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Abstract: This study investigated the knowledge, attitudes, consumption habits, and degree of
acceptability of edible insects (EI) or derived products among Portuguese consumers. This work
consisted of a questionnaire survey, undertaken on a sample of 213 participants. For the treatment
of data, basic descriptive statistics were used, complemented with chi-square tests to assess some
associations between categorical variables. Moreover, a tree classification analysis was carried out
using a classification and regression tree (CRT) algorithm with cross-validation. The results indicated
that people tend to have correct perceptions about the sustainability issues associated with the use of
insects as alternative sources of protein; however, the level of knowledge and overall perception about
their nutritive value is low. Regarding the consumption of EI, it was found that only a small part of
the participants had already eaten them, doing it mostly abroad, by self-initiative, in a restaurant or
at a party or event. Additionally, it was found that the reluctance to consume insects is higher if they
are whole, but when they are transformed into ingredients used in food formulations, the level of
acceptance increases. Furthermore, men have shown to have a better perception about EI, be more
informed about sustainability, and have a higher level of acceptability when compared to women. As
a final conclusion, it was observed that the Portuguese still show some resistance to adhere to the use
of insects as replacements for meat products, but the market of insect based products can be a good
alternative to overpass the neophobia associated with this type of food.

Keywords: edible insects; sustainability; nutritive value; tree classification analysis; knowledge;
questionnaire survey

1. Introduction

Food is considered a basic necessity for all human beings. However, attending to this
need, while sustaining a healthy ecosystem, is still a challenge [1]. Today’s food systems
take possession of more than 30% of land, 70% of drinkable water, and 20% of energy,
widely contributing to the loss of biodiversity, water, and land at a global scale [1,2]. In
order for the food production of present and future generations to be conceivable, it is
necessary to make the food systems sustainable, so as to ensure that at economic, social,
and environmental levels, it will be possible to generate safe and nutritious foods for all the
population [2,3]. Sustainable food systems must ensure food security and nutrition at global
scale, while guaranteeing the food security and nutrition for the future generations [3].
It is known that the climate changes deeply impact the primary production, both animal
and vegetable farming, while also affecting the marine resources and fisheries. One of the
possible approaches to this problem is to focus on the food production by means of new
innovative technologies. Additionally, it must also be given high attention to agricultural
practices, which still depend strongly on fossil fuels [4].

The expansion of the beef production has led to a considerable environmental impact
through the devastation of tropical rain forests, transforming them into pastures for cattle.
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On the other hand, there is the problem of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. To
this matter, there are opposite points of view; while some consider livestock production
highly responsible for the increase in GHG [5-7], others [8] consider that range livestock
production can in fact be more efficient in terms of environment and energy resources, when
compared with other food production systems based on land. However, this discussion is
not consensual [5-7].

The protein intake is essential at the nutritional, economic, and environmental levels.
Nevertheless, the livestock sector has a disproportional impact on the loss of biodiversity,
drinkable water, and others. Available data show that, at a global level, this sector produces
about 15% of the total of the greenhouse gases, being the majority produced by ruminants.
The production of 1 kg of beef requires 50 times more land and originates 100 times more
GHG than the production of 1 kg of vegetables [2,5,9,10].

The positive impact on the sustainability depends greatly on a significant change on
nowadays’ food diets [2]. With the fast growth of the population, and consequent rise of the
animal protein consumption, it is paramount to find an alternative that is more sustainable,
and therefore avoid such a great degradation of the environment. One of the ideas that has
been gaining prominence is the mass production of edible insects (EI). This concept has
been highlighted, not only due to the high efficiency that these animals have in converting
organic matter in protein, but also for their nutritional value and possible use as animal
feed [10,11].

There are about 2100 species of insects that are consumed by humans in Latin America,
Asia and Africa. When we compare 1 g of protein, the chicken requires two to three times
more land and 50% more water than, for example, mealworms, and when we use beef
as a reference, this requires 8 to 14 times more space, and five times more water [10,12].
Regarding greenhouse gases, the chicken releases about 32% to 167% more emissions and
the beef 6 to 13 times more CO, equivalents than mealworms [10]. Beyond the fact that
EI have a lower environmental impact, the conversion of feed into protein is higher. As
an example, the chicken converts about 33% of its diet into edible body mass, whereas
mealworms convert about 22% to 45%, the black soldier fly larvae about 43% to 55% and
Argentinean cockroaches between 51% and 88% [10,12].

