Lecture 7. Agricultural land use patterns and corporations in place
Reading for this lecture: Chapter 9
This lecture is going to include the original topic of agricultural land use patterns

· But also a significant component regarding corporations and place

· This latter portion of the lecture

· That is also the largest portion of the lecture

· Is a prelude to the topic of manufacturing to be discussed next week

On to agriculture…

At a trivial level
· The geography of agriculture, as I have mentioned previously, is based in soil and climate conditions and, of course, food cultures
· It is difficult to grow mangos in the Arctic, for example

· I believe it is incredibly important to protect agricultural land from development

· Because without food, we are in trouble!

· The Agricultural Land Reserve is a local example of this recognition

· It comprises approximately 47,000 square kilometers

· That is about 5 percent of the province

· The agricultural land in the Fraser Valley is protected by the Agricultural Land Reserve

· And despite it taking up a small portion of BC’s total land area

· It produces over half of British Columbia's annual agricultural revenue
But the geography of agriculture is rooted much deeper, pardon the pun in issues such as crop variation
· Agriculture, as a percentage of GDP varies widely

· Despite being major exporters and importers, most developed nations have only a small percentage of their GDP dedicated to agriculture

· The United Kingdom, for example, is 0.9 percent
· The United States is 1.2 percent

· The political lobby for agriculture in the US is huge though

· Much of Western Europe is around 2 percent, or less

· As is Canada

Perhaps more interesting are the trends over time

· Over the past 25 years, most developed nations have halved the dedication of their economy to agriculture

· With less significant change in the developing world

Moreover, the history of economic geography itself is rooted in agriculture

· Again, pardon the pun!

PUT UP FIGURE 9.2, VON THUNEN
Even within agriculture areas, the allocation of different crops depends on the market

· High turnover foods that need to get to the market faster are located closer to the market

· Fruit and vegetables are closer to the market than livestock

· And we have rent for that land decreasing as we move away from the market

It is important to recognize that the spatial distribution of crops is also based on changes in technology (seeding, harvesting, herbicides, and pesticides) as well as our preferences

· The US Midwest used to be a centre for corn

· But now soybeans are king because of their use as livestock feed and the corresponding export

· Potatoes used to be a Maritime product, but now it is a Western vegetable

Despite this model of von Thunen
· It is not always possible to produce close to the market

· You have to remember that von Thunen made this model about 200 years ago back when you ate what was grown very close to you

PUT UP TABLES 9.2 AND 9.3
As you can see from these tables

· There are countries that dominate the export and import of particular commodities

· Canada is a world leader in wheat exports, but we are beat out by the US

· And because of our relatively small market size, we do not dominate any of the commodity imports

· Note the importance of alcohol in agricultural trade!

Despite these huge volume of trade in agriculture

· Undernourishment is a huge problem globally

· Approximately 1 billion people suffer from undernourishment

· With almost half of those being from two countries: India and China

· In fact, the World Health Organization considers this to be the gravest single threat to the world’s public health
· Aid is the most effective measure of dealing with this

· But it has to be culturally sensitive

· We can’t send Doritos and Hot Dogs to India, even aside from the nutritional issue with these foods

· In 2006, over one-half of the world’s deaths have been attributed to malnutrition

· And the fact that such high levels of malnutrition and undernourishment exists is ridiculous because of the amount of food we produce globally

· Malnutrition is inherent in the system of capitalism

In order to not have malnourishment as a problem in a country

· You must either be able to produce the food yourself

· Or have access to the international market…i.e. money

· But the places that have problems with growing their own food

· Are those places with inadequate rainfall, climate issues, poor soil, etc.

· This leads to a lack of investment in a country, political stability problems, education problems, etc.

· Which leads us right back to the poverty trap

· These countries re-emerge with the same problems they had to begin with

But problems of nourishment are not just in the poor and developing world
· We here in the West have the same types of problems

· But they manifest in different ways

· Poorer neighbourhoods tend to have less access to high nutrition level foods

· In poorer neighbourhoods, especially in the United States

· You are more likely to come across a fast food outlet than a fruit stand

· This leads to all sorts of vitamin and mineral deficiencies as well as obesity

· Because these fast foods are high in calories and low in nutritional value

· It is way too easy to consume your entire caloric intake in one “meal”

· When I eat a fast food “meal” for lunch, rarely am I hungry for dinner

· So if you eat dinner as well, you are over-eating

Back to agriculture

The commodification of agriculture
· Making food for profit not for survival

· Has a number of environmental consequences

· Biodiversity is probably one of the most critical

· Because a lot of old growth forests, etc. are cleared to make grazing pastures or some crop is vast expanses

· The monocultuvation of a crop (wheat, rice, soybeans, etc.)

