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HIGHLIGHTS 

The r e t a i l  meat i n d u s t r y  h a s  undergone dramat ic  changes dur ing  t h e  

l a s t  two decades i n  terms of i n d u s t r y  s t r u c t u r e ,  purchasing and merchan- 

d i s i n g  t e chn iques ,  t ype  and q u a l i t y  of p roduc ts  s o l d ,  and meat handl ing 

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  p r a c t i c e s .  Th i s  s tudy  focused on t h e s e  ques t i ons  and 

i s  t h e  f i r s t  i n  a series of t h r e e  s t u d i e s  designed t o  ana lyze  t h e  mar- 

k e t  s t r u c t u r e ,  performance, and compet i t ive  p r a c t i c e s  of t h e  Texas meat 

i n d u s t r y  a t  t h e  re ta i l ,  wholesa le ,  and s l a u g h t e r  l e v e l s .  

Data f o r  t h i s  s t udy  were ob ta ined  through pe r sona l  i n t e rv i ews  w i th  

owners and managers of  r e t a i l  g rocery  f i rms  i n  Texas f o r  1974. Respond- 

e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  on a s t r a t i f i e d  random sample b a s i s  t o  r e p r e s e n t  

every  segment of t h e  r e t a i l  g rocery  i n d u s t r y  and t o  p rov ide  d a t a  f o r  

va ry ing  s i z e s  of r e t a i l  f i rms .  Completed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  represen ted  

d a t a  from f i r m s  which handled approximately 70 percen t  of t h e  t o t a l  f r e s h  

and processed  r e d  meat s o l d  by r e t a i l e r s  i n  Texas dur ing  1974. 

The Texas r e t a i l  meat i n d u s t r y  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by l a r g e ,  d i v e r s i -  

f i e d  supermarkets  which f e a t u r e  mass s e l l i n g  techniques  and merchandise 

meat p roduc t s  on a s t r i c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  b a s i s .  I n  1974, supermarkets 

accounted f o r  more than  90 pe rcen t  of t h e  1,040 m i l l i o n  pounds of f r e s h  and 

processed  r e d  meat merchandised by Texas r e t a i l  food s t o r e s .  Grocery f i rms 

and a f f i l i a t e d  independent groups w i t h  11 o r  more s t o r e s  accounted f o r  

more t han  f o u r - f i f t h s  of  t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat i t ems  so ld  by Texas 

r e t a i l  s t o r e s  du r ing  1974. 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  p r i m a r i l y  f e d  b e e f ,  r ep re sen t ed  almost 40 per- 

c en t  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed  meat i t e m s  handled by r e t a i l e r s  dur ing 

1974. Next i n  importance were smoked and cured pork,  cow and b u l l  bee f ,  



iii 

f r e s h  pork,  sausage and v a r i e t y  meats, c a l f ,  ground meat,  lamb, and v e a l .  

However, a f t e r  cow and b u l l  beef and trimmings from o t h e r  f r e s h  meats 

were converted t o  ground meat ,  i t  then  ranked second w i t h  26 pe rcen t  of 

t h e  t o t a l .  

Texas r e t a i l e r s  purchased s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef under a s t r i c t  s e t  

of s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  concerning weigh t ,  s ex ,  q u a l i t y  and y i e l d  grade ,  t r i m ,  

and co lo r .  Calf and lamb s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  inc luded  most ly  q u a l i t y  g rade  

and weight.  Pork s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  cen te red  p r i m a r i l y  on weight  ranges  f o r  

s p e c i f i e d  c u t s  and t r i m .  

Approximately 80 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  s o l d  by Texas 

r e t a i l e r s  was r e p o r t e d l y  equ iva l en t  i n  q u a l i t y  t o  U.  S. Choice o r  

h igher .  However, r e t a i l  f i rms  w i th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  and t h o s e  w i t h  4 

o r  more supermarkets  r epo r t ed  t h a t  90 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef merchandised by t h e i r  s t o r e s  was equ iva l en t  t o  U. S. Choice o r  

h igher .  Calf s o l d  by retailers was most ly  U. S. Good, wh i l e  v e a l  and 

lamb were predominantly U. S. Choice o r  h ighe r .  Cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  

which is s o l d  most ly  a s  ground meat o r  sausage i t ems ,  was g e n e r a l l y  U. S. 

Commercial o r  lower. 

Texas r e t a i l e r s  purchased almost  80 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  meat r equ i r e -  

ments from s u p p l i e r s  w i t h i n  Texas. These s u p p l i e r s  were almost  exclu-  

s i v e l y  packers .  Texas s u p p l i e r s  were major sou rce s  f o r  a l l  t ypes  of 

meat i t ems  except  lamb and f r e s h  pork. Fresh pork inshipments  o r i g i -  

na ted  p r i m a r i l y  from Kansas-Nebraska and Iowa, wh i l e  lamb inshipments  

o r ig ina t ed .mos t l y  from Colorado, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and New Zealand. 

Two-thirds o r  more of t h e  t o t a l  b e e f ,  c a l f ,  v e a l ,  and lamb was pur- 

chased i n  c a r c a s s  form. S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef n o t  purchased as c a r c a s s  



beef was purchased as q u a r t e r s ,  p r ima l s  o r  subpr imals ,  wh i l e  noncarcass  

cow and b u l l  beef was purchased a s  bone less  beef .  Fresh pork was pur- 

chased predominant ly  i n  wholesale  o r  p r imal  c u t s .  

Boxed meat purchases  by r e t a i l e r s  w e r e  confined t o  steer and h e i f e r  

b e e f ,  cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  lamb, and f r e s h  pork. About 44 pe rcen t  of t h e  

f r e s h  pork was purchased a s  boxed meat, fol lowed by bone less  cow and 

b u l l  beef  w i t h  27 pe rcen t  and s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef w i th  almost 16 per- 

c en t .  

One-third of  t h e  t o t a l  meat handled by Texas r e t a i l e r s  dur ing  1974 

was processed i n  a c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r  p r i o r  t o  s t o r e  

door d e l i v e r y .  R e t a i l  f i r m s  w i t h  11 o r  more s t o r e s  accounted f o r  90 

pe rcen t  of t h e  meat processed through reta i ler-owned c e n t r a l  warehouse 

and f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .  These f i r m s  r epo r t ed  t h a t  a lmost  40 per- 

c e n t  of t h e i r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  30 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  c a l f ,  and more 

than  two-thirds  of t h e i r  cow and b u l l  was processed through c e n t r a l i z e d  

r e t a i l  warehouse and f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .  Fresh  pork was g e n e r a l l y  

n o t  processed through c e n t r a l i z e d  f a c i l i t i e s ,  b u t  one- third  of t h e  

smoked and cured pork moved through c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  

c e n t e r s  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  s l i c i n g  and packaging. 

Over 70 pe rcen t  of t h e  retailers used a predetermined markup t o  s e t  

p r i c e s  f o r  f r e s h  and processed  meat i t ems  dur ing  1974. The composite 

markup (g ros s  margin) of heavy beef averaged about  22 p e r c e n t ;  i t  

averaged 23 pe rcen t  f o r  bo th  c a l f  and f r e s h  pork and s l i g h t l y  h ighe r  f o r  

smoked and cured pork and o t h e r  processed i tems.  

Meat promotion and a d v e r t i s i n g  ha s  become a s t anda rd  compet i t ive  

p r a c t i c e  f o r  a t t r a c t i n g  customers by r e t a i l e r s .  More than  57 percen t  



fea tured  s p e c i a l s  on f r e s h  and processed meats on a weekly b a s i s ,  whi le  

another  11 percent  f ea tu red  s p e c i a l s  twice pe r  week. Most of t h e  re- 

maining r e t a i l e r s  d i d  not  f e a t u r e  s p e c i a l s  o r  maintain r e g u l a r  promo- 

t i o n a l  programs. 

P r i c e  discounts  o r  markdowns dur ing  s p e c i a l s  v a r i e d  by type of 

meat item. However, markdowns by r e t a i l e r s  f e a t u r i n g  s p e c i a l s  on a 

weekly o r  more frequent  b a s i s  ranged from 10 t o  30 percent .  Over four-  

f i f t h s  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  interviewed found t h a t  s p e c i a l s  increased  t o t a l  

meat s a l e s  from 20 t o  40 percent .  

The e f f e c t  of meat promotions and s p e c i a l s  on t o t a l  r e t a i l  s a l e s  

brought var ied  responses from r e t a i l e r s  interviewed. Forty-f ive percent  

found i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t ima te  t h e  e f f e c t  of meat s p e c i a l s  on t o t a l  com- 

pany s a l e s ,  s ince  such s p e c i a l s  were conducted on a weekly o r  d a i l y  

bas i s .  However, one-third of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  found company s a l e s  increas-  

ing  from 1 t o  10 percent  a s  a r e s u l t  of meat s p e c i a l s .  P o l i c i e s  of con- 

t inuous meat s p e c i a l s  r e f l e c t  concern wi th  competi t ive p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  

market and maintenance of s a l e s  a t  des i r ed  l e v e l s  by many r e t a i l e r s .  
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. 
THE TEXAS RETAIL MEAT INDUSTRY -- 

STRUCTURE, OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS, AND 
COMPETITIVE PRACTICES 

Raymond A. D i e t r i c h  * 

The r e t a i l  meat i n d u s t r y  is c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by r a p i d l y  changing 

technology, h igh ly  compet i t ive  p r a c t i c e s ,  and cont inued change i n  , 

s t r u c t u r a l  and o p e r a t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  t h e  f i r m  l e v e l .  S t o r e  

numbers throughout t h e  United S t a t e s ,  i nc lud ing  Texas,  con t inue  t o  

dec l i ne ,  wh i l e  s t o r e  s i z e  and s a l e s  volume p e r  s t o r e  con t inue  t o  in-  

c rease .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t e chno log i ca l  advances a r e  ev iden t  i n  t h e  

packaging, sh ipp ing ,  and s t o r a g e  of meat i t ems .  Cen t r a l i z ed  ware- 

housing and meat f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r s  a s  w e l l  a s  boxed meat programs 

a r e  prominent throughout  t h e  re ta i l  i n d u s t r y .  

Changes w i t h i n  t h e  Texas l i v e s t o c k  and meat i n d u s t r y ,  s i m i l a r  t o  

those  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  are ev iden t  i n  t h e  p roduc t ion ,  s l a u g h t e r i n g ,  

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  s e c t o r s .  With t h e  development of l a r g e  s c a l e  commer- 

c i a l  f e e d l o t  ope ra t i ons  i n  Texas,  s p e c i a l i z e d  c a t t l e  s l a u g h t e r i n g  and 

beef p rocess ing  f i rms  have e s t a b l i s h e d  p l a n t s  w i t h i n  t h e  concent ra ted  

c a t t l e  feed ing  a r e a  i n  t h e  Texas Panhandle-Plains reg ion .  Many of 

t he se  s p e c i a l i z e d  p l a n t s  have i n s t a l l e d  f a c i l i t i e s  t o  f a b r i c a t e  ca r -  

c a s se s  i n t o  pr imals  o r  subprimals  f o r  shipment i n  bags o r  f i l m  wraps a s  

boxed  beef d i r e c t l y  t o  r e t a i l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  c e n t e r s  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  s t o r e s .  

Mushrooming i n d u s t r i a l  development and a r a p i d l y  growing popu la t i on  i n  

t h e  Texas Gulf Coast and North Texas a r e a s  have been accompanied by 

* ~ s s o c i a t e  p r o f e s s o r ,  The Texas A g r i c u l t u r a l  Experiment S t a t i o n  (Depart- 
ment of A g r i c u l t u r a l  Economics). 



i nc reases  i n  numbers and s i z e  of l a r g e  r e t a i l  o rganiza t ions  which f ea tu re  

mass s e l l i n g  techniques v i a  one-stop shopping i n  supermarket f a c i l i t i e s .  

Fur ther  technologica l  developments i n  r e f r i g e r a t i o n  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

systems, genera l  usage of f e d e r a l  grading s t anda rds ,  and r i g i d  s p e c i f i -  

cations standards have allowed retail organizations t o  purchase and d i s -  

t r i b u t e  cons i s t en t  q u a l i t y  meat i tems over  a l a r g e r  geographic a rea .  

These developments have p r e c i p i t a t e d  changes a t  t h e  r e t a i l  l e v e l  

i n  marketing and buying p r a c t i c e s  employed f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat; 

t h e  type and q u a l i t y  of meat i tems s o l d ;  handling and s to rage  p r a c t i c e s  

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  channels employed; and s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  competing i n  mar- 

k e t  o u t l e t s .  This  s tudy w i l l  focus on these  ques t ions  and i s  t h e  f i r s t  

i n  a s e r i e s  of t h r e e  s t u d i e s  designed t o  analyze t h e  market s t r u c t u r e ,  

performance, and competi t ive p r a c t i c e s  of t h e  Texas meat indus t ry  a t  t h e  

r e t a i l ,  wholesale ,  and s l augh te r  l e v e l s .  This s tudy is  designed t o  com- 

plement and update a s tudy of t h e  Texas meat i ndus t ry  conducted i n  

1960 (1) .  

Data f o r  t h i s  s tudy were obtained through personal  interviews with 

owners and managers of  r e t a i l  grocery f i rms  i n  Texas f o r  1974. Respond- 

e n t s  were s e l e c t e d  on a s t r a t i f i e d  random sample b a s i s  a s  shown i n  Table 

1. Completed ques t ionna i r e s  represented da ta  from firms which handled 

approximately 70 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  f r e s h  red meat and processed meat 

so ld  by r e t a i l e r s  i n  Texas during 1974. 

