AGENC/ FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVIL.LOPMENT FOR AID USE ONLY

WASHINGTON, O C 20823
BIBLIOGRAPHIC INPUT SHEET BQ‘I‘C A 66

A, PRIMARY

- susJect | Food production and nutrition AQ10-0000-G730
FICATION B, SECONDARY

Food processing--Pakistan

2, TITLE AND SUBTITLE

Feasibility of the introduction of soy protein supplement in Pakistan,final report

3. AUTHOR(S)

(100) Anderson,D.L.
(101) General Mills,Inc.,Minneapolis,Minn.

4, DOCUMENT DATE 5. NUMBER OF PAGES 6. ARC NUMBER

1971 ]71p. ARC

7. REFERENCE ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS
General Mills

8, SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES (Sponsoring Organization, Publiahers, Avallability)

(Research summary)

9. ABSTRACT

10, CONTROL NUMBER 11, PRICE OF DOCUMENT
PN-AAE-115

12, DESCMPTORS. 13, PROJECT NUMBER
Acceptability

Market research

Pakistan 'kfﬁ?ﬁ%§%15§%eﬁﬁs

Proteins 15. TYPE OF DOCUMENT
Soy supplements

AID 590+1 (4-74)



THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN EVALUATED AS SUBSTANDARD COPY FOR
ROUTINE REPRODUCTION. EFFORTS IN AID/W TO OBTAIN A MORE
ACCEPTABLE COPY OF THE DOCUMENT HAVE NOT BEEN SUCCESSFUL.
DESPITE THIS DISADVANTAGE, WE HAVE CHOSEN TO REPRODUCE THE
DOCUMENT BECAUSE OF THE SUBJECT TREATED AND TO MAKE THE

DISCERNIBLE INFORMATION AVAILABLE.



FINAL REPORT

US/AID CONTRACT AID/nesa-386

Report Date: 31 December 1971 Contractor: General Mills, Inc.
\
Prepared by: D. L. Andersen Locale: West Pakistan

Copies to:
J. V. Luck - Vice President, Technical Director (GMI)
S. D. Andrews - Vice President, International Operations (GMI)
E. W. Swanson - Project Administrator (GMI)
A. D, Odell - Director, Special Programs (GMI)
D. L. Andersen - Project Manager (GMI)
J. E. Raber - US/AID, Washington (6 copies)

JVL (R) TCF
TCF-C

Kl



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE
BACKGROUND.I......I.......l'.l.l......I...I...O....l.'.....l..... 1
sTATUS SUmY. PRIOR TO THIS REPORT ll.l.....ll’.l.l.l.l'l.l'... 1-2
FINAL RESULTS
I. Prototypes Supplied to west Pakistan.................-..o- 3
II. Results of Armed Forces EValuation..ueeceeecececesvevsrens 3
III. Results of Evaluations by Kabab Vendors and Consumers..... 4
IV. Initial Taste Tests, HOUSEWIVES.eessenuoronsoonnennnnsress 5
V. Initial Taste Tests, Factory Workers and Staff Members.... 5-6
VI. "Take Home" Test, HOUSEWIVES. ...t reesorennerensoonseenssns 6-7
FINMCIAI‘ STATUS......I...............l.ll'...l.l.l.‘l..l...l.... 8
FIN“ RECOmENDATIONS.'...l..'....l.l.l'.I.l....l...l..'....l".. 9

APPENDICES



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,

QOOOOOUCOntinued...l.l.



proposed to taste test the College of Home Economics recipes with and
without the GMI 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.



I.

II.

FINAL RESULTS

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 1lbs,
gross weight (50 1lbs. net of unflavored soy protein granules
and 50 1bs. 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 used
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.

-3 -
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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 80y 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 Discustions 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" gets forth the Nasiruddeen report. In summary,

862 of the 50 consumers contacted found the standard form (GME)
of unflavored soy granules when mixed 1:1 with minced meat to
yleld kababs equivalent to or superior to all minced meat kababs.
No large body of negative comments were experienced. Overall

acceptance was very good.

Otliuutcmtinuedootoocn
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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 summary, the concept of a meat extender
was reasonably well received. The negatives being: bite (softer);
slight taste difference; American origin. Also in summary, the
lamd 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.

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.....’.



VI.

factory or institutional dishes and obtain comments from the

factory workers and the staff.

Appendix "F" gets forth the Nasiruddeen report. In summary,
90X of the 100 factory workers tested perceived the lamb flavored
80y 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 87X for the unflavored granules. Superior taste

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

No major negatives were uncovered.

“Take Home" Test. Hoysewives

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

sessesccontinued. cocese



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.



FINANCIAL STATUS

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

30 December 1970 expenditures were:

Firm Budget
Category Amount Total Expenditures
Salariss, Wages, and

Consultant 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 Mills, 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.


http:13,145.03
http:26,000.00
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Although product uacceptance 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
teraination of US/AID Contract AID/nesa-386. This recommendation was

accepted by US/AID.

Appendix "H" sets forth the correspondence re the termination

recommendation.

Respectfully submitted

00 LA oo,

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

Date Za %M&&T 122&

Approved:

CON e

E. W. Swansod
Project Administrator, AID/nesa-386

Date___\O %%7 2
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RETYPED COPY

Government of Pakistan

FROM :~ President's Secretariat
Mohammad 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 neag 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)
(Mohammad Athar)

Mr. Robert Y. Grant,

Asstt. Director,

Population and Health,
Headquarters Office, USAID Mission,
Islamaliad.



ONITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
|‘"i'ﬁ'p NISSION TO PARISTAN

Cibls: VSAIDPAK HEADQUARTERS OFFICE
ISLANMARAD

January 9, 197

Dr. Donald L. Andersen
Project Manager

Pakistan AID Study

General Mills, 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 meat 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 meat
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 mch interested in the outcome
of this study and shall appreciate receiving a status
report, if available.

Sincerely yours,

M. Latif Rasulpuri
Pood Technologist

Attachments: a/s



URITED STATES AGERCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
MISSION TO PARISTAR

[T

HEADQUARTERS OFFICE
ISLAMABAD

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 thetest
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 1b, sample. It is a bit

difficult to deal with these things because of "security'

problems, but I think that this is someti.iag that requires

more than a cursory handling.

Sincer

Assistant Director
Population & Health


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

A REPORT OR THB DEMONSTRATION MADE TO
QUARTBR MASTER GENBRAL OF THB PAKISTAN ARMY
FOI GME AND GL NMBAT ANALOGUES, DEVBLOPED BY

GENBRAL MILLS INC., U.S.A

Background

Nasir-ud-Deen & Associates L.d. had deen constantly ia
coatact with Brigadier A, Jabbar, Director of Supplies and
Transport of the Pakiestaas Army, to arraange a demonetration of
the dishes prepared from GMB and GL, Finally, Brigadier Jabbar
asked Mr, Shamsi of Nasir-ud-Deen & Associates Ltd. to come to
Rawalpindi on 30th of March 1970 and finalise the detaile
regarding the demonstratioa, The demoamstration was arranged
on let April, 1970.

Brigadier Jabbar showed a great deal of interest in the
above meat analogues and thought that there was a large
poteatial ia the army. He called in the Army Science Laboratory
persennel teo familiarise the reconstituting process of the
producte ané the manser ia which each product has to be used for
making various types of Pakistani meat dieshes.

It wae decided that for demonestratioa purposes, two dishes

should be prepared. ‘Qeema Allo' from GMB and 'Peas meat curry'

from GL, A cook was hired from Rawalpiadi and the demonstration

was held in the premiges of G.H.Q. The dishes were aleo cookcd

at the G.H.Q. where three Coloaels watched the process of cooking,

Dougl!tratigl

The preseat Quarter Master Gemeral has received hie
traasfer orders and the new Gemneral is taking over. Both the

Generale were present at the demonstration, Three other Generals

from G,R.Q. 2lso came teo see the demonstration, In addition
three Brigadiers and three Colonerls were also present.



Brigadier Jabbar opened the Gession and caid that these
produste have deen preduced by Geaeral Mille from "Soya® and a
facteory will de eet up in Pakistans where the meat snalogues
will be preduced frem cotten-gseeu. Later oa the writer of this
report gave thex the level of pretein coateats in G,M.3 and G.L.
andé oxplained the mothod of making Pakictani dishes frem these
preduste.

The dishes wore firet tasted by the Gessrale and their
iaitial reactiea was that deth the dishes leocked exactly like
the aeminal diehes prepared frem ordisary meat. They decided
teo taste the GL dish firet, bdecause this dieh had bdeea made
purely frem meat analogue and ¢ié a0t have roal meat dad they
felt that taste can dest be ovaluated since meat was aet added
ia thie digh., Wene of them gave any seriess safaveuradle
commente oxcopt that UL pidoes were teoe small, They appeared te
¢ more coacaeraed with the quality and level of proteia ceateat,
They acked their Laberatery mas whether the perceatage of pretein
weuld go down after the analegues have beea socoked as Pakistani
diehes., Ne caid that it weld. Thea they tasted GUB dieh and
14keé ite taste very much., One of them remarked that GUEB dieh
wae much detter in taste than the OL édish., One Gemeral who cams
frem the Nedical Services Divieien liked beth the dishes very
ageh, Ko ate quite a 1ot and acked te send the dishes to bhis
office. HNe peiated eut that these preducts sheuld de analyeed
oy the Army's Service Laberatery,

Brigadiere and the Celenele . tasted the dishes later, and
all of them had faveuradble commeante tewarde the dighes.

Brigadier Jabbar told me ia the ead that both the Quarter
Master Geaerale have liked the/analoegues and would like te have
the preduct tested ia their laderatery. Twe 1lbe of GMB and two
10s of GL dsfiyderacted material have beea givea te him feor this
purpese. It may be meatiened here that both Brigadier Jabbar
ané the preseant Quarter Master,General were of the view that
General Nille sheuld eet up a .factery iam Pakietan., They thought
that this weuld erase doudte {f any frem the minds of the peeple
regarding the cemstitution ans fermatien of the product,

Proepared By : N.8., Shamed
Bate: Mué April, 1970



UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

YTy NISSION TO PAKISTAN
Ty
@bl USAIBPAR HEADQUARTERS OFFICE
ISLAMABAD

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. Hannan, 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 materisl is still available and additional work
is being programmed.

Col. Hannan 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,

nt Director
Population and Health
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UNITED STATES AQENCY FOR INTERRATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
BISSION TO PARISTAN

HEADQUARTERS OFFICE

ISLAMABAD
May 25, 1971

Dr. Donald L. Andersen
Project Manager

Pakistan AID Study

General Mills, Inc.

9000 Plymouth Ave. North
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55427

Dear Dr. Andersen:

As Kruiud in my letter of April 13 I am
forwarding herewith a copy of the report on testing
of the meat analogs by the Pakistan g:'l].

Unfortunatg{. and contrary to what I had
hoped, Lt. Col. Ab Hannan, Officer-in-Charge

of the GHQ Science Laboratory, has devoted a major
portion of the report to recapitulating the events
which led to his testing the meat analogs. He has
included virtually no information on preparation

of the samples, method of presentation, type of

score card (1f any) used, compilation and inter-
pretation of the results. Also, in the field testing,
there is no mention whether or 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: the “Chiefs® say that the meat
analogs are excellent, whereas all the "Indians"
say ¢ would not eat them if given the optiom.

We have learned that before the field testing
started the cook had leaked out the word that the
soldiers were being offered a synthetic meat product
which was made from cattle feed "stuff® (oilseed
meal is traditionally used as cattle feed). Coupled
with the bias thus introduced is the fact that in
this culture (and others) imnovation is resisted
and the aew is suspect - usmally the lower the
education level the greater is the resistance to
“-tt:. From these probably came the stromg reaction
to meat amalogs showm by the soldiers.



-2-

On the other hand the officers also knew that
the meat analogs had been produced from 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.

Bven though the meat analog program came
a cropper we are still interested in meat analogs.
Has any progress been made on B:oducing them from
cottonseed flour developed by Dorr-Oliver, Inc.?
We are greatly interested in the outcome of this
study and shall appreciate receiving a status report
if available.

Sincerely yours,

( < Grant
Assistant Director
Population and Health

Attachment: a/s
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MEAT ANALOGUES

Mr. A. D. Dominquez 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 Jabbar expressed the opinion that
meat analogues could be well of interest tu 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 demomstration
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 1bs 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 triais 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 optionm.
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3RD. FLOOR , ROCK COURT , VICTORIA ROAD . KARACHI-3 . PHONE: 511051/52/53

REPORT OF MBAT BXTENDERS TBSTS ON
_KABAB _VBNDORS

INTRODUCTION

Meat Bxtenders have been prepared from Soya Bean Seeds by General
Mille Incorporated U,S.A. They wanted to Find out the suitability
of these extenders in the preparation of Seekh Kababsg, M/8 Nasiruddeel
& Associates Ltd, were commissioned to conduct tests among the kabab
vendors of Karachi, For this purpose it was planned 1initially to
hold a kebab-preparation demonstration where the procedure of
preparation was to be demonstrated before 6 to 8 kabab vendors,
Their impreesions were to be recurded through a group discussion,
This discugssion 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 kababs themselves,

Alternatively, the remaining five kebab vendors were individually
approached, Bach one was given the product and was explained the
ugsage of the product, He was then asked to prepare the kebabs
separately from SMB 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 extenders, namely GME and SMB were
tested, Meat extenders were used with minced meat in the ratio of

60% to 40%.

MIXING

Respondentes overall impression was that extenders could mix with
minced meat, With regard to GMB and SMEB they felt that GME miged

more evenly with the minced meat, SMB did not blend so well and one
could feel tougher particles of SMB in the mixture, They also mentione:
that the kebabs made from the extenders did not brecak (while putting
the mixture on iron bars for roasting) because the extenders were well
mixed with minced meat,



Allthe respendente mentiened that the exteaders kababs roasted
like the erdimary kababds and ne eigaificant difference was
observed ia this precess. It was, however, peianted out that
the fat contents iz bosh SME and GNB were les:. (The fat did
00s drip wiile-ghe mixsure was put oa flames for roastiag).
Three of them were of the opinion that less time and heat
were required te roast exteanders' kababs because of the low
fat centeats and if kababs were prepared purely from extenders
they might evea get burat.

TRXTURS

All the respeadents meatiened that SME was tougher than GMB.
One of them meatiened that its granules were thicker than
those of GMB and even after hydratioa SMB did mot become so
seft. Accerdiag te three of them, the kababe made from these
extenders were somewhat teugher. These respeadents also
meatiened that the kababe made frem exteaders were slightly
differens from ordinary kabadbs because extenders kadabs were dr

nun

Bxcept twe, all the respeadents neticed the difference in the
bite of the kabads made from exteaders. They commented that
exsenders kababs seemed te be tougher im bite. One of them
alee mentiened that he could feel that something had been added
80 the meat. This remark was specifically made for the SMB kab

IASTR
The respeadents & aset mentioan any difference in taste between
ordinary kababs and extesmders kababds.

_APPEARANCE & COLOUR

A majerity ef the respendents eaid that im appearance exteaders
kabads 'leoked like meat kababs. Three respoadents, hewever,
peinted eut that their surface was anet smooth. All of them ment
that these kababs got the coleur of minced meat and ether ingrec
which were put im the preparation of kababs.

R CB

‘500%‘4:3 te them, ia kababe, fragramce is due to epices. This
srue for both erdimary and exteaders kadabs.

AmERL

All the respondeats gave stresg positive imdications that they ¢
89ll the kabads made frem these extenders and custemers would bu



them, Twe of them were willing se use the preduct as such,
Threo of them suggeeted that the extenders after mixing with
minced meat should be passed through a grinding machime. One
of them suggested to grind it dry befere mixing it with meat.
Anosher respondent suggested that the preduct weuld have to be
softened by uweing a meat seftaer.
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MIRSSINEL SR RIS EERRIRSS

Samples of moat extendere manufostured by
Genoral NMdile Incorpervated, USA were giver 9o varieus habad
vehdpre ia Easushi %0 evelesate the bandiing ond ese qualisdee
of the meat entenders s habade. The repors for whie alveatly

M-o‘nlud noouz‘nndnuuc red
babe opiniens poclerensos regaréing
el weed 4a She preparatics of Radebds.

. 70 snple sise for thio eoncuner 3008 wae
0 Raded -Vo. THE vecpeadents weve served with kababe nade
frem the moad mendere onéd were 400erviewed by otaff memdors of
Nasdruddoon & Ascociaties Limised.

Twe Rabed shepe were celected and swensy five
recgendents weve Aaterviewed oenh ‘oz The neat nteadore
were nined 4a the 7atdo of 4:4 with mead 4a Swe Separate 1ots,
oRe with SHD gad the other with GNE. The 00 respendente weve
sovved with doth of Rabade, Bus 42 order % eliminate a
ond bMas, 88 00 weve served OGNS fivet while We other
98 weve corved uith GNF fiven.

The information wae reverded ia an open ended

quasticansgire.
EANRIRMA

faladnn:

} 1 ¢ Rabade prepared with @GS aeat exseader frew
s MMgher of nmntn connente (P6X) regarding Saste

otapared % the kadade prepared with seat entsender (88%).
The Swe mees S0anS faven7able commente weve ‘IS 4o like
ovédinary meas® (363 Og'.l end 808 for BNE) ané 'Taete fo goed'
(SOR for GNB sand 100 us).

Woreus QNN drew only 108 safgvesradle
commente, SUE drew 448 walavesradie Gommente. The e mees
oerioss mafavenradble Qeuaente agalnst 881 gre "Taste 40 aes goed'
(808) ané 'I% 40 net 14%e meat Zabadt (8%).

1. m. Regaréing eoleur GNE hae drawe a alightly

€ 5 s1iantiy Jowes 1evel of Safaveevanie cpiateas (163 Sneried

™

9% 2R vespeetively onet sdgnificants Finding here 49 that

443 ot m“ “C‘;Oré‘mt e Rababe were ‘Like orédnary
® Gp08d.’

?
:



Buvedustion and Sumngry of Magor Pindings
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% ohen, wiile caly @R of e Gl wegh.
SEane
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o) follewed by esffaese (4OR).



OPINION, LIKES ARD DISLIKES
REGARDING RETENDSRS KABARS



W

TAMLE. A
L A TR
(s « 09 ALl rengpentmoe)

L. AR RSN
Q 20482 -nun-nuu.n-nooumdmumnof
M

o ans

RAMES Za0AN8

(PERGEIRT OF RRSPONDENTS)
-
CATMIRARGE 2205
28 40 L4Re ordinary meat dodebe ”» s
Moh::l " 8
Tante 40 00 then SN2 * 48
Teste 40 batter than OB ] -
MO.MM'OC : 10
3&‘.:‘.......-;.' H A
WTaL - e
SEAYSRRAMLE SPINION
@8 4e worse shga ONB 10 -

e 40 nos geed 10 -

10 e 20t 11%s meet Rabade ] -
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PART IX

CONPARISON OF BXTENDERS
KADARS WITH ORDINARY KABARS
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RECIPES FOR PAKISTANI DISHBS

masiroddeen &8 assoeialles aimmbiled]

management and marketing consultants
rock court, abdullah haroon road, karachi.



