


The President of the World Bank is selected by the Board of Executive 

Directors. The bank has a staff of 3,500. 

World bank loans must be to governments, or their instrumentalities, 

or if to private enterprise must be guaranteed by member governments, loans 

must be for productive purposes ba~ ·Id on bank analysis, and the bank must 

consider the ability of the harrower to obtain foreign exchange necessary 

to ser vice the loan. Loans are also carefully monitered to assess their 

economic and social contri bution . 

Since inception the World Bnnk has made $31-billion in loans to 

95-countries, and currently has an outstanding loan portfolio of almost 

$28-billion. Largest barrowers are Brazil, Mexico, Korea, Yugo&lnvia, 

Columbia, Iran, Turkey, Philipi nes, and Nigeria. 

The world funds and their affi liates arc of i nterest, because it was 

to the management structure of these entities that state consultants on the 

permanent fund looked in making their recommendations for the management of 

the Alaska fund. The lfol'l<l Bank has a sizable staff partinl ly due to the 

eva luati on, technical assistance, and monitcring that is a pa1·t of the 

bank's function. It is }j kcly that an f\ la ska Fund wou1 d not have such a staff, 

nnd indeed might hove a qui tc smal J one. Neverthcl ess , a subsidcrar)' question 

in the development of the Alnskn Permanent Fund will be " ... to what 

extent cvalunti vc services --not simply of benefit to the fund in anal)'si!i 

of n loan. but of use to the borrower i n deve loping the loan nnd entire 

finr~.ncial package-- and ndditionally, to what extent ongoing technical 

assistance, wi.11 be avnilnblo to development Joun packngcs . Such a deci sion 

''ill de termine whether the Permanent Fund stnff js large, or quito smnll. 
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It should also be noted that the Alaska Fund, l ike the ~orld Bank, 

could construct affiliates to operate 1) in the l ess developed areas of the 

state, and 2) a second affi l iate designed to grant very long-term loans at 

very l ow interest. The later affiliate would operate where t heir is extreme 

needs to meet employment and social problems, could receive special technical 

help and monitering, and would be "sep~rated" in such a manner so that the 

l egislature and executive could "knowingly" watch the performance of this 

high risk unit. Additionally, the fund might be prot ected by the legislatu1·e 

reimbursing from the general fund a subsidy against the low-interest, or 

agreeing to in principal appropriate for the high risk frontier losses (note : 

the words "in principal" are used sjnce no l egislature can bind a future 

legislature --the arrangement would have to he one of moral conunitment) . 

OTllER INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT DANKS 

Other International Development Danks tend to be more regiona l, and 

in most respects nre simi l ar in structure to th~ Wor ld Bank. Such banks will 

be discussed C'nly briefly, nnd arc: The lntor-J\mericun Development Bnnk , t he 

A~inn Development 13nnk, and the African Oovolopment Bank. 

INTER- AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

Founded in 1959 tho bank hns ussets of $3-h ill ion, authorized capital 

of $6.3-l>illion, nn '' pai<l-fo- c:tpital of $983-million . Membership consists of 

2'1 - Amcri cnn government~ un<l lO-non-Amer i cnn governments. 

The hank ho s a rnanngcment structure of n board of one-each from member 

nutfons , nnd e leven executive cl l'roctors. Th o honrd hires the Prusiden t, nnd 

the directors the vice-president. 
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Loans are made to member nations, or are guaranteed b"y those nations. 

The ban!; has experienced two defaults totaling $11. 2-mill ion, and resulting 

in a net l oss of $1.8-million. 

Funds for the bank are derived from member nations, and also a number 

of special grant trust funds. A U.S. grant .of $537-million funds the Social 

Progress Trust Fund . - - for land settlement, land improvement, low income 

housing, water supply, and sanitation (119- loans). The Special Operations 

Fund, from special subscription of bank members, dea ls with specia l cur­

cumstanccs (special long-term loans , low interest). Assets 453-loans at 

$4. 3-billion. The Venezue lan Trust Fund consists of $500-mil lion granted by 

Venezuela in 1975, and loans are •d med at the "smaller members. " 

ASIAN DEVEJ.OPMENT BANK 

Es tablished ln 1966 and ha s assets of $?.. 8-bi ll ion, authorized capital 

of $3.3-billion , nn<l pni.d-in-cap.itnl of $1. l-billion . Funds come from member 

nation s . Munaged hy a Board of Governors nnd Bourcl of Dil'octors .• but with 

most power vested i n the Oont"d of Governors . The hank has 31 -rncmber nat ions, 

nncJ 1 '"luns in 15-member countl'los . t.onns t o other 'l.ndustria l development 

bank s 27%, for uti.llt i es 35%, tr:rnsportation nnd <:ommunications 21% , agri­

culture 14%. 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT l3J\NK 

The srnn l lol' of the bunks t he Africnn Bonk has authorJzccl capital of 

$400-rnilUon, nnd issued c::ipit11 l of $370-mi ll ion . t: stal> l ished 1964 it now 

ho s 39-mcmbcrs, 16 of which Ol'O in the U.N. ' s I Jst of least developed nntions . 

Mnnogcrnont is hy Uonrcl of Govornors tln·ough 11 Tlonr<l of Di rect ors . 
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Funds come from member country subscription, retained earnings, and 

harrowing, but the bank also operates the African Development Fund; a fund 

establ ished by grants from 16-non-African nations, and a seperate organ-

ization of private participants, with the fund providing interest free loans 

for as long as SO-years . . Present portfolio consists of loans in 31-countries 

for $192-mil l ion total. 

EUROPE1\N INVESTMENT BANK 

The EIB established in 1957 by the same treaty creating the European 

Common Market (European Economic Community -EEC) , consists of members of. the 

EEC, with its purpose to contribute to the balanced and orderly development 

of t he market among member states . Assets $6.4-billion, authorized capital 

$471-million, and paid-in-capital of $471-mill ion . 

f\ three tiered management structure consists of a Board of Governors 

111ember each nation), n Board of 18-Governors , and a management Committee 

appointed by the governors on advice of the Board of Directors. In 1975 loans 
• 

\o1ero apportioned 30% energy, 24% industTy, and L7% t1·anspol'tation. 

EUHOPf:i\N COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY 

Estnblished 1975 with nssets of $3.S-billion (hy treatr). Membership 

9-Europcon nations, with the purpose of the fund being to aid the economics 

of member nntions through creation of a common mirrket for coal and stce 

The funtl structure is highly compl ex nnd subjects i tscl f to the Court of 

European Justice (treaty interpretation), :rnd the European ParUmcnt (which 

can compel the rc~ignnti.on of the govern ing comrni~s .ion). Income is derlvell 

from 11 month I>' 1 evy on pinticipati ng count:ri cs yielding $100-mil lion per 

year, nnd $3 . 3-billion in harrowing. 
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The European fund seeks to protect investments by government, bank, 

industrial .gua:i;antee, or by mortgage. In 1975 the fund earned revenues on 

investments of $307-million (57% interest, 26% l evies , 15% from interest 

investment and contributions), and paid out 55% to pay interest (on fund 

barrowings for reloaning) and retained 16% excess, most of which went to the 

loan guarantee fond . 

THE RESOURCE BASED FUNDS 

A quite seperate catagor y of special funds, devel opment banks, and etc., 

are those funds based on a generous income from a natural resource. Contrary 

to popular belief they are somewl1at rare, with several exceptions confined to 

the Middle East oil nations, and arc relatively NEW! 

Additionally, only several might be comparable Li an Alaska Fund, since 

the Alas ka curcumstance is one of a sizabl e specia.l fund in a state with a 

relatively small population, a population highly educated , and existing in a 

sophisticated democratic and economic framework . The Middl e East f unds possess 

the initial curcumstunce --the sizabl e fund-- but l ack the remainder (education, 

democratic framework, economic sophistication) . l101-1ever, to a greater degree 

the Alberta Heritage Fund and the Venciuel an Fund offer some comparison. 

SAUDI DEVELOPMENT FUND 

l;stab lished 1974 the fund is believed finoncc·d direct ly from Saudi Arabi nn 

revenues. The fund is managed by n six member Board of Directors selected hy 

the Cound I of Mi nisters . The purpose of t he fund goes beyond Saudi borders to 

foster development with loans to dovo l oping st <1 te:; . The fund limits loans to 

no more t hnn 5% of fund cnpital, and 50% of the project be:ng financed. 
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Reported capital of the Saudi Fund is 10-billi on Saudi Riyals, with 

total assets uncertain ($2.8-billion in U.S. dollars). 

ARAB DEVELOPMENT BAi'JK 

A regional development bank establ ished 1974 . Authorized and subscribed 

capital $~3 1-mi llion. Membership 18-Arab nations with oil nations contributing 

greater capital, and other members onlv about $1-million each. Typical 

Development Bank Board of Governors/Board of Directors management structure. 

Much of portfolio goes to African nations, with present portfolio believed to 

be 20 - 25 loans in about 20 African nations. 

ARAB FUND FOR ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT (Kuwait) 

Organized by Arab League in 1968, with operations beginning 1973. 

Reported 21-member countries , with purpose financing of economic development 

projects in member Arab nations. Som·ce of funds by subscriptions. Reported 

interest rates general ly low --4% to 6%. Capital is $400-million Kuwait 

Dinars, and since 1973 loans totalling $93-mil lion Kuwait Dinars have been 

made for 18-projects in nine nations. 

ABU DHABI FUND FOR ARAB ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

A great deal is not known about the Abu Dhabi Fund, except that its 

,• 

funds come internally from Abu Dhabi revenues, and that loans cxccding $500-rnil­

lion are outstanding to the fund in 11 countries. Loans go to Arab, African, 

and Asian nations within the Islamic sphere. 

ISLAMIC DEVELOPMENT BANK 

Bnnk established i n 1975 , base<! i11 ::>audi f\l·ahia, capit al $2-bi l lion 

l slami c Dinars, paid-in capital $755-mi l lion Is l amic Dinars . 
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The purpos,e of the bank is to foster development in Islamic countries, with 

present membership numbering 29-nations. The bank is permitted to purchase 

equity, make loans in the public and private sector, establish and operate 

trusts or special funds, assist members in matters of foreign trade a.nd econ-
• 

omic cooperation , and invest surplus funds. Funds come from members ' ,capital 

subscriptions, leverage is permitted hut not yet used. The bank uses ii the 
I 

development bank, more typical foremat, of a senior board of Governo~is, then 

appointing a Board of Executive Directors and President to be responsible for 

management . Executive Directors approve a ll loans . 

KUWAIT FUND FOR ARAB ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Authori?.ed capital $1-bil lion KU\\ai t Oina1·s, paid-in-capital $328-mi llion 

Kuwait Dinars. The purpose is to assist Arab and ··Other developing nations 

i n development through loans and the guarantee of loans. Funds appropriated 

annually. Management .structure is Prime Minis ter as Chairman of the Board, 

with nine otl1er directors serving two year terms. Chairman appoints Director 

General of the fund. Net i>rofits arc credited to the reserve account unti 1 

reserves equal 20% of capital, thereafter profits added to the ca1, it:al of 

the fund. 

COMMENTS ON ARAB RESOURCE r:UNDS 

Jt- should be noted that the Arab funds arc regional development hanks, 

whose primary purpose reaches beyond the borders of the sponsoring nation, 

or nat ions. The funds are based on l'E":ource revenues, hut not in a statutory 

or specified amount. Generally the cnpital comes from membership subscript ion 

or special appropriation by the naUon, or nations, to the fund. The: fact the 

funds are of relatively recent orlgin is of interest, nnd marks the rapi<l 
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expansion of Middle East economic affairs that came with swelling oil revenues 

after the successes of OPEC in the early . 1970's. 

FONDO DE UIVERSIONES DE VENEZUELA 

Establ \shed in 1974 following the OPEC oil price increases, the fund 

has assets a1d capital of over $5-billion (paid in as of 1974 - 1975) ~ The 

purpose of the fund is to : 1) create a professionally managed reservoir of 

public funds that would be kept out of the domestic money supply until needed;. 

2) to invest in ex .. ernal capital markets funds not immediately needed in 

Venezuela, 3) to assure a rational and diversified internal investment pro­

gram designed to reduce Venezuel a's depe11dcnce on oi 1 revenues, and 4) to 

generate economic growth tl1at creates full employment, redistributes national 

income, and encourages technological independence . 

Sources of funds come from yenrly allocations of oil revenues determined 

at the highest level of governm~nt nnd approved by the President. 

Fund operations overseen by General Assembly consisting of State Ministers 

and high level government officials. Policy dictates from the Assembly and 

other high level political sources, \~ :ith management by un Executive 

Directorate (speci fic investment decision level). 

