boards and experts. Also relevant are the behavior of the
boards before and after the experts are on the scene, and the relations
of the boards with the community, The statements in this chapter are
confined to descriptive generalizations, and avoid explanations based on
theories developed elsewhere.l In essence, these generalizations des-
cribe 'obstacles" to expert authority. The first part of the chapter
deals with factors that are largely internal to the boards and the expert-
board relationship: "internal obstacles." These are, generally, the
inequalities that arise between experts and boards and the related under-
mining of the technical grounds of expert authority, The second part of
the chapter deals primarily with the processes by which external factors
in the community inhibit the boards, usually through checking some

types of innovation.

lAlthough all the generalizations are suggested by the evidence of
the case studies, all are more or less tentative., Some are based on evi-
dence in two, three, or all four cases, Others are based on only one
case, but stated as generalizations because they seem quite plausible.
Others, still more tentative, are noted because they seem to be implied
by the cases even though there was no direct evidence. These are indi-
cated in the text by such qualifying terms as '"it seems that," "appar~-
ently,'" and "possibly."

125
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Internal Factors

The boards often seemed reluctant to rely, or to appear to rely,
on expert advice. In three cases they undertook a period of independent
research prior to hiring experts with, at most, informal, unpaid-for
advice. The SCCC Trustees spent several months surveying sites
before calling outside advisors. The Poultry Committee spent a great
deal of time, individually and as a group, investigating proposed solu-
tions to the waste-disposal problem., The Planning Board, before Wein-
berg was hired at the beginning of 1960, had met with several town
beards td promote planning and it had met gaporadically to consider the
extent of the County's problems and to receive reports on the status of
its applications for 701 funds. In general, the first outside experts to
be called in were those who would come at no expense. One obvious rea-
son for this is that to commit money to an outsider confers a degree of
authority on him and takes away some from the board, for his recoms=

mendations can be repudiated only at a cost.

The Resources of the Boards. It is useful to think of the expert-board

realtionsghip as a process of exchange, where each makes demands of
the other, makes commitments to the other, and actually exchanges
goods, services, or psychic support with the other. What each party
has to exchange are his particular resources,

From the point of view of the expert, the resources of the board
are funds, promises of future contracts, information and confidence in
the expert's ability. The expert needs all of these things and he will
expend his own resources in order to get them. Funds are of obvious

importance; in each case but that of the Poultry Committee, they were a
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major part of the expert-board relationship. Promises of future con-
tracts (implicit, for example, in a request that an expert help prepare
an application for federal funds) were involved in the Planning Board's
and the SCCC Trustees' dealings with consultants. Weinberg later
received a role in the county-wide "701" plan and the Stone firm's col-
lege-site selection services were a prelude to architectural design work.
Confidence and information were also necessary for the experts to
do their work. The importance of confidence is clear from two cases
where it was withheld. In the room-tax case, Westmeyer's proposals
lacked wieght partly because the Planning Board had not developed con-
fidence in Westmeyer, In contrast, Weinberg seemed to have a much
stronger commitment from the Planning Board, including the promise of
a future contract, Though SCCC Trustees gave consensus backing to
Edward Durrell Stone, Sr., as the college architect, they did not extend
this to Stone, Jr., and this weakened Stone, Jr.'s site recommendations.
The Poultry Committee spent no funds for outside experts. It did, how-
ever, hear the advice of public experts, mainly representatives of the
Agriculture College at Cornell University. What kinds of resources
were supplied to them? There was no obvious commitment by the Poul-
try Committee. But the Cornell experts did have prestige from a long
history of previous such contacts with agricultural groups and they
value their tradition of service. In return for this, the University
enjoys the support of most rural and agricultural interests in the state.
By merely asking the Cornell experts in, the Poultry Committee was
adding a little to the prestige of Cornell by showing "confidence'" in
Cornell. This had at least one revealing ramification: it enhanced the

position of the agricultural agent, who was in a special position to use
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the Cornell resources to help the agriculturalists in Sullivan County.
Local information was indispensable for Westmeyer, Weinberg
and the SCCC site advisors. In the early stages of each of these
research efforts the main flow of resources was from board to expert,
at the cost of a great deal of time and effort from board members or

other local sources.

Resources of Experts. The initial commitment of resources by the

boards implies that the boards will receive something in return., The
expert is understood to be ready to provide various contracted-for ser~-
vices and other things to the board. The specifics of what the expert
shall do are usually worked out gradually (contracts, when used, are
relatively vague). In working out the specifics, the boards first per-
ceive what great inequalities exist between them and the experts in the
realm of technical knowledge. 2 But the differences between board and
expert (and thus, the dimensions along which inequality is perceived)
occur on at least two fronts. The expert might be asked to supply such
resources as information and analysis that the boards themselves did
not have the time, training or experience to provide. He might, in addi-
tion, be asked to use his personal influence, or that of his position and
profession, to help settle a conflict within the board or a difference of
opinion between the board and other elements in the community. In the

first case, the inequalities of resources between the expert and the

2The proposition that board members had a sense of inequality with
experts is more tentative than most in this chapter. Few of the board
members I interviewed mentioned such a feeling, and the notion that it
exists is my responsibility, something I inferred from the interviews.
The existence of unequal resources for technical decision, on the other
hand, seems obvious.
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board might be very great. In the second case, the expert can often be
equal or at a disadvantage,

The obviaus function of the expert ias to provide ''research' per-
sonnel, facilities and technique that the boards themselves do not pos-
sess. Weinberg, for example, conducted a tour of alternative airport
sites, scanned topographic maps, and with his office staff he putin a
geod number of hours that the Planning Board could not spend, More
important, he devised a set of criteria for judging the sites which the
Planning Board members might not have thought of by themselves.
Weinberg knew, from experience elsewhere, that his criteria included
most of the important considerations that a community might want to
congider, or might later regret not considering. This knowledge was
almost routine to Weinberg; for the Flanning Board, devising such
criteria and testing each site would have been a first experience.

Westmeyer, similarly, provided time and expert knowledge to the
room-tax question. The nature of the knowledge he supplied was prob-
ably further removed from "common sense' and the experience of the
Planning Board than Weinberg's. The assertion that the experience of
other localitica, with a fiscal measure involving administrative reorgan-
ization, would apply to Sullivan County was probably a more difficult
proposition for the Planning Board to accept or verify than Weinberg's
assertion, for example, that "aircraft approaching over residential
areas would be found undesirable,?

Edward . Stone, Jr,, provided the SCCC Trustees with research
on several proposed college sites using a "point system which evaluated
a number of factors, presumably by relating each to similar attributes

of the other sites in Sullivan County and other sites in other locations.
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The essential operation was one of factoring the attributes of a site and
evaluating each one separately rather than evaluating the site as a whole,
Stone, Jr., possessed experience for this task (he had seen more sites
and more colleges than the Trustees); also he knew a great deal about
the consequences of each site characteristic for the possibility of solv-
ing satisfactorily subsequent building design problemaes.

The Cornell experts possessed a great deal of knowledge of the
technology for handling chicken manure. This knowledge did outrun that
of most people in Sullivan County. The Poultry Committee, on the other
hand, because of its specialized background, was probably in a good
position to cope with its experts, compared to the other groups. Nar-
rowness of orientation probably decreased the sense of inequality of
resources in two ways! it was easgier for the poultrymen to cope with
specialized subject matter in their field; second, they could feel allied
with '"their" experts against the disparate interests threatening them.

Obviously, the experts were asked to provide much more than the
technical services just described. The airport case is again instructive,
The Planning Board, had it spent the time, could probably have con-
ducted the analysis that Weinberg did. But it would not have been confi~
dent in its conclusion. It needed someone with experience to support
it—tell if something had been overlooked. Thus what Weinberg supplied
was, once the Planning Board accepted his technical work, authoritae
tive support. This was very important to the Planning Board, since it
was facing an outside source of preasure to pick the Grossinger's site,

Westmeyer, similarly, was supplying support for the room-tax
partisans in the county; and his report seemed to some extent to rely on

his status as an expert rather than a full, reasoned exposition of his
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analysis in the Sullivan County case. (Such an exposition would have
been very difficult and lengthy, given the complexity of the argument.)
The Stone, Jr., site-evaluation report relied openly on the expert's
"judgment" on each site characteristic. Moreover the Trustees, in ask=-
ing specifically for the use of a "point system," were probably looking
for the support such a technique might promise as much as for the rea-

soning entailed in it, 3

Conflict. In the SCCC site case and the room~tax case, conflict in the
community was reflected within the boards, The Planning Board avoided
internal conflict in the airport case, as did the Poultry Committee.
While the SCCC Trustees carried out their first investigations of sites,
they avoided conflict for a time; even giving one observer the impres-
sion they were playing an elaborate game, stretching out the preliminary
investigations of sites so as to avoid hard bargaining over what town
would get the college., But even then a (covert) process of consultation
was going on between individual trustees and their constituencies. The
conflict was already in the open before the state experts and the Stones

were called in. In the case of the room tax, the conflict within the

3That support might be something separate from reasoning and
technique is implicit in these remarks, While a technical analysis by
itself may provide support (as, perhaps, in the airport case), expert
support may also come simply from an opinion backed only by the
experts' reputation and status, plus some device, perhaps, like the point
system. Thus it is conceivable that boards (and factions on boards) can
demand technical resources, support, or both, It is also possible that
these two kinds of contributions which experts make may conflict as well
as complement one another., Acceptance of an expert's recommendations
may, for example, be due to the expert's support function rather than
his rational analyses. Too much in the way of analysis may expose
expert-board inequalities at some discomfort for some boards, and con~
sequently reduce the expert's support value.
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Hanning Board occurred after Westmeyer presented his report, on Pos~
ner's appointment as a member. In both cases conflict seemed preor-
dained with the nature of the appointments to the boards. Posner was
certain to be sensitive to the interests of the resort industry, and the
Trustees certain to think of their own towns.