BXPLANATIONS OF ABBRBVIATIONS FOR

MILLS INC, U

HEBIGHTS AND MEASURES

ABBREVIATIONS
t - Tea spoon
T - Table spoon
C - Cup
b - Bunch
£l - Flakes
eq. - Squares
chk - Chattak
] - Rupees (Currency)
mts - Minutes
No, - Number
Sr, - Seer
Oz - Ounce
1lbs - Pounde
BQUIVALBNTS
1C:: 16 T
1T :: 3t
1 8r :: 2 1bs :: 4 pao
1 pao :: 4 chk
1 chk :: 3 oz
10z :: 2T
1 tolla :: 1/40 1b
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b RFCIPE %o, - Y
OJFCTY ¢
TO EVALUATP BY TYPERTMSNT THF NEW PROPPCT EK::::!:;.FNT SHEET  No, « 1
OF ¥/S GF¥EPAl 71T Tae, 11,68,
RECIDF ¢ SHi3uT RKARAR
i H [ ! SANPIES
SER t H JUNTT § *
Ko. | TRGREDTENTS LUNTTSCOST | F 7ere - % {0 asx Crgp 1 Sox L yy ¢ 257 by t 50% byr!
Oe i 3 i Rvs. 1 Fxtender 1 JEXt, - SMF |} j Fxt, - <MR } ] Pxt, - GME { | Ext, = GME 1} 1
§ ’ ity . 1 Cost B 4 vy, i _Costhh v oty, I Costh} Oty j Coet & § Oty, i Cost & | 0Oty " | Cost
1 .Beef qeemn  ‘inced beef) ono 0,62 } 0.31 E 0.22 4 0.15 0,23 4 0,18
3  Extender pao ? - - + k4 Y L4 $ ° 3 ?
3  Mater, ot cup - - - 1 - 13 - i - 13 -
4 Dsl, chenna {Pulwes b Gremg) chk o.00 3} 0.02 i 0.04 3 0,04 % 0.04 3 0.04
8 Onion‘., medium Ko, 0,08 4 0,038 1 0.086 1 0,08 p 0.08 3 0,08
6 Gerlic pao 0.37 1fl 0.002 20 0,008 2 f1 0,008 2 rn 0,008 211 0.008
7 Ginger pao 0.0 $%sq. 0,004 1%eq, 0,016 1%eq, 0.016 1% 9q, 0,016 13" oq, 0,02
[ 4
8  Red chillies, whole chk, 0,16 3 no, 0,003 6 no, 0,008 6 no, 0.008 6 no, 0.008 6 no, 0,008
T 9 Green chillies chk, 0,12 2 no, 0,02 2 no, 0.01 2 no, 0.01 2 ao, 0.03 2 no. 0.01
T 10. chilng powder peo 0,88 $t 0.004 it 0,018 2t 0.036 1 ¢t 0.027 1T 0,088
,3%. Dhamis powder(GroundCocmder) pao 0.62 ¢t 0.001 4t 0,006 4t 0.006 ¢t 0,008 ¢t 0,006
: 1Te .
13, se1e pao 0,09 4t 0.003 aT 0.012 s 0.014 1T o.r13 13T 0.02
:rl.t Water cuwp - 1% - 2 - 2 - a - 24 -
a
44  Rars dhannia(Coriender bunch 0,06 1/132 0,008 1/6 0.01 e 0,01 1/6 0,01 1/6 0,01
-, leaves)
‘18 mgg Ko. 0.23 % 0.058 3 0.08% Y 0,058 4 0.11 4 0,11
]
_-il‘ Ghee (fat) pao 1.7 1T 0,073 2T 0,146 3T 0.22 27T 0.146 3T 0.322
1
& Total Cost .Rs 0,813 Re. D.593 Re. 0,617 N Re, 0,687 Re, 0,701
M ]
S
. Coet Per Portion - Re, 0,12 Re, 0.06 I Re. 0.04 Re. 0,05 Re., 0,04
Iy
® Size of Portion medium mediom ; medium medium medium
. Cooking Tiwme 30 mte, 40-48 -tuI 45-50 mte, 45 mto, 60 mte,
B
REMARKS 3 Appearance t Desirable Desireable -
Odour i Noderately «dpe
; Flavour 1 «dow- Moderately
- Tenderaees ' Tender Tender
[ 4 Juicinegs Moderately rich, Slaghtly

Prepared Ry 3

Collage of Home Fennomicn,



PROJECT :

TO BEVALUATE BY EXPERIMENT
THE NEN PRODUCT OF N/8
GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.

METHOD SHERT

RECIFPE NO, I
SHEBT NO. &

= g (e gy M Rea=a" e L = e gy W™ A~ PR D™ Ben
RECIPE: SHAMI KABAB
8. NO. INGREDIENTS METHOD
-
1. Extender Step-1: Soak § minutes
2. Water - hot o
3. Beef Qeema - Step-32: Cook om medium heat
4, Dal, chanas till mixture dries.
6. Oaion, sliced Add exteader aad grind
6, Garlic, chopped till mixture is pasty.
7. Ginger, chopped Add in egg.
8. Red chillies, whole )
9, Dhania powder
10, Salt
11. Water
Billiag -
13, Greem chillies,chepped ==
Step=3: Form the grouad
13. Onions, chopped mixture iato patties
14. Hara dhania (corriander and add filliag.
chopped leaves)
16, Gheeo Step-4: Heat the ghee and
fry patties till browa.
e e e [ e s e @) o e o e I g Ll o B P I S @ = W e 20 I & ) = B (™ | e B

PREPARED BY:

THB COLLBGB OF HOMB ECONOMICS



PROJECT: EXPERINENT SHEBT

TO BVALUATS BY BXPERIMENT THE NIW
PRODUCT OF M/S GINBRAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.

- - - - - L -

RECIPE: SHEKH KABAB

RECIPE Neo. II
SHEBT No. 1

W™ e B - - g L o o8 O 0 D4 F L o1 1]
8.NO. INGREDIENTS ONIT UNIT sere ~ 0K b$ ¢ §
cosT exteader exteander SME
B qm. cosT  QTY cosT
= e = gy e G IR @ gy - -e L e e e gy @ o (o e @ P @
1. Beef quema pas 0,62 1 0.62 4 0.31
2. Exteander pao ? - - + ?
- e Bl e R B N i @ o Do @ @ Pe B 0 - L O L ) L O L L L Y 13
3. Hater, het cup = - - 14 -
4, Papaya, raw Ne. 0.19 1%egq - 1s8q -
8, Garlic chk, 0,09 3ttt 0,006 61 0.012
6. Salt pae 0,09 T 0,004 IT 0,013
7. Khas Khas chk, 0,18 4+ 0,037 + 0.078
8. Almends, small chk. 0,86 + 0.14 4 0,38
9. Cimnamon chk, 1,80 1 etick O0.08 2sticks 0,10
10. Cardanen, smgll tola 3.00 1/6 0.80 1/6 0.50
11. Chilli pewder chk. 0,22 1/6 0.036 + 0.11
12, Zeera, black chk. 0,88 4t 0,036 1t 0,07
13. Ondiens, medium pae 0,12 1/3 0.04 /3 0,08
14. Roasted channa chk. 0,19 1 0.19 - -
1S6. Ghee chk, 0,39 * 0.818 1* 0,43
.--.--'.--.--N-—----.-.-’.-----’“---------------.-.-----.-.' L od o ]
TOTAL COST b 1,874 k1,979
YIBLD/NO. OF PORTIONS [ 16
COST PER PORTION » 0.34 b 0,12
SIZE OF PORTION 4%length 4"length
COOKING TIMB 46 ate 78ate
REMARKS Appearance Desirsble
Odour Moderately
desirable
Flaveur - do -
Tenderaess Slightly
desirable
Juiciness - do -

PREPARED BY: THB COLLEGE OF HOMB ECONOMICS



PROJECT: METHOD SHEST RECIPEB: NO. IIX

TO BVALUATE BY BXPBRIMENT SHEET: NO.
THE NEW PRODUCT OF M/S
GENBRAL NILLS INC. U.S.a.

RECIPE: SBEKH KABAB

S.NO. INGRBDIERTS METHOD
1. Beef qeema ]
3. Bxtender 8tep~1: Grimd slightly
3. Raw papaya, peel slices Set aeide for 1/3 heur.
(or other meat softaer)
4, Garlic, chopped
L Slat
—— Jtep-2: Griad, Add to the
6. Khae khae abeve mixture and kaead for
7. Almonde 10 minutes. Add ghee. Coat
8. Zera, black 4 iaches leaght on a seskh
9. Cimmamoa sticke Roast oa charcoal fire.
10. Cardamon, sticke
11. red chillies, powdered
113, Fried omions, slices
)
13, Ghbe Step-3: Baste with ghee,

.-.-----I.----.--h—-----.-—--------.-.--—-------.---------.—--.—.

PREPARED BY: THB COLLEGB OF HOME ECONOMICS



PROJICT ;

TO BVALUATE BY EXPEBRIMENT THE
NEW PRODUCT OF M/8 GENERAL
MILLS INC. U.S.a.

Lt T ¥ L YT Shen ) @ 0 Ow e e P Beguaemaemn™n=y=ge goge B @eEe ne ge O go Be R A g gy e g o iy o i

EXPERIMENT
SHEST

RECIPE NO. IIX
SHEET NO. 1

RECIPE: SANOSA
SAMPLES
S.NO. INGREDIENTS UNITS ggg e o
[ ] exteader Bxt, SMB
—netce o o eama- - —lle . 08T __ QTY. _ cOST _
1. Beef geema pae 0,63 ¢ 0.31 4 0.16
a2, Extender pao ? - - 4 ?
.------_--.---.-.---— fatd L Ll ] - .-------..—.-'--.—------------.
3. Hot water cup - - ‘- 14 -
4. Onions, medium paeo 0.09 ¢ ., 0,007 0,014
5. 041, cottomseed chk 0,25 § 0.12 4 0.19
6. Ginger, gariic
ground chk 0,19 L 3 0,008 IT 0.018
7 Salt pao 0.09 F 3 - 24t 0,004
8. Dhaaia powder pas 0,62 }t 0,08 IT 0,013
9. Chilli powder pae 0.88 $t 0,009 IT 0,086
10, Hater cup - 4 - 4 -
11, Green chillies chk 0.06 ise, 0,002 16se, 0.03
13, Hara dhaaia bunch 0,02 1/38 0,002 ] 0,008
13, Onione, medium pao 0,09 41, 0,014 2no, 0.05
14. Lemon, medium No. 0.06 § 0.03 2 0.12
15, Samosa patti dex., 0,38 1 0,28 4 3/3 1.16
16, Maida paoc  0.73 IT 0.006 ar 0.01
17, Water cup - 4 - + -
18. Ghee pae 1.17 ¢ 0,68 14 1,75
M W @ P @ e e Ny e bl g DT DY T —.---—--.—------— WM e = R pe- e @ = e gy
TOTAL COST » 1,339 & 3,659
YIBLD/NO. OF PORTIONS 123 56
COST PBR PORTION b O,11 & 0.06
SIZE OF FORTION 14"Triangle 14 triangle
COOKING TIMB 40 minutes 60 minutes

REMARKS

Appearance
Odour
Flavour
Tenderness
Juiciness

PREPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS,

Desirgble
Slightly
Deeirgble
Slightly
Medium rich
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PROJECT: BBTHOD RECIPE NO. IIXIX

TO BVALUATS BY SXPERIaNT  OHBST SHEST  NO. Q,
THE NEW PRODICT OF M/S
GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.

Lk d L2 g X Ly L d 3 D D O Y F T3 T T L g o D D L Ll o D D o L DY DY Dy

RECIPE:  SANOSA

S.NO. INGREDIEKRTS MBTHOD
1. Onien, sliced Step-1: Fry brows
3. 041 o
Add;
3. Beef kimg(timced -
4. Bxtender (soaked ia
Bot water) Step-2: Fry to blend n
5. Ginger/garlic, gound masala
6. s.lt
7. Dhasia powder - Add:
8. Chilli powder
9. Water Step-3: Cook till mixture gets
dry. Cool
10. Greea chillies, chopped.
i1. Hara dhania, chopped Step-4: Add to cooked mixture
i3, Onion, chopped and uee ae filling.
13. Lemen juice
14, Samosa patti (available in Step-8: Fill each with
market) IT f41ling
18, Maida Step~6: Cook. Seal each
samosa with the
16, Water ceoked starch.
17. Gheo Step-6: Fry brown
A = @ e B G 3 - B T T [ DY L By T LY 2 O By L L o F Y Ty

PRBPARED BY: THE COLLEGB OF HOMB BCONOMICS



TO YALUATE BY pXPERTWENT THE | pxpeRmenr ] RECIPE Mo, - Tv
NEW PRODUCT OF ' SHBBT H ¢
M/S GENBRAL MILLS INC, U,S.A, ! H
RECTPE : KOPFTA CURRY (meat batts ony)
] ] ] ]
- i jUNIT | SAMPLES .
NO ‘1 INGREDIBNTS | UNITS | COST | 1 | Zero X lbep I 50X
* ] | Re | § Extender § j Bxt, -SME
i i i t ost t o8t Rs
1 Beef qeema (Mincedbeef)pao 0,62 4 0.15 + 0,078
2, BEBxtender pao ? - - $ ?
3 Water, hot cup - - - - 3 -
4 Dal chaana(Pulges chk 0.08 % 0.02 4 0,02
and Grame)
] Garlic pao 0,37 a2 rs 0,004 2 ft 0.004
6 Ginger pao 0.50 $"sesq, 0,008 4+ " sq, 0.008
7  salt seer 0,37 1t 0.004 23 t 0,009
8. Chilli powder P8, 0.88 It 0.018 1 T 0,027
‘9 Dhania powder pao 0.62 4t 0.006 1t 0.006
10, Cinnammon sticke chk 1,50 1setk 0,05 istk 0,05
11, Pepper, black chk 0.88 4 no, 0,005 4 nes 0.00R
12, Zeera, black chk 0.88 1/8t 0.008 1/8t 0,008
13. Onione medium seer 0.50 4 no. 0,012 4 no. 0,012
14, Water cup - 1 - 4 -
15, Ghee pao 1.17 a2t 0,146 5T 0,365
TOTAL COST Rs 0,431 RO, 689
COST PBR PORTION ks 0,11 RO,06
YIELD/NO, OF PORTIONS 49 10
S17B OF PORTIOQN Ping Pong ball Ping Pong bhall
COOKING TINE (Mioutes) 60 78
REMARKS Appaarance Desirable
Odour - do =
Flavour - do -
Téndernegsg Tender
Jucigness Juicy

PREPARED BY: THE COLLEGE OF HOME

ECONOMICS.
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PROJECT: METHOD SHEST RECIPE NO. IV

TO EVALUATS BY BXPERIMENT SHEET NO. Q,
THE NEW PRODUCT OF N/8
GENEBRAL NMILLS INC, U.S.A.

RECIPE: EKOFTA CURRY (hcn balls ony)

S.N0, INGREDIENTS MBTHOD
1, Beef qeema —— Step-1: Cook on mediuwm keat
3, Bxtender (sesked in till dry.
hot water) - Oriné fime

2a. Dal chanza Make medium large
e Garlic, flakes balle

4, Gianger chepped

5. s.lt *

6. Chilli pewder

7. Dhania powder

8, Cinmamen, sticke

9, Pepper black, whole
10, Zera, bdlack
11. Onien, sliced

13, Ghee
13. Hater —
14, Ghee Step-2: PFry browua
Step-3: Cool. Seak im and serve
with gravy.

REMARKS : For gravy's recipe, refer sheet-3.

PREPARED BY: THBE COLLBGB OF HOME BCONOMICS
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FROJECT EXPERIMENT SHEET RECI. 8 NO.IV-A
TO EVALUATE BY BXPERIMENT THE NEW PRODUCT SHEET NRO. 2-A
OF M/8 GENERAL MILLS INC. U.S.A.

RECIPE: KOFTA CURRY'S GRAVY

mgsevane= aen e - aBesecacpeaascnes~a=a -
8.M0. INGREDISNTS UNITS  WNIT SAxPLES
QT g Zero% 1
exteader
QTY. co8sT
e Ee R ReRe g PUie A e ST PT D ST e R R Ge R SR PrT RT R B BT ORA™ HeR™ @ @ G 5
1. Onione, medium seer 0,80 1jmo. 0.06
2. 011 pao 1.00 $ 0,80
SrEpepelRegePpe e ReDRe BB PrET*ReRe Se B BT B B B BePSe B> 0T @B 0= BYE™ B>E= )
3. almends, small pae 2,26 $c¢ 0.66
4, Khas khas pao 0.62 3IT 0.116
8. Copra chk 0.31 % 0,08
6. Red chillies, whole chk, 0.16 1i8no. 0,018
7. Ginger pao 0.80 $%eq. 0,008
8. Garlic pao 0,37 §f1 0.009
9. Curd pao 0.0 % 0.37
10, Salt pao 0,09 14t 0,006
11, Cinnamon chk., 1,60 1 stk. 0,08
i3, Zeora, black chk, 0,88 1t 0,06
13. Pepper, black, whole chk 0,88 6no. 0,007
14. Water cup - 3 -
15.  Hara dhania bunch 0,06 % \' o.015
L D DT DLy LY TELY D P LYY B DY U DY L LY U D D D L D2 L DA LY o D Ll L Lod ]
TOTAL COST N 1,886
YIBLD/NO. OF PORTIONS 7
COST PER PORTION h 0,27
8IZE OF PORTION 4 cup
COOKING TIMB 40 minutes

PREPARBD BY: THE COLLEGE OF HOMB BCONOMICS.



PROJBCT: MBTHOD SHERT T RBCTIPE NO, Tv-g

TO BVALUATE BY EXPERIMENT SHEBT NO. 2-8
THB NBW PRODUCT oR M/S
GBNBRAL MILLS INC. U.S,A,

--u-.-------- W P N pgen 3w pren e N G fyew e Faw P WA W W 1) S e e T Lold Lol X TR ey tem am

RECTPB: KOFTA CURRY'S GRAYY (ONLY)

S.NO, INGREDIEBNTS MBTHOD
1, Onione, sliced Step~-1: Fry brown
2, 0il1
3. Almonds, roasted Step-2: Gring
3. Khae khas, roasted Add to above and fry
slightiy,
5. Cppra, roasted
6, Red chillies, whole
7 Ginger, chopped
8, Garlic, flakes
9, Curd Step-3: Add,
10, Salt Cook till curd mixes
thoroughly,
11, Cinnamon, piecers
22, Zera, black
13, Pepper, black, whole
14, Water Step-4: Add. Cook 30 minuted,
15, Hara dhania, chopped Step-g' Add/sprinkle on arnyy

Serve with kofta halls
{cooked weperately),

REMARKS: For kofta's recipe, refer gheet-g,

Tt e e g e T T S D e - B S T Y C - - - P D e e WD RS T S e et Temtem e fem

PREPARED BY: COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS,
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TO BEVALUATE BY BXPERIMENT 5 BXPBRIMBNT H RECIPE No, = V
THE NEW PRODUCT OF : SHEET ! SHEET  No, - 12
M/3 GBNBRAL MILLS INC, U.S.A. ! i
RECIPE : QSBMA -~ PBAS
} lr n[vur'r SAMPI BS
's'ER.l INGREDIENTS {UNITS| COST | ; | Zero ¥ ., 1 _BS0%
% 4 } | Re | Bxtender Bxt, = SMC
[ i i t ost b ty. | Cost P _
1 Beef qeema (Mincedbeef) chk 0,15 2 0.31 1 0.15
2 Bxtender pao ? - - 4 ?
3  Water, hot cup - - - 14 -
4 Onions, medium pao 0,09 % 0.03 2 0.06
3
5§ Ghee (Ffat) pao 1,17 % 0.29 1 0.87
6 Ginger, garlic, ground «chk 0,19 § t 0.005 1T 0.045
7  Chilli powder pac 0,88 1t 0.018 13T 0.08
8 Dhania powder peo 0,62 4 ¢t 0,005 1t 0.043
{Ground Coriander)
9 Haldé (Termaric) tola 0,16 §t - it .00
10 Hara dhania (Coriander bunch 0,06 $ 0.015 4 .03
Leaves)
11 Salt pao 0.09 4 ¢t 0.002 14 t 0.006
12 Hater cup - - 2 -
13 Peas, shelled pao 0.37 % 0.12 4 0.24
(unshelled)
Total Cost : .. o Re. 0,787 Rs. 1,495
Cogt Per Portion .o oo Re. 0,26 Rs, 0,10
Size of Portion . . 1/3 cup 1/3 cup
Cooking Time .o .o 20 mtsa, 30 mts,
REMARKS 3 Appearance Dogiieahle
Odours Slaightly "
Flavours Moderately
Tenderness Tender
Juiciness Juicy

Prepared By @

College of Home Bconomics.



