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INTRbDUCTION

There is mounting evidence that the future of rural Aﬁerica remains
unstable. Preliminary accounts from the census indicate population loss for
nonmetro areas. Rural populations and hoﬁséholds are changing as they age,

. migrate, h;ve smaller families, and engage in different vocational and
.avocational pursuits. Poverty persisté'in many rural regions, and its effects
are exacerbated by shrinking budgets for public goods and services at the same
time that demand grsws; Cyclical downturns qoupléd with the.profound
restructuring df national, fegiénal, and local écbnomies leave rural America’s
economic futuge uncertain at best. Finally, the giobal scope of the economy
creé;es uncertainty ﬁver the extent to which any of the foregoing trends and
problems can respond to lscal.efforts-at change or control:

These are the "facts" of the uneven developﬁeht that has come to ~
characterize the problems of rural regions. in advanced societies. Social
scientisté concerned with rufal society and its problems are proficient at
identifying and describing these and related outcomes of this process. They
are less well-equipped to expLain this proéess or to understand it
sufficiently to suggest effective strategiés_f@r change.

In this paper, I argue that part of the problem stems from an inadequate
understanding of the.spatial dimension of uneven developmenrr The'la;k of a
theory o£ space to explain an inﬁerentl} spa;iai ﬁhénomenon undermines the
otherwise reallprogress made in cohcethaiizing and empirically researching
rural society. To advance this argument, I reviéﬁ the meaﬁings of uneven
development and its formulations in.rurél-ori?pted.social science (largely but
not exclusively socidlogy). Then £ show\ﬁow this failure.combines with otﬁer
probleq;tic aspects of the study of rural society to hamper theoretical

progress. In this paper, I do not try to analyze the nature of uneven spatial
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development in rural America or to speculate about future outcomes. Rather, I

N

outline ways that an enhanced conceptualization of space in combination with

 the advances made recently in other social theories (theories of capitalism

and patriarchy or critical and feminist theories) can help improve research
with this mission and help set an agenda for future research on the uneven
development of rural America.

UNEVEN SPATIAL DIEVELOPMENT ‘ '

Uneven development has become shorthand for characterizing' the different
levels of social and economic develoément found in the modern industrialized
world, Since most of the glpbe'has become incorperated into this modern world
in some form or other (with few prospects for even the most remote areas
-remaining éignificant héldouts), and there aré.massive variations in levels,
forms, and types of social and economic well-being, it has become a truism
that different places develop at different rates and in different ways. In
fact, however, referring to development as an uneven.process represents a
profound paradigm shift. Until fairly recently, the dominant theories of
development, whether concerned with inter- or iﬁtra-societal processes,
posited a smooth, unidirectional, and largely evolutionary change in which
urban, industrialized nations and places pioneered an inevitable progression
that all localities were destined to follow. Observed unevenness in
development represented historical lags that ultimately would equalize.

The hegemony of modernization theory first received serious challenge in
the internatiomal arena in the form of dependency theories, world systems
theory, and similar critical accounts of the ravages of colonialism,
imperialism, and the creation of underdevelpﬁent in the third world via
westerq economic, poli;ical, and social dominance and expleoitation. it wasn't

long, however, before these theories were adapted for domestic use to explain
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the vast differences within developed nations. Remote rural areas, persistent

regional poverty, declining industrial centers, and deteriorating inmer cities

a .-

have all- been "explained"™ by reference to uneven development,

Much of this explanation, however remains at a shallow descriptive level,

in which uneven is synonyﬁous with lagging which is’Equivalent to poor or
depressed. The exception is in Marxisﬁ and neo-Marxist accounts of uneven
development, Here th; procéss speﬁifically refers to the uneven penentration'
of capitaiist fdfms of production and reproduction across different places,
regio#s, and nations. In this formulation, the,eXploitive logic of capital
accumulation and the accbﬁpéﬁying contradictory class relations, while part of
an inexorable process, nevertheles§ is historicallly specific and contingent,
and thus, develops at different rates and in different ways in different
places. The result is inequality not only between social classes but across
space.

In ﬁne area, tﬁelpolitical economy model has made little progress over
its coﬁservative predecessors in accounting for this umeven pattern of
development, _Both traditioﬁs havé an uneasy grasp of the spatial nature ﬁf
the process. Both approaches can be (and have been) accused of ignoring,
trivializing, or reifying nbtions of space.

