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ABSTRACT 

New r e s i d e n t i a l  deve lopment i n  r e se rvo i r  shore l ine  a reas  begins v i t h  

the  decis ion  of a landowner t o  sel l  individual  s i t e s  t o  r ec rea t ion  consumers 

o r  acreage t r a c t s  t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  developers, While t h i s  f i r o r  s t e p  i n  the  

r e s i d e n t i a l  development process is pr imar i ly  f a c i l i t a t i v e  i n  urban a reas ,  it 

assumes c e n t r a l  inportance i n  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  where many landowners become 

in t imate ly  involved i n  the  production and s a l e  of r e s i d e n t i a l  sites. Bn- 

vironmental d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas  i s  I n  l a rge  p a r t  due t o  the  

inexperience of these  landowners turned land developers. 

U t i l i z i n g  f i e l d  da ta  from f i f t y - e i g h t  interviews with predevelopnent 

landowners i n  f i v e  multipurpose rese rvo i r  a reas  i n  North Carolina,  the em- 

p i r i c a l  analyses demonstrate t h e  exis tence  of s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t ionsh ips  be- 

tween landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and landowner dec i s iona l  outcomes. Tests 

based on mul t ip le  discriminant  ana lys i s  ind ica te  t h a t  these  r e l a t ionsh ips  

can be expressed in a manner s u i t a b l e  f o r  f i e l d  l e v e l  planning, The indi -  

v idual  discriminant  programs uere  a b l e  t o  c l a r s i f y  c o r r e c t l y  betvcen ?9,3 

percent of the  observations i n  the case of holders  versus a l l  s e l l e r s  and 

91.3 percent i n  the  case of parce l  s e l l e r s  versus a l l  o ther  landowner types, 

The r e s u l t s  of the  combined discriminant  program s t rongly  s u g ~ e s t  t h a t  

a s i n g l e  landowner model can be developed t o  p red ic t  landowners vho are  

most l i k e l y  t o  hold, s e l l  l o t s ,  subdivide, o r  s e l l  t o  a developer, The 

s t r a t e g i c  va r i ab les  i s o l a t e d  thus Ear f o r  an opera t ional  model o f  chore- 

l i n e  landowner behavior a r e  the  following f i v e ,  i n  order  of importance: 

(1) income from the land; (2) occupational i n t e r e s t  i n  r e a l  e s t a t e ;  (3) 

residence on the  land; (4) annual personal incone; and (5) purpose of 

acquis i t ion .  The present  study thus provides a beginning of an  opera t ional  

planning methoclology f o r  guiding shore l ine  development i n  multipurpose 

rese rvo i r  area%. 
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This  study i s  concerned with the dcvelopnent process shaping recre-  

a t i o n a l  comrilunities which a r e  coming t o  surround most la rge  mult i-  

purpose rese rvo i r s  i n  the  United S ta tes ,  As both r i s i n g  incones and 

increased l e i s u r e  t i n e  have become ava i l ab le  t o  l a r g e r  segments o f o u r  

populatJon, the re  has been rapid  growth i n  :he development: of occond 

o r  "vacation" homes. These homes are not randomly d i s t r i b u t e d ,  but 

tend t o  concentrate v i t h  reference  t o  two primary f a c t o r s ,  namely, prox- 

imity t o  the  second home consumer and the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of f a c i l i t i e s  

f o r  a c t i v e  recreat ion.  Recent s tud ics  i n d i c o t e ' t h a t  the  most appealing 

rec rea t ion  f a c i l i t y  t o  second home owners 4s the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of rmter  

f o r  recrea t ion .  In t he  Southeast t h i s  f a c t o r  has r e su l t ed  i n  t h e  de- 

velopment of over 60,000 horns and summer c o t t q e s  on 105 l a rge  mul t i -  

purpose rese rvo i r s  surveyed by the  authors  i n  1969. 

Every multipurpose r e s e r v o i r  i n  the Southeast: has a t t r a c t e d  some 

vacation homes, although the re  is  a s t rong tendency f o r  these t o  be 

concentrated a t  the  more a t t r a c t i v e  reservoir s i t e s  wi th in  a few hours 

of major urban concentrat ions.  Two t h i r d s  of the  reservoi r -or iented  

vacat ion  homes, f o r  example, a r e  located on only 15 of the  105 rese rvo i r s  

surveyed, The penet ra t ion  of thousands of vacat ion home fami l i e s  i n t o  

r e l a t i v e l y  ferr r u r a l  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  providcrj the p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a 

number of se r ious  public  problems r e l a t e d  t o  environmental qualf ty and 

the management of the  nevly crea tcd  water-oriented f a c i l i t i e s .  

Problems assoc ia ted  v i t h  shore l ine  development include such 

genera l ly  recognized f acLars a s  %he " locking q" . a£ reservoir d - m u c l i ~ e s  

by p r iva te  o~mersh ip ,  miles of lakeshore s t r i n g  development with l o ~ r  

investment cottages and trailers, inadequate s a n i t a r y , f a c i l i t i e s ,  site 



crowding, poor :rat er access Eac i l i t i eS ,  littl lti .on t o  a e s t h e t i c  

qua l i ty ,  excessive number of docks and f l o a t s ,  haphazard placement of 

co t t ages  and mobile homes, low q u a l i t y  c o m e r c i a 1  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and 

overcrowded access areas, Nuch of the  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  environmental 

q u a l i t y  i n  nult ipurpose rese rvo i r  a r e a s  can be t r aced  t o  the  charac- 

t e r i s t i c s  of the r e se rvo i r  a rea  land development process, 

I n  the  course of shore l ine  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, land may be 

viewed a s  passing through a sequence of s tages  from an i n i t i a l  s t a t e  

of r u r a l  use preceding the  announcement of a r e s e r v o i r  p r o j e c t  t o  a 

f i n a l  s t a t e  of a c t i v e  r e s i d e n t i a l  use. The deciaion t o  impound a 

r e s e r v o i r  c r e a t e s  a sharp break i n  the  r a t h e r  slow moving market f o r  

farm r e a l  e s t a t e .  Concurrent with the  announcement of a r e s e r v o i r  

projec t ,  owners of severed t r a c t s  (rW.ch v i l l  l a t e r  become shore l ine  

land) usua l ly  evaluate the  product iv i ty  of t h e i r  cu r ren t  use of the 

land and malie some very bas ic  decisionc about i t s  fu tu re ,  Whether 02 

not  they i n i t i a l l y  consider  s a l e  o r  development of r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e n  

a s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  use f o r  t h e i r  land, t h i s  prospect cannot be ignore i  

a s  p o t e n t i a l  consumers, specula t o r s ,  inves toys , and developers begin 

t o  a s sess  shore l ine  t r a c t s  f o r  urban development. A s  we view the  e n t i r e  

r e s i d e n t i a l  development process i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas ,  the  r o l e s  played 

by the  i n i t i a l  landowner, the  developer, and the  consumer a r e  c r u c i a l  

i n  the  decis ion  process which moves land Eron a s t a t e  of r e s i d e n t i a l  

i n t e r e s t  t o  u l t imate  r e s i d e n t i a l  use of the land. 

For the most p a r t ,  landowners and consumers a r e  land development 

amateurs. They usual ly  have no previous experience i n  land development 

o r  building. They have a s trong tendency t o  c u t  corners and expenses i n  

transforming pa17 land i n t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s .  Problems of environmental 

q u a l i t y  and hea l th  which accompany and r e s u l t  from t h i s  rese-rvoir- 

o r i en ted  land development a r e  genera l ly  not subjec t  t o  remedial public  

programs o r  t o  planning con t ro l s  which migh.t: u e l l  prevent the occurrence 
of the  problems i n  the f i r s t  place, I n  our survey of 105 Southeastern 

re se rvo i r s ,  tse found t h a t  under 10 percent  of these r e s e r v o i r  a reas  had 



land use plans, zoning, or. subaivision regu la t ions  t o  guide t h e  de- 

velopment of nonpublic shore l ine  land, The re luc tance  of r u r a l  con- 

munities t o  adopt accepted planning approaches suggests t h a t  i f  public  

policy i s  t o  be e f f e c t i v e  i n  an t i c ipa t ing  environmental problems, 

&- 

guiding development, and providing adequate sc rv ices  t o  r ec rea t ion  

c ~ u n i t i e s ,  a s p e c i f i c  focus i s  required, This approach would cnpha- 

s i z e  programs aimed s p e c i f i c a l l y  a t  t r a c t s  of land and decis ion  agents 

expected t o  become enmeshed i n  the reccrvoi r  l and  devrlopment process. 

For instance,  a  primary t a r g e t  of the  micro planning approach uould be 

predevelopment landot~ners who appear l i k e l y  t o  develop t h e i r  o m  lanir, 

It should be enphasized t h a t  the app l i ca t ion  of a micro planning 

s t r a t e g y  i n  highly dependent upon a r e a l i s t i c  understanding of the  

shore l ine  development process and an a b i l i t y  t o  fo recas t  parce ls  l i k e l y  

t o  be developed f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use over r e l a t i v e l y  shor t  periods of 

time . 
This s tudy focuses on the  dec i s iona l  bchavior of shore l ine  pre- 

development landomem.  By analyzing the  f a c t o r s  involved i n  land- 

owner d e c i s i ~ n s  t o  hold, develop, o r  s e l l  ahore l ine  land, w e  have a t -  

tempted t o  lay  the  foundation f o r  an  opera t ional  f o r e c a s t  model vhich 

w i l l  provide public  o f f i c i a l s  with a t o o l  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  landmmcr 

types i n  order  t o  apply a micro planning s t r a t e g y  t o  the  shore l ine  

land development process. Five multipurpose r e s e r v o i r s  i n  North 

. -- Carolina have provided the  f i e l d  data f o r  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses 

of the  decis ions  of predevelopment landowners, F i f ty -e igh t  i n t e r v i e w  

with these landowners covered shore l ine  property a t  Carolina P0t;rer 

Lake, Lake Gaston, High Rock Lake, Kers Lake, and Lake Norman. TJith 

these  data  ire have been a b l e  t o  demonstrate the  exis tence  of s i g n i f i -  

canr: r e l a t ionsh ips  between landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and landot~ner 

decisions.  Tests based on mul t ip le  d l sc r in fnan t  ana lys i s  ind ica te  

t h a t  these  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  can be expressed i n  a nanner s u i t a b l e  f o r  

f i e l d  l e v e l  planning. The ind iv idua l  d i s c s  iminant programs .srere a'u lc 

t o  c l a s s i f y  c o r r e c t l y  79.3 percent  of the  observations i n  the  case of 



trolders versus a l l  s e l l e r s ,  as weLL as 91.3 percent i n  the  case of 

pa rce l  s e l l e r s  versue a l l  o the r  landowner types, 

The r e s u l t s  of the  combined dircriminant  pr&rem s t rongly  s u g p s t  

t h a t  a s i n g l e  landowner model can be developed t o  p red ic t  landmmers 

who a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  hold, s e l l  lots, subdivide, o r  s e l l  t o  a cle- 

veloper. The s t r a t e g i c  variables i s o l a t e d  thus f a r  f o r  a n  opera t ional  

model of shore l ine  landoaner behavior include f i v e ,  i n  the  fo l loving 

order  of importance: ( I )  income from the  land; (2) occupational  

i n t e r e s t  i n  r e a l  e s t a t e ;  (3) residence on the land; (4) annual personal  

income; and (5) purpose of acqu i s i t ion ,  It: ~ h o u l d  be emphasized t h a t  

the  c l u s t e r  of landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  emerging from the  empir ica l  

analyses  r equ i res  f u r t h e r  v e r i f i c a t i o n  before each of the  f i v e  can be 

accepted a s  the  b a s i s  f o r  bui ld ing an opera t ional  landotmer nodel  f o r  

public  pol icy  purposes. Further  the  primary focus of t h i s  research 

study has bean on e s t a b l i s h i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between landowner charac- 

t e r i s t i c s  and landotmer dec i s iona l  outcomes. At tent ion  needs a l s o  t o  

besgiven t o  the  a spec t s  of the  demand f o r  sha re l ine  land which i n f l u -  

ence landowner behavior. I n  extensions o f  t h i s  research  it may be 

p r o f i t a b l e  t o  u t i l i z e  some ind ica to r s  of the  r e l a t i v e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of 

shore l ine  parce ls  t o  consumers and developers, such a s  the  amount of 

shore l ine ,  s lope of shore l ine ,  s u i t a b i l i t y  of the  land f o r  land- 

based recrea t ion ,  such a s  aaiuuning and bank f i sh ing ,  and a c c e s s i b i l i t y  

t o  urban p laces  and services.  Similar  f a c t o r s  have not  been found 

by research  s t u d i e s  elsewhere t o  be e f f e c t i v e  i n  explaining shore l ine  

property values. However, these  f indings  r e l a t i n g  t o  property values 

may be due t o  specula t ion  about future development p o t e n t i a l  and may 

not  c a r r y  over t o  a c t u a l  development decisions. 

The output  of the  proposed opera t ional  landowner model r~ould  be 

used d i r e c t l y  i n  the  planning process t o  guide the  a p p l i c a t i o n  of 

planning programs aimed a t  improving the  q u a l i t y  of shore l ine  de- 

velopment. Further ,  it would a l s o  serve  as a funct ional  p a r t  of a 



s e r i e s  of decis ion  agent  models designed t o  simulate the  shore l ine  do- 

velopment process and produce a s p a t i a l  pa t t e rn  of r e s i d e n t i a l  develop- 

ment: po ten t i a l ,  I n  t h e  l a t t e r  case we a n t i c i p a t e  the  development of 

three  l inked models : a landotrner model r~h ich  w i l l  i nd ica te  parce ls  

l i k e l y  t o  be re leased f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, e i t h e r  through 

the  development a c t i v i t i e s  of the  o m e r  o r  s a l e  t o  a land development 

f i rm; a land d e v e l ~ p e r  model which w i l l  i nd ica te  the  order  i n  which 

ava i l ab le  parce ls  t r i l l  be subdivided; and a consumer o r  r e skden t i a l  

choice model vh i ch  t r i l l  provide t h e  bas ic  f o r  l inking the  supply and 

demand f o r  shore l ine  s i t e s  and ind ica te  t h e  o r d e ~  i n  which ~ i t c s  

supplied by the  landovner and developer models w i l l  be occupied, 

I n  conclusion, t h e  present  study has provided a beginning totrard 

the building of an opera t iona l  planning mebhodology f o r  use i n  de- 

veloping mulItipurpose r e s e r v o i r  areas.  A l i n e  of inves t iga t ion  has 

been char ted  and, while a g r e a t  dea l  remains t o  be done, the pre- 

liminary r e s u l t s  are  very encouraging. 





CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

This study i s  concerned with the  development process shaping 

rec rea t iona l  cornuni t ies  which a re  coming t o  surround most la rge  

multipurpose reservoirs i n  the  United S ta tes .  A s  both r i s i n g  

incomes and increased l e i s u r e  time have become a v a i l a b l e  t o  l a rge r  

segments of our population, the re  has been a rapid  growth i n  the  

development of second o r  "vacation" hames. The Bureau of the  

Census e s t i m t c n  t h a t  1,676,000 households ormed o r  rented 1,555,000 

second homes i n  the  United S t sees  i n  1967.~  The average annual 

r a t e  of second home const ruct ion  has r i s e n  from about 20,000 u n i t s  

i n  the  1940ts t o  about 55,000 u n i t s  per year  during the  1960ts. 
2 

Vacation homes a r e  not randomly d i s t r i b u t e d ,  but tend t o  concen- 

t r a t e  with reference  t o  two primary fac to r s ,  proximity t o  the 

second home consumer and the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  a c r i v c  

recrea t ione3 Recent a t u d i e s  ind ica te  t h a t  the  most a t t r a c t i v e  

r ec rea t ion  f a c i l i t y  t o  second home otmorc is  the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 

'u.s. Oureau of the  Census, Current Housing Reports, Se r i e s  
H-121, No. 16, wand Homes i n  t h e  United S ta tes ,  Uashington: 
U.S. Government P r in t ing  Office, 1969, p. 2. 

2 ~ b i d  ,-,*, P* 7. 

' ~ i c h a r d  Lee Ragatz, The Vacation Home Eiarket: An Analvsis 
of the  Sua.tia1 Dis t r ibu t ion  of P o ~ u l a t i o n  on a Seasonal Basis, 
I thaca ,  N,Y.: Department of City Planning, Cornell Universi ty,  
February 1969, p. 163. 



wter f o r  recreati0n.l" I n  the  Southeast this f a c t o r  has r e s u l t e d  

i n  the  development of over 60,000 homes and sumner co t t ages  on 105 

large multipurpose r e s e r v o i r s  surveyed by the  authors i n  1969, 

Every multipurpose rese rvo i r  i n  the  Southeast has a t t r a c t e d  

some vacat ion  horns, Uevertbeless, t h e r e  i s  a s trong tendency f o r  

vacat ion homes t o  concentrate on more a t t r a c t i v e  r e se rvo i r s  t r i th in  

a few hours of na jo r  urban concentrations. 7370 t h i r d s  of the  

reservoir-oriented vacat ion  hones i n  the  Southeast a r e  

only 15 of the  105 r e s e r v o i r s  surveyed. (See Table 1.) 

penet ra t ion  of thousands of vacat ion home f ami l i e s  i n t o  a r e l a -  

t i v e l y  Eetr r u r a l  r e se rvo i r  a r e a s  provides the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a 

number of se r ious  pu t  l i c  problems r e l a t e d  t o  environmental q u a l i t y  

and environmental heal th,* 

Problems associa ted  with shore l ine  development include such 

genera l ly  recognized f a c t o r s  a s  the  " loc lc in~  up" of r e se rvo i r  

shore l ines  by p r iva te  ownership, miles of lakeshore s t r i n g  de- 

velopment with low investment co t t agcs  and f x a i l e r s ,  inadequate 

s a n i t a r y  f a c i l i t i e s ,  s ige  crowding, poor water access  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  a e s t h e t i c  qua l i ty ,  excessive numbers of docks 

and f l o a t s ,  haphazard placement of cot tages  and mobile homes, lot7 

q u a l i t y  commercial f c i l i t i e s ,  and overcrotJdcd public  access  areas.  5 

4 ~ n  a survey of "Vacation Home I n t e r e s t  Amonp Tenants of Lieu 
Yorlc City Apartments," conducted by the  Almiriun Company of Am$rica 
i n  1966, 67.7 percent  of the  1,204 resp~nde-nts  indica ted  they 
prefer red  beach, shore,  or .  fresh-water lake  locat ions* A survey by 
the  Western Vood Products Associat ion of 226 vacat ion home plan 
consumers i n  19GG indica ted  t h a t  31 percent prefer red  lake  o r  
seashore vacat ion  home locat ions ,  A survey of 42 bu i lde r s ,  dea le r s ,  
and manufacturers of vacat ion homes conducted by Ragarz i n  1966 
indica ted  t h a t  07 percent of the  respondents bel ieved consumers 
were a t t r a c t e d  t o F l a k e  o r  r i v e r  vacat ion home s i t e s ,  See Ragatz, 
p p ~  177-100. 

' ~ n  exce l l en t  d iscuss  ion of s imi la r  prob lens  i n  another  reg ion 
is contained i n  Frederick 0, Sargent and iKl1iam Bingham, palieshore 
,Land Use Controls ,  Burlington, Vt . :  Vermont Agricultural Experiment 
S t a t i o n  and Universi ty of Vermont, 1969. 



Otrner Dwellin8 Reservoir ~ t a t e ( s )  Units 
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from data f i l e s  of the  authors,  "Southcast Reservoir Ovner 
Survey" (March 1969). 



Xuch oE the  de te r io ra t ion  i n  env i romenta l  q u a l i t y  i n  mul t i -  

purpose r e s e r v o i r  a reas  can be t raced t o  thc c h a r a c t e r b t L c ~  of 

the  r e s e r v o i r  a rea  land development process. I n  the  course of 

" shbre l ina" tes ide 'n t tz1  development; land m y  be.viewed a s  paasing. . 

through a sequence of d i s c r e t e  s t a t e r  from a n  i n i t i a l  s t a t e  of 

r u r a l  use preceding the  announcement of a r e se rvo i r  p ro jec t  t o  a 

f i n a l  s e t e  OR, a c t i v e  r e s i d e  As indica ted  i n  t h e  top  
* .  

row of Figure 1, preceding rese rvo i r  impoundment, n o s t  land i n  

r e s e r v o i r  a reas  i s  i n  var ious  r u r a l  uses - r u r a l  res idences ,  
7 a g r i c u l t u r e ,  f o r e s t s ,  and the  l ike .  The decis ion  t o  impound a 

r e s e r v o i r  c r e a t e s  a sharp break i n  the  r a t h e r  s l o v  moving market 

f o r  farm r e a l  estate. Concurrent t l i t h  the  announcement of a 

r e s e r v o i r  projec t ,  owners of severed t r a c t s  (what will l a t e r  

become sho,rcline land) usual ly  evaluate  the product iv i ty  of t h e i r  

cu r ren t  use of the  land and make some very b a s k  decis ions  about 

G ~ h i n  concept of the  r e s i d e n t i a l  dcvclopment process has 
been adapted from a somewhat s i m i l a r  nodel :~I.tich has been ex t rene ly  
f r u i t f u l  i n  understanding r e s i d e n t i a l  development i n  urban areas.  
See, f o r  ins tance ,  Sh i r l cy  F. JJeiss, John E. Smith, Edward 3. 
Kaiser,  and Kenneth 33. Kenney, Res iden t i a l  Developer Decisions, An 
Urban Studies  Research I.lonograph, Chapel. I l i l l ,  1T.C. : I n s t i t u t e  
f o r  Research i n  Social, Science, Universi ty of I'lorth Carolina,  

' Apri l ,  1966; Raymond J, Burby, 111, Lake-Oriented Subdivisions i n  
North Carolina: Decision Factors  and Policy I m ~ l i c a t i o n s  f o r  
prban Growth Patterns.  P a r t  I - Devefo~er . I )ec is ions ,  An Urban 
S tud ies  Research Nonograph, Chapel H i l l ,  M.C. : I n s t i t u t e  f o r  
Research i n  Soc ia l  Science, Universi ty of l b r t h  Carolina, i n  cooper- 
a t i o n  with the  TJater Resources Research Institute of the  Universi ty 
of North Carolina, November 1967; and Edvarc? J. Kaiser  and Sh i r l ey  
F. tqeiss, "Public  Policy and the  Res iden t i a l  Development Process," 
Journal  -of: the  American I n s t i t u t e  of Planneza, 36 (January l970), 
pp. 30-37. 

For instance,  Prebble found t h a t  99  percent of t h e  land ad- 
jacent  t o  Lake Cumberland p r i o r  t o  impoundment was i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
or f o r e s t  use. See D i l l y  8. Prebble, Pa t t e rns  of Land Use Change 
Around a Lame Reservoir,  Lexington, Ky,: Universi ty of Kentucky 
Vater  Resources I n s t i t u t e ,  1969, p. 45. 
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i t s  fu tu re .  %ether  o r  not  they i n i t i a l l y  cons ider  s a l e ' o r  dovelop- 

nen t  of r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s  a s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  use of t h e i r  land,  t h i s  

prospec t  cannot  be ignored ao p o t e n t i a l  consur.lers, specu la to r s ,  i n -  

v e s t o r s ,  and Ccvclopers begin t o  a s s e s s  sho re l ine  t r a c t s  f o ~  urban 
n 
U development. TJe have termed t h i s  s t a t e  i n  the evo lu t ion  of a pa rce l  

toward r e s i d e n t i a l  development one of " r e s i d e n e i a l  i n t e r q s t * "  

I n  o r d e r  f o r  t he  a c t i v e  development process  t o  begin,  ho:~ever, 

a  p a r c e l  n u s t  pass  from a  s t a t e  of r e s i i e n c i a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  a s t a t c  

of a c t i v e  cons ide ra t ion  f o r  development, This  t y p i c a l l y  occurs  

when a  lanclowner determines t h a t  he t t i l l  s e l l  l o t s  f o r  residential 

use, e i t h e r  i n  a n  & hot f a sh ion  o r  a s  a  f o z n a l  subd iv i s ion ,  o r  vhen 

a landowner entcrs  i n t o  s e r i o u s  n e g o t i a t i o n  v i t h  a  developer  o r  

consumer :?ho in tends  t o  conver t  t h e  land t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  use. 

The r e s e r v o i r  landscape does no& begin  t o  change u n t i l  a  f o u r t h  

s t a t e  i s  achieved - t h a t  of a c t u a l  s i t e  developaent.  Hany pa rce l s  

which have reached a  s t a t e  of a c t i v e  cons ide ra t ion  f o r  developnent 

s t a y  i n  t h i s  cond i t i on  f o r  a  prolonged per iod  of time. For i n s t ance ,  

l andot~ners  trho have had subd iv i s ion  p l a t s  made may be r e l u c t a n t  t o  

move ahead and a c t u a l l y  develop the  land and s e l l  lots. '  Spccu la tom,  

8 
Xntervicu wi th  a  random sample of 12 p rospec t ive  s h o r e l i n e  

- "  -. l andomere  on tlrc proposed New Hope Reservoi r  i n  Uorth Carol ina 
conducted i n  A p r i l  1969, indicated t h a t  10 02 t he se  landoxmers had 
rece ived  a t o t a l  of 39 f i r m  o f f e r s  f o r  t h e i r  land and numerous 
casua l  i n q u i r i e s  about  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t :  i n  s e l l i n g ,  Speaking of the 
s p e c u l a t i v e  demnd f o r  what will one day be s h o r e l i n e  pa rce l s ,  one 
landowner n o t c t ,  "Itf s not  j u s t  t h i s  p a r c e l  ... t hey ' r e  t r y i n g  and 
have bought some land a l l  around t h e  l ake  ..* they have h i t  every 
l a n d o ~ ~ n e r  ." In te rv ie t r  v i t h  Landowner 73, A p r i l  30, 1969. Since 
conf iden t i a lL ty  was a s su red  each interviewee,  names cannot be revca lcd ,  

'A landoormel- on Lake Norman i n  Elorth Cnl-olina surveyed her land 
and recorded a subd iv i s ion  plat: because she f e l t ,  " I t v e  alrrays f e l t  
t h a t  people \rho have ottned land f o r  two c e n t u r i e s  should be the  ones 
who r e a l i z e  the  p r o f i t  on it r a t h e r  than some r e a l  e s t a t e  developer." 
However, she explaino t h a t  she has no t  proceeded f u r t h e r  because, 
I t  Well, I ' m  no t  i n  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  bus iness  and, i n  f a c t ,  we enjoy i t  
s o  much dorm here  by ourse lves  t h a t  I really h a t e  t o  s e l l  a  l o t , "  
Interview w i t h  Landowner 33, February G ,  1SG3, 



inves tors ,  and developers may hold the  land v h i l e  l o t  values appreci-  

a t e ,  o r  consumrs may wait f o r  an i n d e f i n i t e  period while they ac-  

cumulate c a p i t a l  t o  improve land they have purchased, A s t a t e  of 

s i t e  development ind ica tes  t h a t  a c t u a l  devclopuenr is o c c u r r i ~  and 

i s  s ignaled  by road grading, "bush hauling" individual  l o t s ,  and 

s imi la r  s i t e  inprovement a c t i v i t i e s .  

