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ADULT SOUTH CAROLINIANS OPINIONS ABOUT ANIMAL

AGRICULTURE"

B.J.Vander Mey, H. Harris, M. Warner, C. Mobley, C. Sieverdes, P. Skewes,
J. E. Hawdon, and J. Allen, Clemson University

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A random sample of 700 SC residents was inter viewed between December 1997 and
February 1998. I nterviews wer e conducted via telephone, using Clemson University’s
CATI (Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview) laboratory. Thefoci of the study were
opinions about the effect and importance of animal agriculture, and support for additional
animal agriculture. The error margin for thisstudy is+ 4%.

The survey instrument was predicated upon areview of literature (seereferences),
combined with several meetings of the team members. Requestsfor a copy of this survey
instrument should be addressed to Dr. B. J. Vander Mey.?

In general, most respondents wer e supportive (73%) of additional animal agriculturein
their counties. They look to animal agricultureto support farmers (especially family
farms), to employ othersand to bring in other businesses. They are concerned about the
possibility of odors, environmental problemsand flies. The majority (57.7%) agreed that
tougher environmental regulations for animal agriculture are needed, but 71.6% think that
people are working to reduce the environmental impacts of animal agriculture. Stronger
support for animal agriculture was found among whites, people who haven't been bothered
by odors, those who think animal agricultureiseconomically important, and those who
agreed with positive statements about animal agriculture and preserving the family farm
and negative statements about environmental groups. Few agreed that animal agriculture
was a real nuisance because of odor (22.3%) or that animal agriculture had reduced their
quality of life (12.0%). However, 39.9% agreed that " animal agriculture raises serious
ethical concernsregarding the treatment of animals.”

Sampling Strategy

Given thefoci of the survey, South Carolina counties wer e inver sely weighted by
population. Then, arandom selection procedure was followed. In thisway, counties that
aremorerural —thosemost likely to be hometo any additional animal agriculture, were
dlightly over sampled in this study.

Counties Represented

The countieswith 35 or more respondentsin this survey were Allendale, Bar nwell,
Calhoun, Chester, Darlington, Dillon, Edgefield, Florence, Greenwood, Jasper, Laurens,
L exington, Oconee, and Orangeburg. The countieswith lessthan 35 respondentswere
Abbeville, Aiken, Beaufort, Cher okee, Clarendon, Fairfield, Hampton, L ee, Pickens,
Richland, and Saluda. Thus, respondentsrepresented 25 of the state’s 46 counties.

! This research was funded by a grant from the PSA Agrisystems Productivity and Profitability Competitive Grants
Program.

2B. J. Vander Mey, Dept. of Sociology, Box 341513, Bracket 132, Clemson University, Clemson, SC, 29634-1513.
Tel: 864.656.3821. Fax: 864.656.1252. E-mail: vanmey@clemson.edu



The Respondents

Figure 1. Current and Past Residence Type of Respondents.
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Figure 2. Educational Attainment of Respondents.

9% 3% 11%
19%

4% 29%
25%

Educational Attainment of
Respondents (n=689)

[[@1-8 years

BmSome High School

OHigh School
Degree

OSome Coll/Tech.

W Tech. School Grad.

O Bachelors Degree

B Masters/Profess+




Figure 3. Race of Respondents.
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Other Characteristics of the Sample

77.1% of the respondents wer e native South Carolinians.

Age of respondentsranged from 18 to 91, with a mean of 46.42 years.

The majority of the respondents (63.8% ) were married at the time of the survey.

Over three-fourths (77.7%) of the respondents had children.

Mean estimate of how far respondents live from an animal agriculture operation: 4.93
miles.

Mean estimate of how much of South Carolina’ s economy isderived from farming:
42.87%.

» Slightly under one-fifth of the respondents (17.3%) said they were members of at least

one® farming or environmental group. Of these respondents, member ship included:

» Farm Groups: 54.5%.

» Environmental Groups. 20.6%.

» Church or Religious (did not differentiate farm/environmental): 19.8%
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% Respondents could list up to 4 organizations.



