AN ANALYBIS OF
~ ORBGOK'S COUPETITIVE POSITION
IN PROIUCING AND HMARKETING TURKEYS
by

ROLLIN OREL DUNSDON

A THESIS
subnitted to
ﬁRE&Q% STATE COLLEGE

in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for the
degree of
MASTER 0F SCIENCE

June 1948



APPROVED:

Redacted for Privacy

Professor of Azricultural sconomics

In Charze of Major

Redacted for Privacy

Head of Department of Agricultural mconomies

Redacted for Privacy

ez

Chairman of Sechool Graduate Commitlee

Redacted for Privacy

Dean, Graduate Division



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

I em deeply indebted to pr. D. B. DelLoach, Professor
of Agricultural Economics, who hag been my inspiration,
coungelor and severest critic during the course of this
study. He has been extremely helpful in the organization
of the material and has insisted upon accurate stalteuents
of fact. I especinlly appreciate his ziving unstintingly
of his time whiech often was at a great personal sacrifice
to himself.

Professor E. L. Potbter, Head of the Department of
Azricultural Economicas, has given valuable criticism
which has enabled me to more accurately develop certain
points pertinent to the study.

Particular credit is due to Noel Bennion, ixteunsion
Poultyyman, who has offered numerous suzzestions helpful
in an upderstanding of the problems Tacing the turkey
industry.

J. A. Haprer, Instructor in Turkey Menagement was
fpnitially responsible in giving me a backzround in the
~principles of turkey produetion which has prepared me
for this study of the economiec prinmeiples surrounding
the industry. He has continued to be a valuable eounselor
&uriﬁg the eourse of this study.

There are a number of men in the Tleld who deserve



credit for havins given me of their time and personal
experiences enabling me to epply principles of theory
to everyday practice. Bkr. J. E. Conn of the Oregon

Turkey Growers mado =s0me particularly valuable sugzestions.



TABLE OF CONTENIS

Chapter

2.
3.
4.
5‘
6.

Ve
8.
9.
10.

SOLUTIONS TO 1HE SHVERAL FHOBLEGS OF

1l.
12.
i3.

OBJECTIVES OF THESIS. « o o o« s s s o

? xwm@s # » ™ % % - a = » - Y = * % 2 .

E Qﬁaiﬂ é}x 6}%&3 s 0w 0B E & R 8 ® w w ® ® ¥ &
PART I

THE PRODUCTIVE RECORD OF THE TURKEY INDUSTRY

I OREGON
Growth of the Turkey Industry in Oregon
PART IX
MARKETING TOREEYS

The Markebting Season.

* & L 3 L & o E ] * L 2
Marketine Channels. . - « o 2 & s o » =
mka ﬁg * E 4 & L L 3 * » L 4 - & » - LY L] - -
fhe Pricipns ProcesSs .+« + « « s o o s = o
Desgired improvements in our syste £

PART III
PROBLENS FACING THE INDUSTRY
A Wartime Expanded Capselty . . . . .+ .

*

*

*

*

Development of the Broad Breasted Bronze.

Seasonality of Consumption. + « « « » -«
Qompetition with Other Areas. . + « « &

PART IV

Adjusting rroduction. « « « + o
Small or Larsze Turkey . .
Widening present Markets. . . «+ .

®
*
L3
L
« W
L
L

L4
»
L]

Bmﬁgmzﬁ L 2 » » - & » ® £ ] - o L3 L. E
Mmm» s & & & ® & % & & ®w € ® & 3 %

&

*

® * & %

- * » ]

(3
*
*

* ® » »

x ® % ®

% % 0w

13

- 206

30
36

m of EarmﬁﬁnP 59

63
65

71

OREGON PRODUCERS

82
84
21
99

102



No.
1.

2a

3.

5,

6.
7.

9.

10.

il.

iz2.

13.

14.

LIST OF 'TABLES

beseription Page

Rank of the first ten states in numbers of
turkeys raised per S-year periods 1931-35
and 1936-41 and per year, 1941 through 1946.... 14

furkeys: Production, disposition, average
price and total value in Oregon for period
1@39 tg lgé??ﬁti&'iﬁﬁ'S&QP'O“&%&O*'OC‘C*"’*‘QQCQO &’?

Turkeys: Number raised in Oreson, by countles,
for 19359 and 1944 and changes in total numbers. 20

Gash farnm ipcome for Orezon of selected farm
erops and rank of Lnporhance..esesesccceccsccss 81

Dressed turkeys: Unlted states production
ﬁﬁﬁ Gmnsm@%ii}ii’ l%:ﬁﬁ ‘tﬂ:} }.g}'@% e B AT B EERL SRR ;3?

Sales of turikeys from farms, 1942 to 1546...... 28
Gommereisl processins plants in Uresgon in 1946. 32
Distribution of turkey production ag to human

population, showins surplus or defielt for
lg'%s, iﬁ ﬁﬁ@ﬁ%i‘aﬁﬁﬁ Oiﬁ ?ﬁguaé;ﬂ’i BB W E DG EEHER GRS R %

Per capita income by states: 1939-41 avsrage,
and for 1945 and 1945 =g percentage of average
ine'amgttcﬁooiiqoe\!kutnmd;aﬂsinswﬁw&#aev‘tetbgitc ‘éé’

Estimated prices: Recslved by farmers, live
weight in Oreson, by monbhs from 1830 to 1947.. 46

Heat consumption of chickens, turkeys, and all

red meats, per eapita, for years 1939 to 1947,
with index numbers based upon 1935-39 averages. 54

Purkey prices: New York market for Horthwestern
grown, dressed frozen youn? hen and youns tom
turkeys frggz{i 19:59 ’t;{} Eygéif"*“.‘la Llﬁkﬁ‘;t‘ilt’.’ g}v

Average weisht per head sold, by sections and
for Oreson for period 1929 0 1946...cesssceees 58

Pupkeys: Cold storaze holdings by months, 194l
tg 19'&7""*.“*".&*04‘.'09&*0%'7GﬁtiilQQ\iCtﬂl 6?



Ho.

18.

16.

17.

i8.-

19.
20.

21,

22.

Description Page

Turkeys: A comparison of growing costs in
New York, Tllinois and weshis LB Oy s e anvereves 7B

Purkeys: United states aversze burkey~Tfeed
ﬁ?iﬂ& r&%i@%n’&viiﬁq;QtQti&&&&oitvvﬁctaafttcac ?6

Average U.5. faru e rates, by months, with-
out beoard, by states for Uctober 1, 1%49 1845
an& lgé@’§Q‘G»‘§Gl.aiiit»ﬁ-ﬁcwldﬂl!ﬁﬁtﬁﬂﬂ94&vﬁo ?8

Paurkeys: Averauze price ouid by farmers for
poults in 1948, 1944 and 1948, by states, cents
p%r ?ault‘.““""ll’.)iOtiﬁQﬁ‘!&G*ﬂ,n‘&Q‘#-“Qé‘ ?g

. growth standards for turkeys (both sexes)..... 8B

Turk@ys~ Averaze welgiat per bird at end of

each 2-week pericd, and pounds feed consumed per
pound grein in live “@ifﬁh for ¢ifferent seriods
in Broad Bressted Hronze btur reys and in Belts-
ville Small-tyre GhiteSe.eeroncnnnnsvorscasns OO

A souparison of the percentsge of edible meat
of the live welcht of mples and fenaleéBesse..s B7

Percentage of edible meat to dressed welsht... 96



LIST OF CHARTS, GRAPHS AND DIAGRANMS

Figure No. Description Page

1.

2.

3.

5.
6.

9.

10.

11,

Distribution of turkeys raised in Oregon and
location of processing plants in 1948.cecavacens

A schematic diasgrenm showin: marketing channels
through which turkeys flow Trom producer to
e&nsu&i@r.‘i.ﬁﬂ’f&tl!“‘f«"i‘t'@‘!lﬁ&‘%’almi.hw’ﬂ&%w&':!h

Routes over which Orezon turkeys move into cone
s/&mg ﬁx’ms‘.‘#ithlq&t&ﬁ-ebt‘ye’@ot&iwalﬂﬂt'l!n

- Distribution of turkeys in the United oStates

aecording to population showing surplus and
deficit in millions of pounds for 1948...cevennn

U.8., average Tarm prices of live turkeys in 1945

A ecomparison of acmual U.d. production, conswiup-

+tion and averase live price of turkeys Tor yoars

lgﬁe ta lgéé},&l"‘i"*"Q‘&I*.'Ci"Gikﬁ“‘l‘.*'.‘f

U.8. turkey vrices compared with total turkey
gonsumpbion and industrial wage iandex from 1930

ﬁG l@‘%ﬁl‘lth&’tﬂ&%&%‘t!ih&’OO’@'#’QQ*!Q"O‘IB!@Q‘

+

(%

U.8. per capita consumpbion of burkey, ohilcken

"and all red meats Trom 1229 60 1847, i vesssasss

U.8. average srices of live burkeys compared with
retail prices of beef and veal, pork and chickens
on siznificent war dates and by months from
January 1840 to March 1947..essvevvernnsosvnnven

U.8., nmarket prices of turkeys, chickens, sheep,
cattle, and hoss in cents per sound from 1935 to

ot
1§éﬂa"iﬁ*¢wrii‘ah“vtot&ntca#o&iw&lvt&dha‘au't&ﬁl&ii

U.8. averaze price received for hens over tom
turkeys in cents per pound compared with U.S.

“average live weight of all turkeys from January

1§4® %"Q ﬁ}?ril l‘%%r?*‘f’t‘i"'#littlﬁiUt'*l.ll“.‘ﬂ

19

&7

42
43

48

52

53

56



AN ANALYSIS OF OREGOR'S COMYVETITIVE FOSITION
IR PRODUCING AND UARKETING TURKEYS

OBJECTIVES OF THESIS

The objectives of this study are:

First, to study the growth of the turkey industry
in Oregon whieh has led to a production in excess of loocal
gonsumption demande and maest be marketed in out of the
state areas,

Second, to study the efficient and inefficlent
aspects of the marketinz machinery over which this supr-
plus must be carried as 1t enters into compebition with
other turkey producing states.

Third, to review several of the more lmportant
problems that are facing the turkey producers, today, as
a result of the rapid srowth of the industry and which
will have an important bearing on future production and
marketing patierns.

Fourth, to consider several adjustments that might
be made in an attempt to solve these problems and which
will stabilize the turkey industry in Uregon and thus
agsure Oreson producers of a falr opportunity to ghare

in the turkey market.



FINDINGS

1. ‘There has been a tremendous growth of the turkey
industry in Orepon. Expansion has been a result of
certain biological developments in production and markebe
ing enabling producers to produce at s profit. Produc-
tion has become concentrated prizarily in the Willamette
Valley, the trend beins towsrds fewer but larger flocks.
In 1945, cash receipts from the sale of turkeys ranked
third as a source of agricultural eash income to Oregon
farmers.

2, Production patterns and consuspition habits have
restricted the marketins of turkeys to a relatively short
season, however, improved marketing faellities and stor-
inz technigues recently have allowed growers greater
freedom in planninz to produce when it is most suitable
for thelr productive plante with lese repard for the
gseagonality of consumptlon.

3. There are several msthods used by szrowers o
market their turkeys; namely, selling them alive throush
independent middlemen, selling dressed birds through
gooperative group action and marketing both dressed and
live bif&s by the individual producers. &sighty per cent
of the erop is nandled throush the independent middlemen.

oregon turkeys are marketed in all areas where United
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Btates grown turkeys are consumed. Compared to other
turkey producin: states, Oregon is favorably situated
for exporting to Canada, Alsska and Hawaii.

4. Loeal prices are based prirarily upon New York
market prices but there are a number of faetors whieh
modify this reletionship. Regionsl price differentials
are primarily 2 result of surplus or deficit conditions
within the areas. Seasonal prices are caused by heavy
seasonal demand influences, The priee Tluctuates Trom
year to yeay sccording to the over-sll sucply and demand
gsituation. Consumer income and price competition with
other meats have a grest influsnce on the demand for
turkey. The slze of bird has also become a factor in
price as the general consumey denand is tendinz teo
favor a small bird.

5. There are several considerations in improving
the efficlency of marketing. Nore extensive evisceration
will improve the quality of the birds and will reduce
the cost of marketing through the savings resulting from
a reduction in weight of the birds hendled. Betier
ubilization of by-products will increuse the return to
the industry.

8., ‘The industry is confronted with several problems
which are of current interest in determining future pro-

duction and marketins patterns. A4 war-ezpanded plant



4

migt be reduced to provide for a normal peacebime demsnd
or the wartime demand must be waintained to use the
increased output. The production of the Broad Breasted
Bronze is beinz challensed by an ineressins demand for a
smaller type bird. The seasonslity of consumption 1s a
1imiting factor in inecreasing total consuuption of tur-
key. Oregon producers are facine severe competition from
other areas. In a comparigon of costs of production,

~ the ﬁi&wasﬁern sroducers appear to have the advantages
Oregon is Ffurther handicapped by ite areat distance from
the major consuning areas but its producers are fortunate
in being able to produce and market a gualliy blrd which
usually commands a prenium op eastern markets. IV appears
that more rigld zrading requirements is the factor caus-
ing Oregon birds to bring premium srices for thely hizher
guality in the terminal markets.

7. HMarketins patterns are influenced by production
and consumption. Several adjustments in these patterns
may be necessary. If competition in the eastern markets
becomes too severe, Urecon producers will find a market
for a considersble amount of their production in west
coast and adjacent export markets. From the available

gvidence, the Broad Breasted Bronze appears to be the most



efficient utilizer of feed and produces more edible meat
than the smaller varieties. But the questlion is which

is the more economical to produce. There are two distinct
clagses of demand which must be congidered in determining
what type bird to raise in @rﬁ&r'%a'm@@t these demands.
Phe demand of the home whieh iz the greater of the two
and the restaurant demand. The homemaker desires a small
bird and the restaurant trade wants a considerably

larger bird.

8, fThere are gseveral methods of widening the market
demand far turkeys which may result in an increased con-
5&%@3&3&@ Consuner education and publicity for the vir-
tues of tﬁé product may increase year-around sconsunption,
Utilizingz special processes will reduce the purchase unit

hreagh cut-up birds and will offer the homemaker a zreat-
er variaﬁy Prom which to choosze. This may tend to break
down the eustom of eatins turkey only as a roast. 4
reduction of turkey sroduction costs will enable turkeys

to be placed on the market at a price con sparable to that

of other meats. Consumers may be encouraged to sub-
atitute turkey Tor some of the more conventional classes

of maats.



CONCLUSIONS

The growbth of the turkey industry in Oregon has been
a natural phenomenon resultinz from a set of conditions
which have made it profitable Tor turkeys to be produced
at 8 profit.

There are & mumber of Tactors whieh are responaible
for this growth:

1) ﬁ~f&vgrahla ¢limate - which reduces the expense
of shelter for both breedins stoek and zrowinzg stoek,
and enables producersgs to produce 5 hicher gquality bird.

2) Broad Bressted Bronze - Orsson producers ploneered
this variety and their reputation has become widespread.
This publieity hac sttracted markets for poults and ezgs

very uniform pack of

[H

as well as makine it pozsible for

nds a prenium. Few aress

the market birds which co
have as high & @arceﬁﬁﬁ@@ of one variety of turkeys as is
grown in Oregon. ‘This nay be a disadvanitage 1 consumer
pesistance to the larme tyre bird continues 10 be reflect-

ed in the form of lower prices.

3} Modern commercisl methods - Orezon has not been
restricted by cut-of-date mebhods of production and

processing as have some areas beeause of a more recent
expansion of the turkey industry in the state. ‘Turkey

production in Oregon is carried on primarily, by larsge



produgers, making for efficiencies in cogts of produc-
tion.

4} TFeed supply -~ Western Oregon is a deficlt feed
producing area but does raise a large part of what it

uges and surplus suprlies are not too far distent. Green

7

ranges ave plentiful and make for a great gaving in total
feed costs.

Oregon producers have cowbined these notural ade-
vantages with nodern up-tow-date and effliclient methods of
production and nmarketing. These facte, coupled with the
faet that the poult and egs industry offers a duasl source
of income, have enablsd Ureson producers to compete in
Eagtern markets even thousgh far removed Trom these areas
of greatest consumption.

The great distance frowm primary warkets is Oreson's
greatest handicap. However, this additional cost of
marketing may be off-gset by the hizher price which the
Yorthwestern srown bturkeys recelve on the market as a
premjum for guslity.

Oregon's productive plant was Tavorebly situsted to

consumer demand die %o war stimuli were met. A vastly
inoreased production crested supply and desand maladjust-

to o peate-tine

ments when the war ended. an adjusbuoent

market has srested a hizhly competitive situation and



problems fostered in this enviromment are vital to the
future of the industry in Uregzon. Ceriain adjusbments sre
necessary. With increasing competition, agreater efficien~
eles in production and marketing metihods will help to
enabls Oregon turkeys to remain in strons competition
with those of other areas but more effTicient munagement
practices will have o be adopted. Advances in improving
hatehability and the reduction of death losses will assist
{Appendix Table VI). Hore cconomical feeds and feeding
methods mist be utilized.

