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MEAT CONSUMPTION TRENDS AND PATTERNS

Consumption Section
Statistical and Historical Research Branch
Agricultural Economics Division

SUMMARY

Major research findings on meat consumption in the United States already
published are summarized in this report for use by Extension personnel, market
researchers in the food industries, and others concerned with market

development.

Covered in the five sections of this report are: (1) Description of
historical trends in meat consumption and related economic changes; (2) varia-
tions in household meat consumption by region, urbanization, and income as
revealed by special surveys; (3) analysis of the regional structure of the U. S.
market for meat based on household survey data; (U4) some informetion on meat
consumption outside private homes; (5) implications for future changes in meat
consumption. Tables and appendixes provide data and technical information for

further analysis.

As background, here are some indications of the importance of meat for
agriculture, the food marketing industry, and consumers. Almost a third of
the total cash receipts from farming comes from the sale of meat animals. The
meat packing industry is one of the major food manufacturing industries,
ranking second only to bakeries in the number of employees and third in the
value added by manufacture.

For the consumer, meat ranks high as a food in terms of expenditures,
consumer preferences, and nutritive content. A fourth of tne money households
spend for food to be used at home is for meat. In addition, some households
produce meat for their own use, amounting to a {ifth of the value of all home-
produced food. Very little information is available on the use of meat other
than in households. However, expenditures for meat by people living in
institutions as well as for meals in restaurants, in-plant feeding, and other
iucg Eeiis away from home undoubtedly represent a significant part of the total
food bill.

Per capita consumption of meat today is about the same as it was 50 years
ago, but is much hipgher than in the mid-1930's. lieat consumption has increased
since the 1930's concurrently with rising consumption of deairy products, esss
poultry, and processed fruits and vegetables. Greater purchasin; power ha;J ’
resulted in increased meat buyins. leat supplies duriné the pasf guarter
century have increased faster than population. :

Certain rigidities in the livestock industry lead to cyclical ratteins
of supply around the general trend. The pork production cycle is about
years in length. The cattle cycle has shortened somewhat in the last helf
century; it now runs about 9 or 10 years. These cycles matexially aliect
supplies of meat for civilian consumption.
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Future advances in technology that result in reduced perishability of
meat could cause cyclical and seasonal fluctuations in supply to be reduced by
changes in stocks. The flow of meat into distribution would follow more
closely the somewhat steadier trend in consumer demand for meat.

Variations in the consumption of meat are greater among regions of the
country than among urbanization categories -- urban, rural nonfarm, and farm,
But per person averages of meat consumption differ still more among householdg
grouped by income than among either regions or urbanizations. Urban and farm
households used about the same amount of meat per person in spring 1955 in the
3 regions outside the South. Meat purchases vary much more among urbanization
categories than do meat consumption rates. The effect of home-produced
supplies on rural purchases is reflected here.

‘The influence of level of family income on meat consumption is not the
same for each kind of meat; it is less for pork than for other meats. But even
in the case of pork, family income strongly influences choice of cuts.

Among regions, the range in the values of meat used per person in spring
1955 was greater than was the range in quantities used. The South consumed
less meat per person and used less expensive meat. Meat used per person in
households grouped by income also differed more in value than in guantity used.

Relative to the size of population, the Northeast and the West consti-
tute the two largest markets for meat for household consumption, and the South,
on this same basis, the smallest market. In terms of expenditures, the
Northeast has a smaller share of the market for pork and a much larger share
for veal, lamb and mutton than for beef or for all meat. Unlike the other
regions, the South's share of the market for pork is much larger than its share
of the market for other meats.

In the HNortheast, about three times as much of each kind of meat is
bought as produced. The Soutn imports pork and also hogs for slaughter to
supply more than half its demand for pork.

iflo comprehensive information on meat consumption outside private homes
is available, though it is known that about 18 percent of the food sold to
U. S. civilians is handled by eating places. ‘e do not know how much of this
total is meat or any other commodity.

A recent set of projections of per capita utilization of farm commodities,
from 1954 to 1980, includes an 11 percent increase per capita for all farm foods,
12 percent for food use of livestock products, and 16 percent for meat animals.
Increases in per capita purchases of food and of meat products are likely to be
somewhat greater than the projected increase for food from all sources, in-
cluding home-produced supplies. Greater pressure of demend on beef than on
porl. supplies is expected. tronger demand for higher grades and better cuts
might lead to a zreater price spread eamong cuts and zrades of meat. This is
likely to encourage further improvement of livestock.
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SECTION I, TRENDS IN MEAT CONSUMPTION

This section deals with historical trends in average quantity, retail
prices, and retail value of meat consumed, and relates them to major changes
in meat supplies and consumer demand.

Consumption of meat per capita is about the same now as 50 years ago,
but much higher than in the mid-1930's (fig. 1). ;/ The general trend in
average consumption was downward from about 1910 until the 1930's. In 1935
consumption fell to the lowest point on record, 117 pounds per person (carcass
weight), the result of drought and emergency slaughter in preceding years.
After 1935 the trend was upward. The highest rate since 1908 was set in
1956 -- 167 pounds. Following 1956, cyclical swings in meat production reduced
average consumption, but it increased again in 1959.

Along with an increase in meat consumption since the mid-1930's came
the rise in per capita consumption of other livestock products -- dairy
products, eggs, poultry -- and of processed fruits and vegetables. In contrast,
- consumption of fresh fruits and vegetables, potatoes, sweetpotatoes, and cereal
products has decreased, particularly after World Wer ITI.

Trends for Kinds of Meat

In general, per capita consumption of both beef and pork decreased from
the early 1900's to the mid-1930's, then began to increase. However, beef and
pork consumption often fluctuated from the genral +trend in opposite directions.
In the 1950's the trend in pork consumption was downward, that of beef upward.

