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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Sri Lanka is home to a multi ethnic, multi religious population of 17.6 million. 

Predominantly an agricultural country, 70% of her people reside in rural areas and are 

engaged in agricultural activities. However, industry is steadily picking up in the urban 

and semi urban areas and the sectoral composition of the economy is slowly changing 

towards a more manufacturing and service oriented one. Majority of the people of Sri 

Lanka are Buddhists with a history of over 2,500 years and is one of the few countries in 

the world with such a high concentration of Buddhists. The strong influence of India on 

cultural, social and political aspects of Sri Lanka has resulted in several socio-cultural 

traditions similar to that of India. As a consequence of this influence and the fact that the 

Sri Lankan population consist of 16% Hindus, some Sri Lankan Buddhists also share the 

Hindu beliefs. To add to this mix of Buddhist and Hindu beliefs, are the western and 

Christian based beliefs that were introduced to the country through the Portugese, Dutch 

and English rule during the latter part of the 19th century. Hence, one could say Sri 

Lanka's mix of cultural and religious groups has given rise to a unique combination 

traditions, beliefs and habits. Furthennore, our culinary preferences and habits, the 

majority of which have originated from lndia have been subject to influences from other 

Asian cultures as well as the West. 

Sri Lanka as a nation has a long tradition ofmcat consumption with a relative 

conservatism in regard to meat eating habits as opposed to the exotic eating habits of her 

neighbours to the east. The main meat products that are consumed have being restricted to 

fish, chicken, pork, mutton and beef and are being consumed only in moderate quantities. 

The available statistics indicate that the 10% of the highest income earning households in 

Sri Lanka spend approxlll1ateJy Rs 6,950 on food items out of which an average of Rs 520 

is spent on meat on a monthly basis. The average consumption rates in Sri Lanka are 

lower than that of developed countries but studies indicate that it is on a steadily increasing 

trend. Chicken consumption per head has mcreased from 0 7Kg in 1990 to 2.6Kg in 1995 

and is expected to reach 7 .3Kg per head in 2000. With respect to other meats, available 

import statistics indicate that beef imports have increased by 53 %, lamb and mutton 

4 
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imports have increased 489% and poultry has increased by 60% while pork imports have 

decreased form 1985 to 1995. 

Having a population with a high literacy of at least 88%, the awareness of the nutritional 

value of meals consumed is high among the average Sri Lankan. This knowledge is further 

supplemented by the government health educational programmes carried out at grassroot 

levels of society which emphasize the pivotal role of a well balanced diet and an adequate 

protein intake in keeping a person healthy. Therefore the main barrier for the increase in 

meat consumption may be mainly economic than social or cultural. 

When looking from an angle of price and production, under natural circumstances fish 

should be one of the cheapest and the aboodant meat sources in the country. However, 

today it is the most expensive and scarce meat source in the island, which could be 

attributed to the on going civil war that limits the areas available for fishing and lack of 

investment in the domestic fisheries industry. Tn contrast, the poultry industry has grown 

rapidly during the last few years and has resulted in the chicken prices being relatively 

stagnant over the past five years or so, while mutton prices increased by 102%, pork 

prices by 154% and fish prices increased by 390%. As a consequence, today chicken bas 

changed its role from the delicacy on the menu to the common and cheapest dish on the 

dinner table. 

Due to the high frequency of chicken being consumed on a daily basis, there is a defmite 

trend among the high income category to tryout viable alternatives. The objectives of this 

study were to find out these alternatives and to study the current consumption habits, 

consumption trends and perceptions about traditional and non-traditional meat 

consumption in Sri Lanka. 
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2.0 OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 

TIle primary objective of the study was to identify cuqent meat consumption trends in 

the Sri Lankan market.. 

Specifically, the objectives were: 

• To identify trends in meat consumption among the up market. (upper middle 

income and higher) consumers with respect. to 

Quantity consumed 

Types of meat consumed 

Frequency of consumption 

Profiles of chicken consumers vs conswners of other meats and 

Preferences for different types of meat 

General attitudes and perceptions towards meat consumption 

• [n addition to above the study was also designed to obtain an indication of price 

elasticity of demand and to analyze trends in meat imports through availa~le 

secondary data. 

6 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

3.0 APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The survey was designed to cover only the middle to high income households in the most 

urbanized areas of the COlll1try since this segment of people are believed to be the trend 

setters in the Sri Lankan society. The design of the study was mainly quantitative in . 

nature and consisted of a sample survey of 500 households from middle to upper income 

classes whose results can be generalized into the population of meat consumers. The study 

also includes a segment of results of analysis of secondary data on meat imports and other 

available statistics on meat consumption. 

A two stage combined cluster - quota sampling method was used to select the households 

from each of the following areas: 

Colombo MC 

Dehiwala, Mount Lavinia~ Ratmalana, Moratuwa 

Kotte, Battaramulla, Nawala 

Nugegoda and suburbs 

Gampaha urban areas such as PeJiyagoda, Kelaniya, Wattala, Seeduwa etc. 

TIle data was collected through "face-to-face" interviews conducted by our network of 

field investigators based in the respective districts. 1n each household selected, a meat 

consumer who is also a person that influences the decisions about the family's meals were 

interviewed based on quotas that were set to cover 50% males and 50% females. In each 

of the above areas, quotas were also set to select the middle income to upper income 

houses. Accordingly, 20% of the households were in the inCome category ofRs 3,500 - Rs 

5,000, while those between the categories ofRs 5,001- Rs 7,500, and Rs 7,501- Rs 10,000 

were 23% and 22% respectively. Furthermore, 35% of the households fell within the 

category of those earning above Rs 10,000. 

7 
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In order to enhance the results of the 500 household sample survey, the study also inclUded 

2 focus group discussions (FGD) among 12 members of the target group of trend setters in 

the high income groups. The cells for these FGD's were based on age and gender since 

eating habits change mainly on these characteristics which are related to health conditions 

too. 

CellI Ceil 2 
I Session 1 Session 

Married females of the Married males of the same 
high income group (Rs 4,000 and high income group who are heads of 
above) who run a household. households. 

age: above 30 yrs age: Above 30 yrs 

The information obtained from these discussions 'which were held at a reputed location, are 

also embedded into the discussion given in this report. 

8 
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4.0 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

The following are the results obtained from the 500 household survey conducted in the 
urban areas of Colombo and Gampaha, covering households with a monthly income of at 
least Rs 3,500, and a series of focus group discussions also on the subject matter of the 
study. It should be noted that where ever appropriate the infommtion gathered from the 
qualitative study has also been included into the discussions given in this report. 
TIlfoughout the report, the results on all the meats have also been compared with that of fish 
and soya meat. 

The sample consisted of 50% males and 50% females, 20% of households were with 
incomes betvveen Rs.3,500 - Rs.5,000, while 35% were vvith incomes above Rs 10,000. 
With respect to occupation 17% were in trade, and 12% were in clerical type of 
occupations, 'while 2]% were unemployed. The majority of 72% of households had 3-5 
members and 37% them had m'o children in the household, while 18% had no children. 111e 
sample covered 54% Buddhists, 30% Christians, 9% Muslims and 3% Hindus and 68% of 
the respondents were above 35 years of age. 111e criteria for participation in the survey was 
that they belong to the above Rs. 3500 income group, are regular meat consumers and gets 
invol ved in the decision of purchasing meat for the household. 
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4.1 Current Usage Habiis of Meat 

4.1.1 Types of meat purchased/consumed in the target household 

Beef 47 
Chicken 95 
Pork 34 
Mutton 39 
Wild Boar 9 
'Duck 3 
Turkey 2 
Lamb 
Rabbit 0 
Fish 74 
Soya Meat 60 
Other 4 

The above table depicts the types of meat purd1ased by the middle and upper income group 
(target group) Sri Lankan meat purchasing households. Note that this table only gives the 
percentage of households that purchases these types at one time or the other 

Out of the many competing types of meat current! y available 111 the market, a vast majority 
of C)5% of the target households proved to be purchasing chicken, clearly indicating that 
chicken is the most preferred type of meat in Sri Lankan households. As reinforced by the 
qualitative information we have gathered, certain culinary preferences, habitual reasons and 
the \-vide availability of the product seem to be some of the main reasons for this outcoine. 

Apart from chicken, it was found that fish is mostly purchased item among the majority of 
these households with 74% of them purd1asing fish. Given the various socio-cultural 
constraints faced by households in meat consumption and the lack of any such 
considerations on the consumption of fish, and also its ready availability, fish seem to be a 
very popular item in the average household meal. 

Soya meat too, appeared to have penetrated itself into the highl y competiti ve market and 
proved to have gained much popularity as 60% of the respondents seem to purchase it for 
their respective households. 

It is significant to note that only 47% of the target households indicated that they purchased 
beef. It was found in the focus group discussions that religious and social reasons were to a 
great c:>..'"tent the reason for this [ow consumption of beef in Sri Lanka than the health 
hazards associated with eating red meat. 

10 
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It was also found that mutton and pork too were not so widely purchased as that of chicken 
and fish. In the case of mutton, the non consumption category consisted of 61 %. The 
discussions brought out the fact that the low consumption of mutton was mainly due to 
unavailability, price and the lack of trust as to what is actually being sold as mutton. This is 
in contrast to the religious and social reasons for the unpopularity of beef and pork. With 
regard to pork, again 66% proved to be non eaters of pork, due to reasons of religion, non 
availability and price. It was found in the discussions that not only Muslims but even most 
Buddhists do not bring pork in to their homes due to various beliefs associated with the 
hygiene of the animal. 

Wildboar, being quite similar to pork was found to be consumed by a very small proportion of 
people with over 91% of the sample not consuming that type of meat at al]. Here, the unfamiliarity 
and the unavailability of the meat were the main reasons for the unpopularity of the meat. 

Duck and Turkey even though somewhat similar to chicken, still appeared to have a large 
percentage of non-eaters, with some 95% saying that they had not tried these types of meat. 
Again the reasons found out'through the FGD suggest that it is mainly due to the 
llla vailability of this type of meat caused by the lack of demand for it. 