For production to be economical, there must be a

A

market for the vroduce. Hizh consumpiblon is dependent
upon several Tactors:
1} Consumer income mast remain relatively hish.

with a8 high

‘fmarkey meat has besn considered a luxury ite
elastleity of demand. 4 lowering ol consumer income
resulting from = depression would very likely cause a
decrease in the per capita consumption of turkey.

2) ' There =ust be » favorable price relationship

Tarkey meat iz %.15‘3.3&3,1.37

in substitutive relationship with other meats. For turkey

to be consumed replacing other meats, » comparable price
pasis must exist. rroduction and marketing costs mst

be such as to make turkev mest avalliable on a coupetitive



¢oat basgis.

3) Oregon producers must have o market Tor thelr
birds within the competitive ranse whieh they are able to
profitably enter their product. 4 rapidly increasing
population in this area and Incressed consumption levels
may soon offer a market for all turkeys produced in the
west coast, whether or not we are sbhle to compete in the
eastern markets. There was a 1380 per csnt incresse in
local west coast congumpition firo 1240 to 1948,

4) The turkeys must be of a guality and in s form
determined by both the producers snd the processors which
will satisfy the demands of the consumers. The markebing
processes must prenare a guality product whieh will be
,ablé to compebe in any markeb. BLvisceration, using
Federal Grading standards, stirsctive packazing and utili-
zation of special processes, such as cut-up and fresh
frozen steaks will be necesaary.

Producers will have to debermine the nature and ex~
tent of two diszbinet types of trade, home and restaurant,
in determining which varlety bird to ralse. Then, t00,
there may be an advantaze in avea spseclalization in pro-
ducing éne type of bird over another. 17 there is a
shifting of production to a smaller type bipd in the areas
which have not enjoyed the advantages of producing a

large type bird as the Horthwest hes, then it nay be
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ﬁ@anﬂmieallfor Urezoen producers to continue production
of the Broad Bressted Bronze to good advantage as they
have in the past. Conbtinuation of the restaurant demand
for the large type bird and adovition of special nethods
of pxées$sing enabling consumers to buy a smaller portion
of turkey st a sinsle purchase willl further Justify cone
tinued production of the Broad Breassted Bronze in Ureson.
To some extent, consumer recistance %o the larsze
type bird may be offset by srocessinzg these birds into
smaller sized cuts and, throush consuner sducation, en-
courage the consumption of turkey in a manner other than
the conventional rosgt, Farther Justification for cone-
tinuing the production of the Broad Breasted Bronze is
that this is the most efficlent producer of edible meatb
of all varieties and will be the best able to compete
with red meats on a cost basis. 4 meal of turkey nust
be zs economical as a plsote of »ib roast. The delicacy
of turkey mest does not resuire that it remaln in the
elags of luxury meats, Turkey is good, there are few
people who do not enjoy it snd turkey meat can be made
available to all consumers at any time during the year.
The future of the Ureson turkey industry is dependent
upon the direetion which the industry will move in making

production adjustuents and whether it will continue to
be ecopomissl for Uregon producers to raise turkeys or
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ghift to an alternative crop which will offTer a greater

return to their productive plant.



PART X

THE PRODUCTIVE RECORD OF IY INDUSTRY

IH OREGOW



CHAPTER 1

GROWTH OF THE TURKEY IMDUSTRY IN OREGON

‘The turkey industry in Oreson has grown tremendously
durinz the past 28 years. The growing of turkeys was
only & minor farm enterprise in 1820, today, it has be-
come one of Creponts major szriculiurel Indugtries.
according to the 1920 census, Uregon had only about
38,000 turkeys on hand on January 1 and natlomally, ranked
in,thirﬁiath,ylgce, Produetion was expanded sreatly
during the next 25 years. About 825,000 turkeys were
produced in Oregon in 1930 and she ranked in sixth place
nationally, in importance in number of turkeys raised
{Table 1}. The increased production in Ureson has kept
pace with that in the obther states and in 1945, 1t reached

a peak production of over 5% miliiom birds, ranking Tourth

Pactors Qausing Increased FProduction

The rapid increase in the production of burkeys
during the past 25 years, has been due to several factors,
the two more important beinz biological and economical.
Biological developments in the industry have made 1t
physically possible to expand production at a time when

economie conditbtions have made it feaslble to do so at
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a profit.

Biological Developments. The most important of

thege biologlcal developments belngz, 1) the adontion of
aanltary practices in control of diseases, 2) the use of
ipeubators in hstehing, and 3} the adacting of the turkey
enterprise to & large seals production. vfﬁase improved
practices were readily sccepted in Oreszon. Very favore
able growinz conditionsg sxist and in recent yeaars she
has become famous in the turkey world for tho developument
of the new and inproved breed of turkey dnown as the

1n's position in the industry

Broad Breasted Bronze. Ores

1 the development of

has been further sirengthened throu
a dual source of income, by producing not only market

Fhiese are sold

birds, but also hatching

practlcally in every siate in the Uplon. The greatest

poults are gold

in the Rocky Mountain, North Gentral and Middle atlantie
areag. CGanads, wmore recently, has been an lmproved

market for the sale of Orezon bred gstock.

a &

Rescent exparnsion is dus to economic conditions

related to war. The sreatest expansion ln Urezon ins
taken place in the last ten years, when econoanic condi-

tions have enabled vproducers to inewveuss productlion at
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a profit. In 1935, (Table 2} 900,000 birds were ralsed
and the cash fars income frow movket birds was $2,Y87,000.
in 1945, 3,080,000 turkeys were raiged with a cash farm
of $19,218,000, which was an inorease in turkey produc-
tion of over 240 ver cent and an increase in cash farm
income from turkeys of 600 per cent. This inorease has
been primarily due to the hizher prices recelved which

*

Thig coes not include the

were induced by way

g mariebed which, by 1940,

value of turkey poults and e
had become a major source of income to Oregon turkey
producers and hss, at times, been the one factor which
has given them eon advantage over producers in competitive

5 Eo

areas.
Turkey Froduction Concentrated

The moat hizhly concenbtrated turkey producing area
in the United States, ot the precent time, is sald to be
the Willamette Valiey. It iz easily the most important
turkey producine ares in Ovegon, although Douglas,
Deschutes, Umatilla and o some extent Jackson and Joses
phine counties ars of considerable iwmportance also
{Figure 1). Marion, Clacksmas, Yembill, Linn and Lane
are the five leadins counties in the state in total

number of turkeys ralised and rank in that order.



TABLE 2

WRKEIS: PROWICTION, M$P@31§1§3, AVERAGE PRICE AND TOYAL VALUR IN OREGON FOR PERIOD 1930 70 1847

Bumber LW Aﬂ Bat'l Geumi Se:f.&. Vﬂm Bational

produced, price price on farms, thousands ‘produced, renk
Year thougsands live wt. llve wt. thousands of thousands

psr 1b per 1b of pounds pounds of dollers

1930 625 EZ.4 21.6 2000 8
1923 6560 22.1 19.4 2015 6
1932 750 12,1 14.2 1258 7
1923 600 13 .3 - 11.8 1182 7
1934 750 16.5 14.5 1650 é
1928 900 19.7 19.2 272% 6
1928 1169 16.0 16.4 2798 7
1987 1197 17.6 17.7 3290 &
1938 1269 18.8 17.9 3348 6
1939 1512 14.8 15.9 3901 5
1940 1700 15.0 15.4 391 29019 4412 5
1941 171% £20.2 19.9 82 27992 B731 3
1942 1854 28.5 27.8 395 335620 9666 4
1943 2241 33.1 2.6 209 57883 12476 4
1944 2283 8.2 54.0 294 41842 18990 5
1948 3080 54.7 8.6 268 65384 19218 4
1946 2182 51.5 36.2 427 47289 150186 8
1947  (1383)

Source: Bareau of Agricultural Egonomics, USDA

4T
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Most of the ineremse in turkey population has besn

in Western Orepon where the trend v heen towards larger
flocks and fewer Tarmers raiszing more turkeys. In a come-
parison of the Censug revorts of 1940 and 1845, which in

this case, were for the production years of 19398 and 1944
(Table B), some interestlng shifts in production will be

noted. The greatest loss in nusbers were mogtly in areas
other than the Willamstts Velley., Umatilla, tultnomah,
Hood River, Deschutes, Jackson, Josephblne, Klomath and

Benton eounties were the heaviest losers. The counties
that showed the sreatest sains were Clackamas, Douglas,

Y

Winebon, which were

Linn, Lane, Harion, Ysmhill and s

already the greatest prodacers.
A HMejor Source of Agricultural Income

The rapldly erowing lwmportance of the tarkey industry

as a major source of agriculitural income ¢ Orezon faruers

ig shown in Table 4 and in addition, the order of lmport-
ance of the ten lezdins crops in terms of cash income 1s
listed., The 1935-39 averapges shows The total cesh farm
income from turkeys as $3,543,800, or ranking ninth in
eagsh returns compared with the other crxops. By 1940,
turkeys were in third place and had 2 total cash income
fpom market turkeys of $19,218,000. Turkeys had moved

steadily upwards in their ranking importance. If the



Figure 1. DISTRIBUTION OF TURKRYS RAISED IN ORBGON
AND LOCATION OF PROCESSING PLANTS IN 1945

N £0y: Z Cooperative rlants

¢ Indepently owned plantes
One dot = 1000 turkeys
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TURKEYS:

TABLE 3

FUMBER RAISED 1N OREGON, BY COUNTIES
1IN 1939 AND 1944, AND CHANGES IX TOTAL NUMBERS

g

e b IO

Nems of  As of

" loss for

As of f&‘ai.a Tor
County dpril 1,1940 Jan 1,1948 peried period
Bakeyr % 861 1 843 1 918
bBenton 118 862 106 022 10 820
Cleckemes 137 703 298 098 181 392
Cletsop 314 91 228
Columbis 22 222 26 088 & 862
Coos 11 188 5 014 6 079
Orook ¢ COB 5 687 418
Curey 296 2 40} 2 106
Descimtes 104 358 93 248 i1 110
Dougles - 210 979 227 069 16 090
Gilliam 8 004 2 378 2 629
Grant 8 525 7 011 614
Harney 144 629 812
Hood River 25 542 7 212 18 230
Jeckuon 68 83e 51 006 7 851
Jefferson = 2 208 2 123 83
Jossphine 28 713 17 931 10 792
Klemath 33 627 12 006 21l 621
laxe 738 471 262
lane 183 120 283 268 50 148
Lincols 1 742 897 1 048
idon 171 782 248 809 77 1717
Eslheny 6 386 3 BBS 8 781
Barion 16T 818 319 008 151 198
Morrow i3 408 8 823 4 B8E
Eltnomsh 20 762 10 712 18 040
Polk 32 479 50 881 17 §02
Shermen 754 1922 1178
Tillsnook 531 456 k¢
Usatills 0 19 87 178 12 201
Union 2 156 1 267 789
Wallowa 2 882 479 2 403
Vasoo - 9 782 11 0BO 1 268
Wmmu 81 77¢ 137 827 76 251
theeler 2 206 1218 986
Yambill 146 825 263 082 116 557
TOTAL MR
STATR 1677 851 2 214 138 ~ B36 687

Bource: U.B. Cemsaus of Agrimlme for Oregon,l9456



TABLE ¢

CAGH FARM ﬁf BE FOR (BEGON OF WW PARM CROPS AND m or W%Mﬁ&
_{In Thoussnds of dollars) im»g in Psrentheses)

, ; , mﬁ.ﬂ :ma ; IM rma . Im - 194& 1948 1946
Chickens 3511' 13&? : iﬂﬂ - 2484 4351 wm - 68683 4887
Chicken Egee 5619 Cﬁ} - 5190(B) vs09(8) 10362{6) 14382(4) 12686(8) 14749(s) 14888
Purkeys _3B4A9)  a3p8(6) esi(s) 9aesle) Lisisle) leveslv)  19218(s) 14880
Total Poultry Prod 10380 10821 15017 : 9 24636

Cattle & Calves 13842(2) 14724(2) 181241(3) 24534(2} zwgaiz} 35440 (2) 4199211
Shesp,Lemb & Wuol 9%%!44 9265(3) 11901(4) 12646{e) 11385(7) 11007(10} 10220(10)

M DLz L . YN ECT U6 lionoin Geiainl  Lang b
Total Livestock ..M 20856 S0 . 48688 PESIS £O541 S06EL
¥ilk Products i EAlE2 Y RBABGIL: ZFOIRELL) 4020B{1} . )

P0TAL ANIEAL PROD M 60803 78572 _ 104350 130241 141808
Wheat 11198(3) 9161{4} 18325(2) 18382(3) 16986(3) 26444(3} 18243 {4}
Oats 1381 1128 1786 1598 Bebe 3063 26568
Berley 8308 1253 1858 3063 7601 4269 3210
Sorn 141 143 118 178 151 199 150
Rye 222 251 282 181 216 225 {226)est
Hay 5934(7) 2968 2028 5244 7260 8287 7158
Potatoes zvzaw} 2249{10) mam; 713419} 1013.1{91 14051 {4) mamwi
Hops 4640(7).___B04D ] Wi82{9) 12 D
TOTAL FIELD GROPS ...&%?: 22781 m_ M’f 48 N - i -
Apples 2091(12) 19351 2580 2696 6082 7029
Cherries 1199 1900 2000 2052 4009 4738
Pesches 224 287 428 842 1110 1858
Posrs zror{ii) 3465(9) 6007{T) 9450(7) 10823(8) 13190(6} 18288 (5)
Pranes 1753 1410 1478 2610 58985 4950 4327
Falmuts 641 9% 1570 778 1953 2848 2576
Filberts 456 1451 1166 2980 ..£964 2588 .
.....12?..,& 3?&2@? M‘? .. 40260

Total Orchard Gggpﬂm - ;gggz
T0TAL CROP PROD 33768 S846

{%numc& on tal}.wing w)

3



QROP PROMICHS __ 92206 94277
Govt Payments ,

e B S

GRAXD TOTAL L TR o LT o TRt TR T TR.... 3 SRS

"‘zm: not include herses, males, mohaly, bees,ducks, geese or pea fowl.

”Bzms- not include truck orops, grass seeds, forage seeds, peppermint, suger bects, pess, faram tismber
products, berries and cothers.

Source: Burssu of Agrisultural Economice and Uregom State Market Reporting Office, revised
estimates dated Marsh 1947.
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value of turkey poults and esgs had been added to the
value ﬁthurkeys 801d, the importance would have been
even grﬁ&tgr.*

Using $26,500,000 as a close estimate of total farm
income from the turkey indusbtry in Uregon, approziumtely
65 per cent of the total income of all poultry products
wgulé be from turkeys. The turkey industry would con-
tribute to Uregon farmers about 9.5 ver cent of the total
agricultural income from all the major sources.

A stady of the productive record of the turkey indus-
try in Oregon, indlcztes that there is a production of

turkeys in excess of the loeal consumption demsnds. Thig

*Tha added wvalue oy be caleulsted as follows: On Janu-
ary 1, 1945, thera‘wzre «wu,Qﬁﬁ breeder hens. burins that
season about 80 egig per f*ﬁ were araﬁac@é, or aboutb
81,000,000 ezus. 211
eges and the Guhwr ﬁﬁ@wh&if 237¢ zmtsksq iﬁuh poults., The
avarage priea racaxvﬂu far BE5E a out 30 cents per

£ L be about §3,150,000,
per poult. With a

aﬁ per cent hs baa d,@ﬁ@.wwﬂ yug« wald have been hatched

and at 75 cents ﬁhu?@ would be a $4,185,000 added value.

A elose estimabe of tobel ca@? income 1o producers would

be about $26,500,000 for the year 1@% i a@graximsﬁely

only azm—«ha}_;i‘ of the poults m‘ s Were and sold

out of state and the remsinder wﬁr ua@a for our own

flocks for market birds and hresder replacemsnts. It is
agaumed that btotal eash fafm.lﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ to turkey producers

should include »11 sales of poulls and egss, regardless

of where they were parkebed.

uad




surplus must be disposed of in oub-of-gbate markets.

