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Department of Sociology
13 November 2015
Dr. Graeme Wynn,
Editor, BC Studies.

Dear Dr. Wynn,

At long last I am finished revising the submission to BC Studies that you invited me to revise and re-submit on 9 January 2015. I apologize for the long delay. My paper has been retitled as “Class and Environmental Justice Politics in the Demolishing of Natal and Michel, 1964-1978.” The aim of this letter is to describe the revisions I undertook in response to your own recommendations and those of the two reviewers.

(1) My responses to Reviewer C’s criticisms and suggestions
1. Reviewer C’s major criticism of my first submission was that “it neither develops an argument about why the relocation failed, nor does it develop [arguments about] the 3 factors that made it an event of historical importance.” Reviewer C goes on to state: “The claims about the larger historical importance of the resettlement of Natal and Michel are intriguing and would, in my view, make for a more interesting article, particularly the claim about how this was an early instance of working class environmentalism and women’s involvement.” Reviewer C also recommends that my claims about the broader significance of the demolishing of Natal and Michel need to be linked “to the relevant secondary literature, whether it is about women and environmental protest, labour unions and environmentalism, or the politics of the W.A.C. Bennett regime.”
My actions and response. In the current version I have concentrated on two ways that the demolishing of Natal and Michel has broader significance. Firstly I argue, “This case has broader significance when framed as a test of competing theories of the role of states in capitalist societies” (p. 5). A brief literature review (pp. 5-7) contrasts the pluralist, neo-institutionalist and Marxian theories of how states operate in capitalist societies. When detailing the course of the urban renewal scheme between 1964 and 1978, I occasionally mention the state-theoretic implications of a particular event (e.g., p. 12). Finally, I return to the test of competing theories in the conclusion of the paper, connecting the evidence to each of the theories in turn (pp. 42-44).

Secondly I argue that the demolishing of Natal and Michel is historically significant because it spawned a very early example of environmental protest actions that would later become recognized in the literature as the environmental justice movement (EJM). A literature review on the EJM distinguishes it from the environmental movement, identifies the movement’s four defining features, and discusses three hypothesized explanations for the over-representation of women among EJM leaders and activists (pp. 7-10). At a few points in the main body of the paper, I point to how an event in Natal and Michel connects with the literature on the EJM (e.g., p. 20 and pp. 24-25). Finally, I conclude my discussion of this early example of environmental justice activism by pointing out: “A distinctive feature of women’s involvement in the EJM in Natal and Michel is that it sparked greater involvement by men and thereby transformed this particular EJM into a community-wide project. This runs counter to the generic script of the EJM that has women predominating not only the initiation of the movement but its on-going development” (p. 45).


While the revised manuscript highlights the “state-theoretic” and “environmental justice” dimensions of the demolishing of Natal and Michel, the core of the paper remains my answer to the question: “How did a simple, straightforward resettlement plan, with support from virtually all stakeholders, go off the rails” (p. 4)? My answer involves the presentation of “an analytical chronology that identifies why key decisions were made at different turning points” (p. 4). Then in the concluding section, I offer some general thoughts on why the residents of Natal and Michel were mistreated and ignored throughout the historical process. While working on this revision, I contemplated foregrounding these general thoughts in the introduction of the manuscript. In the end, however, I decided that they are best stated and explained after the analytical chronology has been presented. One general thought I offer, drawn from a paper by Perry and Lindell, is that the demolishing of Natal and Michel was mislabelled as an urban renewal process when it should have been treated as environmental mitigation. This was important since residents in a ‘blighted’ urban renewal zone are typically partially blamed for their predicament whereas residents affected by an environmental disaster (as was the case in Natal and Michel where the coal company wilfully intensified the production of coal dust and smoke without taking residents’ health and quality of life into account) are typically given full governmental and public support (p. 46). A complementary general thought points to the symbolic dimension of coal dust and smoke: “The coal dust and fumes not only made life in their beloved communities impossible to bear but also symbolically tarnished them, thereby making it easier for elites to ignore their plight” (pp. 46-47).
2. Reviewer C recommended “a fundamental reorganization of the paper” with “an argument” taking the place of “a chronological narrative” as the central organizing device.
My response. On this point I have decided to disagree with Reviewer C. I have maintained the chronological structure of the paper since, in my view, understanding “why key decisions were made at different turning points” depends upon understanding the historical sequence of events and locating each key decision in the context of the historical sequence. In making this decision I have been sustained by Reviewer B’s judgment that the original manuscript was “organized effectively on a chronological basis.” Nevertheless two broader issues (the role of states in capitalist societies; and the character of the environmental justice movement) are now foregrounded in the paper, connected to scholarly literatures, revisited at different points in the analytical chronology, and re-evaluated in the conclusion. I think the current manuscript is a happy medium between the paper I originally submitted and the fundamentally reorganized paper that Reviewer C recommended.
 3. Reviewer C recommended cleaning up the archival citations in the footnotes.