Brief Discussion of the Sample. As previoudly indicated, the sasmple wasdrawn in order to
ensur e that the morerural countieswereincluded, given the purposes of the study. As
noted in Figure 1, 46% of therespondents said that they currently livein a small town, and
8.6% indicated that they livein alargetown or city. The Censusdefinition of urban
population includes “...places of 2,500 outside Urbanized areas.” (South Carolina
Statistical Abstract '97, p. 319). Thus, some small townsin South Carolina are urban.

If one wereto combinetheresponses“Large Town/City” and “ Small Town” toreclass
together asonevariable, “Urban,” the figure would be 54.6% of the sample. If onewereto
combinetheresponsesfor “Farm” and “Rural Nonfarm” in the survey to create the
category “Rural,” the figure would be 45.4% rural. According to the most recent Census
report, the population in South Carolinais54.6% urban and 45.4% rural (South Carolina
Statistical Abstract’” 97, p 348). This survey accomplished the goal of ensuring
representation of the state’ smorerural counties. Given theerror margin of the survey, it
issafe to say that both the morerural and the more urban residents wer e adequately
represented in thissurvey. *

That there seemed to be a shift from more urban and farm to morerural nonfarm
residences among the respondents cannot be addressed adequately in thisstudy. It isquite
possible, however, that the shift isat least a function of the aging of the farm population
(retiring, moving to rural nonfarm residences) and the trend toward seeking small towns
and rural nonfarm residences among younger and middle-aged people (see, e.g., Dubbink,
1984; Wimberly, 1987; Johnston & Beale, 1994).

That women wer e dightly oversampled istypical of telephone surveys. Women tend to
answer the phones more at home, and tend to agree to participatein a survey more than
men do. Whites wer e slightly over sampled in this survey (78.7% in this sample ver sus
69.0% in the population). Thistoo is probably a function of greater comfort with
telephone surveys.

The educational profile of the respondents closely resembles the educational attainments of
adultsin South Carolina, with a dlight underrepresentation of less educated adultsand a
slight overrepresentation of more educated adults.”

* The most important point here is that there was at least adequate representation of people most likely to be affected
by animal agriculture. Problems with how the Census defines “rural” and “urban” and how critiques of surveys
envision rural versus urban places are not really addressable in thisreport. It isrecognized that respondents self
categorized.

® This pattern is not unusual in survey research. Less educated people tend to be lessinclined to participate in
surveys while more educated people tend to be more inclined. It should be noted that the bi-modal split between
High School Diploma and Some College/Technical Training in this survey (53.5% of the respondents) is similar to
the Census figures for adults in South Carolina (48.5%).



FINDINGS: GENERAL DESCRIPTIVES

Exposureto Media Stories

Figure 5 shows whether respondents had been recently exposed to stories about
agriculture, in other states (“mentioned”) or specifically in South Carolina. Figure 6 shows
the primary sour ces of infor mation about these stories.

Figure5. Recent Exposureto Stories About Far ming.
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Figure 6. Source of Information on Farming Story.
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Opinions About Animal Agriculture

Respondents wer e asked questions pertaining to animal agriculture (seelist below). A
chart (Figure 7) depicts the percentage of respondents agreeing with each statement.

Statements read to respondents

>
>
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“Animal agricultureisareal nuisance because of the odor.”

“Peopleinvolved with animal agriculture are working hard to reduce their operations
impact on the environment.”

“It isimportant to this country that family farms be preserved.”

“Property ownershave theright to do with their property what they wish.”

“Animal agriculture hasreduced the quality of lifefor me.”

“We need tougher environmental regulations around animal operations.”

“The preservation of open spacesisimportant to me.”

“We need better zoning to separate animal operations and residential areas.”
“Environmentalists exagger ate problems associated with animal agriculture.”

“Land used for animal operations could be used for better purposes, such asresidential,
manufacturing or business.”

“ Animal agriculture causes environmental harm, for example, water and soil
pollution.”

“Animal agricultureraises serious ethical questions about the treatment of animals.”