· Is supported by insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, and fertilizers

· As well as irrigation in ways and places it shouldn’t be done

· Eventually this destroys the soil

There is a reason why we as a species developed crop rotation

· One crop in a field takes out certain nutrients and the next puts it back

· Another field lays fallow for the cows to fertilize it with other nutrients

· It prevents the destruction of soil through erosion, if done correctly

· And also guards against pests

· It is generally good practice and is far more sustainable than current capitalist driven farming methods

PUT UP ENGEL’S LAW IN CANADA
An interesting relationship has emerged with regard to income and food
· With increases in income

· People are willing to spend a smaller proportion of their income on food

· This is called Engel’s Law

· Of course this makes (at least some) sense to the consumer

· Because even if your diet is as best as it can be, nutrition- and health-wise

· You can only eat so much

· So as you make more money, of course the percentage of your income going to food is going to fall

· I would suspect that in the best of all possible cases (healthy eating)

· The relationship would be an inverted U-shape

The trouble is for farmers

· Because Engel’s Law leads to an aggregate phenomenon of the expectation that food prices should be falling

· Basically, in a developed world we want to be spending our disposable income on things other than food…that would just be survival

· This has had some consequences that exacerbate the issue discussed above regarding sustainability

Farming “demands” increasing returns to scale
· This means more capital machinery

· It means land extension (more land under till)

· Farmers are “allowed” to use pesticides, fungicides, herbicides, fertilizers, etc.

· This leads to pollution from the run-off of these chemicals as well as the fossil fuels needed to run the machinery

And now on to some geography…
One of the consequences of increased capital intensity in agriculture
· Has been rural depopulation

· Of course, there will always have been those who wanted to leave the countryside for urban life

· The shift from the rural to urban nature of population concentration occurred in Canada beginning just after the First World War

· Currently, the biggest shifts to urban areas is going on in India and China

· This, of course, if partially because of the large populations in these two countries

· A consequence of this has been the decimation of rural areas

· Because there is no longer the population base to justify the presence of many services, private and government

· This only exacerbates the problem
· The end result of all this is to produce more and more food 
· On more and more land with fewer and fewer people
Despite this need for more and more land
· Irrespective of the damage done by contemporary farming

· We are losing much of our prime agricultural land

· Because of market forces

· Because land owners can get more money in rents from residential, commercial, and industrial purposes, they sell out

· In the United States, for example, urban sprawl devours almost 4000 square kilometers of farmland each year

· In Canada we haven’t been nearly as bad, losing 6000 square kilometers over the past 40 years

· But in Canada, that is a large portion of our arable land

· Approximately 20 percent of US land is classified as arable land and only 5 percent of Canada is

· Canada and the United States are very similar in size

· Canada consists of 9.98 million square kilometers

· And the United States consist of 9.63 million square kilometers

· Additionally, in Ontario, over 18 percent of prime agricultural land (literally the best agricultural land) is being used for urban purposes

· Fortunately, most of our arable land is in the Prairies

· Where less than 7 percent has been consumed for urban purposes
And now on to corporations, place, and culture (institutions)

Corporations, place and culture 

· In popular representations, appear to beyond place, and have no culture.

The Chairman of Dow Chemicals has mused:

· I have long dreamed of buying an island owned by no nation and of establishing the World Headquarters of the Dow company on the truly neutral ground of such an island beholden to no nation or society.  If we were located on such a truly neutral ground we could then really operate in the United States as US citizen, in Japan as Japanese citizens, and Brazil as Brazilians rather than being governed in prime by the laws of the United States … We could even pay any natives handsomely to move elsewhere.

What’s being imagined are placeless places, a space outside of space 

· Where the entanglements and messiness of particular locations can be avoided  

· Moreover, with recent innovations in both transportation and technology 

· This seems to becoming possible at least according to corporate executives.  