S t r u c t u r a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  
U. S. R e t a i l  Food Indus t ry  

The changing s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  food r e t a i l i n g  indus t ry ,  including 

innovat ions i n  buying and s e l l i n g  a t  t h e  r e t a i l  l e v e l ,  has had reverbera- 



TABLE 1. GROCERY STORE POPULATION, SAMPLING RATE, STORES REPRESENTED BY 
COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES, BY SELECTED AREAS AND TYPE AD SIZE OF FIRM, TEXAS, 
1974 

Type and s i z e  Grocery Stores represented 
of f i r m  and s t o r e  Sampling by completed 

l o c a t  ion  popu la t i on  rateA! q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  
----. 

Number Percen t  Number Percen t  
2/  

Firms wi th  11 o r  more s tores: - -  

Dallas-Ft.  Worth, Houston 
and San Antonio 1 ,427 100.0 

Other Texas 447 50.0 

To ta l  1,874 88 .1  

Convenience f i rms  w i t h  11 o r  
more s t o r e s :  

Dallas-Ft.  Worth, Houston 
and San Antonio 1 ,218  

Other Texas 284 

Tota l  1 ,502 

Firms wi th  l e s s  than  11 s t o r e s  
and 4 o r  more supermarkets:  

Dallas-Ft.  Worth, Houston 
and San Antonio 

Other Texas 

Tota l  

Firms w i th  l e s s  than  11 s t o r e s  
and 1 t o  3  supermarkets:  

Dallas-Ft.  Worth, Houston 
and San Antonio 95 

Other Texas 336 

Tota l  431 

Firms wi th  l e s s  than  1 1  s t o r e s  
and no supermarkets :?I 
Dallas-Ft.  Worth, Houston 

and San Antonio 194 16.7 24 12 .3  

Other Texas 373 10 .0  16  4 .3  

To ta l  567 12.2 40 7.1  
--- 

L'Sarnpling r a t e  was based on f i rms  and s t r a t i f i e d  by a r e a  a s  i n d i c a t e d .  There- 
f o r e ,  s t o r e  numbers r ep re sen t ed  by t h e  completed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  may exceed t h e  
a c t u a l  sampling r a t e .  

7 1 
L I  - Does no t  i nc lude  convenience s t o r e s ,  b u t  a l l  o t h e r  r e t a i l  g rocery  f i rms  which 

own o r  s e r v i c e  11 o r  more s t o r e s .  

/The popula t ion  numbers i n  t h i s  ca tegory  appear  t o  be unde r s t a t ed .  

Source: 1973 D i r ec to ry  of Supermarket Grocery and Convenience S t o r e  Chains,  
Chain S t o r e  Age. 



t i o n s  throughout t h e  s l augh te r ing ,  processing,  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  indus- 

t r i e s  a s  w e l l  a s  w i th in  t h e  food r e t a i l i n g  indus t ry .  Major changes i n  

t h e  food r e t a i l i n g  indus t ry  inc lude  t h e  chain s t o r e  movement, t he  

establ ishment  of supermarkets,  t h e  a f f i l i a t i o n  of independent grocers  

wi th  wholesale  groups, and t h e  more recent  development of convenience 

s t o r e s .  Many r e t a i l  food s t o r e s  have followed t h e  l ead  of l a r g e  re- 

t a i l  chains by i n t e g r a t i n g  backward i n t o  wholesaling and processing. 

Although t h i s  i n t e g r a t i o n  func t ion  has been employed by some of t h e  

r e t a i l  f i rms  i n  t h e i r  meat ope ra t ions ,  i t  has been considerably more 

ex tens ive  i n  t h e  dry grocery products  s e c t o r .  Recently, i n t e r e s t  i n  

c e n t r a l  processing by r e t a i l e r s  has grown, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  breaking car- 

casses  i n t o  primals  and subprimals i n  c e n t r a l i z e d  f a c i l i t i e s  r a t h e r  

than a t  i nd iv idua l  s t o r e s .  Other f a c t o r s  which have had an impact on 

food marketing p a t t e r n s  inc lude  t h e  development of food discount  s t o r e s  

and t h e  continued ex i s t ence  of s p e c i a l t y  food s t o r e s  a s  meat markets. 

The changing s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  food r e t a i l i n g  indus t ry  which was 

generated by competi t ive fo rces  wi th in  t h e  indus t ry  i s  a l s o  a r e f l ec -  

t i o n  of changing s o c i a l  and economic fo rces .  The r e t a i l  indus t ry  has  

responded t o  such f o r c e s  a s  a growing populat ion,  r ap id ly  r i s i n g  per 

c a p i t a  incomes, increased  consumer mob i l i t y ,  increased  numbers of women 

e n t e r i n g  t h e  l a b o r  f o r c e ,  and improvements i n  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and r e f r i g -  

e r a t i o n  by changes i n  t h e  number, s i z e ,  and loca t ion  of r e t a i l  s t o r e s .  

Two t r ends  a r e  predominant i n  t h e  r e t a i l  food indus t ry ,  Tota l  

s t o r e  numbers a r e  dec l in ing ,  while  s a l e s  volume pe r  s t o r e  i s  increas ing  

(Table 2 ) .  The dec l ine  i n  s t o r e  numbers from 1955 t o  1973 i s  evident  

mostly i n  t h e  independent s e c t o r  of t h e  grocery r e t a i l  indus t ry .  Almost 

80 percent  of t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  independent s e c t o r  was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  



TABLE 2 .  GROCERY STORE NUMBERS AND ANNUAL SALES, AND TYPE OF STORE, UNITED 
STATES, 1955-1973 

Item 
and 

year 

Type of  s t o r e  

Independent 

A f f i l i a t e d  U n a f f i l i a t e d  Tot a1 Chain 
Grand 
T o t a l  

Store  numbers : 

1955 

1965 

1970 

1973 

Annual s a l e s :  

1955 

1965 

1970 

973 

r ce :  P rog re s s ive  Grocer,  Annual Report  of t h e  Grocery I n d u s t r y ,  A p r i l  1974. 



t h e  demise of u n a f f i l i a t e d  independent s t o r e s ,  Although a f f i l i a t e d  

independent s t o r e s  dec l ined  60 pe rcen t  dur ing  t h i s  pe r iod ,  annual s a l e s  

of t h e s e  s t o r e s  more than  t r i p l e d  from 1955 t o  1973. Chain s t o r e s ,  

f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s ,  a t  t h e  same t i m e  more than doubled i n  

numbers, whi le  annual  sales quadrupled. 

The dominant f o r c e s  i n  t h e  re ta i l  food s e c t o r  today are supermar- 

k e t s  (Table 3 ) .  Supermarkets accounted f o r  almost 80 percent  of t h e  

t o t a l  g rocery  sales i n  1973, whi le  supermarket s t o r e  numbers made up 

20 pe rcen t  of  t h e  t o t a l .  I n  1974, supermarkets were def ined  a s  s t o r e s  

wi th  sales of $1,000,000 o r  more annual ly ,  compared wi th  $500,000 o r  

more annual ly  be fo re  1974. Under t h e  c u r r e n t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  supermarkets 

accounted f o r  72 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  annual  grocery s a l e s  i n  1974 wi th  

supermarket s t o r e  numbers making up 16 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  (Table 4 ) .  

Two-thirds of t h e  supermarket s a l e s  were accounted f o r  by cha ins ,  while  

independents  accounted f o r  t h e  remaining one-third.  However, when t o t a l  

g rocery  s a l e s  are cons idered ,  grocery r e c e i p t s  were s p l i t  about equa l ly  

between cha ins  and independents  dur ing  1974. 

The growth and cont inued expansion of supermarkets have s p e c i a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  t h e  meat i n d u s t r y  s i n c e  m e a t  c o n s t i t u t e s  about one-fourth 

of consumer expendi tures  i n  supermarkets (Table 5 ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  beef ,  

t h e  s i n g l e  most important  i t e m  merchandised by supermarkets on a s a l e s  

volume b a s i s ,  accounts  f o r  one- th i rd  of t h e  t o t a l  meat s a l e s  by super- 

market s. 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Texas R e t a i l  Meat Indus t ry  

The Texas re ta i l  food i n d u s t r y ,  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  r e t a i l  in- 

d u s t r y ,  ha s  dec l ined  i n  t o t a l  s t o r e  numbers, whi le  s a l e s  volume pe r  s t o r e  



TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF GROCERY STORE NUMBERS AND ANNUAL SALES, BY 
SIZE OF STORE, UNITED STATES, 1965-1973 

S i z e  of  s t o r e  
I t e m  and 

y e a r  Small- I/ Superet te-  I/ Supermarket- I/ T o t a l  

S to r e  numbers : 

Annual s a l e s  : 

l - / ~ m a l l  - s a l e s  of l e s s  than  $150,000 annua l ly ;  S u p e r e t t e  - s a l e s  from 
$150,000 t o  $500 000 annua l ly ;  and Supermarket - s a l e s  of $500,000 o r  
more annua l ly .  

Source: P rog re s s ive  Grocer,  Annual Report  of t h e  Grocery Indus t ry ,  
A p r i l  1966, 1971 and 1974, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  



TABLE 4. GROCERY STORE NUMBERS AND SALES, VOLUME, BY SIZE AND TYPE OF STORE, 
UNITED STATES, 1974 

Type of  s t o r e  
and sales volume 

Number of  s t o r e s  T o t a l  d o l l a r  s a l e s  
- 

Number Percen t  l i i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  Percent 

Supermarkets 

Chains 

$1,000,000 - $2,000,000 

$2,000,000 - $4,000,000 

Over $4,000,000 

Independents 

$1,000,000 - $2,000,000 

$2,000,000 - $4,000,000 

Over $4,000,000 

Supe re t t e s  ($500,000-$1,000,000) 

Chains 

Independents 

Small s t o r e s  (under $500,00) 

Chains 

Independents  

convenience s t o r e s  

T o t a l  

Source: P rog re s s ive  Grocer,  Annual Report of t h e  Grocery Indus t ry ,  A p r i l  1975. 



TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF CONSUMER EXPENDITURES 
I N  SUPERMARKETS, UNITED STATES, 1960-1974 

- 
Year 

Departments 1960 1 9  70 19  74 

Grocery 

Meat 21.9 28.3  23.3  

Frozen Foods 3.5 3.4 6 .4  

Produce 10 .0  7.6 7.4 

Bakery 6.2 5 . 0  4 .7  

Da i ry  11.1 1 0 . 3  9 . 5  

I c e  C r e a m  

HABA/Gene ra l  
2/  Merchandise- I/ - 3.8  4 . 9  

Snack b a r / d e l i .  11 -- 4 . 3  

T o t a l  100.0  100 .0  100.0  

L / ~ n c l u d e d  i n  g r o c e r y  depar tment .  

'HABA r e f e r s  t o  h e a l t h  and b e a u t y  a i d s .  

Source:  P r o g r e s s i v e  Grocer ,  Annual Repor t  o f  t h e  
Grocery I n d u s t r y ,  A p r i l  1961,  1971  and 1975, 
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  



has  increased .  S u b s t a n t i a l  change has  occurred i n  t h e  Texas r e t a i l  meat 

i n d u s t r y  s i n c e  1960 w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  type  and q u a l i t y  of meat handled, 

volume p e r  s t o r e ,  promotional  and a d v e r t i s i n g  p r a c t i c e s ,  and o t h e r  

o p e r a t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  a t  t h e  f i r m  and s t o r e  l e v e l .  

Type of Firms 

Current  d a t a  a r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  concerning t h e  types  of  f i rms  com- 

p r i s i n g  t h e  Texas r e t a i l  food indus t ry .  Data developed i n  t h e  s tudy  re -  

vea led  t h a t  co rpo ra t e  cha ins ,  which a r e  def ined  t o  exclude convenience 

cha ins  wh i l e  i nc lud ing  a l l  o t h e r  types  of co rpo ra t e  o rgan iza t ions  in -  

c lud ing  a f f i l i a t e d  independents ,  comprised about 20 percent  of t h e  Texas 

r e t a i l  food f i r m s  and more than 40 pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l  s t o r e s  i n  1974. 

These co rpo ra t e  cha ins  accounted f o r  more than 85 pe rcen t  of t h e  1,040 

m i l l i o n  pounds of f r e s h  and processed red  meat s o l d  by Texas r e t a i l e r s  

dur ing  1974. 

The re ta i l  grocery  i n d u s t r y  i n  Texas, a s  i n  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  na t ion ,  

is dominated by supermarkets .  Supermarkets,  r e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  $500,000 

o r  more i n  s a l e s  annua l ly ,  comprised about 90 pe rcen t  of t h e  grocery 

s t o r e s  by m u l t i u n i t  f i rms  (excluding convenience cha ins)  w i th  one o r  

more supermarkets i n  Texas dur ing  1974. These supermarkets accounted 

f o r  more t han  90 pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat s o l d  through 

re ta i l  food s t o r e s  i n  Texas dur ing  1974. 

The Texas re ta i l  grocery  i n d u s t r y  f o r  t h i s  s tudy  i s  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  

shown i n  Table  1. Firms w i t h  11 o r  more storesL' predominate i n  t h e  

L'Reference t o  r e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  excludes convenience 
f i rms  i n  t h i s  s t udy  un le s s  convenience f i rms  a r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  men- 
t i oned .  It does i nc lude  a f f i l i a t e d  independent o rgan iza t ions .  



Texas r e t a i l  food indus t ry .  The second most important  group on t h e  b a s i s  

of numbers a r e  convenience f i r m s ,  b u t  t h e s e  f i rms  accounted f o r  on ly  a 

smal l  p ropor t ion  of t h e  meat i t ems  s o l d  a t  r e t a i l .  