The E if t11 s t a t e  i n  the reservoi r -or iented  r e s i d e n t i a l  develop- 

ment process is  charac ter ized  by r e c r e a t i o n a l  u t i l i z a t i o n  o? the  

p a r t i a l l y  inproved s i t e ,  A t  t h i s  point  shore l ine  land is  a c t u a l l y  

u t i l i z e d  by consumers f o r  a number of r ec rea t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  such 

as swimming, boati%, f i sh ing ,  and camping, but  i s  not  used f o r  

r e s i d e n t i a l  pu~pones ,  except occasional  camping, lo For the  a c t i v e  

development process t o  end, the  e i t e  must pass from a s t a t e  of ex- 

c lus ive  r e c r e a t i o n a l  use t o  one a l s o  of r e s i d e n t i a l  use. This typi -  

c a l l y  occurs vhen the consumer con t rac t s  f o r  rhc cons t ruct ion  of a 

home or summer cot tage  o r  moves a  "permanent" nobi le  home onto the  

s i t e ,  Upon completion of the  dwelling u n i t ,  the  s i t e  paoseo i n t o  

t h i s  f i n a l  s t a c e  and the  reservoi r -or iented  r e s i d e n t i a l  development 

process i n  complete, 

This d iscuss ion of the  r e s i d e n t i a l  Gcvelopment process i n  

r e se rvo i r  arean h igh l igh t s  the  r o l e s  played by t h ree  key decis ion  

agents  i n  decisions x7hich move land from a s t a t e  of r e s i d e n t i a l  

i n t e r e s t  t o  a c t u a l  residence:  the  i n i t i a l  landotmer, the  dcvcloper, 

and the consurxr. Tn urban a reas  it has been 2ound t h a t  these  

 he s t a t e  of r e c r e a t i o n a l  u t i l i z a t i o n  rimy be extremely s h o r t  
i n  some cases,  such a s  uhen a  consuiner imnei ia tc ly  e r e c t s  a va- 
ca t ion  cot tage  on the site or  moveo i n  a nob i l e  home, o r  inf requent ly  
nay be passgd over e n t i r e l y  when, f o r  ins tance ,  a developer mcirlictts 
a  complete resident ial  package of s i t e  and h o ~ ~ .  



dec i s ion  agen t s  play r a t h e r  "pure" r o l e s ,  That: is, psedevelopment 

landowners t y p i c a l l y  do no t  develop land,  b u t  merely r e l e a s e  land  

t o  b u i l d e r s  and developers ,  who i n  t u r n  t ransform raw land i n t o  

f i n i s h e d  r e s i d e n t i a l  packages of s i t e  and s h e l t e r ,  Coasumers typi- 

c a l l y  do no t  "develop" t h e i r  own l o t s  by providing acces s  and 

c l e a r i n g  underbrush and t y p i c a l l y  do not bu i ld  t h e i r  own hmee,  In 

c o n t r a s t ,  t he  land development process i n  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  i s  

c h a r a c t e r  izeci by a cons iderable  degree of " r o l e  ~ v e ~ l a ' ~ ! '  Land- 

owners and c o n s m e r s  o f t e n  assume many of t he  r o l e  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n s  

of b u i l d e r s  and developers  i n  urban areas .  T h i s  a spec t  of t h e  

r e se rvo i r -o r i en t ed  r e s i d e n t i a l  development process appears  t o  be 

one of t h e  prirmry reasono f o r  t h e  s e r i o u s  problems a£ environmental 

d e t e r i o r a t i o n  noted above. 

Landowners and consumers a r e  land dcvelopment amateurs. They 
usua l ly  have no previous experience i n  land development o r  building. 

They have a s t rong  tendency t o  c u t  corners  i n  transforming raw land 

i n t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s .  For i n s t ance ,  a s h o r e l i n e  landowncr- 

developer  on Lake Gaston, l oca t ed  on the  North Carol ina-Virginia  

border  t o l d  us,  

& r u i n  Met~some (Chairman of the  County Planning Board) 
s e n t  a f e l l ow around who was going t o  do a p l a t ,  bu t  I 
f e l t  l i k e  I c7as s a t i s f i e d  wi th  v h a t  I vas g e t t i n g  f o r  
i t  .. , I didnr  t have $10,000 t o  pay the  bul ldozer  and 
t h e  man vho comes t o  grade i t  o f f  and do one thing and 
another  .. . I ' m  l i v i n g  w i t h  my head j u s t  above water. 
I don't  o ~ r e  nobody nothing and I aim t o  keep it; that 
way .,, t h e r e ' s  a road t o  those  l o t s ,  bu t  r e a l l y  I 
didnl  t b u i l d  i t :  ... it  was a logging pa th  and a f e l l o v  
bought n l o t  d o m  t h e r e  and ,.. someone bought some 
more l o t s  i n  t he re  and they decided t o  put  some g r a v e l  
on i t  s o  I gave a load of g rave l .  11 

I n  t h e  aggrega te ,  t h i s  type of d e c i s i o n  making h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  a 

l l l n t e r v i e v  wi th  Landowner 21, January 15, 1969. 



high percent of shore l ine  c o r n m i t i e r  v i t h  substandard l o t  s i z e s  and 

arrangements, inadequate and poorly maintained roads, and o the r  simi- 

l a r  s i t e  design de f i c i enc ies*  

This s i t u a t i o n  is o f t e n  exacerbated by the lack of in teg ra t ion  

of vacat ion home fami l i e s  i n t o  t h e i r  "temporary" r u r a l  environment. 

Raga t z  wr i t e s ,  

The urban family usually docs not a l t e r  i t s  previously 
a t t a i n e d  s o c i a l  o r  economic pa t t e rns  during the  seasonal  
occupancy of a vacat ion home. They have l imi ted  time t o  
inves t  i n  developing a wel l  functioning s o c i a l  community 
because they f i n d  it e a s i e r  and probably more des i rab le  
t o  maintain membership i n  t h e i r  urban-oriented socie ty  ... 
Because the  farmer views the  urban penet ra tor  a s  a repre-  
s e n t a t i v e  of d i f f e r e n t  values and o f t e n  as  a t h r e a t  t o  
the  su rv iva l  of a g r i c u l t u r e ,  he f i n d s  l i t t l e  b a s i s  f o r  
a l l i a n c e  and cooperation, l2 

Thus, reservoi r -or iented  vacat ion  communities m y  be seen to exist i n  

P r e s i d e n t i a l  sense, but  not i n  a s o c i a l  sensc.13 This  lack of s o c i a l  

t ies  between those who a r e  experfencing se r ious  environmental problems 

and the  dominant r u r a l  comnunity which surrounds them r e s u l t s  i n  a 

l ack  of communication and a se r ious  i n a b i l i t y  t o  apply remedial public  

programs t o  most problem s i t u a t i o n s ,  

Problems of environmental q u a l i t y  and health which accompany and 

r e s u l t  from reservoi r -or iented  land development and subsequent rural- 

urban c o n f l i c t s  c l e a r l y  point  t o  the  importance of planning f o r  de- 

velopment i n  r u r a l  areas subjec t  t o  r e s e r v o i r  impoundment. DespiLe 

t h i s  evident  need, the re  i s  l i t t l e  ind ica t ion  t h a t  r u r a l  c i t i z e n s  

accept  planning a s  an  appropr ia te  l o c a l  publ ic  a c t i v i t y .  I n  our 

12 Ragatz, pp. 15-17. 

13see Lec Taylor and Arthur Jones, Jr., Rural L i f e  and Urbanized 
Society, New York: W o r d  University Press, 1964, 



survey of 105 Southeastern r e s e r v o i r s ,  :Je found t h a t  under t e n  percent  

of t h e  r e s e r v o i r s  surveyed had land use p lans ,  zoning, or subd iv i s ion  

r e g u l a t i o n s  t o  guide the  development of nonpublic s h o r e l i n e  land,  14 

According t o  tbh, 

Vhat most farmers i n  a n  urbanizing s i t u a t i o n  want m y  
inc lude  p r e f e r e n t i a l  tax t reatment ,  p r o t e c t i o n  from 
eminent d o w i n  proceedings, p r o t c c t i o o  from haraasmcnt 
by an t i -odor  ordinances and o t h e r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and s o  
on -- b u t  pot a zoning ordinance o r  any provis ion  t h a t  
prevents  o r  r e s t r i c t s  s a l e  of land f o r  urban purposes. 
Nost farmers  see urban development not  a s  a threat :  bu t  
a s  a p r a i s e  -- a poss ib le  v ind fn l1 , lS  

I n  sum, t r a d i t i o n a l  planning and land use r e g u l a t i o n s  do no t  appear  

t o  be a f e a s i b l e  alternative i n  r u r a l  conmunities which p lace  a 

high va lue  on individual ism,  making do f o r  onese l f ,  and a r e  r e -  

l u c t a n t  t~ use c o l l e c t i v e  governmental means :or so lv ing  l o c a l  

prob 1 ems, 

This  r e c a l c i t r a n c e  of r u r a l  c i t i z e n s  t o  adopt  t r a d i t i o n a l  

planning approaches sugges ts  t h a t  i f  pub l i c  po l i cy  i s  t o  e f f e c t i v e  

i n  a n t i c i p a t i n g  environmental problems, gu id ing  development, and 

providing adequate  s e r v i c e s  t o  r e c r e a t i o n  communities, a focused or 

micro pe r spec t ive  is requi red ,  I h i l e  t r a d i t i o n a l  planning " tends  

'&see Rayinond J. Durby, 111, The Role of T . e n e l v ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ - ~  
GuFdfm Raservoir Land 1.l~v:j orntent, Raleigh, IJ,C, : ij-, ::.r Ge- - 
socrccs  Research I n s t i t u t e  of tt.1~ Univcrsi  t y  of Nor::h i , ; : rd ino ,  
November 1969, 

15A?.an J. Ilnhn, "Planning i n  Rura l  Areas," J o u u a l  o f  t he  
A m e r i y n $ p r ; t i t u t e  of Planners ,  36 (January 1F70), p, 46, For 
a n  exce:!lt?nt d i scuss ion  of r u r a l  oppos i t i on  t o  a n  environmental 
p r o t e c t i o n  procram see John C. Xeene and Anne Louise Strong,  
"The Ernndyriine Plan," Jollrnal of &he American Institute of 
Planners ,  36 (January 1910), pp, 50-53, 



t o  survey and a f f e c t  the  e n t i r e  ju r iod ic t ion  indiscriminantly,  I t16 

the  planning cl imate i n  r u r a l  a reas  is  more atuned t o  a planning 

approach t ~ h i c h  opera tes  i n  terms of individual  t r a c t s  of land, 

individual  decisions, and individual  part iciponts .  Such an op- 

proach would cmph~s ize  programs aimed s p e c i f i c a l l y  a t  t r a c t s  of 
-a 

land and decis ion  agents  expected t o  beconc enmeshed i n  the  

r e se rvo i r  land development process. For ins tance ,  a primary 

t a r g e t  of micro planning t ~ o u l d  be prerievelopnent lanclcnmers vho 

appear l i k e l y  t o  develop t h e i r  orin land, A p r h a r y  planning t o o l  

i n  t h i s  ins tance  n igh t  be s p e c i a l  educational  programs which 

demonstrate t o  landoirners the  benef i t s  t o  be derived from f o l l o ~ r i n g  

standard land development p rac t i ces ,  This type of program could be 

sponsored by a county planning camnission, or ,  more l i k e l y ,  as  a 

p a r t  of on-going informal a d u l t  education provided by cooperative 

extension programs cur ren t ly  being c a r r i e d  out  by the  UIS, De- 

partment of Agriculture.  While f o s t e r i n g  inproved development 

prac t ices ,  zuch a program could a l s o  inculca te  acceptance by shore- 

l i n e  fandarners 04 other  micro planning tools ,  such a s  " p e t i t i o n  

zoning" and zoning by deed r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  both of which permit zoning 

of: shore l ine  land u i thou t  zoning inland farms. 17 

While this approach has promise i n  ameliorat ing a number o f  

environmental problems associa ted  with r e s e r v o i r  area land develop- 

ment, it does not a l l e v i a t e  the need f o r  long-range c a p i t a l  

programing t o  e f f i c i e n t l y  provide bas ic  public  se rv ices  t o  shore- 

l i n e  communitics, Unfortunately, r u r a l  decieSon-makers, l i k e  t h e i r  

urban counterpar ts ,  usually do not respond t o  problems u n t i l  they 

reach c r i s i s  proportions, As a r e s u l t ,  t he  impact of r e s e r v o i r  area 

urbaniza t ion  must be rather fa r  advanced before c a p i t a l  improvenent 

16 
~1 46 .  

17see Sargant and Dinghas, pp. 14-15. 



planning becomes a recognized need. Thus, t r a d i t i o n a l  f i f t e e n -  and 

twenty-year land use fo recas t s  and 'Long-range c a p i t a l  improvement 

programs a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be ine f fec t ive  i n  guiding l o c a l  governnental 

p o l i c i e s  i n  r e se rvo i r  areas.  On the  o ther  hand, r u r a l  decision- 

makers a re  o f t e n  extremely e f f e c t i v e  i n  a  problen-solving approach 

t o  governmental dccis  ion-making . A micro planning s t r a t e g y  srhich 

h igh l igh t s  charc l ine  neighborhoods and cornun i t i e s  where severe 

se rv ice  deficiencies a r e  l i k e l y  t o  occur i n  the  s h o r t  run my be 

ab le  t o  take advantase of traditions 1 r u r a l  decision-making modes 

and s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a l l e v i a t e  some of t h e  most g la r ing  se rv ice  

problems i n  shore l ine  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, 

The app l i ca t ion  of a micro planning s t r a t e g y  is  highly de- 

pendent upon a r e a l i s t i c  understanding of the  shore l ine  development 

process and an a b i l i t y  t o  fo recas t  parce ls  l i k e l y  t o  be developed 

f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use over r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  periods of time, The 

chain-l ike na ture  of the  r e s i d e n t i a l  land development process SUE- 

g e s t s  t h a t  such an  understanding can be  f r u i t f u l l y  approached 

through an a n a l y s i s  of the  va r i ab les  involved i n  the  dec i s iona l  

behavior of the  lando~mera,  developers, and consumers whose decisions 

a r e  required t o  move land toward residential use: the  decis ions  of 

predevelopmcnt landotmers t o  hold o r  s e l l  land, t h e  decis ions  of ddc- 

velopers i n  se lec t ing  and purchasing land and producing r e s i d e n t i a l  

subdivisions,  and Ehe decis ions  of the consumers i n  choosing among 

a l t e r n a t i v e  r e s i d e n t i a l  s i t e s  and building a vacat ion  home, 

This  paper  examines the  dec i s iona l  behavior of shore l ine  pre- 

development landor7ners. Fo l lo t~ ing  the  decis ion  t o  impound a r e s c r -  

v o i r  shore l ine  landowners must r e l e a s e  land f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  us@ i f  

the  r e c r e a t i o n a l  r e s i d e n t i a l  p o t e n t i a l  of \ la ter  impoundments i s  t o  

be r ea l i zed ,  A s  noted above i n  Figure 1, predevelopment landovnerc 

may f u l f i l l  t h i s  r o l e  by e i t h e r  developing t h e i r  land or re l eas ing  

land t o  o the r  agents  f o r  development. I3y analyzing the  f a c t o r s  



involved i n  landormer dec i s ions  to hold, develop, or s e l l  shoreline 

land,  Tie hope to lay the foundat ion f o r  an  o p e r a t i o n a l  forecast  

model which :rill provide pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  w i t h  a tool t o  d i f f e r -  

entiate l ando~mcr  types and s u c c e s s f u l l y  apply a micro planning 

strategy to  the s h o r e l i n e  land developncnt proccas, 





CHAPTER 11 

CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW OF Idil!DOWNE,R BEHAVXOR 
18 

Landowner behavboe. may be viewed in t e r n s  of the economic theory 

of optimum choice. This theory simply s t a t e s  t h a t  rational behavior 

on the  p a r t  of an individual  cons i s t s  of the naxirdzation of t a t a l  

u t i l i t y  or  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  For predevelopmenC otmers oE shnrn'lst.ne land, 

the  theory implies t h a t  r a t i o n a l  behavior cons i s t s  of the  maxi- 
mization d total satisfacti~n derived from ownership of t h e  land. 

Smith notes  t h a t ,  

The t y p i c a l  landowner, f o r  instance,  nay wish t o  maxi- 
mize some combination of cu r ren t  income from the  land, 
expected income from future urban use, "love of the  
land," and scenic  amenities. The fanner may der ive  
much of h i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  from otmership of the  land 
from "farming a s  a tlay of l i f e , "  i n  acidition t o  h i s  
current  income from agr icu l tu re ,  The e s t a t e  owner 
may der ive  much of h i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  from the  privacy 
and s t a t u s  associa ted  with a l a r g e  

Within the framework of the  theory of optimum choice it is  

poss ib le  t o  der ive  a simple economic model trhich views landovmers ' 
decis ions  t o  hold o r  s e l l  land a s  a s p e c i a l  case of the  optimum Fn- 

vestment decis ion  described i n  c l a s s i c a l  economics, Vhile c l a s s i c a l  

1 8 ~ h i s  i o n  i pr imar i ly  based upon n t h e o r e t i c a l  model of 
landowner behavior devaloped by Smith, See John Eciward Smith, 
To& a. Thg ..& ,f,q#m=r Bduw.ioy__on tlm Uxban_Pe&ir>here, En- - 
vironmentar 39 o icfes and Urban Development Thesrs S e r i e s ,  Chapel 
Hfll:  Center for Urban and Regional Studies,  Universi ty of North 
Carolina,  1567. 



microeconomic theory assumes a homogeneous market with a large number 

of buyers and s e l l e r s ,  c lose  contac t  be tmen  buyers and s e l l e r s ,  

pe r fec t  competition, and inves tors  tlho a r e  motivated only by pccuni- 

a r y  gain ,  the  model developed here re laxes  these  assumptions t o  f i t  

more c lose ly  the  land market found i n  r e s e r v o i r  areas." Most i m -  

por tant ,  nonpecuniary f a c t o r s  a r e  recognized a s  important motives f o r  

behavior s ince  many landowners i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas  do not purchase 

t h e i r  land t ~ F t h  an  investment motive forenost  i n  nind. Also, s ince  

the  land markec i n  r e se rvo i r  a reas  diverges s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from the  

competitive i d e a l  05 c lose  contac t  between buyers and s e l l e r s  and 

the  exis tence  of s i m i l a r  information bases -- landowners vary with 

regard t o  background, experience i n  r e a l  e s t a t e ,  and t h e i r  a b i l i t y  

t o  a s s i m i l a t e  ava i l ab le  information -- rre s h a l l  assume t h a t  land- 

owners make subjec t ive ,  and the re fo re  varying, es t imates  of t h e  pre- 

s e n t  value of t h e i r  land. 

Simply s t a t e d ,  the  investment model of landowner behavior knd i -  

c a t e s  t h a t  landotmers w i l l  consider both pecuniary and nonpecuniary 

income and cos t s  involved with holding land, and t o  maximize benc- 

f i t s  they v i l l  s e l l  the  land whenever the  market value of the  land 

exceeds t h e i r  es t imate  of i t s  present  value, 3y examining the  con- 

ponents which nus t  be considered t o  a r r i v e  a t  a r a t i o n a l  es t imate  of 

the  present  value of the  land t o  i t s  owner and h i s  es t imate  of 

market value, ve m y  derive a number of hyporheses t o  expla in  v a r i -  

a t i o n  i n  landowner dec i s iona l  behavior. 

The present  value of any a s s e t  i s  equal t o  the  sum of the  flovm 

of expected income l e s s  expenses discounted back t o  the  present: 

201?or a current  vier? of the  s t a t e  of microeconomics theory, 
see  Martin Shubik, "A Curmudgeon's Guide t o  IIicroeaonomics," 
Journal  of Economic L i t e r a t u r e ,  8 (June 1970), pp. 405-434. 



where: PV i s  the  present  value of the  land t o  the  owner; a t i s  the  

income derived from the  land i n  the  y e a r a t ;  c t i s  the  c o s t  of the  

holding the  land i n  t h e  year  t; r i s  the opportunity c o s t  of c a p i t a l ;  

and n i s  the number of years. Since land may be viewed as  an  in- 

vestment, we can nakc provision f o r  the  expected s a l e  of the land a t  

some f u t u r e  expoctcd value a f t e r  some expected period of years  by 

adapting t he  formula f o r  est imating present  value as follows: 

where: EV i s  the  expected value o r  m r k e t  p r i ce  i n  the  year  of s a l e ,  

n, and PV, at, e and r a r e  defined a s  above. Since a l l  lnndot~ners 
t" 

t r i l l  not  have the  same c o s t s  i n  ahiEting the  investment a t  the  year 

of s a l e ,  an allowance f o r  t h i s  f a c t o r  should be made. The following 

formula is  revised  t o  take account of the  f a c t  t h a t  landotmers must 

use gross  expected value l e s s  t r a n s f e r  and t r ansac t ion  cos t s  r a the r  

than j u s t  gross  expected f u t u r e  value a s  indica ted  above: 

where: c, i s  the t r a n s f e r  c o s t  asooclated v l t h  the  s h i f t  in i n -  
1 

vestment; c,, the t r ansac t ion  cost: asoociated v i t h  the  s h i f t ;  and W ,  
L. 

EV, a e t, and r ,  and n a r e  defined a s  above, Fina l ly ,  non- 
t' t' 

pecuniary motivations f o r  holding land, such as  "farming a s  a m y  of 

l i f e , "  may be added t o  the  model by adding a nonpecuniary counterpart ,  

the  subsc r ip t  np, t o  each term i n  the pr r scn t  value formula as  dc- 

f inad a h u v ~ ,  Thc in-"sent v a X w  f ormtrlation then  reads a s  follows : 



. Var ia t ion  i n  the  predevelopment: landot.mert s dec i s ion  t o  hold o r  s e l l  

h i s  land  can not7 bc eva lua ted  on the  b a s i s  of t h e  terms; of t h e  

p re sen t  va lue  rquzltion, 

P Pecuniary Incone and Expenses (at  and e 

Landotmersr assessment of the  present  va lue  of t h e i r  s h o r e l i n e  

landholdings t r i l l  va ry  v i t h  t h e  extent: that: annual  income from t h e  

land exceeds annua 1 c o s t s  , Anything rrhich inc reases  income r e l a t i v e  

t o  c o s t s  will tend t o  increase  p re sen t  va lue  r e l a t i v e  t o  market 

va lue  and decrease t h e  l i ke l ihood  of s a l e ,  This aspect of t he  model 

sugges ts  t h r e e  hypotheses: 

H (1) : The g r e a t e r  the  income from the land r e l a t i v e  
t o  c o s t s ,  t he  more l i k e l y  the  landowner will 
hold r a t h e r  than s e l l  h i s  land, 

H (2) : The higher  t he  personal  i n c o m  of t he  landotmer, 
the more l i k e l y  he w i l l  hold z a t h e r  than  s e l l  
h i s  land. 

H (3) : The p e a  t e r  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  experience of t he  
landotmer, t he  more l i k e l y  hc .r?ill hold r a t h e r  
than s e l l  h i s  land. 

The f i r s t  hypothesis  stems d i r e c t l y  f ron  t h e  terms of the  

p re sen t  va lue  equat ion  and i s  se l f -explana tory ,  Hypothesis 2 

stems from the  i n t e r a c t i o n  of proper ty  t axes  and income taxes.  

Since l o c a l  proper ty  taxes  a r e  f u l l y  deductable  a s  a n  expense 

f o r  f e d e r a l  inconc tax  purposes,  landormers ~ 7 i t l 1  lower incomes 

have h igher  a f f e c t i v e  proper ty  tax  r a t e s  and, thus, lower present  

va lues .  Hypothesis 3 i s  based on t h e  assumption t h a t  l a n d o m e r s  

wi th  more experience i n  r e a l  e s t a t e ,  such a s  r e a l t o r s ,  farmers ,  and 

rimher agenst, will be  better a b l e  t o  maximize the  income p o t e n t i a l  of the  



land r e l a t i v e  t o  cos t s ,  and thus w i l l  have higher present  values. 