Internal staff div.ldecl into tltTe<! groups: 1) Internnt·ional Financial 

Group (extcrnn l runi-kct investments), 2) Tnternationnl Financial Cooperation 

Group (loans to non-Venezuelun government agencies), 3) tltc ~ationn l Investment 

Group (debt and equity i nvestments in Venezuelan entities) . The Venc:rnelan 

Fund is one of the more siznbto funds, ond in · just two years of allocations 

is about what the Alaska Permanent Fund rni~tt be expected to be by 19R4. 
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COMMENTS ON THE VENEZUELAN FUND 

The Venezuela.n Fund is of interest because of its size an<l its ba5is 

on oil revenues. Secondly, like the Alaskan . fund one of the pt~rposes is to 

keep a deluge of public revenue . temporarily out of the local money supply 

"until needed." In Alaska the same rational is geared towards problems of 
I 

excess revenue g<\vernment and goverr:nl!ent g·rowth, while. in Vene.zuela it is 

likely geared to the same plus inflationary and trade probl.ems. Thi rd, like · 

the Alaskan Fund may l1a\ e to do, the Venezuelan Fund recognizes specifically 

a need to invest prudently in external markets excess funds (keeping them out 

of the loca l supply and prudently invested). Fourth, the Venezuelan Fund like 

the Alaskan Fund has a declared purpose of diversifying with internal invest-

ment to reduce Venezuela's dependence on oil revenues. Fiftl1, the Venezuelan 

Fund declares normal investment bank purpos~ of i nvest i ng to create full 
. 

employment, redistribute jncome, and gnin technological independence, 

Similarly in Alaska the fund seeks to smooth Alaska's economic cycles, and 

diversify the economy. 

ALBERTA HERITAGE SAVJNGS TRUST FUND 

Established in Mny 1976 to invest o pol'tlon of non-renewable resource 

t·evem1c to the .futtrrc benefit of tho people of Alberta. 

The fun<l 111ny i nvest up to 20% of Hs total in p1·ojccts of 1ong-to1·m 

economic nnd socinl benefit to the people of Alberta, but ~hich will not 

yie ld returns to the fund. ll01~eve1·, funds in th.is cntogoTy mu s t be spcciflca lly 

appropdnto<l by the legislature. Tho fund may i nvest up to 15l'i> in lonns to 

the Crown, or to other Provinces , or in lonns gun1·anteed hy the Crown. 
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An Investment Committee may invest in ' other loans yielding a profit to 

the fund and which strengthen and diversify the Albe:rta economy. The basi.c 

· funding · derived from original funding of $1. 5-billion, plus 30% of the 

non-renewable resource revenue to be received in fi s cal 1976-'77, an<l each - . 

fiscal year thereafter if the Legislative Assembly enacts a Special Act 

authorizing such transfers. 

However, in the Alb<n·ta Fund is managed in a very ordinary government 

way, with the fund principally lodged in their equivilant of our nepartinent 

of Revenue, witl1 actual management in the Provincial Treasurer's Offjce. 

The Treasurer interact s with an Investment Committee composed of nll 24-members 

of the Privinci al Eexccutiw~ Counci l. 

It s hould be noted the funJ has no ability to guarantee the loans of 

others, or to act to leverage its f unds in a development bank manner. 

COMMENTS ON THE ALBERTA FUND 

The Al be·rta Fund could prove to he a s .izabl e fund, nnd like the Alaskan 

Fund operates in a northern region, is not an nbsolute sovereign (a Province 

within a natfon), nnd like Alaska exists i n n modern cl cmocrntic frnmcwork 

with a highly educated population. 

In rolatfonsh:ip to stn1ctuTing, lt is inteeest:i.nti to observe that 

Albertans felt l:i.ttlo need to gjve the·i1· fund "politl ca l shelter," and 

instead clonrly run the fund with the polit1ca1 principal~ in command. In 

addition, Albertans expressed cnuti.on in commlting i.nfinitc )"cttrs of oil 

revenue to the fund, perhaps as Alaskan 1 mnnakcrs were hesl tont of such 

unilat e ral commitment and hedged on including sevcrnncc taxes \\°ithin the 
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An Investment Conunittee may invest in other loans yielding a profit to 

the:: fund and which strengthen .and diversif~ the Alberta economy. The basic 

funding derived from original funding of $1. 5-billion, plus 30% of the 

no11-renewab)e resource revenue to be received in fiscal 1976-'77, and each 

'· 
fiscal year thereafter if the Legislative Assembly enacts a Special. Act 

authorizing such transfers. 

However, in the Alberta Fund is managed in a very ordinary government 

way, with the fund principally lodged in their cquivilant of our Department 

of Revenue, with actual management in the Provincial Tre~surer' s Office. 

The Treasurer interacts with an Investment Committee composed of all 24-members 

of the Privincial Eexecutivc Council. 

It should be noted the fund has no ability to guarantee the loans of 

others , or to act to leverage its funds in a development bank mannc;r. 

COMMENTS ON THE ALBERTA .FUND .. 
The Alberta Fund could prove to be a sizable fund, and like the Alaskan 

Fund operates in u nortl1er n region, i s not an absolute sovereign (a Province 

withi n a nnt i on), and like Alaska exists in a modern <lemocrati.c frnmework 

with a highly educated population. 

In relationship to structuring, it is interesting to observe that 

Albertans fc:it little need to give their fund "political shelter," and 

instood clearly run the fund with the polit ic pl"inc i pals in command. ln 

oddit:ion, Albert:ms expressed caution in commitfog in fj ni tc years of oil 

revenue to the fund, perhnps as J\ln s kan l awmakcrs we1·e hesitant of such 

uni lateral comnri tment nn<l hedged on incl uc.ling sevet'ance taxes \d thin the 
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framework of the 1976 constitutional amendment creating the permanent fund. 

GENERAL COM~IENTS 

The reader can draw tl1t ir own conclusion from the previous brief 

rundown on the large world uonetary funds . However , several things do stand 

out, and some of those .fr.. ures challenge some usual misconceptions. 

First, while Alaskans were cautious in 1970 concerning rushing into 

dedicated resource funds, it. would appear in l ooking at the World Funds 

that such caution was not unusual (and perhaps not unjustified). Some of 

the U.S. st ate funds date to the early 1900s, a few to the nineteenth centur~·. 

but most of those funds also reflected quite narrow dedications nnd l ack of 

flexibility is use of funds. A few of the reglonal development banks pre- date 

Worl d War II (Mexico), but most date from the 1950s period. Lastly, qu it~ 

contrary to what may he the standard conception, few resource based pre-dat e 

tho 1970s. 

Secondly , not only do few resource funds pre-date the 1970s, but they 

arc relatively few i n number (Alberta, Venezuela, Midd l e East) , with most 

being keyed to the early 1970s run-up in oil prices and the creation of the 

"excess revenues problem." 

Thirdly, it becomes obvious that there arc few classic mode l s to fo ll o1o.· 

fo1· something like the Alaska Fund , part l y because other fund ~ ore of such 

recent history , and partly because Alaska ' s cxistance in a sub-sovereign 

condition in a sophisti cated democratic and economic infrastructure is akin 

perhaps only to Albertu . 



• 

Thirdly, a variety of sophisticated management structures are reflected, 

with many funds opting to involve the fund in high level s of decision 

making, rather than attempting to insulate the fund (Alberta, Venezuela, 

Mexico, etc.). 

Fourth, the structure forecast for the Alaska fund seems to require a 

complexity equal with the more complex of the development funds. The Alaska 

fund may be a trust account to earn future security, part development bank 

to loan debt, acquire equity, provide loan guarantees, to leve~age and reloan 

harrowed funds, plus the overseerer of a Consumer Bank, or a consumer bank 

affilaite (or affiliates),designed to handle a large portfolio of consumer 

level loans (for which there is scarce capital or um·easonable t erms) . Note, 

the latter consumer orientation is perhaps a by-product of the Alaska fund 

existi ng in the previously mentioned condition of: 1) a sophisticated demo­

cratic structure, and 2) a sophisticated economic infrastructure. 

Finally, in comparing the monetary funds it i s difficult not to be. 

impressed by the fact that the Alaska Fund may be among the larger funds, 

depending ultimately on what percentage of resource income (above the 

constitutional 25%) Alaskans wish to dedicate to the fund . 

The Alaska rund could rank among the world leaders, and therefore 

implicit i n that fact is a challcn1~c to Alaskans for management and control 

that will combine with "size" to make Alaska a credible and respected entity 

in the financial markets. l n fact, the prest igc of a well managed Alaskan 

funci coul<l spin off benefits to "jnvcstments i\laskanw· completely outside 

the framework of the fund itself. 
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ALASKA'S GROWTH AND FUTURE CHOICES 
STATEWIDE POLICY ISSUES FOR THE ALASKA PUBLIC FORUM PROGRAM 

DRAFT 

September 24, 1976 

Introductir .Q_ 

In his "State of the Sta te" message of January, 1976, Governor 

Hammond had the fo l lowing things to say ~bout individual citizens' 

involvement in public decisions affecting their own future and 

Alaska's : 

Alaskans are perhaps the most involved, 
interested and curious citizens in these 
United States - and perhaps the world. 
This interest sterns, I believe , from an 
ingrained desire to make our dream of 
Alaska - as it was and as we'd have it 
be - a product of and a program for 
Alaskans . .. 

Since no one mar. !1as the only road map, 
what we need up here are many alt~rnative 
visions of where Alaskans want to go , 
and from this amalgamation put for ward 
posit)~e images of tomorrow. The major 
quest .ton is, of course, what k int! of 
Alaska do we want, both for ourselves 
and for our children ' s children?. , . 

So we could promote anticipatory de­
mocracy. "Anticipatory" because we'd 
better start antic i pating the future , 
rat her than just permitting it to come 
a bout. "Ocmocracy" because unless we 
find ways to involve thousands of 
Alaskans in the process, we'll find 
the future staked out by a handfull 
of co~porate, political, academic and 
other elitists , each of whom has care­
fully looked after number one while 
no one is taking time to look o~t for 
the public as a whole. 
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The Governor went on to point out that the Alas~a Growth 

Policy Council ane Public Forum Program "are tools de signed to 

solicit public input," and that he had directed the Council to 

initiate the Forum program 

to determine what the people think our 
goals shoul~ be - fir st , to formulate 
the questions , and then ask Alaskans 
such things as: what's your view on 
population growth? should we industri­
alize more rapidly? emphasize renewable 
resource enhancement and utilization? 
place more weight on recreational 
tourism? encourage or discourage com­
munity development in areas now un­
inhabited? build a petrochemical in­
dustrial complex? and many, many more. 

The Growth Policy Council has fo llowed the Governor's directions. 

It has established an extensive program of research and survey work, 

public information, and citizen participation in state government 

decision making. The program iR highlighted by a series of regional 
. 

and statewide workshops in which people' in all parts of the state 

will meet to cons i der and express their views on critical policy 

issues facing the State of Alaska. These issues and the basic 

choices to be made arc described in detai l below. The choices on 

those issues -- the de velopment and uses of Ala ska ' s oil wealth, 

land use planning and management , human resources dev e lopment , the 

role of eovernmcnt and its relat io ns hip to t h e people , and state 

growth policy generally will larr.ely determin e the future of 

Alo nka . For underlyine nll of the so issues is ~he question posed by 

Governor ll arnmond : what kind of Alaska do we want, both for ourselves 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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and for our children's children? 

Bec~use the choices to be made are so fundamental, the clearest 

possible expressions of public needs and preferences ar e essential 

to guide state decision makers. And it is to faci litate such public 

expressions and involvement that the Alaska Public Forum Program 

ha s been established. There are three major goals to be achieved 

through the Alaska Public Forum: 

• To infoxm Ala ska citi zens of critical 

problems and oppor tunit ies facing the 

state, c f basic choices to be made, 

and of the consequences of key decisions 

that must be made in the n . ·tt few y '! ar~. 

• To assure every interested citizen an 

effective voice in shaping the future 

of the state, an opportunity to be heard 

on basic decisions which will be made on 

issues of oil wealth, land use, human 

resources, and government . 

• To mako government more responsi ve to 

concerned citizens throughout Ala ska , 

to tune government to the expressed 

ne~ds of an informed public. 



At the heart of the Alask~ Public Forum Program, therefore, 
l I 

is a series of basic policy i~sues and specific choices on which ( 
citizen viewpoints are sought by legislative and executive officials 

of state government. This paper provides background information ' on those issues and tentatively identifies the choices that can be 

r made. Al! of the issues and choices presented have important imp-

lications for futuro patterns of growth . in Alask•: how much, how I 
fast, and what kinds of growth we want and where we want it to 

occur. They all point to the basic issue of how large a role state I 
government should have in managing growth, controlling its effects, 

and achieving agreed upon social objectives that petrol ~um wealth 

will make possible. And they all relate to the overriding question 

of what kind of future Alaska we want. 

