
The Canadian Journal of Regional Sciencel 
la Revue Canadienne des Sciences Régionales IV, 2 (1981). © /PA 1981 

IMPLICATIONS or EXURBAN RESIDENTIAL
 
DEVELOPMENT: A REVIEW*
 

Alun Joseph and Barry Smit
 
Department of Geography
 

University of Guelph
 
Guelph, Ontario
 

The complex, symbiotic relations that exist between urban and rural 
areas have long been of interest to academics and planners. The 
interactions between urban and rural land uses and activities are 
most apparent at the boundary or "fringe" between urban and rural 
areas. However, as urban-oriented activities have expanded far 
beyond built-up areas, this fringe zone has become far more ex ten­
sive and less easily demarcated. One of the most widespread mani­
festations of urban expansion into rural areas is ex urban residential 
development in its various forms. 

The ubiquity of exurban residential development has generated a 
recent flurry of research by academics and stimulated an interest by 
the general public and concerned policy makers. However, despite 
this interest, the subject remains an immature field. The relation­
ships between, on the one hand, local situa tions and practical con­
cerns, and, on the other, developments in related theory or disci­
plines remain unclear and relatively unattended. 

The purpose of this review is threefold: first, to examine the 
nature of exurban residential development and its position within 
the context of rural-urban relations; second, to assess the implica­
tions of this sort of land use change in rural areas; and third, to 
discuss possible research strategies for two related planning issues, 
land use policy and municipal service provision. Sorne of the exam­
pies are drawn from the United States and Great Britian, but 
emphasis is given to the Canadian context. 

. Rural-Urban Relations 

Rural-urban relations in western economies have undergone con­
siderable change du ring this century. The market town has been 
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supplanted by the metropolis [381, the family farm has given way to 
"agro-business" [31, and the traditional foundations of rural-urban 
social differences have been eroded [27J. Clark [13] has noted that 
the macro-location of population and economic activity in the indus­
trial world has tended towards an ever-increasing concentration in a 
limited number of areas; their micro-location, on the other hand, 
tends towards an increasing diffusion of "sprawl." In this environ­
ment, two forms of rural region have emerged: first, the sparsely 
populated, peripheral, and still dominantly agricultural region; and, 
second, the more heavily populated "central" region, with more 
diverse land use activities, proximate to large urban centres [8; 17). 

The character of a rural region, whether peripheral or central, 
springs from a combination of internai and external pressures. 
Internally, the adoption of improvements in production and trans­
portation technology and new organizational structures in agricul­
ture has reduced the farm populations of many countries. In the 
United States [9] and England and Wales [76] this reduction has been 
by as much as half over the two or three decades following 1945. In 
Canada, the farm population fell from just under three million in 
1951 to just over one million in 1976 [47]. Externally, urban centres 
have had a centripetal influence on peripheral rural regions, draw­
ing off population and economic activities in the classic core­
periphery fashion and exacerbating the impact of changes in agricul­
ture [17). On the other hand, urban centres have had a centrifugai 
influence on more proximate rural regions. These accessible rural 
regions have served as land reservoirs for urban-oriented activities, 
including residential development [42; 24]. 

At a macro scale, the changing nature of rural-urban relations 
has frequently been discussed through reference to aggregate 
demographic data drawn from census sources [6]. Examination of 
such aggregate data, however, has not provided answers to even 
very general questions. For example, analysis of change in United 
States county populations in the 1950s and 1960s has been used in 
support of the hypothesis that a clean break from "metropolitaniza­
tian" has occurred in the urbanization process [71], as weil as to 
bolster the conAicting propostion that urbanization is continuing in 
broadly the same manner, but "spilling-over" from traditional met­
ropolitan cores [29). The resolution of general issues such as these 
and the addressing of more specifie questions demands considera­
tion of data more directly related to the areas affected and processes 
involved. 

