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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Within the existing economic development literature, there is a well-established 

linkage between the presence of skilled human capital and economic growth. A subset of 

this literature has focused on the role that a specific type of skilled human capital, known 

as the “creative class,” may play in facilitating regional economic development. This 

dissertation builds upon the existing creative class literature by examining the factors that 

have attracted the creative class to the state of South Carolina. In addition, this research 

gives special attention to the entrepreneurial activities of creative class professionals who 

engage in small-scale farming. Recent interest surrounding the economic, social, and 

environmental benefits of small-scale farming has led researchers and development 

practitioners to increasingly examine the role that local food systems may play in the 

regional development process. Accordingly, this dissertation examines how small-scale 

farm operators may be contributing to their communities and local economies by 

engaging in knowledge-intensive, entrepreneurial activities. 

This dissertation includes three manuscripts related to the creative class and local 

food systems in South Carolina. Manuscript One examines the geographical, physical, 

and socioeconomic characteristics that may attract members of the creative class to 

certain communities in South Carolina. This research provides insight into the factors that 

may allow some rural or less populated areas to attract high-quality human capital. 

Manuscript Two transitions into an examination of entrepreneurship and local food 

systems and specifically, explores a linkage between small-scale farm operators and the 

creative class. Manuscript Two is intended to provide insight into the role that local food 
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systems may play in facilitating local economic development and should be especially 

relevant to rural or less populated areas looking to implement an entrepreneurship-led 

development strategy. Lastly, Manuscript Three explores the factors that may facilitate 

the development of well-functioning local food systems in certain South Carolina 

counties. This research may be especially relevant to development practitioners who are 

considering ways to improve the overall functioning of their local food systems. 



 iv 

DEDICATION 

 

 

This dissertation is dedicated to the following individuals: 

 My husband, Lt. Dustin Lientz, who I met during my first month as a PhD 

student in Clemson. Thank you for patiently enduring five long years of 

my PhD work and for always believing that I would finish this degree. 

 My mother, the author Roz Lee, who has been determined in her 

commitment to raising independent, successful, and hard-working 

daughters. 

 My dad, Terrell, who has asked about the status of my dissertation every 

week for the past three years. He will be happy to know that it has finally 

been completed. 

 My sister, Sarah, who lived with me in Clemson, kept me company, and 

embraced my love for reality television. 



 v 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 

I would like to acknowledge and thank the following individuals who helped to 

make this dissertation possible: 

 My advisors and co-chairs, Dr. Dave Lamie and Dr. Lori Dickes. Dr. 

Lamie, I cannot express how much I have enjoyed working with you and 

learning from you. Thank you for introducing me to this research area and 

for the countless number of hours that you have invested in my academic 

work over the past few years. I am fortunate to have an advisor so 

committed to seeing me succeed. Dr. Dickes, without your enthusiasm and 

encouragement, I would probably still be working on this degree. I am 

incredibly appreciative of the amount of time, effort, and expertise that 

you contributed to my dissertation work. Your work ethic and kind spirit 

are truly an inspiration and I am so lucky to have had the opportunity to 

work with you. 

  My committee members: Dr. Bruce Ransom, Dr. Holley Ulbrich, and Dr. 

Geoff Zehnder. Thank you for the many hours that you spent reviewing 

my dissertation. Your input and feedback on this dissertation has made me 

a better researcher and I will always be appreciative of the time that you 

spent helping me through this process. 

 The faculty of the Policy Studies program. I am so fortunate to have had 

the opportunity to learn from such a talented and hard-working group of 

individuals. 



 vi 

 Dr. Jeff Allen and the South Carolina Water Resources Center. I am 

thankful to have had the opportunity to work at the water center while at 

Clemson and I am grateful for the knowledge I acquired during my time 

there. 

 Clemson University and all of its faculty, students, and staff. Thank you 

for welcoming me, taking care of me, and for giving me a lifetime of fond 

memories.  



 vii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 

Page 

 

TITLE PAGE .................................................................................................................... i 

 

ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................... ii 

 

DEDICATION ................................................................................................................ iv 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ............................................................................................... v 

 

LIST OF TABLES .......................................................................................................... ix 

 

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................ xi 

 

CHAPTER 

 

 I. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................... 1 

 

   Research Purpose ..................................................................................... 3 

   South Carolina ......................................................................................... 7 

   Dissertation Overview ........................................................................... 10 

   Terminology ........................................................................................... 14 

  

 II. CONCEPTS IN ENTREPRENEURSHIP, LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS, AND 

LOCAL FOOD POLICY ....................................................................... 17 

 

   Rural Entrepreneurship .......................................................................... 17 

   The Creative Class ................................................................................. 21 

   Local Food Systems ............................................................................... 24 

   Local Food Policy .................................................................................. 26 

   The Advocacy Coalition Framework ..................................................... 33 

   The ACF and Local Food Systems ........................................................ 35 

 

 III. DOES RURAL MATTER? THE CREATIVE CLASS IN SOUTH 

CAROLINA ........................................................................................... 52 

 

   Review of Literature .............................................................................. 56 

   Hypotheses ............................................................................................. 59 

   Data Collection ...................................................................................... 65  

   Results .................................................................................................... 69  

   Conclusions ............................................................................................ 71 



 viii 

Table of Contents (Continued)                                                                                       Page 

 

 

 IV. CASE STUDIES IN SMALL-SCALE FARMING: CREATIVE CLASS 

FARMERS IN SOUTH CAROLINA’S LOCAL FOOD SYTEMS ..... 75 

 

   Local Agriculture: An Overview ........................................................... 80 

   Creativity and Small-Scale Farming ...................................................... 84 

   Talent, Technology, and Tolerance ....................................................... 85 

   Hypotheses ............................................................................................. 88 

   Methodology .......................................................................................... 90 

   Findings.................................................................................................. 94 

   Conclusion ........................................................................................... 109 

 

 

 V. DIRECT AGRICULTURAL SALES IN SOUTH CAROLINA: CAN LOCAL 

FOOD SYSTEMS SUCCEED IN A RURAL SETTING? ................. 113 

 

   Local Food Systems ............................................................................. 115 

   Literature Review................................................................................. 119 

   An Overview of Local Food Initiatives ............................................... 122 

   Hypotheses ........................................................................................... 124 

   Data and Methodology ......................................................................... 129 

   Results .................................................................................................. 135 

   Discussion ............................................................................................ 138 

 

 VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH ................ 141 

   The Creative Class ............................................................................... 143 

   Entrepreneurship in Local Food Systems ............................................ 148 

   Local Food Systems ............................................................................. 151 

   Local Food Policy ................................................................................ 154 

   Limitations and Potential for Future Research .................................... 156 

 

APPENDICES ............................................................................................................. 159 

 

 A: USDA Creative Class Occupations ........................................................... 160 

 B: Interview Protocol ...................................................................................... 162 

  

 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................ 166 



 ix 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

 

Table                                                                                                                               Page 

 

 1.1 Terminology ................................................................................................. 15 

 

 2.1 Government Roles in Local Food Systems .................................................. 27 

 

 2.2 Notable Local Food Research and Literature .............................................. 43 

 

 2.3 Early Local Food Initiatives at the State and Local Level ........................... 45 

 

 2.4 Notable Local Food Policies Administered by the U.S. Federal  

   Government............................................................................................ 47 

  

 2.5 Recent USDA Funded Local Food Initiatives in South Carolina ................ 49 

 

 3.1 Regression Results ....................................................................................... 71 

 

 4.1 Interview Details .......................................................................................... 92 

 

 4.2 Professional Background and Status ............................................................ 96 

 

 4.3 Production Practices................................................................................... 107 

 

 5.1 Common Direct-Marketing Arrangements ................................................ 117 

 

 5.2 Data Variables ............................................................................................ 134 

 

 5.3 Regression Results ..................................................................................... 135 

 

 5.4 Detailed Results ......................................................................................... 137 

 

    A1      USDA, ERS Creative Class Occupations ................................................. 160



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

For many rural communities, the process of facilitating economic development 

can be both complex and challenging. Over the past several decades rural cities and 

towns have explored a range of public policy options intended to improve local economic 

performance. These economic development strategies are often intended to attract new 

business, create new jobs, encourage entrepreneurship, and improve the knowledge and 

skills of rural workers (see Goetz et al., 2010; Moretti, 2004; and Hustedde et al., 1993). 

However, despite the myriad of policies and programs that have been used to facilitate 

rural development, many small towns continue to struggle to bring long-term, sustainable 

growth to their communities.  

This struggle can be attributed, at least in part, to the numerous challenges that 

many rural towns must overcome in order to achieve their development goals. From rural 

“brain drain” to geographical isolation, there are many issues that policymakers must 

address when attempting to stimulate economic activity within rural areas. In addition, 

rural development strategies have largely been the product of a highly complex and 

fragmented public policy system that includes multiple levels of government and the 

work of many government agencies (Drabenstott, 2006). In light of this, there is an 

ongoing need for research that examines the ways in which public officials, at all levels 

of government, can contribute to the development and implementation of effective rural 

development strategies.   

1
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Recent literature suggests that there are promising strategies for improving rural 

economic performance (see Blakely and Leigh, 2010; Porter and Kramer, 2011). As rural 

towns are discovering that traditional business recruitment strategies do little to facilitate 

long-term job security and economic growth, many areas have begun to embrace a more 

locally-based approach to economic development. Often, this new approach to economic 

development includes strategies that emphasize the importance of human capital and 

small business creation. Notably, much attention has been given to the role that 

entrepreneurship may play in the rural development process. Recent findings suggest that 

entrepreneurship (reflected by either self-employment or new business growth) can have 

a positive impact on rural economic development and may result in higher levels of 

employment growth (McGranahan et al., 2010a; Henderson, 2006). Similarly, previous 

research has also indicated that improved telecommunications and more efficient 

transportation systems (including commuter air service) have allowed some rural areas to 

more effectively attract human capital and develop small export-oriented companies (see 

Beyers and Lindahl, 1996 and Heenan, 1991). Findings such as these suggest that 

entrepreneurial activity based in nonmetropolitan areas has become increasingly feasible 

and may serve as a realistic development strategy for rural cities and towns.  

Despite these findings, there is an ongoing need for research that will provide 

insight into the factors that facilitate economic development in certain rural areas, while 

others seemingly struggle to achieve their goals. As evidence increasingly suggests that 

entrepreneurship may be an effective means of improving rural economic performance, 

there is a need for research that examines the conditions under which rural entrepreneurs 
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and their small businesses are likely to be successful. Undoubtedly, human capital will be 

important to the success of any rural area looking to pursue an entrepreneurship-led 

economic development strategy.  

Retaining and attracting entrepreneurs has been an ongoing challenge for many 

rural areas. Over the past two decades, approximately half of nonmetropolitan counties 

experienced a loss of population due to outmigration (McGranahan, et al., 2010b). 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture, “rising unemployment, 

housing-market challenges, and energy sector developments” have all contributed to rural 

population loss over the past decade (2014a). Factors such as these demonstrate the 

difficulties that many rural areas face in retaining human capital, especially when they 

may lack many of the economic opportunities or amenities that are more readily available 

in metropolitan locales. Given the important role that human capital plays in virtually all 

development strategies, there is a clear use for research that examines ways in which 

rural towns can more effectively attract and retain high-quality, entrepreneurial human 

capital. 

Research Purpose 

This dissertation intends to contribute to the existing rural development literature 

by examining the role that entrepreneurs and more specifically, creative class 

entrepreneurs operating within local food systems, may play in the rural development 

process. This dissertation also intends to provide insight into how rural and less populated 

areas can more effectively attract and retain this specific group of entrepreneurs. 
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Recently, there has been a great deal of interest in the role that certain creative, 

entrepreneurial professionals play in the regional economic development process. These 

individuals, who are referred to as the “creative class,” often distinguish themselves from 

others by engaging in knowledge-intensive activities and complex problem-solving 

(Florida, 2002a). Members of the creative class can be found in a wide-range of 

industries, including the financial services and high-tech sectors, as well as the legal, 

health care, and business management industries (Florida, 2002a). Previous research has 

identified linkages between the creative class and regional economic development (see 

Florida, 2002a and Stolarick, 2011); however, few efforts have been made to examine the 

role that members of the creative class may play in the rural economic development 

process. The purpose of this dissertation will be to provide insight into the ways in which 

less populated or rural towns can successfully implement a creative class-led economic 

development strategy. 

 Often, entrepreneurship-led economic development strategies (especially those 

that are focused on creative class entrepreneurship) have focused on ways to attract and 

retain skilled individuals who work in knowledge-intensive sectors. For rural areas that 

often lack existing clusters of knowledge-intensive businesses, the process of attracting 

and retaining skilled entrepreneurs can be especially challenging. One of the primary 

goals of this dissertation is to identify ways that rural communities can more effectively 

attract entrepreneurs and more specifically, creative class entrepreneurs. In particular, this 

dissertation will examine whether local food systems can provide the type of knowledge-

intensive, economic opportunities that often attract creative class entrepreneurs. 
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Local food systems were chosen as a lens through which to examine rural creative 

class entrepreneurship for several reasons. First, local food systems are increasingly 

being viewed as a way to generate economic activity and facilitate local economic 

development (see Martinez et al., 2010). Second, local food systems are generally built 

around small-scale farming operations that sell their goods directly to nearby consumers 

(Martinez et al., 2010). As Kahan (2012) notes, these farmers are required to be skilled 

entrepreneurs who must operate in a “complex and dynamic environment,” which 

requires them to be “technically competent, innovative, and plan ahead so they can steer 

their farm businesses through enterprise development.” This finding suggests that local 

food systems, and the farms that comprise them, may represent the type of knowledge-

intensive business clusters that are often so attractive to the creative class. Third, there is 

reason to believe that rural towns may be well-suited for developing successful food 

systems. In many rural areas there is a historical precedent for farming and knowledge 

about food production is often readily available from friends, family members, or 

neighbors (University of Missouri Extension, 2015). Likewise, less urban areas often 

have available and affordable land that can accommodate small-scale farming operations.  

 Previous research suggests that many rural areas are capable of attracting 

members of the creative class. Specifically, McGranahan and Wojan (2007a) have found 

that the creative class may be especially likely to locate in rural areas with high-quality 

natural amenities or nearby colleges or universities. This research intends to build upon 

the existing creative class research by examining whether local food systems may provide 

an additional mechanism for attracting creative class entrepreneurs to rural communities. 
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Accordingly, this dissertation will include three manuscripts related to entrepreneurship 

in the state of South Carolina. These manuscripts seek to (1) identify the factors that have 

attracted the creative class to certain South Carolina communities, (2) affirm the 

existence of creative class entrepreneurs within knowledge-intensive local food systems, 

and (3) identify factors that may allow South Carolina towns to facilitate local food 

system development.  

South Carolina was chosen as a setting for this research for several reasons. 

Increasingly, cities and towns throughout the state are viewing entrepreneurship as a 

viable economic development strategy (see Dunbar, 2015). In addition, South Carolina 

communities have become increasingly interested in local food system development. 

There are many initiatives in place at both the state and local level to encourage small-

scale farming and the direct marketing of local food products (these initiatives will be 

explored in greater depth in Chapter Two). Given this growing interest in 

entrepreneurship within the context of local food systems, it may be useful to examine 

whether South Carolina’s rural local food systems can also be used as a mechanism to 

attract and retain members of the creative class. Accordingly, the following section will 

provide an introduction to the state of South Carolina and its recent economic history. 

Subsequently, this chapter will conclude with a brief overview of the different 

manuscripts included in this dissertation. 
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South Carolina 

 

Over the past few decades, communities in South Carolina, especially those 

located in rural areas, have faced several economic challenges. Notably, increased 

international competition, particularly in the textile industry, has transitioned the state 

away from manufacturing activity to an economy that is largely rooted in the service and 

trade industries (Schunk and Woodward, 2000). Today, only eighteen percent of South 

Carolinians are employed by the manufacturing sector, while approximately 49 percent of 

the state’s residents are employed in sectors that are largely service-based (professional 

and business services; finance, insurance, and real estate; leisure and hospitality; 

information services; retail; and education and health services) (S.C. Dept. of Commerce, 

2015).  

For rural counties that were once home to a successful textile industry, this 

transition toward a more service-based economy has been particularly challenging. As 

textile-related employment has declined steadily since the 1970s (Schunk and 

Woodward, 2000), many South Carolina cities have had to search for other ways to 

remain economically competitive. In some instances, new strategies for economic 

development have included efforts to attract established, out-of-state businesses through 

lucrative tax incentives and workforce-training subsidies. Although these incentives have 

drawn several well-known corporations to the state (BMW, Michelin, Boeing, to name a 

few), rural areas that are geographically removed from these new manufacturing 

operations are unlikely to benefit from their presence.  
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However, in addition to these business recruitment efforts, the state of South 

Carolina has implemented a range of initiatives intended to create new economic 

opportunities in both urban and rural areas. Recently, the state has provided funding for 

the establishment of seven regional economic development alliances to assist counties in 

achieving their economic development goals (Gassaway, 2013). Furthermore, the S.C. 

Department of Commerce has recognized the important role that small businesses may 

play in rural economies and has implemented several programs intended to encourage 

small business development. This programming includes the establishment of the Small 

Business Advisory Council and the “BuySC” program
1
, as well as “lender matchmaker” 

events and the development of online resource guides for small business owners (S.C. 

Department of Commerce, 2014).  

Despite these efforts, there is reason to believe that some of South Carolina’s 

communities are continuing to fall behind. As of September 2015, forty-one of the state’s 

forty-six counties recorded unemployment rates that were above the national average
2
. 

Likewise, the state may also be struggling to develop and retain a workforce that is 

capable of supporting high-quality jobs. As the S.C. Chamber of Commerce (2015) 

reports, “critical needs”
3
 jobs account for forty-five percent of the state’s workforce, 

                                                 
1
 According to the S.C. Department of Commerce (2014), the purpose of the “BuySC” program is to utilize 

a supplier database program to match South Carolina-based small businesses with “buyer” companies that 

are looking for new suppliers. 
2
 The national unemployment rate, as of September 2015, stood at 5.1% (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2015a). As the state of South Carolina reports, forty-one counties within the state of South Carolina 

recorded an unemployment rate that exceeded 5.1% in that same month (S.C. Department of Employment 

and Workforce, 2015). 
3
 According the S.C. Chamber of Commerce (2015), “critical needs” jobs are those that “require more 

education than a high school diploma, but less than a four-year degree.” This may include post-secondary 
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while only twenty-nine percent of the state’s workforce has the necessary skills to fill 

these positions. This finding suggests that many areas within the state may be unable to 

adequately support existing businesses and most likely, will encounter additional 

challenges when trying to attract or develop new economic opportunities. Given these 

potential difficulties, there is a need for research that identifies viable strategies that can 

assist South Carolina communities, especially those in rural settings, with their efforts to 

create economic opportunity and maintain a stock of high-quality human capital.    

In order to provide further insight into the factors that contribute to rural 

economic development, this dissertation will examine several interrelated topics 

pertaining to local economic development in the state of South Carolina. These research 

topics relate to the role that skilled human capital, entrepreneurship, and local agriculture 

may be playing in rural economies. With respect to the topic of human capital, this 

dissertation will focus primarily on the contributions that a certain group of skilled 

professionals, referred to as the creative class, may be making to their local economies 

and local food systems.  

South Carolina provides a particularly interesting setting for examining these 

topics for several reasons. First, the state is home to both metropolitan counties and 

counties that are exceedingly rural
4
. This geographic diversity allows for comparisons 

between urban centers, which have historically found more success in facilitating 

economic development, and less populated areas that have often struggled to improve 

                                                                                                                                                 
education or training such as an associate’s degree, a vocational certification, or substantial on-the-job 

training (S.C. Chamber of Commerce, 2015). 
4
 Approximately twenty-one of the state’s forty-six counties satisfy the Office of Management and 

Budget’s definition of a metropolitan county. The remaining 25 counties are rural (USDA ERS, n.d.). 
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their economic performance. Secondly, South Carolina is currently home to over 1,500 

farms that participate in direct marketing (USDA, 2012a), as well as 118 farmers markets 

(USDA AMS, n.d). In addition, as of 2012, 97.1 percent of South Carolina’s farms met 

the USDA criteria for a small farm
5
, and roughly a quarter of the state’s farmers have 

been farming for less than ten years (USDA 2012a). Given these characteristics, South 

Carolina provides an appropriate setting for examining the factors that help to facilitate 

small-scale farming and direct marketing. This information could be useful to other states 

with agriculturally-oriented economies who might also be interested in developing 

successful local food systems. Furthermore, as farmers’ markets are becoming 

increasingly popular as local amenities,
6
, rural development professionals have become 

more interested in the role that farmers’ markets (and similar direct marketing 

arrangements) may be able to play in the rural development process. As a result, there is a 

need for research that can provide insight into the factors that contribute to the 

development of local food systems, especially in less populated areas.  

 

Dissertation Overview 

 

As noted, the purpose of this dissertation is to examine the role that creative class 

entrepreneurs play in facilitating local economic development in the state of South 

Carolina. This research will focus heavily on creative class entrepreneurship in the 

context of local food systems. Hence, each of the manuscripts included in this 

                                                 
5
 USDA defines small farms as all farms with $250,000 or less in annual sales of agricultural commodities 

(USDA, 2007). 
6
 According to the USDA (2014b) the number of farmers’ markets in the U.S. increased by 123 percent 

between 2004 and 2014. 
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dissertation are intended to provide insight into the ways in which South Carolina 

communities can more effectively facilitate entrepreneurship, particularly in rural or less 

populated areas. The following sections will provide an introduction to each of the 

remaining chapters included in this dissertation. Lastly, this chapter will conclude with a 

glossary of terminology that is used frequently throughout this dissertation.  

 

Chapter Two 

 

Chapter Two provides an introduction to the three topics that form the basis of 

this dissertation research: rural entrepreneurship, the creative class, and local food 

systems. This chapter also includes a discussion of policy theory and more specifically, 

an application of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) to the development of recent 

local food system policies. This discussion provides an overview of existing policies 

related to local food systems. More importantly, this chapter uses the ACF to explain 

how, over the course of several decades, policymakers at levels of government became 

increasingly supportive of policies and programs intended to promote local food system 

development.  

Chapter Two’s discussion of the ACF is valuable to this dissertation on several 

levels. First, it helps to explain how local food policies have become a favored economic 

development strategy in many policymaking circles. Second, this application of the ACF 

helps to demonstrate how the development of local food policies in the U.S. has largely 

been the result of a locally-based, grass-roots movement. This finding is notable because 
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it demonstrates the important role that local and regional organizations, local officials, 

and every day citizens can play in local food system development.  

The idea that local organizations can be influential in facilitating local food 

system development may be particularly promising for cities and towns that are looking 

to develop a successful local food system. As it is the purpose of this dissertation to 

establish a linkage between entrepreneurship, local food systems, and regional 

development, it is important that this research also identifies mechanisms for ensuring the 

continued development of effective local food policies. As rural and less populated areas 

consider ways to encourage local food system development, it is important to understand 

how locally and regionally based organizations, as well as local governments, have 

previously been successful in influencing the development of useful local food policies. 

This discussion of the ACF hopes to provide insight into the ways that local governments 

and citizen-led organizations can continue to make important contributions to local food 

policy. 

Chapter Three 

 

The first research manuscript, presented in Chapter Three, examines the reasons 

why certain South Carolina counties have been able to attract members of the creative 

class, while others have not. Utilizing county-level data on creative class populations 

obtained from USDA, this research intends to identify the local characteristics that have 

helped to attract creative class professionals to certain locations within the state. This 

research will build upon the existing creative class literature by providing insight into the 
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factors that can effectively attract members of the creative class to more rural or less 

populated locations.  

Chapter Three sets the stage for the subsequent research chapters by affirming 

that South Carolina’s rural communities are capable of attracting the creative class. This 

finding may be particularly promising for less populated areas that are hoping to 

encourage creative class entrepreneurship within the context of local food systems. This 

research also sets the stage for the remainder of this dissertation by affirming the 

potential for creative class-led entrepreneurship in South Carolina communities. 

 

Chapter Four 

 

Chapter Four will transition into an examination of creative class entrepreneurship 

within South Carolina’s local food systems. Using ten case studies of new and beginning 

farmers, this research explores the degree to which the entrepreneurial activities of some 

small farm operators may be consistent with the creative and innovative activities of the 

creative class. This research hopes to identify knowledge-intensive activities that are 

taking place on small-scale farming operations and by doing so, seeks to establish small 

farms as important contributors to their local economies.  

To date, small farm operators have not been recognized as a creative class 

profession. As entrepreneurship is increasingly being recognized for its contributions to 

rural economies, there is a need for research that identifies viable forms of 

entrepreneurship that can succeed in rural settings. Accordingly, Chapter Four intends to 
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build upon the existing entrepreneurship and creative class literature by identifying small-

scale farming as a knowledge-intensive, income generating activity. 

 

Chapter Five 

 

Chapter Five includes a county-level analysis of the South Carolina’s local food 

systems and the local characteristics that may be helping to facilitate local food sales. The 

purpose of this manuscript will be to identify the reasons why some counties are 

experiencing high levels of direct-to-consumer sales of agricultural products, while others 

are not. Using data obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau and the 2012 Census of 

Agriculture, this research examines which local economic and social conditions may be 

most conducive to facilitating direct-to-consumer sales. As leaders throughout all levels 

of government increasingly view local food systems as important contributors to 

economic development, there is a need for research that can identify areas in which local 

food systems are most likely to succeed. In addition, this research may provide valuable 

guidance to local leaders who are looking for ways to improve the overall functioning of 

their existing local food system.  

 

Terminology 

 

It should also be noted that this dissertation will utilize certain terminologies to 

describe the individuals and activities that are prevalent within local food systems. These 

terms and their corresponding definitions are presented in Table 1.1. 
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Table 1.1: Terminology 

Term Definition 

Direct Marketing or 

Direct-to-Consumer 

Sales 

A marketing arrangement in which farms sell their product 

directly to consumers, often through venues such as 

farmers’ markets, farm stands, or community supported 

agriculture (CSA) organizations. Although direct marketing 

strategies are often utilized by small farms (see Martinez et 

al., 2010), farms of all sizes have been known to sell their 

products directly to consumers.  

Intensive 

Agriculture 

Agricultural practices that produce a high output per unit 

area of land. This is usually accomplished through the use 

of agrochemicals and mechanization.
7
 

Local Food No single definition of “local food” exists. For the purposes 

of this dissertation, “local food” will refer to food that is 

produced and sold within the same city, county, or region, 

with an understanding that most local food products are 

marketed through direct market channels (e.g. farmers’ 

markets, CSAs, farm stands, farm-to-retail/foodservice) or 

locally-based intermediaries, such as food hubs or local 

grocery stores.  

Local Food System A system of activities related to food production, 

processing, distribution, and consumption that take place 

within the same city, county, or region. In general, local 

food systems are characterized by short supply chains. 

New and Beginning 

Farmer 

A farmer who has operated or worked on a farm for ten 

years or less.
8
 

Mass-Marketed 

Food or Mass-

Produced Food 

Food products that are produced in large, uniform quantities 

and then sold to a large number of consumers through retail 

outlets. These products are often widely promoted through 

advertisements. Mass-produced food products are often 

marketed in locations far away from where they were 

produced (i.e. long supply chains).  

Organic Food 

Production  

In accordance with current standards for “USDA Organic” 

labeling, organic food must be produced without the use of 

synthetic fertilizers, pesticides that are not from natural 

sources, and genetically modified organisms (GMOs).
9
 

                                                 
7
 Definition adapted from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 

http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=1382. 
8
 This definition is based on the current USDA standards for obtaining a loan from the Beginning Farmers 

and Ranchers program. 
9
 Definition adapted from the “USDA Organic” labeling standards, 

http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/ams.fetchTemplateData.do?template=TemplateN&navID=OrganicSta
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Small Farm or 

Small-scale farming 

A farm that has a gross cash farm income of less than 

$250,000 a year.  

Small-Scale Farm 

Operator or 

Operator of a Small 

Farm 

An operator of a farm that has a gross cash farm income of 

less than $250,000 a year. 

Sustainable 

Agriculture 

An integrated system of plant and animal production 

practices that will: 

● Satisfy human needs. 

● Enhance environmental quality. 

● Make the most efficient use of non-renewable 

resources. 

● Sustain the economic viability of farm operations. 

● Enhance the quality of life of both farmers and 

society.
10

  

Examples of sustainable farming practices include crop 

rotation, integrated pest management practices, managed 

grazing, use of alternative energy sources, and the payment 

of fair wages to all farm laborers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
ndardsLinkNOPNationalList&rightNav1=OrganicStandardsLinkNOPNationalList&topNav=&leftNav=&p

age=NOPOrganicStandards&resultType=&acct=nopgeninfo. 
10

 Definition adapted from the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, 

http://sustainableagriculture.net/about-us/what-is-sustainable-ag/. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

CONCEPTS IN ENTREPRENEURSHIP, LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS, AND LOCAL 

FOOD POLICY 

 

This dissertation adds to the existing rural development literature by examining a 

potential linkage between creative class entrepreneurship and local food systems. 

Accordingly, the purpose of this chapter is to provide an introduction to the concepts that 

provide the basis for this research: rural entrepreneurship, the creative class, and local 

food systems. As local food policies have been key in shaping the development of many 

existing local food systems, this chapter also includes a theory-based discussion of local 

food policy development over the past several decades. Using the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework (ACF), this discussion helps to explain the role that locally and regionally 

based organizations, local officials, and everyday citizens have played in advancing local 

food policies within virtually all levels of government. This application of the ACF may 

be especially relevant to leaders in rural and less populated areas who are looking for 

ways to increase awareness of local food systems and to advance policies that will further 

facilitate local food system development. 

 

Rural Entrepreneurship 

 
 As rural communities continue to search for viable economic development 

strategies, entrepreneurship-focused development strategies continue to generate a great 

deal of interest. In South Carolina, where many rural towns continue to experience 
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population loss and high unemployment
11

 (see USDA, 2015a; S.C. Dept. of Commerce, 

2010), there is a clear need for development strategies that will create economic 

opportunity and generate local income. For many development professionals, strategies 

that can encourage or support entrepreneurship are increasingly viewed as a viable way to 

stimulate economic activity and to address the economic challenges present in many rural 

areas.  

Within the existing literature, it is generally acknowledged that entrepreneurial 

human capital can be distinguished from other types of skilled human capital by the 

tendency of entrepreneurs to possess certain unique skill sets. According to Lyons (2002), 

successful entrepreneurship typically requires a broad range of skills, including,   

…the skills necessary to be successful in one’s line of business (technical skills); 

the skills needed to develop innovative products and services and to generate 

solutions to emerging needs in the marketplace (entrepreneurial skills); and the 

skills needed to attain self-awareness, emotional maturity, ability and willingness 

to accept responsibility, and creativity (personal maturity skills) (p. 4).  
 
These skills, which are key to successful enterprise development, have increasingly been 

the focus of rural development professionals who are seeking new ways to generate 

economic activity. Previous research has also suggested that it is possible for cities to 

“cultivate” entrepreneurs by offering residents with learning opportunities that will help 

them to build entrepreneurial skills sets (Lichtenstein and Lyons, 2001). This finding may 

be particularly promising to rural areas that may not already possess a large population of 

skilled entrepreneurs. 

                                                 
11

 According to USDA (2015a), nonmetropolitan counties in South Carolina have experienced, on average, 

a population decrease of -0.36 percent since 2010. South Carolina’s metropolitan counties experienced 

population growth that was above the national average during this same time period. 



 19 

Growing interest in rural entrepreneurship may also be attributed to the impact 

that entrepreneurial activity can have on a town’s ability to create wealth and retain local 

talent. As Henderson (2002) notes, in addition to creating new jobs, entrepreneurs often 

contribute to local wealth by earning salaries that are almost one-third higher than those 

earned by other salaried or wage-earning workers. Local entrepreneurs are also more 

likely than large corporately owned businesses to reinvest their earnings back into their 

local economy (Henderson, 2002). Recent statistics also show that small enterprises 

accounted for approximately 64 percent of new job creation between 1993 and 2011 

(Small Business Administration, 2012). Given this apparent linkage between small 

enterprises and local job growth, many rural areas are now seeking to enhance small 

business development through initiatives that encourage locally-based entrepreneurship.  

  However, past experiences suggest that the process of stimulating 

entrepreneurship in rural areas will not be easy. As Dabson (2001) suggests, the smaller 

populations and low population densities found in rural areas make it difficult for 

businesses to achieve economies of scale. Similarly, research suggests that rural 

businesses may lack many of the support services available to their more urban 

counterparts. Not only are entrepreneurs in rural areas less likely to have access to 

lending institutions and technical advice, they may also face challenges gaining access to 

suitable building space, adequate utilities, and high-speed internet (Dabson, 2001). 

Research also reveals that rural entrepreneurs tend to have, on average, less education 

than their metropolitan counterparts (Henderson, 2002). This finding suggests that 

programming aimed at improving the technical or business management skills of 
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entrepreneurs may be especially useful in rural settings. Likewise, at the local level, there 

are a variety of other policy and programming options that can be used to address many 

of the aforementioned obstacles to rural entrepreneurship. 