In the case of rabbit meat., an interesting point that was found during the FGDs on this non 
consumption is that most thought of rabbit as a pet and therefore they said most could not 
rationalize the consumption of meat of such a harmless animal. 

4.1.2 Frequency of consumption 

Less than once a week 
Once a week 
Twice a week 

24 
29 
22 

3 times a week 10 
4-5 times a week 8 

w.§;:~:.::t,~~Im~'~~~~_~~""'~_~_~~"'~,~,~,~~~~~""_,_""'_~_~''''''"",_"""~~ __ "~_""_m"",,~,,,,,,,~,,_. 

Of those who consume beef, it was found that 29% were weekly consumers while 22% 
consumed beef twice a week. A further 25% was found to eat beefmore than three times a 
week. Apart from chicken consumed by 85% of the household. beef seem to be the most 
frequently consumed type of meat among the high income households. 

11 
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Less than once a week 14 
Once a week 42 
Twice a week 21 
3 times a week 13 
4-5 times a week 6 
Every day 4 

~--

When considering the frequency of consumption of chicken among the target Sri Lankan 
households consuming chicken, it was foood that 42% of these respondent households consume 
chicken approximately once a week while the consumption rate of twice and three times a week 
were 21 % and 13% respectively. Only 4% said they consume chicken on a daily basis. This 
analysis therefore finds that almost 86% of the target households consume some amooot of chicken 
at least once a week indicating the vast popularity of the type of meat. 

Less than once a week 
Once a week 

41 
22 

Twice a week I q 
3 times a week 5 
4-5 times a week 5 

_,§::;;;ry,,~Xmm_mmm __ ~_~" __ ,_""_"''''''''m''''''''' .. ''' .................. '''"' .... "."" ... ,.,,'''' .. ''' .. ''' .. ''' .. ,,'''ou., ....... '''.,.''' .... ''' ......... ? .. 

Pork too appear to be consumed at a low rate of consumption than chicken with 41 % of pork 
consumers eating pork less than once a week. 

Less than once a week 
Qncea week 
Twice a week 
3 times a week 
4-5 times a week 

66 
21 
8 
3 

Ev~r da~.~_~~_ .. ~_~_~ __ 2-.... 

The conswnption frequency rdating to mutton is much less than the frequency associated 
with chicken. Even though marginally more households consume mutton over pork, their 
frequency of consumption is Jess than that of pork indicating that mutton is more of an 
occasional meat than pork. While 66% of all mutton consumers mentioned that they 
consume mutton Jess than once a week 21 % appear to be consuming it once a week. 

12 
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Less than once a week 0 
Once a week 8 

T~ceaweek 8 
3 times a week 17 
4-5 times a week 17 
Every ~;My~ _____ ~_~~ __ 50 ____ m_~_. ___ , ___ ~" 
A significant finding with respect to frequency offish consumption is that tmlike meat., 
almost all those who consume fish, or 84%, do it at least three times a week. This is in 
contrast to chicken and fish, at 25% consumption of at least three times a week. 

Less than once a week 
Once a week 
Twice a week 
3 times a week 
4-5 times a week 

60 
20 

",~,;:~~"~y"""""."",~"",,,,_,,,,_,,,,,,,.,,,,.,,,,,,,,~,,39_,~,_''''m''m''''-''''_"'_""'''''''''''''_''''''''''''''''_'''''''''''~ 

It is clear that the frequency of soya me2t consumption is low, with the vast majority 
consuming it only once a week or even less. 

4.1.2. J Frequency o/Consumption of Meats by Gender 

Beef 

Less than once a week 26 24 
Once a week 36 27 
T~cea week 16 27 
3 times a week IO 10 
4-5 times a week 6 5 
Everyday 6 7 

h'....,.fi"_ .. ~"..,..~ .. , ... .""...~~~" 

With respect to frequency of beef consumption among the target group, it was found that 
approximately half of them consume beef either once or twice a week, immaterial of the 
gender. 

13 
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Chicken 

Less than once a week 16 12 
Once a week 40 43 
Twice a week 23 20 
3 times a week 11 16 
4-5 times a week 6 6 
EveEY daz: 4 3 

There does not appear to be any significant difference in gender with respect to those who 
conswne chicken in the frequency pattern depicted above even though slightly more males 
seem to be consuming chicken than females. It is seen that of both genders dlicken is eaten 
up to 3 times a week by the vast majority. 

Pork 

Less than once a week 
Once a week 

43 
20 

41 
22 

Twice a week 20 16 
3 times a week 8 5 
4-5 times a week 5 5 

_,E~ery~.daY~,~~~_~_~~~"""""~_,~mm_:!:..''''~~'''_''''_''''~ __ ~, __ ,,) 1 

In terms of pork consumption frequency by gender once again no significant difference is 
seen. However as in chicken, it is found that males eat pork marginally more than females 
and that across gender, around two thirds eat pork once a week the most. 