The purpose of the Alaska Public Forum Program is to assist 

Alaskans to better under·stand the problems of Alaska's growth and 
, 
l 

to participate more directly with state government in finding so-

lutions to them. The Forum is intended primarily as a means of r 
strengthening the two-w~y communication between Alaska's people 

1 and thei r state government. It i s thu s an extension of the dem-

ocratic process and a supplement to normal channels of communication, L 
such as campaigns, elections, letters, and personal contacts be-

tween citizens and government officials. If it functions well, 

the Alaska Public Forum will facilitate citizen involvement in 

state government's efforts to meet the cl1allcnges of growth in 

Alaska, and it will enable government to better inform the people 
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of tne p~oblems to be met and the choices they can make. 

This paper consists of three sections. The first describes 

the general background of Alaska's growth since statehood, and 

presents some projections of f uture population and economic growth. 

The second section presents a series of selecte d statewide policy 

issues and related choices. These, or revisions and refinements 

of them, will be the subjects of public discussion and response in 

regional workshops in all parts of the state; through newsletter, 

newspaper, and other media distribution; and in a state~ide work­

shop aud TV "town meeting" to be held in mid-1977. Since this 

paper is sti ll a working draft subject to comments, criticisms, 

and revisions , the final section indicates the general kinds of 

res~onses that would help make it most u seful for informing the 

public and soliciting their views on the role that state govern­

ment should play and the course it should chart toward Alaska's 

future. 

------..---· ..... --~· . ........... ....... -...-.-.--·- - · 
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Alaska's Gro!lth 

This section provides an overview of growth in Alaska,. in-

eluding past patterns and future projections. and di~cusses 

emerg~ng growth policy issues that must be dealt with by state 

g~ ,ernment in the next few years. In general, the picture that 

comes into focus s h ows an Alaska in rapid transition from a strug-

gling new state in the early 1960's to an oil-rich boom economy 

in the l970's and 80's, where problems of growth and opportunities 

for dealing effectively with them are as challenging as they are 

unprecedented. 

This history of economic development in Alaska suggests a 

recurring pattern of generally unguided responses to major external 

forces of change, with the benefits of development flowing dis-

proportionately to "outsiders . " First it was furs, then gold and 

the fi s heriec, followed by the mass ive defense build-up of World 

War II and the Cold War of the 19SO's. In what respects and to 

what extent will. the new era of development, basr~d on the pro-

duction of potentially vast petroleum resources, prove to be dif-

ferent? Will the people of Alaska and their l~ade~s and insti tutions 

have greater influence in determing the nature, rate, and conse-

quences of development than they have been able to exert in the 

past? If, in the petroleum era, the state government is a major 

owner of the resources and the great wealth they represent, there 

might be reason to expect that now the State of Alaska can cffec -

tively negotiate if not independently chart its future course of 
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growth and capture its fair share ct the benefits. How fast the 

state develop s its petroleum res r urces and how it chooses to use 

the wealth they produce will have a very large impact on the shape 

of Alaska's future. 

But it also must be recognized tha t th~ State of Alaska is not 

the sole, or even the dominant resource owner, nor can Alaska be in -

su lated from national and world forces which determine energy develop-

ment policies. The federal government, now as in the past, is the 

biggest landlord and resource manager in Ala s ka and likely will re-

main pre-eminent in the future. Native corporations created under 

the Alaska Native Claims Settlement A~t are also establishing their 

places in the development process . And as federal and state govern-

ments and Nati ve corporations look toward development of the resources 

they own, they are bringing the international petroleum industry 

into the irocess. It is not clear what Alaska will look like in 

the future, what kind of place it will be to live. Wh at does seem 

clear is that the scale of developmen t will be much larger and the 

consequences for Alaskans at least as far-reaching as a ny previously 

experienced. 

Th e Setting for Growth 

There wa s a seriou s question in the early 1960' s whe ther the 

now State of Alaska might surv ive economically. Its e conomy, which 

was dependent on federal government expenditures and a few un~table 

reso ur ce extraction ind ustries , was capital poor, high cost, a nd 



underdeveloped. Steady growth in the values of fisheries and fore st 

product industries pro~uction , h o wever ,"were indicator3 that, by 

the mid-1960's, t~ ~ : state cou ld survive, though not in any high 

style. What made the difference during that period wa s the onset 

of major oil and gas production fro m the Kenai-Cook Inlet fields. 

By ~he end of the decade, ~he wellhead va lue of production 

from Kenai-Cook Inlet had surpassed the value ~ of p roduc tion from 

the fisheries and forest products industries , rising t o ~n amount 

a l most equal to the_ value.s of f is h eries and for e st product s com­

bined. (See Table 1.) T hi ~, of course , was merely the pre lude to 

what would follow the Prudhoe Bay discovery i n 19 68 , when Alaska 

would move into the top ranks of the oil-rich region s o f the West-

ern Hemisphere. 

During the 1960's, Ala ska ' s population and economy gr e w at a 

relatively rap id pace: 

• The population increased from 237 thousa nd in 1961 

to 302 thousand in 1970, an increase of 28 percent. 

• Civilian employme nt rose even faster , from 68 

thousand to 105 thousand , for a 55 percent increase. 

• The total ma~ket valu e of al~ goods and serv ices 

produced in the state ( Gross State Product ) doub led , 

rising from $681 million i n 1961 to $1.4 billion in 

1970. 
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• Total state government rever.ues amounted to only 

$46 mi llion in 1961; they were almost six times 

higher, $260 million, in 1970 (not counting the 

one - shot $900 million sale of Prudhoe Bay leases 

in that fiscal year). 

• Recurring state government revenues from oil and 

gas production at Kenai-Cook Inlet rose from $4 

million in 1961 to $39 million in 1970. (See Table 2.) 

The basic push to Alaska's economy was provided at the end of the 

decade by oil and gas production from the es ta b lished fields, and 

this was reinforced by the early gearing up for Prudhoe Bay develop-

ments. 

Alaska was thus enjoying a steady upward pace of growth at the 

end of the 1960 1 s, based on increasing values of natural resource~ 

prod\1ction , with oil a nd gas taking the l ead. But the stage was 

re-eet for a major leap with the Prudhoe Day discovery, and the 

question for the 1970 1 s and beyond became one of whether the state 

is capable of managing and accommodating the massive surge in wealth 

and growth that petroleum development i s now bringing to Alaska. 

The surge began witl1 the discovery of oil at Prudhoe Bay in 

1968 . This was fo llowed in quick s ucces sion by the state ' s $900 

million sale of rrudhoe Day oil leases , passage o f the Alas ka Native 

Claims Settlement Act by Congress, t he st~rt of construction of the 



$8 billion trans-Alaska oil pipeline, planning for a Prudhoe Bay 

gasline , and the federal government's announcement of an accelerated 

OCS oil and gas leasing program weighted heavily toward Alaska off­

shore regions. Thus, the Prudhoe Bay discovery was but the first 

of a current series of massive developments now changing the face 

of Alaska. 

Pressures for development of Alaska's oil and gas resources 

multiplied rapidly after the Prudhoe Bay discovery, due largely to 

the settlement act and the national and world-wide energy crisis. 

The settlement act awarded over 40 million acres of land and $1 

bill ion to Alaska's Native Eskimos, India~s, and Aleuts in compen­

sation for their aboriginal ~laims to most of the l a nd of Alaska. 

Organized into profit-making corporation s under the Act, Native 

l eaders n ow have obligations and strong innentives to develop ~he 

resources on their lands, and to enter into other forms of profit­

making enterprise. Further, the settlement act removed one major 

legal block to construction of the pipeline from Prudhoe Bay and 

made it possible for the state to resume efforts to select its own 

103 million acre entitlement under the St atehood Act. 

Thu s , in addition to compensating Alaska Native s for their 

aboriginal claims, the settlement act triggered a ma ssive real­

location of land in Ala ska . Native villa g e and regional corpor­

ations would select over 40 million acre u) the state would pro-

ceed to select its 10 3 million acre s , and the federal government 

would designate up to 80 million acres ,,f public domain as additional 

·---·---



national parks, wildlife refuges, forests, and wild and scenic 

river areas. And all of these land designations and selections 

would be scattered and interspersed throughout most of the state 

rat her than falling into neat blocks. This land transaction in 

itself would have been a major event and force of change in Alaska 

even if no oil had been discovered. 

. . . ~ ~ 
Then came the energy crisis--the sudden increase in 01 1 prices • I 

and the withholding of oil exports by the Arab nations and other 
I 

members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. 

Since the United States was heavily dependent on these exports, 

these events led to a series of emergency measures by the fe deral 

govei:·nment having even greater significance for Alaska . The most 

important is the accelerated Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and 

gas leasing program. Nine of the twenty-four lease sales under 

the program have heen scheduled for Alaska offshore areas within 

a three-year period. Further, exploration was rene wed in U. S. 

Nav a l Petroleum Re serve No. 4 (now National Petroleum Reserve, 

Ala~ka) west of Prudhoe Bay on the North Slope , an area that may 

itself contain as. much oil or more than Pr·uclhoe Bay's 10 billion 

bari•el s. 

Also about this time, Congress passed the trans-Alaska Pipeline 

Authorization Act and related legislation that removed the second 

major legal block to pipeline construction . Permits wer e soon 

granted and construction of the trans-Alaska oil pipe l ine b eg~n in 

------- - -· ..._......,_ _ ------··---·__......~·- - ---·----



the spring of 1974. 

Finally, the federal Bureau of Land Management in the same " 
year undertook a "primary corridor system" study in Alaska as a 

basis for the reservation of easements across public and prospective 

Native lands, with particular emphasis on transport needs for "high 

value energy resources" development. The trans-Alaska oil pipe-

line and the prospective gas pipeline from Prudhoe Bay may thus be 

only the first of a series of pipeline utility and related ''corridors" 

that would criss-cross the state. 

Thus, by early 1974, interests in Alaska petroleum resources 

and prospects for large-scale development had multiplied. Now, i~ 

was not only the state and major oil companies looking at the North 

Slope. It was also the federal government looking to the development 

of both onshore and offshore oil lands as a means of increasing do-· 

rnestic energy supplies and reducing dependence on imports. Aud it 

was the Native regional corporations making plans to develop the 

commercial values of lands, including oil and gas resources, granted 
. . 

them by the settlement act. Meanwhile, trans-Alaska pipeline con-

struction was bringing boom conditions to Alaska. 

Petroleum development, like the large~ growth cycle it has set 

in motion, is also self-reinforcing. Prudhoe Bay and the pipeline 

have ''opened up" the North Slope, the adjacent seas, and lands · alon g 

the pipeline corridor to new federal, state, and Native corporation 

leasing and exploration act i vity. NPR-Alaska activities are similarly 



likely to encourage further developments on northwestern and 

western Alaska lands and seas, since it is generally easier and 

cheaper to extend development from existing areas, and to share or 

expand transportation facilities than to open new and isolated a~eas . 

And the geologically promising oil lands of Alaska are widespread. 

I n the future, this "opening up" of Alaska lands may also help make 

possible large-scale development of other mineral ~esources such as 

coal, copper, tin, lead, and other commodities that are now unec-

onomic to develop . 

For fiscal reasons, Alaska's s tate government has added its 

own push to the growth momentum. The state operating and capital 
\ . 
,. budgets expanded rapidly after the $900 mi llion sale of Prudhoe 

Bay leases in 1969. The budget doubled a year later and then kep t 

climbing , requi r ing the stat1;, to draw on the "investment" fund es-

tablished with the Prudhoe Bay money. 

Soon after the state received the $900 million, the dec ision 

wa~: made to start spending part of it to expa nd and improve public 

sel'vices and facili ties. It wa s anticipated at thi s early stage 

th11t the trans-Alaska oil pipeline would be completed by 1973, and 

thilt state oil royalties and severanc e taxes would fair ly quickly 

res tore the initial drawdowns from the fund. Thus , the fiscal 1971 

General Fund budget of $321 million (not including federal a nd 

other restricted and special purpose funds) wa s double the previous 

year's budget of $162 million. The next blgeest overall increase, 



a 26 percent rise, occurred in ths fiscal 1975 General . Fund bu~get, 

due mainly to pipeline construction impacts. As a result of these 

successive increases, the ffscal "l976 General Fund budget was over 

three times larger than the pre-lease sale budget of fiscal 1970. 

In ge~eral , increas~s weru made across the board in state pro­

grams, with the largest and most expensive programs--in education, 

health and social services, public works, highways, and debt service-­

accounting for the largest dollar increases. However, since ex ­

penditures in all other program areas were also substantially in ­

creased, these "big programs" did not increase their proportions 

of the total General Fund budget over the 19 70- 1976 period. (See 

Table 3.) 

These General Fund program increases account for the largest 

share of the drawdowns from the original $900 million , as well a s 

from the estimated $330 million in capital gains and interest gen­

erated by major investments of the lease sale money. Smaller amounts 

were put into various state loan and mortgage programs (unde r $100 

million for housing, veterans, smal l business , municipal, and similar 

loans ) a n d invested in the stock market (about $10 million) in which 

losses of about $7 million were incurred . 

