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BACKGROUND
 

The INTERIM STATUS REPORT (US/AID Contract AID/nesa-386), dated
 

6 February 1970, details the background leading up to the actual
 

undertaking by General Mills, Inc. (GMI) of the feasibility study
 

which was the subject of said contract.
 

STATUS SUMMARY, PRIOR TO THIS REPORT 

Prototype soy-based high protein foods brought to West Pakistan
 

by the Project Personnel (Odell/Andersen) were exposed to, reviewed
 

by, and preliminarily tested by Pakastanis.
 

Initial reactions were favorable and no major negatives were
 

uncovered.
 

The appropriate arm of the Pakistan Armed Services was introduced 

to the concept of meat extension or meat replacement with high protein dry 

products. Reaction was favorable and feeding demonstrations were planned. 

The College of Home Economics in Karachi was given samples and, 

utilizing these prototypes, developed instructions for handling and 

indigenous recipes. 

Exposure of the concept and the prototype unflavored meat extender
 

to kabab vendors generated initial enthusiasm. Additional tests, including
 

"in-shop" trials with actual feeding to customers were set-up.
 

The local (Karachi) sub-contractor, Nasiruddeen and Associates,
 

*.. ..continued .......
 



proposed to taste test the College of Home Economics recipes with and
 

without the GHI prototype high protein foods. Assuming favorable
 

response from these preliminary taste tests, additional quantities of
 

two of the prototypes were to be supplied from the U.S. to Karachi and
 

actual use situations were to be set-up and monitored, both with
 

housewives and kabab vendors.
 

Backgrounding these consumer evaluations was the knowledge that
 

soy protein was not a feasible local raw material and that de-gossypolized
 

cottonseed protein represented the best hope for an indigenous source.
 

Preliminary reports from Dorr-Oliver indicated substantial progress was
 

being made in an AID sponsored program to provide degossypolized
 

cottonseed protein.
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II 

FINAL RESULTS
 

I. Prototypes Supplied to West Pakistan since 6 February 1970
 

A. Product for Housewife and Kabab Vendor Evaluation. On 26 March
 

1970, 386 lbs. gross weight (approx. 130 lbs. net of unflavored
 

soy protein granules and approx. 150 lbs. net of lamb flavored
 

soy protein chunks) were shipped air freight to US/AID, Karachi
 

for transfer to the sub-contractor, Nasiruddeen and Associates.
 

B. Product for Armed Services, Pakistan. On 27 May 1970, 116 lbs.
 

gross weight (50 lbs. net of unflavored soy protein granules
 

and 50 lbs. net of lamb flavored soy protein chunks) was
 

shipped air freight to US/AID, Rawalpindi for transfer to the
 

Pakistan Armed Services.
 

Results of Pakistan Armed Services Evaluation
 

Despite initially very favorable reception at the "command level"
 

of the concept of meat extension or meat replacement with soy
 

protein analogs, when finally tested by the "working level",
 

results were negative.
 

Appendix "A" sets forth copies of the correspondence detailing the
 

results of the Nasiruddeen test and the test carried out by the
 

Armed Services themselves.
 

Questions can be raised as to the validity of the test methods ueed
 

by the Pakistan Armed Services, their evaluation of results, etc.
 

However, such questions become moot in the light of present conditions
 

and the decision to terminate.
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III. Results of Evaluations by Kabab Vendors and Consumers
 

A. 	Prior Status. The Interim Report (6 February 1970) set forth
 

the general enthusiasm and acceptance received in initial contacts
 

with kabab vendors. It was also indicated that a more extensive
 

test with selected vendors was in progress at the time of the
 

Project Team's departure from Karachi (January, 1970). 

B. Results of Group Discussion with Kabab Vendors. Appendix "B" 

sets forth the Nasiruddeen report. In summary, when used as 

extenders for minced meat, unflavored soy protein granules were
 

generally acceptable. No strong negatives were uncovered. Some 

slight variations between the two types of granules (two
 

proprietary processing techniques) were observed.
 

C. Results of Discusions with Kabab Consumers. Having received
 

generally favorable comments from the vendors, the next step
 

was to have vendors prepare kababs and provide them to actual
 

consumers and solicit their reactions.
 

Appendix "C" sets forth the Nasiruddeen report. In summary, 

86% of the 50 consumers contacted found the standard form (GME)
 

of unflavored soy granules when mixed 1:1 with minced meat to
 

yield kababs equivalent to or superior to all minced meat kababs.
 

No large body of negative comments were experienced. Overall
 

acceptance was very good.
 

...... continued.......
 



IV. 	 Initial Taste Tests, Housewives
 

The College of Home Economics was to develop indigenous recipes
 

and handling instructions for soy-based high protein foods. With
 

these dishes as concept prototypes, Nasiruddeen planned to
 

assemble a panel of housewives from the Karachi area and expose
 

them to the product and obtain their responses.
 

Appendix "D" sets forth the Nasiruddeen report detailing the
 

recipes generated by the College of Home Economics.
 

Appendix "E" sets forth the Nasiruddeen report detailing the
 

Group Discussions. In suary, the concept of a meat extender
 

was reasonably well received. The negatives being: bite (softer);
 

slight taste difference; American origin. Also in sumary, the
 

lamb flavored chunks were perceived as too small, hence were
 

really minced meat not meat chunks. As a replacement for minced
 

meat it fared reasonably well--the negatives being: softer bite,
 

American origin.
 

In both 	the meat extender and the meat replacement concepts, the as
 

yet unresolved aspect was that of cost and availability as compared
 

to meat. The concensus seemed to be that given a significant price
 

advantage over meat, consumer usage could be expected to be
 

significant provided adequate distribution were obtained.
 

V. 	 Initial Taste Test, Factory Workers and Staff Members
 

Based on recipes supplied by the College of Home Economics,
 

Nasiruddeen was to arrange for mass feeding preparation of typical
 

,...,continued.......
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factory or Institutional dishes and obtain comments from the
 

factory workers and the staff.
 

Appendix "F" sets forth the Nasiruddeen report. In suary,
 

90Z of the 100 factory workers tested perceived the lamb flavored
 

soy protein chunk as equal to or superior to a dish prepared with
 

ordinary meat when the soy analog was substituted for meat; a 76%
 

response was obtained for the unflavored granules. In a test of
 

23 staff members, the results were 76% for the lamb flavored
 

chunks and 87% for the unflavored granules. Superior taste
 

seemed to be the basis for a preference where it existed.
 

No major negatives were uncovered.
 

VI. 
 "Take Home" Test. Housewives
 

Armed with the native language instructions for handling and
 

suggestions for using, Nasiruddeen's proposal was to provide the
 

two types of product (unflavored granules and lamb flavored chunks)
 

to a panel of housewives to be tested by the housewife in her own
 

home and served to her family. Follow-up interviews would ascertain
 

acceptance.
 

Appendix "G" sets forth the Nasiruddeen report and a detailed summary
 

of the test. 
Briefly, the results were: Out of 109 households
 

approached, 80 agreed to test the products (reasons for refusal were
 

"new", "American"); of the 80 who said they would test, only 65
 

....... continued. ......
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actually did test; housewife was asked to prepare product 3 times; 

6 of the 40 receiving the unflavored granules cooked it only once; 

15 of the 40 receiving the lamb flavored chunks cooked it only 

once; 27 of the 40 receiving unflavored granules were willing to 

test again; 19 of the 40 receiving the lamb flavored chunks were 

willing to test again; in general the unflavored granules were 

more favorably received, both by the housewife and her family.
 

Major negatives perceived were in the area of "new", "foreign",
 

"American", and possibly religious views. 
When actually tested,
 

the product (particularly the unflavored granule as a meat
 

extender) fared quite well.
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FINANCIAL STATUS
 

Based on financial reports submitted to AID/Washington, as of
 

30 December 1970 expenditures were:
 

Category 
Firm Budget 
Amount Total Expenditures 

Salaries, Wages, and 
Couzultant Fees $ 20,000.00 $ 12,597.05 

Allowances:
 
Travel and Transportation 1,000.00 
 547.98
 

Other Direct Costs 3,000.00 
 -

Equipment 
 2,000.00 

TOTALS $ 26,000.00 $ 13,145.03 

General Hills, Inc. has elected to make no additional charges for
 

the period since 30 December 1970. 
The project has been inactive. Therefore,
 

out of a budgeted $26,000.00 in USA funds, expenditures in total for the
 

contract were $13,145.03.
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FINAL RECOHMENDATIONS 

Although product acceptance was quite good, based on the political
 

and economic climate and on the general unavailability of a suitable
 

protein raw material, General Mills, Inc. as the contractor recommended
 

termination of US/AID Contract AID/neea-386. This recommendation was
 

accepted by US/AID.
 

Appendix "H" sets forth the correspondence re the termination 

recommendation.
 

Respectfully submitted 

Donald L. Andersen
 
Project Manager, AID/nesa-386
 

Date
 

pproved:
 

E. W. Swanso
 
Proje:t Administrator, AID/nesa-386 

Date k0s. XL7 L­
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RETYPED COPY
 

Goverment of Pakistan 
IqCm'- President's Secretariat 

Mohamad Athar, CSS Economic Coordination and 
Section Officer, External Assistance Division. 
Phone: 20661 

10(28)BU.5/68 December 18, 1970.
 

SUBJECT:-HIGH PROTEIN MEAT ANALOG STUDY. 

Dear Mr. Grant,
 

Please refer to para seven of Mr. Dominguez
 

letter dated the 29th June 1970 on the subject mentioned
 

above.
 

2. I am desired to say that the G.H.Q. Science
 

Laboratory at Chaklala has informed us that various
 

dishes prepared from meat analogues were served to a
 

group of officers consisting of both civilian and
 

military officers. They were very favourably received.
 

Large scale troop trials could not be carried out as
 

the samples were not sufficient for the purpose.
 

Yours sincerely,
 

(signed)
 

(Mohamnad Athar) 

Mr. Robert Y. Grant,
 
Astt. Director,
 
Population and Health,
 
Headquarters Office, USAID Mission,
 
Islanaliad.
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qjfljjp 011S181 1S FARMSAN 

"bi LAMWK MADOARTURS OFFICE 

January 9P 1971
 

Dr. Donald L. Andersen 
Project Nfaqer
Pakistan AID Study
General Millep Inc. 
9000 Plymouth Ave. North 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55427 

Dear Dr. Andersen: 

Reference is made to Mr. Robert Grant's letter of 
September 10, 1970 regarding the report on the testing
of mat analogs by the Pakistan Army. USAID has now 
received a letter on the subject from the Government 
of Pakistan. The *report does not provide any
additional information than what was conveyed to you
by Mr. Grant, yet it is the official word and you may
want to have it for your files. A copy of this letter
 
is,therefore, enclosed.
 

Has any progress been made on development of mat
 
analogs based on cottonseed flour? I learned that
 
General Mills had contacted Dorr-Oliver to procure

abcut a ton of the foodgrade cottonseed flour they

have developed in India, and use it in producing meat 
analogs. We are very much interested in the outcome 
of this study and shall appreciate receiving a status 
report, if available. 

Sincerely yours,
 

M. Latif Rasulpuri
 

Food Technologist
 

Attachments: a/a
 



S INTO STATES AUNT1e FIR IITERIATIIAL IEVELIPMEIT 

11111 TI PAKISTANINqgR1 

"bIlu Im NADQUARTERS OFFICE 

February 3, 1971 

Dr. Donald L. Andersen 
Project Manager
 
Pakistan AID Study
 
General Mills, Inc.
 
9000 Plymouth Ave. North
 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55427
 

Dear Dr. Andersen:
 

The letter of January 9, 1971 from Dr. Latif Rasulpuri transmitting 
a letter from the Government of Pakistan "reporting" on thetot 
conducted by the Pakistan Army on the meat analogs supplied by
General Mills was sent out while I was on leave. To say the 
least, I found the Pakistan Army handling of the test feeding not 
to be very satisfactory. 

We have now received a letter from GHQ Science Laboratory, the 
research base for the Pakistan Military Services indicating that 
they want to have someone from that organization trained in the 
U.S. on the preparation of meat analogs from oil seed proteins.
On the basis of this, I will get together with our Defense 
Department representative and go over to see what exactly
transpired in the use of your 100 lb. sample. It is a bit 
difficult to deal with these things because of "security" 
problems, but I think that this is somet.Ag that requires
 
more than a cursory handling.
 

Sincer 

Assistant Director 
Population & Health 

http:somet.Ag


imesbdmdd..u m es-n-A-k 

3RD. FLOOR . ROCK COURT . ABDULLAH HAROON ROAD . KARACHI- 3 . PHONE: 511051/52/53 

A REPORT ON TIN DEMONSTRATION MADE TO
 
QUARTER MASTER GENRAL OF THE PAKISTAN ARMY
 
FOR GUE AND OL MEAT ANALOGUBgS DBVELOPED BY 

GENERAL MILLS INC., U.S.A
 

Backaround
 

nasir-ud-Does & Associate* L'4do had been conetantly in 
contact with Brigadier A* Jabber, Director of Supplies and 
Transport of the Pakistan Army, to arrange a demonstration of 
the dishes prepared from GUS and GL, Finally, Brigadier Jabber 
asked Mr. Shansi of Nasir-ad-Deoes & Associates Ltd. to come to 
RawalpiAndi on 30th of March 1970 and fisalise the details 
regarding the demonstratios The demonstration was arrasged 
on lot April, 1970. 

Brigadier Jabber showed a great deal of interest in the
 
above meat analogues and thought that there was a large 
potential Lo the army* He called in the Army Science Laboratory 
perseenel to familiariso the reconstituting process of the 
products and the manner In which each product has to be used for 
making various types of Pakistani meat dishes. 

It was decided that for demonstration purposes, two dishes 

should be prepared. 'Qeema Allo' from CUE and 'Peas meat curry' 
from GL, A cook was hired from Rawalpindi cad the demonstration 
was held in the premises of G.,IQ. The dishes were also cookod 
at the G.H.*Q where three Colonel* watched the process of cooking. 

Demonstratien
 

The present Quarter Master General has received his
 
transfer orders and the sow Geeral is taking over. Both the
 
Generale were present at the demonstration. Three other Generale
 
from GI,Q, also came to see the demonstrtios, In addition 
three Brigadier* and three Colonerls were also present. 



Brigadier Jabber opeed the 4e8010n Sad said thmt these 
produets hae bees produced by General Hills tem *Seya and a 
teeter, will be et up Is Paksltas where the met analegues 
will be produeed tem cottea-eeewo Later *a the writer o this 
report gave them the level of protein seoateto Ia 6..2 &ad GL. 
and explainod the method oi makiss rPakitasn dishes frme these 
produese 

The dishes wore firet tasted by the oserals &ad their 
Initial reaction me that both the dishes looked exactly like 
the nominal dishes prepared tpom ordiary moet* They decided 
to taste the CL disk ftirs because this disk had bees made 
purely tree meat nalogse &ad did a*e have real meat dad they

ft that taste can best be evaluated *Lace moat was aet added 
is this dish. Rose of them Save any serios ntaveurable 
semoate except that 4L p*tdes wore too small. They appeared to 
be mere eoaseorsed with the quality nd level ef proteia coateat. 
They asked their Laborateory an whether the perceatage of pretein 
wold go down after the salOgue have boss cooked as Pakistasi 
dise Ne said that It wuld. The they tasted (NS dish and 
liked its test very mueh. One of them remarked that N disk 
me mush bettor In taste tha the 4L disk One General who cot 
from the Medical Services Divisies liked both the disk* very 
msh. so ate quite a lot nd asked to send the dishes to his 
offie* Be poistod out thot these products should be analysed 
by the Army's Service Laborotorye 

Brigadiero and the Coleasl tasted the dishes later, and 
all of them had favourable emmoate towards the dishes. 

Brigadier Jabber told me In the ead that both the Quarter 
Saeter Geaerele have liked theLnASlonues ad would like to have 
the product tested As their laboratOryo Two lbo of Gi3 and two 
lbe ot OL Aayderated material have been given to him ter this 
purpese. It may be motioesed here that both Brigadier Jabber 
and the present asrter MasterGoeseral were of the view that 
General Kil1o should set up a ,fetory Is Pokistaso They thought 
that the would orasoo doubts $f say from the miAnd of the people 
regarding the coastItutiea goo femation of the product. 

Prepared by 8 me. shamoL 

Been Sad April, 1970 



S8ITES $TATES AUleIY FIR IITERIATIIUAL IEVELPIEIIT'hiIIlU 
11188i1l TS PAKISTAN 

a$ Wateg HEADQUARTERS OFFICE 

April 13, 1971 

Dr. Donald L. Andersen
 
Project Manager
 
Pakistan AID Study

General Mills, Inc.
 
9000 Plymouth Ave. North 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55427 

Dear Dr. Andersen: 

At long last and notwithstanding the rather complex events
 
taking place in Pakistan these days, I finally managed to
 
talk with Lt. Col. A. Hannsn, Officer-in-Charge, GHQ

Science lAboratory, about the handling of the samples of

the meat analogs which you furnished for the field tests by

the Pakistan Army. 
 It turns out that the tests actually were 
somewhat more carefully conducted than was indicated in 
the copy of the letter from the Government forwarded to you
with our letter of January 9, 1971. Not only were a number 
of feeding trials undertaken, but I gathered that some quantity
of the analog material is still available and additional work
 
is being programmed.
 

CoL Hanua agreed that the report provided was not really 
very satisfactory and promised to send us a more detailed 
description of the work done as well as an outline of what 
further investigations are to be carried out. I will remind
him that he owes us this information in a week or so and see
that a report is forwarded to you as soon as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 

Popul tor 
Population and Health 



s 11TE TATES AIENSY FIR IITEREATIUAL DEVELOPMEITm'Iriff UlT181A TI PAKISTAN 

*We UAI5M5 HEADQUARTIRS OFFICE 

May 25, 1971 

Dr. Donald L. Anderson 
Project Menaer 
Pakistan AID Study
Onoral Mills, Inc.
9000 Plymouth Ave. North
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55427 

Doaw Dr. Anderson: 

As praminsd in q letter of April 13 1 an 
forwarding hoewith a copy of the report on touting
of te meat analogs by the Pakistan Army. 

Unfortunately# and contrary to what I had
hoped,, WACol. Abd Hannan# Officer-n-Charge
of the OD Science Laboratory, has devoted a major
portion of the report to recapitulating the events
which led to his testing the meat analogs. Ie has
Included virtually so Information on preparation
of the samples# method of presntation, type of 
score card (if any) used, copilation and inter­
pretation of the results. Also, In the field testing,
there Is no mention whether er not the officers
tasted the same dishes which were offered to the
soldiers and if so, what their reaction was. 

There is a at contrast in the results
of these tests: al the 'Chisefs say that the mat 
analogs are excellent, whereas all the wIndim w 
say they would not eat then If given the option. 

We have learned that befeo the field testing
started the cook had leaked out the word that the 
soldiers were being offered a synthetic meat product
which was made fa cattle feed *stuff* oilseed
Mal is traditionally used as cattle feed). Coupled
with the blas thus Introduced Is the fact that In
this culture (and others) innovation is resisted 
and the now Is suspect - usually the lower the
odesation level the greater is the resistance to
aheng. From thse probably me the strong reaction 
to meat salogs sho by the soldiers. 
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On the other hand the officers also knew that 
the meat analogs had been produced frn oilseed 
meal. However, since they might have seen in the 
meat analogs a solution to the problem of formulating
nutritious field rations they would have taken part
in the tests with little or no bias. This is only
conjecture; what actually happened, we don't know. 

As I said before, it is not much of a report,
and for this I am truly sorry. 

Even though the meat analog program came 
a cropper we are still interested in meat analogs.
Has any progress been made on producing them from 
cottonseed Flour developed by orr-Oliverp Inc.? 
We are greatly interested in the outcome of this 
study and shall appreciate receiving a status report
if available. 

Sincerely yoursp
 

Gant
G0Assisrant Director
 
Population and Health
 

Attachment: a/s
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MEAT ANMLOGUES
 

Mr. A. D. Dominque of USAID met Brigadier Jabbar, former Director of
 

Supply and Transport of Pakistan Army in early 1970 and showed samples of
 

prototype meat analogues. Brigadier Jabber expressed the opinion that
 

meat analogues could be well of interest to Pakistan Army. Later on Mr.
 

Odell, Mr. Andersen and Mr. Dominquez of USAID/General Mills met General
 

Azhar, former Quartermaster General and Brigadier Jabbar and arranged a
 

brief demonstration of two prototypes of meat analogues. This demonstration
 

evoked great interest and General Azhar arranged a bigger demonstration in
 

April, 1970 which was attended by Army Officers of the rank of Generals
 

and Brigadiers. Almost all the officers were of the opinion that there was
 

little difference between freshly cooked real meat and artificial meat. It
 

was decided that a larger quantity of the samples be made available for actual
 

feeding trials.
 

2. 50 lbs of each type of the two types of meat analogues were supplied to
 

this laboratory in July, 1970. Another demonstration was held in General
 

Headquarters. About six dishes prepared from meat analogues and fresh meat
 

were presented to a group of officers consisting of one Brigadier, a few Lt.
 

Colonels and senior civilian officers. Almost all the officers were unable
 

to discriminate between the dishes prepared from meat analogues and those
 

prepared from real fresh meat.
 

3. Actual troop feeding trials were also held recently. Three groups of 

soldiers consisting of 100 men each were served with Pakistani dishes i.e. 

meat chunks potato curry and minced meat pea curry prepared from imitation 

meat as well as from real fresh meat. The results of trials have not been 

favourable. Most of the troops reported that the taste and flavour was not 

like that of real meat and that they would never eat it if given the option. 
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o'.addk m amumic . o5ooOcd 

3RD. FLOOR . ROCK COURT . VICTORIA ROAD . KARACHI-3 . PHONE: 511051/52/S3 

REPORT OF MEAT BXTBNDBRS TBSTS ON
 

KABAB VBNDORS 

I NTRODUCTION 

Meat Bxtenders have been prepared from Soya Bean Seeds by General
 
Mille Incorporated U.S.A. 
They wanted to find out the suitabili ty
of these extenders in the preparation of Seekh Kababs. M/s Ne.siruddee
& Associates Ltd. were commissioned to conduct tests among the kabab
vendors of Karachi. For this purpose it was planned initially to
hold a kebab-preparation demonstration where the procedure of
 
preparation was to be deoionstrated before 6 to 
8 kabab vendors.
 
Their impressions were to 
be recorded through a group discussion.
 
This discussion could not be completed because the initial group

discussion where three kabab vendors had participated, brought
 
up a serious point that they were unable 
to give their opinion about
the different qualities of 
the product as they were not preparing

the kababe themselves. 

Alternatively, the remaining five kebab vendors were individually

approached. Bach one was given 
the product and was explained the
 
ueage of the product* He was then asked to prepare the kebabs
 
separately from SM8 and GMB and to give his impressions. He was
 not asked specific questions but motivated to comment on 
the product
 
at large and describe its qualities both before preparation and after

preparation. Two varieties of extenderep namely GMS and SNIB 
were

tested. Meat extenders were used with minced meat in 
the ratio of
 
60% to 40%. 