· Bill Gates, for example, has talked about “the end of geography.”

In a similar way, corporations loathe admitting the possibility of culture.  

· Culture like place is messy.  

· Instead, for corporations there are only rational choices, 

· Clear strategies for improving the bottom line, efficient solutions, and hard-headed decisions.  

· Culture has no place in this world.  

· As even the head of Benetton said: “we don’t do culture, we do business.”  

Recent work of geographers argues that firms both reflect and make particular places, 

· And those who run them are utterly influenced by culture 

· Which makes an enormous difference to how they are run, and even whether they survive.

The Corporation

My social science encyclopaedia 

· Defines a corporation as an entity having a legal status separate from owners or shareholders.  

· While this may be the legal definition it doesn't really get to the characteristic 

· Most people think of when they conjure up the corporation in their mind.  

· Perhaps the most important of these is size.  

· At the extreme, that size is hard to comprehend: 

· Sales revenues for the very largest transnationals, exceed the GDPs of most countries.  We’ve already discussed this
Of course, along with size goes power, 

· The power to change the environment in which it operates.  

· This in part explains the interest by industrial geographers in large corporations: 

· They are not just in geography, but make geography.  

· Corporations are "area-organizing institutions capable of instigating as well as reacting to spatial change."

Place

Corporations don’t inhabit a wonderland of no dimensions, 

· Rather, they are very much geographical entities, scattered across space.  

· In many ways, this is the economic rationale for the largest corporations, multinationals and transnationals.  

· They come into existence, and are sustained, precisely because they are able to make profit from operating across different kinds of places.  

· Let me explore this issue further Peter Dicken’s terminology.

For Dicken 

· Place is bound up with the corporation in two ways.  

· First the place where the firm originates shapes its trajectory

· He calls this “placing firms.”  

· So for example American firms behave differently from Japanese ones.  

· Second, corporation help create the nature of place in which they locate

· He calls this “firming place.” 

· So, to use an earlier example, 

· When Japanese and American electronic firms located in S. Wales in the 1980s 

· They changed radically that place not only economically but socially and culturally.

(i) Placing firms

There is a lovely quote Dicken has 

· From the painter Marc Chagall that perfectly summarises his argument: 

· “Every painter is born somewhere, even if later responds to other surroundings, a certain essence, a certain aroma of his native land will always remain in his work.”

This is true not only for painters, as Dicken argues, but also corporations.

Others have found that no corporation is truly global, footloose or operating in a borderless world.  

· They are all geographically constrained, and those constraints are often related to the history of the corporation and its geography.  

· Just as you can’t get away from the past, you can’t get away from place.  

· As one commentator has put it, 

· “The best one can say is that the transnational corporation is a national corporation with international operations.”

Another argument here stems from the embeddedness of firms within places.  

· This term embeddedness is an important one, and I’ve already implicitly made use of it when discussing industrial districts.  

· It is the idea that economic operations are thoroughly enmeshed in local political, cultural and social institutions of a place, 

· And they cannot be severed without destroying the operations themselves; 

Let me give you an example.
The first is overseas Chinese business networks, 

· These are networks of especially familial relations, but also long-time associations and friendships that are instrumental in shaping the investment patterns of overseas Chinese business people.  

· I mean by the latter, ethnic Chinese who do not live in China 

· Such as in Taiwan, Singapore, Malaysia and Indonesia, 

· And until 1997 a place also not part of China, Hong Kong.  

· One example, and it is discussed by Katharyn Mitchell, who researched the operations of rations Li Ka-shing.  

· Li Ka shing is a multi-billionaire business man from Hong Kong, especially interested in property development.  

· He has considerable financial interest in a number of corporations.  

· As Mitchell shows in her research, his choice of investments, that are now around the Pacific Rim, are fundamentally influenced by his long-standing relationships 

· With other Chinese business people in those areas.  

· One of these investments was the development of the Expo lands on the N. side of False Creek through Concord Pacific.  

· Through his contacts with both the CIBC here in Vancouver, and also some real-estate companies that also had links to the Chinese community 

· He bought the Expo lands in the 1980s, the development of which is still proceeding.

