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Introduction

INCE THE 1970s, AGRICULTURAL GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT IN NORTH AMERICA
have become more closely linked to a wide range of social and environmen-
tal problems. Soil and water resources have been degraded, wildlife
habitats have been destroyed, and rural communities have been dissolved and
uprooted due, in part, to various changes accompanying the industrialization of
farming and food production (Gertler, 1992). The scale, mechanization, special-
ization, capital-intensity, and chemical-intensity of agricultural production have
dramatically increased, with the result that large agribusinesses and individual
farm operators have come under greater environmental scrutiny associated with
the broader “greening” of public opinion since 1970 (Buttel, 1992). For many
observers, the growing corporate control over the nature of land use and food
production in the U.S. constitutes a major crisis for independent farmers, Ameri-
can culture, and the larger ecosystem (Berry, 1977; Dalecki and Coughenour,
1992; Rifkin, 1992). Such events are also becoming integrated into the emerging
theoretical framework of the “new environmentalism” and its social justice focus
on the struggles of grassroots movements against racism, sexism, and classism
(Belkhir and Adeola, 1997; Belkhir and Butler, 1998; Taylor, 1997).
Perhaps nowhere are the socio-environmental implications of agro-industrial-
ization and corporate control better illustrated today than in the case of North
Carolina’s swine industry (Edwards and Ladd, 2000; Furuseth, 1997; Molnar et
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al., 1997). Since the early 1990s, North Carolina has been the fastest growing
swine producing state in the country, as well as the national innovator in
industrialized pork production (Diforio, 1996; Furuseth, 1997; Swine Odor Task
Force, 1995; Whittle, 1996). The number of hogs in North Carolina soared at an
unprecedented rate of growth — from 3.7 million in 1991 to almost 10 million by
1997 — before a statewide moratorium temporarily capped the growth of large
swine operations (Clean Water Network et al., 2000). Nevertheless, industry
expansion catapulted the state from sixth to second in swine production, surpass-
ing poultry and tobacco as the state’s top agricultural commodities (Nowlin, 1997;
Shiffer, 1997; Silverstein, 1999; Whittle, 1996). Clearly, the state’s booming
swine industry has allowed it to close the distance on Iowa as the “Porkopolis” of
the U.S. Had it not been for the passage of the 1997 moratorium on hog farms and
increased public opposition to the swine industry, North Carolina could have been
headed toward as many as 16 million head by the early part of the 21st century. In
some counties, hogs already outnumber humans by more than 50 to 1 (Edwards
and Ladd, 2001; Whittle, 1996).

Moreover, the state’s explosive growth in swine has also been marked by a
dramatic restructuring and industrialization of its mode of production (Furuseth,
1997). The recent transformation of hog farming in North Carolina, beginning in
the early 1980s, from small, local enterprises to large, multi-million dollar “hog
factories” has paralleled national and global agro-industrialization trends and
become one of the most contentious political conflicts in the state’s recent history
(Cecelski and Kerr, 1992; Ladd and Edwards, 2001; Lyson and Geisler, 1992;
Molnar et al., 1997; Warrick and Stith, 1995). The average size of swine farms in
the state has risen sixfold since 1989, while the number of farms dropped from at
least 11,400 in 1982 to less than 2,400 permitted facilities (Edwards and Ladd,
2000). Moreover, about 95% of all production occurs on large, concentrated
animal feeding operations (CAFOs) of over 2,000 hogs (Benjamin, 1997; Schaffer,
1997; Shiffer, 1999: 3A). In turn, swine operations have also become more
geographically concentrated in the eastern coastal plain, which is now home to
almost all of the state’s regulated hog facilities (Edwards and Ladd, 2000).
Economically integrated corporate pork producers in North Carolina, as in other
states, now own the hogs from “birth to bacon” (Bryce, 1997: 12).

The growth and concentration of corporate pork production in North Carolina
has come torepresent, for many constituencies, an industrial invasion of “environ-
mental carpetbaggers.” These agricultural factories are seen as endangering the
future of the small independent farm, the economic health of rural and minority
communities, the vitality of the state’s recreational, commercial fishing, and
tourist industries, the quality of air, and the safety of ground and surface waters
throughout the region (Cecelski and Kerr, 1992). Compared to humans, for
example, hogs can produce as much as two-to-five times as much waste and a large
swine CAFO of 10,000 mature pigs can produce a sewerage output comparable to
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acity of 25,000 people. Overall, 20 million tons of hog wastes are produced each
year in North Carolina out of over 116 million tons nationally (Silverstein, 1999:
30). These wastes are pumped out of the hog confinement buildings into adjoining
football field-size cesspools, termed “lagoons” by the industry, for anaerobic
decomposition and liquidification, which then often evaporate or are sprayed on
crop fields as fertilizer. North Carolina has approximately 4,000 active and 650
abandoned inactive waste lagoons tied to hog production (Clean Water Network
et al., 2000).

This article examines the growth of the controversy over swine production in
North Carolina and the role that environmental justice concerns and grassroots
protest played in its evolution to date. The implications of these recent develop-
ments are discussed in terms of how community concerns over corporate hog
production are converging with wider environmental justice and anticorporate,
sustainable agriculture movement goals.

Social and Environmental Impacts of Swine Production

The environmental, economic, and health impacts of industrial swine produc-
tion are extensive. Airborne emissions from hog houses, waste lagoons, and crop
fields can contain ammonia, hydrogen sulfide, carbon dioxide, volatile organic
compounds, dusts, and endotoxins, which nearby residents experience as sicken-
ing and noxious odors, and produce mood-altering symptoms like tension,
depression, fatigue, and anger. CAFO workers can also contract various types of
respiratory and pulmonary disorders (Schiffman et al., 1998). Atmospheric
deposition also occurs, as much of the nitrogen in hog wastes evaporates as
ammonia and is then carried and redeposited on nearby lands and waterways in the
form of precipitation (Marks, 2001). Water pollution is another major problem as
waste lagoons, spray fields, and even dead hog carcasses can contribute to the
nutrient pollution, pathogen content, eutrophication, and oxygen depletion of
ground and surface waters, local aquifers, and private wells through spills,
leaching, seepage, and runoff, especially during storms or heavy rains. Pathogens
in hog and other livestock wastes have also been identified as contributors to
outbreaks of pfiesteria-induced fish kills in several mid-Atlantic states (/bid.).
Nutrients from animal wastes have also contributed to a hypoxic, 7,000-square-
mile “dead zone” in the Gulf of Mexico that cannot support most aquatic life.
Human health risks stemming from the threat of pathogen transfers between pigs
and people can lead to such human diseases as salmonella, giardia, chlamydia,
meningitis, worms, “‘baby blue syndrome,” and influenza, as well as viruses such
as E. Coli. Finally, sociceconomic devaluations from the siting of hog operations
in rural communities can include the displacement of small, independent farmers,
lowered property values, the disruption of recreational and tourist industries, and
the impeding of future community development (for more details on the environ-
mental and human health impacts of swine operations, see Clean Water Network

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Corporate Swine and Capitalist Pigs 29

et al.,2000; Furuseth, 1997; Harris, 1997; Nowlin, 1997; Marks, 2001; Schiffman
et al., 1998; Swine Odor Task Force, 1995; U.S. EPA, 1998).