 In recent years, a great deal of attention has been devoted to the types of local 

services and programs that can assist entrepreneurs in the development of their 

businesses. Notably, much of this literature has focused on the role that business 

incubation
12

 may play in supporting rural entrepreneurship. However, a review of the 

existing literature demonstrates that rural business incubators are experiencing varying 

levels of success and in many instances, are performing below the level of their 

metropolitan counterparts (see NBIA, 2001; Cheng et al., 2008; Cheng et al., 2009). 

Previous research also identifies a variety of other local development strategies that have 

shown promise in encouraging successful rural entrepreneurship. These include (but are 

not limited to) investments in local public schools and infrastructure projects (Mitra and 

Zheng, 2011; Butler Flora and Flora, 1990; Fox and Porca, 2001), educational and 

mentoring programs intended to build local leadership capacity (Williams and Lindsey, 

2011), efforts to engage and support community development organizations in the 

entrepreneurial process (Dale and Newman, 2010; Malecki, 2003), and strategies 

intended to attract or retain high-quality human capital (Florida et al., 2008). This 

extensive list of strategies may suggest that any effort to improve rural economic 

                                                 
12

 According to Henderson (2002), business incubators are organizations that provide “business, 

management, and marketing resources, start-up firms, along with rental space, shared office services, 

technology support, and financing assistance.” 
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performance is likely to require a comprehensive, and multi-faceted economic 

development plan.  

The Creative Class 

 
 Previous research has emphasized the role that high-quality human capital can 

play in the process of regional economic development (see Barro, 1991; Becker et al., 

1994, Lucas, 1988; and Benhabib and Spiegel, 1994). As a result, local development 

professionals have begun to explore ways in which they can more effectively develop, 

attract, or retain an educated and skilled base of human capital. In particular, increasing 

attention has been given to the role that creativity and knowledge-intensive skill sets play 

in the success of a local economy. Notably, Richard Florida’s research has demonstrated 

linkages between the presence of certain creative, highly skilled professionals and 

regional economic growth (see Florida, 2002a). Referred to as the “creative class,” this 

group of professionals holds occupations “whose economic function is to create new 

ideas, new technology, and/or creative content” (Florida, 2002a). Specifically, Florida 

(2002b) identifies three interrelated types of creativity that are often used by creative 

class occupations, including (1) technology creativity (or “innovation”), (2) economic 

creativity (or “entrepreneurship”), and (3) artistic and cultural creativity. Examples of 

occupations that regularly engage in one or more of these creativity “types” include (but 

are not limited to) scientists, engineers, college professors, in addition to individuals that 

participate in the arts, design, music, and entertainment industries (Florida, 2002a). 

According to data published by the USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS), 
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approximately 26 percent of employed adults in the U.S. currently work in creative class 

occupations (USDA, 2014d). 

As Stolarick et al. (2011) reveal, there is a strong linkage between regional 

employment in creative class occupations and entrepreneurship. Specifically, regions that 

are home to a high number of creative class professionals are also likely to experience a 

high level of new firm creation (Stolarick, 2011). Similarly, McGranahan et al. (2010a) 

suggest that many creative class occupations are likely to work in smaller firms 

(scientists and engineers, for example) and as a result, are more likely to transition into 

self-employment. The tendency of creative class professionals to transition into self-

employment may be especially prevalent among those who are drawn to high-amenity 

rural areas where jobs are more scarce (McGranahan et al., 2010a). These findings 

suggest that rural areas with high concentrations of creative class professionals may have 

a clear economic advantage. In addition, the tendency of the creative class to transition 

into self-employment makes them especially attractive to rural areas that may be 

struggling to stimulate economic activity. 

 As rural towns begin to consider ways to stimulate entrepreneurship and more 

specifically, creative class-led entrepreneurship, there is a need for research that further 

explores the factors that can attract creative class professionals to rural areas. While there 

has been a great deal of research on the factors that affect the location decisions of the 

urban creative class, less attention has been given to the strategies that can effectively 

attract the creative class to rural areas. In addition, as McGranahan et al. (2010a) have 

suggested, the creative class may be especially attracted to areas that are able to foster a 
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strong “entrepreneurial context” (as measured by high self-employment and new firm 

creation). Although this finding is significant, there is a need for additional research that 

further examines the type of self-employment and new business activities that are 

contributing to the “entrepreneurial context” of rural towns, as well as how these 

activities can be supported through local policies. By providing further insight into the 

ways in which self-employment and small business development is taking place in rural 

areas, local officials should be able to employ economic policies that can more 

effectively attract (and support) creative class entrepreneurship.  

In particular, this dissertation will focus on creative class-led entrepreneurship in 

South Carolina’s local food systems. Local food systems provide an interesting context 

through which to examine rural entrepreneurship and more specifically, the creative 

class, for several different reasons. First, recent research has suggested that there are a 

range of entrepreneurial activities taking place in local food systems. According to 

Martinez et al. (2010), these activities include, “direct sales to consumers, value-added 

production of on farm goods, customwork, agritourism, alternative energy production, 

sales of forest products, sales through community supported agriculture, and organic 

production.” Second, South Carolina communities have experienced a sharp increase in 

direct marketing, as the value of agricultural products sold directly to consumers has 

more than doubled since 2007 (see USDA, 2012d). Third, despite the fact that direct sales 

of agricultural products are often higher in and around urban areas (Low and Vogel, 

2011), recent research has suggested that local food sales may also provide a viable 

development strategy for nonmetropolitan areas (see Marsden et al., 2000 and Ikerd, 
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2005). Given this information, it appears that local food systems may be playing an 

important role in facilitating entrepreneurship and local economic growth in both rural 

and urban settings. The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to introducing local 

food systems, the role that they play in many communities, and the policy environment 

that has helped to facilitate their growth. 

 

Local Food Systems 

 
 As consumers continue to seek out local food markets as an alternative to the 

mainstream system of mass-produced food, increased attention has been given to the role 

that local food systems play in many U.S. communities. From a consumer perspective, 

local food markets can provide fresh, safe, and healthy food products that are often 

perceived to be of a better quality than many mass-marketed food products. Recent 

findings suggest that consumers may also purchase local food as a means of supporting 

farms who favor sustainable production practices (Stephenson and Lev, 2004; Wolf et al., 

2005). From a community perspective, local food systems are multi-faceted entities that 

can contribute to community food security, create economic opportunity, and generate 

local income (see Martinez et al., 2010). As local food systems can generate numerous 

social, economic, and environmental benefits for their surrounding communities, many 

policymakers are exploring ways to increase the production and consumption of locally-

produced food.   

 Within the existing literature, the role that local food systems play in community 

and economic development has been well-documented. Previous research has 
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demonstrated that local food systems can contribute to regional development by 

generating local revenue, creating jobs, and increasing community food security (see 

O’Hara, 2011; Joannides et al., 2012; Hughes et al., 2008). Despite the range of benefits 

that can be associated with local food systems, it appears that direct-to-consumer 

marketing of agricultural goods is most heavily concentrated around urban areas (see 

Low and Vogel, 2011).  However, as many rural areas deal with issues pertaining to food 

access and economic opportunity, policymakers and development professionals have 

begun to consider the role that local food systems may play in the rural development 

process. This was perhaps most evident in the Agricultural Act of 2014 (or the “Farm 

Bill,” as it is more commonly referred to), which includes funding for a range of local 

food initiatives to be administered in rural areas. Similarly, at the state and local level, 

public officials have relied on a variety of measures to facilitate local food system 

development in rural areas including the establishment of farmers’ markets, farm-to-

institution marketing arrangements, and local food policy councils.  

However, rural localities seeking to facilitate local food system development may 

be faced with several challenges. According to Feenstra (2002) there are several 

conditions that contribute to a community’s ability to establish a self-reliant food 

economy, including the presence of a stable base of small farms and a policy 

environment that promotes local food production, processing, and consumption. For 

many rural areas, the process of establishing a cluster of successful small farms may 

prove to be especially challenging. By nature, farming is a highly entrepreneurial, 

technical, and science-based endeavor that can require operators to possess a high level of 
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knowledge on a variety of subjects. This may be especially true for operators of small 

farms, who must possess the technical expertise required to operate a farm, while also 

finding new and innovative ways to market and sell their goods.  As a result, rural areas 

will have to ensure that they (1) have available human capital capable of operating 

successful farm-based businesses, and (2) the necessary support services in place to assist 

these new entrepreneurial ventures.  

For many rural towns, the process of developing, attracting, and retaining skilled 

human capital can be quite challenging. As these areas continue to explore ways to 

stimulate local entrepreneurship (including farm-based entrepreneurship), there is a need 

for development strategies that will assist these communities in increasing their stocks of 

skilled workers. Furthermore, as funding for development initiatives can be quite limited 

in many rural areas, there is a need for research that can assist public officials and 

development professionals in making effective, targeted investments in local food 

systems. By examining the factors that have helped to facilitate farm-based 

entrepreneurship in rural South Carolina, this dissertation intends to provide useful 

insight into both of these topics. 

  

Local Food Policy 

 
At the federal level, several agencies administer policies or programs related to 

local food systems, although the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) is 

responsible for most federal involvement in local food system development. The USDA 

promulgates a variety of policies and programs pertaining to local food and provides 
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funding for a range of local activities, including farm-to-school programs, the 

establishment of direct market outlets, and loan programs for farmers and ranchers. In 

addition, several other federal agencies, including the U.S. Department of Commerce, the 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and the U.S. Department of 

Transportation have developed policies or programming that impacts local food 

systems.
13

 Although federal agencies develop and administer a wide range of local food 

policies and programs, state and local governments also make a variety of important 

decisions related to the production and marketing of locally-produced food. Table 2.1 

provides an overview of the role that each level of government plays in the development 

of local food systems.  

 

Table 2.1: Government Roles in Local Food Systems 
Issue Federal 

Government 
State Government Local 

Government 
Farmer Education, 

Training, and 

Technical 

Assistance 

Federal legislation 

provides funding 

for both public and 

private 

organizations to 

provide education, 

training and 

assistance to farm 

operators. Recent 

legislation has also 

provided funding 

for education and 

training programs 

Several states have 

passed legislation 

that directs funding 

toward the 

establishment of 

their own 

educational and 

training programs 

for farm operators. 

Through the 

Cooperative 

Extension System 

(CES) states also 

Some cities 

sponsor and 

administer their 

own education, 

training, or 

technical 

assistance 

programs for 

farmers. 

Frequently, these 

programs are 

offered in 

partnership with 

                                                 
13

 These agencies administer the following programs that support local food systems: the Community 

Economic Development Program (Dept. of Health and Human Services), the Community Development 

Financial Institutions Fund (Dept. of Treasury), “Local Foods, Local Places” (EPA, Dept. of 

Transportation, and USDA), EDA Public Works and Economic Development Program (Dept. of 

Commerce). 
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that are 

specifically 

designed for new 

and beginning 

farmers (e.g. the 

Beginning Farmer 

and Rancher 

Development 

Program, or 

BFRDP).  

provide a variety of 

training and 

technical assistance 

to farmers of all 

experience levels.  

local non-profit 

organizations or 

nearby colleges. 

State and federal 

funds are often 

critical to the 

administration of 

such 

programming. 

Financial 

Assistance for 

Farm Operators 

Federal legislation 

has helped to 

establish several 

financial 

assistance 

programs that are 

available to small-

scale farm 

operators. These 

include both loan 

guarantee and 

grant programs 

that support a 

range of activities. 

Examples of these 

programs include: 

Sustainable 

Agriculture Grants 

(SARE), USDA’s 

Microloan 

program, and the 

BFRDP. 

Some states operate 

their own 

agricultural finance 

or grant programs. 

In some instances, 

these programs are 

specifically aimed 

at assisting small-

scale or beginning 

farmers. Several 

states have also 

used tax incentives 

to encourage the 

production of 

specialty crops. 

In general, most 

direct financial 

assistance that is 

provided to small-

scale farm 

operators 

originates at the 

federal or in some 

instances, state 

level.  

Marketing of local 

food 
Federal legislation 

has helped to 

establish a wide 

range of programs 

that are intended to 

assist in the 

marketing local 

food. Currently, 

federal agencies 

administer 

programs that 

provide funding 

Several states 

administer their 

own programs that 

provide funding for 

direct market 

venues such as 

farmers’ markets 

and food hubs. 

Many states have 

tried to distinguish 

locally grown food 

by administering 

Many local 

governments have 

directed funding 

toward the 

establishment of 

farmers’ markets 

and food hubs. 

Local governments 

may also be 

responsible for the 

regulation of 

direct-to-consumer 
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for a range of 

activities, 

including (but not 

limited to): the 

establishment of 

farmers’ markets, 

food hubs, CSAs, 

producer networks 

and associations
14

. 

Examples of 

current programs 

include: the 

Farmers’ Market 

Promotion 

Program (FMPP) 

and the 

Community Food 

Projects 

Competitive 

Grants Program. 

food labeling 

programs that 

identify the fact that 

they were grown in-

state (e.g. the 

“Certified SC 

Grown” program).  

sales of agriculture 

goods (e.g. by 

requiring local 

permits for 

farmers’ markets 

and/or farm 

stands). 

Geographic 

Preference in Food 

Procurement* 

Federal law now 

authorizes schools 

using National 

School Lunch 

Program (NSLP) 

funding to prefer 

food that is 

sourced from local 

growers. Federal 

legislation has also 

helped to fund 

farm-to-school 

programs that 

encourage public 

schools to source 

locally grown 

food. 

Many states have 

altered to 

procurement 

guidelines to 

encourage public 

institutions to 

purchase locally-

grown food 

products. 

When authorized 

to do so by the 

applicable local, 

state, or federal 

procurement 

guidelines, many 

local agencies and 

institutions prefer 

to purchase locally 

grown food 

products. 

Land Use and 

Zoning* 
In some instances, 

federal law can 

Statewide planning 

can mandate or 

In most states, 

local governments 

                                                 
14

 According to the USDA (2015b), a producer network is a member-owned organization or business that 

“….provides, offers, or sells agricultural products or services through a common distribution system for the 

benefit of its members.” Similarly, a producer association is an organization or business that assists, serves, 

or represents producers or a producer network (USDA, 2015b). 
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restrain state and 

local land use 

regulations 

(particularly as 

they relate to 

rights that are 

protected by the 

constitution. 

encourage certain 

local zoning and 

land use practices. 

Many states have 

enacted policies 

that create 

statewide protection 

of agricultural land 

or enable local 

governments to 

adopt land use 

planning techniques 

to preserve 

farmland. 

have primary 

authority over 

zoning and land 

use matters. This 

authority can be 

used to protect and 

preserve 

agriculture land, to 

encourage urban 

agriculture, and to 

allow for the 

establishment of 

farmers’ markets 

or farm stands. 
Food Access and 

Food Security 
Most food 

assistance 

programs are 

authorized and 

funded by the 

federal 

government. This 

includes nutrition 

assistance 

programs such as 

SNAP, TANF, and 

WIC. In addition, 

USDA’s Healthy 

Food Financing 

Initiative is 

specifically aimed 

at expanding 

access to healthy 

foods in in rural 

food deserts and 

other underserved 

areas. 

Many states play an 

important role in 

administering many 

federal nutrition 

programs. State 

policies regarding 

the administration 

of SNAP and 

TANF can help to 

reduce barriers to 

participation in 

nutrition programs 

(e.g. by simplifying 

application 

processes, 

educating citizens 

about their 

eligibility of 

benefits, increasing 

the amount benefits 

participants receive 

etc.). States may 

also contribute their 

own funds to 

nutritional 

assistance 

programs. 

Local 

transportation 

authorities 

typically 

determine public 

transportation 

routes. Public 

transportation can 

play a key role in 

ensuring that all 

members of the 

community have 

access to farmers’ 

markets, and other 

sources of healthy 

food. 

Food Safety* The federal 

government is 

responsible for 

State governments 

implement food 

safety laws and 

Local governments 

are tasked with 

enforcing state 
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monitoring general 

food safety, 

including meat and 

poultry processing. 

When necessary, 

the federal 

government may 

exercise its 

authority to recall 

food products. 

regulations in 

accordance with 

federal guidance. 

States can establish 

their own 

regulations 

regarding meat and 

poultry processing, 

so long as their 

requirements are at 

least as stringent as 

those set forth by 

the federal 

government. 

food safety 

requirements, 

although some 

local governments 

develop their own 

local ordinances 

regarding food 

safety. 

Nutrition 

Education 
Federal legislation 

has helped to 

establish several 

programs designed 

to encourage 

healthy eating. 

Often, these 

programs highlight 

the benefits of 

eating local food 

products. In 

particular, 

USDA’s farm-to-

school 

programming 

provides financial 

assistance to 

schools that wish 

to develop 

agriculture-based 

curriculum. 

The Department of 

Education in each 

state is responsible 

for setting 

curriculum 

standards and helps 

to administer food 

and nutrition 

programs for the 

state’s schools. 

Some states have 

established 

mandatory nutrition 

education programs 

that intended to 

build nutrition-

related skills.  

Local school 

districts make 

targeted decisions 

regarding their 

nutrition education 

curriculum, so 

long as those 

decisions are in 

accordance with 

the applicable state 

and federal 

curriculum 

guidelines. Many 

schools have 

designed nutrition-

related curriculum 

that involves 

school gardens, 

farm visits, and 

cooking classes. 

* Source: “Good Laws, Good Food: Putting Local Food Policy to Work for Our 

Communities, by the Harvard Law School Food Law and Policy Clinic (2012). 
 

As Table 2.1 demonstrates, decisions affecting local food system development are 

made at all levels of government. At the federal level, legislation (such as the farm bill) 

has helped to provide funding for a range of programs aimed at promoting local food 
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systems and encouraging small-scale farming. Several of the federal programs noted in 

Table 2.1 provide funding for local food projects that are largely developed and 

implemented at the state or local level (e.g. the Beginning Farmer and Rancher 

Development Program, the Farmers’ Market Promotion Program, and the Community 

Food Projects Competitive Grants Program). Accordingly, decisions made by the federal 

government can play an important role in shaping local food policies at the state and local 

levels.    

State governments also play a key role in fostering local food system development 

by administering food assistance programs, providing extension services, administering 

regulatory programs related to food safety and the environment, and providing their own 

funding programs for important local food projects and programs. Local governments are 

equally as invested in the functioning of their local food systems, as they are often 

responsible for developing long-term plans and goals for local food initiatives, seeking 

out funding for local food projects, making zoning and land use decisions, and providing 

ongoing administration and oversight of local food projects once they are in place. State 

and local governments may be especially well-suited to administer local food 

programming, as they often maintain relationships with local or regional non-profit 

organizations that may assist in the implementation of local food projects. Although the 

role that non-governmental organizations play in local food system development was not 

included in Table 2, they can often be an important partner in the development and 

implementation of local food policies.  
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In order to effectively examine the factors that contribute to local food system 

development within South Carolina, it is necessary to fully understand how local food 

policies and programs are being developed and implemented throughout the state. The 

remainder of this chapter will examine the ways in which various local, state, and federal 

actors have worked together to implement local food programming within South 

Carolina’s communities. As noted, local food policy is somewhat unique in that local 

actors, including those from outside of government, may play an important role in 

shaping how local food policies are developed and implemented. In order to fully account 

for the role that both governmental and nongovernmental actors may be playing in the 

policy process, this dissertation will examine the development of current local food 

policies through the lens of the advocacy coalition framework (ACF).   

 

The Advocacy Coalition Framework 

 
The ACF posits that policy change is the result of interactions between competing 

coalitions of individuals who operate within a specific policy subsystem. Policy 

subsystems are organized around substantive topics (e.g. air pollution, agriculture, health 

care) and typically include two or more advocacy coalitions that are comprised of,  

…actors from a variety of public and private institutions at all levels of 

government who share a set of basic beliefs (policy goals plus causal and other 

perceptions) and who seek to manipulate the rules, budgets, and personnel of 

governmental institutions in order to achieve these goals over time (Sabatier and 

Jenkins-Smith, 1993). 
 
According to the ACF, policy change is often the result of changing belief systems within 

an advocacy coalition (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Typically, changes in coalition 
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beliefs are the result of either policy-oriented learning (the accumulation of research, 

knowledge, or technical information regarding the problem at hand) or external events 

(changes in socioeconomic conditions, outputs from other subsystems, and changes in 

governing coalitions) (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Policy oriented learning can 

have an important impact on a coalition’s ability to affect policy change, as increased 

information regarding a problem, its causes, and its potential solutions can be an 

important resource when advocating that change is necessary. As Sabatier and Weible 

(2007) suggest, coalitions can use accumulated information in “solidifying coalition 

membership, arguing against an opponent’s policy views, convincing decision making 

sovereigns to support your proposals, and swaying public opinion.” Hence, in the ACF 

research, technical information, and learning play an integral role in the process of 

bringing about policy change.  

The ACF was selected as a means of understanding how local food policies are 

developed for several reasons. Notably, this framework considers how various actors, 

from both within and outside of government, work together to advance various policies 

and programs. Given the many actors that are involved in the development of local food 

policies, it was necessary to ensure that any framework used to examine this 

policymaking process accounted for the activities of a multitude of actors, from elected 

officials and agency employees to everyday citizens and local nonprofit organizations. In 

addition, a central component of the ACF involves the role that research, information, 

and learning play in the development of new policies and programs. In recent years, those 

who advocate for local food systems have emphasized the various economic, 
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environmental, and health-related benefits associated with consuming locally-produced 

food (see Grewal and Grewal, 2012; O’Kane, 2012; Kremer and DeLiberty, 2011). This 

belief, which is widely supported by recent research, has allowed supporters of local food 

to generate a great deal of public interest and to capture the attention of important 

decision-makers. Accordingly, the ACF has been selected as a means of explaining the 

important role that research and learning has played in the development of local food 

policies.  

 

The ACF and Local Food Policy 

 
 The following discussion utilizes the ACF to explain the events and actions that 

have helped to facilitate the establishment of recent local food policies and programs. 

This discussion will begin by examining the various agencies, organizations, and 

individual actors that have sought to influence agriculture-related policies. Subsequently, 

the ACF will be used to examine how research and learning has generated increasing 

support (both within and outside of government) for local food policies and programs and 

hence, has helped to facilitate policy change.  

 

The Agriculture Subsystem 

 
As noted, the ACF assumes that policymaking takes place within specialized 

“policy subsystems.” Policy subsystems are organized around substantive topics and 

include sets of actors who are involved in formulating policies to address specific 

problems (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). In the case of agriculture, there is a well-
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defined subsystem that includes individual actors, government agencies, and private 

organizations devoted to the development and implementation of agriculture-related 

policies and programs. This subsystem, which can be referred to as the “agriculture 

policy subsystem,” is considered to be relatively “mature” in that it includes both 

agencies and private organizations that have accumulated expertise and sought to affect 

policy change over an extended period of time.  

Although the agriculture subsystem has a long established history of developing 

and implementing agriculture policies, the desire of some actors within this subsystem to 

emphasize the importance of local food systems is a somewhat recent development. 

Historically, U.S. agricultural policy has been dominated by the interests of large-scale 

producers, who often garner a great deal of political support; largely due to the 

implications that their activities have on international trade and national food security 

(see Bellemare and Carnes, 2015; Sumner, 2014). In recent years, increased emphasis on 

issues pertaining to food access, community food security, food safety, and 

environmental sustainability have resulted in several policies aimed at promoting the 

production and consumption of local foods. These policies include a variety of grant and 

loan programs that are intended to establish or improve local direct-marketing venues 

(such as farmers’ markets), provide support services and educational opportunities to 

small farmers, and provide nutrition education within public school systems. This 

increased emphasis on local food policy was also evident in the 2014 Farm Bill, which 

included broad increases in funding for various local food initiatives. Given these 
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outcomes, it may be useful to examine the role that advocacy coalitions have played in 

advancing local food policies within this subsystem.  

 

The Advocacy Coalitions 

 
According to the ACF, each policy subsystem includes one or more groups of 

individuals, from a variety of positions both inside and outside of government, that seek 

to influence policy change. These groups, which are referred to as advocacy coalitions, 

are typically comprised of elected and agency officials (at the local, state, and federal 

level), interest groups, nongovernmental organizations, community groups, researchers, 

scientists, members of the media, and target groups (Weible, 2006). Within the 

agriculture subsystem, it is possible to identify at least two competing coalitions that 

include various actors from both within and outside of government.  

The older and perhaps more established of these two coalitions has deeply rooted 

interests in intensive agriculture and has largely advocated for policies that facilitate the 

mass-production and mass-marketing of food products. This coalition is primarily 

comprised of corporate (and often publically held) agribusiness interests, including large 

farm operators, food processors, distributors, insurance companies, and agrochemical or 

biotechnology companies. These various businesses are also represented by 

nongovernmental organizations, including the American Farm Bureau, the American 

Association of Crop Insurers, the National Association of Wheat Growers and the 

International Dairy Food Association, to name a few. However, it should be noted that 

agribusinesses of all sizes belong to the aforementioned organizations and that in recent 
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years these groups have often advocated for policies that are likely benefit smaller 

producers as well. Historically, this more established coalition has also included both 

elected officials and agency officials who provide support for policies that assist large 

agribusinesses in achieving economies of scale, and hence will provide consumers with 

access to large quantities of affordable food products.  

In contrast, this subsystem also includes a competing coalition representing local 

food system interests, including those of small farmers, local communities, and 

concerned consumers. Those within the “local food coalition” are often motivated by 

their desire to create a food system that fosters economic, social, and environmental 

responsibility. This coalition has frequently advocated for policies that will provide 

assistance for small-scale farming operations that rely primarily on local, direct-to-

consumer markets. This coalition also frequently advocates for policies that enhance the 

availability of healthy agricultural goods produced with organic or sustainable production 

practices.  

As this dissertation is concerned with the policy environment that affects local 

food systems, it is important to understand the various actors that participate in the 

formulation of local food policies. At the federal level, several agencies have been 

involved in the development of local food policies and programs, with USDA taking 

primary responsibility for policies pertaining to local food production and marketing. The 

USDA, for example, employs an array of policymakers, researchers, and scientists, who 

share a common goal of advancing U.S. agricultural interests. Many of these individuals 

are likely to be involved with local food-related projects. For example, economists at the 
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USDA’s Economic Research Service (ERS) have produced a growing body of literature 

related to local food systems and their associated economic impacts. Within the 

nongovernmental realm, there are a variety of organizations that work to promote local 

food system development. Although many of these organizations are locally or 

regionally-based, there are several that work on a national-scale to address issues 

pertaining to local food production and food security. Examples of these organizations 

include the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, the American Community 

Gardening Association, the Food Routes Network, and the National Good Food Network.  

At the state and local level, there are a variety of governmental and 

nongovernmental participants that are committed to developing and implementing local 

food policies. For example, South Carolina has developed the S.C. Food Policy Council, 

which brings together public officials and representatives from nongovernmental 

organizations to work on issues pertaining to local food systems. Public participants in 

the S.C. Food Policy Council include representatives from Clemson University and the 

University of South Carolina (extension agents and faculty) and the South Carolina 

Department of Agriculture, while nongovernmental participants represent organizations 

such as Lowcountry Local First, the Carolina Farm Stewardship Association (CFSA), and 

the Hub City Farmers’ Market. In addition, farmers from across the state and several 

local food bank representatives have also participated in the S.C. Food Policy Council. 

Participants in the S.C. Food Policy Council demonstrate the wide range of private 

organizations that are working to facilitate growth in local food systems. 
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Belief Structure 

 
The ACF assumes that the coalitions in each policy subsystem are organized 

around certain shared belief systems. These beliefs serve as causal drivers of coalition 

behaviors and are organized into three categories: “deep core” beliefs, “policy core” 

beliefs, and “secondary” beliefs. Deep core beliefs are largely normative and include 

personal philosophies on a variety of topics, including: individual freedom, distributive 

justice, social equality, and the welfare of present versus future generations (Sabatier and 

Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Weible et al., 2009). These beliefs are typically shared by all 

participants in a coalition and are highly resistant to change. Policy core beliefs typically 

involve understandings of the problem that the subsystem is trying to address and its 

causes, as well as various strategies for achieving the coalition’s policy goals. Finally, 

secondary beliefs are highly narrow in scope and involve beliefs concerning “the 

seriousness of the problem or the relative importance of various causal factors in specific 

locales, policy preferences regarding desirable regulations or budget allocations, the 

design of specific institutions, and the evaluations of various actors’ performance” 

(Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Secondary beliefs are the most susceptible to change 

and are not always shared or agreed upon by all members of a coalition.  

Within the agriculture subsystem, two coalitions have formed around very distinct 

belief systems. For those in the local food coalition, deep core beliefs reflect many of the 

basic values that have motivated the local food movement, including: equity, 

responsibility, unity, and respect for life. Deep core beliefs within this coalition also 

include perspectives on distributive justice and more specifically, the notion that we 
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should live in communities that minimize inequality and use resources responsibly. 

Accordingly, the policy core and secondary beliefs of this coalition are characterized by 

various policy positions and strategies that generate outcomes consistent with the 

aforementioned deep core beliefs. In the local food coalition, shared policy core beliefs 

are likely to include understandings of the importance of small-scale farming, sustainable 

agriculture practices, and direct marketing. On the other hand, the competing coalition, 

which is mostly rooted in large agribusiness, often prioritizes values such as efficiency, 

dependability, and expediency. These values largely form the basis of our current food 

system, which is characterized by large production volumes and mass-marketing, and is 

generally known for providing consumers with access to a diverse selection of low-cost 

food products. Likewise, policy core and secondary beliefs that are prevalent within this 

coalition relate to the importance of large-scale agricultural production and include a 

variety of specific policy proposals intended to support large agribusinesses, including 

subsidies, crop insurance programs, and other price support programs. 

 
 

Mechanisms of Change 

 
The belief systems behind recent local food policies are largely the result of both 

policy oriented learning and external events. Policy oriented learning related to local food 

can be traced back to the cultural and environmental movements of the 1970s that 

emphasized the social and environmental benefits that could result from a more “local, 

ecologically sustainable, and democratically controlled food system” (Feenstra, 1997). 

Guided in part by published research that detailed the economic and political realities of 
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food that is mass-produced and then marketed on a global scale, both public officials and 

everyday citizens began to evaluate the potential benefits associated with a “re-

localization” of our country’s food system (Feenstra, 1997). Similarly, increased public 

awareness of the environmental impacts associated with many large-scale agricultural 

operations led many consumers to consider the ways in which their food is both produced 

and transported (Martinez et al., 2010). In particular, the release of Rachel Carson’s 

Silent Spring in 1962 resulted in increased public awareness of the detrimental effect that 

pesticides could have on ecological health. In the years following the publishing of Silent 

Spring, other notable reports, including the United Nation’s Our Common Future (1987) 

(also known as the Brundtland Report) and Wendell Berry’s The Unsettling of America: 

Culture and Agriculture (1977), drew additional attention to the environmental concerns 

associated with certain agricultural practices. Notably, Our Common Future (1987) also 

found that unprecedented growth in global food production has done little to alleviate 

food insecurity in many regions. 

As research continued to highlight the environmental and social impacts 

associated with mass-produced food, the 1990s and 2000s produced a wave of new 

research that touted the benefits of sustainable agricultural practices and locally-marketed 

food products. This research included scientific examinations that highlighted the 

ecological benefits of sustainable agricultural practices (see Altieri, 1995 and Gliessman, 

1990), as well as other works that noted the economic and social benefits that are 

associated with local food systems (see Feenstra, 1997 and Hinrichs, 2000). Recently, 

this research has been accompanied by a wave of highly popular, mainstream literature 
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that emphasizes the importance of consuming locally-grown food and in some cases, 

provides personal, first-hand accounts of individual experiences either producing or 

consuming local food products. Although many of these recent works are not research-

based, they have nevertheless helped to generate widespread interest in “eating locally” 

by introducing local food systems to new audiences. Notable research contributing to 

policy-oriented learning within the agriculture subsystem is detailed in Table 2.2. 

 

Table 2.2: Notable Local Food Research and Literature 

Year Title Author 
1962 Silent Spring Rachel Carson 
1971 Diet for a Small Planet Frances Moore Lappe 
1976 Radical Agriculture Richard Merrill 
1977 The Unsettling of America: 

Culture and Agriculture 
Wendell Berry 

1980 “Report and Recommendations on 

Organic Farming” 
USDA Study Team on 

Organic Farming; United 

States Department of 

Agriculture 
1987 Our Common Future (Also 

referred to as the “Brundtland 

Report”) 

United Nations World 

Commission on 

Environment and 

Development 
1995 Agroecology: The Science of 

Sustainable Agriculture 
Miguel A. Altieri 

1997 “Local Food Systems and 

Sustainable Communities,” 

American Journal of Alternative 

Agriculture 

Gail Feenstra 

1998 Agroecology: Ecological 

Processes in Sustainable 

Agriculture 

Stephen R. Gliessman 

2000 “Embeddedness and local food 

systems: notes on two types of 

direct agricultural market,” 

Journal of Rural Studies 

C. Clare Hinrichs 
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2007 Plenty: One Man, One Woman, 

and a Robust Year of Eating 

Locally 

Alisa Smith and J.B. 