Per capita consumption of pork today is about the same as it was 50 years
ago. It dropped sharply after the severe drought and reduction in hog numbers
of the mid-1930's, then increased, reaching high levels during World II and
the postwar years. Since 1946 the general trend has been downward, but
recently supply, and therefore consumption, started to increase again.

;_/ Historical data on annual consumption are given in table 1. (Tables begin
on page 34.) Additional information may be found in Agr. Handb. 62 Consumption
of Food in the United States, 1909-52 (3),* table 8, carcass weight; table 28,
retail weight; and table 54, supply and distribution data, including produc-
tion and foreign trade, Statis. Bul. 230 Livestock and Meat Statistics 1957 (D,
and Vol. 5 of Agr. Handb. 118 Consumption and Utilization of Agricultural
Products (17). HNational Food Situation (10) end Livestock and Meat
Situation (§) regularly report current meat consumption data.

* Numbers in parentheses refer to citations in the Bibliography, which
provides detailed references.
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U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 425-60(3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE:

Figure 1

In contrast to the rate of use of pork, per capita consumption of beef
increased sharply in the mid-1950's. The consumption rate for beef has
recently leveled off to a point slightly above that of 50 years ago, but there
are some indications that it may climb again in the 1960's.

Average consumption of veal and lamb and mutton, which are much less
important in the total meat picture than beef or pork, increased from the
1930's through World War II, then decreased. Veal consumption experienced
somewhat more of a comeback in the mid-1950's, but dropped sharply during the
last few years. The supply of veal from dairy calves has fallen as the number
of milk cows has declined.

Increases in Demand
for Meat

The increase in per capita consumption of meat since the 1930's occurred
during a period of increasing employment and rising incomes. Greater pur-
chasing power encouraged increased purchases of meat, and meat supplies rose
faster than population grew.

Demand for meat has risen concurrently with increased consumption of
such meat substitutes as poultry, eggs, and cheese. Increased demand for meat
has been reflected not only in the average number of pounds consumed per cepité
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but also in stronger demand for better quality and in higher prices paid,
especially for beef.

After 1935, feeding of grains increased, and production of the higher
grades of beef gained in importance. Contributing to upgrading the beef supply
was the decline in the relative number, and since World War II in the actual
number, of dairy cows. This reduced the proportion of steers from dairy herds
and increased the share of beef type, which grade higher than dairy animals.

In the late 1920's less than a third of beef production was fed beef, which
supplies most of the higher grades. By the end of World War II the top three
grades -- Prime, Choice, and Good -- amounted to half of the beef supply. For
1956 the proportion was 58 percent.

Increased demand for higher grades by retailers as well as consumers
has been encouraged by several developments. Large-scale buyers such as chain
stores can now order by grade specification more easily than they can by
inspection, the prevailing practice in the past. Retail stores favor higher
grades of beef in order to capitalize on the established reputation of the
higher U. S. grades and to avoid occasional complaints about toughness, more
likely to occur in the case of lower grades. Retail stores also appreciate
that in the self-service meat counters, which are increasing in use, better
grades maintain their appearance for a longer period of time than the lower
grades do. People are also eating away from home more often than formerly,
and t#i; has probably contributed to increases in demand for higher grades of
beef. 2

Supply Factors Related
to Meat Consumption

Since meat is perishable and imports and exports are relatively small,
each year's civilian consumption is roughly equal to current domestic produc-
tion minus procurement for the Armed Forces. Imports seldom provide a sizable
addition to supply.

Several developments that have facilitated the increase in meat produc-
tion are: Technological and organizational improvements in production of feed,
meat animals, and meats; demand for related livestock products such
as dairy products and wool; imorovements in marketing; and technological
changes in freezing facilities.

How producers respond to demand depends in part on feed supplies and
l%vgs?ock prices,current and expected. But as they respond to demand, certain
rigidities in the livestock industry lead to a cyclical pattern of supply around

2/ For further discussion of grades see Williams, Willard F. and others,
Economic Effects of U. S. Grades for Beef (112) and an address by dJohn C.

Pierce, "Beef Grades and Standards -- Past and Present" (96) .
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the general trend. Short-term fluctuations in supply occur within cyclical
patterns for both beef and pork. _3/ Supplies depend on the stage in the
cycle, whether in the expanding or declining phase (fig. 2).

Certain characteristics of the livestock industry affect the timing ang
degree of changes in supply in response to changes in demand. Hog production
shifts with the price of feed relative to the expected price for hogs. Al though
it is less so now than some years ago, the demand and supply situation for fat
still has some influence on hog production. Since it is relatively easy for
farmers to expand or contract the number of hogs raised, market conditions
affect production relatively quickly. Year to year variations in corn produe-
tion have less effect on pork supply than formerly, as corn is now
available from Govermment surplus stocks. Pork supply follows closely the
number of pigs saved, with a 7- to 9-month lag. The pork production cycle is
about L4 years in length.

BEEF AND PORK PRODUCTION
AND POPULATION

% OF 1900-1909

200

150

Beef and veal

100 +;

50

o U | | | |
1900 1920 1940 1960

U. S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7689-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

Figure 2

3/ Breimyer, Harold F. "Problems and Probable Trends in Ad justing Livestock
Production to Changes in Food Habits" (40Q), "Emerging Phenomenon: A Cycle in
Hogs" (7Q), and "Observations on the Cattle Cycle"(7h). See also pp. 4-10 of
"Review and Outlook," Livestock and Meat Situation, Aug. 1958 (108).
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In the cattle industry, high investment per head and the long life span
and single births of cattle mske a longer range outlook more important for
cattlemen than for most farmers. Furthermore, many cattlemen have few or no
alternative enterprises to which they can shift. However, they do have some
leeway with regard to the time of selling cattle for slaughter or further
feeding -- from the weaning of a calf up to a year or more later. Another
factor in beef and veal production is the demand and supply situation for dairy
products, which influences production of cow beef and veal from dairy herds.

