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Introduction
Hal Harris

In 1996 the South Carolina General Assembly debated and passed the so-called “Hog Bill.” The debate
generated a great deal of heat and very little light. Eventsin North Carolina, not South Carolina, appeared to tilt public
opinion toward passage of the bill. The Department of Health and Environmental Control has now incorporated the law
into its regulatory framework. The new regulations went into effect in June 1998, giving the state one of the most
stringent set of conditions for siting and operating confined animal feeding operationsin the nation.

DHEC isin the process of revising its regulations. Meanwhile, the controversy over animal agriculture
continues. A team of Clemson University scientists conceived a project to study economic and social forces affecting
animal agriculture in the Palmetto State. This project was funded under the General Assembly Agricultural Productivity
and Profitability initiative.

Theinitial purposes of the project were:

1) to improve the knowledge base of both interest groups and the general public about animal agriculture
issues,

2) to ascertain South Carolinians' attitudes and opinions about animal agriculture; and

3) to create the environment for an improved dial ogue between the industry, concerned citizens, and
government on animal agriculture.

Animal Agriculturein South Carolina: A Fact Book was released in 1998 and contained many general statistics
and the results of arandom survey examining South Carolinians’ attitudes about animal agriculture.

Concerns and Tradeoffs

This report marks a continuation of the team’ s efforts to provide a sound basis for resolving disputes
surrounding animal agriculture. In particular, statistics are updated, and the results of a new survey on the opinions of
members of interest groups concerned about animal agriculture are presented.

Formulating public policy involves tradeoffs and compromises among affected citizens. The animal
agriculture issue involves a particularly broad array of social, economic, health, environmental and even ethical
concerns. Proponents of animal agriculture in South Carolina argue that a viable agricultural sector demands a healthy
value-added animal component as an engine of economic growth. Their arguments are bolstered by current low crop
prices, and by the search for areplacement for plummeting tobacco income in the state’ s highly rural and far less
prosperous coastal plain region. They also argue that private property rights give landowners wide leeway to engage in
legitimate economic activity, subject only to reasonabl e restrictions to protect the general public.

Opponents of an expanded animal industry argue that such operations lead to adecline in water quality, health
concerns, and bad smells. They say that even if the production and processing sectors bring more jobs, that they will be
of low quality. They tend to believe “big isbad” and talk in terms of corporate agriculture driving out family farms.
They believe government should play avery activerolein devising rules of conduct for businesses such as animal
farms. The evidence used by both sides in arguments about these issues is often anecdotal, at best. For some issues,
peoples’ perceptions may be asimportant as the facts. A major purpose of this study was to ascertain the importance of
some of these issues to South Carolinians based on a purposeful survey as reported in alater section. Another purpose
isto provide factual documentation for some of the concerns raised by proponents and opponents of animal agriculture.
The authors have attempted to remain neutral asto the benefits and costs of additional animal farming operations.

Trendsin Animal Agriculture

While there are considerabl e differences in current trends within the hog, beef cattle, dairy and poultry sectors,
there are anumber of common directions (Figure 1). Farms and processing operations are becoming fewer, much larger



and increasingly specialized. Vertical coordination through contract or ownership through the system isincreasing.
Theindustry isrelocating from historic production regions. There are more confinement operations. Farmstend to
“cluster” in relatively small geographic areas. Each of these trends rai ses contentious i ssues.

Figurel. Trendsin Animal Agriculture

C Growing Scale of Operations

Increasing Specialization
Increasing Vertical Coordination
Spatial Relocation

M ore Confinement Operations
Clustering

) OO OO

Growing Scale of Operations

Just afew years ago, adairy operation with 200 cows would have been large by national average standards.
Today, herds of 1,000 cows or larger are the norm for areas of rapidly expanding milk production such as California,
Idaho and New Mexico. Half the nation’s milk supply now comes from herds of over 200 cows.

Large animal operations mean greater concentrations of waste at a particular site, attracting more public
scrutiny. Bignessper seisanissue. Much of the furor over animal agricultureisfed by particular farm interests.
Allied with environmental groups, their main concern isthat large farms (terms used in the press include megafarms,
factory farms, corporate farms) are driving “family” farms out of business. Indeed, today’ s large animal operations
rely on hired rather than family labor. Processors are becoming fewer and larger aswell. Asthisisbeing written,
the news of Smithfield and Tyson’srival bidsto purchase IBP fills the press.

Increasing Specialization

Historically, meat and animal product producers raised crops and fed those cropsto animals as avalue
added marketing strategy. Sizewas limited by acreage of cropland. Today, they tend to produce just meat, milk or
eggs. Crop-raising is often done only as a means of nutrient (manure) disposal. Raising of replacement animalsis
another production stage that is commonly being spun off. Hog production seemsto be moving to athreetier
system of production, with large specialized units handling farrowing, nursery, and finishing to market weight,
respectively.

Increased Vertical Coordination

Terms applied to the strengthening links between input supply, production and marketing phasesinclude
vertical integration, agricultural industrialization, and contract farming. The broiler industry has been vertically
integrated for over 40 years. Some of the main names associated with the industry include ConAgra, GoldKist,
Tysons and Perdue. Such corporations own and operate feed mills and processing plants. Since they own the
chickens and the feed, it can be argued that technically they are the farmers. Broiler producers own the production
facilities and, significantly, the manure and any birds that may die during the production process. They are paid a
fee, as specified in a contract with the integrator. Usually the contract contains efficiency incentives. The swine
industry is now moving toward the broiler model. Today 40 percent of pork volume is accounted for by production
contracts, mostly with large producers. Some observers note that thistrend is not dissimilar to the movement toward
franchising in the fast food and other industries. Like the McDonalds clerk presses the key with the Big Mac
picture, the farmer pushes the buttons according to the integrator’ s specifications.

Spatial Relocation

Separation of growing feed and raising animals means that the local availability of feed no longer
determines where animals will be produced. Thus, North Carolinajumped from sixth to second in hog productionin



the past decade. It made asimilar jump in turkey production in the previous decade. California passed Wisconsin
as the number one dairy state several yearsago. Animal agricultureisgrowing rapidly in such states as Colorado,
Idaho, New Mexico, Oklahoma and Utah. Geographic relocation, among other things, means that millions of people
unaccustomed to the sights, sounds and smells of animal agriculture now face those issues on adaily basis.

More Confinement Operations

Except for the cow-calf sector of the beef industry, animal agriculture today generally means many animals
inarelatively small space — often specialized buildings. This production practice raises the concentration of waste
at any particular site. For some, this practice raises questions of humane treatment of animals. A surprisingly large
percentage of South Carolinaresidentsin our earlier survey (39 percent) agreed with a statement that animal
agriculture raises ethical concerns.