MIXING 

Respondents overall impression was that extenders could mix with
minced meat. With regard to GMB and SMB they felt that GME mixed 
more evenly with the minced meat. SMB did not blend so well and onecould feel tougher particles of SMB in the mixture, They also mentione,
that the kebabs made from the extenders did not break (while putting
the mixture on iron bars for roasting) because the extenders were well 
mixed with minced meat.
 



ALlthe respodoto mentiond that the oxtendoes kabab* roasted 
Ilk* the ordinary kabob* and no sigAificant difference ws
observed in this proees. It wao, hoevor, pointed out that

the tat SeStente Is be* 813 and WS were leo. (The fat did
 
net drip whlelo mixture was put on flameo for roasting).

Three Of them wore of the opieion that less time and heat
 
were required to extenderso
roast kabab* because of the low

fat **ateats and If kababs were prepared purely from extenders
 
they ight even Set burst. 

All the respeadents meatiened that SUN was tougher tha 01.

One of them mentioned that its granules were thicker than
 
tbse of 0nr and even after hydration 8UN did not become so
 
soft. Accerdiag to three of thon, the kababe made from these
 
extenders were omewhat 
 teugher. These respendents also
neatieoed that the kababe made from extenders were slightly
 
different from Ordinary 
kabab* because extenders kabab* were dr
 

Ikeept twe, all the respondent* noticed the difference in the

bite of the kababs made from extendere. They commented that
 
eueadere kabobs seemed to be tougher in bite. 
 One ef then 
aloe mentioned that he could feel that something had been added 
Oe the eat. This remark was specifically made for the SUB kab 

TAM
 

The reepondents W net mention any difference in taste between 
ordinary kababs and extenders kabab*. 

APPAnC, & COLOUR 

Amajority of the respondents said that is appearance extenders
kababe looked like meat kababso Three respondents, however,
pointed out that their surface was not smootb All of them meni
that these kebabs got the colour of Iaced mOat and other ingret
which were put in the proparatioa of kababs. 

4Isevdiag to thon, i kababe, fragrance is due to spices. This 
St e few both ordinary and extenders kababs 

All the respondents gave slroos positive Indications that they c
olel the kababe made from these extenders and customers would bu 



I* 

them, Two of them woe willing to use the product as such.Thre of them suggested that the extendeors after mixing wthminced meat should be passed through a grinding machine. Oneof an suggested to giand it dry before mixing it with meat. 
Mother reopondent suggested that the product would have to beoolonod by using a moat sot eOr.
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RBCIPBS FOR PAKISTANI DISHB$
 

cp(cwu c5 (M ~ui(QMo GDkA )I11DCpQcB oz M 0 ;3
 
nunagmment and marketing consultants
 

rock cowr. abduah haroon road. karachi.
 



GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A 

EXPLANATIONS OP ABBRBVIATIONS Pon 

NIGHTS AND MEASURE 

t -

T -

C -

b -

Cl -

sq. -

cbk -

b -

atm -

No, -

Sr. -

Oz -

tbs -

IC:: 

1T:: 

I Sr :: 

Ipo:: 

1 chk 

Ioz:: 

1 tolls 

ABBREVIATIONS
 

Tean spoon
 

Table spoon
 

Cup
 

Bunch
 

Flak** 
Squares
 

Chattak 

Rupees (Currency)
 

Minutes
 

Number
 

Seer 

Ounce
 

Pounds
 

EQU!VALENTS
 

16T
 

3t 

2lbs :: 4 pao 

4 chk
 

2:
2oz 

2T 

:: 1/40 lb 



.... ) 	 ) ) 
To EVALVATr 11Y I.. 'TIT'SnT TJHF NEU PROntlC1 -XJC -­ IEXP.ttl FNT fTP 'go -= T~.~.-R'.TP! . - KOP MIS 0r'i' rt'Ifv'1T rT 14p. - I 

R(rToF ISjueT &ARAF 

S I 
! IjUTT ! 

I 
* I 1 

Io.Beef qeevn 
 tnce4 beef) rho 0.62 0.1 	 0.1S
0.22 
 0.22 
 0.1
 

a Water. hot 
 cup " 
 -
 - it ­4 Dal. channe lutsee &Grow*) chk 0.0p 
 0.02 
 0.04 
 0.04 
 0.04 
 0.04
 
5 Onions. medium 
 Wo. 0.0S 
 0.02S 
 1 0.06 
 • 0.05 • 
 .05 1 0.06
 
6 Garlic 
 Poo 0.37 ltE1 0.002 2 e1 0.005 2 fl O.OOS 2 fL 0.005 
 2 ex 0.00S
 
7 Ginger T
Pao 0.E0 J'sq, 0.004 l'e .
 0.016 lass. 0.016 	 213T1" sq. 0.016 It" sq. 0.02
 
2 Red chaillies. whole chk. 
 0.16 a no. 0.002 6 no. 0.005 6 no. 0.006 • no. 0.005 
 6 no. 0.00S
 

1 9 Green chillies 
 chk. 0.12 2 
no. 0.01 
 2 no. C.01 
 2 no. 0.01 2 no. 0.01 2 no. 0.01
 
10. Chilli powder 
 Poo 0.88 i t 0.004 1 t 0.01e 2 t 
 0.036 1t t 0.027 
 1 T 0.0ss
 
11. Dhanis powder[OrounM PooI ~r) 0.62 it 0.001 j t 0.006 • 0.006 t 0.004 0.006
 
S12. Salt 
 Pao 0.09 1 t 0.002 IT 0.012 t 0.014 •T 0.012 1=T 0.02
Fix cup -t it2-a 
 -	 . 2j _
,14 Rare dhaCnoi(Coritndou bunch 0.06 
 1/12 O.COS 1/6 0.01 	 0 .
 1t 0.01 1/0 


: ~~~le
a v es )0 

. 1 1 6. 1
 

•
46 Ghee (?at) N1o. 0.23
Poo IT O.OSS
1.17 0.073 T O .OSS0.50.1.1
0.22 0.14 2 T 0.22 
 3 T 0.15 

11Jhaj pwec~g.~nee pa .2Total Cost 	 : 000.e 0.511 0.0 0.006e02. Re. P-693 Tend Re. 0.617 0.04 £ d r.006I 0.04rat0e00
 

Cost Per Portion 
 -0 Re. 0.12 Re. 0.06 
 Re. 0.04 Re. 0.06 
 Re. 0.04
 

S Size or Portion

Cooking Time 	 medium medium medium30 mto. 40-0.0 m6 4S-60 o medium medium t 	 00 no .0 60 m. 0 

" REMARK3 i Appearance 
Deial
 

O d o ur 0
2 P.l voe r
10. 	 Noe 1o0. Dei r:beD e i e b l e
 

-2o 0en0e 0
 

Nodroni rch 


TCderp 00. 	 tel.
 

Slightly

Prepared Ry : roll1t of yam. rn~~
 



l OJECT: METHOD SIT RECIPB NO1.
 
TO EVALUATE ST EXPBRIMIT 8BlET NO. 2
 
TEE NNW lRODUCT OF U/S
 
GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.
 

RECIPE I SMAM! KABAB 

s. NO. IIEtDIONTS MiTNOD 

I. Extender 1 Step-1: Soak 6 miautes
 
2, Water - hot J
 
3. Beer Qeema Step-2: Cook on medium beat 
4. Dal, cham till mixture dries. 
60 OAion, sliced Add extender &ad grind
 
G. Garlic, chopped till mixture is paety. 

7. Ginger, chopped Add in egg.
 
as Red chillio, whole
 

90 Dhania powder
 

10. Salt
 

11 Water
 

120 Green chillioechspped 

13. Onions, chopped1 Stspp-3: Porm the ground
 
14. mixture into patties
Ha ra d ba ian(corr iandor|a d a d f l i g 

chopped leaves) 

ISO Ghee Step-4: Heat the shee and
 

try patties till brow&. 

PREPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OP NOME ECONOMICS 



1mJCT3 UPIRIME T 813 RECIPE No. 1I
 
10 EYALVATS IT EXPERINT Tn iN. SHEET No. I
 

PRODUCT OF V/S GERAL ILLs INC. U.S.A.
 

RECIPts 83re lABAI 

8.NO. INGRDIENTO MIT WIT I more 11 SOX III 
OST extender xtender OUR 
b QTY. COST QTY COST 

1. Bet quemag ps 0.52 1 0.52 * 0.31 
2. Exender 	 pae ? - - * 1 

30 Water, ho cup - - .1 	 ­

4. Papaya, raw ye. 0.19 lsq 	 leq ­-

5. Garlic 
 chk. 0.09 3It 0.0e Sf1 0.012
 
60 salt pao 0.09 IT 0.004 IT 0.012
 
7. Khan Khoo 
 chk. 0.16 * 0.037 * 0.075 
S Almends, small ck. 0.66 * 0.14 * 0.28 
90 Cinamon ckb. 1.60 1 stick 0.06 2sticke 0.10 

10. Cardamn, small tela 3.00 1/4 0.50 1/6 0.50
 
11. Chilli pewder ebk. 0.22 1/6 0.036 * 0.11 
12. Zoera, black bkb. 0.86 *t 0.036 it 0,07 
13. Onions, medium pas 0.12 1/3 0.04 
 2/3 0.08
 
14. Roasted chasa chk. 0.19 1 	 ­0.19 	 ­
16. Gose 	 chko 0029 * 01215 1* 0943 
rnirn a- al- a-rn-a-a rnqrii- riei rnm arn-r a-a-rn-rn-a-r ----------- a a-P rnn rn-rn-rn-rn-rn-rn-rn- rn-rn-rn 

TOTAL COST 
 h 1.874 h 1.979 
YIELD/NO. OF PORTIONS 6 	 16 
COST PER PORTION 	 h 0.31 h 0e12 
SIZE OF PORTION 40length 4"1eagth
COOKING TIN 45 at* 7ros 
REMARKS 	 Appearance Desirable
 

Odour Moderately
 
deairable


Pleeur - de -
Tenderness 	 Slightly 

desirable 
Juiciness 
 - de -

PREPARED BY: THE 	COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS 



PROJCT: NITNOD SHUIT ICIPI NO. 11
 
70 EVALUATE BY BZPIUIUUT 
 SHET NO.
TKE MN PRODUCT OP N/ 
00lt. IXLLS INC. U.S.A.i 
 u !r-r~ i- ui rn u-u 

rn-ui-rn-u-rn rniu-rn u -­.-.-

RECIPEs SmK KABAB 

$.1 • INGRBDIDRTS KETEOD 

1. 	 Beef sem­
2. 	 Extender Stop-1: Grind slightly
 

3. 	 Raw papaya, peel slices Set aside tor 1/2 heur.
 
(or other meat sotta.r)
 

4. 	 Garlic, chopped 

s. 	 Slat 
_
 

Stop-2: Gried. Add to the sbov mixture and knead 	for•. Almonds
 o0 minutes. 
Add Shee. 	Coat
8. 	 Zorn, black 4 Inches leat on a seekh
90 Ciaaom esicks
0 
 Cinnamon 
sticks 

10. 	 Cardamn, stick* Roast on charcoal tire. 

11 red chillies, powdered 

12. 	 Pried onions, slices
 

13. Ghbe Step-3: Baste with She*# 

rn-R-0R-rn-rn-u- n un W-1-- 4Lr -- 1--- - -- r 

PREPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OP HOME ECONOMICS 



--

PROJECT: BZPERIMPT RECIPE NO. III 
T0 EVALUATE ST EXPERIMENT TI 8RI SHEErT N. 1NEW PRODOCT OP M/S GENERAL 
MILLS INC. U.S.A. 
a-*tu- a- r-46- =-W.- a- =-ua- n 	 r-- u-arn- u-nrnu-- u-rn-- enu-enr -renm 

RECIPE: 
 SAMOSA
 

S.NO* INGREDIENTS UNIT 	 UNIT S A M P L 1 8 
COST I zero X I 60­
h extender Ezt. SUE
 

u-- -- - "- u-r a--rn-------- ru-u-r--rn COST r. COST 
1. 	 Beet qeema 0.31pao 0.62 
 0.16
 
2. 	 Extender 
 pas, 
 _ 
 - ?
 

3e 	 Hot water 
 cup ­ - l* ­
4. 	 Onions, median pao 0.09 j * 0.007 * • 0.014 
G. 	 Oil, Cottoaeeed 
 chk 	 0.25 * 0.12 * 0.19 
6, 	 Ginar, garlic
 

Srovnd 
 chk 0.19 *t 
 0.006 
 IT 0.016
7. 	 Salt 
 Pao 	 0.09 It ­ 2jt 0.004 
a. 	 Dhansia powder 
 pao 	 0.62 
 *t 0.05 
 IT 06013
 
90 	 Chilli powder 
 pao 	 0088 jt 0.009 IT 
 005
 

10. Water 
 cup - I ­ * 
11. Green chillies 
 chk 	 0.06 1&*. 0.002 isme. 0.03

12. Hara dhaia banch 0.02 1/8 0,002 0.005 
13. Onions, media- pao 0.09 *r t. 
 0.014 220. 
 0.05 
14. Lemon, medium 
 No. 	 0.06 j 0.03 2 0.12
15. Samosa patti 
 doz. 	 0.25 
 1 0.25 
 4 ;/3 1.16

16. Maid& 
 pao 	 0..2 
 IT 0.006 
 2T 0.01
 
17. Water 	 cup - * . * 
16. Ghoe 	

­

pao 	 1.17 i 0.58 1* 1.75 

TOTAL 	COST 
 lb 1.339 k 3.669 
YIBLD/NO. OF PORTIONS 
 12 
 66
 
COST PER PORTION 
 ]b 0.11 hb 0.06 
SIZE OF PORTION 
 1*Triangle 
 1* triangle

COOKING TIMB 
 40 minutes 
 60 minutes
 
REMARKS Appearance 
 Desir able
Odeur 
 slightly
Flavour 
 Desirable
Tenderness 
 Slightly
Juiciness 
 Medium rich
 

PREPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS. 



In-0- U-Mn-r- r-ownM- -0nn1~--0- r-n- rn-01- -rrnr un-n--nrurn 
PROJBCT: METHOD lBCIP NO. III 
TO EVALUATE BY UXPIRIMNT BIUT SMUT NO.
 
THE NNW I0DTJT OF V/3
 
ONNUAL MILLS INC. U.8A.
 

RECIPE: SANOSA 

.O. ZRNODIENTS 	 M1ThOD 

1. 	 Onion, sliced 1 Step-l: Pry brown 
2. 	 Oil I 

J 
Add: 

43. 	 Beef kimaL'- -" 
4. 	 Extender (soaked in
 

hot water) 
 tep-2: Pry to blend n
 
5. 	 Ginger/Sarlic, Sound Aasals 

7. 	 Dhasia powder Add:
 
8. 	 Chilli powder 

9. 	 Water Step-3: Cook till mixture gets 
dry. Cool 

1 
d 

10. Green chillies, chopped. 


11. Hare dhania, chopped Step-4: 	Add to cooked mixture
 

12. Onion, chopped 	 and use as filling. 

13. Lemon juice
 

14. 	 Samos patti (available in Step-6: Pill each with
 
market) IT flling
 

16. 	 maid& Step-6: Cool. Seal each
 
samosa with the
 

16. Water 	 cooked starch.
 

17. Gbee Step-6: 	Pry brown
 

BY: COLLEGE OF-u-u-rn i 	 n-aRAR D T• E - M-E Ei-Nrnar----- --- rn-a rnm• 

PREPARBD BY: TEB COLLEGB OP HOME ECONOMICS 



TO EVALUATE BY BXPBRWENT THE BXPBRmIENT '" RECIPE No. - TV
 
NIE PRODUCT OP , SHEET No. - ±
 

M/S GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A. 

RECIPE : KOPTA CURRY("E&I- bat$ anti)
 

I I I I
 
SBR.II UNIT rSAMPLES
 

NO, " INGREDIENTS i UNITS I COST I I Zero % IT s-ox-'
i i i Re i iExtender AI Ext t -SUEI ty I Cost-b I aty, i Cost its 

1 Beef qeema (Minced beef) pao 0.62 * 0.15 * 0.075 

2. Extender 
 pao 9 ­ ?
 

3 Water, hot 
 cup .. .. 
 1 ­

4 Dal channa(Pulgeg chk 
 0.08 * 0.02 4 0,02 
and Grams)

6 Garlic 
 pao 0.37 2 fI 0.004 2 ft 0.004
 

6 Ginger pao 0.50 j " sq. 0.008 j " sq* 0.008 

7 Salt seer 
 0.37 it 0.004 21 t 0.009
 

8. Chilli powder 
 pao 0.88 It 0.018 j T 0.027 
9 Dhnia powder Pao 0.62 *t 0.006 j t 0.006 

10. Cinnamnmon sticks chk 
 1.50 letk 0.05 
 lstk 0.n5
 

11. Pepper, black 
 chk 0.88 4 no. 0.005 4 no. 0.no
 

12. Zeera, black 
 chk 0.88 I/8t 0.008 I/8t 0.008
 

13. Onions medium 
 seer 0.50 * no. 0.012 no. 0.012 

14. Water 
 cup - ­ _
 

15. Ghee 
 pao 1.17 2T 0.146 ST 0.369
 

TOTAL COST Rs 0.431 bO, 689COST PER PORTION 
 R30.11 RbO006
YISLD/NO. OF PORTIONS 4 10SI7E OF PORTION Ping Pong hbll Ping Pnn.i hallCOOKING TIES (Minutes) 60 75PBMARKS Appenrance Oei rable 

Odour 
 - do -

Plavour 
 - do -

Tbnderness 
 Tendpr

Juci neae 
 Juicy
 

PIEPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS. 
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PROJECT: 	 M3TEOD $11s" nECIPE 1(O. IT 
TO EVALUATE BY EXPURIMENT SEiT NO..
 
THE MEIE IE0DUCT OFiV/

GNNERAL ILLe InC. U.S.A.
 
00-r-0m4m in-in mm-n-r- --- 0 0-n-0u-n-nnar- r-0-.--r0ur--


RICl: 	 KOPTA CUIRT (I ,,et b&, 6Oh.) 

5.3O. INGRDIUSN 	 METHOD 

1. 	 Beer qooms stp-l: Cook on medium beat 
2. 	 exteader (soaked im till dry.
 

be water) Grind time
 

2a. 	 Da1 chansa Make medium largo 
3. 	 Garlic, flakoe bells
 

4. 	 Gimger chopped 
5. 	 981: •
 

6. 	 Chilli powder
 

7. 	 Dbamia powder 
S. 	 Cinnamon, stick@
 

9. 	 Pepper black, whole
 

10. Zero, black
 

11. Oiom, sliced 

12. Ghee 

13. Water
 

14. oboe 	 Step-2: Pry brows 

Itop-9: 	Cool. Soak in and serve
 
with gravy.
 

RBMAR3: Per gravye recipe, refer shoeot-.
 

PREPARED 	BT: THE COLLEGE OP RONE BCONOMICS 



a-rn49-rn-10-0-g- 4-u-n- -uaua-Ua--U rn---uU 
IOJECT UPtIRUXT SHURT lEMI MO.IV-A 
TO IVUATI BY XPERIMENT ME iEW PNODT SHEET N0. 2-A 
OF /S GMNRL MILLS INC. U.S.A. 

i 
UUUUpUplm rna--r PPu-u-u- ------------ u-u-u--a-a-P u-rn-u-rn 

R0It3P: KOPTA CURRY'IS GRAVY 

8 A M P 38.30. INGREDIENTS UNIT UNIT L S 
COST I Zero% I 

b extender 
QTT. COST 

1. Onions, medium soor 0010 lIno. 0.06 

2. Oil pao 1000 * 0.50 

3. almonds, small pao 3.25 *c 0086
 

4. Khoo khas pao 0.62 3T 00116
 

5, Copra chk 0.31 . 0.08
 

6. Red chillies, whole chk. 0.16 18s. 09015 

7. Gingser po 0.60 Peoq. 0.008 

8. Garlic pao 0,37 Stl 0.009
 

9. Curd pao 0.60 * 0.37 

10. Salt pao 0.09 I1t 00006
 

11. Cinnamon chk. 1.60 1 atk. 0.05
 

12. Zoera, black chko O085 It 0.06
 

13. Popper, black, whole cbk 0.68 6no. 0.007
 

14. Water cup m 3 ­

15. Horn dhnia bunch 0.06 0.0016
 

TOTAL COST h 1.866 
YIZLD/NO. OF PORTIONS 7 
COST PER PORTION h 0,27 
SIZE OP PORTION * cup 
COOKING TIME 40 minutes 

PREPAID BY: THE COLLEGE OP HOME BCONOMICS. 
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PROJECT: 
 METHOD SHEST 
 - RRCTPU NO. TV-& 
TO EVALUATE BY BXPERIMENT
 
THE NEW PRODUCT OP M/S 
 SET NO. 2-8
 
GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.
 

RECTPB: 
 KOPTA CURRY'S GRAVY 
 (ONLY)
 

.No. NGEDIBNTS MTHOD
 

.. Onions, sliced 
 Step-I: Pry brown
 

2. 
 Oil
 

3, Almonds. roasted 
 Step-2: Grind
 
4. 
 Khso 
khas, roasted 
 Add to above and fry
 

slightly.

5. 
 Cppra, roasted
 

6. Red chillies, whole
 
7. Ginger, chopped
 

8. Garlic, flakes
 
q. 
 Curd 


Step-3: Add.
 
10. 
 Salt 


Cook till curd inives
 

11. thoroughly.
Cinnamon, pierpq
 

12. Zera, blAck 
13. Pepper, black, 
whole
 

14. 
 Water 

Step-4: 
 Add. Cook 30 minuted.
i5 Fnra dhania, chopped 
 Step-5- Add/sprinklp 
on _r-v3
 

Serve with koftn hAlls 

(cooked beperate.-I.
 
--- -- -f-a---------------------------- - -- : - -- I i 

REMARKS: For kofta's recipe, refer sheet-1.
 

PREPARED BY: 
 COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS.
 



TO EVALUATB BY BXPBRIMENT EXPERIMENT RECIPE No. - V
 
THE NEW PRODUCT OF SHEET SHEET N,. ­
M/9 GHNERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.
 

RECIPE:,QENA - PEAS
 

I I I I MP N
1 1UNIT IS~tSSER. 1 INGREDIENTS IUNITSI COST I zero Y.o I1 l ..... 
. II xtender I I xt ­

i I i I Qty. I Cost | . i Fot 
I Beef qeema (Minced beef) chk 0,15 2 0.31 1 0.15 

2 Ixtender pao ? - - ? 

3 Water, hot 	 cup - - - I ­

4 Onions, medium Pao 0.09 1 0.03 2 0.06
3 T 
5 Ghee (Pat) pao 1.17 * 0.29 1 0.87 

6 Ginger, garlic, ground chk 0.19 * t 0.005 1 T 0.045 

7 Chilli powder pao 0.88 1 t 0.018 11 T 0.08 

8 Dhania powder pao 0.62 * t 0.005 1 t 0.01 
(Ground Coriander) 

9 Haldi (Termaric) tola 0.16 * t - t 0.00 

10 Hare dhania (Coriander bunch 0.06 * 0.015 0.03 
Leaves) 

11 Salt pao 0.09 j t 0.002 lj t 0.00, 

12 Water cup - 2 - 2 ­

13 Peas, shelled 	 pao 0.37 * 0.12 0.24
 
(unshelled)
 

Total Cost : .... Re. 0.787 Re. 1.495
 

Coot Per Portion .... Re. 0.26 Rs. 0.10 

Size of Portion .... 1/3 cup 1/3 cup 

Cooking Time .... 	 20 mts. 30 mts. 

