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Extended Abstract

Background: Introduction and Objective: Statistics indicate that red meat consumption in Iran
has undergone significant changes in the last 16 years. These changes are such that the annual
consumption of red meat per an Iranian household of four has decreased from 57 kg to 24 kg.
Although the major share of this significant decrease is related to price and household purchasing
power, marketing can also affect consumption patterns, and its effect cannot be ignored. Red
meat, as one of the important sources of animal protein, has several qualitative features that affect
consumer preferences. These features include the amount of fat, bone, color, hygiene, etc., along
with the price, each of which is influential in buyers' decisions. Therefore, identifying the degree
of attention to qualitative variables and their optimal level is important for meat industry activists,
especially retailers who are directly in contact with customers. Identifying and measuring the
importance of customers' preferred features of red meat can affect pricing and price
discrimination, and help in supplying products according to market demands and adopting
appropriate marketing strategies. However, buyers' preferences by marketing researchers are
mainly identified in two ways: questioning and surveying (stated preferences) and studying
purchasing behavior (revealed preferences), which will lead to a better understanding of consumer
behavior. This research mainly aims to examine and compare people's preferences for red meat
characteristics in speech and behavior. This study seeks to answer the question of whether or not
consumers' purchasing behavior is the same as what they express in surveys.

Methods: In this study, the Conjoint Analysis method and the Hedonic Pricing model were used
for stated and revealed preferences, respectively. Five key features of red meat, including price,
color, fat percentage, bone percentage, and veterinary stamp, were selected as the investigated
variables. Then, their levels were defined for each attribute to examine the differences in the
impact of each level on consumer preferences. Three different levels were considered for the
price, fat percentage, and bone percentage features, and two levels were defined for the veterinary
stamp and color features. From the combination of levels in the features, a set of options was
designed and presented to the participants in the questionnaire. The research data were obtained
completely randomly in 2022 through a questionnaire from 152 red meat consumers in Neka City.
Data of the survey results were analyzed using Excel and Excel (XLSTAT) software.

Results: The results obtained from the conjoint analysis method showed that all five features
(price, fat percentage, bone percentage, color, and veterinary stamp) had an impact on people's
preferences. The veterinary stamp, as a symbol of confirming the health and safety of meat, had
the highest importance in people's preferences, with an average of 27% importance, indicating
the great attention of buyers to the health and hygiene of meat, which may indicate an increase in
consumers' health awareness. After the veterinary stamp, meat color, as an indicator of the
freshness and visual quality of the product, was the second in importance in people's preferences,
with nearly 21% importance, which indicates the sensitivity and attention of consumers to visual
characteristics. Other features, such as fat percentage and bone content, also had significant
importance, respectively, but were of lower importance than the veterinary stamp and color. This
indicates that although the physical characteristics of meat are important to consumers, the health,
freshness, and appearance of the product are of higher priority. On the other hand, the results of
the hedonic pricing model showed that the tenderness of the meat had the greatest importance and
a positive impact on the meat price.

Conclusion: Based on the data analysis and the comparison of the results of the Conjoint Analysis
method and the Hedonic Pricing model, people's stated preferences do not always align with their
actual behaviors. This discrepancy may stem from either a lack of honesty in their statements or
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limitations faced by the buyer during the purchasing process. In other words, the honesty of
consumers in expressing their preferences through surveys is somewhat questionable, and their
stated preferences are not always reflected in their real buying behaviors. This challenge can arise
from several factors. On the one hand, consumers may tend to provide ideal answers when
responding to questions. On the other hand, constraints in the purchasing situation, such as budget,
store inventory, environmental factors, etc., can cause their buying behaviors to differ from their
stated preferences. Therefore, it is recommended that, in designing marketing and pricing
strategies, in addition to using surveys, the actual behavior of consumers should also be carefully
analyzed and evaluated to make more optimal decisions. Furthermore, paying more attention to
features, such as the veterinary seal on packaging or carcasses, color, and other visually
perceptible features, which are most important in consumer preferences, can help increase
customer satisfaction and sales.
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Table 1. Selection cards obtained from Excel software (XLSTAT)