A common approach has been to consider developmOents in rural­
urban relations within a regional framework. Such regional treat­
ments have focused primarily upon the rural-urban fringe. Exposi­
tions on the nature and extent of the fringe have proliferated since 
Burgess identified a fringe belt in his model of the city [70). How­

ever, synthesis of the literature on the rural-urban fringe is ham­
pered by a multiplicity of terms and definitions [55] and by a preoc­
cupation with the question of spatial definition [201. It is debatable 
whether a general definition of the fringe is necessary, or even 
helpful, in the investigation of patterns, processes or problems in 
rural areas near urban centres, since delimitations of the fringe 
should vary depending upon the phenomenon or process of interest 
to the researcher. Thus, the area in which land speculation is of 
concern may be quite different from the area in which land use 
conversion from agriculture is widespread. This, in turn, may not 
correspond to the area within which nonfarm residences are 
increasing in density or to the area into which industrial complexes 
are expanding. It is clear that many issues, such as land use patterns, 
changes or conflicts, population shifts, or land ownership character­
istics, can be examined wherever they occur, and do not require a 
general or all-purpose definition of the fringe. Thus, although a piea 
has been made for consideration of the fringe as a special region [61], 
this could prove a hindrance to the systematic consideration and 
comprehension of the processes underlying changing rural-urban 
relations, which are unlikely to recognize regional boundries. 

One such process is exurban residential development, which has 
substantially shaped recent developments in rural areas proximate 
to centres of urban population. This phenomenon and its implica­
tions for rural areas are the focus of this paper. 

Exurban Residential Development 

The term"exurban residential development" is used here to describe 
residential development in the countryside which is urban-initiated 
but is physically separa te from the urban centre. Thus, an exurban­
ite is an individual who resides in the country but main tains strong 
ties, chiefly through employment, with an urban centre. Exurban 
residential development has taken a number of forms, ranging from 
the conversion of farmhouses, through the building of rural esta tes, 
to th«texpansion of existing rural settlements. 

The prevalence of "urban sprawl" [14], or of "leapfrogging" [31], 
around American cities is weil documented, as it is also for Canadian 
cities [24; 61J. Although low density residential development at the 
periphery has been a feature of the western city throughout the 
twentieth century, in recent decades urban development has 
reached further afield from urban centres, and at lower densities 
than former1y, into the surrounding counrtyside [32; 63]. Dubbed 
by sorne as the "flight to the fringe" [1], this increasirgly widespread 
form of residential development reAects changing locational oppor­
tunities and preferences on the part of a sizable proportion of the 
urban population [4]. 
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Increased opportunities for residen tial location in rural areas 
have resulted largely from rising personal incomes and greater 
mobility [62; 22; 37]. Within these constraints of income and mobil­
ity, however, the actual form and extent of residential development 
in the countryside depends upon the locational perferences of 
households. Such preferences are influenced not only by income, 
but also by household size, stage in the life cycle, and 50 forth [65). 
Several studies indicate that preferences for rural living combine 
both anti-urban and pro-rural sentimen ts. Exurbanites often attempt 
to improve their "quality of life" by exchanging the disamenities of 
the city, such as pollution, congestion, or whatever, for the ameni­
ties of the country [78J. The preceived amenities of rural living may 
include the natural surroundings and open spaces or the rural 
community atmosphere [74; 37; 73; 40J. For many ex urbanites, 
however, the desire for countryside living is tempered by the neces­
sity of a continuing tie to urban employment centres [23; 12; 52J. 
Thus, in many instances, actual migration behaviour by households 
may not be congruent with expressed migration preferences [18]. 
Those who profess a desire for location in a truly rural environment 
may be forced to settle for a less satisfactory location nearer to their 
employment. 

The extent of exurban residential development around Canadian 
cities is indicated by the notable increase in the population of rural 
areas proximate to cities and by the amount of land converted to 
residential use in those same areas. However, although published 
data are readily available on both rural population and rural land use, 
neither provides an unambiguous base upon which to measure 
exurban residential development. In connection with rural popula­
tion growth, it is impossible to separate exurban-induced change 
from that which originates locally from changing birth and death 
rates, new economic development, and 50 on. At the same time, 
although the land conversion data can be used to plot the general 
tempo of exurban residential development [10], estimates of farm­
land 1055 to urban development quoted in the literature [53) may 
underestimate the extent of ex urban residential development. 
There is evidence that many exurban residents are particularly 
attracted to areas with varied terrain and landscapes, which may not 
have been suitable for agriculture [48J and thus may not have 
involved conversion from farming. 