A note might be added here about the manner in which these con-
flicts took place. Both were more or less secret for a time, kept
within the group. In both cases there seems to have been some ambiva~-
lence, if not outright embarrassment, that the conflict should occur at
all. There was willingness to postpone a decision rather than let any
faction lose. That is, there was an unwillingness to force a decision by
means other than consensus. In the case of the room tax, the result
was that the Planning Board made no recommendation until long after
the Supervisors had ceased actively to consider the issue, and Posner

and Schadt had left the Planning Board.

Conflict and the Expert-Board Relationship. Conflict in the board

seems related to the expert in two ways: it may possibly be reinforced
by expert-board inequalities; and it results in controversy over expert
status at the expense of attention to expert argument.

It seems possible, from the evidence of the case studies, that
expert-board inequalities reinforce divisive tendencies within the
boards. The Monticello faction of the SCCC Trustees would have been
in conflict with the rural trustees even if no experts had been called in.
But it is plausible to argue that the technicalities of expert procedures
in site selection were relatively novel, difficult to follow, and lacking in

authority to the rural trustees, who had little past experience in using
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experts. The Monticello trustees, on the other hand, had a profession~
ally-trained village manager deeply involved in putting together a site
proposal, and they were disposed to use experts, The inference from
the cases is that conflict is reinforced because, though the boards are,
as a whole, unequal to the experts, one faction may be less unequal than
others. (The manifestation of this in the data, however, is not primar-
ily in unequal abilities to understand expert arguments, but rather in
unequal tendencies to accept expert procedures as authoritative,)

The room-tax case gives some support to this argument, Cer=~
tainly, some members of the Planning Board had more experience in
working with experts than others, and this may have been a factor caus-
ing some to be more disposed to accept Westmeyer's report than others.
(Posner's efforts to discredit Westmeyer seem to contradict this. How=-
ever, industry representation was an overriding factor in Posner's
actions.)

A second respect in which conflict is relevant to the expert-board
relationship is its effect in changing the demands boards make on
experts: particularly, to weaken the merits of expert arguments as each
faction attempts to establish or discredit expert status and authority,
and thus capitalize on expert support. The initial demands from the
experts in the two cases where conflict developed were for information
and technical knowledge. But the experts' analyses, when produced,
served only as foci for board conflict,. Westmeyer singled out the argu=-
ments for the room tax and thus gave Posner and the hotel interests spe-
cific points to argue against. Stone, Jr., and the state experts, in nar~
rowing down the number of acceptable sites, focused the conflict as one

among the three major towns. By formally eliminating the
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Narrowsburg, Bethel, Loch Sheldrake and Loomis sites they enabled
the conflict to narrow temporarily to a Monticello vs. Liberty fight,
Also, by listing site criteria and evaluating them by a point system,
they brought specific issues of conflict before the Trustees.

In an atmosphere of conflict, the experts' technical arguments
became irrelevant to the boards, who focused on the non~technical bases
of expert authority. When Posner attacked Westmeyer's conclusion in
the room-tax case, it was not so much because of his technique as it
was because of his procedures: he hadn't talked to the right people; or
his motives: he had his reputation to protect and couldn't back down.
Kaplan did some research and cited some contradictory evidence., But
this did not refute Westmeyer's technical argument completely., The
major arguments against Westmeyer were not technical, but pertained
to who he was and how he worked. Stone, Jr.'s position was undermined
on similar grounds: a disagreement with Stone, Sr., on the first site
inspection trip; and the fact that he had not been the architect hired by
the Board nor did he have clear authority to evaluate sites.

Thus it appears that, in these two cases where the board was in
conflict about what it wanted the expert to investigate or recommend,
there was an initial tendency to seek the consultant's technical
resources, but an ultimate rejection of these resources, accompanied
by arguments against the expert's status and procedures. Also accom=-
panying the rejection was "sniping' at the expert's technical arguments.
Thus, Kaplan's partial refutation of Westmeyer's assertion that the
room tax had met with success in other localities, and a few attempts
to discredit the college architects' point system or particular judg-

ments on some criteria, But this kind of criticism was not
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accompanied by positive attempts to counter the consultant's arguments
with 2 new technical analysis, Even when Starck hired Teegen to do a
gecond, private site analysis after Stone, Jr., had recommended the
Dillon site, Teegen gave an opinion, not a technical argument.

These attempts to evaluate technical arguments were a terrific
drain on the time of the boards. The result was a drain on the consul~
tants! time as well, until the experts, originally called in to solve a
technical problem, became figures in intra=-group conflict. They
attempted to resolve the conflict by supplying new information or sup-
port for one side or the other, but really only supplying endless detail

as foci for the conflict.

Expert Strategies. The expert is faced with conflicting demands from

his board. This is perhaps most obvious when the board ise in overt
conflict itself, But even when it thinks it is in agreement it may place
demands on the expert which can only partly be met. How these
demands conflict and how the expert meets them can perhaps best be
described in terms of alternative strategies for the expert in dealing
with the board,

First, the expert has the choice of either emphasizing an appeal to
his status as an expert or trying to establish the validity of his recom-~
mendations through technical argument, The first was probably more
nearly approached by Westmeyer and some of the experts called in by
the College Trustees, On the other hand, all the experts made some
use of technical argument; and, of course, expert status depends to a
large extent on the ability to make such arguments. The question is how

much they relied on specific technical arguments in their relations with
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the boards. Weinberg, in contrast to the others, was able to present
his technical argument in more detail and with more effect to the Plan-
ning Board. The poultry experts were technical in their discussions
with the Poultry Committee. Two things seemed to be responsible for
this: first, there was consensus on the aims of the boards in these
cases; second, it was less difficult for the boards to marshal the
resources to cope with the technical arguments. In both the room~tax
and the college~site cases, the problems were relatively difficult, and
the inability of the boards to cope with the technical arguments may have
kept the consultants from making many. A third factor is also relevant:
the costs of technical analysis for the consultant. Most contracts were
small in Sullivan County, and it would be much more desirable, from a
cost standpoint of the consultant, to rely on "experience" and opinion or
judgment, than attempt to find original data and make a thorough analy-
sis.

A second strategy choice has to do with the extent of interaction
with the boards. Interaction represents a cost to the expert and, poten-
tially, a strain on the boards. A satisfactory relationship is difficult to
achieve. The consultant on retainer could afford to go slowly in this
process; but the expert under contract to produce had either to push a
large amount of data and technique at his board, or perhaps be faced
later with the charge that he had '"by-passed'" them. The latter conse~
quence happened to Westmeyer; the college architects may have pre-
sented too much detail to the Trustees in the series of site evaluation
reports. Another consequence of presenting too much detail might be a
feeling of apathy on the part of the boards.

A third strategy choice has to do with an emphasis on the
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consultant's product, contrasted with the process of continuing consul-
tant advice. DBoth strategies can be executed well or badly and perhaps
the ideal, from the board's standpoint, is to have both undertaken at
once and done well. But limitations in resources (contract funds and
personnel) tend to force the consultant to make a choice. Weinberg,
given a modest problem, apparently filled both roles satisfactorily.
Westmeyer emphasized product, as did the college architects. The
Cornell experts were not consulted on a scale to allow them to do much
of either: their general program (not confined to Sullivan County) pro-
vides both product and process.

These strategies seem to be more or less related to one another
in practice. For example, the appeal to technical argument, low inter-
action with the board, and a product orientation probably occur together
more often than not, and the opposite ends of these three continua prob-
ably occur together as well, But such a correspondence is not neces~

sarily the case.

How External Factors Influenced the Boards

The boards were influenced by external factors, both by overt
means and by limitations on the kinds of proposals the members were
equipped to consider.

Overt Control of the Boards. The Board of Supervisors exerted overt

control of the Planning Board and the SCCC Trustees by appointing
members, pressing these boards to adopt issues, and rejecting attempts
by the boards to dispose of issues.

By appointing Posner to the Planning Board the Supervisors

assured resort representation and probably conflict on the room=~tax



138

issue. In the case of the SCCC Trustees, the Supervisors' appointments
(five of the total nine) helped assure a sectional split, as three of the
five later formed a nucleus of the anti-Monticello faction. In another
way, the appointment power was an influence: appointees were likely to
be men of relatively high status who conformed to community norms and
precedent. Sullivan County has its innovators, but they usually do not
serve on county-wide committees and boards.

Adoption of issues was not a question before the boards, once
they were established, The newness of the boards was important in this
respect. The SCCC Trustees and the Poultry Committee were set up
with their issues specifically mandated. Theroom-tax and airport-site
problems were almost the first activities undertaken by the Planning
Board, and it had no way to avoid thern. Thus an important internal
process—that of deciding whether to take up an issue at all—is largely
lacking in these cases., It is performed instead by the community,
usually the Board of Supervisors. The Poultry Committee has avoided
this influence by remaining a special interest group.