It is advisable to examine the achinery next,
with its efficient and inefficlent aspects, to determine

what the competitive position of the Oregon producers will

be as they enter these nnrked Later, the problens

reical organization wlll be discussed

arising from this

j

to determine whelther il will be possible for Ureson

turkey producers Lo mals their industry in a competi-

tive environment.
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THE MARKETING SEASON

giving and 6h

more efficiant ¢

weats and extensive advertising campal

per capita
consumption hes incressed {Yable ), tTihls increase belng
primarily during the off-holiday sesson. rurdicularly,

5

ﬁw&&#ﬁ“k}r Hea LS are “a '*27@3?:?‘

resbaurants have discovered

profitable dinner iten for then to serve (B, p. 486-7)

and {8, p. 328 j. Conseguently, there iz some indicstion

that this expanded f&eiliw

ties and artificia

FEE T i
BHGI

marketing season oo
for turkeys lg earliier and

been partieularly irus in

process turkeys earliler in
markets in tive to conpete

the large type of turkey whi

production is that h ie in greatest dewsnd during the

off-holiday seuscn as the vesteursnt trade has the

greatest influencoe upon the n
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RABLE B

IRESSED TURKEYS: UNITED STATES PROIUCTION ABD CONSURPTION
1930 ™ 1946

Prodss- Gold st lm  oold stor-

~tlom  sge stosks ports  age stosks Consumption

will-  at begin. will- at end of

fone of ning of yr ions yr, mill- Total Por Caplta,

poands aﬂiigaa of ia:w af ﬁﬁli@m - pounds
1930 216 }.B 1 8 223 - 1.80
1981 214 B 5 10 214 1.70
1882 284 1+ 1 15 260 2.10
1935 268 i5 * 16 2 2.490
1934 264 16 * 19 281 2.20
1828 267 19 * 17 269 2.10
1986 26l 1% 1 B 344 270
- 3987 - 848 e * 26 - BEB 2.70
928 55 26 * £e 258 2.%0
1889 428 P * B2 593 2,00
1940%*  BOB B2 * 61 496 398
1941+* Bl6 81 1 5O - BRY 3.99
i94z** Bab 8O .e 26 B39 4.09
1943** Ble 36 . a7 B1& 2.91
1944~ B91 57 . 7e 566 4.20
1946** 762 73 . 108 627 4.76

1948** 741 108 e 128 741 5.46

.
less then 500,000 pounds.

-
*“Revised BAR reports es of April 1947. Par Capita consumption
computed on wrevised basie: Prodaction plus deginuing inventory
of Cold Storage stogks plns lmports less Cold storage stooks
at end of period divided vy averege populstion figures of
1940 and 1948 Census reports.

Source: Baresu of Agrisultural Economics, USDA.
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TABLE &

BSALES OF W‘é FROY FARES, 3.?4%—46

iru and :?emw& of tats& z:eanczs ae:w, dming ymr
3343 ‘ 3:& 1#5 3*5 5»9 511» 3'1 Eu”é 3&2 v& : 03‘ 53:3 35 3
1945 +8 o7 % +% + 4 «& 1.8 " - o7 4.8 Bl.6 28.1
1944 & .6 4 LB 3 1 .9 8 2.4 5.9 Bl.3 35.6
1946 % B 1 «7 & B 20 1.3 2.7 4.4 T.1 43.935.0
1946 % R & 1.2 1.0 1.4 1e4 2.0 7.4 15.7 IB.B B32.3
Z.R.CEND. ;
1942 1.7 oT  1e2 &3 1.1 1B & W7 4.B 8.5 40.7 387
1948 8 .4 A - B EO 1T B3 2.9 4.8 BB.2 33.9
1944 2 W7 8 d 1.3 2.7 B W3 8.5 7.5 48.9 38.4
1948 »7 G 5 1 B 1.2 .8 B 4.0 8.5 44.2 40.2
1946 1.8 .7 -8 B 8.2 2.8 B B 3.9 8.5 41.8 35.6
V. H.OBHT.
1943 1!-4 o2 " +i Le& 1.5 ww 1.7 7.3 14.4 29.8 31,9
' 19‘“ ) 1v§ 3 St ww  Lad 247 2 1.8 E.5 1&09 4.2 B0
1944 1.2 .4 2 B 1.8 2.7 B 2.4 8.6 19.0 43.4 19.8
19456 9 .4 B B 2.8 led 1.0 4.2 11.4 19.9 34.1 23.5
1946 9 i «2 B 2.6 5 of B2 14.7 £3.9 Tl.6 21.8
$¥-’ A%E‘l
19“3 bs w% i-g &3. ig t? :3 b ﬁ:ﬁ ?94 53»2 4? *5
1943 B 2 B 1.7 L9 1.9 9 1.9 B T.l 43.0 41.0
1944 ‘ o8 «8 o1 o5 1:4 LT 5 1.8 3.9 14.0 37,0 37.9
1946 B 2 el W2 1.B 2.0 1l 3.6 4.8 9.7 44.8 1.0
8.C5N7
19‘3 *3 ts 11 95 1&? ‘aﬁ i3 tl 1*6 3&7 5&»5 %5;6
1943 8 .1 B B .8 27 B 4 1.2 3.6 80.8 38.4
19‘*“ ﬁ" -3 -2. cg 2 ? 3.;1 &5 55 3-*5 §15 ﬁgig 35.5
19‘5 15 -}. tl ‘3 3*9 3#9 ul *1 3*6 5»5 3111 5&.5
1946 - IS § A 4.0 2.1 1.8 3 2 1.6 B.1 4R.6 29.0
WBs?
1942 B+3 140 d W7 Tel 2.8 1 1e6 3.7 6.9 B1.0 39.8
1943 4s9 1l Wl 3 249 7.l o6 1.8 2,9 8.0 31.5 38.8
1544 4.2 1.8 8 .9 B.0 2.0 & 6 3.1 10.9 33.3 34.3
15& 5;3 1!1 as 145 ﬁsg 59§ té 2:@ 504 1411 5%#3 3?*3
V8.
1942 23 7 5 «F B.1 16 £ LleB 4e2 8.9 40.2 6.4
1948 2.7 . ol B led B.7T  oT 1.8 3.4 7.8 42.5 358
1944 20 W9 B 2B BT EsB 2B 1e2 4eE 12.2 41.2 809
1946 2e2  + JE W7 28 EZ.B 8 2.4 6.4 12.0 38.1 29.2

1546 244 «8 £ 2.1 C.d LB W7 1.9 7.3 1640 B3.7 30.1

m: ﬂam of mmxmm ﬁamemes. 5537 3
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Very recently, there have besen certain factors which
have allowed producers zreater freedom in the seasonality
of marketing. Improved nrocessing plant facilities, the
process of eviscerating turkeys prior to hard freezing
and improved refrigersation fseilities, have esnabled
processors and handlers bo dress and store birds without
as great a d&ﬁger of carcass spollase, as formeriy. These
faetarsvha?@ sllowed producers and handlers ﬁm‘mmrﬁ@ﬁ

2

and process bturkeys when it is »

st Teasible for then to
do so. To gome extent, this hass frecd them from the
necessity of gauzing production patterns to varying eon-
sumption patterns, as Tormerly. However, there will always
pe a demand for fresh Trozen turkeys for the holidays by
the more diseriminating consumsrs, which must be provided

by the producers.
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HARKETING CHANNELS

There are geversl ¢

ghip is passed in tarkeys in Oreson:

selling live birds to nlddliensr, 3) direct

dressed birds by individusl nroducers, and 3) by markebe

ing through producer vonperatives,

sy ooy < . F e ey
per cent of the Urezon

. These
be eilther indepsudent buyers who procese and find thelr

own market outlets but wore often they are a branch plant

e

owned and opersitcd by a atate, ional or pnationzld firam.

&

Ownership is passed fron the producer and all

further control of the direction and method of processing

iz assumed by these asencles, when the turkeys are handled
: 3

x

reial profit-type agencles, dress,

in this way. These comue
pack, and in some csses store the blrds before they are
moved into thélmare advance channels such as wholesalers
and jobbers. Refarence to Figure 2 wlll show the movement

of turkeys marketed in this menner.

Direct Marketinz. About 8 per cent of bthe burkeys

are dresaed and warketed by the individual producers.

Marketing is more direct and producer control is retained



5L

C.»s

further along the chair of marketing, These turkeys may

2

be dressed and packed in the individaal producer ownad

dressing plant or custow dressed by commercial dressing
plants. 1In elther scase, ownershin and control is retained
by th& individual producer. These tuvkeys then mey he
sold either leocally dirsct to consumers, or throush loecal
retall outlets or sold fo loesl wholesslers. The larzer

producers may avs: shin out-olf-stote in carlosd lobts and,

ed i

o3

the terminal

in most casen, sell to i
markets. As 2 mesns of movins nore burkeys, producers
have become interested in special nethods of processsing
and have pramoted the sale of smoked turkeys, barbocued
turkeys and turkey brollerg. 1In zost cases, producers
have done their own processing and have developed their
own distribution facilities, primsrily in loesl markets,
There are indications that more turkeyvs have been noved
in this manner during the last year or two than ever be-
Pore. There ore scversl ressons Tor this. The concene
tration of production into larse flocks has nade it
sconomical for some of the larser growers to do their own
processing. Birect sellins has been essy due to scarcity

of meat and high incomes. Orowers take advantase of

2

these oprortunities and eircumvent rvesular market channels.,

5!
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PABLE 7

COMMERCIAL PROUESSING PLANTS IN OHEBGON IF 1946

-

Nagiomal Afrilistion Statewlds Affiliation

, , Ho#innville
Roseburg , Augene
Hedford Rosebirg
Redmond

Heglonsl Affiliation ' :
‘ . independent local doalers

b 1 ngZBoh Lresmary Lo mnany

- Portlamd | Dougles Sounty Fouliwy

- 3alem ; ‘ Roseburg
Bugene ‘ ‘ '
YoMinnville Amsrican Produse Company
Roseburg . Portland

sillesebte Pagking Company
Salen

Hadford

Sapitel Mniries
selen

it G

Sxogon Jalry and fouitry Produgts
Porsiand '

Ewﬁaw Cooperative larketing Assccistions

Janby Hermiston




N Individve /
g’?gm’ Retailers
Brokers Butchers
\ N v ¢ B
\ Camerlsd  Grocers
I'nde fendentlj \ 3
owned \ y > -
“ v Praccs_s/yj \ \/ /
< [
3 Plants \ # \ Jobber
3 \\(
2
N W helesalers Hotels
d- N
::::::;'n/ Z / 74 Restavrants
Frac'!é ll, ~ %
F/ont.f Jl / N
Figure 2. A SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM SHOWING MABKBTING CHANNELS

THROUGH WHICH TURKEYS FLOW FROM FRODUCER TO CONSUMER

CovsuMers

e
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Cooperative Marketing Associations. Turkeys may be

marketed hy grouss of nrods

throush cooperstively

owned processins plants and cooperatively affiliated sales

agencies., 4t the preszent L

there are four such coopera-

tive processing vlante in Oreson. Approxismately 12 ner

£

cent of the totel volume isa koted in this manner.

”raﬁwaer ovnerzhls snd control may continue throush

staze of the marketinz ss5 1z fessgible, or 1L

all of the way throush to the

3
]
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cooperatives s

sizable percentao of the total volums

this dlrection to any =

auestionable as it is zenerally aoreed
this stege has become ouite stabllized in Ureson. Cooper=-

warever there is 2 need.

atives normally dsvelop when

At present, the service i b0 be adeonate

under present srodug’ location. The nro=
fessed policy of the cooperatives is o render the vary

o marieet

best service nogsible to all thoss
thelr birds throush the cooperstive organization, Thelr

poliecy iz far lecs

charagteristic of
in Oregon. ‘They enjcy an ethicsl velationship with

conpsting indepen

1y have the highes
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a healthy trade relstionship throuszhout the industry.

The main objectlive of the cooperative type marketing
organization is to bring about a vertieal integration of
the marketing process and perform functlous as %ffiéieﬁtly
ag possible. The Cooperative Turkey Growers in Urezon
are affiliates of the Horbesgt Turkey Growers, whiech is a
nationsl organization with members in 17 VYestern states,
It maintaine sales agencies in several of the nmore

important terminel marketing aress and conirols wovement

of turkeys into the cousuming channels,



CHAPTER 4

The major part of Gregon production moves oul of

gstate and natur:lly flows

rs of population

oy

{Figure 3). Durin: the course of this wﬁkﬁj an attsmpt

was made to determine SUT Ureson grown turkeys

are consumed. HfResulis were not conelusive but the {ind-

*

ings were very sinllar to that f@ﬁﬁﬁ iﬁ ths washlinobon

2

State study (4, ».%0). OCreson turks gu are consumed in
praectically every ﬁﬁ&te in the aﬂiﬁﬁ, Canada, Alaska and
Hawail. ‘he New York and ﬁgﬁtan/araag consume probably
60 per cent of our produaction. Several million pounds
g0 to Galifornia and rlorida. & substaatial proportion
of the Oregon grown birds are consumed in Oregon. With
an average U.S. per eapits consumption of § pounds being

applied, 1.5 million »

nole in Uregon would consume over

7.5 million pounds of turkey per year. about 42 million

pounds of turkey were produced in 1946. uy above calou-

lations, about 18 per cent of our crop is consumed within
the state. It is estimated that about 3 miliion pounds

ware consumed in Ureson in 1340. otal consumptlo:

turkey probably has increased 1 times sinc
wWith probable furiher incresscs in population within the

gstate and a possible lncrease 1h per ca ita consunstion,



LS
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a large market for our turkeys will exist rizht at home.

this should have » stabilizing influence on future Oregon

production. Should compebition in the Zastern markets

foree Oregon out, it zmay even be necessary to adjust pro-
duction to serve only local West coast and adjacent ex-

port market demands.

Export Markets. Only s smell part of our total turkey

production enters into the export trade but our Pacifie
Coast states are in an advantazeous position to market
gquite a substantial amount of their production in Alaska,
Canada and Hawaii. Aalso, at present, racific occupation
forees consume many thousands of pounds of Northwestern
produced birds. Uhese are warkels which should not be
overlooked., Berryman and Buchanan in the washington state
study assert that & per cent of thelr burkeys are shipped
to elther Alasska or Hawaii. we probably furnish a like
amount in that trade. An increased population in alasks
should expand the consumption there. In recent years,
Ganada has offered a market for many pounds of our turkeys.
A surprising pumber of handlers have shipped turkeys into
Canadian markets in 1946 and 1947. Canada has also been
an improved cutlet for ureszon ezss and poults. This may
be an opportune time to consolldate our markets in Canada

which may offer = substential outlet in the future.
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CHAPTER 5
THE PRICING PROCESS

Basieally, turkey prices asre determined by the prices
which are established szt the Hew York markeb, this belng
one of the heaviest consuming areas and customarily
ascepted as the leader in settins prices. ‘The price which
is peid te'praﬁaa@rg ot a local merket iz determined by
subtracting from the few York dressed price, the costs
of processing, handlinz and transportation %o New York.

However, there are » number of faectors which modify

this price structure.
Hesional Price viifferences

The most inportznt factor which afTects regional
price differentisls is that of supply and demand. ‘Lurkey

%

production and density of populs tion represent these two

factors. This is best illustrated by distributing
turkey production according o sopulation and to determine

surplus and deficit sroducing aress. Figure 4 and Table
8 {llustrate this, keferrins to Fisure 4, the sreatest
deficit areas are in the Middle Atlantic States and
ahades off into the Bast Central and South Zastern

sections. By comparison with Figure % 1t will be noted

that these arens roturn the tizhes price to the
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Bst irmtﬁé im'kasgs

Surplus

Eﬁgalatiea dist. a2 turkey or
; Population Ffrodustion Jeflsit
¥alce 786 Z 794 923 (e} 2871
Kew Hampshire 452 Z2 182 1 820 {D} 568
Vermomt 310 1 497 3 086 {2} 1 589
dassechuseste 4 183 20 198 8 713 (B} 14 320
Bhode islemnd 758 & 659 580 {pi & 099
- Gomneatiocnt 1 786 Beaz 3718 (D) 4 904
Jew York 12 585 €0 753 12 223 (B} 48 420
lew Jérsey 4 201 20 280 & 138 (D) 14 l4z
Pennsylvsale 9 194 44 284 54 180 (D} 20 264
io 6 873 25 179 18 655 (P 14 484
Indians 2 428 16 B97 18 784 (3) 18%
Hichigan B 412 26 416 16 202 {p} 10 114
Wisoonsin 2 952 14 280 10 908 {D} 2 34b
Kinnesets 2 497 12 054 68 085 {3} B6 041
Iowa 2 260 6 910 51 £87 (s} 40 é17
‘Hissouri 3 5ot 17 173 30 724 {8} 1= Bb63
Eorth Iskote 21 2 515 13 247 {8} 10 732
South Dekota 866 2 679 & 700 {8} 4021
‘Hebraske 1198 & 783 18 427 (3] 12 644
Esnses 1740 8 400 15 5&8 {8) 7 188
Delawars 287 1 388 1 670 {3) e
Hsryland ¢ 082 14 787 8 197 {pi & B%O
Virginis Z 080 14 869 20 208 (s} 5 384
Vess Virginis 1 725 8 327 6 528 (9} 1808
Jorth Carolime % 508 16 920 b 825 {D} 11 095
South Carolins 1 906 ¢ 201 6 668 {B] 2 B4S
Georgia 8 192 1B 409 2 770 (B} 12 639
Floride 2 288 i1 818 1 568 (D} 9883
Eentuoky 2 B87 12 455 4 114 {2} B8 341
Tpunessee - 2 8Y9 15 598 2 418 {2 11 480
Alabane. 2813 1% B75 2 219 (8) 11 566
 Hississippi 2 080 10 041 1428 (D) 8 608
Arksness 1 780 8 592 2 286 (D} ¢ 287
Louisisns 2 456 11 856 654 (91 11 202
Uklshoma 2 034 9819 10 488 {3) 669
Texas & 787 22 764 74 E53 {8) 41 789
Siontans 488 2 211 2 478 {3} 267,
ldsbo 500 2 414 6 760 {8} 4 48
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TABLE 8 (Contimued)

. s s I st - .
s S A Sty o gl S S A e Vet

State Estinated Lurkeyse Agtanl

Burslug

“Population dist. ae turkey oY

rosaletion Production  Deflait

Yyoming a4y

1 192 2 683 {38) 1 491
Golorade . 1 121 5 412 14 228 (8} 10 816
Few Yexiao - B3k Z 583 1 239 (M 1244
Arizona 630 2 0541 1 787 (b} 1 z84
Utsh 617 £ 979 27 288 {8} 34 408
Kevoda 160 778 900 {8} 128
¥aehington 2 oge 10 08B 20 288 {e¢} 20 158
Oregon 1 206 £ 822 BS 672 {5} 50 850
Zalifornle & 82r 45 593 112 347 {8} 89 754
I11linois 7 721 44

273 15 864 D) 20 408

Sourcet BAB, USDA and U.B. Dept. of Corm., Btat. abstrects



rigure 4.

