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separate analysis for retail and food service channels. MDM is a monthly online

Feb. 2024 Special Report survey with a sample of over 2,000 respondents reflecting the national population.

U.S. Meat Demand Update & Role of Financial Sentiment: 2020-2023

Executive Summary

In February 2020, the Meat Demand Monitor (MDM) project was launched collecting data from over
2,000 U.S. consumers each month. The MDM project is funded in-part by the beef and pork checkofts and

tracks U.S. consumer preferences, views, and demand for meat with separate analysis for retail and food service
channels.’
In this report, we take data spanning 2020-2023 to highlight how domestic meat demand has differed by

calendar year and across consumer segments varying in their household financial sentiment.

Key insights include:
. Household financial sentiment improved in 2021 from 2020 levels yet declined in 2022 and 2023.
. As commonly found in economic assessments, meat demand is notably higher for residents experiencing

improvement in their financial situation. This was key to domestic meat demand growth in 2021 and presented
meat demand challenges in both 2022 and 2023.

. Especially following periods of elevated, economy-wide inflation it is important to compare not only
nominal (not inflation-adjusted) or store/menu posted values but real (inflation-adjusted) values. Here there
are examples where nominal demand increased yet actually decreased when examined on an inflation-adjusted

basis.

The foregoing provides additional details on the above summary of broad, take-home findings.

Domestic Meat Demand & Household Financial Sentiment Trends
Willingness-to-pay (WTP) for eight different items and meals is calculated, separately for retail (grocery,

at-home) and food service (dinner meal at a restaurant, away-from-home) channels, and reported for the
representative survey respondent each month in short base MDM reports. Looking back at these values, several
examples of national meat demand peaking in 2022 are readily identified.

A key aspect of this special report is that demand varies notably over residents who are experiencing
different household financial realities. Following the approach used by the University of Michigan in their
broader Consumer Sentiment project, each MDM respondent is asked if their household finances are better now,

are the same, or are worse now than they were one year earlier.
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The above figure summarizes patterns in financial sentiment over the four most recent years. Overall,

financial sentiment improved in 2021 from 2020 levels and then declined notably in 2022 and sustained

pessimistic levels in 2023. As noted in several 2023 base MDM reports, this is not surprising and aligns with

broader macroeconomic developments such as inflation leading to cost of living exceeding earnings for a

growing number of residents. This disection is important as U.S. meat demand is well-known to be stronger

(weaker) as economic conditions for residents improve (decline) - this special resport dives in using MDM data.