Clustering

Not only is animal agriculture relocating among states, within most states production units tend to cluster
together. Asan example, two-thirds of South Carolina s milk production occursin just five counties, three of which
are contiguous in the upstate, and two that border one another downstate. Proximity to processing plantsis amajor
factor behind this phenomenon. Achieving economies of size in feed manufacturing plants is another consideration.
Clustering al'so insures that the requisite industry infrastructure exists— access to such things as veterinary services,
skilled technicians, and a knowledgeable labor force. Clustering means that statewide statistics such as those given
in this report can mask the true picturein given localities.

Clustering raises many questions. Should statewide environmental control regulations be adopted because
afew counties have large concentrations of animals? Islocal control the answer? Clustering also increases the
prospects for different avenues for manure disposal, such as municipalities have for sewage.

Forces of Change

Several key factors are driving the dramatic changes in the meat and animal product industries. The most
important are technology, changing consumer demand, changes in processing, economies of scale in production, and
instability in input and output prices.

Technology

The animal industries have witnessed amazing growth in productivity in recent years. Since 1988, milk
production per cow has jumped 20 percent. The pork and poultry sectors have shown similar gains. Eveninthe
cow-calf sector of the beef industry, which is still characterized mostly by small operations, productivity has
doubled in the past 40 years based on the weaning weight of calves. Improved genetics have been amajor
technological force behind such gains. Not only have improved genetics raised productivity and feed conversion
efficiency, they have resulted in leaner, more uniform animals. Although such technology is not available only to
large farms, studies repeatedly demonstrate that large firms have an advantage because they adopt technology earlier
than small farms. Notethat in the vertically integrated sectors, it is the integrator who controls the genetics and
suppliesthem to producers.

Changing Demand for Food

Therestructuring of animal agricultureisin no small measure aresponse to changing consumer demand.
United States consumers are demanding lower fat, easily prepared food. The away-fromhome market is becoming
increasingly important, now representing one-half of food expenditures. In addition, the export market has become
amajor factor driving growth and change in animal agriculture. United States meat and animal product exports are
today highly competitive in the growing world market. Such exports grew from slightly over $4 billionin FY 1986
to almost $12 billion in FY 1999 (Figure 2).



Figure 2. Value of US Exports of Animals and Animal Products, Fiscal Years
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Changesin Processing

The intermediary sector between consumers and producers has undergone even more dramatic structural
change than the production sector. For example, in 1996 there were 28 pork processing plantsin the United States
with annual capacity of 1.5 million head or greater. These plants accounted for 80 percent of total slaughter. In
1982 there were only six such plants, and they accounted for 17 percent of processing while smaller plants processed
the other 83 percent. 1n 1997, 80 percent of plants slaughtering steers and heifers were large plants (over 500,000
animals/year). In 1980, less than one-fourth were large. Now the fewer and much larger plants produce an
incredibly diverse product line of specialty items designed for the ready-to-eat and away-fromhome market. They
demand high quality, uniform animals and products— and are willing to pay premiums or maintain captive supplies
to get them. They also prefer prescheduled delivery of truckload lots.

Economies of Scale in Production

Studies repeatedly show that the largest swine, dairy, beef and poultry operations have lower production
costs. Therapid exit of smaller units and growth in number of larger ones provide the ultimate evidence. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) reported that over 24,000 farmers left the hog industry in 1996 alone. Half of
these had an inventory of lessthan 100. In contrast the number of farmswith 2,000 or more head grew by 80 farms.

Studies also indicate that lower cost per unit of production for larger farmsincludes the cost of waste
disposal. The more elaborate the system used to dispose of manure, the greater isthe cost disadvantage to smaller
farms. Thus, those who seek to save family farms by requiring more stringent environmental regulations face a
serious flaw in their logic.

Feed Prices

The 1996 Farm Bill freed farmers to produce commaodities other than those that previous farm programs
locked them in to producing. Animals, aswell as alternative crops, could now be produced. Internalizing feed
purchase decisions through vertical integration provides a mechanism to cope with price instability, as does the
assured regular check provided from alivestock or poultry production contract. In addition, the new law hasled to
higher corn and soybean acreage, and thus lower feed prices, which encouraged the growth of large, drylot animal
feeding operations.

Summary
Many citizens have expressed dismay about the changing structure of animal agriculture. Many of their

concerns center around the five trends outlined in this section. It isimportant to note that these forces of change
show no signs of abating.



Current Status of Animal Agriculturein South
Carolina: Comparison with Adjacent States

Hal Harris

It is hoped that the following section will provide agricultural leaders, policymakers, and environmental
groups some basis to make informed decisions about the future of animal agriculture in the Palmetto State. Some
may question the use of Georgia and North Carolina as a basis of comparison. However, they are our neighbors;
their geography and topography are similar to ours. As can be seen from Figure 3, South Carolina sland baseis
much smaller, but on a percentage basis, land is distributed into cropland, pasture and forest usein asimilar pattern
(Figure 4). About one-third of the land in each state is in farms, a percentage which has been declining (Figure 5).

Figure 3. Land Utilization:
SC, NC, GA, 1997
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North Carolina has many more farms than either South Carolina or Georgia and the average size of farm is
quite abit smaller in terms of acreage (Figures 6 and 7). Interms of dollar sales per farm, South Carolinalags far
behind our two neighbors (Figure 8). A major reason is the growth in animal agriculture in North Carolina and

Georgia compared to South Carolina.
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Figure 7. Average Size of Farm, 1999
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Figure 8. Sales per Farm, 1999
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Figures 9 through 13 illustrate trends in animal numbersin the three states during the past 12 years. Key
points shown by the figuresinclude:

Growth in the cattle herd in North Carolina and Georgia during the 1990's, then afalling off with the cattle
cycleinthe past four years. Declining to steady cattle numbersin South Carolina.

Dramatic increase in hog production in North Carolina, particularly since 1990. Declining numbers of hogs
in the other two states. Note that hog production expanded in North Carolina despite a moratorium on new
facilitiesin 1998. Numbers seem to be leveling out at just under 10 million head.

Growth in layer numbersin Georgia, declinesin the Carolinas.

Steady growth in broiler production in all three states, but South Carolina production only one-sixth of
Georgia's.

Declining, but far greater turkey production in North Carolinathan the other two states. South Carolina
production up.
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Figure 9. All Cattle and Calves,

Jan. 1: 1988-2000
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Figure 10. All Hogs and Pigs,
Dec. 1: 1986-99
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Figure 11. Hens and Pullets of Laying

Age, Jan. 1: 1988-1999
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Figure 12. Broilers Produced:
1988-1999
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Figure 13. Turkeys Raised: 1988-1999
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The next three illustrations (Figures 14, 15, and 16) show total farm cash receipts, first broken down by
crops and livestock, followed by the total of thetwo. North Carolina’ s agriculture (in dollar valuation) is now
almost five times as large as South Carolina' s; Georgia sis more than three times as large.

