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The impact of output reductions and higher exports for
U.S. beef and pork can be clearly seen when one considers the
price-quantity relationships for 2011. Moreover, the situation for
the poultry sectors can be seen in stark contrast to those of the “red”
meats by considering the same graphics.

The scatter diagrams below show annual per capita con-
sumption in retail weight on the X axes and deflated retail price on the
Y axes. The consumption data come from the Livestock Marketing
Information Center while the retail price data are the standard USDA
weighted averages that are based on Bureau of Labor Statistics data.
The CPI for all goods is used to deflate the prices to 2005 dollars.

As you can see, U.S. domestic per cap consumption of beef
and pork — which readers of DLR know is actually “disappearance”
which, in turn, is actually “availability” — has fallen sharply in recent
years. Pork per cap consumption most recently peaked at 50.8
pounds in 2007. It is now estimated to be only 45.9 pounds for 2011,
a decline of almost 10% with roughly a third of that decline occurring
last year. Beef consumption was roughly 65 pounds per person for
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each year from 2003 through 2007 before it, too, fell steadily to last
year's 57.4 pounds, a decline of about 12%.

The prices of both “red” meats increased as domestic prod-
uct offerings fell, suggesting that demand (which reflects consumer
preferences through the price they are willing to pay for the quantity
offered) has fared better than has consumption.

The scatter diagrams for chicken and turkey look much dif-
ferent, though. First, per cap consumption for both species is still
nearer the high end of the historic range than at the low end. Second,
2011 did not see dramatic changes for domestic product offerings.
Chicken producers, of course, accomplished that stability by accept-
ing prices that fell far short of costs for most of the year — a course of
action that cannot continue. It is almost certain that the 2012 obser-
vation will involve a lower quantity but the question is whether we will
finally see a higher chicken price to go with it. The ‘11 P-Q observa-
tion for turkey suggests higher demand relative to recent years as
deflated prices rose on hardly any decline in product offerings. Since
2005, chicken demand has fallen while turkey demand has grown.
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TURKEY PRICE-QUANTITY RELATIONSHIP
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The Daily Livestock Report is published by Steve Meyer and Len Steiner. To subscribe/unsubscribe visit www.dailylivestockreport.com.

Disclaimer: The Daily Livestock Report is intended solely for information purposes and is not to be construed, under any circumstances, by implication or otherwise, as an offer to sell or a solicitation to buy or trade any
commodities or securities whatsoever. Information is obtained from sources believed to be reliable, but is in no way guaranteed. No guarantee of any kind is implied or possible where projections of future conditions are
attempted. Futures trading is not suitable for all investors, and involves the risk of loss. Past results are no indication of future performance. Futures are a leveraged investment, and because only a percentage of a con-
tract’s value is require to trade, it is possible to lose more than the amount of money initially deposited for a futures position. Therefore, traders should only use funds that they can afford to lose without affecting their life-
style. And only a portion of those funds should be devoted to any one trade because a trader cannot expect to profit on every trade.
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