(aw V) (Szels 20 (daw V) S, (daw ¥) lyeil 20> (aw ¥) (2 20 (gaw ¥) cosd bo)ls
Veterinary stamp (2 levels) Color (2 levels) Bone percentage (3 levels) Fat percentage (3 levels) Price (3 levels) Cards
SBipeld e g Oy o8 olgel 7+ @ AV ) e R Card 1
Without veterinary stamp Light red Up to 10% bone More than 10% fat High
B3l oo 15 o) o8 R VALS Y- % o9 onb Card 2
Without veterinary stamp Light red More than 10% bone Fat-free Low
SB el o b b9y 3058 Olgzisl g ARSI o=k Card 3
With veterinary stamp Light red Boneless More than 10% fat Low
B b9y o8 Olyel g AN boosie Card4
Without veterinary stamp Light red Boneless Up to 10% fat Medium
Syl e 054 5o)8 ol 73+ b e N Gt ol Card'5
With veterinary stamp Dark red Up to 10% bone More than 10% fat Low
SBiel s g 035 jo b Olgal )+ & AN ok Card 6
Without veterinary stamp Dark red Up to 10% bone Up to 10% fat Low
Syl e b 05 jo )8 ol 73 ) Gty AR Vb Card 7
With veterinary stamp Dark red More than 10% bone Up to 10% fat High
D5l oo 15 0 oS Olsmel 2+ 5l ey TR ARS =N Lsge Card 8
Without veterinary stamp Dark red More than 10% bone More than 10% fat Medium
B3l pem g 0y5 jo )8 Olstl o @ o9 YL Card 9
Without veterinary stamp Dark red Boneless Fat-free High
B3l e b s a8 Ol )+ b @ O Lagie Card 10
With veterinary stamp Light red Up to 10% bone Fat-free Medium

Source: Excel (XLSTAT) findings
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Table 2. Ranking of qualitative trait levels in various of red meat carcasses (higher rank = more desirable quality)

oy R asY gy = I Y gy
Tenderness color Fat Bone Carcass type Tenderness Color Fat Bone Carcass Type
o Oleeiel b dly
1 1 15 1 dlogs oI5 16 10 12 6 (S ¥haogS
Veal shank Lamb loin with
bone
o Sbas JolS™ ol
10 4 3 2 doosS allis 9 2 9 10 (S¥idaasS
Lamb tailbone Premium whole
lamb leg
b (giawgS Cundss
13 9 10 7 [ 3thasS s oo 14 3 11 11 axnle
Lamb shoulder Lamb brisket with
muscle
5.5 17 16.5 15.5 AlosS dzenle 3 12 16.5 15.5 41L»55 25 Sh o)
Veal muscle Trimmed veal leg
63,5 S| Cawd oo
7 16 4 3 Veal allusS axli> 4 13 145 13 Alogs
tailbone Trimmed veal
shoulder
Caad pos 4 e 5E
12 7 6 9 iosS 15 8 8 4 EXdgS ()3)5
Lamb neck
Half lamb shoulder
1 6 5 8 ShogS Al 4id 2 1 1.5 15.5 Lo o555
Lamb carcass quarter Veal brisket
8 5 7 12 SidaosS () 485 v 5.5 14 13 5 [l (2,5
Half lamb leg Veal neck
AlogS 03,5 S|y als
17 15 14.5 15.5 Trimmed veal
tenderloin

Source: Research results based on a survey of experts
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Figure 2. Simultaneous display of the popularity of cards (Source: Research findings)
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Figure 3. Average and 95% confidence distance for the coefficients of the four features of red meat
(Source: Research findings)
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Table 3. The importance of features in the Hedonic function

Sl aj
(55 28 (3,90 aalllas) o )8 cudsS (il 3 1S 5 )8 ollas (o)

Salan @b )3 b Sy cuenl glise =Y Joi>

s 039 sy pSlas by Sl loys Jilo [y oo lalys (Sl 1,55
Relative Maximum Minimum Minimum Coefficient of Average Fe at)ﬁ:
weight variance variance coefficient variation coefficients U
34 0.0006 0.0005 0.0469 0.14 0.0505 S
Bone percentage
12.4 0/0007 0/0006 0.0138 0.1106 0.0184 Iy 2oy
Fat percentage
14.9 0.0005 0.0004 0.0187 0.0557 0.0221 /535,
Color
38.7 0.0004 0.0003 0.048 0.0792 0.0574 Iy iz

Tenderness level

Source: research findings
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of the interviewees
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Person Household Size
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Source: research findings
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Table 5. The Percentage of the Importance of Each Feature in Conjoint Analysis

N[03) conl (1:5ke Sk
Average importance (Percentage) Feature
19.153 Price /b
19.991 Fat percentage / _oy> oy
13.033 Bone percentage /g5l Aoy
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Source: research findings
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