Landowners must not  only take i n t o  account the  cu r ren t  income 

they a r e  der iv ing irom t h e i r  property, but  a l s o  the  s t a b i l i t y  of 

t h i s  income over %he period they expect t o  hold the  land. S t a b i l i t y  

of income i s  probably c lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  the q u a l i t y  of the  land, 

including such f a c t o r s  a s  the amount of c u l t i v a t a b l e  acreage t h a t  

the  parce l  contains,  the  pmduc t iv i ty  of the  s o i l ,  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  of 

the  parcel ,  and the  ex ten t  of improvements on the  land, Landowners 

with b e t t e r  q u a l i t y  land are l i k e l y  t o  discount  f u t u r e  income streams 

a t  a lower r a t e  and i n  t u rn  have higher present  values r e l a t i v e  t o  

market price. This suggests the following hypotheses: 

H (4) : Landowners whose land conta ins  more c u l t i v a t a b l e  land 
ail1 be more l i k e l y  to hold than sell t h e i r  land, 

B (5) : Landot~ners whose land conta ins  so11 more s u i t a b l e  
f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  use w i l l  be more l i k e l y  t o  hold 
than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

H (6): Landotmers whose land is more access ib le  w i l l  be 
more l i k e l y  t o  hold than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

H (7): Landowners whose land has more improvements w i l l  
be more l i k e l y  t o  hold than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

The rapid apprecia t ion  i n  the market value  of shore l ine  land 

versus s imi la r  nonshoreline agricultural land, combined with the  

concurrent hesi tancy of many shore l ine  landowners t o  s e l l ,  suggests 

t h a t  nonpecuniary or  in tangible  income from the land plays an  i m -  
por tant  r o l e  i n  the landownert& decis ion  t o  hold o r  s e l l .  2 1 

' ' ~ i ~ n i f  i c a n t  approcia tion of shore l ine  land values  has been 
documented i n  several studies. See Jack L, ICnetoch, "The Influence 



Ref lec t ing  on a s in i ln l -  s i t u a t i o n  i n  urban f r i n g e  areas, Clawson 

w r i t e s  that, 

Though empir ica l  da ta  a r e  lacking,  a t  l e a s t  t o  t h i s  
au thor ,  y c t  one cannot b u t  suspec t  t h a t  t h e  pe r sana l  
des i rcs ,  pro jec t ions ,  and preferences  of p r e s e n t  
l a n d o i m r s  must be a major f a c t o r  r e spons ib l e  f o r  
some t r a c t s  developing whi3.e o the r  intermingled onco 
do not .,, Sure ly  one major f a c t o r  n u s t  be the 
c h a r a c t c r f c t i c s  o f  the  landorrner himself ,  22 

Monpecuniary b e n e f i t s  inc lude  such th ings  a s  the  sent iment  f e l t  f o r  

land which has Sccn i n  tho fami ly  f o r  yea r s ,  A lnndormer in t h e  

pending New ZIope Recervoir a r e a  i n  North Caxolina noted of people 

in his community, 

The only time these  people i n  this cormunity leave  is  
t~hon  they're bur ied  and the  only t i i . 1 ~  t h a t  people c o w  
i n  i a  rrhen they ' re  born ,. . Tllcoe people have i n h e r i t e d  
t h e i r  land from t h e i r  ancestors ... been handed down 
from fagher  t o  son  ... and al though young people f o r  t h e  
most pa r t  have l e f t ,  pa ren t s  s t i l l  hope t h a t  comebody i n  
t he  Eanily rri.11 keep it and tend 

I 

of Reservoir  P r o j a c t ~  on Land Values," Journal. oLFaxrn Econorci=, 
46 (February 1364), pp, 231-243; Jack L, ICnet~ch 0i1d C. J e n n i n ~ s  
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In add i t ion  t o  nonpecuniar y income, landowners wrs t a l s o  consider 

nonpecuniary c o s t s  of holding land. Foremost among these in  de- 

veloping shore l ine  a reas  might be the  reduction i n  privacy due t o  

the  i n f l u x  of urban r e c r e a t i a n i s t s ,  For instance,  61 landawncr on 

Lake Gaston complained, 

I f  you got  t o  near about otay down there and guard what 
l i t t l e  neao you got  down the re ,  t h a t ' s  another proposition, 
don't  you knot1 ,.. And the re ' s  somebody here  near  about 
every week t ry ing  t o  buy o r  r e n t  a place t o  put a cabin 0s 
a t r a i l e r  .., X t e l l  you what's the  t r u t h ,  I been g e t t i n s  
along trithout it: and I ' m  going to keep g e t t i n g  alone v i t h -  
out: i t * Z L i  

Even though they do not involve cash, nonpecunhry c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  

of owning shore l ine  land obviously have a rea l  e f f e c t  on the  l e v e l  of 

s a t i s f a c t i o n  a landovner rece ives  from his land an3 should influencc 

h i s  assessment of i t s  prosent value* 

H (S) : Landotmers vhose land has previously belonged t o  
a rnembcr of t h e i r  family are more l i k e l y  t o  hold 
than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

This  hypothesis a s o m e s  t h a t  landowners a t t a c h  !importance t o  and 

receive  "psychic" income from the  sentiment connected with land rrhich 

has been i n  t h e i r  f ami l i e s  f o r  a nur;lber of years .  This should in -  

crease t h e i r  es t imat ion  of the  land's present  value and decrease the  

l ike l ihood of sale. 

H ( 3 ) :  Landowners who l i ve  on the land a re  more l i k e l y  
t o  hold than s e l l  their land, 

Resident landovners should derive nonpecuniary s a t i s f a c t i o n  

from the  land as a home. Xost landorrners a t t a c h  more jmportance t o  

t h e i r  homes than any o ther  r e a l  property they otm. Thus, landowners 

2 4 ~ n t e r v i c r i  with Landowner 23, January 16, 1969. 



who l i v e  on t h e  land should have a higher  eo t i rmte  of t he  p re sen t  

va lue  on thei,r- property than  rlould nonresident  l a n d o ~ ~ n e r s ,  

H (10): Landomers who have he ld  t h e i r  land f o r  a longer  
per iod of time a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  hold than  s e l l  
t h e i r  land,  

It seams s a f e  t o  assume t h a t  a  Landownert s sen t imenta l  a t -  

tachnent  t o  t h e  land will inc rease  over t h e  per iod the  land has 

been held. Landot7ncrc who have he ld  t h e i r  land a  number of years 

should d e r i v e  nore  psychie income f r o n  t h e  land than  o t h e r  land-  

owners and i n  t u r n  should place a higher  p re sen t  va lue  on t h e  

land. 

H (11) : Landowners who purchased the  land f o r  o t h e r  than  
investment purposes a r e  nore l i k e l y  t o  hold than  
s e l l  t h e i r  land, 

Landowners r ~ h o  purchased t h e  land vf th  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  of e-  

v e n t u a l l y  s e l l i n g  a t  a  prof it a r e  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  become s e n t i -  

mental ly  a t t a c h e d  t o  the  land than  a r e  I ando~mers  who purchased 

f o r  noninvestment reasons -- such as  f o r  a Earn o r  home. Lanb- 

owners, vho purchased f o r  noninvestment reasons,  then, a r e  more 

l i k e l y  t o  d e r i v e  nonpecuniary income from the  land and should 

have h igher  p re sen t  va lues ,  

H (12): Landowners wi th  h igher  at tachments  t o  neighbors 
and f r i e n d s  near  t h e  land a r e  nore  likely t o  
hold than  s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

This  hypothesis  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  o t h e r s  sucgested above, 

Psychic income from f r i e n d s h i p s  wi th  people i n  t he  neighborhood 

of a  p a r c e l  should tend t o  i nc rease  the es t ima te  of present va lue  

an otmer p laces  on a pa rce l  and thus  should inc rease  the proba- 

b i l i t y  t h a t  he rill hold t h e  land, 



H (13): The less land taken from a landomer f o r  
cons t ruct ion  of the  r e se rvo i r ,  the more 
l i k e l y  he i s  t o  hold than aeT1 h i s  land. 

The l o s s  aE land t o  a r e se rvo i r  projec t  may des t roy much of 

,- the  psychic income a landowner has derived from the  land i n  the  

past .  This loss  should increase  with the amount and percent of 

the  parce l  taken and should decrease the cont r ibut ion  of non- 

pecuniary incone t o  the  owner's assessment of present  value. 

Expected Value (EV) 

Landownars with varying backgrounds and a b i l i t i e s  should come 

t o  d i f f e r e n t  conclusions about the  f u t u r e  market value of t h e i r  

land, even vhen objec t ive  circumotanceo a r e  sirnilar. If we assume 

t h a t  t rends i n  shore l ine  land values discussed above (i,e. sharp 

apprecia t ions  i n  value, a t  l e a s t  i n i t i a l l y )  vhich favor holding 

w i l l  continue, we can der ive  the  following hypothesis: 

H (14):  The g r e a t e r  the r e a l  e s t a t e  experience of the  
londomer,  the more l i k e l y  he will hold than 
sel l  h i s  land. 

Landowners t t i t h  experience i n  r e a l  e s t a t e  should have more 

knowledge of land value trends than o ther  landowners and thus 

should have se%at ive%y higher Euturc e:rpectcd values,  S imi lar ly ,  

landowners v i t h  experience i n  r e a l  e s t a t e  should be more knowledge- 

a b l e  about parcel c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which a r e  des i rab le  t o  developers 

and consumers. Landot~ncrs without t h i s  experience a r e  more l i k e l y  

t o  undervalue various des i rab le  aspects  of t h e i r  land and should be 

more l i k e l y  t o  s e l l .  Thus, landowners i r i th experience i n  r e a l  

e s t a t e  should have h i she r  es t imates  of t h e  f u t u r e  market value of 

t h e i r  land and i n  t u r n  higher present  values r e l a t i v e  t o  market 

pr ices .  



Transfer  and Transnct ion Costs  (cl and c  ) 
2 

Trans fe r  c o s t s  a re  those incur red  i n  s h i f t i n g  from a n  i n -  

vestment i n  land t o  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  investment and inc lude  such 

r e a l  and psychic coo t s  a s  the  d i f f i c u l t y  involved i n  making a 

dec i s ion  t o  change investments,  agents ,  f e e s ,  and c a p i t a l  ga ins  

taxes ,  Transac t ion  c o s t s  a r e  d iscounts  app l i ed  ta es t ima te s  of 

f u t u r e  e-xpected va lue  t o  account  f o r  unce r t a in ty ,  r i s k ,  and t h e  

f i n a n c i a l  terms of t h e  sa l e .  Landot.mers wi th  higher  t r a n s f e r  

and t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  s e l l  s i n c e  t h e s e  c o a t s  

reduce expected vaXues and hence e s t ima te s  of p re sen t  values.  

An inpor t an t  t r a n s f e r  c o s t  might be  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  

f r i c t i o n  i n  the  dec i s ion  t o  sel l  land and i n v e s t  e l s e the re .  Pre- 

sumably, t h e  f e ~ r e r  persons involved i n  t h e  dec i s ion  process ,  t he  

e a s i e r  it r 6 1 1  be t o  rmke a dec is ion .  Thus, each owner of 

multiple-owned pa rce l s  might be expected t o  d iscount  n e t  exu 

pected f u t u r e  va lue  of t he  land because of t he  u n c e r t a i n t y  in-  

volved i n  ob ta in ing  a consensus among the owners t o  s e l l  t h e  land. 

H (15): The g r e a t e r  t he  number of ormers of a pa rce l ,  
the more l i k e l y  t h e  ormers t r i l l  hold r a t h e r  
than  s e l l  t h e i r  land, 

Landotmers have the  opt ion  of r epo r t ing  c a p i t a l  g a i n s  income 

a s  e i t h e r  ord inary  income taxable  a t  t h e  r a t e  app l i cab le  t o  t h e i r  

t a x  bracke t ,  o r  a s  c a p i t a l  g a i n s  income taxable  a t  a  maximum r a t e  

of twenty-five percent.  The h igher  t h e  incorm of t he  landowner, 

t he  l o t ~ e r  r r i l l  be his c a p i t a l  ga ins  t a x  r e l a t i v e  t o  taxes on o t h e r  

income. TI1is w i l l  tend t o  i nc rease  h i s  e s t ima te s  of n e t  expected 

va lues  and thus ,  p re sen t  value. 
25 

2 5 ~ h i s  hypothesis does not  apply t o  landormers i n  h igher  incone 
b racke t s  becaum of t h e i r  uniform ex-frxnfi of realized a p p r e c i a t i o n  
i n  land va lues  a s  capi ta l  gains ,  



Another important t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t  which landowners must con-, 

sider i n  e s t ima t ing  n e t  expected va lue  i s  t h a t  of i l l i q u i d i t y .  If 

land has t o  be  so ld  wi th in  a s h o r t  per iod  of time (under six 

months), a cons iderable  l o s s  may be expected. Because of t h i s  

f a c t o r ,  landovners t7h0 are l o s s  Liquid should d i scoun t  expected 

. f u t u r e  va lues  more heav i ly  and thus  should have lower p re sen t  va lues  

than lilndotmcrs ~7110 a r e  more l i q u i d ,  S ince  landowners w i th  h igher  

personal  incomes should be more l i q u i d  than  landowners w i th  loircr 

incomes, w e  might expect  them t o  be more l i k e l y  t o  hold than  s e l l  

t h e i r  land. 

H (1G): The h igher  t he  annual  personal  income of t h e  
landosmer, t h e  more l i k e l y  he i s  t o  hold than  
se l l  h i s  land. 

Another i n d i c a t o r  of l i q u i d i t y  may be the net tsorth of t he  

landowner, Landotmers v i t h  a h igher  net; ~ t o r t h  should be more 

l i q u i d ,  Applying t h e  reasoning  used to d e r i v e  Ilypothesis 16 sug- 

ges t s  t he  f o l l o ~ r i n g  hypothesis  : 

W (17): The h i ehe r  t he  n e t  worth of t he  l andomer ,  t h e  
nore l i k e l y  he i s  t o  hold than s e l l  h i s  land. 

Problems encountered i n  s e l l i n g  t h e  pa rce l ,  and hence t h e  

l eng th  of t i n e  t h e  pa rce l  may have t o  remain on t h e  market before  

a n  adequate  p r i c e  i s  rece ived ,  should inc rease  wi th  t h e  s i z e  o f  

the parcel .  Genera l ly ,  i t  i s  much easier t o  s e l l  sma l l e r  p a r c a l s  

than  l a r g e r  t r a c t s  of land, . Thus, lando~?ners who hold l a r g e  parcels 

might be expected t o  s e l l  r a t h e r  t han  h o l d c s i n c e  they w i l l  d i scount  

expected f u t u r e  va lues  and v i l l  have l o w r  present: va lues ,  

13 (IC): The sma l l c r  t h e  t r a c t  of land owned by a land- 
ottner, t he  nore  l i k e l y  he i s  t o  hold than  s e l l  
his land,  

Yet ano the r  type of t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t  s ~ h i c h  may a f f e c t  land-  

cwnerst assessment of net: future value are t h e  psychic c o s t s  



a s s o c i a t e d  t j i t b  moving. Monpecuniary s a t i s f a c t i o n  rr i th  the  p a r c e l  

from such sources a s  occupying land r ~ h i c h  has been i n  t h e  fami ly  

f o r  a number of yea r s ,  l i v i n g  on the  land,  ovning t h e  land f o r  a 

n d e r  of yea r s ,  a t tachments  t o  f r i e n d s  and n e i ~ h b o r s  and t h e  l i k e  

o f t e n  m u ~ t  be s a c r i f i c e d  \lh€!n t h e  land is  sold.  These a r e  very  
I r e a l  t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  which should tend to  reduce the  n e t  ex- 

pected va lue  of t hc  land and thus lower p re sen t  value,  The fol loir-  

ing hypotheses 

H (19): 

r e f l e c t  t h i s  reasoning2 

Landotlners vhose land has previous ly  belonged 
t o  a member of t h e i r  family a r e  more l i k e l y  
t o  s e l l  than hold t h e i r  land, 

Landomers raho l i v e  on t h e  land are more 
l i k e l y  t o  s e l l  than  hold t h e i r  land, 

Landormers who have he ld  t h e i r  land f o r  a 
longer  per iod  of t ime a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  
o e l l  than  hold t h e i r  land. 

Landormers who purchase thc  land for o t h e r  
than  investment purposes are more l i k e l y  
t o  s e l l  than hold t h c i r  land, 

Landowners wi th  h igher  a ttachraents t o  
neighbors and f r i e n d s  near  t he  land  a r e  
more l i k e l y  t o  s e l l  than hold t h e i r  land. 

These hypotheses  run counter  t o  Hypotheses G through 12 where i t  

iras suggested t h a t  l a n d o ~ m e r s  wi th  these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w i l l  be 

more l i k e l y  t o  hold than  s e l l  t h e i r  land because of t h e  nonpe- 

cuniary  income provided. Oecause t h e s e  b e n e f i t s  occur yea r ly ,  

whi le  c o s t s  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  the  s a l e  of land occur only i n  t h e  

yea r  of  t he  s a l e ,  %re n i g h t  expect  such c o s t s  t o  be discounted 

r a t h e r  heavi ly.  I n  sum, t he se  nonpecuniary f a c t o r s  should i n f l u -  

ence t h e  l ando~mer  t o  hold r a t h e r  than  s e l l ,  though t h e i r  s t r e n g t h  

nay be d imin i shed  by the transaction c o s t  impl ica t ions  d iscussed  

above . 



Landowners t ~ i t h  h i ~ h e r  oppor tuni ty  c o s t s  of c a p i t a l  will have 

lover  present  va lues  r e l a t e d  t o  market va lues  and should tend t o  

s e l l  t h e i r  land. Because of the  cha rac t e r  of c u r r e n t  t a x  l a w ,  

personal  incorne and c a p i t a l  ga ins  a r e  taxed a t  d i f f e r e n t  r a t e s ,  

landotmers ~ r i t l r  h igher  incomes should tend t o  hold land ,  s i n c e  

the  f e d e r a l  income ixx can range t o  over 90 percent  while  t he  Ea:: on 

p r o f i t s  from the  r e s a l e  of an  a s s e t  held for  nore  than  s i x  months 

is  25 percent ,  Persons wi th  incomes rrhich p l ace  them i n  high t a x  

b racke t s  thus  have a s t rong  incen t ive  t o  i n v e s t  i n  lend which i s  

l i k e l y  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  i n  va lue  r a t h e r  than  invcs tmente which y i e l d  

cu r r en t  income, 

On the  o the r  hand, i nd iv idua l s  wi th  higher  incomes should 

have more investment o p p o r t u n i t i e s  wi th  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  h igher  

r e t u r n s ,  They should be a b l e  t o  make high r e t u r n  investments 

which have a hisher degree of r i s k  a s s o c i a t e d  with them. Hence, 

high income l a n d o ~ n c r s  probably have higher  oppor tuni ty  c o s t s  of 

c a p i t a l ,  t~hiclz a r e  l i k e l y  t o  lower their e s r i n a t e s  of t he  p re sen t  

va lue  of t h e i r  landholdings. 

Because o i  t h e  above two a s p e c t s  of t he  i n t e r a c t i o n  of incone 

and t h e  oppor tuni ty  c o s t s  of c a p i t a l ,  no simple hypothesis  as  t o  

t he  r e l a t i o n  of income t o  holding or    el ling land can be formulated 

f o r  empi r i ca l  t e s t i n g ,  

I1 (24): The h igher  t he  income of the  landowner, t he  
more or  l e s s  l i k e l y  he is  t o  hold than  s e l l  
h i s  land. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  investments w i th  higher  r e t u r n s  should a l so  be 

more ev iden t  t o  landormers w i th  higher  educa t iona l  l e v e l s  and 

higher  occupat iona l  s t a t u s .  Such l a n d a m e r s  n i g h t  be expected t o  

have higher oyporLun-ity costs 05 capital ,  l o m r  e s t ima te s  of 



present  value, and thus, a tendency t o  s e l l  r a the r  than hold land, 

H (25) : Thc lover the educational  l e v e l  of a landotmer, 
tho more l i k e l y  he i s  t o  hold than s e l l  h i s  land, 

B (26) : The lower the  occupational s t a t u s  of the  land- 
otmcr, the  more l i k e l y  he is  t o  hold thon sell 
h i s  land. 

The same reaooning app l i e s  t o  self-employed or r e t i r e d  lando~mert;, 

who should have nore d i sc re t ionary  time t o  seek out  a 1 t e r n a t . i ~ ~  in-  

vestment oppor tuni t ies  with higher rates of r e t u r n  than employed 

landowners, S imi lar ly ,  c l de r  landowners rho  have accrued savings 

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  investment should a l s o  have investment oppor tun i t i e s  

with higher r a t e s  of return.  

H (27) : Landowners who a r e  employed arc more l i k e l y  t o  
hold than sel l  t h e i r  land, 

H (20): Landotmers who a r e  not  r e t i r e d  are more l i k e l y  
t o  hold than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

H (29): The younger the  landowners, rhc more l i k e l y  
they a r e  t o  hold than s e l l  t h e i r  land, 

Investment Tine Period (n) 

I f  we assume a cons tant  r a t e  of apprecia t ion  i n  shore l ine  

land values, the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of an investment i n  shore l ine  land 
$'fa' 

w i l l  not  vary 172th the time period of the  investment, However, 

cu r ren t  evidence, though sparse ,  ind ica tes  t h i s  i s  not the  case. 

I n  a study oP county-wide land values surrounding three  reservoirs 

i n  Georgia, ETorth concluded t h a t ,  

... r e s ~ r v o i r  construct ion and development a f f e c t e d  
county land pr ices  during the  a c t i v e  phases of the  
projec ts  , , . Afte r  t h i s  i n i t i a l  a c t i v i t y ,  p r i c e s  
a c t u a l l y  decl ined i n  1963 and 19G5 as raany specu- 
l a t i v e  developments purchased o u t  of Zarm land 
failed to  rmtari.al%ze from, lack o f  effective demand 



f o r  shoreline property. A l l  of these  r e s e r v o i r s  
a r e  located c o n ~ i d e r a b l e  d is tances  Eron population 
centers  and must corn e t e  with es tabl i shed rese rvo i r s  
such a s  Lake Lanier  . 6 

In addi t ion ,  there  is sane evidence t h a t  shore l ine  landowners a r e  

uncer ta in  whether cu r ren t  apprecia t ion  i n  land values will con- 

t inue.  For ins tance ,  a landowner on the  r ecen t ly  impounded 

Carolina Power Lake i n  North Carolina t o l d  ua, 

I Calked u i t k  severa l  lavyers and they irere l i k e  
1 was, rkey didnt t: know hardly what t o  say , , . 
you might wait  f o r  a higher p r i ce  and it could 
g e t  cheaper ,, . I t ls  l i k e  Buggs XslanJ Lake (Kerz 
Reservoir) it s t a r t e d  up high but  wound up 

Thus, the  l i f e  cycle of shore l ine  land values might be one of 

gradual  apprec ia t ion  p r i o r  t o  impoundment, a period of rapid  ap- 

p rec ia t ion  during r e s e r v o i r  cons t ruct ion  and s h o r t l y  the rea f t e r ,  

followed by another  period of gradual  apprecia t ion ,  I n  t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n  a short-term inves to r ' s  aoscsownt  of present  value 

might be exceeded by the  market p r i ce ,  tlrllile the  present  value 

f o r  a long-term inves to r  would be l e s s  than the  market price. 

Landottmrs raith shor te r  investment time periods,  then, r n i ~ h t  

be expected t o  s e l l  before those with longer investment time 

periods. We t ~ o u l d  expect: landotrners with uncer ta in  income s t r eans ,  

and correspondingly s h o r t e r  investment time periods,  t o  be those 

who are i n  poor heal th ,  o lde r  and fac ing re t i rement ,  or  r e t i r e d *  

These landotmers should have lower present  values and thus should 

2 6 ~ o n a ~ d  i t  I h r t h ,  "Changes i n  Land Values Associated w i t h  
Urbanization and Reservoir  Development." (An unpublished paper 
presented a t  t h e  1961 Annual Meeting of the  Associat ion of 
Southern Agricultural Workers, Loui svJ l l o ,  Kentucky, February 
5, 1968.) 

2 7 ~ n t e r v i e r l  with Landowner 56, &trch  6 ,  1969. 



be more l i k e l y  t o  s e l l  than  landowners i n  good hea l th ,  younger, 

and employed, 

H (30): Landowners i n  good h e a l t h  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  
hold than  s e l l  t h e i r  land,  

H (31): The younger t h e  landowners, t he  more Likely they 
a r e  t o  hold than  s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

H (32): Landowners who a r e  no t  r e t i r e d  a r e  more l i k e l y  
t o  hold than s e l l  t h e i r  land. 

Summary 

By u t i l i z i n g  a simple investment nodel  vh ich  views t h e  land- 

owner's dec is ion  t o  hold o r  s e l l  land a s  a s p e c i a l  c a s e  of r a t i o n a l  

investment d e c i s i o n  theory  o u t l i n e d  i n  c l a s s i c a l  microeconomics, a 

number of hypotheses have been developed t o  e x p l a i n  landowner de- 

c i s i o n a l  behavior,  The landowner's dec i s ion  t o  hold o r  se l l  land 

depends upon h i s  l e v e l  of s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  pecuniary and non- 

pecuniary (psychic) c u r r e n t  and expected income from t h e  land,  h i s  

eva lua t ion  of t h e  va lue  of t he  land a t  some f u t u r e  time of s a l e  

l e s s  t r a n s f e r  and t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  connected wi th  t h e  s a l e ,  t h e  

r e t u r n  on h i s  investment r e l a t i v e  t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  investments  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  him, and h i s  investment time frame, Hypotheses dc- 

r i v e d  from t h i s  model a r e  summarized i n  Table 2. Where a p a r t i c u l a r  

landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  included i n  more than one hypothesis ,  an  

asteri;t.;. i n d i c a t e s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  hypothesized a s  being most: i m -  

po r t an t ,  

This  model was app l i ed  t o  t he  dec i s ions  of hypo the t i ca l  land-  

owners t o  hold o r  s e l l  land. However, a s  noted e a r l i e r ,  t h e  de- 

c i s i o n  t o  s e l l  land can t ake  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  forms, A t  one extreme 

landowners may s e l l  only a  small po r t ion  of t h e i r  land a t  vary ing  

p o i n t s  i n  time i n  the  form of i n d i v i d u a l  l o t s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

landowners may subdivide a f a i r l y  l a r g e  po r t ion  of t h e i r  land,  



s e l l i n g  r a t h e r  uniform l o t s  over a f a i r l y  s h o r t  per iod  of t i ne .  

F ina l ly ,  a t  tho  o the r  extreme, lando~lners  nay s e l l  a  l a r g e  po r t ion  

of t h e i r  land o r  t h e  e n t i r e  p a r c e l  t o  a developer a t  one po in t  i n  

time, We found t h a t  landowners who subdivide o r  s e l l  t o  a developer 

gene ra l ly  s e l l  more of t h e i r  land than  do l o t  s e l l e r s ,  (See Table 

3.) Because of t h i s  a s p e c t  of t h e  land  s a l e s  dec is ion ,  we expect  

landowner and pa rce l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  be much more e f f e c t i v e  i n  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  land ho lde r s  from subdiv iders  and pa rce l  s e l l e r s  

than  from lot c e l l e r s .  Fur ther ,  we expect t h e m  same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

t o  be use fu l  i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  types  of s e l l e r s  from each o ther .  