Mutton 

Less than once a week 69 66 
Once a week 17 21 
Twice a week 7 8 
3 times a week 4 1 
4-5 times a week 3 

~~~3X"~~X"" ____ ~""_"'_m_m,,,, __ , __ ,_~3~~, ______ "'m~'_~_"}_,,~,,"""'~,,~ __ ""'_~;:;: 
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There does not appear to be any gender differentiate in tenns of frequency of mutton 
conswnption in the target. Sri Lankan households, with the bulk ofbot11 males and females 
being occasional consumers. 

4.1.2.2 Frequency of Consumption of Meats by Age 

Beef 

gl~_~]@N~~]~I1If,]l~."*I~Jr.li]~~~]i~m]r.y._11~!]ll]~)~~j!\i~~_)~]~~iBi.~41llfll~_ill! 
Less than once wk 19 18 27 25 
Once a week 27 35 31 
Twice a week 18 28 23 
3 times a week 32 8 
4-5 times a week 62 5 7 5 

Eve!XdaL-,~ .19 __ ~_,~_~~8~_,. ___ . 

In tenus of frequency of beef consumption what is seen is that those consumers in the age 
groups of less than 25 years and 25 - 30 years seem. to be rather frequent consumers with 
more than two thirds of the first group and close to 40% of the second group eating beef at 
least three times a week. The older groups however seem to be relatively less frequent 
consumers with majority of them eating beef once a week or less. 

Chicken 

Less than once wk 7 21 23 12 
Once a week 30 34 36 4S 
Twice a week 24 22 26 20 
3 times a week 16 13 11 13 
4-5 times a week 16 4 2 7 
Everyday 7 6 2 3 

Unlike the other meats analyzed here where the frequency is skewed towards less frequent 
consumption, chicken consumption pattern seem to be once or twice a week for most of the 
respondents who eat chicken across all age groups identified. Again, the yotmger groups of 
less than 25 years and 25 - 30 years group seem to be the most frequent consumers with 
39% of the earlier group and 23% of the latter group consuming chicken at least thri~ a 
week. 
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Pork 

li~W.r.?I..g:i:i:i:i:i:i:Ij:j:ii:ljljl:i::ii:it:11.1$1_ij~$.iI$i:Ii:i:I@1ti.i:YI:i:ij:::::!:::!l:1:::::ijiif=1:#jg~.:!tj:j:ttl~::::l:j.t.«:IIi$.$£li:::;:; 
Less than oncewk 43 36 50 41 
Once a week 29 24 15 22 
Twice a week 24 23 17 
3 times a week. 8 6 6 
4-5 times a week 14 6 7 

m§v~..Et ~_" " «<<< 14 < ,<,_~_~ ,:':'w ... ,< 7. «< , ,_~,," 

With respect to the frequency of consumption of pork among consumers of that meat, it can 
be seen that it is skewed towards less frequent consumption with most in all age groups 
eating pork either once a week or less. It can be seen that the older persons consume 
relatively less frequently than the younger ones. 

Mutton 

f['I.III{(jJiJr?r~~®ji:j~~%rlllfl~~g~_~I~g~w,l«mlr1~~~~I~j:J1rflf:f.\(fil~i~jI:j~~~]:;:::i:~.I~(~1f.ll. 
Less than once wk 70 57 70 66 
Once a week 30 12 17 22 
Twice a week 24 9 5 
3 times a week 4 3 
4-5 times a week 2 

,)?~~!Y d~~,~~, 7 2 

The above table indicates that of those who consume mutton, most fall in to the category of 
less frequent consumers across age groups, with almost two thirds consuming less than once 
a week. However, about a third of the mutton consuming respondents in the age groups of 
25-30 years seem to be consuming mutton once or twice a week, and those above 30 yrs 
seem to be the most frequent consumers of mutton. 

16 
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4. 1.3 Quantities of meat consumed 

4.1.3.1 Amount of Meat Purchased for the household per month 

Beef 55 2 4 8 12 18 
Chicken 9 7 1 ] 10 29 34 
Pork 72 2 8 6 7 5 
Mutton 65 9 10 5 2 6 3 
Wtldboar 97 2 1 
Duck 100 
Turkey 100 
Lamb 100 
Rabbit 100 
Soya 64 19 10 5 ] 

Fish 13 3 13 14 11 23 23 
;_"'.,."."'; ...... ~ ... u-;_". .... _....,.""""""'~.u"·_"" ...... ....,~~_"" ....... ,.N·<v ........ ,, .... .,.,,.,..~ __ ,~~_""".N' ......... ~ .. """" ...... ..........:_~~~~_". .... ~ ................ .,." .. ,.,. .. <'V .. , ...... " ...... 

4.1.3.2 Consumption quantities 

0-25 gm 
26 - 50 gm 
51-75 gm 
76 - 100 gm 

100 - 125 gm 

Over12~~~~ 
----~--~~~ 

5 
15 
16 
17 
17 
30 

Even though meat being considered to be a very important part of the meal by many households 
only 30% of the 500 respondents seem to be consuming more than approximately 125 grams of 
meat (all meats combined) per day, while a majority of the respondents, or 64% was found to 
consume more than 75 grams per day_ A significant proportion of almost a third of the 
respondents in the target households, consumed between 25 - 75 grams per day_ 

17 
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4.2 Trends in consumption habits 

4.2. J Trends in consumption compared to an year ago 

"~<'VoNY~",j'''~, ~~ 

_ ~~~~~~.~_~i ____________ _ 
More than an year ago 16 
Less than an year ago 35 
About. the same 49 

''''.IV'''_''''~'';'J' .. "",.".....".""_ ... ,,,~,,'J<;'I:J''''.pQV~'''''''~-''J''''''''~'~~~_'' ~""_~~"~""_'~J<J<I.' ___ ~ ___ ~ ~""""~""_'IAO""""''' 

It is interesting t.o note that 35% of the sample claim that they eat less meat now than an year ago 
while only 16% stated they have increased their consumption of meat. 

4.2.1. / Consumption trends as compared to the past, by gender 

More than an year ago 18 
Less than an year ago 34 
About the same 48 
~-,,~~-~-~~~-~,,--""'---~~~-~----

4.2.1.2 Consumption trends as compared to the past, by age 

More than an year ago 34 
Less than an year ago 2] 
About the same 45 

13 
36 
5] 

16 
25 
59 

15 
38 
47 

16 
38 
46 

-----~~---,~-~-~~~~----------~.~--------~. 

There do not seem to be any significant difference in the change in consumption quantities between 
males and females from the immediate past to now. 

However, it is obvious that the younger consumers of below 25 years of age are consuming more 
meat now than the previous year where as the older consumers have not changed their consumption 
pattems. 
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4.2.1.3 Types of meats consumed more and consumed less, as compared tD AN YEAR A GO 

Beef 2] 34 45 
Chicken 24 3] 45 
Pork 19 36 45 
Mutton 11 31 58 
Wild Boar 20 33 47 
Duck* 22 33 45 
Turkey* 22 33 45 
Lamb * 25 33 42 
Rabbit* 25 38 37 
Fish 37 23 40 

~§-.2Xa meat 27 16 57 
... Sample size.s too ~maJ1 

There seem to be a decreasing trend in consumption of pork and beef while there seem to be an 
increasing trend in consumption in fish and soya meat as compared to an year ago. Even though 
for chicken it was found that overall more respondents said less of it is being consumed than a year 
ago, a significant proportion of the target group indicated an increase of their dlicken consumption . 

As reinforced by the focus group studies on the reasons for the reduction of constnnption of beef 
seem be mostly due to certain prevalent cultural reasons and social stigmas attached to eating beef, 
rather than purely religious reasons. However for pork, it was more religious and health reasons 
for the reduced level of consumption. When considering mutton, the scenario was very much 
different with most indicating that they had no social, cultural or religious factors stopping them 
from eating mutton, but it was unavailability, not getting value for money and hassle of preparation 
that kept them from consuming more mutton. 

4.2.2 Trends in consumption in an year from IUJW 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

13 
30 
57 

From the tables above, it could be seen that a majority -of 57% of the 500 respondents interviewed 
was unlikely to either increase or decrease their consumption quantity of meat within the coming 
year thus maintaining the same consumption levels. However, while a 30% mentioned that they 
would curtail their meat consumption quantities within the forthcoming year, only 13% indicated a 
perceived increase. These results seem to indicate a trend towards reduced consumption of meat 
among this target group, the reasons for which maybe several fold as analyzed later in the study 
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4.2.2.1 Expected consumption in thefuture, by gender 

More than now 16 12 
Less than now 27 .32 

About the same 57 56 
~_""o: .". oc..: <:< ... ..., .. ( 

4.2.2.2 Expected consumption in thefllture, by age 

I!I~I~~~!I~i1~ii~~i~IiI~Ii~!~i!lII!1!I~:!1!iilI!~1!fi!i!i!Il~!!!!~~1!~!1@1~!I~i~1!j~Il~1~~_!!r.$ml~!;il~!ljfl:~M4IilW.«.111~il)1~iiI!i~1~~I~$.JiJiBjW.$:ia~:~I!iIIli~:IIi!1lIl~~$.~i~!~I!l!iii!i: 
More than now 27 13 10 13 
Less than now 21 28 15 33 
About the same 52 59 75 54 

It can be seen that from those who are likely to increase their consumption of meat., males are 
slightly more likely than females to do so in the forthcoming year. However, when compared to 
their consumption change from last year, it seems that the rate of increase as measured by the 
number of those who increased consumption from the previous year to this year and then plan to 
increase next year, is diminishing for both males and ft-w.ales. 

With respect to age, it is clear that the below 25 years consumers are more likely to increase their 
consumption of meat while the others will be more likely to reduce their consumption. 

4.2.2.3 Types of meats expected to be consumed nwre and consumed less, as compared to 
NOW 

Beef 12 35 53 
Chicken 18 29 53 
Pork 11 36 53 
MUtton 11 29 60 
Wild Boar* 17 17 66 
Duck* 25 25 50 
Turkey* 25 25 50 
Lamb * 33 33 34 
Rabb~* 33 33 34 
Fish 34 20 46 
So;ya ~~t ,, __ ~ __ ~_~~_~~ __________ ,,_~ ____ ~ __ ,,---.26 . ______________ . 
* Sample SizllS too small -
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It was fOtmd that for chicken, while 53% of the current consumers stated they wi]] maintain a 
constant consumption pattern, 29% emphasized on a potential drop in their consumption. 
However, 18% perceived an increase in the consumption in the future indicating that among meats, 
chicken seem to be the meat with a relatively strong demand for the future. 

In tenus of beef, half of the respondents demonstrated a constant cOnsumption pattern for the 
forthcoming year, while an increase in the potential conswnption was seen with respect to 12%. 

Of the current mutton consumers only 11 % showed some indication as to an increase in the 
consumption pattern for the forthcoming year. Pork too being consumed in reasonable amounts in 
Sri Lanka, only a very few, or II %, indicated in an increase in their expected purchases. 

Of those who consume lamb, one third mentioned as to maintaining the same level of consumption 
while almost the same proportion said they would either increase or decrease their consumption of 
it. 

In the case of those who consume rabbit meat, 33% each said they would either remain constant, 
increase or decrease their level of consumption. 

With respect to the increase in consumption offish in the forthcoming year, 46% of the sample said 
they would maintain the same levels of consumption, while only 20% said they would cut down on 
it. 34% of those interviewed said they would increase the consumption of fish in the forthcoming 
year, making fish to have the highest demand in the future. 

Of those who consume soya meat, 15% said their consumption would decreased next year, while 
twice that number, or 29% said that their consumption would increase. 56% said they would 
maintain a constant level over the current year. 

For wildboar, duck, turkey, lamb and rabbit there seem to be a trend towards an increase in the 
consumption with 25% each saying that they will eat more of duck and turkey in the future and 
33% saying so for lamb. The sample sizes are too small and hence any generalizations should not 
be made with the numbers for these types of meat. 

TIle perceptions and attitudes of the respondents in relation to their expected meat consumption 
pattern for the forthcoming year could be analyzed as having a decreasing trend in consumption of 
beef, chicken, pork and mutton while having an increasing trend in consumption in fish and soya 
meat as compared to the present. However, for the non-traditional meat types considered the trend 
can go either way since 50% stated they will increase consumption and vice versa. ]t should be 
noted that the sample sizes here are insufficient for this type of analysis. 

21 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

4.2.2.4 Consumption Trends by Gender by Type ofnteat 

Beef 

Male 
Female 

6 
5 

15 
17 

25 
20 

--~~~~ -~~ ~-~~~~~~~-~~~~-~~-~-

Note: The no response percentage should be added to the rows 10 maAe total 100% 

Chicken 

Male 
Female 

16 
]7 

23 
28 

Note: The no respom'e percentage :r:hmJld be added to the rows 10 maRe totall (JO% 

Pork 

Male 
Female 

5 
2 

8 
12 

52 
44 

15 
15 

.~~~ __ ~~~~~~"~ ______ ~_~~""'~~_"'~_' __ '''''''_'''''''_''''''''_'',,,,,,, __ m,,_,,,,,_,,m_,,_ 
Note: 'l7w no response percenlaf,(' should be (uided to the rows /0 make total 100% 

Mutton 

Male 
Female 

5 
3 

9 
10 

,~-~-.-~-~~--. 

Note: The no l"{'sponse percenlage shfJuld b(' added to the rows 10 make totai 100% 

Wildboar 

Male 
Female 

1 
2 

--"'-~--""'~~-~'~-~~. ~~--'-,,---~~'-~~":":"'-
Note: The no response percenta?,e should be added to tl", row:.' f(} make total 100% 

2] 
22 

5 
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Turkey 

Male 
Female 

o 
1 

o 
1 

2 
1 

Note: The no response percentage slwuld he added to tlu! rolf(\" to maJce total] 00% 

Soya Meat 

Male 15 6 28 

S· 1t.'l A R'-lg' 
J,. ... il'I.., . .x.... ".1 

Female 15 8 26 
-----~,-----------,--~-----~(----,-----,-------------------------------Note: The no response percentage s/wuJd be added to the rows to maJce total } OO"~ 

Fish 

Male 
Female 

32 
27 

17 
17 

39 
41 

~--------------~--~---------------------------------------Note: 71le /10 response percenlage slwuJd be added to the rolf(\" to malr.e tOlall 00%· 

With respect to the clifferences among males and females, on consumption in the near future, 
females seem to be more likely to reduce their consumption of pork and chicken while males are 
more likely to increase their consumption of fish. There was no significant patterns observed with 
respect to other meats. . 
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4.2.2.5 Consumption, Trends by Age by Type of meat 

Beef 

Less than 25 yrs 13 
25 - 30 yrs 8 23 
31 - 35 yrs 4 14 
More than 35 'l!,s 5 15 
Note: The no IY'.sponse percentage should be added to tire 1"Om- to nude tota/. J 00 

19 
21 
34 
20 

111ere is no significant pattern in the change in consumption of beef in the near future among 
different age groups with over 20% in each group wanting to keep it lU1changed. 

Chicken 

ll:llgl<l_i1U~l~Illlll~!l:I:4.t.~l:IIJJlmllr:ll:~i:iiil~:ilili:l.t:iml~:#4ijl~i:l:1!~i:ilililj::fJi!li~~llili~#'j,ii.t_1i:li:l::i:jl~iiii1j::ig 
Less than 25 yrs 25 13 44 
25-30yrs 15 31 36 
31-35yrs 16 17 56 
More than 35 'l!,s 17 27 47 
Note: 11ze no re~;pom .. e pen:entage should be added to tire rom- to maAe tota/. 100% 

In terms of chicken, a considerable number of 25% respondents below 25 years perceived an 
increase in the consumption of chicken for the forthcoming year while 44% said they would 
maintain the same consumption level. 111is was followed by 15% of respondents between 25 - 30 
years also stating a perceived increase when compared to the existing year and 36% being constant. 
Only 13% of those below 25 years said there would be a decrease in consumption. Overall, there 
is a tendency for the younger group to consume more chicken while those above 30 years are more 
likely to keep the consumption the same as now. 

Pork 

Less than 25 yrs 6 
, 25 - 30 yrs 21 
31 - 35 yrs 9 
~Moreth~35 ~< 5 .. 9 

Note: 11ze no response percentage should be added to the row,s' /0 maAe tota/. J 00% 

19 
13 
13 
15 
--~-.---

It does not appear that consumption of pork would increase by any signifi cant proportio!? jn the 
forthcoming year, however the only significant increase seem to be with the 5% of respondents in 
the age group above 35 years. However, with respect to decrease in consumption of pork 21 % of 
the respondents in the age group of 25 - 30 years said they would reduce their consumption . 
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Mutton 

t.I.IJ.f.I*-I~lI~~!~~JII»!lij*!1J11!l!i~1~~~~1~~f,1!~~!~~lMr.~ll1lmll!l!l!l!l!~l!l!fj{!~l!f:l!l!l~l~~!HH.$.~t:i.q~l:.:l!1!1:1!1!1!tl~!:!1:i:: 
Less than 25 yrs 13 13 
25 - 30 yrs 13 15 18 
31-35yrs 6 3 21 
More than 35 ~ 3 10 21 
Note: The no response percentage s/wuld be added to tire rows to maAe to.tall 00% 

]t is seen that mutton is not becoming popular within the younger age group of1ess than 25 years 
of age with none of them perceiving an increase in their consumption of mutton in the forthcoming 
year. The only significant perceived increase is in the age group of 25 - 35 years where an average 
of 10% of them said that they may increase the conswnption of mutton next year. 

In the case of wild boar, duck, turkey, Iamb and rabbit the age group anaJysis does not indicate any 
particular group perceiving any significant increases or decreases in their purci1ase habits in the 
forthcoming year due to samp]e sizes being too sma1I. 

Fish 

Less than 25 yrs 19 6 
25 - 30 yrs 33 15 
31 - 35 yrs 27 4 

~,M£~~ tl~~ 31"~~""_",~Q,~"~,_",,,,,_,,,_, ~ < < 2.Qw< < < ~ 
Note: The no response percentage s/wuld be added to tire rows to make totall 00% 

Soya Meat 

56 
28 
48 
38 

[41!Iqg_.l[llllilt.llilii_±tijiijjiil~Ji_l'jJ.iir!~lliBf[_IlllRWW] 
Less than 25 yrs 13 6 6 
25 - 30 yrs 13 3 36 
31 - 35 yrs 11 6 3] 
More than 35 yrs 16 8 27 

No(~: The no respo~fe percenJage should be ddded to the rolt1,\' t(1 ntlUce total} 00% ~~,...----

In the case of fish, it was those between the ages of 25 - 30 years (33%) and those above 35 year 
(30%) who mentioned of a significant increase in their fish constimption for the following year. 
Further, even in the other age groups of above 30 years there is at least 29% that perceive an 
increase in fish consumption. 

Soya meat too demonstrated high ratings only in respect to the category of unchanged ~nsumption 
for the next year with 36% between tl1e ages of 25 - 30 years and 31 % between 31 - 35 years 
saying so. 16% of the above 35 years group was tl1e highest proportion for consumption increase 
seen for soya meat. 
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4.2.2.6 Future consumpti.on pattern by Income by type of meat 

Beej-consumption in the future 

More than now 23 16 25 
Less than now 13 29 33 
About the same 20 23 17 

.,...,....,...<hV....,... .. ~~~~"""""" .. 
Note: The no response percentnge should he added to the columns [0 make totai] ()(JOA, 

Chicken- consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

21 
19 
56 

Pork- consumption in the future 

More than now 2 
Less than now 7 
About the same 10 

12 
32 
46 

3 
14 
15 

19 
38 
36 

5 
11 
7 

Note:The 110 response p(m:entage should be added to the columns to maJ.e totall 00% 

Mutton - consumption in thefuture 

More than now 2 4 6 
Less than now 8 10 15 
About the same 25 17 ]2 

Y"'_,_,,",'_.u""''''~.I''.NV~''''JV.T~",,,,,,,,,,'~~'_JVJ<I'_J''.I'''''''JJ~'''''' 

Note: The 110 response percentage should be added to the columns to maJ.e total 100% 

33 
24 
38 

15 

18 
51 

3 
8 
22 

33 
7 
27 

S""1' ~ 'DT 
l i 0/ J .. /~.$"~ A 
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Wdd boar-consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 6 

1 
4 
2 

3 
1 
I 

Note: The no respon.ve percentage should he added to the columm' to make totai J 00% 

Duck - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 1 

1 
2 
1 

1 

Note:i'he no re.;po';'ve Percentage should he added to the columm't(J make totai J 00% 

Turkey -consumption in tke future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 2 

Lamb - consumption in the future 

2 
1 

More than now 1 
Less than now 2 

2 

1 

1 
6 

3 

2 

S~~ . ilVlr 
1-.. h/~.A.~1 

About the same 1 1 1 4 
~~~~~~~~~~.~--.~~ -~ .. ~~--~--~--~.~~----~~.-.-.~------~~ 