Volume and Type of Meat Handled 

Chain grocery f i rms  and a f f i l i a t e d  independent o rgan iza t ions  which 

owned o r  s e rv i ced  11 o r  more s t o r e s  accounted f o r  more t han  86 pe rcen t  

of t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat items2! s o l d  dur ing  1974, followed by 

f i rms  wi th  less than 11 s t o r e s  and 1 t o  3 supermarkets w i th  almost  8 

percent  of t h e  t o t a l  (Table 6), Convenience f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  

made up about one-third of  t h e  grocery  s t o r e s  bu t  merchandised less than  

one percent  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat i n  Texas. 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  p r i m a r i l y  f e d  b e e f ,  r ep re sen t ed  almost  40 per- 

cent  of t h e  meat handled by r e t a i l e r s  (Table 6 ) ,  Next i n  importance w e r e  

smoked and cured pork, cow and b u l l  beef and f r e s h  pork. The importance 

of ground meat is unders ta ted  i n  Table  6 s i n c e  much of t h e  cow and b u l l  

beef i s  s o l d  a s  ground meat. Veal and lamb cont inue t o  b e  low volume 

items a t  t h e  Texas re ta i l  l e v e l .  

The kind of meat i t e m s  handled by r e t a i l e r s  i n  1974 r ep re sen t ed  a 

s u b s t a n t i a l  change from 1959 (1) .  T o t a l  beef i n  1959 r ep re sen t ed  31  per-  

cen t  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat i t ems  handled compared wi th  52 per-  

cen t  i n  1974. Calf and v e a l ,  p r i m a r i l y  c a l f ,  made up 23 pe rcen t  of t h e  

t o t a l  i n  1959 compared wi th  8 pe rcen t  i n  1974. The h ighe r  p ropor t i on  

of bee f ,  e s p e c i a l l y  steer and h e i f e r ,  handled by retai lers i n  1974 as 

compared wi th  1959 i s  r e f l e c t i v e  of consumer demands and changing l i v e -  

/"Fresh and processed meat i tems" o r  meat r e f e r s  t o  r e d  meat i t e m s  i n  
t h i s  s tudy .  R e t a i l  connotes i tems s o l d  f o r  home consumption. 



TABLE 6. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VOLUME OF MEAT ITEMS HANDLED, BY SIZE AND TYPE OF FIRM, TEXAS RETAILERS, 
1974Ll 

Type and size of retail firm 

Grocery Convenience Grocery firms Grocery firms Grocery firms 
firms grocery firms with less than with less than with less than 
with with 11 11 stores and 11 stores and 11 stores and 

Kind of 11 or more or more 4 or more 1 to 3 no 
meat stores stores supermarkets supermarkets supermarkets Total 

_ _ _ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ _ _ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  Percent----------------------------------------- 

Steer and heifer beef 32.6 - 2/ 2.4 3.8 .7 39.5 

Cow and bull beef 11.8 21 .4 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb or mutton .3 - 21 - 4/ - 4/ - 41 . 3  

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

51 Ground meat- 

Sausage, variety 
and other 6.8 .2 .3 .9 .3 8.5  

Total 

LIBased on purchased meat items. 

2'Xone reported by respondents interviewed. 

-l'Included in steer and heifer beef. 

4'Less t h a n  - 0 5  p e r c e n t .  



s tock  production p a t t e r n s .  I n  1960, fed  c a t t l e  marketings represented  

s l i g h t l y  more than 51  percent  of t h e  U. S. commercial s l a u g h t e r  com- 

pared with about 77 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  i n  1972 and 1973. I n  1974 

when the  fed  c a t t l e  i ndus t ry  was bu f fe t ed  by high feed g r a i n  p r i c e s ,  

r e l a t i v e l y  low fed  c a t t l e  p r i c e s ,  and i n f l a t i o n a r y  fo rces ,  f ed  c a t t l e  

marketings represented about two-thirds of t o t a l  U. S. commercial beef 

s laughter .  However, by mid 1975 f ed  c a t t l e  marketings represented  

about t he  same propor t ion  of U. S. commercial s l augh te r  a s  they d id  i n  

t h e  e a r l y  1960's.  

When t h e  average volume of meat handled pe r  s t o r e  is analyzed by 

type and s i z e  of s t o r e ,  two i n t e r e s t i n g  observa t ions  become apparent  

(Table 7).  Grocery f i rms  wi th  l e s s  than 11 s t o r e s  and 4 o r  more super- 

markets handled t h e  l a r g e s t  t o t a l  volume of meat p e r  s t o r e  a t  485,000 

pounds, followed c l o s e l y  by f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  handling 

471,000 pounds per  s t o r e .  Firms wi th  4 o r  more supermarkets bu t  less 

than 11 s t o r e s  tended t o  s p e c i a l i z e  most heav i ly  i n  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef ,  a s  t h i s  type of meat represented  more than 55 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  

meat i tems handled by these  s t o r e s  (Table 7) .  However, s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef ,  mostly fed  beef ,  was t h e  most popular type of meat handled by a l l  

r e t a i l  f i rms  and ranged from 38 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  f o r  f i rms  wi th  

more than 11 s t o r e s  t o  55 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  f o r  f i rms  wi th  l e s s  than 

11 s t o r e s  and 4 o r  more supermarkets. 

The per  c a p i t a  f r e s h  and processed red  meat r e t a i l  s a l e s  i n  Texas 

during 1974 were equiva lent  t o  more than 86 pounds pe r  person (Table 8 ) .  

S t ee r  and h e i f e r  bee f ,  pr imar i ly  fed beef ,  l e d  r e t a i l  s a l e s  volume wi th  

34 pounds per  person. Next i n  importance were smoked and cured pork, 



I/ TABLE 7. VOLUME OF MEAT HANDLED PER RETAIL STORE, BY TYPE AND SIZE OF FIRM, AND KIND OF MEAT, TEXAS, 1974- 
- - - 

Type and size of retail firm 

Kind of 
meat 

Regular 
grocery 
firms 
with 

11 or more 
stores 

Convenience Grocery firms Grocery firms Grocery firms 
grocery firms with less than with less than with less than 

with 11 11 stores and 11 stores and 11 stores and 
or more 4 or more 1 to 3 no 
stores supermarkets supermarkets supermarkets 

----------------------------------------pounds---------------------------------- 

Steer and heifer beef 178,091 - 21 268,482 93,061 13,020 

Cow and bull beef 64,515 2/ 46,310 6,779 2,716 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb or mutton 

Fresh pork 50,276 - 2/ 33,090 22,249 2,736 

Cured pork 67,176 170 43,497 20,006 2,456 

Ground meat 31,136 1 1,215 14,793 336 

Sausage, variety 
and other 37,206 955 35,661 22,960 4,966 

Total 471,213 1,126 485,352 191,799 

L/Based on purchased meat items. ..\ . . . 

2/~one reported by respondents interviewed. 

2/Included in steer and heifer beef. 



Table 8. ESTIMATED PER CAPITA FRES AND PROCESSED RED MEAT RETAIL GROCERY 
17 SALES, BY K I N D  OF MEAT, TEXAS, 1974- 

Beef Smoked Sausage, 
S tee r  Cow Lamb and v a r i e t y  
and and o r  Fresh cured Ground and 

Item h e i f e r  b u l l  Calf Veal mutton pork pork m e a z /  o t h e r  Total  

Per 

34.1 10.9 7.2 .I . 3  9 .1  11.8 5.5 7.3 86.3 

L/The Texas population was projec ted  t o  be 12,050,000 i n  Current Populat ion 
Reports, Population Estimates and Pro jec t ions ,  S e r i e s  P-25, No. 533, Bureau 
of Census, October 1974. 

2/The various meat i t e m s  a r e  shown i n  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  purchased form. Tota l  
per cap i t a  ground meat s a l e s  were est imated t o  be 22.8 pounds a f t e r  cow and 
b u l l  beef and trimmings from o the r  f r e s h  meats were converted t o  ground meat. 

?/with the  exception of smoked and cured pork, ground meat, and sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o ther  meats, volume d a t a  f o r  t h e  var ious  meat i tems were est imated by 
r e t a i l e r s  mostly on a  carcass  weight bas i s .  However, r e t a i l e r s  obtained 
varying proport ion of t h e i r  f r e s h  meats i n  non-carcass form o r  c u t s  a s  shown 
i n  Table 14. 



TABLE 9. ESTIMATED U .  S. GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR MEAT SOLD, BY KIND OF MEAT, TEXAS 
TAILERS, 1974 

U. S, grade o r  grade equ iva l en t  

Kind of 
meat 

U. S.  Choice U.  S.  U .  S.  U. S. Commercial 
o r  h ighe r  Good s tandar&i  and lowerg1 

RE- 

Total 

............................ Percent------------------------ 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  78.9 19.3 1 . 8  - 3/ IUU. u 

Cow and b u l l  beef  .1 2.0 18.7 79.2 

Calf  17.5 75.6 4.6 2 .3  1UU. b 

Veal 72.3 8 .7  -- 31 19.0 

Lamb 87.4 - 31 - 31 12.6 

41 Ground meat- .2 .7 31 99 .1  IUU. u 
- 

L'The lamb and mutton i s  U. S. U t i l i t y .  There is  no U, S. Standard f o r  b u l l  beef .  

2 1 ~ h e  lamb and mutton i s  U.  S. C u l l .  There is  no commercial grade f o r  c a l f  o r  veal  

 one repor t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

k l ~ r a d e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  is based on purchased ground meat. 



cow and b u l l  bee f ,  f r e s h  pork,  and c a l f .  Lamb and v e a l  have been and 

cont inue t o  be  low s a l e s  volume i t e m s  i n  Texas r e t a i l  s t o r e s .  

Qual i ty  of Meat Handled and Grading P r a c t i c e s  Employed 

Almost 80 percent  o f  t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef s o l d  by Texas re- 

t a i l e r s  i n  1974 w a s  equ iva l en t  i n  q u a l i t y  t o  U. S. Choice o r  h i g h e r  

(Table 9 ) ,  compared wi th  67 pe rcen t  i n  1964 ( 2 ) .  Although c a t t l e  f eede r s  

c u r t a i l e d  much of t h e i r  feed ing  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  l a t te r  p a r t  of 1974 

and much of 1975 as a r e s u l t  of  unfavorable  feed ing  c o n d i t i o n s ,  t h e s e  

da t a  r e f l e c t  a g e n e r a l l y  l a r g e r  supply of  f ed  beef a v a i l a b l e  f o r  s l a u g h t e r  

i n  1974 and a g r e a t e r  emphasis on h igh  q u a l i t y  beef by r e t a i l e r s .  

More than th ree - fou r th s  of t h e  c a l f  was es t imated  t o  be  U. S. Good, 

while  v e a l  and lamb were p r i m a r i l y  U. S. Choice o r  h ighe r .  Cow and b u l l  

bee f ,  which is  s o l d  p r i m a r i l y  as ground meat o r  sausage i t e m s ,  was pre- 

dominantly U. S. Commercial o r  lower,  a s  was f r e s h  meat purchased as 

ground meat. 

The q u a l i t y  of meat handled by d i f f e r e n t  s i z e  groups of r e t a i l  f i rms  

revealed two d i s t i n c t  p a t t e r n s .  R e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  and 

those  wi th  less than  11 s t o r e s  b u t  4 o r  more supermarkets handled gen- 

e r a l l y  a similar q u a l i t y  of meat i t e m s  (Appendix Tables  1 and 2 ) .  Approxi- 

mately 90 percent  of t h e  steer and h e i f e r  beef handled by t h e s e  f i rms  

was es t imated  t o  be  equ iva l en t  t o  U. S. Choice o r  h ighe r .  Other q u a l i t y  

s i m i l a r i t i e s  were noted f o r  c a l f ,  lamb, and ground meat i t e m s .  In con- 

t r a s t  t o  t h e  two l a r g e r  types  of r e ta i l  f i rms ,  r e t a i l e r s  w i th  less than  

11 s t o r e s  bu t  1 t o  3 supermarkets and a l s o  t hose  w i th  no supermarkets 

handled gene ra l l y  a s i m i l a r  q u a l i t y  of m e a t  i t e m s  (Appendix Tables  3 and 

4 ) .  This  p a t t e r n  w a s  e s p e c i a l l y  t r u e  f o r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef  where 

t h e  two sma l l e r  types  of r e t a i l  f i rms  emphasized U.  S. Good. 



R e t a i l e r s  est imated t h a t  85 percent  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

and lamb were r o l l e d  wi th  U. S. grades (Table l o ) ,  This was genera l ly  

a n t i c i p a t e d  s i n c e  s t e e r s ,  h e i f e r s ,  and lambs genera l ly  undergo a feed- 

ing  o r  f i n i s h i n g  process be fo re  s l augh te r .  However, most of t h e  c a l f ,  

cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  and v e a l  were a l s o  r o l l e d  wi th  U. S. grades. The 

purchased ground meat was gene ra l ly  ungraded, U ,  S. grades a r e  not  

used f o r  pork i tems,  b u t  many pork i tems a r e  s o l d  under a packer o r  

r e t a i l  brand, R e t a i l e r s  repor ted  t h a t  almost 80 percent  of t h e  f r e s h  

pork was unbranded, whi le  two-thirds of t h e  smoked and cured pork 

c a r r i e d  e i t h e r  a packer o r  r e t a i l e r  brand. R e t a i l e r s  repor ted  a s i m -  

i l a r  branding p a t t e r n  f o r  f r e s h  and cured pork i n  1960, while  l e s s  than 

two-thirds of t h e  t o t a l  beef and c a l f ,  and about 4 3  percent  of t h e  lamb 

were r o l l e d  wi th  f e d e r a l  grades a t  t h a t  t ime ( I ) ,  Most of t h e  rernain- 

i n g  bee f ,  c a l f ,  and lamb were packer branded i n  1960, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  

1974 when only small propor t ions  of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef and c a l f  were 

packer branded. 