In short, these characteristics of the cattle industry lead to relatively slow
changes in supply, with prices tending to move inversely to supply.

Supplies of beef and veal are subject to a longer cyclical pattern than
pork. The cattle supply cycle now runs 9 or 10 years in length. It is
shorter than it was earlier in the century, and there are signs that it may be
still further reduced. Slaughter for consumption follows a pattern similar to
the cattle supply cycle, but with a few years' lag. Slaughter tends to show
wider variations than number of cattle on hand, since slaughter is curtailed
while herds are being expanded and increases sharply when herds are being
reduced.

The sheep industry is undergoing some changes that are causing supplies
to decrease. Large range flocks in the West are decreasing in number, because
farmers are shifting from sheep to cattle raising, since cattle require less
labor. However, the number of farm flocks in other regions in recent years
has increased, thus offsetting somewhat the drop in supplies from the West.

The increase has been feasible through improved control of disease and insects.
Farm flocks make use of land and feed not otherwise utilized by farm operations
in these areas. The supply and demand situation for wool influences lamb and
mitton supply to some extent, though not as much as in the past. Short-run
changes in the sheep industry are fairly easy to make; hence relatively fast
changes in supply are possible, though not as fast as with hogs.

Supplies of lamb and mutton have varied a great deal in the past but not
in a clear-cut cyclical pattern.

Meat Produced for
Home Use

Not all meat comes from commercial supply. As farmers produce much meat
for their own use, the decrease in the number of farmers has resulted in less
total production of meat for home use. However, the average quantity of home-
produced meat per person living on farms is greater now than 20 years ago.
This is due to increased use of beef, and this in turn has been related to
greater availability of freezing facilities in recent years. Home production
of pork dropped, especially after World War IT, but it still exceeds the
quantity of beef home produced.



Changes in Retail
Prices

Retail prices of meat move up or down as supplies become plentiful or
scarce in relation to demand. Population growth, together with higher pur-
chasing power, has caused a gradual increase in total demand for meat.
Producers have tended to respond to this upward trend, but supplies have not
consistently matched the gradual increase in demand. When production rises
more rapidly than demand, prices must drop to move supplies. When meat pro-
duction does not keep pace with demand, prices rise. Thus, price changes
reflect changes in supplies relative to strength of demand.

Although the per capita supply of meat increased after the 1930's,
demand was strong enough to raise retail prices of meat even faster than the
general price level. By the mid-1950's per capita supplies were the highest
since 1908, and meat prices declined sharply, while the general price level
was holding fairly constant (fig. 3). 4/ After 1956 when supplies declined,
meat prices advanced faster than the general price level, reaching a peak

early in 1958.

Prices of beef and pork followed about the same upward trend during the
1940's. Since then demand for beef has been strong enough to raise beef prices
more than pork prices, even with a decrease in supply of pork and an increase
in the supply of beef.

Trends in Retail
Value

The retail value of all meat consumed is estimated by valuing the
average quantity of meat at average retail store prices. 5/ Thus, the trend
in the retail value depends on changes in both quantity consumed and retail
prices, which may be in the same or opposite directions, either at different
rates of change or at the same rate.

From the mid-1930's to the late 19L0's the retail value of meat per
capita was increasing both in current dollars and in constant (1947-L49)
dollars. The per capita consumption of meat increased steadily, pork going
up at an earlier stage in the period and beef at a later stage. Measured in

L/ Data for 1947-58 reported in Agricultursl Outlook Charts 1959 (18, p. 81).

Current data on retail price index for meat given in Livestock and Meat
Situation (6) and on the Consumer Price Index and retail price indexes for
food groups in National Food Situation (10). The retail price index data for
meat beginning in 1935 are given in Bur. Labor Statis. Bul. 1254
Retai%) Prices of Food 1957-58, table 3 (15). ’

ata given in Livestock and Meat Situation
Appendix A for related information. 108, ULy 1959 (s p. 27). See
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Figure 3

1947-49 dollars, retail prices rose very rapidly after July 1946. The
sharpest increase in per capita retail value of meat in both current and
constant dollars during this period was in 1946-U47 after removal of price
controls, when both the quantity of meat consumed and relative retail prices
of meat increased.

During the 1950's the trend in per capita retail value of meat in
constant dollars leveled off. Although consumption of beef increased, this
has been offset in the total retail value of meat, not only by reduced con-
sumption of pork but also by declines in the prices of both beef and pork
relative to the general retail price level.

Increases in the retail value ot meat per capita have been at a slower
rate than the rise in disposable income per capita since the late 1930's,
except immediately after World War II.
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SECTION II. VARIATIONS IN HOUSEHOLD MEAT CONSUMPTION

This section summarizes major types of information about variations in
meat consumption at home among private households. Information from a survey
of household food consumption can provide a cross-section view of how meat
consumption varies among population groups in a selected time period. One
set of such cross-section data -- or, preferably, several sets -- can be
related to national averages to study reasons for past trends in consumption,
to describe the structure of the U. S. market for meat at certain times, and
to develop ideas about future changes in national averages and in patterns
of consumption for areas within the country. §/

One such cross-section view is supplied by data from the Survey of
Household Food Consumption in the spring of 1955. Reports from this survey
contain household average quantities and values for individual items consumed
in a week of spring by households grouped according to region, degree of
urbanization (urban, rural nonfarm, or farm), and family income level. 1/
Per person averages have been calculated from the published household data.@j

These variations in meat consumption provide a basis for studying
relationships between (1) average consumption of selected population groups
and (2) certain characteristics of these groups, such as income level, urban-
ization, and region. The observed patterns of meat consumption yield clues
to the probable influence of these economic and social factors on overall
averages for meat consumption and, therefore, on trends in meat consumption.
Other social and economic factors affecting consumption rates, but not
separately measurable with consumption data now available, include family
composition, occupation, national origin, and past levels of income and
consumption. Also, refrigeration facilities in households and supplies of
meat available in accessible markets have a bearing on the kind and quantity
of meat used.

