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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the potential impact of the South 

Carolina agricultural marketing and branding campaign which will be launched on May 

22, 2007.  The analysis revealed that at equal prices (0% premium), 95% of consumers 

will choose SC grown produce over out-of-state produce. At a 5% premium level, 78% of 

consumers will still prefer SC grown fruits and vegetables.  Further, it was estimated that 

South Carolinians spend on average about $72 a year on the 14 fruits and vegetables that 

are available from local and out-of-state sources.  Based on the seasonal availability of 

the South Carolina produce, it was estimated that the maximum per-capita annual 

expenditure on SC grown produce is about $25/year. This estimate combined with the 

population data from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics for 2006 resulted in the size of 

the market for locally grown fruits and vegetables in South Carolina of $110 million.    

The economic impact of the Program can be obtained based on different 

assumptions about the effects on farm-level prices and/or quantities produced and also 

different assumptions regarding short run and long run effects of the campaign. The 

results of this analysis show that the maximum potential direct benefit of the campaign 

based on the 30% premium level is almost 15 million dollars.  

If the campaign is successful in increasing demand permanently and therefore the 

quantity of products produced in the State, the campaign has the potential for enhancing 

growth of the SC economy.  It was determined that $1 million increase in production of 

fruits and vegetables has an additional impact of $1.52 million throughout the entire state 

economy. 
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Introduction 

The South Carolina Department of Agriculture will launch its agricultural 

marketing and branding campaign on May 22, 2007.  The campaign is initially funded 

with a $500,000 grant from the South Carolina Department of Agriculture. This 

campaign is designed to promote agricultural products grown in the state of South 

Carolina. The campaign consists of 5 steps: (1) engage farmers, processors and 

distributors – all key players in meeting increased consumer demand and preference for 

locally grown products, (2) create an actionable and emotional brand or “tie” to South 

Carolina products, (3) sell “South Carolina” through an on-going, phased-in multimedia 

campaign, (4) create product labels and in-store promotional materials to let consumers 

know where they can find South Carolina products, (5) create brand identities for 

individual product categories (a more detailed description of the campaign is available at 

www.certifiedSCgrown.com or from the South Carolina Department of Agriculture).   

While state branding programs have been used for promoting agricultural 

products since at least the 1930s, little is known about their effectiveness (Patterson, 

2006).  Several previous studies have evaluated the overall impacts of the State-grown 

promotion programs with inconclusive results. For example, a study on the Arizona 

Grown campaign mounted during the winter of 1999 provided little evidence of the 

program increasing product sales (Patterson et al., 1999).  On the other hand, 

Govindasamy et al. (2003) argue that the Jersey Fresh program provided about $32 in 

return for fruit and vegetable growers for every dollar invested in the campaign. This 

result suggests that the $1.16 million campaign in 2000 generated $36.6 million in sales 
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for New Jersey produce growers. The total impact of the Jersey Fresh program in the total 

economic activity of the State of New Jersey was estimated at $63.2 million. 

The potential effectiveness of the South Carolina promotion initiative depends on 

several key factors.  First, the impact of the campaign will depend on the current 

economic value of the advertised products.  The economic value of the South Carolina 

produce industry was determined by estimating South Carolina annual consumer 

expenditure on fruits and vegetables. 

Second, the success of the campaign will depend on South Carolinians 

preferences for identified state-grown products. This research used contingent valuation 

techniques to evaluate consumer preferences for state grown products. Since the first 

stage of the campaign will target fruits and vegetables grown in South Carolina, this 

research concentrates on consumer preferences for identified state-grown produce.   

Finally, the effect of the campaign will depend then on the incremental revenue 

obtained by the South Carolina fruit and vegetable sector as a result of the promotion 

efforts. This increase in revenue might be due to an increase in the price of the products, 

the quantity demanded or both. Therefore, the potential impact of the campaign was 

analyzed under alternative scenarios of changes in the price and quantity of the products.    

The main goal of this study is to evaluate the potential impact of the South Carolina 

promotion initiative. The specific objectives include: 

1. To evaluate SC consumer expenditure for state-grown produce.   

2. To evaluate South Carolina consumers’ preferences for SC grown products.   

3. To estimate the potential impact of the SC promotion program on the produce 

sector and the state economy. 
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4.  To create a benchmark for the evaluation of the effectiveness of the SC promotion 

program.  