Attempts to dispose of issues are most obvious in the two cases
involving the Planning Board. In the case of the airport, the Planning
Board supported Weinberg's proposal for the Tri-town site and advo-
cated its further consideration to the Board of Supervisors. They found
no support. The Supervisors' Publicity Committee felt that the specific
measure proposed—an engineering survey to make sure the chosen site
was feasible—would commit the County actually to build the airport,
something they were not willing to do.

The Planning Board made two attempts to dispose of the room~tax

issue. After a first reading of the Westmeyer report, the Planning
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Board tried to send it to the Supervisors with no recommendation, only
to have it given back to them. An obvious demand was made of the Plan-
ning Board, that it give some consideration to the issue—something the
Supervisors were not willing to do. Later, when the Planning Board
failed to make a recommendation after study, the Supervisors were
ready to let the issue die,

In general, the efforts of the groups to dispose of issues can be
viewed as attempts to conclude relations with the community first opened
when the issue was adopted. Rejection of the Planning Board's attempt
to dispose of the room tax indicated that demands by the community had
not been met. The second time, when the Planning Board again failed
to make a recommendation, it at least had supplied the opponents of the
room tax with the argument that a body of distinguished citizens had
spent considerable time on the issue without agreeing that it was a wise
measure. This of course was supplied at some cost to the Planning
Board. But the costs in terms of community esteem were probably less
great in Sullivan County than they would have been in a situation where
problem=-solving ability was more highly valued—say, in the case of a

professional planning staff,

Othe r Mechanisms g_f Influence. Whatever overt controls were exerted

on the boards, the more important fact is that to a very large extent the
boards were insulated from other political bodies; the more pervasive
community influence operated through the members' attitudes. This
insulation, on the one hand, came from the more long-range nature of
the boards' issues (in contrast with issues handled by the Supervisors)

and from the fact that few citizens and news media bothered to follow
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their activities. Press coverage is very sporadic in Sullivan County.
Where moderate interest in a board!s activities exiats, the news can
usually be managed through the use of press releases. Even the SCCC
Trustees had a long period when the pressure for information was mini~
mal.

A second factor in the inaulation of the boards is that they them-
selves valued it highly and helped maintain it. (The local planning
boards, in positions somewhat analagous to the county boards of the
case studies, unsure of the technique and legal intricacies of their tasks,
prefer to exclude outside participation in their meetings until they "know
what they are doing.'") None of the county boarde regularly held meet-
ings open to the public, nor did they encourage observers during the
period when the data for the case studies were gathered.

Within the boards, thus insulated from community attention for
long perioda, a process of stimulus and response goes on between board
members, and between board and expert. Comrnunity stimuli are con-
sidered, perhaps analyzed and assessed in detail and in the light of fur-
ther stimuli from the expert, In general, the boards could recommend
almost any course of action they could make an authoritative case for,
At least two kinds of constraints can be hypothesized, First, though the
commaunity did not specifically define how the boards should deal with
their problemes, there might have been tacit agreements about ways the
groups should not deal with them. There is no conclusive evidence on
the existence of such proscriptions in the case studies, and they seem to
be vague and weak at best. In the case of the room tax, for example,
there was no explicit '"rule of the game" prohibiting a tax on the county's

major industry. No one was sure at the outset that some such
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arrangement could not be devised.

A second kind of constraint was the number of ideas of courses of
action that seemed to have a chance of succeeding. Where were the
boards to get their cues in defining their problems? Local precedent
seemed the dominant source, pervading the attitudes of board members,
External sources—state and federal agencies and outside experts—had
always to take these into account. Board organization insured this situ-
ation by stressing representation of local citizens. The members
brought their own knowledge of local precedent and consulted other local
people in defining the problems before them. Only the poultry commit=
tee deviated from this pattern, since it had representation from two
out-of-county feed companies. The cues from the state and federal
agencies often came only after the boards were set up; in any event they
had less chance to be heard. The main sources of outside ideas were
the representatives of the Bureau of Planning of the MNew York State
Department of Commerce, various planning consultants, officials of the
State University of New York, and the Cornell agricultural experts,
The County Agent represented a more or less permanent link between
the poultry group and the Cornell experts. The executive secretaries
of the Planning Board and of the SCCC Trustees, on the other hand,
were not in a position to pass on outside cues very often. The situation
was quite different from much problem=~solving in urban situations, or
at state and federal levels of government, where bureaucracies, whose
staffs have lines of communication to professional organizations, often
make policies.

The result was a situation where the only basis for internal board

strategy in dealing with problems was precedents which had received
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community consensus in the past, In fact, a dependence on precedent
did seern a major attitude among board members—but a qualification
needs to be made. The boards showed a great tendency to "innovate!’ in
technical matters, and to search for “technical solutions” to the prob-
lems with which they were confronted. 4 The Poultry Committee sought
technical solutions to the manure disposal prqblem. The room tax
seemed, until collection measﬁres were contémpla.ted. a technical solu-
tion to the revenue problem. The site evaluation efforts in the airport
and college-site cases were attemptis to solve, technically, the respec~
tive site~location questions.

Precedent dominated when the proposed solutions began to appear
to threaten existing institutions. Despite possibilities for new admin-
istrative institutions that were suggested at various times in the cases,
the boards avoided a frank avowal that problems entailed such changes.
They were reluctant even to conceive of their problems as problems of
inetitutional change. Change was always at beat a '"given,' an external
factor, to be comprehended, perhaps, but not consciously initiated. No

one was willing to be responaible for instituting change consciously. 5

%4 Mtechnical” golution to a problem implies changes in techniques
and means, without alterations in the institutions which define the prob-
lem. Thus devices like deodorizers and lagoons threaten no changes in
the institutionalized privileges of the entrepreneur, while administrative
control does,

5Experts, of course, had different resources, and different atti~
tudes from the boards. They were often the sources of innovation. But
these differences tended to be nullified in practice. One reason is a ten-
dency for experts to focus wholly on "technical' solutions, thus having
only accidental roles as advocates of institutional change., Westmeyer's
role was probably accidental in this sense, and his report seemed to
assume the institutional changes involved either did not exist or could
easily be coped with locally. S
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There was, of course, an equilibrium of existing institutions. The
room tax threatened a change in the relation of the hotels to the public
sector in the county, where the hotels would be subject to a new and
unfamiliar form of regulation and accounting. The consequences of such
a change were perhaps more frightening to the hotels (and the Planning
Board) than the quantitative impact of the new tax. The defeat of the
room tax preserved a kind of equilibrium between the inarticulate inter-
ests of property tax payers and the resort sector of the economy.

The airport-site proposal threatened the balance between the large
and small resorts, between the resorts and the property tax payers, and
perhaps even between the two or three major potential beneficiaries who,
because of the site location, stood to benefit unequally, The half-
hearted attempts to devise a scheme relating the room tax to the airport
as a financing device represented, perhaps, an additional threat—an
institution which, used once, could be used again. Its advantages,
moreover, would be spread unequally, or at best, the fairness of distri~
bution of its advantages would be unpredictable,

The college-site controversy really was the focus for a struggle
over economic dominance, which Monticello desired and which several
other localities opposed. Technical decision procedures threatened to
help the Monticello interests, and so they were opposed, too.

The poultry conflict concerns three interests: the poultry industry,
the revortindustry, and increasingly, home-owners and neighborhoods.
Here the relationship among the three groups is being threatened by
concentration in the first two and by a quantitative increase in the third,
As in the other cases, an institutional innovation (zoning), proposed to

solve the problem, represents another kind of threat.
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Summary: A Natural History of Issue Development. There are obvious

dangers in moving from a series of generalizations, themselves tenta-
tive, to an even greater generalization concerning the sequence in which
phenomena of issue development occur. Essentially what such a gener~
alization attempts ia to relate the phenomena of the case studies to time,
and time is perhaps too crude a variable, Neverthelees, bearing in
mind these reservations, the following general sequence can be sug=-
gested:

1. A problem arises which existing institutions such as the Board
of Supervisors find difficult to resolve. A board adopts the
ispue and considers it independently, for a time, in isolation.
Conflict may appear in the board here, or later,

2. At some point an expert may be called in and begins to apply
technical analysis to the problem. This can entail various
degrees of interaction between expert and board, a '"product”
or ""process! approach,

At this point the expert is neutral, and the expert-board rela-
tionship revolves arcund the technical analysis. Information
may approximate an equal flow both ways as the expert gath~
ers data, Policy implications of the expert's work are
unclear, the time for action is far off, board isolation is
high, and whatever inequalities in time, training, and experi-
ence exist between expert and board, they are not a matter of
concern,

3. With time, the isolation of the boards tends to diminish,
resulting in an increase in the more overt forms of commu-~

nity influence. One symptom of this is the beginning of
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newspaper coverage and, sometimes, news leaks. Once
secrecy is broken, the "problem!' gives the appearance of
escalation. Various interests begin to take positions in pub~
lic, and the Board may feel pressed for a decision. Now, the
policy implications of the expert's work may become very
important to the boards. Also, inequalities become impor-
tant if the expert makes a policy proposal that all or part of
the board finds difficult to accept or one which will arouse
opposition in the community; for it will be ambarrassing to
have to support or to argue against a technical argument for
board members who are not used to them and who do not have
experience with them.