PROJECT ; METHOD SEBET RECIPS NO. vV
To evaluate by SuasT %o. &
Exporiment the

aew predust of

¥/e GENERAL NILLS INC, U.8.4.

o> e L - L UL 1 1 T 1 Lol STe>e" s

RECIPS : QEEMA - PBAS

8,¥0. INGREDIINTS METNOD
1, Onaien, eliced =]
2, Ghee Step-1: Fry Brown
Add:
3. Giager & Garlic greund |
4. Chilldi powder Step-2: Fry elightly
S. Dhania powder
6, Haldd
7. Hara Dhania ]
Add;
8. Beef qeenma =]
9. Extender (soaked ia Step-3: Pry till fragrance
hot water ie premounced
10. sllt -
Add;
11. Hater Step-4: Ceek till partially
tender
13, Peas, shelled Step=8? Cook coevered till temder

W e gPegl oo Shew ) o --------.—----------.------“..--.- Eodad Lod D4 Aol DoF LY D2 LF ToF

PREPARED BY: THB COLLEGE OF HOME ECONOMICS



TO BVALUATB BY BXPERIMWNT THBE ! BYPBRIMENT % RECIPE No, = VI
NBW PRODUCT OF M/S GEBNBRAL 4 SHBET ' SHEBBT No, - 1
MILLS INC, U.S.A. : :
RECIPB ¢ AALLOO GHOSHETH
] ! 1 SANPLES
— I L — _
"o i | INGREDIBNTS | UNITS | COST 1 Subetitute | g1 § Bubstitute
| i i Re. Lamb Chicken
i { | 4 t B t Coet Rs
1 Meat Substitute chk ? $ * 4 ?
2  Vater, hot cup - 3 - + -
3  Onions, medium pac 0,09 ¥ 0.06 )
)
4  Ghee (fat) chk 0,39 § 0.217 )
)
6§ Ginger, garlick, ground chk 0.19 ¢ ¢ 0,008 )
)
6 Dhania powder(Ground chk 0,18 f% 0.01 }
coriander) )
7 salt pac 0,09 1} t 0,006 g
8 Haldi (Termeric) tola 0,16 $4t - ; :1;:;:¥
9 Chilli powder chk 0,22 4t 0,009 ; To Sample -T
10 Water cup - 3 - ;
11 potatoes pso 0.19 4 0,09 g
13 Hara dhania (Coriander bunch 0,06 ¢ 0,01 g
Leaves)
Total Cost .o .o . Re. 0,407
Cost Per Portion .. .o o Rs., 0,10
Size Of Portion ., .o .. 4 cup
Cooking Time .. . . 48 mts,
RFEMARKS : Appearance Desireable Desireable
Odour Moderately Slightly
Flavour =d0=~ -(Q=
Tenderness Moderate Stight
Juiceness =doe —-d0=
Prepared By 1 College of Home Bconomcis,
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PROJECT: MBTHOD SHBET RBCIPB: NO, ¥I

TO BVALUATE BY GEXPERINBNT SHEBT: NO. 2
THB NEW PRODUCT OF M/S
GENBRAL MILLS INC. U.S.A,

W Wew WS Wos Wew P Yoo Now ) o e e mor —--".-.—----.--------—.---'-'-.--- WD e

RECIPB: AALOO GHOSHBTH

S.NO, INGREDIENTS MBTHOD

1, Onions, eliced, Step~1: Fry brown

2. Ghee Add:

3. Ginger & garlic, groun Step=2: Fry slight),

4, Dhania powder

6, Salt

6, Haldi

7. Chilli powder

8, Watar Step-3: Add, Cook titll
onions are soft,

9, Potatoes, cubed Step-4: Cook till tender,

10, Meat-gubstitute Step=5; Soak i1n hot water,

11, Hara dhania, chopped Step-6: Add eubstitute, hapn

dhania and cook on
alow hent for 15 mtc,

B R I e I N S e D D S e cee e Tew SN T e T e w3 Se e IEL mgm et e e e e -

PREPARED BY: COLLHEGE OF HOME BRCONOWIGCS
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GROUP DISCUSSIONS ON ACCBPTABILITY
OF MEAT EXTENDER QMB & MEAT SUBSTITUTE GL

masivuodldeen & assosialles aiomniled]
management and marketing consultants
roch court abdullah haroon road, karaciw,



GROUP DISCUSSIONS ON ACCEPTABILITY
OF NBAT BXTENDER GNE & NEAT SUBSTITUTS GL

Discuesions cenducted in March 1970
Report presested: April 1970,

4 REPORT ON GROUP DISCUSSIONS
NELD IN KARACHI

ronx
GENERAL MILLS INC, USA
BY

NASIRUDDEEN & ASS0CIATSS LIMITED
3RD FLOOR, ROCK COUET,
ABDULLAH HAROON ROAD, KARACHI
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A -~ General
B - Sample Sine

C = Place of diecussions and metheds
of ceatactiang the heusewives,

D - Dishes tested
B - Methed of collecting the date
F - Bxplanatien of ineeme brackets

and Pakistani terms ueed in the
text,

Summarieed findinge and ceaclusiens drawa from
Greup discuseions on Bxteander GMB,

Seamarised findings and conclusions drawm frem
Greup discucsions oa Subetitute GL,

Text of discussions on exteader QNS (14, 18, 1C, 1D)
Text of discuseionsen ssbotitute OL (24, 38, 3c, D)



INTRODUCTION

A - Genergl :

Thie repert preceats a full text and the summarieed
findéinge and eonclusiens érawm fream the group die-
eussiene hold in Karashi by Naeir-Ud-Deea & Associates
Limited for Geseral Nille Ine. USA. These éigcuseieone
were held in ordor te determine acciptibility smesnget
housewives for Gemeral Nille' preducts Meat Bxteader
GE and Meat Subotitute OL. Acsoptiliility was tested
for the follewing aspeste:

1, Acceptadility te qualities like taste, emell,
dite eote,

3, Acceptibility te a new product, In order te
gauge thig, 60X of the respendente were mot
tolé as to which eof the dishes was prepared
from meat analogue whilewithe other 60X the
ideatity of the dishes was revealed,

3¢ Acceptibility te am Americam product, This
was tested by dieclesing to SOX of the greupe
that the preduct was masufactured in America.
Hesitatien and eumspicien ameng these greupe
%as. compared with the greups to which thie
fact was set disclesed,

B - Sample Sige:

Bach of the preducte was tested on 4 groeups, BExteader
GiE was tested ea 34 hewsewives and esbetitute GL was
tested on 26 heusewives. This slight deviatiea fream
the original sample (whiekh had boem determined at 26
housouives fer each preduct) was due te the fast

that participants failed to tura up at the laet moment
and it was 20t poseible to get eubstituteg For each
group, howusver, a couple of extra heusewives were
iavited but ia spite of this, ia four of the groups,
last momeat iavitatiens haé to De iesued becasse leess
than 6 housewives turaed up eveatsally,

C - F_DX M D_OF CONTACTING
]

The four diecuesione fer each prodect were cemducted

in feur A & B inoeme aress, Ramely Nazimabad, Saddar,

Pir Illadi Bux Coleay ané P.3.C.H38. im erder to ebtain
as representative. a sample as possidle, Participante
were Reighbours of the perseas at wheae henses the
discussions were held, Invitations were issued a day

or twe belere the actual éiseugeion Oy a member of the
family at whose house the Siecuunion éuo.to take place and
the leader of the digscussien,


http:P.B.C.Mn

BISHES TES g

Bxteader GME was tested in the form of mimce with
peas (i.e. Qeema Matar) and Substitute GL was

cooked as meat curry with potatoes (i.e. aloo gosht).
In order to obtaia a comparative opimion these dishes
were served together with the ordimary misced meat
with peas and meat curry with potatoes respectively.
Ia order to eliminate eand bias 80X of the groups were
served the meat analogue dieh firet and the other

S0X were served the ordinary dish firet,

The two diehes were prepared in exactly the same
methods to ensure uniformity.

METHOD OF COLLECTING THE DAT) :

The discussions of all the groups were taped. Ia
order that the respoandents may mot become comnecious,
the recorder and the microphome were hidden.

llPLAlﬁTIOl OF INCOME BRACKETS AND THRMS
3

Income Categories: (Pamily Income)
A = above Rs 700/- per moath
81 - 8500 - €99 b b

l’ - 250 - 499 » "

Termes Used :

Aloo Gosht t Curry with large chuaks of meat
and potatoes.

Barys ¢ Small lump of powdered pulse
Gried iam the sum before being
cooked.

Gosht : Meat (large chunks)

Kerala : Bitter gourd

Qeema t Minced meat
Qeema latar : Minced meat with peas.



APPBARANCE:

TASTE:

BITE:

SMBLL:

SUMMARISED PINDINGS ARD CONCLUSIONS

DRAWN FROM GROUP DISCUSSIONS (NOS. 1A te 1D)

(EXTENDER OMEB)

Oa the whoele ne difference wae detected
between the extender mince and erdiamary mince
4a appearanse.

Thoere are indicatiens that ia taste, exteader

GME i0 olightly differeant frem ordimary miace.

Ia the gresps where the unut! of the dishes

wae set revealed, § - & particépante (eut of 13)
correctly identified the twe diches amd at least
three of them seomed to be most sure of what they
were saying. The partiqipgnse hewever could nmet
express what the maia differemce was except for a
very vague commeat like ‘It (exteader) does net have
that particulaer taste whieh ie preseant is meat'.

Bffect on the respendeats whea they kaew that

thoy were ¢ating the exteader: 4 large mumbder

of respondente o8 the taste of the extemder
though a very omgll prepertiea expressed a preference
for the extender mince over the ordinary minece.

Nome of the respendents whe kaew that they were
eating the extender gave a preference for it; they
either preferred the ordimary mimce eor eaid that
they coulé net cheose betwesn the twe., Oa the other
hasd whea respendents were aot teld as %o which was
the opsender miace, a scarly equal number gave the
three typeo of responses agnely'Preferred exteader’,
‘preferred ordinary® and *liked deoth of them'.

Thie was the main area where exgtynder GNE differed
from ordinary mince. The extesder mince was feund
te be softer by participaats ia all the greups.

In two of the greups the respendents said that it
tasted like fieh or prawm minee becanse of ite
softness, Ia greup number 1A, partiocipants were
pussled by the fact that doth the misce ¢ishes had
chunks of meat in them. They eaid thas the exteader
seemed te have been mineed in a machine while the
ordinary mince had bLeen mianced by hand.

There did not seem to bo any moticeadle difference
between the amell, of the extender and the ordimary
mince. Ia the groups where respoadents did mot kmow
which dieh was the exseader ae comments were made
about the emell; while three of the respendeants who
kanew that they were eatimg the exteader cemmented on
ite smell. Ae seea as the exteader was bdreught to
the table one of them said that it emelt differeat.
The other twe respondents (frem the other group)
after haviag tasted she exteader said that it smelt
a8 if 4t had been cooked in sesamw: 0il.



ACCEPTABILITY OF AN 7articipante whe kaew that the exteader

ANERICAR PROBUCT : wae an American preduct reacted semewhat ¢ifferent
from those whe did aet kaew gbest thisfact.
Oaly ene participant eut ¢f the twelve whe
¢i6 aot know that the extender was an American
produst showed some sert of suspicien. Oue
¢ the twe greups whieh kaew that the extemder
weo an American preodust reaeted rather anxiewely
a0 Af thoy wasted %0 bo rescsured that what
they had ecaten was set forbidden by their
religien. In the/gresp (i.0 greup Ne, 1A) [Other
ae hesitation was exhidited tewards the product.
It 1e folt that this was due so the very geod
relatiens detwees the participants and the
poeresen at whose house the discuseions were
bedng held and alee:te the faet that she was
a peecticiag muelim. They trueteé her aand
felt that she would 2ot let them eat anythiag
that wae Povbidden by the relifiea.

OTEER FACTORS: Respendents indicated thas the maia factors
which would make them decide whether to buy
the exteader or not would be the prlce,
preservation ané coavesience/time saved durinmg
ite preparatiean.

The nusritional value did not seem to be a
esignificant peint, A very small propertioa
mentioned thie facter evem after it had deen
brought up by ese of the participaste ia the
group.

Seme of the respondents were of the epimioa
that this preduct sheuld be geed for vege-
tarians and useful on meatless days. 4 peint
brought up by one of the respendents was that
what wae the use of adding erdinary mimce to
the extender. This gquestien 4sdicated that
ohe folt that this weuld ianvelve as much time
and offert as ia ecoeking ordimary miace.

One of the poiate which emerged ia grewp
No. 1D wae censumers' belevabdility ia adver-
tisements. Ome of the respondents commeanted
that you may advertise the fact that this
preduct has all the autritionsl values
preseat ia fresh meat, but met every body A
going to believe that, at least I will smet,

CONCLUSIONS 8ignificant peiste which emerged from the se
discuseions are as follews :

1. Is appearance there wae ne differesce
between the ordimary mince and the
extender,

3. Ia taste, the extemder emerged as being
olightly differeat from the ordimary
mince.



4.

7.

In bite, it wae slightly softer thaa
ordiaary mince.

In emell there was no aoticeabdle
difference botween the two.

Acceptability was lewer ameng these
respondents whe know that the extender
Wa® an Americas product,

Price, coavenience/time esaved ia cooking
and presegpatien are the plus points of
this preduct and would bde the major
deciding faeters for ite purchase.

Houeewives 4id mot give much thought

to the mutritienal value of the extemder
thus indieasing that they do not
conscicusly plan their daily diet
accordingly.

Oa the whole, the extemder seemed to be
acceptable in appearance, taste and emell.
In bite however it was eofter than ordisary
mingce. It ie hewever felt that the final
acceptability will be determined by these
factors gid. factore like price, coaveaience
and time saved ia its preparatioa



SUMMARISED FINDINGS AND OONCLUSIONS
DRAWN FROM GROUP DISCUSSION NOS., 24-3D

(SUBSTITUTE GL)

APPBARANCE : The general epinien .bout the appearance
of Subetitute GL was that it leeked more
1ike mince thaa meat because the chumke
wore net large emough.

TASTE A majority of tae participants liked the
taste of the subetitute, but they commented
that the substitute tasted more like minced
meat thaawhole meat. Is greups where the
1deatity of the dishes was revealed, most
of the respendents were of the epimios that
oven if they did mot kaow what they were
esating, they wesld have theught that it wae
oréinary minced meat.

In the growpe where the ideatity of the
dishes was not revealed, respondeats at omce
detected which dieh had been prepared frem
the substitute ; when respondents were asked
how they had determined the differemce, some
of them said that the subdstitute dieh ¢id
not have the taste of meat which was preseat
ia the ordinary meat diesh.

When respendents kaew that they were eating
the Subetitute, they did net express aay
verbal hesitation fewards it though overt
hesitations weire asticed. It was obeserved
that respondeants were mere hesisant in
tasting the subetitste dish matlier wigy the
real meat curry

BITE The bite of the Sudetitute was founéd to be
sigaificantly éifferent from that of erdimary
mince. A very large proportios expressed
that the eubstitute wae softer than erdinary
meat. Twe of the participants said that it
was epongelike and rubbery while 2 remarked
that ia softnees the Substitute was juet like
meat which had deen overdeeked or like meat
which had been boiled before deing coeked,

SMELL Neo eignificant difference emerged between
the smell of the substitute asd that of
ordinary meat. In fact thie aspect was not
at all neticeable except to eme respondeat
(from the greup to which the ideatity of
the dishes was discloesed). She said that
when the meat dich was breught te the table
there was a distinct smell of meat. This
omoll wae miseing when the subetitute was
breught te the table. Oaly eme participast
agresd with her, the othere did sot make
any comments whatsoever.



ACCEPIABILITY OF AN
AMBRICAN PRODUCT

OTHER FACTORS

CONCLUSIONS

3=

There were definite imdicatioms that
avareness of the faot that the product
was American affested ite acceptaAbility
Ia the two groups which kaew thas thie
product was Americam, it was noticed
that participante shoewed greater
hesitation towarde tastiag it and
exhibiteé suspicion towarde it.

Participaats wanted to kaow the
advantages of this product and expressed
the opinien that if it were cheaper and
more convenieat ia cookimg it ceuld be
accepted as a substitute for minced
meat.

A majority of the respondents were of
the epinion that if it could be kept inm
the houee thea it would be very useful
on meatless days esince most of them did
not like the taste of meat kept im the
refrigerator while some of them did aot
own a refrigerator. It wae aleo
mentioned that the smubstitute should
come ia very haandy during umexpected
vieiy from guests.

A very small proportioa of respondents
were anxieus to kaow about the autri-
tional values of the subetitute. This
ie am imdicator of the fact that house-
wives are met really particular about
this factor,

Aleo, some participante inquired as to
what variety of dishes could be preparnd
with 4it,

One point which cropped up durisg the
discussionswae the absence of bomes -
ose respoadent was of the opinion that
aowadays there are more bomes than meat
80 the subetitute would be an advantage
in thie respect. Oa the other hand,

one participant felt this to be a die-
advantage eayiang that she and her family
loved te chew on the bones.

Significant pointe emerging from the
group discussions are as follows:

1. Is appearance it wae more like minced
meat rather tham whole meat.

3. The taste of the substitute was quite
favourable though. mot as whole meat
but as® mimced meas,

3., Ia bite, the 'substitute wae softer
thas ordinary misce.



4. Ia emell, 20 difference wae
reperted bdetween the substitute
dish and the meat dish.

6. The accoptability of the substitute
wae affected megatively by the
knowledge of the fact that it wae
as Amerieam product,

6. Pactors like price, avenience
is cooking and preseVatioa emorged
as importaat factogs which could
affect the accepm Bllity of the
Substitute.

7. It was found that housewives are
80t very particular abdbout
astritional values is their daily
diet.

On the whole these discuesioas revealed
that Subetitute GL wae not acceptible

a8 a sudbstitute for whole meat. Oa the
other hand it wae acceptable as
substitute for minced meat ia appearance,
taste and emell. The oaly differeace
detected detween the substitute and
ordinary mince was ia the bite ; the
substitute was foumd to be softer in
bite thas ordismary minmce.



GROUP DISCUSSION NO. 1A

BEXTENDBR GMB ve QBEMA MATAR

ARBA :NAZIMABAD

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 Sroup 31 - 40 Income Bracket B1
5. Age Group 41 - SO Income Bracket B2
6. Age Group Above 80 Income Bracket Bi
L: Leader

Dieh served firet: Bxtender GMB

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

Facts revealed during introduction: L. High protein product

prepared from Soys beans
2. American product

Facte hidden: 1. Which of the two dishes has been

4:

L to 1

2&5

4 &8

L:
33

prepared from the extender
(Bxtender GMB is now served)

What is your opinion about the appearance of this dieh ?
It looks exactly like qeema

It is exactly qeema to look at

It is just like qeema in both taste and appearance

And what is your opinion ?

It looks just like qeema to me

Agree with 1

Hhat about its taete ?

As T said before it tastes juet like geema should taste
That's right

It looks like qeema alright, but doesn't taste like qeema
Why do you say that it doesn't taete like geema ?

Well ..... (pause) ..... maybe because I know .....

It tastes rather nice

How do you find it with respect to chewing ?

{All agree that is is juest like qeema)

{Talking of taste} The taste is O.I'., in fact it is quite
nice, but it does not have the taste of real qgeema ... that
is, it does not have that particular taste of meat which
real geema hae

(Feeling the geema with her hand) Look it hase pieces of

beef in it s0 it muet be real qgeema (to her neighbour)

Juet feel it and eee.

What about its colour ?

(All agree that it is like ordinary qeema)

Pause



It seems to be geema though it may not be so

It is a bit eoft

(Agrees but is doubtful for again feeling the chunks
of beef esays) Look at these .....

Ordinary qeema is now served

(Very emphatically) This is real qeemg

(Somewhat uncertainly) This ie geema, but (feeling it)

in both there are chunks of beef

This one has not been minced properly

Agrees

Thie one has been mimed by hand while the first one

was mineed in a machine

Yee that one wae softer

Thie one tastes very nice

Yes it is good

Agrees

I feel that this one tastes better

In what ways ?

There seems to be a slight ditference in spices -~ the first
one tasted somewhat different

That ie becauee the first one had been minced by machine
while this one hae been minced by hand

I don't think that's the difference, beeause in the firet
one too there were chunks of beef

«es but fewer and it was finely ground

No one can guese as to whether it was finely ground or whether
it was something entirely differeat

There is not much difference for one to say that they are
different things - both are very nearly the same

No difference at all - except in the mincing

Yes, the firet one wae softer

Since we were told that there is a di.ference in the two
Wwe are looking for the difference; had we not known this, the
tWo would have seemed very much eimilar

Do you find any difference in chewing the two ?

There ie no difficulty in chewing wither

The first one was softer and therefore easier to chew

Yes

I don't like this one (ordinary)

That'e right the firet one was better - this is slightly
difficult to chew

This one is ordinary @ince

Why do you say that ?

Because that one was finely ground and .....(pause) ...

A® compared to this one, the firet one seems somewht tasteless
Yee ~ 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 ...

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

As qeema, I prefer this one - the first one was too soft

I feel that if thie one had been minced in q machine, there
would be no difference betmeen the two

There ie not much difference between the two - only the firet
one was slightly softer
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In this one there seem to be more spicees and ghee than in the
firet

There is not much difference between the two, but when you
tell me which ie which, I would aleo like to know why there
are chunke of meat in both

Both are nice ...... in their own ways

Neither has a bgd taste

That's right, but the firet one was better

Which one do you prefer in appearance ?

The firet one because the second one is thicker

In taste, the second one is better, while in appearance
I prefer the 1st one

Firet one wae better in all reepects

They are now told as to which ie which

On feeling it and tasting it, I knew that the first one

Wa® not real mince, but had I been 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

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

Though it is not real qeema, it is very good and I would
like to buy it seees

+-+80 would I provided that it ie easier to cook and cheaper
than minced beef

Could you show us a eample of your product ?

After seeing the sample
It looke like fish feed

It'e a nice thing
I should like to try it out if you could give me a sample

Yes I'd aleo like eome

All the participants asked for eamples to try it out,
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GROUP DISCUSSION NO. 1 B

BXTBNDER GMB ve QBBEMA MATAR

ARBA 3 SADDAR
PARTICIPANTS :
1. Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket B
2. Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bradet A
3. Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
4, Age Group 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
L. 18 Age Group 31 - 40 Income Brgcket A
6. Age Group Above 50 Income Bracket A
L. Leader
Dish eserved first : Qeema Matar
L: Introduces the participante to the topic of the discussion
Facts revealed during introduction: High protein product
prepared from Soya Beans
Facts hidden} 1. American product
2. Which of the two dishes has been
prepared from the extender
Ordinary mince is now eerved.
1: It looke exactly like ordinary qeema
6: Yes the colour and general appearance is of qeema
2,4
& 5 Agree
: In taste I donlt think that is is ordinary qeema
there is a slight difference
¢ In what respect ?
s It is hard to say but the taste is slightly different Erom
the taste of mutton
6: Agreee
33 No, in taste and appearance, it is just like qeema
4: Agree with 3

L to 2 What 6o you think ?