Figure 14. Cash Farm Receipts:
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Figure 15. Cash Farm Receipts:
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Figure 16. Cash Farm Receipts: Total
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Figure 17 puts these totals in arelative change perspective. Growth in South Carolina’s cash receipts has
not kept pace with our neighbors. 1ncome attributable to the poultry and livestock sectorsincreased 70 percent in
North Carolinafrom 1988 to 1999. In Georgiathe increase was 60 percent, and in South Carolinait was 50 percent.

Figure 17. Changes in Cash Receipts, 1988-1999
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In summary, aggregate farm income in North Carolina and Georgia now dwarfs that in South Carolina, and

amajor portion of the widening gap has been caused by the growth in animal agriculture (Figure 18).

Figure 18: SC Farm Cash Receipts as a
Percentage of NC and GA, Cash Receipts 1989 & 1999
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Intensive animal agriculture produces much more income per acre than extensive crop farming. Driven
largely by growth in value-added animal agriculture, sales per acre of farmland in 1999 were nearly $700 in North
Carolina, around $400 in Georgia, and only about $250 in South Carolina (Figure 19).

Figure 19. Sales per Acre of Farmland, 1999
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Comparing animal numbersto the total land base provides an indication of animal concentration. Under
the currently used method of manure disposal (land application), acres per animal provides some notion of statewide
application rates. The higher the bar on Figures 20 and 21, the greater is the land base per animal. For example,
South Carolinacurrently has one pig for each 70+ acres; North Carolina has only about 4 acres per hog. Only in
turkeys per acre does South Carolina surpass either of the other states- and then only in Georgia.

Figure 20. Acres per Animal, 1999 Figure 21. Acres per Animal, 1999
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Figures 22, 23, and 24 provide afinal basis of comparison among the states. The more animalsthere arein
comparison to people, the greater it would seem the likelihood of incidents of unpleasant interactionsin the form of
odors, etc. South Carolinaannually produces half as many broilers per capita as North Carolina, one-third as many
as Georgia. The most striking comparison is with hogs— in North Carolina each citizen today could adopt apig!
The only case where South Carolina has more animals per capitaisin turkeys compared to Georgia.



Figure 22. Animals per Capita, 1999: Figure 23. Animals per Capita, 1999:
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Figure 24. Animals per Capita, 1999:
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Conclusions

Theindividual reader must form an opinion asto whether we have too few animals on farmsin South
Carolina, whether there are too many in our neighboring states, or whether animal agriculturein al three states can
continue to grow under the right regulatory environment. It is clear from the data shown here that farm income in
South Carolina has suffered because of slow growth in animal agriculture. The gap in incomes by any basis- total,
per farm, or per acre- iswidening compared to our neighboring states. This gap carries over into employment
opportunitiesin the farm supply, feed, processing and marketing sectors.

Thereisalong list of tradeoffsinvolved in public decisions about the growth of animal agriculturein our
state. The changing structure of the animal industries makes discussions of these tradeoffs even more contentious.
But an improved dialogue among affected interest groups needs to occur. It is hoped that the information in this
publication will be helpful in achieving more enlightened discussion of the issues involved.



Animal Agriculture in South Carolina: Opinions of Interest Groups and
Stakeholders

Brenda J. Vander Mey, Bradley K. Campbell, Haihong Wang, Daniel Wueste,
Benjamin Custer, and Charles Shuttles
Clemson University, Clemson, South Carolina
December 2000

Executive Summary

The study is a follow-up to an earlier study of South Carolinians’ opinions concerning
animal agriculture. In 1998, a telephone survey of a random sample of adult South Carolinians
(n=700) revealed that 73% would support additional agriculture in their respective counties,
even though some also held concerns about ethical issues surrounding animal agriculture, the
need f?r better zoning, the need for tougher regulations, and issues related to property owners’
rights.

The current study was designed to be more in-depth than the 1998 telephone survey. In
addition, there was a stronger focus on ethical and policy issues. This study reveals a fairly
consistent pattern of significant differences of opinion among interest groups surveyed. For
instance, members of environmental groups showed the strongest support for preserving and
providing support for family farms. Members of environmental groups were most likely to say
that small farm operations do a better job of protecting the environment, that corporate farms
are putting family farms out of business and that corporate farms should not be allowed in
South Carolina. Members of agribusiness groups were most likely to agree or strongly agree
that animal agriculture is economically important, that additional animal agriculture is worth it
economically, and that meats and meat products are safer than ever. The need for tougher
environmental regulations received greatest support from environmental groups and members
of sports and wildlife organizations. The need for better zoning was perceived as needed
more by people involved in planning and development and those in environmental groups than
among the other groups. In addition, groups did not hold high opinions of other groups’
(especially policy makers and law makers) knowledge of animal agriculture and ability to
formulate well-reasoned policies about animal agriculture in the state. In general, those
involved in or associated with agribusiness rated policy and lawmakers the highest.
Environmentalists did not even hold their own groups in high regard on these two items.

Yvander Mey, B. J. et al. 1998. “Adult South Carolinians’ opinions about animal agriculture.” Pp.
10-25 in M. L. Warner, et al., Eds. Animal Agriculture in South Carolina: A Fact Book. Report No. EER
172. Clemson, South Carolina: Clemson University, Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics.

2000. Opinionson Animal Agriculture. Funded by PSA Agrisystems Competitive Grants. Public Service and 1
Agriculture. Clemson University, Clemson, South Carolina.



With some variation, results of both studies indicate that social problems (crime, drugs,
poor education) seem to be weighing more on the minds of South Carolinians than most
environmental problems, in general, or problems specifically associated with animal
agriculture.

Taken together, these studies indicate that animal agriculture has a great deal of
support in the state. However, they indicate that reasoned public discourse is much needed
for issues such as zoning, regulation, property rights, ethical treatment of animals,
responsibility for the environment, the preservation and support of family farms, and the
changing structure of the state’s agriculture. The authors theorize that one reason that policy
makers are held in low regard in dealing with these issues is the mixed messages they
receive from disparate special interest groups. Itis recommended that Clemson University
take the lead in organizing public dialogue regarding planned land use to help ease current
social strain and contribute to outcomes reasonable to all competing interests.

