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PART 1 

Introd uction 

Nature of the Problem 

Economic development has been a major goal of 
many rural counties in the southern United States 
in the years since World War II. With few excep
tions, these rural counties, faced with mechanization 
of agriculture and decline in farm employment, have 
welcomed almost any type of new industry. Al
though some of the new industry has caused notice
able pollution, southern communities have often 
overlooked environmental problems in their search 
for a new economic base. 

In the late 1960's, however, a noticeable shift in 
emphasis began to occur in the search for new in
dustry. The acquisition of industry began to be 
viewed as a mixed blessing. While many communi
ties continued to search for industry to replace 
agrlculture as the foundation of their economy, more 
and more local leaders began to demand that new 
industry take special precautions to avoid excessive 
p{)llution of the environment. No longer was just any 
new industry considered desirable; the new industry 
must not cause any appreciable damage to the na
tural environment. This change in emphasis has 
created frustrations on the part of industrial de
velopment organizations and heated controversy in 
many local communities. Perhaps in no area has the 
conflict between industrial development and envi
ronmental quality been more dramatic than in Beau
fort County, South Carolina. 

In 1969 it was announced that the Badische Anilin 
and Soda Fabrik Company (generally designated by 
its initials. BASF) had acquired a site and was plan
ning to construct a maj Or chemical manufacturing 
facility at Victoria Bluff on the Col1cton River in 
the southern part of Beaufort County, South Caro
lina. The site is in a sparsely-settled, undeveloped 
part of the county and is approximately equidistant 
(by existing highways) from Beaufort, South Caro
lina, and Savannah, Georgia (about 30 miles). It is 
however, only about four straight-line miles from 
the nearest point on Hilton Head Island and eight to 
ten miles from the porti{)ns of that island which have 
been developed very substantially as recreation
residential areas, a major attraction of which is the 
subtropical sea-island environment. 

The developers of Hilton Head Island, the fisher
men of the Port Royal Sound estuary (of which the 
Colleton River is a part) and a number of other 
groups and individuals who were interested in pre
venting pollution and in preserving natural environ
mental and ecological systems protested the construc
tion of the proposed industrial plant unless and until 
they could be assured that it would be constructed 
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and operated in such a way, and under adequate 
government regulation and supervision, as to pre
vent any appreciable impairment of the existing 
economic and environmental a ttributes of surround
ing and nearby areas. 

. In response to these protests and to requests for 
an impartial and systematic study of the possible 
effects of substantial industrial development of the 
Port Roi~tl Sound area, and especially of developing 
Port Victoria. as proposed, the Governor of South 
Carolina on January 21, 1970, issued the following 
directive to Mr. Clair P. Guess, Jr., Executive Direc
tor of the South Carolina Water Resources Commis
sion: 

"It has become necessary, in my opinion, to con
duct a comprehensive study of the environmental 
conditions as they exist in the coastal area of the 
State. This, of course, would be far-reaching and 
necessitate a considerable amount of time and ex
pense. Because of the proposed industry at Vic
toria Bluff, I feel that the first step would be that 
you and the staff complement of the Water Re
sources Commission should collect and evaluate 
base line environmental quality information re
lating to the development of this type {)f industry. 
You should utilize the in terdisciplinary inputs and 
facilities of the agencies of the State, such Federal 
assistance as may be available, and, if necessary, 
employment of a private consultant firm. 

This first effort should commence immedi
ately." 

Pursuant to this directive, Mr. Guess created an 
over-all committee to plan and coordinate the various 
physical, biological and socio-economic studies which 
would be made by specific study groups, which were 
designated by the over-all committee. 

In January 1971, the BASF Company announced 
that it had cancelled plans to construct a plant at 
Victoria Bluff. Undoubtedly, the protest from con
servation-oriented groups in the Hilton Head area, 
and the resulting delay in the ability' {)f BASF to im
plement its construction plans, was a significant fac
tor in the company's decision to cancel its original 
decision.* Yet the decline of agricultural employ
ment in Beaufort County and the inherent uncer
tainty of the economic activities in the County de
pendent upon military spending required that com
munity leaders seek n~w additions to the local 
economic base or face economic decline or stagna
tion. It is quite logical for them to look to manufac
turing for this additional economic base. This report 
will deal with the socio-economic aspects of various 
types of possible industrial development in Beaufort 

*The media has reported that both environmental and cost 
factors forced the BASF Company to cancel its construction 
plans. 
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county and some possible environmental repercus
. ns of each type of development. The purpose of 

s10 f Ct·· dthe	 report is to assist Beau ort oun y cltlzens an 
ther interested persons in evaluating alternatives 

~or the economic development which almost every 
resident of the area thinks is needed. 

P1'oblem. Definition and Objectives 
The central problem of this study is to determine 

the economic and environmental consequences of 
various types of industrial development in Beaufort 
County. Consequently, our analysis centers on the 
question: "What type of industrial development in 
Beaufort County will provide the greatest economic 
benefit to local people, and what 'Will be some of the 
environmental consequences of that development?" 
This question must be studied within the context of 
the exi.!}ting socio·economic conditions in Beaufort 
County and the viable alternatives for resource de
velopment in the area. I 

In accordance with such a definition of the prob
lem, we have established four specific objectives for 
this study: 

1)	 To examine the existing economic base and the 
socio-economic characteristics of the popula
tion of Beaufort County relative to the state 
and the nation. 

2)	 To identify possible types of industrial devel
opment for Beaufort County and to estimate 
the magnitude and geographic distribution of 
the direct and indirect economic and environ
mental effects of each of the various types of 
development. . 

3)	 To estimate the effects that various types of 
development in Beaufort County will have on 
local and State government revenues and ex
penditures in both the near and more distant 
future. 

4)	 T0 ascertain and eval~ate the willingness of 
members of various social and economic groups 
to sacrifice pecuniary income in order to pro
tect the environment of Beaufort County 
against the encroachment of industries which 
have a potential for environmental pollution. 

Plan of the Report 

The basic' plan of this report follows the strategy 
implicit in the objectives set forward above. We will 
first describe in some detail the existing socio-eco
nomic conditions of Beaufort County noting the 
distribution of the population by incom~ groups, re
cent demographic trends and the current structure 
of the County's economy. In Part III we will 
outline the development alternatives for' Beaufort 
County and, using the framework of an input-out
put model, evaluate the economic and environmental 
in: pact of each of these alternatives. Objective four 
WIll be attacked in Part IV, where we will eval

uate the results of a household survey in Beaufort 
County concerning attitudes toward environmental 
quality. Finally, in Part V, we will summarize 
our findings and attempt to identify and evaluate 
the alternatives for the economk future of Beaufort 
County. 

Ba-sic Concepts and Methodology 

The basic premise underlying this study is found 
in the export base theory of economic development. 
The essential element of export base theory is that 
the impetus for regional growth stems from sales 
made by the region to buyers located outside the re
gion [3J. Such sales bring in "outside money" to 
support markets for and jobs in local enterprises. 
These sales include both tangible goods, such as agri 
cultural and industrial products, and intangibles, 
such as recreation sold to tourists. Although export 
base theory has been thoroughly critiqued [3J and 
must be used with a degree of caution, it has found 
wide acceptance as a pl·anning tool and the basic 
premises are to be found in almost all regional eco
nomic projections [10, 20J. 

Following export base theory, we are assuming 
the au tonomous factor giving rise to economic 
growth in Beaufort County is external sales (i.e., 
sales to buyers loca ted outside the county). Each 
dollar of external sales generates more than one dol
lar of income in the county if that dollar (or some 
portion of it) is spent locally to purchase supplies 
and/or labor. If the worker spends a part of his 
paycheck locally, the local merchant also realizes in
come from the original dollar of external sales. Thus, 
a dollar of external sales may turn over several times 
before it gradually "lea](s" out of the county through 
purchases made from external suppliers. The num
ber of times a dollar turns over locally before leaking 
out is called the local multiplier. This local multi 
plier varies for different types of enterprises since 
some actiVities make extensive use of local inputs 
and other activities generate purchases of only small 
quantities of supplies locally. In the Beaufort County 
input-output model developed for this study, we 
have assumed external sales to constitu te the "final 
demand" for locally-produced products and have 
calculated local export-base multipliers for each al
ternative type of economic development. 

Sources of Data 
Data used in this study have been obtained from 

three sources: 1) published and un pu bUshed data 
collected by variou s Federal and Sta te agencies; 2) 
a survey of a random sample of households in Beau
fort County taken in the summer of 1970; and 3) a 
sample survey of business and industrial firms in 
Beaufort County conducted in the autumn of 1970. 
We will discuss in some detail the two surveys which 
were used to obtain primary information. 
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Houselwld	 Survey 

The household survey consisted of a stratified 
sample of 162 households, or approximately 1.2 per
cent of the households in Beaufort County. This 
sample was selected from a preliminary list of 650 
households drawn from the personal property tax 
rolls in the office of the county treasurer using a 
systematic procedure based on a random starting 
point. These 650 households were classified accord
ing to the amount of personal property taxes paid 
in 1969, and a prime sample of 300 households was 
then chosen using a random prO'cedure within each 
tax-level category. The original goal was to survey 
the entire prime sample of 300 households, using 
random selections from the remaining 350 house
holds when substitutions were deemed necessary. 
During the course of the survey, however, an unau
thorized reproduction and distribution of copies of 
the survey questionnaire created a possibility of 
bias~'; hence the survey was terminated with only 
162 valid interviews having been conducted, The 
survey was conducted by six local enumerators 
trained by personnel from Clemson University and 
working under the supervision of a field director. A 
copy of the questionnaire is presented in the Ap
pendix.. 