é/ Technical aspects of how closely averages computed from the survey data
match the national averages derived from disappearance data are discussed in
Burk, Marguerite C. and Lanahan, Thomas J.,Jr. "Use of 1955 Food Survey Data
for Research in Agricultural Economics,' Agr. Econ. Res.,July 1958 (48 pp.89-%0).

I/ Basic quantity and value data for individual commodities published in
Survey Reports 1-5 (33). Figure b delineates the regions. Urban households
1ived in communities of 2500 population or more and in suburbs of large
cities. Rural nonfarm households lived outside urban areas but were not
operating farms. Farm households included only those operating farms.

§/ Information for this section developed from Breimyer, Harold F. and
Kause, Charlotte A. Consumption Patterns for Meat, AMS-2L9 (Ll), and Lanahen,
Thomas J., Jr. "A Review of 1955 Survey Data on Household Meat Consumption,
National Food Situation, Apr. 1957 (51). Tables 2-7 contain most of the per
person data used here. Technical notes describing their derivation and
giving guidance for further study are provided in Appendixes A and C.
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Possible Effects of Timing
of 1955 Survey on These Variations

Before beginning a review of how meat consumption varied in the spring
of 1955, we must consider briefly how the timing of that survey could have
influenced the observed variations. First, there is the matter of
seasonality. From a review of data on seasonal variations in meat purchases
of city households in 1948 and from data on apparent total civilian consump-
tion of meats by month, it appears that household meat consumption in the
spring, generally, and in the spring of 1955, in particular, was representa-
tive of the annual rate. 9/

9/ Food Consumption of Urban Families in the United States (spring 1948),
Agr. Inf. Bul. 132 (28, p. 102); Seasonal Patterns of Food Consumption, City
Families, 1948, Spec. Rept. 3, Food Consumption Survexs of 1948-49 (29, p. 4);
Eonsumption of Commercially-Produced Meats by Months, Livestock and Meat
Situation, Aug. 1956 (54, pp. 29-4k4); Charting the Seasonal Market for Meat

Animals, Agr. Handb. 83 (I7, p. 32).
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Next, there is the question of how far we can generalize from these
1955 data in describing consumption patterns of recent years and in projecting
changes for the next few years. Most economists agree that food consumption
patterns change quite slowly. At the time of the household food consumption
survey in the spring of 1955, civilian consumption of meat per capita was
still increasing cyclically and was about 5 percent above the average for the
1950's. Meat supplies were plentiful, somewhat outrunning consumer demand,,
even though demand was relatively strong. Retail meat prices were in the
later stages of a decline that had begun in September 1952 and continued unti]
the spring of 1956. 1In view of current expectations of a comparable meat
supply and demand situation in the 1960's, relationships derived from the 1955
survey seem to provide a satisfactory operating basis for analysis of meat
consumption changes of this period.

Influence of Distribution

of Population on Averages

Overall average consumption depends on both the per person averages for
subgroups within the total population and the proportion of the total
population falling within each subgroup. Statistics on the proportions of
the U. S. housekeeping population in each region, urbanization, and income
category are given in tables 8 and 9. Figure 5 highlights the variations in
relative importance of each urbanization from region to region.

Three examples indicate the importance of these population distributions
to any study of variations in meat consumption. Households with higher
incomes use more meat per person than those in lower income groups, so the
proportion of the population in each of the income groups is significant in
the average consumption of an entire urbanization or region. The most
striking variation by urbanization is the purchase by nonfarm households of
practically all the meat they use, whereas farm households buy only about half
of the quantity they use. Average quantity of meat purchased per person by
the population as a whole is much closer to that of the nonfarm than of the
farm group since nonfarm greatly outnumbers farm population. National aver-
ages are also affected by regional distribution of the population. Average
U. S. farm meat consumption per person reflects the fact that almost half the
farm population lives in the South where farm meat consumption is much less
per person than in the other regions.

Variations in Consumption
of All Meat

Variations among urbanization categories in the consumption of meat are
less than variations among regions. But the range of per person averages
among households grouped by income is greater than the differences among
either regions or urbanizations. 10/

10/ Data given in table 2.
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DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLD POPUlAlION
BY URBANIZATION, SPRING 1955

United States--m%,//////%;;

v T/
North Central- WM

SOUth eereesrersersennes 35'7//////4
West e - TN/ 7).

-Ufbon V////] Rural nonfarm Farm

*’IGURES REPRESENT PERCENTAGE OF AREA TOTAL.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7688-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICEl

Figure 5

Regional Variations.- In 1955 the North Central Region and the West
used about 10 percent more meat per person than the average for the country
as a whole. The South used about 15 percent less. The average for the North-
east was about the same as that for the United States.

The low average for the South reflects a relatively large proportion of
low-income people and, generally, a lower level of meat consumption per person
across the whole range of incomes. The latter is influenced by (1) the larger
average sizes of family, (2) relatively low supplies. of meat from home produc-
tion and in commercial markets in recent decades, (3) shortege of refrigera-
tion facilities relative to needs now and in the past, and (4) lags in
adjustment of rates of meat consumption to recent increases in income, in
urbanization, and in meat supplies.

Variations Among Urbanization Groups.- Urban and farm households used
about the same quantity of meat per person in each region, except the South.
In the South, urban consumption averaged a third larger than that of the farm
population. Since the South has almost half of the farm population, lower
meat consumption on southern farms made the U. S. farm average lower thdn the



- 14 -

urban average. The much lower consumption rate among southern rural house-
holds than among urban ones stems from two factors. One is the generally
smaller quantity of meat used per person at the several income levels by both
farm and rural nonfarm households, the difference being greater among the
lower income groups. Second, a much higher proportion of the rural population
is in the lower income groups, which use less meat per person.

