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In production agriculture, it is sometimes easyant a broader variety of nutritious and convenient
to forget what happens to the steer when it leaves fihed products. Changes in production and processing
farm gate, but it is the final destination of that produtgichnology have enabled producers to better target
which has had a significant impact on the befgfod market nichesthan ever before. These changesin
industry. While changing consumer demand hattitudes and technology, combined, have signifi-
influenced the market for all types of meat, the changgntly impacted the beef industry. Figure 1 pointsto a
that has the largest potential for challenging traditiorteédnd of more fresh vegetables and fruits in the
American agricultural institutions in recent years h#&snerican diet. Table 1 shows that of the top ten foods
been the dramatic weakening in beef's competitif@ which per capita consumption has increased
position. Consumers have changed their attitudbstween 1976-78 and 1986-88) over half have been
toward diet and health. Today’s consumers are mémgts and vegetables. Veal, beef, and lamb, on the
conscious of calories, fat and cholesterol than tbiher hand, have experienced significant declines in
consumers of twenty years ago. Moreover, consumesssumption over the same period.

Table 1. Foods with Biggest Increases and Decreases in Consumption, 1976-78 to 1986-88.

Food Consumption Percent Change Food Consumption Percent Changjs
Gains 1976-78 to 1986-88 Losses 1976-78 to 1986-8
Fresh broccoli 231.8 Veal -46.1
Low-Calorie sweeteners 193.2 Whole milk -33.8
Fresh cauliflower 174.1 Canned green peas -32.8
Fresh grapes 134.8 Canned peaches -27.8
Rice 95.1 Distilled spirits -25.2

Yogurt 89.4 Nonfat dry milk -23.2

Fresh carrots 77.0 Canned corn -19.6
Frozen broccoli 67.6 Beef -17.8
Turkey 62.7 Lamb -8.8
Cheese (excl. cottage) 46.0 Coffee -7.5




Figure 1. Major Foods: Per Capita Consumption Figure 2. Per Capita Consumption: Red Meat (carcass weight)
and Poultry (ready-to-cook).
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Additionally, there has been a shift towarduantity demanded decreases. The reverse is true of
more convenience in food preparation. Three-fourtfpgantity demanded if price decreases. Other factorsin
of the women aged 25-54 in the U. S. are now in tthee market which may influence demand include the
work force, compared to about one-half 20 years dguel of consumer incomes, prices of competing
(Barkema et al.). Thus, with more households havipgpducts, and consumers’ tastes and preferences.
two working adults, less time is spent preparing meals.  To this point, trends in per capita consumption
More consumers are choosing to eat away from hohae been discussed, but the concept of demand really
or purchase foods already partially prepared. deals with the price-quantity relationship. Purcell

Given these changes in consumer tastes dh889b) suggests that measures taking into account
preferences, beef must now compete more directly émly the percentage of income spent on beef, or per
each dollar spent on meat than was the case 20 yeapsta consumption, fail to capture the true picture of
ago. Figure 2 shows the trend in consumption for réemand. Prices for beef, and other competing meats
meat and poultry. Overall, per capita consumption@hostly pork and chicken) must be considered in
red meat and poultry has not changed that much, temjunction with the corresponding quantities of the
when beef, pork, and chicken are examined separatphpduct consumed when analyzing demand for these
beef appears to be losing market share to chickenmaats.
negative trend in beef per capita consumption has Figures 3-5 demonstrate the relationship
occurred, while per capita consumption of pork hastween deflated (1982-84=100) retail prices and
remained stable, and the per capita consumptioncohsumption for beef, pork, and chicken, respectively.
chicken has increased (FigureMloschini’s results Figure 3 shows a relatively stable demand for beef in
showing an average annual decline of 2.53% in e 1970’s. That is, the quantity of beef demanded
beef-to-chicken demand ratio between 1967-198@peared to increase or decrease based on changes in
underscore the dramatic loss of market share the léfe. However, after 1979 less beef appears to have
industry has experienced in recent years. been demanded at each level of price relative to earlier

To better answer the question why beef logeriods. This suggests there has been a significant
market share to other meats, it is necessary to exantioenward (negative) shift in the demand for beef
the concept of consumer demand in more detaihce 1979. Also, the relationship between price and
Consumer demand is the relationship between fher capita quantity of beef demanded appears to be
price of a product and the quantity of that produtftatter” since 1979 than it was previously. That is,
which consumers are willing and able to purchase¢reases in the per capita quantity of beef consumed
while all other influences in the market are heldere accomplished only with larger prices decreases
constant. As the price of a product increases, the than was true prior to 1979 (Figure 3). This indicates

that after 1979 consumers have become more willing
to substitute competing products for beef as the price
of beef increases and less willing to substitute beef in
place of other meats as the price of beef decreases.
The downward shiftin, and change in the slope



of the demand curve for beef since 1979 has bdegure 4. Per Capita Consumption and Deflated
caused by some factor(s) other than the price of bé&ftail Prices for Pork, 1970-90.
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Figures 4 and 5 explore the price-quantity 4| .

relationships of meats that are substitutes for beef. =G0
Figure 4 indicates a more stable demand for pork than *[ I T i
for beef during the same time period. However, some | T L
of the same patterns exist for pork as for beef. During
the 1970’s and early 1980's, the inverse relationship 3 0« @ s % & o e
between price and the quantity of pork consumed is Consumpion

quite evident. Then a slight downward shiftin demand This price advantage, at least partially, may

is seen in the mid-to-late 1980's, i.e., less pork wasplain a shift from beef consumption to chicken

demanded in the late 1980’s at prices approximatelynsumption. This price advantage may not explain
equal to those in the 1970’s and early 1980’s. Ttee total change in beef demand, however (Purcell,
demand for pork appears to have stabilized since 1889b). There has likely been a structural shift in beef
late 1980’s in contrast to the apparent continuidgmand stemming from issues concerning conve-
downward trend in the demand for beef. nience and health concerns as well.

The price-quantity relationship for chicken The marketing of beef has changed relatively
(Figure 5) suggests a much different set bitle overthe last20 years. Most beef carcasses are cut
circumstances than for beef or pork. Chickento products which are grouped either as prime,
consumption has increased continually since tbleoice, or select grades. Cattle feeders get a higher
1970’s as real prices have declined. This suggests grate for prime and choice cattle than select.
increased quantities of chicken have been producetMateover, feeders tend to put more fat on animals to
lower costs during the past 15 years and have baehieve the prime and choice grades which increases
provided to consumers at continually lower prices. feed costs. By encouraging feeders to produce excess

fat, the grading and pricing system has increased
production costs and caused feeders to produce a
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product conflicting with consumers’ preferences f@arkema, A., M. Drabenstott, and K. Welch. “The
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Survey results (Purcell, 1991) clearly show Economic Review Federal Reserve Bank of
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Reynolds states that much of the positive perception Blacksburg, VA. June 1991.
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productitself and its pricing. Reynolds goes onto state by the Discipline.” Choices American
that, based on survey results, chicken is an entirely  Agricultural Economics Association. 2nd
different product in the eyes of consumers than itwas  Quarter, 1989a:16:19.
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industry, while starting to make changes in its June 1, 1992.
marketing strategies, needs to continue efforts in the
areas of product development and advertising whidhS. Department of Agriculturé&ood Consumption,
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1 Moschini also found that the beef-to-pork demand
ratio between 1969 and 1984 remained stable.