“ Animal agriculture has negative effects on property values.”

“Small farmerswho have livestock do a much better job of protecting the environment
than do thelarge or corporate operators.”

“Animal agricultureisimportant to the economy in this county.”



Figure 7. Agreement on Statements About Animal Agriculture.
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Respondents usually tended to Agree or Disagree, rather than say “Don’t
Know/NoOpinion.”

Most respondents agreed that: family farm and open space preservation were
important; and that animal agricultureiseconomically important in their respective
counties.

Weéll over one-half agreed that: operatorsaretryingto reduce animal agriculture's
environmental impact; environmentalists exagger ate animal agriculture simpact on
the environment; small operators are doing a better job of protecting the
environment; property owners havetheright to do asthey seefit with their

property; tougher environmental regulations are needed regarding animal agriculture;
and, better zoning is needed to separ ate animal agriculture operations from residential
and other activities

About one-third of the respondents agreed that animal agriculture causes
environmental harm, whileonly 15.1% said the land could be used for better

pur poses.

Only 12.4% agreed that animal agriculture had reduced their quality of life.

Over one-third (39.9%) of the respondents agreed that animal agriculture raises serious
ethical concernsregarding the treatment of animals.




The Odor |ssue

Respondents wer e asked if they ever had been bothered by the odor of animal agriculture.
Of the 700 respondents, almost three-fourths (72.4%) said no (Figure 8). Of those who had
been bothered by the odor, 44.0% identified the sour ce of the odor as coming from hog
oper ations, 26.9% from poultry operations, and 23.8% said the odor came from cattle
operations. A few of the respondents (5.2%) said the source was “ other” (Figure9).

Figure 8. Ever Experienced Being Bothered By Animal Agriculture Odor.
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Key Community Problems

Respondents wer e asked to identify up to three main problemsfacing their communities.
Figure 10 depictsthe five most and least frequently mentioned problems. It should be
noted that “other” was anticipated in thissurvey. Not precoded for the computer but
mentioned by some respondents wer e problems such as dogs running loose, family
breakdown, race relations, and water drainage problems. Overall, the respondents seemed
very concer ned about social problemsin their communities. But, environmental issuesdid
not appear to be high priorities.




Figure 10. Key Community Problems (n=700).
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Support for Additional Animal Agriculture

Respondents wer e asked if they would support additional animal agriculturein their
respective counties. Nearly three-fourths (73.3%) of the respondents said yes (Figure 11).

Figure 11. Support for Additional Animal Agriculture (n=700).
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Respondents then wer e asked to explain why they would or would not support additional
agriculture. Interviewerscoded in thefirst threeresponses provided. Of the 513



respondents who said that they would support additional animal agriculture, only 3.1%
provided no reasons.

» Main reasons for supporting additional animal agriculture (Figure 12) were: to support
farming, to provide employment for others, and to bring in other businesses.

» Moreopen-ended responses for support included theidea that it’s“ good for the
children,” that it “ providesfood,” and “1 do not like city life.”

Figure 12. Reasonsto Support More Animal Agriculture.
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Of those saying they would not support additional animal agriculture, 25.1% gave no
reason.

» Themain reasonsfor not supporting additional animal agriculture were odor,
environmental problems, and flies (Figure 13).

» Moreopen-ended responsesincluded theidea that there already was enough animal
agriculture, that the county istoo populated, and that the county istoo small.

Figure 13. Reasonsfor Not Supporting Additional Animal Agriculture (n=187).
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Respondents then were asked if their decision about supporting or not supporting
additional animal agriculture was strong enough that it could affect their voting, whether
they would join a group with similar opinions, and whether they would express their
opinions at a public meeting. Theresponses are displayed in Figure 14.
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» Those who would support additional animal agriculture are more likely to trandate
their support into some kind of action.

» Those who would support additional animal agriculture were significantly more likely
than those who would not to vote their support, and to join other groupswith similar
views.