Modernization, industrialization, and urbanization, és these terms imply,
gre“"unfolding models of change” in which development occurs from an internal
logic inherent to ﬁhe sociéty or system in question (Giddens 1979). On the
one hand these approaches polarize'ideal_types in a Before vs after logic that
juxtaposes primitive wiéh ﬁodern,.agrarian with~iﬁdqstrialized, and rural with
urban. Hénce theﬂprevalence of variations on a rural-urban.éichotomy as the

spatial metaphor that has dominated rural sociology for s0 long. On the other

hand, space is immaterial in these formulations since these processes are
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thought to unfold rather inexorably across time and space. In the same way
that these theories have been accused of being ahistorical despite purporting
to explain change, thej can also be indicted for being aspatial, despite
describing changes which.extend across natural and constructed landscapes.

Similarly, the political economy aﬁﬁroach, although having a better claim
to historicity, struggles with spatiality. Despite homage to the importance
of space, Marx dismissed it as an "unnecessary complication" éo his larger
theoretical project. As Soja (1989:32) points out, "the motor behind uneven
development was quintessentially historical..." via class struggle rather than
spatial. In some (crude and generally repudiated) versions, Marxism shares
the unfolding assumptions of its mainstream counterparts. Marx is often cited
as juxtaposing town and country as the model of the contradictory social
relaﬁions which ultimately undermine this form of social organization.
Although the dynamics of the theory suggest an historicai transformation of
each, the préctical result is a spatial dualism that mirrors the rural-urban
diéhg&ggz; The theory’s recognition of historical contingency prevents the
abstractions that generalize particular historical events into universal
sequences. At the same time, it cannot guard adequately against the equally
prqblemacic tendancy to.overextend the geperality of the process itself. The
result is an abstraction and reification of spatial categories that riyals
that found in bourgeois social science.

‘More recent neo-Marxist theories that build on the town-country dichotomy
Lo create spatially based concepts of center and fringe, core and periphery,
still tend to subsume space to economic factors. In many of these analysis
‘the social relations of production define space in a reductive and
deterministic way that aoes little to advance understanding of the way uneven

development is manifested spatially. For example, Markusen’s (1987)
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explanation of region as the éfeﬁa for the interplay of economic forces
generated by local resources and history fails to take account of the
diversity ﬁf natural,'ecohomic, and soci;1 forﬁs found in the places she
unquestioningly accepts as regioﬁs. Appalachia,.in her work, is defined by
the social relations of production and ensuing class struggle located“in the
coal industry with.litple regard for the economic diversity in the
geographical area in'questibn or the serious ambiguity entailed in drawing the
boundaries of this‘feéion (Billings and-Tickamyer 1990). ‘

Despite the criticism of Markusen's wofk, she exemplifies a major source
of new ideas in explaining spatial-inequality; -Sheris one of a number of
geographers, planners, and regional scientists, in recent years, who have
undertaken the project of-"spatializing" social and econdmic theories and
conversely, “sﬁpializing" geographic zodels. Geographers such as.Harvey.

- (1982, Castells (1983), Smith (1984), Storper‘and-Walker (1989), and Scja
(1989) have made dramatic and cdmfelling strides in the "reassertion of.space

in critical social theory" to borrow the subtitle of Soja’'s 1989 volume on

Postmodern Geographies. To a large extent their efforts have revitalized what

was once considered a moribund field, and their influence has begun to
permeate other social sgientific disciﬁlines. Ffom a sociological
perspective, their influence can_be geen in many of the most interesting
examples of current theoretical and empirical écholarship, such as Giddens'
ongoing development of his theofy of structuration (1979, 1984) and the urbaﬁ

sociology of Logan and Molotch (1987).

‘These exemplars, however, aiso illustrate the limits of much of this

work: either it'is part of a theory building (or even paradigm construction)
exercise or it is focused on urban issues. Many of the geographers are eager

'to reclaim the honor of geography and have written wvhat- are-essentially
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histories and-sociologies_of geography. Their theories have not yet totally
translated into well-designed empirical studies. To the extent that it has,
it falls into thé other problematic category (from the rural scholar’s point
of view): these theories are ;pplied to a world which is defined by the
dominance of urban forms and problems. A glance at the indices of severél of
the most widely cited of these works show no listing for "rural" anything (eg
Smith 1984; Storper and Walker 1989; Soja 1989). Similgrly, the sociologists
cognizant and influenced by this work focus on urban sociology, whether they
do so from the traditional vantage point of urban ecology (cf Kasarda 1988) or
from a political economy perspective (cf Logan and Molotch 1987).