My actions. I worked on this. One source of confusion is that a number of the documents were retrieved in electronic form at the offices of the District Municipality of Sparwood. I now state in Note # 2: “Unless otherwise noted, documents cited in this article were found in the electronic records of the District Municipality of Sparwood and are available from the author on request.” I retrieved and copied some of these documents myself but a municipal employee located other documents for me. This arrangement is now explained in Note # 42: “The District of Sparwood created two large digital files containing archived municipal records of relevance to this project. They are available from the author on request.” This is also where the acronym SADF is explained: District of Sparwood Archived Digital File.
I also obtained from the District of Sparwood the transcripts of oral history interviews conducted in the early 1990s by the Michel-Natal Historical Society. This is now explained in Note # 71: “Transcripts of all M-NHS interviews were obtained from the District of Sparwood and are available from the author on request.”
In the previous version of the manuscript I provided the Glenbow Archives’ codes for fonds but not the names of the fonds. In this version I name each fonds the first time it is referenced (see Note # 5 and Note # 86).
(2) My responses to Reviewer B’s criticisms and suggestions

1. Reviewer B stated that the title of the original submission was “terrible.”

My action. The revised paper has a conventional title with no mention of “Dogpatch.”

2. Reviewer B maintained, “The sub-title proves to be rather misleading as class and the environmental factors that supposedly prompted the initial decision to relocate the communities of Michel and Natal are over-shadowed by the local reactions to the exceptionally inept handling of the process by the provincial government.” Later Reviewer B observed, “If class and environment are the heart of the argument, they need to be emphasized; if class is not really part of the thesis, it should be dropped.”
My response.  The phrase in question in the original sub-title -- “Class and environmental politics” -- has been revised to “Class and environmental justice politics” and now appears in the main title. Hopefully the major additions I have made to the revised manuscript (on how this case allows us to test competing theories of the state in capitalist societies and provides an early example of an environmental justice movement) justify the prominence of both “class” and “environmental justice politics” in the title.
3. Reviewer B argued that “the photograph of the decrepit union hall seems unnecessary” and recommended that a photo of new housing in Sparwood be included.
My response. I think the photograph of the decrepit UMWA Hall is important because it captures the sad disarray and abandonment of Natal in its final years. As I note on the revised photo caption, this picture was originally published in the Calgary Herald on 28 June 1975 so it was part of the public record of the demolishing of Natal. Since the focus of my manuscript is on the demolishing of Natal and Michel, and the failure of the original resettlement plan, I don’t think that a picture of the new development in Sparwood is necessary.
4. Reviewer B recommended, “The attempt to link the narrative to broader theoretical issues raised in the secondary literature needs to be broadened in order to be persuasive.”

My action. The revisions I undertook in response to the criticisms and suggestions of Reviewer C (see above) probably better answered this recommendation from Reviewer B than the more fundamental revision that Reviewer C favoured.
5. Reviewer B recommended that I incorporate material from local history books on Natal and Michel.

My action. I have incorporated material from Arlene Gaal’s most interesting book (see p. 20, p. 24, p. 34 and p. 36) and Jim Bertoia’s paper (see p. 39) in the revised manuscript.

