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EFFECTS OF THE "GROWN IN OREGON" LABEL

AND OF IN-STORE PROMOTION ON BROILER SALES

Harold F. Hollands and Dallas D. Bryan

OBJECTIVES 

The broad objectives of this study were to determine with two experiments

in the summers of 1962 and 1963 the effects on broiler sales of (1) the "Grown

in Oregon" label; and (2) various types of in-store promotion materials.

THE  BROILER. INDUSTRY

United States 

The broiler industry of the United States has undergone major changes

since World. War II. Few agricultural or other enterprises have matched the

broiler industry in growth and, efficiency. Improvements inbreeding, feeding,

and managing have made production more efficient. New methods of assembling,

processing, packaging, and distributing have reduced costs, improved quality,

and made large-scale operations feasible. Several changes in the structure

of the industry have facilitated, widespread adoption of new technology.

Extensive use of contract growing and production financing has accompanied

the rise of new broiler production areas and the expansion of some older ones.

As competition has become more intensified, many farmers and, processors have

sought further cost reductions through integration and marketing under common

management.
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Production. All regions of the United States produce some broilers. In

1963 the greatest concentration of production was centered in the South

Atlantic states and the South Central states, with 903 million and 863 million

broilers, respectively. Table 1 in the Appendix presents production data

for other regions of the United. States. The number of broilers produced in

the United States in 1950 was 631 million, compared with 2,103 million in 1963.

Pounds of broilers produced during the same period of time increased 1,945

million to 7,282 million (Appendix Table 2).

The value of production increased from 533 million dollars to 1,056

million dollars, even though average price per pound received. by producers

decreased. from 27.4 cents in 1950 to 14.5 cents in 1963. Also, the average

live weight per bird when marketed increased from 3.1 pounds to 3.4 pounds

(Appendix Table 2).

In 1963 the leading state in the number of broilers produced was Georgia

with 360 million (Appendix Table 3). Arkansas was the next in volume with

260 million, followed by Alabama with 228 million, North Carolina with 215

million, and Mississippi with 157 million. Oregon ranked. twenty-seventh.

Consump tion and exports. The annual per capita consumption of broilers

in the lhited States increased. from 8.7 pounds in 1950 to 27 pounds in 1963,

an increase of 210 percent (Appendix Table 4). By 1968, per capita con-

sumption of broilers is expected. to reach approximately 28.2 pounds, which

would be 88 percent of all chicken consumed.
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The United States in 1962 exported approximately 173 million pounds of

broilers to foreign countries, of which 113 million pounds were shipped to

the European Common Market. It is likely, however, that the volume exported

in the future to the European Common Market will be smaller due to trade

restrictions imposed on broilers and to the increase in broiler production

in these countries. But a lower volume of exports could be offset by con-

tinued increases in the domestic consumption of broilers and, by increased

exports to other foreign countries outside the European Common Market.

Oregon

Production, price and value
1
. Oregon's broiler production increased

from 4,336,000 birds in 1950 to 11,738,000 in 1960, but by 1963 had de-

creased to 8,364,000 birds (Appendix Table 5). During this same period,

price paid to producers decreased from 30 cents per pound in 1950 to 17

cents in 1963. Value of broiler production in Oregon, however, increased

from $4,162,000 in 1950 to $7,423,000 in 1960. But then it decreased to

$4,977,000 in 1963.

Consumption compared with pounds produced. Fryers grown outside

Oregon were found in many of Oregon's food stores. One reason is that

Oregon growers do not produce enough fryers to meet the needs of the

retail outlets in Oregon. At the present time, there are no available

data concerning the per capita consumption of fryers in Oregon. However,

1
For information on production costs see Miscellaneous Report, Dept.
of Agricultural Economics, Oregon State University,*PBroiler Production
Costs of Three Oregon Growers in 1963."
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assuming the per capita consumption of fryers in Oregon is approximately

the same as the average for the United States, the number of pounds of

fryers consumed. in Oregon can be estimated for various years (Appendix

Table 4). Since 1950, consumption has been greater than production of

Oregon-grown fryers. This deficit increased from approximately three

million pounds in 1950 to about 28 million in 1962.