REMARKS : 	 Appearance rusJ'Aahle 
Odour. Slightly " 
Flavours MIoderately 
Tenderness 
 Tender
 
Juiciness 
 Juicy
 

Prepared By t College of Home 	Economics.
 



13030? US1303 SUIT 330313 N0. V 
To evaluate by 33T3, no. 

mpeniaema the 
mew peduet of 
I/o G1A1L:tUIZLL8 INC. U,8.A. 

~~ ~~e0.,00. W-m mmu.W-WU-U--f-U 

AIN S @331 - MAI 

$.3o. ZYGIDI T8 KITIIOD
 

I. Onlont sliced
 
20 osJ Stop-I: Pry irown
 

Add : 

So Gimer & Gari uoad 
4. Chil i powder Stop-S: Pry slightly
 
go Dhania powder
 

6. Heidi 
7. Nara Dhaniaj 

Add: 
a. Beet qoema
 
90 Extender (soaked 
 In11 Stop-3: Pry till fragrance 

hot water is proouoed 
10. salt I 

Add:
 
11. water Step-4: Cesk gill partially 

12. Pes, shelled 8tepm51 Cook covered till tender 

PUPAtD BY: TUN COLLIGI OF ROU 3CONONICS 



TO EVALUATE BY BXPERIIWT THE EXPERIMENT w, RECIPE No. - VI
NEW PRODUCT OP U/S GENERAL : SHNT : SHEET No. - 1 
MILLS INC. U.S.A. 

I 

RECTP I AALLOO GHOSHETH
 

I 	 I SAMPLES 
SI 	 I UNIT__N, INGREDIENTS i UNITS ICOST i I Substitute I' I 8ubstituto 
I 	 J ! Re. I I Lamb I I Chicken 

.. I tl I Cost I QtY, I Cost R 

I Meat Substitute chk ? f ­
2 Water, hot 	 cup - I - ­

3 Onions, medium Pao 0109 2 0.06 

4 Ghee (fat) 	 chk 0.29 0.217
 

S Ginger, garlick, ground chk 0.19 * t 0.00 ) 

6 Dhania powder(Ground chk 0.15 0.01
 
i
coriander) 


7 Salt pao 0.09 1j t 0.006
 

Haldi (Termeric) tole 0.16 * t - ) Similar 

9 Chilli powder 	 chk 0.22 j t 0.009 ) To Sample -I 

10 Water 	 cup - 3 ­

11 potatoes 	 pao 0.19 4 0.09 

12 Para dhania (Coriander bunch 0.06 4 0,01 
Leaves) 

Total Cost 
 Re. 0.407
 

Cost Per Portion .. .. Re. 0.10 

Size Ot Portion ..	 . j.. cup 

Cooking Time .... 	 .. 48 mts. 

REMARKS z Appearance Desireable Desirenblp
 
Odour Moderately Slightly

Flnvour -do-
 -do-

Tenderness Moderate Slight
 
Juiceness -do-
 -do-


Prepared By s Collese of 	Home Economcis.
 



u-n-u m 	 ua". -as u-rn-rn-411 - 41101111-W-111- rn-r-o- 111-aPROJECT: 
 METHOD SHBET 
 RBCTPB: NO. YI
 
TO EVALUATE BY EXPERIMENT 
 SHONT: NO.
 
THE NEW PRODUCT OP M/S
 
GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.
 

RECIPE: 	 AALOO GHOSHBTH
 

S.NO. INGREDIENTS 
 METHOD
 

It 	 Onions, sliced. 
 -- Step-I: Pry brown
 

2, 	 Ghee 
 Add:
 
3. 	 Ginger & garlic, groun" 
 Step-2: Pry slight).
 
4, Dhania powder
 

6. 	 Salt
 

6. 	 Haldi
 

7. 	 Chilli powder
 

Watar 
 Step-3: 	Add. Cook till
 

onions are soft.
 
9. 	 Potatoes, cubed 
 Step-4: 	Cook till tander.
 

10. Meat-substitutp 
 Step-5i 	Soak in hot water.
 
11. Hara dhanim, chopped 
 Step-6: 	Add substitute, harn
 

dhenia and rook on
 
alow hent for 16 pit -

PREPARED 	 BY: COLLirGE 	OF H('IIE ECONOMICS 
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GROUP DISCUUSIONS ON ACCBPTANIL ITT
 
OP MEAT IXTRDhE (MIN & HEAT USTITUTE GL
 

management and marketing consultants 

rock court abdulah hwoon roWad. karach. 



GaOh DISUSSION 01 ACClPTAILITT 
011 2IT ]I=TIDR GE & BIAT MUiTZTUT OL 

A REPORT ON GROUP DI8888IOlS 

hILD IN KARACHI 

GENERAL MILLS INC* USA 

aIT 

ASI1RUDDI5i & ASSOCIATES LIMITED 

333 FLOOR, ROCK COURT, 

£IULLAI 3[*t001 ROAD, KARARI 

3.3., : MiS0 

DLusoaons condscted as March 1970 
Report proooa ds April 1970. 



A - Oenerl 

a - Sample LS8o 

C - PAes *t dieoseeeoae and methoed 
or otaeta the heouoLvoe 

3 - Doeoe tested 

• - method or colloetLal the data 

P - mzplaaatLoa of oememo bracket* 
and PokietalL tome seed La the 
text* 

sinmmarS~d fisaag and coaclustee drawn fromGroup diggaggiea s xteadeg ME@ 
samamriood tLadi ne and eonselosio dram fre.

Group docsooLono on Suboettoo O,
 

Toxt of dLoeolLo m oxtoedoer 03 (1 13, 1, ID)
 
Text st dLeoselsue sbetiat OL (2A& 35, 
 2C, 20)
 



zrTOJCTION 

A -Geneal, 

This report preents a tell text Sad the eummarlsed 
t'dis"8 and OOaclueoao dramn tero the group die­
sIsilese hold to Karaeb by lasie-Ud-oea 6 Associates 

Limited ter Gosei USA,al Mille Rae. The** diseossiom 
wer held is order to detemiae acekiptbilLty amosSt 
housewives for General 01s@0 prodcts Mseat Ixteador 
CU 	aad Meet Substitule 1. Aseept*klLty was tested 
for 	the tollouLaw aspoest I 

U. 	Acceptability to qualitie like tacste, smell, 
bite eta* 

2. 	AeeptibLILit to a now produect. In order to 
gauso this, SO of the reepoadents wore sot
told as to wbLeb of the dise* ics prepared 
from meat analogue whileovbs other 60 the 
Identity ot the dishes was revealed* 

3. 	 Acceptability to am 4merLeas product. This 
was tested by dLeelooAo8 to 900 of the groups
that the product was manufactured I America. 
Heositatie and soepieo emns these $reps 
we, compared with the Steops to which this 
tact was not disclosed* 

S- EERAjLJ.uIt: 

Each of the products was tested on 4 groops. Uxteader 
ON 	was tested en 24 houoowivoe and substitute OL woo
tooted a O housoeuveoo This eLiSkt doviation from
the origianl sample (whiek had bes doemaod at 25
hooswives for each product) uee do to the tast 
that paertiepaats tailed to turn up at the last mengt 
end it was met possible to sot ebotit o q Per eachtroupe hwove , a couple at extra housewives wereIvitod et in spite ot this, is tour of the rops,
last momoot avLtatios had to be iaed because leos 
than 4 heusewives tured up oventually* 

C 	 PLC 2F DX~ Q AM M D OF QDT ZrlX 

The tour diocussion* te each product woee conducted 
is four A & 2 Loeom* aroes Romely Nesiabad, Sadder,
Pir IllahL Box Coleny &ad P.B.C.Mn. is order to obtaLs 
as representative, a oample as pooeblo, Pareticipats
wore oeiShbours of the porooao at whoeo hoeooe the 
disuaesiono wero hold* Xsvitatios wore Leaned a day
or tmo before the actual dioessiea by a member of the 
family at whose hoeO the dkceeso os ifmerto take pl*ce andthe 	leader ot the discueso, 

http:P.B.C.Mn


D~~~ ~~158 ET 

DIp~SS wNST2 : 
2 

Extender G0 was tested In the form ot miace with 
peas (I.*. Qeema *&tar) and Substitute GL was 
cooked as most curry with potatoes (i.e. loo gooSt). 
In order to obtain a comparative opinion these dishes 
were served together with the ordinary minced most 
with peas sad mseat curry with potatoes respectively. 
Is order to eliminate end bias 50% ot the groups were 
served the meat analogue dish first and the other 
50%were served the ordinary dish first. 

The two disbe were prepared In exactly the same 
methods to ensure uniformity. 

U - METHOD OF COLLECTING THE DATA: 

The discussions of all the groups were taped. In 
order that the respondents may not become conscious, 
the recorder sad the microphone were hidden. 

P - EXPLANATION OP INCOME BRACKETS AND TERMS 

UD 1 3THE TEXT : 

Iacome Cateories : (Pamily Income) 

A - above Re 700/- per month 

B1 - 100 

a - 500 

Terms Usedt
 

Alo Goeht 


Barys 


Goosht 


Kerala 

Qeema 

Qoema Matar 


- 699 U 

- 499 " u 

: 

: 

: 

: 

: 

i 

Curry with largo chunks of meat 
and potatoes. 

Small lump ot powdered pulse
dried in the sun before being 
cooked. 

mest (large chunks) 

Bitter gourd 

Minced moat 

Minced meat with peas. 



1NA310 PZNDIIU D nCOCLUSIONS 

DRAW PAC OWUP DZ&CU8IOU. (NS. 1A to ID) 

APPRA Al Cl 	 On the whole me dtforoeo was detected 
between the extender nisce and ordary miac 
Is appearaunce 

TAITE: 	 There are indications that in taste, extender 
On to slightly different from ordinary mine*.
 
Z the groups whore the Identity of eto dishes
 
was age revealed, 9 - 4 participants (et of 12)

correctly Identified the two dis*h and at least
 
throe of them seemed to be moet sure of what they
 
were ooyog. The por.Jqp*Oo however could aot
 
express what Ste main difforence was except for a
 
Tory vaue emet like Olt (extsder) done ot have
 
that particular taste whisk io present In neat'.
 

Sffect on the respondents when they know that 
e wore eating the oXtOedur A large aumber 

of rosnns las thg teste of the extendor 
though a vary small proportion expressed a preforonco
for the extendor mine* ovor the ordiory mince. 
Non of the rospondento Ube know tat they wore 
eating the extendor gavo a preforeco for It; they
either preforrod the ordinary nine* or said that 
they could not choose between the two* On the other 
hand who rospondento wore ae told as so which was 
the c*tmndon mnoo a merly equal aumber gave the 
throo typos of responses uomoelyrefod extendor*,
'preferred ordinary' and *liked both of themo., 

SITM 	 This was the main area where, extender Ont differed 
from ordinary mince.o The extender mince was found 
to be softer by participants In all the groups.
Zn two of the groups the respondents said that it 
tasted like fish or pram mines because of Its 
sofotess. In group mumber IA, participants were 
punsled by the fact thot both the nceo dishe had 
chunks of meat in then. They said th.at the extemder 
seemed to have been minsed In a machine while the 
ordimary mince had boom Minced by hand. 

SMBLL: 	 There did Got sem to be any soticoable difference 
between the omll, of the extender and the ordinary 
mince. In the groups whore ropondeao did not know 
whick disk was the extonder no cement* were made 
about the smoll; wile three of the respondooe who
knew that they were eating the extender smented on 
Its omell. An soon as the extoder was brought to 
the table non of them aid that It smelt different 
Tho other two respondente (from the other group)
after having tasted eo extender said that it melt 
as f it had been cooked is oomn oil* 



ACCSPTABZIT OF AN 
ANMRICAN PIONU s 

013R PACIOR8 

CONCLUBICON8 


T&arholpante whe know that the entonder 
aae 	 as Amorias product reacted somewhat ditferent 
em these who did met knew about thintacto 
3ly one participant out or the twelve "hs

did not knew that the extender was as Americas 
producet showed eo sort of completes* 04e 
4 the two groups whih know taS the extender 
was an Aericas product reacted rather anxiously
 
s If they wanted ts be reassured that what
 
they had seale we sot forbiddon by their
 
religisen Is theLoavup (ice group me. IA)Lothor
 
me hesitation was exhibited towards the product.

It iA felt that this was duo to the very gpod
 
relations between the participants ad the
 
person at whose house the dlsueosoios were
 
beiag hold and als to the to* ftat she was
 
a peasticAn nssn. They trueted her aad 
felt that eke would net lot I%" eat anythins 
that was tobidd0n by the read". 

Respondents indicated that the man fastors 
which would make then decide whethor to buy
the extender or sot mould be the pAce, 
proservateos god sonveaonse/timo saved during
Its preparation. 

The nutritional value did not sooen to be a 
significant point. A very mall proportion 
mentioned this factor even after It hWd beoo
brought up by one of the participants In the 
group. 

tome of the respondents were of the opinion 
that this product should be good for vole­
tarins ad useful on meatleoss days. A point
brought up by one of the respondents was that 
what was the use of adding ordinary mince to 
the extender. This quoestion indicated that 
ehe felt that this would Involve as much tine 
and effort as in cooking ordinary mince. 

One of the points which emorged In group 
Ne. ID was consumers' baevability In adver­
tisonjum. One of the respondents commented 
that you may advertise the fact that this 
product has all the nutritional values
 
present In fresh moat, but not every body is
going to beliovo that, at least I will not* 

Significant points which emerged from theme 
disussioens are as follows 

I. 	In appearance thero was so difference 
between the ordinary mince and the
 
OxtondOr.
 

2. 	 In taste, the extender energed as being 
slightly different from the ordinary 
mince. 



3.
 

3o In bit*, it was slightly setter than
ordinary mines. 

4. Is sell there was u0 aotieoable 
dAftteroco between the tuo. 

. AeptabIlLty was lowor amea thoseroposdfts who knew that the exteinder 
was as American product* 

go PrIco, esovosiosco/tmo saved Is cookingand preesqpratio are the plus polate of
this producet and would be the major
deciding tactors for Its purchase* 

76 HouOwivoe did aot live much thoughtto the nutritional value of the oxteader 
thus iadiletas that they do not 
oo::ieouoly plas tkoir daily diot 
asecrdinsly, 

Os the whole, the extender soemod to be 
aOeptablo is appearance, teaste and $moll.Xs bit* however it was sotoer than ordinary
mineo. It Is however felt that the finalacceptability will be dotormined by those
factors V"4 factor* like price, conveniaenco 
and ti e savej As Its preparation 



SUNMARXSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
DAWN PMDU OUP DISCUSSZON 308. 2A-2D 

(SUBSTITWE GE) 

APPBARANCE i The $oneral Opinion &bout the appearance
 
of substitute GL ws that At looked were
 
like mine thea meat because the chunks
 

ert not large eough.
 

TASTE 8 	 A majority of the participants liked the
 
taste of the substituto, but they conmented
 
that the substitute tasted more Like minced 
meat thauwbole meat. In g&mops wbrO the 
Identity of the dishes was revealed, most 
of the respondent* wore of the opiion that 
eves If they did not know what they were 
eating, they eould have thought that It was 
ordinary minced meat. 

In te groups whore 	the Identity of the
dishes was not revealed, respondents at once 
detected which disk had bon prepared from 
the substitute; uhen respondents were asked 
how they bad determined the difftrace, some 
of thom said that the substitute disk did 
not have the taste ef moat which was present 
In the ordinary meat dish. 

When respondents knew that they were eating 
the Substitute, they did net exproe any 
verbal bestation $*wards it though overt 
hesitations wonen noticed. It was observod 
that respondents were mor hosl nt In 
tasting the substitute disok wmaer a" 0k 
real meat curry 

ITE 	 The bite of the Oubstitute was found to be 
significantly different from that of ordinary 
minoo A very large proportion oxpressed
that the oubotituto was softer than ordinary 
mOet. Two of the participants said that It 
was spengelike and rubbery while 2 renarked 
that in softness the substitute was jst like 
moat which had boe ovorftokod or like meat 
which had been beiled before being cookad. 

SBELL i 	 No significant difference *merged between 
the smell of the substitute ad that of 
ordinary moat. In fact this aspect was not 
at all noticeable except to one respoodeot 
(from the group to which the Identity of 
the dishes was dioeloood). ko said that 
who the meat diso was brought to the table 
there was a distinct Smell of Net. This
"oll was mNison when the substitute was 
brought to the tables Only one participant 
areod with her, the others did not make 
any Comments whatsOeVer 



-2-

ACCVPULILMIT OP AP 

AKMEICAN P3ODT : 


OTHER PACIDS I 

CONCLUSIONS : 


There were definite Iadications that 
awarenees of the tact that the product 
was Americas arreeted its acceptability 
Is the two groups which knew that this 
product was Ameriaem, It was noticed 
that participants showed greater 
hesitation towards tstiang It and 
exhibited suepicion towards It. 

Participante wasted to know the 
advastagee of this product amd expressed
the epinion that It it were cheaper and 
more conveaent is cooking it could be 
accepted as a substitute for minced 
meat.
 

A majority of the respondents were of 
the epision that it it could be kept Is 
the house them It would be very useful 
on meatless day* eice most of them did 
not like the taste of meat kept in the 
refrigerator while some of them did not
 
ows a refrigerator. It was aleso 
mentioned that thn substitute should 
come Is very handy during asexpected 
visia from guests. 

A very small proportios of respondents 
were auximum to know about the autri­
tional values of the substitute. This 
is an iAndicator of the fact that house­
wives are set really particular about 
this factor. 

Also, some participants inquired as to 
what variety of dises could be prepared 
With It. 

One point which cropped up during the 
discessionswas the absence of bones­
one respondent was of the opinien that 
nowadays there are more boses than meat 
so the substitute would be as advantage 
in this respect. On the other hand, 
one participant felt this to be a dis­
advantage saying that she and her family 
loved to chew on the bones. 

Significast points emerging from the
 
group discussions are as follows : 

1. Is appearance It was more like minced 
meat rather than whole meat. 

2. The taste of the substitute was quite 
favourable though. sot as whole meat 
but as minced meat* 

3o 	Is bite, the'substitute was softer 
than ordinary mnce. 



4. 	 Xe meoil, no difference was

reported between the substitute

dish ad the meat dish. 

s. 	The acceptwAbility of the substitute 
was affected estively by the 
kaowledso of the tact that It was 
as A1MOrieaM product. 

6. 	Factors like price, Waveaience
 
to cooking &ad presee 
 tiom emerged 

aoimportaat factog which couldeffeet the accepN lity of thesubstitute. 

7. It was fouad that housewives are 
net very particulaer about 
nutritieal values is their daily
diet. 

On the whole these discusea revealed
that Substitute 01, was not acceptible 
aes a substitute for whole meat. Oa the

other hand it was acceptable an a
substitute for minced meat In appearance,
taste and smell. The only difference 
detected between the substitute and 
ordinary mines was In the bite ; the
substitute was found to be softer In
bite than ordinary mince.
 



GROUP DISCUSSION NO. 1A
 

BXTBNDBR GMB vs QBIMA MATAR 

AR:NAZIMASAD 

PARTICIPANTS:
 

1. Age Group 	 Below 20 Income Bracket A 
2. Age Group 	 21 - 30 Income Bracket BI 
3. Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A 
4, Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket B1 
6. Age Group 	 41 - 50 Income Bracket B2 
6. Age Group 	 Above 50 Income Bracket B1 

L : Leader 

Dish served first: 	Ixtender GMB
 

L: Introduces the 	participants to the topic of the discussion: 

Pacts revealed during introduction: 1. High protein product
 
prepared from Soya beans
 

2. American product
 

Pacts hidden: 1. 	Which of the two dishes has been
 
prepared from the extender
 
(Ixtender GMH is now served)
 

L: What is your opinion about the appearance of this dish ?
 
3: It looks exactly like qeema
 
4: It is exactly qeema to look at 
6: It is just like qeema in both taste and appearance
 
L to 1 And what is your opinion ?
 
1: It looks just like qeems to me
 
2 & 5 Agree with 1
 
L: What about its taste t
 
6: As I said before it tastes just like qeema should taste
 
4 & I That's right

3: It looks like qeema alright, but doesn't taste like qeema
 
L: Why do you say that it doesn't taste like qeema ? 
3: Well ..... (pause) ..... maybe because I know.
 
1: It tastes rather nice
 
L: How do you find it with respect to chewing ?
 

(All agree that is 	is just like qeema)
 

2: 	 (Talking of taste) The taste is O.., in fact it is quite
 
nice, but it does not have the taste of real qeema ... that
 

is, it does not have that particular taste of meat which
 
real qeema has
 

4: (Peeling the qeema with her hand) Look It has pieces of
 
beef In it so it must be real qeema (to her neighbour)
 
Just feel it and see.
 

L: What about its colour ?
 

(All agree that it 	is like ordinary qeema)
 

Pause
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4: 	 It assms to be qeema though it may not be so
 
3: 	 It is a bit soft
 
4: 	 (Agrees but is doubtful for again feeling the chunks
 

of beef says) Look at these .....
 

Ordinary qeemn is now served
 

3: 	 (Very emphatically) This is real qeema
 
4: 	 (Somewhat uncertainly) This is qeema, but (feeling it)


in both there are chunks of beef
 
5: 	 This one has not been minced properly
 
4: 	 Agrees
 
6: 	 This one has been mimed by hand while the first one
 

was mised in a machine
 
3: 	 Yes that one was softer
 
2: 	 This one tastes very nice
 
5: 	 Yes it is good
 
6: 	 Agrees
 
2: 	 I feel that this one tastes better
 
L: 	 In what ways ?
 
2: 	 There seems to be a slight diLference in spices - the first
 

one tasted somewhat different
 
4: 	 That is because the first one had been minced by machine
 

while this one has been minced by hand
 
2: 	 I don't think that's the difference, beeause in the first
 

one too there were chunks of beef
 
4: 	 ... but fewer and it was finely ground
 
3: 	 No one can guess as to whether it was finely ground or whether
 

it was something entirely different
 
2: 	 There is not much difference for one to say that they are
 

different things - both are very nearly the same
 
4: 	 No difference at all - except in the mincing
 
3: 	 Yes, the first one was softer
 
6: 	 Since we were told that there is a diiference in the two
 

we are looking for the difference; had we not known this, the
 
two would have seemed very much similar
 

L: 	 Do you find any difference in chewing the two ?
 
2: 	 There is no difficulty in chewing wither
 
3: 	 The first one was softer and therefore easier to chew
 
2: 	 Yes
 
4: 	 I don't like this one (ordinary)
 
6: 	 That's right the first one was better - this is slightly
 

difficult to chew
 
4: 	 This one is ordinary mince
 
L: 	 Why do you say that ?
 