DISTRIBUTION OF TURKEYS IN THE UNITED STATES ACCORDING TO
POPULATION, SHOWING SURPLUS OR DEFICIT IN MILLIONS OF POUNDS, 1946

Key:
<4+ SURPLUS

- DEFICIT

({In Millions
of Pounds)

Source:

Bureau of Agrioultural Eoonomics, USDA and Bureau of Census
U.Ss Dept. of Commerce

3y



FMgure 5. UsS. AVERAGE PARM PRICE FOR LIVE TURKEYS IN 1946
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TABLE 9
b} 4 mm ma-a AVERAGE, W m 1945 m& 1945 48 mm&x oF mm&g ﬁm

PER CAPITA INCONS

“iv8e~ ‘ 1945 as ‘ L 1985~ 1945 s
State 194 1945 % of ave State 1941 1948 % of ave

Ave ; _Jinoome ' _bve income

Alabams $s01 & 700 8i Kontane $b99 $il72 08
Arizona 512 918 ] Hebraska 464 1117 97
Arkansss 289 854 &7 Sevada 840 1242 108
el ifornia 848 1480 129 Yow Heamwnehire 589 a7l 84
Jolorado 568 1100 6 Hew Jersey 829 1373 119
wonnectiont 91z 1449 i26 Fow Mexico 189 812 71
Pelaweare 897 1381 180 Hew York 9310 1696 129
B of Q. 1066 1381 1la Sortk Carolina  3EZ 158 &4
Florids 487 996 87 Forty Dakotn 430 1133 a8
wemia #40 745 &5 dnig 709 1289 1i2
idsbo a7y 1054 a2 Cklahoma 279 889 77
illinols T68 1380 118 Grafon 48 1266 110
indisns 600 1162 80 Penusylvenia 670 1189 104
Iows B39 1109 98 Bnonde Island 789 1288 110
Kansas 466 1113 97 South Carolin~ 308 663 58
Kontaoky HEE 785 84 South Dakots 418 082 24
omigiane 94 748 68 Jennesces b4 B12 71
laine 538 1051 91 fexas 449 917 86
srylend 743 1212 106 Utah £18 1028 89
Bassachusetts 8031 1321 115 Vermont 648 028 89
Mickigan 691 1212 108 Tirginis 484 903 72
Hinnesota 543 1061 82 Wiashington 711 1407 122
diselseippl 242 856 48 Ypat Virginis 423 829 78
Hissouri 564 1063 92 #isconsin 567 1151 101
Gyoming 623 1096 25

Source: 1947 Gorld Almanec and U.5. Depasriment of Jommerse's itatlstleal Anstraocts.
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producers and varies directly with the intensity of the
deficit. Iikewise, Fizure 4 shows the surplus producing

areas as belns prizssrily in the Midwest, West asnd Texas.

P o

it will be seen that ib

e

By referring again bto Flzure
is gmenerally true that these areas peburn the lowest

price to the producer. The hizher i

orices in Montana,

bet

» 2

Hevada and Hew liexico szain may be explained by a rela-

tive equilibriunm in the supuly and demand. Other factors

mast explain more specific price d

3

o

fferentials. The
general price level, or per capita income (Table 9}

might explain the zenerally higher prices paild to west
Coast producers over that in the Midwestern areas and
Pexas. quality is another factor whieh mizht explain
certain differentials as for example, Oregon and washlnge
ton's 2 eent advantasze over Califoranis producers.

Galifornians mey deny its beins cuality, however.

furkeys are in pgreatest demand during the Thanks-
givinz and Christues seasona& and thus prices are usually
higher during November and December. Live turkey prices
are usually the lowest in Oregon durins May, June and
July (Table 10). Priceo patterns durine the last several

years have not been normal due to unusual conditions.



ESTIGATED FRICHES: RECEIVED BY FARMERS, LIVE WEIGH?, IN (REGOR

BY UONTHS FEOM 1930 to 1947
Yoer Jan Teb Nar Apr Ney Jume July Aug Sept Oot lNov Dec 1OV,
Cents per Pound
1926 24 2 22 21 23.6
1981 28 24 20 22 20.6
1932 22 17 13 1 14.6
1938 1 6 14 1 12.8
1924 15 14 1e 13 15 14.7 16 16.1
1935 16 w1 18 20 20 18.4
193¢ 19 19 18 8 18 19 17 15 16.9
1937 15 15 1 18 18 18 17 17.1
1938 18 1 1 18 1 17 1 17 19 19 18 18 18.3
1939 19 19 18 13 1 13 14 16 15 15 15 15 15.6
1940 14 1 18 12 11 12 12 13 16 16 156 15 15.0
1941 16 1 15 16 16 16 1 17 20 20 20 22 20.2
1942 22 22 20 20 20 20 2 21 26 29 29 351 26.5
1943 31 21 51 s 31 2 31 31 31 31 34 34 3.1
1944 s4 24 23 30 0 30 3. 32 B 51 2 6 33.2
1945 36 %6 %6 %6 36 % 58 36 B4 34 34 26 24.7
1946 32 3 28 26 30 %0 33 34 36 5 32 29 31.5

1947 0 26.6 26.8

‘Wa.tghbu& averages scoording to Nambeyr mimtcé per month
Source: Buresa of Agrioultursl Boomomics, UBIA.
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supply and Demand

Price fluctuates from vesr to year because of aéja&ﬁu
ments in supply and demand. Keference to Figure 6 will
ahawvthat when the demand for turkeys exceads the supply,
ag it did betwseen 1937 and 1930 and azain in 1941 and
1942, prices naturally btend to rise, and when more turkeys

are produced than are needed for im

sdinte conswaption,
prices tend to decline and more turkeys are pub into
storage.

One of the most important factore sffectin: the demand

for turkeys is the level of consumer income. as the

consumer income, or the Industrial waze incresses, the

demand and price of turkeys tend to incresse, 28 shown
in Fizure 7. Auny set of conditions that roem lts in
lowering per capite income, as for example, dariog a
depression, would undoubtedly have an affect on futurs

demand for turkeys.

rrice competition with

factor affeetin: the demand for turkeys, particularly

2‘%
e
)

outside the holiday season., Heference to Fizure 8 will
indieate that the per capita consumption of turkey has
been inereasins much more rapidly than that of other
meats, although it is still only a swall (3.6 per cent in

1946) percentage of total red mest consumed., It should
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be particularly noted that in a comparison of turkeys and

red meats, a decline in ths consw red meaty

regults in an incresse in the cons:

Likewise an imeredgﬂ in red &

in the consumption of turkey. ‘The consumption of chicken

*

corresponds guite

that of turkeys and like

wigse moves counterwise bto that of red meats.

Reference to Fisures 9 and 10 which show the relstion-
ablip of market prices of turkeys to that of prices of
beaf, pork, lamb =znd chickens, indicates a elose correla-

tion in their noven: ants which iz similar to the relation-

ship in the consunpt meats (Flgure 8).

The trend in 1947 suszestbs orieces in relation

to pork and beefl are low 1 past price

relationghips. This ey will be

&

mest Tor the hougewife to buy than for-

a more economical

merly and with exceedincly hizh corn srices predleted

this season, vwhich [ on pork and

beef costz than turkey costs, bturkey mmy becowms one of

the most inexpensive can buy.
Comparing size and Price

Prior to the sSecond World War there was =z uarked

household consumer preference for relatively small-sized



of Pﬂ UndJ

Millions

rigure 7

TOTAL TURKEY CONSUMPTION AND INDUSTRIAL WAGE INDEX

U+S. AVERAGE TURKEY PRICES COMPARED WITH
FROM 1930 TO 1946
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Index NMombeys

Figure 8. U.S. PERR CAPITA CONSUMPEION OF TURKEYS, CHICKRNS
AND ALL ERED MEATS FROM 1929 TO 1947
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BREF AND VEAL AND CHICEKENS

ONTHS FROM JANUARY 1945 TO MARCH 1947

PORK

WITH RETAIL PRICES OF
OF SIGNIFICANT WAR DATES AND BY M

U.S, AVERAGE PRICBS OF LIVE TURKEYS COMPARED

Pigure 9.
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rigure 10 U.8. AVERAGE MARKET PRICES OF TURKEYS, CHICKEN®, SHEEP,
CATTLE AND EOGS IN CENTS PER POUND FROM 1933 T0 1945
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TABLE 11

MBAT QONSUMPYION OF CHICKENS, TURKEZYS, AND ALL RED MEATS, PER CAPIM,
FOR YRARS 1929 T0 1947, WITH INDEX WUMBIRS BASED UPON wssase AVE.

“Ohickens, imdez  Tarkeys, lndex ALl Red  lndex

Yoar in Bumbers in Busbers Jeate maiaers
Y _bounds  pounds

1929 19.8 111 1.7 &6 121.3 104
1920  21.5 120 1.8 69 128.2 102
1981 19.4 108 1.7 85 1%0.0 04

- 1982 19.7 110 Zel 81 1%0.% 104
1988  20.8 113 2.4 8z 124.8 108
1984 18.8 108 2.2 85 14£.0 i17
1925 18.1 101 2.1 81 115.9 98
19%6 18.1 101 2.7 104  127.5 102
1987 18.0 1ol 2.7 104 125.4 100
1988 1.8 83 2.7 104 126.3 101
1988 0 18.8 104 2.0 118 - 132.8 106

1935-39 Ave 17.9 100 226 100 326.2 100
1040 18,0 101 5.8 156 1431 .0 113
1941 19.4 108 5.6 128 141.4 113
1942 21.b 120 3.7 142 187.9 110
1945 28.0 160 3.4 131 126 .3 109
1944 23.8 133 3.2 127 148.4 118

1940-44 Ave 32.1 iz24 2.5 135 _azE.0 us

- 1948 285.3 141 4.2 1886 127.% 110
1948 22.8 120 4.2 162 134.3 107

1947 Pre~ 22.2 124 4.2 162 162.5 122

1%, Pore~

Ms mrm of Agrioultural Economics, USDA.
(Apral 1947 revised figures mot incorporated)
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turkeys. Beeause of the small size of the average ameri-

can family ang the total cost of an individuasl turkey,

moest housewives sb 2 preference Tor dressed turkeys

weighing approxi ¢ to 1% pounds. Hotels and restau-
rants preferred large-sized birds. Since hens gre con-
gsiderably smeller than toms, espetially in the lsrser
varieties, bouschold consumers prelerred hens. Heferring

to Figure 11, as the aversse size of the turkey has ine-
2

on hens and

o

creaged, the greater the price spread
toms. This appears to reflect o consumer prefersnce for

smaller birds.



Figure 11. UeS. AVERAGE PRICE RECEIVED FOR HENS OVER TOM TURKEYS
IN CENTS PER POUND COMPARED WITH
UeSe AVERAGE LIVE WEIGHT OF ALL TURKEYS
FROL JAKUARY 1940 TO APRIL 1947

a AVERAGE LIVE WEIGHET OP OREGON
) AND U. S. TURKEYS

j
IOE/

Oreng

————— " —
- -
-

Price
Different ials

PRICE OF TOM TURKEYS

5t
_1 1 1 |<_ :LL '@ El‘\
3 - N £ = 3
£ 58 53 i3 35 LH 38 L3S
.Source: Bureau of Azricultural Economics and Urner-Barry Who's Who

in Poultry Industries.
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WREEY mmxm HEW YORK MARER? PR NORTHWESTERN GROWE, IRNSSED FROZEN YOUNG HER AND YOUNG
; ' m mmm m 1929 % ;.w

Tear Sex  Jsm ¥eb  Nar “E‘ lgm ﬁﬂ! Aug %@ Oct Bov Do Ave

1939 18 51} 3 5y sob ; B
¥? 30 29% 29 29 30 20 27 5 #& 22 2%  =20% 26%
1940 18 22k 23 23 28k 26% 26 24F 28% 24 24 26 2 24
b &4 21 205 205 21 ag 25 21 21 21 20 22 24 21
1941 pé:d 25 25 25 26 2 &Y 2ty 29 30 20 B0 71 z8
Ir 28 23 24 27 20 %0F 2 B4 23 29 28% 29 28
1942 TH z8 23k a3+ 3%  mg* 3% B7 37 8% 3% 41 41 @
¢ 51 32 B1* 3z*  m&* B4 B BF B9 395 400 uiﬁ» 57
1943%* b4} 415 42 % 48 45k a4 44 44r  44r 44 4B: 4B 44
, i 29 392 40 WF 41 €lF 4z 42 42 41y 42 42 41
1944%* i 46 463 47 o 48  46% 46 465 46p 4By 44 44 46
& 42} 43 e M 44 4T 44 46y 46c 46y A4 44 4
1945 T 45 46 46 46 -&% 47 4583 455 46 4bF 487 45 48
¢4 45 46 46 46 6% 4T:  4BL 43  4B: 4B 39 42 45
1948 H 45% 47 46 46 & B0 B3 BS 5T BB 53 495
£ 41 4% 39 44 41 46 46 46 44 44 39 43
1947 pé 43 44 46 46%
b 4 83 LT RS 362 B
*Estinates

ssiverage of sll turkeys. YH under 16 lbs. YT over 20 lbs.

Source: Urner-Barry, #ho's %ho 1in Poultry Industries and Nordest Hewe letters.

4G



PABLE 13

AVERAGE WEIGNT PER HRAD %ﬂ&ﬂ; BY SBCTIONS AND FOR URBGOR FOR PERIOD 1929 0 1946

Youy R 01&31 . : K«Kuﬁmt » W.B «.GQ&! . So.4%1. Bo .%’ku . w“t ) Q!‘Ogﬂt 7.3,
{in Pounds) ,

1929 13.3 1%.5 12.9 13.2 2.7 14.0 14.1 1B8.2
1930 18.5 13.7 13.1 18.4 12.9 14.2 14.2 13.4
1821 15.8 1z.9 12.4 13.6 18.1 14.4 14.56 1%5.6
1952 14.0 14.1 1%.6 12.8 13.8 14.6 14.7 15.8
1923 14.2 14.2 iz.8 14.0 13.6 14.8 i4.9 4.0
1934 14.4 14.8 14.1 14.2 13.3 id.6 14.2 14.1
1938 14.6 14.7 4.4 i4.4 13.9 15.4 18.4 14.5
1936 14.5 1B.0 14.5 14.5 4.1 15.85 15.0 14.7
1987 14.7 14.9 14.7 14.7 14.2 15.6 15.5 4.8
1928 15.1 14.8 14.7 14.7 14.1 18.0 16.2 i4.9
1529 15.2 14.8 14.8 14.8 14.0 16.0 6.5 4.9
1940 5.4 15.1 14.7 14.7 14.1 16.4 7.0 i5.1
1941 16.0 16.4 15.4 18.1 15.0 17 .4 iB.2 15.9
1542 1€ .3 15.6 16.9 16.2 14.8 18.0 18.8 16.3
1943 16.4 15.5 15.9 15.2 14.9 17.8 18.5 16.2
1944 1.9 16.2 16.5 15.6 18.4 18.3 i8.4 18.7
1945 6.5 16.7 7.2 168.2 16.1 8.8 184 17.4
1946 1g.9 17.3% 17.8 16.9 16.0 19.5 19.4 17.9

Source: Buresu of Agriscultaral Beonomics, USDA.
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CHAPTER 6

e

iN

STIRG

FPor many yesrs, turkeys were sold alive direet to the

consumer. The I aressed wers dressed

}

on the Tarms. when the distance Trom productlon sreas

15

to narket ineresnsad

of production weste

ward, these inefliclicut P ryoceseing were zradual-

ly discarded and by the developed into an

important producing ares, new u

were beins adopted
and Oregon was Ilortunste in not beinz tied to antiguated

2

methods such asg still found 1in some zastern and New

iern processing

England areas. Poday, Uregon uges mo
techniques. 4 neglizgible number of turkeys are dressed
on farms., Up-to-dabte olants process the major part of

are necesaitating

the turkeys. However, counsumer deuis
continued improvenmcnts in processing. To meet competition

e

with other meats, turkey must be availsble in the retail

trade, dressed, drawn, cleasned, in atiractive packazes
and ready for the oven.