Given these direct impacts on the local ecology, economy, and community, it
should not be surprising that opposition to industrial-style hog production has been
one of the fastest growing environmental controversies on the American land-
scape (Edwards and Ladd, 2000, 2001; Silverstein, 1999; Williams, T., 1998).
Moreover, many environmentalists, minority groups, and low-income residents
have framed the growth of corporate hog operations as an “environmental justice”
and/or “environmental racism” issue. Broadly defined, the goal of the environ-
mental justice movement is to stop the disproportionate burdens of pollution and
“development” from being placed on people of color and the poor (Stephens,
1996; Wing et al., 2000). In particular, the movement’s ideology charges that
“black communities, because of their economic and political vulnerability, have
been routinely targeted for the siting of noxious facilities, locally unwanted land
uses, and environmental hazards” (Bullard, 1990: xiv). Similarly, activists in
North Carolina argue that poor and African-American residents and farmers of the
eastern Black Belt have been bearing more than their fair share of the hog
industry’s pollution, economic costs, and land displacement pressures (Burke,
1997; Diforio, 1996; Edwards and Ladd, 2000, 2001; Harris, 1994, 1997; Molnar
et al., 1997; Tursi, 1997; Wing et al., 1996, 2000). As large, vertically integrated
corporations and intensive hog operations have moved into the state’s eastern
coastal plain, the various negative social and environmental impacts associated
with industrial swine production have become increasingly visible and contested
in the public arena (Edwards and Ladd, 2000). Indeed, the controversy has
emerged as North Carolina’s most dramatic environmental justice conflict since
the landmark struggle in Warren County against a PCB landfill in 1982 (Bullard,
1990; Bullard et al., 1997; Edwards, 1995).

Despite the dramatic sociopolitical conflict surrounding the “hog wars” in
North Carolina (as well as in other areas of rural America), little sociological
research has examined the escalating environmental controversy surrounding the
growth of corporate swine production and its impacts on rural communities.
Moreover, few social scientists have examined conflicts over the siting and waste-
disposal problems of hog operations as emerging “equity” or, “technology”
movement controversies (Walsh, Warland, and Smith, 1993); with some excep-
tions, neither have they examined such issues within the larger framework and
claims of the growing environmental justice movement (Diforio, 1996; Edwards
and Ladd, 2000, 2001; Molnar et al., 1997; Wing et al., 1996, 2000). Beyond
existing environmental justice research on the impact of mineral extraction on
Native American lands, or the exposure of Hispanic-American farm workers to
pesticide poisoning (see, for example, Bullard, 1993; Chavez, 1993; Pulido and
Pena, 1998; United Church of Christ, 1987; Gedicks, 2001), relatively little
attention has been paid to the environmental equity impacts on rural populations
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of agro-industrialization and its “treadmill of production” (Goldschmidt, 1998;
Noble, 1993; Schnaiberg and Gould, 1994).

Background to the North Carolina Swine Controversy

Before the agro-industrialization of the U.S. swine industry in the early 1980s,
conventional hog farming, as Furuseth (1997: 397) notes, had few social or
ecological impacts:

From the beginning of European settlement, the raising of hogs has been
an integral part of the agricultural scene in large portions of the United
States. For much of this time, hog production was largely a casual,
supplemental activity. That is to say, farmers’ primary production focus
was on cash crops such as tobacco, cotton, or wheat. Hogs were kept in
small numbers on the farm, pasture fed, and raised from farrow to finish.
They were either butchered for personal consumption or sold off-farm
for additional income.... Animal waste was contained on-site and col-
lected by the farmer. Manure was spread as supplemental fertilizer on the
crops and pasture.

Although intensive livestock production operations first appeared in the 1940s
with poultry production, for most of the 20th century, hog farming was both small-
scale and widespread, as well as confined to traditionally rural populations
throughout the state (Marks, 2001). Few farms either specialized in swine
production or contained more than a few dozen animals. Asrecently as 1982, there
were nearly 11,400 North Carolina farms producing hogs and pigs, but almost 60%
had fewer than 25 hogs (Furuseth, 1997: 397).

Moreover, unlike many Midwestern states that had curtailed or limited
corporate ownership of farmland since the Depression as a way to protect smaller,
independent farms from being devoured by larger agricultural giants, North
Carolina hog operations were essentially unregulated before the early 1990s
(Benjamin, 1997; Killman, 1994). Although sporadic grassroots protests against
newly developing hog facilities had erupted in states like Michigan and Missouri
during the mid-1980s, North Carolina’s evolving swine industry was still under-
developed, independently owned and operated, and given enormous legal protec-
tion from the kinds of economic and environmental restrictions placed on other
businesses and communities (Benjamin, 1997; DeLind, 1995; Schaffer, 1997,
Warrick and Stith, 1995). By and large, the pork industry had yet to experience the
shift from independent producers to large-scale integrated systems utilizing either
contract growers or corporate farmers, which had already transformed much of the
Midwestern pork industry and North Carolina’s poultry industry (Furuseth, 1997).
Aslegally constituted “farms,” regardless of their size or ownership, intensive hog
operations had been traditionally exempted from a host of environmental restric-
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tions, zoning laws, labor regulations, and nuisance suits that applied to other
industries, towns, or even private homes (Harris, 1997). In short, hog farming was
protected by a web of “Right-to-Farm” laws, powerful multinational and state
economic forces, and supportive governmental and agricultural institutions.
Legitimated further by the romantic image of the rugged individualist farmer
toiling on the land, intensive livestock operations had, by the end of the 1980s,
escaped much of the heated societal debate that characterized other environmen-
tally hazardous industries (DeLind, 1995; Furuseth, 1997).