4: 	 Because that one was finely ground and ..... (pause) ...
 
5: 	 As compared to this one, the first one seems somewba tasteless 
2: 	 Yes - this one has more taste 

This one has more of a taste of meat in it than that one, 
that is the only difference between the two ... otherwise 
they are very much alike, but ... 

4: 	 If I were asked to compare the two, I would prefer the 
first one, it is better in taste 

2: 	 As qeema, I prefer this one - the first one was too soft
 
4: 	 I feel that if this one had been minced in 4 machine, there 

would be no difference between the two 
3: 	 There is not much difference between the two - only the first 

one was slightly softer 
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58 	 Zn this one there seem to be more spices and shee than in the 
first 

4: 	 There is not much difference between the two, but when you

tell me which is which, I would also like to know why there 
are chunks of meat in both 

6: 	 Both are nice ...... in their own ways
 
1: 	 Neither has a bad taste 
4: That's right, but the first one was better 
L: 	 which one do you preeer in appearance ?
 
4: 	 The first one because the second one is thicker
 
5: 	 In taste# the second one is better, while in appearance


I prefer the let one 
1i First one was better in all respects 

They are now told as to which is which
 

2: 	 On feeling it and tasting it, I knew that the first one
 
was not real mince, but had I boon given that one without
 

being told anything, I would not have suspected that it was not
 
made from meat, but that it had been cooked in a different way
 

3t 	 I felt that the second one was real qeema but the difference is
 
very slight
 

6: 	 Though it is not real qeema, it is very good and I would
 
like to buy it .....
 

41 	 ...so would I provided that it is easier to cook and cheaper
 
than minced beef
 

5: 	 Could you show us a sample of your product ? 

After 	seeing the sample 

4: 	 It looks like fish feed
 
1: 	 It's a nice thing

6: 	 I should like to try it out if you could give me a sample
 

5: 	 Yes I'd also like some
 

All the participants asked tr samples to try It out.
 



GROUP DISCUSSION NO. 1 B 

BXTBNDZR GMB ve QBBMA MATAR 

ARIA : SADDAR 

PARTICIPANTS :
 

is Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket BI
 

2e Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bradat A
 
3. Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
 
4, Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
 
5. 	 Age Group 31 - 40 Income Breket A
 
6. 	 Age Group Above 60 Income Bracket A 

L. 	 Leader
 

Dish served first : Qeema Matar
 

L: 	 Introduces the participants to the topic of the discussion 

Facts revealed during introduction: High protein product
 
prepared from Soya Beans
 

Pacts 	hiddean 1. American product
 
2. 	Which of the two dishes has been
 

prepared from the extender
 

Ordinary mince is now served.
 

1: 	 It looks exactly like ordinary qeema
 

6: 	 Yes the colour and general appearance is of qeema
 
2,4 
& 6 	 Agree 
6: 	 In taste I dont think that is is ordinary qeema
 

there is a slight difference
 
L: 	 In what respect ?
 

It is hard to say but the taste is slightly different from
6: 

the taste of mutton
 

6: 	 Agrees
 
3: 	 Noin taste and appearance, it is just like qeema
 

1& 	4: Agree with 3 
L to 2 What do you think ? 
2: 	 It looks like ordinary qeema but doesn't taste like
 

ordinary qeema
 
6: 	 The difference is very slight and since I have been told
 

about it, I can detect the difference
 
L: 	 What about it's bite ? 
4: 	 It is just like ordinary qeema
 

The 	others all agree
 

Extender is now served
 

4: 	 (After tasting it) This is not the real one
 
L: 	 Why do you say that ?
 
4: 	 After having eaten the first one, I detected at once that 

this one has not been prepared from fresh meat 

6:. No, this one taste@ more like ordinary qeema than the first one
 

2&6 	 Agree 
1: 	 Both of them have a very good taste but I feel that the first
 

one was made from ordinary qeema
 
3: 	 Agrees with one
 
4a 	 I preferred the first one in taste - it wqs jucier and tasted just 

like qeema should taste, though this one is not bad either. 
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L to 6: 	 Which one did you prefer with respect to taste ?
 
6: 	 This one
 
2: 	 Agrees

6: 	 Well I liked both of them 
L: 	 Did you rind any difference in the bite ? 
4: 	 Definitely this one is sorter than the first one
 

The others all aree
 

L: 	 What about its appearance

4: 	 In appearance *ho is no difference at all, both
 

look similar
 
38 Yes, looking at them one can't say that they are diEferent
 
1,2,6,&6 Agree

1: 	 Could you tell us which is which ?
 

This fact is revealed
 
4: 	 How does one cookk it ?
 
4 INxplains


6: 	 What is the point or mixing it with ordinary w
 
qeoma


4: I suppose it 	would be more economical
 
6: 	 God knows what you have made us set, but whatever
 

it was, it was very delicious.I don't think that it is
 
easy to detect the difference
 

4: 	 Yes, especially it you don't know what it is

1: 	 I would like to take some home to prepare it to see what 

it's like 
4: 	 1 don't think I would take it home 

1, 2, 3, and 	5 ask for samples
 



GROUP DISCUSSION 5O. JC 

Exteder an VT. Oem Rater 

AREA I PIA ILUAEI Di COLONY
 

PARTICIPANTS a
 

U. Ago OCoMP 31 - so Income Bracket A 
20 21 - 0 A 
so 91 - 40 A 
4, 3 1-40 U2 

soo U 41 ­ 50 U 3 
so abovelO U 

L a 	 Leader 

Disk served first a ixteoder GUS
 

L s 	 Introduce* the participant* to the topic of the diecuseion:
 

Fact* revealed during Istroductiea 8
 

I* Hib prootei product prepared from Soya bean.
 

2e hich of the twu dishes has been prepared from
 
the exteader.
 

Facts hiddo i I* Americas Product*
 

(Extoedor GKB is sow served)
 

9 1 	 It looks just like ordinary Qoma.
28 	 Uooe 
3 1 	 ThatOs right but the taste is quite different. 
2 a 	 There$@ a lot of difference is the taste.
 
1 4 	 It looks like ordinary seat, but tastes different*
 
L to 481bat do yes think 9 
4 1 	 I agree with Mrs... (). 
6 g 	 (Very emphatically) Tee it does look Ilke ordinary Qoemoa 

but tastes different, its softer and has a flavour of 
sesame, oil Is it. 

• 	 a It tastes good and could be used instead of real Qeoma 
(Hesitantly) It does have a slight fleveu in its 

5 S I agree that it tastes good but It ts slightly sweet. 
L I What is your opialon regardiag Its bite f 
6 a 1 think that Ait o slightly softer than ordinary Qeems. 
2 a Yeso In chewing its more like fish or prom mince rather 

than meat mince 
3 1 It Is softer 

All the othere agree with 3. 

(Qema 	 Motor is now served) 
6 a (Imodiately) This one looks exactly like the tirst one. 

The others aares 
2 3 The two are most definitely different in taste. 
La In what wayy 
2 a moll (hesitates) this one tastes more like most than the 

first Onee 
I I Both of them taste good, but the first one had a slight 

mell of oil in It. 
6 a1 I al o think that the first one had a slight smell - as 

if At had been cooked in oosame g1ub 
3 a 	 Teo - It had some sort of sweetness In it too 
4 	 (oesitantly) There Is a slight difference In the two sad 

one could put it dewn to spicee 
5 A 	 The two are different I tasts and I think that the main 

difftrenco io that the first one we softer, this one taeste 
more like miNce should taste - one can feel it In the bites 
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L : 	 Of the Uo which did you prefer T 
I 	 : Its hard to say because the difference Is very slight

and both have been cooked well. 
2S I agree that beth are delicious, but even o I prefer

the second. 
L : 	 Why
2 : 	 Becaase a Mrs. (6) has said, whilst chewAs 
this
 

one, ome sets t"-aeel of mutton mince, the first one 
was two soft tear that. 

L to4 :Wbat do you think ? 
4 	: I don't know....(passe of 3-4 seconds) I can0t detect 

what the dAffrence is and I like beth of them.
2 : 	 Den't you feel that the first one is 	softer.
 
4 : 	 Te, It As slightly softer, but that does not affect
 

the taste drastically.

6 : 
 I think that the first oae was softer and it also 

had a slight sweetness In it which oa does not find 
in ordinary mince.

* : This sweetness as you call It is a flavour which is
 
prominent when food Is cooked In 
*ssme oil.
 

6S To are ribt. Any how, I preferred the second one.

3 : The first one was different from this mince but very


slightly, se 
 that if we had not known about the

difference, 10d have thought that its because the 
2 have been cooked slightlydifferently. 

L to 6: 	What do you think T 
6 . I liked both of them.
 
1 1 I read about this product just the other day.

£ • 	 I havonet read about it. 
4 	 : I think that It Is a very good thing and that it 

should become quite popular.
3 : 	 Especially It It is cheaper than ordinary mince.
 
6: Did you cook It is oil ?
 
L No, it was cooked Is Danaspati Ohee.
 
6 a Then that manse that there is a sweetness in it
 

which was not present In the ordinary Qeema.
 

Discussion on how the Qeema was cooked.
 

N.D. 	 All participants asked for samples to try it out.
 



GROUP DISCUSIO8N MO* ID 

Extender sn To Qomu meota* 

Area I P.3.C..o. 

PAtTICIPAfS t 

I 	 Age rosp 31 - 10 Income Bracket A 
2 $1 40 	 0 AA
 

3 31 40 	 a 6 A 
*11 	 40 0 a A 

41 -	 0 0 A 
aboveO a AA 

L. 	Leader 

Disnk 	oaved First I 

L. 	 Introduces the participnts to the topic of the discussions 

Facts 	revealed during Imtreduction : 
Is RAsk protein product prepared from Soya Deae. 
2. 	 hfericam prodect. 
So 	Which of the two dshoo has been propared

from the exteadero 

(ooma otor is now served) 

S 	 This looks just like ordinary Qoma. 
4. 	 Agrees
3. 	 It is qeoma to look at, 

The 	others all agree. 
3. 	 It tastes like Qoma. 
go 	 No. It does aot taste exactly like Qoeom, there seems to 

be something mixed is It* 

1. Yoo it does not taste exactly like mattes qooma.
 
Lt I told yo that It is ordinary mutton qorma.
 

le 	 But I fol that there Is oNe difference i it. It does 
sot have that particular taste whicherdinary meat has.

3. 	 To me it tastes just like moat. 
4. 	Yoo t does, and (feeliag It) just feel It, it Is oxactly

like meat. 
2. 	Yoo It has hrd" is it just like Is ordinary meat. 

(Bxtoador is SoN served)
 

3. 	(sO the exteader As brought to the table) This one Is
 
definitely aot the real mutton qoeoma.
 

L : 	 You havost tried Lt as yes. 
a. 	Yen, but me seen so ys broaght it to the table there was 

a particular Smell wieb ws different from that of ordioary 

l. 	Also the first ag had shreds Of meat Is it.
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(After testing) 

the first one I felt that I was eatins6: 	 bhen chewing 
meat wile the bite of this oe feel$ like .. ,, 

3: 	 Cotton ool 
6: 	 That*s right 
3: 	 1 am sure that tbis qeoma Is the sya boa oes, from Its 

smeL and tst* 
2,4 
& 9 	 Agree 

were gives to someone without6: 	 (Areeing says) If this qeoma 
being told that Its difterent then too she would wauts to 

for It do*e not tasteknow what has boo added In the meat 

like meat at all.
 

one3: 	 There is a peculiar sefteess In this 
2: 	 Yo At io like fler 

Is not like meat qeema at allI: 	 In both taste mad bite It 
L: 	 Leaving aside the difforence between the two, what is your 

epiaen about the taste ef this one 
4: 	 It Is quite good 
3: 	 Bmt It cannot take the place of meat 

then It 	would be alright2: 	 It It were cheaper than meat 
3: ven ift it were cheaper, I would aet buy It it I could very 

tight onwell atford to buy fresh meat, but people who are 
ney may use it thomgk they would have to Set usod to Its 
taste first. Isn't that a* T 

4,6
 
& 6 Aree
 
61 There is also a flaveur of plants In this one
 

You said that this product is beag manufactured In America 72: 

L: That$* right
 
61 1 hope It is set .... hoebtoes) ...... I
 

sya beans then to give It a meat f4avour
5: 	 It it io made from 

to It and It the essence o American,they mest be adding meat eoe*e 


it would bet be .(hiotateo) ...?
 
3: 	 One reasON why I would not use this product Is that An moat
 

etc which are essential
there I a ceortaia amount ef proteia 

fer ones daily diet and my children must have meat
 

L: 	 Moll soya beans are protela rish and this product has beas 

such a way that It has all the nutritlosal valuesprepared In 
that are preseat in ordlary meat. Moreover, I do not think 
that any essence is added durag the processiA of this 

product 
3: 	 You may advertise the tact that this product has all the
 

utritional values present In fresh meat but aet everybody
 

is oilg to believe that, at least I will set
 
5: 	 Agrees
 
2: 	 This thing should be good for vegeterians and should also
 

prove useful en meatless days
 
1: 	 Tee, It would be very heady on meatless days
 
5: 	 It Is net bad in -ses, but the thiang is that it is very
 

differoat from ordiAary meat
 
3: 	 Te It Is not bad but at the gane time it is aot o 

extraordiaarily woaderful that ono raves about It and wanw 
to cook It Immediately foer the family 

2: 	 Well, It definatoly casist be compared a the real thl 
as a dish3: 	 1 think that ones in a while I could use It 

I do set thlak that 	I would use
additioaal to a meat dish but 

It as a substitute bh meat
 

4: 	 He matter how oeap It were, I would aot use Itiastead f meat 
L: 	 Do you thak there is ay difference betweea the two In
 

appearance ?
 
S: 	 Base whatsoever
 
1: 	 Both lO0 smAilar 

All agree 
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13 Look even the real or 
this geemn is di~ferent.eal qeema
has some shreds in it while this one does not

63 (Peeling it) but it does have shreds of most in it,


Why is that so ?
 
Lt That is because it kas.beeg saled with moat.
 
3: Bow was it cooked ? 

Discussion veers off to how it is
 
cooked etc. None of the participants
 
ask tor samples.
 



0P DI8CU8ION NO. 2 A 

Gubstitute O. Te. Aloe Goeht 

PARTICIPAITS i 

1. 
so 

Age Group
A 

21 ­ 30 
21 ­ 30 

Income Dracket A 
32 

s. 0 31 - 40 31 
4. ' 41 - go A 
so 
6.0 * 

above 50 
above 6O 

42 
21 

L s Leader 

Disk served firsat i Subtitute ON 

L s 	Introduces the participants to the topic of the discuesion. 

Facts revealed duriag introduction & 

1. High protein product prepared from Soya Beans. 
So American Compa y 

Facts biddeaI A. Which of the two dishes has been prepared 
from the Substitute
 

(Substitute O. In now served)
 

Wat 	IsL 	 f your opinion about Its general appearance ? 
a$ 	 At looks very nice. 
IA 	 Too, just like ordinary mince. 
68 In taste it is very goed. 
1savery delicious. 
6 Ma iarnsr flavourt 
3 8 Is this real malso or not I 
L $What do you think ? 
3s 	 It looks like mine. alright but does not exactly taste like

mince though Its doliciouo 
1$ 	 That@ right It doesn't taste like meat Qooma. 
go It tastes more like minced fish with potatoes and small 

tomatoes** added for taste. 
Is£ I thiank its miancedoof.
3s 	 It has a slight flaveor of praumo.
4 S 	Taste good, but met Ilke minced beef. 

L toi8 What Is your opinion about It* taste ? 
so It tasts very good, but* ........
6£ I must say that It ha been cooked well. 
Is 	 It does have a slight flavour of beef, but still there ia 

se* difforeace from the ordinary beef misce.
4 	 - oIts more like prams.
* 1 think you are right, it does have prawn flavour i& it.
&I me, it teate like bSalr.
 
Ls n bite what init ik o
 
I a In bite it is very much different $rom minced beef.

4; Missed beef has to be chewedfor a .. oacr period, while
 

prawns and fish are softee and qasA# to chqw.
61 That@ right this mince is softer thaj .rdimary minced beef 

r mttos 
so I doat find much differece (A bite) "pthis mine from the 

ordiasry mane, though so doubt this sac is slightly softer. 
8 It is definitely softer 
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8soa disk (Ale OeGht) made frpm erdisacy beet
 
Is seavode. I
 

I S |(stIl salkag of GL) & It At were prawns, how do yo
 
aeeust top these pieces
 

4 8 Whatever At in, At* delieieus
 
$I 	 Too. 

6: 	 (About alee Seekt) a This Is reel beet. 

i a 	 Of ceorse It Ago
 

All the others aloe agree.
 

as 	 This is &Ise verny dlieles. 

Uveuyone agroees
 

So Both the dishes &to &Ace
 
6 1 Tes, all the apies wer put An the right paepetiebo
 
a I Tastes like Kernm - very goed.
 
5 4 What was the miceo made Oft
 
4 1 	 Whatever It we made ef, it me delicious 
a1 mope it We set......, 
8 e have saten It witheut kar"aIs what At we 

so if It me ay eueh thiag, we have a*tm ed &ad God 
will forgive abi-these who made us @at It are the sitaers. 

L I have alaeady told yo wat its made fram.
 
1 a Svea then who kao.
 
21 Anyhow s0-4) said we have aft ga2ed.
 
4a Uhatever it is, both were doelicess. 
a a Yes beth are god, but I preferred the fitst one (01). 
£ That#s right, if I were to ate it, I would rate that 

(US) firt 
L Why.? 
Ga$ Degauss 000.0
 

I ........em always have this (Aloe Seekt), in quite
 a so It 

ordisary.
 

28 	 Beth the Qema and the £lo Msoht veto delicioes 

L a It reek a produet were a the market would you buy At? 
66 Too, why not, when meat is so oxpoasive It this wre cheaper 

thea wed urely buy Le 
Sa Is tact this would prove to be time saviAg 
4; Of ceourso
 
14 It muld prove to be very useful especially a meatlesse daye.
 
L a ould you like to look at the preduct is its ucoeekod state.
 
l,5,sI Ye, of eae.
 

(Ate.r 	seeiagad tooling It) 

a 	 Kew is It to be cooked. 
L 	 In exactly the sme MY as.......
 
a S 	 I suppee Ye use the asme pkdsc. 
L fTaotc right (explaimhs to use it). 
3 a Taks ealy 10-15 masutoo to eook, theebvery &ace. 
I a suppose one @a keep At foe leag time............ it 

doesn't so bad?
L i 	 o*
 

4a Its very mush like fish or praase, 
3 a Tee, has tasw of fish.o 

I oe the portiApcato gets up cad the discussion
 
breaks&
 

BASeay &	Aall lump of podarod pulse dried is the *us 
bofte boaa aookdo

*0 o 	 %etmatooo cooking.
were Isclodod while 

• . gone 	 of. the partA©Apasto asked for GanPloF­



inu hmain 	 D. 

ImbatitaOg a-shV.. Aloe 

PAITI'cIPAUTS' 	a 

Age GOrsp 21 	 - 0 Isme@ braeot As. 
2. 	 a a 31 -50 4 

I 51-•0 40 
It. 	 U 1 40 8 1 

A•1 	 41 -0 
79 above as U U 	 4 

L I 	 Leader 

Disb sevod tiaoe I Aloe Goght 

L a Isorduse the pasrticipasto to the topic of the disussioo: 

Paste revealed during Lteodustieom I 

It* Ush proteim prsduct prepared fsem soys ao&. 

Facts hidde I U Amiosssa produst 

e Mhich of the two disheo has bees prepared 
frem the subetitute. 

(Aloe Gookt As son soved) 

7 1 It look* just like aloe pokse.
 
S 1 Yo it does & (tstins it) it alo tastes like aloe 8soht.
 

14 	 Its bees oooked.velr wOll,. t&, as we cook it at homs sad 
it look* lce tee. 

a It tsoastes alriat, just like sloe goshte 
L ts7# Toe havoset tasted It as yet. 
7 s (Saspliissely) Wll see It does look Ilk* mattes, but 

I dealt kno S 00869at00 
OSeSltwory I dest think she (lodicatlsm the hootess) 

would hove inviltd as If Itms set alright, 
6• Well, see nover kmsws. 
4s 	 It looks sad tastes so much like mattes that it could aet 

be amything elose 
7 a (siter Sotii) I agree that is tastes just like aloe gObet.
 
6 Too sad its dellsioOse
 
a I Agress with s.
 
L s ow do yea find it with respect to bitosP 
a Just Like ordiasy msttam 
Others I Agree. 

(Substitate OL Is now served) 

7 This is sot Soekt
 
6 1 It leOks like mimes.
 
aI It is just like mims.
 
1,5,4,6 a AgreS that i looks like mimes.
 
is (after tivsa it) Is tastes very niss, but not like alo •elto 

S Too, its mos like mlms@ is tests. 
71 (Suspiciously) You old you'd be 8Lvimg as asoht sad sew yo 

sove mimee -. 0d &lome knows what it really is*
 
L a Wky doet yea taste it smd make up you su mimd Y
 
7 (Very hesitatingly tstes a ittUl) It ts mos mines tham
 

se but Its dffesost from ordisry mimes It does met
 
have that particulas taste of mse.
 

L s D sleou like It 9
 
7 	 It has be"o cooked very well & its dolisioo, but that
 

psrtieular flavear whicho yo goet is most mies Is missins
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68 You are right sad I think that this mims Is getter

than ordiaary mime** that's
 

6 6 ia fet f think thatLthe Main difefrenee between this
 
males and eudinary nsLe ethereise to taste, it Is
 

L to 41 hat de you ShiAnk 
41 	 This mince Is deLeouo & I em as yet set certl& that 

its a*eerdiny mames, nay be Its just overeooked and 
thate MWy Its setter. 

2 a desos think I really like Ls 
L s 	 v 9 
28 Well (pose of 2-i Seconds) I dealt say Wh but its just

different from ordinary seat* 
44 1 dealt think that the difforece Is really so marked* 
3 1 Alree 
Lte St Raw de you Haid it with regard* taests 
I1 	 Its alright. 
Ls 	 And bite 
as Mlthely setter.
 
5 1 Wll I think that that to the usia differosee botwea the two 
7 to Ls Is that all that you mat to knou If me, I wuold like to 

sea hat you have made asoat todayo
* 	 a Too loe see nut It Is like in its uncokod state asd then 

we es at least be sure that Ite sehiss*.......
20 Too. 

L Before showing It there io one more thia, which of those 
Sdshoeo did you prefer ? 

7s Tho first ose of eourse* 
6; Test at leet t i e roal moat 
4S Its set fair to ask for preference, becsus ol was mincO 

whilo the ether use Goht, both wore Leo In their own fyso 
I t Agrees. 
28 It tero mse a choice between the 2, 1 would take the ftirs 

ese 
Lai why f 
2 Becauso I know what it is. 
Ltol WhVat about yeu. 
is I liked both of them. 
I 	 so did S9 

SubstituteoL is sew oews to the participantso 
a s If you could only have larger pieces, it would look liko 

seats 
7 	 so wat, I dont thisk I would us* It. 
is 	 There Is no harm In using
oLi
 

71 	 1 much prefer the natural to the synthetice 
I8 	 1 should like to try it out it you could spare someo
 

Rzcopt for 7 & 2, all the participants ask for sample 
to try them ont. 