The results of this analysis will allow for a more effective implementation of the 

South Carolina Agricultural Marketing and Branding campaign as they can be used by 

policymakers for evaluating the return on their investment in the campaign.  This is an 

important issue considering that this project is taxpayer funded.  Previous efforts 

evaluating the effectiveness of branding programs have been ex-post examinations of the 

programs. An ex-ante evaluation of a promotional campaign can guide policymakers and 

marketers for a more efficient allocation of funds in the subsequent stages of the 

campaign.  

The remainder of this document is organized into sections consistent with the specific 

objectives of this study.  The first section will evaluate the economic value of the South 

Carolina produce industry. The second section will talk about consumers’ preferences for 

SC products. The third section will estimate the potential impact on the produce industry 

and the state economy.  The findings of this study will be summarized in the summary 

and conclusions. 

 

South Carolina’s Consumer Expenditure on Produce  

 The total expenditure of South Carolina consumers on fruits and vegetables can 

be obtained by multiplying the total amount consumed times the retail price of produce.  

Per-capita annual consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables was obtained from the Food 

Availability (per-capita) Data System compiled by the USDA Economic Research 

Service and available online (Table 1). The USDA consumption data is representative of 



 7

the overall US population. Even though, food consumption habits may vary from region 

to region, to the best of our knowledge there is no regional or state level per-capita 

consumption data available.  This study focused fruits and vegetables grown in South 

Carolina.  In total, 14 crops were included in the analysis. Other fruits and vegetables that 

are produced in the state such as sweet corn, peppers and green onions were not included 

in the analysis because there was no consumption data available for these products. 

 The second statistic needed for expenditure calculation is the retail price.  Since 

average retail prices paid by consumers in South Carolina are not available, retail prices 

were calculated using the average price received by farmers and the estimates of the farm 

share of consumer food expenditures. Farm level prices were obtained from Agricultural 

Statistics Data Base compiled by the USDA National Agriculture Statistics Service 

(NASS), the South Carolina Agricultural Statistics 2004-2006 issued by the South 

Carolina field office of the USDA NASS.  Previous studies show that farm value shares 

for fresh vegetables and fruits are 23.5% and 26.6%, respectively (Stewart, 2006), these 

weights were used in the calculations of retail prices.    

Table 1 also presents the annual per-capita expenditure for fruits and vegetables in 

South Carolina which were calculated based on the consumption and retail price statistics 

discussed above.  It is estimated that an average South Carolinian spends about $72 a 

year on the 14 fruits and vegetables that are available from local and out-of-state sources.  

In order to narrow down these expenditure estimates to fruits and vegetables produced 

locally several assumptions were made.  While some produce is available all year round, 

most of the South Carolina fruits and vegetables are only accessible seasonally.  Data on 

South Carolina product availability were obtained from the Department of Agriculture.  
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Because of the lack of additional information, it was assumed that annual consumption 

was equally distributed across all twelve month, thus monthly consumption equals 1/12 

of annual consumption.1  The only exception was watermelon. According to research 

conducted on behalf of the Watermelon grower association, about 60% of the watermelon 

consumption in the United States takes place during June, July and August (National 

Watermelon Promotion Board, 2003), therefore this share was used in calculations.  

Because the goal of this research was to estimate the maximum potential impact of the 

branding program, it was assumed that consumers choose locally grown produce in the 

months when it is available. 