»

Commercisl evimeeration of burkeys is a comparative-
ly new process. ‘the Tirset evisceration wss done in
Oregon in about 1938, ILvisceration plants reouire ex-

pensive equipment and few plants have been sble to afford
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them. However, many thousends of Oregon turkeys have
been eviscerated in recent yvears. accordinz 4o USDA
reports, 12,647,454 pounds were eviscsrated in Oregon
for the year 1946. arny anﬁ Havy demands plus intcorest
in halving and auarterin birds Tor rebszil sales shinu-
lated intersest iln evisceration during ﬁh@ywy «  The hotel
trade requires New York dressed style |

Y

ags they believe that they ean nore

ceragte their own. However, 1t is expected that soon all

markets will require eviscsrated turkeys and for sevsral

wmirer shall reqsulre o bird ready

reagong. First, the how
for the oven; sscondly, the evigcerstion process drascses
off about 15 to 15 per cent from the Hew York dressed
carcasg, which would he a2 congiderable savinze in the

ecost of transporiation and storaze; and thirdly, it is a
natural funetion of the dressing plant o comslete the
process of evisceration before the bird is frozen and
baxed¢‘ In addition, the evizeersted bird does not aequire
a taint from the sntroils ss the Hew York dressed bilrds
sometimes do. Consequently, they con be kept in storase
lonzer.

will neceganitate the use of all

Greater conps

packing and other

by~products as iz done in the =

industries. The head, neck and shanlks can be uged for
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phosphate fertilizer, the entrails can be utilized as
canned dog or c¢at food. 'The blood and festhers esn also
be used as a gource to supplement the return to the
processing plants. Feathers as fertilizer have been found
to be profitable in some avess. Hpecial processing
feathers promises to vield & £1311 ¢ illows and

matbtresses comparsble to that of the flnest duck down.

Feathers also may be used in the = ‘weture of plasties,

for the production of licuid adhesives, ing hats,
and making festher dusters and artificisl flowers (16,

P‘%G)i



PART II1

LGS FACING THE INDUSTRY
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CHADTER 7

A WARTIME EXPANDED CAPACITY

The war brousht sbout =2 sreatly expsnded nproduction,
Red meats were scarce, military demands were heavy, and

hotels and restaurants were beginning o recinte fully

the value of mukine turkey 2 year around dinner o fering.
This caused targeg prices Lo rise 0 an zll tise hish
the War Foods Adninisitraftion contiaouslly pressed for

greater production. Consecuantly, produchbion wag ax-

panded in all aress and e it sbtimulated

on the west coassgt. The lsrse blirds, whieh were belng
3 4

k)

produced in the grestest numbers in the western areas,

were especielly in great d¢ by the military and hotel

trade. Turkey guariers and halves furnished meat Top

the hougewife in ulace of the customsry red mesnts., This

S

resulted in a rolatively hizh desree of prosperity in the
industry. Whereas in 1840, 2¢ millions of pounds of turkey
were produced in Ureson, by 1940 » peak of 48 million
pounds was reachod (Appendix Table I1I). This was & pro-
duction incresse of sbout 60 per cent.

The army suddenly ceased purchasing turkeys, with

the cessation of hostiliiies wr of 1945,

The resular market trade had

the large volume of production. Particularly was there
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a 2Zlut on the market of the large toms. In line with
other price levels, turkey prices continued to be high
but high feed costs and increasged price differentials

between the heavy and lizht turkeys caused

o

sharp re-

i

duction in production in 1946 and 2o hesvier reduction in
1947. Undoubtedly, thig bas been a very healthy adjust-
ment, as price dilfferentiasls and cold storase holdinss
have indicated & surplus which mizght have digastrous
effects in spite of present price supporit programs.

The problem, however, is Just what seale of produc-
tion is normal andé necessary to £ill current and future
market needs and how will it be possible to beast utilize
the grestest part of our wartise expanded productive plant
to advantage. The fubure of the indugtry depends upon the
success of efficliently producinz & quallty product and -
Justing our production to whatever market that may be de=-
veloped. Sinece Oregon produces turkeys in excess of its
awn requirements, it must maintain its competitive positimn
in out~of-gtate murkets. They must be able to compete
with all proﬁuc@rs of turkeys in every turkey growing ares

in the United Stales. HMarket disbribution places all

turkeye in a competitive enviromment. Urezon producers

mist attempt to nmaintaln or inecrease the consumption of
turkey and particularly develop a market for the large

type bird which has been gencrally accepited as the best

o

suited to their productive fseilities.

g
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CHAPTER 8

DEVELOPMENT OF THE BROAD BREASTED BROHZE

The developuent of a larger type bird has been one
of the most significant trends in the turikey industry in
the last ten years. MHowever, o consumer resisitance to
this development is becoming one of the foremost problems
of the industry today. Oreson has been ome of the leading
states responsible for this condlitlon with its develop-
ment of the Broad Breasted Bronze turkey.

Interest in bhe breeding of a nroader breasted turkey
first became evident in the United Sitates in 1887 when
geveral Oregon bresders imported some breeding turkeys
from Canada (15, p.16). These birds showed broader
breasted charscteristics then the conventlonal type

Standard Bronze. dubstantial progress was nade in trans-

i:g:;

mitting these churacteristics through a breeding program

Lhe Shandayd Bronze

M‘

which erossed the lmported bipds wita
strains. When these birds were exhiblited at the world
Poultry Congress in 1939, widespread attention stima-

lated interest and accelerated the breedins of a broad
bressted bronze type. Ten years of intensive breeding
has perfeocted a variety which recently hag been recogw

nized by the American Foultry Assoc giationts Standard of

perfection as a truly distinctive type and accepted as a
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new breed.

The development of this varisty and 1ts zeneral
acceptance by producers throushout the U.3. in preference
to existing varieties has sreatly inereased the averasze

size of the turkeys

will ghow that in Oroson
narketed has incren
year pericd., For
new breed as the

wag being emphasized. However, sver there

were indications of some consumer resistance to the larger
type birds. A reference to Fisure 11 will indicate a

variation in price asdvanie of the larcer bird in oo

b Bl e kX e
Lar hied, World yar IZX

parison witli the

forestallied any parileularly srest price reflectlion of

P

Military denands

this growing

an increased extent, turkey dlnners by

hotels, along with the over-all

LQ

a premium on the large birds, bub price cellings ervased

differentials.

holdings of thesge la on Yarms and in cold

gtorage {Table 14) ané the prewar diserimination of this

size turkey was reflected in sharp price éifferentisls

¥

which very definitely favored the su

turkeys. In the

1946 holiday marketins season, ss much as a 20 cent per



TABIE 14
~ TRKEYS: COLD STORAGE HOLDINGS BY MONDIS FRON 1941 ™ 1947

T T T T T T
- (in thoassads of pounds) | ‘
Jsnuery . 60,626 50,028 35,692 36,655 72,608 108,181 126,268
February 65,345 59,641 38,016 48,343 74,077 134,514 139,571
iproh 69,346 55,768 29,880 47,09 62,730 134,548 126,138
April 46,966 45,787 19,008 56,567 46,486 123,920 107,259
iay 36,221 36,465 11,801 30,515 52,662 106,868 94,522
June 50,427 1,408 7,625 35,668 28,822 96,710 86,131
July 28,028 28,249 8,141 35,361 27,260 79,286
fugast 19,750 18,943 5,461 28,769 20,610 63,407
September 12,802 12,132 5,112 22,868 17,796 54,858
Dctober - 5,1n 8,009 9,610 22,347 26,978 47,066
Hovember 8,245 1z,741 14,082 42,126 42,722 83,547
Decenber 21,120 26,857 24,325 67,506 77,583 116,695

Source: Buresn of Agriomltural Boonomics, USDA.

49
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pound differentisl showed up in market guobtations on

lizht and heavy turkeys. Shortsses and hish prices of

red meats and increased pnrchasss by hotels and restau-
rants of the heavy btoms, was not sufficlient to offzet the
depresaing effect that the great backlog of lsrge turkeys
had upon the marketb. 5a&@ panie was felt amons producers
and many faced 2 potential loss on thelr tom turkeys.

The Northwest, with production belnz predominently Broad
Breasted, was smong those affected the wmost. This factor
t

along with extremcly s geriocugly threatened

G

the stability of productlon in Uregon for 194%. Some
areas have reported a 3% to B0 per cent preduction in pro-

o

guotion. Others sc muech ag 100 per cent.  The latest

egtimates place 1047 production in Orezon at about 65 to

70 per cent of the 1948 production. There has been
soattered intercst in shilftine to a small type bird, dbut
Oregon praducers who are proud of the part they have
played in developing the efficlent producing Broad Breast-
ed Bronze, are rveluctznlt to relingquish thelr attachments
and have nmaintsined thelr preduetion sabteras but only on
a reduced scale. Larse purchases ol the heavy toms on
the markets since lsst season have woved a greal amount

108, by the next

=1

of the eold storage holdings

marketing season, a mwore proportion of
heavies to lights will result in a more UTavorable price

situation between hens and boms.
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CHAPTER 9

SEASCHALITY OF CONSURETION

Extending the morket for turkey meat is another one

of the eritical problems Tacing the tn
Consumption of tu
the Thanksglving
fathers were responsible for
anaﬁall? providing furkey az iay which
whom goon estabe

was get aglide g one

1ished the turkey ns the prine roaszt to be eaten on the

day which has been des

turkey bto the

The usual high cost of oroaduetion

role of luxury moatb. ehors, custom and high

cost, were ren;
prinarily to the hol
patternsg were sesraed
recent times have impro
producers to greatly

now ensbles consumers

make burkey avelilable

&
b

@
2
by
L

' There ars

around consumpbtlon,
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good, people tire of it eassily. This may be an important

tion of 1t very often

factor in restricting the eonsu

by very many people.
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CHAPTER 10
COMPETITION WITH OUHER AREAS

The problem of meeting severe peacebime competition
from other producing areas is another critical problem
faeinz the Oreson turkey industry.

Turkeys soon loge theilr identification of origin,
once they have entered the millstream of marketing, with
the possible exception of established brand names. %ﬁera
4s little basis for ares competition after they have been
accepted by the terminal marketing szencies and offered
to the eonsuning public. Cousecuently, competltive ad-
vantages arise only upon these bases which are in the
control of the ssencies with the produacing areas:

1) quality, 2} cost of sroduction, and 3) cost of market-

ing.
Quality as a Basis of Area Competition

There are soveral things to be considered zenerally
in determining cualitys namely, sppearance, color, shape,
condition and texture of moat. There arc other factors
in grading that are also considered important to the
consumer such as size, aze, and sex. All handlers of the

turkey, even the cook, way determine the cuality of the
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meat to be consumed, but by far the most imporsant of
these are the producer and local processor. A good bird
mist be dressed and packed carefully in order Tor it to
comnand a quality orice in the consuming mavket.

Since quality of product is determined primarily
within the producing area, it hasz become a very important
competitive factor. Turkey nroducers are inclined bo
play up the superior guslity of the turkeys srown in
their respective areas. There ig very 1itile evidence
avallable to indicate where the superior quality turkeys
are grown. Some msrkets, however, will cuote a detailed
price differentisl whieh will favor turkeys zrown in
certain areag over those of others. Harket reporbts some-
times will indiecate a ranse of as mueh as % to 1% cents
a pound higher for Horthwestern srown younz toma over
Western and Midwestern srown birds and 2% Lo 4% cents
over Southwestern and Virginia and karyland zrown birds,
There seems t0 be no better explanation for this preferw
ence for Horthwestbern grown turkeys obher than it must
be on a basis of quality. It would seem thet turkeys
graded upon a uniform basis should command the seme price
position on the market. Oince there ls a range of quallty
within each grade and Horthwestern producers also claim
that their birds have a Linish that few sreas can compare

with, 1t appears that birds grown and graded in the
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Northweat generally aversse nearer the upper range of the
grade over those grown and graded in other areas. Care
and uniformity of packing also inerease ths attractiveness

to the market of Northwestern packed turkeys.

Copts of Production

A comparison of cost gtudies, representative of

geveral major turker growlny areag, will indicete the

relative position Uregon nroducers have in competition
with other areas. Three studies > besn chosen, a Hew

York study in 1943, reoresentative of the niddle atlantic
area, an Illinocis study in 1945, reprasent tetive of the
#ast North Central producers and a Washingbon state study
in 1942, represeniative of Northwestern producers, which

n ponditions {Table 15).

would be comparable o Ures

won basis of

These studies have been aﬁ@§ﬁéé
comparison. The liew York and Washlnzbon costs were re-
eveluated upon & 1943 baslg in line with the illinois
study.

The mejor cost factors considered were feed costs,
labor costg, poult cost and miscellaneous costs, which
ineludes the use of land and equipnent, interest on ln-
vestment, mortality, ete., with deductions for value of

mepure and feathors in the Illinois and Wew York gtudlies.
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Admittedly, there are a number of Tactors whieh it has
been impossible adejuately to correct for in order to
make it a perfect comparison. It 1is lmportant that one

" keep in mind that a difference in the average live welght
used in each of these studies grestly aifects the cumpar-
able unit costs per pound of turkey produced. However,

ive factor and

average weight is an loportant comperl

it must be glven credit

Feed Costs. Feed cosbs were highest in the Wew York
area, although they were a smeller per cent of the total
cost - 19.4 oents a pound or 45.4 per cent of the total

cost in New York, arainst 17.5 cents a pound and 66.95

per cent of the °
pound and 51.6 per cen®t of the tobtal cost in Washington.
On thig basis of comparison, the advantsge in feed costbs

is in favor of the Horthwestern ared.

Labor Costs. The next lerzest cost itewm in the Hew
York snd Washingbon study was the labor cogb. he labow
cost in New York was 09.9 cents a pound or 23.2 por cent.
Washington labor costs were 08,5 cents a pound or 27.8
per cent of the total, while the Iliinois study shows
1abor costs of 02.0 cents per pound or 07.6 per cent of

the total., Here, apparently, bhe advantoge iz in fevor
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TREEIS: A COMPARISON OF GROVING 0O5*S IR NEY YORK, ILLINOIS AND
HALHINGION

Item Cost /1b Per sant
live wt of total
, {Cents) sosts
Yeood 17.5 66.3
Labor 02.0 07 .6
Poult sost (per bird sold) 04.2 15.9
Hieo. less oredits for manure & feathers 92.7 10.2
Totals Sg 24 '
Average 1live wt. 16.1 lbs.
Itea Cost/lb  Per cent éenmraiea Eat 1945 Per ocent
iive wt of total factor sosts of total
. {oents]  costs , {cents] _ costs
Food 19.4 51.5 100# 19.4 45.4
Lavor 07.2 19.2 13744 09,9 23.2
Poults 05.8 15.3 14564 08.2 15.2
AW live w“kf 16.7 lbs.
(Adepted to a 1945 be.sis ferawariwn}
Pood 16.2 60.4 1n4# 15.8 51.6
labor 06.2 20.4 164i# 08.8 27.8
Poults 08.0 1.7 15074 04.5 14.%
Hiso. D1.8 07.6 100{est} _21.8 05.9
Totals 26.2 $0.8

Aversge live wt. 16.3 lbs.

# BAR turkey-fesd ratiocs (Table 16)
#3 Aversge Wage rates (Table 17)
¥ Pm&t aost {Table 18)

* {28, p.8)
** (11, p.2662)
i {5, P*%}i}

Sources:
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TGRERYS: UNITED STATES AVERAGH TWRKEY-FEED PRICE RAPIOS

Yoar Ratlc Year Ratio
1933 8.1 1940 8.4
1984 7.2 1941 9.2
1986 8.6 1942 9.8
19% 9.0 1943 114
1987 1.2 1944 10.8
1938 10.9 1945 1.6
1929 10.4 1946 9.7

’W of pounds of tarkey retion equivalesnt in value to locel

merket prices %0 one pound of turkey, live weight.