Type of grading o r  marking by va r ious  s i z e  groups of r e t a i l  f i rms  

r e v e a l s  t h a t  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  c a l f  and lamb were r o l l e d  predom- 

i n a n t l y  wi th  U ,  S. grades by a l l  f i rms  (Appendix Tables 5 ,  6 ,  7 ,  and 8) .  

The propor t ion  of cow and b u l l  beef r o l l e d  wi th  f e d e r a l  grades decl ined 

a s  f i r m  s i z e  decreased. Branding p a t t e r n s  f o r  pork items were gen- 

e r a l l y  s i m i l a r  f o r  most r e t a i l  f i rms wi th  t h e  major i ty  of t h e  f r e s h  

pork ungraded, whi le  smoked and cured pork was mostly packer o r  r e t a i l e r  

branded. 

Cent ra l ized  Fabr i ca t ion  and Processing 

One-third of t h e  t o t a l  meat handled by Texas r e t a i l e r s  during 1974 



TABLE 10. TYPE OF GRADING OR MARKING FOR FRESH AND PROCESSED MEAT, BY KIND OF 
?EAT, TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 

Type of g rad ing  o r  marking 

U. S. graded 
Kind of U. S. P r i v a t e  and Not graded 
meat graded brand11 p r i v a t e  brand o r  branded T o t a l  - 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 83.8 10.0 4.9 1 . 3  100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef 67.3 .4 21 - 32.3 100.0 

Calf 74.6 3.2 12.9 9.3 100.0 

Veal 58.8 21 - - 21 41.2 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton 85.0 3 .1  21 - 11.9 100.0 

31 Ground meat- 

Fresh pork 4/  - 22.2 - 4/  77.8 100.0 

Cured pork 41 - 67.7 - 41 32.3 100.0 

l 'packer o r  r e ta i l  brand. 

llNone r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

2'Purchased a s  ground meat. 

blFresh and cured pork a r e  n o t  U. S. graded. 



w a s  processed i n  a c e n t r a l i z e d  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r  be fo re  s t o r e  door 

d e l i v e r y .  R e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  accounted f o r  90 percent  

of t h e  meat processed through retai ler-owned o r  c o n t r o l l e d  c e n t r a l  ware- 

house and f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .  These f i rms  r epo r t ed  t h a t  almost 40 

pe rcen t  of t h e  steer and h e i f e r  beef and 30 pe rcen t  of t h e  c a l f  s o l d  by 

t h e i r  s t o r e s  w e r e  warehoused and processed through t h e i r  c e n t r a l i z e d  

meat f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r s .  Much of t h i s  steer and h e i f e r  beef and c a l f  

was warehoused f o r  f u r t h e r  ag ing  and then  processed i n t o  saw-ready c u t s  

f o r  s t o r e  door d e l i v e r y .  More than  two-thirds of t h e  cow and b u l l  beef 

was processed through a c e n t r a l i z e d ,  re ta i ler-owned f a b r i c a t i o n  cen t e r .  

Cow and b u l l  beef  i s  g e n e r a l l y  processed i n t o  ground meat f o r  s t o r e  door 

d e l i v e r y  i n  I-, 2-, 3- and 5-pound chubs. Fresh pork was gene ra l l y  no t  

processed through c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r s ,  a l though about 

one-third of  t h e  smoked and cured pork s o l d  a t  t h e  r e t a i l  l e v e l  moved 

through c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r s  f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  s l i c i n g  

and packaging. Approximately 40 pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  meat purchased a s  

ground meat was reground and/or  repackaged i n t o  r e t a i l - s i z e d  packages 

a t  c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r s  b e f o r e  s t o r e  door de l ive ry .  

Sources of Meat Suppl ies  

The geographic  sou rces  of meat purchases  by r e t a i l e r s ,  as w e l l  a s  

sources  of meat by type of s u p p l i e r ,  v a r i e d  by type  of meat and s i z e  of 

r e t a i l  f i rm.  However, retailers were dependent on Texas packers  f o r  t h e  

v a s t  ma jo r i t y  of t h e i r  f r e s h  and processed meat s u p p l i e s .  

Geographic Sources of Meat Purchases  

I n  1974, Texas r e t a i l e r s  purchased almost  80 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  t o t a l  



red meat requirements from Texas sources (Table 11) ;  compared wi th  83 

percent  i n  1959 (1) .  Texas s u p p l i e r s  were major sources  f o r  a l l  types  

of meat i t e m s  except lamb and f r e s h  pork. Texas r e t a i l e r s  obtained 75 

percent  of t h e i r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef wi th in  t h e  s t a t e  and r e l i e d  p r i -  

mari ly on Kansas-Nebraska and Iowa f o r  inshipments of s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef.  P r a c t i c a l l y  a l l  of t h e  c a l f ,  cow, and b u l l  meat came from Texas 

supp l i e r s .  ~ o w a ' w a s  t h e  major source  of v e a l  purchases from out-of- 

s t a t e  sources.  Most of t h e  f r e s h  pork was obta ined  from out -of -s ta te  

supp l i e r s  t o  t h e  n o r t h  of Texas s i n c e  Texas supp l i e s  a r e  o f t e n  inade- 

quate t o  meet t h e  r e t a i l  requirements.  Some r e t a i l e r s  a l s o  expressed a 

preference f o r  f r e s h  pork produced i n  t h e  Corn Bel t  because they be l ieved  

t h e  f l a v o r  and t e x t u r e  of t h i s  pork was p re fe r r ed  by t h e i r  customers. 

Lamb inshipments o r ig ina ted  p r imar i ly  from Colorado and Oklahoma, whi le  

"other s t a t e s "  cons is ted  p r imar i ly  of South Dakota and inshipments from 

New Zealand d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Texas is  a lamb-exporting s t a t e .  

Geographic sources of meat purchases by s i z e  of r e t a i l  f i rm  revea l s  

t h a t  a s  t h e  s i z e  of r e t a i l  f i rms  dec l ined ,  they became more dependent on 

Texas sources f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i tems (Appendix Tables 9 ,  10,  

11, and 12) .  The l a r g e r  r e t a i l  f i rms ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those wi th  11 o r  more 

s t o r e s ,  accounted f o r  most of t h e  inshipments of f r e s h  and processed 

meat i tems such a s  v e a l ,  lamb, and f r e s h  pork. Colorado and Oklahoma 

w e r e  important out -of -s ta te  sources f o r  lamb f o r  r e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  l e s s  

than 11 s t o r e s .  

Type of Meat Suppl ie r  

Packers supplied more than 96 percent  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed red  

meat items so ld  by Texas r e t a i l e r s  i n  1974 (Table 12) ,  a 10-percent i n -  



TABLE 11. GEOGRAPHIC SOURCE OF MEAT PURCHASED, BY KIND OF MEAT, TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 
- 

Geographic s o u r c e  

Kind o f  
meat 

- - 

Okla- New Kansas- Colo- Other  
Texas homa Mexico Nebraska r a d o  Iowa states Total  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee f  75.2 .1 3.7 6 .6  1 .4  6 .4  6.6 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  bee f  99 .1  -- 11 - 11 - I/ - 1/ .9  100.0 

Calf  99.4  1! - 11 -- 11 - 11 11 . 6 ,  100.0 

Veal 56.7 -.. 11 -- 1/ - 11 43 .3  11 100.0 

Lamb o r  mut ton 31.4 12.7  - 11 6 . 8  16 .4  .8 31.9 100.0 

Fresh  pork  40.6 9 .9  3.2 19.6 - I/ 16.2  1 0 . 5  100.0 

Cured pork  86.6 1 .0  1 . 2  4 . 1  - 21 2.4 4.7 100.0 

Sausage v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  86.0 . 3  1.1 2.7 11 4.4 5.5 100.0 

T o t a l  

l l ~ o n e  r e p o r t e d  by r e s p o n d e n t s  i n t e r v i e w e d  . 
?/Less t h a n  .05 p e r c e n t .  



TABLE 12. SOURCE OF MEAT, BY TYPE OF SUPPLIER AND K I N D  OF MEAT, TEXAS 
RETAILERS, 1974 

-- 

Type of s u p p l i e r  

Kind of 
meat 

Packer Wholesale 
Branch d i s t r i b u t o r  

Packer House or  jobber  Other To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 98.0 1 .2  . 8  11 - 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef 98.3 - 7  .8  2 100.0 

Calf 99.9 .1 1/ - - 11 100.0 

Veal 100.0 11 - - I/ - 11 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton 98.7 11 - 1 . 3  - 11 100.0 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  85.7 . 3  8 .4  5.6 100.0 

To ta l  96.2 1 .0  2 . 3  .5 100.0 
- 
L / ~ o n e  r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

?/Less than .05 percent .  



c r e a s e  over  1959 (1). The remaining m e a t  i t e m s  o r i g i n a t e d  most ly  from 

wholesa le  meat d i s t r i b u t o r s  o r  jobbers  and packer  branch houses.  

Grocery f i rms  w i t h  11 o r  more s t o r e s  r e l i e d  almost e n t i r e l y  on 

packers  f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat items (Appendix Table  13 ) .  However, 

g rocery  f i rms  w i th  l e s s  t han  I1 s t o r e s  purchased s u b s t a n t i a l  q u a n t i t i e s  

of some meat i t ems ,  such a s  lamb, f r e s h  pork,  cured pork and sausage,  

and v a r i e t y  meat i t ems  from wholesa le  d i s t r i b u t o r s  and jobbers  (Appendix 

Tables  14 ,  1 5 ,  and 1 6 ) .  

R e t a i l e r s  g e n e r a l l y  d i d  n o t  r e l y  on b roke r s  f o r  o b t a i n i n g  f r e s h  and 

processed  meat i t ems ,  bu t  l o c a l  sales r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  arranged f o r  t h e  

d e l i v e r y  of  about  14  pe rcen t  of t h e  meat i t e m s  merchandised by Texas re- 

t a i l e r s  du r ing  1974 (Table 13 ) .  Loca l  s a l e s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  supp l i ed  more 

than  46 pe rcen t  of  t h e  v e a l  s o l d  by Texas r e t a i l e r s  i n  1974. However, 

s u b s t a n t i a l  p r o p o r t i o n s  of  a l l  t ypes  of f r e s h  and processed meat items, 

w i th  t h e  except ion  of  cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  were supp l i ed  t o  Texas r e t a i l e r s  

by l o c a l  sales r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  

Form of Meat Purchases  and S a l e s  

Form of Meat Purchases  

Form of meat purchases  h a s  changed s u b s t a n t i a l l y  f o r  some meat i t e m s  

du r ing  t h e  las t  decade as a r e s u l t  of  t e chno log i ca l  improvements i n  f i l m  

wrapping, vacuum packaging,  and boxed meat programs. R e t a i l e r s  esti- 

mated t h a t  two-thirds  o r  more of  t h e i r  t o t a l  b e e f ,  c a l f ,  v e a l  and lamb 

was purchased i n  c a r c a s s  form du r ing  1974 (Table 1 4 ) .  This  was no t  a 

sha rp  change from 1959 when Texas r e t a i l e r s  ob t a ined  69 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  

b e e f ,  8 1  p e r c e n t  of  t h e i r  c a l f  and v e a l ,  and 89 pe rcen t  of t h e i r  lamb 



TABLE 13. PERCENT OF MEAT PURCHASED THROUGH BROKERS AND LOCAL PACKER 
SALE REPRESENTATIVES. BY KIND OF MEAT, TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 

Kind of 
meat Brokers 

Local  sale 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  

To ta l  

L/None r epo r t ed  by respondents  interviewed.  

TABLE 14. FORM OF MEAT PURCHASED, BY KIND OF MEAT, TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 

Form of meat purchased 

Kind of 
meat 

Sub- R e t a i l  
Carcass  Quar te rs  Pr imals  pr imals  c u t s  0the&/ To ta l  

.......................... Percent--------------------.------ 

S t ee r  and h e i f e r  beef 65.9 8 .8  15.2 10 .1  21 - 21 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef 60.7 2 .1  .1 .9 21 - 36.2 100.0 

Calf 88.1 2.8 9 . 1  2 / - - 2 / - 21' 100.0 

Veal 82-7  17 .3  21 -. 21 - 21 -- 21 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton: 77.4 .6 13.2 21 - 2/ 8.8 100.0 

Fresh pork .8  - 21 79.0 19.6 .6  21 - 100.0 
- .- 

L1goneless. 

2/None repor ted  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  



and mutton i n  ca rcas s  form, while  76 percent  of t h e  f r e s h  pork was pur- 

chased i n  t h e  form of pr imal  c u t s  (1) .  S t ee r  and h e i f e r  beef not  pur- 

chased a s  ca rcas s  beef i n  1974 was purchased i n  t h e  form of q u a r t e r s ,  

p r imals ,  and subprimals ,  whi le  t h e  noncarcass cow and b u l l  beef was pur- 

chased a s  boneless  beef .  Noncarcass v e a l  was obtained pr imar i ly  i n  

q u a r t e r s ,  whereas lamb was obtained mostly i n  pr imal  cu t s .  Almost 80 

percent  of t h e  f r e s h  pork was bought a s  pr imal  c u t s  wi th  t h e  remaining 

volume c o n s i s t i n g  p r imar i ly  of subprimals.  These r e s u l t s  r evea l  t h a t  t h e  

form of meat purchases by r e t a i l  f i rms changed only s l i g h t l y  during 

1959-74, bu t  t h e  form i n  which meat i s  handled i n t e r n a l l y  has changed 

considerably v i a  c e n t r a l i z e d  r e t a i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  cen te r s .  