Note: 1.'he no re.vpon.ve percentage should he added to the columm' to make totai ] 00% 
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Rabbit - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

1 
2 

Note: 'J'he no respon.ve percentage should be added to the column.I'to make total J 00% 

Fish - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

35 
8 
46 

30 
2] 
41 

36 
23 
27 

Note:'J'he no response percentage should be added to tlU! coiunms to make total J 00% 

Soya meat - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

13 
4 
39 

19 
10 
30 

20 
14 
21 

Note: '}'he no response percentage should be added to (he columns to make total J 00% 

22 
16 
44 

9 
3 
24 

The above set of tables indicate the likelihood ofparticiparrts to consume more or less of different 
types of meat analyzed separately for each income group, 

The highest proportion of respondents who are likely to eat more beef in the near future are in the 
lower middle class group ofRs 3,500 - Rs 5,000, while those who are likely to eat less beef are in 
the higher income groups of more than Rs 7,500, 

The above pattern is clearer for chicken, with 21 % of the low income group mentioning they will 
consume more chicken in the next year as compared to the 15% of those above the over Rs 10,000 
income group. Furthennore, the proportion of those in the Rs 5,000 - Rs 10,000 income group 
who expects to eat Jess chicken is approximately 35% while the same for the lower income group is 
only 19%. 

However, the opposite of the above was seen for pork, where the higher income groups said that 
they are more Jikely to eat more pork while the lower income groups were more likely to eat less 
pork in the forthcoming year. With respect to mutton, no significant pattern was observed with 
changes in household income. 
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For wild boar, there is once again a slight trend towards the high income groups increasing their 
consumption. However, with respect to duck, turkey, Iamb and rabbit this analysis could not be 
done due to the lack of coverage of regular consumers of these meats. 

Fish and soya meat also did not show a particular trend with increasing income except that the 
middle income group ofRs 5,000 - Rs 10,000 was found to be more likely to increase their 
consumption. 

4.2.2.7 Future consumption pattern by religion of respondents 

111e changes in the forthcoming consumption patterns among the consumers of each type of meat 
and with respect to the respondents respective religion is considered in the following set of tables. 

Beef-consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

1 
8 
12 

12 
29 
36 

9 
19 
51 

6 

.It was seen that the majority of the changes in consumption for the forthcoming year with respect 
to beef seemed to be dominated by Christians and Muslims. While 12% of Christians and 9% of 
Muslims mentioned they would increase their consumption, only 1% of Buddhists said so. For 
Buddhists, the majority of 79% were non-consumers of beef while it was 23% and 21 % for 
Christians and Muslims respectively. 

Chicken - consumption in the future 

iI~lI41_~_#0.~i~~:]:)\!~:):):)1:1[_l]iff8i!i:):i!i:]!:::i:::g#.tl.;::\.:i::ijj)0.1[(g{~:;::(M~1~10i~~~1tJl!f.~~T@~iiltifuj~rl 
More than now 13 25 19 6 
Less than now 29 20 ] 6 25 
About the same 49 46 56 50 
Note: The no re.spom;e percentage should be added to the columns to make total. 100% 

In the case of chicken, it was interesting to note that the majority of over 90% of Buddhist, 
Christians and Muslims eat chicken while the proportion is slightly lower for Hindus at 81 %. Even 
though the respective percentages obtained by the Buddhists and Christians with respect to non­
consumption proved to be almost the same, it was the Christian respondents who expected-tO see 
an increase in their consumption of chicken with 25% saying so, followed by 19% Muslims also 
expecting t.o eat more chicken in the forthcoming year. 
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Pork - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

2 
5 
1.0 

8 
24 
29 2 

Note: 1.1U1 no respon.fe percell/age should be added to the column~' (0 make totall 00% 

As expected, pork proved to be very unpopular among Muslims due to religious reasons. The onLy 
potential market for pork seem to be the Christians where 29% said they wi]] continue to consume 
at the same levels, where as it was only 10% for Buddhi sts. 

Mutton - consumption in thefuture 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

2 
1.0 
17 

6 
10 
22 

7 
9 
42 

Note: The n() respon.fe percentage should be added to the column~' to make total} 00% 

13 
3] 

Interestingly. the highest preference for mutton is seen among Muslims and Hindus, followed by 
Christians, and are all more inclined than Buddhists to consume more mutton in the future. While 
71 % of Buddhists said they do not consume mutton, only 42% of Muslims stated so. 

