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ABSTRACT

In Indian context, culture, traditions, customs and taboos influenced meat consumption
to a great extent especially in rural societies. The cultural differences within a state and
between states are also accountable for variations in meat consumption patterns. A study
was performed to ascertain the preference of consumers towards the meat purchasing
locations among rural, semi-urban and urban households in Karnataka with sample size

of 90 meat eating respondents and 30 non-meat eating responds. The Garrett’s ranking
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technique was adopted for the present study. The results showed that the respondents of
rural and semi-urban area had better opportunity to purchase meat at retail shops whereas
the respondents of urban area had opportunity to purchase meat at supermarkets due to
their living conditions, standard life style and work nature.

Preferences.

Introduction

In developing countries, culture plays a crucial role in
determining food patterns. As Indians, are controlled by the
traditions and customs, the dietary habit is significantly
influenced. In Indian context, culture, traditions, customs and
taboos influence meat consumption to a great extent especially
in the rural societies. However, studies showed that
urbanization has been causing a rise in demand for meat
products. As people move to cities, they adapt to get into meat
consumption. The difference in consumption and production
methods correlates strongly with the overall economy of a
country. India is the country that consumes the least meat per
capita (Tepper, 2012). In India, cultural differences are also
accountable for variations in meat consumption patterns. The
differences in food consumption exists across regions, states
and in demographic situations. There is also a vast variation in
the per capita consumption of meat and livestock products
across the states, regions and in living situations like rural and
urban areas (Gandhi and Zhou, 2010).

The study was therefore undertaken to assess the meat
consumption behaviour among the rural, semi-urban and
urban community by collecting information from the meat
consumers and non-meat consumers on demographical
parameters, consumer preferences, on meat consumption and
socio-economic factors affecting meat consumption.
Methodology

The sources of meat purchased in the present study
referred to meat purchased at retail shops, supermarkets,
company outlets, branded farm outlets and other locations
such as community slaughtering places or self slaughtering at
home. Interview method was followed for data collection and
the Garrett’s ranking technique was adopted for the present
study. The respondents were asked to rank the appropriate
factors on a five point continuum ranging from ‘very high’ to
‘very low’. The orders of merit thus given by the respondents
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were converted into per cent position by using the following
formula.

Per cent position = 100(Rii-0.5)/ N;

Where, Rj-Rank given for i" factor by j" individual
N; - Number of factors ranked by j" individual.

The per cent position for each rank thus obtained was
converted into scores by referring to the table given by Garrett
and Woodworth (1969). Then the mean scores were calculated
for each factor and the appropriate rank was given based on
which the results were interpreted and discussed.

Results and Discussion

The meat consumers preference towards the source of
meat purchased among the rural, semi-urban and urban
locations were analysed using Garrett’s ranking technique and
the results are presented in the table below:

Study Rural Semi-urban Urban

areas Households households Households
Sour (n=30) (n=30) (n=30)
of meat Mean | Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank
purchased score score score
Retail shop 95.35 | 95.56 | 95.45 \Y%
Super 92.65 1] 93.45 I 99.56 |
market

Company 91.76 v 89.34 v 96.34 11
outlet

Branded 90.45 \Y/ 90.34 1 97.34 1l
farm outlet
Others 93.45 ] 91.23 \Y% 93.56 \Y

The table revealed that, in rural areas, the source of
purchase of meat was at ‘retail shops’ which ranked ‘first’
with an average mean score 95.35 followed by other locations
like community slaughtering places or self-slaughtering
(93.45), super markets (92.65) and company outlets (91.76).
The ‘branded farm outlet’ was ranked ‘fifth’ with an average
mean score of 90.45.

In semi-urban area, the source of purchase of meat at
‘retail shops’ ranked ‘first” with an average score of 95.56
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followed by super market (93.45), others locations like
community slaughtering places or self-slaughtering (91.23)
and branded farm outlets (90.34). The meat purchased at
‘company outlets’ ranked ‘fifth’ with an average mean score
of 89.34.

In urban area, the purchase of meat at ‘super markets’
ranked ‘first’ with an average mean score of 99.56 followed
by branded farm outlets (97.34), company outlets (96.34) and
retail shops (95.45). The meat purchased at ‘other locations’
viz., community slaughtering places or self-slaughtering
ranked ‘fifth’ with an average score of 93.56.

Conclusion

It is evident from the study, that the respondents of rural
area and semi-urban preferred to purchase meat at retail shops.
Whereas the respondents of urban area preferred to purchase
meat at supermarkets. This showed that the meat consumption
was influenced by source of purchase also.
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