Introduction

Purpose

This current study is a follow-up to a 1998 survey of South Carolinians’ opinions
concerning animal agriculture. The previous study (a random telephone survey) found that,
while most respondents (73%) were supportive of additional animal agriculture in their county,
they had concerns about environmental and ethical problems. A majority of respondents
(57.7%) agreed that there should be tougher environmental regulations for animal agriculture,
and a substantial minority (39.9%) agreed that animal agriculture raises serious ethical
concerns about the treatment of animals. This pointed to the need to explore further the nature
of the support of and concerns about animal agriculture in South Carolina.

In response to this need, an in-depth, purposive mailout survey was conducted
between April and September of 1999. This survey was designed to determine the
knowledge base, opinions, and normative ethical frameworks concerning animal agriculture by
groups that were presumed to have strong opinions on the matter. Various groups of industry
participants, environmental organizations, regulators, and policy makers were surveyed. This
report focuses on general social and policy-related findings. Another report focuses on ethics
and ethical issues. The underlying intent was to ascertain where common ground and/or
irreconcilable differences of attitudes and opinions existed.

2000. Opinionson Animal Agriculture. Funded by PSA Agrisystems Competitive Grants. Public Service and 2
Agriculture. Clemson University, Clemson, South Carolina.



Sampling Strategy

Because this study focused on the opinions of individuals associated with groups that
probably have very strong opinions about animal agriculture, purposive sampling was
employed. Groups surveyed included members of the South Carolina Farm Bureau
Federation, the Cattleman’s Association, South Carolina Beef Board, South Carolina Pork
Board, the Society of Farm Managers and Rural Appraisers, the South Carolina General
Assembly’s House and Senate agricultural committees, the South Carolina Chamber of
Commerce, South Carolina Association of Counties, Chairpersons of Soil and Water
Conservation Districts, various county government and planning boards and associations,
Realtor’'s Association, the Coastal Conservation League, the Sierra Club, South Carolina
Sportsman’s Coalition, and the South Carolina Wildlife Federation. With exceptions made for
very small groups (e.g., Coastal Conservation League and House and Senate agricultural
committees), surveys were sent to approximately 10% of the members of each group.

Other groups were asked but declined to participate.

In order to make comparisons between the groups, the surveys were coded by color
into seven categories: (1) Agribusiness, (2) Planning and development, (3) Chamber of
Commerce, (4) Coastal Conservation/Sierra Club, (5) Realtors, (6) House and Senate
agricultural committees, (7) Sportsman’s Coalition/Wildlife Federation. For the purpose of
analysis, groups with very small numbers (Realtors and House and Senate agricultural
committees) were combined with other groups — realtors with the Chamber of Commerce and
the agricultural committees with agribusiness. The grouping was based on similarity of
responses. Thus, five final group classifications were used for analysis: (1) Agribusiness, (2)
Planning/Development, (3) Commerce, (4) Environmental, (5) Sports/Wildlife.

Counties Represented

Forty-five of South Carolina’s 46 Counties (all except Allendale) were represented by
respondents to this survey. This survey. Nine counties (Aiken, Anderson, Beaufort, Charleston,
Greenville, Lexington, Orangeburg, Richland, Spartanburg) had 20 or more respondents. Ten
respondents resided outside of South Carolina — most of these in neighboring counties in
Georgia or North Carolina. Since these persons belonged to one of the South Carolina-based
organizations that were sampled, they were included in the survey, residence status
notwithstanding. Two of these individuals called the Principal Investigator, telling her that
currently they resided outside the state, but that they owned property in the state, planned to
resume residency in the state, and had remained active with these organizations in the state.

2000. Opinionson Animal Agriculture. Funded by PSA Agrisystems Competitive Grants. Public Service and 3
Agriculture. Clemson University, Clemson, South Carolina.



Response Rate

One thousand six hundred and twenty-six surveys were mailed. There was an overall
response rate of 41.0%. Of the seven original groups surveyed, sports and wildlife had the

highest response rate (55.8%), followed by planning and development (40.3%), environmental

(37.0%), agribusiness (35.2%), Commerce (24.9%), House/Senate agricultural committees
(22.2%), and realtors (13.8%). The response rate for the final five groups (with the agriculture
committees combined with agribusiness and realtors combined with the Chamber of

Commerce) was 55.8% for Sports/Wildlife, 40.3% for Planning/Development, 37.0% for

Environmental, 33.9% for Agribusiness, and 22.5% for Commerce.

The Respondents

Characteristics of the Sample

Slightly over three-fourths of the respondents (76.0%) were male.
Most respondents (96.6%) were white.

Most respondents (64.0%) were native South Carolinians.

Most respondents (84.4%) were married.

Slightly over one-third of respondents (38.3%) lived on a farm or in a rural non-farm

residence.
Nearly one-third (30.3%) owned or ran a farm or ranch.

Extremely few respondents (1.7%) said they were vegetarians; only a few more (5.1%)

said that there is a vegetarian in the household.
Age of respondents ranged from 18 to 92, with a mean of 55.5 years.

Mean estimate of how far respondents live from an animal agriculture operation: 4.7
miles.

Mean estimate of percent of respondents’ income derived from farming: 10.4%.
Most (80.8%) said that animal agriculture was important to the economy of their county.
Group category: 49.5% Sports/Wildlife; 18.7% Planning/Development; 18.1%
Agribusiness; 10.6% Commerce; and, 3.0% Environmental.
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Findings
Support for Additional Animal Agriculture

Although 65.2% of respondents said they were willing to support additional animal
agriculture in their county, responses varied significantly according to group (see Figure 1).
Agribusiness indicated the greatest proportion of support (88.3%), and the environmental
groups indicated the lowest (50.0%). Planning and development (67.5%), commerce (61.7%),
and sports and wildlife groups (57.2%) also were willing to support additional animal
agriculture.

Figure 1. Support for Additional Animal Agriculture, by Group.

Support for Additional Animal Agriculture, By Group.
I I I I
Agribusiness | 88.3
Planning/Devt. - | | | | 67.5
Commerce - | | |61.7
Environmental | | |50
Sports/Wildlife ! ! | 7.2
0 2I0 4IO 60 80 100
Percent

Analysis by residence type revealed, not surprisingly, that respondents residing
on farms and in non-farm rural residences were most likely to say that they agree or strongly
agree that they would support additional animal agriculture in their respective counties.
However, in no residence type did support dip below 50% of the respondents i n that category.

In addition, with several of the residence categories, nearly one-third of the respondents
indicated that they just didn’t know or where unsure about additional support, rather than simply
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. Thus, the fact that animal agriculture is supported is
fairly clear. Also, itis reasonable to expect that some uncertainty exists among respondents.