MacKinnon 

2007 “The place of food: mapping out 

the ‘local’ in local food systems,” 

Geography 

Robert Feagan 

2008 Animal, Vegetable, Miracle: A 

Year of Food Life 
Barbara Kingsolver 
Camille Kingsolver 
Steven L. Hopp 

2011 Diet for a Hot Planet: The Climate 

Crisis at the End of Your Fork and 

What You Can Do About It. 

Anna Lappe 
Bill McKibben 

2011 Reclaiming our Food: How the 

Grassroots Movement is Changing 

the Way We Eat. 

Tanya Denckla Cobb 

 

In addition to published research, several recent public events have helped to 

generate interest in local food systems. Specifically, throughout the 1990s and early 

2000s, highly publicized health indicators regarding issues such as diabetes and 

childhood obesity brought increasing attention to the human impacts that result from the 

consumption of mass-marketed food. Likewise, recent economic instability has resulted 

in a historic number of citizens relying on food stamp programs (Oliveira, 2014) and as 

of 2010; nearly 30 million Americans were residing in low-income areas located more 

than one mile from a supermarket (USDA, 2015f).  Developments such as these have 

brought increased attention to the issue of community food security and the need for 

policies that improve access to healthy and affordable food products. As a result, 

community-based strategies (i.e. farmers’ markets, CSAs, farm-to-school initiatives, and 

SNAP outreach programming) have received greater attention from policymakers who 

are searching for ways to alleviate food insecurity.   
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Policy Outcomes 

 
 Those who advocate for local food policies have benefited from well-publicized 

research that emphasizes the benefits associated with local agriculture, in addition to 

several commercially successful books about the local food movement (see Kingsolver et 

al., 2010; Lappe, 2010; Cobb 2011). This body of literature, in conjunction with 

economic and social developments, has succeeded in making both governmental decision 

makers and the general public increasingly aware of the impacts that can be associated 

with mass-produced food. This awareness has translated into increasing support (from 

both inside and outside of government) for policies and programming that expands the 

availability of locally grown food products.  

After research related to intensive agriculture began to garner attention in the 

1970s and 1980s, several events taking place at the state and local level signaled that 

policy change would soon follow. These events include widespread protests by California 

peach growers that called for the legalization of farmers’ markets, the establishment of 

the first local Food Policy Council in Knoxville, TN, and the establishment of the 

country’s first organization to provide organic certifications. A timeline of these notable 

developments, as well as others, are presented in Table 2.3.  

 

Table 2.3: Early Local Food Initiatives at the State and Local Level* 

Date Event 
1971 The opening of “Chez Panisse” in Berkeley, CA, a first of its kind 

restaurant that sources food directly from local, sustainable farms. 
1973 The California Certified Organic Farmers (CCOF) is established. 

The CCOF was the first organization to provide organic 
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certifications in the United States. 
1977 A protest by California peach growers who had been prevented 

from selling their products directly to consumers results in the 

legalization of farmers’ markets by then Governor Jerry Brown. 
1982 The first locally-based food policy council, the First City Food 

Policy Council, is founded in Knoxville, TN.  
1983 Grass Roots International is founded in Boston, MA with the 

purpose of addressing hunger and poverty through partnerships 

with small farm organizations. 
1984 The first official CSA program is established in South Egremont, 

MA. 
1988 The Coulee Region Organic Produce Pool (CROPP) Cooperative 

is founded by farmers in Wisconsin with the purpose of 

promoting the direct-marketing of certified organic products 

within their region. CROPP also dedicated itself to encouraging 

USDA to allow the labeling of organic meat and poultry products. 
1991 The Food Project of Boston was founded with the purpose of 

educating local youth about sustainable agriculture. 
1995 The state of California establishes the “A Garden in Every 

School” program, with the purpose of educating youth about 

growing the food that they consume. 
*Table is adapted from the Small Planet Institute (2015) 

 

These events suggest that many of the earliest local food policies may have been 

initiated at the state or local level, with significant involvement and encouragement from 

private citizens; a grassroots movement. In fact, much of the recent federal programming 

for local food systems has continued to focus on community food projects (e.g. farmers’ 

markets, farm-to-school programs, food policy councils) that were popularized very early 

on in the local food movement. This suggests that early efforts by state and local leaders 

to facilitate local food system development may have been integral to shaping our 

current, federal-level local food programming. Likewise, as community-led efforts to 

build local food systems become increasingly prevalent throughout the 1980s and 1990s, 
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a clear need developed for federal programming that could provide funding and technical 

support for future projects. In recent years, USDA and other federal agencies have 

responded to this need by developing several programs that support and assist local food 

system development. It could be argued that much of this programming was developed in 

response to growing pressure from a well-organized and influential local food coalition. 

Table 2.4 provides an overview of notable local food programs that have been 

implemented at the federal level in recent decades. 

 

Table 2.4: Notable Local Food Policies Administered by the U.S. Federal 

Government 

 
Year Program Agency 
1992 Farmers’ Market Nutrition 

Program 
USDA 

2000 Value Added Producer Grants 

Program 
USDA 

2000 New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) U.S. Department of Treasury 
2002 National Organic Standards USDA 
2002 Farmers’ Market Promotion 

Program 
USDA 

2002 Beginning Farmer and Rancher 

Development Program 
USDA 

2004 Specialty Crop Block Grant 

Program 
USDA 

2008 Know Your Farmer, Know Your 

Food 
USDA 

2008 Community Food Projects 

Competitive Grants Program 
USDA 

2010 Healthy Hunger-Free Kids Act Legislative; set new policies for 

USDA’s school nutrition 

programs. 
2010 Healthy Food Financing Initiative USDA, U.S. Dept. of Health and 

Human Services, and U.S. Dept. 

of Treasury 
2011 People’s Garden Grant Program USDA 
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2012 Wireless Technology Funding to 

Broaden SNAP Beneficiaries’ 

Nutrition Options 

USDA 

 

 Many of the programs presented in Table 2.4 are intended to provide funding or 

technical assistance for local food initiatives that will be administered at the local, 

county, or state level. Federal policies that provide funding for local food projects result 

in a range of locally-administered projects, including farmers’ markets, food hubs, farm-

to-school programs, and various educational and technical assistance programs, to name a 

few. Often, state and local governments, as well as local nonprofits, develop community 

food projects and then seek funding and technical assistance through federal programs. 

As a result, many of the local food policies that are implemented at the local level are still 

largely the result of local or state-level efforts. This has certainly been the case in South 

Carolina, where several recent community food projects have been funded through 

USDA local food programs, but largely developed and administered by local 

governments or local nonprofits. This experience suggests that local food policies, which 

were advocated so heavily for by grassroots organizations decades ago, may still be 

driven, in large part, by the initiative of local leaders. Table 2.5 details recent local food 

projects in the state of South Carolina that received USDA funding. Each of the projects 

in this table were developed, administered, and in many cases, partially funded by local 

organizations. 
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Table 2.5: Recent USDA-funded Local Food Initiatives in South Carolina 

Project 

Name 
Location Description Local Partner(s) 

GrowFood 

Carolina 
Charleston A food hub that markets, 

sells, and distributes locally-

produced food to grocery 

stores, restaurants, and 

wholesale customers. 

South Carolina 

Coastal 

Conservation 

League 

Hub City 

Farmers’ 

Market 

Spartanburg A shopping plaza that 

includes a farmers’ market, 

a produce garden, and café. 

The onsite garden is used to 

supply the café, as well as 

mobile market. 

City of Spartanburg 
 
Carolina Farm 

Stewardship 

Association  
 
Certified South 

Carolina 
  
Clemson 

Cooperative 

Extension Service 
 
The Mary Black 

Foundation 
 
S.C. Dept. of 

Agriculture 
Dirt Works 

Incubator 

Farm 

Johns Island A farm that provides 

infrastructure and support 

for new farmers who are in 

the process of launching 

new farm businesses. 

Lowcountry Local 

First 

Freewoods 

Farm 
Myrtle 

Beach 
A historical living farm 

museum that administers 

programming intended to 

promote the sale and 

consumption of fresh, 

locally-grown vegetables. 

Freewoods 

Foundation 

Organic 

Certification 

and 

Production 

Consulting 

State-wide A program that provides 

direct consulting to South 

Carolina farmers seeking 

USDA Organic 

certification. This service is 

Carolina Farm 

Stewardship 

Association 



 50 

available to both established 

and beginning operators. 
School 

District Five 

Farm-to-

School 

Program 

Lexington 

and 

Richland 

Counties 

School District Five has 

received USDA funding to 

implement a farm-to-school 

program that includes 

school gardens, training for 

school foodservice 

personnel in the 

procurement and 

preparation of local foods, 

and food and nutrition 

education programs. 

School District Five 

Farm-to-

School 

Conference 

Columbia Clemson University has 

received USDA funding to 

host a farm-to-school 

conference. The primary 

purpose of this conference 

will be to educate extension 

agents on the importance of 

farm-to-school initiatives. 

Clemson University 

South 

Carolina 

New and 

Beginning 

Farmer 

Program 

State-wide A multi-year training and 

educational program for 

new and beginning farmers. 

Clemson University 
 
Carolina Farm 

Stewardship 

Association 
 
Lowcountry Local 

First 
 

 
 As Table 2.5 demonstrates, there have been many recent efforts to encourage 

local food system development in South Carolina communities. Despite this progress, 

there is an ongoing need for policies and programs that can expand access to healthy, 

locally-produced food. This need may be most pronounced in areas looking to improve 

their food security or economic performance. Accordingly, this dissertation intends to 
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provide additional insight into the factors that may contribute to the development of 

successful local food systems, especially in areas that may be less populated.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

DOES RURAL MATTER? THE CREATIVE CLASS IN SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

 For rural communities, finding ways to achieve economic competitiveness in an 

increasingly knowledge-based economy presents several unique challenges. From 

cultivating and maintaining a skilled workforce to attracting high quality jobs, there are a 

variety of issues that rural communities must address in order to improve their economic 

positioning. Additionally, there is a burgeoning body of literature that has examined the 

complex relationship that exists between human capital and economic development. This 

literature has increasingly suggested that highly skilled and educated individuals are 

important drivers of economic growth (see Barro, 1991 and Mathur, 1999). However, in 

the field of regional economic development, there is a lack of consensus regarding the 

factors that affect the geographical distribution of high-quality human capital. This debate 

has led some economists to examine the ways in which cities can emphasize certain local 

characteristics in order to attract individuals who work in creative, or knowledge-based, 

occupations. Referred to as the “creative class,” these individuals represent a type of 

high-quality human capital that can drive economic growth within a regional economy. 

 According to Florida (2002a), the “creative class” is comprised of a variety of 

professions that are either heavily engaged in creative processes or in complex problem 

solving. Such creative class professions include individuals working in the arts, media, 

engineering, education, healthcare, business, and finance. These professions are 

considered to be members of the creative class since each requires some degree of 

creation, innovation, or complex usage of knowledge (Florida, 2002a). Likewise, various 
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researchers have drawn linkages between the presence of these creative professionals and 

higher levels of economic productivity within a local economy (see Florida 2010, 

Amabile 1996, and Andersson 1985). As a result of this connection, it may be useful for 

development professionals to understand the ways in which members of the creative class 

can be attracted to small cities that wish to expand their economic influence. 

Accordingly, this research will address the following question: Why are creative class 

professionals attracted to some areas and not others?  

Answering this question may be especially pertinent in state of South Carolina, 

where declining agricultural and textile industries have left many communities 

economically disadvantaged. In order to assist these communities, it may be beneficial to 

research the factors that have allowed certain South Carolina cities to be successful in 

attracting members of the creative class.
15

 This research should also provide insight into 

the factors that influence the distribution of the creative class among various localities. 

By identifying several of the factors that affect the location of high-quality human capital, 

this research will fill an important gap in the existing economic development literature. 

 Although there a growing body of literature on the creative class, very little 

attention has been given to the factors that influence the location of creative class 

professionals in non-metropolitan areas. To date, the vast majority of this research has 

focused on the factors that have attracted the creative class to large metropolitan areas 

(see Florida, 2002a and Florida et al., 2008). As a result, little attention has been given to 

                                                 
15

 Roughly a quarter of the residents in Beaufort, Charleston, Greenville, Lexington, and Richland counties 

fit the creative class profile, while approximately ten-percent of the residents in Lee, Marlboro, Union, and 

Williamsburg counties can be considered creative class. 
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the factors that can assist smaller metropolitan areas, as well as non-metropolitan areas, 

in their efforts to attract creative class professionals. By identifying the factors that can 

attract the creative class to less populated areas, it will be possible to examine whether 

there are ways in which smaller (and possibly rural) areas can effectively market their 

strengths to attract high-quality human capital. South Carolina provides a unique lens 

through which to examine the creative class since the state does not contain a primary 

city.
16

 Although South Carolina is home to several large cities (Columbia and Charleston, 

for example), these cities lack the geographical size, population density, and economic 

activity that can be found in nearby metropolitan centers such as Charlotte, NC or 

Atlanta, GA.  

Within the existing literature, primary cities are recognized for their ability to 

offer a variety of entertainment, educational, and consumer opportunities that are not 

available in less populated areas (see Carol, 1960). Accordingly, previous research has 

demonstrated that these factors may be influential in attracting the creative class (see 

Florida, 2008). Despite the fact that South Carolina does not contain a primary city, 

smaller areas such as Greenville and Charleston have been quite successful in recruiting 

and retaining members of the creative class. Therefore, this research will fill a gap within 

the existing literature by examining the ways in which smaller cities have been able to 

                                                 
16

 Primary cities typically provide a variety of higher order services including: highly advanced medical 

services, major professional sports teams, and artistic or cultural opportunities that are not available in 

smaller cities (such as a professional opera or ballet) (see Carol, 1960). Such higher order services are only 

available in highly populated areas that have enough consumer demand to support these unique activities. 

According to these criteria, South Carolina does not include a primary city. Nearby cities such as Charlotte 

and Atlanta do satisfy the conditions of primary cities.  
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attract the creative class, despite the fact that they may have fewer local amenities.
17

 This 

information should also provide insight into whether or not smaller metropolitan areas, as 

well as rural areas, can rely on many of the development strategies that have proven 

successful in more populated, urban areas.  

Even though the relationship between economic development and high-quality 

human capital is well established, economists do not always agree on the factors that 

affect the geographical distribution of these important individuals. This research should 

provide some clarity as to why many areas have been able to successfully attract a skilled 

and educated workforce, while others have struggled to develop a strong human capital 

base. These comparisons should lead to a better understanding of the reasons why high-

quality human capital is often unevenly distributed among various localities. Within the 

development literature it is understood that skilled and educated workers tend to locate in 

cities that offer high-quality job opportunities (see Glaeser and Mare, 1994). However, 

less attention has been paid to the other factors that may influence the location decisions 

of these individuals. By identifying geographical characteristics that attract high-quality 

human capital, this research should provide insight into the ways in which rural areas can 

more effectively market themselves to creative class professionals. In order to bring some 

additional clarity to the issue of human capital recruitment, this research will attempt to 

identify the geographical characteristics that are most likely to attract high-quality human 

capital to a particular area.    

                                                 
17

 “Local amenities” may include recreational, educational, entertainment, or consumer opportunities that 

would attract either visitors or residents to a particular area. 
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 While the work of Florida (2002a) and Florida et al. (2008) has been quite 

relevant in the realm of urban economic development, there is also a need for research 

that examines the factors that attract the creative class in less developed regions. In recent 

decades, South Carolina has dealt with a variety of circumstances that have impacted 

economic growth, including the geographical isolation of many rural communities, 

increasing rural flight, and the economic transition away from textile-based industries. By 

examining the movement of the creative class throughout all South Carolina counties, it 

will be possible to examine some of the ways that certain parts of the state have been able 

to overcome these challenging economic circumstances. To date, few efforts have been 

made to examine the factors that may attract the creative class to less populated, rural 

areas. 

 

Review of Literature 

 

 There has been a great deal of literature focusing on the relationship between 

human capital and economic development. Mathur (1999) has suggested that human 

capital utilizes knowledge in order to break through barriers to economic growth. In 

many instances, human capital has been known to promote economic development 

through the creation of various knowledge-related externalities (Mathur, 1999). 

Specifically, high-quality human capital can lead to a diffusion of knowledge, which may 

increase both the productivity of labor and capital within a firm (Mathur, 1999). 

Similarly, it has demonstrated that areas with greater human capital stocks tend to 

experience faster economic growth (see Barro, 1991; Becker et al., 1994, Lucas, 1988; 
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and Benhabib and Spiegel, 1994). In particular, Barro (1991) has shown that high-quality 

human capital helps to generate products and ideas that fuel economic progress. 

Additionally, a larger stock of human capital makes it easier for an area to absorb ideas 

and information that have been discovered elsewhere (Barro, 1991).  

 In recent years, there has been growing interest in the role that the creative class 

plays in the economic development process. Accordingly, several economists have 

examined how this particular type of human capital influences regional economic growth. 

Florida et al. (2008) has demonstrated that education and creativity affect economic 

growth in very different ways. Although both are very important to economic growth, it 

appears that the size of the creative class is closely correlated with increases in both 

wages and productivity, while education tends to increase regional income and wealth 

(Florida et al., 2008). This research also found that there is a strong correlation between 

high concentrations of creative class professionals and regional economic development 

(Florida et al., 2008). However, Florida et al. (2008) also found that some members of 

the creative class effect economic development more than others. For example, 

occupations within the education and health care industries seem to have less impact on 

economic growth, while those working in computer science, engineering, and financial 

services tend to have a greater effect on development (Florida et al., 2008). 

 A great deal of research has also examined the local and regional factors that 

influence the location decisions of members of the creative class. Florida et al. (2008) 

found that various factors can attract members of the creative class to a particular city or 
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region including the presence of colleges or universities, diverse consumer services,
18

 

existing cultural economies,
19

 and tolerance.
20

 Likewise, McGranahan and Wojan 

(2007a) found that members of the creative class are often attracted to high-amenity 

areas. Cities that have a mix of forest and open area, as well as extensive bicycle trails 

were more likely to attract the creative class (McGranahan et al., 2010a). In addition, it 

appears that the creative class is more likely to locate in areas with warm or moderate 

climates, modest population densities, and high proportions of college education adults 

(McGranahan et al., 2010a). In the Netherlands, Marlet and van Woerkens (2004) found 

that the creative class is generally attracted to ethnically and culturally diverse areas that 

have historical sites and environmental beauty.  

 This existing literature on the creative class has demonstrated that this unique 

group of individuals may have important implications for the future growth of local and 

regional economies. Furthermore, there are particular factors that may influence the 

decision of the creative class to locate in certain areas. It is necessary to further examine 

the circumstances that have led some communities to capitalize on the economic benefits 

associated with creative class employment, while others have struggled to attract and 

retain this important group of individuals. This examination should provide an important 

contribution to the ongoing discussion over human capital distribution. By bringing 

                                                 
18

 Consumer services consist of any service or retail industry that could be considered attractive to 

consumers (Florida, 2008). Examples of consumer services may include restaurants, shopping malls, and 

grocery stores. 
19

 Cultural economies include all economic activities in the realms of art, design, media, and entertainment 

(Florida, 2008). Examples of activities that are considered to be a part of the cultural economy include 

theater performances, art galleries, and graphic design. 
20

 In most creative class research, the term “tolerance” has been used to describe the overall inclusiveness 

of a community. Specifically, tolerance may represent the degree to which a particular community is 

accepting of a variety of individuals and their lifestyles. 
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additional clarity to the relationship between high-quality human capital and various 

geographical characteristics, this research will provide significant insight into the factors 

that facilitate the development of a highly skilled workforce. Although the relationship 

between human capital and economic development has been well established, the 

geographical factors that influence the distribution of human capital are much less clear. 

By identifying some of these factors, this research intends to fill an important gap in the 

existing economic development literature.  

 

Hypotheses 

 

 Previous research suggests that a variety of factors contribute to an area’s ability 

to attract members of the creative class. Specifically, examinations of the creative class 

have demonstrated that this group of individuals is often attracted to metropolitan areas 

that are conducive to business development and retail opportunities (see McGranahan et 

al., 2010a, and Florida et al., 2008). It also appears that members of the creative class 

may be especially attractive to areas that offer outdoor amenities (such as bike trails or 

waterfront land) (McGranahan et al., 2010a), as well as various cultural or educational 

experiences (areas that are ethnically diverse or in close proximity to a college or 

university, for example) (Florida et al., 2008). It appears that the creative class may be 

particularly drawn to areas that can simultaneously provide professional opportunities, 

entertainment activities, and educational experiences.  

Within the existing literature it has been suggested the creative class is attracted to 

areas that maintain diverse consumer services. For example, Florida et al. (2008) found 
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that the creative class is more likely to locate in an area that has a range of retail and 

consumer opportunities.
21

 In fact, the creative class appears to be more attracted to areas 

with diverse consumer services than individuals who work in non-creative class 

occupations (Florida et al., 2008). In part, this finding may be explained by the fact that 

members of the creative class have more discretionary income that allows them to 

consume retail goods. However, Florida et al. (2008) has found that members of the 

creative class who work in business management, sales, or financial operations are 

especially likely to locate in areas that have a high number of consumer services. This 

finding may suggest that these individuals are more likely to locate in areas that will 

allow them to establish professional relationships with other local businesses. The 

presence of diverse consumer services may also signal that an area is already conducive 

to small business development, as well as a variety of entrepreneurial activities. As 

McGranahan et al. (2010a) has demonstrated, entrepreneurial activity if often closely 

correlated with a high concentration of creative class professionals. Consequently, this 

research will explore the following hypothesis: If a county has diverse consumer services, 

then it will have a higher concentration of the creative class. 

Likewise, there is reason to believe that members of the creative class would be 

more likely to find strong entrepreneurial environments in metropolitan areas, as opposed 

to more isolated localities. This assumption has also been confirmed by previous 

research, which has suggested that the creative class has historically congregated in urban 

areas (McGranahan et al., 2010a). This concentration of the creative class in urban 

                                                 
21

 The term “consumer services” refers to a range of business activities that may take place within a 

community, including grocery stores, shopping malls, and restaurants. 
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localities may also suggest that these areas possess more of the characteristics that have 

typically attracted this group of individuals. As McGranahan et al. (2010a) has shown, 

metropolitan areas tend to have higher education levels, better job creation, and more 

new business formation than their rural counterparts. Hence, there are a variety of reasons 

to suspect that the creative class would concentrate in metropolitan areas. Accordingly, 

this research will test the hypothesis: If a county is metropolitan, then it will have a 

higher concentration of the creative class. 

In addition to the previous two hypotheses, which were largely economic in 

nature, there are a variety of non-economic characteristics that may also play an 

important role in attracting the creative class. Given the high levels of educational 

obtainment that are typical of many members of the creative class, it is likely that the 

creative class will be attracted to areas that can provide quality educational opportunities. 

This may be especially true for members of the creative class who wish to provide quality 

educational opportunities for their own children. In fact, previous research has indicated 

that educated and affluent individuals are often attracted to areas that have high-

performing public schools. For example, Fernandez and Rogerson (1996) have found that 

wealthier, more educated individuals are attracted to areas that have made substantial 

public investments in their local school systems. Similarly, Goldhaber (1999) has found 

that an area’s home prices tend to rise as local public schools improve their performance. 

These findings suggest that quality public school systems may allow a city to attract a 

higher-educated and higher-earning citizenry, including members of the creative class. In 

order to further explore the relationship between public education systems and the 
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creative class, the following hypothesis will be tested: If a county has a quality public 

school system, then it will have a higher concentration of the creative class. 

Likewise, the research of Florida et al. (2008) has found that the creative class is 

often attracted to areas where there are large concentrations of other talented and creative 

people. Florida et al. (2006) has also demonstrated that an area’s overall “tolerance 

index”
22

 tends to be positively correlated with the number of residents who work as 

university faculty. This correlation may be attributed, at least in part, to the fact that many 

universities cultivate environments that are open to “free speech, self-expression, political 

activism and a broad diversity of ideas” (Florida et al., 2006). These values may also be 

apparent in communities where high concentrations of university faculty reside. In order 

to further evaluate the relationship between university faculty and the creative class, the 

following hypothesis will be examined: If a county’s residents include a high number of 

college or university faculty, then it will have a higher concentration of the creative class. 

 Furthermore, a great deal of literature has emphasized the relationship between 

ethnic diversity and high concentrations of creative class professionals (see Florida et al., 

2008; Florida, 2005; Andersson et al., 2011). This relationship is not entirely surprising 

given the fact that the creative class is comprised of a rather diverse set of occupations. 

From mechanical engineers and computer technicians to artists and actors, the individuals 

that make up the creative class are incredibly diverse in their interests and skills. 

Assuming that these individuals would prefer to reside in an area where diversity is both 

valued and accepted, it is likely that areas with a great deal of ethnic and cultural 

                                                 
22

 The tolerance index is comprised of separate measures of racial diversity, foreign born population, 

artistic and “bohemian” occupations, and the gay and lesbian population (Florida et al., 2006). 
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diversity would have higher concentrations of the creative class. In this research, areas 

that are considered to be ethnically and culturally diverse will have a high concentration 

of racial and ethnic minorities. In part, the desire of the creative class to locate in 

ethnically diverse communities may be attributed to the fact that the presence of diverse 

individuals signals a sense of openness and acceptance that may be attractive to other 

talented, creative, and diverse citizens (Florida et al., 2008). This research will test the 

following hypothesis: If a county possesses a high level of ethnic diversity, then it will 

have a higher concentration of the creative class.  

It should be noted that ethnic and cultural diversity are not identical concepts. 

While ethnicity is largely characterized by a person’s racial identity, culture is generally 

characterized by a set of beliefs, norms, and values that an individual may adhere to. 

Although various measures of ethnic and racial diversity exist, cultural diversity remains 

much more difficult to quantify. However, as previous research has found that ethnic 

identity is a significant predictor of cultural values (see Desmet et al., 2015), this research 

will use ethnic diversity as a means of ascertaining, in a general sense, the ethnic and 

cultural diversity of South Carolina counties. 

 Finally, this research will also examine whether an area’s natural environment 

affects its ability to attract the creative class. Previous research has suggested that the 

climate and geographical features of a particular area may affect its ability to attract 

potential residents. In fact, Glaeser et al. (1995) has found that climate can be an 

important determinate of migration and economic growth. Likewise, McGranahan (1999) 

have found that climate, topography, and water area are all features that can influence 
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population change in rural areas. Not surprisingly, areas that have a warm climate, a large 

water area, and a mountainous landscape may provide recreational opportunities that are 

not present in other areas. Previous research has suggested that the creative class may be 

attracted to areas that offer these natural features, as McGranahan et al., (2010a) have 

found that the creative class has been attracted to areas with natural amenities that may 

facilitate outdoor recreational opportunities. In accordance with these findings, it will be 

useful to examine the natural characteristics that may be influencing the location 

decisions of the creative class throughout the state of South Carolina. Currently, 25 of the 

state’s 46 counties are considered to be rural (US Dept. of Health and Human Services, 

2009). Since high-quality natural amenities are typically found in more rural settings, it 

will be useful to explore the extent to which South Carolina’s rural counties have used 

their natural characteristics to attract human capital. Accordingly, this research will test 

the following hypothesis: If a county has desirable natural characteristics,
23

 then it will 

have a higher concentration of creative class professionals. 

 It appears that there are a variety of factors that may influence the geographical 

distribution of the creative class. Given the diversity of this group of individuals, it is not 

surprising that the factors influencing their geographical location would be equally as 

mixed. While some of the hypotheses that have been presented are rather economic in 

nature, others are intended to reflect the social and recreational desires of this distinct 

group of individuals. As a result of the diverse backgrounds of creative class 

professionals, any research that examines the distribution of these individuals should 

                                                 
23

 Desirable natural characteristics may include: warm winter temperatures, low humidity, large amounts of 

water area, and mild summer temperatures. 
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recognize that the needs and interests of this group are likely to be quite varied. The 

hypotheses presented throughout this section have been developed with this in mind, as 

they represent a variety of economic, social, and recreational aspects of everyday life.  

  

Data Collection 

 

In order to examine the factors that influence the location of the creative class 

throughout South Carolina, it is necessary to determine how this group is dispersed 

among the state’s forty-six counties. To facilitate these county-by-county comparisons, 

this research will utilize a data set that specifies the percentage of creative class 

professionals that are residing in each of South Carolina’s counties. This data, which was 

obtained from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
24

, is currently 

available for each of the state’s forty-six counties and will be used in this research as the 

dependent variable. In order to construct this dataset, USDA identified nine occupational 

categories
25

 that are likely to involve a high-degree of “thinking creatively” (see USDA, 

2015d). Specifically, USDA (2015d) defines creative thinking as, “developing, designing, 

or creating new applications, ideas, relationships, systems, or products, including artistic 

contributions.” USDA then utilized data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 

                                                 
24

 The creative class dataset constructed by the USDA has previously been used in rural development 

research conducted by the USDA’s Economic Research Service (see McGranahan and Wojan, 2007a, 

2007b, and McGranahan et al., 2010a). This dataset reports the percentage of individuals in each county 

over the age of sixteen who work in certain creative class occupations.  
25

 These nine categories include: management occupations, business and financial operations occupations; 

computer and mathematical occupations; architecture and engineering occupations; life, physical, or social 

science occupations; legal occupations; education, training, or library occupations; arts, design, 

entertainment, sports, or media occupations; and sales or related occupations. 
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Community Survey,
26

 to identify individuals in each county that held an occupation in 

one of the aforementioned “creative” categories. This information was then used to 

calculate a percentage of individuals residing in each county that work in creative class 

occupations. Information regarding the specific occupations included in the USDA’s 

creative class dataset can be found in Appendix A. 

In order to measure the quality of the natural amenities in each of South 

Carolina’s counties, USDA’s natural amenity scale will be utilized (see USDA, 2012c). 

Natural amenities can include physical characteristics of a particular area that enhance the 

location’s recreational opportunities, visual beauty, or overall quality of life. USDA’s 

natural amenity scale measures the quality of a county’s natural amenities by combining 

measurements of six different physical characteristics, including: winter temperature, 

winter sunlight, summer temperature, summer humidity, topographic variation, and water 

area (USDA, 2012c). This statistical index ranges from zero to two, where a score of 

“zero” would be assigned to an area with undesirable natural amenities, and a score of 

“two” would be given to those with the most desirable natural environments. Each of the 

six characteristics included in this index is intended to measure a physical characteristic 

that can enhance the desirability of a particular county. Areas with low summer humidity 

and high winter temperatures may facilitate outdoor recreational activities that would not 

be possible in other climates. Therefore, such an area would score highly on the natural 

amenity scale. Likewise, areas with greater topographic variation and more extensive 

                                                 
26

 Data from the 2007 – 2011 American Community Surveys were used in USDA’s creative class 

calculations. 
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surface water area may facilitate boating, hiking, or mountain climbing activities. These 

areas would also be likely to receive high scores on the natural amenity scale. Past 

research has suggested that outdoor recreational opportunities may play an important role 

in attracting the creative class (see McGranahan et al., 2010a); therefore it is important to 

examine the linkage between quality natural amenities and the location of the creative 

class.  

It has also been hypothesized that the creative class is attracted to cities that are 

located within metropolitan areas. In order to determine whether this is true, an indicator 

variable was constructed using data from the U.S. Office of Management and Budget. 

This indicator variable will apply a value of “1” to areas that are metropolitan, and a “0” 

to areas that are non-metropolitan
27

. Indicator variables, which are also often referred to 

as “dummy variables,” are used to indicate the occurrence of certain characteristic or 

attribute. Indicators are most often used in regression analysis to account for qualitative 

characteristics that cannot be represented with a numeric value. In this instance, an 

indicator variable is being used to signal the presence of a metropolitan county.  

As previously noted, this research has hypothesized that the creative class are 

more likely to locate in counties with a greater degree of ethnic and cultural diversity. 

This hypothesis is based on previous research by Florida et al. (2008), which suggests 

that the creative class may be especially attracted to cities that boast a great deal of ethnic 

and cultural diversity. As cultural diversity can be difficult to quantify, this research 

                                                 
27

 This dummy variable will utilize the U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s definition of a 

metropolitan statistical area (MSA). Under this definition, an MSA contains a “core urban area” that has a 

population of 50,000 or more, and a surrounding “micro area” that contains a population of at least 10,000 

(but less than 50,000) (US Census Bureau, 2010). 
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relies on quantitative measures of ethnic diversity as a means of gaging the overall ethnic 

and cultural diversity of South Carolina counties. Using data from the U.S. Census 

Bureau, a variable was created based the percentage of individuals residing in each 

county that identify as “non-white”.  