Problems in Oregon's broiler industry. Broiler production costs

such as feed, chicks, and labor are higher in Oregon than in southern

states. Cost data for Arkansas are presented in Appendix Table 6. Also,

the price Oregon growers receive for their broilers is higher. But with

lower production costs, plus improved transportation, Arkansas producers

ship broilers into Oregon and. compete severely with Oregon growers.

Oregon law. The Oregon Commodity Act was passed by the 1953 Oregon

Legislature. Under the provisions of the Act, producers of any agricul-

tural commodity in Oregon may organize for the purpose of conducting a

program to help the commodity industry. Each commission or council is a

state agency, operating on funds collected from Oregon producers, plus

any gifts or grants it may receive. The operating funds are to be

expanded for research, promotion, and protection of that commodity

produced in Oregon.
2
 Presently, there are eight commodity groups

organized under the Oregon Commodity Act.

2
Paul T. Rowell. "Oregon Commodity Commissions." In: Oregon State Dept.
of Agriculture, Agricultural Bulletin No. 203, Salem, Oregon, 1959, pp. 9-10.
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The Oregon Fryer Commission was activated January 17, 1958, with the

appointment by the Governor of nine commissioners who were recommended by

the Oregon Broiler Growers Association to represent Oregon producers. One

of the primary objectives of the Oregon Fryer Commission was to get Oregon

consumers to demand Oregon fryers. To accomplish this end, a modest pro-

motion program was undertaken.

The Oregon Uniform Labeling Law, passed in 1959, makes it mandatory

for all Oregon retailers offering fryers for sale to identify each bird

by label indicating the state where it was grown and the chemical preserv-

ative used.
3
 With passage of this law it is now possible for Oregon

broiler growers to differentiate their product from broilers produced in

other states.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE "GROWN IN OREGON" LABEL, 1962 

Research Methodology 

Experimental design. Twelve supermarkets of one grocery chain in

the Portland metropolitan area cooperated in the study carried on during

four weeks of July and August 1962. All the broilers were grown in

Oregon, were as nearly alike as feasible, and were divided into two

groups. Each broiler in one group carried a "Grown in Oregon" label,

and each broiler in the other group carried a "Grown in Arkansas" label.

In all twelve stores broilers were displayed in four bins located side

by side. One bin carried whole "Grown in Oregon" birds; one carried

cut-up "Grown in Oregon" broilers; another bin carried whole broilers

Oregon Laws (1959) Chap. 385.
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labeled "Grown in Arkansas"; and the fourth bin carried cut-up broilers

labeled "Grown in Arkansas." Number of broilers sold. from each bin was

recorded daily for each store during the four-week period.

In six of the stores the Oregon-labeled birds were priced, at two

cents pore per pound than the broilers labeled "Grown in Arkansas," In

the other six stores prices were the same--the lower price--for the

Oregon and "Arkansas" broilers.

After two weeks, colored. posters promoting Oregon fresh-grown

broilers were displayed in three of the six stores selling at the two

cent per pound, premium price. Similar posters were displayed. in three of

the six stores selling the Oregon and "Arkansas" birds at the same price.

Results 

Portions of sales which were labeled.

(Two weeks with NO in-store promotion)

Oregon Arkansas

53

58

percent

47

42

Six stores with premium price

Six stores with no premium price

(Two weeks with in-store promotion)

Three stores with premium, but no promotion 52 48

(Same three stores, first two weeks, with
premium, no promotion) 53 47

Three stores with premium and, also promotion 55 45

(Same three stores, first two weeks, with
premium, no promotion) 54 46

Three stores with no premium price and no
promotion 55 45
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Portions of sales which were labeled.

Oregon	 Arkansas
percent 

(Same three stores, first two weeks, with
premium, no promotion) 	 57	 43

Three stores with no premium price and with
promotion	 68	 32

(Same three stores, first two weeks, no
premium, no promotion)	 58	 42

It is evident that consumers purchased more broilers labeled "Grown

in Oregon" than birds carrying the Arkansas label. Tests of significance

indicated this to be the only significant relationship found in the study.

No significant effect on sales was found for premium prices, nonpremium

prices, or for the in-store promotion used in this study.
4

EFFECTIVENESS OF IN-STORE PROMOTION, 1963 

Research Methodology 

The sample. Three supermarket chains in the Portland metropolitan

area and in the Salem area cooperated to conduct the study in the summer

of 1963. The Portland metropolitan area included incorporated suburbs of

Beaverton, Tigard, and Milwaukee, while the Salem area included nearby

cities of Woodburn and McMinnville. The two grocery store chains in the

4
Effects of premium and promotion of necessity were tested in different
stores, whereas the source (Oregon or "Arkansas") was tested in the same
stores. Hence, the experimental error is smaller for the test of "source"
and more easily detected than for effects of premium prices and of in-store
promotion.
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Portland metropolitan area had. 12 and 6 stores, respectively, in the sample.