Business and Indust1'Y Survey 

The business and industry survey was designed 
primarily to obtain information on the geographic 
patterns of sales and purchases by Beaufort County 
business and industrial firms. An attempt was made 
to compile as complete a list as possible of such 
il'irms, using local telephone directories and the 
South Carolina State Industrial Directory. All firms 
on the list were mailed the questionnaire shown in 
the Appendix. Ninety-three usable questionnaires 
were returned representing all the principal sectors 
of the Beaufort County economy. No claim can be 
made, however, that the return questionnaires rep
resent a random sample, and it is difficult to assess 
the biases which may be inherent in the returned 
questionnaires. Nevertheless, the returned question
naires appear to represent a cross-section of the local 
economy, and data obtained from them have been 
used to construct the technical co-efficients matrix 
of an input-output model for Beaufort County. 

*The survey was made before the BASF Company an
nounced the cancellation of its construction plans and while 
an atmosphere of distrust and suspicion was pre'falent among 
several groups in the County. 
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PART II 

The Economy of Beaufort County 

Introduction 

This section is concerned primarily with Objec
tive 1 as defined in the preceding chapter. It de
scribes in some detail the existing socio-economic 
conditions in Beaufort County as a background 
against which various types of economic develop
ment atternatives can be evaluated. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF POPULATION 

Population Trends 

The 1970 Census of Population placed the popula
tion of Beaufort County at 51,136, up from 44,187 
in 1960. This growth amounted to a 15.7 percent in
crease in the decade of the sixties, as compared to a 
5.9 percent growth over the same period in the State 
of South Carolina [22J. As evidenced by the data 
presented in Table 1, there was a rather dramatic 
shift from a rural to urban setting for the Beaufort 
County population in the 1960-1970 period. In 1960, 
only 14.3 percent of the population was classified as 
urba n; in 1970, slightly more than one-half (50.2 
percent) was urban. Part of this shift was due to a 
49.8 percent increase in the population of the city of 
Beaufort over the time period, but part of the shift 
was also due to annexation on the part 01 the town of 
Port Royal. 

TABLE 1.	 Rural-Urban Distribution of Population, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina, 1960 
and 1970 

Total Total Total Percent Percent 
Year 

196001 

Population 

44,187 

Urban 

6,Z9S 

Ru.ral 

37,889 

Urban 

14.3 

Rural 

85.7 
. 

1970b ! 51,136 25,657 25,479 50.2 49.8 

SOURCE: at U, S. Bureau of the Census, 1960 Census of 
Population,	 U, S. Dep.artment of Commerce, 
Washington,	 D. C. 

bt U. S. Bureau of the Census., 1970 Census of 
Population,	 South Carolina, Ad'fance Report. 

Table 2 reveals the relative growth or decline in 
population in each of the five census divisions of 
Beaufort County over the decade of the sixties. 
About 30 percent -of the total population growth of 
the county in the 1960-1970 period occurred in the 
Bluffton Division, an area including both the Hilton 
Head resort community and possible industrial sites 
at Port Victoria. Much of this growth in the Bluff
ton Division is undoubtedly due to the development 
of Hilton Head Island since 1960. The other growth 
center of the county is the Beaufort Division, which 
includes the city of Beaufort. All other census divi
sions had either stable or declining populations dur
ing the decade of the sixties. 
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TABLE 2.	 Population of County Subdivisions, Beau
fort County, South Carolina, 1970 and 
1960 

c.:ou"nl!J 

Subdil)l.si(m 
19'-=7"0---"'"""'Tj!liO 

Percent change 
1960-1970 

Beaufort Division 22,382 16,686 34.1 

Bluffton Division 5,252 3,135 67.5 

Port Royal Division 15,254 15,025 1.5 
St. Helena Division 5,718 6,048 - 5.5 

Sheldon Division 2,530 3,293 -23.2 

Total 51,136 44,187 15.7 

SOURCE:	 Same as Table 1. 

The 1960's saw not only a shift from rural to ur
ban residence in Beaufort Co-unty but also a decline 
in the relative importance of nonwhites in the pop
ulation. The 1970 Census reported that 34 percent 
(17,272 persons) in Beaufort County were non
white, whereas in 1960, 39 percent (17,104 persons) 
in the County ,>vere nonwhite. For &luth Carolina 
as a whole, 31 percent of the population was reported 
to be nonwhi te in 1970 as compared to 35 percent in 
1960. Thus, changes in the racial makeup of the 
Beaufort County population closely approximate the 
state-wide trend in the decade of the 1960's [22]. 

Education 
In 1968-1969, there were 10,339 students* enrolled 

in public schools in Beaufort Coun ty [15]. Six pu b
lie high schools enrolled 4,845 students, or an aver
age of 808 students per school, while the 14 public 
elementary schools had a total enrollment of 5,494 
students, or an average of 392 students per school. 
About 55 percent of the total public school enroll
ment in the County in 1968-1969 was nonwhite. 

It is difficult to estimate the current level of edu
cational attainment of the population of Beaufort 
County. The most recent ooncrete data are from the 
1960 Census and show that only 14 percent of the 
population of the County 25 years old or older had 
completed the 12th grade [22]. This compares to 
slightly more than 30 percent of the 1960 state pop
ulation 25 years old or older who had completed the 
12th grade. Although educational levels in Beaufort 
County had undoubtedly improved considerably since 
1960, it appears likely that the 1970 Census will 
show that educational attainment in the County still 
lags behind that of the State as a whole. 

Tax Structure 
In South Carolina, the principal source of local 

government revenue is the property tax. In 1969, 
personal and real property in Beaufort County was 
valued at $18,165,100, or $355 per capita. The value 
of all personal and real property in South Carolina 
as a whole amounted to $481 per capita in 1969; 
hence, the local tax base in Beaufort County on a 
per capita basis is less than 75 percent of the prop
erty tax base statewide [18]. Although many of the 

~ased on	 ten-day averag-e attendance. 

taxes collected by the State of South Carolina are 
shared with county governments, the relatively low 
property tax base in Beaufort County poses signifi 
cant problems for the operation of county and local 
government. 

One of the major expenditures of county govern
ment in South Carolina is in the support of the pub
lic schoDI system (although the counties do in fact 
pay less of such costs than the state government), 
In 1969-1970, Beaufort County spent $1,650,816 of 
locally-collected county money for school purposes, 
an average of $155 per pupil [19]. The statewide 
average expenditure per pupil from locally-collected 
taxes was $214. The presence Df sizeable military 
installations in Beaufort County, however, made the 
local school system eligible for assistance from the 
Federal Government under Public Laws 815 and 
874 (hereafter called Impacted Area Funds), and in 
1969 Beaufort County received $631,568 in Impacted 
Area Funds [19]. Given these funds and shared 
revenue from the State, per pupil expenditures in 
Beaufort County in 1969-1970 totaled $530 as com
pared to an average of $457 statewide. 

Some insight into the tax structure in Beaufort 
County and the potential revenue problems facing 
the county school administrators can be gained by 
comparing Beaufort County to Pickens County. 
Table 3 provides some relevant data for such a com
parison. In 1970, Beaufort and Pickens Counties 
had roughly the same population. * 
TABLE 3.	 Comparison of Expenditures Per Pupil 

and County Per Capita School Taxation, 
Beaufort and Pickens Counties,' South 
Carolina, 1960 and 1969 

Countlj Per Capitu 
Porilleal Exp~'fIdit"rc.r Pcr P"pill Taxes for Sehools2 
t·'tily 1960-1961 1969-1970 1960 1969a 

Beaufort County $191.10 $530.70 $14.74 $32.73 
Pickens C-ounty 191.33 415.23 23.85 38.00 

a/Computed b:; dividing taxes collected during tax year com
mencing December 1, 1968. by 1960 I;lopulation plus 9/10 of 
the incre,ase between 1960 and 1970. 

SOURCE: 1/ State Superintendent of Educati·on, Anmwl 
Report, South Carolina Department of Educa
tion, Columbia, 1960-61 and 1969-70. 

3/ South Carolina Tax Commission, Annual Re
port to the Governor and General Assembly, 
Columbia, 1960 a.nd 1969; U. S. Bureau of the 
Census, CenSt!S of Population, U. S. Depart
ment of (J{)mmerce, Washington, D. C., 1960 
and 1970 (advanced). 

Beaufort has a military complex which results in ad
ditional population without an appreciable increase 
in the tax base; Pickens has Clemson University, 
which also increases the populatiDn and cDunty costs 
without adding appreciably tD the tax base. In 1960, 
both Beaufort and Pickens were spending approxi

'In 1970. Beaufort County's population was 51,136 a.s com
pared to 58,956 in Pickens County (221. 
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mately the same per pupil for public education, al
though per capita taxation for school purposes in 
Beaufort County in 1960 was only about 62 percent 
of the per capita school taxation in Pickens County. 
By 1969-1970, Beaufort County had increased per 
pupil school expenditures to $530 as compared to 
$415 in Pickens County. Even if Impacted Area 
Funds are not considered, Beaufort County was still 
spending 856 more per pupil in 1969-1970 than was 
Pickens County, Yet Table 3 shows that per capita 
taxa tion for school operations in Beaufort County 
still lagged behind Pickens County in 1969 by about 
six dollars per person. If Beaufort County were not 
receiving Impacted Area Funds, per capita school 
taxation in the County would need to be raised by 
38 percent in order for Beaufort to match the per 
pupil expenditure of Pickens County in 1969-1970 
(assuming the county, not the state, paid the dif
ference). By contrast, if Pickens County residents 
were to pay taxes high enough to offset the property 
taxes paid by manufacturing firms in the county, 
per capita taxes in Pickens in 1969 would also need 
to be raised by about 38 percent. Thus industrial 
development is doing for Pickens County, finan
cially, what the Federal Impacted Area Funds are 
doing for Beaufort County. 