Thnr i s ,  l andomer  cha rac t e r  i s  t i c s  which d i f f e r e n t i a t e  ho lde r s  from 

s e l l e r s  should a l s o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  types of s e l l e r s ,  wi th  l o t  s e l l e r s  

being more lilce t he  ho lde r s  of our  model and p a r c e l  s e l l e r s  more like 

the  s e l l e r s  of our  model. Subdividers  probably occupy a n  i n t e r -  

mediate p o s i t i o n  between l o t  s e l l i n g  and p a r c e l  s e l l i n g ,  For i n s t ance ,  

nonpecuniary income der ived  from t h e  land  may i n h i b i t  a  l andomer  

from s e l l i n g  h i s  e n t i r e  pa rce l ,  b u t  might o r  might no t  i n h i b i t  him 

f r o n  s e l l i n g  a por t ion  of t he  pa rce l  a s  s h o r e l i n e  l o t s  o r  as a  

s h o r e l i n e  subdiv is ion ,  depending on t h e  e x t e n t  such s a l e s  d i s r u p t  

h i s  nonpecuniary s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  land. This  sugges ts  t h a t  

t he  s t r e n g t h  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and 

t h e  dec i s ion  t o  hold o r  s e l l  l o t s  o r  subdivide will probably be 

weaker than between holding and s e l l i n g  t k c  e n t i r e  parce l .  



where: PV Present  value of t h e  land  
a = Annual income from the land i n  yea r  t 
ct a Annual expense of t he  land i n  year  t 
~6 = Expected va lue  o r  marker p r i c e  i n  y e a r  of s n l c  
cI  = Transfer  c o s t  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  s h i f t  i n  inves tnont  
c2 = Transac t ion  c o s t  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  s h i f t  i n  investment 
r - Opportunity c o s t  of c a p i t a l  
n E Hurnber of yea r s  
p = Pecuniary i n c o ~ e  o r  expense 
np = IJonpecuniary income o r  expense 

IiYPOTXES IS ELEWWT OF EXPECTED DIMCT30U 
NUTIBE2 DECISSOM E.DDEL Lando~mers l i k e l y  t o  hold i f  . . . 

Pecuniary Income and Expenses 

Inconc f r o u  the  land 

Annual personal  income 

Real  e s t a t e  experience 

Cult ivntnble  acreage 

S u i t a b i l i t y  of s o i l  
f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  

Nonoecuniary Income and Zxpenses 

13 (8) 2k Land i n  Eani ly 

11 ( 9 )  9: Residence on land 

11 (10) $k Length of time land h e l d  

H (11) * Purpose of a c q u i s i t i o n  

I-Iigher 

Wigher 

Higher 

Higher 

More 

Yes 

Yes 

Longer 

Other than  
Investment 



TABLE 2: continued - 
HYPOTHESIS ELEIIEHT OF CXPECTEQ D=ECTIOIJ 

IXIMT4ER DEC IS ION ISODEL Landolmers l i k e l y  t o  hold i f  . . 
-----..-Id.---- .-.- _-- d 

Uonpacuniary Income and Expenses - continued 

H (12) * Attachments t o  neighbors and Higher 
f r i ends  near  the  land 

14 (13) Amount of land taken Leas 
.c  or rese rvo i r  

Greater  

Transfer  and Transact ion C O S ~ ~  

H (15) Number of orrners of parce l  Greater  

H (16) * Annual personal  income Higher 

H (17) Net trorth Higher 

Smaller H (18) S i z e  of pa rce l  

H (19) Land i n  family 

Residence on land 

Length of time land held . - 

I1 (22) Purpose of a c q u i s i t i o n  

H (23) Attachr~ents  t o  neighbors 
and f r i e n d s  near the  land 

Opportunity Costs of Cap i t a l  

H (24) Annual pe rmna l  incone 

1% (25) Education 

H (26) Occupational s t a t u s  

No - n 

Shorter  

Inve s t nen t  

Lower 

Higher 

Lower 

Lower 

Yes 

No 

Younger 



TiiBLIS 2: continued 

EXPECTED DIRECTIOM 
Landoirncrs l i k e l y  t o  hold i5 ... 

Investment Time Period 

11 (30) * Health Good 

11 (31) tk Age Younger 

(32) Retired No 

. 
* 

Characteristic is  included i n  more then  one I~ypothesir; .  This r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p  is hypothesized a s  being raost: inportant. 



T 3 : CUSS1FXCATIOI;I OF LAIlB SGUERS 
AND AIXXJNT OF LAND SOLD (N = 46) 

C I . & S S I F X ~ ~ D  S S m  
Lot f a r c e  1 

Amount of Land Sold Sa l  l e r s  Subdividers S e l l e r s  Tota l  

Under 10 ac rcs  11 1 2 14 

10 - 43 acres 1 G G 13 

50 - 99 ac rcs  0 5 7 12 

Over 100 acres 1 4 2 7 

Tota l  

Source: "Multipurpose Reservoirs and Urban Development Landowner 
Survey" (January 1959), Of the 58 landowners i n  the  
sample, 46 were s e l l e r s  and 12 vere holders  of land In 
the  f i ve  rese rvo i r  study areas  fo r  lJorth Carolina. 





CHAPTER 111 

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF FACTORS INFLUENCfNG TANDOWNER DECISIONS 

This chapter  r e p o r t s  the  Eindings of an empirical  study of land- 

owner dec i s iona l  behavior i n  f i v e  r e se rvo i r  a reas  i n  the  S t a t e  of 

North Carolina. The a n a l y s i s  focuses on the  a c t u a l  motives f o r  

various landotmer decis ions  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  conceptual in-  

vestment model, and provides f o r  an evaluation of erapiricul rc- 

l a t ionsh ips  between landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  both s ing ly  and a s  

a group, and landomer  decis ions  t o  hold or  s e l l  their land, The 

empir ica l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  reported a r e  neceesary t o  proceed from a 

conceptual model of shore l ine  landowner behavior t o  an  opera t ional  

model use fu l  t o  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  i n  forecas t ing  landowner decisions 

t o  hold, s e l l  l o t s ,  subdivide o r  s e l l  to a developer. 

E4e thodo logy 

The Sample 

I n  order  t o  generate data t o  t e s t  the  hypotheses presented i n  

the  preceding chapter ,  it was necessary t o  interview a sample of 

shore l ine  landowners. Data were required on four  types of land- 

owners : (1) landocmers who vere cu r ren t ly  holding undeveloped shore- 

line land, (2) landowners who had previously s o l d  shore l ine  l o t s ,  bu t  

not  subdivided t h e i r  land, (3) landowners who had so ld  shore l ine  l o t s  

by means of a subdivision,  and (4) landowners vho had sold  shore l ine  

land t o  a developer who subsequently subdivided the  land and sold  

lo t s .  Thus, Pour subsamples were required,  one f o r  each landowner 

t Y  Pe * 

These samples were drawn from landowner inventor tes  on f i v e  Worth 
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New Hope Reservoir 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS-OWNER 
COMPLEI ION PENDING 

L a k e  Gaston I 
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER CO -OWNER 
COMPLETED 1963  
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TABLE 4: CI~UCTEBISTXCS OF NORTH CAROLXUA STUDY RESERVOIRS 

Surface 
Re servo ir Owner Date Area Uses 

Completed (acrea) 

Carolina Power Carolina Power and 1965 3,750 Power, Recre- 
La ice Light Company a t i o n  

Lake Gasron Virginia E l e c t r i c  1963 22,000 Power, Recre- 
and Power Company a t  ion 

High Rock Lake Aluminum Company 
of America 

1927 15,180 Power, 3ecre-  
a t i o n  

Ikrr Lake Corps of Engineers 1952 95,500 Flood Control,  
Navigation, 
Power, Recre- 
a t i o n ,  Low 
Flow Rugmen- 
t a t i o n  

Lake Norman Duke Power Company 1962 32,510 Power, Rccre- 
a t i o n  

Carolina multipurpose r e s e r v o i r s  se lec ted  t o  provide v a r i a t i o n  i n  the  

period of construct ion,  operat ing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  sur face  a rea ,  and 

r e s e r v o i r  ormer po l i c i e s .  The f i v e  r e s e r v o i r s  se lec ted  were Carolina 

Power Lake, Lake Gaston, High Rock Lake, ICerr Lake, and Lake Norman, 

(See Table 4 and Figure 2.) 

The method of obta in ing a landotmcr inventory, o r  s a m p l i q  frame, 

var ied  somevhat on each of t h e  study rese rvo i r s .  Wherever poscfblc, . 
shore l ine  lanciouners were inventoried and c l a s s i f i e d  on rlte bas i s  of 

county t a x  maps and property ovner f i les .  f io~~ever ,  on most of the 

study reservoi rn  t h i n  method had t o  be supplenented by o the r  data 

sources because tax maps were not  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  each o f  t he  count ies  

involved. I n  f a c t ,  only on Nigh Rock Lake were landotmers inventoried e e 

and c l a s s i f i e d  soley on the  basis of property ossesnment information. 



For Carolina P o m r  Lake, inf  orna t i o n  on Person County lando~rneps : /as 

obta ined  from t a x  maps while information on Castle11 County sho re l ine  

landowners vas obtained from the  Caswell .County Ilknager. Lake Gaston 
s h o r e l i n e  landowners were i d e n t i f i e d  on the  b a s i s  of p a r c e l  maps de- 

veloped by the Virg in i a  E l e c t r i c  and Power Company and c l a s s i f i e d  on 

t h e  b a s i s  of information provided by VZPCO" commercial r ep re sen ta -  

t i v e  i n  Roanoke Rapids, t he  Chairman of t h e  Lake Gaston Chamber of 

Commerce, and the  Direc tor  of t he  Varren County I n d u s t r i a l  Developncnt 

Commission, On I k r r  Lake t a x  maps were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  only one of 

f i v e  coun t i e s  surrounding t h e  r e s e r v o i r  and Corps of Engineers pa rce l  

maps were not  r e a d i l y  ava i l ab l e .  a l though a complete 1ando:ane.n: 

inventory vas  not  obtained, a composite sampling frame of over 100 

landowners was secured from U,S, Post  OEEAce personnel  i n  t he  t o m s  

of Manson, Totmoend, and Williamsboro, North Caro l ina ,  a r e a l t o r  

s p e c i a l i z i n g  i n  shore l ine  land i n  C l a r k s v l l l e ,  V i rg in i a ,  and s e v e r a l  

permanent sho re l ine  residents".' F i n a l l y ,  a conple te  inventory  of 

Lake Norman landorrncrs was obta ined  through the  use of t a x  maps i n  

t h r e e  of t he  f o u r  count ies  surrounding the  r e s e r v o i r  and p a r c e l  maps 

provided by the  Duke Power Company. 

Once t h e  bas i c  inventory of s h o r e l i n e  landowners was completed, 

landowners v e r e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  holders ,  l o t  s e l l e r s ,  subdiv iders ,  and 

p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  28 

281t should be noted t h a t  t h e  landor~ncr  i nven to r i e s  contained 
only i n i t i a l  a m e r s  of sho re l ine  land i n  each r e s e r v o i r  a r e a ,  Thus, 
specula  t o r s ,  i nves to r s ,  and consumers who purchased land fol lowing 
the  impoundment of each r e s e r v o i r  were excluded from t h e  sampling 
frame, Because High Rock Lake was over  40 yea r s  o ld ,  some dev ia t ions  
from t h i s  r u l e  m r c  necessary due t o  the  l a rge  number of o r i g i n a l  
owners who m r e  deceased. When t h i s  occurred, c u r r e n t  l a n d o ~ m e r s  
were included i n  the  sampling frame i f  they had no t  purchased t h e  
land f o r  r e s a l e  t o  consumers, i n  which case  they would have been 
c l a s s i f i e d  a s  land developers i n  our  r e sea rch  dcsign.  It should 
a l s o  be n ~ t e d  t h a t  major i n s t i t u t i o n a l  o m c r s ,  such a s  the  r e s e r v o i r  
owner and timber and paper companies, were excluded from the  inven- 
t o ry ,  because of noncomparabili ty w i th  t h e  major i ty  of t he  shore-  
1 i n e  landowner s, 

9, 



Each landowner i n  each of these  c l a s s e s  was then ass igned  a number 

and th ree  landotrners i n  each c l a s s  were then  randomly s e l e c t e d  f o r  

i nc lus ion  i n  t h e  s tudy,  2 9 

Although tho  f i n a l  sample was t o  c o n s i s t  of 60 landowners wi th  

15 landowners in each c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  the  sample u t i l i z e d  i n  our 

a n a l y s i s  dev ia t e s  sometrhat from the  research  design, F i r s t ,  t he  

sample s i z e  was reduced t o  58 landowners because in te rv iews  could 

be arranged with only 11 Lake Gaston landowners, and one Lake PJornan 

in te rv iew was dropped from the  a n a l y s i s  because of t h e  ev ident  

s e n i l i t y  of t h e  interviewee,  I n  add i t i on ,  s e v e r a l  landowners were 

r e c l a s s i f i e d  a f  t e r  ana lyses  of t h e  i n t e w i e t m  revea led  t h a t  they 

had been m i s c l a s s i f i e d  dur ing  t h e  f i e l d  work phase of the  research ,  

This  gene ra l ly  occurred when landowners could be c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  more 

than  one category. For  ins tance ,  one landowner i n i t i a l l y  s o l d  a 

por t ion  of his l and  t o  a developer and l a t e r  s o l d  ind iv idua l  l o t s  

t o  consumers, He was c l a s s i f i e d  i n  t h e  f i e l d  a s ' a  l o r  s e l l e r ,  bu t  

r e c l a s s i f i e d  during the  a n a l y s i s  a s  a p a r c e l  s e l l e r ,  The method 

of c l a s s i f y i n g  t h i s  type of landowner is d iscussed  below. The 

f i n a l  sample and l o c a t i o n  of t he  respondents is  summarized i n  Table 5, 
/ 

" ~ f t e r  a landowner was s e l e c t e d  f o r  i nc lus ion  i n  the sample, 
t h ree  a t t empt s  were made t o  a r range  a n  interview.  I f  an  in te rv iew 
could no t  be arranged,  the  landowner ms re turned  t o  the  inventory 
and another  landotmer vms randomly se lec ted .  In te rv iews  were a r -  
ranged by te lephone o r  i n  person i f  t h e  landovncr d id  no t  have a 
telephone, Landovners who l i v e d  o u t s i d e  of t he  s t a t e s  of North 
Carol ina and Vi rg in i a  were grouped wi th  r e f u s a l s  and r e tu rned  t o  
the  landowner inventory on those occasions when they were drawn 
f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t he  sample. 



TABLE 5 : N W B G I :  CMD LOCATION OF Lkl.iD013CZS CLASSUIGD 
AS HOLDEIS, LOT SELLERS, SUDDLVIDEX AND PARCEL SELLERS 

----------- Landotmer C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ------------ 
%+ 

Lot P a r c e l  
Reservoir  Holder S e l l e r  S u t i i v i d e r  S e l l e r  T o t a l  

Caro l ina  Power Lake 2 3 4 3 12 

Lake Gaston 1 3 3 4 11 

High Rack Lake 3 2 4 3 12 

Kerr Lake 3 3 e 3 3 12 

Lake Norman 3 2 2 4 11 

T o t a l  12 13 17 5s 

Each landovner i n  t h e  sample was intervlcrred during the  period 

from January 1SG9 through I h r c h  1969, The in te rv ie t r  schedule f o r  

c o l l e c t i n g  i n f o r m  t i o n  on landowner behavior ms s t r u c t u r e d  i n t o  

f i v e  sec t ions .  (Sce Appendix A, )  The f i r s t  s e c t i o n  asked f o r  

information on t h e  s i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t he  s u b j e c t  parce l ,  i n -  

c luding  s i z e  and phys ica l  c a p a b i l i t y  of t h e  land, The second s e c t i o n  

asked t h e  landovner a  number of ques t ions  about h i s  dec i s ion  t o  

purchase the  land, I n  the t h i r d  s e c t i o n  ques t ions  were asked about 

the  owner's use of the land and t h e  inf luence  o f  the  r e s e r v o i r  on 

h i s  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior. The f o u r t h  sec t ion  cons is ted  of a s e r i e s  

of in-depth ques t ions  concerning t h e  landoxmers dec ie ion  t o  cont inue 

holding the  land o r  s e l l  l o t s ,  subdivide,  or s e l l  t o  a developer,  

F i n a l l y ,  the  f i f t h  s e c t i o n  of t he  ques t ionnai re  asked a number of 

ques t ions  about: t h e  pcrsonal  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the landovner, The 

in te rv iews  took be t~ rcen  one and two hours t o  complete and were taped 

and l a t e r  t r ansc r ibed ,  



The Dependent Var iab le  

Landowner behavior ,  t he  dependant v a r i a b l e ,  i s  measured by 

the  dec i s ion  t o  hold (holders ) ,  se l l  l o t s ,  bu t  no t  subdiv ide  

( lo t  s e l l e r s ) ,  s e l l  l o t s  by m a n s  of a subd iv i s ion  ( subdiv iders ) ,  

o r  s e l l  raw land t o  a developer (parce l  s e l l e r s ) ,  A s  noted above, 

these  are nor mutual ly exc lus ive  ca t egor i e s ,  s i n c e  over t ime a 

landowner might s e l l  land i n  s e v e r a l  \rays. Whenever a landowner 

could be c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  more than  one category,  he was c l a s s i f i e d  

on the  b a s i s  of h i s  i n i t i a l  s a l e s  decis ion.  . Ibtrever ,  t o  be c l a s s i -  

f i e d  a s  a ho lder ,  a landowner could not  have so ld  any of h i s  shore-  

l i n e  land. 

t h e  landownert s occupat iona l  a s s o c i a t i o n  wi th  r e a l  

The Independent Var i ab le s  

Twenty-two independent,  o r  p red ic to r ,  v a r i a b l e s  were identified 

i n  t h e  conceptua l  nodel  a s  p o t e n t i a l l y  inf luenc ing  landownerd' de- 

c i s i o n s  t o  hold o r  s e l l  sho re l ine  land. The fol lowing l ist  inc ludes  

a b r i e f  d i scuss ion  of t h e  measurement of each v a r i a b l e :  

X1 Income from the  Land: Due t o  the  f l u c t u a t i n g  c h a r a c t e r  
of a g s i c u l t u r a l  income, the varying expenses a t t a c i ~ e d  to 
a g r i c u l t u r a l  production, and the  f a c t  t h a t  a g iven  shore-  
l i n e  p a r c e l  might be only a s n a l l  p a r t  of an  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
e n t e r p r i s e ,  landowners had d i f f i c u l t y  i n  desc r ib ing  the 
n e t  annual  income produced by a given parce l ,  Because of 
t h i s  problem, income from t h e  land was measured on thc 
b a s i s  of t he  cons is tency  and s e c u r i t y  of t he  source of 
income from t h e  land, i f  any. This  i s  a n  o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  
cons i s t i ng  of fou r  c l a s s e s :  (I) no income from the  land,  
(2) occas iona l  income from t imber  s a l e s ,  (3) annual  income 
from t enan t  farming o r  sharecropping, and (4) annual 
income from own farm production. 

X2 Annual Personal  Income: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  which has 
f o u r  c l a s s e s :  (1) l e s s  than  $3,000, (2) $3,000 t o  
$9,999, (3) $10,000 t o  $24,399, and (4) $25,000 and over. 

X3 O c a u ~ a t i o n a l  I n t e r e s t  i n  Real Ea ta t e :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i -  
a b l e  which measures r e a l  e s t a t e  exper ience  i n  terms 05 



e s t a t e .  This v a r i a b l e  has t h ree  c l a s s e s :  ( I )  s t r o n g  - 
including r e a l t o r s ,  i nves to r s ,  t imber agen t s ,  lumber 
m i l l  opera tors ,  land agen t s ,  and s i r a i l a r  occupat ions;  
(2) noderate  - farmers;  and (3) weak - a l l  o t h e r  
occupations. 

Landholding Experience: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  which 
measures r e a l  e s t a t e  experience i n  terms of t he  amount 
of land held by a  landowner, This  v a r i a b l e  has f o u r  
classes: (1) under 100 a c r e s ,  (2) 100 t o  499 a c r e s ,  
(3) 500 t o  399 a c r e s ,  and (4) 1,000 o r  more ac re s .  

s u l t i v a t a b l e  A c r e a ~ :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  which has s i x  
c l a s scc :  (I) 0 a c r e s ,  (2) 1 t o  4 9  ac re s ,  (3) 50 t o  33 
a c r e s ,  (4 )  100 t o  199 ac re s ,  (5) 200 t o  499 a c r e s ,  and 
(6) 500 o r  more ac re s .  

S u i t a b i l i t x  of t h e  S o i l  f o r  Anr icu l ture :  An o r d i n a l  
v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of t h ree  c l a s sc s :  (1) below average,  
(2) average,  and (3) above average. Th i s  r a t i n g  was made 
by ehe landowner. 

A c c e s s i b i l i t y :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  t h r ee  
c l a s s e s :  (1) no road f rontage ,  (2) d i r t  road f rontage ,  
and (3) paved road f ron tage ,  

Improvements: Aq o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of t h r e e  
c l a s s e s :  (1) none, (2) minor - farm bu i ld ings  and 
fencing,  etc. ,  and (3) major - houses, farm buidings and 
fenc ing ,  e t c .  

Land in Family: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of ttro 
c l a s s e s :  (1) the  land has previously belonged t o  a 
member of t he  landowner's primary family,  and (2) t h e  
land has not  prev ious ly  belonged t o  a member of t h e  
l a n d o ~ ~ n c r  s primary family , 

Residence on Land: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of 
t t ~ o  c l a s s e s :  (1) landowner l i v e s  on t he  land,  and (2) 
landowner does not  l i v e  on the  land. 

Lenzth of Time Land Held: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  cons i s t i ng  
of f ive  c l a s s e s :  (1) under 5 yea r s ,  (2) 5 t o  9 years ,  
(3) 10 t o  19 yea r s ,  (4) 20 t o  29 years ,  and (5) 30 yea r s  



X12 Purpose of Acquisi t ion:  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  
of two c l a s s e s :  (1) invesfment, and (2) noninvestment, 

X13 Nei~h to rhood  Contacts:  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  which measures 
at tachments  t o  f r i e n d s  and neighbocs who r e s i d e  i n  t h e  
v ic , fn i fy  of the  land. This v a r i a b l e  has  t h r e e  c l a s s e s :  
(1)' high - the landowner has a number of f r i e n d s  and ac -  

--- quaintances i n  the  v i c i n i t y  of t he  land; (2) moderate - 
t he  landormer has a few f r i e n d s  and acquaintances i n  t h e  
v i c i n i t y  of t h e  pa rce l ;  and (3) 1017 - t h e  landowner does 
n o t  have f r i e n d s  and acquaintances i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of the  
parce l .  

X14 &mount of Land Taken f o r  Reservoiq: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  
c o n s i s t i n g  of s i x  c l a s s e s :  (1) 0 a c r e s ,  (2) 1 t o  9 a c r e s ,  
(3) 10 t o  24 a c r e s ,  (4) 25 t o  49 a c r e s ,  (5) 50 t o  99 
a c r e s ,  and ( 6 )  100 o r  more a c r e s ,  

XI5 Number of Owners of Parce l :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  cons i s t i ng  
of t h r e e  c l a s s e s :  (1) s i n g l e  ownership, (2) j o i n t  otmer- 
sh ip ,  and (3) mul t ip l e  ownership. 

XI6 Net :  tJorth: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  cons i s t fng  of fou r  c l a s s e s :  
( I )  l e s s  than  $24,999, (2) $25,000 t o  $99,999, (3) $100,000 
t o  $493,999, and (4) $500,000 and over,  

X17 S ize  of Parce l :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  cons i s t i ng  of f i v e  
c l a s s e s :  (1) 1 t o  49 a c r e s ,  (2) 50 t o  99 a c r e s ,  (3) 100 
t o  199 a c r e s ,  (4) 200 t o  439 a c r e s ,  and (5) 500 o r  more 
acres .  

X18 Education: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of f i v e  c l a s s e s :  
(1) no high school,  (2) some h i g h  school ,  (3) high school  
graduate ,  (4) some co l l ege ,  and (5) c o l l e g e  graduate  and/or  
graduate  school, 

X19 Occupational S t a tus :  Duncants Socclo-Economic Index of 
Occupations, which r a t e s  occupat ions l i s t e d  i n  t h e  De- 
t a i l e d  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  Bureau of t he  Census, 1950 
Census, on a s c a l e  from 0 t o  100. 

X20 Em~lownent S t a t u s :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of t h r e e  
c l a s s e s  : (1)' employed, (2) s e l f  -enployed, and (3) r e t i r e d ,  

X21 &: An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of t h r e e  c l a s s e s :  (1) 



under 50, (2) 50 t o  64, and (3) ;S and over. 

iilealth S ta tus :  An o r d i n a l  v a r i a b l e  c o n s i s t i n g  of ttro 
c l a s se s :  (1) e x c e l l e n t  o r  good hea l th ,  and (2) f a i r  o r  
poor hea l th .  

Ana ly t i c  Techniques 

Both d e s c r i p t i v e  and s t a t i s t i c a l  techniques a r e  u t i l i z e d  i n  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  of the da ta  on landowner behavior,  The d e s c r i p t i v e  a n a l y s i s  

is based on t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of t he  taped 1anGo:mer in te rv iews  and 

focuses on the  landotmer' s d e s c r i p t i o n  of h i s  d e c i s i o n a l  behavior  i n  

holding o r  s e l l i n g  h i s  land, I n  t h e  more Eornal s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  

Kendal l t s  Tau i s  used as a  u n i v a r i a t e  i n d q  o r  o r d e r  a r l soc ia t ion  
C 

between landowner and p a r c e l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and landowner dec i s ions ,  30 

I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t hese  t e s t s  r e l i e s  upon the  usua l  t e s t s  of s t a -  

t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  supplemented where u s e f u l  by more s u b j e c t i v e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  Because t h e  sample i s  no t  t r u l y  random, some 

cau t ion  should be exe rc i sed  i n  interpreting the  r e s u l t s .  