There are ekceptions to this observation thch will be discussed below,
Nevertheless, the bottom line is that while we live in a world mapped By the
outcome of uneven development and in which the problems inherent in this
process are more evident daily, we have yet to develop.satisfactéry theories
or anaiytic tools to explain it much less develop policies and programs to
alleviate the ensuing problems. Despite the urpgency of a satisfactory
explanation_fér uneven spétial development, the disciplines and theories
charged with dealing with it have only begun to spatialize the study of uneven
development. As true as this is of sociology, economics,.and demography, it
1s still more true of rural sociology, especially the branch concerned with
problems of rural poverty, inequality, and underdevelopment within advanced'
industrial nations.

UNEVEN RURAL SOCIOLOGY

Despite periodic bouts of navel gazing and crisis mongering, too many
rural sociologists remain captive to variations of the unfolding models of
change described above. Abandoning the rural-urban continuum threatens to

make the discipline obsolete or to overwhelm it with its more numerous and
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pﬁlitically powerfui\urban counterparts, oHence. even when abétractlyn-
rejecting the dualistic notion of ru;al vs urban subject ﬁatterf in practice
most rural sociologists stick to a residual rural niche defined largely'by the
absence of urban forms and'its otherness from\urban_life. Rural sociology
itself is the victim of uneven intéllectual developmeht.

Once. again, a possible ekéeptibn to this generéliéafién also is found in
the approach that is sometimes identified with ﬁolitical econ;my or critical
theories, At-the'ﬁeginning of the lasc de;ade, concerned with the shrinking
~vistas for rural soéiology, a number of its prﬁctitidners argﬁéd cﬁat the
unique calling for ruré% sociology was to‘develop understanding of the f
political economy of agricultﬁre (Newby and Buttel 1980). The feason this.is
an- exception is-tﬁat its ratiqnale lies not in its social or spatial coﬁtrast
to urban develppment, but rather that it is what remains uniquely tied-to
rural loéations and-concerns in an inéreasingly urbanized and indu;triélized
worldf The: loglc of this approach follows from the standard political economy
model which dlctates that the soc1al relations of production are the deflnlng
process of an area’s social, political, and economic life, Since agricultural
production must be.located in the count%yside,éven if the forms it takes are -
increasingly industrialized, it follows that furdl society (and soci;logy) is-
formulated around this eéonomic fact. In the same way phat.Markusen defined
Appalachia on the basis of coal production, rural is definéd'by agricultural’
production. And the same criticisms apply: :rural_is more diverse, there are
many other (and increasingly do@inaﬁt)_forms of economi¢ activity, and these
as well as the othefr realities of rural existeh;e cannot be relegated to mere
epiphenomena (superstructure in Ma;xist terminology).

In practice, over the last decade, this efforf to redirect fural

sociology has been only partially successful. While some of the most
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interesting research and discussion over the future of rural society.has
arisen from this perspective (cf work on the future of the family farm as in
the debate betweeq Mann and Dickinson 1987, Mooney 1987 and others), more
generally, rural sociglogy and social science have recognized the
constrictiveﬁess of this approach. There have been numerous influential
discussions of the need to broaden the study of rural society beyond
agriculture, especially at policy levels, and a great deal of empirical
research in the last decade has followed this prescription. ERS and the
?Aspen/Ford Rural Economic Policy Program have been behind many of these
efforts (cf Brown et al 1988). Other work has attempted to show how

’ agricuiture and other forms of industrial production combine to structure.
rural society, explicity recognizing the diversity of rural socioceconomic life
(cf Falk and Lyson 1989, Labao 19%0) .