Environmental Justice Concerns and Protest over Swine Operations
A New Environmental Justice Issue

The initial stages of organized opposition to swine operations in eastern North
Carolina began in the early 1990s with the formation of a number of grassroots
groups who “were tired of hogs stinking up their environment and decided to fight
back” (Fennel, 1991: 1B). Hundreds of permit violations involving improper hog
waste disposal practices by companies like Smithfield Foods, Carrol’s Farm, and
Murphy Family Farms had already occurred in the region since the late 1970s.
When Smithfield Foods announced plans in 1990 to build a large hog slaughter-
house in Bladen County on the banks of the Cape Fear River, local residents calling
themselves Citizens for Clean Industry (CCI) organized, petitioned elected
officials, spoke out at public hearings, recruited supporters statewide, and filed
several lawsuits against the proposed $50 million, 32,000 hogs-a-day slaughtering
facility. Although the suits to delay construction and force the company to conduct
an Environmental Impact Study were dismissed, CCI sparked concern across the
state and residents in 14 counties formed a coalition to meet regularly and share
information on challenging the spread of corporate hog farms (Cecelski and Kerr,
1992). Succinctly framing the groups’ concerns, one spokesperson charged that:

We are not opposed to the hog industry. We would like to see them
prosper as any American industry prospers. At the same time, we would
like for them to consider us as homeowners and residents of areas where
they are putting the hog facilities. We want our properties to be free of
odor, to be free of water pollution. And we don’t want property values
lowered because of nearby hog operations (Fennel, 1991: 1B).

Though efforts to block construction of the Bladen County slaughtering plant
failed, two more grassroots organizations that would come to play key roles in
mobilizing opposition to swine industry expansion, the Alliance for a Responsible
Swine Industry (ARSI) and Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention (HELP),
emerged in 1992. In particular, HELP was aracially diverse group that pledged “to
protect communities from environmental and economic threats posed by large-
scale intensive livestock operations” (HELP pamphlet, n.d.). In addition to
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supporting the broad environmental concerns already on the table, HELP was
among the first activist groups to link corporate hog farms to what they saw as a
larger trend: industries that singled out poor, black, or Native-American rural
communities to construct facilities that posed dangers to public health, forced
small and minority farmers out of business, and damaged the economic and
cultural sustainability of traditional agrarian communities (Cecelski and Kerr,
1992; Tursi, 1997).

Significantly, HELP was formed almost exactly a decade after the nation’s
first landmark “Environmental Racism” protest in 1982 against the siting of a PCB
landfill in neighboring Warren County (Bullard et al., 1997; Edwards, 1995).
Joining with other grassroots groups, HELP persuaded the Halifax County Board
of Health Commissioners to adopt the state’s first regulatory ordinance governing
intensive livestock operations, as well as a 30-day moratorium on the construction
of new hog farms. Both actions became models for subsequent local and statewide
efforts to place stricter regulations on swine facilities.

Working with Concerned Citizens of Tillery (CCT), the larger umbrella
organization to which it belonged, HELP and CCT were vital in spearheading the
introduction of environmental justice or racism concerns into the debate over
swine impacts (CCT, 1994). CCT also played a key role in linking hog industry
trends to farm loss. Back in 1983, for instance, the CCT created the Land Loss
Fund to address the social welfare concerns of small, economically disadvantaged
landowners, especially black farmers, who were rapidly losing their land in eastern
North Carolina (LLand Loss Fund pamphlet, n.d.). Moreover, CCT was among the
first grassroots groups to model itself explicitly upon the emerging principles of
the environmental justice movement that had been adopted at the People of Color
Environmental Leadership Summit in 1992 held in Washington, D.C. (see
Bullard, 1993). In turn, CCT helped create a new environmental justice issue
beyond the domain of the movement’s major focus on urban hazardous chemicals
and waste facilities by drawing attention to the racial and class implications of
siting intensive livestock operations in marginalized, rural communities.

Concerned Citizens of Tillery remained the most pivotal organization in the
region for mobilizing eastern North Carolina Black Belt communities around
environmental justice issues. After organizing a number of local protest rallies
against swine producers, CCT/HELP cofounder Gary Grant, along with
ECOFORCE, another eastern North Carolina environmental justice organization,
initiated the Hog Roundtable in 1993, which grew to include 42 regional environ-
mental and citizens’ groups over the next four years. Representing a unique
coalition, the Hog Roundtable brought together “grassroots, legal, and traditional
environmental organizations” with the dual goal of protecting communities from
the environmental health hazards associated with hog operations and forging ties
between environmental justice groups and mainstream environmental organiza-
tions (Burke, 1997; Wing et al., 1996).
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As noted, key environmental justice organizations framed concerns about
swine industry expansion as environmental justice issues that were closely linked
to patterns of farm loss, especially among small, African-American farmers. This
local strategy was significantly helped by President Clinton’s 1994 Executive
Order 12898 on Environmental Justice, which directed government agencies to
address the disproportionate impacts of all federal projects on minority and low-
income communities (Cable and Shriver, 1995). However, as the controversy over
corporate swine production intensified and the coalition of industry critics
broadened, the emphasis on environmental justice and black farm loss was often
eclipsed by other environmental concerns concerning air pollution, recreation,
and water quality, around which larger political constituencies could mobilize.

Water Quality Issues Gain Support

The base of opposition broadened in 1995 when the social and environmental
impacts of swine production became front-page news with the publication of the
Raleigh News and Observer’s Pulitzer Prize-winning “Boss Hog” investigative
series (Warrick and Stith, 1995). This influential report was followed by the
rupturing of several hog waste lagoons that spilled over 40 million gallons of
untreated swine feces and urine into the streams and rivers of the Coastal Plain.
Over the next months, an estimated 10 to 15 million fish died from the increased
nutrient loads derived, in part, from the hog waste spills. North Carolina officials
were forced to post health warnings and close 364,000 acres of fishing and
recreational waters, costing the state thousands of dollars in lost revenues (Nowlin,
1997). This series of events helped galvanize public concern about swine industry
growth and put water quality issues at the center of the debate.

The political fallout surrounding these disasters was magnified by the flooding
accompanying Hurricanes Bertha and Fran in 1996, which resulted in even more
hog wastes entering state waters from overflowing swine waste lagoons and farm
run-off in inundated areas (Furuseth, 1997). Although grassroots protest contin-
ued throughout eastern North Carolina, environmental justice concerns about the
adverse economic impacts of corporate hog farming on small, independent, and
black farmers gave way to wider concerns over air and water quality, as well as
over potential economic damage to recreation and tourism dollars. Similarly,
questioning about the extent to which negative environmental impacts from large
hog operations fell disproportionately on low-income and minority communities
was eclipsed by concerns of more mainstream constituencies over ground and
surface water pollution. Adding to this pressure were studies identifying agribusiness
animal waste as a major culprit in episodes of hypoxia and pfiesteria outbreaks in
the waterways of eastern North Carolina and other mid-Atlantic states (Hager and
Reibstein, 1997; Shiffer, 1997: 1A).

Threats to water quality, a desire to get stricter state regulatory controls, and
support for a statewide moratorium to rein in the pork industry’s meteoric growth
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were the key issues that not only amplified initial environmental justice concerns,
but also united the increasingly diverse coalition of hog industry opponents into
an effective lobby. With public protest mounting, on August 27, 1997, the North
Carolina General Assembly passed the “Clean Water Responsibility Act,” imple-
menting measures to control odor, protect water quality, and restore local zoning
authority over the siting of large hog operations. However, the most significant
aspect of the legislation involved the enactment of a statewide two-year morato-
rium on the construction of new swine facilities, as well as the expansion of
existing ones containing over 250 hogs, to permit more research into alternative
waste-disposal technologies (Rawlins, 1997: 1A). Although the newly created
moratorium and regulations drew widespread support from a majority of residents
and marked a significant step forward, skeptics from the Hog Roundtable noted that
the regulations provided greater protection for golf courses than for the drinking-
water wells of ordinary citizens (Edwards and Ladd, 1999; Luebke, 1998).