The chain in the Salem area had. 6 stores in the sample.

Selection was based on store location and volume of broiler sales.

Stores within each chain served customers who represented different socio-

economic groups. Also, stores which sold large volumes of fryers were

selected. Weekly sales per store in the Portland chains ranged, roughly

from 300 to 400 birds, and in the Salem chain they ranged from 400 to 800

birds. The head meat manager of each chain selected the stores. His

knowledge of each store, its personnel, and its customers appeared to

qualify him to make the selections.

Experimental design. The test was planned to operate in 24 stores,

for 9 weeks, in 3 food chains:

First 3 weeks, no in-store promotion in any of 24 stores5

Second 4 weeks, promotion--

8 check stores with no in-store promotion

4 stores with Oregon Fryer Commission poster

4 stores with revised. Fryer Commission poster
6

4 stores with plainly lettered, chartreuse banner

4 stores with refrigerated display gondolas used in alternate weeks

The prepromotion period was planned to be three weeks in length, However, two
of the chains reduced their prices on fryers in all stores during the third week;
consequently, fryer sales increased. The experimental design required stores to
sell their fryers at regular prices during the prepromotion period to obtain
"representative" fryer sales. Thus, sales data for the third week were not
used in the analysis.

6
The poster was revised to emphasize "Buy Oregon Fresh Fryers" instead of
"Barbecuing an Oregon Fryer." The word "Oregon" was changed to give it
more prominence.



Third 2 weeks, postpromotion -- no-in-store promotion in any of the

24 stores.

During the nine weeks, numbers of pounds of fresh broilers sold in each

store each week were determined by weekly or semi-weekly store visitations.

All forms of in-store promotion for fryers, other than those used in

the study, were discontinued during the prepromotion, promotion, and post-

promotion periods. However, newspaper, radio, and television advertising

of fryers by grocery stores and by the Oregon Fryer Commission were continued.

These and other motivating factors such as weather, season, price, and

competition were assumed to affect the demand for fryers approximately

the same for all stores, including the eight check stores. Therefore, from

the standpoint of selling fryers, in-store fryer promotion was assumed to

be the major factor differentiating volumes of sales among stores, at least

within each chain.

Difficulties in the study. In designing the study it was recognized

that it would be impossible to hold constant all factors affecting the

sale of fryers in these supermarkets. A very important factor was price.

The head meat manager of each chain indicated that he would try to keep

prices of fryers during each week the same for all his test stores. However,

no attempt was made to control the fryer price level in each chain because

of the competition which exists among chains.

Several times during the nine-week study some stores received more
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fryers than could be sold at regular prices. The meat managers in these

stores then reduced their broiler prices. However, the experimental

design of the study did not permit effective measurement of promotion

unless all test stores within a chain had the same price during a week.

Therefore, sales data from these stores with lowered prices were omitted

for the particular week in which prices were reduced.

Each chain was expected to keep only Oregon-grown fryers in its meat

display cases during the test. Nevertheless, one week several stores in

one of the chains received a portion of their fryers grown in another

state. The out-of-state fryers were offered for sale in the same display

case as the Oregon-grown fryers. Therefore, sales data for these stores

were omitted during this particular week of the study.

Several stores participating in the study were located close to other

supermarkets. One or more competing stores often featured fryers at

reduced prices. It was assumed. when any competing store reduced its

price on fryers, its fryer sales would increase, and fryer sales of any

store located close to it would also be affected. Each sample store

located close to a competing store which decreased its price on fryers

was omitted from the study during that particular week. These necessary

omissions of data increased the difficulty of analysis and may have

affected the findings made from the study.



Method of analysis. Total fryer sales in pounds for each store were

computed each week during the nine weeks of the three test periods. The

sales figures for the prepromotion period were used as the base for com-

paring fryer sales of each store during the promotion and the postpromotion

periods.

The stores within each chain were grouped by promotional treatments.