After the deal was done in 1988, 

· Victor Li, Li Ka Shing’s son was put in charge of operations as head of Concord Pacific.  In fact, he became a Canadian citizen.  

· Of course, in so doing he extended the embedded family relationship through the real estate corporation.  

· He said as much in a Globe and Mail interview:  

· “You have to understand a Chinese family.  There’s no difference between my father’s personal investments versus my personal investments.  It’s one.  It’s called family investment and that’s it.”

The broader point here is that corporations despite their sometimes monumental size, 

· And potentially immense geographical sweep, 

· Still remain embedded in a set of local relationships, 

· In this case, those originally forged among family and friends in Hong Kong.

The second example is that of Xerox.  

· Xerox began in the 1950s and was very much an American firm

· Its philosophy, like American corporate culture more generally was bigger is better
· But then some Japanese manufacturers came out with small, desktop photocopiers.  

· Instead of taking up whole rooms, they took up a small place on a counter.  

· Xerox didn’t even bother to compete.  How could anyone want these machines?  
· An insult to the American way of life, but of course people did want them a lot of them
· It was only when Xerox almost went bankrupt that it saw the error of its ways; 

· It needed to re-embed itself, away from the mindset that brought it to the brink of bankruptcy.

(ii) Firming places

This is the other side of the relationship: 

· Just as place influences firms, firms influence places.  

· It is the layers of investment by firms over time that helps shape and transforms a place.  

· When coal, iron, and steel corporations invested in S. Wales you get one kind of place, 

· But when micro-electronic firms invest in the same area you get a different kind of place

Or another local example, and it can be very dramatic, 

· Is when firms disinvest they can utterly transform a place.  

· When Penticton Mining Corporation left Cassiar, a mining town in C. Northern BC 

· The place as a site of human habitation dissolved.  

Culture


So firms are both in place, and make place.  

· Similarly, firms are in culture, and make culture.   

· That is, as an institutional entity, firms organize their operations according to a dominant set of cultural principles, mores, and tacit beliefs.  

· And once mobilized in the form of the firm itself, the firm influences culture.  

· We think of this mainly in terms of the products that firms makes

· Coca-cola, Nike, Starbucks, Benetton, etc.
I am only going to be concerned with the first of these issues,

· Firms in culture, and I am going to draw exclusively 

· On the work of one economic geographer to unpack it, 

· Erica Schoenberger, who is at Johns Hopkins University.  

· In 1997 she wrote a book called The Cultural Crisis of the Firm.  

· Her argument is that at least some firms have a terrible time adjusting to changing circumstances.
· It is not because they are stupid, 

· But because they are wedded to inappropriate forms of corporate culture that no longer work.  They used to work, but no longer.  

· However, because they have become so ingrained in the identity of the firm, 

· They are very difficult to alter.  In some cases they are so entrenched 

· That the firm cannot do anything but watch itself slide to extinction.  

· In other cases, they are saved 

· But only at the last moment, and accompanied by much anguish and tumult.

To introduce this general idea of the difficulties of changing culture she uses the allegory of the Mamelukes.  

Let me read you this opening story – it is just over a page. Pp. 111-12.

Erica Schoenberger wants to pose the same question about the Mamelukes to corporations.  

· Firms, like Xerox, for example continued to do stupid things, coming very close to self-extermination.  

· Xerox would not sell small photocopiers even though it was clearly what the market wanted.  

· Another example, also from Xerox, 

· Their scientists invented the personal computer at their research lab long before Apple or Microsoft or even IBM, but they never capitalized on it.  

· The higher echelons of their managements said, 

· We’re a photocopier manufacture not a computer manufacturer, 

· And so allowed the personnel and the discoveries at their lab to walk away, 

· This potentially cost the company not just millions but billions of dollars of lost revenue.  

· It could have been Xerox who produced the notebook 

· Or Xerox who produced the Imac rather than respectively IBM or Apple.

So what gives?  

· Why do supposedly rational, profit-driven firms do seeming irrational, and unprofitable acts?  

· For Erica Schoenberger it fundamentally has to do with culture and especially the culture inside the corporation.

For Erica Schoenberger culture is a whole way of life, 

· Much of it is often unconscious, we are no more aware of our culture than the smell of our own breath.  