Another factor that has to be considered is that local consumption cannot be 

greater than total South Carolina production.  This was a limiting factor only in the case 

of apples, where local consumption based on the above assumptions would have been a 

lot higher if more local apples were available.  Based on these assumptions, South 

Carolina’s market for locally grown fruits and vegetables was calculated by multiplying 

the annual consumption by the availability ratio (number of months available divided by 

12).  Results presented in Table 1 suggest that the maximum per-capita annual 

expenditures on SC grown produce is about $25/year. Given the SC population estimate 

from the U.S. Census Bureau for 2006 of 4,321,249 people, the size of the market for 

locally grown fruits and vegetables in South Carolina is $110.019 million.  The amount 

of fruits and vegetables produced in South Carolina is substantially higher than the 

amount consumed locally.  Since the agricultural marketing and branding campaign for 

                                                 
1 Even though we recognize that some fruits and vegetables tend to be consumed more heavily during the 
peak season of production, given the lack of monthly consumption it was decided to take the approach 
which provides a conservative estimate of consumption. 
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these products will take place only in South Carolina, the out-of state consumption of 

these products is not included in this analysis. 

 

Consumer Preferences for SC Products and Willingness to Pay for SC Grown 

Produce 

Given that the South Carolina brand promotional program has not been 

implemented yet, this research used contingent valuation techniques to evaluate 

consumer preferences for state grown products. Contingent valuation is traditionally used 

for evaluation of consumer preferences for new products or products with new attributes 

or features (e.g., Lusk, 2003; Loureiro, McCluskey and Mittelhammer, 2002). Contingent 

valuation is appropriate for the analysis of consumer willingness to pay for South 

Carolina products because the branding campaign seeks to make the “SC grown” 

attribute identifiable by the consumer.  

Contingent valuation methods ask respondents hypothetical questions about their 

willingness to pay for the products under study. Evaluation of consumer responses to 

these hypothetical questions allows estimation of the proportion of population (i.e., 

market share) choosing these products at different premium levels.   

In order to estimate SC willingness to pay for SC grown products a random, 

statewide sample of South Carolinians age 18 or over was surveyed on March 7 and 8, 

2007. The telephone survey was conducted by Richard Quinn & Associates using a 

questionnaire developed in cooperation with the Department of Applied Economics and 

Statistics at Clemson University.  The purpose of the survey was to measure the baseline 

attitudes and perceptions about SC agricultural products. The survey also collected 
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information on the socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents. Contingent 

valuation questions were asked using a dichotomous choice format (Appendix 1).  The 

survey generated 500 responses. 

The results of the contingent valuation analysis are summarized in Table 2. This 

table shows the proportion of the population (i.e., market share) that would choose SC 

grown products over out-of-state products at various premium levels.  At equal prices 

(0% premium), 95% of consumers will choose SC grown produce over out-of-state 

produce. At a 5% premium level, 78% of consumers will still prefer SC grown fruits and 

vegetables. The market share decreases as the premium level increases, representing only 

30% of the market at the 50% premium level.  These calculations assume that consumers 

are able to identify the fruits and vegetables grown in SC Carolina.  Currently, only 32% 

of consumers are able to identify which products are from SC with the majority of them 

being able to identify SC products only occasionally. These results clearly indicate that a 

substantial proportion of consumers value the “SC grown” attribute and are willing to pay 

a premium if they are able to identify products containing this attribute. These findings 

also suggest that producers can add value to their products by labeling and identifying 

them as “SC grown.” 

 

Economic Impact of South Carolina Branding Program 

 The economic impact of the Program can be obtained based on different 

assumptions about the effects on farm-level prices and/or quantities produced and also 

different assumptions regarding short run and long run effects of the campaign. The first 

scenario only considers a change in the price of the products. The second and third 



 11

scenarios can be seen as long run effects. In the second scenario only the quantity 

produced is altered but there is not change in the price of the products. Finally, the third 

scenario allows for changes in both the price of the products and the quantity produced. 

The more likely effects of a successful campaign that is able to increase the demand for 

SC products will likely involve a combination of all these effects: a short run effect, long 

rung effects and changes in the price and quantity demanded.  

 

Scenario 1. Economic Impact of a Price Change and/or Product Differentiation  

The first scenario is a scenario where only the price of the products changes and 

the quantity produced remains constant. This scenario is representative of two situations. 

The first situation that can give rise to an increase in price is a situation in which a 

mechanism of product and price differentiation is put in place so that consumers that are 

willing to pay a premium for the SC products are identified and charged an extra 

premium while the remaining produce is sold at the current price. The second situation is 

the short run effect of a successful promotion campaign which is likely to increase the 

demand of the product but since producers are not able to increase the quantity demanded 

there is only an increase in the price of the products.  