4. Whether or not experts have previously been called in in their
technical capacity, a process of calling in various kinds of
third parties to conflicts begins, emphasizing their support
capacity. If experts are already on the scene, their function
is transformed from the technical to the support function. At
various points in the case studies this support function was
carried on by Westmeyer, the college architects, Mohawk
Airlines, Grover Hermann, the Cornell experts, and others.
The main characteristic of the support function is not that it
is always intended solely as support, but that it is always
used primarily for support.

5. With technical argument available on all sides of a conflict,
serving primarily as support for contending parties, the tech-
nical merits of expert advice tend to be dampened. One way

this happens is that with conflicting technical advice available,
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each new expert proposal adde to rather than leasens the
uncertainty before the boards and other non-technical parties.
This uncertainty may even help legitimize compromise.

6. Frustration and apathy develop as the boards are unable to
implement or even agree on expert advice. Attempts to dis-
pose of the issue may fail, however, unless this can be done
at no expense to other institutione such as the Board of Super-
visors. If the board admits defeat, then the Supervisors can
fail to act at little cost. The governing principle seems to be
the minimization of disruption in the centrally important com«
munity institutions such as the Supervisors, even if the .

boards have to suffer,



CHAPTER VIII

THE SENSE OF INEQUALITY: FURTHER EXPLANATIONS

The analysis of the preceding chapter yielded descriptive general-
izations which amount to a list of obstacles to the implementation of
expert advice in the rural fringe situation described in Chapter I. What
possibility is there that from these generalizations we can proceed io
the beginnings of an applied theory of the obstacles to the implementa-
tion of expert advice? This would help reduce the present inadequacy of
conception of the implementation process in planning and other technical
fields,

Such an enterprise, based on the case studies in the preceding
chapters, would be highly speculative since there has been no opportu~
nity to test hypotheses except by re¥xamination of data andimpressions
gained before the hypotheses were made, Moreover, there are many
themes in social science relevant to the generalizations of the preceding
chapter, and to bring them all to bear, eclectically, would take many
more pages than I want to write. However, it would be poseible, I think,
in one chapter to demonstrate how one of the generalizations of Chapter
VII can be related to other theories: that is, the sense of inequalities in
technical resources which I attirbuted to the boards in the preceding
chapter. This Yobstacle'" to irmnplementation may be a strategic one,
particularly in rural fringe areas. In these areas political conflicts
over the goals of public policy occur together with a scarce resource
base, which makes the inequalities of local boards with outside experts

147
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particularly great.

This chapter consists of three parts. First is a series of working
assumptions about community structure and its influence on the vari-
ables of the expert-board relationship I want to examine in detail. Sec-
ond are hypotheses concerning the expert-board relationship which seek
to explain some of the obstacles to implementation pointed out in the
preceding chapter. Third is a brief comparison of the Sullivan County
data with a small sample of expert-board relationships in an urban set~

ting.

Working Assumptions

The following statements are assumptions which I am asking the
reader to accept as '""givens,'" or parameters, so that we can focus on
the expert-board relationship and its inequalities. They are, I think,
not controversial; at least they are plausible, and I do not want to give
much space to them here, They are necessary since processes such as
the relations of experts to boards are influenced by other things, includ-
ing both the nature of their motivations (assumption 1) and their exter=-
nal relations with the surrounding social organization—in this case, the
community (assumptions 2-4). They set the context for the variables dis-
cussed later, so the reader can compare the expert-board relationship

in Sullivan County with that in other contexts.

Motivation. The members of the boards described in the case studies
went through a great deal of time-consuming and sometimes frustrating
effort, often with little result. What rewards, then, did they receive?
If rewards are motivating factors, then the nature of the rewards

received or expected should be an important factor determining the form
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of the expert-board relationship.

My first assumption is that the board members were motivated by
a desire to maintain or increase their status. I define high status as a
position where others perceive a person as valuable or potentially
rewarding to them, and are willing to give him, in return, esteem or
such tangible rewards as business or political support.

Two other motivating rewards might have been present: the con~
tribution to self-esteem resulting from participation on the boards, and
the satisfactions of self-expression at the meetings, Both of these
rewards can surely be identified in the board proceedings; my only argu-~
ment is that they are generally not as crucial as status in motivating
expert-board behavior relationships. This thesis does not explore the
possible case of the expert or board member who, motivated by self-
esteem in conflict with the demands of status in his community or pro-
fession, devises an unorthodox and perhaps unpopular, but nevertheless
wise, course of action, The approach here is consistent with a concern
with obstacles to the implementation of expert recommendations, though

it does not touch on some other things the expert or board member needs

lFor the sake of brevity, this statement jumps over a body of prop-
ositions to one that seems significant for the argument of this chapter. A
more basic statement is Homans': ", . .we shall use status to refer to
the stimuli a man presents to other men (and to himself). . .to refer to
what men perceive about one of their fellows." The kinds of stimuli
which Homans is referring to ", . .include the kinds of reward he
receives, . . .the kind of activity he emits, and anything else about him,
like the kind of clothes he wears or the kind of house he lives in, pro-
vided these stimuli are recognized and discriminated by other men." See
George C. Homans, Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms (New York:
Harcourt Brace and World, 1961), p. 149, My definition goes on from
this to assert a willingness on the part of others to exchange esteem and
other resources with a person of high status. This, also, is supported
by Homans, especially, pp.145-153,
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to make wise decisions.

The Community, My second assumption is that status can be thought of

as a quantity: the amount of rewards other persons will offer in exchange
for the resources status signifies. This quantity, moreover, can be
related to the richness of the source of status—the others who perceive
a person. & There is thus an economy of statuses in a community, so
that each person has a net worth, which is drawn up or down as rewards
are exchanged. In fact, this “status economy" can be viewed as partly
reducible to the common-sense notion of an economy. I define status
with regard to general resources: a person has resources that others
want and need and in return for which they give him approval and esteem
and ultimately, status. The resources which confer status may be
money, property, information, votes, inherited position, the ability to
grant social approval,

Of course, these resources are not all things that are commonly
thought of as produced and distributed by the economy. But all are
employed in exchanges among people, and if we can discern changes in
the things usually regarded as "economic'"—such as money, property,
labor, and capital—then we can make rough statements about the other
kinds of resources. For example, property may be worth esteem, but

if a person loses property, he has less to exchange for esteem.

2E. P. Hollander describes status as credits which can be accumu-
lated, drawn upon, and used up. He describes these credits as ', . .an
accumulation of positively disposed impressions residing in the percep~-
tions of relevant others. . ." See '"Conformity, Status, and Idiosyncracy
Credit" in E, P. Hollander, ed., Current Perspectives in Social Psychol~
ogy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1963), p. 429. The article
appearedoriginally in Psychological Review, Vol. LXV (1958), pp. 117-127.
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Because of this, we can assume that the distribution of status is partly
reducible to the economy, that is, the distribution of the more tangible
forms of wealth.

My third assumption concerns the sources of status, the others
who perceive a person as potentially rewarding. As long as we consider
only one homogeneous group, status is gained by producing stimuli which
are commonly perceived in the group, and there is no room for differ-
entiation of criteria of ranking. This of course is a rare situation,
Normally, the sources of status are more or less differentiated groups
within the larger community, and high status with one group may not be
accompanied by high status with another group, 3 As a result, the indi-
vidual seeking status may have to choose: he can ignore the differences
among groups and see the community as essentially undifferentiated,
homogeneous; or he can orient himself to only one group, and be a spe-~
cialist, Thus, my third assumption is that a person's status can vary
along a continuum of generality-specialization. A generalist is per~
ceived as potentially rewarding by many different kinds of other persons,
in many different occupations, and the rewards offered him come from a
variety of sources, perhaps everyone in the community. A specialist is
perceived primarily by one kind of other person, perhaps only one occu-
pation or industry group, and his rewards come primarily from that

group. 4 Most persons fall somewhere between these two extremes.

3Perhapa a reasonable view is that status has some value across
group lines and without this, the larger community would not exist; but
that this inter-group status tends to be imperfectly communicated, or
discounted somewhat by members of other groups.

4This distinction between generalist and specialist, which I am
applying to sources of status, overlaps Robert Merton's well-known
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A fourth assumption links status type to the amount and distribu~
tion of wealth in the community's economy. This has consequences for
(1) the resources of specialist fields, (2) the resources available to gen~
eralists, and (3) the conditions under which specialization can occur at
all.

First, for the specialist, the rewards of status are limited to the
resources available in that specialty. But some specialties can offer
more rewards than others, and the economic rewards available in one
industry can roughly be measured and compared to those in another. In

general we may assume that conditions for high reward potential include

4(cont. )discussion of cosmopolitan and local influentials, "Patterns of
Influence: Local and Cosmopolitan Influentials,' in Robert K. Merton,
Social Theory and Social Structure, Rev. and enl. ed. (New York: The
Free Press, 1957), pp. 387-420.