Although the extent of exurban residential development around 
Canadian cities cannot be measured precisely, the p~enomenon is 
sufficiently widespread that the implications of increasing residen­
tial development in the countryside are worthy of scrutiny. 

Implications of Exurban Residential Development 

Residential development in the countryside crea tes a mix of com­
munity problems and issues which differs from that which has 
prevously confronted most rural areas. Increasing pressure is 
exerted on the land base, on community resources, on the local 
social structure, and 50 forth. The impact of such development has 
come under close scrutiny, and a number of problem areas have 
been identified [72; 70; 31]. In this review, the consequences of 
exurban residential development are examined in terms of land use 
issues, impacts on rural settlements and society, and implications for 
public service provision. 

Land Use Issues 
The effect that a particular land use has on neighbouring uses is a 
major local planning concern. In rural areas that have experienced 
substantial growth in nonfarm population, there is considerable 
potential for conflict between agricultural and residential uses. As 
weil, t here is a conflict evident in attempting to main tain the attrac­
tive features of a rural area that have enticed many of the nonfarm 
residents out of the city, while at the same time continuing to allow 
more development 50 that others can take advantage of this 
lifestyle. 

In assessing such conflicts it is useful to consider the pattern of 
exurban residential development as it has evolved in Canada. Non­
farm residential development is commonly characterized by isolated 
residences on large lots, and by smail pockets of dwellings, in sorne 
places weil removed from existing rural settlements, elsewhere in 
close proximity. The discontinuous nature of residential develop­
ment 1S attributable to the independance of decision-making which 
has prevailed in most rural areas [32). It has been noted that one of 
the motivating factors in selecting a rural over an urban home 
location is that of establishing a degree of privacy not available in 
congested urban areas [73J. This may weil contribute to the ten­
dency of nonfarm residents to build isolated residences. In addition, 
however, it is apparent that many homebuilders seek out scenic 
lands and try to take advantage of landscape features 50 as to have a 
view uncluttered by other homes or nonagricultural uses [48; 40].lt 
is this "disorderly" pattern of residential development, perhaps as 
much as anything e1se, that is viewed as having adverse effects on 
rural areas [70; 31]. 

A number of land use concerns arising from the haphazard 
nature of development have been identified. These include social 
concerns as weil as the impact of residential development on the 
rural environment. As the number of homes and people increases in 
the countryside, 50 do the ancillary land uses such as shopping 
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outlets, gasoline stations, and so on, to provide for the new popula­
tion. This results in substantial modification of the visual environ­
ment, often in ways that may not be compatible with everyone's 
notion of the countryside [73J. Indeed, many of those who first 
sought a peaceful rural environ ment may weil find their rural ideal 
compromised by the influx of more nonfarm people. 

One of the most frequently cited impacts of exurban residential 
development is its effect on the local agricultural industry. Several 
authors suggest that low density nonfarm development has detri­
mentally affected agriculture due to farm fragmentation, rising land 
values, and restrictions on farm operations [61; 58; 59; lI]. They 
point out that modern agriculture requires large fields for efficient 
production, whereas the introduction of urban uses fragments land 
parcels and restricts opportunities for future farm amalgamation. 

Further, it is argued that the presence of nonfarm people actively 
competing in the rural land market serves to inflate land values. 
Whether these impacts on land priees represent a significant prob­
lem is open to debate. Frankena and Scheffman [21] argue that 
changes in land prices are the appropria te response to changes in 
demands. They point out that current land rents, which determine 
land use, may not be affected by priee changes, and, since the 
demand for residences is limited, the impact on priees and on rents 
(and hence on land use conversion) is also limited. At the same time, 
there is little evidence that farmers perceive increases in land priees 
as a problem. Smit and Flaherty [68], for example, found that 
farmers evaluated the inflationary effect of nonfarm development 
on land priees in a positive way. 