One other aspect of El is their nutritional richness. Insects are an excellent source of
energy, protein, fat, and minerals. However, the nutritional composition depends on the
species, the development stage, diet, processing, and other factors. The protein content
varies between 40 to 75 g per 100 g, the fat content between 7 and 77 g per 100 g, and the
minerals between 3 to 8 g per 100 g. Regarding vitamins, the insects are good sources of
biotin, riboflavin, and pantothenic acid, but low in retinol [13,14]. Insects also have high
contents of potassium, calcium, iron, magnesium, and selenium [15].

Despite of all the nutritional and sustainable characteristics, there is still some reserve
and neophobia when trying to make insects a part of the western diets [13,16]. There are
scientific investigations dedicated to the study of the acceptability of European consumers
in turning EI a part of the daily diet. These studies concluded that there is a low degree of
acceptability, and that those who were more receptive in trying were young males with a
high educational degree and with particular interest in food sciences and entomology [16].
One other study showed that there was a higher consumer’s acceptability of food enriched
with insect flour than foods that had whole insects [13]. However, none of these studies
was carried out in Portugal, and to the best of our knowledge, the study about the habits
regarding the consumption of EI, their acceptability or knowledge about their properties
and effects has never been conducted in Portugal.

Having into account all the numerous qualities of edible insects, and considering
that there is not any published information describing a questionnaire survey about con-
sumption of EI in Portugal in scientific databases, such as ScienceDirect, for example,
this study intended to understand what is the level of knowledge, attitudes, and degree
of acceptability of the Portuguese population regarding the consumption of EI and its
derivatives, in order to build an implementation strategy for possible introduction of this
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type of product in today’s market and diet. In particular, our research questions were as
follows: do Portuguese people eat EI? With what frequency and on which circumstances?
Are the Portuguese informed about the sustainability issues regarding their production
and consumption? And what is the level of information about the nutritive and /or anti-
nutritive qualities of EI? Are the Portuguese prone to the consumption of EI or products
containing them? This study was a part of the project “FZ—Drone Flour [FZ—Farinha de
Zdngao, in Portuguese]”, which is being carried out to study the technologic possibility to
produce drone flour obtained by the Portuguese beehive holders, as a way to improve their
income and also control the Varroa mite in the beehives.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Instrument and Data Collection

The instrument used in the present study was a questionnaire that was purposely
developed for this research, and therefore all the questions were formulated based on a
discussion methodology, from the research team of the project FZ, previously mentioned.
The questionnaire was prepared and then submitted to the approval of the Ethical Commis-
sion at the Polytechnic Institute of Viseu, being approved for application under reference
06/SUB/2020.

The questionnaire included different sections as follows: (I) sociodemographic data;
(IT) characterization of participants” habits; (III) perceptions about EI and derived products;
(IV) knowledge about EI and sustainability; (V) knowledge about nutritive value of EI;
(VI) attitudes toward EI and derived products. In Section II, four questions were included
that aimed to understand the habits of the participants regarding eating out, in what type
or restaurant and with which frequency, as well as the types of foods they prefer when
eating out, including ethnic or gourmet food. These aspects were considered to be related
with the possible consumption of EI. Section III included eleven questions to evaluate
how the participants perceived EI, considering that Portugal is a country without any
entomophagy tradition, and addressed aspects such as the adaptability of EI for human
consumption, and recognition of their usage, for example. Section IV included seven
questions to assess the level of knowledge about aspects related to sustainability, such as,
for example, their efficiency in conversion resources into protein or lowest environmental
impacts as compared with other animal proteins. Section V included eleven questions
to assess the level of knowledge about the nutritional properties of El, including aspects
linked with the macro and micronutrients’ contents, as well as possible anti-nutrients, and
their effect on the human health. Finally, Section VI included thirteen questions that related
with the consumption of EI and level of acceptance or rejection of EI or EI based products,
as well as the motivations for their consumption.

The questionnaire was applied to a convenience sample, chosen according to the
facility of recruitment and willingness to participate. Convenience samples, although
having some limitations, have also some advantages, like easiness of recruitment, and they
can be a good tool for exploratory research [17,18].

The sample size was calculated assuming the following assumptions: a 90% confidence
interval, corresponding to a level of significance of 10% and a z score of 1.645, and the power
of the test was corresponding to an error of 5%, meaning that the minimum acceptable
probability of preventing type II error was 0.05 [19,20]. The Portuguese population in 2019
(the latest year available) was 10,283,822 people, of which around 7.5 million were adults
(18 years old or older) [21]. The target population was considered as 25% of the adult
Portuguese population. Under these conditions the sample size was calculated as 203 adult
individuals [22,23], being this the minimum number of participants for the present research
to be statistically meaningful.