Thi# still ieaves rural social science uncertain of its mission in an
urbanized society. Despite good research on agricultural production and gbod
research which looks beyond agriculture, the question of what is rgral'remains
problematic'because of a failﬁre to directly confront the issue of the meaning
of rural place. Rural is still either the residual category (what is not
urban) or it is defined in terms of particular forms of productive activities.
Neither approach adequately addressés thé realities of current rural life,

BEYOND RURAL ECONOMIC PRODUCTION INTO THE REALM OF REPRODUCTION

The problems of production based approaches are broader than the lack of
spatiality in these economic models. For the most part they also inadequately
address issues of how E§ integrate sociallreproduction processes into the
study of rural life and how these are spatially constructed and distributed.
Social reproduction is used in the enlarged sense found in feminist and

neo-Marxist theories to refer to the processes of reconstituting the social
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relations of human society necessary for all ébcial and economic activities.
Abstractly, it entails reproducing the systems 6f class and gender relations.
More céncretely, it covers all the work necessary to sustain household and
economic activities; inciuding childbearing, rearing, houséwork, household
consumptioﬁ,-and a variety of other noneconomic activities. While the
hogsehold is the ‘locus for most of these activities, the state also plays a .
fundamental role in shaping how social reproduction is implemenged. State
involvement“in_réproduction entails a large number of diverse activities
ranging from regﬁlating the économy, éo providing'social welfare and assiéting
in the d;velopment of human capital. Finally, social repfoduction in its
entirety_cannot:be understood without undékstﬁnding the linkages between the
household, the state, and the economy (ﬁic#in#bﬁ and Russell 1986). To this

standard model of social reproduction, it is necessary to add that these

processes occur in time and space, and that once again, understanding of .the

spatial dimension is lagging, o e

This is not te say that rural social science lacks research on social

©

reproduétion-agtivities and processes. There is an ehorméus body of ﬁﬁrk on
‘these issues following the traditiénal ;ural-urban COntinuum-apﬁroach. Since
rural is the arena for study (disrégard?ng.for'fhe moment how the boundaries
of the arena.are defined); anything that. takes place ﬁithin rural regions is
fair game for St@dﬁ. This means there is a rich tradition of study of rural
faﬁiiies; organizations, and institutions, as well as rural Socializatioq,
education, politiecs, religion; étﬁnicipy, éultural practices, and finally
rural.demography. This research raﬁges from community studies concerned with
particular locales to national studies in which any place considered rural or
any person living in a rural area is surveyed.'.Finally there are rural-urban

comparative studies in which the purpose is to delineate differences in any of
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the preceding topies. While all of these'provide important sources of
information on social reproduction, they share the limitations of studies in
this tradition describe& above. « They result in inventorieé of information
about places defined as rural as well as a number of implicit or explicit
comparisons with urban versions of the same phenomena. But since they are
prediéated on a notion of rurélity.undergirded by the rural-urban continuum,-
ﬁhey do not offer much guidance for understanding the nature of ruralicy,
places that are-rural,'oy how these components of human society construct

- rural life and are constructed by.it.

The political economy studies have had a different problem. Since this
approach has traditionaliy relegated reproductive activities to a secondary
status outside the formative reglm of economic production, it has tended not
to devote much attention to these topics. When it has the tendency is to
subo;dinate these to issues of production or state.regulation and
interveﬁtion. Fortunately, this is changing, heavily influenced by the women
and development literature as well'ﬁs new interest in race and gender issues,
inequality, and theorecical_advgnces'made iﬁ feminist theory. No longer can
studies of production isolate themselves from reproduction processes. For
example, much of the research on the status and future of the family farm .
concerns itself with thevhﬁusehold division of labor, the relationship of
different family members to the formal labor market, and variaciﬁns of these
processes across the life course (Barlett 1986; Bokemeier et al 1982; Butctel
and Gillespie 1984; Simpson ét al 1988). Nevertheless, integration of
reproductive issues into these studies remains sporadic, secondary, or
concentrated in the semi-ghettoized literature focusing on women and gender

issues. Furthermore, since in rural sociology the political economy approach
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1érgely has concentrated on agricultufe, it rem;iné only inconsistently
developed acroés the full realm of rural étudiéé,

The importance of space in so$ial reproducﬁion raﬁges widely and can be |
‘illustrated by a number of examples. brban geoéraphers and sociologigts
desribe the importance of the urban landscape for fulfilling family and
household responsibilities. Huch-af this entails availability of resources,-
including access to consumer goods and servicpslsugh as health c;;e and health
care. The relocation of neighborhood amenities ﬁas a.major disruptive impact
on the ability to satisfactorily péerform gender baséd:tasks.- Finally, there
is evidence that women who work outside the home work closer to home than men
and may even choose théir employment on the basis oflproximity while emp16yérs
often locate on the basis of proximity to such captive sources of labor
(Hanson 1991; Hanson and Pratt 1990).