GROUP DISCUSSION 2C 

SUBSTITUT OL vs ALO0 OSHT 

AREA: Pir lla Box Colony 

PARTICIPAhNTS 

1. 	 Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket 31
2. 	 Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket 12 
3. 	 Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket 32 
4. 
 Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
 
5. 
 Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
 
6. 	 Age Group 41 - 50 Incoe Bracket A

7. 
 Ago Group above 60 Income Bracket 31
 
L: 	 Ledor 

Dish served first: oubstituto OL
 

L: 	 Introduces the participants to the topic of the
 
discussion:
 

Facts revealed during introduction:
 

1. High protel product prepared from Soya Be•as 
Ii. Which of the two dishes has been prepared from 

the substitute
 
Iii. American product
 

0L Is now served.
 

L: 	 What Is your opinion about this dish?
 
5: It looks very nice 
1: 	 Too It looks very mice 
7: 	 The colour and general appearance is like aoo qeema 

not 81oo gosht
2: 	 It tastes just like aloo qosma and also looks like aloo
 

qoema

4: 	 I like it in taste and appearance - its just like aloo 

qooma
L to 1: What to your opinion about It? 
1: 	 it tastes very nice, just like aloo qeema cooked at home

6: 	 Its not like aloo qeema at all In taste. It has some
 

sort of bitterness
 
3: 
 I also think that it tastes different 
L: 	 In what way?
3: 	 It does not have that particular flavour of meat 
6: 	 In fact It tastes like meat that has been kept in the
 

fridge for two or three days
 
3: 	 It has some sweetness isn 
4: 	 You are right (pauses for a couple of seconds) ... It 

Is most peculiar, but together with bitterness, there 
is also some sweetness In it. 

1: 	 (Hesitantly) I also think that It is different from the 
ordinary aloo qeema

6: 	 Also in chewing It Is like rubber 
6: 	 Yes Its soft and rubbery
7: 	 It does have a softness but to me thas the only difference
 

between It and ordinary also quems 
1 4 Agree that it Is soft 

Ordinary aloo gosht As now served
 

5: 	 This one looks like alco goebt

6: 	 Yes, the chunks of meat are larger

4: 	 In colour both wore similar, but the only difference is 

that the first one looked more like qeoma than this one. 
5: 	 Its not only that. When you brought this one to the table 

there was a distinct smell of moat which was missing in the 
first one
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7: 	 That's right. In taste however I don't detect any difference
 
except that the first one was softer and I ofcourse find that
 
an advantage because of my teeth
 

5: 	 It's not only that the first one was softer, but it had no 
shreds in it 

L to 3": What do you think t 
3: 	 There is a lot 6f difference is taste. This one has more 

taste of meat than the first one
 
Ls Would you buy the first one ?
 
3: 	 No, I don't thiank I would
 
4: If it were cheaper I think that I would
 
L to 1: What about you ?
 
1: 	 Well... (hesitates for two seconds) .. I liked the first one,
 

it fsted rather nice but it was quite different from ordinary
 
meat and I don't think that I would cook it
 

7: 	 1 don't think there is much difference in taste, If it were
 
served in tho form of qeema then nobody would realia4, that
 
tsiadifferent. As goeht, however, it would not be acceptable
 
because of the softness and also the fact that it has no bones
 
.. (heitates 2 seconds) .. most people ... at least in my famil:"
 
everybody loves to chew the bones
 

5: 	 I find a lot of difference even in the taste and if it were
 
served as qeema then too I would think that there was something
 
different in it
 

Ll Does that mean that you did not like the first one ?
 
5: 	 No, it has been cooked rather well and in that respect there
 

is not much difference between the two, the difference is in
 
the flavour, this one has a distinct flavour of meat and alqn
 
in bite the first one did not give the feel of meat
 

4: 	 Since you know that the first one was not fresh meat you can
 
detect the difference but had you not been told what it was
 
you would have eaten it thinking that it was qeema
 

3: 	 You are worng. As Mrs.. (5) said there's a distinct meat
 
flavour in the second one and also, it is softer than ordinary
 
meat
 

2: 	 The first one In different, but not marke so and if it were
 
sorved by itself, one would not be able to detect the difference
 
because it looks just like qeema and has been cooked like qeema
 

6: 	 The only difference in the first one was that it tasted like
 
stale qeema which had been kept in the fridge for a couple of
 
days - it had that same softness and sponginess and as someone
 
3ust said one would not be able to say that it is not m.at
 
(pauses for 3 seconds) .. I would not cook it because ......
 

6: 	 I would not use it either
 
7: 	 I don't see why not
 
L to 2 What about you ?
 
: Well I don't really know, it would depend on the price and...
z 


5: (interrupting 2) You did say tlv this was an American Product 
L.; Yes 
3! I hope its ..... (hesitates) 
Lt Since it is not a meat product but a vegetable product you 

need not have doubts on the point 
Kt Still... one never knows what one's eating 

(pause) 
L to V You were saying sommthing about the price " 

2: 	 1 said that if it were cheaper and easier to prepare, I may itse
 
it 

L: 	 Explains how it is prepared
 
2: 	 1 suppose that it can also be kept In the house ?
 
L: 	 Yes
 
4: 	 If it cooks faster than meat then r would definitely
 

use it for it would save me money on kerosene oil
 



3. 

can be stored In the house, then thats very
2: it it 
good for as I do not have a fridge and cannot keep meat 

I can use this product on meatless days 
4: Agrees
 

this I don't think I would buy5: In spite of all 

something 	 that is not real 

it. Just 	see how people are
4: You w6uld get used to 

time they 	would not
using banaspati these days when at one 

even dream of using it 
5: Well that was different
 
7: Not at all
 

Discussion veers on to banaspati
 

M.S. 	 The ideatity of the dishes was revealed to this group 
r~ght from the bouinana..t was noticed that three of 
the participants were very hositat to taste the sample 
product and served themselves with very little of the 
extender Qeema, although whom the ordinary Qeema matar 
was served they had more of it. 

At the end of the discussion only 4 & 7 usked for samples. 



GROUP DISCUSSION NO. 2
 

SUBSTITmT OL ve ALOO GOSHT
 

PARTIC7PANTSt
 

1. ASe Group 

2. Age Group

3. Ag-4erenp 
4. Age Group 

5. ASe Group 

6. Ago Group 


L: Leader
 

ARIAs 

21 - 30 

11 - 30 

31 - 40 

31 - 40 

31 - 40 

41 - 60 


PUCHS 

Income Bracket A 
Income Bracket A 
Income Bracket A 
Income Bracket A 
Income Bracket A 
Income Bracket A 

Dish nerved first: Aloe Goght
 

prepared from soya beams. 
 2. Which of 

been prepared from the substitute
 

Pacts 	hidden: American Product
 

(Aloo 	goaht in now served)
 

3: 	 This looks exactly like ordinary meat
 
2: 	 Yes
 
L: 	 As I told you, it is ordinary meat
 
3: Tastes good 
1: Just as we cook itat home 
6: Like ordinary meat 

L: Introduces the participants to 
the topic or the discussion
 
Facts revealed during introduction: 1. High protein product
 

the two dishes had
 

2: 	 She has told us that it is ordinary meat
 
4: 	 Taste Is quite alright
 
6: 	 Agrees
 

Substitute GL is now served 

3: 	 This oue looks different 
2: 	 It looks more Ilke qeema than goaht 
5: 	 Tastes OK
 
2: 	 The chunks should be larger
1: 	 It has a good taste, but there is a distinct flavour of 

Kerala* in it 
3: 	 You are right 
4: 	 It does have 
some bitterness
 
6: 	 ... As it kerala and qeema
6: 	 Or as in ordinary meat, there is tightly more salt
3: 
 It could be that the onions have been browned more 

Pause
 

L: 	 What about its bite

6; 	 In bite it is not much different, in fact it is softer 

than ordinary meat. 
3: 	 Yes
 
2: 	 I think that if you had not told us as to which dish was
 

prepared from ordinary meat me meold not have
 
detected the difference
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3 a Too, them we would not have known the difference. 
I & 4 Agree. 
23 	 Now that I knew which Is whc, I can make out the difference. 

Ordinary meat mince Is julcer while this has some dryness 
&a It. 

4 : Is this Stuf cheaper then meat 9
 
L The price Is as yet undecided.
 
3 1 It should be cheaper siace Soya eas are So very cheap.
 

At the most the price should net exceed Re 2/- per seer.
 
2 : 	 What about Its nutritious value, is It the same as meat.
 
L 	: This product A very rich In protein and has the same
 

nutritious value as meat.
 
6 	 This mine*, It tastes just like mince which is Ciret
 

boiled and then cooked
 
5 : 	 Yes, it has that sortness and has a slightly lose taste
 

of meat than ordinary mines
 
3 	 : Te, as Mrs.46(1) just said, it has the bittern*** of 

Kerala in it - If you cook mince and potatoes there is 
more flavour of mince than potatoes, whereas in this 
case, that particular maco flavour is not as pronounced.
 

2 	 : How does one cook this - Is it easier and faster than 
ordinary mince I 

L : Yes (explains method of preparation)
 
1 S How will it be available to o - in tins I
 
L : That is undecided as yet - could be in tins or in 

cellophane bale 
3 1 Of course tine would Increase its cost, cellophane 

would be cheaper. 
4 When will it come en the market? 
L Once it has been found to be acceptable among our people 
a I think It will be acceptable.
 

* Eopecially if it Is cheaper 
1 Agrees 
3 Leaving saide the price factor, look at the state of 

meat these days. 
2 t Yeo, more bones than meat 
6 a And the prices are going up every week 
1 a If this product is well publioised among the lower classes 

it should be popular with them too
 
5 : Purther, it can also be kept in the house and would be
 

quite an advantage when unexpected guests arrive
 

2,4 66:Agre 
* 2 	 1 suppose different dishes can be cooked with it. 
L : Yes, you can make different types of kabab* .... 
2 t And also mince with other vegetables, like peas, otcT 
L ; 	 Too.
 

Pause
 

4 : 	 Now that you have iatroduced us to this product first 
hand I am very intorostd in it and would buy it very 

eagerly. 
2 1 	 Yes, had I hoard of it or seen it being advertised
 

I would not buy it as willingly and unhositatingly
 
as I now would.
 

take the case
3 : 	 As time goes on, people will accept it-

of these frozen chickens, I would never have even 
tLought of buying them at one time but now I am used 
to them. 

6 : 	 Too. 
S : 	 One has to develop a taste for these things.
 

fresh chickens were
That and necessity. Previously3 : 
easily available, but now sine@ they are not we have
 

to make do with these.
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e6 8ame with the eas ?
 
4 Toe now we 
 have to *at them. 

Discussion veers on to 
the taste of e8ue.
 

L t 	 Would you like to see the uncooked product ? 

It Is shows
 
2 : Caset you have largar chunks, so that they look like meat 
3 t Z suppose that could be done. 
6 : 	 Then It would not taste very much like meat -

would be le juicy, I feel. 
2 : 	 I think It wil be very hndY for me because we are 

going to live at Hawks Day 
In a couple of months' time 
and I won't be able to shop very often. 

3 : 	 You can keep a week's store of meat In the fridge
 
2 : 	 I do that now also 
6 	 : But meat kept in the fridge for more then one day 

looses its ftlavour 

3 : 	 Yes 
2 : 	 Oh No. This is just imaginary.
 

None of the participants asked for samples.
 

0 Unfertile eggs.
 

00 Hawksbay : A remote seaside resort about 20 miles
 
from Karachi. 
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TA3LE OF CONTEiTS 

Introductios .o of of
 

Sumary at Major Findings 0o 

SUCTION - I 

Factory Vorkero
 

Tables 

1 - Opinion about the taste 
2 - Opinion about the colour
 

3 - Opinion about the tlavour
 

4 - Particular likes
 

5 - Particular dislikes
 
6 - Chewing quality
 

7 - Overall comparative opinion 
S - leasons for preference of Extender/Substitute 

9 - Reasons for not preferian Substitute/Extender 

SECTION - 1X 

Staff Members
 

1 - Opinion about the taste 

2 - Opinion about the colour 

3 - Opinion about the flavour 

4 - Particular likes 

5 - Particular dislikes 

6 - Chewing quality 

7 - Overall comparative opiniaon 

8 - Reasons for preference of Uxtender/Substitutse 

9 - Reasons for not preftrinS Substitute/zxtender 

Appendix
 

- Questionnaire
 



KnTDUO 

Oesoral 

samples of most extoders and substitutes manufactured 
by Goaoral Mill* Ia.p UoSA. are In thoproooss of 
cosmoner testiang In Pakistan Thtofollowng report presents 
the fiodiago of the test eonducted among the factory workors 
and staff members of two factories is Karachi. 

Ob jective
 

To determine the acceptability of the products among 
factory workero sad staff members. 

Sampli a & methodology 

Tho tooet was coaductod io two factorio sad 100 workers 
wor to be intorviewed from each factory. In one factory 
only 86 workers could be Interviewed because "emo of the 
workers took the food outside &ad could not be traced. 

Another problem which was faced As the factory tiat was 
that most worker could not express themselves proporly 
and save mon-serious and irrelevant answers* 

GM was tested on 100 workers and 15 staff members In 
ono factory and SL was tested on 86 workoro and I staff 
members In the other factory.
 



SUMARY OF MAO7 FINDINGS 

section I - Factory Workers 

1) M*O I Regardiag taste OL drew a higher numberof tavourabX, comments (90) as Compned to Gn (77%). The 
most oigniticant tavourabl.oemment was @tstes Is goods
(58% for OL and as tar GI). 

Where a1 only 16% sntavourablo COUNstS have been 
given for OL, 033 drew 38% unfavourable comments. The most
sigmiticant Ofcthes was #taste iA sot good' (19 for nG). 

11) Cft0urs Very high number of favourable opinion

has been mentlosed for both OL and GI. 
Only 6% unfavourable
 
comments were given for OL and 14% for GMB.
 

111) Flavour : Regarding the flavour of the dislikes
 
prepared from GS 
and OL, almost equal number of favourable
 
comments were drawn b3both the products (86% by GI and 84% by
GL)o The only significant untavourable opinion about the 
tlavour of those Products was 'no smell of meat' (( Gl%and 
GL 4%). 

IV) C i When asked to give opinion about the 
chewing qualitliiiit the product, OL received a higher
proportion oft faverable commento (106%) as compared to GUB 
(91%)o It sooms that G1 has succeoded in ti)'ting Into the
Pakistan dishes which are made from mince. This is emerged from 
the tact that 22% of the respondents thought that GIB was 
just like ordinary quena whore as en 1% of the GL respondents

thought that OL was like ordinary meat. 164% ot the respondents

mentioned that OL was *often than ordlnary quoma whbil 
 only
5% said that ONS was stoter than ordinary Queema. No signi­
ficant unfavourable cement* were given eithor tor GUNIor GL. 

Likes and Dislikes:
 

The main aspects 49 likes in the products are as under:
 
Over all Opinion is good 6. GUS GL
 

6% 29% 
Tseo i@ good .i ., 16% 17 
It Is good .. .o 16 6 

Almost equal proportion of the respondents in each case
 
could not mention any dislike In the products. In both cases,

however, had smell was the main dislike (4% each) 3% of the
 
respondents also did net Ilke the taste of OI and 1% did not
 
like the taste of OL
 

Comparaon of' GUI or
OL with Ordinary Queem/meat: 

The following picture onerged when the extender and
substitute were compared with ordinary quoema and most repectiveol
 

0"N OL
 
Superior of. 2$6% 73%
 

Neutral .. .. 48 17 
Interior so o, 24 19
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The main reason for the pretern both GNB add 

GL was taste (32% and 59% respectively) and the same reason 

wan given by tise respondents who fretered ordinary dishes 

ovw GIB and OL (42% and 25% respectively).
 

Section 11 - Stott Members 

OPINION 
1) Taoet Among the stat members, it appears 
was 1iked more than OL as 9j% tavourable commentsthat GOI 

were given for GN and 85% tar OL about taste. An equal 
number of unfavouuable coments were, however, liven for 
both of them (25% each) 

11) Colour: Whereas not a single respondent mentioned 
unstavourable opinion about the colour of GL, 20% otthe 
respondents who tested (]N gave untavourable opinion about it. 

47% otthe respondents who tested GI said that@he 
colour of CI was like ordinary quees while 38% of those 
who tested GL said that colour of OL was like ordinary meat. 

111) Plavours Whereas GOM has drawn a higher 
as compared with 63%proportion of favouraole ceaments (73% 

for OL) 38% of the respondents mentioned that the smell of 
OL was like ordinary quema as compared to 27% ot the respondents 
who saidthat small was like ordinary queoma. 

IT) Chewina: Whereas not a single unfavourable
 
response was given for GUI when asked about the Chewing 
quality, 26% of the respondents who tested OL gave unfavourabl* 
comments, about GL. The most significant of the favourable 

comments was 'It islike ordinary quesma/meat (60%fbtINN and 

38% for GL). 

Likes and Dislikes$
 

The main likes 	mentioned for OL were 'Queoma was good' 
The main likes
'Likes the Queo90' and 'Taste' (each 26%), 


mentioned for GI were liked #A* QuOPA'.and 'Tasto' (20% each) 

Whereas 80% of 	 the respondents did not mention any 
MIM,only 38%of the respondents said the

particular dislike in 

for OL. 26% of the respondents who testsd OL did not same 

like its taste.
 

Comparison of oxtodoroubstituto with ordinary aueLa/meat 

asked to compare
The following picture emerged when 

the meat analoges with ordinary dislikes ' 
OMBl GL 

G,O0% 83%Superior 

Neutral .. 27 is 

Interior Go 13 26 

Amongst those who gave their preference for the meat analogues, 
and 60% for GL).

the main reason 	was 'taste'. (75% for GUI 




BBCTION I - FAMIT WOUNIS 



InS, a FACT*" oIn= 

OPIDNE ANN M ThAM 

0 lat to pour opllon about the taste of this oema AI/AIo.
beks 9 

Base m 1 3eg* 86 

(PUMN T OP nMIXON$) 

PAVOUtl3 

Taste Is pod s 568
 o.nr 14 1TUOSo Is like mat 4 1uat like Gea 1, -Varp Oed 1 9 
others 

-

Oememo 
 m inamin.W*W. lot 
TOTAL 37I0 

ln' nP
llOPleu 
 u-- pn~p pmmep 

NEUTRAL
 

me partieular taste 4 
TOTAL 4 -

iE~lPATmABDi 

Taste is net like seat 3Taste o not Wed i
Sem/beter 6 1 

a 
Deo net taste lke Oeesm 
Taete like lentils-

-

Other* 1 

TOTAL s16 
a- U-U-mmma-m~m~itmom&.wmnmm .a a.=.p a- 0- w-an-mm0m04 

fts 1)
2) 
5) 

. 
4) 

Pereaoo aeeod ,.30 duo to mltiplo nmmtles.Others favourable Sa O include lpieo are pod', obettero.Other* vavemate in n Aoludo sit appears hard','adeiterateaa e'astes like;stra,., Iless spies'.Other &sfteunagpsas 4L, 'it is like udder, e Each sh8ee o ,we ,nu, 0eo 'epl', 'give* bad e *'no it is 
in* 0e* 



?T U OPACI0T VKUS 

*PnMM AMW 703 COMMM 

Q. 3 What to your olpates about the oolo0r of tbo Quem Aloo/
Alan (bb* 

am 
ale = 100 Base a 86
 

(PBACUT OF NWrIN@) 

Colour to a soOloor Lo pod it 
Is 

Jus Uke Gom as29 9jus like Rose
Colour Lo vory good 9 171 4Other* I M 

2OTAL 87 101 

so Opin 1 
 1
 

Colour depends
0 opiees 
so soloor I
 
Tolerable 


"
 
TOTAL 4 1
 

MPAVOGUAIL3 

moe good elour 1 4Other* is 
 4 

70TAL 14 8WGVW 8ft ioWf-t 40-a008jopmalen p101. U-0-40MM-Mnaf wpm p lo a 
n
 

8ft 1) perce tages exoeed ICO duo to *x'PIUpl noseons.2) Others tavourablo L WE Inelude, 'just lk: ordinaryrur.'?'e *just like Gee.. made nfreo mdehi A sLalwaysremaiss like this them3) Others umlavourable At to very 290411la CE Include, '11heor than Lt shouldbee 'littlo light Lu solo0 s 'two *coloer* appear'. olessopiey', 'dark colour', 'light oolour', ence Lu rod'o'*olour Ofolke vogOtablOto4) Others ufavesurablO An OL IAludoo 'colour Io so likeOnems Odark *oleur*# *rod eolour'o 



MS! 00 PACTCET WORUS 

ZHM AllT .3 PAIM 

9. i Ihat As osr oPLm about the flaur of this Geme Aloe/Le. bhes 9 

aOL 
Doe a 100 lse a Is 

Or )(PU T UUmetI 

AVOINASRLI 

Good 32 47ory Gbed I I 

Dotter 3
Just liko ordinry moat 4

Just like ordinary oema/curry it 
 6Loo me 2 -Like potatoo 

a-n- a-=- Somau- a-=-=- W.uw--u a- a- r-00-a-u- rnrn- a-uranur 

NEUTRAL 

no Oplamoi 1 Sslight difterence i nell . . 
Equal r 

TOTAL 
 a--u---nu 

a-u-u- u---uu---- urn- WW-rnr- rn-u- u-rn-&-=a-

Not Pad 6 1Ne MIL of moat 5 4Smalls like lentils I I oes not have the mell o Qeoma 3Others 10 8 
MW10-ua-.W ap-u-ur a -s -a-- - =- a -u-u-rn-u- wonWTAL ss 17
 

bus- 1) Pereestagoos oeeod 100 due to multiple mostiess.8) Others afsavourable Is ONS Anglud*, *NO mol0' 'mell likeuncooked feih's small* like fish'l mal is ot
,did not like sMl*l' 'little badY, 'lees opley, 

OK*# 
Ospieould be thee, 'slight dffergeso in tase frn G oma'.3) Others ufavosurable in 0., Oet comparable with curry'%

'does set hav the mOIL of eurry*, 'very bad', 'omels likebeam o' omes bade $mell of oen*%o @*Ideas aretolorableo 'pices areNoeds, 'it testes.like dbeal' 



Q. 4 What d.do s l A Athis G na Ale/Ame ght f 

Dase o 100 Be . 66 
(PocnT or M eM00) 

PAVOURAXXI
 

No Partieular lkes*0 
 $Overall opinion Ao glood
Taste Ao Wed a 59

16 li
Good 

agems/meat iIa *
 

tatesooo/qoema eooked well 28em Is pod -O.K. 44 
OUr1y As esked well ­ 3 
--p-oe are Aped
 

SpAee areOR 4
 

Like 5pee/allie 
 IColes: 4 1No difforne as all 3oolt io veid 1Taste* like voeotables I2Goema As seft ­ ;Better taa prvious NeW* 2Others 4 1 

TOA9 MAL 

No opinion,-


MoAL - I 

b s- 1) Pomceasgaeo exceed 1002) do to multiple wostioe.Others IsA 0 ianlude, *loe spices'o ogheo/oAl is bettero$is to sot "euabl @moll to podo

3), Others Aa 0I iselude !less rat Is At'.
 