Moratorium on Swine Production Expansion Spurs National Debate

The passage of the 1997 Clean Water Responsibility Act and its landmark
moratorium sparked wider public debate over the impacts of concentrated hog
production and propelled North Carolina into the national limelight as the
bellwether state for the emerging conflict over the growth and regulation of
“assembly-line swine” (Claiborne, 1999; Williams, T., 1998). From North Caro-
lina and Pennsylvania in the East, to Iowa and Oklahoma in the Midwest, to Utah
and Colorado in the West, highly publicized debates, hearings, conferences,
research reports, and trials captured public attention, while media such as CBS’s
“60 Minutes,” the Wall Street Journal, the New York Times, NPR, and dozens of
national news magazines, newspapers, and environmental organizations picked
up the controversy (Thu and Durrenberger, 1998).

The national environmental movement also became more attentive to the
issue. In December 1997, grassroots organizations introduced resolutions for the
first time at the annual National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC)
meetings calling for stricter federal clean water standards on swine operations and
criticizing the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for their inattention to the
discriminatory impact of livestock operations on low-income and people-of-color
communities (Harris, 1997). Additionally, the National Environmental Dialogue
on Pork Production released recommendations for addressing environmental
problems related to intensive hog operations (America’s Clean Water Foundation,
1997). A critical U.S. Senate Agriculture Committee report documented that the
U.S. produces 130 times more livestock waste than human waste and, as a result,
the “Animal Agricultural Reform Act” was introduced into legislation (U.S.
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 1997). In response, in
February 1998 the Clinton administration called for stricter limits on coastal
runoff, new controls on waste from poultry and livestock operations, and more
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rigorous EPA protection of minority neighborhoods from pollution sources (The
News and Observer, 1998: 6A).

Moreover, residents in North Carolina voiced extensive concerns about the
industry and its regulation, while a more regional focus on environmental justice
issues pertaining to Black Belt communities and farm loss emerged (Edwards and
Ladd, 1999). In February 1998, for example, the “2nd National Land Loss
Summit,” sponsored by the Land Loss Fund of the Concerned Citizens of Tillery,
was held in Enfield, North Carolina, to increase awareness of the plight of black
farmers, reemphasize the value of research on farming and land loss, and provide
farmers with resources critical to their sustainability, political empowerment, and
economic profitability (Land Loss Fund, 1998). In October 1998, grassroots
organizations in North Carolina sponsored a statewide environmental justice
organizing conference called “Save the People.” The two-day event brought
together representatives of urban and rural environmental justice groups, tradi-
tional environmental organizations, labor groups, and farmers’ groups with state
agency officials to discuss goals and strategies for a coordinated environmental
justice initiative in North Carolina. The conference explicitly linked farm loss in
minority and low-income rural areas with recent swine industry expansion as
interrelated environmental justice concerns (Save the People! Conference Pro-
gram, 1998).

By 1999, the hog wars had come center stage in North Carolina politics.
Governor Jim Hunt announced a “conversion plan” to start phasing out all open-
air waste lagoons and spray fields within 10 years through higher performance
standards and new regulatory incentives, but received little support from the state
General Assembly. Soon, over 5,000 postcards from citizens were delivered to the
governor’s office demanding that the state increase its fight against pollution from
factory hog farms and speed up its cleanup of swine waste lagoons (North Carolina
Public Interest Research Group, 1999; Shiffer and Williams, 1998: 3A). Mean-
while, pork producers continued to try to expand various operations in the state
using loopholes and exemptions in the moratorium regulations, while shifting hog
operations to other Southern, Midwestern, and Western states with less restrictive
regulations (Bryce, 1997; Claiborne, 1999). In aquest for renewed legitimacy, the
pork industry launched an extensive $2.6 million public relations campaign in
eastern North Carolina’s media markets. The campaign, which became the subject
of various state political investigations, as well as a PBS documentary, employed
television and radio ads that attacked the industry’s political opponents in the state
who were up for reelection and blamed North Carolina’s water quality problems
on municipal sewerage systems, not hog operations (Heath, 1998: 18A).

Hurricane Floyd Creates New Momentum for Waste Disposal Alternatives

In the midst of this growing controversy, Hurricane Floyd slammed into
eastern North Carolina in September 1999, dropping 20 inches of rain, flooding
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6,000 homes, displacing 48,000 residents, killing 48 persons, and destroying 2.3
million acres of crops. Over two million chickens and turkeys died in the rising
waters, as well as hundreds of cattle and some 30,000 hogs. More than 50 swine
lagoons ruptured and some 250 CAFOs were flooded out. Moreover, the flood
created a veritable witches brew of sewage, bacteria, petroleum, pesticides, and
farm/industrial chemicals that spread through the region, endangering wells,
farms, human immune systems, and every species in its path (Bowie, 2000).

For many, this “unnatural” catastrophe represented the virtual “worst-case
scenario” disaster that corporate hog critics and environmental activists had
warned about for years, galvanizing not only the North Carolina anti-swine
industry forces, but also the emerging protest movement nationwide. The North
Carolina legislature called a special session to issue stringent rules on how hog and
livestock producers should deal with overflowing waste lagoons, while the Sierra
Club and other environmental organizations called for the EPA to immediately
ban open-air waste lagoons and prohibit the construction of CAFOs in floodplains
(Saker, 1999: 1A; Sierra Club Press Release, 1999). More emphatically, the North
Carolina Environmental Justice Network pointed to how the disaster was dis-
proportionately affecting the region’s black, Hispanic, and poverty-level residents
who had the most to lose from the flood damage (Edwards, 1999; Waggoner, 1999:
A-33). Withnew moratoriums and CAFOregulations pending in atleast 12 other state
legislatures by the end of the year, Hurricane Floyd became to the hog industry what
Three Mile Island had been to the nuclear power industry (Bowie, 2000).

In July 2000, state Attorney General and gubernatorial candidate Mike Easley
announced an agreement with Smithfield Foods, the state and national leader in
hog production, to develop and implement new swine waste disposal technologies
to replace existing lagoon storage systems. Smithfield pledged to pay $15 million
to agricultural researchers at North Carolina State University to cover the costs of
researching and developing alternative waste disposal techniques, as well as
contribute $50 million toward environmental improvements and compliance
monitoring in the hog industry. Shortly afterward, Premium Standard Farms,
North Carolina’s number two producer, followed suit in a similar agreement with
the state and the university to pay $2.5 million toward the retrofitting of their
CAFO waste lagoons and spray fields (Bonner, 2000: 1A; Shiffer, 2000a: 1A).