Source: Buresu of Agricultural Bconomies, USDA, reports.
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of the Illinois producer, but a question srises as to
whether the method of computing costs may be comparable
in the several situdies. HReferring to Table 17, farm

wage rates in Illinols do not favor such a cost advantbage.
It is possible that more efficient practices in Illinois

have reduced labor costs considerably.

Pl

Poult Costa. A compavigon of poalt costs 2in glves

the advantage to the Illinois producer but only by a
small marygin over the Washingbon producer. Heference to
Table 18 will show relative poult cost among the different

aregs .

Miseellaneous Costs. Here, slso, a question nay
R RN P S

arigse as to compsrable considerations in the several
areas, which we shall no%t attempt to anslyze in detsil,

It would be expected That Hew York would have e hisher
miseellaneous cout because of the zeneral hisher price
level. wWashinoton State seocums to have the advantage here.
| In all of the cost studies, it was agreed generally,
%hat'th@ nost imcortant feetors in determinlng coste are
m@?tali%y, efficiency of feed utilization and efficiency

of management to utlilize labor properly.
Gonts of Marketing

The greatest single item in the cost of marketing is



78

TABLE 17

AVERAGE U.3.PARN UAGE BAGES, BY MONTH, WIMOU? BUARD, BY 37ATES
FOR O0TGHER 1, 1940, 1945 and 1946

State 1940 1945 1945 State 1940 1945 1946
Eaine  $49.75  §130.00 {180.00 ¥.Virg. $33.00  #0.00 $73.75
X.E. 56.50 124,00 136.00 5.0, J8.2B 85.00 T4.25
Yo. 50.00 126.00  181.00 8.0, 8.7  46.00 54.580
“Nass. £3.80 132.99 144.00 gecrglia 19.28 48.00 58,00
- Rele 66.00 130,00 142.00 Floride 25.80 80,00 84,00
- Conn., 8400 124.20 142.90 Kent. 29.25 87.00 T1400
R.Y. 48.78 118.00  1£9.00  Pann. 2475 B7.00 $8.00
Bad s 56.50 128.00 134.99  Ala, 1%.786 48 .50 54.75
Ponn. 4800 93.25 106.00  dies. 2338 £0.50 57.50
hio 40428 89.28 103.00  Ark. 24.50  64.78  72.80
Eloh. 4428 18,00 12300 Pax . El.35 97.256 10200

Wise.  48.25  109.00 123.00  ont. 57.50  1B5.00 156400
K¥lun,. 4426 12000 1zo.00 %&aﬁm 86,88 177.90 178.50

lowa 4.00  117.00  127.00  dyo. 54.60 143.00 156.00
¥o. - 85,00 82.50 95,00  Solg. 47.26 131.50 141.00
¥.0. 48.50 140,00 146.00  R.u. 43,76 10B400 110400
..  42.718 127.m e Ariz. E7.00 142,90 145.00
Bab. B7.80 118.99 128,00 Utsh 62.76  145.09  156.00
Ken. 57.78 111.80  118.00 lev. 66.256 1B0.00 150,00
Del. 42400 $2.00 190,00  dmagh. 61.00 196.00  154.00
4. 40 .75 89.00 101.00 Oregon §5.26 174.00 173.30

Virg. &2.00 68400 8296 Onlif. 72.86 185.00 185.00

Sourge: Baresn of Agrisaltural Soonomics, USDA
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TABLR 18

TRKEYS; AVERAGE PRICES PAID BY FARM:RS FOR POULTS IN 1943, 1944, AED
1945, BY STATES, CENTS PER POULT

State 1043 1944 1948 State 1943 1944 1946

Hmine 54.00 60.00 89,00 W.Wirg. 46.00 57.00  68.00
Fow Hemp B55.00 £5.00 85.00 K.Cap. 42.50 B8.00 68,00

v¢. §2.00 67.30 80400 S.08y. 3B.00 6400 66,00
Kess. $0 00 70 .90 88.00 3@3!’&1‘ 3800 40,00 80,00
Bow York 56.00  75.00 80,00 Tenn. 37.00 40,00  B0,.0O
S«J&?W 85 *99 1220 80 .00 ils. €2 .00 45.00 46400
Ponn. 83 .00 8% .00 7300 Biss. 35.50 B8 .00 $6.00
this §3.00 62.00 72.00 Avk. 48.00 £0.00 70400
Ind. 61.00 6000 77.00 la. &1.90 B%.00 85.00
11, 47 .80 Bz.00 7900 Okla. 41.00 60,00 856.00

Eleh. 81.00 80,00 83400 Paxas 46.00 Bl1.00 £4.00
Wisg, §8.,00 66.00 83.00 Mout. 62.00 804,00 B0 .00
iowa £4.00 76 .00 76.00 Wyo . 62.00 72.00 85.00
io. 46.00 52.00 88.00 Zolo. 66.00 83.00 86 .00
S.lak. 48,00 18,00 76.00 Ariz. 6%.00 72,00 76.00

Hebr. §7.00 70.00 T70.00 Utah 72.00 86.00 85.00
Ken. §2.00 80.00 7300 Bov. F0.00 82.00 82.00
Dol 86.00 65.00 72.00 wash. §4.00 66.00 74.00
M. 52,00 €8.00 T6.00 Uregon 58.00 73.00 76400

Virg. 46.50 61.00 78.00 Calizf. 64.00 72,00 78,00

Source: Buresu of Agriocultural Economics, USIA.
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that of transportation., Distance from deficit consuming
areas is a deterninant of competitive costs. The Northe
west producers are szt g great disadventapge in this resard.
The Eastern markets in which they must compete are ot a
greater distance than those markebts are from most other
surplus producin: areas.

Procesging costs are an important cost iiém but
there is very little basis for a competitive comparison.
most areas have developed modern efficlent procsesing
plants. It iz generally accepted that Ureson ie well

plants to compare

enough equipped with modern processin

with most aress.

The method of marvketlns, whether direet or indirect,

sther one producing area has a

will probably determine wl
greater advantage over anobher area. rroducers located
near lurge consuning areas have greaber opportunities to
gell direct than others. MHarkebting cooperatively has
been an atterpt by »roducers to zaln sinmilar advantages
cgollectively as have those producers who have marketed

‘singly direct to consunmers.



» OF OREGON PRODUCERS

$OLUTIONS TO THi SEVERAL PROBL




CHAPTER 11
ADJUSTING PRODUCTION

A surplus of B50.8 nmillion pounds was produced in
Oregon in 1945 (Table B). dhe defieit producing areas
are in the eastern gectlon of the United States. This
raises a gquestion zs to how long Orezon producers will

*

be able to compete in these wm

*

Higher Trelzht

rates hecause of the grester distances to bthese markets
place Oregon producers st & considerable disadvantagze.

It is possible that with an overall U.3. surplus,
as in 1945 and 1240, and navrowinz profit margins,
Oregon producers may be Torcsd out of the sastern markets.
If it should be neceasary to confine production to the

West coast and adjacent exsort mw an increasing

A%

population in this ares maj
pregsent comsunpbion levels, an estimated 14 million people
in the three west coast siabtes would consume 70 million
pounds of turkey, compared with 30 million pounis as of
1940. Alaske, Hawaii andé western Canadian markets will
offer a market for several million more pounds. Calif-
ornia, Washington and OUreson produced 155 million pounds
in 1946. The 1947 crop is estimated %o be about 70 per

cent of the 1946 crop, or 1086.5 nillion pounds, Present
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population estimates would offer a market for approxi-

mately 65 per cent of this production.



CHAPTER 12

SHALL OR A LARGE T¥rE TURKE

Wide price differentinls between light and hsavy

birds resulting from an incresce in the supply of the
heavy birds on the zmarket and 2 shilting of ceriain
classes of demand to a smeller type of bird have caused

Oregon producers Ho ¢ > whether they should

continue production of easted Bronze opr shift
to a smaller tyre blrd. On the one hand, they have been

do 2 T e e - . e sl Ay g P
ible bo loesl growing con-

producing a bird iz

ditions and which will produce & pound of neat most

maly consuners have

efficiently and, on the other hand

expressed a willingsnsss to pay o proslum for a smaller
type bBird but which is not sz econcmleal a producsr of
meat. Numerous studice have indleated that the BEB

grows wmost rapidly (Table 19}, and utilizes feed nore

efficiently than other varieties. Reference to Table

2

20 comparing two extreme types, the brosd Bressteds and
the Beltsville 8Small-whites conflirms this. At 26 woeks,

the BB's weighed 18.7 pounds cor with 12.0 pounds

of the Beltsvyille Sualil~whitsz., Four pounds of Teed
was necessary Lo produce a pound of zaln Tor the BBE's
but 4.4 pounds of fecd was reguired to produce a pound

of Smallewhite.
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PABLE 19
GROWN! STANDARDS FOR TURKEYS
{BOTH SEIES)
e  Byosd Stendard White Beltsville
Age Breasted JBred Hollexd Suedl
¥ Bronze Bronsze ‘ White
One day 154 125 .120 110
'3 weoks .87 .315 330 .310
PR 1.038 .8085 756 790
s "~ .40 2.91  2.15 2.61
T 7.00 5.91 4.85 4.66
6 * 11.50 9.67 8.17 7.08
20 ® 14.68 12.07 11.02 9.28
PYa 17.90 14.69 13.58 11,46
0 " 19.45 16.11 14.83 12.41
mw o 20,75 16.92 16.67 15.69
s * 21.85 18.32 16.50 14.59
L 2%.00 16.66 17.20 16.67

fiourae: (10, p.3392)
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PABIE 20

WREEYS: AVERAGE WEIGHT PER BIRD AT END OF EACH 2-WEBK PERIOD,
AND PQUNDS PZED COHSUMED PER POURD QALE IN LIVE “RIGT?
PR DIPFEHENT PERIODS 1N BROAD mm BRONZE WREEYS
ABD IR BELTOVIILE S#@ALL B J

Average weight per Pounds feed consumed
Poriod, bird at end of period, per pound gein in live
Heoks both sexes welght to end of peried
droad Brossted Beltsville Broad Breasted Belteville
 Bromse Small ¥hites Bronse Small %hites

1 - : éoﬂ ‘593 }.:3 ﬁ-ﬁ
5 bl ‘ 1‘3 G:? 196 3»9
5 - ‘ 2.1 10‘ 1*9 2:?
f - ’ &»& . 3*3 3ﬂ1 34&8
;i - m 6?? &4 304 3#9
15 e ;‘ 3i§ 5&? 2‘6 ' 3:3
17 - 18 1.3 8.1 5.0 3.6
19 - 20 14.1 9.2 5.2 2.7
21 - 83 15~? 10.1 2.4 40
a8 - 24 373 11.2 3.7 4.2
4'3 LEREE 3

' %? mﬁ 3@i1 [ XS]

Sourae: J&li’h ﬁ:rl«y 4., Baising Tarkeys, MoGraw-Hill Book
pany, Bew York, 1947, pp.180-181.
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TABIE 21

A COMPARISON OF THZ PERCENTAGE OF EDIBLE MEA®
OF THE LIVE WBIGHT OF MALBS AKD FEMALGS

L i BT it s e e i g B e L e e

Brosd Bressted Standard White  Belteville
- Hronze Bronge Hollend Smell uhite

Neles Females  lsles JFemeles Jales Feeles iales Pemales
B4 594 B2 B6.0  B2.4 545 54,0  B54.4

Sourees ' Hershaw, et al., Beltsville Bxp. Stetion, USDA.
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‘The percentage of edible me:t is also greater on the
large type bird (Table 21).

In determining which tyse bird to raige, the producer
mast consider also, what will best satisfy consumer
demand. ‘There are bwo distinet types of demand that
must be weighed carefully in one's mind., 0One is the
demand of the home and the other ig of the restaurant

trado,.

Home Demand. Homemakers have recently bsen show ing

a preference for a small type of bird. There are several
factors responsible Tor this chanze.

1) 'The averaze Tamily unit has been decreasing in
gize in recent vesrs. Less nest is consumed at each

meal of the typical family unit, and when a whole turkey

is purchased, it usually cayrying over

-

gsome of the meat to be esten abt subsesuent meals. 0Often

it is necessary Lo eat turkey at esch meal for a week.
Because of the rich distinctive flavor of turkey meat,
paaglﬁ~3aon tire of it., This works to the disadvantane
of the turkey industry, ag people usually do not care Lo
puy it but oecasionalliy.

2} The cookinz facilities of the average homemaker

g desreasse in the

w

are smaller. Thig iz a result of #]

gize of th@ family unit and slso a change in the cooking
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habits of the home. Ovens are becoming smaller and so
are the roasters, whiech restriets all honemakers to buy-
inz a smaller bird to it these facilities used.

3} It has been customary for turkeys to be roasted
whole, and until recently, this hss been the only Torm
which hag been offered on the market. Usually it is
necessary to nurchase a whole turkey each time. This

reguires a large outlay of cash. Homemakers are often

@

inclined to purchase their food on a day to day basl
Consequently, they have tried to reduce thls cash cutlay

by buying a gmaller bird.

Reataurant Desend. un the other hand, restaurants

desire a larger bird. It has been only during the last
several years that restaurants nave recognized the value
of serving turkey as a year-around dinner ibem. The
consumption of turkey in restaurants s inereased manye
fold durine the last ten years. Hany restsurants ool

o]

$4

ent in their

sider it almost s revolutionary develu;
trade and believe 1t to be the best money maker that they
nave (3, p.5). fhey have nad litile difficulty in creat-
ing a demand for turkey c¢inners. A 20 pound tom will
provide sixteen 8 ounce dinner plate servings. The
balance of the turkey carcass may be used fov tarkey ala
king; soup, ete. The adied dressing which most customers

want with thelr roast turkey is a very seonomical 111l on
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the dinner plate. This trade requires a large bird, a
23 to 25 pound bird being the most desirable althouszh
gven the heavier birds are taken., There 1s considerable
probabllity that there will be a further expansion in

this direction as an outlet for the large tonms,
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CHAPTER 13

Increased consumption may result from 1) sreater
year-around consunption, 2) better utilization of special
processes and 3) greater ability of turkey to compete

with other meats on & cost basgls.

Year Around Comsumption. Since turkeys have been

considered primarily a luxury mesat and normelly consumed
during the holiday season, o yrar-around warket mist be
developed with more people eating more turkey more often.
one additional meanl per pergon per year would increase

per capite consumption by about one-half a pound. Two

things are necessary. sxtensive ndvertising and gducation~
al campaigns must be carried on to create an increased

demand and turkeys muist be processed into a form whiech

will encourage -srester congumpbion., Turkeys long have

had a natural advertisine advantage during the holiday
season. Durine that tixe the public is made turkey
conscious throush the schools, the radlo and press, in
honor of Thanksziving day.

The probiemn, however, is to conduct an organized
campaign througshout the year whieh will make consumers

&

gonseious of the fact that turkey is & very deliciocus
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and putritive nmeat snd mey make an economicsl neal. For
the past geveral yeurs, the Poullry and Hzge National Board
hasg been conductins guch & campaicn, Many other azencies
have been cooperating (8, p.3238).

Hueh basic ressarch is necessary before we will

able to produce a quellty mont which ecan compete on o

o o o
and Lo develop nrocesses

cost basis with other

whieh will provide the homemaker with a purchasable neal
of turkey meat to it an averacge sized fTamily. m4Ay
advances have bean made in nroduection technigues butfthe
processing of turkey only recently has besn recelving
attention. A number of experiments hsve becn conductad
durins the last geveral years on bhe eom osition and
percentages of edible culs of a

Tables XIII, XIV, XV and XVI).

bhelng dlstyributed show the roiative

turkey meat as an eve sryday |

the consumer proverly to evaluate his

and to determine w

£it his purchase needs. Varlous methods

turkey have been developed.

Utilizine Special Processes. There is considerable

interest in special processes of preparing turkey meatb.

Fhis is partly o result of attempts to find means of



adapting the larze type bird to the averaze consumer's
demand., But it is primarily an atbempt to sell wore
turkeys. 8ome of these speclal processes are: 1) halv=
ing and quarterins, 2) turkey stesls, 3) camning, 4) smok-

ing and curing, 5) barbeseuing, 6) burkeyburzers and

7) canned and frozen turkey
Halving and cuartering of eviscerated turkeys was
carried on quite extensively during the war due to

geareity of red mests. It off

purchase unit which an =ave
could afford to buy. wWith
plentiful supoly
and halves fell off.
may be a partial sclubion
turkey® but omly at a lowsr level of demand. It defin-
itely provides one logzical method of handling the ex~
cesslively large birds.

furkey stesk is a more recent development 1n pro-

e with red meais

viding a plece of mes
and f£it in well with the daily bili of fars. It is still

in the experisental si and thoge who have tasted turkey

gteaks affirm to its delicacy but few as yet have basted
them. Several experiments have been carried out {17,
p.24-26), but there has been no general accepltance of the

best method of cuttine up the turkey ecarcass into steaks.
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Canned turkey has been tried by & number of pro-
cessors but sales of comnned turkey have been disappoint-
ing. Poor quality and hizh retesil cost have been the
primary reasonsg for this. There is a searcity of nstural

Julces 1n the conventional methods of

turkey for eanning and congsecuently the canned product

does not have asg rich z Ilavor az, Tor example, canned

ghicken. sSpecial preparations such as turkey loaf,

Tilled with cheaper meats and cereals and seasoned to
give 1t a roast flavor is belnz placed on the market bat

there hag been 1litile

28 yat of these special
canned preparations.
Hmoked turkey is szenerslly ac:epted by those who

nave eaten 1t as beins delici

s

cost of ecurinz has forced 1o or
exclusive trade only. Its most enthasiastic promobers
expect little more than that for it in the future.