TUT ON FACTORT WoKUn 

. bat do you dilko In this oma Aloe/A&so Ought I 

Base - 100 Base a Of 

(P33CUT OP hOTION$) 

IPAVOURAiLB 

no particular dislike 
 74 
 75
Givoe bad smell 
 4 4Les *PiO**. 
 1
Toe such salt 
Not eoeked well ;
Toso is sos %a, ; AToo mok ta - ILoe tat 
 - 2
Taste I* ost likeordiaary

0osma/Potate 
 - 2No taSato/Tasteless 


_

Others 
 5 10 

TOTAL 100 101 

NIUTRAL
 

No opinion - 4 

I0TAL 
 . 4 

ft,.s- 1) Pereestages exceed 100 due to multiple meatless.2) Others uatavourable imeluded Is SM aro# 'tao 
o likeVOgetables 'tastes like "cooked fties, *setters,
'it appears like mail pieces ot lotilo ilo atiaswbereao the Qoma of ordinary meoat fisuah 

3) Others satavesuable ia 41, iludo, "lose soup', 'dl netlike She eoluro, ld sot like At at all'dd net like pies a allo 'ee seets% omea% Is setpreper', mseat is loe striaW'. 'tee much *stea'
'te muh *pL@e* 'smells like vesetsable 0. 



TEBT ON FATORY 1OKSU 

GXIG QUAITF 

Qo 6 	 What As your updas about the chowing quality ot
 
this Qma Aloo/Aloo Cbbht P
 

mUN OL 
Base a 100 safe a I6 

(PIRCIET 01 MTIONS) 

PAVOWRABLS 

OK In 	 heowimn 24 32 
ood in choua 11 17 

Just like erdinary qome 2 -
Just iAko ordianre meat 10 1 
sorter than eoms 36 
Like it because It is soft Like 
ordiary Qooma it 
Dotter tham ordinary Qeoma 2 2 
Like ordinary Qeema - 6 
lot sticky - 2 

TOTAL 	 91 101 
u-u-u-m u-rn-u-rn-u-rn- I l u-rlin I u-n-n u -Im u-m me u-pI~il Iin 

NIUTAL 

No particular opisos 6 	 1 

TOTAL 	 I I 

UPAYOURARLI 

bes aet reabLo Qoema 
while showing - 3 
Diefors little from meat 1 3 
sit harder - 2 
Others - 2 

TOTAL 	 g 

A- I) percentages exceed 100 doe to multiple metio . 
2) Others utoavourablo An 01 Include ('it io like Sharit 

(bAttor)'. 



TEST ON 	 FACTORY hORERS 

TABLE nO, 7
 

OVERALL COMPARATIVS OPINION
 

Q. 	 7 How do you ComOpare this Quema Aloo/Aloo Gouht with
ordinary Quema Aloo/Aloo Goeht you normally eat ? 

Opinion 	 GUN CL 

Nag*: 100 Base: 86
 

(PERCENT OP MEIONS)
 

Favourable:
 

Better 
 27 69 

Much Better 1 	 14
 

Total: 28 73 

Nent~a& ae 

same 45 15 

No Particular Opision 5 	 2 

Total: 48 17 

Unfavo urable: 

Inferior 
 24 
 9
 

Total: 24 
 9
 



TeST ON FAChORt VORKERS 

TAILB NO* I 

RASOES PtOE PRlFEtEICB OF ftTNDNtISUITZTUTN 

Q, S (It better) ln Mhat respeet I 

Opinion 0oe OL 
Same: 26 SaGe:63 

(PBRCENT OF M3NTION) 
Eoeas-for protriss 

Taste s 32 so 
spices *0 11 14 
Plavour so 11 1l 
Like It 11 -

Cooked Veil ,, 4 16 
Delicious 7 3 

Colour 00 7 3 
soft 7 6 
Fresh 4 
Thin .. 4 -

Minced Moll ,. 4 2 
Chewing Quality 00 4 11 
From Vegetable point of 4 -
view. 

Less Water - 2. 
No Chhichra *0 -

No Particular Reason 11 8 

Totals 121 
 140
 

Note: 	 Percentages add up to more than 100 due to
 
multiple mentions.
 



TUT ON PAC1OlT IORUUU 

TABLU NO* 9 

RNASOON FOR NOT PRVlUING 

Q. 9 (It bad) IS What respect f 

Opinion o 


Taste .. 

spices . 

Plavoar .. 

state 0* 

Hard 9. 

Lequid 0. 

Looks Artiticial 0. 

Taste like Vegetable ,, 
Taste 1ik. leatile s. 

Taste like Dhal ,. 
Not Cooked well ,. 

Quesma worse than meat 


Just like mix Veetablo .. 
and Fish.
 
Peel bad after eating *. 

No particular Reason .. 

Total: 


SUaSTITUTNUXT3DnR 

4 ao: 


(PInCMT OP WMTION) 

42 25 
17 -

a -

4 -

- 13 

- 13 

- 13 

4 
4 13 

4 
4 

4 

4 

- 13 

4 15 

99 103 

8 



SUCTION II - STOPF MUSIS 



i" 0n 	#TAPP UUMDURS
 

TASLU M0 1 

OPINON ADMUT 1W TATrS 

Q. 	 1 What is Your OpiaLoN about the teste of this @eemm Aloe/ 
Aloe Goelt 9 

Opinion 	 O RB o L
OpiaesBase 	 1 15 lase:I 

(PUCNT OF UNITIONS)
 
Favourable i
 

Taste is O., 6. 40 is
 

Taest is good e. 20 38
 

Taste like ordLnary qeema so 35
 

Taste is very good . 13 -

Tasty •. - 13
 

Total 3 	 8 

Uo-favourabes 

Tast* is not £00d ,, - 13
 
Differ* from ordinary qem - 13
 

spices are more .. 13 -


Spices are lose .. 
 -

It io not stringy like
 
ordinary meat ,. 6
 

Total i L 	 25 

lere : Percentaies add up to more than 100 due to 
multiple mentions, 



TIUT an STAF UI3'S 

TLIMOB 1. C 

011X1l3 ABIOUT 2iUI G~UiOgi 

Qo I 	 What is your opiaion about the eolour 
Aloe Gooht I 

Opinion on 
Bae I is 

(PlRCEIT 

labourablo i 

It is like ordinary qoema 47 


It is lke ordinary eat -


O, K. ,, 37 

Very good .. -


Neutral I 

No epiatoa 0 7 

Ua-favourable : 

It i light 6. 85 

Different . 7 

of tki Qea Aleso/ 

OZ 
bae. I 

OP NNTIOI) 

318
 

38
 

s0 

13 

-

-



TBST ON STAF M~uNS 
'rmrr oT n E"RE. 0. 

OPINION ANMDT TH MFAVOUR 

Q, 1 	 What is your opimion about tko flavosr of this 
Qoma Aloe /Aloe Gosht f 

Opmieioa GE OL 

bs I is Base 8 

(ptcirr OP UNTIONS) 
Favourablo i 

bell like ordimary qomma 7 	 8 

Nice flaveur so 13 -

O.K, *. 1 as 
Good •0•so-

No opinlom .. 	 ­

Un-avourable : 
Differ An "OIL from 
ordinary qeema ., - 1 
No 0ell • 13 13 

bnelle bad •. - 13 
Vegetable flavour of 7 ­

t 2­



T33T OiN 	 UTAPh NfUnH 

?ARTCgL*RG LIKU 

Qo 4 What do you like A this Qea Ase/ Alo Gosh$ I 

Likes =a G, L. 

Base IS oe I I 

(PIRCBeT OP MITIOI) 

Qeema was good ,- 26 

Liked qoema 0 s0 26 

Tast* o 20 of 

Potatoes were od 13 13 

Overall opinion to good .. - 13 

It is like ordinary qoema 20 

Good 13A -

01. 0 -0 

Nice Texture .. so -

etter in taste than ordinary 
qeema ., ., -

No particular like o, 15 25 

Total 8 	 120 126 

Not. I 	Percentagee add up to more thea 100 due to multiple 
moatiosso 



fl~~~TBtSS a. 0TF 

PARTICULAR DIO,1I[3O 

Q9 5 What do you dislike iN this Qooa Aloo/oo Goht f 

Dislikes mu G L. 
Base I 1s Bose I
 

(PNRUIKT OF mUTIOns) 

Taste - so 
Qoma was thick is1 
Pats - 13 

Potatoes were at good , 7 
Tough ., 7 -

Do not like Onio 7 

NO particular dislikes ,. 30S5 

Total 8 100 100 



TiUT ON STAF, MOB= 

TAXm3 Rio 6 
mlHllNO OUALMT 

Q.6 	 Whaet i* your opinion about the Cbhwiag of this 
Qoema Al o/ Aloo Ooot I 

Gus G•L,
Opinon 


Base I 1 Base I a 

(PERCINT OF MEN1TIONS) 

Pavou ablo 

It is Ilk* ordinary 
qema/nost go0 36 

O., 	 so 13 2 

soft *. * 13 -

Good 0 7., 	 -

Total 1 63 

Neutral a 

No opinne * 7 	 13 

Un-ravourable I
 

Pieces of thick Et - 13 

Not Str g - 13 

Total -	 26 



TNST ON 	STAFF MIMERS 

TAILE NO. 7 

OVNRtLL aCIPAIATIVI OPINION 

Q. 	7 now do you compare this Qoema Aloo/Aloo Gosht with 
Ordaary Qemea Aloo/Ale Oeoht you aorally eat? 

GUNB G.L.
 
Opinion 	 Base: 16 
 Base: a
 

(PRCsfrr OP MENTIONS)
 

Pavourablq: 

Better . 3 60 

Much Better *. 7 13 
Total: 60 63 

Neural: 

Same .. .. 27 13 

Un-tavourable: 

Worse .. .13 26
 



T~eT ON TA"l UUM 

mA n P0 PViCRsuic_ 

Q. 8 II better Is what respect I 

Reaoono ms GLo 

Bae 1 9 Bases1 

(PuCcNT OP NXTIO8) 

Pavourable. 

Taste 
 78 s0 

Plavour 3. so 

Cooked 	well 
 - s0 

Texturo 11 -

Not cramed with green chilly 11 

Zn every respect ,, 11 -

Colour s 00 11 -

Total 	 1 144 120 

aote a 	 Percentage* add up to more than 100 due to
 
multiple mentioms'o
 



TIn On I!APP UllUM 

IMEaoI FOR T muuz WD!ICUIUNDUE 

Q. 9 It bad L what respect f 

Gu 0. L,eaose 

bae s 2 ase:1 

(PBRCBET OP MINTIONS) 

Un-tavourablo a
 

Test* ,, . s0 100
 

Total s 100 100 



APPINDIX 



OUUTIoNNAizR 

Qo I What to your opnLnm about the taste of thin
 
Qooa Aloe / Also Ooobt f
 

go 2 	 What Is your Oision about the colour of thin 
Qooma Alo / Aloe Oooht ? 

Qo 3 	 What is your oPAniom about the elavour of this 
Qoma Also Also Oooht f 

Q. 4 What do you like In this Qesa Also / Aoo Ooht 1 

g,6 what do you dislike In this Qosma Alo / £Loo Gooht I 

Q. 	 6 What is your opimiom about the showiag quality
of this Qoesma Alo / Also Oohet I 

Q, 	 7 Now do you compare this Qoma Alo / Aloo Gooht 
with ordinary Qoma Aleso/ Aloo Oosht you normally 
oat T
 

0. I (It better) In what rospect 

go 9 (It bad) Is what reopeot 9 



APPFNDIX "G" 



SUUMU Or ZI-OI TUT r WU AID OL 

8terting with a list of hanes ciLsmefied accoding to household 
ncome (tour nom grosp: An > R. 700/o.; DiNR. 500-699/mo.; 
2= PA. 2 99/mo.; Co PA. 100-20/mo.), housewivea were contacted 

randamly within each list with the ain of obtaining a total of 80 rea­
pomante, .40for OI and .0 for 0!, with the 40 for each analog con­
elating of 10 from each incoam atrets. The hosewives contacted were 
told that the product was a new protein-rich met analog from soybeans 
being tested for an Amrican compay. 

Rieults: W GL 

Total busevivem contacted 5 55 
Housewives refusing to test 114 15 
Bousevives accepting ample 1.0 1.0 

Saples were given to each accepting houaewife together with prep­
aration inatructions and she was told that the Interviewer would return 
to ask her what ahe thought of the product. 

Of the 80 housewives accepting amples (1.0 M, 40 G) only 65 
actually evaluated the product. 

lesults: M GL 
Housewives accepting samples 10 40 
Housewives who did not test 8 7 
Actual test home 32 33 

Thu#, out of 109 housewives contacted, 11 housewives held a strong
enough negative opinion (or were influenced by their husbands) toward the 
concept that they would not test. Based on this eztranely mall sample, 
the willingness to test or acceptance factor is 60% (1. out of every 10 
housewives could be ected to reject the product before even cooking it). 
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Of the 65 housewives who did cook one or the other product In thir 
harm at least once and served It to mambers of their family, 6 housewives 
wouMld not accept another W sample, 15 would not accept another OL ample 
(6 end 15, respectively for = and OL, wore also the numbers of housewives 
who cooked the product oy oce %nd although It in not specifically so 
indicated, It Is a reasonable assunption that the ones who would oook it 
only once would alo refuse to accept a second sample). 

Results: 3 GL 

Hosmewives cooking at least once 32 33 
Housew1ves refusing second sample 6 15 
Housevives who woulid "try again" 26 18 

If one equates refusal to accept another sample end try again as 
rejection of the concept (a reasonable conclusion), the overall acceptability 
of the concept Is somaried as folm: 

Results: 
 (M L
 

Total Housewives contacted 54 5 
Those refusing to take product 14 15 
Those taking but not cooking 8 7 
Those who wouldn't test again 6 15 
Total negative responses 28 37 

%NAcceptability" 1.8% 32% 

Overall for both products: 

Total contacts 109 
Total negatives 65 
5 Acceptability .0% 

To place this degree of rejection or negativism in perspective, it 
would appear that the folloUwing factors should be considered: 

1. Cultural shock 

a. A product of a foreign power 
b. dietary/religious factors 

c. a completely unfsalliar teebnoloff 
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2. lack of a basis of copearison 
a. no comparable or even similar products curientlr 

available In Pakistan 
b. concept of convenience foods or dietary supplements 

almost unknown 
3. incplate conmnication of the concept 

Taking these factors, and a •riad of other subtleties, into account, 
it is not surprising to expetience a negative attitude or rejection of a
 
concept 
not having the benefit of a campaign of consumer education. 

On the brighter side, when the products were given a bona fide trial
 
in the hoe, the general reactions and attitudes 
were gratifyingly positive. 

Nouseives agreeing to accept product for testing were asked to
 
prepare dishes an follows:
 

- six r lWdrated M 
- -L

1:1 with since and prepare 
a mince/potato dish 20 

- mix rebydrated 6a 1:1 with mince and prepare 
a ince/spinach dish 20 

- use reLydrated OL as substitutea for mince 
in a mince/spinaeh dish 20 

- use reldrated (L an a substitute for meat 
pieces in a mat/spineh dish 20 

Of the 40 accepting SM for testing, 8 did not prepare ay dish. 
Of the 40 receiving So 7 did not prepare azW dish. Tabulation was not 
mde as to what the distribution of spinach or potato dshes were in the 
32 M testers. However, no negatives were reported relative to whether 
spinach or potatoes were the base; hence, it is assued that for purposes 
of evaluating M madeit no difference. 



-----------------------------
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Doms fide trials of the products were obtained as follow: 

W GL 
- no. of omes whre 1:1 =:mince was evaluated ­

- no. of homes where OL wae used as a substitute 

for mines 16 
- no. of homes where OL was ued an a substitute 
for meat pieces 17 

Although asked to try the product at three different meals, many 

housevives tried the product fever times than that: 

o 1 2 3 
Agreed to test 1:1 OU:mlnce 8 6 18 8 
Agreed to test OL as a substitute for 

mince or pieces 7 15 13 5 

This result isnot particularly disturbing inthat itwould appear 

to be Imrealistic to ask a housewife to prepare the asme dish as frequently 
as 3 time in a week or so. 

baponses of the testers were categorized and point-weighted. Trans­

posing Nasirruddeen'a scale to a nore familiar one yields: 

(Very good 5.0 (Like very mch) 
Favor- ( Good 1.0 (Like moderately) 
able ( OK 3.5 (Like a little) 

Ihfavor-( Bad 2.0 (Dislike moderately) 
able ( Very bad 1.0 (Dislike very mch) 

Asking Just the housewife, her overall opinion was as follow: 



-5-

No. of housewives who tried product 32 33 

No. of housevives giving favorble 
resposes (3.5,.O, or 5.0) 28 20 

No. of howewives giving ufavorable 
respomses (2.0 or 1.0) i4 13 

Weighted respmuae an the above 5-point2 
scale 3°6 2.6 

%of house ives giving favorable respofhe 87% 60% 

In the 32 houeholda where (E wan served, there were a total of 216 

other fawi2 aminbers (not ineluding housewives). Of theme, 216, 206 

respooded to qustione ars to opinion of the product (7 adult mles were 

away from home and didn't trY it, 3 childzen were on baby food). Seventeen 

didn't try the product. Bence of those who tested E, responses were as 

follow: 

Wouldn't Total Uafav-

Total t Tsting Favorable orable 

Husbands 26 3 23 

Adult Mae 25 7 18 

Adult Flinales 27 5 22 

Teenage Mes 29 1 28 

Teenag Females 20 0 20 

_ildren 1 78 

2o6 17 189 

17 

13 
20 

28 

17 

158 

6 

5 
2 

0 

3 

15 
31 

%of favorable comients by those who tasted a 158/189 - PI 

In the 33 households vhere OL wan served, there were a total of 211 

other ftodl mmbers (not includin houseives). Of these 211, 195 

responded (9 veren't home, 7 babies on baby food). Twenty-seven wouldn't 

taste product. 
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Wouldn't Total Favor- Ulfavor-
Totaly Testing able able 

HuDbands 	 29 6 23 15 8 
Adult Nles 28 7 21 10 1 
Adult 16males 23 5 18 8 10 

Teenage Wles 24 3 21 11 10 

Teenage F les 14 3 11 7 4 

Children 77 3714 	 55_1 

195 27 168 106 62 

of favorable cooments by those who tested= 106/168 - 63% 

Other general results of interest: 

1. 	 No (not 8W':) reported problems in preparation. 

2. 	 22 out of the 32 housewives who tried (M] aimid they would 

be willing to pay Fb. 2.0-2.5 per seer (2 lbs). 

3. 	 Acceptance or willinagness to try did not appear to have 

ar correlation with income strata. 

14. 	 Mether the housewife van asked to use GL to substitute 

for mince or pieces had little if arz effect on overall 

responses, 

5, 	 27 out of 32 housewives who tried MNE were willing to take 

another sample. 19 out of 33 who tried OL were willing to 

take another sample. 

6. 	 11slative to initial rejection or failure to test product 

after accepting, there appeared to be a strong correlation 

with prior knowledge of the concept -- those who had learned 

of the product through radio, TV, or newspaper coverage 

were generally willing to test; rejection was greatest with 

those who knew nothing of ti product. 
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conducted in order to determile theThis lost was 

acceptability of the two meat aalgueo Bxteuder CO3 

and Substitute 09 ameng houeLves after they had 

cooked cad tasted the product* 

2ss!Azat l. The primary ebjetive of this teat 

was to deeamle asceptability of 0il and OL. 

2. The secondary ebjeetive was to deteminee 

the Impact at the esie of OL particles on its acceptability 

and *amole asl The sample conaisted of 80Samplima 
At 3U, B2add C income categories*koueowive from th 

Seek of the Nxteader and the Substitute were tested on 

40 housewives. Due to the small sample ise It was 

decided to structure the sample by Income, so that 

10 respondents from each income category fell ioto 

the sample for each meat analogues Contacts were 

made randomly en Ste basis of inceme from a list 

of kousese 

Method: Tkis Was a two contact study* During the 

first contact, houewives were given a sample of 

One of the meat analogues together with Instructions 

fer preparing it. At the same time they were also 

explained the method of preparatien by the field Investigator 

Tkey were asked to cook a specifie disk thrice and serve 

it to their families* ousewives were asked to tell 

their families that tke disk served was prepared from 

a meat analogue and net from Ordinary meat. The 

disheoo that the housewives were asked to prepare were: 

Extender-Mince meat with potatoes (20 teopen4oete) 

mine* meat with spinach (20,T40904e"e6e) 

Substit te-Whole met with spinach (20 respondents) 

Mincemet with spinach (20 respondents) 

Respondents were recontacted after LAW days and
 

asked questien* about various aspects of the analogues*
 

the method used was that of personal intrviews.
 

'uO%@ewivee were contacted at their places of residence 

by trained ftmale field Lvestigatore who coneduted 
interviews according to partly structured Urde 

questionnairoes The Engloih version or the questions­



aire in presented in appendix 3o 

In order to measure the impsct or the osio or 

Substitute OL partiaolo on its aceoptabilityp 

twenty housewives were asked to cook OL as a 

mince meat disk and th rematim twenty wore 

asked to cook it as whole meat with spinach* 
T he results of those two Sroups were to be 

compared in tome orovQrall opinloe opinieon 

about various aspects like taste, sm*110 bit 9 

and appearance and willingnos to accept 

another sample. 

*A Income bracket - lso700/- and above per month. 

31 income bracket - R6s00/- -Ros699/- per month 

B2 incomo bracket - R.2SO/- - Ro.499/- per month, 

C income bracket - s.lo00/- - Roo249/- per month. 



SIMNART AND CONCLUSIONS 

This report presents the aoceptability among heusewives for the
 
two meat analogues - Eztender GEN and Substitute OL. The accep­

tability ba been determined W-

QUANTITATIVELY i Proportion of respondents *be were willing to 

accept the two samples at various stales of the ourvey. 

AND
 

QUALITATIVBLTY By the opinion of respondets about various 

aspects of the aaalogue. 

A. ACCEPTANCE OF THU SAPLS: 

housewives con­

tacted,.all did not accept the sample and extra 10 house­

holds (27%) had to be contacted in order to reach 

(i) 	During the first contact: Of the first 30 

the
 
Thus 80 out of 109 (i.e. 73%) house­sample sine of 60, 


the 	first contactwives agreed to cook the osampl driang 
(Note No.1 of Table Ne.1). 

