
Educating the Public About Meat 

I do not really have a lot of answers on this subject. In fact, 
when I finish, I have about nine questions on which I want to 
ask your opinion. I plan to take the title of this session and 
discuss the three key phrases in the title - 1) educating, 2) 
the public, and 3) meat nutrition. I tried to organize several 
different types of outlines and decided that this way was 
perhaps the easiest way of approaching what is a very 
complex subject. 

Let’s first look at the term “educating.” I think the best way 
to look at this very broad concept of education (which has a 
lot of different meanings), is to first examine an assumption 
we have, that knowledge and attitudes can lead to changed 
behavior. I think much of what we are doing, in terms of meat 
nutrition, is based on the assumption that if people know the 
positives about the product they will have a good attitude 
toward the product . . . and if they have a good attitude, they 
will start to purchase it or they will continue purchasing it. 

That brings up the first question which I think we ought to 
talk about in the discussion - is this really a correct assump- 
tion? The reason I ask it is because studies have shown 
recently that consumers may say they know about nutrition 
and when they are tested they do know quite a number of 
facts. And they are accurate in what they know. But when you 
look at their attitudes, they really don’t care that much about 
nutrition, even though they know how important it is and what 
the nutrients do. Then, when you look at consumers who do 
care about eating right, being healthy and watching what they 
eat and what they buy, you see that they don’t necessarily 
buy and eat the way they think they should. So, I am not sure 
it really follows that knowledge leads to good attitudes and 
good attitudes lead to “proper” behavior. I do think this is 
something we must discuss. 

Now let us look at the second term in the title: “the public.” 
I think that the best way to examine this broad concept is to 
do what marketers and advertisers are doing now, namely, 
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segmenting the audience. There have been several recent 
studies which have segmented the audience into target 
groups. The one that I am going to be spending time on is the 
Yankelovitch, Skelly 8, White survey which was done for the 
Meat Board and The American Meat Institute less than a year 
ago. 

There have been other studies, too. The Ritter Marketing 
Research/Market Facts Survey was done for the Wheat 
Industry Council and another one was done for the 
foodservice industry. A fourth study that was funded by 
USDA was carried out by the Community Nutrition Institute. If 
you could clearly examine and compare all these studies, 
you’d see that they all came up with different groups and 
different titles for their groups, but there is still quite a bit of 
similarity. The Yankelovitch study, which was done for us, 
identified five groups. These included the meat lovers, cre- 
ative cooks, price-driven consumers, active-lifestyle people 
and health-oriented individuals. I know that many of you are 
familiar with this segmentation, but I think it would be helpful 
to review some of the attitudes and the demographics of 
these groups prior to our discussion. 

The meat lovers, who represent 22% of the total, tend to 
be young. They have larger households and tend to be 
grouped in the midwest. They are downscale in terms of 
occupation and education. In looking at their attitudes, they 
tend to be quite committed to eating meat. Taste is a very 
important consideration. They do not seem to be price sensi- 
tive and they have the lowest health concerns of any of the 
groups. 

The creative cooks, who were 20% of the population, tend 
to be the oldest group. Many of them are retired. They are 
downscale in income; and there are the fewest number of 
working women in this group. They also tend to be more taste 
driven and to enjoy meal preparation. They are somewhat 
concerned about health but that does not seem to really 
affect their meat-eating habits. 

The price-driven group is the largest of any segment 
(25%) and they tend to be in a median age category. They 
have the largest of all households and the most children. 
They are the most downscale in terms of education and 
occupation and there are many blacks in this particular 
group. They tend to enjoy eating meat. Price seems to be the 
main concern in terms of what they purchase and what they 
eat. Health is not a factor. 

There are many similarities in the first three groups (which 
represent 67% of the total population that was studied). In the 
last two groups, there are also similarities, one of the main 

69 



70 American Meat Science Association 

ones being that they are seriously cutting back on meat 
consumption. 

The active lifestyle group tends to be in single households 
and unmarried, or at least in very small households. They are 
very upscale in terms of education, and affluent. There is a 
large number of working women in this category; they tend to 
eat out quite frequently, which goes along with their active 
lifestyle. In terms of attitudes, speed of preparation seems to 
be a very important consideration in buying food. They are 
also very health conscious and are not committed to eating 
meat. This group represents 16% of the population. 

The health-oriented consumers represent 17% and they 
tend to be married. Their average or median age is 40. They 
are much more educated than the first three groups and are 
upscale in occupation. Interestingly enough, they tend to 
cluster in the northeast. Their attitude toward health seems to 
be the main thing that drives them in terms of their food 
consumption practices. 