This research hypothesizes that members of the creative class are more likely to 

locate in areas that have high-quality public school systems.  In order to test this 

relationship, it was necessary to measure student achievement at South Carolina’s public 

schools. Currently, the South Carolina Department of Education requires all public 

schools to administer a standardized test known as the Palmetto Assessment of State 

Standards (PASS). The PASS test, which was introduced in 2008, is intended to measure 

a student’s overall proficiency in both English and mathematics. A total of 800 points is 

possible on each of the sections of the PASS test, with 1600 being the highest possible 

combined score. Using data from the South Carolina Department of Education, average 

combined PASS scores were computed for each county in South Carolina. This data was 

then used as a measure of the overall quality of a county’s public school system.  

 It has also been hypothesized that the creative class is especially attracted to areas 

that are in close proximity to a college or university. In order to test this hypothesis, it 

was necessary to construct an independent variable that measures the number of 

university faculty employed within each county.
28

 This measure was selected in order to 

account for the presence of a college or university within a particular county, while also 

serving as an indication of the institution’s size.  

                                                 
28

 This data has been obtained from the U.S. Department of Education’s Integrated Post-Secondary 

Education data set. 
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Lastly, it has also been hypothesized that the creative class is attracted to areas 

with extensive consumer services. These services may include a variety of retail-related 

activities, including grocery stores, shopping malls, movie theaters, and restaurants. In 

order to measure the size of an area’s consumer service industry, a statistical index that 

combines three different measures: (1) the number of business establishments in the 

retail, (2) the number of business establishments in the arts and entertainment industry, 

and (3) the number of business establishments in the food and accommodation sectors. 

Each of the variables included in the statistical index was normalized on a scale ranging 

from zero to one. This was accomplished by dividing the value listed for an individual 

county by the largest value listed for that variable. The statistical index ranges from zero 

to three, with a score of “three” representing an area with extremely diverse consumer 

services. This data was compiled for the year 2010, and will utilize data obtained from 

the U.S. Census Bureau.  

 

Results 

 

In order to test the relationship between the creative class and various local 

characteristics, an ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression model was generated. 

To evaluate the validity of this model, several statistical tests were conducted. First, an F-

test was conducted in order to ensure that the fitted regression model has a significantly 

better fit than a reduced model that would not include each of the independent variables. 

Additionally, in order to gage the overall fit of the model that was generated, an R
2 

statistic was computed. This measure, which is often referred to as the “coefficient of 



 70 

determination,” demonstrates the proportion of the variance in the dependent variable that 

is effectively explained by the fitted model. Similarly, the adjusted R
2 

statistic is also 

intended to measure the proportion of the variability in the dependent variable that is 

explained by the estimated model, however, the adjusted measure of R
2 

accounts for the 

number of explanatory terms in a model. In other words, the adjusted R
2 

statistic will not 

increase if an insignificant independent variable is added to the model. In addition to 

these tests, individual hypothesis testing took place in order to evaluate the significance 

of each independent variable that was included in the model. This testing took place in 

the form of a “t-test,” which made it possible to test whether there was a significant linear 

relationship between the dependent variable and each independent variable.  

The statistics included in Table 3.1 provided the basis for the analysis of the 

model’s overall significance and fit. The completed model appears to explain 

approximately 81 percent of the variation in the dependent variable. Table 3.1 also 

includes each of the parameter estimates, as well as the “p-values” that facilitated 

hypothesis testing for each of the independent variables. Of the independent variables 

that were included, two appear to be insignificant. These two variables, ethnic diversity 

and the presence of university faculty, did not appear to have a statistically significant 

relationship with the dependent variable. However, each of the other four independent 

variables satisfied the conditions of the hypothesis test, and appear to be statistically 

significant. The parameter estimates for each of the significant variables appear to be 

reasonable and as expected, with each displaying a positive relationship with the 

dependent variable. Each of these parameters represents the change in the dependent 
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variable that will result from a one-unit increase or decrease in the corresponding 

explanatory variable (while holding all other variables constant). Finally, the actual 

values of the dependent variable were plotted against the predicted values of the 

dependent variable, as generated by the estimated model. The relationship between the 

actual and predicted values of the “creative class” dependent variable demonstrates a 

clear linear association between the actual and predicted values.  

 

Table 3.1: Regression Results 

Independent 

Variable 
Coefficient Standard Error p-value 

MSA** 0.06 0.01 0.0001 
Consumer Services** 0.02 0.01 0.0069 
PASS* 1.71 0.94 0.0775 
Natural Amenities** 0.10 0.04 0.0434 
Diversity -0.03 0.04 0.9306 
Faculty -0.06 0.01 0.2647 
    
N=46    
R

2
=0.81    

Adjusted R
2
= 0.77    

* Significant at < 10%, ** Significant at < 5% 
 

 

Conclusions 

 

 Perhaps the most interesting aspect of these findings is that neither ethnic 

diversity, nor the presence of college or university faculty, seems to factor into the 

location decisions of the creative class. Within the creative class literature, a great deal of 

emphasis has been placed on relationship between ethnic diversity, institutions of higher 

learning, and creative class professionals. Specifically, Florida (2002a) and Florida et al., 



 72 

(2008), have noted that ethnic diversity and the presence of university faculty greatly 

contributes to a region’s ability to attract the creative class. However, much of Florida’s 

research has focused on comparisons between rather large, metropolitan cities. Possibly, 

ethnic diversity and proximity to a college or university may be less important to the 

subset of creative class professionals who are looking to locate in less populated areas. 

Hence, there may be key differences in preference among various groups within the 

creative class. These findings also suggest that there are dissimilarities between the 

geographical characteristics that attract creative class professionals to large metropolitan 

areas and those that attract them to less dense, or possibly rural, areas.  

Even though the presence of university faculty did not appear to be statistically 

significant in the estimated model, the existence of high-quality public school systems 

was significant. This finding would suggest that members of the creative class who are 

looking to locate in smaller, or less dense, areas might have different educational 

priorities than those who are looking to locate in large metropolitan areas. While creative 

class professionals who are attracted to metropolitan areas may be concerned with an 

area’s proximity to a college or university, those looking to locate in less populated areas 

seem to be more concerned with the availability of quality educational opportunities for 

their children. Furthermore, the results of this research suggest that the presence of 

desirable natural amenities and diverse consumer services may also play an important 

role in attracting the creative class. The statistical significant of the natural amenity 

variable may be particularly promising for less populated areas that have lakes, rivers, 

and other open spaces that can provide opportunities for outdoor recreation. Possibly, 
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investments in outdoor recreational opportunities (e.g. bike or hiking trails, public parks, 

picnic areas) could assist rural areas in effectively marketing their natural amenities to 

potential residents. Likewise, the consumer service variable indicates that retail 

opportunities may also play an important role in attracting creative class professionals. 

This finding may have interesting implications for exceedingly rural areas, where 

consumer services are likely to be less extensive. Perhaps, efforts to support 

entrepreneurship in the retail sector could be beneficial in rural areas where retail services 

are less developed. 

The findings presented in this paper may also have implications for the field of 

rural economic development. Within the development literature, there seems to be a lack 

of agreement as to the ways in which less populated areas can attract and maintain high-

quality human capital. This research demonstrates that there are a variety of factors that 

these regions can use in order to become more desirable to creative class professionals. 

From improving the quality of local schools to investing in the maintenance of natural 

amenities, it appears that there are a variety of realistic ways in which rural areas can 

make themselves more attractive to the creative class. Although these areas do not have 

many of the higher-order amenities that can be found in primary cities, they may still be 

able to build upon various strengths in order to become more appealing to the creative 

class. Therefore, this research demonstrates that small cities should play to their own 

strengths when formulating developing strategies. Currently, many small towns rely on 

development strategies that involve business recruitment through the use of tax breaks 

and other incentive packages. Rather than utilizing these expensive and risky 
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development strategies, these localities should consider investing in the quality of their 

public schools and natural amenities, while also providing support services to existing 

businesses.  

The outcome of this research demonstrates that the factors affecting the 

geographical dispersion of human capital are quite complex. These findings show that 

there is no uniform strategy for attracting or retaining human capital. Rather, regions 

differ in how they must go about recruiting individuals who will be key to their economic 

growth. Additionally, locational preferences may vary substantially among members of 

the creative class. This finding demonstrates that smaller cities must work to effectively 

market their strengths to those who are looking for an alternative to a highly urbanized 

lifestyle.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

CASE STUDIES IN SMALL-SCALE FARMING: CREATIVE CLASS FARMERS IN 

SOUTH CAROLINA’S LOCAL FOOD SYSTEMS 

 

 

Over the past two decades, the U.S. agricultural industry has witnessed a dramatic 

increase in direct-to-consumer sales.
29

 Not surprisingly, this rise in direct sales has been 

accompanied by widespread growth in the number of farmers markets and community-

supported agriculture (CSA) organizations throughout the country (see Martinez et al., 

2010). While these trends suggest that local food systems are flourishing in many 

communities, they also demonstrate the increasing prevalence of small-scale farming 

within our nation’s agricultural industry. Currently, small farms
30

 account for the 

majority of the industry’s direct-to-consumer sales, with many of these farms being 

operated by an individual with less than four years of farming experience (Martinez et al., 

2010). As direct sales continue to grow, it appears that many operators of small farms 

have formed a highly innovative and unique subsector within the agricultural industry. 

In addition to finding success in direct-to-consumer marketing, many small farms 

have distinguished themselves from their more conventional counterparts in a variety of 

other ways. Previous research has shown that operators of small farms are more likely to 

be female, non-white, or Hispanic (Martinez et al., 2010), and are also more likely than 

larger operators to be college educated (Ahearn and Newton, 2009). Small-scale farm 

operators are also less likely than other operators to specialize in the production of a 

                                                 
29

 Direct-to-consumer marketing was approximately $1.2 billion in 2007, compared to only $551 million in 

1997 (Martinez et al., 2010).  
30

 According to the USDA (2010) the term “small farm” is used to describe farming operations with an 

annual gross cash income of less than $250,000. 
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single agricultural commodity (USDA, 2013). As a result, these operators likely require 

the knowledge and skills to produce and effectively market a range of products, from row 

and specialty crops to livestock. Although many small-scale farm operators are relatively 

new to the agricultural industry, these individuals have quickly adapted to the challenges 

presented by a profession that is highly technical and entrepreneurial in nature. 

Undoubtedly, many operators of small farms are incredibly versatile entrepreneurs who 

must be proficient in science, ecology, and a broad spectrum of business-related skills. 

Despite the knowledge-based
31

 nature of their activities, small-scale farm operators have 

received limited attention within the existing entrepreneurship or human capital literature. 

However, the knowledge-based activities that occur within many small-scale farming 

operations are quite consistent with those that are characteristic of the “creative class.”  

The concept of the creative class, which was originally developed by Richard 

Florida, acknowledges that human capital plays an integral role in the economic 

development process. Although the role that human capital plays in facilitating economic 

growth has been well-documented (see Lucas, 1988; Glaeser, 1999; and Benhabib and 

Spiegel, 1994), the process of measuring human capital generates less consensus. 

Previous research has often relied on various measures of educational attainment (e.g. the 

percentage of a population with a college degree) as a means of accounting for human 

capital. However, Florida et al. (2008) have suggested that talent and creativity, as 

opposed to educational attainment, are more appropriate measures of human capital. 

                                                 
31

 The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) describes “knowledge-based” 

activities as those that require “greater dependence on knowledge, information, and high-skills…” (2005, 

para. 1). 



 77 

Specifically, Florida et al., (2008) assert that individuals who work in certain creative, 

knowledge-based occupations make greater contributions to a region’s economic 

development. Florida et al., (2008) identify many occupations that require high levels of 

creativity, innovativeness, complex problem solving, and entrepreneurial capability, 

which are underlying drivers of regional economic development.  

Currently, occupations involved in science, engineering, arts, culture, 

entertainment, business management, finance, law, healthcare, and education are 

considered to belong to the creative class (Florida et al., 2008). Although they are not 

included on the aforementioned list, it appears that small-scale farm operators may, in 

fact, satisfy much of Florida’s creative class “criteria.” Not only do many in this group 

demonstrate a high degree of creativity and innovation with respect to both their 

production and marketing methodologies, but they possess many of the personal 

characteristics that Florida has also identified as being consistent with the creative class 

(i.e. they are a young, well-educated, and culturally diverse group of individuals).  

It should be noted that this research seeks to identify the presence of “creative 

class” activities within local agriculture.
32

 Previous research demonstrates that there are a 

variety of activities taking place within local agriculture that are inherently “non-

conventional
33

” (e.g. direct-to-consumer sales and sustainable production practices). The 

                                                 
32

 Local agriculture is generally characterized by short supply chains and direct-to-consumer sales of 

agricultural products. Typically, the terms “local agriculture” or “local food” are used to refer to products 

that have been produced, processed, and sold within the same general area (i.e. the same city, county, or 

region). Research suggests that the vast majority of local food products originate on small farms (see 

Martinez et al., 2010).  
33

 According to the USDA (2012b), conventional farming typically involves large capital investments, 

large-scale farms, single crops or row crops, extensive use of pesticides and fertilizers, and dependency on 

agribusiness.  
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purpose of this research will be to examine the degree to which these non-conventional 

activities may be consistent with creative class activity, while also examining how these 

activities may be contributing to community development and local economic growth. 

Although many small-scale farm operators may be engaging in activities that are creative 

or innovative, it is unlikely that all operators of small farms are operating in a manner 

that is consistent with the creative class. While Florida has traditionally used 

occupational characteristics as a means of identifying the creative class, efforts have not 

been made to determine what percentage of the individuals working in these occupations 

may actually be performing the creative, innovative, or entrepreneurial functions of the 

creative class. Similarly, as this research seeks to identify the presence of creative class 

behaviors among small-scale farm operators- particularly those operating within the 

context of local agriculture- it cannot make generalizations about small-scale farm 

operators as a whole.  

In order to explore the potential relationship between small-scale farming and 

Florida’s creative class, this paper examines the degree to which many small-scale farm 

operators may satisfy the creative, innovative, and entrepreneurial standards of this 

unique group of individuals. Hence, this research seeks to answer the following question: 

Why and how are the economic activities of some small-scale farm operators contributing 

to regional economic development in unique ways? Through twelve in-person interviews 

with operators of small farms, this paper examines the degree to which the professional 

activities and personal characteristics of small-scale farm operators may be consistent 
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with the creative class. This research also seeks to examine the contributions that these 

farmers may be making to their local and regional economies.  

This research is highly important for several reasons. Within the existing human 

capital and economic development literature, farming is often entirely overlooked. This is 

especially true with respect to small-scale farming, where little, if any, attention has been 

given to the potential that high-skilled, highly educated human capital exists within the 

confines of local agriculture. To date, most efforts to draw linkages between local 

agriculture and economic growth have centered on farmers markets and their ability to 

generate revenue (see Oberholtzer and Grow, 2003; Lev et al., 2003; Myers, 2004; and 

Henneberry et al., 2008). This research seeks to fill a void in the existing literature by 

identifying and examining the knowledge-based activities of small-scale farm operators 

and demonstrating how these activities may be contributing to local economic growth. 

Within the existing literature, it has been demonstrated that small farms can be profitable, 

income-generating enterprises (see Brown and Miller, 2008). In response to this finding, 

this research takes an in depth look at a range of activities that have allowed many small 

farms to make measurable contributions to their communities and their local economies. 

By examining the knowledge-based activities taking place on small farms, this research 

identifies a variety of contributions that operators of small farms are making to their local 

economies. Although a small farm’s ability to generate revenue is important, it paints a 

partial picture of the contributions that small-scale farm operators are making to their 

local economies. This research demonstrates that many operators of small farms 

deliberately generate income through a variety of unique, knowledge-based activities.   
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Local Agriculture: An Overview 

 

Within the existing literature, there is little consensus regarding the geographical 

definition of the term “local.” In fact, existing definitions of “local food” include 

products that are transported up to 400 miles from their origin to products that are 

consumed less than 100 miles from where they were grown (see Martinez et al., 2010). 

Given this confusion, this chapter will use the terms “local agriculture,” “local food,” and 

“local food system” to describe a variety of direct market arrangements often used by 

small-scale farm operators. These market arrangements include farmers markets, farm-to-

school programs and other farm-to-institution programs, on-farm sales, and direct-to-

retail or direct-to-foodservice agreements. Arrangements such as these are unique from 

both a production and consumption perspective. For producers, local food systems 

provide shortened supply chains, as well as the opportunity to eliminate “middlemen” by 

performing a variety of functions “in house” (i.e. marketing, packaging, transportation, 

distribution, and advertising) (Martinez et al., 2010). For consumers, local food systems 

provide access to high-quality, heterogeneous products not otherwise available through 

mainstream outlets. Although this research focuses on the supply-side drivers of local 

food systems, consumers have increasingly played an important role in the success of 

local agriculture by seeking out and embracing locally produced food products. Previous 

research has shown that consumers value agricultural products that are “high in quality” 

and are sold in a “local-oriented” environment (such as a farmers’ market) (Feenstra, 

1997). While this paper explores the degree to which many small-scale farm operators 
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may be unique or innovative, it should be noted that consumers of local food may also 

share similar characteristics.  

In recent years, several efforts have been made to document the positive impacts 

associated with local agriculture. Throughout the existing literature, researchers 

emphasize that local agriculture can be a viable and highly effective economic 

development strategy (see Otto and Varner, 2005; Ross et al., 1999 and Marsden et al., 

2000). Not only do local producers provide their communities with fresh, high-quality 

food products, they also generate revenue that has broad implications for their local 

economies. For example, using data from Iowa farmers markets, Otto and Varner (2005) 

found that $21 million in direct sales resulted in a total economic impact of $31.5 million, 

including 140 full-time jobs that were generated as an indirect impact of the farmers’ 

market sales. Farm operators who make direct-to-consumer sales also retain a greater 

share of each dollar they receive by effectively eliminating “middlemen” such as 

distributors and grocery stores (Martinez et al., 2010). It appears that there are variety of 

benefits, both to the local economy and the farmer, that are associated with the 

production and sale of local agricultural goods. 

 In addition to the positive economic impacts associated with local agriculture, 

there is reason to believe that small farms (and the local food systems to which they 

belong) make several less tangible contributions to their surrounding communities. 

Previous research has suggested that local direct-to-consumer markets often promote 

social interaction and a sense of mutual exchange that can enhance community ties (see 

Hinrichs, 2000; Sage, 2003). As many communities are seeking to develop multi-faceted 
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local economies that are stable, equitable, and capable of providing challenging work 

opportunities, local food systems have become a viable option for income generation and 

job creation (Campbell, 1997). Previous research suggests that the production and 

marketing strategies used by local farmers are consistent with the type of community-

controlled economic development that many communities are seeking (Campbell, 1997).  

Although these operations typically do not employ many laborers, they often purchase 

their inputs locally and partake in on-farm or local processing that reduce local economic 

leakage (Campbell, 1997).  In addition, communities may receive a variety of other 

benefits from the existence of small, local farms, including land preservation (Martinez et 

al., 2010), reduced food safety risks (Peters et al., 2008), the development of social 

capital (Martinez et al., 2010), and preservation of cultivar genetic diversity (Golan and 

Bauer, 2004). Although difficult to quantify, the benefits associated with small farms are 

both significant and multi-faceted.  

It is also clear that small farms are highly diverse enterprises that take part in a 

variety of entrepreneurial activities. With approximately seventy-seven percent of small 

farms taking part in both direct sales and other income-generating activities such as 

value-added processing and agritourism (Martinez et al., 2010), many small-scale farm 

operators are demonstrating that entrepreneurial activities play an integral role in local 

agriculture. In fact, there seems to be a consensus within the existing literature that small-

scale farming is a highly entrepreneurial endeavor (see Alsos et al., 2003; Haugen and 

Vik, 2008; and Bryant, 1989). This consensus is reaffirmed by the fact that direct-to-

consumer sales are higher for farms who are involved in activities that can be considered 
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“entrepreneurial” (i.e. sustainable production practices, tourism, and customwork
34

) 

(Martinez et al., 2010). 

Previous research suggests that there may be a variety of non-monetary factors 

that motivate the entrepreneurial activities of small-scale farm operators. Mailfert (2006) 

has identified so called “neo-farmers;” individuals who often enter the agricultural 

industry with little or no experience or background in farming. As Mailfert (2006) 

suggests, these individuals are drawn to agriculture for a variety of different personal and 

professional reasons, including a strong desire to move “back to the land” in search of a 

fulfilling lifestyle that can provide “self-defined” economic success. Similarly, it appears 

that many operators of small farms are motivated to enter the agricultural industry for the 

residential amenities that are associated with living on a farm (Ahearn and Newton, 

2009). Although lifestyle considerations appear to be a motivating factor for many small-

scale farm operators, others are drawn to farming through their desire to engage in 

socially or environmentally responsible agricultural production. For example, Starr et al. 

(2003) has demonstrated that many farmers are motivated to operate a small, direct-to-

consumer farm by their desire to maintain environmentally friendly agricultural practices 

that would likely be difficult to maintain when producing in larger volume. This research 

also found that many operators of small farms find it important to utilize sustainable 

methods of production, while also valuing their ability to sell their goods locally (Starr et 

al., 2003).  

 

                                                 
34

 “Customwork” involves planting, plowing, and harvesting for another individual (Martinez et al., 2010).  
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Creativity and Small-Scale Farming 

 

Previous research suggests that many small-scale farm operators are forming a 

unique subculture within the agricultural industry. These individuals have set themselves 

apart from conventional producers through their utilization of sustainable methods of 

production, innovative marketing strategies, and explicit claims about socially and 

environmentally responsible business practices. Recent findings also suggest that farmers 

who partake in direct marketing are often younger and more educated than their 

conventional counterparts (see Hunt, 2007). Although their contributions to their local 

economies have also been well documented, it is useful to examine the reasons why this 

group of individuals has been able to contribute to their communities in such a unique 

way. In addition to improving food access, small farms benefit their local areas in a 

variety of ways, including contributions to biodiversity, land preservation, and 

environmental stewardship (Rosset, 1999). 

 Within the creative class literature, little (if any) attention has been given to the 

linkage between members of the creative class and local agriculture. However, the 

existing literature has noted that there is a strong historical linkage between the U.S. 

agricultural industry and the creative class. In fact, Florida (2002a) has suggested that the 

rise of conventional agriculture in the U.S. can be attributed to the desire of many farm 

operators to engage in the creative development of new methods of food production. 

Accordingly, Florida emphasizes that agriculture has historically been amenable to 

“elaboration and improvement,” which has made the industry especially attractive to 

those who are looking to utilize their creative faculties. Historically, the introduction of 
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creative processes into agricultural production has rewarded farm operators with both 

higher yields and improved crops or livestock (Florida, 2002a). To a great extent, these 

improvements in agricultural production have contributed to a variety of social and 

economic advances that would have otherwise been impossible.   

It does not appear that any further effort has been made to examine the potential 

relationship between agriculture and the creative class. However, within the existing 

literature, several studies have examined the skill sets (both technical and entrepreneurial) 

that are often required to operate a successful farm-based business. A review of the 

existing literature suggests that there are a variety of factors that contribute to the success 

of farm-based entrepreneurs, including: cognitive and professional skills, the ability to 

innovate, problem-solving abilities, and social initiative (see McElwee, 2006). Similarly, 

Winter (1997) notes that sustainable agricultural production is not possible without 

specialized skills and knowledge. Findings such as these suggest that farm-based 

entrepreneurship may require many of the same knowledge-based skills that form the 

basis of the creative class. Although the aforementioned studies do not distinguish 

between small and large farming operations, they provide strong evidence that 

innovation, problem solving, and specific knowledge sets are often required to operate 

successful farm-based businesses.   

  

Talent, Technology, and Tolerance 

 

Existing research on small-scale farm operators suggests that many may be acting 

(both personally and professionally) in a manner that is representative of the creative 
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class. Within the creative class literature, characteristics and activities of creative class 

professionals typically fall into three categories: talent, technology, and tolerance. Often 

referred to as the “three T’s,” this typology is used to describe the professional activities 

and capabilities, as well as the personal characteristics, of the creative class. Talent is 

used to describe individuals who have a high level of human capital (Florida, 2002c). 

Although Florida typically uses the percentage of a population with a bachelor’s degree 

as a measure of talent, he notes that there are a variety of other conditions that can signal 

the presence of talented human capital. Specifically, Florida (2002c) suggests that 

individuals employed in fields that require knowledge of science, engineering, or 

specialized technical skills, are considered to be “talented” human capital. Through his 

research, Florida (2002c) has shown that regions with a high level of talented human 

capital have higher regional incomes and a higher concentration of high-technology 

industries. This finding is due, at least in part, to the fact that members of the creative 

class disproportionately work in innovative, high-technology industries that have a 

positive effect on local income. 

 The relationship between technology, human capital, and economic development 

has been well documented (see Glaeser, 1999; Benhabib and Spiegel, 1994; and Barro, 

2001). According to Florida (2003a), human capital capable of developing and using 

technology is an essential component of economic development. Not only has previous 

research shown that technological innovation is key to stimulating regional development, 

but it also appears that the creative class is more likely to locate in areas that have 

technology-intensive industries (Florida, 2003a). In addition, Florida (2009) has 
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identified professions that he refers to as the “super-creative core,” which are especially 

linked to economic growth. Within the super-creative core are what Florida (2009) 

describes as professional and technical occupations “related to natural and applied 

sciences.” Although farm-related positions have not implicitly been included in this 

measure, the science-based nature of agricultural activities would suggest that at least 

some small-scale farm operators merit inclusion in this category. 

 Within the context of the creative class, “tolerance” is a multi-faceted concept that 

includes cultural diversity, open-mindedness, and freedom of expression. In recent years, 

researchers have used a variety of different measures in order to gage the degree to which 

a community may be tolerant (see Florida, 2002a; Florida et al., 2008; and Markusen and 

Schrock, 2006). Within the existing literature, measures of tolerance within a community 

have included: the prevalence of same-sex couples, the number of working artists or 

entertainers, and the number of foreign-born residents. More recent efforts by Florida 

(2012) to measure tolerance have included the “bohemian index,” which measures the 

number of working artists, musicians, writers, designers, and entertainers residing in a 

particular area. The bohemian index is designed to account for individuals who value 

“eccentric lifestyles and alternative cultures” and “creative forms of economic activity” 

(Florida, 2001, p. 57-58). As Florida (2001) suggests, occupations that are included in the 

bohemian index typically blend “business culture and counterculture into a new culture of 

‘hip consumerism’” (p. 58). 

 



 88 

Hypotheses 

 

 Previous research has suggested that there are three identifiable characteristics 

among members of the creative class: talent, technology, and tolerance. In order to gauge 

the degree to which these traits can be found amongst small-scale farm operators, this 

research will test five hypotheses related to Florida’s “three T’s.”  

 Central to Florida’s concept of “talent” is the notion that members of the creative 

class possess a specialized, knowledge-based skill set that sets themselves apart from 

other professionals. According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) (2005), a “knowledge-based” economy is one that trends toward 

“greater dependence on knowledge, information, and high-skills…”(para. 1). 

Accordingly, there is reason to believe that farm-based entrepreneurship requires a 

variety of skills that could be classified as “knowledge-based.” Specifically, previous 

research has suggested that successful farm-based businesses require specialized 

knowledge, problem-solving skills, and an ability to be innovative (see McElwee, 2006 

and Winter, 1997). In order to further explore the linkage between knowledge-based 

human capital and small-scale farming, this research examines the following hypothesis: 

if operators of small farms belong to the creative class, then they will demonstrate certain 

knowledge-based skill sets. 

 Technology, which is the second of Florida’s “three T’s,” suggests that there is a 

relationship between economic growth and the presence of technology-intensive 

occupations. Florida (2009) has previously suggested that individuals who work in 

professions related to the natural and applied sciences are especially important to regional 
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economic growth. It could be argued that a variety of farm-based activities require 

substantial knowledge of natural and applied science. From using computer technology to 

managing soil and employing irrigation systems, there are a variety of ways in which 

farmers utilize science and technology in their day-to-day operations. In order to further 

explore the role that science and technology plays in the realm of local agriculture, the 

following hypothesis is examined: if operators of small farms belong to the creative class, 

then they will demonstrate a regular and proficient use of science and technology.  

 A primary component of Florida’s “tolerance” measure is a statistic referred to as 

the “bohemian index.” The bohemian index, which is based on occupational data, 

includes the following professions: authors, designers, musicians, actors, artists, painters, 

sculptors, photographers, dancers, performers, and related workers (Florida, 2001). This 

index is intended to reflect the amount of cultural and lifestyle amenities within a region 

and is a direct measure of the local professionals who are involved with the production of 

cultural and creative assets (Florida, 2001). Although small-scale farm operators are not 

included in this group, they possess similar professional characteristics to many of the 

occupations that currently comprise the bohemian index. Many of these “bohemian” 

professions sell their products or services directly to consumers, often in local markets or 

festivals that are not too dissimilar from local farmers markets. Likewise, it could be 

argued that local food systems are both cultural and creative assets. Not only have 

farmers’ markets become a social gathering place for those who are drawn to local 

agriculture, but increasing demand for locally produced food could also be seen as a 

cultural shift toward food systems that demonstrate social and environmental 
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responsibility. Additionally, creativity is often required to effectively and efficiently 

operate a farm that produces fresh, sustainably-produced food products. As a result of 

this, this research explores the following hypothesis: if operators of small farms belong to 

the creative class, then they will be involved in the production of creative and cultural 

assets. Although there are several components to Florida’s “tolerance” measure, this 

research focuses primarily on the potential linkages between small-scale farm operators 

and the bohemian index. 

 

Methodology 

 

 This research utilized twelve in-person interviews
35

 with fifteen small-scale farm 

operators to identify consistencies between these individuals and their professional 

activities and the creative class characteristics that have been outlined by Florida (2002a). 

Each of the interviewees resided in the state of South Carolina and had recently 

completed a USDA-funded educational and training program known as the South 

Carolina New and Beginning Farmer Program (SCNBFP). Of those who participated, 

fourteen owned and operated a small farm, and one was actively employed on a farm. 

The farming experience of the interviewees ranged from less than a year to 

approximately four years. It should also be noted that each of the participants in this 

research can be considered “second-career” farmers, in that they each had embarked on 

non-farming careers prior to owning or operating their own farm. In a few instances, the 

interviewees continued to work in their original career field while operating their farm. 

                                                 
35

 The in-person interviews were conducted between June 10, 2013 and July 12, 2013. 
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This research may provide unique insight into the contributions that second-career 

farmers are making to their communities and local economies. Although few efforts have 

been made to examine the activities of second-career farmers, recent statistics reveal 

approximately one-third of all beginning farmers are over the age of fifty-five (U.S. 

Congress, 2013). This finding suggests that many individuals may be turning to farming 

after leaving or retiring from a previous career. However, this group of second-career 

farmers could differ from other small-scale or beginning farm operators in that they may 

benefit from the previous knowledge and financial resources that they accumulated 

during their previous careers.  

New and beginning farmers (such as the ones interviewed) provide an especially 

appropriate lens through which to explore the connection between small-scale farming 

and the creative class. Previous research has demonstrated that small farms are more 

likely to be operated by new or beginning farmer, and as of 2007, approximately twenty-

two percent of all U.S. farms were operated by an individual with farming experience of 

ten years or less (Ahearn and Newton, 2009). Given their increasing predominance within 

small-scale farming, the activities and viewpoints of new and beginning farmers provide 

a unique perspective through which to examine the recent rise in local food systems.  

 When selecting participants for this research, efforts were made to identify 

individuals from various regions throughout the state who partake in a wide range of 

agricultural activities. For the purposes of selecting interviewees, the state of South 

Carolina was divided into three separate regions: (1) the “low country”, which consists of 

the state’s coastal counties, (2) the “upstate,” which includes the state’s most inland 
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counties, and (3) the “midlands,” which includes the City of Columbia and its 

surrounding areas. Of those who participated, four resided in the Lowcountry, seven 

resided in the midlands, and four resided in the upstate. Table 4.1 provides details on 

each of the interviewees, including their production activities. In total, twelve in-person 

interviews were conducted with fifteen new and beginning farmers. In three instances, 

two farmers were interviewed at the same time. These interviews took place when a farm 

was co-owned and co-operated by two graduates of the SCNBFP who both agreed to 

participate in this research. Interviews in which two farmers participated are denoted in 

Table 4.1 by an “a” and “b” designation. This designation will be used throughout this 

chapter as a means of distinguishing between the co-operators of a single farm.   

 

Table 4.1: Interview Details 

Interview Years in  

Operation 

Farming Activities 

#1 4 Years Produce; over 30 different types 

#2a 

#2b 

4 Years  Heritage Turkeys 

#3 3 Years Eggs, Meat Birds 

#4 1 Year Primarily live animal sales: Turkey, Chicken, 

Goats, Rabbits, Ducks, Livestock Guardians. 

#5 1 Year Eggs, Meat Birds 

#6a 

#6b 

6 Months Eggs, Chickens, Hogs, Quail, Turkey 

#7a 

#7b 

4 years Alpacas 

#8 3 Years Produce 

#9* 3 Years Produce and Honey 

#10 Currently 

interning on a 

farm 

N/A 
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#11* 3 Years Produce, Honey 

#12 3 Years Produce, Honey, Lamb, Berkshire Hogs. 