Viewing these industry agreements as little more than public relations ploys,
nationally known environmental attorneys Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., and Jan
Schlictmann, representing environmental groups and independent farm advo-
cates, announced plans to sue North Carolina swine producers for violating water
pollution and nuisance laws. The lawsuits were part of a national campaign in
which 15 law firms with experience litigating against tobacco and asbestos harms
had agreed to spend at least $50,000 each in a coordinated effort to force the
industry to clean up its operations and abandon lagoons and spray fields in seven
states. Despite protests from the North Carolina Pork Council that it was moving
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forward with “science-based” solutions to hog waste problems, Schlictmann
denounced modern hog farms as “animal concentration camps” and Kennedy
charged that the industry had benefited from “pollution-based prosperity” that
externalized environmental costs onto the public and small farmers (Shiffer,
2000b: 1A).

Claims by North Carolina activists and researchers who framed the impact of
the agro-industrialization and expansion of the hog industry as an environmental
justice issue have been empirically supported (Burke, 1997; Concerned Citizens
of Tillery, 1994; Edwards and Ladd, 2000, 2001; Harris, 1994, 1997; Wing et al.,
1996; Wing and Wolf, 2000; Wing et al., 2000). As a region, eastern North
Carolina lags behind the rest of the state in income and political clout and has a
substantially higher concentration of African-American residents (Wimberley
and Morris, 1997). The region has also suffered more extensively from recent
trends of farm loss and is now home to over 95% of the state’s hog population.
Thus, whatever the negative impacts of intensive, industrialized hog farming may
be, they are most pronounced for the rural residents of the eastern coastal plain.
Within eastern North Carolina, counties that had higher proportions of African-
American residents, higher rates of poverty, and less local political capacity in
1980 have also been more likely to have growing hog populations throughout the
1980s and 1990s. Moreover, the counties in eastern North Carolina with higher
proportions of black residents and higher rates of black poverty have also suffered
greater farm loss since the early 1980s. In turn, farm loss since the early 1980s has
been associated with hog industry growth, rising rates of black poverty, and falling
rates of white poverty (see Edwards and Ladd, 2000, 2001).

These findings have been supported by similar research demonstrating that
intensive hog operations in North Carolina have been disproportionately located
in poorer communities with larger black and non-white populations (Wing et al.,
2000). Clearly, studies such as these, as well as others (see Wing et al., 1996;
Diforio, 1996; Molnar et al., 1997), represent a newly emerging environmental
justice literature that compliments and extends existing research on grassroots
environmental movements.

Implications and Reflections for the Future

As of 2002, constituencies on both sides of the issue continue their efforts to
mobilize stakeholders throughout the state over how to best proceed with cleaning
up the industry. With the moratorium on swine production expansionin effect until
at least 2003, the public debate and grassroots protest has continued to revolve
around the issues of: (1) limiting or reducing future pork production; (2) requiring
swine producers to phase out the state’s existing 4,000 waste lagoons, as well as
limiting the practice of spraying liquefied hog wastes on agricultural fields; (3)
cleaning up the state’s abandoned lagoons; (4) requiring that the pork industry, not
the public, pay the cleanup costs; and (5) developing new alternative technologies
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and methods of swine waste disposal (Clean Water Network et al., 2000;
Lancaster, 2001; Marks, 2001). Like many expanding sectors of production today
faced with citizen resistance, however, the hog industry continues to vertically
integrate and globalize, migrating into other states and countries where political
opposition is minimal and environmental costs are lower (Ladd and Edwards, 2001).

In the wake of continuing waste lagoon spills into state waterways, grassroots
environmental justice groups have maintained their fight for new state and county
ordinances to restrict future industry expansion (Shiffer, 1999: 3A). As the clock
continues to tick away the remaining time on the current moratorium, activists,
state agencies, cooperative services, and various researchers have continued to
study new scientific evidence, assess current regulatory impacts, and prepare for
the possibility of renewed industry growth — and public conflict — ahead.
Whatever the future, events in North Carolina signify the tip of the political iceberg
in the growing citizen mobilization for stricter state and federal regulations onnon-
point sources of pollution from animal wastes (Ingersoll, 1998). Clearly, the
controversy has made North Carolina the national exemplar in the emerging
conflict over the regulation of “assembly-line swine” (Williams, T., 1998). The
impact of the North Carolina moratorium and the public debate over the growth
of corporate hog production has become increasingly national in scope, with other
state regulators and lawmakers considering or approving similar moratoriums in
Kansas, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska, Colorado, and Okla-
homa (Associated Press, 1998: B1; Bryce, 1997; Clean Water Network et al.,
2000). Moreover, dozens of rural counties across the United States are actively
engaged in political battles to restrict industrial livestock operations from operat-
ing in their communities (U.S. Hog, 2002).

Such events point to the growing convergence of environmental justice
concerns with the pollution impacts and public health problems generated by
corporate agricultural production. With respect to farm loss issues, for instance,
studies in 1997 by the General Accounting Office and U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) highlighted the longstanding inability of black farmers to
secure farm loans and other subsidies from the federal government (Land Loss
Fund, 1998). Consequently, in January 1999, the USDA agreed to pay over $300
million to more than 1,000 black farmers who had filed a class-action lawsuit
charging the government with discriminatory lending practices since 1983 (Jones,
1999: A18).

Key national environmental organizations have also become active on the
issue. In March 1999, the Board of Directors of the Sierra Club passed aresolution
to expand its current funding and staffing for environmental justice organizing to
support its new campaign for stricter regulations on livestock wastes from
confined animal feeding operations (Sierra Club Board of Directors Resolution,
1999). Similarly, Environmental Defense is supporting increased research and
advocacy needed to get better waste management technologies and policies
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implemented (Rader et al., 1998). The Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) has also been particularly aggressive in researching and organizing the
public around the equity impacts of hog operations in various states (see Clean
Water Network et al., 2000; Marks, 2001). Although local environmental justice
groups often tend to be wary of working with mainstream national environmental
organizations on grassroots issues, both movement constituencies seem to have
fashioned a reasonably respectful and cooperative partnership in their fight against
corporate hog production.

The federal government has responded as well. The EPA and the Department
of Agriculture issued regulatory guidelines for the management of animal wastes
generated from large livestock operations for the first time in 1998 (The News and
Observer, 1998: 6A; U.S. EPA, 1998; Rosen, 1998: 1A; Williams, T., 1998). As
of this writing, the EPA is continuing to develop new guidelines that would
essentially regulate agricultural runoff in same manner as hazardous wastes from
industries and sewage plants. Although the Bush administration has delayed
implementing these rules, originally initiated during the Clinton years, livestock
producers are bracing themselves for mandates they say could cost them as much
as $1.2 billion over the next 10 years (Lancaster, 2001: Al). In addition, the
pending NRDC lawsuits against the industry in North Carolina have kept alive the
possibility that the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, usually only
applied to hazardous wastes, can also be used to force tighter regulations on hog
wastes.