Employment and Income 
Employment 

The average work force in Beaufort County in 
1969 amounted to 13,200 persons, as compared with 
12,700 in 1968 [16, p. 15]. The rate of unemploy
ment d.cer-eased from 1968 to 1969, moving from 5.9 
to 4.fi pct'cent. The rate of unemployment in Beau
fort County in 1969 was almost one-half a percent
age point higher than that for the State. The dis· 
tribution of employment in the County in 1969 is 
shown in	 Table 4. Less than 7 percent of the non
agl'icultural employment in Beaufort County was in 
manufacturing, whereas more than 33 percent of 
the nonagricultural employment was in government. 

Table 5 presents data on the age distribution of 
the Ben l1fort County population 14 yea rs old or 
older as determined by the household survey. It is 
this part	 of the population that is normally con
sidered the potential labor force. In 1970, there 
were 36,900 persons in the county 14 years or older, 
almost 50	 percent of whom were over 40 years old. 
The productivity of the older half of the potential 
labor force can be expected to decline as its mem
hers ad vance in age; thus a large proportion of the 
Ilotentia~ work force in the over-40 group will not 
normally	 be attractive to industries which must 
train local workers. 

The household survey also revealed that approxi
mately 12,000 persons would be interested in seeking 
industrial	 employment should such become available 
in the Port Victoria area of Beaufort County. AI
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TABLE 4. Work Force Estimates, Beaufort County, 
South Carolina, 1968 and 1969 

•.:,A::,:1\1\;::::-.u:::.:ol-=.::::.::;ag e Absolute 
llem i 988 1969 Change 

Civilian worK for<;e 12,700 13,200 500 
Unemployment 750 600 150 

Perceo t of work force 5.9 4.5 
Employment 11,950 12,600 650 

NonJl,snicultural employment 10,800 11,550 750 
Wage and salary workers, 

except domestics 8,850 9,500 650 
Manufacturing 650 800 150 

Food and kindred products 300 350 50 
Other manufacturing 350 450 100 

Contract c·onstruction 1,000 900 -100 
Transportati·on, communica

tion and utilities 300 300 o 
Wholesale and retail trade .. 1,400 1,400 o 
Finance, insurance, real 

estate 600 700 100 
Service 1,200 1,300 100 
Government 3,600 4,000 400 
Other manufacturing 100 100 o 

Self-employed, unpaiel family 
workers nnd domestics 1,950 2,050 100 

Agricultural employment 1,150 1,050 -100 

SOURCE;	 Sou,h Carolina Employment Security Commis
sion, Sou.th CaTolina's Manpower in Industry, 
Research and Statistics Section, Columbia, May 
1970. 

TABLE 5.	 Estimated Potential Labor Force, by Age, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina, Sum
mer 1970 

Age	 Nu.mber Percent of Total 

14-29 , 12,000 33 
30-39 6,600 18 
40-49 7,700 21 
50-65 7,800 21 
66 and over "" 2,800 7 
Total 36,900 100 

SOURCE:	 Household Survey of Beaufort County, Depart· 
ment of Agricultural Economics and Rural So
ciology, Clemson University, Clemson, S. C., Sum
mer 1070. 

most one-half of these 12,000 persons was currently 
employed in the County, or in surrounding counties. 
Nevertheless, it appears that there is ample poten
tiallabor supply in Beaufort County for new indus
trial enterprises and that perhaps as many as 3,000 
to 6,000 workers (depending on age requirements) 
cou ld be hired withou t disrupting t he existing labor 
market. 

Income 
On the basis of the household survey, we estimate 

that total personal income in Beaufort C-ounty in 
1970 from all sources was approximately $132 mil
lion. Given that there were approximately 13,500 
households in the county, average income per house
hold was $9,800. Per capita income for 1970 is esti
mated at $2,500, which is 67 percent of the 1969 
U. S. average of $3,676 (no figure for 1970 wa~ 
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·lable at the time of this writing). In 1969, per aval	 . 
·ta income in the state of South Carolma wascapl	 .. t.

estimated at $2,580, so that, gIven err~rs m es 1

mates, we can conclude that average Income per 
capita in Beaufort County was roughly equal to the 
State average [26, p. 326]. 

Average income figures may be only partially 
meaningful, however, since they may reflect a pop
ulation with both extremely high and extremely low 
incomes. The household survey revealed that 57 per
cent of the households had incomes below $6,000. 
On the extremes, 6 percent of the households had in
comes above $21,000 for the year, and 12 percent 
had incomes below $3,000 in 1970. In contrast, only 
39 percent of the households in the Charleston area 
were found to have had incomes below $6,000 and 
only 1.5 percent had incomes above $21,000 in 1968 
[4, p, 12]. 

One of the reasons for the relatively low income 
of residents of Beaufort County is the prevailing low 
wage rates. Average annual pay per employee in 
each of several economic sectors has been computed 
and is shown in Table 6, along with comparable 
State and national data. In most sectors, pay in 
Beaufort County is low relative to both the State and 
the nation. Average annual pay of $3,817 in manu
facturing is much lower than the national figure of 
$7,372. Wide divergence is also found in the food, 
construction and transportation sectors. All but one 
of the pay averages for Beaufort County are below 
the national figures for the same sectors, but the 
differentials are not as marked as in those men
tioned above. These wage different ials could be due 
to one or more of several factors, among which 
could be low productivity, lower educational attain
ment of workers, Jabor supply and demand relation
ships, differences in kind of construction, or the ef
fect of unionization. 

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF THE ECONOMIC 
BASE 

In Part I it was noted that the export base 
component of an area's economy consists of those 
industries producing goods or services for sale to 
customers living outside the area. On the basis of 
this criterion, we can identify the major components 
of the Beaufort County economic base as military 
activities, tourism and recreation, agriculture, for
estry and fisheries, and manufacturing. Table 7 
shows estimates of the magnitude of each of these 
activities in the County in 1970. 
Military Facilities 

As shown in Table 7, military activity was one of 
the most important influences on the Beaufort 
County economy in 1970, accounting for nearly one
half of all sales in the county. The military sector of 
the County's economy is comprised of the Parris 
Island Marine Base and the Laurel Bay Marine Air 

TABLE 6. Average Annual Pay Per FICA-Covered 
Employee by Sector, Beaufort County, 
South Carolina and USA, 1969 

f:Jeaufort 
County as Beaufe>rt Sowh 

Q of u.s Industrv Group County Carolina USA 

64 Ag., Forestry and Fisheries $2,635 $3,702 $4,146 
42 Food and Kindred ProdUcts 2,766 4,845 6,628 
59 Construction 4,421 5,191 7,453 
52 All Manuf.acturing 3,817 5,407 7,372 
56 Transportation _ _ 4,305 6,455 7,625 
71 Eating and Drinking Places 1,889 2,100 2,666 
77 Hotels and Lodging Places 2,473 2,345 3,213 
84 Gasoline Service Stations .... 2,869 2,960 3,406 
73 Other Wholesale and 

Retail Trade 4,148 4,632 5,675 
66 Financial Services 4,965 6,231 7,492 

102 Real Estate , 4,849 4,082 4,772 
58 Other Business and 

Professional Services 2,862 3,733 4,958 
60 All Covered Employment $3,796 $4,986 $6,277 

SOURCE:	 Computed rom U. S. Bureau of the Census, 
County Business Patterns, 1969, U. S. Deparl:r 
ment of Commerce, Washington, D. C., 1970. 

TABLE 7.	 Estimated Magnitude of Major Compo
nents of the Economic Base of Beaufort 
County, South Carolina, 1970 

Direct Erpendilmes % of E:nimated 
Acti";t" (External Sales) Tolal Sale.. Gross Salesb 

Milir.ary .._ $ 84,661,OOocl $187,700,000 46 
Tourism and 

Recreation 1l,950,000dl 25,844,000 6 
Agriculture, Forestry 

and Fisheries . 7,333,000el 19,467,000 5 
Manufacturing . 5,345,000 11 12,961,000 3 
Totals 111,628,000. 245,972,00 60 

.1	 Based on multipliers derived from input-output matrix in 
Part III, 

bl	 Gross sales for Beaufort County were calculated by ap
plying the ratio of personal income to gross sales for the 
Charleston area [see 5) <lnd were estimated at $408,999,000. 

cl	 Based on data supplied by the Office of the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense. The local sales multiplier for military 
activities iq relatively high in Beaufort County because 
almost all local military expenditures -are to households in 
the form of wages and salaries. 

dl	 Based on [9] 
el	 Based on [6J and [27J 
II Based on	 average output per worker in South Carolina in 

[23] 

Station. Direct military spending in the County is 
primarily directed into payrolls totaling almost $83 
million in 1970. In addition, more than $1.5 million 
was spent by the military in the County in 1970 for 
construction activities. The payroll expenditures 
are distributed throughout the local economy in the 
form of payments for retail items and services, and 
its impact is felt in almost all sectors of the Beaufort 
economy. 

There appears to be no plan to significantly alter 
military opera tions in Beaufort Cou nty. Even a par
tial reduction in base operations, however, could 
have adverse effects on the local economy via the 
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negative multiplier principle resulting directly from 
a decrease in dollars flowing into the County hom 
Federal sources. 

;rov.'f"ism. a.nd Recreation* 
With its subtropical climate and relatively un

spoiled estuarine environment, Beaufort County has 
developed since 1960 a maj or tourism and recreation 
industry. The industry is now the second most im
portant component of the County's economic base, 
aceounbng for about 6 percent of all gross sales in 
the County. There are three major sectors which 
are directly involved in tourism and recreation ac
tivities-hotels and lodging places, eating and drink
ing places, and gasoline sel'vke stations [see I, p. 
27J. Yet tourism and recreation activities also have 
indirect impacts on many other sectors of the local 
economy, particularly households which supply labor 
and wholesale and retail trarle establishments. The 
rapid growth of tourism and recreation activities in 
Beaufort County since 1960 has been, in large part, 
tied to the development of the Hilton Head resort 
complex, and it is argued that continued develop
ment of this sector might be adversely affected by 
the development of heavy manufacturing enterprises 
in the County. 