* Farmers and board members at a non-profit, community-based farm.  

 

 During each interview, participants were asked a set of sixty-four predetermined 

questions (See Appendix B). The interviews, which lasted between thirty-five minutes 

and two hours, were each recorded and transcribed. To facilitate an analysis of the 

interview data that was collected, a “descriptive coding” technique was utilized. 

Descriptive coding is a form of qualitative analysis that is commonly used as a means of 

searching for and identifying common themes and patterns within interview data. The 

process of descriptively coding an interview transcript involves assigning a “code” (e.g. a 

word or short phrase) to sentences or paragraphs of interview text that are connected to a 

“specific context or setting” (DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011). This research utilizes a 

“deductive” approach to descriptive coding, which involves the development of a 

standardized set of codes prior to the commencement of the coding process. These codes 

can be considered “theory-driven” in that they originate from “existing theory or 

concepts” or “structural” in that they are based on the project’s “research goals and 

questions” (DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011). In the case of this research, codes were 

developed based on previous research related to Florida’s creative class theory, as well as 

concepts related to the research question presented in this paper.  

The purpose of assigning codes to interview data is to both identify major themes 

that exist across the twelve interviews and to organize interview data into manageable 
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groups or categories. In this instance, the first step in the coding process involved 

assigning descriptive codes (from the codebook) to phrases or paragraphs within the 

interview transcripts that could be linked to creative class theory. For example, 

discussions pertaining to technology, learning, problem-solving, and creativity were 

particularly relevant to this research and were assigned a descriptive code. Once each 

interview was coded, it became possible to organize similarly coded discussions into 

categories. To facilitate this analysis, coded interview data was sorted into one of three 

categories based on the descriptive codes that had been assigned: (1) technology, (2) 

talent, and (3) tolerance. The interview data within each of these categories was then 

reviewed in order to identify consistencies between the interviewees and characteristics 

of the creative class that are described in the existing literature.  

 

Findings 

 

The twelve interviews revealed a great deal about the activities of small-scale 

farm operators in the state of South Carolina. The interviewees proved to be both highly 

educated and skilled, and had extensive professional experience in non-farm occupations. 

Despite their limited agricultural experience, these individuals have relied on their 

educational backgrounds, their technical skills, and recent learning to operate successful 

farm-based businesses. In fact, over half of the farms owned by the interviewees were 

expecting to earn a profit for the year 2013 (five of the farms had already experienced 

profitable years). However, the interviews reveal that these successes have been the 

product of extensive entrepreneurial and educational efforts. From networking and 



 95 

spending long days at the farmers’ market to continuously seeking out educational 

opportunities, there are multitudes of ways in which these small-scale farm operators 

have worked to advance their business opportunities. Similarly, the interviews reinforce 

the fact that small-scale farming requires a great deal of specialized knowledge (i.e. 

technical knowledge, scientific knowledge, and business-related knowledge). These 

findings, as well as others, suggest that small-scale farm operators may possess 

entrepreneurial, knowledge-based skill sets that would effectively link them to the 

creative class. The remainder of this section presents the detailed interview results and is 

divided into the following three areas of interest: talent, technology, and tolerance.  

 

Talent 

 

 Of particular interest to this research is whether or not small-scale agriculture 

requires a knowledge-based skill set and, similarly, whether operators of small farms 

possess such knowledge-based skills. As a result, each farmer was asked to provide 

details regarding their educational background, their previous professional experience, 

and the knowledge and skills that are required to operate their farm. Since each of the 

fifteen interviewees are new and beginning farmers, all had extensive professional 

experience in other occupations. Of those who were interviewed, six had left their 

previous professions (or drastically reduced their time at work) in order to make farming 

their full-time profession. The interviewees came from diverse professional backgrounds 

(see Table 4.2), and several worked in occupations that could be considered creative class 

(educator, nurse, engineer, entrepreneur, for example). Despite their lack of professional 
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experience in the agricultural industry, many of the interviewees described previous, 

informal involvement, in farming. In fact, nine of the interviewees described childhood 

experiences on family farms,
36

 while one of the interviewees (7b) had worked on a farm 

during college (where he eventually earned a degree in agricultural education). In 

addition to this, several of the interviewees had extensive experience either owning or 

operating a non-farm business. Of those interviewed, five had previously owned or 

operated a business,
37

 and one of those individuals continued to regularly engage in 

various off-farm entrepreneurial ventures.   

 

Table 4.2: Professional Background and Status 

Interview 

# 

Sub-

identifier 

Profession Current Professional Status 

1  Educator Works full-time away from the 

farm (most of the year). Works 

at the farm full-time during the 

summer. 

2 

a Entrepreneur 

(advertising and 

cosmetics) 

Works part-time in non-farm 

ventures. 

b Professional Driver Works full-time away from the 

farm. 

3  Paralegal  Farms full-time. 

4  Educator Farms full-time; periodically 

teaches college-level courses. 

5 

a Registered Nurse Works full-time away from the 

farm. 

b Police Officer Works part-time away from 

the farm. 

                                                 
36

 Interviewees 1, 3, 4, 5b, 6, 7a, 7b, 10, and 12 all indicated that they had childhood experience on a 

family farm or in a family garden where food was grown.  
37

 Interviewees 1, 2a, 3, and 12 had previously (or currently) owned a business and interviewee 9 had been 

responsible for the operation of a business he did not own. 
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6  Grants 

Administrator 

Farms full-time. 

7 

a Medical Technician Works full-time away from the 

farm. 

b  

Military Officer, 

ROTC Instructor 

Farms full-time. 

8  Engineer Farms full-time; operates 

consulting business in spare 

time. 

9  Television producer Farms part-time; works in 

television part-time. 

10  Computer 

Programmer 

Works full-time; interns on a 

farm part-time. 

11  Educator Works full-time away from the 

farm. 

12  Veterinary 

Technician 

Farms full-time. 

 

 Although many of the farmers maintained off-farm employment, each was clearly 

committed to achieving success in the agricultural industry. In addition to their 

participation in the SCNBFP, each of the interviewees had sought out a variety of other 

educational opportunities. In fact, twelve of the fifteen farmers interviewed indicated that 

they had attended an agricultural conference or workshop (in addition to the SCNBFP 

programming) in the past year. Those who had participated in educational opportunities 

took advantage of a wide variety of agricultural-related programming, including: online 

seminars on farming technology, farm tours, agribusiness seminars (i.e. sales, marketing, 

or accounting-related programs), and workshops or lectures on production techniques. 

Similarly, each of the fifteen interviewees indicated that they enjoyed learning about 

agriculture, and four of the interviewees noted that they purposely sought out 

programming relating to the business aspects of farming. Despite their lack of 
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professional experience in agriculture, it appeared that the interviewees have worked hard 

to build specialized knowledge and skills. 

 Not surprisingly, the interviewees demonstrated a similar commitment to 

maintaining long-term, financially viable businesses. Thirteen of the fifteen 

interviewees
38

 indicated that it was important for their farm to earn a profit, and several 

of the farmers emphasized the importance of generating farm profits to supplement 

household or retirement income.
39

 In addition, interviewees 3 and 8 noted their desire to 

build a successful business that could one day be passed down to their children. During 

each interview, farmers were asked if they consider themselves to be entrepreneurs. All 

but one of the interviewees identified themselves as an entrepreneur, and each was able to 

provide a variety of examples as to why it is necessary to be entrepreneurial in the 

context of farming. In particular, interviewee 2a emphasized that farming requires an 

“entrepreneurial spirit” and noted that her previous experience as a business owner 

helped her to effectively transition into her role as a farmer. As interviewee 2a states,  

…being an entrepreneur and working other businesses, I understand that it 

takes not only hard work, but you have to be willing to wear many hats. You 

have to be your advertising [and] your inventory control. You have to be 

hands on for all of that (personal communication, July 1, 2013). 

 

Similarly, interviewee 9 noted that entrepreneurial activity is also important to the 

success of his farm. Despite operating a not-for-profit community garden, interview 9 

states that his farm, “…is an entrepreneurial program in that we do want to make the farm 

self-sustainable” (personal communication, July 8, 2013). Since this farm does not 

                                                 
38

 Interviewees 9 and 11 (who operate a non-profit, community-based garden) did not indicate that profits 

were an important long-term goal.  
39

 These interviewees were 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 12.  
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regularly generate income through the sale of its products,
40

 interviewee 9 noted that 

entrepreneurial activities such as networking and advertising are important for generating 

public support for his activities. 

Interviewees discussed a variety of ways in which they have relied on 

entrepreneurialism while operating their farms. Examples of entrepreneurialism that were 

provided by the interviewees included: 

● Engaging in on-site processing or other value-added activities. 

● Networking with potential customers, business owners (especially those in the 

restaurant or grocery industries), and other farmers. 

● Seeking out low-cost business support services (examples: Natural Resource 

Conservation Service, Carolina Farm Stewardship Association, Lowcountry Local 

First, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Clemson Cooperative Extension 

Service). 

● Learning to identify and produce “high value” crops that have greater profit 

margins.  

● Maximizing farm efficiency and productivity (examples: maximizing soil health, 

increasing labor productivity, maintaining optimal crop diversity). 

● Minimizing costs (example: using recycled or homemade structures and fencing). 

Throughout the interviews, there seemed to be an overwhelming consensus that 

networking (with both customers and other farmers) was essential to operating a 

successful farm-based business. All but one of the interviewees emphasized the 

                                                 
40

 Interviewee 9 noted that his farm periodically sells honey produced on its premises, but does not engage 

in the sale of any other products. 



 100 

importance of networking,
41

 and many discussed the ways in which their businesses had 

been enhanced through their networking efforts. For example, interviewee 2a took part in 

a wide variety of networking activities, including: attending events at the Chamber of 

Commerce, hosting farm tours for potential customers, and regularly interacting with 

other farmers at agricultural-related conferences or workshops. Specifically, interviewee 

2a states that networking had “made us aware of resources out there that we wouldn’t 

have known about” (personal communication, July 1, 2013). Most of the interviewees 

indicated that their ability to network with other operators of small farms has been an 

essential resource. Twelve of those who were interviewed indicated that their ability to 

network with other farmers has either assisted them in finding solutions to problems on 

their farm, or has provided them with information or ideas that have resulted in 

improvements to the farm. Each of these individuals also emphasized the importance of 

their participation in the SCNBFP, and indicated that their ability to network with other 

participating farmers was one of the most valuable aspects of the program. These findings 

suggest that small-scale farm operators may be both capable and dedicated networkers, 

which can be a key component of entrepreneurialism.  

During the interviewees, the farmers repeatedly emphasized the importance of 

being a skilled “problem-solver” when owning or operating a small farm. Each of the 

fifteen interviewees emphasized the importance of being able to solve a diverse set of 

farm-related problems that ranged from predator management to maintaining compliance 

with state regulations. Interviewees 2b, 4, and 9 spoke to these issues in great detail and 

                                                 
41

 Interviewee 8 was the only farmer to indicate that networking was not important aspect of his business. 
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emphasized the importance of being able to address a wide variety of problems (i.e. 

broken equipment, predator issues, and drainage problems) in a cost-effective and timely 

manner. Specifically, interviewee 9 discussed how he has had to find ways to quickly 

respond to changing weather conditions and invasive species, while also working under 

budgetary constraints. Interviewee 4 also emphasized the importance of problem-solving 

skills, as she stated that, “I’ve had a lot of things go wrong. You have to be patient and 

you have to work through it. There are a lot of variables in farming…the variables are 

very, very stressful” (personal communication, June 25, 2013). Despite this, each of the 

fifteen interviewees indicated that they enjoyed the process of finding solutions to the 

problems that they encounter on their farms.  

On a similar note, many of the farmers also discussed the diverse knowledge and 

skill sets that are required to operate a successful small farm. Interviewee 10 described a 

variety of skill sets or areas of knowledge in which farmers must be proficient, including 

accounting, law, veterinary care, soil science, biology, marketing, sales, and mechanical 

work. Accordingly, many of the interviewees had both designed and constructed a variety 

of significant infrastructure projects on their farms. For example, many of the 

interviewees had designed and built structures on their property, including: sheds, barns, 

fences, brooding boxes, and chicken coops. The farmers also described a variety of 

creative, cost-effective, and sustainable ways that they were able to build these structures. 

Specifically, interviewee 5b utilized recycled building materials to construct a barn, 

chicken coops, and fencing, while interviewee 4 described how she relocated and 

redesigned several old structures in order to use them as barns on her property. Likewise, 
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interviewee 6 had designed and constructed several “chicken tractors” (i.e. “mobile” 

chicken coops) that could be easily relocated in order to accommodate free-ranging, and 

interviewee 7b had designed and built a structure that allowed him to easily move 

animals in and out of their pens in order to be sheared or to receive treatment. In fact, 

nine of the fifteen interviewees described instances in which they both designed and 

constructed structures or equipment that was used to enhance their farming operation. 

 

Technology 

 

 Although the role that technology plays in conventional agriculture is well-

documented, less attention has been given to the relationship between technology and 

small-scale farming. As the development and use of technology is an important 

component to the creative class, efforts were made to gauge the degree to which the 

interviewees were utilizing technology on their farms. Accordingly, the interviews 

revealed that the farmers were utilizing technology to accomplish a broad range of 

farming and business-related tasks. Not only were the interviewees using and maintaining 

complicated farm equipment (and in some cases, designing or building their own 

equipment), they were also using accounting software, statistical software, and various 

social media platforms. In addition to this, the interviewees were engaged in a variety of 

tasks related to soil science, irrigation management, and pest management (to name a 

few) that required proficient knowledge of ecology, biology, and other science-based 

fields. Furthermore, all but one of the interviewees indicated that science and technology 

plays an important role in their business. 
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 Throughout the interviews, it was apparent that computers play an essential role 

in each farmer’s business-related activities. Ten of the interviewees indicated that they 

regularly use a computer to complete a wide-range of business-related tasks. These tasks 

included: accounting, website development, marketing, networking, farm-related 

research, and continuing education (i.e. online courses). The type of software being used 

by the farmers was also quite diverse. Seven of the interviewees were using Excel, 

Access, or Quickbooks to record and track their revenues and expenses. In addition, all 

but two of the interviewees indicated that they were using social media as a means of 

connecting with potential customers. Interviewees also emphasized the role that the 

internet plays in their professional development. Seven of the farmers indicated that they 

use the internet to learn about farming or to research potential solutions to problems on 

their farm. Similarly, interviewees 5a, 5b, 7a, and 7b discussed the importance of being 

able to network with other farmers via the internet, and interviewee 8 had taken an 

online, college-level course related to agricultural production. Many of the farmers also 

discussed the importance of using smartphones as a means of social networking, and one 

interviewee was using a phone-based accounting program to track her daily sales.   

Many of the farmers who were interviewed emphasized the fact that farming is 

inherently a science-based profession. Interviewee 8 addressed this issue directly, as he 

noted that farming is much more than a “dirt business” and that people often do not 

realize how much technology and technical skill is required to farm. When asked what 

type of technical knowledge was required to do his job, interviewee 8 emphasized the 

science of knowing “when to plant and how to plant it,” in addition to the biological and 
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ecological knowledge that is required for insect and weed control. Interviewee 1 provided 

a similar perspective, as he noted that a great deal of scientific knowledge is required to 

effectively use organic fertilizers, as well as to construct and operate irrigation systems. 

Other interviewees emphasized the importance of using various types of farm equipment 

(tractors, tillers, meat processing equipment), and interviewees 5a and 5b noted the 

importance of being able to operate, maintain, and repair this equipment without having 

to seek outside assistance (for cost-saving purposes). These findings suggest that 

operators of small farms rely on a broad range of technology and technical knowledge in 

order to carry out their operations. Not only were the interviewees actively using 

technology on a day-to-day basis, but many were also designing and constructing their 

own farm equipment or infrastructure improvements (i.e. brooding boxes, chicken 

tractors, and irrigation systems). 

 

Tolerance: Bohemian Activity 

 

 Although local agriculture and its associated occupations have not traditionally 

been included in the bohemian index, many aspects of small-scale farming appear to be 

consistent with the activities and characteristics of Florida’s “bohemian” professions. 

Through their active participation in local food systems, operators of small farms have 

created an alternative, non-traditional market for agricultural products. Within local food 

systems, both producers and consumers have been quick to embrace methods of 

production that are sustainable, environmentally friendly, and healthy for the consumer. 

Local food systems are truly multi-faceted markets that are heavily influenced by unique 
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economic and social norms. This research hypothesizes that small-scale farm operators 

contribute to tolerance through their participation in activities that can be considered to 

be “bohemian.” Using Florida’s descriptions of bohemian activity,
42

 the interviewees 

were each asked a broad range of questions pertaining to their motivations for farming, 

their involvement in local food systems, and their relationships with their communities. 

From the interviews, it was apparent that non-monetary factors played an 

important role in each interviewee’s decision to become a farmer. Although most of the 

interviewees emphasized the importance of operating profitable enterprises, the vast 

majority of the farmers also discussed their desire to work in a profession that allowed 

them to make positive contributions to their communities. In fact, all but three of the 

interviewees noted that their desire to help their communities played a role in their 

decision to farm. For several of the farmers, the desire to address issues of poverty and 

food access in their communities was motivating factors in their decision to farm. This 

was especially true of interviewees 9 and 11, who have made it their mission to produce 

and donate their food products to disadvantaged members of their community. Since 

2010, interviewees 9 and 11 have operated a non-profit “community garden” that donates 

over 6,000 pounds of food to local food banks and shelters each year. As interviewee 9 

states, “Our mission is to feed people around here that need food. They tend to be lost in 

the shadows…Our mission is nothing but local” (personal communication, July 8, 2013). 

                                                 
42

 Florida (2001) describes “bohemian” activity as the production of cultural and creative assets. He 

emphasizes that those who work in bohemian professions are drawn to alternative lifestyles and often take 

the initiative to promote change within their communities (Florida, 2001). Florida (2001) also notes that 

“bohemian” businesses are known to combine “business” and “culture” in order to form businesses that are 

thought of as “alternative or cool.” 
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In addition to their food donations, the community garden has made it its mission to 

educate local children on healthy eating by offering on-farm workshops. Although the 

garden is not profit-driven, both interviewee 9 and 11 were able to describe a variety of 

ways in which their operation has required them to utilize networking, accounting, and 

marketing skills. In many respects, the community garden represents a unique blend of 

entrepreneurship and social responsibility. 

Other interviewees had similar motivations for entering farming. Specifically, 

interviewee 1 discussed food access issues within his community and noted that many of 

his neighbors had to drive exceedingly long distances to reach a grocery store. 

Recognizing a need for local, fresh food products, interviewee 1 began growing several 

types of produce that he sells to members of his community. Similarly, interviewees 5a 

and 5b were motivated to begin farming after becoming disillusioned with the country’s 

conventional food systems. Noting that it was difficult to find fresh and affordable food 

products in their local area, they decided to begin their own farm. Today, they sell their 

fresh produce and eggs at local farmers markets and to nearby restaurants. Interviewees 

5a and 5b have also reached out to nearby elementary schools in order to provide farm 

tours for local children. They emphasized their desire to help younger generations 

become “self-reliant” by teaching them how to grow their own food.  

Overwhelmingly, the interviewees displayed a deep commitment to production 

practices that were both environmentally friendly and healthy for the consumer. All but 
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one of the farmers was using production practices that they described as “organic”
43

 (see 

Table 4.3), and every interviewee discussed the importance of using practices that are not 

detrimental to the environment or public health. This was especially true for interviewees 

9 and 11, whose community garden supplies local food pantries and shelters. As 

interviewee 11 noted, it would be “disingenuous” to use anything other than sustainable, 

environmentally friendly practices on their farm, especially since their mission is to serve 

the community.  Additionally, interviewee 12 emphasized that she has a “responsibility” 

to leave her land in the same condition as she received it. Interviewee 6 offered a similar 

perspective as she noted that, “We want to make the land healthier and we want to have 

happy, healthy animals that have a good quality of life…I would be in it for the money if 

we were doing it a different way” (personal communication, July 9, 2013). Likewise, 

interviewees 2a and 2b indicated that their desire to purchase farmland was partially 

motivated by their desire to protect a portion of their community from future 

development. They noted that their land had historically been used for farming and that it 

was important to ensure that it would continue to be used for that purpose.  

 

Table 4.3: Production Practices 

Interview Production Practices 

1 Sustainable production practices; in the process of getting USDA 

organic certification; no use of synthetic fertilizers, pesticides, or 

GMOs. 

2a/b Animal welfare approved, pasture raised, anti-biotic and hormone-

                                                 
43

 Although many of the interviewees indicated that they use “organic” production practices, it should be 

noted that none of the individuals who participated in this research had received the “USDA Organic” 

certification.  
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free. 

3 Free-range, anti-biotic and hormone-free. 

4 Free-range, anti-biotic and hormone-free. 

5a/b Pasture raised, anti-biotic and hormone-free; no use of pesticides. 

6 Free-range, anti-biotic and hormone-free. 

7a/b Only uses anti-biotic when necessary (Note: does not raise 

Alpacas for human consumption), no use of synthetic fertilizers or 

pesticides on pasture. 

8 Conventional practices, but uses minimal inputs (such as 

insecticide, which is used sparingly). 

9 Sustainable production practices; no use of synthetic fertilizers, 

pesticides, or GMOs. 

10 Current interning. Plans to use “restorative” grazing techniques 

and minimal inputs (such as minimizing on-farm oil usage). 

11 Sustainable production practices; no use of synthetic fertilizers, 

pesticides, or GMOs. 

12 Anti-biotic and hormone-free. 

 

Across the interviews, it was also apparent that the interviewees saw their farms 

as a way to build relationships with other community members. Each of the farmers 

interviewed indicated that they enjoy having the opportunity to interact with their 

customers. This was especially true for interviewee 2a, who suggested that she would be 

less satisfied with her job if she was unable to interact with customers face-to-face. 

Similarly, interviewee 1 noted that customer interactions were his favorite part of the 

farmers market, and interviewee 4 indicated that her primary motivation for attending her 

local farmers market was because it was “fun.” The interviewees also seemed to value 

their relationships with other farmers. Each of the interviewees indicated that they enjoy 

being able to interact with other farmers, and eight said that they regularly seek out help 

and advice from other local farmers. In fact, seven of the interviewees said that one of the 
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best parts about participating in the SCNBFP was that it allowed them to communicate 

with other farmers.  

Conclusion 

 

The results of this interview-based research suggest that operators of small farms 

may be unique, but highly capable, entrepreneurs that engage in a variety of knowledge-

based activities. In addition to this, they seem to possess a high degree of social 

awareness and environmental responsibility that has motivated them to seek out a career 

that will allow them to improve the overall wellbeing of their communities. These 

findings suggest that small-scale farm operators may be engaging in activities that are 

highly consistent with Florida’s “three T’s.”  

In the case of talent, it appears that the farmers were both highly educated and in 

many instances, had already worked in creative class occupations. Many of these 

individuals had specialized knowledge and technical skills from their previous 

professions that they were regularly using on their farms. Likewise, all of the farmers 

were participating in educational and training opportunities intended to increase their 

knowledge of both agricultural production and entrepreneurialism. Like most members of 

the creative class, the farmers appeared to be skilled networkers who enjoyed learning 

from other farmers and were also eager to share their knowledge with their counterparts. 

Finally, like most entrepreneurs, all of the farmers displayed a deep commitment to the 

success of their farms. Throughout the interviews they discussed ways in which they had 

improved efficiency, solved complex problems, and used networking to create new 

business opportunities. Each of these efforts was undertaken with profitability in mind, 
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and the farmers seemed to relish in their ability to utilize their knowledge and recent 

learning to bring about improvements to their businesses.  

The interviews also demonstrated that the use of technology and science is a day-

to-day occurrence on many small farms. Although small-scale farming many not be 

commonly thought of as a technology-intensive activity, the farmers described a variety 

of ways in which technical skills and scientific knowledge are essential to their 

businesses. From using accounting software and networking on social media to 

employing irrigation systems and maintaining healthy soil, there were a variety of ways 

in which the interviewees were employing scientific knowledge and technical skills.  

Despite being a science-based occupation, the interviews also revealed that small-

scale farming may be quite similar to many of the bohemian occupations that are so 

closely related to the creative class. From the interviews, it was clear that many of the 

farmers turned to small-scale farming as a means of embracing an alternative lifestyle 

that would allow them to engage in activities that they saw as socially and 

environmentally responsible. Each of the farmers demonstrated a commitment to selling 

their products locally, and the vast majority of the interviewees emphasized the 

importance of contributing to their community via their farming activities. Undoubtedly, 

through their participation in local food systems, many operators of small farms have 

helped to facilitate a cultural shift toward food markets that involve personal ties, 

community values, and environmental awareness. It is in this respect that small-scale 

farm operators (and their products) are both creative and culturally significant. Given the 

various social and environmental motivations for choosing to produce and sell their 
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products in the manner that they do, operators of small farms would likely be a fitting 

addition to the bohemian index. 

With strong evidence of a linkage between small-scale farming operations and the 

knowledge-based industries of the creative class, further attention should be given to the 

relationship between local food systems and economic growth. This research has 

demonstrated that the activities of operators of small farms can be both knowledge-based 

and income-generating. In addition to this, many operators of small farms appear to be 

highly educated and highly skilled entrepreneurs who are deeply involved in both 

networking and information sharing. Although they may be operating successful and 

profitable enterprises, their mere presence within a community may be beneficial in and 

of itself. Previous research has shown that members of the creative class are especially 

drawn to areas that already have high concentrations of knowledge-based human capital 

(see Florida et al., 2008), and their tendency to engage in networking and information 

sharing may lead to growth-generating, knowledge spillovers.  

This research may be particularly useful to development professionals who wish 

to utilize local agriculture as a means of facilitating economic or community 

development. Previous research has shown that members of the creative class are 

particularly attracted to culturally-diverse areas that offer a range of amenities, including 

consumer services, nearby colleges or universities, and outdoor recreation opportunities 

(see Florida et al., 2008 and McGranahan et al., 2010a). In addition, McGranahan et al. 

(2010a) have demonstrated that members of the creative class may be especially attracted 

to certain rural areas because of the “quality of life” that is provided by living in 
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proximity to outdoor amenities (such as lakes, bike paths, and scenic areas). Accordingly, 

farming has become an increasingly popular occupation among individuals seeking a 

self-determined lifestyle that also allows them to partake in a variety of outdoor activities 

(see Wilson et al., 2013; Herrmann and Uttitz, 1990; Gosling and Williams, 2010). For 

those who also seek an alternative to metropolitan living, small-scale farming may be 

especially attractive endeavor. As development professionals explore ways to attract 

potential “creative class” farmers, it may be necessary to identify certain amenities that 

would be attractive to individuals who may be seeking a more rural, farm-based way of 

life. While the importance of outdoor amenities has already been established, it may also 

be useful to examine the role that farmers’ markets, available farm land, and available 

support services may have in attracting creative, locally-oriented farmers.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

DIRECT AGRICULTURAL SALES IN SOUTH CAROLINA: CAN LOCAL FOOD 

SYSTEMS SUCCEED IN A RURAL SETTING? 

 

 

 In recent decades, consumer interest in locally-grown food has led to a dramatic 

increase in direct-to-consumer sales of agricultural goods. Since 1997, direct sales of 

agricultural products have nearly doubled, while both farmers markets and community 

supported agriculture (CSA) organizations have experienced similar growth (Martinez et 

al., 2010). As local food markets
44

 continue to expand, the various impacts associated 

with direct-to-consumer sales are becoming increasingly clear. From improving access to 

high-quality food products to increasing local income and expanding employment 

opportunities, these are examples of the ways in which local food systems benefit their 

surrounding communities (see Martinez et al., 2010). As a result, many state and local 

governments are now viewing local food systems as a viable means of enhancing food 

security and improving local and regional economic opportunity. 

Although the benefits associated with direct sales are well-documented (see 

Feenstra, 1997; Otto and Varner, 2005; Ross et al., 1999; and Marsden et al., 2000) less 

attention has been given to the factors that influence local food system development. In 

part, growth in local food sales can be attributed to a much larger movement, which seeks 

to develop viable alternatives to our existing system of mass-produced food. As some 

consumers have grown increasingly frustrated with mass-marketed food products, 

                                                 
44

 “Local food” is generally characterized by short supply chains and direct-to-consumer sales of 

agricultural products. Typically, local food includes products that have been produced, processed, and sold 

within the same general area (i.e. the same city, county, or region). Research suggests that the vast majority 

of local food products originate on small farms (see Martinez et al., 2010). 
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consumer interest and advocacy has facilitated a dramatic increase in the development of 

farmers’ markets and similar marketing arrangements. These marketing venues have 

given operators of small farms direct access to a consumer base that values high-quality, 

locally grown food products. However, it is not always clear why some areas have been 

able to develop successful local food systems while others have not. Because local food 

systems are increasingly viewed as a mechanism for facilitating localized social and 

economic exchange, localities across the U.S. are looking for ways to promote direct-to-

consumer sales of agricultural goods.  

A better understanding of the factors that influence local food system 

development may be useful on several levels. As communities across the country seek to 

improve food access and economic opportunity, they have often looked for ways to 

promote local food production and sales. This is especially true at the state and federal 

level, where there are a variety of programs and policies aimed at supporting local food 

initiatives. In order to ensure the success of these initiatives, it may be useful for public 

officials to more fully understand the factors that influence local food system 

development. In fact, there may be a variety of conditions that contribute to high direct-

to-consumer sales, including: the availability of farmers markets, the prevalence of 

nearby farming operations, and the presence of consumers who are willing and able to 

purchase local food products. Without a better understanding of the reasons why some 

localities are able to develop well-functioning local food systems, it may be difficult to 

formulate local food initiatives that successfully facilitate direct-to-consumer sales. As a 
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result, the purpose of this research will be to answer the following research question: Why 

and how do some localities develop successful local food systems, while others do not? 

This chapter begins by providing an overview of local food systems and their 

increasing predominance in many regions in the U.S. This discussion is followed by a 

review of the existing literature on local food system development, as well as an 

overview of the current local, state, and federal policies being used to facilitate local food 

sales. Each of the hypotheses used in this research are then presented, followed by an 

overview of the data collection and statistical methodology. Lastly, the results of the 

analysis are presented and discussed.  

 

Local Food Systems 

 

In general, local food systems are characterized by small-scale farming, shortened 

supply chains, diversified farming operations, and direct-to-consumer marketing 

arrangements. Often, direct-to-consumer sales are used as a means of measuring the 

amount of economic activity taking place within local food systems. As of 2007, direct-

to-consumer marketing of agricultural goods in the U.S. was valued at approximately 

$1.2 billion, with small farms accounting for most of these sales (Martinez et al., 2010). 

Within the existing literature, there is little consensus as to what constitutes “local” food. 

Typically, the term “local food system” is used to refer to food products produced and 

sold within a certain geographic proximity. Efforts to ascribe a geographical limit to the 

distance food can travel while still being considered “local” are varied and range from 25 

miles to up to 350 miles (Johnson et al., 2013). Recent legislation has  added to this 
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debate, as the 2008 Farm Bill suggests that food products must not be transported more 

than 400 miles from their origin if they are to be classified as “local”, while the FDA 

Food Safety and Modernization Act of 2010 uses a 275-mile limit (Johnson et al., 2013).  

In light of this confusion, local food is often viewed in terms of how it is 

produced and marketed. For the most part, local food includes products exchanged 

through various “direct-market” venues or outlets, such as farmers’ markets, farm stands, 

Community Supported Agriculture organizations (CSAs), U-pick operations, or other 

similar arrangements (see Table 5.1 for a list of common direct-marketing arrangements). 

Other marketing activities often associated with local food include farm-to-institution 

agreements (e.g. farm-to-school programs, for example) and direct marketing that occurs 

between farmers’ and local restaurants or grocery stores. In addition, local food is often 

closely associated with certain production practices often used by small-scale farming 

operations. Increasingly, consumers have come to expect that their “local” food 

originates on small farms and is produced using certified organic, sustainable, or other 

environmentally-friendly production practices, such as integrated pest management, 

intensive or controlled grazing systems, or “low input” farming systems.
45

  

 It should also be noted that there are a range of other marketing opportunities 

available to farmers who wish to sell their goods either locally or regionally. In many 

communities, food hubs, co-ops, food distributors, and wholesalers play an important role 

in the marketing of locally or regionally-grown food products. Although these 

intermediated marketing channels are important to the success of many local food 

                                                 
45

 “Low input agriculture” typically refers to farming systems that seek to limit the use of “off-farm” 

production inputs in order to minimize production costs and environmental impact (USDA, 2015c). 
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systems, very few efforts have been made to quantify the role intermediated sales play in 

local food systems. This research focuses solely on direct agricultural sales and the local 

factors that influence direct-to-consumer marketing. 

 

Table 5.1: Common Direct-Marketing Arrangements 

Direct-Marketing 

Arrangement 

Description Benefits 

Farmers’ market A place where farmers 

regularly gather in order to 

sell their products directly 

to consumers.  