This move toward stronger national waste standards represents another impor-
tant landmark. Historically, intensive livestock operations have been treated as
“nonhazardous,” “non-point,” and “nondischarging” facilities. Thus, they have
been exempt from most state and federal waste management regulations appli-
cable to other polluting industries. Given the array of organic materials, heavy
metals, and other potentially harmful substances now identified in swine wastes,
industry critics and grassroots organizations are beginning to advocate that large-
scale livestock operations be subjected to the same (or higher) sewerage treatment
regulations that currently govern municipal sewerage treatment facilities (Rader
etal., 1998). As Silverstein (1999: 30) concludes, “the situation in North Carolina
is part of the growing nationwide crisis: farms have now replaced factories as the
biggest polluters of America’s waterways.”

For over a decade, environmental justice organizations in North Carolina have
been in the forefront of helping to mobilize communities against intensive swine
operations and their myriad socio-environmental impacts. In so doing, these
organizations have provided themselves and the national environmental justice
movement with a comparatively new issue around which to organize poor,
minority, and politically marginalized rural residents — thus extending the
movement’s parameters beyond its historical focus on toxic landfills and urban air
pollution (Cable and Shriver, 1995). Moreover, the swine conflict and its sur-
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rounding events have been especially helpful in bolstering local claims that North
Carolina represents, at least since Love Canal, the “birthplace of the Environmen-
tal Justice Movement” (Edwards, 1995; Save the People! Conference Program,
1998).

Beyond the discriminatory impacts of hog waste issues on disadvantaged
populations, however, the escalating debate over corporate swine production
parallels other social and environmental concerns regarding issues like the decline
of family farms, sustainable agricultural practices, food security, and the destruc-
tion of rural landscapes (Barkenbus et al., 1996; Buttel, 1992; Gottlieb and Fisher,
1996). Indeed, a critical body of research links the rationalization of agricultural
production with the erosion of family farming, increased class polarization of the
community, and greater social and environmental problems (e.g., Goldschmidt,
1998; Thu and Durrenberger, 1998). In turn, larger, more mechanized farms,
combined with urban and metropolitan sprawl, increase the loss of traditional
farmland and rural spaces. Moreover, with the rise in global production chains,
dependent largely on the actions of agribusiness, the state, and various NGOs
concerned with trade and the environment, the family farm has become relegated
to the margins of the local economy, social institutions, and the food supply. Even
though the mode of production for industrial agriculture is usually viewed as
inherently unsustainable, some have argued that the growth of global agribusiness
also creates new opportunities for smaller, niche-oriented farmers engaged in
sustainable agricultural practices to serve local markets (Lobao and Meyer, 2001).

These trends have particularly uprooted African-American farmers who
produced swine and other livestock animals for subsistence, especially in North
Carolina (Edwards and Ladd, 2000). For decades, small-scale, independent black
farmers in the South have been the “canaries in the coal mine” of American
agriculture. Their continuing decline since 1920 signals not only the demise of
independent food producers working their own land, but also the inability of most
minority farmers in the U.S. to survive the structural transformations accompany-
ing the industrialization of agriculture in the late 20th century (Lobao and Meyer,
2001). Today, transnational agricultural giants are finding themselves increas-
ingly targeted by a growing anti-globalization movement that views the accumu-
lation of corporate wealth as derived from the plunder of natural resources, as well
as the decimation of local environmental regulations, food production, and the
autonomy of small independent farmers (Ladd and Edwards, 2001). Nevertheless,
the growing concerns of many communities over the increasing control of the food
supply by agribusiness on the one hand, and the environmental benefits of
sustainable agriculture on the other, represent new social equity issues capable of
integrating diverse political constituencies into the unfolding tapestry of the
environmental justice movement.

In conclusion, the escalating controversies over hog production illustrate how
social researchers are beginning to incorporate wider dimensions of class, occu-

——
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pation, and geopolitical location into their treatment of environmental “injus-
tices,” as well as expanded frameworks for analyzing environmental “victimology”
(see Stephens, 1996; White, 1998; Williams, C., 1996). As swine and various other
livestock waste conflicts become a more common feature of rural life in the U.S.,
their impacts on minority communities and independent farmers are evolving into
one of the most prominent social justice issues underlying the environmental
struggles of the 21st century.

REFERENCES

America’s Clean Water Foundation
1997 Comprehensive Environmental Framework for Pork Production Operations.
Washington, D.C.
Associated Press
1998 “Small Hog Farmers Fear Their Way of Life Going by the Wayside.” The
Daily Reflector (Greenville, N.C., May 17): B1.
Barkenbus, Jack N., Jean H. Peretz, and Jonathan D. Rubin

1996 “More on the Agenda.” Social Science Review 77,3: 516-519.
Belkhir, Jean Ait and Francis O. Adeola
1997 “Environmentalism, Race, Gender, and Class in Global Perspective.” Race,

Gender & Class 5,1: 4-15.
Belkhir, Jean Ait and Johnnella E. Butler

1998 Race, Gender & Class 6,1: 5-11.
Benjamin, Gary L.
1997 “Industrialization in Hog Production: Implications for ‘Midwest Agriculture.””

Economic Perspectives 21,1: 2—13.
Berry, Wendall

1977 The Unsettling of America: Culture and Agriculture. San Francisco: Sierra
Club Books.
Bonner, Lynn
2000 “Hog-Waste Accord Reached.” The News and Observer (July 26): 1A-4A.
Bowie, Phil
2000 “No Act of God.” The Amicus Journal 21,4: 16-21.
Bryce, Robert
1997 “Making Bacon in the Panhandle.” The Texas Observer (October 10): 8-13.
Bullard, Robert D.
1993 Confronting Environmental Racism: Voices from the Grassroots. Boston:
South End Press.
1990 Dumping in Dixie: Race, Class, and Environmental Quality. Boulder, CO:

Westview Press.
Bullard, Robert D., Glenn S. Johnson, and Beverly H. Wright
1997 “Confronting Environmental Injustice: It’s the Right Thing to Da.” Race,
Gender & Class 5,1: 63-79.
Burke, Timothy
1997 “An Inside Look Out: Attempting to Understand Environmental Racism and
the Bnvironmental Justice Movement.” School of Public Health, University of
North Carolina, Chapel Hill, N.C.
Buttel, Frederick H.
1992 “Environmentalism: Origins, Processes, and Implications for Rural Social
Change.” Rural Sociology 57,1: 1-27.
Cable, Sherry and Thomas Shriver
1995 “Production and Extrapolation of Meaning in the Environmental Justice
Movement.” Sociological Spectrum 15: 419442,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