While many direct and indirect effects of residential development 
upon agriculture have been identified, perhaps the most widely 
debated issue concerns the extent and consequences of land use 
conversion from agriculture, or what is more commonly referred to 
as "loss of farmland" [7; 58]. Certainly, areas of land once used for 
farming have been converted to residential use. However, Miller 
and Arthur [50] argue that concern over land conversion to non­
farm residences is overstated, as the areas involved are relatively 
smail. Similarly, Frankena and Scheffman [21] review available data 
on land-use conversion and draw two conclusions. First, the rate of 
conversion of land to built-up urban use is low in relation to the rate 
of productivity increase in agriculture and the stock of agricultural 
land. Secondly, the aggregate rate of conversion of land to rural 
nonfarm residential use has been lower than the rate of conversion 
to built-up urban use. • 

Even if conversion of agriculture land per se is not a pressing 
issue in Canada, the loss of land of high agricultural capability may 
be [80; 25; 44), particularly given that about fifty percent of Canada's 
population resides on the best five percent of its agriculturalland 
[24]. Available evidence for Ontario, however, suggests that land 

converted to nonfarm residential use had come in disproportion­
ately large amounts from lower quality agrieulturalland than from 
land with high capability for agriculture [46; 58; 48; 21]. 

Furthermore, as Frankena and Scheffman [21] point out, the fact 
that areas of land weil suited for agriculture are converted to other 
uses does not, in itself, represent a serious problem worthy of 
government intervention. [t would represent a problem if the con­
version of land use implies that fundamental societal goals from the 
use of land cannot be met now or in the future. Unfortunately, few 
studies have assessed the land resource relative to the demands and 
requirements associated with the use of rural land. 

Rural Seulement and Social Organization 
Changes in the functioning of rural settlements and in rural society 
are a response to many factors, of which exurban residen tial devel­
opment is only one [56J. In Canada, a decreasing percentage of the 
rural population continues to be actively engaged in agriculture, and 
this trend willlikely continue in the years ahead. This has obvious 
implications for the size of rural farm populations and the degree to 
whieh they provide economic support for rural settlements. In areas 
within the commuting range of urban centres, however, exurban 
residential development has served to compensa te, or more than 
compensate, for the decline in farm population [16J. This has 
brought about a greater urbanization of rural society and a more 
urban-oriented settlement system, in which ties from small to large 
centres predomina te over those between small centres and sur­
rounding rural areas. Thus, in contrast to the problems of popula­
tion loss in perïpheral rural areas, many rural areas proxima te to 
cities are faced with the problems of assimilating, or adapting to, an 
increasing population. . 

Changes in rural society and settlements have fundamental 
impacts on those who live in the countryside, whether they be 
newcomers or weil established rural residents. As the rural popula­
tion swells with newcomers, a potential for social and political 
conflict between individuals and groups builds up [51]. Community 
boundaries may be disturbed, old political alliances upset, shopping 
patterns modified, and community solidarity may be threatened 
[63J. It is usually assumed that conflicts derive from differences in 
values or aspirations or even general attitude toward the country­
side [75; 54]. 

ft is coml1'.lOn practice to consider the opposing points of view in 
rural communities to "urban" and "rural" individuals or groups [27J. 
There is rnixed opinion, however, as to what distinguishes urban­
oriented people from rural-oriented people in non-metropolitan 
areas [5]:,Residential location is hardly a useful differentiating char­
acteristic, and the usefulness of occupation as a discriminator has 
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been undermined by the progressive decline in the role of agricul­
ture in rural areas. Although some researchers have stressed rural­
urban differences in characteristics such aslife expectations [49] and 
consumer behaviour [281, others maintain that such differences are 
equally, if not more, pronounced between the inhabitants of small 
and large urban centres [27]. The blurring of urban-rural differen­
ces is a not unexpected outcome of decades of urbanization in many 
rurallocalities. 

Thus, although the social stress produced by rapid exurban resi­
dential development has been frequently noted [75; 151, the charac­
teristics of the conflicting groups have not been clearly identified. 
Even in connection with a fundamenfal issue like land use control, 
Smit and Flaherty [67] found that the preferences of farmers for 
land severance policies did not differ significantly from those of 
nonfarmers. The degree of difference in attitudes between farmers 
and nonfarmers, or other elements of the rural community, has 
quite probably been overstated. There is clearly a need for rigorous 
investigation of attitudes towards various issues in the countryside 
and of preferences of rural residents for alternative responses or 
solutions. 