· So it is not just certain values, or norms, or rules, but includes our very deeds, our practices, and our very identity ourselves who we take ourselves to be.  

· Everything is seen and judged from inside our culture.

In this Schoenberger likens culture to the notion of a scientific paradigm, 

· This was most famously discussed by the historian of science, Thomas Kuhn (The structure of scientific revolutions).  

· A scientific paradigm is a set of norms under which scientists undertake their work, 

· This governs not only what they do, but how they interpret their results.  

· For example, before Copernicus, when astronomers looked up at the heavens 

· They interpreted what they saw as a geocentric universe.  

· The whole universe went around planet earth.  

· After all, at least with the sun, it looks that way, or could be that way.  

· We wake up with sun coming up in one direction, 

· And go to bed with it facing the other direction.  

· Why shouldn’t we believe that the sun moves around the earth?  

· Certainly, for much of unrecorded history and even most of recorded history 

· This is what people believed, but as we know, it isn’t so.  

· And we know it is not so, not because any of us have done the astronomic measurements or observations but because we are living in a post-Copernican paradigm 

· From the historical record we know that getting to this post-Copernican norm was a very difficult and fraught process.  

· It involved Copernicus denying what he had found after he had found it 

· So as not to get in trouble with the Church that believed the opposite. 

· And Galileo was put on trial by Cardinal Bellarmine in Italy for asserting a heliocentric universe 

· What this tells us is that changing paradigms can be a wrenching thing

So for Schoenberger 

· Culture is like a scientific paradigm.  

· It is a set of beliefs and practices that go to our very core.  

· Changing such beliefs can be very difficult and sometimes impossible.  

· That’s what we see with the story of the Mamelukes.  

· Fighting on horseback was the only way they could conceive of fighting; 

· It was their cultural paradigm, it defined them as a culture.  

· As a result, changing it was always going to be an uphill battle, 

· And in the end they were willing to die out, or at least the fighting age men were willing to die out, rather than change their paradigm.

Putting it this way gives the sense that there is always a choice: 

· In this case to go on fighting on horseback or not to fight.  

· But again culture is not like that; it is so ingrained that it is impossible even to conceive of an alternative.  

· The Mamelukes cannot conceive of fighting except on horseback with swords, and lances and bows.  So this is not a rational decision.  

There are two related issues here 

· That I would like to draw your attention to before I get back to talking about firms, identity and power.  

· First, the culture or paradigms we inhabit become so much part of us that they become us; They become part and parcel of our identity, of who we are. 

· We see this best with the Mamelukes.  

· Horseback fighting with sabres was who a Mameluke man thought he was 

· Just as reading, writing and giving lectures is who I think I am, my identity.  

· They are not just activities that we decide to do, but define our very reason to be, who we are, and thereby define our actions in the world.  

Second, for identities to be sustained 

· They need to be backed up by a set of power relations that enable them to continue.  

· In Mamelukes society there must be a certain group of (presumably) men 

· Who have the power to continue maintaining these practices, 

· And to penalize those who don’t accord with them.  

So how does this view of culture operate with respect to corporations?  

· Schoenberger’s argument is that the internal culture of a corporation is like a culture.  

· It not only describes certain normal beliefs and actions, but it is prescriptive: 

· It tells you what you ought to do.  

· In Xerox’s case, an American cultural view that bigger is better tells you not to touch desk top Xerox machines with a barge pole.  

· This also explains why it is difficult for corporate culture to change.  

· Like the Mamelukes, Xerox simply couldn’t envision the alternative, 

· Even though they were being killed by it, the first literally, the second figuratively.  

· It is not a rational (economic) choice.  You either see it or you don’t.  

· Comparing the two dispassionately is not an option, Xerox just couldn’t imagine a world 

· In which people would prefer mini Xerox machines compared to gargantuan ones, 

· Just as the Mamelukes couldn’t imagine fighting without being on horses and waving sabres.

And these are not imaginable options because they are part and parcel of peoples’ identities, 

· And in particular, people who have the power to ensure their views are listened to.  

· In the case of Mamelukes, the military leaders, and in the case of the corporation, 

· The identities that count are those of higher management, 

· Who have the power to enforce it on the corporation.  