Percent agreeing or strongly agreeing, unsure or don't know, and disagreeing or
strongly disagreeing that they would support additional animal agriculture in their respective
counties, broken down by residence type, are as follows:
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Chart 1. Willingness to Support Additional Animal Agriculture in the County, by
Residence Type.

Agree/Strongly Agree | Don’t Know/Not Sure | Disagree/Strongly
Disagree

Farm 89.1% 7.6% 3.4%
Rural, non-farm 70.5% 17.6% 13.0%
Small Town (<4000) | 53.7% 35.8% 10.5%
Medium Town 4001- | 69.0% 16.2% 14.9%
10Kk)
Large Town (10,00- | 54.5% 34.1% 11.3%
25 K)
Medium City (25K- | 57.3% 28.0% 14.7%
50K)
Large City (50K+) 51.1% 32.8% 16.0%

Respondents were asked to list reasons for their willingness or unwillingness to support
additional animal agriculture. Of those who supported animal agriculture, 33.9% said this was
because animal agriculture would help the economy or provide jobs; 18.1% said that animal
agriculture was a necessary industry; 10.7% said that they wanted to protect the family farm or
the rural way of life; 6.9% said to allow for free enterprise; and 6.1% said that the land was
available or that it was suitable to their county. Other responses were that they were willing to
support family farms but not corporate farms (5.9%), that they were willing to support additional
animal agriculture only if the operations met environmental or odor concerns (5.9%), or that
they support additional operations because they believed this would restrict urbanization or
curtail growth (5.6%).

Of those who were unwilling to support additional animal agriculture, 29.9% said that
this was because it was not appropriate for their county; 24.3% mentioned environmental
concerns; 15.0% said they were opposed to corporate or mass farming; 13.1% mentioned
odor concerns; and 7.5% cited economic reasons. Other respondents said that they needed
more information before they would be willing to support animal agriculture (6.5%), that they
had ethical concerns (3.7%), or that they thought public opinion was not favorable toward
additional animal agriculture (1.9%).

Enterprises That Respondents Would Support

Respondents were asked to list the top three enterprises or activities they would be willing
to support if their county had to vote to bring in the next job creating enterprise. Of those who
responded (n=453), half (50.8%) said they would be willing to support manufacturing or
industrial enterprises. Many of these respondents stipulated that they would only support clean
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(i.e., environmentally safe) industries or light manufacturing. Nearly one-third (30.7%) of the
respondents said they would support high tech industries, such as computers or electronics.
About one quarter (25.6%) of the respondents said they would support agriculture (generic
term) and related industries, and 20.5% listed animal agriculture as one of their top three
preferred enterprises. Other enterprises listed included service industries (8.8%), automotive
industries (8.8%), building and construction industries (8.8%), distribution/warehousing
systems (7.3%), recreation/theme parks (6.6%), forestry/timber industries (6.2%), medical
industries (5.5%), textiles (5.5%), and “anything that provides clean, well-paying jobs” (5.1%).

Figure 2 depicts willingness to support the five most frequently mentioned enterprises
by group. The number of respondents per group who gave an answer is identified in the
parenthesis in the legend for the table. On the chart, the percent of the entire group (not just
those responding) is graphed. In this way, we can see what percent of each group was willing
to support which enterprises.

As can be seen, manufacturing/industry was most strongly supported by planning and
development (48.8%) and commerce (43.7%). About one-third (32.4%) of those in the
sports/wildlife groups would support manufacturing, while under one-fourth (23.1%) of those in
agribusiness and almost none (1.5%) in environmental groups would.

High tech industries had greatest support among planning and development groups
(30.4%), followed by sports/wildlife (21.2%) and commerce groups (21.1%), with little support
from agribusiness groups (10.7%) and nearly none (1.5%) from environmentalists.

Agriculture and related industries (e.g., processing plants) was most often mentioned
by those in the sports/wildlife groups (19.4%). Surprisingly, slightly more, proportionately, of
those in the planning and development groups (16.8%) than those in the agribusiness groups
(16.5%) listed agriculture (just as a generic term) or agriculture-related industries. Again, very
few (1.5%) of the environmentalists mentioned this category of industry.

Animal agriculture, not surprisingly, was listed as a category by itself. And, also not
surprisingly, proportionately more individuals in the agribusiness group (28.1%) specifically
mentioned animal agriculture as one the top three enterprises they would support. Animal
agriculture was mentioned by 11.2% of those in sports/wildlife groups, 9.8% of those in the
commerce groups, 8.8% of those in the planning/development groups, and by only 2. % of
those in the environmental groups.

Tourism was most frequently (9.4%) mentioned by members of sports/wildlife groups.
As Figure 2 depicts, tourism was not a high priority enterprise among the other groups.
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Figure 2. Enterprises that Respondents are Willing to Support, by Group

Top Five Enterprises Desired, by Group
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When asked why animal agriculture was or was not on their list of the top three job
creating enterprises they would be willing to support, responses were somewhat similar to the
reasons for overall willingness to support additional animal agriculture. Of those who listed
animal agriculture, 21.1% (n=114) said they did so because animal agriculture is a necessary
industry; 19.3% said the area was suitable; 17.5% said that they thought it would create jobs or
boost the economy; 17.5% said to maintain a rral way of life; and 10.5% said to create
economic balance/diversity. Other reasons included were “to help farmers” (13.2%), to keep
food in local economy (7.0%) and because animal agriculture can be a clean and safe
enterprise (4.4%).

A breakdown, by group, of the most frequently given reasons for listing animal
agriculture appears in Figure 3. The number of respondents per group who gave an answer is
identified in the parenthesis in the legend for the table. On the chart, the percent of the entire
group (not just those responding) is graphed. Thus, the relative proportion of people in each
group giving an answer is depicted.

As can be seen, when shown in this comparative, proportionate fashion, the reason
that shows glaring differences among the groups is “to maintain a rural lifestyle.” On this
score, the sports/wildlife respondents (19.7%) were overwhelmingly most likely to give this
response. More respondents from agribusiness (5.%) , the environmental groups (5.%) and
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planning and development groups (4.%) had put animal agriculture on the list because the
area was suitable than did the sports/wildlife groups (2.7%) and the commerce groups (1.4%).

While no group gave overwhelming endorsement to including animal agriculture as an
acceptable new enterprise, proportionately more respondents from agribusiness (6.6%) and
the environmental groups (5.5) did so in comparison to the commerce groups (4.2%), the
planning/development groups (3.2%), or the sports/wildlife groups (1.2%). Interestingly, while
no respondents from the environmental groups thought animal agriculture is a necessary
additional enterprise, it got few responses from agribusiness (6.6%) along these lines as well.