Merton adopted these terms from ", . , Toennies' well-known dis~
tinction between Gemeinschaft {(localistic) and Gesellschaft (cosmopoli-
tan),' and noted their essential similarity to typologies used by Simmel,
Cooley, Weber, Durkheim and others, Merton describes his types this
way:

The chief criterion for distinguishing the two is found in their
orientation toward Rovere[the local community]. The localite
largely confines his interests to this community. Rovere is
essentially his world, Devoting little thought or energy to the
Great Society, he is preoccupied with local problems, to the
virtual exclusion of the national and international scene. He
is, strictly speaking, parochial.

Contrariwise with the cosmopolitan type. He has some inter-
est in Rovere and must of course maintain a minimum of rela-
tions within the community since he, too, exerts influence
there. But he is also oriented significantly to the world out-
side Rovere, and regards himself as an integral part of that
world. He resides in Rovere but lives in the Great Society.
If the local type is parochial, the cosmopolitan is ecumenical.

Merton was concerned mainly with describing the behavior of the
two types of influentials over the whole spectrum of community life while
I am relying on a hypothetical relation of the types to sources of status
in the economy, and I speculate later in this chapter about '"possibilities
of isolating roles" and "tendencies to perceive the institutional conse~
quences of issues,' that Merton does not mention. The quotation above
is on p. 393.
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the production of a large share of community wealth and a position of
centrality in the social relations which involve other groups in the com~
munity, Thus, industries which export may offer high status if they
produce a large share of community wealth and if they buy or sell and
offer employment to many other industries and individuals in the com=
munity. 5

Second, for the generalist the resources of one group are no limit.
Rather, the limit is the community itself, unless the generalist can
extend his activities to other communities, This is difficult to do
because of the time and energy it takes., It is difficult because of the
sheer communication problem across the territorial expanses separat~
ing communities, and because it is difficult to know people in the large
spectrum of roles the generalist plays, in more than one territorial
community., If a person desires to exchange for resources outside a
limited territory, it is much easier to specialize.

Third, opportunities to specialize probably do not occur at all
except in relatively large communities with interaction among the parts,
that is, among the particular industrial sectors,

In Sullivan County, the economy seems to exert a definite influ-

ence on the kinds of status people seek by limiting the available

resources., A person in Sullivan County can strive for high status within

5Though he does not mention "status," Amos Hawley hypothesizes
that ", . .business and industrial units may exercise control over the
sustenance process long before it reaches the particular community.
Their power derives largely from the fact that they are the mediators of
the community's external relations."” Human Ecology: A Theory of Com-~
munity Structure (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1950), p. 229.
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his town or within one of the two major industries, poultry and resorts.

With respect to status, a person can be a local generalist and be limited

by the resources of other persons in his town, or he can be an industry
specialist, limited by the resources of other people in his specialty,
There are almost no generalists of county-wide status.

Moreover, the local generalist path to status probably seems most
promising to most persons in Sullivan County, even though it may not
lead to status throughout the county, In Sullivan County towns, leaders
tend to play diffuse roles. If a person is well regarded in one field, he
is often well regarded generally, and most people of high status in their
communities carry on a variety of different functions. There are few
specialists. This may be because the economy of the county is rela-
tively unspecialized, most economic activity occurring at the local
scale, with no one town dominant and performing specialized '"central
place' functions for the rest of the county, and with relatively little
interaction between the towns. Until recently, very little specialization
was required for the two major industries, agriculture and resort opera-
tion, and each unit was oriented to its town and its metropolitan clien~
tele, At the town scale, little specialization is possible. Among the
professions most are generalists. A lawyer, to do well in law, must
handle a variety of types of cases, meet a large number of people and,
perhaps, become well regarded in various non-professional functions
such as politics. A poultryman sells eggs to a hotelman partly because
he is liked by the hotelman, or grew up with him, or is of the same reli-
gion. This sample of instances is amall, but there is little to contradict
the picture. Probably economic success depends more on how good a

general reputation a person has than on his expertise, since hisfunctions
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do not require expertise.

The Inadequacy of Representation of Interesta Explanations

From these working assumptions we ¢an derive the preliminary
hypothesis that persons have a predisposition to conform to the norms
and expectations of the groups to which they owe their status. Thus,
local generalists support the interests of their towns, and industry spe-
cialists support the interests of their industrial groups. However obvi-
ous, it ia best to mention this explanation of expert-board behavior first
so that we can focus on those aspects which it does not explain.

The prevalence of local generalists among the SCCC Trustees,
supporting the interests of their towns, seems to explain moast of the
internal conflict which marked that board, It is difficult to point to a2
Trustee who might be called an industry specialist, and probably the
trustees were chosen because they could be trusted to defend local inter-
ests. A trustee certainly stood to lose prestige in his town if he
appeared to compromise, and he had much to gain if he landed the site
for his town,

But this leads to the question of why the local economic interests
were expressed so sharply and persistently, leaving the Trustees no
way to legitimize a compromise to their local constituencies. This
seems to exceed what common sense would call the rational pursuit of
local interests, and so requires some explanation other than the "rep-
resentation of interests' hypothesis cited above, We could resort to an
explanation external to the expert-board relationship: the sharpness of
the conflict seems to be associated with concurrent economic, rural-

urban and ethnic differences among the towns. This explanation focuses
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on the sources of status in the community, Another kind of explanation
might look at the mechanisms of status rewards and costs within the
boards: this is the main focus of this chapter.

In another case, local econoric interests, while conscious and
loudly championed, seemed to have little effect on board deliberations.
This was the airport-site issue, where the Planning Board was able to
insulate itself somewhat and make a choice with the conaultant's help.
Why should the choice be relatively painless for the Planning Board
when the Trustees were unable to legitimize any choice? Some of the
explanation is in the relative weakness of local advocacy of sites, the
feeling that the choice would not be consequential since an airport was
not likely to be constructed in any location, and in the fact that the Plan=~
ning Board was not composed entirely of local generalists. Neverthe~
less, the difference between the two cases can also be viewed as a dif-
ference in the mechanisms by which board members maintain or gain
status in the expert-board retationship.

Similarly, industry representation may explain Posner's opposi-
tion to the room tax, and it may explain the very existence of the Poul~
try Committee. But it is to the workings of status gain and lose within
the boards that I now want to turn, hoping for a different order of explan-
ation of the lack of decision and the rejection of expert advice that so

often happened in the case studies.

Hmothe ses

One conclusion I drew from the case studies was that varying
degrees of inequality appeared in the expert-board relationship, This

inequality occurred along the dimensgion of resources for technical
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decision processes: time, training, and experience. 6 For the board
members, all influential or at least high status members of their own
communities, their lack of technical decision-making ability when faced
by the expert presented an incongruent situation. They possessed
authority with their peers locally, but on the issues in which they were
directed to work with the expert they were not competent. The hypoth-
eses suggested in the following pages argue that the reward implications
of this inequality (as motivating factors for the board member) can be
expected to depend on a number of characteristics of the expert-board
relationship and a number of externally set '"givens."

In presenting these variables and their relationships, I will first
present them in concise form, then elaborate them. A concise sum=~
mary is perhaps best effected by simply listing the variables with their
hypothesized relationships:

1. Costs of inequality for board members depend on

a. the existence of inequalities
b. the visibility of existing inequalities to the board member
and to others.

2. The inequalities between board members and experts depend

on
a. the difference between the specialties of experts and board
members

b. the extent to which local generalists predominate on the

61 am not, in this chapter, dealing with the dimension of expert
status and ability to provide support mentioned in the previous chapter.
Nor do I examine the consequences of the sense of technical inequality
for the tendency to emphasize support over the experts' technical func-
tion beyond the analysis of the preceding chapter.
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beards.

3, The visgibility of inequalities depends on

b.

Ce.
e.

f.

need to maintain equeality in all roles

availability of possibilities of isolation of roles to board
members

board member's perception of importance of the issue
relevance of the issue to community action

technical difficulty of the issue.

4. Availability of isolation possibilities depends on the extent to

which induatry specialists predominate on the boards,

5. Perception of issue importance depends on the extent to which

local generalists predominate on the boards.

6. Need to maintain equality in all roles depends on the predomi-

nance of local generalists on the boards.

These variabies and their hypothesized relations are shown in the

accompanying diagram?
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The following exposition begins with what seem to be the relatively
"independent'' variables, tracing each one through in turn to the major

dependent variable: the costs of inequalities to board members.

Status Type. Whether a board member is a local generalist or an indus-
try specialist, and which type predominates on a board, seems to have a
pervasive conditioning effect on the ultimate costs of inequalities felt by
board members; and it operates through at least four intervening vari-
ables. In general, the costs of inequalities can be hypothesized to be
higher for local generalists.

One reason for this is a relatively direct one: industry specialists
are likely to be less unequal in fact, to their experts, than are local gen-
eralists. This is particularly true if the experts are in the same spe-~
cialty as the industry-specialist board members. This situation char=-
acterized the Poultry Committee, in contrast to the other two.,

More commonly, inequalities are apt to be quite pronounced.
Industry specialists still are less apt to feel great costs in such a situa-
tion, First, the status of local generalists seems to depend somewhat
on an ability to maintain relations of equality, if not superiority, with
outsiders on all fronts, in all roles. ' The industry specialists, on the

other hand, are less likely to suffer a loss in status from a recognition

"This statement does not mean the local generalist actually seeks
out any relationship at all with outside experts (he may avoid them);
merely that when placed in such a relationship, he seeks to maintain
equality.