A steptr ise  d iscr iminant  a n a l y s i s  computer program i s  used i n  the 

m u l t i v a r i a t e  analycif s. Diocririlinant a n a l y s i s  " c a l c u l a t e s  a  t rnnn- 

formation of t he  vec to r  of landowner and proper ty  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

t h a t  maximizeo thc  d i s t a n c e  between t h e  dependcnt v a r i a b l e  groups 

and then  t e s t s  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  d i s p e r s i o n  and/or  d ig tance  b e t m e n  

the  groups f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  s ign i f i cance .  "31 The test of e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

of t he  sepa ra t jon  of groups is  a cL,:c;~:.f!.r:~:t.i.~-. p:w-eciure ~ h i c h  1 3 1 . 1 ~ ~ ~ ;  

each observa t ion  i n t o  one of t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  ca t egor i e s ,  The 

g r e a t e r  t h e  number of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  the  b e t t e r  t h e  a b i l i t y  

30J?0r an explana t ion  of Kcndallt  s Tauc see  Nubert N. Blalack,  Jr,, 
Soc ia l  S  t a t i s t i c s ,  Eicv York: I4cGra~r-IX11 Book Company, Xnc., 1960, 
ppe 317-3250 

"~dward J. Kaiser, A Producer PIadcl f o r  Xes idcn t i a l  Grorlth, An 
Urban S tud ie s  >Ionograph, Chapel H i l l :  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research i n  
S o c i a l  Science, Univers i ty  of North Caro l ina ,  November 1968, pa 16. 



of the  p red ic to r  v a r i a b l e s  i n  d i s t i ngu i sh ing  between dependent 

v a r i a b l e  groups, 
3 2 

Motivat ion t o  Hold, S e l l  Lots ,  Subdivide, o r  S e l l  t;o a Develouer 

One method of eva lua t ing  the  conceptual  nodel  is  t o  examine the  

a c t u a l  d e c i s i o n a l  behavior  and reasoning of predevelopment shoreline 

landownero, Each landowner in t he  sample uas  asked t o  exp la in  the  

reasons f o r  his dec i s ion  t o  hold o r  s e l l  land, Although landot~nerz 

were not  e:specterl t o  t h ink  i n  terms of a fsssnal economic model, 

correspondence beCwen t h e  terms of t h e  model and a c t u a l  lanclowner 

reasoning would tend t o  confirm the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t he  model t o  

" r e a l  world" dec i s ions  and a l s o  po in t  ou t  those  elements of t h e  

conceptual  investment ritodel which a r e  weighed most heavi ly  i n  a c t u a l  

decision-making s i t u a t i o n s ,  

The Decis ion t o  IIold 

Although enunciated i n  a number of forms, the  reasons f o r  land- 

owner dec i s ions  t o  hold r a t h e r  than  sel l  t h e i r  land can be c l a s c i i i o d  

i n t o  f o u r  b a s i c  ca t egor i e s ,  L i s t e d  i n  order  of the  frequency 

mentioned, these vere :  (I) holding f o r  app rec i a t ion  i n  va lue ,  (2) 

holding because of pr ivacy and s a t i s f a c t i o n  v i t h  the  s t a t u s  quo, 

(3) holding because of product ive farming of the  land,  and (4) 

holding t o  leave  land to The frequency each ca tegory  ~7ns 

mentioned i s  ~ i v c n  i n  Table 6. 

3 2 
See I l i l l a i r s  IJ. Cooley and Paul  R. Lohner, 14ul t ivarLate  

w d u r e s  $ o r  1-11e. Behavioral  Sciences,  No17 Ilork: John Wiley and 
Sons, Tnc,, 1962. ~ h c  computer program used i s  a n  adap ta t ion  of t he  
program i n  t h e  Elm: Ciomed&al Com~yte r  Programs, LOS Angeles: 
Heal th Sciences Computing F a c i l i t y ,  Department of Prevent ive 
Medicine, Univers i ty  of C a l i f o r n i a  a t  Los Angeles, 1965, 



Holding f o r  Appreciat ion i n  Value 

Holding t o  l h i n t a i n  Privacy and 6 
S a t i s f a c t i o n  r i i th  t hc  S t a t u s  Quo 

Holding Because of Product ive 
Farming of the Land 

Holding t o  Leave Land t o  Children 2 
- 

a  Frequency of nen t ion  exceeds oanplc s i z e  because more than  

one reason  f o r  holding was occasiona lljr nentioned. 

I n  t e r n s  of t he  conceptual  investment: noCol, i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  

most ho lders  a r c  holding land because the  p re scn t  va lue  of t he  l a n i  

t o  them excecds i t s  c u r r e n t  market value. Since many of t h e  land-  

ormero holding f o r  a p p r e c i a t i o n  i n  land va lues  i n t end  t o  s e l l  t h c i r  

land even tua l ly ,  i t  appears  t h a t  t h c i r  e s t i n a t o s  of expected f u t u r e  

va lue  may bc a nn jo r  f a c t o r  i n  t h e i r  dec i s ion  t o  hold r a t h e r  t han  s e l l  

Uel l ,  yea, I f d  always cons ider  s e l l i n g  it i f  I can  make 
somc noncy on i t ,  but  I wouldnf t  s e l l  i t  for  what I 
gave f o r  i t . 33  

I havent t 8 0 t  anything I wouldnfe s e l l ,  I t d  s e l l  anyth ing  
I ' v e  c o t  i f  t h e  man would g ive  me enough money.34 

The next  n o s t  important reasons f o r  holding land irerc r e l a t e d  

t o  pecuniary and nonpccuniary income and s a t i s f a c t i o n  from hold in^ 

33 In te rv ie r i  wi th  Landowner 17, January 10, 1969. 

3 4 ~ n t e r v i e r ~  wi th  Landowner 7, January 2 ,  1969. 



the  land, though i n  a negat ive sense,  That is ,  landowners ciid not  

s t r e s s  c u r r e n t  incone from the land,  but  r n t h c r  t h e  l o s s  of inconc 

o r  s ; a t i s f ac t ion  which vould o c c k  i f  tho  land vore so ld ,  Sotno land-  

otmers f e l t  t h a t  s a l e  of t h e  land would h u r t  t h c i r  c u r r e n t  income 

p o s i t i o n ,  such a s  rhe  farmer trho t o l d  us,  

\!el;, Z'vc h z i  q u i t e  a  few pesple come i n  and want l o t s ,  
bu t  I j u s t  t oL i  then  f d idn ' t  have any because i f  T t d  s e l l  
o m  hi sff t h i s  p i ece  of land,  Xfd se l l  i t  a l l  becausc 
when I s t a r t  cutting it up, i t ' s  going to make it too  
small f o r  me t o  use and I need t h e  land f o r  pasture.35 

TO o t h e r s ,  though, the  l o s s  i n  income from s a l e  of t h e  land uould 

be more in ~ ~ P I ; I S  of psychic incone* For ins tance ,  one holder  sa id ,  

Veil, T rwsn'r wanting t o  s e l l  it and I d i d n ' t  make no 
p r i ce s ,  X d i d n ' t  care much about  g e t t i n g  t o o  many people 
class t o  me down here.36 

Another landowner repor ted ,  

I just want t o  lie~p i t  i s  a s  good a n  answer as I knot? t o  
t o  say,  It's been i n  t h e  fami ly  f o r  yca r s  and I j u s t  
dont t: m n t  t o  d e l l  i t  unless  I need some noney.37 

The o the r  owners were holding t h e  lan2  because of the  o a t i s -  

f a c t i o n  they der ived  from knrnuing the  land 170uld be used by t h c i r  

ch i ldren .  One o ~ ~ n e r  had the  fol lowing v i s i o n ,  

A fev people have approached rae about; buying a l o t  and 
I t o l d  them X could n o t  sell (s ince)  I in t end  t o  leave  
it t o  ray chi ldren ,  TTe daydrean h0.r~ it: trould look: ft 

3 5 ~ n t e r v i e n  v i t h  Landowner 48, February 24, 1969. 

3 6 ~ n t e r v i e n  wi th  Landowner 61, Ifarch 4, 1969, 

37~n tc rv i a r r  v i t h  Landamer 30, February G s  1969. 



would bc f o r  t h e i r  summer houses and they 'd a l l  go d o m  
and b u i l d  one mutual p i e r  and l i t t l e  summer p laces  and 
go dovn t h e r e  when they  wanted t o e s 3  

Another holder  noted, 

F?etd l i k e  t o  lceep the  most of i t  f o r  our  c h i l d r e n  and 
. . i ~ e  t h ink  they a t  some t i n e  would l i k e  a home on the  

lake and we p lan  t o  g ive  i t  t o  t hen  because X know by 
then  thcy probably vent t even be a b l e  t o  a c q u i r e  a  
l o t .  I f  77c l c t  somebody e l s e  have then, they  probably 
wouldn't be a b l e  t o  f i n d  one .,, t h a t  is, t h a t  they  
trould l i k e  so much a s  they would l i k e  t h i s ,  3 9 

F i n a l l y ,  one landowner i nd ica t ed  t h a t  his oppor tuni ty  c o s t s  of 

c a p i t a l  were such t h a t  he could not  ge t  a  higher  r e t u r n  from 

a l t e r n a t i v e  inves tnents .  

I might a s  r m l l  hold onto i t  ... I f igu red  money would 
grou f a s t e r  than  i f  I g o t  i t m L $ O  

I n  sun, the  reasons c i t e d  by s h o r e l i n e  landowners ?or 

holding t h e i r  land Zrorn development a r e  generally c o n s i s t e n t  t ~ i t h  

t he  investment model. Overa l l ,  t he  most i n p o r t a n t  element of t h e  

model i n  t h e  nlndc of land ho lde r s  i s  the  expccted va lue  04 the  

land a t  some f u t u r e  da t e ,  which i s  f o l l o t ~ c d  by t h e  e f f e c t s  of 

s e l l i n g  on income and s a t i s f a c t i o n  der ived  ikon holding the  land. 

The Decis ion t o  S e l l  Lots  

Lot  s e l l e r s  a r e  somerrhat s i m i l a r  t o  holders  i n  t h a t  they have 

not  so ld  very much of t h e i r  land. And, on t l ~ c  b a s i s  of what they  

38~n te rv i c r r  r r i th  Landowner 1, January 7,  lDG9. 

3 9 ~ n t e r v i c r ~  wi th  Landotmer 2 9 ,  February 6 ,  1969. 
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have so ld ,  most l o t  s e l l e r s  tend t o  be d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e i r  de- 

c i s i o n  and do no t  inted t o  s e l l  more of t h e i r  land. Reasons c i t e d  

by l o t  s e l l e r s  f o r  t h e i r  dec i s ion  t o  s e l l  have been ca tegor ized  i n  

fou r  c l a s se s .  I n  o rde r  of t h e  frequency mentioned t h e s e  a r e :  (1) 

pres su re  o r  r e q u e s t s  from fami ly  and f r i e n d s ;  (2) need f o r  t h e  money; 
I 

(3) r e t i r e d ,  t oo  o ld  t o  farm o r  not  using the  land;  and (4) s e t t l e -  

ment of an  e s t a t e .  Thc frequency of responses i n  each category is  

l i s t e d  i n  Table 7. 

Pressure  o r  Zequests from 11 
Family and Fr iends  

Need f o r  t h e  iioney 3 

Ret i r ed ,  Too Old t o  Farm, 3 
or  Not Using the  Land 

Se t t lement  of an  E s t a t e  1 

8 Frequency of mention exceeds sample s i z e  because 
nose than  one reason f o r  s e l l i n g  l o t s  \?as oc- 
c a s i o n a l l y  mentioned. 

Shore l ine  1anJo.cmers a r e  e v i d e n t l y  subjected t o  cons t an t  

pressure  t o  s e l l  t h e i r  land f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  use. IJhile many 

ho lde r s  can succeos fu l ly  r e s i s t  o f f e r s  fron s t r a n g e r s ,  a number 

of landowners r epo r t ed  much l e s s  success  i n  t u rn ing  down members 

of their family o r  f r i ends .  For i n s t ance ,  a landovner on Kerr 

Lake t o l d  us,  



Jfell, ay dnu,?!iter anc he:: hucband put up a l i t t l e  cab in  
down t h e r e  and she l i v e d  i n  OxEoud and t h e  people over  
t h e r e  sccnad t o  f i n d  out  about  t h a t  one and they  j u s t  
svmrmed i n  . . Gverybody t ~ a n t o d  one, TJcl'L people worried 
me s o  nuch about  it ... kept on t ~ o r r y f ~  me r ~ a n t i n g  t o  
buy it ,  s o  I had t o  s e l l  j u s t  t o  a top  then  from worrying 
me. I f  X had my t i n e  t o  go  over ,  I v o u l d n f t  s e l l  any. I 
don ' t  have the  pr ivacy I had then  ... s o  much t r a f f i c  
and s t u f f  he re  you d o n X t  have t h e  q u i e t  and people coning 
d o m  and worrying you t o  dea th  . . . having p a r t i e s  and 
drink in^ and g e t t i n g  drunk, c a l l i n g  you up i n  t h e  n i g h t  ... you pull in^ tllem ou t  of d i t c h e s  and s t u f f  l ike t h a t  
, . . ant; alvays c ~ o r r y i n ~  you t o  dea th  . .. And the rest  of 
my l akes ide  land i s  i n  c u l t i v a t i o n  and I won't part v i t h  
t h a t  ZOP nothiw.41 

I n  o t h e r  cases, ho\revc-r, landomerr;  $rere more than  l r i l l i n g  t o  l e t  

members of tha5r  fami ly  have s o w  of theis s h o r e l i n e  land. A 

landowner on Caro l ina  Power Lake repor ted ,  

I don8 t p lan  t o  do anything w i t h  i2 r.zpcLf, only j u s t  
l e t  it s tand  l i k e  i t  is unless  t hc  c h i l d r e n  .cmn.t: a l o t  
o r  a o m t ' n i n ~  l i k e  t h a t  t o  b u i l d  t hen  ct house o r  cab in  
o r  s u m c r  r e s o r t ,  Three a l r e a d y  has l o t e  and t h r e e  mom 
t o  go and then t h a t t o  i t .42 

I n  terms oE t h e  investment model, t he  first landovner might 

be viewed a s  s e l l i n g  because of t h e  psychic c o s t s  involved i n  

holding t h e  Land and being subjec ted  Co conatan t  badgering t o  s o l l ,  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t he  second 1ando:tner vas obviously r ece iv ing  

l i t t l e  pecuniary income from the land,  so  t h a t  the nomonetary  

va lue  che rece ived  i n  terms of gene ra l  s a t l c f a c t i o n  from see ing  

her  c h i l d r e n  happy outweighed her e s t ima te  of t he  p re sen t  va lue  05 

t h e  land i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  uses. 

The second nont  imporant reason c i t e d  by l o t  s e l l e r s  f o r  t h e i r  

4 1  I n t e r v i e t ~  wi th  Landowner 12,  January 8 ,  1969, 
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decisions vos i;he need f o r  the  money t h a t  could be real ized,  Prom 

the standpoint  of the  investment model, the investment time horizon 

of these lando\merc collapsed t o  a point  i n  time and land wa~ot so ld  

f o r  i t s  current  market value, One landomer ,  who had so ld  six lots, 

ss i d ,  

d- 

I decided t o  s e l l  those l o t s  i n  order t o  f ind  a way t o  
he lp  pay f o r  I t  (his  farm}, It was land t h a t  wouldntt 
do no any good, bushes and s t u f f  ,43 

Another Isndot~ner, \rho sold only 6ne l o t ,  reported,  

She j u s t  happened t o  come along when I vanted t o  s e l l  
a l o t  and I sold  her  one because I: vantad the  money t o  
help  pay f o r  the  set t lomcnt and d iv in ion of the  property 
,,, too!: a good amount of rnone t o  o o t t l e  up ... we 
had to survey and pay lawyers* z4 

Thus, fo r  t h i s  c l a s s  of landowner there  x i s  il pressing need f o r  money 

and s a l e  of l o t s  provided a convenient means t o  g e t  out of debt;, 

An equal  number of landotmers so ld  l o t s  because the  land van no 

longer useful t o  them, TWI Xandoxtners were g e t t i n g  too 013 t o  use 

the  land effectively and began t o  s e l l  lo tn  xillien approached by 

consumers, One of those men had s t a r t e d  a re t i rement  busineos s e l l i n ~  

f i s h i n g  suppl ies  and snacks t o  r e c r e a t i o n i s t o  and offered  the  Eollov- 

ing r a t h e r  unique reason f o r  s e l l i n g  l o t s ,  

Ilhcn people contacted me, X didn't: even dream about 
s e l l i n g  any l o t s ,  but people  lcept coning. tie had t o  
s e l l  then f o r  lots, we couldnf t keep our land bCcause 
i t  trasnlt a b ig  enough business f o r  us t o  s t a y  down 
hero unlcoc ve made preparat ions t o  act  a l i t t l e  mare 
t r ade ,  don't  you know, 50 therefore  we decided t o  
s e l l  somc l o t s  and of course we needed the  money, 

4 3 ~ n t e r v i e n  with Landowner 15, January 10, 1969. 
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We owed some money and we. needed the  money, And w e  
spent  t he  money a s  f a s t  a s  we so ld  the  lots.45 

A t h i r d  landoxmer noted t h a t  he s o l d  l o t s  because the  land t7as not: 

p re sen t ly  providing him a n  adequate income. I-Ie s a i d ,  
,, 4" 

Tle d i d n a t  mean t o  s e l l  i t ,  These people j u s t  came t o  buy 
t h e  l o t s  and tre wasn't  t r y i n g  t o  s e l l  l o t s ,  you kno~r, b u t  
we thought r7e might j u s t  as we l l  s e l l  t h a t  end up t h e r c ,  
because t h a t r  s a l l  it .t(7as good f o r  anyray was lots .46 

F i n a l l y ,  one l o t  s e l l e r  "sold" l o t s  i n  t h e  course  of s e t t l i n g  a n  

e s t a t e .  Here the  landowner noted, 

And so  a l l  of us j u s t  g o t  t oge the r ,  you see, and I reckon 
I d i d n ' t  pay no mind vhen ehcy made Chat dec i s ion  because 
thac  \was s e v e r a l  yea r s  beforc  the la!:c ,,. f o r  each one of 
us t h a t  rmnted a  l o t  was going t o  g e t  one, So whan I W C P ~  
ahead and bought the  whole pa rce l  (from the  e s t a t e )  each 
one got a l o t .  And then  , h e r s  i n  t h e  bul ldozer  
bus iness ,  helped us  ou t  bu i ld ing  the road, f i x i n g  t h e  road,  
and made me g ive  him a l o t .  47 

I n  this case  s a l e  of the  l o t s  was p a r t  of tho purchase "cont rac t"  

involved i n  acqu i r ing  the land and cannot be expla ined  i n  terms of 

t he  conceptual  model, 

Two a s p e c t s  of t h e  behavior  of l o t  s e l l e r s  a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  

-.-=- noteworthy, F i r s t ,  a lmost  t o  a  man l o t  s e l l e r s  d i d  not i n i t i a t e  

t h e  s a l e  of land, bu t  r e a c t  t o  e x t e r n a l  pressures, Repeatedly, l o t  

s e l l e r s  prefaced t h e i r  comments about  the  dec i s ion  t o  s e l l  wi th  such 

remarks a s  "I didnr  t dream about  s e l l i n g  any l o t s "  ; "Ve d idnt  t mean I 

46 
In te rv ie ;?  w i t h  Landowner 28, February 7, 1369. 
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t o  s e l l  i t t t ;  and oinilnr statements .  Second, l o t  s e l l e r s  vieved 

t h e  s a l e  of l o t s  i n  very personal  terms, Poss ib ly  because they  

v e r e  not  s e l l i n g  a l l  of t h e i r  land,  thcy o f t e n  ven t  t o  g r e a t  pains 

t o  e s t a b l i s h  tho good c h a r a c t e r  of the  ind iv idua l s  who purchased 

t h e i r  land, For ins tance ,  one Landowner noted,  

And everybody I a s k  anything about  hin  always g ives  
him n gooci nrame, and you knov everybody caaa t be wrong. 43 

Another l o t  s e l l e r  s a i d ,  

I picked my man t o  s e l l  t o  .,. people I knew ... t h e  
only one of "Lwm w s n t  t, I s i z e d  up :?hen he came h e n .  
and I decided t o  go and check him over.ib9 

And one l o t  s e l l e r  d i d n ' t  want t o  s e l l  a d d i t i o n a l  l o t s  because, 

O f  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  road canes r i g h t  by my house he re  
goin2 t o  t h e  l ake  and anybody t h a t  I s e l l  a  lor t o  I 
want t o  knot7 him p r e t t y  m k l ,  you knoll, because '1C have 
t o  give h i n  the  right-of-way i n  and out.  SO 

I n  sum, whi le  t he  behavior  of most lot: s e l l e r s  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  

i n  terms of t he  conceptual  investment model, t h e i r  a c t i o n s  a r e  

h ighly  unsophis t ica ted  i n  a n  economic sense. Decis ions t o  s e l l  

land tend t o  turn on personal  cons ide ra t ions  r a t h e r  than even 

vague not ions  of t h e  b e s t  r e t u r n  from t h e i r  investment: i n  the  land. 

The Decis ion t o  Subdivide 

Unlike l o t  s e l l e r s ,  landowners who have sold l o t s  t o  consumers 

by means of a subdivision do n o t  back i n t o  t h e  dec io ion  t o  r e l e a s e  

48 In t exv icv  t r i th  Landowner 23, January 13, 1969, 
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t h e i r  'land f o r  r e s i d e n t i n  1 development. Possibly because of the  
g r e a t e r  land and c a p i t a l  demanded, and tho time corrmitnent i n -  

volved i n  c r e a t i n g  a successfu l  subdivinion,  landowner subdiv iders  

could gene ra l ly  be cha rac t e r i zed  a s  "econonic man" personi f ied .  
* 9 .  

Thus, subdiv idcm made the dec i s ion  t o  subdivide land because they 

sow t h i s  a s  t he  b e s t  means of maxirt~izing tile r e t u r n  from t h e i r  i n -  

vestment i n  tIie land. (See Table 8.) Usually,  howver ,  t he  idea 

of ~ u b d i v i d i n g  t h e i r  land d id  no t  immediately occur t o  most of t h e s e  

landowners. Only after  seeing o t h e r  pa rce l s  around t h e  r e s e r v o i r  

subdivided,  o r  being r epea t ed ly  contac ted  by consumers f o r  l o t s  d i d  

they begin t o  cons ider  s e r i o u s l y  the  p o s n i b i l i t y  of l a r g e  acn le  

r e s i d e n t i a l  dcvclopment a s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  use of t h e i r  land. 

TABLE 5 :  PdASONS FOR SUBDXVIDIPTG 

Reason Frequency 'of l ient ion a 
(N = 16) 

Best Return from Land 16 

Saw Other Reservoir-Oriented '9 
Subdivis ions 

Consumer Contacts  f o r  Lots  
- 

5 

Farm Land Taken fo r  Beservoi r  1 

Re t i r e d  1 

Needed the Honey 1 

" ~ r e ~ u e n c ~  of mention exceeds sample s i z e  because more 
than  one reason f o r  subdividing was occas iona l ly  
ncn t  ioned. 

The idea of subdiv id ing  s h o r e l i n e  land probably f i r s t  occuro 

t o  only a few of the  more e n t e r p r i s i n g  landomern.  For ins tance ,  

a landowner on Caro l ina  Power Lake noted that, 



I rode around a l o t  of lakes ,  PTomn, Gaston, Smith 
Ijountain . * . I ' d  go t o  talk with t h e  owners of t h e  
r ec reaz iona l  a r e a s ,  t he  developern, and a f t e r  I 
t a lked  t o  then I 1 d  go t o  t he  courthouses t o  s ee  what 
type of r e s t r i c t i o n o  they had on d i f f e r e n t  areas ... 
I would say t h a t  a l t o g e t h e r  I t a lked  t o  fifty people 
and most of them thought subdividing rms a good idea 
, , . O f  coWse, most of them I n s  i n  i t  t h a t  1 t a lked  
to*  5 1 

Soon t l o  they t o l d  me they verc zoinn, t o  take 12: an4 
coning .;ight i n  and s t a r t e d  doin: i."; I c o u l ~  see  t h a t  
1 xtantcci t o  bc on t h e  i m i d c  ... oa I tient over t o  look 
a t  the TVL: L-cscrvoirs ,  Cherokee, Fon t am . . , I ve been 
on cvc;.yonc I believe, except one, I Lhink . . , s tayed  up 
there aboui: a  weel: and drove a l l  around there, b u t  f 
d i d n ' t  l ea rn  too much,52 

Lnd onc landowner j u s t  tool: a chance and ven t  ahead wi th  a 

subdiv is ion ,  Ih said, 

Well, just; a f t e r  they surveyed it oz f ,  and I touched i t 
over there an3  I seen I had some l o t s  t h a t  would be 
subject on Carp Creek, I go t  somebody t o  come i n  here 
and survey them, I just taken a shot  a t  t h a t ,  They 
s a i d  there ;?as going t o  be lots a l l  around f o r  sa le ,  
you know ... IJcll, I was f i r s t  man t h a t  surveyed any- 
thing,  and I done so ld  all I g o t  t o  

While sho re l ine  subdiv is ions  a r e  introduced by few i n t r e p i d  land- 

owners, most landocmers vho subdivlue2 3 3  notpprocead 

u n t i l  a f t e r  they were contacted by a number of consumers about  t he  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of l o t s  o r  saw tho success  of subdiv is ions  on nearby 

---- 

52~ntervieru with Landowner 10, January 10, 1909. 