Figure 3. Reasons Animal Agriculture is on the List

Why is Animal Agriculture on the List? (Top Five Reasons)

24

Diversity
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Of those who did not list animal agriculture as one of their top three preferred industries,
37.7% (n=260) said this was because it creates too few jobs or has low profits; 23.5 % said
that the area was not suitable for it; 18.8% said that they had environmental concerns; 6.5%
said there was already enough animal agriculture; and another 6.5% said it was opposed to
corporate farming. Other responses included statements to the effect that animal agriculture
causes odor problems (6.2%), that more information about animal agriculture would be
needed in order to list it (5.%), that it just isn’t a top priority (5.%), and it just isn't needed
(3.5%).

Figure 4 provides a breakdown, by group, of the most frequently given reasons for not
listing animal agriculture as one of the top three new enterprises that respondents would
support. The number of respondents per group who gave an answer is identified in the
parenthesis in the legend for the table. On the chart, the percent of the entire group (not just
those responding) is graphed. As with Figure 3, then, the relative proportion of people in each
group giving an answer is depicted.

2000. Opinionson Animal Agriculture. Funded by PSA Agrisystems Competitive Grants. Public Service and 9
Agriculture. Clemson University, Clemson, South Carolina.



Proportionately more respondents from planning/development groups (12.8%) and
sports/wildlife groups (9.4%) said that the area is not suited for additional animal agriculture,
compared to 7.4% of those in agribusiness, 7.0% of those in commerce, and none of the
environmentalists. Planning/development groups (27.2%) and commerce groups (22.5%)
were proportionately far more likely to say that animal agriculture was not included as a priority
because it brings low profits and creates few jobs. Respondents from environmental groups
(15%) were most likely to say that animal agriculture was not a top three choice for new
enterprises because of environmental concerns, followed by sports/wildlife groups (9.4%)
planning/development groups (8.8%), commerce groups (2.8%) and respondents from
agribusiness groups (1.6%). Across the board, proportionately few respondents offered
either the idea that there already was enough animal agriculture or that they were opposed to
corporate farming. While a few in each group did this (except for agribusiness and the
corporate farm statement), it is safe to say that these reasons are not pressing in the minds of
the respondents in this study.

Figure 4. Reasons Why Animal Agriculture is Not on the List

Why is Animal Agriculture not on the List? (Top Five Reasons)
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General Opinions on Animal Agriculture

Respondents were asked several questions regarding their general opinions and
concerns about animal agriculture (see list below). They were asked whether they strongly
disagree, disagree, don’t know or are not sure, agree, or strongly agree with each statement.
For most statements, responses varied significantly according to g roup classification. Figure
5 depicts the percentage of each group that said they agree or strongly agree.
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Statements given to respondents:

“In my county, animal agriculture is a respected and acceptable business and way of
life.”

“Animal agriculture is important to the economy in this county.”

“Animal agriculture has reduced the quality of life for me.”

“Today’s meats and meat products are safer than they have ever been.”

“Farm animal wastes significantly harm water quality.”

“Animal agriculture contributes to air pollution.”

“Given the potential for animal operations to cause odors, do you think having these
operations in your county is worth it economically?”

“Animal agriculture is a nuisance because of the odor.”

“Animal agriculture raises serious ethical questions about the treatment of animals.”
“Animal agriculture has negative effects on property values.”

Figure 5. General Opinions on Animal Agriculture.

Opinions About Animal Agriculture (By Group)
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Only statements showing significant differences are graphed. p#.05.
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Summary of Concerns About Animal Agriculture

Overall, respondents were supportive of additional animal agriculture, though some
groups were more supportive than others. Those connected to agribusiness were
most supportive, while those involved in environmental organizations were least
supportive. Nevertheless, respondents had several concerns. Opinions about these
concerns varied by group, and in some areas there was more agreement than in
others.

Areas of General Agreement

A large majority of each group agreed that animal agriculture was respected and
acceptable in their county and that it is important to the county’s economy.

Very few respondents of any group agreed that animal agriculture had reduced their
quality of life, though a larger percent of the e nvironmental group (20%) agreed than the
others.

A substantial minority (40%) of the environmental group agreed that animal agriculture
contributes to air pollution, but other groups were less inclined to agree. In contrast to
the respondents from the environmental groups, those from commerce groups (18.3%)
were less likely to rank this item as something to which they would agree or strongly
agree, followed by planning/development groups (21.4%), sports/wildlife respondents
(29.9%) and then those in agribusiness (34.1%).

Areas of Disagreement

Large majorities of the other groups agreed with the statement that “Today’s meats and
meat products are safer than they ever have been,” while only 40% of the environmental
group agreed. Agribusiness respondents (78.5%) were most likely to agree or strongly
agree that today’'s meats are safer than ever, followed by respondents from
planning/development (71.%), and then by respondents from commerce groups
(67.2%) and those in the sports/wildlife groups (63.5%). Thus, on this item, there is a
divide between the environmentalists and the other respondents, and especially
between the environmentalists and respondents from agribusiness groups.

65% of the environmental group agreed that animal waste significantly harms water
quality, compared with only 25.4% of agribusiness. Other groups fell somewhere in
between. Nearly half of the sports/wildlife respondents (47.7%) agreed or strongly
agreed with this statement, followed by planning/development respondents (44.3%)
and then by commerce respondents (39.4%)

Very few (8.6%) of the respondents in the agribusiness group agreed that animal
agriculture was a nuisance because of the odor, compared with a majority (57.9%) of
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the environmental group. About one-third of the sports/wildlife respondents (32.3%)
and planning/development (31.7%) strongly agreed or agreed that animal agriculture
causes problems with odor. Only slightly over one-fourth of the respondents from
commerce (26.7%) ranked the statement in this way.
A large majority of agribusiness (75.4%) agreed that animal agriculture is worth it
economically in spite of the odor, while only a third of the environmental group agreed.
A sllght majority of each of the other groups agreed to this.
Proportionately fewer environmental groups strongly agreed or agreed that
animal agriculture was worth it despite the odor (33.3%) than agreed or strongly
agreed that animal agriculture is a nuisance because of odor (57.9%). While
the differential in the scoring of these two items is greatest among the
agribusiness group (8.6% saying animal agriculture is a nuisance because of
odor, yet 75.4% agreeing or strongly agreeing that it is worth it despite the
odor), the chart below shows that there is room to be skeptical that just because
odor is associated with animal agriculture, odor alone would dissuade people
from respecting it for its economic value.