The economic impact estimates of product and price differentiation were based on 

the premiums and market shares derived previously (Table 2) in combination with 

expenditure figures presented in the current section (Table 1).  The results of this analysis 

presented in Figure 1 describe the additional revenue that can be generated due to the 

premium consumers are willingness to pay for SC grown products.  It is interesting to 

point out that even though a higher premium level implies a lower customer participation 
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(market share), at the premium levels considered, the added premium results in additional 

revenues. For example, even though a 5% premium level results in a 17% loss of the 

market share (from 95% of the market to 78% of the market), aggregate revenue 

increases by $4.2 million. This increase in revenue becomes even greater at the 10%, 

20% and 30% premium levels shown in the graph.  The maximum potential direct benefit 

of the campaign based on the above assumptions and a 30% premium level is almost 15 

million dollars.  This maximum potential benefit is conditional on capturing the entire 

46% of the population that is willing to pay a 30% premium for “SC grown” brand while 

selling the remaining product at the regular price.   

The potential direct benefit results shown in Figure 1 imply an ideal scenario in 

which the entire proportion of the population that is willing to pay a premium is captured.  

Table 3 presents several more realistic scenarios where only a fraction (75%, 50% and 

25%) of the population that is willing to pay a premium is captured.  Ability to capture 

the entire proportion of the population that is willing to pay a premium depends on 

effectively differentiating “SC grown” brand from non-branded produce. Given various 

assumptions regarding customer access and premium levels, potential direct benefits 

range from 0.52 to 14.8 million dollars.   

Since our analysis shows the additional effects at the retail level, an interesting 

question is how much of the additional revenues received at the retail level will be 

transferred to farmers. The USDA estimates of the farm share of consumer food 

expenditures suggest that approximately one fourth of the benefits shown in Table 1 and 

Table 3 would go to producers. Therefore, if producers are able to sell their products 
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directly to consumers by selling their products through direct marketing outlets (e.g., 

farmers’ markets) they will be able to capture a higher share of consumer expenditures.   

The results in Table 3 and Figure 1 can also be interpreted using the short run 

effect explanation for the price increase in produce. However, in this context the 

premium levels should be interpreted as the percentage increase in price due to the 

increase in demand for the product. The actual percent increase in the price due to the 

campaign effects are not known yet and therefore the interpretations are conditional on 

the campaign resulting on those price increments. For example, using the 5% premium 

level and this alternative interpretation of the results, it can be said that if the campaign is 

able to produce a 5% increase in the price of the SC produce sold in-state, the additional 

revenue to the SC produce sector will be of about $4.2 million.   

This section describes a different view of the effects of the campaign. The effects 

considered are long term effects. A different procedure to the one used in this section 

allows to estimate the total potential benefits of the campaign to the South Carolina state 

economy. 

 

Scenario 2. Economic Impact of an Increase in the Quantity Produced  

In this section we evaluate the impact of the promotional program by first 

assuming no change in output prices and a $13.271 million increase in the value of South 

Carolina fruit and vegetable production. As previously discussed, the value of meeting 

South Carolina demand for fruits and vegetables with feasible South Carolina production 

at the retail level was $110.019 million.  Using the ratio between farm-level prices and 
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retail prices that are provided in Table 1, the retail value translates into a farm level value 

of $26.543 million.  

The next question concerns the actual impact that the $26.543 million could have 

on the farming sector in particular and the South Carolina economy in general.  To ask 

this question, a determination must be concerning how much the South Carolina market 

could substitute for other markets. For example, the $26.543 million in demand could be 

met by additional agricultural production.  This level of impact rests on the assumption 

that the affected parts of South Carolina agriculture currently have no in-state sales (not a 

realistic assumption).  Alternatively, we could assume that the $26.543 million would 

result in no additional agricultural production (for example, by assuming that South 

Carolina growers merely switch from selling in external markets to selling in the in-state 

market). This scenario is also not very likely.  Given the preliminary nature of this 

research, we currently assume that half of the $26.543 million ($13.271 million) is new 

or additional production. 