While the fund was emptying an d higher plateaus of state ex­

penditures were being created, delays occurred in pipeline construc­

tion and there we re no new oil revenues to replenish the fund. The 

result was that a "fiscal eap" was op e ned for the two-year period 
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before Prudhoe Bay oil and revenues from it would begin to f l ow 

in late 1 977. In response, state officia l s had to examine ad­

ditional sources of income , inc l udin g a tax on oil reserv es an d 

the leasing of additional areas for oil explorat i on. The situation 

now appears to be in hand, given the reserves tax and general i n ­

crease in tax revenues generated by the growth accompanying the 

pipeline boom. But the strains are still there , and the schedule 

for completin g the pipeline is still uncertain and critical to t he 

state ' s short-term fiscal hea l th . 

Even if state officials had been more determined to make the 

$900 million last a while longer , pressure s for ever - increasing 

expenditures could not have been easily resisted. Prudhoe Day 

developments , the settlement act, trans-Alaska pipeli n e construction , 

and the national energy crisis set off boom conditions in Alaska - ­

rapid increases in economic activity and employment opportunities, 

the prospect of higher i ncomes , expansion of trade and service 

enterprises, and , drawn by the new jobs and income oprortu n itics , 

h eav y migrntion into Alaska. As a result, "impact" conditions had 

to be met and demands on public services and facilities grew , while 

the costs of government and everything else in the over-heated 

economy continued upward. And all of thi s was on top of a long 

contained backlog of public fac i lity and service needs in the new 

and still underdeveloped state. 

Thu~ , datin g roughly from the winter of 1973-197'• when pipe­

lin e construction a~tivities began in force , and as a r esult of 



all the conditions outlined above, Alaska's growth took off in a 

new surge. And the end is not yet in sight. Looking again at the 

indicators used to summarize 1960's growth in Alaska, bri~ging th em 

up to 1975, and projecting them out to 1990, we see the follo~ ! ng: 

• A total population of 384,400 in 1975, an increase 

of 27 percent over 1970, almost doubling to over 

700,000 by 1990. 

• Total civilian employment of 164,500 in 1975, an in­

crease of 57 percent over 1970, doubling to almost 

330,000 by 1990. 

• A Gross State Product of $1.8 billion in 1975~ a 

relatively small increase over 1970, more than trip­

ling to $5 . 7 billion by 1990. 

• State oil and gas revenues of $62 1nil lion in 1975, 

again a relatively small increase over 1970 , s ky ­

rocketing to $2.3 b illion by 1990--an amount approach­

ing forty times t he total oi l and gas revenue s in 1975! 

• And tot~l state revenues of $506 million in 1975, al­

mo s t doubl e those of 1970, increasing by another ten 

times t o $4.8 billion by 1990! (See Tab le 4.) 

The fast growth in population and employment between 1970 a nd 

1975 can be attributed almost fully to pipeline construction and 
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anticipation of it, with a large part of this growth occurring in 

1974 and 1975. Since Prudhoe Bay oil will not begi n to flow unti l 

1977 or after , and other g rowth-inducin g developments are expected 

in the future , t h e other i n dicators (gross produ ct and stat e reven ues) 

that are large l y dependent on such events do not show their gre atest 

growth until lat er . * 

Emerging Pol icy Issues 

It should by now be clear that the central issue for public 

policy making in Alaska is not whether the stdte shou l d grow or 

should remain as it is . Alaska is already growing rapidly and it 

is inevitable that it will continue to grow in the future. Ev e n 

if nothing else happened , events a l ready underway -- most importantly 

the developments at Prudhoe Bay with all their con sequences -- are 

sufficient to guarantee a high rate of growth for at lease t h e next 

ten to twenty years. The crucial . policy issue facing Alaskans t oday 

is: to what extent and how should Alaska ' s growth be moderated and 

directed to serve social objectives and the broad public interest. 

*A word of explanation about the statistics presented above: 
The numbers for 1970 and 1975 are, of course , reasonably firm ones. 
The projections to 1980 , 1985 , and 1990 can only be characterized 
as good guesses . They are based not only on what is now in sight 
(e.g., Prudhoc Bay oil and new stat e revenues from it ) but also on 
assumptions about additional developments (e.g. , federal OCS leasing) 
and key factors (e.g . , the future price of oi l ) . There will always 
be room for argument and disagreement about such projections . Some 
may come out with lower figures and others with hjgh er ones. The 
above projections arc considered to be within the ra n ge of likely 
events and arc based on generally conservative as~umptions. 



While growth is inevitable, its rate , l eve l, and q~ality are 

not. The effects · of growth on individuals, fami li es , and communities, 

on the countryside and on fish and wildlife habitats and resources, 

are not foreordained. Growth ~an be a blessing or a curse , or it 

can be some varying mixture of both . And whether we see it and ex-­

perience it as go od , bad, or indifferent de pen d s on what we want in 

l ife for ourselves and for our children, o n what we give pr iori ty 

t o , an d on what we va lue. In other words, c h oosing the kind of 

future we want to see is possible -- recognizing that there are 

some basic "inevitabilities" and 11 realities" -- and the act of 

choosing is above all a value judgement. 

This means that there are few · " righ t " or "wrong" answers. 

Rather , there are better or worse choices we can make, with "better" 

or "worse" being dependent on what it is we value or want. The 

notions of eight or wrong, or correct or incorrect, come in mainly 

after we have decided where it is we want to go. I t is then that 

we try to se lec t the " right" or "most effectiv e> " means that will 

get us there. 

For example, if you place h igh v alue on the personal re l ation-

ships and experienc e s of s mall community life , you wi l l not move 

to downtown Anchorage , and you probably wil l not favor l ocating 

a major industrial comp lex in or near your town or village. On 

the other hand, if you place high value on having a wide. c hoice 

of goods and services and of different j ob opportunities , and you 

like t h e fas ter pace of urban life , you wil l not move to a small 
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rural community and you may favor an expansion of tt.a industrjal 

and commercial base of your city and growth in its population. 

In reality, we often want contradictory or inconsistent things-­

for example, both urban economic opportunities and rural wilderness 

and recreational experiences. 
In such cases, "trade-offs" often 

have to be made: you would give up just as much of one -- and no 

more to get a certain amount of the other. For example, from 

your small town or village you might move temporarily to the city 

to make more money and to enjoy the city's entertainment s , but 

you would stay only part of t h e year and return home to live the 

rest of the year. Or , you might live permanently in the city and 

put up with driving ten mi l es in modera t e traffic to re ach a favorite 

rural recreational spot. But if you had to drive fifty miles in 

heavy traffic on weekends to compete for a spot o n a s t ream bank, 

you might reconsider whether the benefits of urban l ife and the 

growth of the city were compensating adequately for the "hads." 

These examples also point to dec i sion s that can be made by 

government t h at may b~ supportive or not of our personal prefer­

ance s and choices. Government can influence the rate, directions , 

and type s of community growth and the availability a nd quality of 

rural recreational experiences through plan n i ng and zoning a nd other 

land u s e control s . I t can promot e new indu st ri a l and commercial 

developm e nt a n d jobs through tax b reaks and loan s and through ex­

p e nditures on ba~ic facili t i co GUCh a s ports , road s , and utilities. 



It can moderate or discourage such developments by using the same 

means in lesser or opposite .ways. It can increase the amount and 

improve th~ quality of education, health care, and recreational 

opportunities through expenditures on those programs and through 

reform s in how they are administered. And much more. 

It is as often the case with government as with individuals 

that trade-offs will need to be made between competing "goods" 

as well as between "goods 11 and "bads." Further, for government 

it gets more complicated because it 1nust not only try to accomo-

date the sometimes conflicting wants of individuals , but olso to 

meet and reconcile the competing values of different population 

groups. And it must try to accomplish this in the context of forces, 

some of them national and international in scope, that it may have 

little or no control over. 

\.l(;s hdve already seeu some of th«.! changes and the prosp ucts 

for growth that the national energy crisis and the discovery at 

Prudhoe Bay have brought to Alaska. But the b asic point remains 

that Alaskans generally are still in a position to make some very 

important choices about wh at they want and what t he futur e will 

bring. And state government, with the resources it controls and 

the wealth it will have, can be a powerful tool that Alaskans can 

use to shape the futur e they want. 

Ala ska js undoubtedly eoing to be cnlled upon to contribute 

a largo share of tho energy resources required to meat nation al 

r 

I 



• ~policy goals. But Alaskan s (as well as other U. S. citizens) ~lso 

place high values ~n outdoor recreation, wilderness, subsistence 

life-styles, and protection of wildlife. Programs of land use 

planning and management, resource conservation, and environment<tl 

protection will be required in the face of pressures for a rapid 

rate of resource extraction and increasing demands on air, water, 

and land resources. The need for adequate fish and wildl ife and 

other environmental protection is particularly critical because 

of the limited biological carrying capacity of Alaska's arctic and 

sub-arctic clines. 

Exhaust ion of the state's petroleum resources and wealth is . 
). possible within the period of one or two generations. To what extent 

can or should state policy makers attempt to slow the rate of oil 

and gas extraction? How much of the public revenue generated by 

that extraction shou ld be invested in renewable resource i ndustries, 

such as fisheries, forestry, and agriculture? in small business? 

in industria l development? llow much revenue should be saved and 

invested for use by future generations? How much shou ld be expended 

on education, health, }1 ounlng , transportation and ot}1er community 

facilities and services? 

The needR and interests of both current and the grow ing 1umber 

of now inhabitants of Alaska have to be accommodated . As employment 

opportunities and i nc omcG increase , larger numbers of migrants arc 

attracted to tho state. Tho result is that the jobs and economic 
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benefits are spread thinner, unempl oyment persists, and. the average 

individual realizes a smaller gain. Some people experience many 

of the costs of g~owth and few of the benefits. They may directly 
I 

experienc~ the congestion and crowding , the higher prices , the 

increas ed crime, the fa n ily crises and breakdowns, and other prob­

lems that ~ypically accompany economic booms . · OthP.CS may find 

themselves in· a position to take direct advantage of boom and growth 

conditions by increasing their incomes , avoiding many of the social 

costs, and enjoying a wider range of c hoice in commercial goods, 

services, and recreation . 

Demand s for public goods and services also grow with the popu-

l ation that is attracted by the economic opportunlties based on 
. 

resource development . At the same time , and often with a lag as 

has occurred i n Alaska (the "f iscal gap " problem) , the resource 

development ge nerates the public revenues necessary to meet the 

expanded demand. Expenditure of these revenues then not only in -

croases the level of serv ices but also yields increases in economic 

activity (through crea tion of new jobs and incomes) , which attracts 

additional population and , hence, stimulates addit i onal public ex-

pcndituros. Witl1 resource development gen erating both the growth 

n11d the revenue s ne cessary to meet the n ew needs and demands a.::-

compnny t l1 at erowth , government si z e , complexity, and expenditures 

alno increase . 
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The questions arise: How much is enough? Can or should the 

process be slowed? Can or should government itself be limited 

while the basic source of its expansion -- resource development 

continues at a rapid rate? Regardless of what might be done about 

the size of covernment bureaucracies and budgets, are there ways 

of restructing state and local governments, defining their roles, 

and allocating their responsibiliti~ a so as to make them more ef­

fective and more responsive to the people? Perhaps the most basic 

question about government is: How much responsibility do the people 

of Alaska want their state government to take in meeting the social 

and economic problems of growth, in promoting or discouraging develop­

ments in t >e private sector, in protecting valued lifestyles, and 

in achieving some balance of environmental protection and resource 

development? In short, what do Alaskans want their state government 

to do, or to avoid doing, in making Alaska the kind of place they 

hope it will be? 

In summary: Decisions must be made over thu next few years 

that will affect the rate a nd quality of growth of communities and 

region~, the quality of the natural environment, ~nd the well-being 

of all Ala ska ns . . Many of the forcos of grow t h in Alas ka today are 

not under the control of state government. nut the state does have 

mean s of influen~ine 1) the rate of growth throueh its own resource 

development and fiscal decisions, 2) the kind s and )~cations of 

growth through its regulatory, taxation, and expenditure powers, 

3) the Rocial and economic opportunities and well -being of Alas~an ~ 



through the ways in which oil revenues are saved, invested. and 

spent in the ye;:?.rs . ahead. ·and 4) the ~ffectiveness and account­

ability of government structures and programs throug h structural 

and administrative reforms. 
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Future Choices 

If the basic issues before Alaskans are: 

• What kind of future Alaska do we want? and 

• What rol e should state government play in getting 

~s there? 

then, 'how best can the people's values and preferences be determined 

and communicated to state and other policy makers? 

It would be difficult to give direct answers to these two 

general questions about a preferred future and the state's role. 