Public Service Provision 
The impact of exurban residential development on the provision of 
public services is considered to be a key issue by many commenta­
tors [41; 76; 15]. At a generallevel, exurbanites may help rejuvenate 
the market for some services and facilities in declining rural settle­
ments. However, the growing importance of both scale economies 
in the supply of goods and services and changing patterns of mobil­
ity make small service centres increasingly less important in the 
spatial organization of both public and priva te service provision 
systems [361. The decline of the service function of small centres has 
had serious implications for the welfare of rural residents with 
restricted mobility, who find themselves increasingly isolated from 
centraiizing services that were traditionally available in smaller 
communities [77J. An excellent example is the rural family medical 
practitioner, who has become an increasingly rare feature of the 
Canadian rural landscape. 

Centralization has been most evident in connection with servi­
ces, such as health care, which are funded and administered a t senior 
levels of government [36]. Many other public services, funded and 
administered at the municipal level of government,. have been 
affected more by the density characteristics of rural residential 
development than by changes in the structure of service networks. 

Low density resiclential development, whether in the form of 
isolatecl units, strips along raads, or small agglomerations, has 
important implications for the provision of a wide range of 

municipally-based public services such as road maintenance, water 
supply, sewage disposai and refuse collection. The cost of providing 
most of these services is substantially increased by the discontinu­
ous nature of exurban residentia! development [2; 41J. It has been 
argued that because municipal services are usually organized and 
funded on a community-wide basis, it is rare for the total costs to be 
passed on to those who reap their benefits [2; 11]. On the consumer 
side, Greenwood [30J has suggested that while new residents weigh 
the personal benefits and costs of a rural location, they rarely take 
into account the overall costs to the community they are joining. 
These externalities become apparent to residents only after they are 
embodied in planning con troIs or property taxes [44; 35). 

Counter to the argument that the whole community pays the bill 
for the inefficiency of exurban residential development are the 
observations that new residents expand the tax base and may shun 
many services in their quest for a rurallifestyle [11]. This raises the 
question of changing demands for services. It is frequently sug­
gested that newcomers always press for more and/or better quality 
services [34; 631, although Clawson [151 observes that much 
depends upon the age composition of the new residents. For exam­
pIe, younger immigrants are likely to generate a need for more 
education services, whereas older ones may weil encourage greater 
emphasis upon health related services. Empirical evidence on service 
demands is lacking, however, and the extent to which changed 
demands for services result from the different demands of exurban­
ites, from changes in the demands of other rural residents, or simply 
from the increase in the community population is difficult to assess. 
Whatever their origin, the basic problems of identifying these 
demands and bearing the costs of providing services remain. 

Possible Research Strategies 

Oespite much public deba te and considerable academic COmment on 
exurban development in recent years, the phenomenon remains 
surprisingly little understood. There is a need for comprehensive 
empirical enquiry because many commenta tors draw conclusions 
from, and suggest policies for, exurban development in the absence 
of substantive information about its extent and consequences. 
There is also a need to in tegrate the various threads of investigation 
in this electic field with conceptual foundations. Theory in this area 
is very poorly developed, and that in related fields is only rarely 
acknowledged in examina tions of exurban residential development. 

This review suggests two areas where a clear need and opportun­
ity exist for a genuine contribution to the understanding of the 
implications of exurban residential development. These are the 
issues of land use con trois and the provision of municipal public 
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services. Although the ramifications of exurban residential devel­
opment extend beyond these two issues, they are central to the 
planning dilemma facing many rural areas: Should land be pro­
tected From residential development? and, What measures need to 
be taken to meet the service nèeds of a changing rural community? 