42 LADD AND EDWARD

Cecelski, David and Mary Lee Kerr

1992 “Hog Wild.” Southern Exposure 20,3: 9-15.
Chavez, Cesar
1993 “Farm Workers at Risk.” Richard Hofrichter (ed.), Toxic Struggles: The

Theory and Practice of Environmental Justice. Philadelphia, PA/Gabriola
Istand, B.C.: New Society Publishers: 163-171.
Claiborne, William
1999 “Drawing a Hard Line on Corporate Farming.” The Washington National
Weekly Edition (January 11): 30-31.
Clean Water Network, the Izzak Walton League, and the Natural Resources Defense Council
2000 Spills and Kills: Manure Pollution and America’s Livestock Feedlots. New
York: Clean Water Network.
Concerned Citizens of Tillery

1994 “Environmental Racism.” Pamphlet. Tillery, N.C.
Dalecki, Michael G. and C. Milton Coughenour

1992 “Agrarianism in American Society.” Rural Sociology 57,1: 48-64.
DeLind, Laura B.

1995 “The State, Hog Hotels, and the ‘Right to Farm’: A Curious Relationship.”

Agriculture and Human Values 12,3: 3444,
Diforio, Richard
1996 “Are There Environmental Equity Issues in the North Carolina Industry? A
Case Study for Applying a Framework for Environmental Equity Analysis to
the Recent Boom in the North Carolina Swine Industry.” Durham, N.C.
Nicholas School of the Environment, Duke University.
Edwards, Bob
1999 “Da Disasters Discriminate? An Exploratory Analysis of Disproportionate
Impact by Class, Race and Disability of Hurricanes Bonnie and Floyd on
Black Communities in Eastern North Carolina.” Paper presented at the Second
North Carolina Environmental Justice Network Research and Organizing
Conference, Halifax, N.C.
1995 “With Liberty and Environmenta] Justice for All: The Emergence and
Challenge of Grassroots Environmentalism in the United States.” Bron
Raymond Taylor (ed.), The Global Emergence of Radical and Popular
Environmentalism. New York: State University of New York Press: 35-35.
Edwards, Bob and Anthony E. Ladd

2001 “Race, Class, Political Capacity, and the Spatial Distribution of Swine Waste
in North Carolina, 1982~1997.” North Carolina Geographer 9: 51-70.

2000 “Environmental Justice, Swine Production and Farm Loss in North Carolina.”
Sociological Spectrum 20: 263-290.

1999 “Qoooh, Ooh, Can’t You Smell That Smell? Public Attitudes Towards the

Growth of Corporate Swine Production in North Carolina.” Paper presented at
the Southern Sociological Society meetings, Nashville, TN.
Fennel, Bettie
1991 “Group Says Hog Farms Plain Stink.” Sunday Star-News (December 1): 1B-
4B.
Furuseth, Owen J.
1997 “Restrycturing of Hog Farming in North Carolina: Explosion and Implosion.”
Professional Geographer 49,4: 391-403.
Gedicks, Al
2001 Resource Rebels: Native Challenges to Mining and Oil Corporations. Boston:
South End Press.
Gertler, Michael E.
1992 “The Social Ecology of Agricultural Sustainability.” David A. Hay and
Gurcharn S. Basran (eds.), Rural Sociology in Canada. Toronto: Oxford
University Press: 173-188.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Corporate Swine and Capitalist Pigs 43

Goldschmidt, Walter
1998 “Conclusion: The Industrialization of Rural America.” Kendall Thu and E.
Paul Durrenberger (eds.), Pigs, Profits, and Rural Communities. Albany:
SUNY Press: 183-198.
Gottlieb, Robert and Andrew Fisher
1996 “Community Food Security and Environmental Justice: Searching for a
Common Discourse.” Agriculture and Human Values 3,3: 23-32.
Hager, Mary and Larry Reibstein

1997 “The ‘Cell from Hell.”” Newsweek (August 25): 63.
Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention
nd. “HELP: Halifax Environmental Loss Prevention.” Pamphlet. Tillery, N.C.:

Concerned Citizens of Tillery.
Harris, David H.

1997 “The Industrialization of Agriculture and Environmental Racism: A Deadly
Combination Affecting Neighborhoods and Dinner Tables.” Paper presented to
the Enforcement Subcommittee of the Environmental Protection Agency’s
National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC), December 9,

Durham, N.C.
1994 “Environmental Racism in Rural Communities.” Paper presented to the
meetings of the National Bar Association.
Heath, Jena
1998 “Watson Loses in Close Legislative Race.” The News and Observer (May 6):

18A.
Ingersoll, Bruce
1998 “Regulation of Corporate Hog Farming Emerges as a Key Election Issue in
America’s Heartland.” Wall Street Journal (October 28): A24.
Jones, Richard
1999 “Black Farmers Consider Offer.” The Times-Picayune (New Orleans, LA,
January 10): A18.
Killman, Scott
1994 “Corporations Begin to Turn Hog Business into an Assembly Line.” Wall
Street Journal (March 28): A1-A10.
Ladd, Anthony E. and Bob Edwards
2001 “Hogging the Market: Corporate Pork in the Global Feedlot.” Paper presented
at the Mid-South Sociological Association meetings, Mobile, AL.

Lancaster, John
2001 “For Big Hog Farms, Big Subsidies; Taxpayers May Foot the Bill for
Environmental Cleanup.” Washington Post (August 17): Al.

Land Loss Fund
1998 “2nd National Black Land Loss Summit.” Academic Papers Presentation
Report. Tillery, N.C.: Concerned Citizens of Tillery.
nd. “The Land Loss Fund: Working Together to Preserve African-American Land

Ownership.” Pamphlet. Tillery, N.C.: Concerned Citizens of Tillery.
Lobao, Linda and Katherine Meyer

2001 “The Great Agricultural Transition: Crisis, Change, and Social Consequences
of Twentieth Century U.S. Farming.” Annual Review of Sociology 27: 103-
124.
Luebke, Paut
1998 Tar Heel Politics 2000. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.
Lyson, Thomas and Charles C. Geisler
1992 “Toward a Second Agricultural Divide: The Restructuring of American
Agriculture.” Sociologia Ruralis 32,2/3: 248-263.
Marks, Robbin
2001 Cesspools of Shame. Washington, D.C.: Natural Resources Defense Council

and the Clean Water Network.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



44 LaDpp anD EDWARD

Molnar, Joseph J., Thomas Hoban, Jerry D. Parrish, and Michael Futreal
1997 Industrialization of Agriculture: Trends, Spatial Patterns, and Implications for
Field-Level Application by the Natural Resources Conservation Service. U.S.
Department of Agriculture: Natural Resources Institute.
The News and Observer

1998 “Clinton Unveils Environmental Plan.” Raleigh, N.C. (February 20): 6A.
North Carolina Agricultural Statistics
1997 North Carolina Department of Agriculture and Consumer Statistics. Raleigh,
N.C.