Out 	e the 80 housewives who(ii) Durin& the secend conact : 
had agreed to tos the samples, 61 cooked and served It 

their families this comprised 80% of the GN respendentsto 

The 	remaning

and of the OL respondents. (Table 30.1).::: 	 thus raising the degro ofhouewvsoo refused to cook It, 
uaaccptability by 19%o 

cook 

the sample thrice. 6 of the GUI respondents (i.e. 16% of 40) 

@Ld 16 of the OL respondents (ie. 38% of 40) cooked it only 

(iii) After having cooked it Oae: Respondents were asked to 

extent also indicates
once (Table No. 14A). This to some 
the degree of acceptability because 93% of the above 16 GL 

respondents did not cook it agaia because of factors like 
'No One Liked It', 'No One Ate It', etc., while 3 of the 6 

GUI respondents did mot cook it for similar reasons
 
(Table No. 14B).
 

(iv) After havina cooked &nd tasted It : In order to have a 
direct measure of acceptobil-tyq respondents who had cooked 

and tasted the analogue were asked if they were willing to 

accept another sample. 66% of thq 40 GUI respondents & 48% 
of the 40 OL respondents were willing to accept another 

sample. (Table No. 13A). This indicates a higher degree of 

acceptability for GUI and is substantiated by the fact that 

respondents were willing to pay more for GN than for GL. 

(Table No. 13B). 

B. FACTORS (OTHER THAN THB QUALITY OP THE PRODUCT) WHICH
 
APPOCTBD ACCOPTABILITY :
 

(i) Awareness of the Product: It was noticed that initial
 
the 	product.
acceptability depended very much on awareness of 

product
Respondents who bad heard about the protein rich 


(either through television of newspapers) accepted it more
 

willingly than those who did not known about it (Appendix 1).
 

(ii) 	 Nw. unknown Product: The main reason for refusing to 
initially accept the analogue was that it was a now product. 
This was also a maj3r reason for not cooking the product 
after having accepted it (Notes 1 & 2 of Table No.1) and 
for other family members not tasting it(Nots 2, Tables 10 & 1. 

(iii)American Product: Three respondents did not cook the
 
analogue because it was American (Note 2, Table No. 1) 

and three family members did not taste it for the 
same reason (Note 2, Table No. 11). 
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C. OPINION & IMPRESSION$ ABOUT VARIOUS ASPECTS OP THE 
MEAT NALOUUS : 

(I) 	 Opinion, Likes mad lislikes: Overall opinion about
 
extender (iE sad substitsle OL was as follows:-


Base: 40 	 40
 

Pavourable 70% 61%
 
Unfavourable 10% 33%
 
Refused to cook 20% 18%
 

aH-a u-.u-rn-u-r-- -uuUaa u -- u - u. urn urn-uu.. urn-u-us 

Co-efticient of Opinion + 0.28 	 0.110 


The above table as well as likes and dislikes reveal that on the 
whole GE was more acceptable than GL. The main aspect of GL 
which affected its acceptability was the smell. In opinion, a 
much higher proportion of GL respondents (23%) complatned against
the smell than the GUN respondents - 5% (Table No. 2). Further in 
dislikes (Table No. 4) 35% OL respondents mentioned 'Bad Smell* 
while only 3% ONE respondents mentioned the same. taste has also 
affected acceptability though not to as great an extent as smell. 
In opinion and likes, a nearly equal proportion of GL and GNU
 
respondents have mentioned taste while in dislikes a larger
 
proportion of GL respondents (23%) said bad taste as compared to
 
CUB respondents 10% (Table No.4). Prom table Nos.2 and 3 (opinion 
and likes) the fact has also emerged that GME is more like ordinary
 
meat than GL.
 

(ii) Comparison with ordinary meat: (In order to determine 
how the analogue compared with ordinary meat, respondents
 
were asked for comparison in terms of uaste, smell, bite
 
and appearance).
 

esults indicate that GL is like mince meat and not like
 
whole meat in bite, taste and appearance (Tables 5, 7 and 8). 
These tables and table no. 6 also indicate that GUS Is 
more acceptable than GL. 

The main quality where CL differed from ordinary meat
 
is in smell. A majority of respondents (60% preferred

the smell of ordinary meat over GL and only 23% said that
 
CL was just like ordinary meat in smell. This is very 
low as compared to 63% of GUS respondents who said 'No 
Differonce' in smell (Table No. 6). 

In taste also, GU emerged better than GL. 48% CL respondents
 
preferred ordinary meat in taste as compared to 23% GN
 
respondents (Table No. 5).
 

In bit* and appearance both GMU and GL have emerged equally
 
well - both have been commented to be like ordinary mince
 
meat by quite a large proportion. (Tables Noo.7&8).
 

D. OPINION OP THE OTHBR PAMILY UMBERS 

Overall opinion of other family members about the analogues
 
is as follows (Comment of Table No*. 10 & 11):
 
rnnu--uuu m-rnmeepi-r- u------------m---u-rn-u-u-rn--u-n-u-u-rn-m~ msaasm um--u.. u 

GEE GL
 

Base: 206 195
 

Favourable opinion 77% 55% 
Unfavourable Opinion 15% 31% 
Did not taste It 8% 14% 

The above table also Indicates a mere favourable opinion of 
GME than ny
 



5. 

B. IMPAI" OP THB SIZE OP THB GL PARTICLES ON ITS ACCIPTABILITY
 

(In order to test this, 50% of the CL respondents were asked to
 
cook GL as a mince dish M and 50%were asked Xo cook it as 
a
 
whole meat dish WM. Thv. purpose being to compare opinion and
 
acceptability among these two groups and thus measure Impact
 
Indirectly. A direct meas of measuring impact was to ask the MM
 
respondents It OL could be sed as a substitute for mince meat and to
 
ask the WK respondents If it could be used as a substitute for whole
 
meat).
 

Results indicate that among both the MM group and the WM group,
 

OL was considered to be mineed meat and not whole meat, but this factor 
did not seem to have affected acceptability. Co-efficient of opinion 

was slightly higher among MM respondents +0.19 than VM respondents 
+0.09 (Table No. 12S) and also more of the MM respondents (63%)
 

then the WK respondents (63%) were willing to accept another CL sample
 
(Table No. 12C). This higlr acceptability of G& among the M
 

respondents does not seem to be dueto the fact that the respondents
 

cooked it as ordinary meat because when the two groups (MM & VM) were
 
asked directly if it could be used as a substitute for mince meat
 
and whole meat respectively, acceptability was higher among the MM
 
respondents than the WK respondents by only 4%.
 



SECTION I 

OPINION AND IMPRBSSIONS ABOUT 
VARIOUS ASPECTS OP THE MEAT 
ANALOGUES
 



nOUSIVIVUS WO IO0KD TS xEAT ANALOCIS 

a 60
 

Qo Ia Did you cook the sample which I had ivon you f 
(If so) why mot 

Qo 18 may I knew yeu mently fasily income, please T 

uxteader anE : Substituto OL 
monthly Income I 

(its) Bae Theme who eaoe Thooo who 
o(Respondents) Cooked : (Respondents) Cooked 

100 - 249 10 70%3 10 90% 

20 - 499 10 90%' 10 70% 1, 

500 - 6,9 10 80% 10 100% 
700 & above 10 80% ' 10 70% 

Total: 40 % ' 40 83 

Notest 1) In order to obtain a eample or 80 respondents, 109 house­
holds were Initially comtactod becavse 29 housewives 
refused to take the sample (15 substitute & 14 extender). 
The main reason for refusing was suspicion towards a now 
product ($-10 housewives wore of the opinion that it was 
related with the birth control programme)* 

2) Bach of the samples was lives in 40 households. The
 
above table shows that extender was not cooked in 8 
households and the substitute in 7 households. The main 
reaseo for refusing to cook the sample after hawls& 
accepted it for test purposes, was that husbands had 
asked their wives not to cook it because it was a now 
product (6 households) mad because it was an American 
product (3 households). Two housewives said that they

would not cook it because Othe Americans take out all 
the nutritional oil* from the Soya Beans and send us the 
dry romainWo Three housewives refused to cook it 
because they commented that the un-cooked substitute had 
a peculiar smell, while one housewife did not cook the 
extender because she said that it looked very unappetising 
when uncooked.
 



TABLD No. 2 

OPMION ABOUT TON TWO MWT ANAL Us 

a 80 

'. 4 What is your opinion about the (di ared)that you9e 

Opinion Extender (u Substitute GL 
B~ae (Ropondoatoe 8 40. , . 40 . 

(PIRCINT OP RUSPONDNTS) 

prepared with it V 	 rea;d
 

Very good 
Good 

00 
. 

0. 5 
6$ 

13 
3$ 

0.0. •.• 10 6 
Delicious/Good taste 
Just like ordinary 

.. 

.o 40 
2528 
11 

Cooks fast i.s.15 10 
Other favourable 
Yery Bad .. 

•. 
.. 

13 3 
5 

Bad . 26 
Complains against the om*ll5 23
 

Lathor unfavourable of 20 20
 
Refused to cook o. . 20 16
 

CO-efficient of Opinion 	 . 0028 +0.11 

Notes: 1) The opinion question (Noo4) was left verbatim so that 
maximum information could be obtained about the two meat 
analogues. rm order to have an overall opinion, it was 
decided to calculate the co-efficient of opinion. This 
co-officient gives the degree of favourable and umtavour­
able opinion about the analogues and makes It easier to 
compare the opinion given for the two samples. It ranges
from -1.00 (which signifies that all respondents rated
the product as "very bad') to +1.00 (signifying that all 
respondents rated the product as *very good*). The 
co-efficient is calculated by assigning woights to the 
various respon*s. Veights, however, can only be assigned
It the responses are according to a uniform scale. Per 
this purpose each individualbroponses were classified 
into one of the following categories and the respective 
welghts were Oaslaed to them 
Very good + 2 
Good + 1 
019. 	 + 0. This is not a 'No opinion' response, 

but a favourable response
Bad - I
 
Very bad - 2 

2) a. Other favourable comments for the extender were 'Good 
smell', °Looks nice', 'Useful when *@at is us-avsilable',
Ia variety of dishes can be cooked with tle 'none 
liked it the first 	times but the second time they got
used to it and liked It very much'.
 

b. Other unfavourable comments for the extender were 
'requires more fat in cookinLo, 'bad taotel 'tastes 
bad when cold'. 'did not cook well' and 'very much 
difeorent from ordinary meat'S 

3) a. Other favourable eemment for the substitute was 
'could be useful on meatleso days'. 

COntd ... 



TAOLN NO, 2
 

Costi...
 

Metoo: 3)bo Other unfavourable comments for the substitute 
were lit tasted so bad that I had one mouthful 
# throw the rest away', 'my childron did not 
like It at all, they said it would have been 
better to have cooked s•me pulses or vogotableot,

'tested very bad whoa cold', 'bad taste#$
 
'blackish brown in colour', 'requires spiemore 
than ordinary moat', and 'not at all like ordinary
 
moat, 

4) 0 This includes 'bad smll', 'prawn smell, 'bad
 
amell during cooking', 'had to wash it thoroughly


before cooking to remove the smell'
 

6) Percentas exceed 100 because of multiple mentions.
 

Comments : 
1) The above table and the Co-efficient of opinion
 

(which in *0.28 for the extender and +0.1l for the
 
substitute) reveal a greater degree of acceptability
 
for the extender than the substitute* 

2) The main aspects for which (Mi achieved significant
 
responses are 'Good (669)', 'Just like ordinary0(40%)
 
and 'Delicious/good taste (33%)1.
 



TABLE NO, 3 

AUALITINS LIKED IN TOU UAT ANALOOUNS
 

a - 80 

Q5 S 	 What did you particularly like in It ? 
(Verbatim Answers) 

Qualitios Liked Nxteder GEN 8ubstituto 01 

Base (Respondent) : 40 40 

(PEBRCsN OF REPORDUTS) 

Good tSot*/ delicious 33 38 

Teste just like minced moat i a 

Good Snell 8 6 

Cook* fast - 10 

Looked nice after beian cooked 3 3 

Requires very little tat In cooking - 2 

He particular likes 43 40 

Refuged to cook 	 20 1 

Metes: 1) Percentage* oxceod 100 because of multiple mentin@. 

2) 	 One respondent who liked Its taste said that It had 
a taste of Darya (which are small lumps of powdered
pule that are dried in the sun before beiag cooked) 

The maim quality mentioned as a like In the 	2 
anmalogues I the tote. Other qualities liko 
small, appearance etc. were not liven even 1/5 
the mentions of taste. 



TABLI NO. 4 

WJALITIRS DISLIKED IN THi MIAT ANALOUIE8 

a a 6O 

Q, 6 What did Yo particularly dislike In it T (Verbatim answers) 

Extender Gg 8uboti tate 01. 
Qualities Disliked
 

Base (Respondonts): 40 
 40
 

(PERCENT OF RESPONDENTs) 

Bad smell ,. 3 36 

Bad taste 0.10 23 

Other complaints against ne11 3 10 
Requires more tat during cooking 5 . 

Harder than ordinary mince ,, 6 . 

Became black after being cooked - 3 

Ne particular dislike 53 28 

Refused to cook .. ,. 20 18 

Notes, 1) Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple mentions.
 
2) * This includes 'burnt smell', 'Prawn smell', 'saell

of cereals' and 'Bad somell which disappeared on 
cooking'. 

Commentes
 

1) Nore respondents have mentioned dislikes in the
 
Substitute than in the Extender.
 

2) The main qualities disliked strongly in the
 
Substitute are the Smell (31%) and the Taste (23%).

'Sahll' has beem mentioned as a dislike in the
 
Extender by only 3% .
 



TABLE NO. 6 

,OPINION ABOUT THE TASTE OP THE MRAT ANALOGUE VS. ORDINARY MIAT 

a - 80 

Q9 ta 	 How would you cOmpare the taste of the sample meet with
 
ordinary meat? (It reepoodnt mentions that there Is a
 
difference betweem the 2, ask) Wbieh of the two woold 
you prefer and why? 

A - OVERALL COMPfRISON 

Comparison 
 xteodor UE Substituto OL 

Base Respondoatoy: 40 40
 

(PERCENT OF RESPONDENT8)
 
No difference/just like ordinary 
 66 30 

minced meat. 
Preferred ordinary ­ 23 48
 
Preferred meat analogue 
 a 	 6
 
Refused to cook 
 20 	 is
 

B - REASONS FOR PRUEBRINO THE ORDINARY MEAT 

Extender GE Substitute OL 
Reasons Base (Those who preferred
 

Ordinary meet) s 9 	 19 

(PERCENT OP THOSE WHO 
PREFERRED ORDINARY MEAT)
 

Ordinary tantes better. 
 33 49 
Real is always better - 27 
Meat analogue did not have meat taste. 67 11 
Mast analogue was tasteless. -	 11 
Meat analogue bad a burnt taste. 
 - 5 

Meat analogue had Barys taste not meat. -	 S 

Notes: 1) 0 The only reason given for preferring the analogue was 
0 that it "has a better taste".

2) * Refer to note No.2 in table No. 3. 

Comments: 
1) In taste the extender is more acceptable than the 

Substitute. A larger proportion of those who Utsted the 
former found no difference between the mot analogue and 
ordinary meat as compared to those who sampled thesubstitute. Also a smaller proportion (239 totally)
preferred the ordinary dish to the analogue dish as 
compared to 48%. who said the for 0L.sane 

2) Reasons given for preferring ordinary meat to the two meat 
analogues do not reveal any definite negative qualities in
GUE & 0L. The two main reasons wore hat ordinary meat ha 
a better taste and the meat analogue did not have moat taste. 



TABLE NO. 6 

OPINION ARM 8MHLL QP THB MET ANALOGUE 

a 40 

Qo P b 	 H w would ye compare the sell of the sample meat withordinary Montt (It respondent mention* a difference
between the twe, ask) Which would ye prefer & wy T
 

A - OVERALL COMPARISO 

Comparison 	 Extonder GUN SubstitutoiL 
Booe inepoondentelk 40 
 40
 

(PERCENT 	 OP RSPONDNTnS) 
Ne difference 
 .. .. 66 23 
Preferred ordinary . .. 16 60
 
Refused to 	cook .. 20 is
 

B - REASONS PON PREPERRING ORDINARY MEAT 

Extonder GM Substituto OLRe sons 
 Sao* Th ose 	who pref e r red 24Ordinary I j . 

(PERCENT OP THOSE W O PRBPBIRRD ORDINARY) 
Meat analogue had a bed smell .. 45 $8 

Most enalogue smell like Barye not met 14 13
Bad smell whom being cooked ., - 13 
No smell 	 of meet *. .. 14 a 
Smelt like prawns .. 8.. 

Smelt like 	cabbage ,* .. 14 -
Smelt Ilke some cereal .... 14
 

Note: 	 Roeer to note No. 
2 of table No. 3
 

Comment 	 Substitute GL hee a distinctive smell which is different 
from ordinery meat and which respondents did not like.
In Bxvender ONE, the smell is not as distinct. 



TABL2I no, 7 

urinoAw A3OIMt TuE BITS Of THU MIT ANALOGUIE 
Too UOXNlARtY MIEAT
 

a aO 

Q, 9€ 	 Mew would you compare the bite of the sample moat with
 
ordinary seat? (It respoadont mottions a difference
 
between the two, ask) Which would you prefer & why?
 

A - OVERALL COMPARISON 

Comparison extender GEN Substitute OL 
_aso(iepondenteol 40 40 

(PERCINT OP RESPONDENTS) 

No differenco/ just like ordinary mince 65 46 

Proterred ordinary 10 1 

Soft like ordinary mince - 1 

Different, but liked both 3 3 

Preferred moat analogue 3-

Refused to cook 20 1 

B - REASONS POR PRBPBRRING ORDINARY MEAT 

extender GNu Substitute OL
Reasons
 Bae I(These who prefested


Or nsary) I , , 4 	 7 

(PBRCENT OF THOSE WHO PRBPBRRBD ORDINARY) 

Meat analogue was soft 76 43 

Because ordinary is made from real meat - 29 

Ordinary is easier to chew - 29 
No reason given 25 -

Note: 	 The reason given for preferring the bite of the moat 
analogue was that it has no shrede. 

Comments: 	On the whole 16% of the GNI respondents mentioned a
 
dif'orence in the bite of the extender and ordinary moat
 
and 36% of the OL respondents mentioned such a difference.
 
The main difference detected was that 'the analogue was
 
softer than ordinary minced meat in bite'.
 



TALI HO. 8 

Q. 	 9d HOw would You CoMpre the apponraoSC of the saplo Ment 
with ordinary meat? (It respondent mention* a difference 
between the two, ask) Which would you prefer & why? 

Nxtender UN Subetitute OL 

Couparison
 

Base (Respondents) : 40 40
 

(PIRCBNT OF RUSPOlDHOHTS) 

Ho difference/ just like mince 76 70 

Prefer ordinary to o, - 6 

Slhtly blacker than ordinary 3 5 

Prefer meat analogue (leeks better) - 3 

Whe fresh, meat analogue looked 
like ordinary mince, but by 
eveing it 
dAfferent. 

turned black & tasted 
.. 3 

Refused 	to cook .... 20 is 

Notes: 1) Two respondent* preferred ordinary meat and the
 
reason for this was that the analogue did not
 
look like meat at all.
 

2) One respondent preferred meat analogue. The
 
reason was that it looked better.
 

Comments:
 
1) In appearance, both GN and GL are not much
 
' different from ordinary minced meat.
 

2) Wone of those who tasted OL mentioned that it
 
looked like whole meat.
 



TASL NO. 9
 

opxRION AMOU THN 	 AiIPIIAtaHcl OF T71l 
nuiO 

Q, I What Is your opinion about its 	 appearance 

Exteder CNN Substitute OL
Opiaon nees(Respondents) 
s 40 
 40
 

(PBRCINT OP RESPONDENTS) 

Can't tell (shall cook it and see) so 50 

Like dry mince ,, 0. S 13 

Like dry meat . 8 10 

Looks nie/ alright .. .. 16 6 

Like dry pulses ., .. 5 15 

Like dry bread .. 3 3 

Like Cocoa/ Ovltine .... 6 3 

Has a good Snell ., .. £ 3 

Bad smell .... - 5 

Tastes good (uncooked) .... 6 3 

Note : Percentages exceed 100 because of' multiple mentions. 

Commente: When asked to give an opinion about the uncooked
 
analogues, most of the respondents could give no
 
opinion. The opinion of the remaining respondents
 
is .* varied to form any detiite conclusion 
about the uncooked GN & GL, 



TABLI NO. 10 

OPINION OP OTHER FAMILY MEMBItS ABOUT EXTENDER GNu 

n-206 (family members who were at home when GN was served) 

Q 	 13 a How many members of your family live and eat at bone ? 
13 b Or these, how many tooted(Moh prepared from analogue) 

13 a (For those who did mot taste it) Wby did not(ek separately 
for each member "ho did not tose it) taste it ? 

Q, 14 (Ask separately for each member who tasted it) What was the
opinion of 	 about it? 

(family member)
 

Did
Opinion

BosMembers Members) 	

not 
Good Dl- Or therpavour- Bad Bad 
 Bd taste
ciouo good able taste sell
 

(PERCENT OF MBNU pS) 
Husband 26 46 19 is 16 a 1 4 12 
Adult males 25 20 16 16 - 20 - - 28 
Adult females 27 41 62 26 4 - 7 - 1Q 
Teenage males 29 52 59 17 - - - - 3 
Teenage 20 70 10 20 6 16 - - -
females 

Children 79 48 14 P - S 16 - 1 

Total : 206 46 26 15 3 7 9 0.4 a 

Notes: 1) The distribution of other family members in the 32 house­
holds where extender GMX was served iso
 

Husband 
 29 
Adult males 26 
Adult females 27 
Teenage males 30
 
Teenage females 22 
Chidren 82 

Total : 216 

Opinion of the extender has bon based on a total of206 members Instead of 216 because 7 adults were notat 	home when it was served to the family and three
 
children were on baby food.
 

2) 8 of the total respondents did not taste the extender.

According to tho respondent the main reason was suspicion

towards trying out a now product.
 

3) 	* Percentgoo do not add upto 100 because 8% of 
the
 
children (3% of the total) who sampled the extender did
 
not comqent upon it but according to the housewives they

Save the impression that they liked it.
 



TABLB NO. 10
 

Contdo,.
 

Rote. 4) Other favourable Comments made were 'tasted just like 
ordinary mince's 'good but different from ordinary
mince's 'nice & hard@, 

5) Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple mentions.
 

Comment: The following table presents the consolidated favourable 
and unfavourablo comments Of other family members about
the Extender I 

.Base 
 Favourable Unfavourable Did not 

(NUBMRS) Opinion Opinion taste 

(PERCENT OF o413u5iB) 
Husband 26 66 23 12 
Adult males 26 52 20 28 
Adult females 27 74 7 18 
Teenage males 29 97 - 3 
Teenage females 20 8 1s 
Children 79 80 19 1 

Total 206 
 77 is 



FABLE 0. 11 

OPINION OF OTHER FAMILY lMBERS ABOUT UBTITUTE CL 

ne,19 (family members who were at home when OL was served) 

Q, 	 13 & How many members of your family live and *at at home T 

b 	 Of these, how many tasted(dish prepared from analogue) 

C (For those who did not taste it) Why did *ot(ask separately 

for each member who did not taste) taste it ? 