The total ($13.271 million) was then used to estimate impacts using an input-

output model of the South Carolina economy. Input-output (I-O) models are the 

traditional vehicle used to examine the economic impact of a particular sector of the 

economy on the rest of that economy. I-O models examine the market flow of product 

between industries, sales by industries to households and other final consumers, and 

industry use of local labor and capital. Such models can be very detailed, consisting of 

several hundred industries, and have been used extensively to evaluate economic activity 

in a variety of areas (e.g., Hughes, 2003; Shields et al., 2001). The IMPLAN (Impact 

Planning) modeling system (Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc., 2000) is used to compute 
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the Input-Output (I-O) model of the South Carolina Economy used in this study.  

IMPLAN is a ready-made modeling system, which relies on secondary data, such as 

employment, and the assumption that the regional economy is similar in structure to the 

national economy.   

Affected agricultural sales fall into two IMPLAN sectors (Vegetable and melon 

farms (at $11.193 million) and Fruit farming (at $2.078 million).  We then shocked 

through the system to estimate the impact on the South Carolina economy of a successful 

campaign without any change in price levels.  The $13.271 million led to an output 

impact throughout the entire state economy of $20.248 million (for a multiplier of 

$1.5257) (Table 4).   

The total impact on employment was 227 jobs as shown in Table 4.  Employment 

impacts are concentrated in the two directly affected agricultural sectors (Vegetable and 

melon farms at 111 jobs and Fruit farms at 39 jobs) and agricultural input suppliers, such 

as Agricultural service providers (13 jobs).  Impacts in some sectors, such as wholesale 

trade (3 jobs) and real estate (4 jobs) were a mixture of indirect and household-based 

induced spending.  The 7 job impact in food services and drinking places was almost 

entirely an induced effect.  Other sectors with at lease some employment induce affect 

included food and beverage stores and hospitals.  

Total impacts on labor income were even more heavily concentrated in Vegetable 

and melon farms at $5.021 million or 63.1% of the total labor income impact of $7.961 

million and in fruit farming at $0.753 million (Table 4).  Other relatively large impacts 

were almost exclusively concentrated in house-based induced spending such as offices of 
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physicians and dentists at $0.187 million and food service and drinking places at $0.101 

million. 

Gross State Product (GSP) is the total value of returns to owners of the primary 

factors of production, namely owners of labor and capital plus indirect business taxes.  It 

is also the state (South Carolina) level equivalent to Gross Domestic Product at the 

national level.  The total impact on GSP of $13.662 million was concentrated in 

vegetable and melon farming at $8.417 million and fruit farming at $1.309 million (Table 

4).  The GSP impact of $0.274 million in agriculture and forestry support activities was 

almost exclusively an indirect effect.  The GSP impact in other sectors, such as power 

generation and supply ($0.134 million), wholesale trade ($0.273 million) and real estate 

($0.379 million) was a mixture of indirect and household-based induced spending. 

Finally, the GSP impact in offices of physicians and dentists, at $0.221 million, food 

service and drinking places, at $0.144 million, and owner-occupied dwellings, at $0.582 

million, was a household spending-based induced effect. 

 

Scenario 3. Economic Impact of an Increase in the Quantity Produced and the Price 

of the Products 

The impact of a 10% increase in price scenario was also evaluated with the South 

Carolina input-output model.  The $14.804 million led to an output impact throughout the 

entire state economy of $22.586 million (an increase of 11.5% over the growth in output 

with the no price change scenario).  The total employment impact was 253 jobs while 

GSP increased by $15.236 million and labor income was projected to grow by $8.878 

million. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the potential impact of the South 

Carolina agricultural marketing and branding campaign which will be launched on May 

22, 2007.  The analysis was based on the estimate of South Carolina consumers’ 

expenditures on produce and also on SC consumer preferences for SC. It was estimated 

that South Carolinians spend on average about $72 a year on the 14 fruits and vegetables 

that are available from local and out-of-state sources.  Based on the seasonal availability 

of the South Carolina produce, it was estimated that the maximum per-capita annual 

expenditure on SC grown produce is about $25/year. This estimate combined with the 

population data from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics for 2006 resulted in the size of 

the market for locally grown fruits and vegetables in South Carolina of 110 million 

dollars. 