Noble, Charles
1993 “Children’s Involvement in the Implementation of Their Own Rights —
Present and Future Perspectives.” Paper presented at the International Society
for the Study of Behavioral Development meetings, Amsterdam, Netherlands.
North Carolina Public Interest Research Group
1999 “NC Demonstrates Citizen Support to Clean Up Factory Hog Farms.” News
release. Chapel Hill, N.C. (July 26).
Nowlin, Micheile

1997 “Point.” Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 52,5: 314-317.
Pulido, Laura and Devon Pena
1998 “Environmentalism and Positionality: The Early Pesticide Campaign of the

United Farm Workers’ Organizing Committee, 1965-71.” Race, Gender &
Class 6,1: 33-50.
Rader, Douglas N., Joe Rudek, and Michelle Duval
1998 “Major Issues Related to Swine Waste: Nutrient Management.” Environmental
Defense Fund Briefing Paper. Chapel Hill: North Carolina Environmental
Defense Fund.
Rawlins, Wade
1997 “Accord Reached on Hog Farms, Pollution.” The News and Observer
(Raleigh, N.C., August 23): 1A-4A.
Rifkin, Jeremy
1992 Beyond Beef: The Rise and Fall of the Cattle Culture. New York: Penguin
Books.
Rosen, James
1998 “EPA Limits Big Farms’ Runoff, but N.C. Rules Already Stricter.” The News
and Observer (Raleigh, N.C., March 6): 1A-12A.

Saker, Anne
1999 “Hog Farms Get Tough Rules.” The News and Observer (October 14): 1A-
22A.
Save the People! Conference Program
1998 Environmental Justice Summit. October 9-11, Whitakers, N.C.
Schaffer, Michael
1997 “Boss Hog.” Washington City Paper (October 10-6): 21-30.
Schiffman, Susan S., Elizabeth A. Sattely-Miller, Mark S. Suggs, and Brevick G. Graham
1998 “Mood Changes Experienced by Persons Living Near Commercial Swine

Operations.” Kendail M. Thu and E. Paul Durrenberger (eds.), Pigs, Profits,
and Rural Communities. Albany, NY: SUNY Press: 84-102.
Schnaiberg, Allan and Kenneth Alan Gould

1994 Environment and Society: The Enduring Conflict. New York: St. Martin’s

Press.
Shiffer, James Eli

2000a “Second Pork Firm Agrees to Improve Waste System.” The News and
Observer (October 3): 1A.

2000b “Legal Assault Planned on Hog Industry.” The News and Observer (December
7y 1A.

1999 “Swine-Waste Measure Will Lack Lagoon Phase-Out.” The News and

Observer (June 23): 3A.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Corporate Swine and Capitalist Pigs 45

1997 “Moratorium Unable to Halt Hogs.” The News and Observer (October 21):
1A-9A.
Shiffer, James Eli and Bob Williams
1998 “Extension of Hog Curbs Clears House.” The News and Observer (Raleigh,

N.C., October 21): 1A-9A.
Sierra Club Board of Directors Resolution

1999 Personal e-mail communication to first author from Sierra Club member, dated
March 6.
Silverstein, Ken
1999 “Meat Factories.” Sierra (January-February): 28-112.
Stephens, Sharon
1996 “Reflections on Environmental Justice: Children as Victims and Actors.”

Social Justice 23.,4: 62-86.
Swine Odor Task Force
1995 Options for Managing Odor. Raleigh, N.C.: North Carolina Agricultural
Research Service, College of Agriculture and Life Science.
Taylor, Dorceta E.
1997 “American Environmentalism: The Role of Race, Class, and Gender in
Shaping Activism 1820-1995.” Race, Gender & Class 5,1: 16-62.
Thu, Kendall and E. Paul Durrenberger

1998 Pigs, Praofits, and Rural Communities. Albany, NY: SUNY Press.
Tursi, Frank
1997 “Raising a Stink.” Winston-Salem Journal (June 7): A1-A8.
United Church of Christ
1987 Toxic Waste and Race in the United States: A National Report on the Racial

and Socioeconomic Characteristics of Communities with Hazardous Waste
Sites. New York Commission on Racial Justice, United Church of Christ.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1998 “Strategy for Addressing Environmental and Public Health Impacts from
Animal Feeding Operations.” Washington, D.C.: U.S. EPA.
U.S. Hog
2002 “County Restrictions on Farming.” (March 16): 1-3. Retrieved March 16,
2002 at www.U.S.Hog @ worldnet.att.net.
U.S. Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Minority Staff Report
1997 Animal Waste Pollution in America: An Enduring National Problem.
Retrieved December 16, 1997, at www.senate.gov/~agriculture/animalw .htm.
Waggoner, Martha
2000 “Natural Disasters Strike Poor, Minorities Harder, Some Say.” The Times-
Picayune (February 13): A-33.
Walsh, Edward, Rex Warland, and D. Clayton Smith
1993 “Backyards, NIMBYs, and Incinerator Sitings: Implications for Social
Movement Theory.” Social Problems 40,1: 25-38.
Warrick, Joby and Pat Stith
1995 “Boss Hog: North Carolina’s Pork Revolution.” Series. The News and
Observer (Raleigh, N.C., February 19-26): 1A-16A.

White, Harvey L.
1998 “Race, Class, and Environmental Hazards.” David E. Camacho (ed.),
Environmental Injustices, Political Struggles. Durham, N.C.: Duke University
Press: 61-81.
Whittle, Daniel J.
1996 “The Regulation of Animal Waste in North Carolina.” Raleigh, N.C.: North
Carolina Dept. of Environment, Health and Natural Resources.
Wimberly, Ronald C. and Libby V. Morris
1997 “The Southern Black Belt: A National Perspective.” TVA Rural Studies.
Lexington, KY: The University of Kentucky.

o |
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



46 LApD AND EDWARD

Williams, Christopher

1996 “An Environmental Victimology.” Social Justice 23,4: 16-39.
Williams, Ted
1998 “Assembly Line Swine.” Audubon (March-April): 26-33.
Wing, Steve, Dana Cole, and Gary Grant
2000 “Environmental Injustice in North Carolina’s Hog Industry.” Environmental

Health Perspectives 108,3: 2225-2231.
Wing, Steve, Gary Grant, Merle Green, and Chris Stewart
1996 “Community-Based Collaboration for Environmental Justice: Southeast
Halifax Environmental Reawakening.” Environment and Urbanization 8,2:
129-140.
Wing, Steve and Susanne Wolf
2000 “Intensive Livestock Operations, Health, and Quality of Life Among Eastern
North Carolina Residents.” Environmental Health Perspectives 108,3: 233—
238.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