This is because they are very broad questions and they are subject 

to a whole variety of meanings and interpretations. We need tci 

know more specifically what it is about the future and the state 

ro le that most concerns people, that is possible to achieve given 

the tools the state has available and the general growth path J\laska 

is already on, and that can give clear guidance to state policy 

makers during the next few years when so many more specific decisions 

must be made. 

Yet, it would be a mistake to ignore those ger.eral ~uestions , 

because people 's general i deas about them reflect the fundamental 

goals and values that give real meaning to the more specific choices 

that will be made. How can we decide , for example , whether the 

state government should take certain actions to increase private 

sector jobs unless we first know whether 1) the kind of industrial 

development required to crea te the jobs is consistent with the kind 



of Alaska we want to see, 2) job-creation is something we want 

state government to take responsibility for , and 3) expansion of 

employment is really ' at or near the top of our list of priorities? 

A solution to this problem of how to get clear guidance from 

the people on specific policy questions without losing sight of the 

underlying issues of citizens' goals and values is to approach these 

latter issues indirectly: to formulate more specific policy questions 

that have clear implications for Alaska's growth and quality of lif f. 

in the future. People h ave to know that if state government does 

or does not do "x", then the kind of growth they may experience 

and their preferences and satisfbctions may be affected for gocd 

or ill, or not at all. 

The following sections of this paper have been prepared with 

that purpose in mind. 

• 

• 

First, four basic ''issue areas" have ten tatively 

been selected for attention--the development and 

uses of Alaska's oil wealth, human resources 

development , land use planning and ma n agement, 

and government and the people; 

Second, each of these issue areas is introduced 

with some general comments on how it ties inlo 

the broader matters of state g1•owth and quality 

of life discussed earlier in this paper; 
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• Third, within each issue area specific problems 

are iden~ified that state government, must dea l 

with in the next fe w years; and 

• Fourth, specific choices that can be made to deal 

with these problems are presented , and background 

information needed to understand . the choices and 

their implications is provided . 

The general plan of this presentation, then , is to mo ve in 

logical step s from the broad and general to the specific and con­

crete , making it as clear &s po s sible at each stage how one level 

relates to the next. We have already discu s sed the broad back­

ground and present context of growth in Alaska , and looked at some 

projection s of future growth . We have also considered how people's 

basic values and goals may determine both their more specific choices 

and their feelings abou t whether grow t h and change, and the public 

decisions that might be made, are "good" or "bad'' for them. Now 

is th e point where we lo o k a t some of those possible s ta te govern­

ment decisions that can s hape Alaska' s future. 

Oil Wealth 

!low Al a ska uses it s o i l we alth -- both the re s ources them-

selves and the money the state will get from them -- will probably 

have the profound e st eff e c ts on A,a ska ' s future growth and quality 

of life. Doth the rat e at which th e st ate leases its oil and eas 



resources and the ways it uses the revenues from oil and gas develop­

ment can powerfully influence: 1) the general rate of state popu­

lation and economic growth, 2) the kinds of economic development 

that occur, and 3) the social and economic well-being of individual 

Alaskans. 

The greatest long-term ~ff ects will come through the uses of 

petroleum revenues. Leasing decisions in the shorter-run bring 

temporary boom conditions to individual communiti~s directly af­

fected by petroleum exploration and development activities such 

as at Prudhoe Bay a nd related pipeline construction. But the state's 

accumulation and UBes of large-scale revenues over a longer period 

of time can either fuel and accelerate growth, or., through with­

holding them from the economy , slow or moderate the growth that 

would otherwise occur. Of course , the rate of leasing by the state 

will also determine the rate at wh ich new revenues will become 

available for expenditures or sa vings. 

The peop le of Alaska are the owners of the oil and gas and, 

through their stnt~ government, they authorize private indus-

try -- through the sel ling of leases, for which tho state receives 

11 b on us cs " - - to 1 o cat e i t . Th e in du s t r y ' s re w a l' d fol' f in d in g the 

oil and gas is their opportunity to produce , transport, process, 

and sell the oil and gas for profit . Once oil and gas is found 

and produced, the industry pays severance , property, and income 

taxe s, and make~ royalty payments for that portion of th e oil nnd 

I : 
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. ' gas to which the state ·rei:ains ownership rights. The state also 

has the option of taking the royalty oil and gas "in kind" and 

making it available for use within the state or selling it for 

export. 

The federal government and Native corporations also likely 

own oil and gas resources in Alaska, and the federal goveTnmcnt is 

already committed to a rapid rate of lea sing on the Outer Contin-

ental Shelf. Leasing in the National Petroleum Reserve may follow. 

Federal and Native leasing will also have both short-term and long-

term growth impacts in Alaska. 

l · The state thus controls a large amount of oi l and ga s and will 

control large sums of petroleum revenues. The rate at wh ich it 

leases new and yet undiscovered fields, the rate at which it saves 

and spends the revenues, and the specific ways it chooses to spend, 

are the most important overall growth managem~nt tools it possesses. 

Petroleum Leasing--It is not known how much additional oil and 

gas remains to be discovered and produced on state lands. The best 

estimates now available suggest that the state probably docs not own 

the equivalent of another Prudhoe Bay, a "super glant" field of 10 

billion barrels of ojl. However , we have seen that Prudhoe Bay alone 

will produce enormous sums of money for the state , and ensure a high 

rate of growth . It will do this for probably the n ext twenty years. 

If additional fields are found , which is likely, Alaska may he able 

to count on n flow of petroleum revenues and continue d petroleum-based 

growth for thirty years , but probably not much longer . 



The state can slow the rate of growth to some extent by re-

stricting the sale or leasing of oil and gas on state lands. Or, 

it can speed the rate of growth by a rapid rate of . leasing. This 

would be on top of the growth already generated by the leasing it 

has already done, and on top of the growth that will be stimulated 

by leas ing likely to be done by the federal g?vernmcnt and Native 

corporations. 

Another thing that the state might do is take some ampunt of 

royalty oil .".in kind" and. make it available w.ithin . the state for 

industrial development, such as petrochemicals, refining, power 

generation, etc. This, of course, would support a certain kind 
-:. .. "'\ . ;._-

of growth, and it ~~P-<)b-a-b-~y require that the state sell the 
a_)...~ .. 1ro..~ ,l.,-

o i l and gas at less than its market value in order to ~rom<>'t'e such 

industrial development. 

CHOICE ONE: Should the state attempt to slow the rate of growth 

by restricting the sale or leasing of its own oil and gas resources , 

k~eping them in the ground for future use? 

FAVOR OPPOS]j NO OPINION 

CllOICE TWO.: Should the state attempt to make its. "in kind" royalty 

oil and ga c available to private industry , at below market value if 

necessary, for development of petrochemical plants, refin e ries , power 

plants, etc. in Alaska? 

F'AVOR OPPO~·a: . NO OPINION 
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~e.!!.ole~R.!:.:!.e~e~--Expenditure of petroleum revenues by the 

state has the greatest long-term growth effects because the money 

enters Alaska's economy and generates additional jobs, income, and 

hence, migration from outside. On the other hand, the state can slow 

the rate of growth by saving large amounts of petroleum revenues in­

stead of spending them or otherwise letting them enter directly into 

Alaska's economy. 

The proposed Permanent Fund could be used as such a method of 

saving. If it is to be used in this way, the petroleum revenues 

saved would be invested l arge ly outside the state in such things as 

U. S. government securities , earning perhaps eight to ten percent 

or more a year in interest. (See Table 5 for some estimates of 

Permanent Fund prin~ipal and earnings, based only on Cook Inlet 

and Prudhoe Bay oil production, at a twenty-five percent savings 

rate for certain petroleum revenues.) 

These Fund "earnings," in turn, could also be used for different 

purpos es : They could be put back in the Fund and used to build up 

further earnings. They could be distributed directly as cas h pay­

ments or "Permanent Fund dividends" to all Alaskans. They could be 

transferred to the General Fund and used to support state on-going 

programs, or simply to increase the amount available in the General 

Fund to spe nd or hold. And to the extent that any of these ways of 

using petroleum revenues --either directly or as earnings --les sens 

the need for tax revenues, the state could cut income taxes. 

·---·---· ·----~ » I I 



Instead of using the Pe.rmanent Fund as a "savings account" with 

earnings, the state could use it as a "loan fund. 11 In th.\.s vel'sion 

o~ the fund, the money would . be invested in Alaska for se~eral pur-. 
poses. These could include "infrastructure" development (ports, 

power plants, other utilities) t~e costs of which would be paid back 

by the users, like paying back a loan over time. Or loans could be 

ma~e directly to attract or support such industries. The industries 

assisted in these ways could include any type that Alaskans want --

either renewable (fisheries, timber, agriculture) or non-renewable 

(mining, various kinds of manufacturing, etc.), small business or 

big, housing and construction, or others. 

If the Fund is used as a "loan fund" in these and similar ways, 

it will probably make lower earnings, and it will clearly promote 

faster grcwth, than if it is used as a "savings account." This is 

bacause th ~ money, as loans, would be used directly in Alaska, and it 

would help support developments that could not otherwise afford 

the higher interest rates that would be required by private banks, . 
for example. Or the assisted businesses, industries, etc., may 

not even be able to qualify for such private loans because of high 

risk or simply because the funds are not available for the types 

of activities that the Fund might assist. Thus, the loans in this 

sense would have to involve subsidies (e.g., below market interest 

rates , state gu a rantees, etc.) to those assisted by them. 

....._. -·---..·- _ _....... _ .. _ ___ .- ... ·- -· 
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Whether the Permanent Fund is used as a savings account or a 

loan fund or both, it will of course take mo~ey that would other-

wise be available to support on-going education, health and social 
I 

services, highways, public safety, muni J ipal revenue sharing, and 

all other programs of state government. And the larger the amount 

saved or loaned, the less would be available for such other on-going 

state programs. While money spent through such programs in Alaska 

serves public purposes determined by the State Legislature and 

Executive in each year'~ General Fund budget, it also adds its own 

push to the state's rate of growth, as we have already seen. 

Instead of putting large amounts of petroleum revenues into 

the Permanent Fund, they could be allowed to build up in the regular 

General Fund. In this way, the State Legislature and Executive 

could decide , with a much larger amount of money available, how much 

should be used for on-going state programs, for capital expenditures, 

etc., just as they do at present. They could also decide how much 

to leave in the General Fund to grow and carry over from year-to-

year . These General Fund "balances" make earnings , too, through 

short-term investments and by drawing interest in commerci a l bank 

accounts. And the earnings here, too, could be used for purposes 

similar to earnings und er the " savings account " and "loan fund" 

versions of the PQrmanent Fund discussed above. 

The above leads to petroleum revenue questions dealing with I 

Permanent Fund size, u so of the Fund as a savings account or as a 

loan fund , and use of fund earnings. 



CHOICE THREE: What should ~~ done with the estimated $1 to $2 
• 

billion and more per year that the state will get from Prudhoe Bay 

and other oil production? 

A. Put all of the state's petroleum revenues into the Permanent 

Fund and permit only the earnings to be transferred to the 

General Fund. 

B. Put half the petroleum revenues into the Permanent Fund and 

half into the General Fund. 

C. Put one-quarter or less of total petroleum revenues into the 

~ermanent Fund a nd put all of th e rest into th e General Fund. 

D. I don't favor the Permanent Fund at any level. 

CHOICE FOUR: Which concept of the Permanent Fund would you favor 

most or give priority to? 

A. Permanent Fund as "savings account." 

D. Permanent Fund as "loan fund." 

C. Neither 

---'f'.·""""'- - - ..... ..... .,,.. ............... 
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.. 
CHOICE FIVE: To the extent that the Permanent Fund is used as a 

loan fund in Alaska, how would you like to see the money used? 

A. To build power plants, ports, utilities, and other infra- . 

structure that will help support industrial development. 

B. To support development of renewable resource and related 

industries ( fisheries, fp 'restry, agriculture, tourism). 
I 

c. To support development of other businesses and industry in 

Alaska: 

1. small business , housing construction 

2. mining 

3. manufacturing 

D. No opinion. 

CHOICE SIX: What should be done with Permanent Fund earnings? 

A. Put back into Permanent Fund. 

D. Transfer to General Fund. 

C. Distribute as cash payments or dividend s to Alaskans . 

D. Cut personal income taxes. 

C. No opinion. 

kand Use PlanninB and Ma nagement 

Petroleum development and revenue pol icies will affect both 

the rate ancl the quality of growth in Ala s ka. State land policies 

on the other hand, while having l ittle di r ect affec t on the rate 

of growth, can hav e an important affect on quality -- on whore, 



when, and ·what type of development occurs . And like . petroleum pol ­

icies, state land policies are strongly affected by what the federa l 

government and Native corporations do in their own areas of owner­

ship and jurisdiction. 