5 3 ~ n t e r v i e n  wieh  ando owner L3, January 9, '1969. 



pa rce l s ,  A landos~ncr on Lake Noman r e p o r t s ,  

TJell, I j u s t  decided t o  s e l l  sonc l o t s ,  X sav that 
o the r  people m r e  aubd iv i c l in~  and I t ured around 
t he  Inkc and then  I just imnt ahead. 58 

On the  o the r  hand, a landowner on Lake Gaston decided t o  subdivide 

only a f t e r  he L7ns contac ted  by consurnern, 

X clontt knot7, people began t o  i nqu i r e  a f t e r  they  r e a l l y  
kneu i t   as r e a l l y  eoing t o  be a l ake  , . , about  they  
wanted a p i ece  of proper ty  down here  and 1'7e knav i f  we 
didn't: have a plan  t o  go by v e t d  just g e t  i n  dutch 
sorne~rhcre a long  t h e  l i n e ,  and then we j u s t  got: t o  
t h ink ine  about it  and decided 17etd vo toge the r  and form 
a corpora t ion  f o r  t h i s  development, 3 5  

Seve ra l  landowners began subdividing because they could no 

longer  farm t h e i r  land. A l ando~mer  who developed one of t he  

l a r g e s t  subdivioions on Kerr Lake noted,  

We r7ere phasing out of farming because the  r e s e r v o i r  
s l i c e d  up our  land too  much and naking a decent l i v i n g  
farming 1751s too  d i f  f icul t .56 

A Lake Gaston landowner s a i d ,  

A 1 1  I vas holding the  land f o r  trac scn t i rxmta l  reasons 
and s i n c e  I was r e t i r e d  I needed tho raoncy I could g e t  
o u t  of it,la7 

F i n a l l y ,  one landowner subdivided his land because he wanted t o  

run e l e c t r i c  povcr l i ne s  i n t o  a summer co t t age  he had b u i l t  on t h e  

5 4 ~ n t c r v i e . i ~  rri th Landowner 53, March 4,  1969. 
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land and due t o  tho  d i s t ance  and c o s t  involved, decided t o  s o l 1  some 

l o t s  a long the r o u t e  of t he  wire s o  tht: the people t ~ h o  purchased 

the  l o t s  couid share  i n  the cost of br ingin3 I n  e l e c t r i c i t y ,  '& 

now f e e l s  this tgas a sho r t s igh ted  dec is ion  and r e g r e t s  s e l l i n g  the  

land , 50 

One f a c t o z  f a c i l i t a t i n g  subdiv is ian  development by sho re l ine  

Landowners i s  t h e  lo:? c a p i t a l  and technica l  ~ c q u i r e m e n t s  r e l a t i v e  

to similar developments i n  urban areas .  Tabla 9 con ta ins  a com- 

pa r i son  of the  prinary s t e p s  requi red  by a n  urban land developer 

before  deciding t o  proceed wi th  a r e s i d e n t i a l  subdiv is ion  and the  

number and porccnt  of landowners i n  our subdivider  sample who 

conducted s i n i l a r  analyses .  Of the  trrenty-eight s t aps  usua l ly  re- 

qui red  before  proceeding v i t h  a n  urban subdiv is ion ,  some po r t ion  of 

t he  sho re l ine  l a n d o m e r s  i n  our  survey p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  only seven, 

The t y p i c a l  s h o r e l i n e  landowner subdivider  conducted b u t  two prc- 

l iminary analyses: (I) he secured a n  c s t i m t c  of t h e  c o s t  of 

grading a road, and (2) he contac ted  a surveyor t a  determine t h e  

c o s t  of des i sn ing  the  subdiv is ion  and surveying a  road and i n d i -  

v idua l  l o t s ,  Thus, a number of c r u c i a l  s t c p s  r equ i r ed  i n  urban 

land  development can be succeosfu l ly  bypassed by shoreline developers,  

Once a decj-sion has been reached t o  proceed wi th  a subdiv is ion ,  

development dec i s ions  rand t o  be made on an informal  b a s i s ,  For 

i n s t ance ,  tho  T;,r-st step i n  subdividing i s  gene ra l ly  t o  develop a 

s i t e  p lan  and survey t h e  roads and l o t s .  The fol lowing quota t ions  

a r e  t y p i c a l  of the  manner i n  which l a n d o ~ m e r  ~ u b d i v i d e r s  had this 

work perf  ormedi 

A landscape a r c h i t e c t  f r o n  Raleigh had been designing 
moot of t he  subdiv is ions  around here, but I thPnk l a t e r  
most of t hen  decided l i k e  I d i d  t o  g e t  together wlth  





(9) Preliminary check og subdivision coZe 4 25 N o  county subdivision 
regula t ions  

(10) Preliminary check of building code 0 0 L e f t  t o  individua 1 consumers 

(11) Preliminary check v i t h  s i t e  engincer 16 
regarding cost of development 

(12) Preliminary check with arcbi-Ecct on 0 
b u i l d h e  plans 

a on cur ren t  (13) Check v i t h  subcontractor" 0 
c o s t s  and prices 

(14) Preliminary check with sources oE 
c a p i t a l  

Tentat ive Decision t o  Go Ahead 

(15) Optioning the  s i t e  

(16) Retention of landscape a r c h i t e c t  
fo r  s i t e  plan 

(17) Review and first approval by sponsor 0 

~(18) Submission 05 subdivision plan to city 4 

(19) Submission oi street plans t o  c i t y  6 

100 A11 landowner subdividers  de- 
termine the  c o s t  involved i n  
subdividing t h e i r  land 

0 Building of houses o r  swmer 
co t t ages  l e f t  to consumer 

0 Building of houses o r  srrnmer 
cot tages  l e f t  t o  consumer 

25 Development: usual ly  self- 
financed, s t a r t  up cos t s  a 

Ln 

r e  l a  t ive  l y  low \O 
1 

Already own land 

Most fandowners make a package 
dea l  with surveyor Eor site 
design and survey of roads and 
l o t s  

Sel f  -sponsored 

No county subdivision regu- 
l a t i o n s  o r  ignore existing 
regula t ions  

Usually bu i ld  roads t o  s t a t e  
spec i f i ca t ions  but  maintain 
a s  p r iva te  roads 



TAGLE 3: cont inued 

Check wi th  mter  company regarding 0 
s e r v i c e  connec t ions  

Check v i t h  se:Ier department regaxding 
o u t f n l l  re ,qui?cmnts  

Check w i t h  l o c a l  u t i l i t y  regarding 2 
power a v a i l a b i l i t y  

Submission of subd iv i s ion  t o  PiW 0 

Retention of a r c h i t e c t  f o r  house p lans  0 

Review of  house p lans  0 

Submission of  p r e l i n i n a r y  plans t o  4 
mortgage l ende r  

Submission of FHA insurance appl icag lon  0 
to  mortgage lender 

Submission of d e t a i l e d  plan t o  p o t e n t i a l  0 
partnership aenbe r s  

0 Pub l i c  o r  p r i v a t e  water  s e r v i c e  
g e n e r a l l y  unava i lab le  - t h r e e  
l a n d o m e r s  b u i l t  own water  
sy s  tern 

0 Pub l i c  sewer sys  t m e s  unavai la-  
b l e  - only s ix  landotrners 
checked w i t h  county h e a l t h  
department about  pe rco l a t i on  

13 L e f t  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  consumers 

0 L e f t  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  consumers 

0 L e f t  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  consumers 

0 Self-sponsored and houses b u i l t  
by consumers 

25 Development and l o t  s a l e s  
usua l l y  self -financed 

0 L e f t  t o  i n d i v l d u a l  consumer 

0 Self-f inanced 

a 
See Uil l iarn b,C. flheaton, "publ ic  and P r i v a t e  Agents of Change i n  Urban Expansion," i n  Explora t ions  

i n t o  Urban S t r u c t u r e ,  Helvin Webber, & s. (eds .) , Phi lade lphia  : Univers i ty  of Pennsylvania P re s s ,  
1964, pp. 154-136, 



t he  surveyor and do most of the job f o r  a whole l o t  lens 
monc 55 

I te l l ,  h i s  daddy 17as a surveyor and 1 had go t  him t o  survey 
the  place :,lux I f irnt bought i t .bO 

I  tent over the re  and t o l d  (surveyor) t h a t  I 
tmnted him t o  survey some l o t s  o f f  Tor me and I ' d  pay 
him whenever I got  the money ... he'd surveyed some other  
land I'd sold.61 

After  the  road and loco have been surveyed, thc  1ando:mer muse have 

soncone b u i l i  the roads.  Again, a ra ther  informal decision-mlciny. 

proceos is  c h a r a c t e r i ~ t i c .  

I had donc naked a man t o  bui ld  me a pond so  I g o t  
the same nan t o  f i x  the  road.52 

I h i red  o l o c a l  bulldozer man who charged $500 and then 
I done some of it myself. 64 

The man rlhat did the c lea r ing  . . . an3 I. gave the  road 
with thc  understanding ghat  each oan f ixed  the road 
l i k e  he wanted vhen he bought it i n  there. G 5 

5s IntervLcr: 71.ith Landowner 19, January 13,  1969. 

"~ntervier r  with Landowner 6, January 9, 1969. 

611nterviev with Landowner 18, January 3 ,  lf)69 . 
G2T.ntervierl 715th Landowner 6, January 9 ,  1969. 

J 1 3 ~ n t e r ~ i c i r  r r i t h  Landowner 13, January 3,  1969. 

6 4 ~ n t c r v i e r ?  with Landowner 40, February 21,  1969. 

65 Interview with Landowner 18, January 9, 1969, 



Nevertheless ,  most landowner subdiv iders  hnvc b u i l t  t he  roads in 

t h e i r  subdiv is ions  t o  S t a re  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  so t h a t  the  S t a t e  t r i l l  

even tua l ly  assume maintenance r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Even so,  many land-  

a m e r s  do n o t  t u r n  t h e i r  roads over t o  the  S t a t e  s ince ,  a s  one 

landowner noted, "we can keep c e r t a i n  people out." 
GG 

Once the  roads a r e  graded and the  l o t s  surveyed, t h e  land-  

owner i s  reaGy t o  s e l l  l o t s  t o  t he  public.  Although s e v e r a l  land- 

owner subdiv iders  mounted r a t h e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  s a l e s  campaigns, i n -  

c luding  s igns ,  p r in t ed  brochures,  and r a d i o  announcements, n o s t  

r e l i e d  on what they termed "word of nouth" o r  consumer i n q u i s i t i v e n e s s  

t o  sel l  l o t s .  Thus, landowners t o l d  us ,  

I don't  t r y  t o  s e l l  none, they c o w  Cind out. Somebody 
e l s e  i s  t e l l i n g  them I reckon, I a i n ' t  ever  adve r t i s ed  
i t  ,G7 

I spread the  news t h a t  I had l o t s  f o r  sa le  .*. didnt  t 
even go down and pu t  up no a d v e r t i s i n g  .,. well ,  a l o t  
of t hen  come and Lord, they done broke me dorm tmlking 
and looking. 66 

X haven* t done nothing . . . i f  you d r i v e  a long  and see  
a road t h a t  t u r n s  off ,,. new road c u t  i n  t he re  and 
you wonder what 's  going on, s o  you rice down t h e r e  and 
see  and you g c t  i n  t h e r e  and you scc something maybe 
you uan t  . . . Thatf  s what s o l d  mine Z th inka69 

fJe Gid some a d v e r t i s i n g  i n  tho e a r l y  s t age ,  b u t  my 
preference  rrould be t o  s e l l  t hen  ,;lo~r .,, most sold  
by vord of mouth . . . we sold them faster than we 

C 6 I n t e r v i e v  wi th  Landowner 19, January 15, 1969. 

6 7 ~ n t e r v i e r r  wi th  Landowner 6, January 9 ,  1969.  

6 3 
In te rv iew t7ith Landowner lE;, January 3, 1969, 

b 9 ~ n t e r v i e i ~  n i t h  Landowner 19, January 15, 1969. 



wanted to .  70 

No s a l e s  program as  such, didnt  t advc r t i ze ,  a l l  word 
of nouth o r  people d r iv ing  around the l ake  looking.71 

I n  summary, t h e  oubdivis ion of shoreline land,  v h i l e  more ex-  

pensive than s e l l i n g  l o t s  i n  an  & & fashion, does n o t  r e q u i r e  

a n  ex t r ao rd ina ry  amount of e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l  s k i l l  o r  c a p i t a l .  Fu r the r ,  

t h e  r e t u r n  on t h e  investment i n  improvemento i s  extremely luc ra t ive .  

Landowner subdFvidcro i n  our sample spent  bet'c7ccn $100 and $600 per 

quar te r -acre  t o  ha l f -acre  l o t  on survcyint;, inprovoments, and 

lawyerst focs,  t ~ h i l e  the  s a l e s  p r i c e  of l o t s  ranged from $1,000 t o  

$7,000, averaging about  $3,000, Thus, the  r e t u r n  an the  otmerta  

investment i n  land irhich can be r e a l i z e d  through subd iv i s ion  i s  

much g r e a t e r  than  through t h e  s a l e  of raw land,  w o n  though t h e  

va lue  of unimproved s h o r e l i n e  land on the  f i v e  s tudy  r e s e r v o i r s  has 

r i s e n  t o  above $1,000 a n  ac re ,  

The Decis ion t o  S e l l  t o  a Developer 

Landow'ners who s o l d  p a r c e l s  t o  land developers  f o r  eventua l  

subdiv is ion  d i d  so  f o r  t h r e e  primary reasons,  L i s t ed  i n  o rde r  of 

t h e  frequency they ttere mentioned these  a r e :  (1) needed the  rnoney 

t o  pay £am, doctor ,  and o t h e r  b i l l s ,  (2) t h e  p r i c e  was r i g h t  or 

the  time had come t o  s e l l ,  and (3) t h e  land could no longer be 

farmed p r o f i t a b l y ,  (See Table 10 f o r  t he  Ereyucncy each of these  

reasons was r .~~ntioncd.)  

One f r equen t ly  r e c u r r i n g  reason f o r  s e l l i n g  was t h e  need f o r  

rnoney t o  s e t t Z c  va r ious  debts, One l ando~mcs  i n i t i a l l y  t r i e d  t o  

70 
In t e rv i c t ?  w i th  Landor.~ner 25, January 14, 1969 

7 1 Intervleu with &andowner 4 ,  February 20, 1569. 



subdivide h i s  land, but  could not  r a i s e  adequate  c a p i t a l  and was 

even tua l ly  forced t o  s e l l  because of a number of press ing  debts ,  

We sranted t o  pay of f  some of  t h i s  indcbtednoss cha t  
was incurred due t o  these  bad farming years  and due 
t o  t h e  law s u i t  aqd some dea ths  i n  the family .., I 
tms trying t o  set somebody t o  put  up " c ~ e  money t o  
develop it, but  I couldnl t g e t  anybody t o  even t a l k  
with me, of course, now, i f  T t  d have tmi ted  a few 
yea r s  ... And then approached about  
buying it, so I sold t o  him d i rec t .72  

TAGLZ 10 : REASONS FOE SELLXHG TO fi DEVELOPER 

ika son a Frequency of Mention 
(N = 17) 

Needed thc money 7 

P r i ce  was r i g h t  7 

Impossible t o  cont inue farming 4 

a Frequency of mention exceeds sample s i z e  because 
more than one reasan  f o r  s e l l i n g  mas mentioned once, 

Another landoxmcr , tho needed money t o  expand his bus iness  sa id ,  

IJe just had one o f f e r  2nd 4 C  t7clsntt c::actly lahat 
we hod rmnrcci for t h e  land,  bu t  due t o  o t h e r  f i n a n c i a l  
cocm1"Lnents a t  t h a t  time, t7e vere  i n  a n  expanding 
busincos and it took money f o r  t h a t ,  17e j u s t  so ld  it. 
We decided t h a t  perhaps it n i g h t  be trro or  t h r e e  yea r s  
heforc we could a f f o r d  t o  develop it so  we just s o l d  
i t  when :re had a good of fer .73  

7 2 ~ n t e r v i c i l  wi th  Landoijner 20, January 15, 1969. 

7 3 ~ n t e r v i c i ~  with Landowner 4 9 ,  ilarch 1, 1969. 



Y e t  another  o m e r  s i n p l y  stated, 

I otred b i l l s  and I wanted t o  pay them o f f .  74 

Even though the presen t  va lue  of t h e  land might have exceeded i ts  

marker va lue ,  t he  ove r r id ing  need f o r  money r cyu i r ed  these  land- 

owners t o  s e l l ,  A s  w n  noted a l s o  of l o t  s e l l e r s ,  t h e i r  investment 

time horizon co l l apsed  t o  a  p o i n t  i n  t h e  and land was so ld  f o r  i t s  

c u r r e n t  market value, 

For many o t h c r  Inndotmers, however, i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  their 

dec i s ion  t o  sell, occurred when t h e  market va lue  of t he  land ex- 

ceeded t h e i r  e s t ima t ion  of i t s  present  value, One landowner 

explained,  

I n  o t h e r  vords you c a n ' t  work bu t  so  much Land, I t e l l  
you and t o  C e l l  you t h e  blame t r u t h ,  now, nobody wants 
t o  frxrm.75 

A landowner on Lake Gaston was happy wi th  the  prof i t  he ma Je f ro t i  

s e l l i n g  the  land and t h e  economic s t imulus  a  r e c r e a t i o n  develop- 

ment uould provide thc  l o c a l  comnunity. 

The l and  i t s e l f  vaon't: worth t't7o cen t s  un le s s  it vms 
devclopxl, and X thought had the  b e s t  dea l ,  , f 
mean, inasmuch a s  he was planning on developing t h a t ,  
Any development ar improvement of that na tu re  t h a t  he 
had c l cac~ ibcd  t ~ o u l d  a c t u a l l y  Ircnefj-t t he  people i n  t hc  
neighborhooii, cvcrybody vould benefit from it *.. and 
I s o l d  i t  f o r  sixty some odd bucks an  a c r e ,  making a 
hundred and po in t  t cn  percent  p ro f i t . 76  

Although the  narkel: pr ice  f o r  sho re l ine  land on Lake Gaston averaged 

74 
In tc rv icw wi th  Landowner 4 9 ,  P k c h  1, 1369. 

76 Xntervicu v i t h  Landowner 41, February 23, 1969, 



about  $1,200 a n  ac re  when t h i s  landormcr the  present  va lue  

of t he  land t o  hir.1 r7as such t h a t  he v a s  happy t o  s e l l  e t  $GO a n  

acre .  

F i n a l l y ,  one group of l a n d o ~ n e r s  evidently decided t o  s e l l  

because of the  d i n i n u t i o n  i n  incone frm their land occasioned by 

cons t ruc t ion  of the  r c s e r v o i r ,  For ins tance ,  a Lake Norman land- 

owner s a i d ,  

We d i d n t t  e s p e c i a l l y  havc a n  idea of s e l l i n g  it t o  
a developer a t  the  t i n e ,  b u t  a f t e r  such time t h a t  
Duke Poxrer Company covered a l l  you might say,  they 
covered the  b e s t  p a r t  of t he  farm land ... t h e  most 
p r o d u c t h e  p a r t  and a f t e r  such t i c e  as t h a t  ue began 
t o  t h ink  of d i spos ing  of t he  o t h e r  i f  .;re could g e t  
a faP2 price. 7 3 

O r ,  a s  s t a t e d  by a Lake Gaston landotmer, 

The r e s e r v o i r  d id  away with a l l  my pas tu re ,  it was 
c u t  up wi th  VEPCO, see ,  it t7as nmpped through the  
middle and d i f f e r e n t  d i r c c t i o n s  up cvcry branch ... 
It vou1d have c o s t  too  much ZencZng i n  any of t he  
r e s t  or" it. 7 9 

To these  landormers, then, the  l and  becam of l i t t l e  use a f t e r  the  

r e s e r v o i r  r7ns impounded and t h e i r  es t imation 02 i t s  p re sen t  va lue  

dropped belou market value, 

Landowners r.fl.ro were not  forced  t o  s e l l  mre  asked why thcy 

had s o l d  acreage t r a c t s  r a t h e r  than subdivide the  land and s e l l  

Lots, While many a d n i t t e d  t h e  land trould havc been worth more 

771n te rv i e r~  v i t h  ilr. Lloyd Andrew, Connercial  Representa t ive ,  
V i rg in i a  E l e c t r i c  and Power Company, January 6, 19G9. 

7 3 fn te rv ie t r  r r i t h  Landowner 54, Elarch 3,  1969. 
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i f  i t  had been s o l d  i n  t h i s  nanner,  they f e l t  t h a t  they e i t h e r  

lacked the  c a p i t a l  o r  experience t o  cubdiviZc, For i n s t ance ,  one 

landowner c ia  ined, 

I t e l l  you what ... it took so  nuch aoney t o  develop 
t h a t  land  up t h e r e  a man t h a t  a i n ' t  g o t  money can ' t  
develop t h a t  land ,.. you can spend 25 o r  30 thousand 
d o l l a r s  r i g h t  nor, and I didnt t have t h a t  kind of money.so 

Another 1ando:mer thought he laciced t h e  cxperiance,  

Wc lacked the  experience and then  'i~c f e l t  it would 
c o s t  us a c t u a l l y  morc Tn the  long run 2or us t o  develop 
ouroelvcs than we would if v7e j u s t  up and g o t  r i d  of i t  
and l e t  somebody e l s e  have the  headaches.c1 

F i n a l l y ,  one landoxmer j u s t  didnt  t xrant t o  be bothered,  

At ray age I ~ ~ o u l d n ' t  cons ider  subdividing. 1 wasn't 
i n  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  bus iness  and I d i d n ' t  vane: t o  
get i n t o  t he  r e a l  e s t a t e  bus iness ,  I ' l l  pu t  it t h a t  
way .$2 

Thus, t he  conceptua l  investment model appears t o  be a p p l i c a b l e  

t o  landowners \rho s e l l  t o  developers ,  a l though t h e i r  behavior- can 

c e r t a i n l y  not  be viewcd as " p r o f i t  ma;:i;xizing." I n  summarizin~; 

landoxmer decisional behavior  i n  t e r n s  of t he  investment model, 

i t  appears  t h a t  the two primary reasons f o r  s e l l i n g  t o  a developer 

a r e  a dezreusc I n  the  es t imateu  p re sen t  va lue  of t h e  pa rce l  t o  a 

po in t  t h e r e  rhc c u r r e n t  marlcet p r i c e  of the  land appears  t o  o f h r  a 

s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e t u r n  on t h e i r  investment,  and a reduct ion  i n  t he  

l andox~ner~  s i nves tnen t  time per iod  from exogenous r e  quirernents f o r  

80 
f n t e r v i e x ~  v i t h  Landowner 43,  February 2&, 1569. 
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money, so  t h a t  he must s e l l ,  almost r ega rd l e s s  of market pr ice.  

Summary 

I n  b r i e f ,  our a n a l y s i s  of t he  reasons c i t e d  by landot~ners  f o r  

t h e i r  d e c i s i o n a l  behavior f o r  t h e  n o s t  p a r t  appears  t o  correspond 

t o  the  t e r n s  of t he  conceptual  inves tnent  model, A t  t he  same time, 

it should be recognized t h a t  t he re  is  sane s l ippage  between t h e  

- model and a c t u a l  landotmer behavior. As thc  ex tens ive  quotes  Eron 

the landotvncrs. r evea l ,  human behavior i s  no t  always c l e a r l y  r a t i o n a l ,  

Ncverthelesn, t h e  v a l i d i t y  of tho  model i n  t a m  of the  gene ra l  pat tcrn  

of l ando~mcr  rettsoning is  s t rong  cnou$? f o r  trs t o  conc lude . tha t  thcre 

should be sys temat ic  a s s o c i a t i o n s  be tween l ando~mer  c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  

and t h e i r  dec i s ions  t o  hold, s e l l  l o t s ,  subdivide, o r  s e l l  t o  a  

developer. The ques t ion  now becomes one of whether t hese  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p s  can bc v e r i f i e d  using measurable landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

Landowner Eehavior and Landowner C h a t a c t c r i s t i c s :  Empir ical  Findinzs 

Holders 

Kcndallr:: Tauc i n d i c e s  of a s s o c i a t i o n  alere ca l cu la t ed  t o  measure 

t h e  a b i l i t y  of l a n d o m e r  cha rac t e r  is  t i c s  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  lanclovners 

who had he ld  t h e i r  l and  from those vho s o l d  l o t s ,  subdivided, or s o l d  

land t o  a  developer. The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  a r e  summarized i n  

Table 11. 

Pecuniar&corm and expenses (XI - X8) -- I n d i c a t o r s  of t h e  pecuniary 

income landotrncrs r e c e i v e  from the  land and t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  de r ive  

income from the  land a r e  no t  a b l e  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  holders  from a l l  

o t h e r  l andomer  types. Nevertheless ,  s e v e r a l  of these  v a r i a b l e s  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  holdero from s p e c i f i c  types of s e l l e r s ,  

Income f o r  the  land (XI) i s  not  associated wi th  the  dec is ione  of 

landotmers t o  hold or  s e l l  l o t s ,  o r  hold o r  subdivide,  bu t  r a t h e r  





TABLE 11: continued 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

115 Number of Owners o f  
P a r c e l  

2 6  Net Worth 

X17 S i z e  o f  P a r c e l  

XI8 Education 

X I 9  Occupational S t a t u s  

X20 Employment S t a t u s  

X21 Age 

X22 Health S t a t u s  

Predict 
D i rec t  i o ~  

More 

Higher 

Larger 

Lower 

Lower 

Re t i r ed  

Younger 

B e t t e r  

Holding V s .  S e l l i n g  
Lots ,  Subdividing, 

NS = Not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 leve l .  

t o  Developer 
S ign i f i cance  

Holding V s  . 
ing Lots 
S i g n i f '  icanct 

NS 

NS 

NS 

.01 

. O 1  

NS 

, NS 

NS 

Holding V s ,  
Subc - 

Tauc - 
-.28 

+. 35 

 idi inn 
S ign i f  icanc 

Holding V s ,  
ing t o  Devel. 
S ign i f i cance  



s t rong ly  sepa ra t e s  holders  from pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  P a r c e l  s e l l e r s  de- 

r i v e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  income from t h e i r  l and  than  holders .  This 

f i nd ing  correnpondn t o  t h e  reasons g iven  by landowners f o r  t h e i r  

dec i s iona l  behavior, where landowners who so ld  land t o  developers  

i nd ica t ed  t h a t  reduced income from t h e  land tras a f a c t o r  i n  their 

dec i s ion  t o  sell. 

Annual personal  income (X2) shows a  r a t h e r  s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

wi th  the  dec i s ion  t o  s e l l  l o t s  r a t h e r  than hold, wi th  l o t  sellers 

having love r  incomes than holders ,  As suggested i n  t h e  conceptual  

model, income should be highly  c o r r e l a t e d  v i t h  l i q u i d i t y  such t h a t  

landowners with l o m r  incones and lover  l i q u i d i t y  a r e  l e s s  a b l e  t o  

withstand pe r iod ic  c r i s e s  which r e q u i r e  ready cash. Thus, a s  noted 

above landovners r epo r t ed  the  need f o r  money a s  one reason  f o r  

s e l l i n g  l o t s ,  The da t a  here  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  landovners i n  t h i s  s i t u -  

a t i o n  respond by s e l l i n g  l o t s ,  r a t h e r  than tak ing  more d r a s t i c  

s t e p s ,  such a s  s c l l i n g  acreage  t r a c t s  o r  subdividing.  