Wild boar - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

1 
] 

1 

Duck - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

1 
3 
10 

2 
2 
3 

2 

2 
--~----< ---< -------------~,-,---,,---------,----,---,------Note: The no response percentage should be added to the columns to make total 100% 
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Turkey - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

1 

1. 

2 
2 
4 

Note: The no ~p(m,ye percentage ~'hould be added to the colu~';~' to ~'ake'iotall '0004'" , 

Lamb - consumption in the foture 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 1 

2 
2 
5 

Note: The no response pen:enJage should be added to the c(Jlumns to mal!e total 100% 

Rabbit - consumption in the future 

More than now 2 
Less tlum now 2 
About the same 1 2 ~ __ , ______ ~~_.~~~~_~. ___ ~ ____________ ~_~~~. ~~m~~. 

Note: The no response perc.entage should be added to the columns to maAe total I 00% 

For wild boar, duck, turkey, lamb and rabbit, the only potential target group with respect to 
religion seem to be the Christians with an average of around 6% saying they will continue the same 
amount of consumption or eat more in the near future. . 

Soya meat - consumption in the future 

More than now 
Less than now 
About the same 

16 
9 
30 

13 
4 
26 

2 
5 
19 

Note: The 7/(J response percentage should be added to the columns (0 make total] 00% 

Fish - consumption in the future 

19 

t["~.i1f:~1~11~~lij1wJ~il_1.IJ~lli~ilffijill_l1f.il[i:t.lffij;i;llllilr_ilr~;;~;;ll;l;iB 
More than now 25 42 26 13 
Less than now 20 9 19 25 
About the same 44 35 35 44 

__ JU ... ,.,..." __ .", ... " ... ..,'""" ... 'I"' ... """' ..... ", ............ ,.,,,,.-.;,........,~.1" ..... ~SI"~ ... , .. '''''''-'" ... '''' ... ,..I'".~.,.''''.I'-'' .. .I'"",..,''''''.I'"JOI"".I'"".,.v_ ~/ ... "."., .. , ..... ",_ ... "" ... .I'_,."~,.,,,~,...,..,_,,,....,"" .. '.n"'''-''/,-''''', ... ",.".,..v" 

Note: The /10 re.11lOnse percentage should b(, added (0 (he columns to maAe total 1 00% 
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While almost the same proportions of Buddhists, Christians, Muslims and Hindus do not consume 
fish, a high proportion of Christians, 42%, show a liking to eat more fish in the near future than 
any other religious group. 

It was found that while Muslims seem to reject soya meat, Buddhists have the highest proportion of 
consumers with 55%, and Hindus with a current consumption rate of 44% has the highest potential 
for the future with 25% of them saying they wi)) consume more soya meat in the future. 

4.3 Preferences/or Meat types 

4.3.1 Order 0/ Preference 

In the following question the respondents were asked to select their most preferred to least preferred types 
of meat. The reasons for these preferences are analyzed later. The table gives the proportion of people 
who selected a particular meet as most preferred, 2nd most preferred ... least preferred etc. 

Preferences: first, second, third and the least preferred 

Beef 18 13 6 22 41 
Chicken 53 27 7 1 12 
Pork 5 5 9 23 58 
Mutton 4 10 11 3 72 
Wild Boar 2 1 1 1 95 
Duck 2 98 
Turkey 1 2 97 
Lamb 3 97 
Rabbit 15 85 
Soya Meat 3 5 12 5 75 
Fish 14 21 14 1 50 

..,..;-.,"".I,J"".......,...,~..,.T~.;_,J~;;_'"""~~,~~ .. " ... ,.u.,~""'~_ ,~~-~~. _~~~_~~'.ICI'.J 

* Preferences does lWt necessarily mean that the respondents have tried that meat before, but is 
also based on perceptions of that meat 

When looking at the tables relating to the consumer preference level towards the respective meat/fish 
types, beef did not seem to be the most preferred type of meat by the majority. Only 18% rated beefto be 
their most preferred type of meat followed by 13% and 6% who rated beef as their second and third 
preferences respectively. Furthermore a high proportion of 22% regarded beef to be their least preferred 
type of meat. 
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ln comparison to beef and other competing types of meat chicken proved to be the most preferred 
type of meat in the Sri Lankan household, This was so as a majority of 53% rated it to be the most 
preferred thereby ensuring the popularity and the importance of chicken as a key item in the 
respective household meal, Furthermore another 27% mentioned chicken to be their second most 
preferred type of meat while only 1 % consider it to be the least preferred. One of the probable 
reason for the popularity of chicken among many consumers could be its wide availability besides 
other social, religious and cultural reasons with respect to other meats which are identified in this 
study, 

Pork however failed to be a much preferred meat by the majority with 23% rating it to be their 
least preferred type of meat, Only 5% considered pork to be their most preferred. Certain health 
and religious reasons being the reasons for the above outcome. While a total of only 28% of the 
respondents gave some preference rating for mutton, only 4% considered it to be the most 
preferred type of meat. Such a low rating could be the outcome of the unfamiliarity of the product, 
high price and doubts regarding the source of the meat itself. However, considerable proportions 
of 10% and 11 % considered mutton to be their second and third most preferred type respectively. 

Wildboar being another rare an unknown type of meat was rated quite low with only 2% rating it 
as their most preferred type of meat. With respect to duck, turkey, lamb and rabbit the ratings 
cannot be analyzed since only a very few respondents had tried them to give a particular ranking. 
However, for rabbit it should be noted tllat a significant 15% rated it as their least preferred type of 
meat. 

Soya meat which a meat subsidy even though consumed by a considerable proportion oftl1e sampJe 
do not appear to be very popular -witll only 3% stating this as their most preferred, However, 5% 
and 12% selected soya meat as their second and third preferred respectively while only 5% stated it 
as their least preferred, [t was also mentioned by some that the preference for soya meat can be 
increased if they come in different meat flavours such as chicken, mutton etc, However, if actual 
meat flavours are used soya meat will not be used by the vegetarians who are in fact the majority 
of soya meat consumers. . 

Fish seems to be quite popular among the Sri Lankan household with ] 4% stating that fish is the 
most preferred while 21% and 14% rating it as their second and third preferred. Only 1 % drum 
fish to be their least preferred. . 

11 
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4.3.2 Profiles a/Consumers a/Different Types a/Meat 

4.3.2.1 Most preferred meat by gender 

1st number 

(2nd mmwer) 

Beef 
Chicken 
Pork 
Mutton 
Wild Boar 
*Duck 
Turkey 
*Lamb 
*Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish 

percentoge breakdown oj those who most preferred the type oj 
meat by the demographic group 

OJ all the respo!Uknts in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type of meat as their 
most preferred 

58 (21) 
47 (50) 
59(5) 
47 (4) 
100 (4) 

42 (15) 
53 (56) 
41 (4) 
53 (4) 

62 (3) 38 (2) 
43 (12) 57 (16) 

.~uu~, __ ._~~~ __ ~ ____ ~~ ______ --:;~~ ____ . 

* Sample .~ize is (00 small 

When considering the most preferred type of meat in ac,cordance to the gender, it was seen that 
58% of those who mentioned their most preferred type of meat to be beef were males .. With respect 
to dlicken, it could be concluded that there was a higher preference for chicken by the females with 
56% of them claiming chicken is their most preferred while only 50% of males claimed so. 

While wild boar seems to be a predominantly males' type of meat, pork had a 59:41 and mutton 
had a 47:53 male to female ratios indicating pork is more preferred by males while mutton is 
slightly more preferred by females. 

With respect to duck and lamb no signific~l1t difference was seen between males and females. 
However, on turkey and fish, the highest preference was among females. 
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4.3.2.2 Most preferred meat by Age 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 4 (13) 
Chicken 4 (50) 
Pork 10 (13) 
Mutton 5 (6) 
Wild Boar 11 (6) 
*Duck 
Turkey 
*Lamb 
* Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish 3 (6) 

.................................................. ~ 
* Sample size u,' too b'mall 

percentage breakdown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

OJ all the respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type of meat as their 
most preferred 

16 (31) 19 (21) 61 (16) 
7 (39) 17 (56) 72 (54) 
10 (5) 6 (1) 74 (5) 

2] (6) 74 (4) 
11 (1) 78 (2) 

17 (1) 83 (2) 

19 (5) 81 (3) 
10 Q,~) 15 (13) 72 (14) 

From the above tables, it can be seen that a considerable proportion of 31 % of those between 25- 0 

30 years and 21 % of those between 31-35 years rated beef as being their most favourite. However, 
the preference levels for beef among the youngest group of below 25 years and the older consumers 
of above 35 years was lower. 

When considering chicken, the results clearly show that a considerable percentage (at least 50% ) 
of respondents within all age groups seem to prefer chicken, ensuring it to be a highly common 
feature among Sri Lankan. households. 

13% of the respondents of those less than 25 years old fated pork as their most preferred meat. 
However, it should be noted that the respondents with high preference for pork of the remaining 
age groups were very negligible with less than 5% each. This seems to indicate a preference for 
pork among the YOLU.lger consumers. 

111ere was no significant difference between the preference levels for mutton in all the age groups 
except for those in the 25-30 year age group. 

In the case of wild boar, turkey, lamb and rabbit it should be mentioned that almost none of the 
respondents considered these meats as their most favourite and hence this analysis was not done. 