Consumers have access to 

a wide variety of products.  

 

Farmers and customers are 

able to establish face-to-

face ties. 

 

Farmers’ markets serve as 

social gathering places 

where community 

members can interact. 

Community Supported 

Agriculture 

organization (CSA) 

A system in which 

customers purchase a 

“share” of a farm’s harvest 

and receive regular 

deliveries (or pick-ups) of 

agricultural products. Most 

CSAs require customers to 

have annual, monthly, or 

weekly memberships. 

Allows farmer’s to earn 

“early season” capital. 

 

Provides customers with 

regular, direct access to 

locally grown food. 

Farm-to-school (or 

Farm-to-institution)  

Programs that facilitate the 

purchasing of locally-

grown food products for 

consumption in a school or 

similar institution.  

 

Establishes a relationship 

between local farmers and 

community members. 

 

Can be used as an 

educational tool to 

encourage healthy eating. 

 

U-pick events An on-farm event or 

program where customers 

are allowed to harvest their 

own food. 

Allows customers to see 

first-hand where their food 

comes from. 
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Can be an informative or 

educational experience. 

 

Allows farmers and 

customers to interact face-

to-face. 

Roadside Farm Stands  A farm stand, typically 

located on the side of the 

road, where farmers sell 

their products directly to 

consumers. Many roadside 

farm stands are located 

“on-farm.” 

Convenient way for 

consumers to purchase 

locally produced food. 

 

Although there may not be a universally accepted definition as to what it means 

for food to be “local,” the increasingly important role that local food systems play in 

many communities is much clearer. Local food systems are predicated on local food 

production and sales that are tailored to meet the needs of a specific community or region 

(Feenstra, 1997). As Feenstra (1997) notes, local food systems provide individuals the 

opportunity to “adapt local food production and markets based on local environmental 

and community health priorities” (p. 28). In addition, recent research has highlighted 

various economic benefits associated with local food sales (see Otto and Varner, 2005; 

Hughes et al., 2008). Many communities are viewing local food systems as a viable 

means of improving their economic performance. Typically, local food markets are 

intended to be both accessible and economically viable for both producers and consumers 

and are often viewed as a means of improving food security, quality of life, and economic 

opportunity within a community.  
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Literature Review 

 

In response to the recent success of direct marketing arrangements, several 

research efforts have examined the activities and attitudes fueling local agricultural sales. 

To a great extent, increasing direct-sales represents a growing trend toward alternative 

food markets that favor locally and sustainably produced food products. As Feenstra 

(1997) suggests, consumers are increasingly aware of the environmental, social, spiritual, 

and economic impacts associated with mass-produced and mass-marketed food products. 

In response to this, many Americans are now seeking a food system that is more “local, 

ecologically sustainable, and democratically controlled” (Feenstra, 1997). Participation in 

local food systems may also be largely rooted in a desire to improve access to fresh, 

healthy, and environmentally-sustainable food products.  

As consumer interest in locally grown food products has increased, opportunities 

for the direct marketing of agricultural goods have drastically expanded. As of 2009, 

there were approximately 5,274 farmers markets in the U.S., a figure that nearly doubled 

over the previous decade (Martinez et al., 2010). In addition, a variety of other direct 

marketing arrangements, including CSAs and farm-to-institution programs, are making it 

easier than ever for consumers to gain regular access to locally produced food. From a 

supply perspective, direct-market venues have made small, diversified farming operations 

increasingly viable. Not only are small-scale farming operations more likely to utilize 

direct marketing, research suggests that operators of small farmers are more likely than 

their larger counterparts to rely solely on direct-to-consumer marketing channels (such as 

farmers’ markets and roadside farm-stands) as a means of generating income (Low and 
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Vogel, 2011). While direct marketing efforts have clearly provided additional economic 

opportunity for small farms, research reveals that small-scale farm operators have 

demonstrated a clear preference for alternative marketing arrangements.
46

  

Several research projects have begun to explore the underlying factors behind the 

growth in local food systems, In particular, Darby et al. (2008) demonstrates that 

consumers are willing to pay more for food products produced within their local area or 

region. This research also found that consumers of direct-market food tend to prefer 

products produced by a small family farm, as opposed to larger operations (Darby et al., 

2008). Despite this apparent preference for products from small farms, Darby et al. 

(2008) found that consumers seem to place more value on the geographical proximity of 

the farm than on its actual size. This finding seems to suggest that demand for local food 

may be somewhat independent of certain qualities that are often closely associated with 

the local food movement, including freshness and small-scale production. However, other 

research has suggested that consumers may be drawn to local food products for a variety 

of social, economic, and political reasons. For example, Laird (1995) finds that 

consumers purchase directly marketed food as a means of supporting local farmers, and 

that they often value the opportunity to meet the person who is responsible for growing 

their food (Laird in Kolodinsky and Pelch, 1996).  

Within the existing literature, several studies have explored the correlation 

between different consumer characteristics and participation in local food systems. 

Specifically, Kolodinsky and Pelch (2008) have demonstrated that members of CSA 

                                                 
46

 Alternative market arrangements typically involve agricultural sales that are made directly to a 

consumer, institution, restaurant, or retail establishment.   
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organizations are typically well-educated, prefer to consume organic food products, and 

are likely to indicate that economic and social factors are important when choosing a 

venue to purchase food. However, this research was not able to establish a clear 

relationship between household income and participation in local food markets 

(Kolodinsky and Pelch, 2008).  Similarly, Zepeda and Li (2006) found that consumer 

food preferences, as well as attitudes and behaviors about shopping, were significant 

predicators of participation in a local food system. Specifically, this research suggests 

that consumers who value organic food are more likely to shop at farmers’ markets, while 

those who noted that the cost of food is important were less likely to purchase local food 

products (Zepeda and Li, 2006). Zepeda and Li (2006) also found that consumers who 

regularly shop at health food stores were more likely to purchase locally-grown food. 

These findings suggest a variety of reasons why consumers purchase local food, with 

preferences for healthy, sustainably-produced products being a potentially strong 

indicator, along with other key social, economic, and political values.  

Although some effort has been made to examine the reasons why consumers 

purchase local food, less attention has been given to the local characteristics that are most 

likely to facilitate the development of local food systems. While consumer preferences 

and values are important drivers of local food sales, there are a variety of other conditions 

that can influence the development of a local food system. For example, Slama et al. 

(2010) has suggested that the presence of small, locally-oriented farms is essential to 

local food system development. Specifically, this research reveals that areas where large 

farms are prevalent, there may be supply-side challenges when attempting to facilitate 
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growth in local food markets (Slama et al., 2010). This research suggests that areas where 

small-scale agricultural is already prevalent may have a distinct advantage with respect to 

local food system development. 

In addition, in an analysis of local food sales in the mid-Atlantic region of the 

U.S., Brown et al. (2006) found that areas with high home values, increased population 

density, a younger population, and a high number of nearby direct-market farms, are 

more likely to have well-developed local food systems.  In addition, Brown et al. Perhaps 

not surprisingly, this research also found that areas with proximity to a metropolitan 

center were more likely to have high levels of direct-to-consumer sales (Brown et al., 

2006). Although findings such as these establish a clear linkage between metropolitan 

areas and direct agricultural sales, they do not fully explain the factors that influence 

local food system development in areas that are not in close proximity to a large city. 

 

An Overview of Local Food Initiatives 

 

 As many policymakers have begun to view local food systems as a viable 

mechanism for improving food access and enhancing economic activity, there have been 

a variety of policy-related efforts aimed at expanding local food systems. At the federal 

level, there are government agencies, including USDA, who administer a multitude of 

programs and services related to local food system development. These programs include 

funding for nutrition education programs, grants and loan programs for producers, 

community grant programs for local food-related projects, and promotional campaigns 

for local farmers’ markets. Other notable initiatives, such as the WIC Farmers’ Market 
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Nutrition Program and the forthcoming Food Insecurity Nutrition Incentive Program 

(which was included in the 2014 Farm Bill), have attempted to make local food more 

affordable for millions of low-income families who may be at nutritional risk. 

 At the state level, the formation of Food Policy Councils has been a common way 

for states to identify and address food system challenges in local communities. In 2006, 

the South Carolina Food Policy Council was formed with a mission towards improving 

the well-being and sustainability of the state’s food sector enterprises (SC Food Policy 

Council, 2014). The SC Food Policy Council, which is facilitated by the South Carolina 

Department of Agriculture, has brought together representatives from government 

agencies, university faculty, agricultural commodity associations, food banks, farmers, 

elected officials, nonprofits, and members of the community to make recommendations 

related to food policy. Additionally, the state of South Carolina operates a variety of other 

programs related to local food system development including: the Certified SC Grown 

program, the Certified Roadside Market Program, the SC Farm to School Program, and 

the SC State Farmers’ Market, to name a few. In particular, the SC Farm to School 

program has made considerable process, with  twenty-two counties  operating at least one 

farm-to-school program in 2013 (CFSA, 2013).  

 At the local level, cities and counties throughout South Carolina are undertaking a 

variety of measures to promote the production and consumption of local foods. Currently, 

twenty-two of the state’s forty-six counties have provisions related to agriculture in their 

comprehensive plans (CFSA, 2013). However, only nine counties have incorporated local 

food systems in their economic development plans (CFSA, 2013). As of 2013, sixteen 
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South Carolina counties had appointed an “agricultural economic development 

coordinator,” and four counties had established their own Local Food Advisory Council 

(CFSA, 2013). Notable programming being conducted at the city or county-level also 

includes the city of Greenville’s “It’s More Than Just a Market” campaign, which is an 

educational and marketing campaign aimed at increasing attendance at local farmers’ 

markets. Programs such as these demonstrate that many communities are becoming more 

aware of the role that small farms and direct markets can play in regional development. 

As cities are increasingly looking for ways to facilitate local food system development, it 

has become important for policymakers to understand the factors that are most likely to 

facilitate local food system development.    

     

Hypotheses 

 

As the existing literature reveals, there are a variety of local characteristics that 

have been linked to increased levels of direct-to-consumer food sales. Previous research 

has shown that proximity to a densely populated, metropolitan area can be a key factor in 

local food system development (see Brown et al., 2006 and Martinez et al., 2010). Due to 

growing consumer interest in local food products, a great deal of attention has also been 

given to the factors that influence or motivate individuals to purchase locally-grown food. 

Largely, this research has found that consumers of local food are health conscious, 

educated, and concerned about the social and political implications of an increasingly 

globalized food system (see Feenstra, 1997; Zepeda and Lee, 2006; and Kolodinsky and 

Pelch, 2008). However, this research has been largely focused on localities that are 
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located in or near a large metropolitan center. As consumer interest in fresh, high-quality 

food products exists in both urban and rural communities across the U.S., there is a clear 

need to examine the factors that influence local food sales and systems in a variety of 

geographical settings. Using a county-level analysis across the state of South Carolina, 

this research will attempt to identify the factors that influence local food system 

development in both urban and rural settings.    

Previous research suggests that certain types of farms are more likely than others 

to participate in direct-to-consumers sales (see Martinez et al., 2010 and Brown, 2002). 

In particular, fruit or vegetable production may be especially conducive to direct 

marketing due to the fact that these products do not require additional processing and are 

well-suited for “pick-your-own” activities (Gale, 1997). In addition, Low and Vogel 

(2011)  note that fruit and vegetables account for most direct food sales. This research 

also demonstrates that direct sales tend to be concentrated in regions where fruit and 

vegetable production is prevalent (Low and Vogel, 2011). Likewise, the involvement of 

small farms in direct-to-consumer sales is also well-documented. As of 2008, small 

farms
47

 accounted for approximately 81 percent of farms that reported direct sales, and 72 

percent of small farms derive their income solely from direct-marketing (Low and Vogel, 

2011). The prevalence of small farms within direct markets may be attributed, at least in 

part, to the difficulty that many small producers have in generating enough volume to 

work with large retailers or distributors (Low and Vogel, 2011). It has also been 

suggested that farmers’ markets may not be as financially beneficial for operators of large 
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 According to the USDA (2010) the term “small farm” is used to describe farming operations with an 

annual gross cash income of less than $250,000. 
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farms, who often seek out more commercialized marketing arrangements (Brown, 2002). 

In order to examine the relationship between the aforementioned farm characteristics and 

direct-to-consumer sales, this research will test the following two hypotheses: 

● H1: If a county has a large amount of fruit and vegetable production, then 

it will also have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales. 

●  H2: If a county has a large number of small farms, then it will also have a 

higher level of direct-to-consumer sales.  

The availability of direct-market venues is an important component of any 

functioning local food system. Brown (2008) suggests that farmers’ markets are 

considered the “historical flagship” of local food systems and have increased by nearly 

150 percent since 1994. During the 2005 farmers’ market season, farmers’ market sales 

amounted to approximately $1 billion nationwide. This represents a thirteen percent 

increase in sales since 2000 (USDA, 2006). Direct-to-consumer sales are also largely 

dependent on farmer participation in a variety of other direct-marketing arrangements, 

including CSAs, farm stands, and “pick-your-own” operations. Although limited data 

exists on these activities, it is possible that they may generate substantial revenue for 

direct-market producers. In order to further examine the relationship between direct-

market participation and local food sales, the following three hypotheses will be tested: 

● H3: If a county has a high number of farms participating in direct-

marketing arrangements, then it will also have a higher level of direct-to-

consumer sales.  
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● H4: If a county has a large number of farmers’ markets, then it will also 

have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales.  

Many cities and counties have begun to implement programming that is intended 

to increase public awareness as to the benefits of local food. These efforts often include 

farm-to-school programming, community-based group activities (e.g. community 

kitchens) that teach skills related to purchasing and preparing local food, and various 

other outreach and educational programs intended to promote nutritional awareness. It is 

somewhat difficult to develop a singular measure that would reflect a county’s outreach 

and educational efforts related to local food and healthy eating. However, this research 

attempts to examine a potential linkage between local food-oriented, educational 

programming and direct-to-consumer sales by testing the following hypothesis: 

● H5: If a county has implemented farm-to-school programming, then it will 

also have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales.  

There are also reasons to believe that direct-to-consumer sales may be more 

concentrated in areas where farmland is readily available. Low and Vogel (2011) have 

demonstrated that direct-to-consumer sales are higher in regions with a high percentage 

of land dedicated to farming. In order to examine the relationship between direct-to-

consumer sales and the availability of farmland, the following hypothesis will be tested: 

● H6: If a county has a large amount of acreage devoted to farming, then it 

will also have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales. 

Although agriculture-intensive counties are often less densely populated, Census 

of Agriculture data suggests that many of South Carolina’s metropolitan counties also 
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possess large amounts of acreage devoted to farming. Of the ten counties with the most 

acreage in farmland, six belong to a metropolitan statistical area (MSA): Aiken, 

Anderson, Darlington, Florence, Horry, and Sumter. Likewise, previous research has 

shown that the value of local food sales may be may be highest in metropolitan areas 

(Low and Vogel, 2011). In order to further examine the relationship between population 

density and direct-to-consumer sales, the following hypothesis is examined: 

● H7: If a county has a high population density, then it will also have higher 

level direct-to-consumer sales. 

At the local or regional level, there are a variety of socioeconomic conditions that 

may influence local food system development. However, within the existing literature, 

there seems to be a lack of consensus as to whether or not consumers of these local food 

systems share certain characteristics. For example, previous research has shown that 

consumers of local food tend to be well-educated and have above average household 

incomes (Eastwood et al., 1999; Govindasamy et al., 1998, and Brooker and Eastwood, 

1987). However, other efforts have been unable to substantiate these findings and instead, 

have suggested that consumers of local food come from a wider variety of socioeconomic 

backgrounds (see Keeling-Bond et al., 2009; and Zepeda and Lee, 2006). With this 

apparent lack of consensus in mind, this research further explores the relationship 

between education, local wealth and direct-to-consumer food sales by testing the 

following hypothesis: 
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● H8: If a county’s socioeconomic performance
48

 is high, then it will also 

have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales. 

In addition, previous research has suggested that both producers and consumers of 

local food may be younger, on average, than individuals who do not participate in a local 

food system. Specifically, Hunt (2007) has shown that producers participating in farmers’ 

markets tend to be younger than farmers who did not participate in direct-marketing. As 

for consumers, Durham et al. (2011) has suggested that consumers of organic food 

products are most likely to be between the ages of nineteen and forty years of age, while 

Brown (2006) found that areas with a low percentage of older residents tended to have 

higher direct-to-consumer sales. In order to examine whether or not there is a link 

between younger residents and direct sales in South Carolina counties, the following 

hypothesis is tested: 

● H9: If a county has fewer older residents
49

, then it will have a higher level 

of direct-to-consumer sales. 

 

Data and Methodology 

 

 Using direct-to-consumer sales as a means of measuring the size of a county’s 

local food system, this research will examine the factors that facilitate the development of 

                                                 
48

 A statistical index comprised of median household income (includes household income earned by 

individuals over the age of 15), median value of owner-occupied homes, and educational attainment (the 

percentage of individuals who have earned a high school diploma or higher) will be used to measure a 

county’s “socioeconomic status.” Each of these three measures was collected from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

Calculation of this index will be discussed further in the “Data and Methodology” section of this chapter.  
49

 The percentage of a county’s residents that are over the age of fifty-five will be used to measure the 

population of “older residents.” 
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local food systems, including both the production and sale of locally-grown food. Data on 

direct-to-consumer sales of agricultural goods was obtained for each county in the state 

of South Carolina from the USDA’s Census of Agriculture. This data, which will be used 

as the dependent variable, represents the value of agricultural goods produced and sold 

directly to individuals for human consumption (USDA, 2012d). These sales take place at 

venues such as farmers’ markets, roadside stands, pick-your-own sites, and other similar 

arrangements (USDA, 2012d). Excluded from these data are non-edible products, such as 

nursery crops and cut flowers (USDA, 2012d).  It should be noted that this county-level 

data may include some sales made to residents of other counties (or in some instances, 

residents of nearby states) who have traveled across county-lines to purchase food 

products. However, this analysis should capture in-state county spillover effects from 

customers buying locally grown food across country lines, even if it cannot clearly 

document the size of these effects. These effects are hypothesized  to be small as previous 

research has shown that on average, Americans travel approximately 15 minutes (each 

way) to purchase groceries (Hamrick and Hopkins, 2012). This finding suggests that 

consumers are more likely to purchase food within relative proximity to their homes, and 

seems to indicate that only a few consumers (primarily those residing near a county or 

state line), would be purchasing local food outside of their county of residence.  

 The variables related to fruit and vegetable production, farm size, and farmland 

each reflect various aspects of farming activity and were also collected from the USDA’s 

Census of Agriculture. The “fruit and vegetable” variable (FRVEG), represents the 

percentage of farms in each county engaged in fruit or vegetable production. The “farm 
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size” variable (SIZE) is a measure of the average farm size (in acres) in each county and 

should provide insight into the potential relationship between small farms and direct-to-

consumer sales. Similarly, the farmers’ market variable (FMKT), which was collected 

from the USDA’s Farmers’ Market Directory, measures the number of farmers’ markets 

operating in each county. The variable DMFRM, which is intended to capture producer 

involvement in all forms of direct-marketing, consists of the percentage of farms in each 

county that participate in direct-marketing.  

In order to test a potential linkage between the presence of farm-to-school 

programming and direct-to-consumer sales, this research will use a dummy variable 

(SCHOOL), where a value of “1” was applied to counties that have implemented some 

form of farm-to-school programming and a “0” was applied to counties that do not have 

programming in place. Information pertaining to the farm-to-school programming that is 

available in each of South Carolina’s counties was collected from the USDA’s 2015 

Farm-to-School Census. The Farm-to-School Census asks school districts whether or not 

they have implemented a range of activities and programs, including (but not limited to): 

serving local foods, holding taste tests of local food, maintaining a school garden, and 

field trips to farms. 

The variables related to the availability of farmland (FMLAND) and population 

density (POP), were intended to test the relationship between the geographic 

characteristics of rural, agricultural-intensive counties and direct-to-consumer sales. The 

farmland variable (FMLAND) measured the percentage of land devoted to farming and 

was intended to reflect the intensity of farming activities within each county. The 
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population variable (POP) measured the number of persons per square-mile in each 

county.  This variable was intended to test the relationship between densely populated 

areas and local food sales. The data for the farmland variable (FMLAND) was gathered 

from the USDA’s Census of Agriculture, while population data was collected from the 

U.S. Census Bureau.  

 The remaining two variables each relate to various social, economic, or 

demographic characteristics that may be closely associated with direct-to-consumer sales. 

The data for each of these variables was collected from the U.S. Census Bureau. The 

“over fifty-five” variable (OVER55) reflects the percentage of residents over the age of 

fifty-five in each of the forty-six counties. The socioeconomic performance variable 

(SOCIOECON) is an index comprised of the median household income, median home 

value, and educational attainment in each county. Each of the three measures that 

comprise the statistical index was collected from the U.S. Census Bureau. Median 

household income is based on the income of each householder and household member 

over the age of fifteen. Similarly, the median home value measure is based on estimates 

(provided by Census respondents) as to how much a home would sell for if it were for 

sale. The percentage of individuals in each county that have received a high school 

diploma, attended some college, or earned a college degree
50

 is used to reflect a county’s 

“educational attainment.” This statistical index is intended to gauge the relationship 

between local wealth, education, and direct-to-consumer food purchases. Previous 

research has used similar variables as a means of measuring socioeconomic performance 
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 Individuals who have received an associates degree, a bachelors degree, or a graduate degree are 

included in the “educational attainment” statistic. 
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at the county level. Notably, in their research on mortality and socioeconomic status, 

Steenland et al. (2004) constructed a “socioeconomic status” variable that included 

county-level measures of home value, income, and education. In addition, Krieger et al. 

(2003) developed a measure of socioeconomic status that includes educational 

attainment, median household income, and median home value. 

Each of the variables included in the statistical index were normalized on a scale 

ranging from zero to one. This was accomplished by dividing the value listed for an 

individual county by the largest value listed for that variable. The socioeconomic 

performance was measured using a statistical index that was calculated as follows: 

 

Socioeconomic Performance =  

Where:  

i = unit for each county 

j = year 

Income = Median household income 

Home Value = Median value of owner-occupied housing units 

Education = Percent of individuals with a high school diploma or higher 

  

 A multiple linear regression model will be estimated in order to examine the 

relationship between direct-to-consumer sales and each of the aforementioned 

independent variables. Therefore, the equation used to estimate direct-to-consumer sales 

will be as follows: DTCSi  = βxi + ɛi, where the dependent variable, direct-to-consumer 

sales (DTCS), represents the value of direct-to-consumer sales in each South Carolina 

county (i), and xi represents a vector of nine independent variables. Within the existing 
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literature, OLS regression models have been used in a similar fashion as means of 

identifying local characteristics that have contributed to direct-to-consumer food sales in 

other regions of the country (see Brown et al., 2006 and Cheng et al., 2011).  However, 

to date, little (if any) attention has been given to the factors that have facilitated local 

food sales within the state of South Carolina.  

Each of the nine independent variables used in this analysis are described in Table 

5.2 and are based on county-level characteristics believed to influence direct-to-consumer 

sales of agricultural products.  

 

Table 5.2: Data Variables 

Variable Definition Source 

DTCS* The natural log of the value of 

direct-to-consumer sales of 

agricultural goods per square mile.
51

 

USDA, 2012 Census 

of Agriculture.
52

 

FRVEG The percentage of farmland in fruit 

or vegetable production. 

USDA, 2012 Census 

of Agriculture.  

SIZE Average farm size, in acres. USDA, 2012 Census 

of Agriculture.  

DMFARM The number of direct market farms. USDA, 2012 Census 

of Agriculture.  

FMKT The number of farmers’ markets. USDA, Agricultural 

Marketing Service, 

Farmers Market 

Directory.
53

 

SCHOOL Indicator Variable. 1 if the county 

has farm-to-school programming in 

place, 0 if not. 

USDA Farm-to-

School Census (2015). 

FMLAND The natural log of the number of 

acres used in farming. 

USDA, 2012 Census 

of Agriculture.  

                                                 
51

 Cheng et al. (2011) previously used the value of direct-to-consumer sales of agricultural goods per 

square mile as a means of identifying factors that contribute to farm-direct sales in the northeastern U.S. 
52

 See USDA, 2012f. 
53

 See USDA, 2014e. 
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POP The natural log of the number of 

persons per square mile. 

US Census Bureau 

(2012). 

SOCIOECON A statistical index comprised of 

median household income, median 

home value, and the percentage of 

adults that have received at least a 

high school diploma. 

US Census Bureau 

(2012). 

OVER55 The percentage of adults over the 

age of fifty-five. 

US Census Bureau 

(2012). 

 * Dependent Variable. 

 

Results 

 

  The results of the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model are detailed in 

Table 5.3. Of the nine independent variables, only one, the dummy variable indicating the 

presence of farm-to-school programming, does not appear to be statistically significant.  

The coefficients for all of the variables, as well as their standard errors and p-values are 

presented in Table 5.3. Each of the variables pertaining to farm characteristics are 

statistically significant. This finding suggests that direct-to-consumer sales may be higher 

in areas with small farms and a high concentration of fruit and vegetable production. As 

for the marketing-related variables, the number of direct-market farms (DMFARM) and 

the number of farmers’ markets (FMKT) are both statistically significant. This suggests 

that direct-to-consumer sales are higher in areas with a high number of farms that are 

engaged in direct-marketing activities.  

 

Table 5.3: Regression Results 

Variable Category Coefficient Standard 

Error 

p-value 

FRVEG* Farm  27.34  9.23 0.005 
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SIZE* Characteristics -0.90  0.37 0.021 

FMKT* 
Marketing 

 21.13  9.86 0.038 

DMFARM*  1.13  0.54 0.044 

SCHOOL Educational  0.26  0.32 0.416 

FMLAND* 
Geographic 

 1.67  0.37 0.001 

POP*  0.50  0.17 0.010 

SOCIOECON* Socioeconomic  2.17  0.94 0.026 

OVER55* Demographic  11.94  5.63 0.041 

     

     

N = 46     

R
2 

= 0.77     

Adjusted R
2
= 

0.72 

    

* Significant at < 5% 

 

 As expected, both of the geographic variables (FARMLAND and POP), were 

statistically significant. These results confirm a potential linkage between counties with 

high population densities and direct-to-consumer sales. However, the statistical 

significance of the FARMLAND variable suggests that direct-to-consumer sales may be 

highest in counties that are home to both large population centers and extensive acreage 

devoted to farming. As many of South Carolina’s metropolitan counties possess a large 

amount of land acreage devoted to farming, this finding is not unexpected.  

Both of the socioeconomic and demographic variables included in the model are 

statistically significant. As expected, the model suggests that direct-to-consumer sales 

may be higher in areas where socioeconomic performance (as measured by median 

income, median home value, and educational attainment) is high. Although statistically 

significant, the “over fifty-five” variable (OVER55) did not perform as expected, and was 

unable to confirm a linkage between younger residents and direct-to-consumer sales. In 
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fact, the “over fifty-five” variable (OVER55) suggests that areas with high direct-to-

consumer sales tend to have higher concentrations of older residents. This result indicates 

that hypotheses eight may be false. Details regarding each of the tested hypotheses are 

provided in Table 5.4.  

 

Table 5.4: Detailed Results 

Identifier Hypothesis Result 

H1 If a county has a large number of farms 

producing fruits or vegetables, then it will also 

have a higher level of direct-to-consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H2 If a county has a large number of small farms, 

then it will also have a higher level of direct-to-

consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H3 If a county has a large number of farms involved 

in direct-marketing, then it will have a high-level 

of direct-to-consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H4 If a county has a large number of farmers’ 

markets, then it will also have a higher level of 

direct-to-consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H5 If a county has farm-to-school programming in 

place, then it will also have a higher level of 

direct-to-consumer sales. 

Not Confirmed 

H6 If a county has a large amount of farmland, then 

it will also have a higher level of direct-to-

consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H7 If a county has a low population density, then it 

will also have a higher level of direct-to-

consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H8 If household incomes, home values, and 

educational attainment within a county are high, 

then it will also have a higher level of direct-to-

consumer sales. 

Confirmed 

H9 If a county has fewer older residents, then it will 

also have a higher level of direct-to-consumer 

sales. 

Not 

Confirmed* 



 138 

*The results of the regression model suggest that counties with a larger concentration of 

residents over the age off fifty-five may, in fact, have higher levels of direct-to-consumer 

sales. 
 

Discussion 

 

 The results of the OLS model suggest that the factors influencing direct-to-

consumer sales in the state of South Carolina may be in many ways similar to those that 

contribute to local food sales in highly urban settings. Within the existing literature, there 

seems to be some agreement that metropolitan areas provide important demand-side 

factors (such as a large consumer population and transportation networks) that are 

important to facilitating direct-to-consumer sales (Low and Vogel, 2011). This research 

suggests that proximity to a population center may also be an important driver of direct-

to-consumer sales in South Carolina. However, even though many of the state’s counties 

do belong to a metropolitan statistical area (MSA), most are geographically removed 

from the region’s largest metropolitan cities: Charlotte, NC; Atlanta, GA; and Columbia, 

SC. Although a population center may be helpful in supporting direct-to-consumer sales, 

this research suggests that it may be possible for smaller cities, including those who may 

not be located near a major U.S. city, to develop a successful local food system. 

The results of the OLS model also confirmed a potential linkage between small 

farms and direct-to-consumer sales. This finding, which is consistent with previous 

research on local food systems, suggests that small farms are important to the 

development of a local food system. This finding may also highlight the importance of 

providing support services to small-scale farm operators and specifically, new and 
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beginning farmers. By providing educational opportunities and technical assistance to 

operators of small farms, cities may be able to ensure the success of existing farms, while 

also encouraging other residents to consider careers in farming. 

This research also suggests that a potential relationship between more affluent 

counties and local food sales may exist within South Carolina. From a policy perspective, 

this finding may be particularly interesting. Recent policy efforts, especially at the federal 

level, have attempted to make local food both more accessible and affordable for low-

income households. However, despite this assistance, counties with lower household 

incomes or educational attainments may be lagging behind with respect to local food 

purchases. Similarly, this research found that areas with high levels of direct-to-consumer 

sales may have larger concentrations of residents over the age of fifty-five. Data 

published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) demonstrates that workers between the 

ages of fifty-five and sixty-four out-earn their counterparts in other age groups (BLS, 

2015b). This finding may further indicate a potential linkage between affluence and local 

food purchases, and suggests that there is a need for research that examine the factors that 

may be limiting local food sales in less prosperous areas.  

Lastly, the research presented in this chapter focuses solely on direct-to-consumer 

sales. It does not consider the role that food hubs, direct-to-institution, direct-to-retail, or 

other similar “intermediated” marketing arrangements may be playing in South 

Carolina’s local food systems. As Low and Vogel (2011) estimate, nearly $5 billion of 

locally produced food is sold through intermediated channels each year. However, it 

appears that large farms account for 93 percent of intermediated local food sales (farms 
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with gross annual sales over $250,000) (Low and Vogel, 2011). This finding suggests 

that large farms and specifically, those who market through intermediated channels, may 

be playing an important role in many local food systems. Hence, there may be a benefit to 

future research that is able to more thoroughly explore the relationship between local 

food systems and intermediated sales. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

 

In the coming decades, rural communities will continue to look for ways to 

improve their economic standing and provide a better overall quality of life for their 

residents. However, as previous experience suggests, the process of improving rural 

economic performance can be inherently challenging. From declining rural populations to 

geographical isolation, there are a variety of issues that nonmetropolitan areas must 

address in order to effectively strengthen their local economies. As recent research 

suggests, there are many strategies that rural towns are using in order to address these 

challenges. With the introduction of high-speed internet service into many 

nonmetropolitan areas, it has become easier than ever for entrepreneurs to develop 

successful and competitive rural businesses. Likewise, previous research reveals that the 

presence of local amenities may be playing an increasingly important role in the location 

decisions of creative class professionals (see Florida, 2002a). This finding suggests that 

high amenity rural areas may be uniquely well-equipped to attract and retain high-quality 

human capital. As less populated areas look to the future, creative class-led 

entrepreneurship may serve as a viable strategy for improving local economic 

performance. 

Historically, members of the creative class have worked in knowledge-intensive 

professions whose economic function is to “create new ideas, new technology and/or 

creative content” (Florida, 2002a, p. 8). A wide range of professions fit these criteria, 

including occupations in high-tech industries, financial services, business management, 
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and the legal and healthcare fields. Although McGranahan and Wojan (2007b) have 

identified concentrations of the creative class in rural communities, they have also noted 

that members of the rural creative class are somewhat less educated than their urban 

counterparts and are less likely to work as scientists or engineers. It also appears that the 

rural creative class may be especially concentrated in the wholesale, retail, and personal 

service industries (McGranahan and Wojan, 2007b). While less populated areas may be 

capable of attracting creative class professionals, these findings suggest that the rural 

creative class may differ from their urban counterparts in several key ways. As cities 

consider implementing creative class-led development strategies, there is a need for 

research that can assist local officials in identifying the types of economic activities that 

are most likely to succeed in their areas. This may be especially true in less populated 

areas, which have historically specialized in lower-skilled occupations (Abel et al., 

2012). These cities, in particular, may lack existing industry clusters that could be used to 

attract members of the creative class. As a result, rural communities may benefit from the 

identification of knowledge-intensive activities that can flourish in nonmetropolitan 

settings. 