. Another example goes back to the f;ﬁiiy farm. .Increaéingly this form of
enterprise .is paftially-supported by off-férm-employment. Who aﬁong the
household members works on the farm and whe works;off it is determined by a
number of factors, inﬁluding type of farm commodities, type of offéfarm
employment opportunities, individuai human capitél, and family cﬁmpoéition and
-life'course"siage. Women with young children are more likely fo engage iﬁ
product%ve (economic) activities close to their reprbduétive (childreafing and
household) responsibilities. This ﬁeans they will be more likely to engége.in
farm work, informal iabor market a;tivities,'or home -based employment
depending upon the ayailability and locatioﬂ.bf formal labor market
employment. ‘As children leave home women are less constrained, and the.

farm-household division of labor among family‘members'may:shift as their labor

market opportunities expand.
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5till another example comes from the ongoing study conducted by Bonnie
Dill and her colleagues of poor women in rural communities in the MlSSlSSlppl
Delta (as reported in Center News 1991). Although there are few opportunities
for these women, and their living conditions are wretched, they are tied to
their locale by dependence on networks of community and kin that would be
sacrificed if they migrated. The importance of such networks reinforces the
fihdings from classie studies of the urban poor (Stack L974, Gans 1962). What

is underscored in this work is the importance of the physical proximity of

‘these networks for survival and the determining influence they have on life

course decisions.

It may not be too fanciful to push this account even further into
territory not generally considered in spatial terms. Giddens (1979) points
out the importance of space (and its link with time) iﬁ even the smallest
scale interaction. He cites Goffman's t1959) wofk on what he calls "regions"
which are thellocales for face to face interaction. Regions help structure
the nature of communication between actors. They may be differentiated in
their uselto the point of incorporating very different meanings and values.
One example of stratified space is found in his notion of "front and back
regions” which correspond to arenas for socially acceptable vs compromising
behavior aﬁd activity. The importance of household geography has been better

recognized in literary circles (the classic example is Virginia Woolf's

powerful essay, A Room of Ore’'s Own), by ethnographers who describe who does
what Ehg;g within the household, and by some feminist scholars who have
examined the spatial design of.urban houéing as it helps or hinders.che
performance of househqld activities and::esponsibilities (Hayden 1981,

Markusen 198l). To my knowledge there is no comparable evaluation of rural

household geography.
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Finally, at the other extreme, the state has a majﬁr role in the creation
and maintenance of social reproduction, but the spatial dimensions of this
relationship are less well-understood. At the national level, the state is
.territorially defined, but within thése pérameters thére are multiple layers
of political and administrative boundaries. It is these overlapping and often
competing jurisdictions that give conérete expression to the policies dealing
with social reproduction. Social welfare and safety net, labor laws and
regulations, expenditufes for social goods, etc. are well-known to vary
geographicalljfwithhmajor differences across regions'and urban and rural
locations. They.are less clearly uﬁdérstood to shape geography itself (Jones .
and Kodras 1996, 1991). This is eveh more apparent in the burgeoning
literature emerginglfrom:gender and feminist theories that examines fhe
complex interrelatidnships between st&te-bolicies and gender-basgd experiences
and outcomes. Prominent examples include work on-ﬁhe gendere& nature of the
welfare system and state policiés of control' and regulation of biological
reproduction (ﬁolicies affecting fertilicy, concéptionJ and contraception),
but these rarely looks beyoﬁd the crudesf national o?'regional variation.

There is much room for integrating spatial theories into this work..

CONCEPTUALIZATION AND MEASUREMENT OF SPACE
This.critiqué-has thus far focused on the importance of space:and the
inadequacies of the rural literature’s treatment of this toﬁic, but it has not

yet specifically addressed the wdy space is typically incorporated both

theoretically and empirically into this literature. Nor has it explicitiy

specified alternative approaches. In this section I will briefly outline the’

- ways space is conceptudlized and measured in rural studies.
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The two most common formulations for space in most social science, are to
‘conceptualize space as an arena or coﬁtaiﬁer for particular social activities
-or as a determinant of those activities. Numerous examples of both approaches
come readily to mind, and the two are by no means mutually exclusive. In some
sense, almost any study which defines its interests in terms of delineating
.social activity within rural a¥eas uses the former approach. The subjects of
study are_iocated in rural areas defined by size of community, type of
economic activity, or locétion and proximity to census defined metropglitan

| areas. Most éf rural sociology and demography exemplifies this approach.

i Virtually any issué of Rural Sociology will be.dominated by such work.

| The second approach is exemplifiéd in the myriad studies which predict

soﬁe sort of social behavior (eduéation, occupation or income attainment,

: poverty status, marital and family status, attitudes and opinions, political

i aﬁtivity,‘mig;ation, etc.) using ecological or geographical measures as

I .