· The corporation takes on the identity of senior managers.  

· In fact, there emerges a coincidence of identities between the higher echelons of management and the corporation itself.  The two are mirrors of one another.

Corporate identity ( managerial identity

So to the continue with the example with which I’ve been working, 

· It was CEO David Kearns at Xerox, one of the founders, who was most adamant of about the American strategy of bigger is better philosophy at the corporation.  

· The corporation became him, he became the corporation.  The identities merged.  

· And once that happened, and given the enormous power he held, 

· It became incredibly difficult to change course.  

· To do so would necessarily involve an identity crisis, followed by a personality change.  

· That’s why Xerox almost went belly up when desk top photocopiers emerged.

However, there are other examples.  Let me give you two:

It is the Digital Equipment Corporation that was founded in 1957 

· By Ken Olsen on Route 128 in Boston.  It invented the minicomputer

· A smaller, less expensive, but powerful alternative to the mainframe

· It also beat IBM to time sharing technology that allowed multiple users to make use of the same machine.  In 1977 sales were $1 billion, 

· And it had 41% of the world wide market of mini computers.  

· In the same year it launched the VAX series that was more powerful than a mainframe.  

· It was used both by academics and the military, and had $13 billion sales in 1992, 

· But at the same time had losses of $95 million.  Losses increased during the 1990s, 

· And in 1992 Olsen was forced out as CEO.

What was going on?  

· Between 1977 and 1990, there was the proliferation of minicomputers and networking of them.  These machines were alternatives to the VAX, 

· Just as the minicomputer had been an alternative to the mainframe in the late 1950s.  

· However, Ken Olsen never understood that point, which is why he was forced to leave in the 1990s.  

· The corporation’s identity and his become fused, and the corporate paradigm could never admit that there was an alternative to the minicomputer.  

· PCs were outside its field of vision.  They weren’t computers, and not something to be taken seriously.  Just as desk top Xerox machines were not photocopiers.  

· Eventually in the 1980s, DEC did move into the PC markets, 

· But because of its history, its actions were confused and contradictory 

· And it never got a market niche, and as a result failed quite quickly.

A second example is the California-based Lockheed Tristar.  

· It began life as a manufacturer of aircraft.  That was its identity, culture and paradigm.  

· Especially during the war years, that was an identity that worked financially.  

· The US military bought large number of planes for combat in the European and Pacific theatres of war.  

· After the war, though, clearly the demand fell sharply, and Lockheed experienced problems

· Sales fell from $602 million to $112 million, 1944 - 1946; employment 60,000 to 17,000

What the military wanted was not so much planes as missiles.  

· They almost begged Lockheed to turn away from planes to rockets, 

· But there was tremendous resistance especially from the engineers.  

As Hal Hibbard, who was the chief engineer for Lockheed immediately after the war put it:

“You take Bob Gross and me.  We couldn’t give a damn about missiles.  We didn’t like missiles we wanted airplanes.  The top guys at Lockheed were all airplane guys.  They weren’t missile guys.  They’re entirely different.  The problems are entirely different, and what you can do with them is entirely different.  So you can either be in this field, or you can be in that field.  Bob Gross and I always wanted to be in this field – flying.  We liked flying.”

However, because of market forces Lockheed eventually did go into missiles in 1954, 

· But the problem was that senior management were not “missile guys” but airplane guys, 

· And they continually interfered in engineering decisions and strategy.  

· What was at issue was that the missile guys expected to be proper research scientists

· Many of them were just from university after PhDs literally doing rocket science!
· So they wanted to be left on their own, to be creative, and have some autonomy.  

· So there emerged a split between the two cultures, that eventually led to a rebellion among the missile guys, who threatened to resign en masse if they weren’t treated in a way they were expected.

Clearly, this didn’t improve production and sales of missiles, 

· The missile division got new management and was actually moved away from the airplane manufacture in LA up the coast to San Francisco.  

· Once that happened, the missile division prospered.  

· It now had an appropriate culture, and of course it is on missiles that Lockheed has made its fortune.

In sum, corporations are very much part of place and culture.  

· They are something that corporations are stuck in and stuck with.  

· It might be nice to imagine a world in which this is not the case, 

· But it will never be our world. 
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