Although some v a r i a t i o n  e x i s t e d  i n  t h e  form of meat purchases among 

varying s i z e  groups of r e t a i l  f i rms ,  grocery f i rms wi th  11 o r  more 

s t o r e s  purchased a s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l a r g e r  propor t ion  of t h e i r  cow and b u l l  

beef i n  ca rcas s  form than  did sma l l e r  r e t a i l  f i rms  (Appendix Tables 17, 

18,  19,  and 20). Cent ra l ized  warehousing and f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  

were gene ra l ly  more prominent a t  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s ;  conse- 

quent ly ,  t hese  f i rms  a r e  o f t e n  a b l e  t o  accrue savings by f a b r i c a t i n g  cow 

and b u l l  carcasses  a t  t h e i r  c e n t r a l i z e d  f a b r i c a t i o n  cen te r s .  

The increased  purchases of pr imals  and subprimals during 1974 com- 

pared wi th  1959 may be a t t r i b u t e d  l a r g e l y  t o  t h e  advent of boxed meat 

programs. Boxed meat purchases by r e t a i l e r s  were confined t o  s t e e r  and 

h e i f e r  bee f ,  cow and b u l l  bee f ,  lamb, and f r e s h  pork (Table 15) .  Almost 

44 percent  of t h e  f r e s h  pork handled by Texas r e t a i l e r s  was purchased a s  

boxed meat, followed by boneless  cow and b u l l  beef wi th  27 percent .  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  boxed meat purchases represented  l e s s  than 16 percent  

of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef merchandised. 



TABLE 15, PERCENT OF MEAT PURCHASED AS BOXED MEAT, BY KIND OF MEAT, 
TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 

Kind of m e a t  

S t e e r  and Cow and Fresh  
I t e m  h e i f e r  beef b u l l  beef  Calf  Veal Lamb pork 

Boxed meat 
purchases  15.6 27.4 - 1/ - I/ 21.4 43.6 

-&one r epo r t ed  by respondents  in te rv iewed.  

Form of Meat Sa l e s  

Fresh and processed m e a t  i t e m s  a r e  merchandised almost  e x c l u s i v e l y  

i n  t h e  form of r e t a i l  c u t s  o r  ground meat by r e t a i l e r s  (Table 1 6 ) .  How- 

e v e r ,  smal l  volumes of steer and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  about  2 p e r c e n t ,  were s o l d  

t o  consumers a s  home f r e e z e r  o r  l ocke r  bee f .  The remaining 98 p e r c e n t  

was merchandised a s  r e t a i l  c u t s  o r  ground meat. Ground meat may accumu- 

l a t e  from h ighe r  q u a l i t y  c u t s  as a r e s u l t  of t r i m  and from r e t a i l  c u t s  

t h a t  occas iona l l y  a r e  "slow-movers" i n  t h e  r e t a i l  counte r .  This  is 

evidenced by t h e  p ropo r t i on  of ground meat emanating from steer and 

h e i f e r  b e e f ,  c a l f ,  v e a l ,  and lamb. Cow and b u l l  beef  i s  g e n e r a l l y  pur- 

chased by r e t a i l e r s  f o r  convers ion i n t o  ground meat. T o t a l  ground meat 

s a l e s  consequent ly  r ep re sen t ed  about  26 pe rcen t  of  t h e  t o t a l  f r e s h  and 

processed meat i t e m s  s o l d  by Texas retailers. 
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More than  55 pe rcen t  o f  t h e  ground meat s o l d  by r e t a i l e r s  con ta ined  

a l e a n  t o  f a t  r a t i o  ranging  from 70 t o  79 pe rcen t  (Table  1 7 ) .  Most of 

t h e  remaining ground meat conta ined  a l e a n  t o  f a t  r a t i o  of 80 t o  89 per-  

cen t .  Ground meat w i th  t ex tu red  vege t ab l e  p r o t e i n  (TVP) r ep re sen t ed  

s l i g h t l y  more t han  7 pe rcen t  of t h e  t o t a l  ground meat sales. 

TABLE 1% PERCENT OF GROUND MEAT SALES, BY LEAN FIEAT TO FAT 
RATIO, AND PERCENT OF GROUND MEAT CONTAINI?JG TEXTURED VEGE-- 
TABLE PROTEIN (TVP), TEXAS RETAILERS, 1974 

- - - - - - 

I tem Pe rcen t  

Lean t o  f a t  r a t i o :  

70 t o  79 pe rcen t  

80 t o  89 pe rcen t  

90 pe rcen t  o r  more - 6.0 

To ta l  100.0 

Ground meat s a l e s  wi th  TVP 

Purchasing and S e l l i n g  P r a c t i c e s  

Meat buying p r a c t i c e s  of r e t a i l  f i rms  v a r i e d  by t ype  and s i z e  of 

f i rm  and a l s o  by kind of meat purchased. P r i c i n g  p r a c t i c e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

g ross  margins ,  frequency of s p e c i a l s ,  and amount of markdown from regu- 

lar p r i c e s  dur ing  s p e c i a l s  a l s o  v a r i e d  cons ide rab ly  by t ype  and s i z e  of 

f i rm and kind of meat. 

Meat purchasing P r a c t i c e s  

Texas r e t a i l  f i rms  purchased f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s  on a s t r i c t  



s p e c i f i c a t i o n  b a s i s .  For example, t y p i c a l  s t e e r  beef s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  

dur ing  1974 were c a r c a s s  weigh ts  ranging from 600 t o  700 pounds, U.S.D.A. 

Choice, and y i e l d  grades  2  o r  3. Some r e t a i l e r s  r e j e c t e d  a l l  ca r ca s se s  

n o t  s e l e c t e d  o r  approved by t h e i r  buyer ,  wh i l e  o t h e r s  r e l i e d  on s u p p l i e r s  

t o  d e l i v e r  accord ing  t o  p r e sc r ibed  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  The o v e r a l l  c a r ca s s  

weight  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  steers ranged from 550 t o  800 pounds w i th  some 

f i rms  s p e c i f y i n g  c a r c a s s  weigh ts  w i t h i n  50-pound ranges.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

numerous r e t a i l  grade s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  inc luded  e i t h e r  t h e  t o p ,  t h e  middle,  

o r  t h e  lower one- th i rd  of t h e  s p e c i f i e d  grade.  Although t h e  predominant 

m a j o r i t y  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  s p e c i f i e d  U.  S. Choice,  t hose  accep t ing  U. S. 

Good g e n e r a l l y  d i d  n o t  a ccep t  c a r c a s s e s  y ie ld-grad ing  lower than U. S. 

2 ,  wh i l e  a c c e p t a b l e  weight  ranges  f o r  such ca r ca s se s  were o f t e n  100 

pounds l i g h t e r  than  U. S. Choice steer c a r c a s s e s .  While some of t h e  car-  

c a s s e s  q u a l i t y  g rad ing  U.  S. Good w e r e  h e i f e r s ,  many r e t a i l e r s '  spec i -  

f i c a t i o n s  d i d  n o t  i nc lude  h e i f e r s .  Those c a r c a s s e s  n o t  meeting r e t a i l e r  

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  were r e j e c t e d  upon d e l i v e r y .  

Calf s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  by r e t a i l e r s  g e n e r a l l y  cen te red  on U. S. Good, 

b u t  weight  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  v a r i e d  widely a s  d i d  r e t a i l e r s '  d e f i n i t i o n s  of 

c a l f .  For example, t h e  average  low and h igh  c a r c a s s  weight range f o r  

c a l f  v a r i e d  from 290 t o  360 pounds, wh i l e  t h e  o v e r a l l  range va r i ed  from 

225 t o  425 pounds. 

The average  c a r c a s s  weight s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  lamb ranged from 45 

t o  55 pounds, and t h e  grade s p e c i f i e d  was U .  S. Choice o r  h igher .  The 

o v e r a l l  weigh ts  s p e c i f i e d  f o r  lamb by Texas r e t a i l e r s  v a r i e d  from 35 t o  

70 pounds dur ing  1974. 

Pork s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  inc luded  weight  ranges  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  c u t s  and 

t r i m .  The t r i m  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  used most o f t e n  was "1/4 i nch  o r  l e s s  f a t  



covering,"  wi th  some r e t a i l e r s  a ccep t ing  a 1/2-inch o r  less f a t  cover ing  

whi le  o t h e r s  s p e c i f i e d  a r e g u l a r  t r i m .  Weights s p e c i f i e d  most o f t e n  f o r  

pork c u t s  were l o i n s ,  1 4  t o  17  pounds; b u t t s ,  4  t o  8 pounds; s p a r e r i b s ,  

about evenly d iv ided  a t  3 pounds o r  less and 3 t o  5 pounds; f r e s h  hams, 

1 4  t o  17 pounds; p i c n i c s ,  6 t o  8 pounds; and smoked hams, 17  t o  20 

pounds. 

The ma jo r i t y  of t h e  re ta i l  f i rms  were dependent upon two t o  f i v e  

s u p p l i e r s  f o r  f r e s h  meats,  b u t  most acknowledged u s ing  two t o  t h r e e  

t imes a s  many s u p p l i e r s  f o r  nonf resh  meat i t ems .  S l i g h t l y  more t han  52 

percen t  of t h e  retailers acqui red  t h e i r  t o t a l  m e a t  i t ems  from 2 t o  5 

s u p p l i e r s ,  21  percen t  used 6 t o  10  s u p p l i e r s ,  21  pe rcen t  r e l i e d  on 11 

t o  20 s u p p l i e r s ,  and t h e  remaining 6 pe rcen t  used more than  20 s u p p l i e r s .  

Almost a l l  r e t a i l e r s  used a t  l e a s t  2 s u p p l i e r s  f o r  t h e i r  f r e s h  

meats t o  a s s u r e  adequate  s u p p l i e s ,  c o n s i s t e n t  q u a l i t y ,  and compe t i t i ve  

p r i c e s .  Some r e t a i l e r s  acknowledged us ing  one primary s u p p l i e r  f o r  

bee f ,  bu t  they  o f t e n  purchased some beef from a secondary s u p p l i e r  t o  

a s su re  themselves of a backup supply source  a s  t h e  need a ro se .  

R e t a i l e r s  g e n e r a l l y  acqui red  nonf resh  o r  p rocessed  m e a t  i t e m s  from 

8 t o  20 s u p p l i e r s .  Dependency upon a  g r e a t e r  number of s u p p l i e r s  f o r  

nonfresh meats compared w i th  f r e s h  meat is g e n e r a l l y  a r e s u l t  of  t h e  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of r e l a t i v e l y  l a r g e r  number of brands and s p e c i a l t y  i t e m s  

i n  t h e  nonfresh meat l i n e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  l onge r  s h e l f  l i f e ,  o r  

r e l a t i v e l y  g r e a t e r  n o n p e r i s h a b i l i t y  of nonf resh  meats ,  a l lows  r e t a i l e r s  

t o  o f f e r  a  wider  a r r a y  of nonf resh  meat i t ems  as w e l l  a s  g r e a t e r  mer- 

chandis ing f l e x i b i l i t y  . 
When r e t a i l e r s  were asked who " s e t s  o r  determines"  t h e  p r i c e s  t hey  

pay f o r  f r e s h  o r  processed meat i t ems ,  responses  v a r i e d  accord ing  t o  



s i z e  and t ype  of r e t a i l  f i rm.  More than  t h r ee - fou r th s  of  t h e  l a r g e r  re- 

t a i l  f i r m s ,  t h o s e  w i t h  11 o r  more s t o r e s  and a l s o  t h o s e  w i th  l e s s  than 

11 s t o r e s  and 4 o r  more supermarkets ,  acknowledged u s ing  t h e  ' ~ a t i d n a l  

P rov i s ione r  "Yellow Sheet" e i t h e r  a s  a  p r i c i n g  guide o r  a s  a  d i r e c t  

formula b a s i s  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e i r  purchase p r i c e .  P r i c e s  based on a  

formula b a s i s  as r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  Yellow Sheet  g e n e r a l l y  s p e c i f i e d  

(1) F.O.B. p o i n t  of  o r i g i n ,  ( 2 )  a  s p e c i f i e d  v a l u e  above t h e  Yellow 

Sheet by k ind  of meat i t e m  (normally i n  c e n t s  p e r  pound), and (3) a  

s p e c i f i e d  c l o s i n g  d a t e  such as, f o r  example, Tuesday. Formula p r i c i n g  

was g e n e r a l l y  n e g o t i a t e d  on a  c a r c a s s  weight  b a s i s ,  on a  ca r load  t r a d i n g  

p r i c e ,  o r  on weigh ts  of s p e c i f i e d  c u t s .  R e t a i l e r s  o f t e n  a l s o  used t h e  

Yellow Shee t  a s  a p r i c i n g  guide i n  purchas ing  meat under  t h e  " o f f e r  and 

acceptance" method. Th i s  method h a s  been f a i r l y  common throughout t h e  

meat i n d u s t r y  f o r  s e v e r a l  decades (1 ,  3 ) .  Under t h i s  method, packers  

p rov ide  cha in s  w i t h  a  p r i c e  l ist  by type  of meat f o r  t h e  fo l lowing  week 

on a  weekly b a s i s .  Meat s u p e r v i s o r s  of t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  o b t a i n  esti- 

mates  from i n d i v i d u a l  s t o r e  m e a t  managers concerning t h e  q u a l i t y  and 

q u a n t i t i e s  of  meat r equ i r ed  and p l a c e  o r d e r s  w i th  t h e  packers  quot ing  

t h e  lowest  o r  b e s t  p r i c e  f o r  d e l i v e r y  on s p e c i f i e d  d a t e s .  