In order to better understand the relationship between skilled human capital and 

less populated or rural communities, this dissertation focused on several interrelated 

issues pertaining to the creative class in the state of South Carolina. Specifically, this 

research was intended to provide insight into the factors that may attract members of the 

creative class to less populated areas, while also examining the presence of the creative 

class within a specific occupation: small-scale farming. Recognizing that local food 
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systems are playing an increasingly important role in many local economies, this 

dissertation sought to examine whether operators of small farms may be engaging in 

creative class activities. This purpose of this research was to build upon the existing 

creative class literature by identifying a creative class occupation that may be able to 

succeed in both urban and rural settings.  

The remainder of this chapter will include an overview and final discussion of 

each of the research topics explored within this dissertation. This chapter will conclude 

by discussing potential limitations of this analysis as well as several recommendations for 

future research. 

     

The Creative Class 

 

Chapter Three sought to add to the existing body of creative class literature by 

identifying the local characteristics that have allowed some counties in South Carolina to 

effectively attract and retain creative class professionals. This research built upon 

previous creative class literature by examining the local characteristics that may attract 

members of the creative class to less populated areas. Researchers and development 

practitioners have become increasingly interested in the role that creative class 

professionals may play in improving local economic performance. This interest has been 

fueled, in large part, by a growing body of literature that suggests that creative class 

professionals make a variety of important contributions to their local economies. As a 

result, several recent studies have examined how some rural cities and towns have been 

able to attract and retain members of the creative class.  
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South Carolina makes a particularly interesting setting through which to examine 

the creative class. To date, only a few efforts have been made to examine the reasons why 

some members of the creative class choose to reside in less populated areas. Although 

South Carolina is home to both urban and rural towns, the state’s most populated cities 

(e.g. Greenville, Columbia, and Charleston) are much smaller than many of the large 

metropolitan centers that have traditionally been home to high concentrations of the 

creative class (e.g. New York City, Boston, San Francisco). South Carolina provides an 

appropriate setting to examine the reasons why members of the creative class may locate 

in smaller metropolitan cities or in rural, nonmetropolitan areas.  

The analysis presented in Chapter Three used a county-level analysis to identify 

the local characteristics that attract creative class professionals to South Carolina 

counties. Specifically, this research utilized data obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau 

and the United States Department of Agriculture to model the relationship between 

creative class populations in each county and the presence of certain desirable local 

characteristics. The independent variables included in this model consisted of several 

economic, social, and physical characteristics that could influence an individual’s 

decision to locate to a particular area. These local characteristics included a quality public 

school system, a high concentration of residents who are employed as college faculty, 

high-quality natural amenities, diverse consumer services, and cultural diversity. This 

research also hypothesized that the creative class would be more likely to locate in 

metropolitan counties. The results produced by the OLS regression model suggest that 

the factors that attract the creative class to South Carolina’s counties may differ 
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somewhat from those that have attracted creative class professionals to much larger, 

urban centers.  

The results presented in Chapter Three suggest that South Carolina’s creative 

class may be attracted to metropolitan areas that have diverse consumer services and 

high-quality natural amenities. Although the presence of university faculty did not appear 

be significant, members of the creative class do seem to concentrate in counties that have 

well-performing public school systems. This finding suggests that creative class who 

reside in less populated areas may place special importance on quality educational 

opportunities for their children. In previous examinations of the creative class, proximity 

to colleges, universities, and university faculty seemingly provided educational and 

cultural opportunities that were attractive to the creative class. However, as the findings 

in Chapter Two suggest, these considerations may be less important to creative class 

professionals seeking to live in less populated areas.  

Likewise, the results of the OLS regression model suggested that cultural 

diversity does not play a significant role in the location decisions of South Carolina’s 

creative class. On several occasions, previous research has emphasized the important role 

that cultural diversity may play in attracting the creative class to certain cities. In 

particular, Florida (2003a) has suggested that culturally diverse communities attract 

higher numbers of talented and creative individuals, while also creating an open and 

accepting environment that fosters productivity and innovation. Florida et al. (2010) has 

also emphasized the important role that college and universities play in fostering diversity 

within communities. The fact that neither cultural diversity nor the presence of college 
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faculty appeared to influence the location decisions of South Carolina’s creative class is 

particularly interesting.  

The statistical insignificance of the cultural diversity and faculty variables 

indicates that the factors that attract the creative class to less populated areas may be 

fundamentally different from those that are present in more urban cities. Specifically, 

these findings suggest that lifestyle amenities, including consumer services and outdoor 

recreational opportunities, may carry greater weight than cultural experiences when 

creative class professionals choose to reside in South Carolina. In addition, these findings 

may also suggest that cultural and ethnic diversity, as well as proximity to a college or 

university, may not be a precondition for attracting the creative class. This may be 

particularly good news for rural and less populated areas that are geographically isolated 

from a college or university or may not possess the cultural and ethnic diversity that is 

often present in densely populated cities  

However, the findings presented in Chapter Three are consistent with previous 

examinations of the rural creative class in that they seem to reaffirm a relationship 

between areas with high-quality natural amenities and higher concentrations of creative 

class professionals. The results of the OLS regression model suggest that areas with 

desirable natural amenities are more likely to have higher concentrations of the creative 

class. This outcome also demonstrates that members of the creative class may be 

especially attracted to areas that have climates and geographic features (e.g. lakes or 

mountains) that are conducive to outdoor recreation. This finding may be especially 
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relevant to development practitioners who are looking for ways to attract members of the 

creative class to areas that are capable of accommodating outdoor activities.  

There are a variety of targeted investments counties can make in order to increase 

the overall appeal or quality of their community’s outdoor spaces and natural assets. This 

may involve investing in the protection and restoration of natural resources, establishing 

visitor and nature centers, developing camping areas, and ensuring that outdoor facilities 

and grounds are well maintained. In order to adequately integrate natural amenities into 

state and local economic development strategies, there are a variety of steps that can be 

taken. At the state level, several steps may be taken to improve the quality of outdoor 

spaces. This may include establishing a task force to recommend actions related to 

environment-based recreation and developing a comprehensive outdoor recreation plan 

that helps to guide decisions related to outdoor spaces and the services that they provide. 

Similarly, local governments can develop their own outdoor recreation plans that identify 

specific recreation or natural resource-related projects that will benefit community 

members. These projects will vary from area to area, but may include the development of 

trails, walking paths, and public parks. Local governments should also consider acquiring 

and preserving land areas that can facilitate outdoor recreation, as well as ensuring that 

natural amenities (e.g. rivers and lakes) are easily accessible to members of the public via 

well-kept trails, roads, or walking paths. Furthermore, state and local governments both 

have a responsibility to promote outdoor recreation opportunities that are both 

environmentally and economically sustainable. Responsible conservation planning can 
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help to ensure that natural resources are able to accommodate outdoor recreation for 

years to come. 

Entrepreneurship in Local Food Systems 

 

     Chapter Four continued to focus on human capital within South Carolina by 

examining whether the activities taking place in local food systems are consistent with 

the innovative, knowledge-intensive activities of the creative class. This research 

consisted of ten in-person interviews with recent graduates of the South Carolina New 

and Beginning Farmer Program. Each of the individuals interviewed for this research 

were second career farmers who had recently started to pursue careers in farming. These 

interviews were intended to provide insight into the entrepreneurial activities that may be 

taking place on small farms and more specifically, to help determine whether these 

activities are consistent with Florida’s “three T’s” (talent, technology, and tolerance). 

During the interviews, the farmers were asked a series of questions regarding their 

previous educational and professional experience, motivations for farming, use of on-

farm technologies, and production and marketing practices. Each interview was then 

transcribed and then qualitatively coded in order to identify common themes and 

responses.  

     The results presented in Chapter Four suggest that many small-scale farm 

operators may be engaging in innovative and knowledge-intensive activities. During the 

interviews, each of the farmers described their regular use of technology, their creative 

solutions to wide-ranging problems, and their need to utilize scientific knowledge in their 

day-to-day operations. In addition, the interviews revealed a variety of ways in which 
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operators of small farms may be acting entrepreneurially. Many of the interviewees had 

extensive experience owning and operating their own businesses prior to becoming 

farmers. Other entrepreneurial activities included networking with other farmers and 

customers, seeking out educational opportunities and new sources of information, and 

using a variety of advertising and marketing strategies to create new business 

opportunities. Furthermore, the interview results suggest that many small farm operators 

are deeply committed to operating profitable businesses that also contribute to local 

economic development and community food security.  

     The results of this interview-based research indicate that small farm operators 

and in particular, second career farmers, may be engaging in activities that are consistent 

with Florida’s “Three T’s” (talent, technology, and tolerance). In addition, this research 

appears to affirm that small-scale farming is highly entrepreneurial in nature and requires 

farm operators to possess a wide-range of skills and technical knowledge. This finding 

may be particularly relevant because it establishes a potential linkage between small-

scale farming and creative class-led entrepreneurship and more specifically, identifies a 

form of creative class activity that may be able to flourish in rural settings. Historically, 

rural economies have not been recognized as places where knowledge-intensive activities 

tend to cluster. Previous research indicates that rural areas are responsible for fewer 

patents than their urban counterparts (Barkley et al., 2006) and, as McGranahan et al. 

(2010a) note, rural towns are often geographically isolated from large research 

universities and from the industrial research and development activities that frequently 

take place in urban settings. As a result, finding ways to stimulate knowledge-intensive 
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economic activity is a theme that is frequently explored within the rural development 

literature. Although previous research has identified a range of strategies that may help to 

encourage rural entrepreneurship, there is no clear consensus as to what types of business 

activity may be most likely to succeed in rural settings. The research presented in Chapter 

Four hopes to add some clarity to this issue by establishing small-scale farming as a 

viable form of rural entrepreneurship that is capable of making a variety of important 

contributions to economic and community development.  

Likewise, by identifying a potential linkage between small farm operators and the 

creative class, this research may provide valuable insight into the types of strategies that 

could be used to attract and support rural entrepreneurs. Although previous research has 

suggested that members of the creative class are often employed in high-tech industries 

(see Florida 2003b), the findings in Chapter Four indicate that South Carolina’s “creative 

economy” may also include farm-based entrepreneurs who are likely in need of support 

services that are very different from those who engage in high-tech entrepreneurship. In 

fact, many of the farmers who were interviewed for this research emphasized the 

important role that educational programming has played in the development of their 

businesses. Although each of the farmers who participated in this research had recently 

graduated from the South Carolina New and Beginning Farmer Program, many continued 

to seek out educational opportunities related to agriculture science and technology, as 

well as business management. As many rural areas are now providing support services to 

local entrepreneurs, it may be necessary to evaluate the degree to which these services are 

also supporting farm-based entrepreneurship. Any policy-related effort to encourage 
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small-scale farming will likely need to include agriculture-specific educational 

programming and technical support services aimed at operators of small farms. 

In addition, the results of this research also suggest that second career farmers 

may be particularly well suited for farm-based entrepreneurship. As individuals may be 

attracted to small-scale farming as a second career, it may be useful to examine how rural 

areas may be able to attract these unique members of the creative class. In fact, the results 

of the regression model presented in Chapter Three may offer insight into the ways that 

less populated areas may be able to attract and retain creative class farmers. Notably, 

Chapter Three establishes a potential linkage between South Carolina’s creative class and 

a preference for areas that have desirable natural amenities. As previous research has 

suggested that farming careers may be especially attractive to individuals who enjoy 

nature and working outdoors (see Wilson et al., 2013; Herrmann and Uttitz, 1990; 

Gosling and Williams, 2010), it is possible that many rural areas may already be well 

equipped to attract second career farmers. However, it may be beneficial to further 

explore the factors that motivate individuals to begin new careers in farming, possibly in 

rural locations.  

 

Local Food Systems 

 

Chapter Five continued to focus on local food systems in South Carolina by 

examining the reasons why some counties have experienced high levels of direct-to-

consumer sales of locally-produced food. Specifically, the purpose of this research was to 

identify the local characteristics and conditions that may be helping to facilitate local 
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food sales within certain counties. This research intends to provide guidance to local 

officials and development practitioners who may be considering whether or not to invest 

in community food projects. By identifying the marketing activities (e.g. CSA 

organizations or farmers’ markets) and farm characteristics that may be most conducive 

to facilitating local food sales, this research may help to inform future investments in 

local food systems. Likewise, by providing insight into the social and economic 

conditions that are most associated with high levels of local food sales, this research 

should help to identify areas where investments in local food systems may be most 

beneficial. 

The findings presented in Chapter Five suggest that areas that have a large 

amount of fruit and vegetable production, ample farmland, a large number of small farms, 

and established farmers’ markets may have higher levels of direct-to-consumer sales. 

Similarly, more densely populated areas and areas where there are a higher concentration 

of residents over the age of fifty-five also appear to have higher levels of direct food 

sales. As expected, there may also be a linkage between socioeconomic conditions (e.g. 

local income levels, home values, and educational attainment) and local food sales. This 

finding indicates that areas with higher concentrations of educated or affluent residents 

may also have high levels of local food sales. Interestingly, there did not appear to be a 

relationship between the presences of farm-to-school programming and higher levels of 

direct agricultural sales.  

In many ways, Chapter Five seems to reaffirm many of our common perceptions 

regarding local food systems. Previous research has demonstrated that local food sales 



 153 

are more likely to occur in and around metropolitan areas (Low and Vogel, 2011), often 

in cities where there are many educated and affluent residents (Brown et al., 2006). 

Similarly, the findings presented in Chapter Five indicate that direct-to-consumer sales 

may be highest in South Carolina counties that are affluent and more densely populated. 

This finding may suggest that policies to improve access to local foods in more rural, 

food insecure areas have yet to make substantial progress. In recent years, policy makers 

and development practitioners have championed local food systems for their ability to 

contribute to local economies, while also improving community food security. According 

to the South Carolina Food Access Task Force (2014), over a million low-income South 

Carolina residents are currently residing in a food desert. Not surprisingly, many of these 

food deserts are located in nonmetropolitan counties. In the coming years, it may be 

necessary for policymakers to further examine whether or not local food sales can be part 

of the answer to community food security and if so, what strategies will assist rural food 

deserts in developing viable local food systems.  

    Further complicating efforts to improve South Carolina’s local food systems is 

the fact that many areas throughout the state are experiencing a rapid amount of land 

development. As recent research demonstrates, land development in and around South 

Carolina’s urban areas has been taking place at an accelerated pace (see Campbell et al., 

2008). This pattern is likely to continue over the next decade and a half and, as Campbell 

et al. (2008) have suggested, the amount of developed land in South Carolina will more 

than double by the year 2030. Not surprisingly, this puts certain counties in the state at 

risk of losing much of their cropland, forest areas, and open space. This development 
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could have interesting implications for the state’s local food systems. On one hand, 

farmers who currently reside in rural areas are likely to find that urban sprawl places 

them in closer proximity to large numbers of affluent, urban consumers. However, such 

rapid land development is likely to increase land values and hence, have a negative 

impact of the financial feasibility of small-scale farming. This urban growth could have 

wide-ranging impacts South Carolina communities and may suggest a need for local 

zoning that can protect farmland from other uses.  

     

Local Food Policy 

 

Chapter Two of this dissertation details the events and circumstances that have led 

to the development of many of our current local food policies. Using the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework (ACF) as a reference, Chapter Two suggests that much of the 

federal funding that is made available for local food projects is the result of a grass-roots 

effort to encourage increased government involvement in the future of local food 

systems. Although state and federal agencies have become increasingly involved in local 

food initiatives, local governments and local or regional nonprofit organizations continue 

to play an important role in the formulation of local food policies. Even though many of 

local food projects receive federal funding, the task of developing and administering local 

food programming is often left to local leaders. As a result, effective local food policies 

truly require collaboration and coordination across multiple levels of government, while 

also frequently involving the input and dedication of private citizens.  
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Given the important role that local leaders play in the development and 

administration of local food policies, it is somewhat surprising that only nine of South 

Carolina’s forty-six counties mention local food systems in their comprehensive 

development plans (Carolina Farm Stewardship Association, 2013). This finding 

indicates that local food initiatives are rarely being incorporated into the broader 

economic development goals of South Carolina’s counties. This finding is concerning for 

several reasons. First, Chapter Five of this dissertation establishes a potential linkage 

between socioeconomic performance and local food sales. This finding suggests that 

standalone local food policies are not sufficient to facilitate the development of a well-

functioning local food system and highlights the need for local food policies that work in 

concert with general development initiatives. Second, the findings in Chapter Five also 

suggest that less populated, nonmetropolitan areas may still be struggling to facilitate 

local food sales. As previous research has highlighted the important contributions that 

local food systems make to both community food security and economic development 

(see Otto and Varner, 2005; Hughes et al., 2008; and Ashman et al., 1993), it may be 

particularly beneficial for less populated areas to incorporate value-generating local food 

projects into their economic development plans. By doing this, it may be easier for local 

officials to plan for future funding and staffing needs.  

Although federal funding for local food projects has increased over the past 

several years, the need for funding for local food initiatives is likely to continue to grow. 

While the task of identifying viable local food projects may fall largely on the shoulders 

of state and local officials, federal officials will be charged with the task of ensuring that 
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U.S. agricultural policies adequately and fairly address the funding needs of local food 

systems. As a result, the work of those who advocate for the inclusion of local food 

initiatives into broader federal agricultural policies may continue in the years to come.  

 

Limitations and Potential for Future Research 

     

The research presented in this dissertation suggests that entrepreneurial, creative 

class activities are taking place within many of South Carolina’s communities. This 

finding is particularly promising for less populated or rural areas that are looking for 

ways to stimulate entrepreneurial activity. As this dissertation suggests, many rural areas 

possess local qualities that are particularly conducive to attracting and retaining members 

of the creative class. Furthermore, this research has also highlighted the various 

contributions that creative class entrepreneurs are making to the state’s local food 

systems. This development is particularly interesting in that it suggests that local food 

systems may be a useful mechanism through which to encourage new entrepreneurship 

and stimulate new economic activity. 

Given these findings, there is the potential for additional research that can further 

examine the relationship between the creative class, local food systems, and rural 

economic performance. Although this dissertation has identified the presence of creative 

class farmers within South Carolina’s local food systems, the analysis presented in 

Chapter Four is limited to second career farmers who were each relatively new to the 

farming profession. Accordingly, those who participated in this research had prior career 

experience, including previous entrepreneurial experience, which may have especially 
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equipped them for owning or operating their own farm. It is also possible that many 

second career farmers may have access to financial resources (as a result of their previous 

professional experiences) that are not typical of all new and beginning farmers. While the 

presence of creative, second career farmers within South Carolina is promising for 

communities looking to enhance their local food systems, it may be useful to examine 

whether the experiences and activities of this group are consistent with those of other 

small-scale farm operators. By looking at a broader population of small farm operators 

(including those who are more experienced) it may be possible to better understand that 

contributions that small farm operators, in general, are making to local food systems. In 

addition, this research may provide insight into many of the challenges that small farm 

operators face when operating within the context of local food systems. Such information 

could help to better inform educational programming and support services for farm-based 

entrepreneurs. 

Similarly, the local food system analysis detailed in Chapter Five is somewhat 

limited by its focus on direct-to-consumer sales. As previously noted, current USDA 

measures of direct-to-consumer sales do not include “intermediated” sales of agricultural 

products, including sales that are made directly to restaurant or local retailers, in addition 

to sales that are made through small-farm aggregators. In recent years, local leaders have 

embraced a range of marketing strategies intended to provide local producers with access 

to a broader base of consumers. For example, many areas have begun to use food hubs as 

a means of aggregating, storing, and distributing food that is produced locally. By 

aggregating the products local farms, food hubs make it easier for small farm operators to 
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market their products to wholesalers, retailers, and other large institutions. Although food 

hubs are not a form of direct marketing, they nevertheless play an important role in the 

overall functioning of many local food systems. As the research in Chapter Five does not 

account for local foods that are distributed through food hubs or products that are sold 

through other direct-to-institution or  direct-to-retail arrangements, there may be a need 

for additional research that examines the many types marketing arrangements that exist 

within local food systems. While the role that farmers’ markets, farm stands, and CSA 

organizations has been well documented within the existing literature, little information is 

available regarding the amount (or value) or food that is sold through intermediated 

channels and few efforts have been made to examine the effectiveness of these marketing 

arrangements. Such information would be particularly useful to local leaders who are 

looking to invest in food hubs or food-to-institution programs. 
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Appendix A 

USDA Creative Class Occupations 

 

Table A1: USDA, Economic Research Service (ERS) Creative Class Occupations* 

Occupational Title  Standard Occupation 

Code (As Reported by the 

U.S. Census Bureau) 

Top executives Management 

Occupations 

11-1000 

Advertising, marketing, 

promotions, public 

relations, and sales 

managers 

11-2000 

Financial managers 11-3030 

Operations specialties 

managers, except financial 

managers 

11-3010, 11-3020, 11-3040 

through 11-3070 

Other management 

occupations, except 

farmers and farm managers 

11-9020 through 11-9190 

Accountants and auditors Business and financial 

operations occupations  

13-2011 

Computer specialists Computer and other 

mathematical 

occupations 

15-1000 

Mathematical science 

occupations 

15-2000 

Architects, surveyors, and 

cartographers 

Architecture and 

engineering 

occupations 

17-1000 

Engineers 17-2000 

Drafters, engineering, and 

mapping technicians 

17-3000 

Life and physical scientists Life, physical, and 

social science 

occupations 

19-1000 through 19-2000 

Social scientists and related 

workers 

19-3000 

Lawyers Legal occupations 23-1011 
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Postsecondary teachers Education, training, 

and library 

occupations 

25-1000 

Librarians, curators, and 

archivists 

25-4000 

Art and design workers Arts, design, 

entertainment, sports, 

and media occupations 

27-1000 

Entertainers and 

performances, sports, and 

related workers 

27-2000 

Media and communication 

workers 

27-3000 and 27-4000 

Sales representatives, 

services, wholesale, and 

manufacturing 

Sales and related 

occupations 

41-3000 and 41-4000 

Other sales and related 

occupations, including 

supervisors 

41-1000 and 41-9000 

*This table was adapted from the USDA, Economic Research Service, http:// 

www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/creative-class-county-codes/documentation. 

aspx#identifying. 
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Appendix B 

Interview Protocol 

General: 

● How long has your farm been in operation? 

● What motivated you to begin farming? 

● What was your profession before becoming a farmer, and what influenced your 

decision to leave that profession? 

● Prior to starting your own farm (or starting the process of operating your own 

farm) what type of farming experience did you have? 

● Prior to starting your own farm, had you ever owned or operated your own 

business? 

● Is farming your part-time or full-time occupation? Is it your only occupation? 

● Since graduating from the SCNBFP, how has your business changed?  

● What were your primary motivations for participating in the SCNBFP? 

 

 

Farm-related: 
 

●  What does your farm produce, or what are you expecting to produce? (i.e. cattle, 

poultry, dairy, hogs, vegetables, etc.) 

● What is the acreage of your farm? 

● How did you obtain the land that you farm on? (purchased, leased, inherited). 

● How would you describe the area in which your farm is located (rural, urban, 

suburban)? 

● Excluding yourself, do you employ other workers (or volunteers/interns) on your 

farm? 

● Do you use any organic farming practices? 

● Do you use any other practices that may be considered to be non-conventional? 

(i.e. free-range, grass-fed, anti-biotic or hormone free, agritourism). 

● Do you expect to make a profit from your farm this year? 

● How do you envision your farming changing over the next several years? Do you 

expect to increase production, increase your acreage, or stay the same? 

 

 

Goals/Motivations: 
 

● What is your long-term goal for your farm? (i.e. a full-time career, a part-time 

career, a hobby, etc.). 

● How important is it for your farm to generate income or make a profit? 

● Do you consider yourself to be an entrepreneur?  

● Do you try to purchase your farming inputs locally? If so, is it important to you to 

try to support other local businesses? 
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Networking and Professional Development: 
 

● Where do you typically go to learn about farming or to get 

advice/help/information about farming? 

● Are there any organizations or programs that have been particularly helpful to you 

in the development of your business? 

● Now that you have graduated from the SCNBFP, are there any other professional 

or educational organizations that you have participated in?  

● If you have participated in other farm-related or entrepreneurial-related 

organizations, how helpful would you say these organizations have been to you 

and your professional development? 

● How available or accessible are organizations in your area or your region that 

provides professional development services or programs that would be suitable 

for farmers such as yourself? Has it been difficult or easy to find educational 

opportunities or support services since graduating from the SCNBFP? 

● Since graduating from the SCNBFP, have you attended any agricultural-related 

conference, workshop or seminar? 

● Since graduating from the SCNBFP, have you attended any conference, 

workshop, or seminar aimed at general entrepreneurship or business 

development? 

● How important has professional networking been to the success of your business? 

● Do you continue to keep in touch with fellow SCNBFP participants? 

● Do you make an effort to network with entrepreneurs who are outside of the 

agricultural industry? 

● Do you enjoy communicating with other farmers? Do you enjoy communicating 

with your customers? 

 

 

 

Local Food Systems: 
 

● Does your area have a fairly established local food system?  

● What aspects of your local food systems have been most beneficial to you and the 

development of your business? 

● Have you found it easy to build professional relationships within your local food 

system? 

 

 

Sales and Marketing: 
 

● Where do you sell (or where do you intend to sell) your products? 

● If applicable, how often do you sell your products at a farmers market? 
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● What types of marketing techniques to do you regularly use? (word of mouth, 

brochures, website, social media, etc.) 

● Do you primarily sell your products within your local area? (i.e. within your city, 

county, or surrounding region). 

● How important is it for you to sell your products locally or regionally? 

● How important is it for you to sell your products directly to consumers? 

● Has your participation in the SCNBFP helped you to improve your sales or 

marketing strategies? 

● How integral has social media been to your marketing strategies? 

 

Innovation/Problem-solving/Technology: 
 

● In what ways has farming required you to be innovative or creative? Can you give 

specific examples? 

● How important is it for a new or beginning farmer to have good problem-solving 

skills? 

● Do you get enjoyment from finding solutions to problems on your farm?  

● Similarly, do you get enjoyment from finding ways to be innovative or creative 

with respect to your farming practices? 

● Do you enjoy learning? 

● What kind of technological skills are required to do your job? (i.e. do you 

frequently use computers/computer software, smartphones, machinery, that has 

required you to exercise your technical skills or knowledge?) 

● How essential has technology been to the success of your business? 

● Do you encounter any challenges with respect to obtaining or implementing/using 

the technological resources that are essential to your business? 

 

 

Social Responsibility/Community Development/Tolerance: 

● How do you think that your farming activities have contributed to your city, town, 

or community? 

● How important is it that you use environmentally friendly, sustainable, or organic 

farming practices? 

● How do you envision your farm contributing to food security and/or healthy 

eating/lifestyles in your community? 

● How diverse (culturally, politically, economically) is participation in your local 

food system? Do you notice that other local farmers come from a variety of 

backgrounds? Similarly, do you have a diverse consumer base? 

 

 

Challenges: 
 

● What major challenges have you encountered as a beginning farmer? 

● How have you attempted to overcome these challenges? 



 165 

● What support services would possibly assist you in better addressing such 

challenges/problems? Have these support services been useful or effective? 

● Is there anything that the SCNBFP could have done in order to better prepare you 

for dealing with these challenges? 

 

SCNBFP: 
 

● In what ways has the SCNBFP enhanced your business? 

● What aspect of the SCNBFP has been most valuable to you and your business? 

● In what ways has your participation in the SCNBFP helped you to increase 

productivity on your farm? In what ways has it helped you to increase your 

environmental sustainability? 

● Did you experience with the SCNBFP live up to any initial expectations that you 

might have had? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 166 

References 

Abel, J.R., T.M. Gabe, and K. Stolarick (2012). “Workforce Skills across the Urban-

Rural Hierarchy.” Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Staff Report No. 552. 

 

Ahearn, M., and D. Newton (2009). “Beginning Farmers and Ranchers.” United States 

Department of Agriculture. Economic Information Bulletin, No. 53. Retrieved 

from http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/eib-economic-information- 

bulletin/eib53.aspx. 

 

Alsos, G.A., E. Ljunggren, and L.T. Petterson (2003). “Farm-based entrepreneurs: what 

triggers the start-up of new business activities?” Journal of Small Business and 

Enterprise Development 10(4): 435-443. 

 

Altieri, M.A. (1995). Agroecology: The Science of Sustainable Agriculture. Boulder, CO: 

Westview Press. 

 

Andersson, A.E. (1985). “Creativity and Regional Development.” Papers of the Regional 

Science Association 56: 5-20. 

 

Andersson, D.E., A.E. Andersson, and C. Mellander (2011). Handbook of Creative 

Cities. Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing, Inc. 

 

Anselin, L., A. Varga, and Z. Acs (1997). “Local Geographic Spillovers Between 

 University Research and High Technology Innovations.” Journal of Urban 

 Economics 42(3): 422-448. 

 

Ashman, L., J. de la Vega, M. Dohan, A. Fisher, R. Hippler, and B. Romain (1993). 

Seeds of Change: Strategies for Food Security for the Inner City. Southern 

California Interfaith Hunger Coalition, Los Angeles, CA. 

 

Barlas, Y., Damianos, D., Dimara, E., Kasimis, C., & Skuras, D. (2001). Factors 

Influencing the Integration of Alternative Farm Enterprises Into the Agro-Food 

System. Rural Sociology, 66(3), 342-358. 

 

Barkley, D.L., M.S. Henry, and D. Lee (2006). “Innovative Activity in Rural Areas: the 

importance of local and regional characteristics.” Community Development 

Investment Review 2: 1-14. 

 

Barro, R.J. (1991). “Economic Growth in a Cross Section of Countries.” The Quarterly 

 Journal of Economics 106(2): 407-443. 

 



 167 

Barro, R.J. (2001). “Human Capital and Growth.” The American Economic Review. 

91(2): 12-17. 

 

Becker, G.S., K.M. Murphy, and R. Tamura. “Human Capital, Fertility, and Economic 

Growth.” In G.S. Becker (Ed.), Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical 

Analysis with Special Reference to Education (p. 323-350). The University of 

Chicago Press: Chicago, IL. 

 

Bellemare, M.F., and N. Carnes (2015). “Why do members of congress support 

agricultural protection.” Food Policy 50: 20-34. 

 

Benhabib, J., and M.M. Spiegel (1994). “The Role of Human Capital in Economic  

 Development: Evidence From Aggregate Cross-Country Data.” Journal of 

 Monetary Economics 34(2): 143-173. 

 

Berry, W. (1977). The Unsettling of America: Culture & Agriculture. San Francisco, CA: 

Sierra Club Books. 

 

Beyers, W., and D. Lindahl (1996). “Lone Eagles and High Fliers in Rural Producer 

Services.” Rural Development Perspectives 11: 2-10. 

 

Blakely, E. and N.G. Leigh (2010). Planning Local Economic Development: Theory and 

Practice, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

 

Brown, A. (2002). “Farmers’ market research 1940-2000: An inventory and review. 

American Journal of Alternative Agriculture 17(4): 167-176. 

 

Brown, C. (2003). “Consumers’ Preferences for Locally Produced Food: A Study in 

Southeast Missouri.” American Journal of Alternative Agriculture 18: 213-224. 

 

Brown, C., J.E. Gandee, and G. D’Souza (2006). “West Virginia Farm Direct Marketing: 

A County Level Analysis.” Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics 38(3): 

575-584. 

 

Brown, C. and S. Miller (2008). “The Impacts of Local Markets: A Review of Research 

on Farmers Markets and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA).” American 

Journal of Agricultural Economics 90(5): 1296-1302. 

 

Bryant, C.R. (1989). “Entrepreneurs in the Rural Environment.” Journal of Rural Studies 

5(4): 337-348. 

 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2015a). “Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population 

Survey.” Retrieved From http://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LNS14000000. 

 



 168 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2015b). “Usual Weekly Earnings of Wage and Salary 

Workers, Fourth Quarter 2014.” Retrieved From http://www.bls.gov/ 

news.release/pdf/wkyeng.pdf. 

 

Butler Flora, C., and J. L. Flora (1990). “Developing Entrepreneurial Rural 

Communities.” Sociological Practice 8(1): 197-207. 

 

Campbell, D. (1997). “Community-controlled economic development as a strategic 

vision for the sustainable agriculture movement.” American Journal of Alternative 

Agriculture 12: 37-44. 

 

Campbell, C.E., J. Allen, and K.S. Lou (2008). “Modeling Growth and Predicting Future 

Developed Land in the Upstate of South Carolina.” Proceedings of the 2008 

South Carolina Water Resources Conference. Retrieved From 

http://tigerprints.clemson.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1038 

&context=scwrc. 