In the amount of meat purchased per person, there is more difference
between the farm and nonfarm population, since home-produced meat amounts to
about half the meat used in farm households. In the spring of 1955, the
rural nonfarm group bought almost twice as much meat, and the urban more than
twice as much, per person as the farm group.

Southern farm households bought less meat per person and also used less
home-produced meat than those in the other major farm area -- the North
Central Region. 11/

MEAT CONSUMED IN U. S.
HOUSEHOLDS GROUPED BY INCOME

Week of Spring 1955

LB. PER PERSON
S

4

- All sources

] -
3 3‘53":‘ b
i Purchased
2 -‘--'
ane"""
- —"‘- —

T AN | [
: 1

100 500 1,000 5,000
AVERAGE DISPOSABLE MONEY INCOME PER PERSON IN 1954 ($)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7691-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

Figure 6

;;/ Tables 2 and T contain data for such analyses. Annual data on home
production given in Table 3 of Survey Report 12 (33).



- 15 -

Variations With Income.- Households in higher income groups used more
meat per person than those with lower incomes (fig. 6). Rural nonfarm house-
holds with incomes under $2,000 had a lower average per person than either
farm or urban households at this level of income. Also, rural households in
the South with incomes under $2,000 consumed less meat than those of compar-
able income level in the other regions.

The quantity of meat purchased varies more from the lower to the higher
income groups than the amount of meat used from all sources, including home-
produced supplies and meats received as gifts or payments in kind (fig. 6).
This is due in large part to the fact that the low income groups include a
large proportion of farm households; these buy only about half of the meat
they use. Within the farm population, higher-income households use not only
more purchased meat but also more khome-produced meat per person than those
with lower incomes.

Variations in Consumption
of Kinds of Meat

Excluding their content in luncheon meats, beef and pork accounted for
about 80 percent of all meat used in the spring of 1955. For the United
States as a whole, beef was a little more important than pork (fig. 7).

KINDS OF MEAT CONSUMED, SPRING 1955

Variety meats /,
7

Lomb & mutton

Savsage

Stewing beef

Other beef

‘*INCLUDES BEEF AND PORK AS COMPONENTS OF LUNCHEON MEATS,
POUNDAGE DATA FROM HOUSEHOLD FOOD CONSUMPTION SURVEY.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NEG. 6037- 60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

Figure 7
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However, this varied among regions. The South used 50 percent more pork than
beef, while the other regions consumed more beef than pork -- from 25 percent
more in the North Central Region to 60 percent more in the West.

Luncheon meats, made largely from pork and beef, comprised another
12 percent of all meat used. Veal, lamb and mutton, and variety meats
accounted for 9 percent. Veal and lamb and mutton were of much more impor-
tance in the Northeast than in the other regions. Lamb and mutton were also
more significant in the West than in the North Central Region; very little wag
used in the South.

fegional and Urbaniza- REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN BEEF

tion Differences.- The
quantity of each kind of meat CONSUMED AT HOME *
used per person varied more (Per Person)

among regional and urbaniza-
tion groups than total
quantity of meat used.
Household consumption of beef
differed more than that of
pork. The West and North
Central Region used the most
beef per person -- 80 to 90
percent more than the South.
The northeastern average was
close to that for the whole
country (fig, 8) . _:_]_2/ A5 PERCENTAGE OF U. 5. AVERAGE POUNDAGE, SPRING 1955,

U. & DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7687-40(3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

uU. S.
Average

N. C. SOUTH WEST

Purchases of beef were
twice as large per person in Figure 8
the West as in the South.
Although households in the
North Central Region consumed more beef per person than those in the Northeast,
average purchases in the two regions were about the same. The Northeast, with
a smaller proportion of farm households, depended more on purchased supplies.

Variation among regions in household consumption of beef per person was
greater in rural than in urban areas in the spring of 1955. The urban populs-
tion used a little less beef per person in the South than in other regions,
but the southern rural population consumed less than half as much as the rural
average outside the South.

In the case of pork, households in the South and the North Central
Region in the spring of 1955 used about a fourth more per person than those
in the West and Northeast (fig. 9). 13/ Farm households in the South and the

12/ Based on table 3.
13/ Based on table L.
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Northeast consumed about the
S8IS GMOUNL Per Person as toe REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN PORK
average for the country as a

whole. Those in the North CON%E:E&}SID?OME
Central Region ranked first,
using 50 percent more pork per
person than those in the West, s,
where production of hogs for Average
sale or for home slaughter is
of much less importance.

Consumption of veal and
lamb and mutton per person
varied more from region to
region and from rural to urban

N. E. N. C. SOUTH WEST

areas than either beef or

po rk HOU.S ehOldS in -the ™ AS PERCENTAGE OF U. S. AVERAGE POUNDAGE, SPRING 1955,

Northeast consmned moI\e Of U. S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7686-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
these meats per person than Figure 9

those in the other regions.llh/

Southern averages were the smallest. The West used more lamb and mutton per
person than the North Central Region. Among urban households, those in the
North Central Region ranked second in the use of veal. The rural population,
neither buying nor home producing much, consumed considerably less lamb and
mutton per person, and also less veal, than the urban group.

Consumption of luncheon meats varied less per person from one region-
urbanization group to another than was the case for any of the other kinds
of meat. The North Central Region used a little more per person, and the
South a little less, than the other regions. And rural nonfarm households
used a little larger quantity than either urban or farm housenolds. Practically
all luncheon meats are purchased.