Chart 2. Groups’ Opinions About Odor and The Relative Value of Animal

Agriculture.
Odor Worth it $$ Differential
Nuisance Anyway
Agribusiness 8.6% 75.4% +66.8
Planning/Development 31.7% 59.2% +27.5
Commerce 26.7% 54.9% +28.2
Environmental 57.9% 33.3% -24.6
Sports/Wildlife 32.3% 51.1% +18.8

Almost half (47.4%) of the environmentalists agreed that animal agriculture raises
serious ethical questions about the treatment of animals, compared to only about a
fourth (26.7%) of the sports and wildlife group and even lesser percentages of the
others.

Ethical and Safety Concerns

Though a minority, some respondents had concerns about the safety of meats and the
ethical treatment of animals. Overall, 21.7% (n=188) of respondents said they avoided some
meats for safety reasons, while 18.2% (n=107) said they avoided some meats for ethical
reasons. Agribusiness had the smallest percentage of meat avoidance, and the
environmental group had the largest. Specifically, almost two-thirds (64.7%) of the
environmental group said they avoided some meats for safety reasons.

Chart 3 depicts the proportions of respondents from each group who said that they
avoided some meats for ethical reasons and the proportion from each group who avoid meats
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for safety reasons. As can be seen, with only one exception (Sports/Wildlife) respondents
tended to be more inclined to avoid meats for safety reasons rather than for ethical reasons.

Chart 3. Proportions of Each Group Who Avoid Meats for Safety or Ethical Reasons.

Avoid Meats for Ethical
Reasons

Avoid Meats for Safety
Reasons

Agribusiness 1.6% 5.%
Planning/Development | 9.6% 15.2%
Commerce 16.9% 22.5%
Environmental 30% 55%
Sports/Wildlife 22.7% 18.8%

Respondents who avoided meats for ethical or safety reasons were asked to list which meats or meat
products they avoid. Respondents who said they avoid meats for safety reasons reported a wide variety of
meats that they avoid. Foremost were chicken and poultry (15.3%), followed by packaged or processed meats
(12.7%). Other responses were ground beef (11.9%), hot dogs (10.2%), beef (10.2%), and hormone/chemical
injected meats (7.6%).

Veal was the meat most widely avoided for ethical reasons. Of the respondents who
reported avoiding some meats for ethical reasons, 60.7% said they avoided veal. No other
meat was so widely avoided, but respondents reported avoiding a wide variety of other meats,
such as lamb (13.1%), pork (13.1%), tuna (9.3%), chicken and poultry (8.4%), swordfish
(7.5%), and beef (6.5%).

Responsibility for Ethical Issues Related to Animals

When asked to write in who, if anyone, should be held responsible for ethical issues
surrounding the treatment of animals, 393 respondents offered at least one suggestion.
Slightly over one-third (36.1%) said the government should take responsibility, while about
one-fourth (26.0%) said that farmers and/or farmers’ organizations should take responsibility.
Roughly one-fifth (20.4%) said that everyone or citizens should take responsibility for these
concerns. Other responses included “no one” (8.7%), the operator/owner (7.1%), consumers
(5.6%), and the Department of Agriculture (3.6%). A few others indicated that schools (1.8%)
should be responsible for these issues, and a very small minority (0.3%) said that the market
should handle this. Interestingly, no one indicated that animal rights groups should take on this
responsibility.

Figure 6 displays the top five responses, by group, that respondents gave to the
guestion of who if anyone should be responsible for ethical issues associated with animal
agriculture. As can be seen, agribusiness (8.3%) was proportionately least likely to say that the
government should be responsible, followed by commerce groups (16.9%),
planning/development (20%), sports/wildlife respondents (26.%) and then by environmental
group members (30%). One-fourth (25%) of the respondents from environmental groups said
that farmers should be held responsible for ethical issues, followed closely by respondents
from agribusiness (19.8%), and then by planning/development groups (14.4%), sports/wildlife
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respondents (13.9%), and last by respondents from commerce (12.7%). Right at one-third
(30%) of the respondents from environmental groups thought that everyone should be held
responsible for ethical issues associated with animal agriculture. About half that proportion of
respondents from sports/wildlife groups (15.5%) gave this response. Slightly over one-tenth
(11.3%) of respondents from commerce said that everyone is responsible, and slight under
one-tenth (8.8%) of respondents from planning/development gave this response.
Respondents from agribusiness (3.3%) were least likely to list this answer.

As previously indicated, less than ten percent (8.7%) of the respondents
indicated that no one should be held responsible for the ethical issues associated with animal
agriculture. No respondents from environmental groups wrote this in as an answer. Only 4.5%
of the respondents from sports/wildlife groups gave this response. The response was only
nominally present among respondents from planning and development (4.8%), agribusiness
(6.6%), and commerce (7%) respondents.

Even fewer (7.1%) of the respondents indicated that owners should be held
responsible for ethical issues associated with animal agriculture. While planning/development
respondents did not list the owner as responsible, at the same time the other groups show
extremely infrequent listing of this as well.
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Figure 6. Who is Responsible for Ethical Concerns Related to the Treatment of Animals?
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The Large, Small, and Family of It

Respondents were asked a variety of questions about their opinions toward family (or
small) farms versus corporate (or large) farms (see list below).

Statements given to respondents were:

“Government policies should focus on making small animal operations more efficient.”
“Corporate farms are driving family farms out of business.”

“Corporate animal operations should not be permitted to operate in South Carolina.”
“It is important that family farms be preserved.”

“Large animal operations get too much assistance from government programs.”
“Family-run operations should be supported even if it means higher food prices.”
“Farmers with small livestock operations do a much better job of protecting the
environment than do farmers with large livestock operations or corporate farms.”

Summary of Opinions on Corporate and Family Farms
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Though there were some big differences concerning related issues, respondents of
each group expressed support for the family farm. Well over two-thirds of respondents
agreed that itis important that the family farm b e preserved. There seemed to be more
disagreement, however, on how (and even why) this was to be done.

Few respondents (19.9%) thought corporate farms should be banned from South
Carolina, although 55% of the environmental group agreed.

Few respondents (33.1%) thought large operations get too much assistance from the
government, though 60% of the environmental group agreed.

A majority or near majority of each group agreed that corporate farms are driving family
farms out of business.

A majority of each group except commerce (30%) agreed that family-run operations
should be supported even if it means higher food prices.

The environmental group was most supportive of small or family farms and least
positive about large or corporate farms. Over two-thirds (70%) of this group
(compared with minorities within the other groups) agreed that small farms do a better
job of protecting the environment. This belief likely accounts for their general support
for family farming.