Barbecuing is another special process that has a
few enthusiastic nromoters but relstively Tew consurers.

Turkeyburgers were popularized daring bthe wartine
meat shortage, bul this trade was soon lost because of
poor quality. The burger was usually overloaded with a
i1l of cheaper meat and cereals.

Canned and frozen turkey meals appears to be an iten
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which may gain greater prominence in the future with the
adaptation of froren meals to more special uses (3, p.28).

»

The number of these special processes indicate the

2z

affort that iz being made to increase The consumption of
turkey. The success of this deponds upon extensive COnw
suner education to increase consumer preference for turkey.
This promises to bz a long time project before any notice-

able results are cbtained.

Competition with Qther Mests. Increased consumption

may depend upon our ability to produce turkey on a com-
parable cost basis with other meats.

The turkey ranks hizh amons domestic anlumals as an
effieieat uhiliﬁer of srains and animal by-products. The
average turkey wﬁam finished for markel at 28 weeks of
age has consumed only sbout 4.5 pounds of fesd for each
pound of live body welsht (Table 20). Chickens consume
from 5 to 6 pounds, younz rabbits consume about 5.5 pounds
of feed for each pound of body weizht, a 200 pound hog
4.5 to 5.5 pounds of feed, whersas 2 spring lamb or a

5

esd for each pound

5

baby beefl consumes sbout 8 pounds of
of zain (12, p.807-810). It mapgi be kept in mind, however,
that the hog, lawb and ealf consume cheaper Teed than the

turkey.
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In the fowl class in percontaze of edible meat the

&

turkey is surpassed only by snuasb plzeons and capons

{Table 281). In the red meab class, hogs will dress 56 per

cent, beef 43 per cent and lsubs 32 per cent edible meatd

as percentaze of the live welsht {1, p.31, 57, and 135},

This would compare with 806 per cent of edible neat

{Table 22) of bturkeys or a more modest fisure of 57 per
cent in the Broad Hreasted mronze variety as found in the

Beltsville experinents (& ix Tebles IX, X}. The latter

is considered more scecepbtable. According to svallable

evidence the turkey ranks hiszh in all clasmses of meat pro-

ducers, in percontage of edibls nes

.
CORG DRESERD WELIGHT

PERCENTAGE OF LDIBLS &

Sgquah plzeons 75,94 per cent
FPatterned capons &67.46
Purkeys (Prime roasbing) 66.558
Geesas 5.07
Fattened hens 64.88
Pattened roasters GS.G?
Fattened broilers 0,73
Bquab sulneas auﬁzg
Imicks 60,17
Unfatitensd ronsbers 52 .86
gﬁfﬁtiﬂﬂh& brollers D4 BT

~bin J. Holnes,
The Interstate

Sourece: Narsden
Turkey Mana e
1946, p.510.

¥Dressed weight relerd bo 'blood-aud-feather® drosg.
Bdible mest consists of giblets and drawn carcass minus
the bones.
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A compasrison of cogts hetween the turkey snd the
hog, the most efficient producer of 21l classes of live-
atoek, favors the hoz but the difference is not gr%&t.*
Computing costs on 2 besis as of Mareh 15, 1947, turkey
costs abamt 25 cents per pound Lo reisze. On the sane

date, hosg would cost approximately 17.05 cents g pound

or a difference of shout 7.5 centbs.

ﬁ. COMPARISON OF C03T u;f FORE AND

A POUND oF

2

# ﬁﬁg«carﬂ ratio is 17.6. U.3. ave. Price of hogs is
26 .4¢. Therefore corn costs ?E.UG per ba or 2,7
gents per pound.

## 80 per cent of aver

#7 Feed is BO per cent
therefore corn is 64

) of raising pork.

### It takes 4.5 pounds of Teed per pound nzain. Therefore
11.15 cente is the cost of corn per pound zain.

(£.5 times 2.7)
Therefore the cost per pound of pork 1s 17.42 cents.
{11,158 times iﬁﬁ)
64

2 ration is corn.
?1 eag%v of ralsing a hog,
209 bimes 805:) of cost

e
3

Turke

Gurkoy or

ration

# Tyrkey-Fecd ratio is 7

~ 1b. Therelore +§?&@y

#i7# Feed 1s 60 por cent tal eost

#if## Tarkeys require about 4.5 1lbs. of

Therefore 1U.04 cents lg cosl

times 5.76) ‘

Therefore 25.1 cents 1o total cost per pound galn.

{15.04 tines iég)

BAE. Usba. Asrienltursl prices. Mareh 28, 1947.

12’ ? 1”& 3.“"%«“«1”'. @

lg, para 1274,

28,

,;é@ Ta’ﬂie 20.

?@ cents/1b.

gauaa ain.

%ﬁ%

@W

3*

o is 89.7 cents/
£

t;‘w@ys.
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With a scarcity of corn predicted for bthe 1947 erop year,
the cost of pork may well 20 above that of turkeys as
corn constitutes 80 per cent of the feed ration Ffor hozs
but only a small per cent of the burkey ration. A cone

parison with other classses of

oducers would
probably favor the turkey as beeves and lambs 4o not

utilize feoed as cfficliently or dress out as hizh a

percentagze of edible meat.
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»
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E

Hfens =nd ton burkeys ab
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Tables of yilelds
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evigcerated
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i
1
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.
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TABLE I

W: mm EEiS O FARS &&K%ARY 1, BY STATES, 1941-47

C Haine 8 & 8 . 10 8
ER. 3 6 7 10 13 11
i 10 10 i1 18 7 s
linse. 28 28 33 48 58 %L
- 3% 8 3 3 4 4 2
Conna . § | 14 18 28 30 24
B.Y. % 41 43 81 a7 100
Huds i2 13 15 27 24 27
Pa. ) 68 &9 85 78 86 @ 93
B. &8l 198 189 189 26 229 2320
oo 87 67 80 106 15 1é8
Ind. 40 46 52 61 85 86
111, Bb B8 12 108 144 98
Hioh. 56 85 1] &9 ioo 88
Hia. , ﬁ ey d 45 Bs 73 81
B.N. Cent. 288 262 284 401 577 496
Blaon. 249 B84 258 5Ey £89 285
lom 128 - 188 128 134 141 148
¥a. 201 221 221 299 2B 308
H.bak. 210 202 154 126 85 83 46
8.0ak. 1% 180 129 75 63 41 26
Bobr. 116 121 96 92 101 101 96
M. }3?. 147 iB0 112 o6 141 127
W, Gent, 1274 1295 1154 1096 1107 1192 1080
Del. 14 12 10 10 1z 132 10
. Bo B2 47 40 83 58 B2
¥a. 92 108 103 108 21 151 136
¥R, 29 29 E3 20 22 20 82
8.0, 59 45 a8 86 20 6 &6
as . - 40 49 81 63 76 &B
He. . ! 22 22 21 24 19
38: Aih : 308 382 s22 2307 S48 419 3838

{Continued on following pege)
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P5BIE I (Continued)

oS
e

Division 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1966 1947

Rye 5 ©® 28 59 a m
Ala.
Hine.
bk | -
ia. 19 16 - 1B 13 1z 11
Oxla. r - 2286 is% - 147 - 106 103 . 89
_Tex. 818 &2l 609 870 704 774 842

35 81 23

Bupepse
3
&
5

B, Omt., 113 1052 985 1014 985 1051 978

. Hems, 29 28 19 15 10 s
‘Iasho om0 a1 26 28 ® 2 2
Wyo. 17 12 10 8 5 5
Gelo. = 6B 65 66 66 52 7%
HoMex. . 13 14 20 0] 19 19 15
Aris. BT 9 12 10 10 16 12
Utah &0 26 34 25 50 36 10
sov. B 5 7 8 ® 6 5
Wk, 80 76 103 118 126 140 112
ore. 151 196 286 331 420 483 299
Galif. 861 428 518 668 762 899  5HY

Weet. 724 675 1050 1294 1450 1663 1108

U8 - 3864 40023 984 4294 4608 6241 4213

Bourser Buresu of Agricultural Heonomiocs, USEL.



PABIE 11

W: HUMBER PRODUCED OR

%t:u i B

pas, o STATES, 1940-48%

Division 1940 1941 1944 1946 1948
49 88 50

70 91 74

141 184 173

292 858 380

% 36 2B

177 224 210

647 762 751

248 372 402

1116 1483 1424

2670 3521 3447

971 1147 1141

608 1006 1078

¥33 992 1188

621 994 925

575 §34 SOV

3518 4772 4886

3162 3969 5992

2m00 2882 3114

1607 1818 1720

784 828 96l

, 398 424 416

9lz 792 842 1047 1149
1045 827 786 901 882
10215 8693 9727 11889 1248
93 84 87 100 90
400 360 423 486 462
893 84y 978 1217 1320
294 268 317 413 454
261 236 284  FIL 416
176 233 214 411 412
131 141 141 71 179
401 102 98 11 111
2548 2270 2697 5219 3424

{Contimed on following pegel

67



PABLE II (Continued)

kye - #®  zv2 28 219 28 254 215
Toun, 187 176 152 172 147 185 172
Als. 13 180 164  1e4 135 146 148
Avk. 1 127 1% iz 12 16 122
oxla. 1457 1258 1008 792 627 668 68T
Pox. __ 4508 3663 3625 5629 3667 4602 4138
S.Cent,  6BSE 6716 6547 5268 5060 6105 BEED

. Honte TS 216 204 182 153 163 169

Idshe 257 213 314 261 514 395 2%
¥y0. 200 1v1 174 166 144 172 1BB
~ Cole. 91. 839 @83l  es2 8Bl 938 85
 HoHex. 81 57 65 68 87 7 85
Aris. 87 80 79 84 87 101 85
Utsh 861 1039 1279 134l 1639 2032 1484
Bev. 46 28 29 28 45 50 48
Wash 8351 898 996 1094 1293 1527 1296
Oregen 1700 1719 1854 2841 2282 %080 2158
Geiif. 3380 3506 2ab4 3966 4T22 5738 4RV

Wast. 8489 8816 9129 10277 11698 14366 1087%

'53» ’ Bap78 32497 33&59 31864 %ﬁl?ﬁ AB7I1 40dR6

w sold plus gonsumed in household of farm oroducers, and plus
or minus ohenge in inventory.

Source: Buresa of Agrioultural Hoonomios, USDE
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PABIE 111

WEREYS: POUNDS PRODUCED ON PARMS, BY 3‘&&%. 1940-46

Btate & |
Division 1960 1941 134z 1947 1944 1945 1946

Maine Y86 720 83  70B 746 923 830
. @99 o2l 1138 1012 1120 1820 1287
Vs, 2205 2354 2383 1920 2366 3036 2976
Mess. B570 4112 4719 4085  46Y2  SYVE 5479
Rels 315 528 407 404 480 560 544
Conn. 1652 164z 2122 2095 2726 3718 3896
E.Y.  B9BB 6877 7808 6944 8428 12333  1ade¥
 Nede 0 1934 1976 2268 2837 3968 8138 6718
B ARMOC 10693 14914 14993 17656 24130 24550
H.Avl, 89666 52732 6658 24944 42248 66131 56331
Mo 14179 12859 13780 12760 15342 186956 19510
Ind. 6660 568l 6201 6989 9911 16784 18382
1. 8718 9469 10071 8232 12021 16864 20142
Mok 6726 6945  71y2 7987 9970 16302 15447
ﬁy. , 6596 6898 7884 8BSz  9B46 10908 11108
‘ 44808 44800 DBE789 79550 84590
50876 45075 52173 680956 71158
28158 31198 40249  B1S8Y 67298
21959 20630 24865 30724 21122
17029 1067Z 11760 13248 16049
18476 7655 6050 Y00 6022
8z 16264 15920 14865 12068 14214 18427 20222
ops. . M40 17127 16479 13202 12]85 18668 15618
W.H. Geat. 169018 171345 162652 141508 161596 204369 218183

Del. . 1¥26 1690 1451 1310 1392 1670 1575
ud. 6216 6266 621  Bele 6768 8197 8086
Va. 11718 12194 13663 12874 154b2 20208 22968
W.Va. 5110 3341 4263 3652 4766 6525 6858
u.C. 3440 3487 3811 3625 4260  B83b 6906
8.0, , mﬁ 2293 2768 3682 4193 8688 7004
da. | 1612 1965 2229 2200 2870 2900
S. ASL, 31808 52320 56644 54627 _ 40415 63513 679l

{Sontimed on following pogs)




TABIE 111 (Contimued)
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&oma 'Y
Plvision )

1940 1941 1942

1943

1946

ﬂl

’ ﬁi“v :
Ak,
is.
&3&;

: 13& ﬁﬁﬁtt

2627 2608 2264
is8z2 REOB 2411
47 1571 1967
1ror 1864 2108
781 817 743
20898 18078 léﬁl?

95685 85846 pyepey

3197
2512
2562
1646
1788
Y10
11868

78726

£4948 57208

1288
1893

624
9408

2526
2718
2264
171
1869
689
9746
67038

78116

98217

89018

 Bont.
-1dsho
ﬁyﬁt S
Colo.
H.imxs
&riw

Jits

3430 2206 5168
413 4208 4962

. 2900 2599 2698
18939 13592 14537
848 844 962
1018 983 1249
13190 17039 2121
712 624 505
14843 16832 19522
‘28900  DiZSE  U4B5D
BBYT8 61706 60199

2839

5992

2624
14068
07
1260
21992
646
20786
P66

79577

2402
6244
£160
14877
1008
1479
28847
810
24878
42007

2476

6760

2683
16228
1239
1787
87388
900
80256
6672

88773 112347

2808
2998
2654
15647
1377
1512
27008
828
41V49

_ B7a51

%’@a‘

188671 165065 163885

182468

212181 268717

211215

Uese

T Bleb2v 5289y bHlesvs

719298

591542 762487

‘Baresu of Agricultursl icoromics, UBDA.