2:
6:

L:
4:

6::
2&8
b ¥

3
43

It looks like ordinary qeema but doesn't taste like
ordinary qeema

The difference is very slight and since I have been told
about it. I can detect the difference

Hhat about it's bite ?

It is juet like ordinary qeema

The othere all agree
Bxtender is now served

(After tasting it) This is not the real one

Hhy do you say that ?

After having eaten the first one, I detected at once that

thie one has not been prepared from fresh meat

No, this one tastes more like ordinary qeema than the first one
Agree

Both of them have a very good taste but I feel that the firet
one was made from ordinary qeema

Agrees with one

1 preferred the firet one in taste - it ves jucier and tasted just
1ike qeema should taste, though thie one is not bad either.
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to §:

Which one did you prefer with respect to taste ¢
Thie one

Agrees

Well I 1iked both of them

Did you find any difference in the bite ?
Definitely thie one is softer than the first one

The othere all agree

Hhat about its appearance

In appearance shess is no difference at all, bdboth

look similar

Yes, looking at them one can't say that they are different
Agree

Could you tell us which ie which ?

Thie fact is revealed

How does one cookk it ?

Explaine

What is the point of mixing it with ordinary w

qeema

I suppose it would be more economical

God knows what you have made ue eat, but whatever

it wase, it wae very delicioues.I don't think that it is
easy to detect the difference

Yes, especially if you don't know what it is

1 would like to take some home to prepare it to eee what
it's 1like

I don't think I would take it home

1, 2, 3, and 5 ask for samples
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Bxtonder GNB Ve, Qoems Matar
BA s PIR _ILLARX BUX COLORY

PARTICIPANTS 3

1. Age Group 91 - 30 Iancome Bracket A
2, " . 21 - 30 . v A
e . » 31 - 40 . " T s
4, . " 31 - 40 bod " | 1]
'. L ” ‘1 - ao - ] '1
([ 1 " " abeve 80 " " 31
L Leader

Dieh eorved firet : Bxteader GMB

L Iatreduces the participante to the tepic of the diecussion?
Facte revealed during introduction
1. High proteia product prepared from Soya bean.

3, Which of the two dighes has deen prepared from
the exteader.

Facte hidden : 1, American Product.
(Bxtender GMB is mow servesd)

;t looke just 1like ordinary Qeema,

[ ] 1Y
That'e right but the taste is quite different.
There's & let of differeamce in the taste.
It loeke like ordimary meat, but tastes differeat,

e 4i1What do you thiak ?
I agree with Mre... (1).
(Yery emphatically) Yee it doee look like ordimary Qeema
but tsetes different, ite eofter and has a flaveur of
sesame. oil ia it,
It taetes good ané could be used instead of real Qoeema
(Hositantly) it dees have a elight flavews ia it,
1 agree that it tastes good bdut it 49 slightly sweet,
What ie your opinioa regardiag ite bite ?
X thiak that it dis elightly sefter tham erdimary Qeema,
Yes, in chowing ite more like f4ied or prewa mince rsther
than meat miace,

3 It ie sefter,

All the othere agree with 3,
(Qe /ma Matar is now served)

b mOULR
® gt es 0 wew

[~} (X 1 K ] [ )
- o o o

[ (Immediately) Thie one looks exactly like the first one.
The others agree.

2 The twe are moet definitely different in taste,

L Ia what way ?

2: Well (heeitates) this one tastes more like meat than the
firet ene, .

1 Both of them taste goed, but the first one had a slight
smell of oil im 4%,

¢ 3 I ales thiak that the firet one had a olight emell = as
i€ 4t bad been ceoked in secams 0ilj

3 Yes ~ it had some sort of sweetmess ia it too

4 (Nesitantly) There is a slight d¢ifference in the two and
one could put it dowm to spices.

6 The twe are differeat ia taste and I think that the main

difference is that the firet ene wase softer, this ome tastes
more like mince sheuld taste =~ eme caa feel it ia the bite,
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Of the two which did you prefer ?

Ite hard to say bdecause the difference is very elight
asd both have been cooked well.

I agree that bdoth are deliciows, but even so I prefer
the eecond.

Why ¢

Because as lNrs. (8) has said, wailet chewing this

one, one gets the feel of muttos mince, the firet one
was tee eoft for that.

te 4 :What do you thiak ?

[ g
(-]
[

e o2 oo oo

e o0 we oo

I don't know....(pavee of 34 seconds) I can't detect
what the difference i1e¢ and I 1ike beth of them.

Doa‘t you feel that the firet ome is softer.

Yos, it ie elightly softer, but that does mot affect
the taste drastically.

I thiak that the first ome was softer and it aleo

had a olight sweetness iam it which one does nmot find
is ordinary mince.

This sweetnese as you call it ie a flavour which die
promisent whem f00é is cooked ia sesame 0il.

You are right. Amy how, I preferred the second one.
The firet ome wae different from this mince but very
slightly, so that if we had not known about the
difference, I'd have thought that ite becawse the

2 have been cooked slightlydifferently,

What do you thimk ?

I 1liked both of them.

I read abost this product just the other day.

I haven't read about it, .

I think that it is a very good thing and that it
should become quite popular.

Bspecially if it is cheaper thanm ordinary mince.
Did yow cook it im o0il ?

No, it wae cooked im Banaspati Ghee.

Thea that means that there ie a eweetness in it
which was not present in the ordinary Qeema.

Discussion on how the Qeema was cooked.

All participants asked for eamples to try it out,



GROUP DISCUSSION NO, 1D
Bxtender GNE Ve, Qeemg Matas

Aveas: P.B.C.A. 8,

PARTICIPANTS :
4 Age Greup 21 - 30 Inceme Bracket A
’ L] [ ] ,1-“ » " ‘
H " * 31 - 40 . . A
) » " 31 - 40 hd . A
[} » L] 41 - ‘o L] LJ A
[ ] . "  abeve 80 . . A
L Leader
Dish Served Firet: Qeemg Matr
L. Introduces the participante te the topic of the diecuesions

L
t S

Facte revealed during iatrodsction :

1, High preteia product prepared frea Soya Deans.

3. Mmerican preduct.

3o Which of the twe dishes has been prepared
from the exteader,

(Qeema Matar ie new eerved)

This leoke just like erdimary Qeema.
Agrees
It ia geemg teo loek at,

The others all agree.

It tastes like Qeema.
No. It dees ot taste exactly like Qeema, there seems to
be something mixed in it,

Yes it does mot taste exactly like muttem geema.
I told yeu that it ie erdimary muttes qemua,

But I feel that there is eome differemce ia it, It does
EOt have that particular taste which erdinary meat bae.
To me it tastes just like meat,

Yes it dees, and (feeling it) juet feel it, it ie exactly
like meat,

Yos it has ehrede® im it just like in ordiamary meat.

(Bxtender is now served)

(ae the extender is breught te the table) Thie ome ie
defisitely aot the real muttea geema,

You bavea't tried it ae yes,.

Yes, but ae coon ae you brought it te the table there was

s particular smell whieh was differeant frem that of erdimary
meat,

Alee the first ene had shreds of meat in it.



6:
3
6:
3
2,4

&8
[ H

(After tasting)

When chewing the firet ome I felt that I was oating

meat whilet the bite of this one feels 1ike .....

Cotten weel

That'e right

1 am oure that thie qeema is the eeya bean oane, from ite
smell and taste

Agree

(Agreeing says) If this qeema were givea to someene without
being teld that ite ¢ifferent thea teo ehe would wante to
know what hae been added iz the meat for it dees sot taste
1ike meat at all.

There is a peculiar seftaess in this one

Yoo it is 1like flowr

Is both taste and bite it ie mot like meat geems at all
Leaving aside the difference between the twe, what is your
epinien abeut the taste of this eme ?

It i quite geod

But it cammet take the place of meat

If 4t were cheaper than meat them it would be alright

Bves if it were cheaper, I would mot buy it if I could very
well afferd te buy fresh meat, dut people who are tight oa
meney may use it though they weuld have to get used to its
taste firet. Isa't that oo ?

Agree

There is alee a flavour of plants ia thie one

You said that thie preduct is being manufactured ia America ?
That's right

I .o’. it i net oo-o.(..“'." eevece ?

I it ie made frem seya beans them te give it a meat flavour

they must be addiag meat essemce to it and if the essence is Americas,

1:
|

42
L:

6:
1

it weuld het be oou“.#l‘.‘) eee?

One reason why I weuld met use this product is that in meat
there is a certais ameunt of preteims etc which are essentisl
for enes daily diet and my children must have meat

Well seya beans are proteian rich and this preduct has beoen
prepared ia euch a way that it hae all the autritiosal valuwes
that are preseat ia erdimary meat. Mereover, I do mot thiak
that any essence ies added durimg the processiag of thie
preduct

You may advertiece the fact that thie product hae all the
astritional values present im fresh mest b3t mot everybody
is goimg to believe shat, at lesst I will meot

Agrees

Thie thiag should be good for vegeterians and should aiso
prove seeful oa meatless daye

Yes, it would be very hamdy on meatless daye

It is met bad im taste, but the thiamg is that it is very
different from erdinary meat

Yes it ie not bad dut at the eame time it is mot ®0
extraordinarily weaderful that ome raves abost it and wants
to ceok it immediately feor the family

Hell, it definitely cannet be compared ® the real thiag

I think that once in a while I coeuld wse it as a dish
additional to a meat dish but I deo set thiak that I would uee
4t as a substitute D2 meat

Ne matter how sheap it were, I weuld not use itisetead of meat
De you thiak there is any éifference bLetween the twe ia
appearance ?

Neae whatseever

Beth 100k similar

All agree
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Look even the feel of this qeems ie ditferent.Real geema
has some shreds in it while this one does not

{(Feeling it) but it does have shreds of meat in it,

Why is that eo ?

That is because it Nae. beex mixed with meat.

Bow wae it cooked ?

Discuseion veers off to how it is
cooked etc. None of the participants
ask for samples.
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PARTICIPARTS 3

1. Age Grewp 81 - 30 Income Bracket A
3 » " 31 - 30 . " ) 1]
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Dieh seorved firgt : Subetitute GL
Introduces the participants to the topic of the discueeion,

Facte rovealed duriag imtroductioa s
1. High protein product prepared from Soya Deans.
3, American Company

Facte hidden : 1. Which of the twe dishes has been prepared
frem the Substitute

(Substitute OL ie now served)

What ie your opimiom about ite general appearance ?

It looks very mice.

Yes, juet like ordimary mince.

Ia taste it ie very good.

VYery delicious.

Nae Barys® flavour?

Ie this real mince or mot ?

What 4o yos thimk ?

It looke like mince alright but does not exactly taste like
mince thoeugh ite delicioms.

Thate right it doesa't taste like meat Qeems.

It tastes mere like minced figh with potatees and emall
tomatoes®® added for taste,

I thiak ite minced Veef,

It hae a slight flaveur of prawme.

Taste goed, but not 1ike minced beef.

051 What ie your opinies about its taete ?

It taetes very good, but.........

I must eay that it has beeu cooked well.

It does have a slight flavour of beef, but still there is
some differeace from the erdinary beef miace.

- 80,Ite more like prawme.

I think you are right, it dees have prawa flavoer ia it.
No, it ctestes like Bifya.

In bite what ip it iike?

Ia bite it i very much di!toro-tlgro- minced beeof,
Mineed bdeof has to be chowed, for l‘}.lltt period, while
prawss and fish are softer and sse 'g.to chew,

Thate right this mince is softer tha grdinary minced bdeef
or muttea, Vo

I don't find much difference (in bite) Xp thie misce from the
ordisary misce, though no deudt thie ome i elightly softer.
It ie defimitely softer. F
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Sesond dish (Adeo Ooolt) made frem ordimary beeof
ie eorves. .

(esill salking of GL) 1 If it were prawmne, hew 6o you
asceunt for these pieces

Whatover it i9, ite deliciews

Yeo.

(About aloe gosht) : Thie is real beef.
Of ceurse it i,
All the sthers ales agree.

This 49 alee very delicious,
Bveryone agress.

Both the dishes are aice,

Yes, all the spices were put ia the right prepertien,
Tastee like Kerma = very geood,

What wae the mince made of?

Whagever it was made of, it wae deliciows

..'. it WA 80C.cccvoes

He have eatean it witheut kaowing what it was

80 if it wae any such thing, we have net adnned ané Ged
will fergive ud; ‘theee whe made us eat it are the sinners.

I have already told you what ite made frem,

Bven thea who kaewe.

Anyhow ao=(6) said we have net simned.

Whatever it is, beth were delicieus.

Yes both are geod, but I preferred the firet onme (GL).
That's right, if I were to rate it, I weuld rate thas

(GL) firet.

Wy ¢

BeCaus® scccvccones

esscccceWe always have this (Aloe gosht), eo it is quite
ordinary,

Both the Qeema and the Aloo gosht were doltctono.

Yoo,

If such a product were ea the market weuld you buy it ?

Yes, why mot, when meat is se expensive Af this were cheaper
then we'd surely buy it,

In fact this weuld prove te be time saving

Of cewrees.

It weuld preve to be very useful especially es meatless days.
Would you like te loek at the preduct ia its usceoked state,
Yoo, of course.

(After seeingmd feeling it)

Now 49 it te be ceeked,

In .l.ctl’ the eame WRY B@ssccccne

I suppese you use the same spicés.

That'e right (explaims hew to uee it).

Takes oaly 10-16 miautes to coek, thatBvery aice,

I euppose ene can keep it for a leng timO.scscssssessdt
doosn’t go badl

Ne.

Ite very much like fieh or pramae.

Yes, has tastv of fieh,

4 of the participants gets up and the discuseion
breake.

® Barya: Aemall lump of powlirel pulse dried in the oun
befere beiag ceoked,

Y No tematoes were iancluded uhilet cookinmg.

None of the participaste asked for samplet.
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PARTICIPANTS 3
de Age Geoup 33 - 30 Income Bracket A
’. » [} " - ” [ ] ]
3o b L) 31 - & ] [ ] 3§
4. » " 3140 " " A
.p . . t § 3 40 " " 1§
( 19 " " 4] =« [ 1.] L] [ ] A
7 " *  abeve 50 . bl 'y
L1 Leader
Dieh Served firet 1 Ales Gesdt
L3 Iantreduses the participante te the tepic of the diecussionl

Fasts reovealed duriag istrodustion s
ie Nigh preteia product prepared frem Seya Bean,
Facte biddes 8 1, American predusst

8. Which of the twe dishec has beea prepared
frem the Budetitute.

(Ales Gosht ie now served)

71 It looks just like alee goshs,

2 Yee it does & (tasting it) it alee tastew like aloe gosht.

11 Ite been cesked.very well,. " a9 we ceek it at home aad
it leeks aice ses.

31 It tastee alright, just like alee gosht.

Lto 7: You haven't tasted it as yot.

7 (Ssepicicusly) Well me, It dees leek like muttes, dut
I don's know WRAE cceccccnne

L N Den't worry I éen't think she (indicating the hostess)
would have invited we if it was net alright, .

6 Well, ene aever kaews.

414 It leoke and tastes se much like muttes that it ceuld mot
be aaythiag elee.

7 (afster sastiag) I agree that is tastes juet like ales goeht.

[ B Yoo and ite delisiene,

| W] Agreos with §,

L Now 6o you find it with respect to bite?

LN} Juet like erdinary mutten,

Others &t Agreoc.

(Substitute GL is now served)

73 Thie 49 20t gosht,

L N} It leeke like minse.

8 It ie just 1like mince.

1,3,4,8: Agree that 18 leeks like mince.

11 (after tasting it) It tastes very aice, but aot like alee gosht,

{ N You, ite mere like miace ia taste.

7 (Suspiciensly) Yeu caié yeu'd ba giviang us gesht and nsw yeu
sorve ninee ~.00d alene kasws what it really 48,

Ls WAy don’t you taste it and make up your owm mind?

7 (VYery hesitatiagly tastes a littls) It is mere mince thas
goohs but ite ¢different frem erdinary mince it dees not
have that particular taete of mess.

Ls Den's yos 1like it ¢

7 It has been cooked very well & ite delicieus, but that

particular flaveur whish you got in meat mince ie mieeing,



You are right and I think that thie minne is sefter
thas ordiasry mince, ¢hat'e

Ia fact § thiak that/the main difference between this
minse and ordisary mince, etheruise ia taete, it ig
quite alrighs,

2 to 43 What do you thiak ?
'
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Thie mince ie delicious & I am ae yet net certain that
ite aet erdinary minse, may be its just everceoked and
thate why ise softer.

I dea's think I really like it,

Wy ¢

WHell (pause of 9«3 Seconds) I dan’t say why but its just
differeat from ordisary meat,

I dea’t thiak thet the difference is really se marked,
Agrees

How d0 you find it with regards taste ?

Ite alright,

And bite ?

Slightly sefter.
WHell I thiak that that is the maia differeace betweea the twe,

Is that all that you want te kaow? If ¢o, I weuld like te
ese what you have made us sat teday.

Yos lete see what it ie like im its unceoked state and thea
we cad at least be gure that ite aethimg.c.ocoee

Yeos.

Before showing it there is ene mere thing, which of thees

2 diches ¢id¢ you prefer?

The first one of ceurese.

Yoo, at least it wae real meat.

Ite net fair te ssk for preference, besause one wag mince
while the ether was Ooeht, both were nice in their owa Ways.

Agrees. .
I¢ there wae & cheice between the 2, I weuld take the firet

one,

why ?

Beesuse I know what it is.
What abeut you,

I likedé beth of them,

8¢ ¢id I,

Subestitute GL is mow shewn te the participaats.

It yoeu could oaly have larger pieces, it would loek like
mest,

8o what, I don't thiak I would wee it,

There 40 no barm 4ia weing it

I much prefer the matural to the eysthetic,

I should like te try it out if yew could spare some,

Bxcept for 7 & 3, all the participante ask for sample
to try them out,



GROUP DISCUSSION 32C
SUBSTITUTS GL ve ALOO OOSHT
ARBA: Pir Bllaghi Bux Coloay

PARTICIPANTS
1. Age Group 21 - 30 Income Bracket Bi
2. Age Oroup 23 - 30 Income Bracket B3
3. Age Grouwp 21 - 30 Income Bracket B2
4, Age Growp 31 - 40 Income Bracket A
§. Age Growp 31 - 40 Iacome Bracket A
6. Age Group 41 - §0 Iacome Bracket A
7. Age Growp above §0 Isncome Bracket Bi
L: Leader
Dieh served firet: ssubstitute GL

L: Iatroduces the participante to the topic of the

discussion:

Facte revealed during introdection:

i. High proteis product prepared from Soya Beans
ii, Which of the two dishes has been prepared from
the substitute
114, Americas product

GL ie now eerved.

L: What is your opinioa about this dish?
6: It looks very nice
: Yes it looks very aice
7: The colour amd gemeral appearance ie like aloo qeema
not aloo gosht
2: It tastes juet like aloo qeema and aleo looks like aloo
qeena
4: I 1ike it in taste and appearance - its juet like aloo
qeema
L to 1: What is your opimiom about it?
: It tastes very nice, just like aloo qeema cooked at home
| H Its not like aloo qeema at all in taste, It has some
sort of bitteraese
3: I aleo think that it tastes different
L: Ia what way?
: It does mot bave that particular flavour of meat
6: In fact it tastes like meat that hae been kept in the
fridge for two or three days
3 It has some sweetness in it
L ¥ You are right (pauses for a couple of seconds) ... it

is most peculiar, but together with bitternees, there
ies also some sweetaess in it.

& (Hesitantly) I aleo thimk that it ie Gifferent from the
ordiaary aloo qeema

6: Aleo in chewimg it is 1like rubder

6: Yoo ite eoft and rubbery

7: It does have a softness but to me tha®w the only difference
between it and ordimary aloo qeema

1«4 Agree that it ie soft

Ordisary aloo goeht ie now served

§: This ome looks like aloo gosht

6: Yes, the chumke of meat are larger

4: In colour both were similar, but the only difference is
that the firet one looked more 1like qeema than thie one.

6 Its mot only that. Whea yow brought this one to the table

there was a distinct smell of meat which wase miseing in the
first one
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That's right. 1In taste however I don't detect any difference
except that the first one wae softer and I ofcourse find that
an advantage because of my teeth

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

What do0 you think ¢

There is a lot of difference ian teste. Thie ene has more
taste of meat than the first one

Would you buy the first one ?