The variable "need to maintain equality in all roles relates this
analysis to a concept which has received treatment elsewhere, which I
am not reviewing here, See Gerhard E. Lenegki, "Status Crystallization:
A Non-vertical Dimension of Social Status,'" American Sociological
Review, Vol. XIX (August, 1954), pp. 405-413; George Homans, ibid.,
especially Chapter 12,
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of inequality in one role, since their status stems from a specialty, The
best illustration of this contrast may be the induatry specialist's occa~
sional desire to restrain himself to high policy, and allow the expert
authority over "details." In the Planning Board's discussion of the room
tax one member (an industry specialist) argued:;
It is impossible for me to set myself up as an expert in this
field. If I were in the same position on a2 personal matter,
I would hire someone with ability, and then evaluate his
report. If it is felt that our consultant's report is incorrect
then we should hire another and then either accept or reject
the new one's report. &

The reaction of the local generalists to experts was often a rejec-
tion of the expert's arguments; more important, it was a rejection that
obscured the inequality on technical matters. There was a lot of carp~
ing at details, criticism of the expert on non~technical grounds. This
occurred in the Planning Board against Westmeyer as well as with the
anti- Monticello faction of the SCCC Trustees. FProbably the need to be
equal in all roles varies poaitively with the visibility of the expert-board
inequalities to the board members and others. Thus status type affects
cost of inequalities through two intervening variables: the need to be

equal in all roles, and the viaibility of the relationship.

Two other intervening variables can be hypothesized, helping to

8Sullivan County Planning Board, Minutes, June 22, 1960, Since
the generaliat~specialist distinction was made after the interviewing for
the case studies took place, I have no independent criteria for determin-
ing who is a generalist, who is a apecialist. My impressions, neverthe-
leas, are consistent with my hypotheses. It seems to me that the SCCC
Trustees are predominantly local generalists, the Poultry Committee is
made up of specialists. The Planning Board is probably a mixture: it
did, in 1960, include 2 hotelman and a poultryman. Obviously, the
hypotheses in this chapter could not be tested without more interviewing
than the case studies are based on.
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explain the joint effect of status type and visibility on the cost of inequal~
ities. One of these is the availability of opportunities to isolate roles
(and hence, reduce the visibility of inequalities), which is greater for
the industry specialist, Unlike the generalist, others notice the expert~
ise of the expert in his specialty and forgive his lack of participation in
other roles., They can say '"he would be good at it if he had time.," The
specialist himself can believe this too. A poultryman, for example,
may have high status among poultrymen because of his success in using
techniques suggested by experts, and this status may extend outside of
the specialized poultry circle to the community. Whatever inequalities
exist between poultryman and expert, they are not obvious to others. On
non-poultry matters, the specialist may be able to apply the same atti-
tude as in his business. While free from a need to appear to be an
expert, he is nevertheless equipped through experience to work well
with experts.

A second intervening variable between status type and visibility is
the importance of the issue. The importance of an issue means the
number of institutional changes it entails. We can range issues in
importance from those which involve only minor changes to those which
seem to mean a change in the character of a whole community, The
SCCC site issue is important because it implies the potential symbolic
and economic dominance of Monticello in the county and this would be an
important change from the sectional balance that now exists. A college
established with town support but no attempt at county sanction, on the
other hand, does not have this importance, and such an effort has
occurred, in fact, in Fallsburgh, The variable, "importance,'" seems

to be a major factor in the reluctance to innovate cited in the preceding
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chapter.

It may be that generalists are more sensgitive than specialists to
the institutional importance of issues. Thig should be true at least in
Sullivan County, where intra-industry institutions are less important
than community institutions, Generalists would be more inclined than
specialists to sense vioclations of community precedent and customs that
would offend people; and so they are more inclined to avoid even uncon-
scious pressures to changes in institutions, Generalists meet more
people in a wider range of roles in the local community than do special~
ists; and they view these people as friends, primarily; they tend not to
distinguish friendship from business contacts or customership to the
extent specialists do, Because of this, they are sensitive to the inter-
ests these varied contacts have in preserving precedent and custom. ?
Because they have many contacts, they hear of threats to precedent and
learn to anticipate them, These generalizations seem to me to be plau-
sible, though the evidence in the case studies is sparse. It is my
impression that such perceptions of violations of precedent were obsta-
cles in the minde of Planning Board members to attempting to imple~
ment a room tax (which would have required self-policing by the hotels
or else some kind of county regulatory activity); or to suggest commit=-
ment of room~tax revenues by the Supervisors to some project benefit~

ing the resorts. (This was suggested, for example, as a solution to the

9Another way to say this is that local generalists use a wide set of
criteria in determining issues, some of them quite particularistic {e.g.,
judging an aspiring builder's subdivision by the fellow's ''reputation”
locally); experts and specialists may disregard some of these criteria
as irrelevant, while generalists see them as crucial. But the function
of the particularistic criteria may be to maintain certain existing insti-
tutions.
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airport financing problem).

Three other independent variables besides status type can be
hypothesized as factors influencing the costs of inequalities for board
members. These are the technical difficulty of the issue, the relative
investments of time and other resources in the issue by board and
expert, and the relevance of board deliberations to community action.
These, too, probably operate by making the board's activity more visi-

ble.

Technical Difficulty. Probably the more difficult a problem is, the

more obvious the inequalities become, and the costs of inequalities
increase. The airport-site study did not require a recognition of tech-
nical inequality by the Planning Board because Weinberg presented it in
a simple manner and because the issue was fairly clear, The room-tax
argumnent was more complex, and this certainly contributed to the con-
flicts between Westmeyer and the Planning Board. Because he could not
make a clear case simply, Westmeyer had to resort to judgments the
members were not equipped to evaluate technically, Since they could
not make this evaluation and since there was strong opposition to the
room tax by one Board member, they were in an embarrassing position

and ultimately refused to act at all,

Investments. Inequalities in resources invested in a problem may make
even more painful the recognition of inequalities in dealing with the tech-
nical aspects of an issue, Thus, the greater a board member's invest-
ment of resources in an issue relative to the expert, the greater the
cost of recognizing inadequacy in dealing with it. For the local general-

ist particularly, and to an extent all the board members, a major



165

resource available for dealing with the problem was time. With a low
time investment (when a person has just begun to study a problem]} it is
easier to admit relative inadequacy than when he has spent a great deal
of time and has nothing to show for it, while the expert presents him
with technical information and difficult reasoning. If the expert, on the
other hand, invests a great deal of time in the problem and if he makes
this obvious by spending the time in the presence of the board, then the
effect of inveatment of board time may be counteracted, The inequality

is diminished,

Rele;.vance. The greater the relevance of board deliberations to the out~
come of an issue in the community, the greater are the costs of per~
ceiving inferior technical ability relative to the expert. In the airport-
site case, the Planning Board's deliberations had relatively little rele~
vance to the eventual commitment of community funds and Planning |
Board prestige to the actual construction of an airport. The Board may
have been hopeful, but this issue does not compare in immediacy with
one like the SCCC Trustees site decision. One of the things that
increases with relevance is the exposure of board members and, with
this, the chance that their status will be affected. With increasing
attention being paid to the board's actions, lack of understanding of
expert procedures may become embarrasging as it is threatened with
public view. And lack of sympathy with expert procedures may beforced
to the surface as the board member has either to defend the expert or

maintain a neutral or negative stance before his neighbors. 10

103 can be argued that a distinction of "relevance" from “impor-
tance't is too fine a distinction to make and that the data do not show

b .
.
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| With the concept of relevance, as with investments, time comes
into play. With the passage of time on an issue, both the investment
of resources (including time) and the increasing relevance of the
expert!s procedures and technical resources to board member's status
may work in concert to force the reality of his inequality upon his con-

sciougness,

Big City Examples

I reasoned, in Chapter I, that the obstacles to implementation of
expert advice in big cities would be different from those in rural or
urban fringe areas. Moreover, I argued that the differences would lie
not in the nature of the variables affecting the expert<board relationship,
but in Ygivens' outside this relationship which affect the values of the
variables. I have not attempted to do more than identify these variables
and givens, and my main reliance is on the data in the case studies of
issues in Sullivan County. Nevertheless a brief review of case studiea
done in large cities seems worth while to check the analysis of the pre-
ceding pages and, particularly, my tentative assertions that the varia-
bles and givens identified have some generality outside Sullivan County,
I am going to rely primarily on Meyerson's and Banfield's study of the
attempt to plan for the location of public housing sites in Chicago, sup-

plemented with comments on geveral other urban planning case studies.!}

lo(cont.)decision—ma.kers making this distinction. In fact, I am not cer-
tain that the distinction is a valid one, But there is an impression, at
least from the interviews focusing on the airport-site issue, that high
importance was somewhat cancelled out by low relevance. As I conceive
it, relevance operates as a discounting mechanism toward importance.
The analogy is to the investor who evaluates the 'importance” of some
future state of affairs, then discounts it by its remoteneas {lack of rele-
vance) either in space or time,