;- . predictors. The data are the same or similar to those that define the arena

| approa;h, but chis time'they-are incorporated as characteristi;s of the

| : :

| subjects of the study. Examples include size of community of origin or

I .

! residence, farm residence or occupation; residence in or proﬁimity to metro

' areas. Such studies ma; examine the impacts of either rural ﬁs urban location
or of variation within rural areas.

Two variations combines features of each. One is to use locational
variables as control variables (either as independent variables in
quantitative analyses or as straﬁifiers for separate models). A second more
elaborate technigue is to include contextual measures of the relevant spatial
location for the subjects of.the studf. For example, a study of individual
income inequality might include measures of county level unemployment rates,

poverty rates, or population composition, testing the hypothesis that-these
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structure 1nd1v1dua1 opportunlty {(cf. Tlckamyer 1991, Tickamyer and Latlmer
1991 for elaboration of this p01nt)
The above examples are most.e351ly recognized when individuals are the

units of analysis, but they are not restricted to methodological

individualism. Ecological studies using aggregate measures alsc can be

classified in this way. For example, the arena approach might examine all
rural or nonmetro counties in. terms of economxc act1v1ty, poverty rates or

demographic processés. The rural predictox approach would 1ncorporate these

same measures into models using countles, states. or other available

geopolitical entitieé as uniﬁs. Indépendeﬁt or control variaﬁies-includé
population size, density, or”metro status or proximity.

As discussed previously, thése appraaches are immensely valuéble.for'
providing information about how rﬁfal areas ﬁiffer from urban, the variation

within rural areas, and the relative importance of spatial and ecological

e

measures, They are less satlsfactory as explanatlons for why rural dlffers

from urban, how they are connected and how d1fferences or similaricies are

generated. One reason-they fail on this score is that they fail to

incorporate the reconceptualjzation of space emerging from the critical
‘geography literature and its followers. In this literature, space is

‘conceptualized as socially constructed as well as a structuring factor of

.

sécial relations. Space creates and is created bf social relations of
production and reproduction in a dialectical.Process thch cannot give primacy
to either side of the equation. ‘
THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF SPACE
Typical rural social science is quite good at recognizing the strﬁcturing’
component of locaFion, but fails miserably to recognize the agential aspects.

The notion that épatial arrangements are socially constructed, that geography



Uneven Development - ~ 16

is a product of human activity is foreign to the models generally employed in
empirical soclal science researqh whiqh takes geography as a given: In the
following section I will briefly outline three examples from diverse
literatures to illustrate directions for rural social science.

The first example returns to the Appalachian case. On the surface few
would question that Appalachia is a region. Everyone knows this, and a

mountain of research (not to mention policies, programs, and tax dollars) has

been devoted to' studying the region’s problems. It is only when one looks

closer that one discovers all the difficulties entailed in specifying its
boundaries, whether historically or currently.

In fact, Appalachia may be the perfect example of the dialectical nature
of geography. There is little evidence for the ideﬁtity of an Appalachian

region as it is currently constituted until it was defined in a political act

~with the creation of the Appalachian Regional Commission. But as is

well-known, the politics 6f the ARC were such that the gerrymandered
boundaries extended well beyond any reasonably grounded or even intuitively
based definition (eg topography, ecomomy, local culture, etc.). It can be
argued, however, that the creation of the ARC region in turn has affected the

lives and opportunities of the region’'s residents. Furthermore, in the

process, it may be creating an Appalachian identity which is partly defined by

the official boundaries and partly in response to them. These issues are

treated extensively elsewhere (Billings and Tickamyer 1990), but they serve to
indicate the intricacies of the.relationship between space and society and the
direction rural research needs to take in its effort to understand the social

construction of space.