Land Use Controls 
Justification for planning con trois on residential development in the 
countryside conventionally pertains to two levels of concern. First, 
at the locallevel the issues include aesthetics, conflicts, the viability 
of the local agricultural sector, and the environment. At present, 
however, local planners and decision makers are required to make 
decisions on land severances and other land use policies to control 
rural residential development without adequate empirical informa­
tion on the nature and extent of the implications. There are few 
studies which rigorously investigate the impacts of exurban devel­
opment on the rural environment and on other rural activities. 
Thus, the information base for land use policy is very fljmsy. Assum­
ing that future empirical work indicates that there are sorne signifi­
cant detrimental impacts, there remains a need for the systematic 
assessment of policies, both existing and proposed. Economic cost­
benefit analysis, as proposed by Frankena and Scheffman [2l], 
represents a step in this direction but methods are required to 
simultaneously assess land use policies from the point of view of 
social and environmental impacts. In the absence of rigorous empiri­
cal analyses, there will be no choice but for planning to continue to 
be based upon inadequate information, rhetoric, conventional wis­
dom and conjecture. 

Secondly, planning controls are rationalized on the basis of con­
cerns that pertain to a broad public interest; in particular, that 
residential development in the countryside consumes land that can 
be used for food production. The concern for the capacity to produce 
food is not so much an interest of specific municipalities, but rather a 
requirement or goal for society generally. Despite vociferous pro­

'nouncements that rural residential development should be Iimited 
because it consumes agricultural land, there is surprisingly little 
empirical information on the amount, location, type, and former use 
of lands now used for rural residences. A clear need exists for 
fundamental and sometimes laborious empirical work of the type 
undertaken by Gierman and Lenning [26]. Forecasts of the nature 
and extent of future exurban residential developme61t also require 
both conceptual and empirical work on residential preferences 
under alternative sets of conditions. 

Trends and forecasts of the conversion of land to rural residential 
use, by themselves, provide a far from adequate basis for land policy 
formulation. Such policy can be justified from the food requirement 

standpoint only if there is evidence that recent or projected trends 
are likely to prevent the attainment of food production goals. Never­
theless, recommendations are frequently made that land with a high 
capacity for agriculture should be preserved for agricultural use. 
Surely this is an inadequate basis for policies. Is it necessary to 
preserve ail of this land for agriculture? What about the m211Y other 
legitimate uses of land, such as housing, aggregate extraction, for­
estry, transportation, recreation and conservation? In many instan­
ces, land that is "prime" for agriculture is also "prime" for these other 
uses for which there are legitimate demands also [66J. 

Although much information exists on the physicalland resource 
base, methods have yet to be developed to assess this resource base 
relative to socioeconomic conditions and requirements from the 
land. Thus, policy makers and planners have not been provided with 
the information that is necessary to bridge the gap between, on the 
one hand, inventories of land resources and, on the other hand, 
priorities and policy decisions pertaining to the use of land. 

One method of analyzing land resources relative to socioeco­
nomic conditions pertaining to land use at a broad scale is via 
programming models. For instance, land use allocation models such 
as those developed at Iowa [33] can be employed to assess the land 
use implications of changes in conditions or requirements From the 
land. A slightly different approach to evaluating the land resource 
for multiple goals under alternative sets of future conditions has 
been proposed by Smit et al. [69]. Systems analysis is used to 
synthesize diverse information about land availability and its capa­
bility for alternative uses, product yields and input levels, non-land 
resource constraints, and requirements from the land. 

Given these conditions, the feasible allocations of uses to land 
areas are assessed to identify those areas in which there is little 
flexibility of use if the specified requirements are to be met. The 
sensitivity of allocations to changes in conditions and requirements 
can aise be measured. Programming models of this type can be used 
to evaluate the implications of, among other things, alternative 
scenarios for future exurban development. In fact, it is difficult to 
see how the broad implications of land use trends can be systemati­
cally assessed without sorne simulation system of this type. 

Municipal Ser:vice Provision 
Research on public service provision in rural areas has tended to 
focus upon the general problem of providing services to a dispersed 
population at a time when scale economies in delivery of services are 
becoming increasingly important [60]. Although this problem is still 
of considerable importance in rural areas with stable or declining 
population, in areas experiencing population growth the pressing 
problem is one of accommodating changing demands for services. 
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This challenge is felt most keenly at the municipal level, where 
services are both funded and administered locally, and are thus most 
sensitive to localized changes in resident preference. Exurban resi­
dential development is, of course, a primary determinant of these 
localized changes. 

