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Other Crop Products 

Wheat flour consumption was steady in 
1981 at 117 pounds per person. Usage of 
semolina and durum flour fell slightly to 5. 7 
pounds per capita, while that of white and 
whole wheat flour remained steady at 
111 pounds per capita. 

In 1981, Americans increased their rice 
consumption by 17 percent to a record 
11 pounds per person. Historically, rice 
consumption has been erratic, but it has 
been increasing in the last two decades 
Production of rice has increased 
58 percent since I 974 when production 
allotments were removed. 

This increased production has found 
outlets in domestic consumption and ex
ports. Three reasons Americans are eating 
more rice stem from increased promotional 
activities by rice producers, inflationary 
pressure on food budgets, and increased 
numbers of immigrants who are rice users. 

Consumption of peanuts (excluding those 
for use in peanut oil) rose from 5 .5 pounds 
per person in 1980 to 6.1 pounds in ! 981. 
This was caused by record 1981 supplies as 
production recovered from the 1980 drought. 
Consumption of tree nuts (pecans, walnuts, 
etcetera) was up 0.2 pound to 1.9 pounds 
per person. 

Sugar 

Sugar consumption dropped 4.3 pou�ds 
per person in 1981, its fourth consecutive 
annual decline. Most of this drop is due to 
continuing competition from corn sweet
eners in food manufacturing use. Per capita 
usage of corn syrups (wet basis) increased 
6.1 pounds, with most of this gain coming 
from a 21-percent increase in high-fructose 
corn syrup. 

Beverages 
. . Per capita soft drink consumption 1s 

estimated to have risen 0.5 percent to 38 gal
lons in 1981. This continues a long upward 
trend, but the gain is smaller than in recent 
years. Consumption of coffee and ka at 7. 7 
and 0.8 pounds per capita, respectively, was 
basically unchanged in 1981. As reported by 
the Public Health Service, alcoholic bever
age consumption was basically unchanged 
in 1981. ■
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C
onsumers, in a 1980 USDA survey,
said that they are eating less red 

meat due to health concerns. Yet, over the 
last decade, the per capita consumption of 
red meat has increased. This and other 
apparently contradictory observations led 
ERS researchers to ask to what extent con
sumer demand for meat can be explained by 
economic factors. The major finding: an 
overwhelming part of the variation in U.S. 
demand for meat can be explained by retail 
prices and income, indicating that non_eco
nomic factors have played a relatively 
minor role in U.S. per capita meat demand. 

Between 1973 and 1980, red meat con
sumption rose about 6 pounds per capita. 
Beef consumption decreased approximately 
4 pounds per capita, but the I I-pound 
increase in pork consumption more than 
offset the decline in beef and other red meat 
consumption. Poultry consumption in
creased by about 11 pounds per capita, and 
fish consumption declined slightly. Over 
the period, fish prices increased 84 percent, 
veal prices increased 70 percent, beef prices 
increased 68 percent, and pork and poultry 
prices were up 28 and 21 percent respec
tively, while the price of nonfood items in 
the consumers' budget rose by 87 percent 
and consumer real incomes increased by 
IO percent. 

Examining these trends in combination 
can lead to confusion. Occasionally when 
year-to-year changes in prices and c_on
sumption of individual meats are studied, 
one observes seemingly contradictory 
behavior-such as a decline in price of a 
me�t and a corresponding decline in con
sumption. The comprehensive demand 
model developed by ERS researchers takes 
into account a complete set of prices and 
income when measuring demand responses. 
Thus it corrects some of the deficiencies 
inher�nt in partial approaches to explaining 
demand phenomena. 

Demand Concepts and Measures 

Consumers must decide how to use their 
limited incomes to purchase among a multi
tude of food and nonfood goods and ser
vices. The implication of this budgeting 
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process is that the quantity demanded of 
each good and service is determined by 
three factors: the price of that good or ser
vice, the price of every other good or ser
vice, and the individual consumer's income. 
Consequently, the effects of changes in 
prices for nonfood items such as clothing or 
housing, while not dietary substitutes for or 
complements to meat, actually may have an 
important impact on consumer demand for 
meats and other food commodities. Thus, a 
comprehensive model that captures this 
complex decision process is necessary. 

Answering the question of how much 
consumers would like to alter their con
sumption of meats in response to changes in 
prices and income requires linking observa
tions on consumption to those on prices 
and income. The demand responses mea
sured in this study are the responses attribu
table to a change in a particular good's own 
price, change in the price of another good, 
and a change in consumer income. 

Frequently, thert is a need to compare 
the demand responses to price and income 
for different commodities. For instance, is 
the demand for beef more responsive to a 
change in the price of poultry than vice 
versa? If it is, how much more responsive is 
it? If one were to select a price change of 
10 cents per pound, the comparison might 
be misleading since IO cents is a much 
higher proportion of poultry prices than it 
is of beef prices. The concept of demand 
elasticity is used in this study for compari
son purposes to free the responses from dif
ferent units of measurement. An elasticity 
measures the percentage change in quantity 
demanded of a good for a small percentage 
change in some price or income, when all

other prices and income are held constant. 