No, I don't think I would

If it were cheaper I think that I would

What about you ?

Well... (hesitates for two seconds) .. I liked the first one,
it meted rather nice but it was quite different from ordinary
meat and I don't think that I would cook it

I don't think there is much difference in taste, If it were
served in the form of qeema then nobody would realisy that

it is different. As gosht, however, it would not be acceptable
because of the softness and aleo the fact that it has no bones
«e {(hedtates 2 seconds) .. most people ... at leant in my famil:-
everybody loves to chew the bones

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

Does that mean that you did not like the first one ?

No, it has been cooked rather well and in that respect therc
is not much difference between the two, the difference is in
the flavour, thie one has a distinct flavour of meat and alsc
in bite the first one did not give the feel of meat

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 geema

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

The firet one is different, but not markedly so and if it were
sorved by iteelf, one would not be able to detact the difference
because it looks juet like geema and has been cooked like qeema
The only difference in the first one was that it tasted like
stale geema which had been kept in the fridge for a couple of
daye - it had that same softness and sponginess and as someone
just 8aid one would not be able to say that it is not meat
(pauses for 3 seconds) .. I would not cook it because sosce.

I would not use it either

I don't see why not

What about you ?

Well I don't really know, it would depend on the price and,..
(interrupting 2) You did say thg this was an American Product
Yes

I hope its ,.... (hesitates)

Since it is not a meat product but a vegetable product you
need not have doubts on the point

Still,.. one never knows what one's eating

(pause)

You were saying somwthing about the price °

I said that if it were cheaper and easier to prepare, T may use
it

Explaine how it is prepared

I suppose that it can aleo be kept in the house ?

Yes

If it cooks faster than meat then I would definitely

use it for it would save me money on kerosene oil



If it can be stored in the house, then th.#o very

good for as I do not have a fridge and cannot keep meat
I can use this product on meatless days

Agreees

In spite of all thie I don't think I would buy
something that ie not real

You woéuld get used to it, Just see how people are
using banaspati these days when at one time they would not
even dream of using it

Hell that was different

Not at all

Discuseion veers on to banaspati

The ideatity of the dishes was revealed to this group

right from the begining.It wae moticed that three of

the participants were very hesitaat to taste the sample

:::dn:t .ad served themeelves with very little of the
ender Qeema, although when the ordinar

was served tho; bad more of it, a1y Qeoma matar

At the end of the discuesion only 4 & 7 usked for samples,



GROUP DISCUSSION NO. M

SUBSTITUTS OL ve ALOO GOSHT

ARBA: PICHS

- 30 Income
- 30 Income
- 40 Income
- 40 Income
- 40 Income
- 80 Income

Bracket
Bracket
Bracket
Bracket
Bracket
Bracket

A a2 2 3 53

Dieh served firet: Aloo Gosht

PARTICTPANTS:

1. Age Group a1
3. Age Group 2
3. Age-Orenp 31
4. Age Group 31
S. Age Group 31
6. Age Group 41
L: Leader

L:

3
2:
L:

1
6:
2:

2
6:
2:
1:

4:
63
5:

L:
6}

3:
2

Introduces the participants to the topic of the discussion
Facts revealed during introduction: 1. High protein product
9. Which of the two dishes had
been prepared from the substitute

prepared from soya bsasne.

Facts hidden: American Product

(Aloo gosht is now served)

This looks exactly 1like ordinary meat

Yeo

As I told you, it is ordinary meat

Tastes good

Just as we cook itat home
Like ordinary meat
She has told ue that it is ordinary meat

Taste ie quite alright

Agrees

Substitute GL is now served

Thie oune looks different

It looke more like geema than gosht

Tastes 0K

The chunke should be larger
It has a good taste, but there is g distinct flavour of

Kerala® in it
You are right

It does have some bitterness
ese Ao if kerala and qeems

Or as in ordinary meat, there is dightly more salt
It could be that the onions have been browned more

Pause

What about ite bite
In bite it ie not much different, in fact it is softer

than ordinary meas.

Yeo

I think that if you had not told ue as to which dish wae
prepared from ordinary meat we wodld mot have

detected the difference
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Yes, then we would not have known the difference.

& 4 : Agree.

a s oo

e

Now that I kaow which ie which, I cas make out the difference.

grdi:nry meat miance ie jucier while this has some dryness
1} .

Is thie eotuff cheaper than meat ?

The price is as yeot uadecided.

It should be cheaper since Soya Beans are 90 very chesp.
At the most the price should not exceed Re 3/~ per seer.
What about ite nutritious valme, is it the eame as meat.
This preduct ie very rich ia protein and hae the same
nutritioue value as meat.

This mince, it taetes just 1like mince which ie first
boiled and them cooked

Yes, it has that softnese and has a slightly less taste
of meat than ordinary mince

Yes, ae Mre.«(1) just said, it has the bitterness of
Kerala in it - If you cook mince and potatoes there is
more flavour of mince tham potatoes, whereas in thie
case, that particular mince flavour is not as pronounced.
How does one cook this -~ is it easier and faster than
ordimary mince ¢

Yes (explaine method of preparation)

How will it be available to we - 4in tine ?

That ie undecided as yet - could be in tine or in
cellophane bDags

Of course tims would increase its cost, cellophane

would be cheaper.

When will it come oa the market?

Once it has been found to be acceptable among our people
I thisk it will bde acceptabdle.

Bepecially if it 4s cheaper

Agrees

Leaving aside the price factor, look at the state of
meat these days.

Yes, more bomes than meat

And the pricee are going up every week

If this product is well publieised among the lower classes
it should be popular with them too

Purther, it can aleo be kept im the house and would be
quite an advantage whea unexpected gueste arrive

&6:Agree

I suppose different dishes can be cooked with it.
Yes, you can make different types of kababs ....

And aleo mince with other vegetablee, like peas, etel
Yeoo.

Pause

Now that you have introduced us to thie product firet
hand I am very interestad in it and would buy it very
eagerly.

Yee, bud I heard of it or seen it being advertiesed

I would not buy it as williagly and unhesitatingly

as I now would.

As time goes on, people will accept it - take the case
of theee frozea chickene, I would never have even
thought of buying them at one time but now I am used
to them.

Yes.

One has to develop a taste for these thinge.

That and neceseity. Previously fresh chickens were
easily available, but now wimce they are not we have
to make 4o with theses.



Same with the egge?
Yos, now we have to eat them.

Discuseion veers on to the taste of egge .

Would you 1ike to see the macooked product ?

It is showa

Can’t you have largsr chuaks, ¢o that they look like meat
I esuppose that could be done.

Then it would not taste very much like meat -
would be less juicy, I feel.

I thisk it will be very BQRéY for me because we are
going to live at Hawke Bay in a couple of monthe' time
and I won't be able to shop very often.

You can keep a week's store of meat in the fridge
I o that now aleo

But meat kept im the fridge for more tham one day
looses ite flavour

Yes
Oh No. This ie just imaginary.

None of the participants asked for samples.

® Unfertile eggs.

¢ Hawksbay : A remote seaside resort about 20 miles
from Karachi,
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Geaergl

Samples of meat extenders and substitutes manufactured

by Gemeral Mille Imc, U.8.A. are iam theprocees of
consumer testisg ia Pakistan. Thefollowing report presents
the fiadinge of the test cenducted among the factory workers
and staff membders of two factoriee ia Karachi,

Objective

To determine the acceptadility of the products amoag
factory workere and staff membders.

Spmpling & Methodology

The test was conducted in two facteries and 100 werkere
were to be interviewed from each factory. Im ome factory
oaly 88 workers could be interviewed because seme of the
workers toek the food outeide snd could mot be traced.

Another problem which wae faced ia the factory that wase
that moet worker could not express themselves properly
and gave nom-eerious and irrelevaat anewers,

GMB wae tested on 100 workerse and 15 staff members in
one factory and UL was tested on 86 workers and 8 etaff
membere in the other factory.



SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

Sg¢ction I o Factory Workers

OPINION

1) @ t Regarding taste OL drew a higher aumber
of favourabl$ comments (S0%) ae compared to GMB (77%). The
most eignificant favourable.comment was 'taste is good?®
(68X for GL asd 3§ for GNE).

Where ae oaly 16X unfavourable comments have beea
given for GL, GME drew 38X unfavourable commeats. The most
significant of cthese was 'taste is mot good' (19 for GME).

II) Colowr: Very high mumber of favouwrabdle opindon
hae been meationed for beth GL and GME. Only 8X unfavourable
comments were given for GL gnd 14% for GMB.

IXII) Paavbur t Regarding the flavour of the dislikes
prepared from and GL, almest equal number of favourable
comments were drawa dyboth the products (88X by GMB and 84% by
GL). The only significant unfavourable opinion about the
tlnv;?r of these Products was ‘mo emell of mest' ((MB §X and
GL 4%).

IV) Chewing : Whea asked to give opimiom about the
chewing qualities of the product, GL received g higher
proportion of faveurable commente (106X) as compared to GME
(91X). It seeme that GME has succeeded in tigting iato the
Pukistan dishes which are made from mince. This is emerged from
the fact that 22X of the respoadents thought that GME was

Just like ordinary queema where as oa 1% of the GL respondents
thought that GL was like ordimary meat. 36X of the respondents
mentioned that GL was eeftea tham ordimary gqueema while oaly

6X eaid that GMB was stofter than ordinary Queema., No signi-
ficant unfavourable comments were given either for GMB or GL.

Likes and Dislikes:

The main aspects df likes in the products are as under:
GuB GL

Over all Opiniom is good .o 6% 29%
Taste is good .o .o 16% 17
It die good oo X} 16 8

Almost equal proportios of the respondents im each case
could not mention any disli%e iam the producte. Im doth cases,
bowever, had emell was the main dielike (4% each) 3% of the
respondents also did aet like the taste of GMB and 1% did not
like the taste of QL

Comparison of GMB or GL with Ordinary Queemg/megt:

The following picture emerged when the extender and
substitute were compared with ordinary queema and meat respectiveln

oMB GL
Bnporiol‘ (X X asx 73%
Neutral .o .o 48 17

Inferior X X 24 19



The mais reason for the prefering both GMB aid
GL was taste (32X and §9% respectively) and the same reason
was given by those respondents who frefered ordinary dishes
ovewr GMB and GL (49X and 28% respectively).

Section Il « Staff Members

OPINION
1) Taste: Among the staff membere, it appears
that GMB was 1iked more than GL as 9@% favourable comments
were given for GNE and 88X for GL about taste. An equal
aumber of unfavoupable comments were, however, given for
both of them (26X each)

II) Colour: Whereas not a eingle respondeat mentioned
unfavourable opipioa about the coleur of GL, 20X ofthe
respondente who tested GMB gave unfavourable opiniom about it.

47% ofthe respondeate who tested GMB said thatihe
colour of GMB was like ordimary queema while 38X of those
who tested GL eaid that colour of GL wae like ordinary meat,

III) Flavour: Whereas GMB hae drawn a higher
proportion of Tavouraole comments (78% as compared with 63%

for GL) 38% of the respomdents ment:oned that the smell of

GL wae like ordimary queema as compared to 27% of the respondents
who saidthat smell was like ordinary queema.

IV) Chewing: Whereas not a single unfavourable
response was givea for GME when asked gbout the Chewing
quality, 36X of the respondents who tested GL gave unfavourable
comments, about GL, The most eignificant of the fawourable
comments was 'It islike ordimary queema/meat (60% bf GME and
38X for OL).

Likes and Dislikes:

The main likes mentiomed for GL were ‘Queema wWas good'
'Likes the Queema’ and ‘Taste' (each 26X)s The main likee
mentioned for GMB were liked the Queema'.and ‘Taste’ {30% each)

Whereas 80% of the respondeats did not memtion any
particular dielike inm GMB, only 38%of the respondents suid the
same for GL. 35% of the respoadents who tested GL did not

like ite taste.

Comparison of extemder/substitute with ordinar

The followiag picture emerged whea asked to compare
the meat analogues with ordinmary dielikes :

GMB GL
Superior oo Go% 63%
Neutral oe 27 13
Inferior .o 13 28

Amonget those who gave their preference for the meat analogues,
the :utl reason was ‘taste’. (78% for GMB and 80% for GL).



SECTIOR I - PFACTORY WORKERS



TEOT O FACTORY WORKERS

ZARLE MO, 3
QPINION. ADOUT THB TASTE

Q. l:.t 10 your opinien gbout the taete of thie Qeema Alee/Alee
sht ¢

L] a
Base «» 100 Baee » 8¢

(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)

FAVOURABLS
Taste is goed ] 3 11}
0.Ke 14 18
Taste is 1ike meat [ 3
Just 1ike Qeema 1?7 -
Very Good ] L J
Oshers - 2
-—.-.---—.l'-----s——.---m-——-&—.—-
TOTAL 72 20
- - -—-*—'—'—'.ﬁ——-.
NEUTRAL
Ne particular taste 4 -
—,——.--——’-.---—-——-.—----.-.
TOTAL 4 -
™ e @ Do D™ e Da o - P ot (T gt apte oyEF et IS e B
UNFAYOURABLY
Taste is set like meat [ 3
Taste 10 net geod 19 3
Senr/bitter 4 1
Boes net taste like Qeems 3 -
Taote 1like leatils - 4
Others a? ?
-——----—’—'—.--—-ﬂ.ﬁ-———-‘---
TOTAL ] ] 16

Notei- 1) Percentages excoed 100 due o multiple mentiens.
3) Others faveursdble in @ inslude ‘spices are geed’, ‘better?.
3) Others ualowuralils is OB isclude ‘4t appears hard’,
- ‘sdulserated?, ‘tastes like letran’, ‘lees spices’.
4) Osher safavenvadtie in QL, %4 is 1like uéder®, ‘see much gheo!,
. "::o ¥y :uuuov. ‘epiey’, *gives ha¢ smell?, ‘it is
{ J .



TEST ON FACTORY WORKERS

TARES 2O, 3
OPINION AMVT TP QOLOUR

Qe 2 What 1o your opinien ghest the coleur of this Qeema Aleo/

Ales Geehs ?
anR oL
Base « 100 Base « 86
(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)
PFAVOURADLS
Colewr 10 OX 30 ]
cohgr is goed 19 39
Jues 1dike Qeenma 9 ]
Just 1ike meas s 17
Colour is very geed b 4
Others 3 -
—’—-”-—-ﬂ—-—-'-.‘-“.‘”—--
TOTAL 8 101
[ 4 (] e - e e [ 1 1
NBUTRAL
Ne Opisnieca 1 1
Colesr depends
o8 eopices 1 -
Ne eslenr 1 -
Telerabdle b -
-*'--“——-“-'—.——--“.ﬁ.ﬁ.’.‘—_
TOTAL 4 1
—————.-.-——.-’.-—---—"—'“-
UNFAVOURABLS

Nos geed colour
Othere

TOTAL

feses 1)

b | 4

13 4
’-’—-.ﬂ--——-ﬂ.-——..".-- Lad 1 1

14 ]

...-—'-.-.-——--—......---..-'—’.

Porcentages exceed 1CO due to mnitiple meatiens.
3) Otshers faveuradle in ONB isclude,
cursy’, ‘just like Qeemg made frem machine?,
remaine like shis

‘Just like oerdinary
A 4t always
thea it ie very geed')

3) Oshers usfaveursdle in GuB inelude, ‘lighter thas it ehosld
be?, ‘iittle lighs ia eoleus', 'twe colours appear’, 'lese

opiey’, ‘dark celewr’,

'light colesr®, ‘eelesr is red?,

‘eolenr L0 1ike vegetable'.
4) Others unfaveurable 4a GL daelude, ‘colesr is met 1ike

Qeema’, ‘dark eolour’,

‘sed colonr’,



TEST ON PACTORY WORKERS
ML RO, 3

OPINION ADOVT TN) Fiivom

Qe 3 What ie your opinien abest the flavesr of this Qeema Aleo/

Aloe Gosht ¢
aus aL
Base « 100 Base = 86
(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)
FAVOURABLE
Good a3 47
Very Ooeéd $ ]
oK 30 20
Better 3 -
Just 1like erdisary meat 4 3
Just like erdimary Qeems/curry 19 ¢
Lese emell ] -
Like petate 1 -
D S IS QU I JNST I G - L 1 7 ) - e @ e
TOTAL (1
.--—-”—-*--———’-'.-—h-.-m'-..
NEUTRAL
Ne Opiaien b | |
Slight difference iz emell 1 -
Bqual  } -
—.---————.—-.P—-.-.---——-’,--—-
TOTAL 3 s
Lo 4 4 O 3 1 7 ) - [ o B e @ 23 IR gens i
UNFAVYOURABLE
Not med ) ¢ 1
No omell of meat L ] 4
Saelle like leatile  § 1
Dees not have the smell of Qeems - ]
Others 10 ]
“'--’——"”--”"’-‘-..—-'.-’--
TOTAL 29 17
- - (L d 1 ] S I G B T P I P e Pt P RS @

Eoget~ 1) Perceatages execed 100 due to multiple messiesns.
3) Others uafaveuradle ia GME iselude, 'Ne smollt, ‘emell like
- uneooked fieh’, ‘emells 1ike fiek’, ‘emell is mes oK¢,

'4id net 1ike emell?, *ldttle bad?, ‘less spiey’, ‘spices
ohould de theze’, ‘elight differemse in taste frem Qeoma’,

3) Othere usfaveurable ia GL, ‘met eomparadle with curry’,
‘dees not have the emell of curry’, ‘very bad’, ‘emells like
begns', ‘smells bad?’, ‘smell of oniene’, %spices are
telerable’, 'epices are geed’, 'is tastes.like éhal’.



TEOT ON PACTORY NORKERS

TAME N0, ¢
RARTICVEAR LIEDS

Q. 4 ket do you 1like ia this Qoema Alee/Ales Gesht ¢

(] a
Base = 100 Base = 86

(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)

FAVOURABLS

Ne parsicular 1ikes
Overall epinien ie goed

Tastes 1ike vegetadles
Qoeema 18 seft
Better than previeus meyt

30 3

] 39

Tasse i geod 16 17
oo d 16 ]
Qeena/Nest 8 ]
Potatees/Qeema ceoked well ] -
Qeomg is geoed - 4
N 4 4
Curry 40 cooked well - H
ot like megt 3 3
are goed - ]

Spicee are 6X - 4
Juss right - ¢
Like epdces/ehilliee ] -
Colour 4 1
No difference at all 3 -
Smell ie geed b 3
-

- 3

- 2

4 1

Othere
-w [ n--—-——-—-—-—--.
TOTAL 110
T G G 9 @ gyes By P e gy [} [ O B e pe go
NBUTRAL
Ne epinien - 8
- =g - - A0 S B W B W S W e e e e S O
TOTAL - s

Nete:- 1) Perceatages exceed 100 due o multiple meations.
3) Othere is GNB iaclude, "lees spices®, ‘ghee/eil 4o botter*?,
- "4 19 seft enough’, ‘smell is geod’.
3), Others ia OL include "less fat in it°,



TEST ON FACTORY WORKERS

JARKE.FO .S
ZARTISYLAR DISLIXES

Qe & What do you dielike im Shis Qeena Alee/Alee Ooshs ?

aus a
Base = 100 Baoe « 86

(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)

UNFAVOURABLSE
Ne particular dislike 74 78
Gives baé emell 4 4
Less epices  J 1
Tee much sals - 3
Not ceeked well 3 -
Taste 1is nes Mk 3 1
Tee mueh fat - 3
Less fat - 2
Taste is net like ordinary
Qeema/Potate - - ]
Ne taste/Tasteless 2 -
Othere ] 10
“'-’—-'—--.ﬂﬁ---—-.‘.‘-‘“-.
TOTAL 100 101
--.-------—-—.--.—--——--——-—.—.—
NBUTRAL
No opimioa - 4
L 2 7 ¥ ] - --..-.-.-.-..--“.
TOTAL - 4
'—*-...--.-.--.--.-'--...-’—----
Note:- 1) Perceatages exceed 100 due to multiple mentiens.
3) Others unfaveurable iancluded ia OGS are, ‘tastes like
vegoetables®’, 'tastes 1like uncesked tish?®, ‘sefter’,
'i% appears 1like emall pieces of leatile while estiang
wheresas the Qeema of orédinary meat ie tough',
3) Othere unfaveuradle ia GL imnclude, ‘less seup’', 'ds not

1ike the coleur','did ses 1ike it at all?,

'd4id met like spices ot all', ‘tes eeft’, *meat is net
proper®, ‘meat is lees otriagy®, ‘tee much eaien’,
‘tes much spices! ‘smells 1ike vegetables’,



TEST ON FACTORY SORKERS

TABLE BO. ¢
XN ITY

Qe & What ie your epinien adeut the chewing quality of
thie Qeema Aloe/Alee Gesht ?