The general implications of exurban residential development for 
public service provision in rural areas have already been discussed.lt 
is nevertheless worth while to consider the merits of substantive 
work in this area. First, there is a need to put conjecture on the 
demands of ex urbanites for municipal services in the countryside to 
the test. Do the preferences of newcomers differ significantly From 
those of weil established residents? Second, there is a considerable 
potential for improving the planning of service provision in rural 
communities. The lack of consistent public involvement in the plan­
ning of service provision has long been lamented [64] and existing 
public participation strategies have come under close and critical 
scrutiny [8I], so there is a pressing need to develop mechanisms for 
the incorporation of resident preferences into the planning of ser­
vice provision. 

Having provided sorne justification for the investigation of resi­
dent preferences concerning service provision, it remains to outline 
a feasible approach. A major recommendation is that resident pref­
erences for municipal public services should be elicited within a 
realistic choice framework. Ail too frequently residents have been 
asked only to indicate their satisfaction with existing services and, 
perhaps, to suggest their priorities for improvement. This strategy 
is simplistic and can be misleading in that the cost of improving 
services is seldom indicated to the respondent. With budget con­
straints on municipalities being the rule rather than the exception, 
an improvement in one service would necessitate a transfer of funds 
From one or more other services; that is, improvements for particu­
lar services require that trade-offs be made with other services if 
municipal budgets are fixed. It is probable that preferences e1icited in 
this constrained manner would be more accu rate than those 
obtained in a traditional, unconstrained way. Moreover, they would 
be constrained in exactly the sa me way as the municipal decision­
making to which they might con tribu te. 

A trade-off game approach appears to fulfill the requirements 
discussed above. Examples of the use of trade-off games for eliciting 
constrained preferences are provided by Wilson [79], Hoinvîlle [39], 
and Robinson et al. [57). The basic principle of trade-off games is 
that players (respondents) are confronted with a number of services 
or service attributes, each with several possible quality levels. Each 
service level has an associated price, measured in points, chips or 
dollars. Respondents are allocated a budget and are allowed to 
purchase the quality levels they desire. By making the total budget 

insufficient to permit purchase of the highest levels of ail service 
attributes, trade-offs are forced. Players can allocate their budgets 
among alternative service attributes until they achieve the most 
satisfactory combination. 

Robinson et al. [57] stress the advantage of starting with the 
current levels of services and the current budget, so that respond­
ents can use their current situation as a "benchmark." Respondents 
are then able to improve upon the quality of one service attribute 
only by sacrificing the quality of one or more of the other services or 
service a ttribu tes. 

Thus, via trade-off games, respondents indicate the direction in 
which they would prefer changes to occur From the current situa­
tion, given a limited number of alternatives and a finite budget. 
Analogous to the economist's indifference curve approach, the 
choice or trade-off between any two dimensions is assumed to be 
dependent upon the cost and utility associated with various quanti­
ties of each dimension [19]. The process of tr ade-off to obtain an 
optimal mix of the dimensions is thus a form of utility maximization: 
For a given budget, what combination of dimensions yields the 
greatest sa tisfaction? 

The trade-off approach to identifying demands for services in a 
rural context is illustrated by Joseph and Smit [43]. Using the game 
format, residents indicated the municipally-provided services they 
would improve and those they would trade-off given a fixed munic­
ipal budget. The results provide an indication of the way in which 
rural residents would Iike to see their taxes apportioned for service 
provision. Differences in constrained preferences within the com­
munity, such as between exurban residents and long established or 
farm residents, can readily be examined. 

Conclusions 

Exurban residential development is widespread and has substantial 
and far-reaching implications for rural areas. A review of the litera­
ture has demonstrated a paucity of both theory and empirical evi­
dence on the nature of these implications. At present much policy is 
formulated in the absence of reliable information and rigorous 
analysis, notably in the areas of land use control and municipal 
service provision. In consequence, the rationale for policy is fre­
quently questioned, the objectives of policy are sometimes unclear 
or ambiguous, policy is often difficult to implement and, when put 
into practice, may prove to be counter-productive. Among the many 
areas worthy of research, sorne possibilities for policy-oriented 
research on land use control and municipal service provision are 
suggested. Without innovative issue-oriented analysis, the need for 
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government involvement will continue to be questioned and the 
ability to formulate effective policy will continue to be impaired. 
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