--
While with respect to soya meat there was no significant pattern with respect to age, in the case of 
fish, the older consumers seem to prefer it more almost twice as more than the younger consumers. 
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4.3.2.3 Most preferred meat by Income 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 17 (17) 
Chicken 21 (60) 
Pork 18 (5) 
Mutton 10 (1) 
Wild Boar 
* Duck 
Turkey 
* Lamb 
* Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish 20 (16) 

•• 10 

>4' Sample ~'ize is too small 

percentage breakdown oj those wh.o m.ost prejerred the type oj 
meat by the dem.ographic group 

OJ all the respondents in the particular dem.ographic 
group the proportion wh.o selected this type of meat ~ their 
nwst preferred 

23 (18) 20 (16) 40 (20) 
28 (61) 23 (55) 28 (43) 
18 (4) 32 (7) 32 (4) 
7 (4) 21 (3) 62 (7) 

25 (1) 75 (2) 

25 (3) 18 (2) 57 (4) 
1~(1l) 19 (11) 42 (16) 

Out of those who rated beef as their most preferred meat, a significant 40% consisted of those 
earning more than Rs 10,000 a month while 23% were earning between Rs 5,000 and Rs 7,500 a 
month. However, for that of chicken, the highest preference was associated with the respondents in 
the middle income categories of Rs 3,500 - Rs 10,000 with an average rating of 58%. The 
respective rating given for chicken by the highest income group was only 43%. [n the case of pork, 
there was no significant difference between the preference levels given by the different 'income 
groups. 

1n the case of mutton, there seem to be an increasing preference with income, with the highest 
preference given by the very high income category of over Rs 10,000 per month. Generally it 
could be seen that it was the respondents earning more than Rs ] 0,000 who demonstrated a very 
high preference for mutton, followed by beef. 

Turkey, being quite unavailable and a high priced meat, proved to be the most preferred only 
among the very high income classification. Of the very few who rated turkey as the most 
preferred, 75% belonged to the more than Rs 10,000 a month group, indicating that price maybe a 
reason for the unpopularity of turkey among the not so affluent. 

Soya meat, with its high nutritional value and low price was most liked by the respondents of the 
middle and upper income groups, over the low income groups. A reason for tilis could be the 
awareness of its nutritional value by the respondents who preferred it. With reference to)ish too 
the high preference was seen among respondents in tile high income groups. [n the over Rs 10,000 
per montil, 42% rated fish as tileir most preferred. 
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4.3.2.4 Most preferred meat by Religion 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 25 (8) 

Chicken 65( 63) 