The s m a l l e r  r e t a i l e r s ,  t h o s e  w i th  l e s s  than  11 s t o r e s  and 1 t o  3  

supermarkets  o r  no supermarke ts ,  a lmost  u n i v e r s a l l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  packers  

o r  who le sa l e r s  s e t  t h e  purchase p r i c e  f o r  t h e i r  meat i t ems .  Although 

t h e s e  r e t a i l e r s  have acces s  t o  w i r e  s e r v i c e  p r i c e  in format ion  i n  t h e i r  

s u p p l i e r s '  o f f i c e s ,  t hey  g e n e r a l l y  d i d  n o t  c i t e  t h e  U. S. Department of 

Agr i cu l t u r e  o r  o t h e r  t y p e s  of commercial p r i c e  in format ion  sources  a s  a  

p r i c i n g  guide.  



Meat S e l l i n g  P r a c t i c e s  

More than  70 pe rcen t  of t h e  Texas retailers used a predetermined 

markup t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i c e s  f o r  t h e i r  f r e s h  and processed i t e m s  du r ing  

1974. R e t a i l e r s  gene ra l l y  do n o t  u s e  a  c o n s i s t e n t  markup on a l l  items 

but  a t tempt  t o  ach ieve  a composite d e s i r e d  g ros s  margin. Most of t h e s e  

r e t a i l e r s  r e l i e d  on d e t a i l e d  c u t t i n g  t e s t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a c t u a l  c o s t s  

f o r  f r e s h  meat i t e m s  be fo re  determining o r  s e t t i n g  t h e i r  s a l e s  p r i c e .  

Cut t ing  tests a l s o  provide  r e t a i l e r s  w i th  information concerning t r i m  

l o s s  and sh r ink .  R e t a i l e r s  who d i d  n o t  u se  c u t t i n g  tests r e l i e d  p r i -  

mar i ly  on t h e i r  de l i ve red  c o s t  as a b a s i s  f o r  determining sales p r i c e s .  

R e t a i l e r s  n o t  u s ing  predetermined markups t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i c e s  f o r  t h e i r  

meat i tems s t a t e d  t h a t  market compet i t ion and movement of t h e  va r ious  

meat i tems were t h e i r  major g u i d e l i n e s  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  s a l e s  p r i c e s .  

Margins by Texas r e t a i l e r s  f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s  

3/ va r i ed  by type  of meat i t e m .  For example, composite g ros s  margins- 

on heavy beef averaged about 22 pe rcen t  and ranged from 1 8  t o  30 per- 

cen t .  These r e s u l t s  are similar t o  t hose  d i scovered  by F a r r i s  i n  a 

s tudy  of r e a l i z e d  r e t a i l  margins f o r  meat and beef i n  l a r g e  U. S. re- 

t a i l  food cha ins  ( 4 ) .  The v a r i a t i o n  i n  markups f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  type  

of meat, such a s  b e e f ,  i s  o f t e n  due t o  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  regard ing  t r i m ,  

weight of t h e  c a r c a s s ,  sex ,  o r  type  of c u t  merchandised. Gross margins 

on c a l f  averaged 23 percent  wi th  a  range of 18  t o  30 p e r c e n t ,  f r e s h  

pork margins averaged 23 pe rcen t  and ranged from 20 t o  30 pe rcen t .  Mar- 

g in s  on smoked and cured products  averaged 25 pe rcen t  wi th  a  range of 

' G r o s s  margin = s a l e s  minus c o s t  of goods s o l d  d iv ided  by s a l e s .  
Markup = s a l e s  minus c o s t  of goods s o l d  d iv ided  by c o s t  of goods s o l d .  



20 t o  33 pe rcen t .  The margins on processed  and v a r i e t y  meat i tems 

o t h e r  than  smoked and cured p roduc t s  averaged about  30 pe rcen t .  

R e t a i l e r s  used s e v e r a l  t echniques  t o  merchandise meat items which 

did n o t  move r e a d i l y  and became aged,  thereby  l o s i n g  bloom and optimum 

appea l  t o  customers.  Approximately 53 pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  con- 

v e r t e d  r ed  meat,  p r i m a r i l y  b e e f ,  t o  ground meat whenever such items 

were n o t  s o l d  w i t h i n  2 t o  3  days.  Some retai lers trimmed o r  r e su r f aced  

and repackaged some of t h e i r  r o a s t s ,  bu t  i f  t h e  repackaged items were 

n o t  s o l d  w i t h i n  one day,  t h e  r o a s t s  w e r e  converted t o  ground meat o r  

s tew meat. I n  any even t ,  t h e  converted produc ts  were merchandised a t  a  

lower p r i c e  t h a n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  p roduc t .  Almost 33 pe rcen t  of t h e  re-  

ta i lers  g e n e r a l l y  reduced t h e  p r i c e  of  t h e  v a r i o u s  f r e s h  meat items from 

20 t o  35 p e r c e n t ,  i n  a few i n s t a n c e s  up t o  50 pe rcen t ,  t o  encourage s a l e s  

of slow-moving produc ts .  Another 1 4  pe rcen t  d i sposed  of slow-moving 

i t e m s  by s e l l i n g  them t o  employees a t  reduced p r i c e s ,  by s e l l i n g  them 

as p e t  food, o r  by g iv ing  i n d i v i d u a l  s t o r e  managers a u t h o r i t y  t o  handle  

o r  d i spose  of slow-moving i t e m s  i n  t h e  most economical manner. The re-  

tai lers g e n e r a l l y  agreed  t h a t  f r e s h  r e d  meat p roduc t s  must b e  s o l d  w i th in  

an a l l o t t e d  t i m e  pe r iod  i n  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  o r  converted form o r  must be 

d i sposed  of t o  ma in t a in  customer s a t i s f a c t i o n .  

Promotional and Adve r t i s i ng  P r a c t i c e s  

Although Texas retail  f i rms  a d v e r t i s e  and promote f r e s h  and processed 

produc ts  through v a r i o u s  media, t h e  prime purpose of such a c t i v i t i e s  was 

t o  i n c r e a s e  o r  ma in t a in  s a l e s  and market p o s i t i o n .  Most r e t a i l e r s  

acknowledge t h a t  " spec ia l ing"  and a d v e r t i s i n g  were e s s e n t i a l  t o  remain 

compet i t ive  i n  t h e  market.  The concern w i t h  compet i t ive  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  



market i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  f requency w i t h  which retai lers f e a t u r e d  o r  

had s p e c i a l s  on f r e s h  and processed meat items. 

More than 5 7  pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  f e a t u r e d  s p e c i a l s  on f r e s h  

and processed meat i t e m s  on a weekly b a s i s ,  Another 11 pe rcen t  f e a t u r e d  

meat s p e c i a l s  twice p e r  week, 6  pe rcen t  d i d  s o  on a  monthly b a s i s ,  and 

4 percen t  f e a t u r e d  s p e c i a l s  on a  d a i l y  b a s i s .  Twenty p e r c e n t ,  p r i m a r i l y  

smal l  country r e t a i l e r s  and convenience f i r m s ,  g e n e r a l l y  d i d  n o t  f e a t u r e  

s p e c i a l s  o r  main ta in  r e g u l a r  promotional  programs. Many f i r m s  which 

f ea tu r ed  s p e c i a l s  twice  p e r  week o r  on a  weekly b a s i s  f e a t u r e d  such  i t e m s  

from 4 t o  7 days p e r  week. Spec i a l i ng ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  h a s  become a way of 

l i f e  f o r  r e t a i l e r s  who a r e  concerned w i t h  t h e i r  compe t i t i ve  p o s i t i o n  i n  

t h e  market even though r e t a i l  meat depar tments  o c c a s i o n a l l y  o p e r a t e  a t  

a  l o s s  f o r  s h o r t  per iods .  

R e t a i l e r s  r e l i e d  on newspapers, r a d i o ,  t e l e v i s i o n  and c i r c u l a r s  o r  

h a n d b i l l s  t o  promote s p e c i a l s  and a d v e r t i s e  f r e s h  and processed  m e a t  

i t e m s .  Many of t h e  l a r g e r  r e t a i l e r s  used a l l  f o u r  media f o r  a d v e r t i s e -  

ments, b u t  newspapers, bo th  d a i l y  and weekly,  were used most f r e q u e n t l y  

by 67 percen t  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s .  The second most common media were 

c i r c u l a r s  o r  h a n d b i l l s  which were used by 37 pe rcen t  of  t h e  f i rms .  

Another 21 percen t  were dependent upon t h e  r a d i o  media,  and 16 pe rcen t  

a l s o  f e a t u r e d  s p e c i a l s  on t e l e v i s i o n .  

More than  42 pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  maintained a  s t anda rd  

po l i cy  w i th  regard  t o  t h e  pe rcen t  of g ro s s  s a l e s  a l l o c a t e d  f o r  promotion 

and a d v e r t i s i n g  of  f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s .  Fi f ty-one pe rcen t  

maintained no s t anda rd  p o l i c y  of g r o s s  s a l e  a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  such expendi- 

t u r e s ,  and ano the r  7 pe r cen t  maintained a  f l e x i b l e  p o l i c y  r ega rd ing  



gros s  sale a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  a d v e r t i s i n g  expendi tu res .  Approximately 80 

pe rcen t  of t h e  l a r g e r  f i r m s ,  t h o s e  w i th  11 o r  more s t o r e s ,  maintained 

s t anda rd  programs f o r  a l l o c a t i o n  of g ros s  sale revenues f o r  pkomotion 

and a d v e r t i s i n g ,  wh i l e  less than  one- th i rd  of t h e  sma l l e r  r e t a i l e r s  

maintained s t anda rd  p o l i c i e s  regard ing  g r o s s  s a l e  a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  pro- 

motion and a d v e r t i s i n g .  

The pe rcen t  of g r o s s  s a l e s  from f r e s h  and processed meat i tems a l l o -  

c a t ed  t o  promotion and a d v e r t i s i n g  ranged from 0.2 pe rcen t  t o  2 percen t  

du r ing  1974. More t han  t h r ee - fou r th s  of t h e  f i rms  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  

g r o s s  s a l e  a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  a d v e r t i s i n g  and promotion ranged from 1 t o  

2 pe rcen t ,  wh i l e  most of  t h e  remaining f i rms  a l l o c a t e d  l e s s  than  1 

pe rcen t  of t h e i r  g r o s s  sales f o r  a d v e r t i s i n g .  

More t han  60 pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  f e a t u r e d  r o a s t s  o r  round 

s t e a k s  more f r e q u e n t l y  t han  o t h e r  t ypes  of meat i tems.  Other f e a t u r e d  

i t ems  i n  o r d e r  of  importance w e r e  pork l o i n s ,  ground meat,  and T-bone 

o r  s i r l o i n  s t e a k s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e ,  bacon, sausage ,  luncheon meats,  

b r i s k e t ,  r i b s ,  h ind  and fo r e -qua r t e r s ,  and v a r i e t y  meats were o f t e n  a l s o  

f e a t u r e d  du r ing  1974. 

Almost one-half of t h e  f i r m s  decreased r e g u l a r  p r i c e s  from 10 t o  20 

pe rcen t  du r ing  s p e c i a l s ,  a l though  markdowns v a r i e d  cons iderab ly  f o r  d i f -  

f e r e n t  t ypes  of meat i t ems .  Another 25 pe rcen t  decreased p r i c e s  on an 

average from 21  t o  30 pe rcen t .  More than  7 pe r cen t  r epo r t ed  p r i c e  de- 

c l i n e s  exceeding 40 pe rcen t  du r ing  s p e c i a l s .  However, markdowns by 

retailers who f e a t u r e d  s p e c i a l s  on a weekly o r  more f r equen t  b a s i s  gen- 

e r a l l y  ranged from 10  t o  30 pe rcen t .  

According t o  83  pe rcen t  o f  t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  in te rv iewed,  s p e c i a l s  

i nc r ea sed  t o t a l  m e a t  s a l e s  from about  20 t o  40 pe rcen t .  Depending upon 



time of month and type  of meat i t e m s  s p e c i a l e d ,  sales i n c r e a s e s  from 

100 t o  200 percent  were not  unusual  f o r  some meat i t e m s  be ing  pro- 

moted through s p e c i a l s .  Ten pe rcen t  of t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  

s p e c i a l s  had l i t t l e  o r  no e f f e c t  on sales, wh i l e  7 pe rcen t  were unable  

t o  provide estimates of whether s p e c i a l s  i nc reased  o r  decreased meat 

s a l e s .  

The e f f e c t  of meat promotions and s p e c i a l s  on t o t a l  r e t a i l  s a l e s  

brought v a r i e d  responses  from retailers in te rv iewed.  Fo r ty  pe rcen t  

s t a t e d  t h a t  i t  was d i f f i c u l t  t o  provide  an e s t i m a t e  of t h e  t o t a l  s a l e s  

response t o  meat s p e c i a l s  s i n c e  meat promotion programs were conducted 

on e i t h e r  a d a i l y  o r  weekly b a s i s  throughout t h e  y e a r  and o f t e n  i n  con- 

junc t ion  wi th  o t h e r  s p e c i a l s .  About 25 pe rcen t  e i t h e r  d i d  no t  conduct 

s p e c i a l s  o r  d i d  s o  on an i n f r equen t  b a s i s ,  such a s  a t  grand openings.  

Five percent  of t h e  f i rms  s t a t e d  t h a t  o v e r a l l  company s a l e s  d i d  no t  change 

s i n c e  they conducted s p e c i a l s  on a d a i l y  b a s i s .  T h i r t y  pe rcen t  of t h e  

f i rms provided e s t ima te s  of t o t a l  r e t a i l  s a l e s  i n c r e a s e s  r e s u l t i n g  from 

meat promotion programs. Of t he se ,  40 percent  observed t o t a l  company 

s a l e s  i nc reases  ranging from 1 t o  5 pe rcen t ,  28 percent  perce ived  in-  

c reases  from 6 t o  1 0  pe rcen t ,  and t h e  remaining one-third s a i d  t o t a l  

s a l e s  increased  over  10  percent .  