For example the r:ross-price elasticity of 
beef, with respect to poultry, shows the per
centage change in beef consumption result
ing from a given change in the price of 
poultry. Demand responses can also be 
described in terms of own-price elasticity

and income elasticity.

U.S. Demand for Red Meat, Poultry, 

and Fish 

The elasticity estimates in table 1 were 
obtained from a statistical analysis that 
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treated nonfood as a single item in the con

sumer's budget and disaggregated the food 

,cctor into a number of general commodity 

groups-red meats, poultry, fish, dairy 

products, fresh fruits, fresh \·egetablcs, and 

the like. Since our focus is on the demand 

for meat and the number of demand elastic

it,· estimates is quite large, the full set of 

demand responses obtained from the statis

tical analysis is not presented. 

The demand elasticities of table I arc the 

c'ilimated own-price, cross-price, and 

income elasticities for the composite com

modities of red meat, poultry, fish, and 

nonfood. These estimates are based on his

torical data for the period I 950-77. Quanti

ties are USDA per capita consumption 

data, and composite price variables arc 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) price 

indices for the corresponding commodity. 

Data through 1977 were used because 

post-I 977 price-quantity data arc not 

comparable. 

Table I illustrates the quantity responses 

which result from changes in prices of 

meats, prices of other goods, and income. 

The numbers along the main diagonal 

(shaded area) are own-price elasticities. The 

first entry in the upper left corner ( - 0.677) 

is the estimate of the own-price elasticity of 

demand for red meats, which indicates that 

the average U.S. consumer decreased con

sumption of red meat by almost 0. 7 percent 

in response to an isolated I-percent increase 

in the price of red meat. The other entries 

along the diagonal are interpreted similarly. 

The own-price elasticities of demand abo 

indicate that nonfood items are more 

demand-responsive to a change in their own 

price than are red meats, poultry, and fish. 

Red meat and poultry consumption is much 

more responsive to a change in their own 

price than the consumption of fish is to its 

own price. 

The second number in the first row (0.098) 

is the cross-price elasticity of red meat with 

respect to the price of poultry. It shows that 

consumers increased their consumption of 

red meat by about 0.1 percent in response 

to a I-percent increase in the price of poul-
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Table 1. Red Meat, Poultry, And Fish: 

Elasticity Estimates From a Composite Demand System 

Percent change 
1-percent price change

in quantity Income 

demanded Red meat Poultry Fish Other food items Nonfood change 

Red meat '- 0.677 0.098 0.012 .103 .651 

Poultry .565 -.886 .052 .356 .747 

Fish .159 .120 -.053 .083 .549 

Other food items 

Nonfood .024 .009 -.002 - 1.026 1.206 

- Indicates that elasticity estimates were ob!ained for other food items in the statistical 

analysis from which this table is extracted 

try. The remaining cross-price elasticities in 

the first row are interpreted in a similar 

way. Consumer demand for poultry is par

ticularly responsi\'e to a change in red meat 

prices (0.565) but not to a change in fish 

prices (0.052). Demand for nonfood items 

is not wry responsive to changes in prices of 

any one of the meat types as shown by the 

cross-elasticities in the last row of table I. 

But, the demand for red meat, poultry, and 

fish is responsive to changes in the price of 

nonfood items. This can be seen by observ

ing the cross-price elasticity estimates in the 

nonfood column of table I. In fact, the 

impact of nonfood prices (0. 103) on red 

meat consumption is greater than the impact 

of the fish price (0.012) and the poultry 

price (0.098). Also, a I-percent increase in 

nonfood prices, other things equal, results in 

a decline ( - 0.356) in poultry consumption. 

The last column of table I shows the 

estimated income elasticities for red meat 

(0.651 ), poultry (0. 747), fish (0.549), and 

nonfood ( 1.206). Th;: relative economic 

importance of nonfood in the budgeting 

process is indicated by its relatively large 

income elasticity, indicating that consumers 

will spend a larger portion d an additional 

dollar of income on nonfood items than 

they \\ill on food. As incomes increase, 

consumers spend a smaller proportion of 

their budgets on red meats, po11ltry, and 

fish, and a higher proportion of their bud

get, on nonfood items. 

Structural Stability 

To assess the extent to which consumer 

demand for meat can be explained by eco

nomic factors, the complete demand system 

represented by table I, which takes into 

account all prices and incomes, was simu

lated for the 1950-77 period. This simula

tion indicated that over 95 percent of ,he 

variation in consumer demand for meat can 

be explained by the estimated economic 

structure based on retail prices and consumer 

income. This suggests that the demand sys

tem underlying the results presented in 

table I provides a good description of meat 

demand structure for the period covered. 

The major implication is that other noneco

nomic factors played a relatively minor role 

in explaining consumer meat demand dur

ing the 1950-77 period. ■
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