11Meyerson and Banfield, Politica, Planning and the Public
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The most obvious difference between the Ghicago and Sullivan
Counfy environments is in one of the givens: the relatively large scale of
the Chicago economy and the resultant plentifulness of resources and
opportunities for status specialists to rige to positions of leadership.
We would expect, therefore, to see a greater proportion of "“industry
specialista' on the equivalents of the Sullivan County boards. In fact,
this is the case, so far as I can tell from Meyerson and Banfield's
account. In their case atudy, the group analagous to the Sullivan County
boards wasa the five unpaid commissioners of the Chicago Housing
Authority (CHA} and the experts were the CHA staff. The categories
'"local generalist! and '"industry specialist’ obviously do not imply the
same roles in Chicago as in Sullivan County. But if Ylocal’ in Chicago
means the neighborhood or ward rather than the entire city, then there
were no locals on the CHA. Most of the commissioners in fact were
either industry or interest group representatives, but the latter . , .,
only if it comprised a sizeable sector of the population” (such as
Negroes, labor, small businessmen, or (.'.'vatlm'.lic:sl).12 One commis-
sioner, 2 labor leader, sometimes appeared to speak only for his par-
ticular union and was criticized for it. This was the member who
seemed least aware of the technical arguments of the CHA staff, the
most like the Sullivan County "local generalists" in this respect,

The predominancs of industry specialists, however, did not pre-
wlmt the fact and the perception of inequalities in decision~-making

rasources compared to their staff to affect the CHA. The commission-

“(cont.)lnterest. PP, 42-~51.
12mid,, p. 50.
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ers were served by a full-time staff of four or five top advisors on the
public housing site issue, in an organization numbering six hundred.
The staff was apparently very important to the commissioners, and this
appears to have had some cost for them:
The advantages of the staff in its dealings with the commis-
sioners were that it consisted of full-time employecs, that it
was intimately acquainted with the situation, that its members
were in close contact with each other, and therefore able to
act in concert, and that it had detailed and often technical
knowledge that was indispensable, It was inevitable there-
fore that the staff would decisively influence the making of
some of the most important policies, and it was inevitable too,
that this would be resented by some of the commissioners.!3
It appears from this that while the resources of the CHA Commissioners
were greater than those of the Sullivan County boards, the resources of
the experts were at least as much greater, so the inequalities still
existed,

One aspect of the resulting behavior of the CHA commissioners
closely paralleled the behavior of the Sullivan County Boards: the ten-
dency to refuse to leave the '"'details" of policy execution to the experts.
Policy was never clearly defined, according to Meyerson and Banfield,
and the staff could never tell prior to a meeting whether the commis~
sioners would mix into the technical details of staff work, One commis~
sioner, apparently an industry specialist (he was chairman of the board
of a national steel company), proposed a stricter separation of functions,

just as has one of the Sullivan County Planning Board members in deal-

ing with the room tax, and with the same futility:

1bid., p. 48.
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Sykes, the commissioner with the most administrative expe~
rience, suggested. . .that the Board confine itself to the
determination of general policy, leaving all other matters to
the staff with the understanding that if it did not administer the
Board's policies satisfactorily it would be dismissed. This
suggeation was warmly approved by the staff. The commis-
sioners, however, apparently preferred to act as they had
been acting.
This comparison seems to imply that the proportion of industry special -
iats does not by itgelf determine the outcome of board-expert relation-
ships, Inequalities between board and expert can still occur, and "inter-
ference' with expert functions can still occur {not necessarily as a
result of inequalities). o
Thus far the behavior of the Chicago board seems similar to that
of the Sullivan County boards, despite the greater resources available in
Chicago and the predominance of industry epecialists., There are differ-
ences, however, First, the constraintz imposged on the beard from out-
side operated differently. In Sullivan County the boards were limited in
conceiving and approving courses of action, not so much by explicit
prohibitions, but by a lack of resources to conceive courses of action
that could be carried out. Experts played a relatively minor role, sub=-
mitting proposals which the boards then had difficulty evaluating.
There was little chance that, finding an expert's recommendation unsat-
isfactory, a Sullivan County board could come up with an alternative by

itself; nor did it usually have the money to retain the expert to produce

an alternative recornmendation. In Chicago, on the other hangd, the

1414,
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staff experts were more numerous and on hand permanently,

Second, to the extent explicit prohibitions operated, in Chicago
they operated through interest groups; in Sullivan County primarily
through localities. The result was competition among interest g:;oups
in the first case, competition among towns in the latter. {In Sullivan
County, even where broad intereste were participants in an issue, they
were able to make their appeal through the more pervasive inter~local
rivalries.} In Chicago there were local (ward)vetoes on public housing-
site proposals, but these were expressed through the city council, not
the CHA,

Third, the pattern of interest group~-based competition in conjunc-
tion with relatively extensive use of experts may mitigate the sense of
inequality between experts and boards, as together they face pressures
from competing groups or agencies with their expert-board leaders.

Fourth, in the inter-interest group competition situation, a major ‘
conflict with the expert seems to arise from the supra-local {or inter-
specialty) generalist, not the local generalist. (In Chicago, the local
generalists were on the city council, thua not the immaediate clients of
the experts,) Meyerson and Banfield and other writers reveal a ten-
dency for experts to fix on goals and exaggerate their legitirnacy by
devising elaborate policies and plans supposedly instrumental to these
goals. Experts, however, do not always foresee the unintended conse~
quences of these instruments and opposition arises as generalista do

come to foresee these consequences.ls Sullivan County, however, does

157hus Meyerson and Banfield observed that though planners and
housing partisans might view a housing policy as an "intrinsic'" end,
worth public support for its own sake, others viewed it as instrumental
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15(cont.) to other ends such as racial desegregation. Webb Fiser noted
in "Urban Renewal in Syracuse" that while urban renewal tended to be
promoted as an end, attempts to move ahead with urban renewal stirred
up other issues such as the aligoment of an expressway, school board
attempts to get renewal land, a long-standing feud with the mayor, and
embarrassing revelations of deficiencies in city assessment practice
and public works programming. See R. T. Frost, (ed.), Cases in State
and Local Government (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1961)

pp. 337-350. Alan Altshuler suggested in a case study that a site deci-
sion by a hospital committee in St. Paul was affected not primarily by
the technical arguments of planners, but by fears on the part of the
highly respected chairman of the commission that one of the sites might
result in an organizational arrangement requiring changes in the
existing practices in hiring interns and that, because of circumstances
apart from the technical arguments, he had doubts that some members

of the community would believe that a decision to build at the proposed
site had been arrived at honestly. None of these factors had been
included in the planners' arguments. See Altshuler, The City Planning
Process: A Political Analysis, Chapter 3.




CHAPTER IX

PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS

What are the uses of this analysis and of the hypotheses of the pre~
ceding chapter? I will try to answer this from the standpoint of one
kind of practicing expert—the planner. A planner generally tries to
solve two related problems, First, he must determine the appropriate
scope of the system within which he will work: what the variables are,
how they are related and how they change in time, and how they are to
be measured. Second, he must choose some optimum state of the sys-
tem to determine the direction policy should take. This thesis does not
attempt to do all of this for Sullivan County. Instead, it has used this
particular locale to generate data and hypotheses which might add a
small amount to what planners know about semi~rural planning problems

in general.

The Scope ‘lf lﬁ_e System

Previously, planners have begun with knowledge of some aspects
of the physical environment, together with such "economic" and "social"
causes and effects as they or other social scientists have been able to
trace. This may be viewed as an essentially static, often only a spatial
dimension of the total environment in which planning takes place.
Another aspect of the planner's concern is best referred to as the pro-
cess dimension, which includes not only the system for which the plan-

ner is planning, but also the planner or planning agency. This

172
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dimension contains a fast developing theory which I referred to in Chap-
ter I as the theory of the "technical' planning process.

It is in the extension of this technical planning process to the
problem of implementation—dealing with non~technical persons—that
this thesis is concerned. The preceding chapters have suggested some
additions to the planner's system. Chief among these are the notions
that inequalities in resources may act as obstacles to effective expert-
board relations; that these are at least partially the result of a pre~
dominance of local-generalists on the boards; and that they are inten~
sified by the difficulty, importance and relevance of the issue, and the
relative investments in the issue by boards and experts. This kind of
knowledge, problematic as it is, seems to me to be an addition to the
present knowledge of implementation,

Of course, the variables identified in Chapter VIII are only a small
part of the knowledge planners ought to have about implementation. At
least four kinds of deficiencies can be mentioned. First, there could be
a great deal more verification of the propositions, Second, the analy-
sis, undertaken here for a semi-rural county, could be extended to other
similar areas and to other types of communities: the big city, the cor-
poration or public bureaucracy, and the rural community,

Third, and very important, planners ought to consider more
aspects of the political system than are touched on in this thesis. In
the preceding chapters, the existence, function and even the composition
of the boards are taken as given. Inr eality, the events in the boards
took place within a context of political institutions, Even in Sullivan
County it is possible to argue that the 'real" obstacles to planning

occurred not in the boards but in the manner in which board positions
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were filled, in the extreme decentraliﬁafion of countf government, and
in the lack of a developed administrative system. Not considering the
political context of the expert-board relationship could lead to consider~
able distortion in recommendations for action. For example in the case
of recruitment, an obvious recommendation, if the larger context is
ignored, would be a policy of appointing primarily industry specialists
to the boards. In fact, this might be a very bad policy, since the over-
all proportion, in Sullivan County, of local generalists to industry spe-
cialists would stay the same. The boards then might lose whatever
legitimacy they now have. Moreover, epecialists present problems of
their own, natably a tendency to ignore consequences of proposals for
other specialties. Some kind of generalist is probably needed for the
boards to maintain their own genersal status.