I should not mislead you into thinking that the first three 
groups are continuing to eat a lot of meat. The first three 
groups are still meat eaters. But even those groups are 
tending to cut back. The last two groups are cutting back 
much more than the first three. I’m sure that you probably can 
place your own friends and associates into these categories. 
I know I can. 

I will not take the time to go into the other two studies, but I 
would like to talk about other ways of segmenting this market. 
One way might be to look at situations in which the public 
congregates. I did a little brainstorming to come up with these 
situations (Table 1). Basically, I think we can reach people in 
depth when they are in captive situations. Of course, I have a 
bias because I work with K-12 teachers. I think reaching 
children when they are in school, (when we have a long 
exposure time) is certainly going to have a more lasting 
influence than instances with short exposure. Some of the 
situations in the column labeled “random consumer groups,” 
might give us some ideas for places we can reach consum- 
ers where we aren’t now reaching them. 

Another way to reach our target audience is through 
multiplier groups. The Meat Board has been doing quite a 
good job of this, for a number of years. The multiplier groups 
(some people call them influentials), which we would be 
trying to work through include health professionals (doctors, 
dietitians, nurses, health teachers and medical schools); 
educators in general: extension workers and the media. 

Table 1. Audience Situation 

Captive Random 
K-12 Schools T.V. viewing 
Adult Education Classes 
Fitness/Exercise Classes Grocery Stores 
Corporate Wellness Programs Physicians Offices 
Institutions Movie Theaters 
Daycare and Preschools Airplanes/Airports 

Spectator Sports Arena 

Busesnrains 
Restaurants 
Elevators 

There are many people we can deal with who can spread the 
message to the public for us. It is really difficult for us to reach 
the total public in any other way than through media adver- 
tising. 

I would like to mention some other incidental facts about 
”the public.” As I mentioned a few minutes ago, people do 
not necessarily do what they say they do; for instance, they 
say they are very interested in nutrition and yet they do not 
necessarily practice good eating habits. They say they are 
concerned about nutrition and yet when we look at how 
consumers regard nutrition labels on food packages, we find 
that they pay very little attention to the nutrient content. 
However, they do pay a lot of attention to unit pricing and 
product dating. 

Consumers say they are concerned about nutrition and 
health but when you analyze what they’re concerned about, 
you see that they really don’t care about the positive facts 
(which we are trying to get across), such as the importance of 
iron in the diet, which foods have iron and the role of protein, 
B-vitamins, etc. What they are concerned about, with respect 
to nutrition, are the things that they are fearful of. I think fear 
is a big motivator in some people’s eating habits as well as 
the rest of their lifestyle. Of course, they’re fearful of heart 
disease, cancer and hypertension. We all know which par- 
ticular factors in the diet allegedly lead to these diseases. 
Another concern they have is personal appearance. I think 
this is a particularly strong drive with the active lifestyle group 
and has a lot to do with calories and exercise. 

In the segmentation study done for the Wheat Industry 
Council, an interesting finding was what consumers thought 
they should be eating more of and eating less of. It goes 
along with what consumers say they are concerned about. (I 
thought it was interesting that most of the people said they 
should be eating less sugar and it was ranked far more of a 
concern to them than animal fats.) It is an interesting correla- 
tion (or lack of correlation) that a large number said they 
thought they should eat less animal fat, yet far fewer said 
they should be eating less meat! And quite a few said they 
should be drinking more milk! This leads us to question what 
consumers do and do not know. It does correlate well with 
what nutritionists have been telling them in the last few years. 

I would like to move into the third part of the topic for this 
session: “meat nutrition.” I think we need to talk about what 
we really mean by this and what the message is which we are 
trying to convey. It can be divided up basically into two 
categories. There are positives about our products that we 
want people to know, which they don’t seem to know, and 
there are negatives about the product (for which we have 
many arguments). The negatives are fat, cholesterol and 
calorie content. 

So, I believe another question we must deal with is - 
should we be concentrating on the negatives? They are the 
things which consumers are really interested in when it 
comes to nutrition . . . the things related to disease. They are 
not interested in protein, iron and vitamins and the function of 
these nutrients. However, when we take a negative approach 
and are constantly being on the defensive, we are in a bad 
position. So, I wonder if there is a way of taking that negative 
information and turning it around into some kind of a strong, 
positive image. That might be our biggest challenge. 

Speaking of challenges, I have a brochure which is just off 
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the press, published by the Meat Board, titled “Challenge 
and Opportunity”. It is what the Meat Board is doing in 
response to the dietlhealth issue. I hope that you all take a 
copy after this session and read it thoroughly. Basically, our 
position is to not be spending all of our energies on trying to 
counteract all the misinformation but rather to take a positive 
approach. We need to go out and get the positive story told 
about the nutrition of our product and not be constantly on the 
defensive. 