On the  Lns is  of t h e  conceptual  model, sre had expected t h a t  

landowners wi th  experience i n  r e a l  e s t a t e  :rould tend t o  hob5 r a t h e r  

than  s e l l  because of t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  der ive  income from the  l a d  

and the  l i ke l ihood  t h a t  they would have a more a c c u r a t e  eva lua t ion  

of the  f u t u r e  va lue  of t he  land,  A s  i nd i ca t ed  i n  Table 11, hotlever, 

r e a l  e s t a t e  e::pcricnce, i n  the  form of an occupat iona l  i n t e r e s t  i n  

r e a l  e s t a t e  (X3) and landholding experience (X4) i s  only use fu l  i n  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  holders  from subdiv iders  and i n  a  d i r e c t i o n  oppos i te  

t h a t  pred ic tcd ,  Eovever, t h i s  a s soc i a  t i o n  s e e m  p l a u s i b l e ,  since, 

a s  noted above, t he  h ighes t  r e t u r n  from t h e  land can be r e a l i z e d  

from subdividing. Fu r the r ,  l andot~ners  t r i th  r e a l  e s t a t e  experience 

should be p r e c i s e l y  those b e s t  a b l e  t o  s e e  t h i s  oppor tun i ty  and 

s u c c e s s f u l l y  execute a  r e a l  e s t a t e  subdivision* 

E?onpeccqn5!iaryY Y&ncCom~E? .a&d -expenses IX9 - ~ 1 4 )  -- I n d i c a t o r s  of non- 

pecuniary income from t h e  land were suaewImt:  better i n  d i f f e r e n t i -  



a t i n g  holders  from l o t  s e l l e r s ,  subdiv iders ,  and p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  

a l though only purpose of a c q u i s i t i o n  (X12) rras s i g n i f i c a n t  a c r o s s  

a l l  landowner types.  As expected on the  b a s i s  of t h e  conceptual  

model, ho lders  tended t o  be those landowners who acqui red  the  land 

f o r  noninvestment purposes, Holders a l s o  tend t o  own land which 

has prev ious ly  belonged t o  a member of t h e i r  family (X9), a l though 

t h i s  f a c t o r  d id  not  d i s t i n g u i s h  holders  from subdiv iders ,  And 

holders ,  a s  expected, tended t o  have a smal le r  po r t ion  of t h e i r  

land taken f o r  tho r e s e r v o i r  (X14), although i n  t h i s  case t h i s  

f a c t o r  does no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  holders  from p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  

There i s  a s t rong  a s s o c i a t i o n  between res idence  on t h e  land 

(XIO) and t h e  dec i s ion  t o  hold ve r sus  s e l l  t o  a developer.  As ex- 

pected, pa rce l  s e l l e r s  tend not  t o  l i v e  on the  land. This  f a c t o r  

may not  a f f e c t  t h e  dec i s ions  t o  hold o r  s e l l  l o t s  o r  hold or  sub- 

d iv ide ,  s i n c e  i n  those cases  s a l e  of land does no t  neces sa r i l y  ad- 

v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  res idence  on the  land. 

Transfer  and t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  (XI5 - X17) -- The decision-making 

f r i c t i o n  implied by mul t ip l e  ownership 05 a p a r c e l  (X15) c l e a r l y  

i n f luences  landotmer dec is ions  t o  hold o r  cubdivide o r  hold o r  s e l l  

t o  a developer.  The g r e a t e r  the  number of o m c r s  of a pa rce l ,  t h e  

more l i k e l y  the  lando\%mers a r e  t o  hold, Ho~revcr, t h i s  f a c t o r  does 

no t  seem t o  a f f e c t  the a b i l i t y  of landotmero t o  sell l o t s ,  pos s ib ly  

bechuse i n  t h i s  case  only a smal l  po r t ion  of t h e i r  pa rce l  is in -  

volved i n  any one t ransac t ion .  Other i n d i c a t o r s  of decision-making 

f r i c t i o n  were not  a s soc i a t ed  with landowner behavior ,  o r ,  as i n  the  

case  of tho s i z e  of t he  pa rce l  (X17) v e r e  not  In  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  

expected, 

Opportunity c o s t s  of c a p i t a l  (XI8 - X20) -- I n d i c a t o r s  of t h e  oppor- 

t u n i t y  c o s t s  of c a p i t a l  were generally unre l a t ed  to  landowner dec i s ions  

t o  hold o r  sell land. Three f a c t o r s ,  however, were e f f e c t i v e  i n  



d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  holders  from l o t  s e l l e r s :  personal  income (X2), 

educat ion (XU) , and occupat iona l  s t a t u s  (X19) , a l though t h e  d i -  

r e c t i o n  of t hese  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  vas oppos i te  from t h a t  pred ic ted  by 

the  conceptual  investment model s i n c e  l o t  s e l l e r s  rank lone r  on 

each i n d i c a t o r  than holders ,  This f i nd ing  i s  probably due t o  t he  

f a c t  t h a t  s e l l i n g  l o t s  i n  an  shot Fanner tends  t o  degrade the  

va lue  of t he  property a s  a  whole. This  p r a c t i c e ,  then,  is one t h a t  

might be expected only  from unsophis t ica ted  landowners and i s  borne 

o u t  by t h e  lover  socioeconomic s t a t u s  of t he  l o t  s e l l e r s  i n  our 

sample, 

Investment time period (k21 - X22) -- Indicncors  of t he  inves tnent  

time per iod  of t h e  landowners, h e a l t h  s t a t u s  (X22), age (X21), and 

emplayment s t a t u s  (X20) , were un re l a t ed  t o  landowner behavior.  

S e l l e r s  

 enda all?; Tauc i n d i c e s  of a s s o c i a t i o n  were a l s o  c a l c u l a t e d  t o  

i n d i c a t e  t h e  a b i l i t y  of landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

d i f f e r e n t  typcs  of land s e l l e r s  -- l o t  s e l l e r s ,  subdiv iders ,  and 

pa rce l  s e l l e r s .  A s  noted e a r l i e r ,  ve expect  i n d i c a t o r s  included i n  

t h e  conceptual  investment model t o  prove u s e f u l  i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n s  

va r ious  s e l l e r  types a s  w e l l  a9  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  holders  from s e l l e r s .  

Reference t o  Table 12, homver  , i n d i c a t e s  that  t he se  expec ta t ions  

a r e  bnly p a r t i a l l y  upheld by the  empi r i ca l  a n a l y s i s ,  

Pecuniary income and  expenses (X1 - xC) -- Income from t h e  land  (XI) 
s t rong ly  d i f f c r e h t i a t e s  l o t  s e l l e r s  and subdiv iders  from pa rce l  

s e l l e r s ,  bu t  no t  l o t  s e l l e r s  from subdividers . .  It was noted above 

t h a t  income f ~ o n  the  land  a l s o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  holders  from p a r c e l  

s e l l e r s ,  (See Table 11.) It appears  t h a t  as  long a s  some income i s  

rece ived  from the  land,  the  landowner w i l l  cont inue t o  hold most, 

if not  a l l ,  02 h i s  land,  bu t  when the  land ceases  t o  be product ive,  

t h e r e  i s  a  s t rong  tendency t o  s e l l  t he  parcel .  



TABLE 12: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN LANDOWNER CHARACTERISTICS AND LANDOWNER SELLING BEHAVIOR 

j e l l i n g  Lots VS. 
j ubd iv id  ing V s  , Sel l ing  Lots 

Predic t€  
Direct  ion 

Subdividing V s  . S e l l i n g  Lots V s .  
t o  Developer 
Signif icance 

nbd iv id ing 
Signif icanc~ 

t o  Developer 
Signif icance 

np t o  Devel. 
S igni f  i c e  Charac te r i s t i c  

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Higher 

Y e s  

Y e s  

Longer 

Nan i n  - 
yes tment 

Higher 

Lower 

Income f o r  Land 

Annual Personal Income 

Occupational I n t e r e s t  
i n  Real E s t a t e  

Landholding Experience 

Cul t iva table  Acreage 

S u i t a b i l i t y  of S o i l  
f o r  Agriculture 

Access ib i l i ty  

Improvements 

Land i n  Family 

Residence on Land 

Length of Time Held 

Purpose of Acquisition 

Neighborhood Contacts 

Land Taken f o r  Reservoir 

NS 

NS: 

NS = Not s ign i f i can t  a t  t h e  .05 level .  



TABLE 12 : continued 

Number of Owners of 
Parce 1 

Net Worth 

Size of Parcel 

Education 

Occupational Status 

Employment Status 

Age 

Health Status 

) irec t ion 

More 

Higher 

Larger 

Lower 

Lower 

Retired 

Younger 

Better 

L.l 

S c 
S1 

Predicted S( 

I-- 
e l  ling 
Tauc - 

+, 18 
+.22 

zlling L o t s  VS. 
~ b d  iv  id ing Vs . 

: to  Developer 

NS = Not significant at the -05 level .  

Sell ing Lots 
~bdivid ing 
; ignif icance 

Subdividing Vs. 



Annual personal  income (X2) d i f  f e r e n t i a r e s  1 o t  s e l l  

both subdiv iders  and pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  with loL aoellers having s i g n  

n i f i c a n t l y  lower incomes. A s  noted f o r  a  s i m i l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between personal  income and the d e c i s i o n  t o  hold o r  s e l l  l o t s ,  t h i s  

i s  probably due t o  t h e  lower l i q u i d i t y  p o s i t i o n  of l o t  s e l l e r s ,  

which makes ihen  more vulnerable  t o  s h o r t  term demands f o r  cash. 

Real e s t a t e  e::perience (X3 and 1%) d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  subdiv iders  

from both l o r  s e l l e r s  and parce l  s e l l e r s , . b u t  no t  l o t  s e l l e r s  from 

pa rce l  s e l l e r s .  A s i m i l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was noted between r e a l  

e s t a t e  experience and holding versus  subdividing and t h e  same 

explana t ion  probably a p p l i e s  here,  Landotiners wi th  experience i n  

r e a l  e s t a t e  t r a n s a c t i o n s  should have some of t he  s k i l l s  r equ i r ed  

t o  complete a  succes s fu l  subd iv i s ion  and t h e  knowledge t h a t  t h i s  
.* . 

form of s a l e  v i l l  produce t h e  h ighes t  r e t u r n  on t h e  land. 

The inf luence  of s i t e  Eac tors .on  the  type of s a l e s  d e c i s i o n  

made by t h e  land s e l l e r s  was r a t h e r  uns tab le ,  The amount of c u l t i -  

v a t a b l e  acreage  (X5) had no in f luence  on s a l c s  type, bu t  p a r c e l s  

subdivided had s o i l  more s u i t a b l e  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  (X6) than  pa rce l s  

owned by l o t  s e l l e r s .  This  could merely t c  a typroduct  of t h e  :act 

t h a t  subdiv idcrs  s e r e  more experienced i n  land buying and s e l k i n ~ ,  

and thus  might tend t o  own b e t t e r  land. SubGlviders a l s o  tended 

t o  have more improvements on t h e i r  land (X7) a n d . b e t t e r  road f ron tage  

(X8) than  p a r c e l  ~ e l l e r s ,  though no such r e l a t i o n s h i p  appeared be- 

tween l o t  s e l l e r s  and pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  This  l a c k  of cons is tency  

throws some doubt on to  the  t r u e  meaning of t h i s  f i nd ing  and, aga in ,  

may j u s t  r e f l e c t  t he  f a c t  t h a t  subdiv iders  tended t o  acqu i r e  b e t t e r  

land than  eithe: l o t  s e l l e r s  o r  pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  

sonpecuniary income and expenses (X9 - X14) -- Coth land i n  t he  

family (X3) and res idence  on the  land  (X10) appear  t o  have some 

in f luence  on landormer s e l l i n g  behavior.  For ins tance ,  l o t  s e l l e r s  



tcnd t o  l i v e  on t h e  land t o  a  g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  than  do e i t h e r  sub- 

d i v i d e r s  o r  pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  Nonpecuniary inconc der ived  from 

res idence  thus  r e s t r a i n s  owners who l i v e  on the  land from s e l l i n g  

a l a r g e  po r t ion  of the  parce l .  Ilotrever, t h i s  f a c t o r  does no t  

h e l p  us d i f f e r c n t i a e e  subdividccc from pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  As noted 

i n  Table 3, subdiv iders  and pa rce l  s e l l e r s  both tend t o  s e l l  l a r g e r  

t r a c t s  of land than  do l o t  s e l l e r s ,  Olming f a n i l y  land d i f f e r e n t i a t e a  

subdiv iders ,  who tended t o  own family land,  from pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  but 

not  from l o t  s e l l e r s ;  however, land i n  the  fami ly  does no t  d i f f e r -  

e n t i a t e  l o t  s c l l e r s  from p a r c e l  s e l l e r s r  Again, the  lack  of con- 

s i s t e n c y  i n  the e n p i r i c a l  t e s t s  c a s t s  some doubt on the  g e n e r a l i t y  

of t he  conceptual  investment model. 

Other i n d i c a t o r s  of t he  amount of s a t i s f a c t i o n  derived by land- 

owners from nonpccuniary sources  demonstrate a s i m i l a r  l ack  of  con- 

s i s t e n c y  uhen t e s t e d  a g a i n s t  a c t u a l  1ando:mer behavior.. For Instance,  

subdiv iders  tcnd t o  hold t h e i r  land a  s h o r t e r  poriod of  time (Xll) 

than p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  b u t  t h i s  i n d i c a t o r  of nonpcsuniary s a t i s f a c t i o n  

d i d  n o t  d i f g e r e n t i a t e  l o t  s e l l e r s  from p a r c e l  s e l l e r s  o r  l o t  s e l l e r s  

from subdiv iders ,  Although l o t  s e l l e r s  tended to  purchase t h e i r  

l and  f o r  noninvestrnent purposes (X12) nore  o f t e n  than d id  p a r c e l  

s e l l e r s ,  t ho re  rms no d i f f e r e n c e  f o r  t h i s  f a c t o r  between l o t  s e l l e r s  

and subdiv iders ,  o r  cubdiv iders  and p a r c e l  s e l l e r s .  F i n a l l y ,  both 

l o t  s e l l e r s  and subdiv iders  had higher  neighborhood con tac t s  (XU) 

than  d i d  pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  This  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a t tachments  t o  f r i e n d s  

near  t he  p a r c e l  may i n h i b i t  sa le  of t h e  land t o  a developer ,  

a l though t h i s  Zactor d id  not  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  holders  from parcel 

s e l l e r s .  X t  may a l s o  be that c l o s e  c o n t a c t s  wi th  the  otrners of 

neighboring p a r c e l s  is a f a c t o r  which s t imu la t e s  s a l e  of l o t s  to 

consumers, as l nndo~mers  d iscover  from t h e i r  neighbors t h e  high 

r e t u r n s  which a r e  poss ib l e ,  

Transfer  zid.pa-ction c o s t s  (X15 - X17) -- I n d i c a t o r s  of t r a n s f e r  

and t r a n s a c t i o n  c o s t s  gene ra l ly  did not  differentiate types  of s e l l e r s ,  



Parce l s  held by l o t  s e l l e r s  had more owners (US) than  land held 

by pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  but t h i s  i n d i c a t o r  d id  no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  l o t  

s e l l e r s  from subdiv iders  o r  subdiv iders  from pa rce l  s e l l e r s .  

Subdividers  had l a r g e r  pa rce l s  than pa rce l  s e l l c r s ,  bu t  no t  l a r g e r  

than  those held by l o t  s e l l e r s ,  No r e l a t i o n s h i p  was demonstrated 

between n e t  worth (XlG) and s e l l e r  types,  

Opportunity c o s t s  of c a p i t a l  (XI8 - X20) -- Lot s e l l e r s  tended t o  

have both love r  educat ion l e v e l s  (XlG) and l o ~ r e r  occupat iona l  

s t a t u s  l e v e l s  (2~13) than  e i t h e r  subdiv iders  o r  p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  

though t h e r e  is no d i f f e r e n c e  between subdividers and p a r c e l  s e l l e r s  

on t h i s  i nd ica to r ,  A s  noted above, l o t  s c l l e r s  a l s o  had lower 

educa t iona l  and occupat iona l  s t a t u s  leve lo  than  ho lde r s ,  p o s s i b l y  

because t h i s  type of s a l e  i s  the product of a r a t h e r  unsoph i s t i ca t ed  

l ando~mer  outloo1c. Othcr i n d i c a t o r s  of the  oppor tuni ty  c o s t s  of 

c a p i t a l ,  cnp laymnt  status (X20), agc (X21) , an6 h e a l t h  s t a t u s  (X22), 

xrere not  r e l a t e d  t o  landowner s e l l i n g  behavior. 

Investment time period (X21 - X22) -- Again, i n d i c a t o r s  of the  

investment t i n e  period of t h e  landowner were no t  r e l a t e d  t o  land- 

owner behavior.  

Summary 

Although the  a n a l y s i s  of landowner reasoning suggested t h a t  t h e  

inves tnent  nodel  of landotmer behavior should be gene ra l ly  a p p l i c a b l e  

t o  d i f f e r e n t  types of behavior ,  t h e  l a c k  of c o n s i s t e n t  s y s t e m t i c  

a s s o c i a t i o n s  between measurable l ando~mer  cha rac t e r  i s  t i c s  and land- 

owner dec i s ions  c a s t s  cons iderable  doubt on the  u t i l i t y  of t he  con- 

c e p t u a l  investment model a s  a  guide i n  developing a n  o p e r a t i o n a l  

model u se fu l  t o  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s .  This  is  no t  t o  suggest  t h a t  t h e  

conceptual  model, 2e.r se ,  should be r e j e c t e d ,  It obviously has 

f a c e  v a l i d i t y ,  and rrith adequate measures f o r  i t s  va r ious  components 

it should p e m i t  t he  s imula t ion  aE a c t u a l  investment behavior,  g iven  



some s l i ppage  t o  al low f o r  i r r a t i o n a l  a c t i o n s *  I h i e v e r ,  it seems 

ev ident  t h a t  t h e  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  of neasurernent r equ i r ed  t o  make 

the  model u se fu l  i n  a f i e l d  a p p l i c a t i o n  cannot be  achieved with-  

ou t  a  s e r ious  invas ion  of i nd iv idua l  pr ivacy o r  a  s t r a i n  on most 

i nd iv idua l s t  powers of r e c o l l e c t i o n .  

Nevertheless, the  e n p i r i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of landosvner behavior  has , 
been f r u i t f u l  i n  i s o l a t i n g  s e v e r a l  key i n d i c a t o r s  which appear  t o  

c o n s i s t e n t l y  and l o g i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  d i f f e r e n t  types  of land- 

omer d e c i s i o n a l  behavior.  These a rc  sunmarized i n  Table 13. 

Holders tend t o  be cha rac t e r i zed  by a  c l u s t e r  of v a r i a b l e s  

i n d i c a t i v e  of nonpecuniary s a t i s f a c t i o n  f r o n  holding land, Eolders ,  

more than  o t h e r  laqdoxmers, have purchased t h e i r  land f o r  reasons 

o the r  than  invcstrxmt,  have land which has prev ious ly  belonged t o  

a member of t h c i r  family,  and have had l e s s  land taken f o r  t he  

r e s e r v o i r ,  I n  add i t i on ,  pa rce l s  owned by holders  tend t o  be i n  

mu l t ip l e  otmership. 

' A s  we have emphasized above, l o t  s e l l e r s  tend t o  be cha rac t e r -  

i zed  by a  c l u s t e r  of i n d i c a t o r s  i n d i c a t i v e  of lower socioeconomic 

s t a t u s .  They have lorrer educa t iona l  l e v e l s ,  lorrer incomes, and 

lower occupat iona l  s t a t u s  than  o the r  landotrncr types ,  In add i t i on ,  

l o t  s e l l e r s  tend t o  r e s i d e  on t h e  land,  and, i n  comparison v i t h  

pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  tend t o  have purchased the  land f o r  noninvestment 

purposes, Thus, l o t  s e l l e r s  probably have b u i l t  up a  number of 

sen t imenta l  a t tachments  t o  t h e  land, bu t ,  a s  noted i n  ou r  exami- 

na t ion  of t h e i r  reasons f o r  s e l l i n g ,  they are  unable t o  r e s i s t  

sporadic  p re s su res  t o  r e l e a s e  some of t h e i r  Ian2 f o r  s h o r e l i n e  

r e s i d e n t i a l  use. 

In c o n t r a s t  v i t h  o t h e r  landowner types,  subd iv ide r s ,  a s  n i g h t  

be expected, a r e  cha rac t e r i zed  by a r e l a t i v e l y  high degree of r e a l  

e s t a t e  experience. I n  s h o r t ,  lanclovners who subdivide t h e i r  land 







appear t o  be those b e s t  equipped from previous exper ience  t o  perform 

the r e q u i s i t e  t a s k s  of subdividing,  and t o  r c a l i z e  t h a t  t h i s  form of 

s a l e  w i l l  provide t h e  h ighes t  poss ib le  r e t u r n  on the  land. Sub- 

d i v i d e r s  a l s o  tend t o  own l a r g e r  pa rce l s ;  t o  have held the  land a  

longer per iod of time than holders ,  bu t  l e s s  time than  pa rce l  

s e l l e r s ;  and t o  have land with fewer improv-nts t han  holders ,  

bu t  more improvements than pa rce l  s e l l e r s ,  

F i n a l l y ,  pa rce l  s e l l e r s  a r e  cha rac t e r i zed  by a  c l u s t e r  of i n d i -  

c a t o r s  which a r e  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  t h e i r  reasons f o r  s e l l i n g .  They 

r ece ive  l e s s  income from the land than do o the r  landowners; and they 

tend t o  have purchased the  land f o r  investment purposes. A s  i n d i -  
I 

c a t o r s  f o r  no t  s e l l i n g  pa rce l s ,  t h e r e  i s  a  tendency not t o  l i v e  on 

the  land o r  t o  o m  land t ~ h i c b  has previously belongod t o  a member 

of the  family. Apparently t h e r e  i s  l e s s  f r i c t i o n  i n  reaching a  de- 

c i s i o n  t o  s e l l ,  s i n c e  t h e i r  land tends t o  be i n  s i n g l e  ownership. 

However, t h r e e  of t hese  i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  not  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  d i f f e r -  

e n t i a t i n g  the  behavior between landotmers who s e l l  parce ls  or do 

subdividing:  res idence  on land,  purpose of a c q u i s i t i o n ,  and number 

of owners of parcel .  

I n  sun, t h e  empir ica l  a n a l y s i s  has enabled us t o  pinpoint  a s e t  

of i n d i c a t o r s  .chich a r e  l o g i c a l l y  and sys t ema t i ca l ly  assoc ia ted  with 

landowner behavior ,  though they a r e  no t  rrholly dependent on the  con- 

ceptua l  i nves tnsn t  model s e t  f o r t h  i n  Chaptcr 11. Although these  

r e l a t i onsh ips  must be viewed wi th  some cau t ion  s ince  they emerged ex 
p o s t  f a c t o  from the  a n a l y s i s ,  they appear t o  o f f e r  a  f i rm  b a s i s  f o r  

moving toward a  p r e d i c t i v e  model of landowner behavior.  

Toward a Model of Shore l ine  Landowner Behavior 

The univar ia te  a n a l y s i s  has t i l l omd  us  t o  eva lua t e  tho a s -  

soc i a t i o n  of i nd iv idua l  v a r i a b l e s  wi th  landovner behavior.  While 

a number of f a i r l y  s t r o n i  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  were, revea led ,  it  is c l e a r  



t h a t  p r e d i c t i o n  of landowner behavior v i l l  have t o  r e l y  on s o w  forn 

of m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys i s .  &re ,  mu l t ip l e  d iscr iminant  a n a l y s i s  is 

u t i l i z e d  t o  t e s t  t h e  p r e d i c t i v e  a b i l i t y  of t he  conceptual  v a r i a b l e s  
# 

and t o  i n d i c a t e  i n  a  rough manner t he  gene ra l  l e v e l  of accuracy ~ ~ f i i c h  

might be expected from a n  o p e r a t i o n a l  model based upon these  inputs .  

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  mul t ip l e  d i sc r iminan t  ana lyses  a r e  expressed i n  

terms of t h e  number and percent  of our  sample observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  

c l a s s i f i e d  by landowncr type and t h e  r e l a t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  of each 

v a r i a b l e  t o  t h e  nunber of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s e  

P red ic t ing  Molders 

The d i sc r iminan t  program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  79.3 percent  of 

t h e  observa t ions  a s  e i t h e r  ho lders  o r  s e l l e r s ,  03 (See Table 14.1 

The program was much more e f f e c t i v e  i n  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f y i n g  s e l l e r s  

(84.7 percent  c o r r e c t )  than  holders  (58.3 percent  c o r r e c t ) .  3Cn t h e  

lower h a l f  of Table 14 the  change i n  t he  percent  of c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i -  

f i e d  observa t ions  i s  ind ica t ed  a s  each piariablc is  added t o  the  d i s -  

cr iminant  model, A s  shown, t h e  f i r s t  v a r i a b l e  en t e red  i s  the  inc rease  

i n  percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  over what could be achieved wftk a  
I I chance" model, which i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  of trro poss ib l e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  

i s  50 percent.  

Only tcro v a r i a b l e s  con t r ibu ted  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  t h e  a b i l i t y  of 

t h e  d i sc r iminan t  program t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  holders  from a l l  types of 

3 3 ~ r  should bc! noted t h a t  the  d iscr iminant  program c a l c u l a t e s  
p r o b a b i l i t i e s  of observa t ions  f a l l i n g  i n t o  va r ious  c l a s s e s  r a t h e r  
than the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t a b l e  a s  such. P re sen ta t ion  of t h e  r e s u l t s  
i n  t h e  form of a  t a b l e  of "cor rec t"  and " incor rec t1 '  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  
impl ies  a l e v e l  of determinism cihich is not  i nhe ren t  i n  t he  program. 
Nevertheleso, t h i s  p re sen ta t ion  f a c i l i t a t e s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and avoids  
l i s t i n g  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t i e s  of each observa t ion  f a l l i n g  i n t o  one of t h e  
dependent v a r i a b l e  c l a s se s .  



TABLE 14: COISPARISON OF PPGDTCXXD VERSUS ACTUAL 
CLASS11pICATION OF KOL3EXS AND SELLERS 

Holders 12 

S e l l e r s  46 

Actual  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
Holders and S e l l e r s  
(Lot S e l l e r s ,  Subdividers ,  
and Pa rce l  Se l l e ro )  i n  t he  
Sampf e 

Number and Percent  ( i n  parentheses)  of 
Cor rec t ly  and Zncorzcct ly  C l a s s i f i e d  
Landowners on the  Eas i s  of Landowner 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  

7 (56.3) 

39 (34.7) 

Var iab les  Cont r ibut ing  t o  Correc t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  

I n c o r r e c t l v  C l a s s i f i e d  

5 (41.7) 

7  (15.3) 

T o t a l  58 

Var iab le  a  
Cont r ibut ion  t o  Percent  Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  

I 

46 (79.3) 

a14easured i n  percent  added t o  tho percent  of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i e d  o t -  
s e r v a t i o n s  a s  the  v a r i a b l e  is  en te red  i n t o  the  program. Var iab les  not  
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  "05 l e v e l  have been o n i t t c d  from t h e  t a b l e  ao have 
subsequent v a r i a j l e s  which were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l ,  b u t  vh ich  
d i d  no t  add t o  t he  number of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  

12 (20.7) 

"Chance 1-Iodel" 

Land i n  Family 

Ilumber of Otmers of Pa rce l  

50.0 

15.5 

23.3 



s e l l e r s ,  land i n  t h e  family and the  number of o ~ m e r s  of t h e  pa rce l ,  

This  r e s u l t  i n  p a r t  p a r a l l e l s  our  f i nd ings  i n  t he  u n i v a r i a t c  a n a l y s i s ,  

a l though t h e  ormcr1s purpose i n  acqu i r ing  the. land and the  amount of 

land  taken f o r  t h e  r e s e r v o i r ,  both important f a c t o r s  emerging from the 

u n i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  d i d  not  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t he  a b i l i t y  of the  model t o  

d i sc r imina te  between holders  and s c l l e r s .  