The fryer sales of stores in each treatment were compared with their

corresponding sales during the prepromotion period to determine the per-

centage change. Only one percent-change calculation was determined per

chain for each week for each treatment, even though more than one store

in the chain employed the treatment.

Analysis of the promotion period was done for: (1) the entire four-

week interval, (2) the two, two-week intervals, and (3) the four, one

week intervals. Fryer sales in stores with the various treatments were

compared to the stores' corresponding sales during the prepromotion period

at the end of each promotion interval, whether one, two, or four weeks in

length. One exception to this procedure was the stores with gondolas,

which in accordance with the experimental design were used only in alter-

nate weeks.

Sales in check stores with no in-store promotion functioned as the

base for comparison of fryer sales in stores having promotion. The per-

centage change of sales in the check stores for each time interval was

compared with percentage changes in fryer sales in stores with Fryer Com-

mission poster, revised Fryer Commission poster, banner, and gondola.
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Promotion effect. If the percentage change in sales in stores with

one of the promotional treatments increased more or decreased less than

the percentage change in the check stores for a given time period, in-

store promotion was assumed to be effective. This positive difference

was called the promotion effect. However, if the percentage change in

sales in stores with any one of the promotional treatments increased less

or decreased more than percentage change in the check stores, promotion

was assumed to be ineffective. This percentage difference was zero or

negative.

The same method of analysis was used for the postpromotion period.

All treatments were examined except the gondola. A positive difference

indicated a carry-over effect of promotion. If the difference was zero

or negative, it was assumed no carry-over effect was present.

Results of In-Store Promotion 

Chain A--percentage change in sales and promotion effect. One-week

intervals were the shortest time periods examined. During the third week

of the test, the week immediately preceding the promotion period, all

stores in Chain A lowered their price from the normal level of 45 and

49 cents to 29 and 35 cents, respectively, on whole and cut-up fryers.

Fryer sales in all stores more than doubled compared with the first two

weeks--the prepromotion period. When fryer prices were increased to

their normal level the following week, sales decreased and were below
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the weekly sales of the prepromotion period. The percentage decreases in

sales for each treatment were as follows: check, 21; Fryer Commission

poster, 14; revised Fryer Commission poster, 12; and banner, 7 (Table 1).

Each of these percentage changes in sales is indicated in Figure 1.

Differences in the percentage change of sales between each promotional

treatment and the check treatment are also presented in Table 1. All

differences were positive for each promotional treatment during the first

week of promotion. The Fryer Commission poster, revised Fryer Commission

poster, and banner had promotion effects of 7, 9, and 14 percent, respec-

tively. These promotion effects, above the zero percent line, are also

indicated on Figure 2. Differences below the zero percent line indicate

that promotion was ineffective.

For the second week of the promotion period, all stores in Chain A

lowered their prices from 45 and 49 cents to 29 and 35 cents, respectively,

on whole and cut-up fryers. Fryer sales in check stores and those with

Fryer Commission posters, revised Fryer Commission posters, banners, and

gondolas, increased 73, 60, 35, 58, and 80 percent, respectively (Table 1

and Figure 1). The only positive difference between the percentage change

of each promotional treatment and the percentage change of the check stores

was for the gondola. Its promotion effect was 7 percent. The other pro-

motional treatments had negative percentage differences and indicated that

promotion was ineffective during the second week.

Fryer prices were returned to their normal level of 45 and 49 cents
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during the third week of promotion. Fryer sales decreased 14, 27, and 9

percent, respectively, in check stores, stores with Fryer Commission

posters, and stores with banners (Table 1 and Figure 1). However,

fryer sales increased 17 percent in stores with revised Fryer Commission

posters. The promotion effects computed from the above percentage changes

were 31 and 5 percent, respectively, for the revised Fryer Commission

poster and the banner (Table 1 and Figure 2). Since the difference in

percentage change in sales was negative for the Fryer Commission poster,

its promotion effect appeared to be nil during the third week.

Fryer sales in the fourth week decreased 37, 12, and 5 percent,

respectively, in stores with Fryer Commission posters, revised Fryer

Commission posters, and banners. At the same time sales increased 2 and

19 percent, respectively, in check stores and those with gondolas. From

the preceding percentage changes, a 17 percent promotion effect was com-

puted for the gondola (Table 1 and Figure 2). The other three promotional

treatments failed to indicate any promotional effect.