Finally, planners ought to place their own actions--gituations such
as the expert-board relations described here—in a context of long-term
social change. Knowledge of social change processes or, failing thie,
even an arientation toward this kind of process, would be an improve=-
ment over the present situation, where the planner usually has a static
conception of society plus the notion that his proposals could accom-

plish changes for a better situation.

Directing Policy

Plannersg have to recommend action, no matter how limited the
scope of their knowledge., Some guidelines are possible, even with the
limited number of factors that have been considered in this thesia,
First, we now have a sense of the administrative and technical limita-

tions of the boards in their present institutional context. Second, we
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can infer some possible changes in institutions.

Limitations of the Boards. Perhaps the most obvious conclusion to be
drawn from the first seven chapters of this thesis is that, in the pres-
ent context, the administrative and technical potential of the boards is
extremely limited; much more so than the professional practices of the
experts and the policies of state and federal programs seem to assume.
The experts often acted as if the boards were equipped to implement
fairly complicated programs in all their administrative details. This is
especially true where experts take a "product” approach. Even where
the boards were asked only to endorse a proposal as a broad policy, the
effect was the same since no endorsement could be made effective by a
board unless it could also convincingly spell out the consequences.
Experts vary in the extent to which they leave the burden of work-
ing out the details to the boards. Among city planners, there is a fairly
widespread ideology that "planning ie not a product, but a process,' and
many plans contain the recommendation that a full-time staff member or
at least consultation on a continuing basis be incorporated into the gov~
ernment. Such recommendations are often not instituted. One reascn
may be that the administrative structure required to administer the plan
cannot be foreseen by the bmards or the community beforehand. The
institutional ramifications ef a full-time professional in a rural govern-
ment may seem more frightful by far than a particular physical improve-
ment, or even a fiscal institution such as a room tax. Experts may, if
they are particularly experienced, possess considerable knowledge of
how proposals can be instituted. But this is usually "practical" know-

ledge that cannot readily be transmitted, »ar even used, by the less
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experienced members of a consultant's staff,

More often, experts may be bound by the views of their spécialties
go that, whatever their experience, it is out of touch with the kinds of
community needs that generalists feel. Particularly, this should be the
case in a semi~rural community where there are no specialized local
associations, nor individuale, to serve as mediating factors between the
innovations of the expert and the ultimately generalist perspectives of
most people in the community. At present the boards are in this medi=
ating position, but they are not equipped to perform the function ade-
quately.

Under the circumastances, probably the only expert~-board rela-
tionships that can produce an increase in local political and administra«
tive skills are those that consist of specialist boards and similarly spe-
cialized experts (as in the Poultry Committee); and those which are pri~
marily educational in purpose, The latter, however, would have to
seem to deal with important issues to be able to recruit members.
Through wise leadership it would attempt action only on issues where it
could win until ita gkills and influence develop, This kind of situation
seems unlikely to occur in Sullivan County, since important issues do
exist; and there are no alternative institutions to cope with them while
the boards are learning. Thus the Planning Board was unable to avoid
the issues thrust upon it; and the SCCC Trustees were destined for a

destructive conflict as goon as they were created,

Institutional Changes. A second direction to which public policy might

orient itself i{s that of changes in the institutional environment of the

expert-board relationship, Oppeortunities for action affecting pelitical
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institutions occur from time to time, not only in direct attempts (as in
reapportionment, or a campaign to institute a village manager) but also
in "economic development' actions, such as proposals to build an air-
port, improve roads and bridges, or put a community college in an
economically advantageous location, The latter actions are important
because they can affect the balance of economic exchange in a county
and this, in turn, can affect the balance of political power.

From the analysis of the preceding chapters, certain changes in
the economic system in Sullivan County do seem possible. Even though
these are not central to the expert~-board relationship, it is relevant to
point out these possibilities here. At present, a major characteristic of
the economy of Sullivan County, aside from resort domination, is its
apparently local scale. The resorts are enclaves: they do business with
a metropolitan clientele, and they parcel out trade and jobs to the local
economy. The resorts compete with one another politically, on occa-
sion, by mobilizing a tendency of all politics in the county to operate
as inter-local competition, This happened in both the room~tax and the
airport cases. The poultry industry operates, perhaps to a greater
degree than the resorts, at a county rather than a local scale, Econ-
omic links occur across town or sectional boundaries to the feed com-
panies, primarily the Intercounty Farmers Cooperative, located within
the county. But the poultry industry does only a small fraction of the
business that the resorts do and does not draw very heavily on other
sectors of the local economy. All other sectors of the economy are
local in scale. This characteristic, noted in the preceding chapter, is
the basis for the observation that there are few opportunities to develop

status as an industry specialist in Sullivan County. This being the case,
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the obstacles to expert advice, deriving from a high proportion of local
generalists, are bound to occur regardless of the particular political
institutions in effect.

It is worth asking what the potentials for change in this situation
are, and what the consequences of such changes would be, A possible
change would be a shift from a locally based economy to one of county
scale or larger, where the major economic units are not local scale
enterprises but those that tap a larger market and operate in a more
specialized manner. What would be the conditions for and the conse-
quences of such a change? The most obvious condition for specialized,
county-scale enterprises to arise, is a central city, The chief obstacle
to this, so far, has been that Sullivan County has primarily a resort
economy, one that is dispersed in its locale so that no one town has been
able to dominate the others,

The present trend toward concentration in the resort industry
probably has favored the three largest resort towns. It is possible that
with the increased size of resort operations a market for specialized
services is appearing which might stimulate the growth of an urban cen-
ter near this resort concentration. Any large-scale state or federal
recreation development program is likely further to concentrate the
locations of Sullivan County resort activity, favoring, perhaps, one of
the major towns over umt.he:-.1 But there is no way to tell whether these
things will occur,

A second condition might be the rise of a second county-scale

1The most likely possibility at this point seems to lie in the pro-
posed water resource development at Tocks Island, on the Delaware
River, which will create a lake reaching up to the southern portions of
Sullivan County.
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industry to balance the resort sector, Again, there is no way to know,
from the data collected for this thesis, what the potential is that this can
occur. In general, it seems just as likely that Sullivan County will go
on the way it has, with a basically intra~local basis of economic life,
with the resulting political competition among towns, as that a different
pattern will emerge.

The consequences of a change such as is described above are,
however, interesting to speculate about. The result might be a shift
from the typical "fringe" or semi~rural political system to the "urban"
system noted in Chapter I, with competition among groups with conflict-
ing purposes, backed up by adequate organizational resources {(and
resources for expert decision-making). As a first consequence of such
a change, more opportunities for industry specialist status might occur,
together with an increased legitimacy for industry specialists in com-~
munity affairs. This might make it more likely that persons of county-
wide status could rise in Sullivan County, starting from a specialist
base. Second, development of county~ or larger-scale economic sec~
tors can result directly in the development of administrative resources
in the public sector as demands for specific public service improve~
ments are made by these powerful private interests. Any sector that
developed into large units requiring the retention of executive personnel
in the county would press particularly for schools and public safety, If
more than one major supra~local sector arose, competition between
them might produce increases in public administrative organization: this

2

may, in fact, be the outcome of the Poultry Committee's efforts. © Such

25 joining of forces between the resorts and the poultrymen seems
at least as likely as an open conflict of the sort that took place in the
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an increase in the public administrative sector might occur in the form
of a change in the form of the county government—to the county execu-
tive form, for example. If this should occur, a concentration of organi-
zational resources might occur, and the present role of the boards
would change. Many of their functions would be taken over by locally-
based professionals within the county or local government, The boards
might remain, each one with its resident expert to advise it. Their
adversaries would be other boards, or state or federal agencies, not
each other nor their experts, The situation might more nearly approxi-
mate the urban situation described in the preceding chapter,

An alternative to this is more active intervention in local affairs
by state agencies, State-operated economic development functions, a
more assertive policy toward higher education, such as the location of
community colleges, or more power for the state health authorities to
deal with problems such as the poultry waste issue, would take matters
out of the hands of local authorities altogether. The boards, in either
case, would lose their roles as policy bodies, but the influx of organi-
zational resources would fill the existing void ' in the boards, which
often makes them powerless, The net effect might be to increase, not

decrease, their authority and their weight with the community.

z(cont.) room~tax and college-gite cases, One reason for this is that the
present basis for conflict is one not of localities but of industries, and
both industries have the beginnings of continuous, staffed organizations.
These organizations are more likely to see the long-run economic advan~
tages of inter~-industry peace than to entertain romantic notions of one
side "winning," such as can grip the towns., They, more than any other
groups in Sullivan County, will be prepared to seek new institutions in
the interest of long-run economic advantages. They may do this, it is
true, in reaction to "threats'" posed by reactionary or radical elements
in the county: punitive local ordinances or damaging publicity makers,
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Either kind of development seems to me 1o be preferable to the
present situation, if only because the present institutions cannot deal
with experts and complicated issues, and these issues are bound to
arise repeatedly as the County faces pressures to modernize and

urbanize.
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