Retail Willingness to Pay ($/1b). by Year and Financial Sentiment Subset )
. . . Ground  Pork Chicicen Plarni- . Beans Share g
Year Diet Subset = Ribeye Beef Chop Bacon Breast Based Patty Shrimp and Rice Respondents Respon de{nfs
2020 Better Now $2051 $1044 |5 826 % 599 |5 956 % 935 |% 950 § 214 1.327 14.85%
2020 Same $ 1555 %5 703 3% 582 % 449 § 699 3 741 % 8352 § 1.70 5,299 59.31%
2020 WorseNow | $ 1500 § 651§ 523 § 434 5 643 % 803 /% 838 % 1.87 2.308 25.83%
2021 Better Now $2403 $1338 § 1168 | § 956 |§ 1323 3 1324 | $ 1355 | § 579 3.148 21.60%
2021  Same $ 1645 § 767 % 647 | $ S527|% 759§ 809 % 913 % 237 7.857 53.90%
2021 Worse Now $ 1600 5 714 % 58 % 534§ 686 3 796 | § 862 % 2.66 3.572 24.50%
2022  Better Now $ 2976 | $1961 | § 1715 | 3 1456 | § 1905 % 1737 | § 16590 § 863 3.075 17.68%
2022 Same $ 1726 § 866 § 717 % 580 | % 855 3% 854 3 %38 3 301 7.614 43.78%
2022 Worse Now $ 1552 | § 708 % 503 | § 517 |% 684 § 761§ 853 % 270 6,703 38.54%
2023  Better Now $ 2710 $1722 |5 1472 $ 1040 |5 1586 3 1267 | § 1367 § 698 2.815 17.17%
2023 Same $1676 5 847|353 695 3 549 |5 826 % 781 |% 928 § 279 7.356 44.87%
\ 2023 Worse Now $ 1561 % 693 3% 574 1% 513 % 671 % 729 % 851 % 262 6,223 37.96% )
N~ 7
ff00d Service Wilingness to Pay ($/dinner meal), by Year and Financial Sentiment Subset )
. ) ) Pork  Babyback Chicken Plani- ) Share g,
Year  DiefSubset Ribeye Hamburger Chop Ribs Breast Based Paty Shrimp = Salmen Respondents Respon del;:;'s
2020 BefterNow § 3365 § 2524 % 1898 § 2185 % 2145 % 1494 | § 2125 § 2148 1369 15.29%
2020 Same $2395 | % 1727 |$ 1320 | § 1697 |% 1629 | % 11.72 | $ 1652 § 17.01 5274 58.90%
2020 WorseNow  § 2324 § 1673 | § 1235 § 1670 % 1590 % 1216 | § 1600 § 1698 2311 25.81%
2021 |BefterNow | § 3489 § 2801 |F 2170 |§ 2372 (% 2323 | § 1875 |§ 2232 | § 23.08 3073 20.94%
2021 Same $2535 | % 1869 |§ 1450 § 1783 % 1730 % 1222 |5 1746 | § 18.05 7.008 34.51%
2021 WorseNow § 2400 § 1678 |§ 1318 § 1660 5 1541 % 1219 ' § 1584 § 1715 3602 24.55%
2022 | BefterNow § 4480 §% 3754 /% 3057 |5 3180 |5 32405 2558 |$ 3001 | § 2961 3105 17.74%
2022 Same $ 2695 % 2073 |% 158 % 1890 % 1894 % 13.27 | § 1875 | § 19.50 7.614 43.49%
2022 WorseNow | § 2466 % 17.18 |§ 1353 § 1701 | § 1612 % 1135 | $ 1637 | § 1748 6.787 38.77%
2023 BefterNow § 4112 § 451 % 2709 | F5 2834 |5 2874 | 5% 22725 |$ 2792 | § 27467 2702 16.50%
2023 Same $ 2599 | % 1973 | $ 1516 § 1807 |% 1795|% 1273 | §17.72 | § 19.17 7481 45.68%
\_ 2023 Worse Now § 2456 % 1770 '§ 1349 | § 1719 % 1617 % 1165 § 1642 § 1736 6,194 37.82%
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Willingness-to-pay (WTP) for eight different items and meals, separately for retail and food service
channels, and reported in the above two tables by calendar year for the representative survey respondent in
each financial sentiment sub-group. WTP values are green (red) if they are statistically above (below) the
intermediate prices presented in the MDM choice experiments (using a 5% confidence level). This quickly
reveals differences across goods, products, and financial-sentiment sub-groups. As an example, in all four
years, only residents reporting improved finances have retail ribeye demand that exceeds the intermediate price
presented ($16.99/Ib) indicating only this group (15-22% depending on year) are likely purchasing retail ribeyes.

As expected those indicating their finances have improved convey much stronger demand ($/1b or $/
meal). In 2023, for 23 of the 24 examined cases (8 products and 3 sentiment groups) retail demand was lower
than in 2022. The only exception was Ribeye demand by those indicating worsening finances where WTP is
statistically lower than intermediate prices in both years suggesting the group would not be retail ribeye buyers.
Looking deeper reveals the segment reporting finances have improved (17% in 2023) had the largest percentage
reduction in retail demand from 2022. This differs from the pattern in 2022 vs. 2021 where those indicating
their finances had improved (18% in 2022) were a critical source of demand growth offsetting demand decline
for most retail products by those reporting their finances had declined and represented a growing segment of the
national population (39% in 2022 vs. 25% in 2021). In 2023, ground beef, pork chop, and chicken breast retail
demand for all sentiment groups is estimated to exceed the intermediate prices presented suggesting all three
of these products would likely be purchased if offered at mid-point levels. Conversely, those reporting finances
eroded in 2023 would not buy ribeye steak, bacon, plant-based patty, shrimp, or beans and rice if offered at the
retail mid-points examined.