Slightly over half (56.3%) of the respondents indicated that family farming should be
supported even if it meant higher food prices. When asked how much more they were willing
to pay for food in an effort to preserve family farms, one-fourth (24.4%) of those responding
(n=636) said that they weren’t willing to pay more than they already are, while another fourth
(25.6%) said they would pay an additional one to nine percent and one-third (30.7%)
responding said that they would pay between 10 and 15 percent more. About one-tenth of
those responding to this item said that they would pay up to 25% more, and the remainder
indicated that they would pay 25-40% more (3.5%), 41-50% more (2.0%), 51-75% more (.5%),
76-100% more (1.1%), or more than twice as much (1.3%).

Figure 7 provides a breakdown of response patterns by group for all items on which
there were significant differences between groups. Based on these data, the environmental
groups can be described as either biased toward family farms or biased against corporate
farms, or both. Proportionately more respondents from environmental groups agreed or
strongly agreed that the family farm should be preserved (100%), that the family farm should
be preserved even if it means higher food prices (80%), that large operations get too much
government assistance (60%), that corporate farms are running family farms out of business,
that small farm operators do a better job of protecting the environment than do larger or
corporate farms (70%), and that corporate farms should not be allowed in South Carolina
(55%).

Figure 7. Opinions on Family and Corporate Farming.
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Opinions on Corporate vs. Family Farming (By Group)
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Respondents were asked to write down what comes to mind when they hear the term
“family farm.” Most (572) respondents wrote down at least one word or phrase. Just under
one-third used the term “family owned” or “family operated” (31.8%) and described a family
farm as either small or medium sized (30.1%). Other descriptions of family farms included
“strong moral character” (15.0%), “passed generation to generation” (12.4%), a “tradition/way
of life” (8.9%), and/or “environmentally friendly” (6.3%). A few respondents (5.8%) wrote that
the term evokes bucolic images. Other descriptions included “individually owned/operated”
(5.1%), “unprofitable” (4.2%), and “well-run/efficient” (1.9%).

Of the 601 respondents describing what comes to mind when they hear the term
“corporate farm,” most said “big/mass production” (62.9%). Some described corporate farms
as “profit-driven” (14.8%), while others used terms such as “hog farm” (8.5%), “absentee
ownership” (6.8%), “environmentally hazardous” (6.3%), “confined/mistreated animals” (5.2%),
“efficient or well-managed” (4.3%), and/or operations that “put small farms out of business”
(4.2%). A few said that the term made them think of something that was government
subsidized (3.2%), and a few said that the term made them think of poultry (4.2%). Other
images included “technology/equipment” (3.2%) and “North Carolina” (2.0%).
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Does Anyone Know Anything?

Respondents were asked about their perceptions of various groups’ knowledge or
competency concerning animal agriculture (see list below.) Figure 8 shows the responses of
each group of respondents.

Statements given to respondents:

“Generally speaking, environmental groups know enough about animal agriculture that
they can effectively propose well-reasoned policies regarding the regulation of animal
operations.”

“Environmentalists exaggerate problems associated with animal agriculture.”

“When it comes to regulating animal operations, most lawmakers know enough about
animal agriculture to formulate well-reasoned policy about it.”

“Policy makers in this state have formulated laws that reasonably regulate animal
agriculture.”

“Policy makers in this state are knowledgeable about animal agriculture.”

“The United States EPA is doing a good job of regulating animal agriculture operations
in this state.”

“The South Carolina Department of Agriculture is doing a good job of regulating animal
operations.”

“South Carolina’s DHEC (Department of Health and Environmental Control) is doing a
good job of regulating animal agricultural operations.”

Summary Opinions on Knowledge of Animal Agriculture, Policy-Making Ability

Overall, respondents seemed to have very little confidence in the ability of anyone —
lawmakers, environmentalists, or government agencies — to make well-informed
policies concerning animal agriculture.

Few respondents of any group agreed that environmentalists are knowledgeable
enough to propose well-reasoned policies concerning animal agriculture. Only 45% of
the environmental group agreed that environmentalists were knowledgeable enough to
do this. Moreover, a large majority of most groups agreed that environmentalists
exaggerate the problems associated with animal agriculture. (However, only 50% of
the Sports and Wildlife group agreed, and only 20% of the environmental group agreed
with this statement.)

Very few respondents of any group agreed that lawmakers or policy makers are
knowledgeable enough about animal agriculture to form well-reasoned policy about it.
There was little confidence in the current regulation by the EPA, the South Carolina
Department of Agriculture, or DHEC. On these matters, however, agribusiness was
more supportive of the current government regulation than other groups were.
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Opinions on Knowledge of Animal Agriculture (By Group)
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Figure 8. Opinions about Others' Knowledge.Only statements showing significant differences are graphed. p#6.

Respondents were asked to tell what they think influences lawmakers’ decisions concerning
animal operations. Approximately one-third 34.1% (n=516) of respondents said that lobbyists
or PACs were the biggest influences. Other perceived influences were money or campaign
contributions (32.2%), voters (17.1%), and public opinion (12.4%). These responses are
further indicative of the distrust of lawmakers (or anyone) to make informed decisions on
animal operations. Receiving notice from less than 10% of the respondents were influences
such as mass media (5%), farmers/animal operators (3.9%), personal beliefs/experiences
(3.1%) and personal friends/colleagues (2.3%). Even fewer respondents indicated reliable
information (1.7%) as a factor influencing lawmakers’ decisions. And, less than 1% of the
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respondents said that concerns about public safety or general welfare of the people influenced
decision makers.

Figure 9 shows, by group, the rate at which each group mentioned each of the top six
responses to what influences law makers. The number in the parenthesis indicates how many
individuals in each group responded to this question. The percent figures give the percent of
the entire group for each response displayed. As can be seen, proportionately more
respondents from environmental groups (50%) listed lobbyists or PACs (Political Action
Committees) than did respondents from planning/development (31.2%), sports/wildlife groups
(29.4%), commerce (18.3%) or agribusiness (14.1%). Likewise, proportionately more
respondents from environmental groups (50%) said that money is what influences lawmakers
decisions. They were followed by sports/wildlife respondents (28.9%), commerce group
respondents (25.4%),agribusiness (18.2%) and then by planning/development respondents
(16.8%). While voters as a source of influence was not high on any group’s list, 14.1% of
respondents from commerce, 13.6% from planning/development groups, 13% of the
sports/wildlife respondents, 8.3% of the agribusiness respondents, and 5% of respondents
from environmental groups thought that voters influence lawmakers’ decisions. As can be
seen in Figure 9, while environmental group members did not cite either public opinion or
environmentalists as influential in lawmakers’ decisions, small percentages of respondents
from the other groups did. And, while “politics” as an influence in decision making among
lawmakers was not frequently cited by any group, a little recognition was given to it as a force
of influence. Overall, though, the respondents in this study put far more weight toward money
and special interest groups than on the general welfare of the peo