(¢ ] ] GL
Base « 100 Base = 86

(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)

FAVOURABLS

Ok ia chowing 24 33
Geed in chewing 11 27
Just like erdinmary qeema a3 -
Juest 1ike erdiaary meat 10 3
Sefter than Qeema ] 3¢
Like it because it is seft like

ordinary Qeema 12 -
Better thaa erdinary Qeema 2 ]
Like ordianary Qeema - ¢
Sot ssicky - 3

AP @ @SS WIS e G G R e U gpe BT I B @ e B De e D 0 B B

TOTAL 12 8 106

= @ Iy I B e O W = e G W™ DS @e P ) D S @ e o e e 5

NBUTRAL
Ne particular epiaions 8 1
e S Gy G @ e IS G (B Goe @) @OF I (N [P G IS I e Rbes IR P g & oy
TOTAL 8 1
W ™ S @ B R O S 0 BT R s e BT em P B 0T On B P P P .
UNFAVOURABLE

Does net resemble Qeenmg

while chewing - H

Differs 1little from meat 3 ]

Bit harder - 2

Others - 3
s gues GRS @SS IMAS EPS GFT I G e BT P @S @ B gpts g e @ )T P e e

TOTAL b ]

s I G @ B B I BT g I e e (T G D I T G @ I S e N

Nete:i~ 1) Perceatages exceed 100 due te multiple meatieas.
3) Others uafaveuradle ia GL inelude ('it ie 1ike Bhari'
(dbitter)?,



TEST ON FACTORY WORKERS

TABDLE NO, 7

OVERALL COMPARATIVE OPINION

Q. 7 How do you compare this Quema Aloo/Aloo Gosht with
ordinary Quema Aloo/Aloo Gosht yom normally eat ?

GMB CcL
Opiaion Nase: 100 Base: 86

(PBRCENT OF MBNTIONS)

F!vour.bloz

Better ¥4 59
Much Better 1 14
Total: a8 73

Neuthigd:
Same 43 15
No Particular Opisdon ] 2
Total: 48 17

Unfavourable:
Inferior 24 9

Total: 4 9




TEST ON_FACTORY WORKERS

TABLE NO, 8
REASONS FOR PREFERENCE OF .lTIlDI!‘lUIST!TUTI

Q. 8 (If better) Im What respect ?

am GL

Opinion Base: 28 Base: $3

(PERCENT OF MENTION)
Reacone for preferimg .

Taste oo 32 89
8pices oo 11 14
Flavour oo 11 13
Like it oo 11 -
Cooked Well oo 4 16
Delicious oo 7 3
Colour oo 7 3
Soft oo 7 6
Fresh ee 4 -
Thin .o 4 -
Minced Nell oo 4 2
Chewing Quality .o 4 11
From Vegetable point of 4 -
view.
Less Hater .o - 2
No Chhichra .o - 3
No Particular Reason 11 ]
Total: 121 140
Note: Percentages add up to more than 100 due to

multiple mentions,



TEST ON _FACTORY WORKERS

TABLE NO, 9
REASONS FOR NOT PREFERING SUBSTITUTE/BXTENDER

Q. 9 (If bad) In What respect ?

Opinion Base: 0:: Baee: 0:
(PERCENT OF MENTION)
Regsons
Taste oo 42 a8
Spices oo 17 -
Flavour oo 8 -
8tate .o 4 -
Hard oo - 13
Lequid oo - 13
Looke Artificial .e - 13
Taste like Vegetable .o 4 -
Taste 1ik> leatiles .o 4 13
Taste like Dhal oo 4 -
Not Cooked well oo 4 -
Quema isworse than meat 4 -
Just like mix Vegetable .. 4 -
and Fieh,
Feel bad after eating .o - 13
No particular Reason s 4 13

Total: 99 103




SECTION IXI -~ STAFF MBMBERS




¥ ON FF MRMD

Q 1 What is your epinion about the taste of thie Qeema Alco/

Al0oe Gesht ?

as GL

Opinien Base: 16 Base: &
(PERCENT OF MBNTIONS)

Favourgbdle

Taste 19 [+ ‘o o0 40 13

Taste is good 0o 20 38

Taste like ordinary qeema 2 as

Taste ie very good .o 13 -

Tasty oo - 13

Totgl p 14 s

Us-faveurgblye :

Taste is not good .e - 13

Differs from ordinary geema - 13

Spices are more e 13 -

Spices are less .o ¢ -

It ie not etringy like

ordinary meat oo 6 -
Total 1 38 28

Note @ Percentages add up to more than 100 due to
multiple mentions,



T ()] | |

TABLB 9
OPINION ABOUT THB COLODR

Q 9 What ie your epinien ghout the celeur of this Qeema Aleo/

Alee Geesht ?
Opinion GuE GL
Baee 3 18 Base: 8§
(PERCERT OF MENTIONS)
Fabourgble s
It ie like ordinary qeema 47 38
It ie like ordinary meat - 38
0.k, .o 2”7 80
Very good oe - 13
Totg) s 2] 00
Neutrgl
Ne opinios .o 7 -
Un=-fgveurgbdle 3
It ie 1light e 13 -
Different oo 7 -

Tetgl 1 -0 -




IABLE NO, 3

Q 3 What ie yoeur epimien abeut the flavenr of thie

Qeema Aloo / Alee Cesht ¢

Opiaien 3 o
Base ¢ 18 Base s ]
(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)
Faveurgble 3
Smell like ordinary gqeema 27 38
Nice flaveur oo 13 -
0.k, .o 13 26
Good X} 20 -
Tetgl s 73 (1]
Neutrgl @
No opinion ' ee ? -
Un-fgvourgble s
Differ in emell from
ordinary geema .o - 13
No emell X 13 13
Smelle bad .o - 13
Vegetable flavour .e ? -
Total s 20 38




IJST ON STAFF NEMDERG

TABLE MO, 4
L LIKES

Q 4 Wkat éo you like im this Qeema Aleo / Aloo Goght ?

Likes s G.L.
Base 18 Base s 8
(PERCENT OF MENTIONS)
Qeema was good .e - a8
Liked qeema .o 20 a6
Taste oo ve ) 20 as
Petatoes were good oo 13 13
Overall opinion ie good .. - 13
It is like erdinary qeema 20 v
Good .o oo 13 -
o.x. o0 .0 7 -
Nice Texture .. ve 7 -
Better in taste than ordinary
qeemg .o .o ? -
No particular 1like .o 13 as
Total 3 120 126

Note : Percentages add up to more thaas 100 due to multiple
mentions,




JABID MO, 8
RARTICULAR DISLIKE9

Q § What do you dislike in this Qeemg Aleo/Alec Gosht ¢

Dislikes e G.L.
Base ¢ 18 Baset ]

(PERCENT OF MENTIORS)

Taste .o oo - t | J
Qeema was thick oo - 13
Fate os .o - 13
Potatoes were not good ,, ? 13
Tough .o s 7 -
Do mot like Onion .o ? -
No particular dielikes .. 80 38

Tetal 1 100 100




T ON MR

Q 6 What is your opiniean about the Chewing of thie
Qeema Aleo/ Aloe Oosht ?

Opinion s G.L.
Base ¢ 8 Base: 8
(PERCENT OF NENTIONS)
Favourgdle 3
It is 1ike ordinmary
qeema/meat .o 60 38
0.K. . .o 13 as
Saft .o oo 13 -
Good oo .o ? -
Total: 93 .3
Neutrgl 3
No opinioa .o 7 13
OUn-fgvourgble
Pieces of thick meat - 13
Not etrimgy oo - 13

Total - <326 _




T N

TABL 7

OVERALL COMPARATIVE OPINION

Q. 7 How do you compare this Qeema Alee/Aloo Gosht with
Ordinary Qeema Aleeo/Adoe Gosht you mormally eat?

Opinion

GME G.L.
Base: 16 Base: 8

Fgvourgble:

Better

Much Better

Neusgral:

Un-favourable:

Horse

(PBRCBNT OF MBNTIONS)

. ve 53 80
.o .o 4 13

Total: 60 63
.o .o 27 13
e * e 18 35




Q &8 If better im what respect ?

Reasone e ) GeLe
Base s Base: &
(PERCENT OF MBENTIONS)
Favourgble 4
Taste oo X 78 80
Flavosr .e o 22 20
Cooked well .o - 20
Texture X se 11 -
Not cramed with green chilly 11 -
In every respect .o 11 -
Colour . X 11 -

Total 1 144 120

Note ¢ Percentages add up te more thas 100 due to
multiple mentione,



TABLE WO, 9
REASONS FOR NOT PRPFIRING SUMTITUTR/BXTENDER

Q 9 If bad in what respect ?

(¢ '} | G. L,
Base ! ] Base: 2

(PERCENT OF MBNTIONS)
Un-fgvourgble

Taste .o .o 80 100

Flavour .e X 50 -

Total 3 100 100
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Q.

Qe

Q.
Q.
Q.

Q.

Q.
Q.

QuUESTIONNAIRE

What ie your epinion about the taste of thie
Qeema Aloo / Aloo Goeht ¢

What is your opinion abent the colour of thie
Qeena Aloo / Aloe Gosht ?

What is your opision about the flavour of this
Qeema Aloo / Aleo Ooshs ?

What do yos 1ike im this Qeema Aloo / Aloo Gosht ?
What d0 you dislike im thie Qeema Aloo / Aloo Gosht ?

What is your opisiom about the chewismg quality
of thie Qeema Al00 / Aleo Gosht ?

How do you compare this Qeema Aloo / Aloo Gosbht
with ordinary Qeema Aleo / Aleo Gosht you normally
eat ?

(I better) ia what respect ?

(It bad) 4ia what respect ?
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SWOARY OF IN-HOME TRST OF GME AND GL

Starting vith a list of homes classified according to househola
income (four income groups: A= > Ms. 700/mo.; By= Rs. 500-699/mo. ;
B» Ms. 250-499/mo.; C= Rs, 100-245/m0.), housevives were contected
randonly within each list with the aim of obteining a totsl of 80 res-
pondents, 40 for GME and 4O for GIL, with the 40 for each snalog con-
sisting of 10 from each incoms strets. The housewives contscted were
told thet the product was s new protein-rich meat anslog from soybeans
being tested for an Americen compeny,

Results: GME GL
Total Housewives contacted 5l 55
Housevives refusing to test 1) 15
Housewives sccepting sample ko ho

Samples were given to each accepting housewife together with prep-
eration instructions and she was told that the interviewer would return
to ask her what she thought of the product,

Of the 80 housevives accepting ssmples (ko GME, 40 GL) only 65
actuslly evaluated the product,

Results: ax gL
Housewives accepting samples 4o 4o
Housewives who did not test 8 7
Actual test homes 3P 33

Thus, out of 109 housewives contacted, U4 housewives held a strong
enough negative opinion (or were influenced by their husbands) toward the
concept that they would not test, Based on this extremely smsll sample,
the willingness to test or scceptance factor is 60% (4 out of every 10
housevives could be expected to reject the product before even cooking it).



Of the 65 housewives who d1d cook one or the other product in thsir
bome at least once and served it to members of their femily, 6 housewives
would not accept snother GME semple, 15 would not sccept snother GL sample
(6 and 15, respectively for B end GL, were also the numbers of housewives
who cooked the product only once %nd slthough it is not specificelly so
indicated, it is a reasonsble assumption that the ones who would cook it
cnly once would also refuse to accept a second sample),

Results: aE _OL_
Housewives cooking at least once 32 33
Housevives refusing second sample 6 15
Housevives vho would "try sgein” 26 18

If one equates refussl io accept enother sample and try egain as
rejection of the concept (a reasonable conclusion), the oversll acceptability
of the concept is summarized es follows:

Results: GME GL
Total Housewives contacted 54 55
Those refusing to take product 1) 15
Those teking but not cooking 8 7
Those who wouldn't test agein 6 15
Total negetive responses 28 37
% “Acceptability” L8y 329
Oversll for both products:
Total contacts 109
Totel negatives 65
% Acceptability Loy

To place this degree of rejection or negativisa in perspective, it
would sppear that the following fsctors should be considered:

1, Cultural shock
@, A product of a foreign power
b. dietery/religious factors
c. & complstely unfemiliar technology
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2. lack of a besis of comparison
8, DO compersble or even similsr products currently
available in Pekisten
b, concept of convenience foods or dietexry supplements
almost unknown
3. incomplete commmication of the concept

Teking these factors, and e myried of other subtleties, into account,
it 1s not surprising to experience e negative attitude or rejection of a
concept not having the benefit of a campeign of consumer education,

On tke brighter side, when the products were given a bona fide triasl
in the home, the general reactions and attitudes were gratifyingly positive,

Bousewives agreeing to accept product for testing were asked to
prepere dishes as follows:

oe oL

- mix rehydrated GME 1:1 with mince and prepare
a mince/potato dish 20
- mix rehydrated GME 1:1 with mince snd prepere
a mince/spinach dish 20
- use rehydrated GL os a substitute for mince
in a mince/spinach dish 20
- use rehydrated GL as a substitute for meat
pleces in a mest/spinach dish 20

Of the 40 accepting GME for testing, 8 did not prepare any dish,
Of the 4O receiving GL, 7 did not prepare any dish, Tebulation was not
Bede as to vhat the distridution of spinach or potato dishes were in the

32 GME testers. However, no negatives were reported relative to whether
spinach or potatoes were the base; hence, it is assumed that for purposes
of evaluating GMS it made no difference.



=l

Bona fide trials of the products were obteined as follows:
e a1
- no, of homes where 1l:1 GME:mince was evelusted 32

- no, of homes where GL was used as a substitute

for mince 16
« no, of homes where GL was used as & substitute
for meat pieces 17

Although asked to try the product at three different meals, many
housewives tried the product fewer times than that:

Triels
o 1 2 3
Agreed to test 1:1 GME:mince 8 6 18 8
Agreed to teat GL as a substitute for
mince or pieces 7 15 13 5

This result is not perticularly disturbing in that it would appear
to be unrealistic to ask a housevife to prepere the same dish as frequently
a8 3 times in a week or so,

Responses of the testers were categorized and point-weighted, Trans-
posing Nasirruddeen's scale to a more familiar one yields:

( Very good 5.0 (Like very much)
Favor- ( Good 4,0 (Iike moderately)
sble  ( ox 3.5 (Like a little)
Unfavor-( Bed 2.0 (Dislike moderately)
oble ( very bad 1.0 (Dislike very much)

Asking just the housewife, her overall opinion was as follows:
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33

w I8

No, of housewives who tried product

No., of housewives giving favorable
responses (3.5, 4.0, or 5.0) 28 20

No, of housewives giving unfavorsble

responses (2.0 or 1,0) b 13
Weighted response on the above 5-point

scele 3.6 2,6
¢ of housewives giving fevorable response 874 60%

In the 32 households where GME was served, there were a total of 216
other femily members (not including housewives)., Of these. 216, 206
responded to questions as to opinion of the product (7 adult males were
svsy from home and didn't try it, 3 children were on baby food). BSeventeen
didn't try the product, Hence of those who tasted GME, responses were as

follows:
as
Wouldn't Totel Unfav-
Total Try Tasting Favorable orable
Husbands 26 3 23 17 6
AMult Males 25 7 18 13 5
Adult Females 27 5 22 20 2
Teensge MNales 29 1l 28 28 0
Teenage Females 20 0 20 17 3
Codldren T 1L 2B & 1
206 17 189 158 3

% of favorable comments by those who tasted = 158/189 = 83%

In the 33 households where GL was served, there were a total of 211
other family members (not including housewives), Of these 211, 195
responded (9 weren't home, 7 babies on baby food), Twenty-seven wouldn't

taste product,



«b-

Wouldn't Totel Favor- Uafavor-
Totel Try Testing able able
Hasbends 29 6 23 15 8
AMult Males 28 7 21 10 11
Adult Females 23 5 18 8 10
Teenage Males 2 3 21 n 10
Teenage Females 1k 3 1n 7 h
Children 3 T 55 19
195 27 168 106 62

% of favorable comments by those who tssted = 106/168 = 63%

Other general results of interest:

1,
2.

3.

L,

e

¥o (not any!) reported problems in preparstion,

22 out of the 32 housewives who tried GME said they would
be willing to pey Rs. 2.0-2,5 per seer (2 1lba),

Acceptance or willingness to try did not sppear to have
any correlation with income strata.

Whether the housewife was asked to use GL to substitute
for mince or pleces had little if any effect on overall
responses,

27 out of 32 housewives who tried GME were willing to teke
another sampls. 19 out of 33 who tried GL were willing to
take another sample,

Melative to initiel 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 coversge
were generally willing to test; rejection was greatest with
those who knew nothing of the product,
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Thie test was conducted in order to determine the
acceptadility eof the two meat ssalegues Bxteader GNB
and OSubstitute GL ameng housewives after they had
cooked ané tasted the preéduct.

Objectivest: 1. The primary ebjective of thie test
was to deSermine asceptability ef GUE and GL,

3, The secendary edbjective was to determine
the impact of the size of OL particles on ite acceptadility

ing gad 1¢ eiget The eample comsisted of 80
housewives from the A, Bi, B3,aid C income categories*

Bach of the Bxtender ané the Substitute were tested on
40 housewives. Due te the emall eample eize it wae
decided to structure the sample by inceme, so that

10 respondents from each income categery fell imto

the sample for each meat analogue, Contacts were

made randomly en Xhe basis of inceme from a liet

of houses,

Mothod: This was a two comtact study, Duriag the

first coatact, hounsewives were givea a eample of

one of the meat anglogues tegether with inetructions

for preparing it, At the same time they were aleo

explained the method of preparatien by the field investigator

They were asked to coek a specific dieh thrice and serve

it to their families, Nousewives were asked to tell

their families that the dieh eserved was prepared from

a meat analogue and not from ordisary meat, The

dighes that the housewives were asked te prepare were:
Bxtender-Mince meat with potatees (20 respondents)

Mince meat with epimach (20¥repagdentes)

Substitute~Nhole ment with spinach (20 respondents)
Mincemeat with epimach (20 respondeats)

Respondents were recentacted after LAMR days and
asked questiene about various aspects of the amalegues,
the method ueed was that of pereonal interviews,
‘Heueowives were comtacted at their places of residence
by trained female field imvestigatore who coadmcted
iaterviews asccerding to partly estructured Urde
questiennaires. The Baglieh veresion of the questiemn-



aire ie precented Ain appendix 3,

In order to measure the impact of the eise of
Subetitute OL particles on ite acceptadility,
twenty hossewives were asked to coek GL ae a
wince meat ¢ish and the remaiaiag tweaty were
asked to coek it as whole meat with spinach,
The recults of these two groupe were te de
compared in terme of ovirall opimien, opimion
about various aspects like taste, emell, bite,
and appearance and willingaese te accept
another sample,

a5 income bracket - Re,700/- and adove per month,
Bl income bracket - Re,800/- -Re,699/~ per menth,
B2 income bracket - Rp,280/- - Re,499/- per month,
C income bracket - Re.100/- - Re,249/~ per month,



SUNMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Thie report presents the acceptability among housewives for the
two meat analogues - Bxtemder GME and Substitute GL, The accep~-
tability hae been determined }-

QUANTITATIVELY : Propertios of respondeats who were willing to
accept the two samples at varioue stages of the esurvey.

AND

QUALITATIVELY : By the opimion of respondeate about various
aspecte of the analogue.

A. ACCBPTANCE OF THR SAMPLES

(1) During the firgt gemtact: Of the firet 80 housewives con-
tacted, .all dié not accept the eample and extra 20 house-
holds (27%) had to be comtacted in order to reach the
sample eize of 80, Thus 80 ont of 109 (i.e. 73%) house-
wives agreed to cool the sample during the firet contact
(Note No,1 of Table No,1).

During tb econd comtgct: Out of the 80 housewives wbo
bad agreed to test e samples, 68 cooked and eerved it

to their femilies thie comprised 80% of the GME reependents
and 838 of the GL respondente, (Table No.1). The remaining
housewlves refused to cook it, thus raising the degree of
unacceptability dy 19%,

(iii) After hgvin oked it Omce: Respoandents were asked to cook
the sample thrice, the OME respondents (i.e, 15X of 40)
ecd 16 of the GL respomdente (i.e. 38% of 40) cooked it only
once (Table No, 14A)., This to gome extent aleo indicates
the degree of acceptability becasee 93% of the above 18 GL
respondents 4did not cook it agaism because of factore like
'No One Liked It', 'No One Ate It', etc,, while 3 of the 6
GMB respondente did mot cook it for eimilar reasons
(lel. No. l‘n) .

fter baving cooked gnd tgpeted it : Im order to have s
direct measure of acceptability, respondents who had cooked
and tasted the analogue wero asked if they were willing to
accept another sample, 68X of the 40 GMB respondents & 48%
of the 40 GL respondente were willing to accept another
sample. (Table No, 13A). This indicates a higher degree ot
acceptability for GMB and ie subetantiated by the fact that
respondents were willing to pay more for GMB than for GL.
(Table No, 13B),

(41)

(iv)

B, PACTORS (OTHBR THAN THB QUALITY OF THE PRODUCT) WHICH
AFPECTBD ACCBPTABILITY :

(1) Awgreness of the Product: It was noticed that inicial
acceptability depended very much on awarenses of the product,
Respondents who had heard about the protein rich product
(either through television of newspapers) accepted it more
willingly than thoee who 4id not known about it (Appendix 1).