Aoricultu're, Forestry a.nd Fisheries 
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries activities con

stitute the traditional base of the Beaufort County 
economy. Yet all of the sectors have been in decline 
in recent years, and in 1970 they accounted for only 
about 5 percent of total sales in the County. In 1960, 
more than ~),500 persons were engaged in agriculture 
in Beaufort County [22]. By 1969, the number had 
declined to 1,050 [16]. From 1959 to 1964, the num
ber of farms in the County declined by about 20 per
cent [24], and this declining trend is probably still 
operative, The deeline in agricultural employment 
and number of farms would appear to indicate that 
farm operations have become heavily mechanized, 
thus releasing human resources to seek other forms 
of employment. But even though the number of peo
ple engaged in farming operations has been decreas
ing, Beaufort County continues to have a viable agri
culturau economy, ranking 26th (among 46 counties) 
in the State in total cash receipts from farming and 
i:::eeond in cash receipts from vegetable crops [27]. 

Although highly visible and colorful, the fishing 
industry in Beaufort County is relatively small. In 
1963, there were an estimated 223 full-time job equi
valents available in the industry [6, p, 10], although 
probably many more than 223 persons were em
ployed in these positions on a part-time basis. The 
principal types of fishing activities center on shrimp, 
crabs and oysters. Available studies indicate that 

." ourlsm and recreation" is defined as an industry ser
vin.g transients, as opposed to a retirement industry whic-h 
attracts permanent residents, 
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there is little potential for substantial growth in the 
shrimp fisheries on the Carolina coast, but some 
prospects exist for expansion of crab and oyster op. 
erations [6]. 
Manufacturing 

Table 7 shows that the direct and indirect effects 
of manufacturing currently account for only about 
3 percent of all sales in Beaufort County. Earlier, 
in Table 4, we noted that less than 7 percent of the 
nonagricultural employment in the County is in 
manufacturing activities. Current manufacturing 
operations in the County are geared largely to ap
parel, food processing and other light industry with 
traditionally low wages. Growth of manufacturing 
in the County in the decade of the sixties was slo\v. 
The average county in South Carolina gained 1,1:13 
new manufacturing jobs from 1963 to 1967, while 
Beaufort County gained only 200 jobs [16]. 
SU1n1'lLa1'Y 

The preceding description of the current state of 
the Beaufort County economy presents a picture of a 
county with a decline in its traditional economic ba",e 
and in need of a new base to sLlstain population and 
community services. Although population has been 
growing and per capita and average family income 
in Beaufort County do not appear to be low by re
gional standards, the County's economy is heavily 
dependent on military spending. Reductions in mili
tary operations in the County would probably have 
profound effects on local economic activity and the 
operation of such vital services as public education, 
The only major component of the current economic 
base which exhibits growth prospects is the tourism 
and recreation sector. Although the quality of the 
resident labor force in terms of educational attain
ment appears to be relatively low, there is ample 
local labor availa'ble for substantial industrial de
velopment. Beaufort County needs economic growth 
of some sort which will use that labor supply and 
provide an increased tax base to cushion possible 
future reductions in the level of military operations 
in the County. 

PART III 

Development Alternatives For Beaufort County 

Introduction 
In the previous chapter we described the existing 

economic conditions in Beaufort County, noting the 
'decline of the traditional economic base in agricul
ture, forestry and fisheries and the need to develop 
a new base. In this chapter, we turn to considera
tion of some development alternatives for Beaufort 
County. Particularly, we will focus our attention on 
the assessment of the economic and environmental 
impacts which might be expected under seven rep
rCiieniative types of development: 1) food and kin
dred products industry, 2) textiles and apparel in
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dustry (representing light industry), 3) lumber and 
wood products manufacturing, 4) chemicals manu
facturing (representing heavy industry), 5) tour
ism and recreation, 6) retirement community devel
opment, and 7) military activities. * 

Tools of Analy'sis 

The basic tool of analysis employed in this chapter 
is the economic-ecolo-gic linkages model developed 
by E. A. Laurent and J. C. Rite. We will only briefly 
sketch the basic elements of this model in this report. 
The reader who desires a m{)re detailed account of 
the model and its development should consult the 
work of Laurent and Rite [7J. 

There are two essential elements of the economic
ecologic linkages model used in this study: 1) the 
inverse of an input-output matrix of the area eco
nomy, and 2) a matrix showing the inflow from the 
environment associated with one do]]ar of gross out
put in the input-output matrix. The system quanti 
fied by the model can be visualized as in Figure 1. 
Resources are taken from the environment and pro
cessed through technology in the economic system, 
then discharged into the environment in the form of 
residuals (some of which are classed as pollutants). 

The Laurent-Hite model simplifies the system by 
ignoring the ecologic processes represented by the 
box in the lower right-hand corner of Figure 1 and 
by concentrating instead on the inputs to and out
puts from the environment to the economic system. 
Further simplification is achieved by concentrating 
on only a few of the most critical environmental 
linkages (e.g., BOD**, 802***, particulates·*** and 
solid waste outputs). No attempt is made to analyze 
the ecologic consequences of these linkages as they 
are best examined by professional engineers and 
scientists. 

The Beaufort Input-Output Matrix 

In order to use the Laurent-Hite model it was 
necessary to construct an input-output matrix of the 
Beaufort County economy. Input-ouput matrices 
are difficult to construct not only because it is ex
pensive to collect all the data needed via a survey, 
but also because many firms cannot provide the 

. "'We do not wish to imply that Beaufort County has loca
tIonal advantages for these specific types of developments. 
Further studies of comparative costs and markets would be 
necessary before we could determine if Beaufort County 
could compete favorably with other areas for these types of 
activities. 

~"BOD means Biochemical Oxygen Demand, a common 
mea.sure of water pollution due .to biologically degradable or
g'aTIlc wastes. 

""'''SO . 
. 2 IS sulfur dioxide, a common and important type of 

all' POllutant. 

"H*Particulates are inert materials such as cinders and 
dust which are common air pollutants. 

Area
 
Economy
 

(Inp ut-Output
 
Matrix)
 

Economic outputs to 
Environment 
(Residuals) 

Environmental Inputs 
Area 

to 
Environment

Economy 
(Ecologic Processes)

(Natural Resources) 

Figure 1.	 Generalized Economic-Ecologic Linkages 
Model 

necessary information due to limitations of their ac
counting systems. As a result, construction from 
ordinary data of a full-scale input-output model for 
Beaufort County was deemed impractical, given the 
limitations of time and funds imposed on this study. 
However, several successful efforts have been made 
by researchers in simulating the input-output struc
tures of local economies [see 8, 14J. The availability 
of a relatively recent (1968) input-output model of 
the Charleston metropolitan region provided an op
portunity to simulate a Beaufort County matrix by 
recalibrating the Charleston model to account for 
Beaufort County sales patterns [5J.* A detailed 
description of input-output models and the simula
tion techniques is included in the Appendix. 

In simulating the Beaufort C<Junty input-output 
model, we have omitted the transactions matrix and 
moved immediately to the construction of the tech
nical or direct coefficients. This move was neces
sitated by the difficulty of obtaining accurate data 
on the gross output of each business and industrial 
firm in the county. Consequently, Appendix Table 
3 shows the simulated interindustry and Inter
regional transactions {)n a per dollar basis, given the 
structure of the Beaufort County economy in 1970. 
The raw data for simulating this table were obtained 
from the survey of Beaufort County business and in
dustrial firms described in Part L Appendix Table 
4 shows the inverse of the matrix in Appendix 
Table 3. 

The Environmental Linkages Matrix 
The second element of the Laurent-Rite model, the 

environmental linkages matrix, was deve[oped for 
Beaufort County by recalibrating the environmental 
linages matrix constructed for the Charleston area 
[7J. Adjustments were made in the matrix to elim
inate those sectors of the economy which appear in 
the Charleston area but are not present in Beaufort 
and to account for differences in the mix of firms 
which make up sectors which are common to the two 
areas. The matrix is representative of the 1968 level 

~The Charleston metropolitan region as defined in [5) is 
northeast of, and immediately adjacent to. Beaufort County. 
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of waste treatment characterizing the Charleston 
area and, for most sectors of the economy, it repre
sents a relatively low level of treatment. This ma
trix can be found in the Appendix. It is quite likely 
that any new developments in the Beaufort area 
\vould be required to install waste treatment facili
ties representing a somewhat higher level of resid
uals removal, and, consequently, the estimate of 
pollution levels in the following discussion can prob
ably be considered to have an upward bias. 

Note on Interpretation of Model's Estimates 

One of the chief limitations of the Laurent-Rite 
model is that it combines rather large groups of in
dustries into a single sectors. For exam pIe, "Food 
and Kindred Products" includes bakeries, dairy pro
cessing plants, seafood canneries, etc. The waste 
output of a bakery is considerably different from the 
waste output of an ice-cream plant, but the model 
does not distinguish different types of operations 
within a particular sector. By the same token, the 
waste output of a textile dyeing plant is usually far 
more significant than the waste output of an apparel 
operation such as a shirt factory. Given this limita
tion, the estimates produced by the model must be in
terpreted as averages for the sectors and they should 
not be applied to a specific type of operation without 
adjustments based on further information. * 

Types of Development and P1'ojected Impacts 

The seven representative types of economic de
velopment in Beaufort County were analyzed with 
regard to the local impact on 9 different variables. 
The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 
8. All analysis is developed on the basis of 100 jobs, 
with the exception of analysis of the impact of re

"'For a more complete discussion ot the limitations of the 
model, see (5). 
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tirement developments, which is developed on the 
basis of 100 new residents. Data which support the 
figures in Table 8 can be found in tables presented 
in the Appendix. 