The Alaska Native Cl aims Set tlement Act g ranted over 40 mi ll ion 

acres of federal public Jomain to the Native people . It also set 

aside another 80 million acres for possib l e inclusion in national 

parks , forests, wildlife refuges, a nd wild and s c en ic rivers ("d-2" 

national interest withdrawal s ). In addition, pas s age of the Act 

enabled the state to resume part of its own selec t ions of over 10 0 

million acres granted in the Statehood Act. (However , additional 

state selections were again halted in 1974 when the rema i ning fed­

eral public domain was withdrawn pending completion of Native se­

lections and i ssuance of regulations affecting a l location of federal 

"public int el'est" or "d-1" lands under the settlement ac t . ) Fin.1l ly, 

the act helped make it possible for construction of t he trans- Alaska 

oil pipe line construction to begin , removing the legal block that 

th e claims is s ue r opresontod . 

The settlemc n net thu o Jnitla ted a massive redis t ribution of 

l a nd , sot the stage for a va st incre ase jn state nnd private own e r ­

s hip of lund in /\la cka, and helped open t he way to t ho developmen t 

and t1·on!lport of cneq~y a nd other natural resources. 

r 
( 

r 
( 

r 
r 
I. 

[ 

[ 

I 
I 
l 
'[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

l 



-37-

At statehooa~ - almost 100 percent of Alaska lands were owned 

by the federal government . Less than 500 thousand acres were in 

private hands , most acquired under the federal Homestead Act, and 

most in and around communities and along existing road networks. 

Today, 70 percent of Alaska lands are in federal reserves, the 

state has selected about 18 percent, and the Natives are completing 

their selections of over 11 percent of Alaska lands. (See Table 6.) 

When the state completes its selections, which must occur by 198~, 

it will have about 29 percent of the lands of Alaska, Native and 

other private holdings will amount to about 12 percent, and the 

federal gover nment will still own the majority of th r land, about 

60 percent. (See Table 7.) 

The resulting land ownership pattern will at best resemble 

a mosaic, but probably l ook more like a bizarre jig- saw puzzle of 

a thousand pieces of all possible sizes . This presents major prob­

lems of rational land use p lann i ng and management in Alaska. Water­

sheds, shorelines, fish and wildlife, subsistence patterns, trans­

portation and utility systems, and many other affects of different 

land us e activities do not conveniently stop at or confine them­

se lv es within lega l boundary line s . The problem becomes more acute 

as we look a head to a cont i nuing period of rapid growth , bringing 

a h igher level of competing demand s for land, water , and other re­

source valu e s, and increaoe d acceo s to remote area b of Al aska . 

-



The state thus faces · Severa~ critical policy issues in the 

area of land use planning and management in the years ahead. They 

include problems of state land selection, management, and disposal; 

cooperative federal-state-private land use planning and management; 

. . 
energy facility siting; mining and mineral development; pipeline 

routing; recreational and transportation easements; · and community 

development. The following discussion of policy choices focuses 

on state land selection and disposal issues , and some critical land 

use planning problems facing Alaska generally. 

State Land Se lection and Disposal*--Since statehood, the state has 

generally selected lands with potential for ' a variety of human uses 

and, in the early years, acquired many small holdings near the l ar-

ger communities. In more recent years, selections have been made 

of much larger blocks of land with mineral potential in remote 

areas. Most vacant land in and around communities was and is not 

available for state selection. By the time of statehood , most 

such land s had already been acquired by private parties under the 

fed r ral homestead law. Consequently, most state-selected acreage 

is in rural areas quite beyond t he range of most cur ent urban eco-

nomic and population growth. 

~Some of the discussion of thic section was adapted from 
Jan et Mc Cabe, Agenda for State I.ands, Part II , Joint Federal - State 
Land Use Plan ning Commission , Anchorage , Ala ska , 1975, pp i-iv. 
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In 1975, privately owned ' land in ' Alaska totaled about 1 million 

acres , with the majority of it located in the south central region. 

While th e Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act adds almost 44 million 

acres of private l and to the total, not much of this land is likely 

to be available for sale to other private parties for several years . 

The extremely s low pace of federal patenting to the Native owners 

is one reason for this. (The st ate itself has obtained patent to 

only about 1 6 million acres of the 70 million a c res it has selected 

so far.) Federal lands are presently not available for private ac-

quisition (beyond Native selections) nor are they likely to be in 

the foreseeable future. Without considering Native lands, Alaska 

land in private owners hip equals about 2.5 acres per capita . In-

eluding ~ative lands , there are about 111 acres of private land 

per capita. 

Land used.for private purposes is located primarily in the 

southcentral, southeast, a nd interior regions. About 88 percent 

of the state's population live s in these areas, with concentrations 

in the Anchorage and Fairbanks areas accounting for 57 percent of 

the to tal population . Residential and private recreation land use 

is, therefore , also fairly concentrated. This concentration is 

emphasized by the fact that most of this land area even of the 

Anchorage and Fairbanks Census Divisions is unoccup ied . 

State land transferred to private o wnership since statehood 

totals 12 '•,200 acres , equival e nt to a n area of about 14 miles by 

14 miles. Another 323,000 acres has been leased to private parties . 



The greatest· de~and for ~tate land has been from purchasers seeking 

land for investment purposes, either to hold speculatively or to 
r 

subdivide and rese ll. Most of the land that . the state has sold or 

l eased sti l l stands vacant . · I 
A well-known state land disposal program in recent years was 

the open-to-entry program, which proved extremely difficul t to ad-
.. 

minister and tended to invite public abuse (e.g., multiple holdings, 

speculative withholding, etc.). Also, it appears that the program 

fostered a scattered and wasteful pattern of land subdivision, and 

that it did not adequately reserve land in public ownership for 

public acc ess and waterfront use. The state has recently been at-

tempting to buy back land alienated under the program in order to 

privid e such access . 

The state has in some instances sold or leased property under 

terms requiring developL1ent consi&tent with a n improvement pl~n 

and schedule. In locations suited to immediate development, thi s 

method has helped pre vent specu lative holdin g . Also, there are 

indications t hat le as ing , instead of sa le , as a disposal method 

has possibilities of reducing s peculative acquisition, retaining 

aomc measure of control ov er land u se , and allowing the state to 

share in revenue g &l n e d throuel1 rising land va lues . 



The following two questions pose choices concerning state land 

selection and disposal policies. 

CHOICE ONE: What do you think is the most important consideration 

in the state's selection of lands remaining under the statehood 

entitlement? 

A. Potential mineral development. 

B. Pr ivate residential a nd recreation site s . 

C . Public recreation, w i ld~rness, and scenic areas. 

D. No opinion . 

CHOICE TWO: · Wh at should the state's responsibility be for makin~ 

state lands available for use by private parties? 

A. Maximum amount should be transferred to private ownership. 

B. Se l ective amounts should be available for privat e u s e under 

restrictions. 

c. State should retain o wner s h ip over al l or most of i t s lands, 

but make them selectively accessible for ~ecreation a nd simi­

lar u oes by the public. 

D. No opinion. 
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~l!.£_U~ !l_a.!!.!!_iEA Pr.oble~- ~The Alaska Native Claims Sett le-

ment Act, t og ether with the Statehood Act, directly allocate and 

reallocate a total of 250 million acres, or two -thirds , of the total 

land area of Alaska . They do this ~ot in accordance with any compre-

h ensive plan for th e r ational and efficient use and protection of the 

land, but in t erms of a broad array of mostly unrelated political, 

legal, and economic considerations, past events, and esta b l ished 

ownership rights. The result i s a complex pattern of scattered and 

interspersed holdings by the state, ovor 200 Native regional and 

vi ilage corporations, many federa l agencies, several municipalities, 

and numerous private individuals . 

While these l and owners are me>stly independent of one another, 

their uses of tl1e land often are not. What one owner does to de-

velop or protect his area can hav e repercussions on the adjacent 

~uner's areR. A pipeline corridor and access road near a s mall, re-

mote settlement will certainly be felt here. The effectiveness of 

h ab~tat protecti on on private lands can affect hunting and fiahing 

or wildl ife preservation programs on adjacent state and fe deral 

lands. Logging on forleral lands may affect the fis heries down-

otream. And so rn. All of this is to j nd1cate the apparent need 

for some kind of cooperative land planning and management among 

independent land owners. 

Cffcctivc cooperation may al uo mean that diffcrunt owners wi ll 

at ti me s need to accept rootrictlons on what they do on their own 

lnnd. The state, for example, may need to prov ide for additiona l 
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restrictions on mining and mineral development on some of its own 

lands in order to help protect resources on adjacent lands t hat 

might be affect ed by such access and u se. Or , the state may need 

to withhold certain lands from selection by municipalities or sa l e 

to prjvate parties in order to assure the protec t ion of adjacent 

hunting and fishing areas. Or, the state may need to' allow trans­

portation access or a pipeline utility corridor through a wilder­

ness, park, or wildlife area to support mineral development on 

federal or privatP. lands . 

In exchange for such actions by the state, federal and private 

owners would similarly need to accept certain restrictions on uses 

of their own land s . Such cooperative arrangement3 might ultimately 

take the form of statewide and regional land planning a nd ma n age­

men t organizations in which all parties will participate. Both the 

State of Alaska and the Joint rederal-S tate [,and Use Planning Com ­

mission have proposed such cooperativ e tlanning and management ir1-

sti tutions , which would include at least the foderal and state land 

owners . 

CliOICJ; TH JH:C : Should the state enter into strong cooperative land 

plannlnc and management arrangements with federal and , po3sibly , 

private land owners? 

FAVO R OP PO Sr: NO OPINION 



Federal oil and gas leasing and subsequent development of the 

Outer Continental Shelf around Alaska will require. that substantial 

support facilities be developed onshore . Such facilities include 

1) supply and service bases, 2) local materials, supply -- sand and 

gravel , fresh water, etc., 3) platform fabrication sites, 4) sub­

marine pipel~nes and landfalls, 5) crude oil storage and marine 

terminals, 6) liquified natural gas plants, 7) and, possibly, small 

refineries and petrochemical plants. 

Activities associated with these facilities wi l l advance and 

decline with the life of the offshore oil and gas fields. A' ser-

vice base, for example, can begin small as exploration commences, 

suddenly boom into a 50 acre, 24 hour-a-day complex as oil is dis­

covered and developed, or fold up altogether if fields prove too 

small or even dry . 

These support activities will require land and water resources 

in and near coastal communiti ~ s. They will bring in many new workers 

for construction jobs and require fewer for operations. They will 

result in at least some unavoidable degree of air and water pollution. 

Familiar boom conditions, including crowdi11g, housing shortages, 

excess demand for public services and facilities, price increases , 

and other such effects may be felt. 

But there will be benefits for affected communities as well 

as coots. Jobs and incomes will be created, at least some portion 

of which will directly or indirectly flow to local rcsidentu, and 
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retail trade and services establishments . will expand. The property 

tax base will grow and help provide the revenues to neet the new 

public needs (though adequate local revenues may n ot materialize 

until sometime after the needs arise). Some local residents will 

not only enjoy direct economic benefits, but they will also like 

the new character and pace of the community. Some resident young 

people may stay in the community rather than leave and seek their 

opportunities elsewhere. 

Not all of the support facilities and activities are likely 

to be concentrated in just one or two locations , however. They 

may be dispersed to the most favorable locations in terms of prox­

imity to different offshore fields, availability of sites , require­

ments for deep water ports, etc. Generally, the locational decis­

ions made by the private companies involved will be in accordance 

with their determinations about what is most economical, profi table, 

and convenient , eiven technological requirements and the avai labi lity 

of suitable sites. Their locational and other decisions will not 

neces sarily be made in terms of what is best for the community, its 

residents, and the natural en \ironment. That is not their responsi­

bility as businessmen , although they may well be willing il nd sorne­

timos even eager to comply w ~t h such "public interest " criteria, 

provided such criteria are clear , reasonable, and applied equitably. 



1 
If such criteria are ~o be ~ffectively deve l oped and applied , . 

t h is wil l requ ire planning and enforcerr.ent by state and l o cal govern - r 
ments. An d t h1s will mean that oi l and gas support facili t ies wou l d 

be all ow e d in some areas t he comp a nies might have chosen · inde pen-

dently , but not in others. Both the benefits and costs, t he "goods " 

and t he "ba ds " of OCS development to local communities and coasta l 

ar e as wi ll be distributed differently than if there were no state r 
and l oca l fatility site planning and effective control s. 

J. 
"r" U. .: , ., , ...!.;--

CHO I CE F OU R : To what extent s ho u l d. '\.:stat e -a~~- -1 o cal government s 
' ,,.•·, ; C. J: (\ '.'' " ·'• •: .\~ ;) ()J I , f:o'f I/, 111. \ \ 

• 1 l h l . f . \t~U.~'l lL f 0 l 0 • f h l . contro t e ocations o maJor..:.S-U-f.>1>&r-~ aci ities or t e exp oration , 

development , and production of oi l and gas? 