The data on consumer preferences was collected via a telephone survey conducted 

on March 7 and 8, 2007.  The survey revealed that at equal prices (0% premium), 95% of 

consumers will choose SC grown produce over out-of-state produce. At a 5% premium 

level, 78% of consumers will still prefer SC grown fruits and vegetables. The proportion 

of the population willing to pay a premium decreases as the premium level increases, 

representing only 30% of the population at the 50% premium level.    

 The economic impact of the Program was estimated under different assumptions 

regarding the effects of the campaign on farm-level prices and/or quantities produced and 

also different assumptions regarding short run, long run effects and mechanisms of 

product differentiation.  
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The first scenario only considers a change in the price of fruits and vegetables 

obtained from the differentiation of the products. In this scenario, the potential direct 

impact of the branding campaign on the state’s produce sector reflects the additional 

revenue that can be generated due to the premium consumers are willing to pay for the 

“SC grown” attribute.  The results of this analysis show that the maximum potential 

direct benefit of the campaign based on the 30% premium level is almost 15 million 

dollars.  This maximum potential benefit is conditional on capturing the entire 46% of the 

population that is willing to pay this premium and selling the remaining produce at the 

regular price.   

In the second scenario only the quantity produced is altered but there is no change 

in the price of the products. If the campaign is successful in increasing demand and 

therefore the quantity of products produced in the State, the campaign has the potential 

for enhancing growth of the SC economy.  It was determined that $1 million increase in 

production of fruits and vegetables has an additional impact of $1.52 million throughout 

the entire state economy. For example, an increase of production equivalent to $13.271 

million which corresponds to one half of South Carolinians total expenditures on fruits 

and vegetables has an estimated potential impact of $20.248 million in total output. This 

increase in production will also result in 227 additional jobs, $5.021 million in labor 

income, and $13.662 million in Gross State Product. These impacts are even higher in the 

scenario where both quantities and prices increase.  

The results of this study indicate that there is a high potential for SC products to 

capture some additional value by creating a SC label. The success of the campaign will 

depend on the efficacy of the use of the resources available and the collaboration of 
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retailers and farmers. At this point it is difficult to calculate the exact value of the final 

return to investment.  
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Table 1.  Estimation of South Carolina’s Consumer Expenditure on State-Grown Produce 

  Annual Per-capita Average Price  Average Annual Per-capita SC Produce  
Maximum annual 

per-capita 
  Consumption  Received by Farmers Retail Price Expenditure  Availability expenditure on 
      SC Produce 
 pounds $/pound $/pound $ months $ 
Beans-lima 0.06 0.38 1.60 0.10 5.00 0.04 
Beans-snap 1.98 0.41 1.75 3.47 5.00 1.45 
Collards 0.59 0.24 1.04 0.61 12.00 0.61 
Cucumbers 6.36 0.22 0.93 5.90 5.00 2.46 
Kale 0.34 0.24 1.00 0.34 12.00 0.34 
Cantaloupe  8.00 0.14 0.51 4.09 4.00 1.36 
Watermelon 10.00 0.06 0.24 2.37 3.00 1.42 
Mustard-Greens 0.46 0.23 0.99 0.46 12.00 0.46 
Squash 4.49 0.26 1.12 5.02 6.00 2.51 
Tomatoes 19.92 0.28 1.20 23.82 4.00 7.94 
Turnip-Greens 0.45 0.23 1.00 0.45 12.00 0.45 
Sweet-Potatoes 4.38 0.15 0.65 2.83 12.00 2.83 
Apples  16.91 0.24 0.89 15.00 4.00 0.52 
Peaches 5.20 0.38 1.42 7.37 5.00 3.07 
       
Total 79.14   71.83  25.46 
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Table 2.  Estimated Market Shares of South Carolina Grown and Out-of State 
Produce at Different Premium Levels. 