I would like to give you a little more detail about some of 
the Meat Board programs directed to this positive approach, 
as outlined in this folder. 1’11 just give you a few specifics of 
what is going on. I have categorized these into things that are 
aimed at the whole public (in random situations) and into 
those programs we are doing with multiplier groups. 

A great deal of money is going into our beef advertising 
campaign, both through the electronic media and through 
print ads. This particular ad (shown on screen), is definitely a 
positive nutrition message, and is appearing in a number of 
magazines directed to the consuming public. 

In addition to what the Beef Industry Council of the Meat 
Board is doing for beef, I am sure you are also all aware that 
a great deal of effort has gone into NPPC‘s program with its 
new lean image of pork and the “Lean On Pork” campaign. 
Through advertising, we are definitely working in the nutrition 
area. 

Dealing with consumers more in random groups, there are 
a couple of programs that will be going on in the future that 
are directed toward providing nutrition information at the 
meat counter. One of those is a “Nutrition Information 
Project”, currently in the developmental stage, which is a 
joint effort between the Meat Board, American Meat Institute 
and Food Marketing Institute. Currently, the committee is 
designing a format for presenting nutrition information at the 
meat counter. The format chosen will be extensively test- 
marketed. 

Still another program with retailers is a campaign coming 
this fall, which the Beef Industry Council is sponsoring. It will 
take the form of a nutrition game. Consumers will have a 
form to fill out at the meat counter, which will ask questions 
about the nutrition information in the advertising campaign. 
When they send in the form (or the card), they will be eligible 
for a prize drawing. So that is another effort at the retail level. 

Moving into the area of working with multiplier groups, the 
Pork Industry Group, just this month, is running an insert in 
the Journal of the American Dietetics Association. It is their 
dietitians’ version of a quiz on pork for physicians. Through- 
out the coming months, either the physician’s quiz or the 
dietitian’s quiz will appear in the American Family Physician, 
Patient Care and the Journal of the American Medical 
Association. 

Another way we are reaching health professionals is 
through exhibits. Currently, the nurse’s convention is going 

on. Tomorrow, Burdette Briedenstein is going to be present- 
ing our white paper entitled “The Meat We Really Eat”. One 
of the key points in our exhibit for the nurse’s convention is 
this new information. We will also be featuring it at the 
Society of Nutrition Education convention in July and then at 
the American Dietetics Association convention in September. 

Another group that we are trying to work with more is 
pediatricians. We have developed a new booklet on feeding 
children one to five years old. One of the things we are going 
to do with this, besides providing it to daycare centers, is to 
provide a copy to every pediatrics instructor in every medical 
school in the country in the coming months. So, we are going 
to begin reaching the medical community on a larger scale (a 
direction which our board of directors has mandated). 

For many years, we have been reaching home economics 
teachers. We currently have a kit on beef nutrition and also 
one on pork nutrition which we have provided to a great 
number of home economics teachers throughout the country. 

We are beginning work on a program on nutrition for 
health and physical education teachers that will probably be 
ready in a year and a half. Another publication we developed 
recently about nutrient density was inserted in 200,000 
copies of Learning magazine for 4th to 6th grade teachers. 
What we are trying to do is create more credibility for the 
Meat Board. We are introducing the Meat Board to more and 
more elementary school teachers as a source of credible, 
balanced information; not just information specifically related 
to red meat. Another project we will be working on this year is 
a piece of microcomputer software on nutrition for 
elementary school teachers. Teachers are begging for soft- 
ware. This material has been around for a number of years 
and we are now revising it. It is geared for very young 
children, kindergarten through third grade. 

So, that is a very quick overview of some of the Meat 
Board programs going on. You may have other program 
ideas you want to share during the discussion. 

In conclusion, here are some questions I think we should 
deal with. The one that interests me the most is: Does 
knowledge really lead to an improved attitude and does an 
improved attitude lead to behavior change? Another big 
question is, what really drives the active-lifestyle and the 
health-oriented groups of consumers to be cutting back on 
meat? What is the common factor? Is it their high level of 
education, or what is it? Should we be dealing with the 
positives or negatives? Can the negatives be approached 
from a positive angle and, if so, how? Should we be trying to 
spread our efforts over all five of those target groups or 
concentrating on the last two who seem to be cutting back 
the most on meat use? Should we be doing more in the early 
years when people are forming their attitudes and their 
habits? Are there any of those multiplier groups that we 
haven’t thought of and with whom we ought to be working? 

Discussion 
Dick Epley: I am just going to make four quick points that 

are strictly my opinion on educating the public about meat 
nutrition. 

First of all, we should all do it. I think we have a tendency, 

myself included, to not get involved perhaps when we should. 
This applies whether we are in extenslon or non-extension, 
with a university or not with a university. 

The second point is that we should use all methods. 