Chain A- two-week and four-week intervals. In this same manner,

fryer sales were analyzed for two, two-week intervals during the promotion

period, as well as for the entire four-week promotion period, and for the

two-week postpromotion period. Although the different posters appeared

to indicate slight promotion effect in some stores for certain time in-

tervals, the promotion effect was generally smaller than during the first

week of promotion.
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Chain A--results. Statistical tests indicated no sales promotion

effects by any poster were due to in-store promotion in the stores in Chain A,

even for the first week of promotion when promotional effects appeared to

be greater than for any other time interval. For this reason, and because

some sales data were not usable for certain stores in later weeks, addi-

tional tests were not run for the stores in Chain A.

No significant carry-over effect of promotion was found during the

last two weeks, when there was no in-store promotion.

Unforeseen equipment difficulties caused sales data from in-store use

of gondolas to be inadequate for testing. It appeared likely, however,

that gondola displays used periodically, and not too frequently, could

significantly increase broiler sales even at "regular prices."

Chains B and C. Sales data from stores in Chain B and from stores

in Chain C were analyzed in the same manner as for Chain A. Results were

essentially the same. Some sales showed an increase and others showed a

decrease with in-store promotion, with no significant effect on volume of

broiler sales. No one poster appeared significantly more or less effec-

tive than other posters. No evidence was found of promotion carry-over

into the postpromotion period.

Chains A, B, and C. Sales data were most usable and promotion was

most effective during the first week of promotion (Table 2). Therefore,

tests of significance were made on the combined sales of the stores in

the three chains during this first week of promotion.
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Results. No effect on the percentage change in broiler sales due to

in-store posters was found in the three chains combined. Not enough data

were available (because of data which had to be eliminated) to test pro-

motion effects among the chains,

CONCLUSIONS 

Three separate studies have now been completed involving the effec-

tiveness of in-store promotion materials in increasing the sales of

Oregon broilers. The findings have been the same from each study.

The first was the study of 500 consumers made in July 1960, in the

Portland metropolitan area.
7

Sixty-two percent of the consumers answered either "no" (21 percent)

or "don't know" (41 percent) to the question: "Does the store where

you buy most of your meat advertise or feature its broilers as Oregon-

grown?"
8
 Contrary to the answers received, most stores did advertise

Oregon-grown broilers.

Also, consumers were shown each of four colored posters advertising

Oregon broilers and asked "Have you happened to see this poster in a store

at some time?" The reply, "No--did not see it," was given by from 72 to

84 percent of the consumers, depending upon the particular posters. Three

of the posters had been on display in most Oregon food stores.

7"Broiler Consumption in the Portland Area." Miscellaneous Paper 114,
Agricultural Experiment Station, Oregon State University.

8 lbid., p. 15.
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Moreover, the poster reported as having been seen by the largest portion

of consumers (19 percent) was a Washington state broiler poster with the

word "Washington" changed to "Oregon," This poster had never been on display

in Oregon stores.
9

Oregon consumers showed definite preference for broilers grown in

Oregon. Freshness of the broilers was the principal reason given for

desiring Oregon birds by slightly more than one in three of the buyers. '°

The preference shown for Oregon broilers makes it appear desirable

for Oregon broiler growers to keep the image of "Oregon Fresh Fryers"

before the state's consumers.

The second study is reported in this publication. It was conducted

in the summer of 1962 to determine the effectiveness of the "Grown in

Oregon" label. Premium prices, nonpremium prices, and in-store promotion

materials employed in this study showed no significant effects on volume

of broiler sales (pp. 5 and 6). Consumers did prefer Oregon-grown broilers.

The third study was conducted in July and August, 1963, and is dis-

cussed in this publication. This study indicated no percentage changes in

broiler sales were due to posters displayed in the supermarkets of three

chains in the Portland and Salem markets,

Thus, each of the three studies indicated that in-store promotion

with posters failed to increase sales; but gondolas used periodically did

appear to increase sales.

9
Ibid., p. 16.

10
Ibid., p. 11.
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Caution should be used in interpreting the results of these studies.

First, the promotion material used (posters and gondolas) was used in

stores operating in a market area where newspaper, radio, and television

advertising was extensive. If all three of these types of advertising

were discontinued, it is likely that in-store promotion would become more

effective than it has been. But total promotion effects on sales from

only in-store promotion, probably would be considerably less than total

promotion effects actually were.