 
 SC produce Out-of-state 

Premium Percent Percent 

0% 95 5 

5% 78 22 

10% 65 35 

20% 57 43 

30% 46 54 

50% 30 70 
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Table 3. Potential Benefits of the Campaign (Million Dollars) at the 5%, 10% and 
20% Premium Levels for SC Products and 100%, 75%, 50% and 25% Levels of 
Coverage 
 

Premium 
Level 

Level of Coverage 

 100% 75% 50% 25% 
5% 4.20 3.15 2.10 0.52 
10% 6.99 5.24 3.50 0.87 
20% 12.26 9.20 6.13 1.53 
30% 14.84 11.13 7.42 1.86 
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Table 4. Potential Economic Impact of South Carolina Promotional Program on 

Selected Sectors in the State Economy Assuming a $13 Million Increase in the 

Quantity Produced.  

Sector 

     Jobs       Output Labor      
Income 

Gross State 
Product 

        ($)          ($)          ($) 
Vegetable and melon farming 111 11,241,245 5,020,724 8,417,404
Fruit farming 39 2,084,710 752,551 1,308,634
Owner-occupied dwellings 0 708,956 0 581,720
Real estate 4 541,656 93,891 379,157
Agriculture and forestry support activities 13 438,155 295,901 273,833
Wholesale trade 3 400,000 150,312 273,425
Offices of physicians- dentists- and other health 3 305,556 187,338 220,987
Food services and drinking places 7 315,383 101,229 144,110
Power generation and supply 0 197,980 39,691 134,185
Monetary authorities, depository credit intermediary 1 141,427 34,059 108,115
Hospitals 2 181,137 82,438 90,592
Motor vehicle and parts dealers 1 129,394 57,459 80,681
Truck transportation 1 142,576 48,467 64,309
Food and beverage stores 2 100,426 42,482 60,471
Legal services 1 81,342 41,972 54,384
General merchandise stores 2 89,876 36,549 52,208
Other State and local government enterprises 1 125,436 31,750 51,869
Insurance carriers 1 155,156 36,254 51,432
Automotive repair and maintenance- except car wash 1 99,267 35,534 51,080
Telecommunications 0 103,314 19,749 49,261
Nursing and residential care facilities 2 75,644 43,911 43,608
Nondepository credit intermediation and  related a 1 63,283 25,529 40,520
Building material and garden supply stores 1 64,656 24,393 39,166
Clothing and clothing accessories stores 1 59,360 18,695 37,388
Other amusement, gambling, recreation industries 1 49,318 16,688 31,727
Other ambulatory health care services 1 62,006 21,913 30,703
Warehousing and storage 1 47,597 27,423 30,503
Nonstore retailers 1 41,989 8,906 29,142
Hotels and motels- including casino hotels 1 44,268 15,977 29,089
Gasoline stations 1 42,197 13,141 27,550
Miscellaneous store retailers 1 35,423 17,860 26,580
Pesticide, other agricultural chemical manufacture 0 86,102 7,204 25,464
All Other Sectors 23 1,993,468 610,671 822,687
Total 227 20,248,303 7,960,661 13,661,984
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Figure 1. Potential Benefits of the SC Branding Campaign at Different Premium      
Levels 
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Appendix 

Contingent Valuation Questions Used in the Consumer Survey 

 

If you were buying vegetables or fruit from the market, and you could choose at 
equal prices between produce grown in South Carolina and out-of-state produce, 
which one would you choose? [Categorize based on response] 
 
  Produce grown in SC [if chosen go to a]    1  
  Out-of-state produce         2 
 
If the person takes more than a few seconds, ask: are you 
  Not sure?   [go to a]     4 
  Makes no difference?  [go to a]     5 
  Don’t know ?       [go to a]     6 
  
 
a. [If produce marked as grown in SC was the respondent’s first choice then ask] 
Okay, what if the price of SC grown produce was [5%, 10%, 20%, 30%, 50%] more 
expensive than out of state products, which one would you choose?  
  Produce marked as grown in SC     [go to17.a.1]   1  
  Out-of-state produce           [go to 17.a.1]   2 
 
If the person takes more than a few seconds, ask: are you 
  Not sure?                                 [go to 17.a.1]   4 
  Makes no difference?                     [go to 17.a.1]   5 
  Don’t know ?                [go to 17.a.1]   6 
    
 
  

 