The second example comes from the urban sociology of Logan and Molotch

(1987) who elaborate a theory of urban development based on "growth machines."
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The growth machine is a set of progrowth interests representing individual and
collective groups of entrepreneurs and business jnterestS‘in'coalition with

governmental agenéies; These interests proﬁote policieslof and conditions_for
unrggulated ecoﬁomic growth as a_means‘of profiting from real estate markeﬁs;
Places are conceptualized as commoditieé with both use valué (they provide
shelter, protection, sentimental me;ning, etc.) and ekbhange'value (théy
provide rent and profit). In pursuit of the latter, thg growth machin;
engineers the social landscape fo prodﬁce new qxéﬁange_value, geﬁerally'in
disregard of ﬁsg value, Thesé'manipulations create inequality among places
{(uneven development) and perhapslmore,profoundly, create ﬁlace.itself.
Neighborhoods, zones, and political jurisdictions are créated-and dissolved in
the pursuit of profit. As they.state (Logan and Molotch 1987:43-4):
Places are not simpiy affected by the institutional

maneuvers surrounding th;m. Places are those machinations.

A place is defined as much by its.position in a particularj

organizational web' -- poiitical, economic, and cultgral'-—

as by its physical makeup and topographical configuration.

Places are not "discovered," as high school history texts

suggest, people construct them as practical activity.

The final example comes from the work that ;reated the D version of the

1980 Public Use Microsample -and that will hopefully replicate it in 1990.
PUMS-D is an effort to operationalize the-condept of local labor market by
constructing local labor market areas from census journey to work data. The
concept of a labor market is empioyed'to describe the exchange between buyers

(employers) and sellers (workers) of labor power. It is an important

intermediate institution incorporating a set of social relations that link

household production and reproduction to écononmic production (under state
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control). Hhile it evokes the image of an arena where this exchange takes
place, in fact it is usually conceptualizéd in a highly abstract manner as a
process which operates outside normal constraints of time and place.t In part
this is because the operation of a labor market is in reality the aggregate of
immense numbers of seemingly private transactions.between workers and
employers_thgt do not actually take place in a central marketplace. Thué,
there is an important concept?al distinction between 1abor markets and labor
market areas, The'aggregation of transactions between employers and workers
is a set of sociai relationshps, and it is this set of relationships which is
defined as a labor market. Since the transactions occur in actual time and
-space, they are situated in a labor market area. To define labor market areas
empirically counties were grouped on the basis of commuting patterns data
showing where people live and work. The resulting 382 county clustefs_defined
local labor market areas which became the primary sampling units for the D
Qerqion of the one percent sample of the 1980 Census (Tolbert 1989, Tolbert

. and Killian 1987).

This work is relevant for several reasons. First, it actively
illustrates the joining o& spatial relations to social relatioms by
operaticnalizing the concépt of a labor market with an empirically determined
geography. In o;her words the abstract set of social relationships composing
a labor market is comnected to a particular geographic area. Second, by
constructing a geography which corresponds to a set of social relationships it
illustrates the way place-is socially constructed. The iocal labor market
a?eas do not directly correspond to official administrative boundaries, yet I
would argue that if they are valid constructs, they have as much right to be
considered real as any official area. Finally, they exemplify an effort to

acconplish the previous tasks for-rural areas. They were devised by a




ot
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consortium of rural social scientists who were interested in the const:uction
of rural space and social relations.

Each of these cases exemplifies a slightly different aspect of the task
of injecting spatiality into social theory and research. The first case
baldly illustrates tﬁé construction of a region. ‘The second delves into the
forces.that ﬁush this process. The last case deviates from the others by
using an example designqd to study rural space and by p;oviding an empirical
exampie of how new quantitative research can be conducted on ;his process
(incidéntaily illustrating'that it is not limited to case study or historical
metﬁods).'

TOWARD A SPATIALIZED RURAL SOCIOLOGY OF UNEVEN DEVELOPMENT
k The implications for students of rural uneven development begin ﬁa be
vdiscernable, ‘The elements of this approach include the foilowing:

l). the dictum.described above that gébgraphy'is-SOCially cﬁnstfucﬁed as
well as strhctqring of social life. This has aiready been discussed
extensively,

Zj the necessity of locating the actors, ideologies, aﬁd political and
econemic events and forée§ that shapé and.respond to ggogréphy to understan&
its construction. As described by Billings and Tickamyer (199d), the-actﬂrg
instrumental in creating Appalachia ranged from nineteenth.céntury
ethnologist;, to the tweﬁtieth cgﬁtury state, radicalfpoverty workers and
organizers, and the institutionalizat;on of Appaléchian studies in thq
university. Similarly, ngan and Molotch (1987) describe the different types
of entrepreneurs active in pursuing the urban "growth machine” who are
instSrumental in creating the landscape of'thelmoderh'ﬁmérican city. Studies

of the structure of agriculture have identified conflicting class interests.