In-store colored poster promotion by the Fryer Commission does not

appear to be a worthwhile part of a promotional program where funds are

quite limited.

Finally, it is evident that research to determine benefits to broiler

growers from promotion of various kinds should be undertaken in Oregon

only when there is more control of the forces affecting sales of broilers

in stores than has so far been possible to obtain.
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APPENDIX

Appendix Table 1. Number of commercial broilers produced in the United States
by regions and by years

Region 1950 1955 1959 1962 1963

thousands

North Atlantic States 79,119 139,083 162,925 138,364 135,525

East North Central States 52,637 76,297 85,862 66,807 58,071

West North Central States 25,649 38,281 52,142 55,024 49,226

South Atlantic States 298,129 475,259 727,752 868,578 903,187

South Central States 123,337 292,758 624,432 803,811 863,011

Western States 52,587 70,006 83,809 92,429 94,409

Total1 631,458 1,091,684 1,736,922 2,024,508 2,103,429

1
Does not include Alaska and Hawaii,
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Appendix Table 2. Number, pounds, average live weight, average price, and
value of production of commercial broilers for the United
States, 1950-1963

Year Number
Pounds
live

Average	 Average price received
live weight	 by producers, per
•er bird.	 sound, live weight

Value of
•roduction	

48 states millions millions pounds cents	 million dollars

1950 631 1,945 3.1 27.4 533
1951 789 2,415 3.1 28.5 689
1952 861 2,624 3.0 28.8 756
1953 947 2,904 3.1 27.1 786
1954 1,048 3,236 3.1 23.1 747
1955 1,092 3,350 3.1 25.2 844
1956 1,344 4,270 3.2 19.6 838
1957 1,448 4,683 3.2 18.9 886
1958 1,660 5,431 3.3 18.5 1,002
1959 1,737 5,763 3.3 16.1 925
1960 1,795 6,017 3.3 16.9 1,014
1961 1,992 6,836 3.4 13.9 947
1962 2,025 6,911 3.4 15.2 1,049
1963 2,103 7,282 3.4 14.5 1,056

50 states

1961 1,993 6,841 3.4 13.9 949
1962 2,026 6,919 3.4 15.2 1,051
1963 2,105 7,287 3.4 14.5 1,058

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Poultry and Egg Situation. Washington,
D. C., May 1963. 55 pp.
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Appendix Table 3. Number of commercial broilers produced, price per pound,1-/
and value of production in 1963, by states

State
Price per	 Value of

Number produced, pound	 production

thousand
thousands	 cents

dollars
Georgia 359,760	 13.8	 168,799
Arkansas 259,850	 13.7	 117,478
Alabama 227,989	 13,9	 107,748
North Carolina 215,314	 13.6	 99,561
Mississippi 156,510	 13.6	 70,242
Texas 131,380	 14.4	 62,432
Maryland 130,555	 15.6	 77,393
Delaware 104,089	 15.6	 61,704
Maine 63,849	 16.5	 42,140
California 60,650	 16.8	 37,700
Virginia 44,288	 15.2	 20,195
Pennsylvania 38,497	 16.8	 25,223
Tennessee 36,004	 13.7	 16,771
Missouri 32,300	 14.2	 14,677
Indiana 27,541	 15.0	 13,633
Louisiana 27,481	 13.9	 12,987
South Carolina 20,319	 14.1	 9,741
West Virginia 19,141	 15.4	 10,022
Washington 18,175	 17.4	 11,385
Wisconsin 16,347	 15.4	 9,566
Kentucky 12,890	 14.0	 6,136
Connecticut 12,299	 16.4	 7,463
Minnesota 11,793	 16.0	 6,793
Oklahoma 10,907	 13.9	 5,155
Florida 9,721	 14.3	 4,448
Ohio 9,042	 15.4	 5,291
Oregon 8,364	 17.0	 4,977
Massachusetts 8,172	 16.1	 5,263
Idaho 5,322	 17.5	 3,167
New York 4,294	 19.0	 3,671
New Hampshire 3,707	 15.6	 2,371
New Jersey 2,800	 23.6	 3,502
Michigan 2,773	 17.8	 2,122
Iowa 2,618	 15.0	 1,728
Illinois 2,368	 14.8	 1,227
Kansas 1,532	 15.0	 758
Hawaii 1,384	 34.7	 1,873
Utah 1,375	 17.1	 970
Rhode Island. 1,314	 16,1	 783

Continued
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Appendix Table 3 (continued)

State	 Number produced.	
Price per	 Value of

	

pound	 production
thousand 

thousands	 cents	 dollars 

Nebraska	 983	 15.7	 478
Vermont	

2/	 593	 16.2	 384Ve 
Color590 & Arizona—	523	 18.2	 323
Other-

1/ Price paid to grower, live weight.