These r e s u l t s  suggest  t h a t  meat promotions and s p e c i a l s  have become 

8 s tandard  bus iness  p r a c t i c e  f o r  many r e t a i l e r s  s i n c e  such programs a r e  

ionducted on a continuous b a s i s .  These programs are considered necessary  

f o r  e i t h e r  i nc reas ing  meat o r  s t o r e  s a l e s ,  keeping s a l e s  from f a l l i n g ,  

o r  main ta in ing  market p o s i t i o n .  The n e t  r e s u l t s  f o r  many r e t a i l  f i rms  

~ p p a r e n t l y  has  been an i n c r e a s e  i n  t o t a l  s a l e s .  However, s i n c e  meat 



promotions and s p e c i a l s  a r e  conducted on a weekly o r  d a i l y  b a s i s  f o r  

much of  t h e  i n d u s t r y ,  t h e  i n c r e a s e  i n  t o t a l  s a l e s  a s  a r e s u l t  of  meat 

s p e c i a l s  h a s  become r e l a t i v e l y  cons t an t  a t  a h i g h e r  s a l e s  p l a t eau .  

Such h ighe r  s a l e s  l e v e l s  have become t h e  expected norm f o r  many of t h e s e  

retailers. 

SUMMARY 

The Texas grocery  i n d u s t r y  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by l a r g e  d i v e r s i f i e d  

supermarkets  which f e a t u r e  one-stop shopping. These supermarkets a r e  

h i g h l y  depar tmenta l ized ,  t hey  a r e  l o c a t e d  and cons t ruc t ed  t o  provide re-  

l a t i v e l y  ea sy  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  bo th  o u t s i d e  and i n s i d e  i n d i v i d u a l  s t o r e s ,  

and they  a r e  compe t i t i ve  i n  terms of  p r i c e ,  q u a l i t y  of  product ,  and 

s e r v i c e s  provided.  

The growth and expansion of  supermarkets  has  s p e c i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  

t o  t h e  meat i n d u s t r y  s i n c e  meat c o n s t i t u t e s  about  one-fourth of t h e  con- 

sumer expend i tu r e s  i n  supermarkets .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  b e e f ,  t h e  s i n g l e  most 

important  i t e m  merchandised by supermarkets  accounts  f o r  about one- third  

of t h e  t o t a l  meat sales. 

In 1974, supermarkets  accounted f o r  more than  90 pe rcen t  of t h e  

1 ,040 m i l l i o n  pounds of  f r e s h  and processed r e d  meat merchandised by 

Texas r e t a i l  food s t o r e s .  Grocery f i r m s  w i th  11 o r  more s t o r e s ,  includ-  

i n g  a f f i l i a t e d  independents ,  accounted f o r  more t han  86 pe rcen t  of t h e  

f r e s h  and processed  meat i t e m s  s o l d  by Texas r e t a i l  food s t o r e s  dur ing  

19 74. 

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  b e e f ,  p r i m a r i l y  f e d  b e e f ,  r ep re sen t ed  almost 40 

pe rcen t  of t h e  f r e s h  and processed  r e d  meat i t ems  handled by r e t a i l e r s  

dur ing  1974. Next i n  importance were smoked and cured pork w i th  14 per- 

c e n t ,  cow and b u l l  beef  w i t h  13 p e r c e n t ,  and f r e s h  pork w i th  11 percen t .  



Average volume of meat handled p e r  s t o r e  provided s e v e r a l  i n t e r e s t -  

ing  observa t ions .  F i n s  w i th  less than  11 s t o r e s  b u t  4  o r  more super- 

markets handled t h e  l a r g e s t  volume of meat p e r  s t o r e  a t  485,000 pounds. 

A c l o s e  second were grocery  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s ,  commonly re- 

f e r r e d  t o  a s  l a r g e  cha ins ,  w i th  471,000 pounds p e r  s t o r e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

f i rms wi th  4 o r  more supermarkets and l e s s  than  11 s t o r e s ,  p r i m a r i l y  

l o c a l  independents and a f f i l i a t e s ,  s p e c i a l i z e d  most h e a v i l y  i n  steer 

and h e i f e r  beef a s  t h i s  type  of meat r ep re sen t ed  more than  55 pe rcen t  of 

t h e  t o t a l  f r e s h  and processed red  meat i tems handled by t h e s e  s t o r e s .  

One-third of t h e  t o t a l  meat handled by Texas r e t a i l e r s  dur ing  1974 

was processed through a c e n t r a l i z e d  re ta i l  f a b r i c a t i o n  c e n t e r  b e f o r e  

s t o r e  door de l ive ry .  R e t a i l  f i rms  wi th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  accounted f o r  

90 percent  of t h e  meat processed through r e t a i l  warehouses and f ab r i ca -  

t i o n  cen t e r s .  These f i rms  r epo r t ed  process ing  more than  two-thirds  of  

t h e i r  cow and b u l l  bee f ,  almost 40 percent  of t h e i r  steer and h e i f e r  

beef ,  and 30 percent  of t h e i r  c a l f  through c e n t r a l i z e d  warehousing and 

f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  

Approximately 80 percent  of  t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef s o l d  by Texas 

r e t a i l e r s  was es t imated  t o  be equ iva l en t  i n  q u a l i t y  t o  U. S. Choice o r  

h igher  i n  1974. The l a r g e r  f i rms ,  t hose  w i th  11 o r  more s t o r e s  and 

a l s o  those  w i th  4 o r  more supermarkets ,  r epo r t ed  t h a t  90 pe rcen t  of t h e  

s t e e r  and h e i f e r  merchandised by t h e i r  s t o r e s  was equ iva l en t  t o  U. S. 

Choice o r  h igher .  More than three- four ths  of t h e  c a l f  s o l d  by retai lers 

was est imated t o  be  U. S. Good, whi le  v e a l  and lamb were p r imar i l y  U. S. 

Choice o r  h igher .  Cow and b u l l  bee f ,  which is s o l d  mostly as ground 

meat o r  sausage i t ems ,  w a s  predominantly U.  S. Commercial o r  lower.  



Texas r e t a i l e r s  purchased almost 80 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  red  

meat requirements  from s u p p l i e r s  w i t h i n  Texas i n  1974 compared wi th  

83 pe rcen t  i n  1959, These s u p p l i e r s  were almost exc lus ive ly  phckers.  

Texas s u p p l i e r s  were major sources  f o r  a l l  types  of meat i tems except 

lamb and f r e s h  pork. Inshipments of steer and h e i f e r  beef and f r e s h  

pork o r i g i n a t e d  p r imar i l y  from Kansas-Nebraska and Iowa. Iowa was a l s o  

t h e  major source  f o r  ou t -of -s ta te  v e a l  s u p p l i e s ,  Lamb inshipments 

o r i g i n a t e d  mostly from Colorado, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and New Zea- 

land ,  

R e t a i l e r s  es t imated  t h a t  two-thirds o r  more of t h e i r  t o t a l  bee f ,  

c a l f ,  v e a l ,  and lamb was purchased i n  c a r c a s s  form dur ing  1974. S t e e r  

and h e i f e r  beef n o t  purchased as c a r c a s s  beef i n  1974 was purchased a s  

q u a r t e r s ,  p r ima l s ,  and subpr imals ,  wh i l e  t h e  noncarcass  cow and b u l l  

beef was purchased as boneless  bee f .  Fresh pork was purchased pre- 

dominantly i n  wholesale  o r  p r imal  c u t s .  

Boxed f r e s h  meat purchases  v a r i e d  by k ind  of meat i t e m .  Almost 44 

percent  of t h e  f r e s h  pork w a s  purchased as boxed meat compared wi th  27 

percent  of t h e  cow and b u l l  beef .  Boxed s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef repre-  

s en t ed  less t h a n  16 pe rcen t  of t h e  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef purchased by 

r e t a i l e r s .  

With t h e  except ion  of cow and b u l l  b e e f ,  which w a s  s o l d  as ground 

meat, f o u r - f i f t h s  o r  more of t h e  remaining f r e s h  meat i tems were m e r -  

chandised a s  r e t a i l  c u t s  w i th  t h e  remainder be ing  s o l d  mostly a s  ground 

meat. R e t a i l e r s  a l s o  conver t  t r i m  from h ighe r  q u a l i t y  c u t s  and some 

slow-moving i t e m s  i n t o  ground meat. Consequently, ground meat repre- 

sen ted  more t han  26 percent  of  t h e  f r e s h  and processed meat items mer- 

chandised. 



Texas r e t a i l e r s  purchased f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s  under a  

s t r i c t  s e t  of s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  concerning weight ,  s ex  where app l i cab le ,  

q u a l i t y  grade and y i e l d  grade, t r i m ,  and co lo r .  For example, t y p i c a l  

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  s t e e r  beef were f o r  ca rcas s  weights ranging from 

600 t o  700 pounds, U. S. Choice, U. S. Yield Grade 3 o r  lower, and 

of ten  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  regarding t r i m  o r  f a t  cover and color .  The v a s t  

majori ty of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  s p e c i f i e d  U. S. Choice f o r  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  

beef;  t hose  accept ing  U. S. Good o f t e n  d id  not  accept  carcasses  y ie ld-  

grading lower than U. S.  #2. Calf s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  gene ra l ly  centered  

on U.  S. Good, bu t  weight s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  va r i ed  widely a s  d id  r e t a i l e r s '  

d e f i n i t i o n s  of c a l f .  Lamb s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  were U. S. Choice o r  h igher  

with carcass  weights ranging from 45 t o  55 pounds. Pork s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  

included weight ranges f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  c u t s  and a s soc ia t ed  t r i m .  Pork 

t r i m  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  used most o f t e n  were 1/4-inch o r  l e s s  f a t  covering 

with some r e t a i l e r s  accept ing  a  1/2-inch o r  l e s s  f a t  covering. Weight 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  va r i ed  by type  of c u t .  

More than three- four ths  of t h e  l a r g e r  r e t a i l e r s ,  t hose  wi th  11 o r  

more s t o r e s  and those  wi th  l e s s  than 11 s t o r e s  b u t  4 o r  more supermar- 

k e t s ,  used t h e  National  Provis ioner  Yellow Sheet e i t h e r  a s  a  p r i c i n g  

guide o r  a s  a  d i r e c t  formula b a s i s  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e i r  purchase p r i c e .  

R e t a i l e r s  o f t e n  a l s o  used t h e  Yellow Sheet a s  a  p r i c i n g  guide i n  pur- 

chasing f r e s h  and processed i tems under t h e  o f f e r  and acceptance method. 

Over 70 percent  of t h e  Texas r e t a i l e r s  used a  predetermined t a r g e t  

gross  margin t o  s e t  p r i c e s  f o r  f r e s h  and processed meat i t e m s  during 1974. 

Margins var ied  between meat i tems and by type of meat. Margins on heavy 

beef averaged about 22 pe rcen t ,  i t  averaged 23 percent  f o r  both c a l f  



and f r e s h  pork but  averaged s l i g h t l y  h igher  f o r  smoked and cured pork 

and o t h e r  processed i tems,  

R e t a i l e r s  used s e v e r a l  techniques t o  merchandise slow-moving meat 

i tems,  Approximately 53  percent  converted t h e s e  i tems,  pr imar i ly  beef ,  

t o  ground meat whenever such items were not  s o l d  wi th in  2-3 days. 

Other r e t a i l e r s  trimmed and repackaged some of t h e  t h i c k e r  meat i tems 

such a s  r o a s t s ,  bu t  i f  such items were not  s o l d  wi th in  a day they were 

converted t o  ground meat o r  stew meat, Another 33 percent  reduced t h e  

p r i c e  of slow-moving i tems from 20 t o  35 percent  and occas ional ly  up 

t o  50 percent  t o  encourage s a l e s  of slow-moving meats r a t h e r  than re- 

f ace  and rewrap such i tems,  Other r e t a i l  f i rms  gave s t o r e  managers 

a u t h o r i t y  t o  handle o r  d ispose  of slow-moving items i n  t h e  most economi- 

c a l  manner. 

Meat promotion and a d v e r t i s i n g  has  become a s tandard  business  

p r a c t i c e  f o r  most s t o r e  managers s i n c e  t h e  meat department is  a major 

competi t ive t o o l ,  More than 57 percent  f ea tu red  s p e c i a l s  on f r e s h  and 

processed meat i tems on a weekly b a s i s ,  whi le  another  11 percent  fea- 

t u red  meat s p e c i a l s  twice  p e r  week. Many of these  f i rms  fea tured  

spec ia l ed  i tems from 4 t o  7 days pe r  week, Most of t h e  remaining re- 

t a i l e r s ,  which were p r imar i ly  smal l  country r e t a i l e r s  o r  convenience 

f i rms ,  d id  n o t  f e a t u r e  s p e c i a l s  o r  maintain r e g u l a r  promotional programs. 

Over 60 percent  of t h e  r e t a i l  f i rms  f ea tu red  r o a s t s  o r  round s t eaks  

more f r equen t ly  than o t h e r  types  of meat i tems.  Other i tems o f t e n  fea- 

t u r e d  included pork l o i n s  and chops, ground meat, r i b s ,  bacon, and 

luncheon meats , 

P r i c e  d iscounts  o r  markdowns during s p e c i a l s  va r i ed  considerably by 



type of meat item. However, markdowns by r e t a i l e r s  f e a t u r i n g  s p e c i a l s  

on a weekly o r  more f requent  b a s i s  genera l ly  ranged from 10 t o  30 per- 

cent .  

Over f o u r - f i f t h s  of t h e  r e t a i l e r s  found t h a t  s p e c i a l s  increased  

t o t a l  meat s a l e s  from 20 t o  40 percent .  Sa le s  inc reases  from 100 t o  200 

percent  were not  unusual f o r  some items being promoted through s p e c i a l s .  

