
THE N E D  FOR MEAT RZSEARCH PRlORITIES 

by 
C. Eugene Allen* 

All of LIS have had to decide upon priorities in  
planning a research program or conducting an EX- 

periment. However, as memlicrs of AMSA, we have 
never discussed nor enumerated what we believe to 
be the highest priority meat research topics. Per- 
haps some of you believe that this is unnecessary. 
However, many do not believe that this is the case 
and that is the reason why part of this RhlC pro- 
grain has been devoted to “reciprocation” on research 
priorities. In this presentation I would like to share 
with you some of the reasons why I am convinced 
that we must establish research priorities and effcc- 
tively communicate thcm to the appropriate adminiv 
trators, legislators, clicntele groups and consumers. 

Research Deuelo ped Because of ATeetI 

Rescarch related to meat has been an interesting 
development beginning with a need to provide infor- 
mation on effects of breed and nutrition on carcass 
characteristics to more complex issucls such as growth, 
tenderness, post-mortem muscle changes, flavor de- 
terminants, color stability, restructured meat and 
safety. It is probably fair to say that in the past the 
research of most investigators has been individually 
determined in view of departmental, industry and 
consumer needs. Some evidence indicdtes that in the 
future this relatively high degree of freedom may bc- 
come more restricted. For example, a switch from 
formula-based Hatch financing to competitive grant? 
would most likely narrow the focus and flexibility of 
federally supported agricultural research. Consider 
for a mcment the degree of freedom enjoyed by those 
who have Hatch monies compared to those whose re- 
sexch is financed by NIH or NSF. Currently, in tenns 
of new federal support, research in human nutrition, 
crop productivity, integrated pest management and 
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animal health have received additional financing 
thrcngh compctitivc. grmts. These competitive grants 
are f(1r rather spccific research objectives decided up- 
on, at lea\t in part, 1)y “pressiire groups” and legisla- 
tory, rather than primarily by the individual re- 
sear cher . 

Financing A Political Action? 

In the area of meat science, the recent announce- 
ment by USD.4 that during the next year $1 million 
will be allocated for research to find alternatives to 
nitrite is an cxample of “j~ressure-groiIp” research 
financing in meat science. I suspect that many of you 
do not consider this area to have a high priority or 
high probability of success. Nevertheless, since the 
money will be available, some programs will hc di- 
rected to this c w l .  This also serves to emphasize that 
public research financing is becoming increasingly a 
political action ( McGregor, 1979). Thus, it seems ap- 
parent that some change in the manner of financing 
agricultural research will be made which, based on 
rcccnt history, will be more narrowly defined and al- 
low less flexibility. It also seems likely that some of 
this research financing will result from well articu- 
lated group requests and/or the need for additional 
information cn current issues of national concern. 

Financing Must Have lncreused Accountability 

-4 seconcl factor now operational in public financing 
for research is increased accountability. This is cvi- 
dent in a varietv of ways, such as, detailed reports, 
public and congressional hearings, inspection of ani- 
mal care facilities and detailed federal regulations 
for good laboratory practices. This increased account- 
ability provides less freedom in planning and conduct- 
ing research, and more time and resources in justify- 
ing programs (Nielson, 1979). Thus, it is apparent 
that the public, through legislative pressure groups 
or federal and state regulations, will have greater 
impact iipon the nature and manner of conducting 
research. 

How to Decil with “Pressure Groups” 
And Increased Accountability 

In view of a situation where the availability of re- 
search financing and accountability for the research 
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is increasingly determined by people outside of re- 
search, we need to consider how to deal with the sit- 
uation most appropriately. I believe the appropriate 
approach has best been outlined by Nielson (1979) 

stated the following: 

The public must perceive a societal need as ob- 
vious, serious and urgent. 

A clear statement must be made that relates the 
research to the societal need. 

The need and the required research must be 
effectively communicated to the public, the Con- 
gress and the Executive Branch, if federal funds 
are to be obtained. 

Must Be Group Effort 

Obviously, the above things cannot be achieved by 
a single individual, but require the best efforts of a 
group. This is the reason why careful consideration of 
research priorities for any area is important. As an ex- 
ampIe, in 1975, crop scientists organized an interna- 
tional conference and published a bulletin titled, 
“Crop Productivity-Research Imperatives.” The re- 
sulting information was then successfully communi- 
cated to numerous branches of government. This 
effort has been used as an example of how research- 
ers can improve their chances of competing for fed- 
erally supported research (Nielson, 1979). Or to  put 
it another way, when researchers are well organized 
they can have a significant effect in what some would 
call a lobby or “pressure group.” Since the effort of 
the crops group, other groups have also prepared 
documents on research priorities. These include re- 
sexchers intcreyted in Home Economics, Forestry 
and Natural Resources, Animal Health and Diseaqes. 
Post-Harvest Technology, Food Losses. and of most 
interest to A MSA members, the Intersociety Research 
Comrnittce ( IKC) for Animal Science. The IRC con- 
sists of representatives from the American Society of 
Animal Science, American Dairy Science Association, 
Poultry Science Association and American Meat Sci- 
ence Association. 