Food and Kindred Products 

Given the existing vegetable agriculture and COm
mercial fishing industries of Beaufort CDunty, the 
development of food processing activities in the 
County would appear to be a definite possibility for 
future growth. Table 8 shows that 100 new jobs in 
this industry could be expected to generate, directly 
and indirectly, around $1 million in increased local 
sales and $679,000 in increased personal income. 
With the local multiplier principle operative, these 
100 new jobs would also stimulate 11 additional new 
jobs in related areas of the local economy, for a total 
of 111 new jobs. Local taxes generated would 
amount to $5,100 per year. State taxes resulting 
from 100 new jobs in food processing would amount 
to $65,900 per year. 

Yet not all the impacts of 100 new jobs in food 
processing would be positive. Table 8 shows that 
such development would generate 335,100 pounds of 
BOD, 4,600 pounds of S02, 2,900 pounds of particu
late matter and 3,500 cubic yards of solid waste per 
year.** 

-The figures in Table 8 were derived in the following man
n-er. First, output per 100 workers in each of the s-even types 
of development was calculated (see Appendix T,ablc 6). 
Then a new matrix representing the product of the environ
mental linkages matrix (Appendix Table 5) and the in 
verse of the Beaufort County input-output matrix (Appendix 
Tahle 4) was constructed, The appropriate columns of this 
new matrix were then multiplied by the respective total out
put fig'ures. 

**F.eonomists are not really qualified to make judgments 
as to the severity of the ,amount of waste which is discharged. 
Hence, the reader is cautioned that data on waste disc'hargcs 
are presented only for purposes of comparison. 

TABLE 8. Projected Effects of 100 "Export" Jobs in Seven Types of Economic Activities on the Beaufort 
County (South Carolina) Economy, 1969a 

C~L:'en 100 '(Export" Workers in: 

Food ,,"d TextIle.. Lumber Dnd Tourism 
Tvpe oj Kindred (Jnd Wood m14 Retirement MifitaTu 
Impact Products Apparel ProJu.a. Chemical.! Recreation C()m.1nunityb Base 

Total Sales ($) _." "" ..1,030,800 1,895,900 2,003,100 2,157,700 2,309,500 870,300 911,000 
Total Pel'sonal Income Generated ($) 679,400 1,147.200 982,800 1,288,600 1,493,600 670,600 382,000 
Total Number of Jobs Created 111 119 114 118 126 15 109 
Local, County Taxes Paid ($) _. 5,100 71,200 11,800 27,000 12,500 4,900 2,800c 

s.tate Taxes Paid ($) _ _ _... 65,900 113,800 138,400 94,800 151,400 29,200 79,100 
Particulate Mztter (lbs/year) ._.................. 2,900 4,700 1,552,200 4,100 19,200 3,800 2,100 
SO:: (Ihs/year) _ _".......... 4,600 3,500 3,500 3,900 17,300 2,700 1,500 
Five-Day BOD (lbs/year) _......................... 335,100 470,200 1,736,000 249,300 131,100 139,300 78,400 
Solid. Waste (cu yds/year) _..... 3,500 6,900 156,300 5,400 7,600 5,100 2,900 

"Since these projections are based on the Charleston Input-Output Model which was developed in late 1968, these projec
tions lire for the year 1969. 

bThis category repres-ents 100 new residents of the rBtirement community, 

"This figure is based on Imp.acted Area Funds. 

SOCRCE: Computed from tables in the Appendix, 
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Textiles and Appar-el 
The'textiles and apparel industry already has 

some start in Beaufort County. It is an industry 
which traditionally has been labor-oriented and able 
to make use of relatively low-skilled workers. Table 
8 shows that 100 new jobs in the textiles and apparel 
industry in Beaufort County would generate, di
rectly or indirectly, almost $2 million ann ually in in
creased local sales and slightly more than $1.1 mil
lion in increased personal income. These 100 new 
textiles and apparel jobs would result in a total of 
119 new jobs in the County. These jobs would also 
produce $71,200 in annual local taxes per year. State 
taxes generated would amount to $113,800 per year. 

As noted above, textiles and apparel may have 
very different effects upon the environment, depend
ing on the type of operations. On the average, 100 
new jobs in the textiles and apparel industry would 
produce 470,290 pounds of BOD, 3,500 pounds of 
S02, 4,700 pounds of particulate matter and 6,900 
cubic yards of solid waste per year, 

Lumber and Wood Products 
Lumber and wood produds manufacturing, in

cluding pulp and paper operations, is traditionally 
resource-oriented and tends to locate in areas with a 
plentiful supply of timber and water. Both of these 
resources are abundant in the Beaufort County area. 
Table 8 shows that 100 new workers in the lumber 
and wood products indu~try in Beaufort County 
could be expected, directly and indirectly, to increase 
local sales by about $2 million and personal income 
by more than $980,000 per year. These 100 workers 
in the lumber and wood products industry would 
generate a total of 114 new jobs in the County. Table 
8 also shows that these 100 new jobs would produce 
$11,800 in local tax revenue and $138,400 in state 
tax revenue annually, 

The lumber and wood products industry has sig
nificant environmental impacts. Table 8 indicates 
tbat 100 new jobs in the industry will result in 
1,736,000 pounds of BOD, 3,500 pounds of S02, 
1,552,200 pounds of particulates and 156,300 cubic 
yards of solid waste per year. 

Chemica,ls 
Although currently there is only a small chemical 

manufacturing operation in Beaufort County, the 
BASF controversy arose out of the announced plans 
of a chemical manufacturing firm to locate in the 
County. Table 8 shows that 100 new workers in the 
c~emical ind ustry would generate, directly and in
directly, approximately $2.1 million in increased 
sales and $1.3 million in increased personal income 
in the County. These 100 new jobs would result in 
a total of 118 new jobs in the County. They would 
also generate around $27,000 in local and county 
taxes and $94,800 in state taxes per year. 

The category of chemical manufacturing is a 

broad one, encompassing everything from fertilizer 
operations to organic dyes. Consequently, the en
vironmental repercussions of 100 new chemical jobs 
are highly sensitive to the type of operation. In gen
eral, however, 100 new chemical workers in Beau
fort County could be expected to result in increases 
of about 249,300 pounds of BOD, 3,900 pounds of 
S02, 4,100 pounds of particulates and 5,400 cubic 
yards of solid waste per year. 

Tourism G,nd Recrea,tion 
We noted in Part II that tourism and recrea

tion activities have recently become an important 
component of the economic base of Beaufort County. 
Further growth of this industry is not only possible 
but probable if environmental conditions continue to 
be favorable. Table 8 shows that each 100 new jobs 
in tourism and recreation activities would stimulate, 
directly and indirectly, about $2.3 million annually 
in increased local sales and $1.5 million in increased 
personal income in Beaufort County. These 100 new 
jobs would also stimulate 26 additional jobs in re
lated industries in the County, so that for every 
gain of 100 jobs in tourism and recreation, Beaufort 
Coun ty rea lizes a total increase of 126 jobs. Tourism 
and recreation activities also generate tax revenue. 
For each 100 new jobs, local and county govern
ments will realize approximately $12,500 in in
creased revenue and State government will realize 
approximately $151,400 per year. 

Generally, tourism and recreation is considered 
to be a "clean" type of development, i.e., it generates 
very little environmental pollution. However, Table 
8 shows that this may be a misconception. Each 100 
new jobs in tourism and recreation activities can be 
expected to produce 131,100 pounds of BOD, 17,300 
pounds of S02, 19,200 pounds of particulate matter 
and 7,600 cubic yards of solid waste per year. These 
relatively high residual outputs result from the large 
amount of waste generated by hotels and lodging 
places and eating and drinking places, and by the 
large amount of gaseous wastes resulting from auto
mobile traffic. Moreover, the indirect effects of 
tourism and recreation activities are largely felt 
locally, which means that most of the poJlution is felt 
locally rather than being exported (as would be the 
case with industries which purchased most of their 
inputs outside the County). 

Ret-i'l"ement Community Development 
Development of real estate for retirement com

munities has been proceeding at a rather rapid rate 
in Beaufort County in recent years. Substantial de
velopments h.?_ve materialized on both Hilton Head 
Island and Fripp Island. Although the real estate 
for such development will be eventually exhausted, 
retirement community development is likely to con
tinue in Beaufort County for several years. To the 
extent that this development brings in money from 



350 

outside the County, it is an export activity and a 
legitimate part of the economic ba:-;e of the County. 
Sillee development of retirement communities is 
more often thought of in terms of new residents, the 
estimates shown here are based on 100 new residents 
rather than 100 new jobs. The initial assumption is 
that each lot sale potentially secures an average of 
three new residents.* 

Table 8 shows that 100 new residents in retire
ment community developments in Beaufort County 
stimulate an increase, directly and indirectly, in an
nual sales in the County of almost $900,000 and in 
annual personal income of more than $670,000. Ap
proximately 15 new jobs, spread across several sec
tors of the local eeonomy, are needed to service these 
new residents. Under present assessment and mill
age rates, these 100 new residents can be expected 
to generate $4,900 in local and county taxes and 
$29,200 in state taxes annually. 

In the main, retirement communities generate 
only household waste; consequently, the environ
mental repercussions of such. developments are 
minor. Each 100 new residents could be expected 
to produce an increase of about 139,300 pounds of 
BOD, 2,700 pounds of S02, 3,800 pounds of particu
late matter and 5,100 cubic yards of solid waste per 
year. 

iltIilitary Activities 
Military activities represent one of the most im

portant components of the economic base of Beau
fort County. Such activity is almost inherently un
stable, being highly sensitive to political conditions. 
The estimates in Table 8, therefore, can be inter
preted as indicators of the positive impacts of 
growth in military operations in Beaufort County 
01', conversely, as a measure of the negative impacts 
of redlldions in military activities in the County. 
One hundred new jobs in military activities is taken 
to repre:o;ent a total of 100 civilian and military per
sonnel (induding recruits) stationed in the County. 