PABLE IV

, 1
. AVERAGE AFNTUAL PRICE PER POUND, BY STATES, 1940~46

P S e e R R o S e e

’ ﬁi‘?i’i&ﬁ 1940 1541 1942 1943 1944 1946 1346

Msine £0.8 22.1 27.8

; 31.9  34.5  33.4  4l.é
HE. 0.4 2.8 29.8 5449 6.5 3.8 44.6
. 82,3 2.2 316 26.9 6.2 BT.0  42.6
'm'i ‘ . v %sl 25:9 gguﬁ wvs“ ( %*‘ ) ﬂvi %»5
R.1. ' 28.1 ZE.2 32.0 38.8 CE8.7 41.5% 47 .0
%ﬂat 21.9 £6.4 Bi.B 87 .9 8E.9 41.8 48 .5
E.X. B22.2 26.0 BE.B 4i.1  42.1 41.1 48,9
L &’g‘ . @ig %»& 55‘6 %!2 %*3 4»3“3 ﬁyﬁ .
Beo. 229 468 565 405 4l.4 406 @53
B a8, 2.5 26,8 32.5  40.2 408 406 46.2
{nio 17.9  21.Y  28.6  34.Y  BE.l 35.B 6.1
ind. 1513 2.4 27 .5 860 it 9 3 3.7 56.9
111, 5.y 16.9  27.0 Bz.4 52.1 22.6 6.9
idch. 15.8 2lel £6.5 4.5 6.8 35.9 6.7
Mee 166 1S5 .0 GA6 Bl e 6.0
B.N. Oent.  16.8 20,4 271 35,7 B4.b_ B5.4 56,6
dnn. .7 19.1 27.0 Zi .8 SE.8 31,8 &7.9
- lows 16.8 8040 27«8 3d2 i 32.6 87 .8
Wt . w»g 17 8 £6 .6 Siel $4.5 53.*5 AT
;Mu Msé 17.2 ZiaWl 29.% Uy 3@31? 540
Eabr. SR 2% 1 ic .8 240 bt 4 &1.4 21.8 5.4
Ksna. , 12.7 17.2 28 40 29.8 3l.2 31.2 S48
¥.N. Oent. 142 164 265 20.2 3.9 31,8  %6.2
) m&t ' g@sg 2&;5 :%;3 15 353*4 ggaﬁ mil é—iﬁb&
L . 20.8 26.1 &5 .B B8.4 41 .7 43,1 42.8
V8. 17.9 B2.3 28 .0 4.0 B4.8 7.1 &F 8
WoVa, 18.8 22.7 289.8 B S4.7 &é.l L
&.0. is8.8 2L.4 27.0 36.82 34,9 86.4 41.0
5.8. 19,7 239  20.0 6.2 6.6 88.1  41.5
ds. ' ig. 1 £0.7 ﬂﬁ.ﬁ Shed 85 .9 3‘9.& 43 -8

{Continned on following pege)
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PABIE 1V (Contimmed)

e ———

S&te & :
Plvision - 1940 1941 1%42 198 1944 1948 1946

Ey. / 16.2% 18.9 255 TiL.8 %55.2 2.8 4.1
Tonn .« 16.0 18.4 24.0 B20.8 S2.8 34.5 36.6
4le. 7.2 8.8 25.B 4.5 4.9 1.7 41.7
“t ' 1& ‘8 82.8 29 5 «% O 5? 35 &8 S AE o B
Ola. 12,2 18.4 24,0 29,6 B9 826 &3
Tex. . AB.2  A(.3 225 2U.8 ED.8 | F0.0  BL.b
3» %“ ;z%? 17 .3 o 27%.8 50.1 218 B3 a2 «4

Hont. 16.9 2i.4 250 369 £7.% 38 .8 & o3
ldsho 15.86 19.6 25«0 337 84.8 &80 355.3
dyo. i5.2 2041 26 48 E2+6 83.8 38,0 83.9
vole. 4.3 18.9 26 .5 Bl 8 S&.8 B3 .0 5B.9
Briloxs (8.2 -2 240 28.8 BeE 23.0 35.9
Uiah i .4 B2.8  ZB.B SheB 2.8 26.8 26 .0
Bev. AT 2443 28,45 4043 38 .0 7.3 2% .5

%ml 15 03 2&03 2%‘2& 73:‘5 ;5 %'*3 03 3"&#2 5:5 *3
Sreg. 5.0 “ied 3.5 S ek SEB 34.7 1.8
Calif. e ’14..8 B0.9 3340 53.6 237 B2.9 ;%:3‘?&
Ta5te 5.2 7 &t .7 25 .4 30 .5 34 .0 34.0 S a0

U.8. .4 18,9 27.5 32,8 340 8.8 76 2

S o .
weoighted averege of monthly prices per ~ound received by larmers.

Seouress Buresu of ﬁgriéalfmral Gaounomice, UBIA.
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TABLE V

Vi

State &

Division 1940 1941 1948 1942 1944 1946 1946
- : %s@.«m‘m lgrs .

Hmine 163 162 216 215 246 4] 54
B i8¢ 229 226 Zép 286 506  660B
VY. Bi12 525 726 714 e 104 1g¢8
. Hesse 818 1064 1488 18570 708 2281 2r1%
‘Bl ; 69 . 85 . 128 183 187 218 ‘264
Conn. . B44 409 548 786 988 1428 18%b
BX. - 129E 1594 2066 2701 B4B6 4341  B34Y
Bds 469 588 789 1YY lev4  2xvR 18y
BPa. . 2Tz 2563 4784 5929 716% 9288 10651
N, M}.; 8608 8291 11686 1265z 16558 21827 26198
thio 2608 2758 2958 4524 BR4B BHBY 7ill
© Inds 1078 1177 1642 24%9 3241 B4BE  EbBES
R & 2 1894 1744 2B99 598 2870 6208 7746
Mioh. 11%6 1424 1831 878 ZBZ4 4831 B82S
%sis. ; 1062 1275 18450 2516 2082 3481 é214
B.5. Centa YATE  GEee 11600 14bW6 1911 24638 #14FS
Hing. 6965 Q0G5 140%¢  1880F  ITOEl 20496 28108
lowa 4226 Bacs BIBE QL6 l4z-%  16bBl& 20788
Ho . 3425 4163  BBAC 6021 B4xb 8986 10Bzz
S.deks 3243 2468 4138 sve B8 4306 BE10
B ol e 202 2982 ZHae 2651 18ue 2096 2292
- Beby. 2251 zB21 2650 2779 4404 BBBA 7084
&sns. 2214 2888 4009 BIEE  EYIS 458e  Bu
Fell. i‘émt«.; ZBI00 30458 4U7e4 4B2Y7 ENl4  627TE 79651
Dels 254 422 4% B1s 826 830 649
Ma. i2n 1835 2101 2156 2682 21W1  zadb
Va. 8066 2634  BB5c 4156 B829  T119  B16B
78, B6B 743 1215 1343 1642 22869  avel
B.C. 686 7oL 1017 1276 1377 2028  2¢98
8.3 422 442 697 1268 1411 2582 2878
e 263 816 463 718 794 952 1083
Pla, 282 3z se7 Biz 540 608 770
8. . Mh 8848 7091 10212 11932 14199 19081 22769

{Continued on Ffollowing pagel
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PABIZ ¥ {Sontinued)

Myviston 1940 1941 1542 1945 1944 1946 1948

Ky. 608 761 1028 1031 1158 1225 1180
Torm. 876 479 535 752 724 778 98¢
Als. 284 pobia 497 873 £23 84 788

i3 sa. 214 206 B8 470 418 478 420
Ark., 219 258 487 594 586 708 &80
la. 134 174 207 b52r 1 212 204 gus
Okla. 2607 2957 e Br94 enTs 208¢ z108
Toxs oo 0281 9eve 12636 1308 37081 | 23003 2143V
3.l 11578 4560 319607 of 7865 2B4BB  2BY60
Mot « 568 £29 872 97 BTH 811 %0
Ldaho o 4BY 791 11as 1261 iraz 2842 PRt
g0 : 845 507 B IR 70 850 G
Jolus 2387 e &956 4957 5178 8281

F R Ty
LA

F.ldox. 127 153 122 255 58 - AED
Ariaz. By 209 B4 209 508 518

10871 13712 11812

200 294 238
BI%R 9236 9695
7962 19218 14880

Utsh 236 a3 6018
ev. 128 146 15
Yaghe 2E3Y  T18s BASA
re. 485 bood 9560
Salif, 883  lsss] 475 29201 25918 U2940
Gaste  B1O1A  29u’d  478u. B 7iin _ 8asre | 7uie

UuB. 78246 98787 144760 160044 198751 244975 268322

Sourcet Buremx of Agricaltural eonomice, 1GDA.



TABIE Vi
wm 0S8 OF TURKEYS

Tfmg tm«ays lost es & | Bmaéing atock lost ag &

ﬁﬁmiﬂ per cent of total muwbers per sent of brseders on
Pvision bought snd home hetohed haud Junaary 1
1941 1942 194;5 194& 1%5 1546 1941 1842 19&3 1%& 1948 1944

North Atlantio 17 19 28 22 18 i ? 8 8 9 8 7
Beet Borth Caatrel 21 B2 BB & 20 B0 9 it 11 10 9 ]
Yegt Jorth Central 24 28 29 2B 18 18 il 31 32 10 8 4
south Stlantie 2 81 ®8 30 24 on 00 11 12 11 1z 9
South Centrel 45 48 g4 P8 22 39 14 18 i4 iB 1B 13
Fostern 2z g1 , 21 B2 22 16 7 7 ] ¥ 13 8
U8, 27.8 28.86 29,7 25.9 28.% 21.7 10.8 11,1 1l.4 10.4 9.8 8.2

Source’ Buresa of Agricultural Heonomios, USDA.

1T
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TABIE VIL

TABLES OF YIZLDS OF HES ABD TOM TURKEYS
Aﬁ ﬁmw@ uﬁ@?&t‘a GF "‘Rﬁ@kﬁaﬁi{s, iR ﬁiﬁiﬁ%

TaplE 1
o , maBly OF Y18LUS PUR TUB ,
live Dressed irawm “nole  Total wt.  velght of
'&aighe dgight Walaht Honsted of Edible Breast
welght  liest Hieat
35,1 22 2940 20.2 17.7 6.9
3.9 20 271 iz.9 16 .4 6.2
30.% a8 2B+1 17.6 14.1 5.7
28.6 26 25.2 16.2 12.9 5.1
26.4 24 2l.2 14.8 11.6 45
24.2 28 19.2 12.4 10.4 4.0
19)9 IB 15 ol lf.s ;7 7 43 3 -3
17.7 16 13.5 9.4 6.6 2.2
PARBIE 2
- CABLE OF YIALDG FOR HE

84:& 22 19.2 1.8 10.7 S4
82!9 & 2.? -* 12 ai& 90? 391
19.9 18 15.8 11.90 8.8 2.9
17.% 16 13.8 9.6 7.5 b 3
16.8 14 12.0 8.2 6.4 2.4
m*a 18 19'2 8!9 5*3 3&1
13-&3 19 8»‘1‘ 5a§ 4:5 1‘9

9.0 8 6.6 4.1 z.2 1.6
fotal lbs Size of N.Y. Drawm ﬁhcaln Yield of Toial
of §.Y. dressed wt  lelght Zoasted aﬂima Yialﬁ e!’
52 100 90.6 62.1 ~
30 100 90.0 863.0 51.8
28 100 82.8 6z.5 5.3
26 100 88.2 62.3 49.6

4 100 88.2 81.7 43 .8

22 100 87.7 60.8 473

20 100 87 .0 &0.5 45.5

i8 100 85.6 B34 43.2
1s W00 84.4 3.8 412
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TABLE 4
TABLE ! IELD PUOR RENB .
Total 1bs 5ize of 1.Y. Jraem Whole Zigld of Totel
of ¥.¥. " dressed wt Welght Rossted Edibvle Yield of
dressed wt. basis , welght  Heat Breast lent
22 100 - 87.8 862.7 47 .7 15.8
20 100 87.0 62.0 47 .0 16.5
18 100 86.6 61.1 46.7 16.1
16 100 85.3 62.0 45.6 16.3
14 100 85.7 58.6 42.9 17.1
12 100 85.0 57.5 48.% 17 .5
10 100 B84.0 - BS.0 41.0 19.0
8 100 82.5 £1.8 .5 B
TEBLE B
A CQUPARISON OF YIULIE OF HEY AXD T0u SURKEYS
Prossed weight Per cent yield of Por cent yield of
- in pounds cookad adible moeat sooked breast meat
Y (b} - {e)
82 E2.2 ‘ ‘ El.6
50 Bl.2 Z0.6
8 50.3 2.2
28 49 .6 19.8
24 48.3 . 18.8
28 7.3 18.2
20 45 .5 18.9
18 42,3 ‘ 15.6
18 41.2 13.8
dieide for hen turkeys
23 47 .7 15.86
20 47 .0 15.5
1s 45.6 18.2
14 42.9 , 17.1
12 42,7 r.5
12 41.0 19.0

3 : 7.5 200

Source: Cline, L. E., What size is most economical. HNorbest
furkey News, Vol. 11, H¢, 9, Merch 1947. n.5
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TABLE VII1

APPROXINATS WEIGH™, 1N POUNDS, OF DRUSSUD AND SVISCERATED TURKEYS
A¥D OP EDIBLE MEAT ACCORDING T0 LIVZ 4SIGHY 1§ WOUR VARISTIES,
THE PURKEYS HAVING BRAH KILLSD AT 28 WHIES OF AGE

Tive  Dressed Gviscerated Aadible

Verlety and Sex Welgnt  Jelght  Welght st

Brosd Bremsted Bronze:

Males : 24.0 21,7 17.9 1%.1
Standsrdbred Bronze:

m” 20.0 18.0 1446 13.8

Mﬁl 12.6 1.4 9.4 7.0
dhite Holland:

Halos 13.B6 15.5 1%2.4 $.7

Pomules 11.0 4.7 8.0 8.9
Beltsville Samll White:

4.9

Sonrcer E. M. Hershaw, . L. Eelloge, B. R. Hector, and 3. J.
¥arsden, U.5. Department of Sgricalture, 1943.
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TABIR 1IX

- APFROXIMATE PERCENTAGES OF SHRIRKAGE DUE 70 DRESSING AND EVISCERATING
BVISCERATAD TO IRESSZD AND LIVE WBIGET, RUSPECPIVELY,
18 TURKEYS KILLED AT 28 URSES OF AGE

® &2
% o 5
I A
- % ® &
& st "g 'g
Veriety & Sex % ”g E ¥ fg?
o ] se 25 9 8.
AR+ O E OGO +
E A% 83 8 e
?,‘! . = G ey
« 82 22 B, 3¢
'g kv 3 £ wd ey wd o ] ﬁ £3 wd
'g § Ba - 8 ~ Sy ook g :
€8 2y £y Er 2y
Broad Breested Brouue:
Ealos : 24.0 9.8 90.B 17 .8 8R.8 7T4.7
Fasmles 15.5 8.5 91.58 8.0 84,0 76.9
Standardbred Bronse: | | .
Feonlos 12.8 3.0 91.0 8.0 82.0 ?4.5
White Bollandl
Hales 18.58 11.0 89.0 19.0 81.9 72.1
Famalos 11.0 12.0 88.0 8.0 8z.0 7.2
Beltsville Small Unite
inles 15.0 31.0  89.0 192.0 Bl1.85 2.5

Pemnles 9.0 i2.0 88.0 18.0 82.0 7R.Z2

Source: H. M. Hershaw et al., U.5. Depertment of Agriculture, 1943.
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TABLE X

APPROAIVATE PRRCENTAGES OF BREAST USCLE, LEG MUSCLE, OTHER

EDIBLE MEBAT, AED POTAL ©I AT IN IRISsuD m&m& AHD

THE PERCENTAGE BRBAST AKU LEG 4UBCLE w m%m ADIBLE MEAT I
TURLIYS KLLLED AR BB wia

L =4
g wy
] i g ﬁ §
o 2 &
3 = o @
. = 3 e R
Variety sad Sex g B ke N bt
o & & % w
2 g - 9
5 8% fz g3 %,
5 BB gk P 2%
® 8w ~® oW o
* -4 4 » 48 g Ft =
w  How B G@w
@S B < L] e O . =]
o “'Cf 2y P oy W £3 g 3
W =h % . e
EE kw52 e 33
g £% £ £%8 £32
Brosd Breasted Bronze: 21.7  22.0 205 18.0 6.6 702.2
Unlos
w@‘ 1% .2 33.0 2{3¢$ 31 cﬁ 5‘1-5 55 u?
Stendavdbrad Bronze: ,
¥nlos 13.0 18.0 i9.5 21.9 58.5 £4.1
White Holland:
Helos 1.8 18.0 18.0 Z2s0  bY.0 82.7
Fomslos 9.7 13.5 18.8 2¢.8 8l.B €0.2
Beltoville Small ihite:
Females ; .9 18.5 18.0 25.0 61.5 59.4

Sources H. M. Harshew, w. L. Kellogg, L. K. Hector, and 5. J.
Harsden, U. 3. Depsrtment of fgriculture,l943.
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TABLE XI
CRE DRESSAD HEN TURKYS

(Under 16 1bs.K.Y. iressed beighs )
(Young U.5. Grade A)

Bxample of yleld on hen tarkey« purshnssd Hew York Drossed snd sold
%t-ap‘

Goﬁa haui on wost ‘{:aa**t maxismm aeili% m'iac of Bow York Dressed in

' ?mmy &zu , atail xteunsion
{Qut-up Eviscerated Wt) Pounds aﬁuttin@ # of. %ar Par 100 lbs.
# .Y Drossed Pound of Turkey
sh 0axcas9es
Breast 4. 04 5544 § <69 4 B4.45
Legs 1.28 9.99 69 £.88
Thighs ) - —Bi 288
Potal Pancy Cuts ¥.¥1 55.81 «69 33.16
Baok 1.58 iL,.g2 . «A0 4.58
Wings 1.3 9 .40 C #40 3.78
Book 48 2.87 40 1.16
Uizzerd 38 2.78 40 1.09
Liver .14 1.00 +40 40
Heart .06 .47 .40 17
Total Other Cute Z.87 27 76 «40 1i.10
QR SRR R— e p
Total Saleabls Cuts
(Cat=up Bvlscerated %t} 11.58 85.07 5530 49.26
Shrinkege aud waste )
Bew York Irewsed to ) 2.76 16.92 —— e
Bviescerated lelght | e
POTAL K.Y. DRESSED T 13.94 1ms. }.ﬁ{}.sﬂﬁ &93& +49.28
Hoximam Delivered Cost - West Ucadt..vvvesces.. i %1?5 41,78
Gross Marglo.....c.o..iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaionn, JOT6L 7.81
Gross Margln Zoe.oveiiiiiiiiniiiiiioneiaeean.. 15.08 4 15.03 4
Merk-up % 0m COBberrvrornraninaniananenienss 18.00 1;; 18.00 %

Source: Safeway Stores, Inc. (2/13/45)