IRC Bulletin to Help Research 

The activities of the IRC include the publication of 
two bulletins in December 1978 and the planning of 
an international conference scheduled for May 4-9, 
1980 in Boyne Falls, Michigan. The first of the bulle- 
tins is titled “Food From Animals: Research to Feed 
the 21st Century.” This bulletin outlines the impor- 
tance of animals to food production, discusses twelve 
research priorities and justifies the need for additional 
research related to animal agriculture. The primary 

purpose of this bulletin is to provide a perspective for 
general ani~nal research necds to legislators, industry 
representatives, administrators and others. The twelvc 
research priorities include the following: 

Reproductive Efficiency 

Feed Efficiency 

Genetic Research 

Animal Health 

,411imal Feedstuffs 

Efficiency In Processing 

Packaging 

Transportation and Storage 

Nutrition 

Food Safety 

Food Quality 

Food Preparation 

second IRC bulletin is titled “Animal Agricul- 
ture Research Needs” and provides examples of spe- 
cific research needs as they individually relate to the 
most appropriate of the 12 research priorities for beef, 
dairy, poultry, sheep, swine and meat or the other 
animal products. I t  is intended that information in 
this bulletin could be used to provide more detailed 
information for any of the twelve research priorities in 
the general bulletin. These bulletins are being distrib- 
uted in a manner which they hope will develop many 
informed spokesmen for animal agriculture. Last 
spring thi5 information was used by the Presidents of 
the societies participating in the IRC in response to 
a request from Dr.-Anson Bertrand, Director of Sci- 
ence and Education, USDA for their five highest re- 
search priorities. These were jointly submitted and 
were ranked as follows: 

1) Reproductive Efficiency 

2)  Safety and Nutrition of Animal Products 

3)  Feed Efficiency 

4) Processing Efficiency 

3)  Animal Health 

AhlSA Sets Priorities For Research 

After knowing of this effort, it is appropriate to ask 
what additional effort, if any, should AMSA devote 
to research priorities? That is one of the purposes of 
today’s program. At a meeting in March, the AMSA 
Research Priorities Committee and some invited 
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AiLlSA members met to discuss this topic. It was gen- 
erally agreed, that first we need to define who we are, 
and, secondly, discuss and define our research prior- 
ities in the manner we believe most appropriate. 

In this regard we have proposed four definitions of 
a meat scientist for your consideration and four re- 
search priorities. The latter include Growth Biology, 
Quality Enhancement, Process Efficiencies and Prod- 
uct Safety. During the reciprocation sessions later this 
morning we are hopeful that each group will provide 
additional contributions on the definition of a meat 
scientist and identify a maximum of five to seven re- 
search topics in each priority area and indicate what 
two to four of these should be given highest priority. 
Each group should also consider what should be done 
with this information. We  envision that research prior- 
ities developed by this AMSA effort should be pub- 
lished in a brief brochure and used as supplemental 
material for the Intersociety Research Committee ef- 
forts in gaining additional support for all of animal 
agriculture. Likcwise, each AMs-4 member involved 
in research would then have a document to use in 
helping justify individual research proposals related 
to AMSA or IRC research priorities. 

I was reminded of this latter use during the recent 
revision of one of my Experiment Station Projects. 
In project revisions at Minnesota, the Director of the 

Experiment Station has suggested that, whenever pos- 
sible, revised projects should reflect to some degree 
research priorities established by national groups of 
scientists in that area. In my own case, some of the 
IRC Research Priorities were helpful, but more spe- 
cific priorities as proposed by the AMSA Research 
Priorities Committee would have been more useful. 

Thus, I believe that without establishing some re- 
search priorities in meat science, financial support 
for our programs will suffer and priorities will be es- 
tablished by people less qualified than ourselves. 
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NOTE : (The 1979-80 AMSA Research Priorities Commit- 
tee has been charged with the responsibility of 
finalizing the AMSA Meat Research Priorities. 
A brochure outlining these priorities will be pub- 
lished and available from H. Kenneth Johnson 
of the National Livestock and Meat Board in 
early 1980.) 
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