6. Reviewer B requested archival information on the provincial government’s thinking on this matter.
My action and response. I have added material from a few documents found in the Municipal Affairs documents archived at the BC Archives (e.g., see Note # 34, p. 15). Unfortunately, despite quite a bit of effort I have been unable to locate any files at the BC Archives that contain the internal correspondence of the minister and deputy minister on this urban renewal scheme. Most of the records given by Municipal Affairs to the BC Archives have yet to catalogued (no file list exists for the many boxes that seem to have sat, untouched, in an off-site storage location for at least a couple of decades). Therefore my largely unsuccessful efforts at the BC Archives were of the “searching for a needle in a haystack” variety.
7. Reviewer B asked, “Can the influence of Kaiser Coal on the provincial government be discussed more fully?”

My response. The relationship between the Kaiser corporation and the government of W.A.C. Bennett goes back to at least 1954 when Kaiser proposed a private power development project on the Columbia River near Revelstoke that the government strongly supported. As detailed in David Mitchell’s W.A.C. Bennett and the Rise of British Columbia, the deal was scuttled by the federal government on jurisdictional grounds (pp. 285-286). How this historical relationship between Kaiser and the provincial government influenced the course of events in the East Kootenays in 1967-68 is not something I have researched, and is beyond the scope of my present paper. The best I am able to do is document the power of Kaiser Coal / Kaiser Resources to get the provincial government to change its position on key issues involving the Natal-Michel-Sparwood project, especially the 1968 decision to finally approve new development at Sparwood (see pp. 31-32) and the early-1970s decision to approve opening a new hospital at Sparwood once the Michel Hospital closed (see p. 42). My overall conclusion on the question of Kaiser’s influence on the provincial government is: “At a number of key junctures, it appears that the economic might of CNPC and especially Kaiser Resources caused the provincial government to either defer to the position of a coal company or at least give the coal company’s position undue consideration” (p. 44).
8. Reviewer B noted, “Argument and organization need to be improved. Points raised in the conclusion are not found in the introduction. As it stands, the manuscript lacks a proper introduction.”

My response. Both the introduction and conclusion have been substantially revised. Discussions of theories of the state in capitalist societies and the environmental justice movement are now presented at the beginning of the paper and then rejoined in the conclusion in light of the chronological narrative presented in the body of the paper. In addition, extraneous empirical materials have been deleted from the introduction so that I get to a presentation of research questions and objectives starting on p. 4.
9. Reviewer B stated, “A serious editing session would eliminate cliché, immature usage, etc.”

My response. My revisions involved cutting quite a bit of material from the original submission as well as the extensive additions noted above. I suspect that what Reviewer B finds to be clichéd, etc. might still be in this version (with the exception of the excised “dogpatch” quote) since, in the absence of examples, I cannot see the problem for myself.
10. Reviewer B noted that the evidence in the main body of the paper does not support my assertion that corporate and government elites were ethnically prejudiced against the residents of Natal and Michel (the majority of whom had Eastern or Southern European ancestry). Reviewer C made a very similar point.
My response. This was a speculative assertion on my part. I still strongly suspect that ethnic prejudice, intersecting with class prejudice and political prejudice (given the strong support for socialist parties and politicians in Natal and Michel throughout the 20th century), influenced how government and corporate officials acted in relation to the residents of Natal and Michel. However the evidence I have uncovered is patchy and inconclusive (and coded).  Hence I have decided that the best course of action is to excise this particular argument from the revised manuscript.

(3) My response to the editor’s advice

1. In discussing the assessment of Reviewer B, the editor recommended “fuller attention to the broader scholarly/theoretical literature on ‘forced’ resettlement and community resilience.”

My action. I have added a brief literature review (pp. 4-5) that contrasts successful examples of community resettlement to other examples of “domicide” and “place annihilation.” This allows me to frame the case of Natal and Michel as a resettlement that looked like it would successfully preserve a community but which, over the course of implementation, “drifted towards ‘domicide’ after it began with so much promise” (p. 5).

2. The editor noted that “both reviewers … call for much clearer writing, signposting and specification of the arguments.”

My action. I took the recommendation of “signposting” to heart when revising the analytical chronology. At appropriate points I now briefly note how what transpired in Natal and Michel can be connected to the broader issues of theories of the state and environmental justice politics.
I think that just about covers it. Many thanks for the invitation to revise this paper. I think the current manuscript is considerably stronger than the first version that I submitted.

Sincerely,
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