Qo 14 (Ask separately for each member who tasted It) What was the 
opinion of( family member ) about it Y 

Did
Ufavourable
F bl Opinion 
Opinion not


Base aourb pNbr
Mmes (Members) Very Dell- 0*1 Other Other taste 
Good good cies Pavour- Bad Un-favour- it 

able able 

(PERCENT OF MEMBBRS ) 

Husband 29 24 7 21 10 10 21 14 21 

Adult males 28 32 - 4 - 14 39 11 26 

Adult 23 17 - - 17 - 30 13 22 
females 

Teenage 24 29 13 4 4 - 42 4 13 
males 

Teenage 14 14 7 21 7 - 21 7 21 
females 

Children* 77 29 10 4 6 - 23 - 4 

Total: 195 26 7 7 7 4 28 6 14 

Notes : 1) There were totally 211 members in the 33 households where 
Substitute GL was served. The above table has been based 
on 195 members because the remaining family members were 
either not at home to taste the GL dish (9 respondents) 
or they were infants who were still on baby food (7). 

2) 149 of the total respondents did not taste the extender
 
The main reason was suspicion mainly because it was a
 
new product (9 members) and because it was American
 
(3 members). The remaining 16 members refused to taste
 
the Substitute because it bad a bad smell.
 

3) * 26% of the children (10% or the total) did not comment 
upon the Substitute, but seemed to be enjoying it. These 
have not been included in the table and therefore percen­
tages in the case or children do not add upto 100. 

4) a. Other favourable comments include 'tastes just like
 
ordinary meat', 'looks like meat' and 'liked it in
 
all respects'.
 

be 	Other un-favourable comments xnclude 'bad smell', 'bid 
taste' and 'smells like fish'. One respondent remarked 
that as soon as she told her husband that he was eating 
a meat analogue be started criticising it though upto 
then he did not seem to have been disliking it, 

5) 	Percentages exceed 100 because ot multiple mentions.
 

Con td...
 



TABLD M0o 1U
 

batdo..o 

oat : Porcentago of other family members who gave favourable 
and un-favourable comments about the subotituto is as 
follows (mentiono are not Iultiplo): 

DidnotUnfavourable
Favourable 

Opinion t
Base 

Opiioa
'(Mombers) 


(PIRCENT OP MBUBBRS) 

Husband 29 62 28 21 

Adult males 28 36 39 26 

Adult females 23 36 43 22 

Teenage males 24 46 42 13 

Teenage females 14 60 29 21 

Children 77 72 23 4 

Total, 19 6 31 14 

Prom this consolidated table it is evident that husbands,
 
children & teenage females have a more favourable opinion
 
of the Substitute than adult males, adult females and
 
teenage male.
 



SECTION II 

IMPACT OP THE SIZE OP GL 
PARTICLES ON ITS ACCEPTABILITY 



TABLB NO. 12A
 

0PINION A3K21TTASTE. BhZ D
 
--APP|iRrGX OF OL VG ORDWHR 
MUT ANG­

n .	 33 (these who cooked OL)
 

Q 9acd 	How would you compare the tast*, bite and appearance 
of the sample meat with ordinary meat T (If respondent 
metione a difference between the two ask) Vhich id 
you prefer 	and why ?
 

om me u am m.-sm -. . .- , L rn--r-rm o mn -rn-rn-rn---- -- ------

MMO IM0 
Base (Those who 

cooked GL) 16 17 

(PERCENT OP THOSE WHO COOKED GL)
 

A. 	TASTE
 

No difference 35 -

Just like ordinary mince 1 19
 
Prefer ordinary 47 69
 
Prefer meat analogues - 13
 

B, 	BITE
 

No difference 63 12
 
Just like ordinary mince/
 
soft like ordinary mince 6 65
 
Prefer ordinary 31 1
 
Different, but liked both - 6
 

C. 	APPEARANCE
 

No difference 81 18
 
Just like ordinary mince - 71
 
Prefer ordinary 13 -

Prefer analogue 6 -

Slightly blacker then ordinary - 12
 
mn--n-rm--rmns- r --- -- r nmm---------- -- --------- -m-- -=- -

Notes:- 1. OMM refers to respondents who cooked GL as a
 

MINCED MEAT dish.
 

*eeMM refers to respondents who cooked GL as a
 
WHOLE MEAT dish.
 

2. 	The smell factor has not been taken into consideration
 
in the above table because theye was no mention of the
 
smell of GL being like ordinary mince.(All respondents
 
said there was no difference).
 

3. 	Reasons for preference have not been tabulated because
 
the size of the partidba were not mentioned as a reason.
 

Comment:
 
A majority of the respondents found GL to be more like mince meat
 
than whole meat especially in appearance and bite. This is evident
 
from the fact that a majority of the MM respondents said that there
 
was no difference between OL and ordinary mince (mainly in appearance
 
and bite) while the WM respondents said that it was just like
 
ordinary mince.
 



TABLE NO. 123
 

OVERALL OPINIOP ABOUT .GL. AM1OG I"*'AD IiWn_-SPONDBWI'S 

a . 33 (Those who cooked GL) 

Q, 4 What is your opinion about the (dish____________(dish prepared)
 

that you prepared with it ? VERBATIM ANSWERS. 

MM* WM** 

Dame: (Those who cooked GL) 16 17 

(PERCENT OP THOSE WHO COOKED GL). 

Very Good 19 12 
Good 44 36 
O.K. - 12 
Bad 31 36 
Very Bad 6 6 

e
Co-efficient of opinion** * 0.19 +0.09
 

Notes,: 1. *Respondente who cooked OL as a MINCED MEAT dish. 
**eoopondento who cooked GL as a MUOLE MEAT dish. 

2.o*Pleaee refer to note No. I of Table No. 2. 

Comment: 	 The co-efticients of opinion reveal that MM respondents
 
have a slightly higher opinion of GL as compared to.the
 
UN respondents. ot*,however, seems to be more a result
 
of factors like taste, smell, etc., then the size of 
GL partid&66 This has been concluded from table no.2 
of which t his table is a part. 



TASL NO. I9
 

WILLINONS TO ACCEPT ANOTNI !aMPLN 

AMONo THN Me AIND WOO RNESPOINDEN 

a a 33 (those who cooked CL)
 

Q.1O Would you like to take another saple? 

Base (those who cooked): i6 17
 

(Perceat of thoso*hb6eio6GXB)
 

willing to accept 63 63
 

another sample
 

Unwillin8 to accept 38 47 

another sample 

Noto: Respondents who cooked OL as a mince disk 
00 Respondents who cooked OL as a whole meat 

dish.
 



TABLE NO. 12D 

RNSPONDVPT 1MPRISSION OP OL AS A SUBSTITUTE 
FOi WHOLE MEAT AmW As A SUNT/-u-n Pull mantu MEAT 

n a 33 (Those who cooked OL) 

Q. 	 12a. (For those who cooked OL as whole meat) Do pon think 
it can be used as a substitute for whole meat ? (It no)
liby not ? 

Q. 12b. (For those who cooked GL as mivpe meat) Do you think it
 
can be used as a substigte Cor mince meat ? (If no)
Why not I
 

mre--U-s U-U p -­prsem~-m *- m--U-m----------m--* 	 m-------------------r 

Base (M 0) Can be need as a substitute for mince meat 

Yes 	 No 

16 	 63% 38%
 
s
Base (WMO ) Can be used as a substitute for whole meat 

Yes No
 
17 59% 40%
 

Notes:- 1. *Reepondents who cooked Gl as a MINCED MEAT.
 
2. *Respondents who cooked GL as a WHOLB MEAT.
 
3. Reasons for saying 'NO' among the MM respondents


were'does not taste like minced meat' (2), 'bad
 
tnste'(2), 'bad smell' (2).


4. Reasons for saying 'NO' among the WM respondents
 
were 'Bad smell' (3), *bad taste' (2), 'has taste
 
of vegetables not meat' (1), 'maybe it can in
 
nutritional values, but not in taste (1)'.
 



COIUT (Table moo. iA. 12B. IC. lID): In order 
to determine the Impact of the sine of OL parieleo 
on its acceptability, 50% respondento (who cooked 
01) wore asked to cook it as a mince dish (N reap­

•udents) and %heremaining 560 wore asked to cook 
OL as a whole most dish. (1W respondents). The accop­
tability was measured by comparlng the results of 
these two groups in tems of opinion and willingness 

to accept another sample. 

Prom the above tour tables it is clear that OL is
 
more like mince meat then whole mst, but the
 

size factor doe not seem to have attected its
 
acceptability* This is evident from thb tact that
 
preference for the ordinary dish over the meat
 

analogue dish is not significantly higher among
 
thd UM respondents than among the W respondents
 

(table 12A), In table no. 123, GL has emerged
 

better among thoe M than the 1W respondente but
 
this difference (.0.10) is not very significant
 

and also there are no Indications that this dift­
erence is due to the size of the GL particles.
 

When respondentowere asked if they were willing 
to accept another GL samples a slightly higher poro 
coetase (10%) of the M respondents sowed willing­

ese as compared to the 1W respondents. This,
 
however, could be due to factors other then the
 

size of the GL particles as is Indicated by table
 
nog 12D. In this table, the iipact of the also of 
CL particles on its acceptability was tested directly 

by asking the M respondents whether they felt 
that CL could be used as a substitute for mince meat 

and by asking the 1W respondents if it could be 
used as a substitute for whole meat. 63% of the MN 
respondents said that it could be used instead of 

mince meat and 59% of the WE respondents said that 
it could be used instead of whole meat. The differ­
ence between the two groups is very mall (only 4%) 
which means that although these respondents consider 
the GL particles to be too mall for whole meat, 

the size did not affect the opinion and acceptability 

of GL as a substitute for meat. 



S3CT!ON III
 

OTHIM IIIPORMATIOII 



TAEL NO. 13-A 

a a 80 

G,10 Would you Ilk* to take immother sample 9 

Sxteador (WE Substitute OL 

willingness
 

Base (Respondents) i 40 40
 

(PERCENT OF RESPONDINTS) 

Tes * •0 66 48 

NoO ... 13 35 

Refused to cook .... 20 1 

TABLE 	NO. 13-3 

PRICE 	 WILLIN TO PAT 

U - SO 

Q. 	 11 How much would you be willing to pay for I Seer (2 lbs) 
of the moat analogue I 

Price for 2 lbe Ixtondor GUN Substitute GLO 
(Re) Bass (Respondents) 
t 40 
 40
 

(PBRCENT OF R3SPONDBITS) 

1.00 	 . 3 10
 

1.o .... 	 13 26 
2.00 	 .... 40 13 

2,50 .... 15 5 
5,00 ..... 3 

Can notoay*O .. .. S 10 

Not willing to buy .... 6 15
 
Refused 	to cook .. 2000 	 18 

Average 	price (Re) 1.46 1010
 

Note: 1) 40ne respondent said Re: 0.50 paiens 

2) **These respondents were excluded while calculating 
the average price* 

Comment: GUN is more acceptable than GL. This io evident from the 
fact that a larger proportion of those who tasted ONE 
wore willing to accept another sample as compared to 
those who tasted OL. Further, average price that respon­
dents are willing to pay is higher for CUB than for .L 



MMBIR OF TIM|S THU MIAT &AM§8 USES WOKID 

a a 80 

Qo 3 	 How many timon did Ye Cook it ? (It sce) Why did you not 
cook It a second time f (Record verbatim) 

A - NUNUR OF TIMES MBAT ANALOGUES OWKED 

Number of Xxtondor ONE Substitute OL 
times cooked Base (Respondents) s 40 40 

(PNRCNT OF RESPONDBNTS) 

Once •. i s.16 38 
Twice • .• .. 43 33 

Thrice 23....3 13 
Refused to cook .... 20 1s 

Average Number of times cooked 1.7 	 1.4 

3 - REASONS FOR NOT COOKING IT A SECOND TIME 

Extender Gus Substitute GL
Reasons 


Eas* (Those who aooked 	once) 6 16
 

(PERCNT OF THOSE WHO COOKBD ONLY ONCE) 

No one 	In the family liked It .. 33 60 
No particular reason (*ball cook alain) 50 7 

no one ate It .. 13 
Family members wore suspicious .. - i3 

Had peculiar eoll .... 7 

It upset our stomachs .. 7. 

Comment i 	A larger number of' the GL respondents (11) cooked It 
only once as compared the CNN respondents (6). The 
main reason was that no one In the family liked it. 



PSOPILI 

a 0 60 

Ixtoador Ot3 Substitute OL 
aoo(Roopondonto) s 40 40 

A Monthly Family Income (Re* (PRUCBNT OP RBUoNDINTS) 
Structured) 

100 - 249 ., 26 

110 ­ 499 25 as 

600 -699 • 25 as 

700 & above , 26 26 

a - Resposdont o Age (Years) 

Below 24 G S 

25 - 34 ,, Go 43 40 

36 - 44 •. 45 46 

Above 44 .... S 8 

C- iopondest's Iducational ggalifications 

Illitorato ,, o 23 36 

Below Matric . o, 45 40 

Matriculate . .. 15 is 

Intermediate o* S £ 

Graduate .. .. 3 

D - Hubad'o Occupation 

Big Businessmen (earning bver as 700/- a 5 
per Gooth) 

small " (earsin8 below Re 700/- is 23 
per month) 

Class I Govt. otficials (earnian over a 6 
Re 500/- per 
month) 

Other Govt. officials .. 10 8 

ProteooLonale/anaoers .. 13 20 

Clerke/Aesistants 26 1 

skilled workers . 10 20 

Retired ., - 5 

widow , 10 ­
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APPENDIX NO. 1 

&WRARE8 NADI §1 THER B| EJNDZlp
 
DURING THE FIXRST ONTACT
 

NO. OP RESPONDENTS
 

Seen It on television
 
will definitely cook it 
 7
 

Read about It In newspaper* 
 6
 

Should be useful on meatloeo days 
 3
 

Should be useful when osets 
arrive unexpectedly 2 

It is good because At will be cheap 2 

Hope it to not harmful 2 

m r -- -u mm-- m--reue--u m. a- - .~m .m m, et m m .m m .m 



APPUDIZ NO. 2
 

UNOSTIONS NOT TAIULATED
 

. 2 	 (whp sooked it) In all cases where analogue had
 
beeieooked, respondent herself had cooked it.
 

Qo 3a (check question) Was asked to make sure that respondents
 
who claimed to have cooked the sample had really cooked
 

it. Responoes indicated that all of them had cooked it.
 

Q. 	 7 (Difficulties faced in cooking) No difficulties were 

mentioned. 

. 8 (Amount of mince mixed in the extender): All respondents
 
mixed mince with the extender in the ratio 1:1.
 



APPENDIX Nt 

',STXOMNAIRB 

PIRST CONTACT 

Introduce yourself and explain the purpose of the survey 
to the respondents. 

Show a sample of the Substitute/ Extender to the respon­
dent and explain to her the method of its preparation* 

Qe I What is your opinion about its appearance Y 
(Record Verbatim) 

Respondent's game : 

Address t
 

Telephone No:
 

Dish to be prepared:
 

Sample Code Number :
 

Date or Second Contact:
 

Comments made by the respondent and otber* present:
 



- 2-

SBCOND CONTACT 

Q. Ia 	 Did yeo cook the *ample Which I had giin you f 

Too NoleI y , I 
i I ! U I 

(It NO) Why notT (Probe for rOsons and record
 
answers verbatim)
 

Q22 	 Who cooked it I
 

JSolt j Other (Specify) I 

Q. 3 	 HOW many times did you cook it 7 

Once 6 Twice 0 Thrice 
0 Nere than thrice (Specify 

2 3 4 

(If Once, ask) Why not cook itdid yo a second time?
 
(Record verbatim)
 

3b 	 When you cooked it the first time, how much water did 
yo sek It i*? When yo started cooking it how much 
water was left? 
Nets 	This question was introduced to check t 

respondent had really cooked the sample 
or note 

Q. 	4 What is your opinion about the(dieb prepared ) that you 
prepared with It I(Probe 	and record answer verbatim)
 

Q £ 	 What did you particularly like ti It ? (Record Verbatim) 



-I 	 ­

Q,6 	 What did you particularly dislike i. it? (Record Verbatim) 

Q. 7 	 Whoa you prepared it for the tirs time did you tce any 

ditficulties i eeokiag It 9 

(lit 	Toe) a) What sort of difficulties? 

b) 	leu did you overcome thee. difficulties 
when you cooked it a second time ? 

Q0 Q9 7a Difficulties: Q. 7b Now Overcome 
I Yes---_- ­

ale 	 ) 

Q, a 	 (Per those who cooked the Extender) 

a. 	 When you cooked it the tiros time, how much mince did 
you mix In it T 

Equal amounts. other quantity (Specify) 

b. 	 When you cooked it the second time did you put in the 
same amount of mince? (It Me) How much mince did youuee 	? 

Qo to 	 How would you compare the taste of the sample meat with 
ordinary meat? (It respondent mentions a difference 
between the twe) Which of the two would you prefer and 
why ? 

b 	 How would you compare the smell or the sample meat with 
ordinary most? (If respondent mentions a difference, 
ask) Which would yes prefer and why? 

€ 	 now would yu compare the bite of the sample meat with 
ordinary meat? (It respondent mentions a difference 
ask) Which would you prefer sad whyl? 

I 
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Q. 	9d How would you compare the appearance of the sample 
meat with ordinary meat? (It respondent mentions 
ditference, ask) Which would you prefer and why? 

Q. 10 	 Would you like to take another sample I 

' IToo meli
 

1 2 

0. 	 11 Now much would you be willing to pay Eor i Ser 
(3 lb.) ot the meat analogue ? 

Q. 2 (For those who cooked the Substitute) 

a. (Those who cooked it as whole meat) Do you think it 
can be used as a substitute for whole meat? 

(It No) 	Why not f 

b. (Pr those who cooked it as mince meat) Do you think
 
it can be used as a substitute for mince meat? 

(It NO) Why mot? 

Q. Iea 	How many members of your family live and ot at home? 

b (Of these) Now many tated(dlsh prepared from analogue)I 

c (For those who did not taste it) Why,did not ­

separately for each member who did not taste it) taste it?
 

S (a) ' (b) €
 
* Family : Those who Reasons for not 
_ member@ tasted tasting 

elf 
Husband
 

Adult males
 

Adult females 

Teenage males ,* 

Teenage 	females ,
 
Children
 



- $ . 

0. 	 14 (Ask separately for each member who tasted It) What was 
the opinion of mmber__ ) about it f 

I 
Memboro 	 Opinion
 

0 
Husband
 

0 

Adult males
 

Adult temales
 
S 

Teeaage 	males
 

Teenage 	females
 

Children
 

Qo A6 May I know your age, please ? 

Below 20 20 - 94 T 6 - 29 30 - 34 

1 : 2 3 4 

9 - 39 : 40 - 44 4- 49 : 60 above 

Q. 16 May I know your husband'o occupation, please T 
(Verbatim) 

Qo 17 	 may I know your educational qualifications, please 9 

Roan Bolo 	 Xntrmodtata(Illiterate ' Home :Below Marclt needs
I 111tors~o, education MatrLc :Matriculate t

r11. 2 ! 3 45 
Graduate Peat Graduate: Professional : Other (Specify 

Q. 16 	 MlayIII know your monthly family incoe, please9 

I Below 100 100-249 250-499 :500-699 700-999 1000-14991
2 : 4 S : 

1500-1909 2000 2499 200 -299 3000 above
7 : a 	 ; 10 



APPENDIX "H"
 



VERAL MILLS, INC. • JAMES FORD BELL TECHNICAL CENTER • 9000 PLYMOUTH AVE. NO. MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 55427 

July 13, 1971
 

Mr. Russell Dilts, Chief
 
NESA Contract Division
 
Department of State
 
Agency for International Development
 
Washington, D.C. 20523
 

Re: Contract AID/nesa-386 (Pakistan)
 

Dear Mr. Dilts:
 

This letter will serve as a recommendation by General Mills, Inc.
 
(contractor) that all efforts on the above referenced contract be
 
suspended or terminated.
 

It is the considered opinion of all General Mills personnel involved
 
that a further expenditure of effort, time, and funds would be
 
essentially unproductive at this juncture.
 

In depth studies of the reactions of potential Pakistani consumers 
(housewives and their families, kabab vendors and their customers, 
and in-plant feeding patrons) demonstrated generally good acceptance
 
of unflavored c;oy-based meat extenders and flavored soy-based meat
 
replacements. Initial contacts with the Pakistan Armed Forces
 
generated a hij,h degree of enthusiasm and acceptance at the staff
 
level. However, a "field test", the details of degree of control
 
or manner of presentation of which are completely lacking, yielded
 
a rather negative picture, the true import of which is difficult to
 
assess. 

In summary, under controlled consumer testing procedures, a surisingly 
good acceptance of the overall concept has been demonstrated.
 

In an orderly .rogression of concept developnent, the next step would 
be to perform .t "market test" -- that is, to package product in bona 
fide retail pa,:kaging and to offer the product for sale through 
conventional channels and monitor both the initial trial and repeat 
purchase patterns. 

....... continued.......
 



Mr. Russell Dilts - 2 - 7/13/71
 

It Is here thal. the raw material picture presents itself. Soybeans 
are not an indigenous crop in Pakistan and It does not appear that they 
will be for at least some years to come. The foreign exchange picture 

ould appear to preclude importation of soy. Hence, any meaningful­
scale future testing or marketing in Pakistan of a vegetable protein 
based meat extender or meat replacement depends upon the availability 
of some other suitable vegetable protein raw material-basically, 
degossypolized cottonseed protein.
 

This fact has been a basic element in General Mills' approach to the
 
situation. Small scale lab tests have demonstrated the feasibility
 
of preparing products quite comparable to soy-based products from 
cottonseed protein. These tests were performed with meal from 
genetically gossypol-free cottonseed and with lab-prepared degossypolized 
cottonseed meal. However, a testing program of any size demands 
availability of a commercial, or at least a pilot plant, source of
 
degossypolized cotton seed meal.
 

To this end, General Mills has tracked the efforts of Dorr-Oliver and 
their AID contract re degossypolization of cottonseed meal from their 
pilot plant in Hubli, India. To date, satisfactory product has not
 
been forthcoming--color, gossypol content, and degree of denaturation
 
have not been satisfactory. Recent efforts to pin down an estimate of
 
when sufficient quantity of specification product might be available
 
have not yielded definitive answers.
 

This non-availability of satisfactory raw material coupled with the 
generally unsettled political situation in Pakistan are the basis 
for General Mills recommendation that contract efforts be indefinitely 
suspended or terminated, to be reinstated at some future date if 
conditions stabilize and the raw material pi:ture clarifies. 

If AID concurs with the General Mills recommtndation, the report 
presently in preparation will be issued as a final report, a final
 
accounting will. be made, and per the contract terms, the data
 
collected in the course of efforts on the contract will be turned
 
over to AID.
 

Sincerely,
 

D. L. Andersen. 
Project Manager 
AID/esa-386 (Pakistan) 

t7W 'Kwanson 

Project Administrator 

DLA/rm
 