Table 8 shows that 100 military-related personnel 
account, directly and indirectly, for around $911,000 
in annual sales and almost S400,OOO in personal in
come in Beaufort County. These 100 military-re
lated jobs generate a total of 109 jobs in the County. 
Since the military does not pay taxes, no local tax 
revenue is generated directly by military activities, 
but areas with military bases commonly receive Im
pacted Area Funds in lieu of taxes. Table 8 shows 
that these Impacted Area Funds amount to about 
$2,800 per year for each 100 military-related jobs in 
the County. Military activities do stimulate sales 
which produce State taxes, however, and 100 mili
tary-related jobs account for about $79,100 in State 
tax revenue annually. 

hts assun ption is based on a tel phone conversation with 
Mr. Fred Hack, President of the Hilton Head Company. 
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There are environmental linkages associated with 
mili tary activities, just as with all other types of 
human endeavor. Table 8 shows that each 100 mili
tary-related jobs in Beaufort County account for 
78,400 pounds of BOD, 1,500 pounds of S02, 2,100 
pounds of particulate matter and 2,900 cubic yards 
of solid waste per year. 

Comparison of Impacts 

Although we have examined in Table 8 the im
pacts of each of the seven types of development on 
nine economic and ecological variables, we can sim
plify our comparisons between the seven types of 
development by concentrating on a few key vari
ables. In Section II, we noted that Beaufort County 
needs new jobs and an increased tax base. Table 8 
shows that tourism and recreation activities will 
produce more jobs per 100 new jobs in the industry 
than any of the other six types of developments. 
In terms of total contributions (i.e., local and state 
taxes added together), tourism and recreation activ
ities also show up fairly well, as they represent the 
second most important industry in regard to tax im
pact. They are surpassed only by the textiles and 
apparel industry in tax payments. Textiles and ap
parel, chemicals and lumber and wood products man
ufacturing follow closely in importance of economic 
impact. Table 8 shows that between the four above
mentioned development alternatives and the remain
ing three - military, food and kindred produets 
manufacturing and retirement community develop
ment-a relatively wide gap in economic impact 
exists. This is especially true of the amount of local 
and state t8x contributions. Food and kindred prod
ucts and military activities generate approximately 
the same amount of jobs and tax payments. Retire
ment community developments generate not only the 
least amount of jobs of the seven types of economic 
development but also make the smallest contribu
t.ions to local and state taxes. 

With regard to ecologic impacts, air and water 
pollution are probably of greatest interest. While 
BOD is a measure of only one type of water pollu
tion (and perhaps not the most serious type), we 
may note that lumber and wood products industries 
appear to offer the most serious threat to water 
quality of any of the seven types of developments 
under analysis. Textiles and apparel and food and 
kindred products manufacturing are also relatively 
serious threats to water quality, however. Lumber 
and wood products industry also produce large quan
tities of air pollutants in the form of particulates, 
and tourism and recreation activities produce size
able quantities of both S02 and particulate·s. Mili
tary and retirement community development is 
consistently low, however, in terms of detrimental 
ecologic impacts. The projected ecologic impact of 
chemical manufacturing lies somewhere between the 
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extremes of relatively minor and relatively severe 
pollution threats. 

Summary 
The analysis of seven types of economic develop

ment for Beaufort County presented in this chapter 
shows that four of the seven types of development 
examined-tourism and recreation, textiles and ap
parel, chemical and lumber and wood products in
dustries-would each have beneficial effects upon 
the local economy of approximately the same magni
tude. Yet their development is shown to have some 
severe environmental disad van tages, at least under 
conditions of current technology and recent levels of 
waste treatment. Other types of development of 
comparable size, such as food processing and mili
tary activities and retirement community develop
ments, have less serious environmental consequences, 
but they also produce fewer economic benefits. Thus, 
a classic dilemma emerges for Beaufort County: It 
can opt for economic benefits in the form of develop
ment of industries such as tourism and recreation, 
textiles and apparel, chemical Or lumber and wood 
products and risk environmental pollution, or it can 
opt for industries with low potential for environ
mental damage, but also with relatively weak eco
nomic benefits. In a very real way, trade-offs 
between environmental quality and pecuniary eco
nomic benefits seem to be necessary in Beaufort 
County. An assessment of the best course -of action 
for the future of Beaufort County requires, there
fore, analysis of the values which local residents 
place on environmental quality and their willingness 
to trade greater or lesser quantities of that environ
mental quality for monetary income. In the next 
section, we will turn to such an analysis. 

PART IV 
Attitudes Toward Environmental Quality 

Introduction 
The first part of this chapter wjJl introduce a con

ceptual framework within which the demand for and 
value of environmental goods may be examined. The 
remaining sections will describe an experiment 
which was conducted in Beaufort County, South 
Carolina, in the summer of 1970. This experiment 
was an attempt to apply the theory to an actual 
empirical investigation of public attitudes toward 
environmental goods. 

Willingness-to-Pay as a Mea.sure of the Value of 
Envi'ronmental Goods* 

There are no markets, as we commonly define the 
terms, for environmental goods such as clean air 
and clean water. We do not go out and purchase so 
many units of water quality and air quality as we 
do pounds of hamburger, quarts of milk, and nu
merous other items. 

¥This section draws heaVily from Hite and Laurent [4]. 

However, we do know from experience that such 
environmental goods are desired by the public and 
that the public is willing to make some sacrifice to 
obtain these goods. For example, consider the ex
pense in both time and money incurred by inland 
residents in making vacation trips to the costal 
areas. 

If it were possible to measure the amount of this 
sacrifice, then we w-ould have some measure of the 
value the public places on such environmental goods. 
By the same token, we would also have a measure of 
the damages which would result if these same en
vironmental goods were denied to society as a re
sult of pollution. 

Let us begin the analysis by defining two cate
gories of goods: 1) "marketable" consumption goods 
for which organized markets exist and price or value 
can be readily determined; and 2) "nonmarketable" 
environmental goods for which no organized mar
kets exist and price or value cannot be readily 
determined. 

Given the two categories of goods, we define our 
measure of the value of a specified amount of en
vironmental goods as the amount of marketable 
goods which individuals are willing to give up in 
order to obtain these environmental goods. 

In essence, we are postulating a trade-off situa
tion in which marketable consumption goods are 
traded for en'i.rironmental goods. Given that the 
value of a specified amount o-f marketable goods can 
be expressed in dollar terms, it is thus possible to de
fine the value of a specified amount of environ
mental goods in the same terms. 

At any poin t in time, there exists a fixed stock of 
natural resources, such as clean water and clean air, 
even in the absence of human polluting acti.vities. 
For example, at any given point in time under any 
given atmospheric or hydrologic conditions, only so 
much clean water and clean air are available for use 
in a ge-ographic area. There exist competing de
mands for the use of these resources. On the one 
hand, individuals want to consume clean water and 
clean air as envil'onmental goods, e.g., to support 
basic life processes. In competition with this de
mand is a demand to use these resources in the pro
duction of marketable goods. Because of the nature 
of most productive processes, the water and air re
sources used in the production of these latter goods 
are altered in form through the introduction of ma
terials we call pollutants. Consequently, the use of 
water and air to produce these marketable goods re
duces the quan tity of clean water and clean air avail
able for consumption as environmental goods unless 
the water and air are treated in some way to remove 
or reduce the polluting materials before such re
sources are put back into the environment. Because 
this treatment requires installation of additional 
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equipment and processes, it increases the monetary 
costs of producing these marketable goods and re
duces the quantity of such goods offered at any given 
budget level. Hence, the preservation of clean water 
and clean air as environmental goods reduces the 
qua.ntity of marketable goods available to individ
uals with a given budget of total expendable money 
available. The implication of such reasoning is that 
additional environmental goods can be obtained only 
by giving up some marketable goods, and additional 
marketable goods can only be obtained by giving up 
some environmental goods. 

Empir"ica~ App~irotion of the The01l1 
A household survey was conductBd in Beaufort 

County, South Carolina, during the summer of 
1970.* Part of the questionnaire which was admin
istered to the sample households was concerned with 
respondent attitudes toward environmental goods 
such as clean water and clear air and the values 
placed on different levels of purity of water and air. 

Analysis of Responses to Two Questions 
The analysis which follows is based upon the re

sponses to questions on water and air quality, re
spectively, which were included in the survey. 

The theQretical foundation for these two questions 
is a variant of the trade-off analysis presented 
above. In these questions, respondents were asked 
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what percentage of their total income they would be 
willing to give up (i.e., how much consumption of 
all other goods they would be willing to forego) in 
order to obtain water and air of a specified quality. 

Willingne~~-w-Pay for Water Quality 
In one question, respondents were confronted with 

the following situation: 
Assume that the only way you could have clean 

water in the Beaufort area streams would be for 
individual citizens such as yourself to go together 
and pay for it in the form of taxes, or by some 
other method. For the present, forget about who 
might be to blame for the pollution. 

They were then asked what percentage of their total 
income they would be willing to give up in order to 
have (buy) water of each of four qualities: (1) 
clean enough to have no unnatural smell associated 
with it; (2) clean enough to fish out of safely; (3) 
clean enough to swim in safely; and (4) for fresh 
water, safe to drink with standard treatment. These 
descriptive criteria were, of necessity, of a non-tech
nical nature; however, comparable technical criteria 
do exist for each quality level described above. Table 
9 shows the correspondence between the nontechni
cal and technical criteria for each water quality 
level. 

~See Part 1 of this report for a desCl'iption of this survey. 

TABLE 9. Non-technical and Comparable Technical Specifications of Four Levels of Water Quality 

QWJ..~ity Leve~ Non-technical Specification Techni,wJ, Criterw 

Water Quality I Safe to drink DO~5ppm; 
Coliform~200/100mQ 

Water Quality II Clean enough to swim safely DO~5ppm; 

Coliform~ 20/100mQ 
Water Quality III Clean enough to fish safely DO~4ppm 

Water Quality IV No unnatural smell DO~3ppm 

SOURCE: South Carolina Pollution Control Authority, Water C~assificationStandards System for the State 
of South Caro~in(L, Columbia, December 1967. 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES 

Appropriate statistical tests were employed to 
analyze the responses. 'I< The tests were conducted in 
an attempt to ascertain what factor or factors weigh 
most heavily in an individual's subjective evaluation 
of the value of the present state of the environment 
of Beaufort County. Specifically the relationship 
between the reported figure which indicated willing
ness-to-pay and each of several variables-income, 
area of residence, and water quality-was examined. 