Figure 14. Support/Non-Support of Animal Agriculture and Behavior.
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Respondents wer e asked to “vote” for the most and least acceptable new venture for their
respective counties. The choices were animal agriculture, plant crop agriculture; a landfill;
agolf course, and, aprison. Theresultsare depicted in Figure 15, below.

» Therespondents selected plant crop agriculture as most acceptable (51.2%), with
animal agriculture (25.1%) coming in second place.
> Theleast acceptable ventureswere a prison (41.0%) and a landfill (34.2%).

Figure 15. TheMost and Least Acceptable New Venturesfor the County.
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FINDINGS: SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AND CORRELATIONS?

M edia Exposur e and Opinions, Support for Additional Animal Agriculture

» Thosewhorecalled a story in support of farming in South Carolina also supported
animal agriculturein their counties (81.1%). Therewasless support among those who
did not recall hearing such a story (71.5%; Figure 16, below).

Figure 16. Hearing a Story For Farming In South Carolina, and Supporting Animal
Agriculture.
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» Those hearing a story for farming in a near by state were significantly morelikely to say
that they would support additional animal agriculture (Figure 17).

Figure 17. Favorable Farming Story, Nearby State, and Support for Animal Agriculture.

Story For Farming, Nearby State, &
Support for Additional Animal Agriculture
(n=700).

Not 69.7 @ % Support
Mentioned

79.9

Mentioned

60 65 70 75 80

The only other significant relationship between media stories and support for additional
animal agriculture occurred with stories about animal rightsin a nearby state. Asdepicted
in Figure 18, 76.7% of those who recalled such a story also supported additional animal
agriculture, while 70.1% of those who did not mention such a story did.

® Write to Dr. Vander Mey for exact figures.
12



Figure 18. Story About Animal Rights, Nearby State, and Support for Animal Agriculture.
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In terms of mentioning a particular type of story related to animal agriculture and any
significant relationship with a particular opinion statement, there were few statistically
significant findings. These were:

>

>

>

Those who had heard a story about odor problemsin a nearby state were more likely to
agreethat animal agricultureis a nuisance because of odor;

Those who recalled hearing a story about polluted water in a nearby state were more
likely to agree that animal agriculture causes environmental harm;

Those who recalled hearing a story about animal treatment —in nearby statesand in
South Carolina—were more likely to agree that animal agriculture raises serious
ethical concernsregarding the treatment of animals.

Residence Type, Opinions About and Support for Animal Agriculture

-1t should be noted that in this sample, significantly more Blacks (71.2%) currently resided
in small towns or large towng/cities, while more Whites (50.1%) lived on farmsor in rural
non-farm settings.

Statistical tests were conducted to seeif any relationship existed between residence type
(i.e., farm, rural non-farm, small town, large town/city) and attitudes about and support
for animal agriculture.

>

>
>

There was no significant relationship between residence type and support for additional
animal agriculture.

Therewererelatively few significant findings overall (Figure 19).

Peopleresiding in a large town/city were most likely to agree that animal agricultural
raises serious ethical issues about the treatment of animals, and that better zoning and
tougher environmental regulations are needed.

Small town residents were most likely to agree that animal agricultureisareal nuisance
because of odor.

13



Figure 19. Opinionsby Residence Type.
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» Farm residentswere most likely to agree that their support of animal agriculture would

bereflected in their voting and in expressing their views at public meetings (Figur e 20).
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Figure 20. Support for Additional Animal Agriculture and Behavior, By Residence Type.

- For purposes of analysis, the residence categoriesof “farm” and “rural, non-farm” were
combined to create the category “rural.”
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-Residence types “small town” and “large town/city” were combined to create the category
“urban.”

-In thissample, using this categorization, 45.4% of the respondentswere“rural” and
54.6% were“urban.” (See previous discussion of the sample, page 3.)

Figure 21 depicts only the findings that were significant by the rural-urban classification.

» Rural resdentsare morelikely to expresstheir support of animal agriculture at public
meetings and to join groups with similar views about additional animal agriculture.