(41) New, unknows Product: The main reasoa for refusing to
IattI-IIy accept tEo analogeue wae that it was a new product,
This was also a major reason for mot cooking the product
after having accepted it (Notes 1 & 32 of Tadble No.1l) and

for other family members not tasting it(Note 2, Tadles 10 & 11,

(141) pmericgn Product: Three respondents did not cook the
analogue because it was American (Note 3, Tadle No, 1)
and three family members 4did not taste it for the
same reason (Note 2, Table No, 11).



C. OPINION & IMPRESSIONS ABOUT VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THB
MBAT ANALOGUES :

(1)

W R S JPee fies B e (55 B Qo e e 5 W Pe D@ g™ B e Su e @ @ g o e e o - me

GMB GL
Base: 40 40

Lpdead ot lad ol g S Bl ol D D DL DL o D DL DR Ly oy g e o i Uy
Favourable 70% 1%
Unfavourable 10% 33%
Refused to cook 20% 18%

W e J S g gy S0 4 0 e PP as 15 Gheo (R0 B GF S I8 S g IR N @I O ghes B L Lt Ld DF L DY _F T F T 1 L P=rey
Co-efficient of Opinion + 0,28 + 0,11
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The above table as well as 1ikes and dislikes reveal that on the
whole GMB wae more acceptable than GL. The main aspect of GL
which affected ite acceptability was the smell. 1In opinion, a
much higher preportion of GL respondents (23%) complained against
the emell than the GMB respondents - §X (Table No. 3). Purther in
dielikes (Table No, 4) 36X GL respondente mentioned 'Bad Smell'
while only 3X GMB respondente mentioned the same. Taste has also
affected acceptability though net to se great an extent as emell.
In opinion and likes, a nearly equal proportion of GL and GME
respondents have mentioned taste while in dislikee a larger
proportion of GL respondents (23X) said bad taste as compared to
GMB respondents 10X (Table No.4). From table Nos.3 and 3 (opinion
and likes) the fact has also emerged that GME is more like ordinary
meat than GL.

{i1) Comparison with ordinary meat: (In order to determine
how the analogue compared with ordinary meat, respondents
were asked for comparieon in terms of gaste, smell, bite
and appearance).

Xesults indicate that GL ie like mince meat and mot like
Whole meat in bite, taste and appearance (Tables 5, 7 and 8).
These tables and table no. 6 also indicate that GMB ise

more acceptable thanm GL.

The main quality where GL differed from ordinary meat

ie in emell. A majority of respondents (60X} preferred
the smell of ordinary meat over GL and only 23X eaid that
GL waes just like ordinary meat in smell., This ie very
low as compared to 63X of GMB respondente who said *‘No
Difference' in smell (Table No. 6).

In taste aleo,GME emerged better than GL, 48X GL respondents
preferred ordinary meat in taste as compared to 23X GMB
respondents (Table No. §).

In bite and appearance both GME and GL have emerged equally
well - both have been commented to be like ordinary mince
meat by quite a large proportion. (Tables Noe.728),

D. OPINION OF THB OTHBR FAMILY MEMBBRS

Overall opinion of other family members about the analogues
ie as followse {Comment of Table Nos., 10 & 11):

O > MR an Gy JYES 0 2 v gPen IR WO M B R e M P e (e IO B 5 IR I S 5RO g A% N an ERS O i e N5 88
GMB GL
Base: 206
e e e g @ee B B 8™ @ ™ B 1f o @ IV iy 0GR gPeo G 56 ) 05 150 ) ©° gy G5 O e S a0 IO o T gy oo gy ow gpen BB
Favourable opinion 77% 117
Unfavourable Opinion 18% 31%
Did not taste it 8x 14X

-_-_--._-..-._._---._._--._._.-._------.--------------—.---.—.

The above table also indicates a more favourable opinion of
GMB than AV



B. IMPAOT OF THB SIZB OF THE GL PARTICLES ON ITS ACCEPTABILITY

(In order to test this, 60X of the GL respondents were asked to

cook GL as a mince dish NM and 80X were asked to cook it as a

whole meat dieh WM. Thy- purpose being te compare opinion and
acceptability among these two groups and thus measure impact
indirectly. A direct means of measuring impact was to ask the MM
respondents if GL could be used as a subetitute for mince meat and to
ask the WM respondente if it could be used as a substitute for whole

“meat).,

Results indicate that among both the MM group and the WM group,

GL wae comsidered to be mimeed meat and not whole meat, but thie factor
did not seem to have affected acceptability. Co-efficient of opinion
wa® slightly higher among MM respondente :0.19 than WM respoadents
+0.09 (Table No. 12B) and also more of the MM respondents (63%)

than the WM respondents (863X) were willing to accept another GL eample
(Table No. 13C). This higlter acceptability of GL among the MM
respondents does not seem to be dueto the fact that the respondents
cooked it as ordinary meat because when the two groups (MM & WM) were
asked directly if it could be weed as a subetitute for mince meat

and whole meat respectively, acceptability wae higher among the MM
respondents than the WM respondents by only 4%,



SBCTION I

OPINION AND IMPRBSSIONS ABOUT
VARIOUS ASPBCTS OF THE MEAT
ANALOGUES




IANE M0,

H WiVEg WNO KBD THE MBAT AN

R lasle
2«80

Q. 1a Did yeu cook the sample which I had given you ?
(If Ne) Why moet?
Qe 18 MNay I kaow you: meathly family income, plesse?
Bxteader G B Substitute GL

Moathly Iacome

(Rs) Base Those who Base Those who

(Reopondents) Cooked (Respondents) Cooked

100 - 249 10 70% ; 10 sox !
280 - 499 10 ’0% ! 10 720% %
00 - 699 10 80X 7 10 100X
700 & above 10 sox v 10 70% °’
Tetal 3 40 sox 4 40 83% 7
Notep: 1) Im order to odbtain a sample of 80 respondents, 109 house-

2)

holde were initially comtacted becsuese 39 housewives
refueed to take the sample (18 subetitute & 14 extender).
The main reason for refusing wae suepicioa towards a new
prodect (8 - 10 housewives were of the opinioa that it wae
related with the birth coatrol programme),

Bach of the samples was given im 40 householde, The
above table shows that extender wae not cooked in 8
households amd the subetitute im 7 houeseholde, The main
reason for refueing to cook the sample after having
accepted it for test purposes, was that husbamde had
asked their wives mot to cook it because it was a new
product (6 households) and becauvse it was an American
product (3 bouseholds), Two housewives said that they
would not cook it becawse "the Americans take out all
the nutritional oils from the Soya Beans and send us the
dry remaine™, Three housewives refused to cook it
because they commented thgt the um-~cooked subgtitute had
a peculiar emell, while one housewife did not cook the
extender because she said that it looked very umappetieing
when uncooked,



TABLE Neo, 3

OPINION ABOUT THE [ ] NALOGUSB
2= 80

Qs 4 What ie your opinios gbout the
prepared with it ¢

(3Toh prepared)that you

Extender GMB Subdstitute GL

Opinion
Bae R adents) § ) 40
{PERCBNT OF RBSPONDENTS)
Very good X} X} 6" 13
Good X X (11 33
0.k, - . 10 ]
Delicious/Good taste . 33 a8
Just like ordinary .o 40 18
Cooks fast o oo 16 10
Other favourable os 13 3
|"Very Bad . .o 5 ]
Bad . .. N 28
Complainse against the smell® s\ N
LOther unfavourable .e 20 ' 20
Refused to cook ,. o 20 18
Co-efficient ef Opinion ¢ 0,28 +0,11

Notes : 1) The opinion question (No,4) was left verbatim eo that
maximum informatioa cowld be obtained abeut the two meat
analogues, Ia order to have an overall eopimionm, it wae
decided to calculate the ce-efficient of opinion, This
co-efficient gives the degree of favouradble and unfavour-
able opinion adbeut the analogses and makes it easier to
compare the opision giveam for the two samples. It ranges
from - 1,00 (which signifies that all respoadents rated
the product as "very bad") te +1,00 (signifying that all
respondents rated the product as "very good™)., The
co-efficient ie calculated by assigning weights to the
varioss responses., Weights, however, cam only be assigned
if the responses are according to a uniform scale. For
this purpose each individuslbresponses were claseified
into ore of the following categories and the respective
weights were assigned to them:

Very good + 2

Good + 1

0.k, + 0,6 This ie not & 'No opinion' response,
but a favourable responee

Bad -1

Very bad - 2

2) a, Other favourable comments for the extender were ‘Good
emell?, ‘Looks mice', 'Beeful whem meat is un-available’,
‘a variety of dishes can be cooked with it', 'nonme
liked it the firet time, but the second time they got
ueed to it and liked it very much’,

b, Other unfavourable comments for the extender were
‘requires more fat im coeking', 'bad taste', 'tastes
bad when cold', 'did not cook well' and 'very much
different from ordinagry meat',

3) a. Other favourable gomment for the substitute wae
*could be useful on meatlese daye'®.

contdcc LX)



TABLE m’ 2
Contd,..

Noteg: 3)b, Other unfavourable comments for the subetitute

4)

5)

mente :
1)

2)

were ‘it taeted 80 bad that I had ome mouthful

& threw the rest away', 'my childrea did mot
like it at all, they eaid it would have been
better to have cooked eome pulses Or vegetables',
‘tasted very bad when cold’, 'baéd taste’,
'blackish brows im colowr', 'requires more spices
ch.n.ordtnury meat', and 'mot at gll like ordinary
meat?®,

® This includes 'bad emell’, ‘prawa emell’, ‘'bad
emell during cooking®, 'had to waeh it thoroughly
before cooking to remove the emell’

Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple mentions,

The above table and the Co-efficient of opinion
(which ies + 0,28 for the extender and +0.11 for the
substitute) reveal a greater degree of acceptability
for the extender than the substitute,

The mais aspects for which OMB achieved eignificant
responses are 'Good (56X)', 'Juet like ordinary'(40%)
and 'Delicioue/gecd taste (33%)°,



TABLE NO, 3
ITI D _IN THR MBAT ANALO

Qs & What did you particularly 1like im it ?
(VYerbatim Answers)

Qualities Liked Bxtender GMB Sudbstitute GL

Base (Respondenta) : 40 40

(PEBRCENT OF RESPONDAENTS)

Good taste / deliciouws 33 38
Tastes just like minced meat 18 8
Good Smell ] ]
Cooks fast - 10
Looked nice after beimg cooked . 3
Requiree very little fat in cookimg - 2
No particular likee 43 40
Refused to coek 20 18

Notes: 1) Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple meations.

2) One respondent who liked ite taste said that it had
a taste of Barya (whichb are emall lumpe of powdered
pulee that are dried ia the sun before being cooked)

Gomment 1

The mais quality mentioned as a like in the 3
analogues is the taste, Other qualities like
smell, appearance etc. were not givea even 1/6
the mentions of taete,



TABLE NO, 4
QUALITIRS DISLIKED IN THB MJAT ANALOGUES

Q. 6 What did youw particularly dielike im it ? (Verdatim aBgwers)

Bxtender GNB Subetitute GL
Qualities Disliked

Base (Respomdents): 40 40

(PBRCENT OF RBSPONDINTS)

Bad emell ’e .o 3 36
Bad taste oo .o 10 a3
Other complaints againet -noll. 3 10
Requires sore fat during cooking ] -
Harder than ordinary mince o ] -
Became black after being cooked - 3
No particular dielike o 83 28
Refused to cook .. .o 20 18

Notes: 1) Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple mentions.

3) * Thie includes 'Burat omell’, 'Prawn emell', 'Smell
of cereals’ and 'Bad emell which disappeared on
cooking®,

Commentse 1
1) More respondente have mentioned dislikes in the
Substitute thaa in the Bxtender,

2) The main qualities digliked strongly in the
Substitute are the Smell (38%) and the Taste (23%).
'Smell’ has been mentioned as a dislike in the
Bxtender by only 3% ,



TABLE MO, §

~OPINION ABOUT THS TASTE OF THE MBAT ANALOGUE VS, ORDINARY MBAT

Q. %a How wosld yow compare the taste of the eample meat with
ordinary meat? (If respondeat mentione that there is a
difference between the 2, ask) Which of the two would
you prefer and why ?

A = OVERALL COMPARISON

Bxteader CNB Subdetitute GL

Comparieon

Base (Reespondente}: 40 40

(PEBRCENT OF RESPONDENTS)
No difference/just like ordimary 114 30
minced megt.

Preferred ordingry .- . a3 48
Preferred meat analogue * 3 s
Refuesed to cook 20 18

B _- REAS0ONS POR PREFERING THB ORDINARY MBAT

Bxtender GMB Substitute GL

Reasons Base (Those whe preferred
Ordingry megt) 9 19
(PERCENT OF THOSE WHO
PREFERRBED ORDINARY MBAT)
Ordinary tastesbetter. 33 43
Real is always better - 27
Meat anaglogue did not have meat taste. 67 11
Meat analogue was tasteless. - 11
Meat analogue had g burnt tgste. - 8
Meat analogue bad B.ry:.c.oto not meat, - [

Notee : 1) ® The only reason given for preferring the analogue was
that it "has a better tgaete",

2) %% Refer to note NKo.3 in table No, 3.

Commente :

1) In taste the extender is more acceptable than the
Subetitute., A larger proportion of those who tasted the
former found no difference betweea the meat analogue and
ordinary meat ae compared to thoee who sampled the
substitute, Also a emaller preportion (23X totally)
preferred the ordinary dieh to the analogue dish ae
compared to 48X, who said the eame for GL,

3) Reasons given for preferring ordinary meat to the two meat
analogues do not reveal any definite negative qualities in
GME & GL. The two main ressons wore hat ordinary meat heg
a better taste and the meat analegue did not have meat taste,



TABLE %O, 6

PINION TH LL OF THB MEBAT ANALOGUB

Q 9 How would yos compare the emell of the sample meat with
ordimary meat? (If respondeant mentions a difference
between the twe, ask) Which would you prefer & why ?

-0 LL PARISON

Bxtender GNE SubdetituteGL

Comparison
Bgee (Respondentsg): 40 40
{PERCENT OF RBSPONDENTS)
No “.f’.r.nc. .e oo (1 23
Preferred ordinary os .o 18 60
Refused to cook .. .o 20 18
B - ll‘”lg FOR PREFERRING ORDINAIY MBAT
Bxtender GMB Subetitute GL
Reasons
Those who preferred
Base ( Ordimar s 7 24
{PERCENT OF THOSE WHO PREPBRRED ORDINARY)
Meat analogue had g bad emell .o 43 88
Meat analogue emell 1like B.ry: not meat 14 13
Bad emell whem being cooked .o - 13
No emell of meat .e .o 14 8
Smel: like prawns . os - 8
Smelt 1like cabbage .o . 14 -
Smelt like some cereal .o .o 14 -

Note: * Refer to note No, 2 of table No. 3

Comment : Subetitute GL hae a dietinctive emell which ie different
from ordinary meat and which respondents did not like.
In Bxvender GNE, the emell i¢ not as dietinct,



TABLE %O, 7

UPLINION ‘DO§§ THE BITB OE THE MBAT 4ANALOGUSB

Q. 9¢ How would you compare the bite of the sample meat with
ordinary meat? (If respondent meations a difference
between the two, ask) Which would you prefer & why?

A = OVERALL COMPARISON

Extender OMB Substitute GL

Comparison
Bgee(Respondente)! 40 40
(PERCENT OF RBSPONDENTS)

No ditference/just like ordinary mince (1] 48
Preferred ordinary 10 18
Soft like ordingry mince - 18
Different, but liked both 3 S
Preferred meat analogue * 3 -
Refused to cook 20 18

B_- REASONS POR PRBFBRRING ORDINARY MEBAT

Bxtender GME Substitute GL

Reasons Base j{TEGSE Whe prefecred
a Ordingry) 4 7
(PERCBENT OF THOSB WHO PREFBRRED ORDINARY)
Meat analogue was soft 78 43
Because ordinary is made from real meat - 29
Ordinary is easier to chew oo - 29
No reaeson given .o . 25 -

Note : * The reason given for preferring the bite of the meat
analogue was that it hes no shreds’.

Commente : On the whole 16X of the GMB respondents mentioned a
difference in the bite of the exteander and ordingry meat
and 36X of the GL respondents mentioned such a difference.
The main difference detected was that 'the analogue was
softer than ordinary minced meat in bite®,



IpBLE MO, 8

OPINION THE NCB OF TH

a= 80

Q. 96 How weuld you compare the appearance of the eample meat
with ordinary meat? (If respondent mentione a difference
between the twe, aek) Which would you prefer & why?

Bxtender GMB Sudetitute GL

Comparison
Pase (Respomdents) : 40 40
(PERCENT OF RBSPONDEBNTS)
No difference/ just like mince 78 70
Prefer ordinary .o oo - L
Slightly blacker than ordinary 3 ]
Prefer meat analogue (looke better) - 3

When fresh, meat analogue looked

1ike ordinary mince, dut by

evening it turaed black & tasted

different, oo .o 3 -

Refused to cook .o .o 20 18

Noteg: 1) Two respoadents preferred erdinary meat and the
reasen for thies wae that the anglogue did not
look like meat at all,

2) One respoadent preferred meat analogue, The
reason was that it looked better,

Commente:
1) In appearance, both GMB and GL are not much
* different from ordinary minced meat,

3) None of those who tasted GL mentioned that it
looked like whole meat,



TABLE NO, 9

OPINION THE R OF THE

Q. 1 What ie your opinion about its appearance?

Bxtender GMB Substitute GL

Opinion

Base (Respondents) s 40 40

(PBRCENT OF RESPONDENTS)

Can't tell (shall cook it amd eee) L1 80
Like dry mince .o .o ] 13
Like dry meat oo oo 8 10
Looke nice/ alright .o .e 16 s
Like dry pulees .o . 6 18
Like dry bread .o oo 3 3
Like Cocoa/ Ovaltine .. .s ] 3
Has a good emell .o .o 5 3
Bad emell . ’e - L]
Tastes good (uncooked) .. . ] 3

Note Percentages excoed 100 because of multiple mentiona.

Comments : When asked to give an opinion about the uacooked
analogues, moet of the respondente could give no
opinion, The opinion of the remaining respoadents
ie .tve varied to form say defiaite comclusion
about the uncooked GMB & GIL,



TABLE NO, 10

OPINION OF OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS ABOUT EXTENDER GME

=206 (family members who were at home when GMB was served)

Q. 13a How many membere of your femily live anéd eat at home ?
13b Of these, how many tnotod‘“.h prepared from .n.locuo)’
13 ¢ (For those who 414 mot taete it) Why dig not‘..k separatoly
for each member who did mot taste it) taete it ?

Q. 14 {Ask separately for each member who tasted it) What wae the
opinion of about it ?
(family membder)

Opinion E:t
Members Base Other taste
(Nembers) Good Deli- Very Favour- Bad Bad Bad it
cious goed ble taste mell
(PERCENT OF MBNBERS)
Husband 26 46 19 1s 18 8 18 4 12
Adult mgles 28 20 16 16 - 20 - - 28
Adult females 327 41 63 26 4 - 7 - 19
Teenage males 329 83 59 17 - - - - 3
Teenage 20 70 10 30 ] 16 - - -
females
Children # 79 48 14 e - ] 16 - 1
Total : 206 46 26 18 3 7 9 0,4 8

Notes : 1) The distribution of other family members in the 32 house-
holde where extender GME was served is i

Hueband 29
Adult males 26
Adult females 7
Teenage males 30
Teenage femgles 23
Children 82

Total : 216

Opinion of the extender has been based on a total of
306 membere inetead of 216 becauee 7 adults were not
at home when it was served to the family and three
children were on baby food,

2) 8X of the total respondents did not taste the extender.
According to the respondent the main reason was suepicion
towards trying out a new product,

3) ® Percentuges do not add upto 100 because 8X of the
children (3X of the total) whp sampled the extender did
20t comment wpon it but according to the housewives they
8ave the impression that they liked it,



TABLE MO, 10

Contd, ..

Notes: 4) Other favourable commente made were ‘tasted just 1like
ordinary mince', 'good but different from ordinary
mince®, ‘nice & hard',

§) Percentages oxceed 100 because of multiple mentions,

Comment : The following table presente the coneolidated favourable
and unfavourgble commente of other family members about
the Bxtender

.Bage Favourable Unfavourable Did not
(MEMBBRS) Opinion Opinion taste

{(PBRCBNT OF MEIMBERS)

Hueband 26 65 23 12
Adult males 25 52 20 a8
Adult females a7 74 7 18
Teenage males a9 97 - 3
Teenage females 20 86 15 -
Children 79 80 19 1

Total : 206 77 16 8



TABLE NO, 11
OPINION OF OTHBR FAMILY MEMBERS ABOUT SUBSTITUTE GL

n=198 (flllly.;Clboro who were at home whem GL was served)

4

Q. 13a Hew many membere of your family live and eat at home?

» Of these, how many tucto“ai.. Srepared From anaiogus) ?