[ . 

[ 
A. Compa~ies shou l d be able to select sites without r e strictions [ 

by state and local governments . 

P. . State and local governments should pla n for and select s ites r 
that conform as closely a s possibl e to s tate and local pub l ic 

int eres ts . I 
C. No op i nion. I 

l 
.i uman Re so ur ces De ve lopme nt 

[ 
Alaskan s face se riou s s ocial p r oblems a s well as major op-

portunities in what is lik e ly t o be a su s t a ined pe riod of rapid r 
erowtl1. This long- te r m gr ow t h will cont i nue to be in t e rsp e r sed 

with s hort-term boom c ondition s tha t are fe lt with particula r in -
[ 

tensity i n indiv i dual commun iti es a nd r e g i ons. ,,.. [ 
- ·- -----..._.--..__._ 
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Many of these problems and opportunities, and some of the 

' policy choices that go with rthem, ' have already been discussed. 

We have seen that the long-term growth of Alaska will bring many 

change s and require many adjustments in our family, community, 

and work lives. One of the great potential benefits, or oppor­

tunities, of this petroleum-based long-term growth is the enor­

mous revenues that the state will receive . And. in connection 

with the "Permanent Fund" idea, we have discussed how these re­

venues might be used both to influence the state's overall growth 

and to benefit Alaskans. Both benefits and costs of al:-rupt "boom 

town" growth in local communities have also been mentioned --

the new jobs and income, but also the crowding, family dis~uption , 

and other social costs. 

All of this implies that we have already been dealing indi­

rectly with issuas of "human resources development" -- the changing 

problems as well as opportunities for the growt:. and fulfillment 

of individual Alaskans. Here we will fo cus more directly on some 

human resources issues emerging. from s tate growth and change and 

some of the policy choices they may present. 

Educat i o~-l-Health Car~ ~d I ncome s --If the state does realize 

anywhere near the revenues proj~cted for the next twenty years or 

more, it will be in a position to do aome rather far-ranging and 

innovat i ve things in the field of human resources development. The 

state could subsidize tho costs of a college education and care~r 

trainjng and re t raining for all interested and qualified Alaskans 



by making the Un iversity a tuition-fr~e institution , for example, 

and by providing generous grants to individuals going elsewhere 

for education and career training programs. It could provide sup­

port for a ~omprehensive health care system, covering a significant 

share of the costs of an "Alaska Health Maintenance Organization," 

which would concentrate on preventive care for all Alaskans who 

choose to participate. And it could follow through on the idea 

of "Permanent Fund dividends" by distributing a portion of the rev­

enues derived from natural resources development to all Alaskans 

as s hareholde rs in the state and its resource wealth. 

A great deal of work, of course, would need to be done in 

designing such programs, det ermining their costs at different 

level i of support, and assessing their likely results and effects. 

There clearly would be some difficult problems and object : - 11s to 

consider. There would be objections to tho state's taking on any 

further such responsibilities, particularly of such a magnitude. 

There is tho question of whether s uch support s hould be provided 

only on a need and ability to pay basis , if at all. And there is 

the real difficulty of suc}1 programs t}1emselves attracting migration 

to the state, which, along with adding to general growth pressures, 

sp r ead program benefits thinn e r and raise their . co~ts higher . . The 

quest ion is whet he r• A las kans th ink it wou ld be worth looking fur­

ther int o suc h posRi bilities to see if ~tate government should se­

riously pursue them in the future . 



CHOICE ONE: Should the state look into the possibility of es-

tablishing some major new human resources development programs . in 

the areas of education, health, and personal incomes? 

FAVOR OPPOSE NO OPINI ON 

Social Impacts- -Many Alaskans have al.ready experienced som e 

of the more seve~ c social impacts of rapid and large- scale develop­

ment. Fairb~nks, Valdez, and other communities along the route 

of t he trans-Alaska pipeline have felt the direct effects, both 

good and bad, of the pipeline cons truction boom during the past 

two years . Here we will focus on some of the social prob lem s tha t 

go with impact conditions . 

A wide range of social problems accompanied the pipeline con-

struc tion boom , particularly during its peak period. Thet'o were 

severe housing crises in some of the communities alo ng the pipe­

line corridor. There were reports of increased f amily breakdowns 

and inadequate care of children. In Fai~~anks , for example , the 

divorce rate, juvenile arr est rate, and cases of child neglect rose 

s ubstantially. So did violent and non-voil en t crime. Hative vil­

lages a lso appear to have experienced som e se rious social prob l ems 

as a re s ult of pipeline co nstruction. In many villages, it appears 

that a large proportion of men lef t for pipeline jobs. Native or­

ganizations bocamo concerned about s uch problems as foo d and f uel 

.---...-·--
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shortages in the villages. In both N?.tive and urban co~munities, 

increases in alcohol-re l ated · violence has been reported. 

So~ial problems occurring in pipelin e construction "b-oom towns" 

and vther affected communities are likely to be repeated with other 

major petroleum development projects in the future, including Outer 

Continental. Shelf leasing, development of the National Petroleum 

Reserv e (Pet 4), and construction of other oil and gas pipelines 

across Alaska. 

Does the state have a speci al respon sibi lity to help impact 

~ommunities through t heir crisis periods? Should there be a great 

deal more planning for social impacts in local' communities through­

out the state, which seem subject to many common and repeated 

problems? The state could help individual communities a nticipate 

and prepare for their problems, based on experience of similar con ­

ditions in communities elsewhere in the state. And it could follow 

up with concentrat e d impact assistance to communities during peak 

periods , until local communities are able to catch up better with 

developments. 

Tho knowledg e and experience ga i ned in handl ing social impact 

probl~ms i, a more oreani ze d and ~yste matic way, with s tate guidance 

and asGistance, might even carry over i nto more effec t ive approaches 

to dealing with cl1ronic , long-term social problems such as alco ­

hol ism, child neglect , c rime , e tc ., that are only aggravated during 

se vere impact periods . The state should be in an increasingly, strong 
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position financially.to ' provide such • assistance as new petroleum­

related revenues become available. 

On the other hand , one could take the position that social 

impact problems are short-term , that benefits and costs may balance 

out over the longer run, and that individuals as well as communi~ ies 

are better off helping themselves rather than depending on the state 

to help them through such troubles. ·Besides, any such efforts are 

costly and would require money that might better be spent to improve 

education, health, social service and other on-going programs , or 

money that might be saved rather than spent at all . 

CHOICE TWO: What should be the state's responsibility toward 

communities experiencing severe ·social and other problems of im­

pact? 

A. The state should help communities plan for impact , and then 

B. 

c . 

move in with all posslble forms o f assistance when impacts 

hit . 

The state s hould provide assistance to impact communities 

through its regular programs, but otherwise let the communities 

work through their own problems . 

No opinion . 
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Alcohol Abuse--Alcoholism and alcohol abuse is not merely an 

impact problem in Alaska. It is chronic and long-term , and it i~ 

often intensif ied under impact conditions. Per capita consumption 

of alcohol in Alaska increased by 29 percent between 1960 and 1970. 

In 1970, per capita consumption was 44 percent above that for the 

U. S. as a whole. While fatal traffic accidents attributable to 
0 

alcohol accounted for 57 percent of the national total, 75 percent 

of Alaska accidents involved alcohol. More than half of all arrests 

in the state were alcohol- related betwee n 1960 and 1970 . 

In Alaska , as elsewhere, programs in the field of a lcoholism 

and alcohol abuse are directed mainly at treating the individual 

problem drinker after the fact, and then helping him or her on an 

individual basis. While many individual s have undoubtedly been 

assisted through their problems at least temporarily, and such 

efforts are necessary , there has been no apparent progress in re-

ducing the overall problem through these "remedial" treatment pro-

grams alone. 

There is a different approach to the alcohol problem , one that 

focuses as much on the drink as on the drink e r. It i,u pplements 

rather than s ubstitut e s for remedial treatment , and it emphasizes 

methods of cu t ting down the consumption of alcohol in the first 

place. It is a strong "preventive " appt•oach. It considers alcohol 

a "pot e n tially dangerous drug" and alcohol abuse as a social health 

probl e m of great urcency and critical proportions. 
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In this approach, the state would attempt to reduce overall 

per capita consumption on the assumption that this would reduce 

the overall incidence of abuse leading to bad health, accidents, 

crime, violence, and death. The state ~ight st iffen penalties for 

driving un c er the influence of alcohol (as has the Municipality of 

Anchorage). It might strictly limit the conditions under which al­

cohol could be sold -- where, what hours, to whom, etc. -- and 

strictly enforce such limits. And i t might substantia l ly raise 

taxes on alcoholic beverages, which might both discourage pur­

chasec by some , as well as raise additional revenues to help cover 

some of the costs of the problem and of the programs for dealing 

with it. 

Among the possible objections to such an approach are f irst, 

that nobody really knows for sure if it will work, whether it might 

really succeed in tutting alcohol consumption , lowering alcohol 

abusu, and reducing some of the worst social problems. Furt her, 

it would increase the interven tion of tli e state in individual de­

cisions and require more rcstrictionc on and closer monitoring of 

the acllers. And, bes i de s , it all sound s ra t her har nh. 
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CHOICE THREE: What should the state do about the problem of alcohol I 
abuse in Alaska? 

I A. The state should view alcohol as a "pote.ntially dangerous 

drug'~ and take strong preventive action as well as continue 

necessary re~edial efforts. 

B. The state should continue the remedial programs only and try 

to improve them. 

C. The state should cut back on its alcoholism programs al-

together. l· 
D. No opinion. 

Subsistence Lifestyle --The rural Alaska subsistence issue is 

of ten thought of as a fish a nd game rather.- than as a "people" matter 

1 . 
or as a h~man resources development problem. Actually, fish and 

wildlife management can be vi e wed as only a techn ica l component , ·a 

me ans of dealing wi th a much broader set of con c ern s . For many 

A~askans, including non-Na tives as well ao Natives , s ubsiste nce ) 
hunting, fishing, and ga thering can be seen as part of a whole way 

of life in rural areas. 

View ed in such "life-style" te rm s , subsistence involves not L. 
only fish and gcim e man agemen t , but also s igni f icant isoues o f rurnl 

dev e lopmen t , long- term cultural change, transitions fr om s ubsistence 

to "mixed" economles in Nativ o villages, and natural resource develop- J 

mcn t issues ecnorolly. 
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• • • 1 11 1 T·he speed of growth and change in Alaska directly and indirectly 

affects people in all parts of the state. Some of these changes in 

work and occupationa l patterns, increases in cash incomes, and greater 

mobility from reg ion to region and village to city, are on-going, 

long-term events regardless of petroleum development, the Alaska 

Native Claims Settlement Act, and rapid growth of the state generally . 

But it seems clear that rural lifestyles, too, are affected by these 

major developments, and there are increased pressu1•es on rural com­

munities , environments, and natural resources as a result of them. 

Major land areas of Alaska are being reallocated to new owners 

and u s es, and competition for limited land, water, fish and wildlife, 

~~d other resources is incre asing with th e overall growth of the 

state. This presents problems to state resource managers, particu­

larly as natural events and human pressures result in short and 

long-term depletions of certain fish and wildlife populations an~ 

deterioration of their habitats. Most people are familiar with 

the long-t e rm depletion of Alaska' s salmon population and the re­

cent s evere decline in the size 6f the Arctic caribou herd. 

In t he light of these general and s pecific events affecting 

rural commun itie ~ and lifestyles, a s well as the fact that there are 

compet ing demand s from comm erci a l and recreational users on limited 

fish and wildlife population , what i s the state's r e sponsibility? 

The state could support and protect s ubsistence and mixed economics 

~ .. ~------
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in rural Alaska, for example, by giving hun ting and fishing priority 

to those who actually depend on subsistence for some significant 

part of their living, who can show a need, or whose hunting and 

fishing is an integral part of their general pattern of life in 

rural areas. 

Some of the greatest difficulties of such a policy lie in de­

ciding who qualifies and in justifying more restrictions on com­

peting users. And this would need to be done at the same time that 

increased efforts are devoted to maintaining fish and wildlife popu­

lations on a sustained yield basis an<l prot~cting the natural en­

vironment that produces them. 

CHOICE FOUR: Wh at position should the state take on the issue of 

subsistence? 

A. It should develop a strong policy and program that gives much 

greater priority to subsistence users on the basis of s uch 

factors as rural residence, need, and life -s tyle. 

n. It should treat subsistence usors of fish and wildlife resources 

like any other users. 

C. No opinion. 

__ ... ____ .. _. 
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Government and the People 

. ' . Development of Alaska's oil and gas resources brings growth--

growth in the p~pulation and economy; growth in needs and demands 

for public services, facilities, and regulation; and growth in 

the public revenues required to meet the new needs and demands . 