Thess efforts meed to be broadened to include other forms of production and
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equally important to be linked more systematically to processes of
reéroductidn.

3) the recognition that in an advanced capitalist society the actors
include the various forms of capital kcorporate, financial, etec.), the state,
classes, other identifiable collective actors (eg race and ethnic groups),
households, and individuals. The kinds of studies of the political economy of
agriculture discussed earlier make a good start at this effort, but as
described, they too often focus on factots of production, ignoring
reproduction, and they take space as a given rather than a dynamic part of the
model they attempt to create. To integrate factors-of reproduction as well as
"production, it is necessary to incorporate models of gender relations
(patriarchy) as well as class relations (capitalism), and to move beyond these
to include race and ethnicity as well,

4) as implied in point 3, the importance of multilevel analysis,
inclﬁding all layers of social life from macro to micro. For example,
analytic models using individual units of analysis need to incorﬁorate
characteristics of space and place, institutions, organizations, and household
structures in which the subjects are embedaed. Recent studies of both urban
and rural income and poverty exemplify this approach. Wilson’s (1987) work on
urban ghetto poverty provides both positive and negative illustrations. The
power of his argument ligs in his ecological model that argues that part of
the deprivation experienced by the urban poor is the result of the extreme
social and cultural isolation found in the ghetto as a result of new
opportunities for middle ciass African-Americans. The most nctable weakness
in his argument lies in his failure to include an adequate account of gender
and household factors. My own work examining ;ural poverty using PUMSD,

attempts (with mixed success) te analyze rural working age poor people's
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househbld income using individual, househéld, and local labor market area ..
measures (Tickamyer 1991, Tickamyer and Latimer forthpoming).

5) the impofﬁance of liﬁking'time apd space. Virtually all the
examples discussed need to be understood as the simuitaneous interplay of
hisforical,_spatial, and social factors. There is an understandable tendency
in spcial scienée research to act as if there were a social version of an
uncertainty principle in operation -- an inability to aqalyticaLiy isolate or
focus on more than oné process at a tiéé. This paper criticizes historiﬁal
work that forgefs to ek;mine spacé,"Studies of production that'igﬁore
reproduction, and the geographically sophisticated literature that diminishes
the importance of ény of the ofher factdrs. Mylown work on poverty, cited
above uses static, cross-sectional models of po#ercy‘acfoss place, failing to
incorporate historical change. Replication with 1990 data should permit a
-means to examine changing space.across.time. (It also should be noted, that
nembers of fhe same projecf created an historical témplate for eﬁamining 1abo£
market areas across time.) Given the vitality-of historical sociology and
social historyfin recent years, there is a much greater dearﬁh of good spatial
conceptualization than temporal, but even more sériousiy missing is the
simultaneous examihation'ofiall three elements of social 1ife:

Uneven developﬁent is a political process, the outcome of struggles over
resources that take place in time and space. The depreésed economies of rural
areas, the ﬁersisting poverty of many remote areas, the simuiCaneous depletion
of rural areas of their popu}ations'and their respurces.are out;omes_of these
struggles. The importance of this perspective is that it makes it clear that
the problems of rural places are a product of human agency as well as the
cutcome of larger forces. This underscores tﬁat these problems are ?olitiéal,

and thus, so are the solutions, ie they are amenable to policy intervention
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and ménipulation. This runs counter to the perspective of an individual actor
to whom it may appear that the problems of lagging regions are the outcomes of
historical forces far beyond the conﬁrol-of individuals and groups. It also
is contrary to the defacto wisdom of many social scientists whose disciplines
éré better at demonstrating the way oppértunity is structured by larger social
and historical factors than at showing the reverse effects. If fits all too
well with the politics of many of the political actors whose interests
coincide with the exploitive practices that create uneven development. In
this paper I have argued that there is a politics to time and place that is
part of the process of creating these times and places. Only through social
theories that capture the complekity of these relationships can effective

social policies be constructed.
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