¢ (For those who did met taste it) Wby did motroop—omrrrery
taste it ?

for each member who 4id mot taste)
Q. 14 (Ask separately for each member who tnoto: it) What was the
opinion °'(’?i-111 momber =3 about it

Uafavourable Did

Base F.vourtrlo Opinion Opinion not
Members  \opbers) —Very Deid- o g Other Other  taste
Goed good ciows ° Favosr- Bad Un-favour- it
able able
(PBRCBNT OF MEMBBRS )
Husband a9 24 7 a1 10 10 21 14 21
Adult males 128 33 - 4 - 14 39 11 25
Adult a3 17 - - 17 - 30 13 23
females
Teenage 24 29 13 4 4 - 43 4 13
malee
Teenage 14 14 7 21 ? - 21 7 21
femgles
Children® 77 29 10 4 6 - 23 - 4
Total : 198 26 ? ? 7 4 28 6 14

Notes : 1) There were totally 311 members in the 33 households where
Subetitute GL wae served. The above table has been based
on 196 members because the remaining family members were
either not at home to taste the GL dieh (9 respondents)
or they were infante who were still on badby food (7),

2) 14% of the total respondents did not taete the extender
The main reason was suspicion mainly because it was &
new product (9 members) and becauee it was American
(3 memders). The remaining 15 members refused to taste
the Substitute because it had a bad emell,

3) ® 36% of the children (10% of 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 of children do not add upto 100.

4) a. Other favourable comments include 'tastes juet like
ordinary meat', 'looke like meat' and 'liked it in
all respects’,

b, Other un-favourable comments anclude 'bad emell’, 'bad
taste' and ‘emells like fish'., One respondent remgrked
that ae soon ae she told her hueband that he was eating
a meat analogue Le started criticieing it though upto
then he did zot seem to have been dieliking it,

8) Percentages exceed 100 because of multiple mentione,

Contd,,.



TABLE NO, 11
Contd, ..o

Comment :

Percentage of other family membere who gave favourable
and un-favourable commente about the subdetitute is as
follows (mentione are not yultiple):

Base Favourable Uafavourable Dil
‘(Members) Opinion Opinion taste
{(PERCBNT OF MEMBBRS)
Husband 29 82 28 21
Adult males 28 35 39 28
Adult females 23 36 43 22
Teenage males 24 46 42 13
Teenage fomales 14 60 29 21
Children 7? 73 3 4
Totgl @ 196 58 31 14

From this coneolidated tadble it is evident that husbands,
children & teenage females have a more favourable opinion
of the Substitute than adult males, adult females and
teonage males,



SHCTION II

IMPACT OF THE SIZB OF GL
PARTICLES ON ITS ACCEPTABILITY




TABLB NO. 134

n = 33 (these who cooked GL)

e e I e gy v I e B @ P 5 [ ad L2 d L 2 L W e B R g g 8

Qs 9%,¢c,d How would you compare the taste, bite and appearance
of the sample meat with ordinary meat ? (If respondent
mentione a difference between the two ask) Which dd
you prefer and why ?

LOY LY T3 T Dy T Ty LY Lyt ety Tty YW TN T T T DX LD Uy D L g Ty Dl Y

Base (Thoee who
cooked GL) 16 17

B R G e g 50 M @OP GRS 5 L U e e e TS (p e (e I Ses [0 i GRAY IR S (e ap s Nen gpee Gee B B

(PBRCBENT OF THOSE WHO COOKBD GL)

A. TASTE

No difference 35 -
Just 1like ordinary mince 18 19
Prefer ordinary 47 69
Prefer meat analogues - 13
B, BITB

No difference 63 12
Just like ordinary mince/

soft like ordinary mince 6 6%
Prefer ordinary 31 18
Different, but 1liked both - 6

C. APPBARANCE

No difference 81 18
Just 1ike ordinary mince - 71
Prefer ordinary 13 -
Prefer analogue 6 -
Slightly blacker than ordinary - 12

BT Eepe e R @B @@ Pe Be B ae B~ BT a2 e Tege R 0 L " Re A e Se Lege SwET R

Notes:- 1, *MM refers to respondents who cooked GL as a
MINCED MEAT dish,

. #WYM refers to respondents who cooked GL as a
WHOLE MBAT dish.

2. The smell factor has not been taken into conesideration
in the above table because thefe was no mention of the
smell of GL peing like ordinary mince.(All respondents
said there was no difference).

3. Reasons for preference have not been tabulated because
the size of the partides 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 bdbite. This is evident
from the fact that a majority of the MM respondents said that there
Was no difference between GL and ordinary mince (mainly in appearance
and bite) while the WM respondents said that it was just like
ordinary mince.



TABLE NO. 12B
OVERALL OPX QL. LM % _RBSPONDENTS

n « 33 (Those who cooked GL)
FLY T AL U O DY LT T U U D o D T LAl L DAL L T L D L D o D Dl g bt g

Q. 4 What is your opinion about the

(dieh prepared)
that you prepared with it ? VERBATIM ANSWERS.
ETpegegege o ne e BT S G Pe AT aT ge BT e e Re B> R S Sege BT @R BT ST RS W X R e B
NN® HN#
Base: (Those who cooked GL) 16 1?7

s e o e I e @ @ P B i Qe Qe P ge B e B e e e o B Ee B e e g B e B B

(PBRCBNT OF THOSB WHO COOKED GL).

Very Good 19 12

Good 44 35

0.K. - 12

Bad 31 b 1)

Very Bad 6 6

[ D2 1ad oF LN ¥ D8 D L4 o3 S Lod U3 Lot L L4 L2 L4 g D3 Lab L8 Lok Ld L0 L g LF g g L2 LA L4
Co~efficient of opinion#¥s + 0,19 +0,09
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Notes: . 1. *®Respondentes who cooked GL as a MINCBD MBAT dish.
#4Respondente who cooked GL as a WHOLB MEAT dish,
2 .#%4plegse refer to note No, 1 of Table No. 2.

Comment : The co-efficients of opinion reveal that MM respondents
have a elightly higher opinion of GL as compared to.the
WM respondents. Thi#®, however, seems to be more a result
of factores like taste, smell, etc., then the size of
GL partidess This has been concluded from table no,3
of which t hie table is a part,



TABLB MO, jac

WILLINGNESS TO ACCEPT ANOTHBR SAMPLE
AMONG _THE MM® 4ND Wa{#® RESPONDENTS

n = 33 (thoee who cooked GL)

Q.10 Would you like to take another eample?

Base (those who cooked): 16 17

(Perceat of thoee wib cookedGL)
Willing to accept 63 83

another eample

Unwilling to accept 38 49
another sample

Note: * Respondents who cooked GL ae s mince dish ,
#® Regpondents who cooked GL ae a whole meat
dieh,




t

TABLB NO. 312D

RESPONDENTS’ IMPRESSION OF GL AS A SUBSTITUTE .
TOX WHOLY NEAT ARD A9 4 SUBSTITUTE FUR KINCE MEA

n = 33 (Those who cooked GL)

Lol ol bl D 1 L el D D L Ty o O Dy o DY [ U D2 DT T Y e L LY o d ]

Q. 12a. (For those who cooked GL as whole meat) Do you think
it can be used as a substitute for whole meat ? (If no)

Why not ?

Q. 120, (For those who cooked GL as minrs meat) Do you think it
can be used as a sudstiinte ‘or mince meat ? (If no)
Why not ?

EeReES e e ST Se @vBeoa=pe g G- SR e S Se Be Beyelone B g N Qe B Re go e po Ko x

Base (MM *) Can be used as a substitute for mince meat
Yes No

16 63% 38%

Base (WMew#) Can be used as g substitute for whole meat
Yes No

17 59% 40%

STAT RO AT EEEW RT RS NS A @ B B BT B0 NS e S S0 g B B e BT e e W 2 s @ e

Notes:~ 1. #®Reepondents who cooked Gl a8 a MINCBED MEAT.

2, ®#®Respondents who cooked GL as a WHOLE MBAT,

3. Reasona for esaying 'NO' among the MM respondents
Wwere'does not taste like minced meat' (2), 'bad
taste'(32), *'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
autritional values, but not in taste (1)°'.



COMMBNT (Tgble 208, 13A, 138, 13C, 13D): Ia order

to determine the impact of the eise of GL particles
on its acceptadbility, $0X respondents (who cooked
GL) were aeked to cook it ge g mince digh (MM rosp-
ondeats) and the remginiag 60X were asked te oceek
GL ae a whole meat dieh. (WM respondents), The accep-
tability wae measured by cemparing the results of
these two greups in tesms of opinioa and willingneese
to accept amother sample,

From the adove four tadles it is clear that GL ig
more like mince meat than whole meat, but the

eize factor does not seem to have affected its
acceptability, Thie ie evideat from thh fact that
preference for the ordinary dish over the meat
analogue dieh is not eignificantly higher among

thé MM respondente tham among the WM respondents
(table 12A), In table no, 128, GL has emerged
better among the MN than the WM respondents, but
this difference (+0,10) is not very significant

and also there are no indications that this diff.-
erence is due to the size of the GL particles,

Hhen respondentewere asked if they were willing

to accept another GL gample, a slightly higher pers
centage (10%X) of the MM respondente showed willing-
ness as compared to the WM respondente, This,
however, could be due to factors other than the
size of the GL particles as is indicated by tadle
no, 12D, In thie table, the idpact of the size of
GL particles on ite acceptability was tested directly
by asking the MM respondents whether they felt

that GL could be used as a substitute for mince meat
and by asking the Wi respondente if it conld be
used as a substitute for whole meat, 63% of the MM
respondents sald that it could be weged inetead of
mince meat and 89X of the WM respondente said that
it could be used instead of whole meat, The differ-
ence between the two groupe ie very small (only 4%)
which means that although these respondents consider
the GL particles to be too emgll for whole meat,
the size did not affect the opinion and acceptability
of GL as a substitute for meat,



SECTION I1IIX
OTHER INPORMATION




TARLR NO, 13-4

WILLINGN EPT_ANOTHBR

ne 80

Qe 10 Would you like to take another eample ¢

Bxteader GMB Subetitute GL

Willingnese

Base (Respondents) t 40 40

{PBRCENT OF RESPONDBNTS)
Yoo X .e oo (1] 48
'o .0 o e o 1; 35
Refused to cook ., .o 20 18
TABLE NO, 13-B
PRICE WILLING TO PAY
n = 80

Q. 11 How much would you be willing to pay for 1 Seer (3 1be)
of the meat anglogue ?

Price for 2 1bs Extender GMB Subgtitute GL *

(Re) Base (Respondente) : 40 40

(PBRCENT OF RESPONDBNTS)

1,00 .o e 3 10
1,80 o .o 13 28
2,00 .o .o 40 13
2,80 os .o 15 5
8,00 .o . -
Can not eay ®# .o .o s 10
Rot williag to buy . .o 8 16
Refused to cook oo .e a0 18
Average price (Rs) 1,46 1,10

Note: 1) "One respondent ssid Re: 0,60 paisas

2) **Theso respondents were excluded while calculating
the average price,

Comment: GME is more acceptable than GL, This ie evident from the
fact that a larger proportion of thoge who tasted GMB
were willing to accept another sample as compared to
those who tasted GL, Further, gverage price that respon-
dente are willing to pay is higher for GMB then for GL,



TABLE MO, 14
NUMBBR OF TIMES THE MEAT ANALOGURS WERB CDOKED

a = 80

Q 3 How many times did youw cook it ? (If omce) Why did you not
cook it g second time? (Record verbatim)

A = NUMBBR OF TINSS MBEAT ANALOGUES COOKED

Number of Bxtender GMB Substitute GL
tines cooked

Base (Respomdente) 40 40

{PBRCBNT OF RESPONDBNTS)

Once oe X X 16 38
Twice oo X X3 43 33
Thl'tc. Y LX) X 23 13
Refused to cook .e oo 20 18
Average Number of times cooked 1.7 1.4

B _- RBASONS_POR_NOT COOKING IT j SBCOND TINE

Bxtender GMB Substitute GL

Reasons (
Those who
Base cooked once) ¢ 18
(PERCENT OF THOSB WHO COOKED ONLY ONCB)

No one in the family liked it . 33 60
No particular reason (ehall cook again) 80 7
No obe ate it .o . - 13
Family members were swepicioue .. - 13
Had peculiar emell oo oe - 7
It upeset our stomachs oo 17 -

Comment 1 A larger number of the GL respondente (16) cooked it
only once ae compared the GME respondente {6)s The
main reason was that po ome im the Pfamily liked it,



a =80 .

Bxtender GMB Substitute GL

Base(Respondents)! so 49
A - Monthly Femily Incomg (Re. {PERCENT OF RBSPONDENTS)
Structured)

100 - 249 .o oo a8 2%

280 - 499 .o P as a8

00 —899 .o .o 28 28

700 & adove ' ee 26 26
B_- Regpondent® Yoprs)

Below 24 .o . ] 8

28 - 34 .o .o 43 40

36 - 44 . .o 46 48

Above 44 .o . 8 ]
C = Respondent's Bducgtiongl Quglificgtions

Illiterate oo X 23 36

Below Matric oo .e 48 40

Mgtriculate .e .o 16 18

Intermediate .o .e 8

Graduate .o .o 8 3
D -~ Husband'e Occupgtion

Big Businesemen (earning bver Re 700/~ 8 ]

per moath)
Small " {({earsing delow Re 700/~ 18 23
per month)
Claes I Govt, officiale (earning over 8 [
Res $00/- per
month)

Other Govt, officiale .o 10 8

Professionale/Managers .o 13 20

Clerks/Assistante .o as 16

Skilled workere .o 10 20

Retired .o - ]

Widow oo 10 -
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APPENDIX NO. 12

%‘R!! ﬁ‘ﬂ; }_; THE _RESPONDENTS
ING THB FIRST CONTACT

BRSNS G0 Do Be B e P 0 B G Do B 9™ go D= e o i~ n= g g WS WS g G B @ B .

NO. OF RESPONDENTS

Seen it on television

will definitely cook it ?
Read about it in newepapers &
Should be useful on meatless daye 3
Should be useful when guests

arrive unexpectedly 2
It is good because it will be cheap 2
Hope it is not harmful 2

W e 0 2 IS I E I (S S e W B B [ O e e e e I e G e I I G 1 @



Q.

Q.

Q.

APPENDIX NO. 2

QUESTIONS NOT TABULATED

(who esooked it) 1Is all cases where analogue had
been “cooked, respondent hereelf had cooked it.

3a (check question) Was asked to make sure that respondents

7

who claimed to have cooked the sample had really cooked
it., Responses imndicated that all of them had cooked it.

(Difficulties faced in cooking) No difficulties were
mentioned,

(Amount of mince mixed in the extender): All respondents
mixed mince with the extender in the ratio 1:1.



APPBNDIX Neo, 3

QUTSTIONNAIRE

FIRST CONTACT

Introduce youreelf and explaim the purpose of the survey
to the respondents,

Show a sample of the Substitute/ Bxtender to the respon-
dent and explain to her the¢ method of ite preparation,

Q. 1 What ie your opimion about ise appearance ?
(Record Verbatim)

Respondent e Name :

Addrese

Telephone WNo:

Dish to be prepared:

Sample Code Number :

Date of Second Comtagct :

Commente made by the respondent and othefs present :




SECOND_coNTycT

Q. 1a Did yeu cook the eample whick I bad givea you ?

Yoo Ne :
- i

(If No) Why met? (Prode for reassons and record
afewere verbatim)

Q 2 Whe cooked it ¢

{ Self Other (Specify)

[
i
L1 _3 J

Q 3 How many timee 4148 you ceok it ?

.rOIeo ! Twice Sr Thrice | More than thrice (Spoc“y)z
[} [}
L 2 1 3 4 |

(If Once, ask) Why did youw mot cook it a second time ?
(Record verbatim)

3b  Whem yow cooked it the firet time, how much water did
Yyou seak it ia? UWhen you started cookimg it how much
water was left?

Netg: Thie question wae introduced to check ir
respoadeat had really cooked the sample
or sot,

Q 4 What ie your opimion gbout the that you
prepared with it ? (dish prepared )
(Probe and record amewer verdatim)

L T What did you particularly like im it ? (Record Verbatim)




Q ¢

Q. ?

Q 8

Q. %

What did you particslarly dielike im it ? (Record Verbatim)

Whea you prepared it for the first time ¢id you face any
éifficultiens in coeoking it ¢

(If Yee) &a) What eort of éifficulties?

b) How 6id yeu evercome theese difficulties
when you ceoked it a second time ?

Q 7 Qs 7a Difficulties : Q. 7b How Overcome !
Yoo ) ﬁ|
o (T !

(For those who cooked the Bxtender)

When you cooked it the firet time, bow much mince did
you mix in it ?

rlq'.l amounte, Other quantity (Specify) :
L 1 2 4

When you cooked it the second time did yos put im the
same amount of mince? (If Ne) How much mince did you
uee ¢

How would you compare the taste Of the sample meat with
ordinmary meat? (If respondent mentione g difference
betueen the two) Which of the two would yeu prefer and
why ¢

How would yow compare the emell of the sample meat with
ordinary meat? (If respondent mentioms a difference,
ask) Which weuld you prefer and why?

How would you cu;no the bite of the sample meat with
ordinary meat? (XIf respondent meatioane a difference,
ask) Which would you prefer aand why ?




-d -

Q. 9¢ How would yeu compare the appearance of the sample
meat with ordimary meat? (If respondeat mentions
difference, ask) Which would you prefer and why ?

Q. 10 VWouwld you like to take another eample ¢

i Yoo Ne
: 1 3

Qs 121 How much wonld yow be willimg to pay for 1 Ssar
(2 1bs) of the meat analogue ?

Qe 13 (For those who cooked the Sudbetitute)

a. (Thoese who cooked it as whole meat) Do you think it
can be uwsod as a subetitute for whole meat?

{If No) Wby mot ?

b, (For those who cooked it ae mince mest) Do you think
it can be used ae a sudbetitute for mince meat?
(If Ko) Why mot?

Qs 13a How many memders of your family live and eat st home ?

b (OF these) How many t""‘(dtoh prepared from .n.loguo)’

¢ (For those who did not taete it) Why did 'otIEEE

separately for each memder who did not taete it) taste it?
{a) (o) (c)
Fanily Those who Regeons for not
membere tgeted tgeting
Self
Huebdand

Adult males
Adult Cemales
Teenage males
Teonage females
Children

hpeesvcscsscccvracccncosacchaccad
posccsoccsccsscscccsvacsscshocacd
hbeccscssansscscccsamacchoencad




Q 14

Q.

Q

Q.

Q.

16

17

18

(Aek separately for each member who tasted it) What was

the opinions of T famiiy member )

about it ¢

Opinios

Huoband

Adult malee
Adult femalee
Teenage males
Teenage females
Childrea

hescccss

May I kaow your age, please ?

Below 20 20 - 24
1 2

30

- 34
4

36 - 39 40 - 44
L 6

L cccccdhecscadl

r--—qr---

48 - 49

hecsvsahoacavad

60 & adove

e cppe epn e S ame @l

May I know your husband's occupation, please ?

(Verdatin)

May I kauow your educational qualifications, please ?

~ Home T Beiow

l 1] 1
Illiterate 5 education ! Matric l.trlculntoi Intornodtat{
3 ; 2 [ 4 ! s |
¥ L)
Orazlnto 5 Post 0;adllto§ Professiongl | Other (Spocify‘
. . . : ’
4 ’ ¥} .
May I know your monthly family income, please ¢
1 ]
| Betow 100} 100-249 | 250-499 | 600-699 | 700-999 | 210001439 |
| 1 H 2 3 HEY | ' 5 ! 6 |
L i : ; ! : ]
' 2 a2
12500 - 1999 ; 2000 - 2499 ! 28500 - 2999 | 3000 & above i
| 7 : s ' 9 : 10 i
: : : 1

L




APPENDIX "'H"



NERAL MILLS, INC. « JAMES FORD BELL TECHNICAL CENTER - 9000 PLYMOUTH A'VE. 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 s.oy-based meat extenders and flavored soy-based meat
replacements. Initial contacts with the Pakistan Armed Forces
generated a high 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 surpisingly
good acceptance of the overall concept has been demonstrated.

In an orderly srogression of concept development, the next step would
be to perform 1 "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 thai 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 1if
conditions statilize and the raw material pi:ture clarifies.

If AID concurs with the General Mills recomm:ndation, 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,

YA taer

D. L. Andersen .
Project Manager
AID/nesa-386 (Pakistan)

Project Administrator

DLA/rm