In 2023, for 19 of the 24 examined cases (8 dinner meals and 3 sentiment groups) food service demand
was lower than in 2022. All five exceptions were those indicating worsening finances (who had only small
increases in demand relative to 2022). Looking deeper reveals the segment reporting finances have improved
(17% in 2023) had the largest percentage reduction in food service demand from 2022 - a pattern consistent with
retail demand discussed above. Meanwhile, this differs from the pattern in 2022 vs. 2021 where those indicating
their finances had improved were a critical source of demand growth offsetting demand decline for most dinner
meals by those reporting their finances had declined and represented a growing segment. For 2023, dinner
meals featuring pork chop or plant-based patty as main entrees would likely not be selected in restaurants by
those reporting same or worse finances than in 2022 (84% combined) as their demand is below the intermediate

meal prices presented in the MDM survey questions.

Inflation-Impact and Percentage Change in Real Meat Demand

The two tables above report nominal willingness-to-pay values that are not adjusted for inflation.

Meanwhile, a strong driver of declining financial sentiment in recent years has been inflation that exceeded the
previous experience of many U.S. residents. Accordingly it is important to go further and examine patterns in

inflation-adjusted terms.

Meat Demand Monitor

@ Q Glynn Tonsor, Kansas State University, gtonsor@ksu.edu
4
Additional MDM Project details are available at: https://www.agmanager.info/ pg3

AgManager



The final two tables show year-over-year percentage changes in WTP when accounting for inflation.

Specifically annual values are deflated by Food CPI values the Bureau of Labor Statistics regularly publishes
(3.9% in 2021, 9.9% in 2022, and 5.8% in 2023). This “nets out” the effect of inflation highlighting patterns in

real demand, again by market channel, year, and consumer sentiment subgroup. Here green (red) values reflect

increases (decreases) in WTP from the prior year on an inflation-adjusted basis. This is important as one can

have nominal WTP increases yet inflation-adjusted demand declines.

Additional MDM Project details are available at: https://www.agmanager.info/

'ﬁam&mg Change in Inflation-Adjusted Retail Willinoness to Pay vs. Prior Vear, by Y ear and Financial Sentiment Subset )
- , . Ground  Pork Chicken  Plant- Beans Share of
Year  DietSubset | Ribeye Beef  Chop Breast Based Patty and Rice Respondens Respondents
2021  Better Now 1272% 27 M% 3605% 5352% 3315%  3629% 3732% 1604%% 1148 21.60%
221 Same L74% 50% 68% 1308% 430% 0% 317 3% 7189 5390%
2021 Worse Now 200% 538%  78% 1822% 235% 464% -104%  370% 3572 2450%
222 Befter Now 1263% 2026% 348% 3834% 3094% 1930% 133% 334% 305 1768%
2022 Same 456% 2M% 08%  008% 248% 402%  -656% 1530% 7614 4378%
2022 Worse Now A177% -091%  -806% -1182% -023%  -1306% -994% -760% 6703 38.54%
2023 Better Now -138%% -16.97% -1883% -3247c 2130%  -3101% -2351% -2352% 2815 1717%
223 Same $20% -151%  -835% -1048% -873% -B48%  -043% -1231% 733 4487%

\ 2023 Worse Now 49% -136%  -851%  -630% -733% 030% 57  -8A% 623 3796%
Bercenta g¢ Change in Inflaton-A djsted Food Service Willingness to Pay vs. Prior Year, by Y ear and Financial Sentiment Subset )
Year  DietSubset Ribeye Hamburger gg;li Ba.!;s:c g C;EEI Bzri;};;m' Shrimp = Salmon  Respondents Reiﬁif dj::rs