The levels of willingness-to-pay and income were 
obtained directly from the survey questionnaire. 
Area of residence was determined from the Beau

·Specifically analysis-of-variance and least-squares-regres
sion techniques were utilized. See [2J. 

fort County property tax rolls, which report per
sonal property by township districts. Except in the 
case of one township, these townships can be class
ified into one of two geographic areas or zones of 
residence. These zones were the part of Beaufort 
County north of Port Royal Sound and the part 
south of Port Royal Sound. All respondents wen 
classified into one of these two zones depending or 
the township designation of the location of the reo 
spective personal property. In the case of the OU( 

township that did not have a geographic break alon~ 

Port Royal Sound, respondents were located on 1 

map of Beaufort County and classified accol'ding h 
their relative location with regard to the Sound. 

Statistically significant relationships were foun! 
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to exist between willingness-to-p,ay and each of the 
following variables-income, zone of residence, and 
water quality level I (i.e., fresh water safe to drink 
with standard treatment). In fact, the tests revealed 
that the odds were only 1 in 20 that random chance 
would have shown the relationships. Thus, we can 
be reasonably certain that a significant relationship 
did exist between willingness-to-pay and each of 
these variables. 

The tests revealed a direct relationship between 
income and expressed willingness-to-pay. There was 
an obvious difference in direction of infl uence of 
the zone of residence variables as between respond
ents located north and south of Port Royal Sound. 
In relation to the total area, the relationship between 
residence location south of the Sound and willing
ness-to-pay was a p<Jsiti ve one; for residence location 
north of the Sound, the relationship was a negative 
one. These relationships can be interpreted as fol
lows: residents who lived south of the Sound ap
peared to value the environment more highly than 
residents who lived north of the S<Jund. * 

The relationship between water quality level I, the 

"It should be remembered that both the proposed BASF 
plant site and the Hilton Head Island resort community are 
included in th~ residence zone designated "south of Port 
Roy.al Sound." 

highest water quality level designated on the ques
tionnaire, and willingness-to-pay was a positive one. 
The relationships between each of the other three 
water quality levels and wiJlingness-to-pay were not 
significant. Thus, it can be surmised that the pri 
mary concern of respondents in regards to water 
qualHy was to have a supply of safe drinking water. 
They evidently believed that if water were kept this 
pure all lower quality levels would be taken care of 
automaticalIy. 

Willingness-To-Pay For' AiT Quality 

A question, similar to the one on water quality, 
was asked in regard to air quality. Again, the re
spondent was confronted with a hypothetical market 
situation in which, this time, he and his fellow citi
zens were asked what percentage of their total i n
come they would be willing to give up in order to 
have (buy) air of each of four qualities: (1) there 
is no possible threat to health; (2) it does not dis
color paint, draperies, and other items; (3) there is 
no artificial haze in the sky; and (4) there is no 
noticeable smell as a result of air pollution. Again, 
comparable technical criteria exist for the descrip
tive criteria presented in the questionnaire. Table 
10 shows the correspondence between the non-tech
nical and technical criteria. 

TABLE 10. Non-technical and Comparable Technical Specifications of Four Levels of Air Quality 
Quality Level	 Non-technical Specifications Technical Criteria-
Air Quality I 

Air Quality II 

Air Quality III 

Air Quality IV 

No possible threat to health 

No soiling of materials 

No perceptible haze or smog 

No perceptible odor 

Particulates"'" 80 fLg/m:1 
S02 :::= 0.04 ppm 

Particulates 60-180 fLg/m1; 
S02 :::= 0.09 ppm
 

Particulates ~ 150 fLg/m1;
 
S02 :::= 0.10 ppm
 

S02 :::= 0.06 ppma 

'Particulates are not normally associated with odor. 
SOURCE:	 National Air Pollution Control Administration, Air- Qua.lity Criteria for Particulate Matter, Pub

lication No. AP-49, U. S. Public Health Service, Washington, D. C., 1969; and National Air Pol
lution Control Administration, Air Quality Cri·teria for' Sulfur Oxides, Publication No. AP-50, 
U. S. Public Health Service, Washington, D. C., 1969. 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES ships were found to exist between willingness-to-
As in the water quality analysis, appropriate pay and each of four variables-income, both zones 

statistical tests were used in analyzing the re- of residence, and air quality level I (i.e., air engen
sponses. * The analysis was again directed toward dering no threat to health at all). As with the water 
examining the relationship between expressed will- quality analysis, the tests indicated that the odds 
ingness-to-pay and each of several variables-in- were only 1 in 20 that random chance would have 
come, zone of residence, and quality level.** shown the relationships. Thus, we can place the 

The statistical tests yielded results similar to those same amount of confidence in these relationships as 
of the water quality analysis. Significant relation- we did in the relationships discussed in the water 

quality analysis. 
See the prec~ding explanatory footnote for the type of Income and expressed willingness-to-pay were 

tests whIch were administered. 
"'*W'th th	 found to be directly related, i.e., as income varied so 

. 1 e exception of the quality variables and the will
Ingness-to-pay variable, all terms are defined as they were did willingness-to-pay. As with the water quality 
for the water quality analysis. The two exceptions relate to analysis, there was an obvious difference in direc
an quality and willingness-to-pay for the same rGspectively. tion of influence of the zone of residence variables 
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as between respondents located north and south of 
Port Royal Sound. The relationship between resi
dence location south of the Sound and willingness
to-pay was a positive one; the relationship between 
residence location north of the Sound and willing
ness-to-pay was a negative one. 

In regard to the quality of air, the relationship 
between air quality level I and expressed willing
ness-to-pay was a positive one. The relationships 
between each of the other three air quality levels and 
willingness-to-pay were not significant. Thus, it 
can be surmised that the primary concern of re
spondents in regard to air quality is to protect their 
health from any and all danger. As with water 
quality, respondents evidently believed that main
tenance of air free from threats to health would in
sure that all lower air quality levels would be taken 
care of automatically. 

Aggega,te Totals 
The sample data were "blown up" and thus ex

panded to the total population of the county. The 
aggregate sums for water and air quality are shown 
in Tables 11 and 12 respectively. 

In Table 11 the columns are arranged, left-to
right, in ascending order of purity by engineering or 
technical standards. That is, technically speaking, 
"safe drinking water" represents the highest quality 
level and "avoid unpleasant smell" represents the 
lowest. Examining the column totals, however, we 
see that Lhe respondent households indicated a dif
ferent ordering. They rated "saTe drinking water" 
as the most valuable quality level. Next in impor
tance was "clean enough to fish safely," followed by 
"avoid unpleasant smell" and "clean enough to swim 
safely" in that order. We note that the difference 
in totals for these last two categories is minor indeed 
when compared with the difference in totals for 
drinking and fishing purposes and the difference 
between these two totals and the totals for odor and 
swimming. 

TABLE 11. Willingness-to-Pay in Aggregate Sums for Four Alternative Levels of Water Quality by House
hold Income Class, Beaufort County, South Carolina, 1970 

Amount to: 

Avo~d UnplelUlant Clean Enough to Clean Enough to afe DriJl,l~ing 

HOWJehold Income CllJ.ils Smell Fish So.jely Swim Safely Water 

Under $3,000 $ 13,750 $ 18,750 $ 13,750 $ 32;760 
3,000- 5,999 60,000 69,410 76,910 163,330 
6,000- 8,999 206,250 253,160 221,910 466,330 
9,000-11,999 356,250 290,910 367,500 585,660 

12,000·14,999 264,410 258,750 264,410 478,160 
15,000-17,999 343,750 343,750 357,500 619,160 
18-000-20,999 130,000 130,000 130,000 390,000 

$21,000 ~llld over 682,500 1,032,500 595,000 1,226,910 

TotAls $2,056,910 $2,397,230 $2,026,980 $3,962,300 

Per Household	 $ 38 $ 45 $ 38 $ 

SOlJRCE:	 Calculated from Household Survey of Beaufort County, Department of Agricultural Economics 
and Rural Sociology, Clemson University, Clemson, S. C" Summer 1970. 

TABLE 12. Willingness-to-Pay in Aggregate Sums for Four Alternative Levels of Air Quality by Household 
Income Class, Beaufort County, South Carolina, 1970 

Amount to: 

Avo'id A void Avu·id Soiling l'Ji.Sure no Th,'eat 
HOll.~ehold Income ClMs Pe'rceptible Odor Haze or Smog of Materials to Health 

Under $3,000 ... $ 18,750 $ 13,750 $ 13,750 $ 46,750 
3,000- 5,999 67,500 37,500 41,250 138,750 
6,000- 8,999 156,250 162,500 150,000 860,660 
9,000-11,999 389,410 369,250 166,250 853,160 

12,000-14,999 374,080 227,830 205,330 385,330 
15,000-17,999 343,750 357,500 357,500 632,500 
18,000-20,999 177,910 145,410 161,660 405,410 

$21,000 and over 673,750 761,250 708,750 1,422,080 

Totals	 .$2,201,400 $2,074,990 $1,804,490 $4,744,640 

Per Household $ 42 $ 39 $ 34 $ 

SOURCE: Calculated from Household Survey of Beaufort County, Department of Agricultural Economics 
and Rural Sociology, Clemson University, Clemson, S. C" Summer 1970. 