P red ic t ing  Lot  S e l l e r s  

The d iscr ln inc ln t  program was s l i g h t l y  more e f f e c t i v e  i n  d i f f e r *  

e n t i a t i n g  lo: s e l l e r s  from o t h e r  landoxmer types,  (See Table 15.) The 

program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  87.9 percent  of t h e  observa t ions  a s  

e i t h e r  l o t  s e l l e r s  o r  non-lot s e l l e r s ,  and equa l ly  important,  t h e  

program was very succes s fu l  i n  c l a s s i f y i n g  l o t  s e l l e r s  (92.3 percent  

c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d )  . A s  expected on t h e  bacfs  of t he  u n i v a r i a t c  

a n a l y s i s ,  occupat iona l  s t a t u s  provided the  most important c o n t r i b u t i o n  

t o  t h e  number of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s o i f i e d ,  S imi l a r ly ,  annual  

personal  income and the  purpose of acqu i r ing  t h e  land,  both s i g n i f i -  

can t  i n  t he  u n i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  were important i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  

pa rce l  s e l l e r s  from o t h e r  landowner types.  k t  worth, number of ormers 

of t h e  pa rce l ,  age,  and the  length  of time t h e  p a r c e l  was he ld  each 

made a  small  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  t he  number of c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i fLed  obser-  

va t ions ,  a l though they appeared r e l a t i v e l y  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t he  uni-  

v a r i a t e  ana lys i s .  

P red ic t ing  Subdividers  

I n  the case  of subd iv ide r s  versus  o t h e r  landowner types,  t h e  dis- 

cr iminant  program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  79.3 percent  of t h e  observa t ions ,  

with l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  the number of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  of  

subdiv iders  and non-subdividers.  (See Table 16.) Again, a s  might be 

expected, r e a l  e s t a t e  experience,  a s  i nd ica t ed  by t h e  amount of land 

owned by the  landowner, was the  most important v a r i a b l e  i n  d i f f e r -  

e n t i a t i n g  landowners. The only o the r  i n d i c a t o r  c o n t r i b u t i n g  more than  

five percent  of t h e  correct c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  was occupat iona l  s t a t u s ,  



TABLE 15: COIIPAKISO1.J OF PP\EDICTED VCZSUS ACTUAL 
CIASliIPIChTION OF LOT SELLEBS ALID IJOIT-LOT SELLERS 

Actual  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
Lot  S e l l e r s  and 11on- 
Lot  S e l l e r s  (Holders, 
Subdividers ,  and Parcel. 
S o l l c r a )  i n  t he  Snnple 

- 

Variab le  

Number and Percent  ( i n  parentheses)  of 
Cor rec t ly  and I n c o r r e c t l y  C l a s s i f i e d  
Landowners on t h e  Casks of Landotrner 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

I 

"Chance I.fodelt1 

Occupational S t n t u s  

Residence on Land 

Uet FJorth 

Annual Personal  Income 

Humber of Owners of 
Pa rce l  

Purpose of Acquis i t ion  

Age 
Length of Time Held 

, Financ ia l  S t a t u s  of 
Parce lc  

Cont r ibut ion  t o  Percent  Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f  lcdu 

50.0 

I n c o r r e c t l y  C l a s s i f i e C  

1 ( 7 . 7 )  Lot S e l l e r s  1 3  

Variables Cont r ibut ing  t o  Correc t  C l n s s i f i c a t i o n a  

I 
- 

Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  

12 (92.3) 

"Heasured i n  pcrcent  added t o  t h o  percent  of c o r r e c t l y  c1oss:fiecri. 
observa t ions  a s  t he  v a r i a b l e  i s  en t e red  i n t o  t h e  program. V a r i a b l c s n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  ,05 l e v e l  have. been omit ted from the  t a b l e  a s  hav: 
subsequent v a r i a b l e s  which were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  tho r05 l e v e l ,  but vh.ch 
d i d  not  add t o  t he  number of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  

Don-Lot S e l l e r s  45 39 (86.6) 6 (13.4) 

To t a  1 5 8 5 1  (37.5)) I 7 (12.1) 



TABLE 15: continued 

b ~ i n c e  t h e  c r i t e r i q  f o r  en t r ance  of a  pre8ic:or v a r i a b l e  i s  n o t  t h e  
percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  bu t  i t s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  d i s t a n c e  beerlecn 
group c e n t r o i d s ,  i t  i s  poss ib l e  t h a t  t h e  percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i 2 i e d  
nay drop s l i g h t l y  as a new v a r i a b l e  i s  added. 

C 
This  v a r i a b l e ,  melsuted i n  terms of t he  e x i s t e n c e  of a mortgage on 

the pa rce l ,  rras included i n  t h e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  f o r  exp lo ra to ry  
purposes. 



TABLE 16 : COiPARISOIT OF PAWDICTED VERSUS ACTUAL CLASSIFICATION 
OF SUaDI'Jf DERS AND NON-SUBDIVIDEGS 

A c t u a l  D i s t r i b u t i o n  of I i?umLer and Percent  ( i n  parentheses)  of 
Subdividers  and Non- 
Subdividers  (Holders, 
Lot S e l l e r s ,  and Parce l  
S e l l e r a )  i n  t he  Sanple 

t 

"Chance T4odel" 

Landholding Expericncc 

Net !lor t h 

Occupational I n t e r e s t  
i n  Real E s t a t e  

Neighborhood Contacts  

Cor rec t ly  and I n c o r r e c t l y  C l a s s i f i e d  
Landowners on the  Basic of Landowner 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Subdividers  1 G 

Non-Subdividers 42 

To ta l  50 

Variab le  

Occupational S t a t u s  

Income from Land 

Land i n  Family 

Use of LandC 

F inanc ia l  S t a t u s  of 
Proper tyC 

Length of Time Hold 

- - . - - - -- -- 

Contr ibut ion  t o  Percent  Cor rec t ly  c l a s s i f i e d "  

Var iab les  Cont r ibut ing  t o  Correc t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  

Cor rec t ly  C la s s i f  i c d  

13 (61.2) 

33 (75.5) 

46 (79.3) 

I 

Xncorrect ly  C l a s s i f i e d  

3 (18.8) 

9 (21.5) 

12  (20.7) 



TLiBTJ3 16: continued 

a  Measured i n  pcrccnt  added t o  t he  percont  of c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  
observa t ions  an t he  v a r i a b l e  1 s  en tered  i n t o  t h e  program. Var iab les  
no t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l  have been o n i t r e d  from the  t a b l o  a s  
have subsequent v a r i a b l e s  which were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .05 l e v e l ,  but 
: h i c h  d i d  not a i d  t o  t h e  number of observations car:ectly c lass i l - ieh .  

b 
Since the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  en t rance  of a  p red ic to r  v a r i a b l e  i a  n o t  t he  

percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s o i f i e d ,  bu t  i t s  contriLuCion t o  d i s t a n c e  between 
group cen t ro ids ,  it i s  poss ib l e  t h a t  t h e  percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  
may drop s l i g h t l y  a s  a new v a r i a b l e  i s  added. 

C Use of land,  r.mnsurol i n  terms of t he  i n t e n s i t y  of t h e  onne r l s  
use of t he  pa rce l ,  i l k ,  earn, t enan t  f a r n ,  form hone, rras included 
f o r  explora tory  purposes. F inanc ia l  s t a t u s  of t hc  proper ty ,  measured 
i n  terms of t h e  e x i s t e n c e  oC a mortgaee on the  proper ty ,  a added f o r  
exp lo ra to ry  purposes. 



with  subdiv iders  ranking higher  than  o t h e r  landovmxs on t h i s  charac-  

t e r i s t i c .  I n t e r e s t i n ~ l y ,  n e t  worth made a s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  

t h e  number of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s ,  Because of t he  f a i r l y  l a r z e  

expense involved i n  subdividing,  it seems l o z i c a l  t h a t  subdiv iders  

olould tend t o  be m a l t h i e r  than other: l andomers ,  though t h i s  d id  no t  

show up i n  t he  u n i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  The l eng th  of time the  land vas  

he ld  proved t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  both the  u n i v a r i a t e  and m u l t i v a r i a t e  

a n a l y s i s ,  F ina l ly ,  two f a c t o r s  included i n  tile m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  

f o r  explora tory  purposes (although they  were not  suggested by the  

conceptual  inves tnent  model), f i n a n c i a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  p a r c e l  and the  

l e v e l  of use of the pa rce l ,  con t r ibu ted  a  small  amount t o  t h e  number 

of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  Subdivided p a r c e l s  tend t o  be 

f r e e  of debt  and l e s s  i n t ense ly  u t i l i z e d  than unsubdivided pa rce l s .  

P red ic t ing  Parce l  S e l l e r s  

The d iscr iminant  program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  91,3 percent  of 

the  observa t ions  a s  e i t h e r  pa rce l  s e l l e r s  o r  non-parcel s e l l e r s .  

(See Table 17.) Ho~aever, t he  d iscr iminant  program was much more 

e f f e c t i v e  i n  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f y i n g  non-parcel s e l l e r s  (95,l percent  

c o r r e c t )  than p a r c e l  s e l l e r s  (82,3 percent  c o r r e c t ) ,  The r e s u l t s  of 

t he  m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  gene ra l ly  p a r a l l e l  our f i nd ings  i n  t he  

u n i v a r l a t e  ana lys i s .  Thus, important c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  t he  number of  

c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  included income from the  land,  land i n  t he  

family, and res idence  on the  land. Purposc of a c q u i s i t i o n  and nunbe? 

of owners of the  pa rce l ,  both s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t he  u n i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  

washed o u t  i n  t he  m u l t i v a r i a t e  ana lys i s .  Also, occupat iona l  i n t e r e s t  

i n  r e a l  e s t a t e ,  vh ich  only d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  pa rce l  s e l l d r s  from sub- 

d i v i d e r s  i n  the  u n i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s ,  was the  second mpst important 

c o n t r i b u t o r  t o  t he  number of c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  achieved by t h e  

d iscr iminant  pro, -ram, 

Summary: P red ic t ing  Holders, Lot S e l l e r s ,  Subdividers ,  and Pa rce l  S e l l e r s  

The preceding ana lyses  have demonstrated t h a t  t h e  conceptual  



TABLE 17 : COiIPLLlISON OF PPXDICTED VERSUS ACTUAL CLASSZFXCATKON 
03 PAACEL SELURS AND NON-Pllr\GEL SELLERS 

Lot S e l l e r s ,  and Sub- Character  is t i c s  
d iv ide r s )  i n  Sample 

Pa rce l  S e l l e r s  

Non-Parcel S e l l e r s  

To ta l  

Var iab les  Cont r ibut ing  t o  Correc t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  

P 

Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  

14 (82.3) 

39 (95*1) 

Variab le  

"Chance Model" 

Income from Land 

Land i n  Family 

Residence on Land 

Occupational I n t e r e s t  
i n  Real E s t a t e  

Number of Owners of 
Pa rce l  

F i n a n c i a l  S t a t u s  of 
Propertyc 

Education 

Length of T ime  Held 

Size  of ~ o u s e h o l d ~  

I n c o r r e c t l y  C l a s s S i e d  

3 (17.7) 

2 ( 4 8 )  

Contr ibut ion  t o  Percent Correct ly c l a s s i f i e d a  

53 (91.3) 5 (8.7) 



TABLE 17: continued 

a 
Measured i n  pcrcent  added t o  t he  percent  of c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  

observa t ions  a s  t h e  v a r i a b l e  is  en te red  i n t o  the  program, Var iab les  not  
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  ,O5 l e v e l  have been omit ted f rom the  t a b l e  a s  have 
subsequent v a r i a b l e s  which were s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .05 l e v e l  bu t  which 
d i d  no t  add t o  t hc  number of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  

b ~ i n c e  the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  en t r ance  of a p red ic to r  v a r i a b l e  i s  no t  t h e  
percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  bu t  i t s  con t r ibu t ion  t o  d i s t a n c e  betuecn 
group c e n t r o i d s ,  i t  i s  poss ib l e  t h a t  fhe  percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  m y  
drop s l i g h t l y  a s  a new v a r i a b l e  is  added. 

C F inanc ia l  s t a t u s  of t he  proper ty ,  measured i n  terms of the  e x i s t e n c e  
of a mortgage on the  property,  was added f o r  explora tory  purposes,  S i ze  
of household, measured as  t he  number of '"persons - in  t h e  landowner's' hbusee- 
hold, was a l s o  added f o r  exp lo ra to ry  purposes, 



v a r i a b l e s  included i n  t he  empi r i ca l  ana lys io  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  achieve  

a r a t h e r  high degree of accuracy i n    predict in^" landowner types. For 

o p e r a t i o n a l .  purposes,  h o w n c r ,  i t  would be d e s i r a b l e  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

landowner types on the  b a s i s  of a  s i n g l e  Ktod~l* To eva lua t e  t h i s  

p o s s i b i l i t y ,  a d iscr iminant  program t7as performed u t i l i z i n g  n four -  

category dependent v a r i a b l e  which included each landowner type. t lh i le  

a  chance model .c?ould i n  t he  long run  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f y  only 25 per-  

cen t  of the  sample observa t ions ,  t he  d i s c r i a i n n n t  program c o r r e c t l y  

c l a s s i f i e d  74.1 percent  of t he  observa t ions  on the b a s i s  of t he  pre-  

d i c t o r  va r i ab l e s .  (See Table 18.) I n  add i t i on ,  wi th  the  except ion  of 

t h e  subdiv ider  ca tegory ,  t he  combined model pe r fomed  a s  we l l  o r  

s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  than  t h e  ind iv idua l  programs f o e  each landotmer ca t e -  

gory. Far  i n s t ance ,  t h e  holder  d i scr iminant  nodel  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i -  

f i e d  only 56.3 pcrccnt  of t h e  holders ,  while  t h e  combined proerati1 

c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e s  75,O percent  of the  holders  i n  our  sample. The 

l o t  s e l l e r  d i scr i ra inant  program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  92.3 percent  oE 

t h e  l o t  s e l l e r s ,  v h i l e  t h e  combined model docs almost a s  v ~ e l l  with 

84.,6 percent  of t ho  l o t  s e l l e r s  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  Both t h e  

pa rce l  s e l l e r  program and combined program c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  82.3 

percent  of t h e  p a r c e l  s e l l e r s ,  Only i n  t h e  case of t h e  subdiv ider  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  does 'the performance of t h e  combined program s l i p  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  belot7 one of t h e  i nd iv idua l  programs wi th  only 5G*2 

percent  c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  versus  81.2 percent  c o r r e c t  wi th  t h e  

subdiv ider  d  i s c r  i n i n a n t  program, 

I n  gene ra l ,  t he  key v a r i a b l e s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e  number of 

observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  i n  each of t he  ind iv idua l  dis- 

cr iminant  prolramn made a  major c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  the  number of oboer- 

v a t i o n s  c o r r e c t l y  c l n s s i f i e d  i n  t he  combined d iscr iminant  program, 

F ive  v a r i a b l e s  each con t r ibu ted  t o  more than g ive  percent  of t h e  

c o r r e c t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  achieved by the  combined d i sc r iminan t  progran. 

I n  o rde r  of importance, t hese  were: income from the  land ,  occupntdonnl 

i n t e r e s t  i n  r e a l  esta te ,  res idence  on the  land, annual  personal  i n -  



TABLE 18: COIPABTSON OF PREDICTED VERSUS ACTUAL CLASSIFICATIOE OF 
HOLDEJS, LOT SELLZRS, SUBDIVZUEKS, k~T1Ij PARCZL SELLEIIS 

Holders 12 

Lot  S e l l e r s  13 

Subdividers  14 

Pa rce l  S e l l e r s  17 

Tote1 5 5 

Variab les  Cont r ibut ing  t o  Correc t  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  

Actua l  D i s t r i b u t i o n o f  
Holders, Lot S e l l e r s ,  
Subdividers ,  and Pa rce l  
S e l l e r s  i n  Sanple 

VariabIe 

''Chance Xodel'' 

Income from Land 

Land i n  Family 

Occupational S t a t u s  

Gcsidence on Land 

Occupational I n t e r e s t  
i n  Real E s t a t e  

Number of Omers of 
Pa rce l  

Education 

He t Wor %b 
Income 

Landholding Expcricnce 

Length of Time iIeld 

S i ze  of ~ o u s e h o l d ~  

Number and Percent  ( i n p a r e n t h e s e s )  of 
Cor rec t ly  and I n c o r r e c t l y  C l a s s i f i e d  
Landovners on the  Bas is  of Landowner 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

a Contr ibut ion  t o  Percent  Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  



TL.BLE 113 : cont  inuecl 

- 
Contr ibut ion  t o  Percent  Cor rec t ly  C l a s s i f i e d  a 

Variab le  -- - - -- 
i 

a 
Meagured i n  percent  added t o  the  percent  of c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  

observa t ions  a s  t h e  v a r i a b l e  i s  en te red  i n t o  thc  program. Var iab les  . 

not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l  have t e e n  o n i t t c d  from the  t t b l c  a s  
have subsequent vn-.-iebler. which r7ere s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .05 l e v e l  b u t  
which d id  no t  a<d t o  t he  number of observa t ions  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  

F inanc ia l  S t a t u s  02 
Propertyc 

Purpose of Acqu i s i t i on  

b ~ i n c e  the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  en t rance  of a p red ic to r  v a r i a b l e  is no t  
the percent  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d ,  b u t  i t s  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  d i s t ance  
between group c e n t r o i d s ,  i t  i s  poss ib l e  that t h e  percent  c o r r e c t l y  
c l a s s i f i e d  may drop o l i ~ h t l y  a s  a  new v a r i a b l e  i s  added. 

0 *O 
b 

G,3 

0 .o b 

' ~ h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  were added f o r  explora tory  purposes and a r e  de- 
f ined i n  Tables 15, 16, and 17, 

I?eighborhood Contacts  

Age 0 ,O 



come, and purpose of a c q u i s i t i o n ,  Thcse v a r i a b l e s  

given major a t t e n t i o n  i n  f u t u r e  e f f o r t s  t o  develop 

a t i o n a l  model of landowner behavior. The combined 

a l s o  i s o l a t e d  fou r  v a r i a b l e s  of l e s s ,  thou@ s t i l l  

should probably be 

a concise  oper-  

d i sc r iminan t  prograu 

s i g n i f i c a n t  va lue  

t o  f u t u r e  modeling e f f o r t s .  I n  order  of importance, t hese  vere :  use 

of t h e  land,  land i n  the  family,  occupat iona l  s t a t u s ,  and educat ion,  

In  sun, the  combined d iscr iminant  program s u b s t a n t i a t e s  t he  ex- 

i s tcncc  of strong r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between r a t h e r  r e a d i l y  measured land- 

oimer c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and landowner dec is ions ,  The d i sc r iminan t  

program is  a b l e  t o  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f y  a s i g n i f i c a n t  p ropor t ion  of t h e  

observa t ions  comprising the  sample and has alloweci us t o  i s o l a t e  s t r a -  

t e g i c  p red ic to r  v a r i a b l e s  f o r  use i n  e f f o r t s  t o  develop a n  o p e r a t i o n a l  

landowner nodel. Although the ex g o ~ t  f a c t o  n a t u r e  of these f - i n d i n p  

r e q u i r e s  t h a t  tre proceed v i t h  caut ion ,  t he  f e a s i b i l i t y  of d e v e l o p i q  

such a n  operational nodel  f o r  use by f i e l d  l e v e l  planners and l o c a l  

pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  has been c l e a r l y  demonstrated. 

Summary 

This  chapter  has been devoted t o  an empir ica l  a n a l y s i s  and eva lu-  

a t i o n  of hypotheses suggested by the  conccptusl  investment nodel  of 

sho re l ine  lancovner behavior.  Data Irere der ived from in-depth i n t e r -  

views wi th  f i f t y - c i g h t  sho re l ine  landowners t?ho owned land a d j a c e n t  t o  

f i v e  mult ipurpose r e s e r v o i r s  i n  the State of l lorth Carol ina,  In com- 

par ing  t h e  l o g i c  of t he  conceptual  model w i t 1 1  the  reasons c i t e d  by 

landmmers f o r  t h e i r  land holding o r  s e l l i n g  behavior,  i t  vas found 

t h a t  t he  o v e r t  reasoning behind landowner dec is ions  t o  hold,  s e l l  l o t s ,  

subdivide,  o r  s e l l  t o  a developer gene ra l ly  corresponded t o  t he  t e r n s  

of t he  investment model, However, u n i v a r i a t c  t e s t s  of t he  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between va r ious  landowner c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and landowner d e c i s i o n  

types f a i l e d  t o  g ive  c l e a r  empi r i ca l  support  t o  the  conceptual  in-  

vestment: model, Ifany of t he  a s s o c i a t i o n s  predic ted  by the  conceptual  

model Irere supported in t e s t s  of one landowner type a g a i n s t  another ,  



b u t  d id  not  c o n s i s t e n t l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  a l l  landowner types  frm each 

other .  T7hile t h i s  f a l l u r c  may be duc t o  t h e  cha rac t e r  of t he  variables 

and n~easurenents  u t i l i z e d  t o  eva lua t c  tile r.locle1, increased  p rec i s ion  

does not  appear  t o  bc a  f e a s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  n o s t  ope ra t iona l  s f t u -  

a  t i o n s  , 

Nevertheless, the  u n i v a r i a t e  t e s t s  of the  investment model d i 2  

 allot^ us t o  i s o l ~ t e  s e v e r a l  important c l u s t e r s  of i n d i c a t o r ~  ~7hlLch 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  laniowncr types from each o ther .  These v a r i a b l e  c l u s t e r s  

rJere f u r t h e r  r e f i n e d  i n  mu l t ip l e  d iscr iminant  ana lyses  of each land- 

owner c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  These programs c l e a r l y  i nd ica t ed  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  

of developing a  p r e d i c t i v e  model o r  moclels of landowner behavior ,  The 

ind iv idua l  d i scr iminant  programs tlerc a b l e  t o  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f y  be- 

tween 79.3  percent  of t h e  observa t ions  i n  t he  case  of ho lders  versus  a l l  

s e l l e r s  and 31,3 percent  of t he  observa t ions  i n  t he  c a s e  of pa rce l  

s e l l e r s  ve r sus  a l l  o t h e r  landowner types,  F i n a l l y ,  a con&ined d i s -  

cr iminant  prozrarn was run which appeared t o  inclica t e  t h a t  a s i n g l e  

landowner model could bc developed t o  p r e d i c t  landowners vho a r e  most 

l i k e l y  t o  hold, s e l l  l o t s ,  subdivide,  o r  s e l l  t o  a  developers  The 

combined model c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  74.1 percent  of t h e  observa t ions  

on the  b a s i s  of t he  p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s ,  r a n ~ i m  from 56.2 percent  of 

t h e  subdiv iders  t o  G4.G percent  of t he  l o t  s e l l e r s  c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i -  

f i e d .  The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of these  r e s u l t s  is emphasized by the  f a c t  

t h a t  a "chance model" which randomly ass igned  landowners t o  each of 

t he  fou r  dependent v a r i a b l e  ca t egor i e s  ~ ~ o u l r l  I n  the  long r u n  c o r r e c t l y  

c l a s s i f y  o r  a s s i p  only 25 percent  of t h e  o t r e r v a t i o n s ,  

The cont ined  d i sc r iminan t  a n a l y s i s  a l s o  served t o  f u r t h e r  i s o l a t e  

&a t  appear t o  be s t r a t e g i c  v a r i a b l e s  f o r  i nc lus ion  i n  a n  ope ra t iona l  

model of sho re l ine  landowner behavior.  I n  o rde r  of t h e i r  importance 

i n  the combined discr iminant  program, these  trere: (1) income from thc  

Land, (2) occupat iona l  i n t e r e s t  i n  real e s t a t e ,  (3) res idence  on the  

lan4, (4) annual  personal inaome, and (5) purpose of act;uisit ion, 





CHAPTER I V  

CONCLUS IONS AND DIP\ECTIDNS OF FURTIEE USEARCH 

Many of t h e  environmental problems a t t r a c t i n g  pub l i c  a t t e n t i o n  i n  

nu l t i pu rpose  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  can be t r aced  t o  the unique c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

of sho re l ine  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, Xes iden t i a l  use of r e s e r v o i r  

sho re l ines  i s  the  r e s u l t  of a complex development process  involving t h e  

dec i s ions  of landowners t o  hold, develop, o r  s e l l  t h e i r  land, the  de- 

c i s i o n s  of r e s i d e n t i a l  developers t o  l o c a t e  subdiv is ions ,  and t h e  de- 

c i s i o n s  of households t o  seek a r ec rea t ion -o r i en t ed  second home, Zoeote 

and purchase a s i t e ,  and e r e c t  a btrelling. If pub l i c  pol icy  i s  t o  be 

e f f e c t i v e  i n  a n t i c i p a t i n g  development, guiding growth, and providing 

b a s i c  s e r v i c e s  t o  evolving r e s e r v o i r  r e c r e a t i o n  conmunitics,  planning 

programs must be developed vhich focus  on the  dec i s ion  agen t s  and de- 

c i s i o n s  which a r c  ins t rumenta l  i n  transforming r u r a l  land t o  r ec rea  t iona l 

r e s i d e n t i a l  use. 

EJew r e s i d e n t i a l  development i n  r e s e r v o i r  s h o r e l i n e  areas begins 

v i t h  t he  dec i s ion  of a landowner t o  s e l l  ind iv i t iua l  c i t e s  t o  r e c r e a t i o n  

consumers o r  acreage t r a c t s  t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  developers* While t h i s  f i r s t  

s t e p  i n  t he  r e s i d e n t i a l  development process  is pr imar i ly  facilitative i n  

urban areas, it assumes c e n t r a l  importance i n  r e s e r v o i r  areas t~hf2rf2 mdny 

landowners becone in t in la te ly  involved i n  the product ion and s a l e  of r e s i -  

d e n t i a l  s i t e s ,  Environmental d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  i s  i n  

l a r g e  p a r t  due t o  t h e  inexperience of t he se  landotmers turned land de- 

ve lopers ,  

The e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of land use and pub l i c  f a c i l i t y  planning i n  r u r a l  

r e s e r v o i r  a r e a s  can be conr iderably  enhanced i f  pa rce l s  des t ined  f o r  r e s i -  

d e n t i a l  development and landowners l i k e l y  to become involved i n  t he  de- 
































