2/ Colorado and. Arizona combined to avoid disclosing individual operations.

3/ Alaska, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, North Dakota, South Dakota, and
Wyoming reported no broiler production.

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Chickens and Eggs Including
Commercial Broilers. Washington, D. C., April 1963. 15 pp.
(Statistical Reporting Service, Crop Reporting Board)
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Appendix Table 4. Estimated difference between the number of pounds of broilers
consumed in Oregon and the estimated number of forrd6 of:Oregon
broilers produced, dressed weight, 1950-1963.

Population
Year of Ore &on

thousands

Per capita
consumption
of broilers in
United States

pounds

Estimated total
consumption of
broilers in

Oregon

Estimated pounds
produced, dreSsed li	Estimated
weight -, in Oregon-	 difference

thousand
	

thousand
	

thousand
pounds	 pounds
	 pounds

1950 1,532 8.7 13,328 10,129 3,199
1951 1,564 10.4 16,266 12,820 3,446
1952 1,595 11.7 18,662 11,525 7,137
1953 1,623 12.3 19,963 10,350 9,613
1954 1,652 13.7 22,632 12,100 10,532

1955 1,690 13,8 23,322 13,879 9,443
1956 1,726 17.3 29,860 19,580 10,280
1957 1,735 19.1 33,139 17,980 15,159
1958 1,735 22.0 38,170 19,482 18,688
1959 1,756 22.8 40,037 25,832 14,205
1960 1,770 23.4 41;418 29,134 12,284
1961 1,777 25.9 46,024 28,839 17,185
1962 1,807 25.6 46,259 24,684 21,575
1963 1,826 27.0 49,302 21,370 27,932

RP>

1/ Dressed weight is 73 percent of live weight.

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, July 1 Population Estimates for Selected
Years. Washington, D. C., 1950-1963.



Appendix Table
	

Number, pounds, price per pound, and value of production
of commercial broilers in Oregon,' 1950-1963

Pounds
Year	 Number	 (live)

thousands	 thousands 

Average price
received by •
producers,
per pound,	 Value of

live weight	 production

thousand 
cents dollars 

1950 4,336 13,875 30.0 4,162
1951 5,854 17,562 30.0 5,269
1952 5,093 15,788 30.6 4,831
1953 4,889 14,178 28.5 4,041
1954 5,525 16,575 25.2 4,177
1955 6,133 19,012 26.3 5,000
1956 8,382 26,822 22.5 6,035
1957 7,697 24,630 21.7 5,345
1958 8,340 26,688 19.6 5,231
1959 10,723 35,386 17.8 6,299
1960 11,738 39,909 18.6 7,423
1961 11,619 39,505 16.6 6,558
1962 9,661 33,814 17.5 5,917
1963 8,364 29,274 17.0 4,977

Source: SRS, U.S.D.A., Farm Production, Disposition, Cash Receipts and Gross 
r 

Income from Chickens and Ws, including Commercial Broilers.
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Appendix Table 6, Average price for baby chicks, broiler breeds, straight run,
per 100, and for broiler mash per 100 pounds, in Oregon and
Arkansas, 1953-1963

^

Year	 Oregon
	

Arkansas
	 Oregon	 Arkansas

Chicks Mash

dollars dollars

1953 5.52 5.05
1954 5.65 4.90
1955 5.42 4.79
1956 ••• 5.23 4.67
1957 16.5 12.6 5,18 4.71
1958 16.0 13.1 5.23 4.65
1959 15.0 9.8 5.16 4.65
1960 14.7 10.6 4.99 4.42
1961 14.5 9.2 5.05 4.31
1962 14.4 9.3 4,95 4.34
1963 13.1 9,2 5.03 4.36

Source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Prices. Washington, D. C.,
1953-1963. (Statistical Reporting Service, Crop Reporting Board)
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