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Abstract:   
 
Two surveys were developed and distributed to pork processors to learn more about the use of pork as 
well as competing protein sources in the processed meat industry, unique claims related to farm level 
production systems, and the use of farm-to-table marketing alliances.  The first survey was a 
comprehensive, multi-page document sent to 576 meat processors and ten responses were received.  A 
second, one-page survey was sent via FAX to 5133 individuals in the meat processing industry and 115 
responses were received.  The results of the surveys revealed that:  When buying fresh pork for further 
processing, processors pay most attention to the fat content and price of meat being purchased.  
Processors who do not utilize beef or poultry also tend to not add non-meat protein to their products, and 
they are most interested in using some kind of a label designating their products as made from 100% 
pork.  Processors who utilize less than one million pounds of pork per year appear to be most interested 
in making a claim regarding producer or farm-level inputs for their processed pork products.  The use of 
some type of a farm-to-table alliance is relatively common among processors (27 of 111 responses) and 
was greatest (35%) among those processors who utilize pork, beef and less that 20% poultry in their 
products. 
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Introduction: 
 

The processed pork industry is a major component of our food industry, and eating habits and 
preferences of consumers vary among ethnic groups, professions, income ranges and age groups.  To 
allow adequate planning for changes anticipated over the next few years, and to position the processed 
pork industry to meet consumer preferences and expectations, the pork industry needs to understand:  1)  
the perceived value of processed pork products to consumers, 2)  concerns of processors regarding pork 
raw materials used in their manufacturing, 3)  threats to the future of pork in the production of all pork 
products and multi-species products containing pork, and 4)  opportunities to establish marketing 
alliances and to market pigs produced in specific management systems. 
 

 
Objective:   Develop and interpret an assessment of the marketing dynamics 

 and specific uses of pork in the processed pork industry. 
 

 
Materials and Methods:  

 
Phase I.  Meetings were conducted to determine those factors believed to be most important in assessing 
the use of pork in the processed pork industry.  A comprehensive 12-page survey document was 
developed after including suggestions from an advisory committee and after discussions with 
representatives of trade organizations representing the processed meat industry.  The survey was printed, 
diskettes were prepared containing the survey worksheet (Excel format), and the survey materials were 
distributed to 576 meat processing companies.  Ten responses provided some useful information.  
However, due to the limited number of responses received, an abbreviated second survey was developed 
and analyzed as Phase II of the project. 
 
Phase II.  A one-page survey was developed focusing on key questions from Phase I and was 
distributed via FAX by Meat Marketing Technology to 5133 individuals who subscribe to their 
publication at pork processing companies.  Respondents provided information regarding the relative 
amounts of pork, beef and poultry used in the overall mix of products manufactured by their respective 
companies as well as the amount of pork (pounds) used annually in the preparation of meat products.  
Respondents were also asked to provide the following information: 
 

1.  What percent of your company’s processed pork products currently contain non-meat protein (i.e., soy, 
whey)?  
 
2.  Do you anticipate your company will use more non-meat proteins in your processed (pork) products in 
the future? Yes or No 
 
3.  Do you see value in an industry program, like the Dairy “Real Seal”, for identifying processed pork 
products as “MADE FROM ALL PORK” or “100% PURE PORK”? (Please use a scale of: 1=A lot of 
value, 5=Not very much value)  
 
4.  Does your company make any unique claims related to producer or farm level inputs for any of your 
processed pork products? Yes or No 
 
5.  If not, does your company plan to do so in the future? Yes or No 
 
6.  Is your company involved in a “farm-to-table” style marketing alliance system? Yes or No 
 
7.  If not, does your company plan to do so in the future? Yes or No 
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Results: 

 
Phase I.  Ten responses were received containing valid information.  Due to the low number of 
responses, results from only a few questions are provided.   
 
Respondents were asked to rank the importance of the following when purchasing or selecting inputs. (7 = most important, 1 = 
least important)  (Means and ranges of responses calculated across product categories are presented.  Due to the limited 
number of responses, readers are cautioned to not make major decisions based on this information.) 
      Mean   Range 

Color     4.55   2.4-5.4 
Country of Origin    3.95   2.7-4.7 
Fat Content    6.30   5.7-6.9 
Maturity    3.36   2.1-4.4 
Price     6.18   5.6-6.6 
Source (Company)   4.05   3.5-5.1 
Water Holding Capacity   2.56   1.4-4.0 

 
Respondents were also asked to indicate the degree to which they agree or disagree with the following statements: (5=agree, 
3=neutral,  1=disagree) (The means and ranges of responses are provided below for each of the three following statements.)  

 
A.  The perceived value of pork in this product is high. 

 
B.  An "ALL PORK", "MADE FROM U.S. PORK", or "100% U.S. PORK" label would enhance the value of this 
product. 

 
C.  Our company is interested in developing a "farm-to-table" style marketing alliance system for this or similar 
products. 
 