Differences Among Income Groups.- The influence of the disposable money
income level on consumption is not the same for each kind of meat, being less
for pork than other meats. However, even for pork, income is an important
factor in the choice of cuts. 15/

;ﬁ/ The high consumption level for lamb and mutton in the Northeast appar-
ently reflects heavy consumption by its relatively high proportion of foreign-
born, or of natives with foreign or mixed parentage, who come from the high
lamb- and mutton-consuming countries of Europe and the eastern Mediterranean
area.

;j/ More detailed discussion of variations in purchases of individual cuts
of meat is not given here because of the voluminous character of such detail.
But some examples of such anslyses are in Breimyer and Kause Consumption
Patterns for Meat (L1, pp. 25-28).
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Higher income households used much more beef per person than those with
lower incomes (fig. 10). ié/ The difference in beef consumption between house-
holds at lower and higher income levels was greater in the South than in the
other regions. It was also greater among rural nonfarm than among farm or

urban households.

PORK AND BEEF CONSUMED IN U. S.
HOUSEHOLDS GROUPED BY 'INCOME

Week of Spring 1955

LB. PER PERSON

1 R e | L]

3
100 500 1,000 5.000
AVERAGE DISPOSABLE MONEY INCOME PER PERSON IN 1954 ($)

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7692-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

Figure 10

Households with higher incomes used more per person of higher priced
cuts, such as steak and roasts, but less beef for stewing and boiling, than
did those in lower-income groups. The middle-incomeé groups consumed more
ground beef than those with lower or higher incomes.

In contrast with the variability for beef, the quantity of pork used
per person in the United States in the spring of 1955 varied little with
income level (fig. 10). Among the regions, only in the West, where average
pork consumption was less than in the other regions, did the quantity used
per person increase in the upper range of incomes.

16/ Data in tables 3 and L.
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Differences among income groups in the use of pork are not the same for
the urban and the farm population. In the farm category for the country as
a whole, households with higher incomes consumed a little more pork per person
than those with less to spend. Higher income urban households used relatively
less, choosing more loin but not as much sausage or salt pork. In rural areas
lower income households bought less pork per person but produced no more for
their own use than did higher income households.

Although higher income households consumed about the same amount of
ham and less sausage per person than did lower income households, they paid
more per pound for what they bought in the spring of 1955, probably buying
both better quality and more marketing services. For example, in the North
Central Region urban households with incomes above $10,000 paid 16% cents
more per pound for sausage and 29 cents more for ham than those with incomes
of less than $2,000.

Households with higher incomes also made more use of veal per person.
Its use was of most importance among urban households, mainly in the Northeast
and North Central Region.

The quantity of lamb and mutton consumed increased more than any other
neat among households from the low to the higher income groups. Lamb and
mtton are eaten most extensively in urban centers of the Northeast and the
West. Rural households, which constitute a high proportion of the lower-
income groups, use little lamb and mutton.

Middle-income households used a little more luncheon meat than did
those in higher or lower income groups.

Influence of Home Production
on Variations in Consumption

In the spring of 1955, households bought about 90 percent of the meat
they consumed. Except for small amounts received as gifts or as pay, the
remaining 10 percent was meat produced for home use. Urban households pro-
duce practically none, and rural nonfarm households only a little. Rural
nonfarm households in the South and the North Central Region have more home-
produced meat per person than those in the other two regions.

Home production supplied about half of the meat used by the farm popu-
lation in the spring of 1955. 1In the North Central Region, where production
for home use of both pork and beef is extensive, such supplies were a larger
share of the meat used in farm households (almost 60 percent) than in the
other three regions. The proportion was least in the South -- about
L5 percent.

In the two regions with the highest proportion of rural population, the
North Central Region and the South, home-produced meat was a greater share of
the total meat used than in the two regions that are more urban. Home pro-
duction ranged from about 12 percent of the meat used in the North Central
Region and the South to 3 percent in the Northeast.
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The North Central Region ranked first in the proportion of beef and alsg
of pork supplied by home production. In this region both cattle and hog pro-
duction for sale are important enterprises. Furthermore, five out of six fam
households had freezing facilities for storing the meat. For farm households,
home production of beef in the spring of 1955 ranged from two-thirds of the
total used in the North Central Region to less than half in the South. Home-
produced supplies of pork furnished almost 60 percent of all pork used in fam
households in the North Central Region, 50 percent in the South, and only
about 33 percent in the West.

Farm households with higher incomes not only buy more meat but use more
home-produced meat fhan those with lower incomes. More of the higher income
farm households have freezing facilities. This makes it easier to store home-
produced meat, particularly beef, which does not lend itself to curing and
storing without refrigeration. Much of the home-produced meat is a byproduct
>f livestock production for sale rather than production for home use only.
The very low income farm groups include fewer households that raise livestock
for sale and, therefore, fewer that have home-produced meat. Thus, low-income
farmers in 1955 tended to produce for their own use less of the meat they
consumed than those with higher incomes.

Variations in the Value
of Meat Consumed

The retail value of meat consumed obviously depends upon the quantities
used and prices pexr pound. _1_.]/ Prices vary with kind of meat, cut, quality,
amounts and costs of marketing services included in the purchase, and the
general relationship of supply of each of the foregoing to demand in each area

Regional Ekilffel‘ence?’-"th REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN VALUE OF MEAT
Among regions, e range in the *
values of meat used per person co“?gemrigeiznii)o"[

was greater in the spring of
1955 than the range in quanti-
ties used (fig. 11). The U s,
region which consumed the least | Average —
meat per person, the South,
also used less expensive meat.
Therefore, the value of meat
consumed there was lower, rela-
tive to other areas, than

the quantity. The Northeast
used more expensive meat.