Pork 43(3) 
Mutton 53(4) 
Wild Boar 56(2) 
* Duck 
Turkey 
* Lamb 
*Rabbit 
Soya Meat 54(3) 
Fish 
~~~~ .. ~ .. ~ .. --~ 55(15) 

* Sample size v,' E(JO small 

percentage brea/aJown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

OJ all the respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type of meat as their 
most preferred 

44(25) 31(61) 

24(40) 5(26) 6(75) 

57(8) 
21(3) 21(9) 5(6) 
44(3) 

100(4) 

100(1) 
30(3) 8(2) 8(6) 
30(15) 10(7) 5~6) 

When looking at the tables it is clear that it was the Muslims followed by Christians who 
considered beef to be their most preferred type of meat. 111is was seen when comparing the 
rating of 61% given by Muslims, 25% given by Christians and the negligible 8% giv~ by 
Buddhists. 

Chicken being the most common type of meat among many Sri Lankan households, 
preference was greatly seen among Buddhists and Hindus, where 63% Buddhists and 75% 
Hindus rated chicken as their most preferred. Furthermore, 40% of Christians and 26% of 
Muslims rated chicken as their most favourite. 

Pork appeared to be not so popular as dlicken with none of the Muslim or Hindu 
respondents rating it as their most preferred. Highest preference for pork was seen only 
among the Christians (8%). When considering mutton, preference was almost equal among 
all religious groups, led by the Muslims where 9% rated it as their most preferred. 

Wild boar was considered as their most preferred by a very small proportion which includes 
3% Christians and 2% Buddhists. With respect to turkey and rabbit it was only the 
Christians who regarded these with high preference. 
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4.3.2.5 Least preferred meat by gender 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 
Chicken* 
Pork 
Mutton 
Wild Boar 
Duck* 
Turkey 
Lamb 
Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish * 
* Sample size ;.1' 100 small 

percentage breakdown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

OJ all the respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion wlw selected this type of meat as their 
nwst preferred 

48(21) 52(23) 
60(1) 40(1) 
50(23) 50(23) 
43(3) 57(3) 

100(1) 
50(2) 50(2) 
38(1) 63(2) 
55(3) 46(2) 
48(15) 49(15) 
57(5) 44(4) 
25 75(1)_~ 

~_~.IYV_ 

Of those who said mutton is their least preferred 57% were females while for turkey it was 63% 
females. Males seem to have a dislike for chickCi4 lamb and soya llleat more than the females. 
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4.3.2.6 Least preferred meat by Age 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 4 (19) 
Chicken * 50(13) 
Pork 6(25) 
Mutton 
Wild Boar 
Duck* 
Turkey 
Lamb 
Rabbit 

percentage breakdown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

Of all the respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type (:if meal as their 
most preferred 

10 (23) 13 (18) 73 (23) 
50 (1) 

8 (15) 23 (32) 63 (21) 
9(3) 32 (6) 59 (2) 

33 (1) 67 (2) 
100(3) 

17(3) 29 (3) 54 (1) 

Soya Meat 8 (3) -17(4) 75 (5) 

, Fish =--'_'~'~" __ '~"'_'''''_''''''''_''_''_''_''''''''_''''''''''''_''''_'''''' __ J'',_~Q.ilJ""""_"" ___ 2Q,_",,,,,_,,,,,,,,,,_,,_,,, 
* Sample size is 100 small 

Out of the 110 respondents who considered, beef to be the least preferred form of meat, 73% were 
within the age group of respondents above 35 years, indicating that beef is not liked by the older 
consumers. With respect to pork and mutton too those who disliked were majority in tJ.1e middle 
ages of above 30 years. Once again, chicken was not analyzed here since there were not enough 
respondents who said chicken is their least preferred. Further, this analysis was not done for other 
meat types due to insufficient coverage of consumers of these meats. 
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4.3.2. 7 Least preferred meat by Income 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 
Chicken* 
Pork 
Mutton 
Wild Boar 
Duck* 
Turkey 
Lamb 
Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish * 

7"'-"I'.T';"';J""""""IJ<.r"'"v_ ... _ ... IJtI.I~ 

* Sample size is too small 

24 (29) 

22 (29) 

34 (1) 
20(2) 

9(1) 
16(14) 

percentage breakdown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

Of all tire respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type of meat as tireir 
most preferred 

21 (20) 18 (17) 37 (22) 
20 (1) 80 (2) 
2] (21) 30 (31) 27(18) 
43 (5) 29 (4) 28 (2) 

33 (1) 33 (1) 
20(2) 20 (2) 40 (2) 

37 (3) 63 (3) 
18(2) 18(2) 55(4) 
29(19) 25(16) 30(13) 
10(2) 28(6) 62(8) 

?J.L!.L,, ___ ~~~,~ ____ ,~~~_,~_, __ 63,,(1) 

1lO (22%) respondents out of the 500 who were surveyed, considered beef to be the least preferred 
fonn of meat. Accordingly, out of the 110 respondents, 37% were in the income group of above 
Rs. 10,000, while only 24% belonged to the income group of Rs.3500 - Rs.5000. OnCe again, we 
see a rejection of beef among those in the high income groups. In the case of d:licken., only 5 
respondents stated chicken as their least preferred meat fonn and of those 80% belonged to the 
income group of above Rs. ] 0,000. 

With respect to pork, 22% of the respondents regarded pork as their least preferred fonn of meat. 
The lowest ratings for pork were associated with the lower income groups of below Rs.7500. The 
high income groups seem to accept pork more than the low and middle income groups. 

Mutton had only 14 respondents who appeared to really dislike it, of which 43% were within the 
income group ofRs.SOOO - Rs.7500. The proportion of those who dislike mutton the most seem to 
be decreasing with increasing income. 

With regard to wildboar, duck, turkey and lamb this analysis was not done due to insufficient 
coverage of respondents who have consumed these meats often enough to be able to rate them. 
However, there were 73 (15%) of respondents who stated rabbit as their least preferred meat, with 
30% of them in the income group of above Rs. 10,000 while 29% were in the income group of - -
Rs.5000 -Rs.7S00. Finally, for soya meat rejecters seem to be majority (62%) of the high income 
group of above Rs. 10,000, while for fish this analysis was not done due to insufficient coverage of 
those who do not like fish. 

I:::· 
; 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 

4.3.2.8 Least preferred meat by Religion 

1st number 

(2nd number) 

Beef 

Chicken 

Pork 
Mutton 
Wild Boar 
Duck 
Turkey 
Lamb 
Rabbit 
Soya Meat 
Fish 

82(33) 

60(1) 

48(20) 
36(2) 
67(1) 

4 (0) 
25 (0) 

percentage breakdown of those who most preferred the type of 
meat by the demographic group 

OJ all the respondents in the particular demographic 
group the proportion who selected this type of meat as their 
most preferred 

12(8) 

40(1) 

16(12) 
64(5) 
33(1) 

96(15) 
50(1) 

1(2) 5(31) 

32(80) 4(19) 

25(2) 

Beef is rejected mostly by Buddhists and Hindus since 82% of respondents who mentioned beef to 
be the least preferred meat, were Buddhists. Further, 33% of all Buddhists and 31 % of all Hindus 
said they completely reject beef 

Least preference for pork was given by 20% of Buddhists and 80% of Muslims. Furthennore, of 
those who completely rejected pork 32% were Muslims and 48% were Buddhists. 

While rejection of mutton was low among all religious groups, of the 14 respondents who 
perceived mutton as their least preferred, a majority of 64% were Christians while 36% were 
Buddhists. 

All other meat types such as lamb, duck, turkey and rabbit were not analyzed since the nwnber of 
respondents that completely rejected these meats were small due to Jack of regular use. 
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4.3.3 Consumption of Non-traditional Meats 

Never tried it, but would like to try 
Never tried it, and would not like to try 
Tried it and think it is tasty 
Tried it and did not like the taste 

19 
59 
15 
7 

Potential for trying out non-traditional types of meat 

Never tried it, but might try 18 
Never tried it, and would not like to !!X 58 

14 
63 

14 
64 
13 
9 , 

21 
53 
18 
8 

18 
54 

18 
57 
17 
8 

16 
56 

14 
49 
29 
8 

10 
50 . 

The general opinion about the non traditional meat of duck was varied with a significant proportion 
of the sample, 59% stating their unwillingness to try out duck meat. However, 19% of the 
respondents mentioned that they were willing to try it despite the fact that they have never 
consumed before. The opinion of 15% of the sample was that duck was a tasty meal thereby 
creating a potential demand for same. 

In the case of rabbit too, as with duck, a majority of 64% firmly stressed on the disapP.foval 
towards the meat type by stating they have never tried it and they will never try it either. Out of 
the remainder only 14% were willing to try out rabbit meat. It should be noted a further 13% 
agreed that rabbit was a tasty meal. 

With respect to turkey, like in the case of duck and rabbit the general opinion of the majority was 
more oriented towards the non consuming category. With 53 % of those surveyed stressing that 
they would not try turkey. However, 21 % of those surveyed were willing to trying the meat while 
17% considered turkey to be a tasteful type of meat. 

Lamb being another type of meat that Sri Lankans are unfamiliar with was disapproved by a 
majority of 57%. However, while 18% of the respondents stated that they were wiJ1ing to try lamb 
a further 17% considered lamb to be tasty type of meat. C-Ot1sidering wildboar with respect to 
taste, 29% demonstrated their approval of good type of meat which is JTlUch prior than the approval 
ratings on the other non traditioillli types of meat. An important feature in the case of wildboar 
was that oolike the other rare meats wildboar was discarded by less than 50% who were not willing 
to try. 
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Overall, of the non-traditional meats considered, wild boar seem to have the highest potential at 
this point in time, with 43% mentioning they would like to try or that they have tried and like the 
taste. The next highest potential seem to be for Turkey. Lamb and duck have lower potential with . 
65% and 66% completely rejecting it while rabbit has the lowest poUmial with 73% completely 
rejecting this meat. . 

4.3.3.1 Reasons for not trying non-traditional types of meat 

To obtain the fonowing analysis, the respondents were asked whether they have ever consumed any 
non-traditional meat types such as duck~ rabbit, turkey, lamb and wildboar. If they have consumed 
these meat types then they were questioned about their opinion and the likelihood to consume in the 
future and if they have not consumed up to now the reasons for this was questioned. 

Don't like the taste 3 3 3 3 8 16 10 
Never tried it, and would 60 49 58 60 54 43 35 
not try because of that 
(unfamiliarity) 
Think it is a sin 10 28 6 5 9 13 31 
NOt available 2] 14 21 19 20 21 2 
Too expensive 3 2 9 9 1 2 2 
Other 3 4 3 4 8 5 20 

When the 500 respondents, were questioned. about their attitudes and perceptions towards the meat 
fonn duck, a considerable proportion of 78% claiming they are non-eaters of duck and are 
unwilJing to taste the meat form, couJd be an indication to the lack of potential demand for the meat 
fonn. However, the remainder consisting to be 18%, did demonstrate a Jiking to try the meat fonn 
even though they had not tried it before As for reasons for not eating duck, 60% of them stated 
unfamiliarity as the reason while 10% thought it is a sin and 21 % mentioned it is due to 
w1availability. Only 10% mentioning the sin factor for duck as compared to 31 % for beef and 
28% for rabbit may be an indicator for higher potential for duck than the beef and rabbit. 

When considering the potential demand for rabbit, it could be emphasized only a 19% of the 
respondents appeared to show some preference towards the trying out of the meat form. Of the 
people who are not wiJJing to try a majority of 49% stated unfamiliarity as the main reason, while a 
28% thought. it is a sin, 14% mentioned it is due to unavailability. The sin factor with respect to 
rabbit is more prominent than that for duck. 
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Looking at the future for Turkey, it is seen that only 23% were willing to try the meat form. For 
this meat type too the main reasons given for not trying Turkey were again unfamiliarity (58%) and 
unavailability (2]%). TIle sin factor was not significant here with only 6% claiming sin as a 
reason for refraining from eating turkey. Lamb too like the above discussed meat fonns, namely, 
rabbit and duck, demonstrated to be quite unpopular among the Sri Lankan households. A 
significant 56% showed their disapproval towards the meat, while only a 16% demonstrated some 
liking towards the meat by stating that they would like to try lamb. 

With respect to wild boar, the proportion of people who ~fe wi1ling to try this meat in the future is 
higher than that for the other non-traditional meats such as lamb, rabbit, turkey etc. However, a 
proportion of 65% who have not tried and are not willing to try wildboar is once again a high 
proportion. The main reasons for not trying this meat were unfamiliarity, sin and unavailability. 

4.3.4 Non-Consumption of Pork and Beef 

Since it is Imo\'Vl1 that a significant proportion of Sri Lankans either do not consume beef and pork 
or even those who eat are on a trend of giving up these two items from their menus, the respondents 
were also questioned about this choice and the results are given below. 

Of the 500 respondents, a majority of 55% disliked and stated unwillingness to taste pork in the 
future. Out of the non-pork consumers, unfamiliarity towards the product could be regarded to be 
a prominent factor that stops them from eating pork since 43% of them stated they do not eat pork 
due to this reason. This unfamiliarity was explained as somewhat of a tradition where they always 
used to not bring pork to their house for generations mainly for religious reasons. It seems like this 
<tradition' was started by the older generations mainly in Buddhist houses with relation to lighting 
the lamp in the house, however, the younger generations seem to continue this as a habit most of 
the time unaware of its' roots. In the case of Muslims the reason was purely religious. This is also 
seen with 13% ofthe non-consumers stating the sin-factor as the reason for refraining from pork. 
Other reasons for the lack of preference for pork was seen to be due to its' taste (16%) , 
lRlavaiJabiJity (21%) and high price (2%). 

In the case of beef, 51 % of all respondents indicated a dislike and unwillingness to taste beef in the 
future. When we inquired about the reasons behind this rejection of beef, 35% indicated 
unfamiliarity with the meat as the main reason while a high proportion of 31% stated they thought 
eating beef is a sin. TIlis sin factor seem to be a much more dominating aspect for refraining from 
beef consumption than with the other meats. The unfamiliarity was explained somewhat similarly 
to pork where the respondents said they always used to refrain from bringing beef to the house 
since their parents never did it either. The original reasons behind this habit among the older 
generations are more religious than cultural in the Buddhist homes where most of the older 
generations also believe in the Hindu gods. However, now it has become more of a cultural reason 
where people of all religions think it is a sin to kill this species since we use cow's milk and use the 
bull in the paddy fields and on carts. With the younger generation, it seems the reasons are more 
social as wen as cultural where some of them believe that it has now almost become anti-cultural to 
eat beef, and hence they are following suit with the rest of the society. • 
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4.4 Demand and Price EI.asticity 

In an.attempt to determine the price elasticity of demand for the different types of meat, the 
respondents were asked the following question. "For the following types of meat, could you tell me 
how much on average y<?u will be willing to pay, and the quantity you are willing to buy at this 
price?" Given below are summa.rized tables of the answers provided by the number of respondents 
in each price and quantity category. 

Demand Schedule for Beef 

Less Rs.50 8 
Rs.SO - 55 
Rs.55 - 60 4 
Rs.60 - 65 1 
Rs.65 -70 4 
Rs.70 - 75 24 2 
Rs.75 - 80 37 6 
Rs.80 - 85 13 1 
Rs.85 - 90 3 3 
Rs.90 - 95 2 
Rs.95 - 100 q 5 

Demand Schedule for Chic/,en 

Less Rs.50 
Rs.50 - 55 
Rs.55 - 60 
Rs.60 - 65 
Rs.65 -70 
Rs.70 - 75 
Rs.75 - 80 
Rs.80 - 85 
Rs.85 - 90 

2 
2 
1 
1 

9 
6 
31 3 

1 
4 

2 

4 
3 

2 

l 
6 
3 
2 

2 

1 
3 
1 

2 

3 
2 

5 

1 

2 

1 
1 1 

4 
7 
6 

1 
~~. 

2 
5 

Rs.90-95 26 3 3 9 
Rs.100 - 105 63 37 17 7 17 7 2 12 
Rs.105 - 110 20 3 4 5 3 5 2 
Rs.110 - 115 
Rs. 115 - 1 20 7 3 1 
Rs.120 - 125 5 3 2 
~~~_~"_~~ __ ~_~_'_' ___ '_"" __ '_"'~_"'_" __ """""""~A_"_"" ______ ~ __ '_"_"_' ___ "''''''_'_N'' __ 
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Demand Schedule for Pork 

Less Rs.50 
Rs.50 - 55 
Rs.55 - 60 1 
Rs.60 - 65 
Rs.65 -70 1 
Rs.70 -75 1 
Rs.75 - 80 8 
Rs.80 - 85 7 
Rs.85 - 90· 12 3 
Rs.90 - 95 1 
Rs.95 -100 17 10 6 5 5 1 
Rs.100 - 105 2 
Rs.105 - 110 10 2 
Rs.lIO - 115 19 
Rs.1l5 - 120 1 