The e f f e c t  of meat promotions and s p e c i a l s  on t o t a l  s t o r e  s a l e s  

brought va r i ed  responses from r e t a i l e r s .  Forty percent  found i t  d i f f i -  

c u l t  t o  provide an e s t ima te  s i n c e  meat promotion programs were conducted 

on e i t h e r  a d a i l y  o r  weekly b a s i s  throughout t h e  year .  One-third of t h e  

f i rms s a i d  t o t a l  s t o r e  s a l e s  increased  from 1 t o  10  percent  a s  a r e s u l t  

of s p e c i a l s .  Most of t h e  remaining f i rms  e i t h e r  d id  no t  conduct spe- 

c i a l s  o r  d id  so  on an inf requent  b a s i s .  Although many r e t a i l e r s  were 

unable t o  e s t ima te  t o t a l  s t o r e  s a l e  response from m e a t  s p e c i a l s ,  most 

of t h e  f i rms  s a i d  s p e c i a l s  were necessary f o r  e i t h e r  maintaining o r  

increas ing  s a l e s  i n  t h e  competi t ive r e t a i l  i ndus t ry .  

Some of t h e  f u t u r e  cons idera t ions  and impl i ca t ions  f o r  t h e  r e t a i l  

meat indus t ry  may be thus  defined:  

1. The expansion and growth of l a r g e  r e t a i l  s t o r e s ,  namely super- 

markets,  w i l l  cont inue but  a t  a slower pace. 

2. S tore  numbers w i l l  cont inue  dec l in ing ;  however, s a l e s  per  s t o r e  

and e s p e c i a l l y  s t o r e  s i z e  i s  expected t o  inc rease  bu t  a t  a 

reduced r a t e .  Supermarkets may f a c e  inc reas ing  competi t ion 

from l a r g e  r e t a i l  u n i t s  which f e a t u r e  cos t -cu t t ing  techniques 

v i a  warehouse o r  bulk s a l e s  and merchandising f a c i l i t i e s .  

Although convenience s t o r e s  handle only smal l  q u a n t i t i e s  of red 



meat i tems,  they w i l l  l i k e l y  become more important o u t l e t s  f o r  

s e l e c t e d  r e t a i l  c u t s  and f a s t  food items. 

3. R e t a i l  f i rms  have and w i l l  cont inue t o  demonstrate 

f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  s t o r e  design and layout ,  i n  loca t ion  with 

respec t  t o  populat ion d e n s i t y ,  and i n  i n t r a f i r m  p o l i c i e s  re-  

garding type ,  q u a l i t y ,  and quan t i ty  of var ious  f r e s h  and 

processed meat i tems merchandised. This consumer o r i e n t a t i o n  

i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  amount of counter  space being a l l o c a t e d  t o  

va r ious  types  of bee f ,  such a s  long-fed beef and short-fed beef 

( inc luding  non-fed bee f ) .  

4 .  Centra l ized  warehousing and f a b r i c a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  have pro- 

vided c o s t  economies wi th  r e spec t  t o  a c q u i s i t i o n ,  handling,  and 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f r e s h  and processed meat i tems.  Lack of 

economies of s i z e  may p r o h i b i t  medium- and smaller-s ized r e t a i l  

f i rms  from implementing c e n t r a l i z e d  warehousing and f a b r i c a t i o n  

f a c i l i t i e s .  However, medium- and smaller-s ized r e t a i l  f i rms  

may f i n d  i t  economical t o  ob ta in  such s e r v i c e s  on a custom 

b a s i s  from wholesa lers  o r  packers whenever such s e r v i c e s  a r e  

deemed necessary.  

5. Boxed meat programs have genera l ly  proven success fu l  a s  a meat 

handling and merchandising technique,  bu t  continued r e s i s t a n c e  

is a n t i c i p a t e d  from l abor  and o t h e r  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  groups. 

Nevt-r theless ,  consumer and r egu la to ry  groups may encourage boxed 

beef 5ecause of p o t e n t i a l  s a n i t a t i o n  improvements. 

6. The i n t e n s i t y  of promotions and a d v e r t i s i n g  by t h e  r e t a i l  gro- 

cery  f-ndustry i n  competing f o r  customers w i l l  no t  only continue 

bu t  w i l l  l i k e l y  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  Meat departments w i l l  



cont inue  t o  b e  important  merchandising and promotional  t o o l s  

t o  a t t r a c t  and r e t a i n  customers r a t h e r  t han  t h e  p r o f i t - c e n t e r s  

so  o f t e n  envis ioned by v a r i o u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  and consumer groups. 
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APPENDIX TABLE 3. ESTIMATES OF U. S,  GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR MEAT SOLD, BY KIND 
OF MEAT, I N  TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND 1 TO 3 SUPER- 
MARKETS, 1974 

U .  S. grade o r  grade equ iva len t  

U. s. 
Kind of U . S . C h o i c e  U . S .  U . S .  Commercial 

meat o r  h ighe r  Good standardL1 and lower21 To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee, 7 .3  76.5 16.2 - 3 1 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef - 3 1 17.4 - 3 / 82.6 100.0 

Calf - 3/ 55.2 4.6 40.2 100.0 

Veal - 3 1 100.0 - 3/ - 3/ 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton 100.0 -- 3 / - 3 / - 3/  100.0 

Ground meat4/ 7.4 21 - 3 / 92.6 100.0 

L1~he  lamb and mutton i s  U. S. U t i l i t y .  There i s  no U. S. Standard f o r  b u l l  bee f .  

21The lamb and mutton i s  U .  S. Cul l .  There i s  no Commercial grade f o r  c a l f  o r  
vea l .  

 on one repor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

G/Grade d i s t r i b u t i o n  i s  based on purchased ground meat. 

APPENDIX TABLE 4,  ESTIMATES OF U ,  S. GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR MEAT SOLD, BY KIND 
OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND NO SUPERMARKETS, 
1974 

U .  S. grade o r  grade equ iva len t  

Kind of 
meat 

U .  S. 
U.  S. Choice U. S. U. S. Commercial 

o r  h ighe r  Good s t a n d a r d 1  and lower?/ Total  

S tee r  and h e i f e r  beef . 3  84.9 14.8 - 3 / 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef - 3 1 28.9 - 3/ 71.1 100.0 
00 

Calf - 4 1 - 41 - - 4 / - 41 - 4 / 

Veal - 31 - 3 / - 31 100.0 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton 100.0 3 / - - 3 I - 31 100.0 

5 1 Ground meat- - 3/ 100.0 - 31 - 31 100.0 

L1~he  lamb and mutton is U. S. U t i l i t y .  There i s  no U. S, Standard f o r  b u l l  beef .  

lamb and mutton i s  U. S. Cul l .  There is no Commercial grade f o r  c a l f  o r  
vea l .  

 one repor t ed  by respondents in terviewed.  

kl Included wi th  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee f .  

)/Purchased a s  ground meat. 



APPENDIX TABLE 5. TYPE OF GRADING OR MARKING FOR FRESH AND PROCESSED MEAT, BY 
KIND OF MEAT, I N  TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH 11 OR MORE STORES, 1974 
-- 

Type of grading o r  marking 

Kind of 
meat 

U. S. graded 
U. S. P r i v a t e  and Not graded 
graded b r a n d l  p r i v a t e b r a n d  o r b r a n d e d  To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Ground meat 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 
- - 

l / packe r  o r  r e t a i l  brand. 

 one repor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

%ot app l i cab le .  

APPENDIX TABLE 6. TYPE OF GRADING OR MARKING FOR FRESH AND PROCESSED MEAT, BY 
KIND OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND 4 OR MORE 
SUPERMARKETS, 19 74 

Type of grading o r  marking 

U. S. graded 
Kind of U .  S. P r i v a t e  and Not graded 

meat graded b r a n d 1  p r i v a t e  brand o r  branded T o t a l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 94.7 21 - 1.5  3.8 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef 55.5 3.4 21 -- 41.1  100.0 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 100.0 - 21 - 2 / - 2 / 100.0 

Ground meat2/ - 2 / - 2 / - 21 100.0 100.0 

Fresh pork - 4/ 6.8 - 41 93.2 100.0 

Cured pork - 4 / 95.1 -. 41 4.9 100.0 

l /packer  o r  r e t a i l  brand. 

 one repor t ed  by respondents  i n t e rv i ewed .  

21~urchased a s  ground meat. 

k / ~ o t  app l i cab le .  



APPENDIX TABLE 7. TYPE OF GRADING OR MARKING FOR FRESH AND PROCESSED MEAT, BY 
KIND OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND 1 TO 3 SUPER- 
MARKETS, 1974 . 

Type of grading o r  marking 
- - 

U.  S. graded 
Kind of U .  S. P r i v a t e  and Not graded 
meat graded bran&/ p r i v a t e  brand o r  branded To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 87.8 2 1 - 9.5  2.7 100.0 

Cow and c a l f  beef 27.6 10.3  2 / - 62.1  100.0 

Calf 56.6 21 - - 21 43.4 100.0 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 100.0 2 1 - - 21 - 21 100.0 

31 Ground meat- 7.4 2 1 - - 2 1 92.6 100.0 

Fresh pork 41 - 18.2 - 41 81.8 100.0 

Cured pork - 4 1 51.7 4 1 - 48.3 100.0 

l /packer  o r  r e t a i l  brand. 

Z1~one r epor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed 

l l ~ u r c h a s e d  a s  ground meat. 

blNot a p p l i c a b l e .  

APPENDIX TABLE 8. TYPE OF GRADING OR MARKING FOR FRESH AND PROCESSED MEAT, BY 
KIND OF MEAT, I N  TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND NO SUPER- 
MARKETS, 1974 

Type of grading o r  marking 

Kind of 
meat 

U .  S. graded 
U. S. P r i v a t e  and Not graded 
graded bran&/ p r i v a t e  brand o r  branded T o t a l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Ground meat 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

l l p a c k e r  o r  r e t a i l e r  brand. 

/None r epor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

/ ~ n c l u d e d  wi th  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee f .  

/ ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e .  
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APPENDIX TABLE 11. GEOGRAPHIC SOURCE OF MEAT PURCHASED, BY KIND OF MEAT, I N  TMAS GRO- 
CERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND 1 TO 3 SUPERMARKETS, 1974 

Geographic source - 
Kind of Okla- New Kansas- Colo- Other 

meat Texas homa Mexico Nebraska rado Iowa s t a t e s  To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  

To ta l  
ppp - - - - - 

l / ~ o n e  r epor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

APPENDIX TABLE 12. GEOGRAPHIC SOURCE OF MEAT PURCHASED, BY KIND OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GRO- 
CERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND NO SUPERMARKETS, 1974 

Kind of  
meat 

Geographic source 

Okla- New Kansas- Colo- Other 
Texas homa Mexico Nebraska rado Iowa s t a t e s  To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  

To ta l  

h o n e  r epor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

/ ~ n c l u d e d  wi th  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  bee f .  
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APPENDIX TABLE 15. SOURCE OF MEAT, BY TYPE OF SUPPLIER AND KIND OF MEAT, 
I N  TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND 1 TO 3 SUPERMARKETS, 
1974 

Type of  s u p p l i e r  

Packer Wholesale 
Kind of branch d i s t r i b u t o r  

meat Packer house o r  jobber  Other To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 99.2 . 8  11 - - 1 1 100.0 

Cow and b u l l  beef 91.6 - 11 11 - 8.4 100.0 

Calf 100.0 - 11 11 - 1 1 100.0 

Veal 100.0 - 11 1 / - - 11 100.0 

Lamb o r  mutton 46.0 - 11 54.0 1/ - 100.0 

Fresh pork 82.6 11 17.4 11 - 100.0 

Cured pork 50.0 - 11 50.0 11 - 100.0 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  54.0 1/ 45.4 .6 100.0 

To ta l  85.4 .4 13.8 .4 100.0 
- -- 

l l ~ o n e  r epor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

APPENDIX TABLE 16. SOURCE OF MEAT, BY TYPE OF SUPPLIER AND KIND OF MEAT, 
I N  TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 STORES AND NO SUPERMARKETS, 1974 

Type of s u p p l i e r  

Kind of  
meat 

Packer Wholesale 
branch d i s t r i b u t o r  

Packer house o r  jobber  Other To ta l  

S t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef 

Cow and b u l l  beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb o r  mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

Sausage, v a r i e t y  
and o t h e r  

To ta l  

llNone repor t ed  by respondents  in terviewed.  

21~ncluded wi th  s t e e r  and h e i f e r  beef .  
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APPENDIX TABLE 21. FORM OF MEAT SALES, BY KIND OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH 11 OR MORE 
STORES, 1974 

Kind of 
meat 

Form of meat sales 

Sub- Retail Ground 
Carcass Quarters Primals primals cuts meat Total 

Steer and heifer beef 

Cow and bull beef 

Calf 

Veal 

Lamb or mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

3  I Ground meat- 

Sausage, variety 
and other 

UNone reported by respondents interviewed. 

l ~ o t  applicable. 

21~urchased as ground meat. 

APPENDIX TABLE 22. FORM OF MEAT SALES, BY KIND OF MEAT, IN TEXAS GROCERY FIRMS WITH LESS THAN 11 
STORES AND 4 OR MORE SUPERMARKETS, 1974 

Form of meat sales 

Kind of 
meat 

Sub- Retail Ground 
Carcass Quarters Primals primals cuts neat Total 

Steer and heifer beef 

Cow and bull beef 

Calf. 

Veal 

Lamb or mutton 

Fresh pork 

Cured pork 

3 1  Ground meat- 

Sausage, variety 
and other 

-- - - - - - - - - 

l/~one reported by respondents interviewed. 

2/~ot applicable. 

/purchased as ground meat. 
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