N. E.

. WEST
Thus, values there, relative to
the Other I‘eg ions , ave I‘aged * AS PERCENTAGE OF U. S. AVERAGE, SPRING 19S5,
hin.her than quantities U. S DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7685-60 (1) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
D L4

Figure 11
17/ Value data given in tables 5 and 6. Home-produced meat is valued at
retail prices paid by households of the same urbanization and region in the
spring 1955 survey.
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The Northeast and the South provide an interesting contrast in the value
of meat compered to the quantity used. Households in the Northeast consumed
only a fifth more meat per person in the spring of 1955 than those in the
South, but the retail price of the meat averaged almost a third more and the
value half again as much. Average consumption at home in the Northeast in-
cluded a larger proportion of the more expensive meats -- beef, veal, and
lamb -- and a smaller proportion of pork, a less expensive meat. Expensive
cuts were used more, too. Average beef consumption among households in the
Northeast was half again as much per person, and its value almost twice as
mich. These households used less ground beef and more beef steak. Also the
Northeast has a higher proportion of the higher income population, who buy
better grades, as well as better cuts, and more marketing services. Although
households in the Northeast consumed only three-fourths as much pork per
person as those in the South, the value was as great, because more loin and
less sausage and salt pork were included.

Urban-Rural Differences.- Urban average value of meat consumed in the
spring of 1955 was almost 30 percent higher per person than that of rural
nonfarm and 4O percent above the farm average.

This difference between the urban and the rural average values was
greater than for the quantities consumed. The urban population includes a
higher proportion of high-income households who use more of the expensive
cuts. The higher average price per pound of meat in urban areas most likely
covers more services. And for rural people, pork, which is less expensive
than beef, veal, or lamb, is a larger share of total meat used.

Differences Among Income Groups.- The value of meat used per person
also differed more, for households grouped by income, than the quantity used.
The higher income population not only consumed more meat per person than
those with less income but they had more expensive kinds and cuts.

As was the case for quantity of beef consumed per person, there was
more variation among income groups in the value of the beef used than in that
of pork. The value of beef steaks varied more than other beef cuts.

Although higher income groups used no more pork per person, the value
of what they consumed was greater. From the lower to the higher income groups

there was more variation in the value of loins and hams than of the other
pork cuts.

Since there is less difference in cuts and quality of veal and lamb and
mutton tham in those of pork or beef, differences in the quantity used among
households of varying income had a closer relationship to differences in value.
Households with higher incomes used much more of these meats than those in
the lower income groups, hence their values were also much greater.

In regard to luncheon meats, middle-income households consumed a little
more per person than did others, but higher income people paid more per pound.
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SECTION III. REGIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE
U. S. MARKET FOR MEAT

In a study of the aggregate market for meat, it is reasonable to
generalize from purchase patterns for household consumption (described in
section II). Housekeeping households include about 94 percent of the total
population. This section considers how the several regions share in the
market for meat and how these shares compare with each region's contribution
to commercial production.

The market for meat is considered here in terms of both quantity and
expenditures, using data from the 1955 Household Food Consumption Survey.;@/
In terms of expenditures, a region's share of the U. S. market depends not
only on (1) its share of the population and (2) whether its people buy more
pounds or less per person than the U. S. average, but also on (3) whether
they pay more or less per pound than U. S. average prices. Regional shares
of meat purchased in the spring are considered to be representative of
regional shares for the entire year. Because consumption patterns change
slowly, shares of the market indicated by 1955 data are described in the
present tense.

The Market for
All Meat

The market for meat, in terms of aggregate expenditures, is far greater
in the North Central Region and the Northeast than that in other regions --
each has about a third of the total (fig. 12). The Northeast has a smaller
population and uses less meat per person than the North Central Region, but
it buys most of the meat it uses and pays more per pound.

Relative to size of population, the Northeast and the West are the best
markets for meat. On this basis, the South is the smallest market. It uses
and buys less meat per person, and a larger proportion of the less expensive
kinds and cuts. Although its population is about the same size as that of
the North Central Region, its share of the U. S. market is a third less.

The South's share of the market for meat in terms of expenditures is
less than its share of the quantity purchased, but the opposite is the case
in the Northeast.

Comparison With the Market for All Foods.- The regional distribution of
the market for meat is similar to that for all food. However, the Northeast
has a little larger share -- the South, a little smaller share -- of the
market for meat than for all food.

;@/ Averages per household given in table 10 of Survey Reports 1-5 (33)\WN
multiplied by number of households in the weighted sample, table 1, to derive
aggregates. The aggregates for each region were then divided by the U. S.
aggregates to derive regional shares.
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REGIONAL SHARES OF HOUSEKEEPING

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURES
FOR MEAT, SPRING 1955*

POPULATION
EXPENDITURES:
All meat

Lamb, mutton-

Bl BRANc PZZZQsouh West

*FIGURES REPRESENT PERCENTAGE OF U. S. TOTAL.

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. 7684-60 (3) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

Figure 12

Although the Hortheast is an excellent market for meat, it is an even
better market for such meat substitutes as poultry and fish. With only
27 percent of the population, the Northeast's share of the United States
market is 32 percent for meat; 35 percent for poultry; and 39 percent for
fish and shellfish.

The Market for Each
Kind of Meat

A region's share of the market varies among the kinds of meat. In
terms of expenditures, the Northeast has a smaller share of the market for
pork and a much larger share of the market for veal, lamb and mutton than
for beef or for all meat. The North Central Region is important in both the
beef and pork market, but less so in the market for veal, lamb and mutton.
The South takes a larger proportion, and the West a smaller share, of the
pork sold than for other meats.

Beef.- The North Central Region and the Northeast have the two largest
shares of the beef market. Relative to population, the Northeast and the
West are the best customers. Even though the South has almost three times as
many people as the West, it spends in the aggregate only a fifth more for beef.
Again, the South has a larger share of the market measured in quantity than in
expenditures, since the South uses a larger proportion of the cheaper cuts.
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Pork.- The North Central Region is the best market for pork, even better
than would be expected from the size of its population. Although the South
is relatively a better market for pork than for other meats, its share of
expenditures for pork runs an eighth less than its share in the U. S.
population. Southern households buy about the same aggregate quantity of pork
as households in the North Central Region, but they pay less per pound,
indicating the purchase of cheaper cuts and lower quality. The Northeast,
though smaller in population and using less pork per person, spends as much
for pork in total as the South.