      Question Mean   Range 
  A. 4.17   3.9-5.0 
  B. 2.94   2.3-3.8 
  C. 2.57   2.1-3.0 

 
Phase II.  Of 125 responses received, 115 responses were pooled in a dataset for analysis. Duplicate 
responses from the same company address were eliminated.  Based on the indication of pounds of pork 
used in the preparation of processed pork products, the responses were grouped as follows: 

 
All responses        115 
Process less than 1 million pounds of pork per year     66 
Process more than 1 million pounds of pork per year    49 
Process 1 to 10 million pounds of pork per year     28 
Process more than 10 million pounds of pork per year    21 

 
The data were also coded to create groups that utilized only pork (i.e., did not utilize any beef or poultry 
in their product mix), pork and beef, and those that utilized a mixture of pork, beef and poultry in their 
processed pork products: 

 
  Utilized only pork in their processing operation   19 
  Utilized pork and beef mixture in their operation   15 
  Utilized pork, beef and less than 20% poultry   56 
  Utilized pork, beef and 20 to 40% poultry    17 
 

Thirty-four responses indicated they used no poultry and 21 indicated they used no beef in their product 
mix.  Only two processors utilized a pork/poultry mix.  The three-component mix was most popular with 
79 of 115 using a mixture of pork, beef and poultry.  As noted above, 73 of 115 utilized up to 40% 
poultry in their pork/beef/poultry product mix, and the largest group of responses was from those 
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utilizing pork, beef and less than 20% poultry in their product mix.  Therefore, the two key groups 
summarized in addition to the summary of all responses are those that do not add beef or poultry to their 
products and those who utilize a mixture of pork, beef and less than 20% poultry. 
 
Results from questions 1 through 7 are provided in table form. 
 
 

Table 1.  Frequency of responses to questions 1 and 2.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used 
annually. 

All responses 
(n=111) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs Percentage of 
products containing 
non-meat protein  

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
Zero 66 6 40 2 15 0 11 4 
1 to 10 % 26 10 12 3 7 3 7 4 
11 to 49 % 8 0 6 0 1 0 1 0 
50 to 100 % 11 5 5 2 4 2 2 1 
*Number of responses “yes” to question 2. 
 
 
Table 2. Frequency of responses to questions 1 and 2 based on responses from processors who do not use beef 
or poultry in their products.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

All responses 
(n=19) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs Percentage of 
products containing 
non-meat protein  

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
Zero 18 2 7 0 7 0 4 2 
1 to 10 % 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 
11 to 49 % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 to 100 % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
*Number of responses “yes” to question 2. 
 
 
Table 3. Frequency of responses to questions 1 and 2 based on responses from processors who use pork, beef 
and less than 20% poultry in their products.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

All responses 
(n=55) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs Percentage of 
products containing 
non-meat protein  

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
 

Q 1 
(yes)* 

Q 2 
Zero 29 2 19 1 5 0 5 1 
1 to 10 % 15 4 8 2 3 0 4 2 
11 to 49 % 4 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 
50 to 100 % 7 4 4 2 3 2 0 0 
*Number of responses “yes” to question 2. 
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Table 4. Frequency of responses to question 3. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 
Answer All responses 

(n=110) 
< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 

million lbs 
> 10 million lbs 

1 30 20 5 5 
2 23 8 8 7 
3 24 15 6 3 
4 7 5 2 0 
5 26 14 6 6 

Average score 2.78 2.75 3.08 2.76 
 
 
Table 5. Frequency of responses to question 3 based on responses from processors who do not use beef or 
poultry in their products. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=19) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

1 8 5 2 1 
2 4 1 1 2 
3 2 0 2 0 
4 2 1 1 0 
5 3 0 1 2 

Average score 2.37 1.57 2.71 3.00 
 
 
Table 6. Frequency of responses to question 3 based on responses from processors who use pork, beef and less 
than 20% poultry in their products.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=54) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

1 13 9 2 2 
2 12 6 3 3 
3 14 8 4 2 
4 2 1 1 0 
5 13 9 2 2 

Average score 2.81 2.85 2.83 2.67 
 

 
Table 7. Frequency of responses to questions 4 and 5. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used 
annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=111) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 4 – Yes 20 11 4 5 
Q 4 - No 91 52 23 16 

Q 5 – Yes* 12 6 4 2 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 4 was “no”. 
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Table 8. Frequency of responses to questions 4 and 5 based on responses from processors who do not use beef 
or poultry in their products. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=18) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 4 – Yes 4 1 1 2 
Q 4 - No 14 5 6 3 

Q 5 – Yes* 3 0 3 0 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 4 was “no”. 
 
 
Table 9. Frequency of responses to questions 4 and 5 based on responses from processors who use pork, beef 
and less than 20% poultry in their products.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=56) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 4 – Yes 11 7 1 3 
Q 4 - No 45 28 11 6 

Q 5 – Yes* 5 3 1 1 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 4 was “no”. 
 
 
Table 10. Frequency of responses to questions 6 and 7. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used 
annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=111) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 6 – Yes 27 17 4 6 
Q 6 - No 84 46 23 15 

Q 7 – Yes* 7 4 2 1 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 6 was “no”. 
 