Demand Schedule for Mutton 

~~~[~"I[I_III~~~~~1:,g~j~@I~~~~~~I.'i~\~j\~l~\jj~j~\~\~f.~1J~t~l!~1mr¥.fg;j~~j:1~:l~j\~1:j\j~I.JJ::(m~~j\:1:j:(1"J:l:l'\:(:i::t:l:\\:IJli::(i:\:lti.t«it,8Ill: 
Less Rs.1OO 4 3 
Rs.100 - 145 5 1 1 
Rs.145 - 150 2 8 3 2 1 
Rs.I50 - 175 18 10 2 2 2 2 
Rs.175-200 40 10 3 1 3 

Taking in to consideration the above table depicting the demand schedules for the different types of 
meat and the graphs given inthe following pages depicting the distribution of demand for same, it 
can be seen that most respondents indicated the most wiJJingness to purchase beef in the region of 
Rs 75 to Rs 85 per kilogram, chicken in the region of Rs 85 - Rs 105 per kilogram, pork in the 
region ofRs 90 - Rs 115 and mutton in the region ofRs 200 per kilogram. 

Price Elasticity of Demond 

Elasticity of demand is a concept for measuring how much the quantity demanded of a particular 
product would change in response to a change in demand. Theoretically, if a percentage cut in 
price produces a larger percentage increase in quantitythm that product is considered to b~ ~lastic, 
and if the change in quantity is smaller than the change in price it is said to be inelastic. 
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In the case of beef, chicken and pork the calculations made / ndicate that all three types of meat 
has a coefficient of price elasticity of demand that is much greater than one. This result signifies 
that the three types of meat considered is elastic to price, or that its demand by the target 
households could be more than proportionally increased by a reduction in its price. It appears that 
beef and chicken have almost similar elasticity coefficients while that for pork is higher. Explained 
in another way, the study finds that producers/sellers could reduce the price of beef, chicken and 
pork and yet expect a significant increase in revenue from the sale of same due to the expected 
increase in demand. Also fOlIDd in the study is that these three types of meat are also associated 
with positive income elasticities of demand indicating a rise in" demand with rising disposable 
incomes of the target respondent groups. 

4.5 DelfWgraphics of Respondents 

Health Diets 

Yes 
No 

32 
68 

When analyzing the tables above, it could be seen that out of the 500 participants in the target group who 
were interviewed, a considerable proportion of 68% stated that the respective <individuals or any member 
of the household was not on a health diet i.e. low in fat and cholesterol as trus could greatly influence 
once purchases of meat. However, a significant 32% stated that either them or another member of their 
household is on low fat or Jow cholesterol diet. 

Gender 

K(_h;~:;i;~!;:;l!:;11Ji:;ii:;111t1!!!!J;:;1i!;:@!;:;j1;1i;i;;1ii;lj:;j1Ji1;:;:;:;~;1';l;:;;1:)lJrr;:;:J;;;:;:;;1;1;:;;):):;:;:):;1:;1;:;:;1i:~I~~_~';;IJ_Wilillj0illJiilil!:!i;;11i:!hliliIJlliIJ0] 
Male 50 
Female 50 

Age of respondent 

[~I~:~tt~%~l;ml;!;l;l:~:l;:~:*:~:lt;.fHl\:~;:~1:i:::l:lI:lt%,:l1:!m:,:l,:%Il,;!!fi~:w:!,;::,;,:!:,\iii7f.~liif.~~j,t,\0:]:!:;U8!f11:;,:];,t]!';::::{]{;::.\\:.\:!!::::;!i::i:.(:i:~:i:i1:":i:i.1!,*}0 
Below 25 yrs 5 
25 - 30 yrs 10 
31-35yrs 17 

~<: than 35 ~s _~~~~_.~ __ 6_8 __ ~_~" 
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Total monthly income of household 

Rs 3,500 - Rs 5,000 
Rs 5,000 - Rs 7,500 
Rs 7,500 - Rs 10,000 
More than Rs 10,000 

Area of residence 

20 
23 
22 
35 

fI_!~~I~~~j~!I~l~j~~jt~:~~:Wi~f:~f{~!:!l!~:f:~r~f:~~ll!~if:!l!:~i!l!:I!i!:jl~!lI~~!i~~l~l!l!l!:~l~:!~l!l!~Ii!j~:!:~!1::~!1!lI~l~j~:~1!:f:~l!~:~:I~1~j:l~llfta.4iif:~1~~j~~1~~I~~f:{fl~1~~f:~Mf:t:j1jItl~~lf:f,1{~Iftt.~1{I~I::~~t:j:l~f:~lI@~~fi.@~jf;~j 
Colombo Me 38 
Dehiwala 9 
Mount Lavinia 6 
Ratmalana 5 
Moratuwa 8 
Kotie 5 
Battaramulla 5 
Nawala 1 
Nugegoda and suburbs 6 

,,,~~~!~2J~~~J~~_Pe~~da)..!felaniy~ __ J~---1.2--_____ U~UJJUUJJJJ_''''''''UUJJmJmm''''J#####,'''' 

Occupation of respondent 

Farming! Animal Husbandry 1 
Administration! Management Position 14 
Labourerl Transport! Carpentry 6 
Clerical/ Secretarial 12 
Trade 17 
Production! Factory works 2 
Professional (Doctors, Lawyers, etc.) 6 
Service Workers (Teachers, clergy etc.) 10 
Others 10 

.##~ot em . .£.-p...;.10.h~,..,.;ed~##_~ __ ~~~ ____ 2~1 _______ ~~Jm ____ JJJ' 
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Number of children in household 

1 child 
2 children 
3 children 
More than 3 children 
No children 

Number of members in household 

1-2 
3-5 
6-8 
More than 8 

Religion of r(!jpondent 

Christian 
Muslim 
Hindu 

16 
37 
19 
10 
18 

5 
72 
16 
7 

30 
9 
3 

SIvtART 
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5.0 SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS 

The study consisted of a 500 household survey conducted in the urban areas of 

Colombo and Gampaha, covering households ~th a monthly income of at least Rs 

3,500 and also a series of focus group discussions conducted on the subject matter 

of the study. The sample which consisted of 50% males and 50% females had 20% 

of households with incomes between Rs 3,500 and Rs 5,000 and 35% households 

with incomes above Rs 10,000. The sample covered 54% Buddhists, 30% 

Christians, 9% Muslims and 3% Hindus and 68% of the respondents were above 35 

years of age. The criteria for participation in the survey was that they belong to the 

above Rs 3,500 per month income group, are regular meat consumers and get 

involved in the decision of purchasing meat for the household. 

The survey revealed that chicken is the most popular type of meat consumed by 95% of the 

households in the middle and upper income group urban households. TI1e second was fish 

consumed by 74% of the households followed by soya meat consumed by 60% of the 

households. The second type of meat consumed by the most number of the target Sri 

Lankan households is beef, followed by mutton and pork. It should be noted that this does 

not indicate the quantity consumed for each type of meat but only the proporti~n of 

households that purchase the particular type of meat. 

\Vhen it came to popularity, or the most preferred type of meat, chicken was again the 

winner rated as number one by 53% of the consumers followed by beef rated number one 

by 18%, fish by 14%, pork by 5%, mutton by 4%, soya meat by 3%, wildboar by 2% and 

turkey by 1%. 

The beeflovers are majority males of age less than 35 years in the middle to upper income 

group, while the chicken lovers are majority females of over 35 years in the lower middle 

to middle income group. FurthemlOre, while pork is also preferred by majority ma1es, 

mutton seem to be more of a female choice. Pork is more preferred by the younger 

consumers of less than 25 years while mutton was almost equally preferred by all age 
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groups. Both pork and mutton are consumed more by the high income group of above Rs 

7,500 mainly due to its high price. 

With respect to religion, it was found that dlicken is preferred by majority Hindus and 

Buddhists, pork by Christians, mutton by Muslims, soya meat by Hindus and fish by 

Buddhists and Christians. 

As for the amount of meat consumption in the household, 55% of the households consume 

less than 250g of beef per month while 34% of the houses consume more than 5Kg of 

chicken per month. For pork and mutton, 72% and 65% of the houses respectively 

consume less than 250g per month. More than 5Kg of fish per month is consumed by 23% 

of the houses while 13% consume less than 250g of fish per month. For individual 

consumption levels, while 5% claim to consume a very low level ofless than 25g of meat 

per day, 53% claim to consume less than 1 ~Og and the highest 30% consume more than 

125g of meat per day. 

When asked about their willingness and ability to purchase meat, most respondents 

indicated their wilIingness to pw·cl1ase beef in the region of Rs 75 to Rs 85 per kilogram, 

chicken in the region of Rs 85 - Rs 105 per kilogram., pork in the region of Rs 90 - Rs 115 

and mutton in the region ofRs 200 per kilogram. In the case of these meats, it was found 

that their price elasticity of demand was much greater than one, indicating that its demand 

by the target households could be more than proportionally increased by a reduction in its 

pnce. 

While the majority in all age groups said they consume almost the same aplount of meat 

now as compared. to an year ago, more of the less than 25 years old consumers claim they 

consume more now and are likely to increase their consumption in the future. The trend 

seems to be more or less stagnant with respect to consumption levels of 57% of all 

respondents that perceive no increase in their meat consumption in the future. However, 

13 % stated they are likely to eat more meat in the future. More females state th~.¥ want to 
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decrease their consumption while more of the above 35 years old respondents also claim 

the same. 

With respect to income, the highest income earning hOUSe1.10Ids seem to prefer beef, mutton 

and fish over others, while the middle income earners prefer d.1icken. The society as a 

whole seem to be moving away from beef and por!c, especially from beef due to social, 

cultural and religious reasons mentioned earlier in the study. However, it was interesting 

to find that some consumers are refraining from consuming these meats for no strong 

reasons but to foHow what makes them feel more comfortable in the Sri Lankan society 

today while some mentioned that they are being forced to refrain due to lack of access to 

these meats. 

Overall, Sri Lankans seem to be more likely to decrease the consumption of beef and pork 

while increasing the consumption of chicken, soya meat and fish, unless alternatives are 

offered to them that are suitable in terms of price, availability and most importantly 

suitable in terms of social and cultural stigmas. One of the interesting findings of this 

study was that majority of these respondents consider social, cultural and religious aspects 

before the health and nutritional aspects when selecting a type of meat to consume. When 

considering the potential for introducing alternatives, mutton is suggested as a very viable 

alternative due to its familiarity and the lack of social, cultural and religious stigmas. The 

negative aspects that will have to be dealt with in order to expand this industry are the 

relatively high price, lack of supply, and ensuring the consumers trust as to the genuinety 

of the meat. This is also indicated in the import statistics where muttonllamb imports have 

increased over 400% over the last decade. Especially the highest income group who seem 

to be moving away from eating chicken and are looking for other alternatives accept 

mutton, pork and beef. With respect. to the non-traditional meats, wildboar seem to have 

the highest potential, with turkey, lamb and duck having less potential which may be 

increased with more awareness, but the altemative of rabbit meat was rejected by the 

ma.jority and does not have the potential as a meat that can be introduced to the Sri Lankan 

consumer. 
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APPENDIX 

Import statistics on meat. Source: Sri Lanka Customs. 
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