75 

90 
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Table 12 shows willingness-to-pay, in aggregate 
sums, for four levels of air quality. The tabular 
ordering of these quality levels represents increasing 
technical standards as we move from left to right. 
From an examinati<m of the totals, we can see that 
the respondent ordering of air quality was different 
from the technical one. However, this difference 
was not as evident as that found in the water analy
sis. By far, "insure no threat to health" rated the 
highest priority, but the differences in totals among 
the other three air quality levels were not appreci
able. 

Possible SOUTces of Bia.s in Data 

What kind or kinds of bias might we find in the 
responses to the questions on water and air quality? 
Several possible sources of bias will be discussed in 
this section. 

It cannot be denied that some respondents, upon 
being asked the questions, did not take the questions 
seriously. After all, the questions did force the re
spondent to place himself in a situation in which he 
was forced to purchase clean water and clean air or 
go without these all together. 

Moreover, the distinction between what respond
ents would be willing to pay and what they would 
actually have to pay should be made. We can sur
mise that respondents tend to over-estimate the 
value of environmental goods in the former case and 
under-estimate in the latter. So long as the respond
ent is not forced to make an actual payment for these 
goods and yet is assured of their provision by some 
regulatory agency, it is to his advantage to over
estimate their value. The higher the value he places 
on these goods, the more he believes will be provided. 
However, if he thinks he may be forced to come 
across with an actual payment, he has a tendency to 
under-estimate the value in the hope that he can ob
tain the maximum amount at the minimum price. 

The questions on water and air quality asked for 
expressed willingness-to-pay. Thus, the responses 
may have over-estimated the value of environmental 
gDods. Conceptually, however, this over-estimation 
presents few serious problems, provided respondents 
consistently over-estimate these values. 

The figures in b<Jth tables were put on a per house
hold basis.'" These per household figures are aver
age figures in the sense that they represent what 
each household in the county, on the average, is will
ing to pay for each of the water quality and air qual
ity levels. 

There exist statistical procedures whereby we can 
make inferences for the entire population from the 
estimates our sample of households gives us. We 
calculate a confidence interval or range for our esti
Tnates of per household willingness-to-pay. We can 

~Se€ last row in each column in both tables. 

choose any degree of c'Onfidence that we desire, but 
for present purposes we will say that the procedure 
which leads us to say that the true population value 
lies within the interval which is calculated will re
sult in Our making 95 cDrrect statements out of 100, 
on the average. * Table 13 shows the intervals which 
were calculated for the water quality data. Table 
14 shows the same for the air quality data. 

TABLE 13.	 Ninety-five Percent Confidence Inter
vals on Per Household Willingness-to
Pay for Water Quality by Quality Level, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina, 1970 

Ql~altty Level Confidence Inte?'val in Dollar.9 

Water quality Level I 
Water Quality Level II 
Water Quality Level III 
Water Qua.lity Level IV 

$ 61-89 
31-45 
40-50 
3~-42 

SOURCE: Calculated from Household Survey of Beaufort 
Coun.ty, Department of Agricultural Economics 
and Rur-al Sociology, Clemson University, Clem
son, S. C., Summer InO. 

TABLE 14.	 Ninety-five Percent Confidence Inter
vals on Per Household Willingness-to
Pay for Air Quality by Quality Level, 
Beaufort County, South Carolina, 1970 

Q-uality Level Confidence Interval 1:n Dollars 

Air Quality Level I $ 6&-112 
Air Quality Level II 27- 41 
Air Quality Level III 31- 47 
Air Quality Level IV 37- 47 

SOURCE:	 Calculated from Household Survey of Beaufort 
Coun ty, Department of Agricultural Economics 
and Rural Sociology, Clemson University, Clem
son, S. C., Summer 19'70. 

From a cursory examination of both tables we can 
see that no calculated confidence interval or range 
includes the value zero. Thus 95 times out of 100, 
we can exp€ct to be correct when we say that resi
dents of Beaufort County do value the environment 
and/or are willing to pay something to maintain or 
enhance it. 

Previously in the analysis, we mentioned that resi
dents who lived south of Port Royal Sound appeared 
to value the environment more highly than did resi
dents who lived north of the Sound. It should be re
membered that the household survey was made be
fore the BASF Company announced the cancellation 
of its construction plans and while an atmosphere of 
distrust and suspicion was prevalent among several 
groups in the County. Cons€quently, it is entirely 
possible that this situation itself would accentuate 
the differential in willingness to pay as among resi
dents living north and south of the Sound. There
fore, we may not have a true reading of these atti 

*In statistical terminology, we ·are calcula.ting a ~5 percent 
confidence interval. 
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tudes because of the controversy which was raging 
in the County at the time the survey was conducted. 
However, some might argue that the reading of these 
attitudes is free of such bias because the controversy 
generates discussion and thought among the resi
dents. It makes them relatively more aware of the 
"problems" associated with the environment. Their 
responses, in turn, would reflect their true attitudes. 

Summary 

One of the main purposes of the household survey 
was to ascertain attitudes of residents toward the 
environment of Beaufort County. We have made a 
somewhat comprehensive analysis of these attitudes 
in regard to clean water and clean air. One final 
note of caution in interpreting the estimates of will
ingness-to-pay reported in this chapter may be in 
order. As noted earlier, our estimates are based on 
the response of the interviewee to a hypothetical sit
uation which he may not have understood fully. 
Moreover, given each interviewee's personal as~ess
ment of possible uses of the estimates derived from 
his response, he may either have inflated his answer 
above his true willingness-to-pay (on the judgment 
t ha t he would not, in fact, be forced to pay at all), or 
he may have deflated his answer (on the judgment 
that he would possibly have had to actually pay the 
amount he suggested). 

While conceding that estimates are subject to con
siderable reservation, they show that residents of 
Beaufort County are willing to make rather sizeable 
sacrifices in income in order to preserve a high qual
ityenvironment. 

PART V 

Summary and Conclusions 

Int'roduc tion 

In the preceding four parts we have noted the 
existing economic conditions in Beaufort County, 
analyzed the economic and ecologic impacts of seven 
different types of activities which might be de
veloped to expand the economic base of the County, 
and attempted to measure the willingness of the local 
population to trade off environmental quality for 
pecuniary income. In this final chapter, we will re
view our findings and discuss some of the conclu
sions the findings seem to justify. 

Review of Findings 

Although all of the analyses which we report are 
subject to limitations imposed by certain assump
tions which we were required to make and by the 
quality of the data we were able to obtain, the fol
lowing points now seem rather clear: 

1.	 Beaufort County's traditional economk base 
of agriculture, forestry and fisheries has been 
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releasing human resources at a rapid rate. 
These traditional activities are not likely to 
disappear from the County's economy, but they 
can no longer be depended upon to supp,ort a 
growing population and the public services 
which such a population will require. Military 
activities have largely replaced agriculture, 
forestry and fisheries in the County's economic 
base, but the level of local military operations 
is politically sensitive and likely to be unstable. 
Beaufort County must seek activities to form a 
new and expanding economic base if the 
County is to grow and prosper in the years 
ahead. These activities must provide both in
creased jobs and increased tax revenues. 

2.	 To a large extent, economic development in 
Beaufort County will require trade-ofis be
tween environmental quality and pecuniary 
benefits (e.g., jobs, income, taxes, etc.). Of 
the seven types of economic development which 
were examined in Part III, four (tourism 
and recreation, textiles and apparel, chemicals 
and lumber and wood products activities) ap
pear to offer the greatest pecuniary returns, 
but under current technology, such industtie::; 
will also create a threat of considerable envir
onmental damage. Lnght industry (such as 
food processing) and military and retirement 
community developments pose less environ 
mental threats, but also produce fewer pecun
iary benefits. 

3.	 The residents of Beaufort County appear to 
place a rather high value on environmental 
quality, especially clean air and clean water, 
and are willing to make rather sizeable sacri
fices in income in order to preserve a hign 
quality environment There is considerable 
variation in attitude toward such sacrifices 
between various income groups and between 
persons living north and south of Port Royal 
Sound. Those living south of, the Sound in
dicated a greater willingness to sacrifice in
come for environmental quality than those 
living north of the Sound, 

The Opli,ons for the Economic Futu7"e of Beaufort 
County 

Given the findings reported in this study and 
summarized above, we can identify at least three dis
tinct options for the economic future of Beaufort 
County: 

1.	 Beaufort County can choose to risk local en
vironmental quality and opt for the develop
ment of economic activities which generate 
relatively high monetary benefits. The pay
offs from such an option in terms of income, 
jobs and tax revenue \-vould probably be sig
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nificant, and the actual damage to the environ
ment might be very slight. But this sort of 
development, espedally that of heavy industry, 
carries with it the potential for serious pollu
tion problems and, at best, such develo-pment 
carries a risk of at least periodic episodes of 
air and water pollution. 

2.	 Another option for Beaufort County lies at the 
opposite extreme to Option #1. The County 
may chose to do nothing toward attracting ac
tivities for a new economic base. If military 
activi ties remain at about 1970 levels, such an 
option may mean that the County will suffer 
little in the way of population decline or severe 
economic hardship. But if the military activi
ties in the County are decreased considerably, 
there would probably be an eventually sig
nificant population decline. In addition, a de
crease in military activities in the County 
would result in a curtailment of Impacted 
Area Funds, necessitating either a substantial 
increase in the local tax levy or a deterioration 
in local government services. 

3.	 The third option for Beaufort County involves 
pursuit of a middle course. The development 
of light industry such as food processing might 
be encouraged, as well as further development 
of retirement-type communities in the County. 
While these activities will not produce as large 
a pecuniary payoff in terms of income, jobs 
and tax monies as those development activities 
referred to in Option #1, they will, if de
veloped at sufficient scale, provide the eco
nomic base needed to sustain a stable or mod
estly growing population and a level of public 
services approaching the State average. Al
though light industry and retirement commun
ities do account for some measure of environ
mental degradation, the effect on the environ
ment is relatively minor. In fact, if military 
operations in the County were reduced concur
rently with development of such activities, it 
is quite possible there would be no net reduc
tion at all in environmental quality. 
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