 

Carol, H. (1960). “The Hierarchy of Central Functions Within the City.” Annals of the 

 Association of American Geographers 50(4): 419-438. 

 

Carolina Farm Stewardship Association (2013). “Local & Sustainable Food and Farming 

in the Palmetto State: A Progress Report. Retrieved From http://www. 

carolinafarmstewards.org/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/SC_Inventory_2013.pdf. 

 

Carpio, C.E., and O. Isengildina-Massa (2009). “Consumer Willingness to Pay for 

Locally Grown Products: The Case of South Carolina.” Agribusiness 25:412-426. 

 

Carson. R. (1962). Silent Spring. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin Company. 

 

Cheng, S., R.R. Jackson, K. Haynes, P. Schaeffer (2008). Evaluation Without Bias: New 

Performance Measures for Business Incubators in Rural America. Morgantown, 

WV: United States Department of Agriculture. 

 

Cheng, S., P. Schaeffer, and M. Middleton (2009). “Incubators in Rural Environments: A 

preliminary analysis.” Paper presented at the international workshop on creative, 

intellectual, and entrepreneurial resources for regional development. 

 

Cheng, M., N. Bills, and W. Uva (2011). “Farm Direct Food Sales in the Northeast 

Region: A County-Level Analysis.” Journal of Food Distribution Research 42(1): 

22-25.  

 

Cobb, T.D. (2011). Reclaiming our Food: How the grassroots movement is changing the 

way we eat. Storey Publishing. North Adams, MA. 

 



 169 

Dabson, B (2001). “Supporting Rural Entrepreneurship.” Exploring Policy Options for a 

New Rural America. Proceedings of a conference sponsored by Federal Reserve 

Bank of Kansas city, Center for the Study of Rural America, pp. 35-48. 

 

Dale, A., and L. Newman (2010). “Social capital: a necessary and sufficient condition for 

sustainable community development?” Community Development Journal 45(1): 

5-21. 

 

Darby, K., M.T. Batte, S. Ernst, and B. Roe (2008). “Decomposing Local: A Conjoint 

Analysis of Locally Produced Foods.” American Journal of Agricultural 

Economics 90(2): 476-486. 

 

Desmet, K., I. Ortuno-Ortin, and R. Wacziarg (2015). “Culture, Ethnicity, and Diversity.” 

National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) Working Paper No. 20989. 

Retrieved From http://www.nber.org/papers/w20989. 

 

Desrochers, P. (2001). “Diversity, Human Creativity, and Technological Innovation.” 

Growth and Change 32: 369-394. 

 

Doner, R.F., and B.R. Schneider (2000). “Business Associations and Economic 

 Development: Why Some Associations Contribute More Than Others.” 

 Business and Politics 2(3): 261-288.  

 

Dougherty, K.J., and M.F. Bakia (2000). “The New Economic Development Role of 

 the Community College.” Community College Research Center Brief 6(1): 

 1-4. 

 

Drabenstott, M. (2006). “Rethinking Federal Policy for Regional Economic 

Development. Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City Working Paper. Retrieved 

From https://www.kansascityfed.org/publicat/econrev/PDF/1q06drab.pdf. 

 

Dunbar, M. (2015). “Indexing Entrepreneurship in South Carolina.” Upstate Business 

Journal Retrieved From http://upstatebusinessjournal.com/innovate/indexing-

entrepreneurship-in-south-carolina/. 

 

Durham, C.A., R.P. King, and C.A. Roheim (2009). “Consumer Definitions of ‘Locally 

Grown’ for Fresh Fruits and Vegetables.” Journal of Food Distribution Research 

40: 56-62. 

 

Durham, L., H. Garrett, J. Pielock, and D. Slaughter (2011). “Organic Food Consumer: 

Perspectives from the United States and Turkey.” Journal for Global Business 

and Community 2(1): 22-27. 

 



 170 

Eastwood, D.B., J.R. Brooker, and R.H. Orr (1987). “Consumer Preferences for Local 

Versus Out-of-State Grown Selected Produce: The Case of Knoxville, 

Tennessee.” Southern Journal of Agricultural Economics 19: 183-194. 

 

Eastwood, D.B., J.R. Brooker, and M.D. Gray (1999). “Location and Other Market 

Attributes Affecting Farmers’ Market Patronage: The Case of Tennessee.” 

Journal of Food Distribution Research 30: 63-72. 

 

Feenstra, G. (1997). “Local food systems and sustainable communities.” American 

Journal of Alternative Agriculture 12(1): 28-36. 

 

Feenstra, G. (2002). “Creating space for sustainable food systems: Lessons from the 

field.” Agriculture and Human Values 19: 99-106. 

 

Fernandez, R., and R. Rogerson (1996). “Income Distribution, Communities, and the 

 Quality of Public Education.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 111(1): 135- 

 164.  

 

Florida, R. (2001). “Bohemia and Economic Geography.” Journal of Economic 

Geography, 2: 55-71. 

 

Florida, R. (2002a). The Rise of the Creative Class…and how it’s transforming work, 

leisure, community, and everyday life. New York: Basic Books. 

 

Florida, R. (2002b). “Entrepreneurship, Creativity, and Regional Development.” 

Retrieved From http://www.creativeclass.com/rfcgdb/articles/Entrepreneurship_ 

Creativity_and_Regional_Development.pdf. 

 

 

Florida, R. (2002c). “The Economic Geography of Talent.” Annals of the Association of 

American Geographers 92(4): 743-755. 

 

Florida, R. (2003a). “Cities and the Creative Class.” City & Community 2(1): 3-19. 

 

Florida, R. (2003b). “Entrepreneurship, creativity and regional economic growth.” The 

Emergence of Entrepreneurship Policy: Governance, start-ups, and growth in the 

US knowledge economy, ed. D.M. Hart, 39-58. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge 

University Press. 

 

Florida, R. (2005). Cities and the Creative Class. New York, NY: Routledge. 

 



 171 

Florida, R., G. Gates, B. Knudsen, and K. Stolarick (2006). “The University and the 

Creative Economy.” Retrieved From http://creativeclass.com/rfcgdb/articles/ 

University_andthe_Creative_Economy.pdf. 

 

Florida, R., C. Mellander, and K. Stolarick (2008). “Inside the Black Box of Regional 

Development: Human Capital, the Creative Class and Tolerance.” Journal of 

Economic Geography 8(5): 615-649. 

 

Florida, R., C. Mellander, and K. Stolarick (2009). “Talent, Technology, and Tolerance 

in Canadian Regional Development.” Martin Prosperity Institute. Retrieved From  

 http://creativeclassgroup.com/rfcgdb/articles/Talent%20Technology.pdf. 

 

Florida, R., B. Knudsen, and K. Stolarick (2010). “The University and the Creative 

Economy.” Education in the Creative Economy: Knowledge and Learning in the 

Age of Innovation, ed. D. Araya and M.A. Peters, 45-75. New York, NY: Peter 

Lang Publishing, Inc. 

 

Fox, W.F., and S. Porca (2000). “Investing in Rural Infrastructure.” In: Center for the 

Study of Rural America, Beyond Agriculture: New Policies for Rural America. 

Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, Kansas City: pp.63-89.  

 

Gale, F. (1997). “Direct Marketing as a Rural Development Tool.” Rural Development 

Perspectives 12(2): 19-25. 

 

Gassaway, F.J. (2013). “The South Carolina Model.” The Magazine of Corporate Real 

Estate Strategy and Area Economic Development. Retrieved From 

http://siteselection.com/issues/2013/sep/rural-advantage.cfm. 

 

Gatewood, E.J., J.J. Chrisman, and L.B. Donlevy (2002). “A Note on the Efficiency and 

Effectiveness of Outsider Assistance Programs in Rural Versus Non-Rural 

States.” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 26(3): 67-80. 

 

Gelman, Andrew. “Analysis of Variance.” Columbia University Department of 

 Statistics. Retrieved From http://www.stat.columbia.edu/~gelman/ 

research/unpublished/econanova.pdf. 

 

Glaeser, E.L., J.A. Scheinkman, and A. Schleifer (1995). “Economic Growth in a Cross- 

 Section of Cities.” Journal of Monetary Economics 36(1): 117-143. 

 

Glaeser, E.L. (1999). “Learning in Cities.” Journal of Urban Economics 46(2): 254-277. 

 

Glaeser, E.L., and D.C. Mare (2001). “Cities and Skills.” Journal of Labor Economics 

 19(2): 316-342. 

http://creativeclass.com/rfcgdb/articles/


 172 

 

Gliessman, S.R. (2000). Agroecology: Ecological Processes in Sustainable Agriculture. 

Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press LLC. 

 

Goetz, S.J., M. Partridge, S.C. Deller, and D.A. Fleming (2010). “Evaluating U.S. Rural 

Entrepreneurship Policy.” Journal or Regional Analysis and Policy 40(1): 20-33. 

 

Golan, E. and S. Bauer (2004). “When the Apple Falls Close to the Tree: Local Food 

Systems and the Preservation of Biodiversity.” Renewable Agriculture and Food 

Systems 19: 228-236. 

 

Goldhaber, D.D. (1999). “School Choice: An Examination of the Empirical Evidence 

 on Achievement, Parental Decision Making, and Equity.” Educational 

 Researcher 28(9): 16-25. 

 

Gosling, E., and K.J.H. Williams (2010). “Connectedness to nature, place attachment and 

conservation behavior: Testing connectedness theory among farmers.” Journal of 

Environmental Psychology 30(3): 298-304. 

 

Govindasamy, R., M. Zurbriggen, J. Italia, A. Adelaja, P. Nitzsche, and R. VanVranken 

(1998). “Farmers Markets: Consumer Trends, Preferences, and Characteristics.”  

 Rutgers Cooperative Extension Service, Report No. P-02137-7-98. Retrieved 

From http://agmarketing.extension.psu.edu/ComFarmMkt/PDFs/Farm 

MktConsTrends.pdf. 

 

Grewal, S.S., and P.S. Grewal (2012). “Can Cities Become Self-Reliant in Food?” Cities 

29(1): 1-11. 

 

Hamrick, K.S., and D. Hopkins (2012). “The time cost of access to food- Distance to the 

grocery store as measured in minutes.” International Journal of Time Use 

Research 9(1): 28-58. 

 

Harvard Law School Food Law and Policy Clinic (2012). “Good Laws, Good Food: 

Putting Local Food Policy to Work For Our Communities.” Retrieved From 

http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/foodpolicyinitiative/files/2011/09/FINAL-LOCAL-

TOOLKIT2.pdf. 

 

Haugen, M.S. and J. Vik (2008). “Farmers as entrepreneurs: the case of farm-based 

tourism.” International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business 6(3): 

321-336. 

 

Heenan, D.A. (1991). The new corporate frontier: The big move to small town, U.S.A. 

McGraw-Hill, Inc. New York. 



 173 

 

Henderson, J. (2002). “Building the Rural Economy with High-Growth Entrepreneurs.” 

Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas Working Paper. Retrieved from 

http://www.kc.frb.org 

/publicat/econrev/Pdf/3q02hend.pdf. 

 

Henderson, J. (2006). “Understanding Rural Entrepreneurs at the County Level: Data 

Challenges.” Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas Working Paper. Retrieved From 

http://www.oecd.org/rural/krasnoyarsk/37629815.pdf. 

 

Hennenberry, S.R., H.N. Agustini, M. Taylor, J.E. Mutondo, B. Whitacre, and B.W. 

Roberts (2008). “The Economic Impacts of Direct Produce Marketing: A Case 

Study of Oklahoma’s Farmers’ Markets.” Paper presented at the SAEA annual 

meeting: February 2-6. 

 

Herrmann, V., and P. Uttitz (1990). “If only I didn’t enjoy being a farmer! Attitudes and 

opinions of monoactive and pluriactive farmers.” Sociologica Ruralis 30(1): 62-

75. 

 

Hinrichs, C.C. (2000). “Embeddedness and local food systems: notes on two types of 

direct agricultural market.” Journal of Rural Studies 16: 295-303. 

 

Hughes, D.W., C. Brown, S. Miller, and T. McConnell (2008). “Evaluating the Economic 

Impact of Farmers’ Markets Using an Opportunity Cost Framework.” Journal of 

Agricultural and Applied Economics 40(1): 253-265. 

 

Hunt, A.R. (2007). “Consumer Interactions and Influences on Farmers’ Market 

Vendors.” Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 22: 54-66. 

 

Hustedde, R.J., R. Shaffer, G. Pulver (1993). Community Economic Analysis: A How to 

Manual. Ames, IA: Iowa State University Printing Services. 

 

Ikerd, J. (2005). Eating Local: A Matter of Integrity, presentation at The Eat Local 

Challenge kickoff event, Portland, OR, June 2, 2005. 

 

Ingram, H., A.L. Schneider, and P. Deleon (2007). “Social Construction and Policy 

 Design.” In P.A. Sabatier (Eds.), Theories of the Policy Process (p. 93-126). 

 Cambridge, MA: Westview Press (2007). 

 

Jacobs, J. (1984). Cities and the Wealth of Nations. New York: Random House. 

 

Jacobs, J. and K. Dougherty (2006). “The Uncertain Future of the Community College 

Workforce Development Mission.” New Directions for Community Colleges. 

Winter Edition. 



 174 

 

Joannides, J. (2012). “Local Food Systems as Regional Economic Drivers in Southern 

Minnesota.” Report Prepard for the Southern Minnesota Initiative Foundation and 

The McKnight Foundation. Retrieved From https://www.mcknight.org/system/ 

asset/document/120/pdf-2-4-mb.pdf. 

 

Johnson, R., R.A. Aussenberg, T. Cowan (2013). “The Role of Local Food Systems in 

U.S. Farm Policy.” Congressional Research Service. Retrieved From 

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42155.pdf. 

 

Kahan, D. (2012). “Farm Management Extension Guide: Entrepreneurship in Farming.” 

Report Prepared For the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 

Retrieved From http://www.fao.org/uploads/media/5EntrepreneurshipInternLores.pdf. 

 

Kingsolver, B., C. Kingsolver, and S.L. Hopp (2008). Animal, Vegetable, Miracle: A 

Year of Food Life. Harper Perennial. New York.  

 

Kolodinsky, J.M., and L.L. Pelch (2008). “Factors Influencing the Decision to Join a 

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) Farm.” Journal of Sustainable 

Agriculture 10(2-3): 129-141. 

 

Kremer, P. and T.L. DeLiberty (2011). “Local food practices and growing potential: 

Mapping the case of Philadelphia. Applied Geography 31(4): 1252-1261. 

 

Krieger, N., J.T. Chen, P.D. Waterman, M.J. Soobader, S.V. Subramanian, and R. 

Carson. “Choosing area based socioeconomic measures to monitor social 

inequalities in low birth weight and childhood lead poisoning: The Public Health 

Disparities Geocoding Project. Journal of Epidemiol Community Health 57(3): 

186-99. 

 

Kuhn, T. (1970). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of 

 Chicago Press. 

 

Johnson, R., T. Cowan, R. Aussenberg (2012). “The Role of Local Food Systems in U.S. 

Farm Policy.” Congressional Research Service. Retrieved From 

http://www.ams.usda.gov/ 

AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELPRDC5097249. 

 

Lambe, W. (2008). “Small Towns, Big Ideas: Case Studies in Small Town Community 

Economic Development.” University of North Carolina, North Carolina Rural 

Economic Development Center. Retrieved From 

http://www.iog.unc.edu/programs/cednc 

/stbi/pdfs/stbi_final.pdf?q=programs/cednc/stbi/pdfs/stbi_final.pdf. 

 



 175 

Lappe, A., and B. McKibben (2011). Diet for a Hot Planet: The climate crisis at the end 

of your fork and what you can do about it. Bloomsbury USA. New York. 

 

Lev, L., L. Brewer, and G. Stephenson (2003). “How do Farmers’ Markets Affect 

Neighboring Businesses?” Oregon Small Farms Technical Report No. 16. Oregon 

State University Extension Service. 

 

Lichtenstein, G.A., and T.S. Lyons (2001). “The Entrepreneurial Development System: 

Transforming Business Talent and Community Economies.” Economic 

Development Quarterly 15(1): 3-20. 

 

Low, S.A., and S. Vogel (2011). “Direct and Intermediated Marketing of Local Foods in 

the United States. United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research 

Service. Economic Research Report No. 128. 

 

Lucas, R.E. (1988). “On the Mechanics of Economic Development.” Journal of 

 Monetary Economics 22(1): 3-42. 

 

Lyons, T.S. (2002). “The Entrepreneurial League System: Transforming your 

community’s economy through enterprise development.” Report Prepared For the 

Appalachian Regional Commission. Retrieved From 

http://www.pipelineofentrepreneurs.com/attachments/File/ARCpaper.pdf. 

 

Mailfert, K. (2006). New farmers and networks: how beginning farmers build social 

connections in France. Tijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie, 98(1), 

21-31. 

 

Malecki, E.J. (2003). “Digital Development in Rural Areas: potentials and pitfalls.” 

Journal of Rural Studies 19: 201-214. 

 

Manheim, K. (1936). Ideology and Utopia. New York: Rutledge. 

Markusen, A., and G. Schrock (2006). “The Artistic Dividend: Urban Artistic 

 Specialisation and Economic Development Implications.” Urban Studies. 

 43(1): 1661-1686. 

 

Marlet, G. and C. van Woerkens (2004). “Skills and Creativity in a Cross-Section of 

 Dutch Cities.” Tjalling C. Koopmans Research Institute: Discussion Paper.  

 Retrieved From http://www.uu.nl/faculty/leg/nl/organisatie/ 

departementen/departementeconomie/onderzoek/publicaties/ 

DParchive/2004/Documents/04-29.pdf. 

 

Marsden, T., J. Banks, and G. Bristow (2000). “Food Supply Chain Approaches: 

Exploring their Role in Rural Development.” Sociologica Ruralis 40(4): 424-438. 



 176 

 

Martinez, S., M. Hand, M. Da Pra, S. Pollack, K. Ralston, T. Smith, S. Vogel, S. Clark, 

L.Lohr, S. Low, and C. Newman (2010). “Local Food Systems: Concepts, 

Impacts, and Issues.” United States Department of Agriculture, Economic 

Research Service. Economic Research Report No. 97.  

 

Mathur, V.K. (1999). “Human Capital-Based Strategy for Regional Economic 

 Development.” Economic Development Quarterly 13(3): 203-216.  

 

McElwee, G. (2006). “Farmers as Entrepreneurs: Developing Competitive Skills.” 

Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 11(3): 187-206. 

 

McGranahan, D.A. (1999). “Natural Amenities and Rural Population Change.” 

 Agricultural Economic Report No. (AER781). United States Department of 

 Agriculture, Economic Research Service.  

 

McGranahan and Wojan (2007a). “The Creative Class: A Key to Rural Growth.” Amber 

Waves. Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2007-april/the-

creative-class-a-key-to-rural-growth.aspx#.VhBAu2BwVzc. 

 

McGranahan, D. and T. Wojan (2007b). “Recasting the Creative Class to Examine 

Growth Processes in Rural and Urban Counties.” Regional Studies 41(2): 197-

216. 

 

McGranahan, D.A., T.R. Wojan, and D.M. Lambert (2010a). “The Rural Growth 

Trifecta: outdoor amenities, creative class and entrepreneurial context.” Journal 

of Economic Geography 11: 529-557. 

 

McGranahan, D., J. Cromartie, and T. Wojan (2010b). “Nonmetropolitan Outmigration 

Counties: Some are poor, many are prosperous.” United States Department of 

Agriculture, Economic Research Report No. ERR-107.  

 

Mendenhall, W., and T. Sincich (2003). A Second Course in Statistics: Regression 

 Analysis. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Pearson Education. 

 

Mitra, D. and A. Zheng (2011). “The Social and Economic Benefits of Public 

Education.” Education Law Center. Philadelphia, PA.  

 

Moretti, E. (2004). “Human capital externalities in cities.” Cities and Geography 4: 2243-

2291. 

 

Myers, G.S. (2004). “Howard County Farmers’ Market Economic Impact Study 2004.” 

Report. Howard County, MD Economic Development Authority, Agricultural 

Marketing Program. 



 177 

 

National Business Incubation Association (2001). “Identifying Obstacles to the Success 

of Rural Business Incubators.” Contractor Paper: 01-08. 

 

Oberholtzer, L., and S. Grow (2003). “Producer-Only Farmers’ Markets in the Mid-

Atlantic Region: A Survey of Market Managers.” Arlington, VA: Henry A. 

Wallace Center for Agricultural and Environmental Policy at Winrock 

International. 

 

O’Hara, J.K. (2011). “Creating Jobs Through Public Investment in Local and Regional 

Food Systems.” Cambridge, MA: UCS Publications. 

 

O’Kane, G. (2012). “What is the real cost of our food? Implications for the environment, 

society, and public health nutrition.” Environment and Sustainability 15(2): 268-

276. 

 

Oliveira, V. (2014). “The Food Assistance Landscape: FY2013 Annual Report.” United 

States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service. Economic 

Information Bulletin, No. 120. 

 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2005). Retrieved January 22, 

2014, http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=6864. 

 

Otto, D., and T. Varner (2005). Consumers, Vendors, and the Economic Importance of 

Iowa Farmers’ Markets: An Economic Impact Survey Analysis, Leopold Center 

for Sustainable Agriculture, Ames, IA.  

 

Peters, C.J., N.L. Bills, J.L. Wilkins, and G.W. Fick (2008). “Foodshed Analysis and Its 

Relevance to Sustainability.” Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 24: 1-7. 

 

Porter, M.E., and M.R. Kramer (2011). “Creating Shared Value.” Harvard Business 

Review. Retrieved From https://hbr.org/2011/01/the-big-idea-creating-shared-

value. 

 

Ross, N.J., M.D. Anderson, J.P. Goldberg, R. Houser, and B.L. Rogers (1999). “Trying 

and Buying Locally Grown Produce at the Workplace: Results of a marketing 

intervention.” American Journal of Alternative Agriculture 14(4): 171-179. 

 

Rosset, P.M. (1999). “The Multiple Functions and Benefits of Small Farm Agriculture in 

the Context of Global Trade Negotiations.” Policy Brief. Food First/The Institute 

for Food and Development Policy. Retrieved From 

http://www.foodfirst.org/en/node/246. 

 



 178 

Sabatier, P.A., and H.C. Jenkins-Smith (1993). Policy Change and Learning: An 

Advocacy Coalitoin Approach. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

 

Sabatier, P.A., and C.M. Weible (2007). “The Advocacy Coalition Framework: 

Innovations and Clarifications.” In Theories of the Policy Process, 2
nd

 ed., ed. 

Paul Sabatier. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 189-222. 

 

Sage, C. (2003). “Social Embeddedness and Relations of Regard: Alternative ‘Good 

Food’ Networks in South-West Ireland.” Journal of Rural Studies 19: 47-60. 

 

Saldana, J. (2012). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. Sage Publications: 

New York, NY. 

 

Schunk, D., and D. Woodward (2000). “A Profile of the Diversified South Carolina 

Economy.” The Darla Moore School of Business, Division of Research. Report 

prepared for the Local Government Funding System Reform Project. Retrieved 

From 

http://mooreschool.sc.edu/UserFiles/moore/Documents/Division%20of%20Resea

rch/Schunk&Woodward.pdf. 

 

Skuras, D., N. Meccheri, M.B. Moreira, J. Rosell, and S. Stathopoulou (2005). 

“Entrepreneurial human capital accumulation and the growth of rural businesses: 

a four-country survey in mountainous and lagging areas of the European union.” 

Journal of Rural Studies 21: 67-79.  

 

Slama, J., K. Nyquist, and M. Bucknum (2010). “Local Food System Assessment for 

Northern Virginia. Retrieved From http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile 

 ?dDocName=STELPRDC5097195. 

 

Small Business Administration (2012). “Frequently Asked Questions.” Retrieved From 

https://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/FAQ_Sept_2012.pdf. 

 

Small Planet Institute (2015). “Interactive Timeline of the Food Movement.” Retrieved 

From http://smallplanet.org/food/timeline. 

 

Solow, R. (1956). “A Contribution to the Theory of Economic Growth.” Quarterly 

Journal of Economics 70: 65-94. 

 

South Carolina Chamber of Commerce (2015). “Improving the Jobs Pipeline.” Retrieved 

From http://www.scchamber.net/advocacy/topissues/workforcedevelopment.aspx. 

 

South Carolina Department of Commerce (2010). “Economic Development, Education, 

and Local Government Finances in South Carolina’s I-95 Corridor Region.” 

Retrieved From http://sccommerce.com/sites/default/files/document_ 



 179 

directory/I-95_Corridor_Region_Reports_-_Economic_Development_Education 

_and_Local_Government_Finances_-_September_2010.pdf. 

 

South Carolina Department of Commerce (2014). Small Business Testimony before the 

Subcommittee on Economic Growth, Tax, and Capital Access. U.S. House of 

Representatives, Congress of the United States. Retrieved From 

http://smallbusiness.house.gov/uploadedfiles/1-24-2014_bundy_testimony.pdf 

 

South Carolina Department of Commerce (2015). “Industries at a Glance by Percentage 

of Employment.” Retrieved From http://sccommerce.com/sc-

advantage/industries. 

 

South Carolina Department of Employment and Workforce (2015). “South Carolina’s 

Employment Situation, September 2015.” Retrieved From 

http://dew.sc.gov/documents/lmi-monthly-trends/September_2015.pdf. 

 

South Carolina Food Access Task Force, and the South Carolina Community Loan Fund 

(2014). “Access to Healthy Food in South Carolina.” Retrieved From 

http://www.scfoodaccess.com/uploads/2/3/0/2/23029886/hffi_statewide 

_report.pdf. 

 

South Carolina Food Policy Council (2014). “SC Food Policy Council History and 

Mission.” Retrieved From http://agriculture.sc.gov/scfpchistory. 

 

Starr, A., A. Card, C. Benepe, G. Auld, D. Lamm, K. Smith, and K. Wilken 

(2003).“Sustaining local agriculture: Barriers and opportunities to direct 

marketing between farms and restaurants in Colorado.” Agriculture and Human 

Values 20: 301-321. 

 

Steenland, K., Henley, J., Calle, E. and Thun, M. (2004). “Individual and Area-Level 

Socioeconomic Status Variables as Predictors of Mortality in a Cohort of 179,383 

Persons.” American Journal of Epidemiology 159(11): 1047-56. 

 

Stephenson, G. and L. Lev (2004). “Common Support for Local Agriculture in Two 

Contrasting Oregon Communities.” Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 19: 

210-217. 

 

Stephenson, G. and L. Lev (2004). “Common Support for Local Agriculture in Two 

Contrasting Oregon Communities,” Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems 19: 

210-217. 

 

Stolarick, K., J. Lobo, and D. Strumsky (2011). “Are Creative Metropolitan Areas Also 

Entrepreneurial?” Regional Science Policy and Practice 3(3): 271-286. 

 



 180 

Sumner, D.A. (2014). “American Farms Keep Growing: Size, Productivity, and Policy.” 

Journal of Economic Perspectives 28(1): 147-166. 

 

Toth, R. (2012). “Entrepreneurial Human Capital and Entrepreneurial Dynamics: 

Evidence from a Natural Experiment.” Institute for the Study of Labor Working 

Paper. Retrieved From 

http://www.iza.org/conference_files/EntreRes2012/toth_r7741.pdf. 

 

United States Census Bureau (2012). “State and County Quickfacts.” Retreived From 

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/00000.html. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2006). “USDA Releases New Farmers Markets 

Statistics.” Report No. 291-06. Retrieved From http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMS 

 v1.0/ams.printData.do?template=printPage&navID=&page=printPage&dDocId=S

TELPRD3638681&dID=51885&wf=false&docTitle=USDA+Releases+New+Far

mers+Market+Statistics+. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2010). “Small Farms in the United States: 

Persistence Under Pressure.” Economic Research Service Report Summary.  

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2012a). “Selected Operator Characteristics for 

Principal, Second, and Third Operator: 2012. Census of Agriculture, Volume 1, 

Chapter 1, State Level Data. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2012b). “Sustainable Agriculture: Definitions 

and Terms.” Retrieved From http://www.nal.usda.gov/afsic/pubs/terms/ 

srb9902.shtml. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2012c). “Natural Amenities Scale: Overview.” 

Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/natural- 

amenities-scale.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2012d). “Natural Amenities.” Retrieved From 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/rural-economy-population/natural-amenities.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2012e). “Market Value of Agricultural 

Products Sold Including Landlord’s Share and Direct Sales: 2012 and 2007.” 

Census of Agriculture, Volume 1, Chapter 1, State Level Data. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture, National Agriculture Statistics Service (2012f). 

“2012 Census of Agriculture.” Retrieved From http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/ 

Publications/2012/Full_Report/Census_by_State/South_Carolina/. 

 



 181 

United States Department of Agriculture (2014a). “Population and Migration.” Retrieved 

From http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/rural-economy-population/population-

migration.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service (2014b). “Number 

of U.S. farmers’ markets continues to rise.” Retrieved From 

http://ers.usda.gov/data-products/chart-gallery/detail.aspx?chart 

Id=48561&ref=collection&embed=True&widgetId=37373. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2014c). “Farm Household Well-Being.” 

Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/farm-economy/farm-household-

well-being/glossary.aspx#.U0mTzSiqzuc. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2014d). “Number and percent employed in 

creative class occupations for all counties, 2007-11.” Retrieved From 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/creative-class-county-codes.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2014e). “Local Food Directories: National 

Farmers’ Market Directory.” Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-

products/creative-class-county-codes.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015a). “Shifting Geography of Population 

Change.” Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/rural-economy-

population/population-migration/shifting-geography-of-population-change.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015b). “Farmers’ Market Promotions Program 

(FMPP): Frequently Asked Questions.” Retrieved From http://www.ams. 

usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/FMMPFAQ.pdf 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015c). “Sustainable Agriculture: Definitions 

and Terms.” Retrieved From http://afsic.nal.usda.gov/sustainable-agriculture-

definitions-and-terms-related-terms. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015d). “Creative Class County Codes.” 

Retrieved From http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/creative-class-county-

codes/documentation.aspx. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015e). “The Farm to School Census.” 

Retrieved From http://www.fns.usda.gov/farmtoschool/census#/. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture (2015f). “Community Food Security.” Retrieved 

From http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/food-security-in-

the-us/community-food-security.aspx. 

 



 182 

United States Department of Agriculture (n.d.). “USDA National Farmers Market 

Directory.” Retrieved From http://search.ams.usda.gov/farmersmarkets/. 

 

United States Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service (n.d.). “South 

Carolina: Three rural definitions based on Census Place.” Retrieved From 

http://www.ers.usda.gov/datafiles/Rural_Definitions/StateLevel_Maps/SC.pdf. 

 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2009). “List of Rural Counties and  

 Designated Eligible Census Tracts in Metropolitan Counties.” Retrieved From 

 ftp://ftp.hrsa.gov/ruralhealth/eligibility2005.pdf. 

 

Weible, C.M. (2006). “An Advocacy Coalition Framework Approach to Stakeholder 

Analysis: Understanding the Political Context of California Marine Protected 

Area Policy.” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 17: 95-117. 

 

Weible, C.M., P.A. Sabatier, and K. McQueen (2009). “Themes and Variations: Taking 

Stock of the Advocacy Coalition Framework.” The Policy Studies Journal 37(1): 

121-140. 

 

Williams, L.L. and M.J. Lindsey (2011). “Rural Leaders and Leadership Development in 

Pennsylvania.” Report Prepared for The Center for Rural Pennsylvania. Retrieved 

From http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED517588.pdf. 

 

Wilson, P., N. Harper, and R. Darling (2013). “Explaining Variation in Farm and Farm 

Business Performance in Respect to Farmer Segmentation Analysis.” Land Use 

Policy 30(1): 147-156. 

 

Winter, M. (1997). “New Policies and New Skills: Agricultural change and technology 

transfer.” Sociologica Ruralis 37(3): 363-383.  

 

Wolf, M.M., A. Spittler, and J. Ahern (2005). “A Profile of Farmers’ Market Consumers 

and the Perceived Advantages of Produce Sold at Farmers’ Markets.” Journal of 

Food Distribution Research 36: 192-201. 

 

Wong, M., T. McNamara, S. Shulkin, C. Lettieri, and V. Careiro (2008). “South Carolina 

Indicators: Aging & Work. The Center on Aging and Work. Retrieved From 

https://www.bc.edu/content/dam/files/research_sites/agingandwork/pdf/publicatio

ns/states/SouthCarolina.pdf. 

 

World Commission on Environment and Development (1987). “Our Common Future.” 

Report prepared for the United Nations. Retrieved From http://www.un-

documents.net/our-common-future.pdf. 

 

Zepeda, L., and Li, J. (2006). “Who Buys Local Food?” Journal of Food Distribution 



 183 

 Research 37(3): 1-11. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	Clemson University
	TigerPrints
	12-2015

	Entrepreneurship, Creativity, and Local Food Systems: Essays on Regional Economic Development in South Carolina
	Kristen Lientz
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1452273486.pdf.2Uak1