2021 BetterNow  0.4% 67% 99T  441% 415%  07%% 102% 33% 308 20. %%
2021 Same 1.83% 4100  496%  110% 22% 028% 167% 204% 799 54.51%
2021 WorseNow  .28% 350 265% -439% -6.75% 358% -52T% 285% 3602 24 55%
202 BetterNow 17.03% 101% 2811% 21M% 2688%  M09% 2228% 1666% 3105 17.14%
202 Same 331% 087% 060% -315%9% -041% 1245 -23%%  -17% 761 43.49%
202 WorseNow  0.80% -688% 6620 -679% -486% -1529% -601% -132% 678 8.71%
028 BetterNow -1330%  -130% -1620% -15M% -1611%  -17.75% -1201% -11.64% 2,702 16.50%
208 Same $82%  -1000% 954% 939% -1039% 031% -1060% -702% 7481 45.68%

\ 2083 WorseNow  -5.82% 250% ST 445%  -5.16% 293% A11%  607% 619 3182%

Meat Demand Monitor
@©@ Glynn Tonsor, Kansas State University, gtonsor@ksu.edu )
pg

AgManager



The impact of declining financial sentiment on domestic meat demand is clearly revealed. Recall
overall financial sentiment in 2021 improved from 2020 levels. Not surprisingly, in 22 of 24 cases real retail
demand increased in 2021. Furthermore, retail demand growth in 2021 was largely led by those indicating their
household finances had improved. Moving to 2022, and elevated food inflation rates, the retail story evolved
as additional robust demand growth occurred for those reporting improved finances (18%), mixed demand
patterns across products characterized those experiencing no change in finances (44%), and general demand
decline for those reporting worsening finances (39%). Then in 2023 the story for the meat industry became
uncomfortably simple to describe as regardless of financial sentiment, inflation-adjusted retail demand declined
from 2022 levels.

Switching over to dinner-meal, food service demand a similar story is revealed with more muted real
demand growth in 2021 and broad demand declines in both 2022 and 2023. In 2021 dinner-meal, food service
real demand grew, but generally at lower growth rates than retail demand, in most cases for those reporting
improved or similar finances while demand generally declined for those with weakening finances. Then by 2022
only those reporting improving finances (18%) held higher inflation-adjusted demand. By 2023, as with retail
demand, dinner-meal food service demand declined in real terms for all examined products and each financial

sentiment group.

While much more granular assessment is possible, and encouraged by those interested using MDM
information available online, a couple key take-home points are worth reiterating as a concluding summary. U.S.
resident demand for meat products, whether at-home or away-from-home, has long been known to grow with
improved household finances. This is reinforced here with MDM information by willingness-to-pay findings
varying across households reporting distinct financial situations. Some products such as ground beef and
chicken breast appear to comparatively be “staples” in that consumer demand, regardless of patterns in finances,
regularly exceeds intermediate prices considered in the MDM survey. Meanwhile for pork chop and plant-based
patty based meals, purchases for dinner meals at restaurants may only occur by those indicating their finances
have improved. Ultimately as 2024 proceeds, and broader macroeconomic conditions continue to evolve,
monitoring not only national consumer demand but demand for consumer segments delineated by financial

sentiment (which hopefully will also improve in 2024!) is accordingly encouraged.
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Endnotes

1) MDM project details including survey instruments and individual monthly reports are available here:
https://www.agmanager.info/livestock-meat/meat-demand/monthly-meat-demand-monitor-survey-data




Additional MDM Project details including survey questions, past re-
port releases, and a description of methods are available online at:
https://www.agmanager.info/livestock-meat/meat-de-
mand/monthly-meat-demand-monitor-survey-data

The MDM Project is funded in-part by the beef checkoff and the pork checkoff.
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the Beef Checkoff.
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Kansas State University Department of Agricultural Economics
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