» Urban resdentsare morelikely to agree that animal agricultureisa nuisance because
of odor, that it raises ethical issues, that it hasreduced their quality of life, that the
land could be better used, and that zoning and tougher environmental regulations
are needed.

Figure21. Rural and Urban Views on Animal Agriculture.

Rural and Urban Views, Significant Findings Only.
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» Therewereanumber of significant differencesin opinion by race (Figure 22).

> Blackswere morelikely to agreethat animal agricultureisareal nuisance because of
odor, that they have been bothered by the odor, that tougher regulations and zoning are
needed, that animal agriculture negatively affects property values, that animal
agriculture hasreduced their quality of life, and that animal agriculture raises serious
ethical concerns.

» Whitesweremore likely to agree that they would support additional animal
agriculture, that preservation of open spaces and the family farm areimportant, and
that environmentalists exagger ate the problems associated with animal agriculture.

15



Figure 22. Views of Blacks and Whites, Significant Findings Only.
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Significant Findings by Sex

» Therewerefew statistically significant differences by sex (Figure 23).

» Morewomen agreed about the importance of preserving the family farm, that tougher
environmental regulations are needed and that animal agriculture raises ethical
concerns.

» Moremen agreed that they would join a group with similar views about additional
animal agriculture, that environmentalists exagger ate, and that animal agriculture has
negative effects on property values.
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Figure 23. Views by Sex, Significant Findings Only.

Views of Men and Women, Significant Findings
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Significant Corréelations by Selected Variables

>

Very few respondentsindicated what percent of their income was derived from farming

(n=74). Among those who did so, there was only one significant correlation. Thiswas
between per cent farming income and agreeing that animal agriculture hasreduced

their quality of life. That is, the greater the percent income derived from farming, the
mor e likely the respondents wer e to agree that agriculture had reduced their quality of

life.

The greater the distance from animal agriculture the more likely respondents wereto

agreethat: zoning is needed; tougher regulations are needed; and animal agricultureis

areal nuisance because of the odor.
The greater the distance from animal agriculture, the lesslikely respondents wereto
support additional animal agriculture.

The higher the level of education, the lesslikely respondents wer e to agree that: small
operators do a better job of protecting the environment; animal agricultureraises
serious ethical concernsregarding the treatment of animals; that land being used for
animal agriculture could be better used for other purposes; their quality of life had
been reduced by animal agriculture; property owners havetheright to do what they
want with their property; and, animal agricultureisa real nuisance because of odor.

The older therespondent, they more likely there were to agree that: property owners
have theright to do with their property asthey wish; tougher regulations are needed
around animal agriculture; the family farm should be preserved; and, people are
working hard to reduce the environmental impacts of animal agriculture.

17



CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONSOF THE CURRENT STUDY

Based upon this study, it appearsthat animal agriculture has support in South Carolina.
This support is strongest among Whites, those who haven'’t been bothered by the odor of
animal agriculture, and those living closer to animal oper ations.

At the sametimethat thereissupport for animal agriculture and optimism that people are
doing their best to reduced animal agriculture' s environmental impacts, there are those
who think more zoning and tougher environmental regulations are needed. In addition, a
relatively large minority of the respondents agreed that animal agriculture raises serious
ethical concerns about the treatment of animals. Further, when choosing between five
alter natives as new venturesfor their counties, about twice as many people voted for plant
crop agriculture asvoted for animal agriculture.

Newspaper and television werethe primary sour ces of stories about animal agriculture
among the respondentsin thissample. Overall, however, it appearsthat while exposureto
storieswasrelated to a few opinions (e.g., odor nuisance, environmental harm, animal
treatment), the exposure was relatively unrelated to support for additional animal
agriculture.

This study islimited to a random sample of 700 adult South Carolinians. It entailed an
oversampling of themorerural countiesin the state. Theerror margin isplusor minus
four percentage points. Within these limitations, the findings suggest that while thereis
support for family farming and for animal agriculturein particular in the state, the
opinions regar ding such issues as zoning, environmental regulations, and the ethical
treatment of animals ar e sufficient enough to warrant further exploration.
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