All of this translates directly into grow~h in the complexity and 

size of state government. 
_.,.,.,.,. ...... ~· 

It i s not di ff icu.l t',.....to react quite negatively to growth in 

"bureaucracies" and 'overnment "spending . " But the matter can be 

kept in perspective if it is recognized that, to some extent, 

growth in the size of gov~rnment and its budgets is a direct result 

of a 1.argcr population, increased demands for publ ic goods and 

services , ereater complexity in the economy and society, and in-

f lation, as well as growth in the revenues available to spend. 

This does not mean that the General Fund budget necessarily 

had to double the year following t he Prudhoe Day 11?ase sale , o f 

course , or that state expenditures have grown on ly in direct pro-

portion to population growth . They have , in f act, risen much fa s ter 

t han t he population. Total state expenditures in 1970 were abou t 

$1,000 per c~pita. In 1975, they were almost $2 , 000 per capita . 

This was nn expenditure increase of 100 percent wl1ile the population 

erew by about 27 percent . Dut such fieurcs do not tell the whol e 

story of e scalating ne eds and demands, or of t he statci ' s aosumption 

of a larger s hare of t h e costs of public educatio n, for ex amp le. 
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Nor do they tel l us whether state go·vernment was spendin g the " r ight" 

amounts, in relation to curr~nt and past unmet needs, before the 

$9 00 million became available. 

The fact nonetheles s remains that stat e government is growing 

and that i t is likely to grow larger in the future. Althou gh this 

may not in i ts elf be bad, part icularly if it meets r ea l ne eds and 

perfo rms efficiently and effective ly, it does suggest that it might 

be time to consider wheth er gover11ment in Alaska--both s t ate and 

local levels--might be better structured to meet fu tu re needs and 

to assu r e accoun tability and responsivenens to the r~ople . Looking 

tow ard the n ext decade a nd more of rapid growth i n Alaska, it may 

now be time to co nsider so me basic c ha nges i n both state and local 

governmen t st ructures and how t hey operate. Three area s to look 

a t are l) the allocation of functions a nd finances between state, 

boro ugh, and city levels, 2) local go vern me n t development in the 

unorganized borough ( all of t l1e area outside of t he organized 

boroughs) and 3) reforms in services delivery s y~tems. 

Func tions an<l Financcs --Th e present distribution of f unction s 

and fi nan ces between state , borough, a nd city levels i~ not ne ces­

sarily the idea l one , if s uch could be defi ned. from one point o f 

v5ew , it could be de fi ned as o ne that maximi~cs accou ntabili ty and 

responsJveness t o the people; from anot h er , one that maximizes 

effic.tency; il\1d from otilJ. a noth er , one that l s effective l n per­

f or mn n c e and res u l ts . W h i 1 c w o w o u J. d 11 k o to ha v c a 11 of t ho s c , ;1 

little e fficiency may need to bo sacrifi ced if rcsponsivenoso i s 
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increased, for example, and other such "trade-offs" might also need 

to be made. Responsiveness might be increased if local government 

assumed functions now provided in all or some areas of Alaska by 

the state. 

Alaska's state gove r n men t finances or administers all or a 

very large part of government functions that else wh ere are con-

sidered local or shared state-local responsibilities, for example , 

public safety, local road construction and maintenance, various 

health and ~ocial services programs. In recent years, state govern-

ment has assumed a growing share of the costs of lo cal public 

education . Further, there have been significant increases in the 

funds provided to local governments through the Municipal Services 

Revenue Sharing Program , which encourages local government~ to 

perform certain functions locally. 

In several Alaska borougho , there continues to be some diffi-

culty in determining whether the borough or the city or c itie s 

within it should hav e certain function s and powers. 

The fo l low i ng are s ome possible choices a b0ut the s e issues. 

CllOICE ONC: 

A. Edu cat Lon 

\\' ~~c~~~Q\!. -Co" :Xl;<:: .~·ro\l\SlOIA ~ 
What leve l of governm ent should provido (administ e r): 

" Dorough 

D. Police prot e ction 

C. Public heal t h 

o. Zoninc 



CHOICE TWO: What level of government should finance: 

A. Education 

B. Police protection 

c. Public health 

_b. Local roads 

State Borough 

Regional Government--Most of t he rural areas of Alaska are 

unorganized , that is, there are no borough governments as there are 

in urban areas and on the North Slope. This is considered by many 

to be both inequitable and inefficient. According to this argument , 

the inequities are that residents in unorganized areas have less 

op portunity to participate in public decision making that effects 

th em, and that they do not participate on the same basis as residents 

in organized areas in payjog for services that both r eceive , e . g., 

ecl.ication or police protection . Ineffic.lency (a.nd ineffectiveness) 

is belie ved to stem from the fact that existing service delivery 

mech a ni s ms (cities and state rogional off ices ) arc not well equipped 

for or adequately familiar with varying rural conditions and needs. 

Three major alternatives for extending regional forms of 

governm e nt to unorganized areas hav e been proposed: f irst , establish 

organized boroughs with essentially t lic same ba sic powers ( ed ucat.lon, 

taxation, ~lanning a nd zoning) and structures ( assemblies , school 

b o c.1 t' d !1 , p 1 an n in g comm is s 1 on s , o t c . ) t h a l t h c u r- b cl n b o r o u g h s h ave . 
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Second, divide the single unorganized borough into several 

"Unorganized borough~," which would hav•~ some degree of local 

autonomy. The leg i slature could delegate any municipal power to 

it that an unorgan ~ zed borough was ready for, including taxing auth-

ori~y. Like organ i zed boroughs, the unorganized boroughs would have 

specific boundarie s , powers, and a governing body responsible for 

more than one munic ipal function. Third , establish service areas 

with governing boa r ds under the authority of the state legislature. 

Such a service are a could provide any municipal service and taxes 

could be levied, b u t the powers and functions would need to be 

approved by the state legislature. 

l· Assuming t hat local people in the areas affected would have an 

effective voice in determining the form and timing of regional 

government for tl1em, what do you think is the best approach? 

CHOICE THREE: What kind of region al government should be extended to 

presently unorga niz1id areas of Alaska? 

A. Organized ~orou~hs 

B. Unorganized borc ughs 

C. Service area s 
( -. . : \,, . ( . ,, , 
D. No op in ion 

Service ~ Del i vc 1·y- - Sociul se rvice pro&rams adminl~tered at tho 



state level, even if thr.ough regional offices , are often handicapped 

by distance from and lack of familiarity with local conditions and 

needs, particularly in rural . areas. It ha s been suggested that 

e ffectiveness, and possibly efficiency, might be improved if the 

administration of pr ~rams in such areas as alcoholism , chi ld care, 

assistance to the elderly, and health care, were carried out by 

local people in the local areas themselves . 

There are regional non-profit planning and social service 

organizations in most areas of the state now without regional govern-

ment. There are also organized city governments in most vill~ges 

of 100 or more pop u la tion . The suggestion is that, wherever possible 

and where there is a local interest, social servi ce program admin ­

istration, accompanied by adequate financing , be delegated to such 

local and regional entities . It may be that such an approach would 

cost more, but the argument is that programs would more than make 

up for this in increased effectiveness and in responsiveness to the 

people. 

Concerning state government agencies and programs generally, 

i t has a lso been suggeste~ that a fair ly c o mprehensive decentraliza­

tion and re gion al ization of them be undertak en . The purpose would 

be to brin g them close r to t~e people and to mak e t hem better 

attuned to d ifferent regional conditio ns anJ needs. The idea is 

that each major region of the state should have a regional center 

where all state age n cies s ignifica n tly involved in the area would 
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have offices and services located there . Again, highe r co s ts may 

accompany increases in accessibility and responsiveness . 

CHOICE FOUR: Should the state wherever possible delegate adminis-

tration of social service programs to local governments and con­

tract with non-profit organizations? e+en-i:f,. t ·hie £>09~& 111 i.~ 

FAVOR OPPOSE NO OPINION 

CHOICE FIVE: Should state government be decentralized so that every 

r e gion has one ma j or government c enter where a ll relevant state 

a g ency programs are located? 

FAVOR OPPOSE NO OPINION 



Next Steps_ 

This paper will undergo extensive review and comment before a 

final draft is prepared for distribution throughout the state and 

I· for use in regional and statewide workshops. In order to improve 

its usefulness, reviews and responses to this paper are needed 

particularly along the following ~ines : 

1. Issue selection--Are the issue areas and policy choices that 

have been tentatively selected both manageable for public edu-

cation and di scussion purpo~es and central to problems of 

l. growth and change in Alaska? Do the issues and choices relate 

to critical issues within the potential control of state 

eovernment? Can they lend themselves to discuss ion and delib -
l: 

eration in work shops by people without technical backgrounds r 
and limited or no experience in the subject matter? What 

iss ues an d choices should be added? Deleted? Wh)? 

2. Issue presentation--Are the issues and cho~ces presented ob- l 
jectively, accurately , and at an appropriate level of genera :-

ity? llow should the issues and choices lie reformulated, ke e p-

ing i n mind that interested lay people a nd no·t experts and 

t c ch n i c la n s al' e th e p r i ma r y a u d i en c e ? II ow s ho u 1 d t h e q u e s t ion s 

themselves he reworded? L 
3. Informa tion nn e ds--Does t he backeround information on Alask a ' s 

r,rowth ad e quately set the star,c for t h e dlscus sion of issue s . 



and choices? What additional or different background i nforma-

- ~ ~, tion is needed to assure adequate understanding of Alaska's 

growth and of the particular is8ues, choices, and their 

implications? Can such new information be presented in a 

clear, simple, and relatively brief format without undue 

~istortion or oversimplification? Does the information pre­

sented in this paper meet those criteria? 

--· t - -



Year 

1960 

1962 

19 6l• 

1966 

1968 

1970 

' . ' 

Table 1. Value (in millions) of Alaska Natural 
Resources Production , 1960-1970 

Agricul-

Oil 6 Other Fisheries Forest tural 

Gas Mi nerals Products Products Products Fur s 

l. 5 20.4 96.7 ,, 7. 3 5 • ll 4 . B 

31. 7 22 . 5 131. 9 52.3 5 . a 4.3 

3 5 . 5 30.6 1110. 9 61. 0 5. 5 4. 11 

50 . 11 35.9 197.3 73.7 5. 5 7.0 

J 91. l 30.6 191. 7 911. B 5.3 6.0 

250.0 30. 0 150 .0 100.0 5.0 6 .0 

TOTAL 

176.l 

21•8.5 

278.0 

369.8 

519 . 5 

5'• 9. 0 



Year 

1961 

1965 

1970 

Table 2. Alaska Population and Economic Growth 
1961-1970 

State 
Civilia n Gross Gas [, Oil 

Employment Product Revenues 
( annual (in (in 

Population average) millions) millions) 

236,,700 67,700 $ 681 $ 4 

265 , 200 82,100 830 16 

302, l!OO 105,000 1 , 371 39 

Total 
State 

Revenues 
( in 

millions ) 

$ 116 

163 
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Table 3. Increases in Education and Other Major General 
Fund Expenditure Categories, FY 1970-1976 

Budget Categories 

Dept . of Education 

State Operated 
Schools 

Amounts 

FY 70 FY 76 

$ 4 3 • 6 $ 111 6 . 9 

3. 5 19 •• 

University of Alaska 11.9 34.1 

Total of Education $ 59.0 $200.l 

Health & Social 
Services 

Publ i c Works 

HighHays 

Bond Committee 

All Other 

Total General Fund 
Expenditures 

$ 23.8 $ 63.0 

15. 8 •• l. 7 

13 . 0 34.0 

9 . 0 36 . 9 

111.3 160.3 

$161. 9 $536 . 9 

Percentages 
of To tal 

FY 70 FY 76 

26.9% 27 .4% 

2 . 2 3.6 

7.4 6.4 

36.5% 37 .4 % 

11. 9% 

9. 8 ., . 8 

e.o 6 . 3 

5.6 6.9 

25.5 29 . B 

100 . 0% 100 . 0% 

Percentage 
Change 

1970-1 976 

236.9% 

445.7 

186.6 

239.2% 

lGB.5% 

163 .9 

161. ~ 

310.0 

280.1 

2 31. 6% 



Year 

1970 

1975 

1980 

1985 

1990 

Table 4. Alaska Population and Economic Growth 
1970-1990 

S t ate 
Civilian Gross Gas f, Oil 

Employment Product Reven u es 
(annual (in (in 

Population average) millions) million s ) 

3 0 2 'l~ 0 0 105,000 $1,371 $ 39 

3 8 t1 , 1100 16ll, SOO l, 7 5ll 62 

ll6 0 , 200 212 '110 0 3 , 595 1 , 205 

568 , 000 263,100 ll , 717 2,0Ll8 

702,100 329,200 5 , 728 2,339 

Total 
State 

Revenues 
(in 

millions ) 

$ 260 

506 

1,975 

:? ,41~ 2 
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