Veal.- The Northeast accounts for almost half of the market for veal,
even though it has only a little over a fourth of the population. The North
Central Region ranks second with a fourth of the market,but the West is a better
market relative to its population. The South's share is only half as large
as its share in the population.

Lamb and Mutton.- A few large urban areas comprise a major part of the
market for lamb and mutton. Rural groups use little and buy still less. The
Northeast is the market for almost 60 percent of the lamb and mutton, a
proportion twice as large as its share in the population. The West spends
almost as much for lamb and mutton as the North Central Region, even though
its population is only a little more than a third as large.

Comparison of Regional Shares of
Eroduction and of the Market

A region's share of the guantity of meat sold in the U. S. is related
to its share in the population and national income. But its share of the net
marketings of meat animals or of commercial slaughter depends on the location
of the livestock and meat industries and may be very different from its share
of the market (fig. 13).

Net marketings of meat animals refer to animals sold by farmers in a
given area, less live weight of those purchased for breeding stock or further
feeding. Commercial slaughter is the next step in the flow of meat from
producers to consumers and refers to quantities of meat produced by commercial
establishments in a given area. This excludes farm slaughter. Actual pur-
chases by consumers represent the final stage in flow of meat into consumption
These differ from slaughter because there are changes in stocks from time to
time, and trade in meat is carried on between regions.

Measured in quantities of meat purchased, the North Central Region is
more important in the market for meat than any other region. The North
Central Region is also a larger producer than any of the other regions, and
it has a greater surplus of each kind of meat. 19/ In addition, substantial

19/ "Surplus" refers to excess of total slaughter for sale over total pur-
chases for consumption in the region.
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REGIONAL SHARES OF ANIMALS
MARKETED, MEAT PRODUCED

AND PURCHASED, 1955%
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Figure 13
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numbers of hogs are sent to other regi .s for slaughter. But the North
Central Region imports sheep from other rcgions for lamb and mutton production,

In contrast, the Northeast purchase. about three times as much of each
kind of meat as it produces. Furthermore, even its small meat production
depends in large part on meat animals from other regions.

The South is another deficit supply area for meat. It buys both pork
and hogs for slaughter to supply more than half of its demand for pork, which
is larger than its market for other meats. At the same time, it has a surplus
of cattle and sheep. The South included Texas and Oklanoma in the 1955 Survey
of Household Food Consumption (fig. 4).

The West has a surplus of sheep, lamb and mutton, and some beef and veal
but a deficit of hogs and pork.

Hog and pork production is highly concencirated in the North Central
Region. The other regions buy both pork and hogs for slaughter for their
pork supply.

Cattle and beef and veal are more widely produced than hogs and pork.
The North Central Region and the West produce a surplus of beef; the South,
a surplus of cattle for slaughter but not of beef for consumption.

As for sheep and lamb and mutton, the West markets more sheep than the
North Central Region, but the latter accounts for almost half of the commer-
cial slaughter. Both regions have a survlus of lamb and mutton. The centers
of lamb and mutton consumption are largely in heavily populated metropolitan
areas. According to a study of lamb consumption in 1954, New York and
California each accounted for much more of the lamb and mutton market than
any of the other States. 20/ These two accounted for a little less than half
of the total U. S. shipments for consumption.

20/ Doty, Harry O., Jr. Distribution of Lamb and Mutton for Consumption in
the U. S. (79, p- 5) and Lamb Availability and Merchandising in Retail
Stores (80, p. 7).




- 27 -
SECTION IV. MEAT CONSUMPTION OUTSIDE HOUSEHOLDS

There is no comprehensive information on meat consumption outside
private homes. Although about 18 percent of the food sold to U. S. civilians
is handled by eating places, including public and private institutions, we do
not know how much of this total is meat or any other commodity. 21/ 1t is
difficult and costly to collect information representative of the heterogeneous
food service industry -- restaurants of all kinds and sizes, business
establishments that serve meals to employees, schools that serve lunches,
hospitals, and all sorts of institutions serving meals to residents.

Since the two sectors of this market that have been surveyed (described
below) make up only a small part of the total, most analyses must be based
on patterns of purchases and consumption in private households. Such a pro-
cedure assumes that use of meat at home by the 94 percent of the civilian
population living in housekeeping households is generally representative of
total meat consumption, including meat in meals consumed away from home by
the housekeeping population and in all meals consumed *7 people living in
nonhousekeeping quarters such as hotels and rooming i1cm:os and in institutions.
We have no way of knowing to what extent lower rates of meat consumption in
institutions with minimum budgets may offset high meat consumption in
elaborate restaurant meals.

The two sectors of away-from-home eating which have been comprehensively
surveyed are employee food services in large manufacturing plants and lunches
served in public schools. The survey of manufacturing plants, which was con-
ducted in 1956, revealed that meat accounted for 21 cents out of each dollar
spent for food, compared with 25 cents of the household food dollar. g/ The
school lunch study found that meat accounted for 1lU4 percent of the value of
~food used, -- this included both purchased and donated supplies. g_a/

An indication of range in shares of food outlays allocated to meat by
institutions was derived from case studies of 16 non-Federal institutions
conducted in 1952. 24/ The proportion for lean meat, poultry, and fish
ranged from 21 to 31 percent, and the range for lean and fat cuts of meat
apparently was from about 18 percent to 28 percent. No comprehensive study of
food consumption in institutions for the whole country has yet been made.

21/ Overall estimate based on approximate retail values of all civilian food
sold and of food consumed away from home. For further information, see Burk,
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