 
Table 11. Frequency of responses to questions 6 and 7 based on responses from processors who do not use beef 
or poultry in their products. Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=19) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 6 – Yes 4 0 1 3 
Q 6 - No 15 7 6 2 

Q 7 – Yes* 2 1 1 0 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 6 was “no”. 
 
 
Table 12. Frequency of responses to questions 6 and 7 based on responses from processors who use pork, beef 
and less than 20% poultry in their products.  Responses are also grouped by pounds of pork used annually. 

Answer All responses 
(n=55) 

< 1 million lbs 1 million to 10 
million lbs 

> 10 million lbs 

Q 6 – Yes 19 14 2 3 
Q 6 – No 36 20 10 6 

Q 7 – Yes* 2 1 0 1 
*Number of responses “yes” when the response to question 6 was “no”. 
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Discussion: 
 
Phase I.  When asked to identify and rank the most important factors when purchasing or selecting 
inputs, the results suggest processors are most interested in fat content and price of inputs.  Water 
holding capacity seemed to be of least interest when making decisions regarding purchase of fresh pork 
for further processing. 
 
The limited results ranking the value of pork, the value of a label for all pork products and interest in 
developing farm-to-table alliances suggest the respondents appreciated the value of pork in their 
products, were essentially neutral regarding a label featuring PORK, and were less supportive of the 
concept of a "farm-to-table" marketing alliance. 
 
Key conclusions from Phase I were:  1.   The survey document likely requested more information than 
recipients were willing to divulge or required more time to complete than recipients were willing to 
provide;  and 2.  Based on the limited responses, processors are most interested in the fat content and 
price of inputs used in the manufacture of their products. 

 
Phase II.  Nearly 60 percent of those responding to question 1 did not utilize non-meat protein in their 
products.  When considering responses from those who did not use beef or poultry meat in their 
products, 18 of 19 responses indicated they also did not add non-meat protein to their products.  More 
than half of those who utilized pork, beef and less than 20% poultry in their product mix did not add 
non-meat protein to their products.  In all cases, approximately 10 percent of those who did not use non-
meat protein in their products indicated they were considering the addition of non-meat protein to their 
products (question 2). 
 
Question 3 attempted to identify the degree of support for a label highlighting products made of 100% 
pork.  There appeared to be slightly better than neutral support for the concept of a special label for an 
all pork product (a score of 3.0 is a neutral response), and there appeared to be similar responses from 
processors regardless of the amount of pork they used on an annual basis.  Responses from those who 
did not add beef or poultry to their products indicated more enthusiasm for such a label with the most 
support for an all pork label coming from those processors who utilized less than 1 million pounds of 
pork per year.  Responses from those who process more than 10 million pounds of pork per year were 
essentially neutral to the concept.  Responses from those who utilized pork, beef and less than 20% 
poultry in their product mix were similar to those from the total response group with support slightly 
better than neutral for a label for products made from all pork. 
 
The majority of those responding to questions 4 and 5 did not indicate any claim related to producers or 
types of farms from which their pork was produced (91 of 111).  Processors who utilized less than 1 
million pounds of pork per year showed the greatest response to this question (11 of 20 positive 
responses), and some processors in each size category indicated an interest in establishing a claim for 
linkage to a producer or method of production.  Among those processors who do not use beef or poultry 
in their products, 3 of 6 processors who use between 1 and 10 million pounds of pork annually 
expressed interest in establishing such a claim.  Responses were similar among those who do not use 
beef or poultry and those who use pork, beef and less than 20% poultry in their products. 
 
Questions 6 and 7 explored use of “farm-to-table” type alliances and subsequent interest by those not 
already in such an alliance.  Approximately 24 percent of those responding (27 of 111) indicated they 
participate in such an alliance, and the level of involvement was greatest (19 of 55 or 35%) among those 
processors who utilize pork, beef and less than 20% poultry in their products.  Although the sample size 
is small, three of five processors who do not use beef or poultry in their products and who use more than 
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10 million pounds of pork annually participate in such an alliance.  Six percent of those responding 
indicated an interest in developing a “farm-to-table” style marketing alliance in the future. 
 

 
Lay Interpretation: 

 
• Processors appreciated the value of pork in their products. 
• Processors are most interested in fat content and price when purchasing pork for further processing. 
• Water holding capacity of fresh pork seemed to be of little interest or concern when purchasing pork for 

further processing. 
• Processors who do not utilize beef or poultry also tend to not add non-meat protein to their products (18 

of 19 responses). 
• Processors who do not utilize beef or poultry in their products are most interested in some kind of a label 

designating their products as made from 100% pork. 
• Processors who utilize less than 1 million pounds of pork per year are most interested in and make a 

claim regarding producer or farm level inputs for their processed pork products. 
• There appears to be little interest in a “farm-to-table” style marketing alliance among those processors 

who do not use beef or poultry and who process less than 1 million pounds of pork per year. 
• Processors who utilize between one million and 10 million pounds of pork per year appear to be least 

interested in establishing a “farm-to-table” style marketing alliance. 
• The concept of a “farm-to-table” style marketing alliance is most highly favored and utilized by those 

processors who utilize pork, beef and less than 20% poultry in their products. 