The data were collected between September and October 2020, using an internet
platform. The questionnaire was disclosed to people by different internet tools, such as e-
mail and social networks. Only adult citizens were included in the survey;, i.e., aged 18 years
or older. Other inclusion criteria were the access to internet and have a computer or other
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devices available where they could access the questionnaire, as well as the necessary skills
to be able to use the computational means used to collect the data. The participation was
voluntary and confidentiality of all answers was guaranteed to the participants, who had
to provide informed consent to participate in the study. All ethical issues were respected
when designing and applying the questionnaire.

2.2. Data Analysis

Exploratory analysis of the data was performed using SPSS software V26 (IBM, Inc.,
Armonk, New York, NY, USA) and Excel 2016. Additionally, the crosstabs tool coupled
with the chi-square test were used to evaluate if there were significant relations between
some of the categorical variables studied, considering a level of significance of 5%. The
coefficient Cramer’s V was used to measure the intensity of the relations found between
the studied variables. The value of V varies in the range from 0 (no association) to 1 (perfect
association) so that the strength of the association is: V ~ 0.1 is weak, V ~ 0.3 is moderate
and V ~ 0.5 or higher is he strong [24].

In the analyses, some items had to be reversed so as to make them in line with the
same measurement trend of the rest of items in the same block. Additionally, mean values
of item groups were also calculated and variables were recorded in order to assess the
targeted types in each case.

The variables measuring the knowledge about EI and sustainability and about the
nutritive properties of EI were classified according to the relative influence of the so-
ciodemographic variables, following a tree classification analysis. A Classification and
Regression Trees (CRT) algorithm with cross-validation was used, with a minimum change
in improvement equal to 0.005 and a minimum number of cases for parent and child nodes
of 30 and 10, respectively.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Sample Characterization

The participants that partook in this survey were aged between 18 and 80 years old.
The average age of the participants was 43 years old, being the women on average a little
younger than men (42 against 47 years old) (Table 1).

Table 1. Age of the participants.

Group Minimum Maximum Mean + SD @
Women 18 76 42.11 £+ 13.69
Men 19 80 47.47 + 16.64
Global 18 80 43.24 +14.49

() Age expressed as mean value + standard deviation (SD).

In this questionnaire, from a total of 213 respondents, the majority were women
(79%) and only 21% were men (Table 2). Regarding the age group, most participants were
middle aged adults (31-50 years) (39%), followed by senior adults (51-65 years) (32%),
young adults (18-30 years) (24%), and elderly (>66 years) (4%) (Table 2). Concerning
other sociodemographic characteristics, the majority of the respondents were from a high
education level (university 40% and post-graduate 38%), living in an urban area (63%),
married (60%), and working in a professional area related with nutrition, food, agriculture,
environment, biology, or health (60%) (Table 2).

3.2. Characterization of Food Habits

The frequency of eating at restaurants was investigated based on the following scale:
seldom = less than once/month, sporadically = between once/week and once/month,
occasionally = about once/week, moderately = 2 to 3 times/week, frequently = 4 or plus
times/week. The results obtained showed that the participants sporadically (36%) and
seldom (33%) eat at restaurants, but some do it occasionally (19.7%). People who do it
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more times are fewer, with only 7.5% of the participants eating at restaurants moderately
and 3.7% doing it frequently. When eating at restaurants, most prefer to eat Portuguese
traditional food (70%) and ethnical food such as Chinese, Italian, Mexican, Indian, and
others (36%), while gourmet meals are preferred by only 11%. Convenience food, including
fast food, is the choice for 22%, but 10% do not have a preference and about 6% prefer other
types not mentioned explicitly in the questionnaire.

Table 2. Sociodemographic characterization of the sample at study.

Variable N %
Young adults (18-30 years) 52 244
Age grou Middle aged adults (31-50 years) 83 39.0
ge group Senior adults (51-65 years) 69 324
Elderly (>66 years) 9 4.2
S Women 168 78.9
ex Men 45 21.1

Basic 0 0
. Secondary 46 21.6
Education level University 86 404
Post-graduation 81 38.0
Urban 138 62.9
Living environment Suburban 28 13.1
Rural 51 23.9
Single 70 32.9
Marital Married 127 59.6
arital status Divorced 14 6.6
Widowed 2 0.9
Nutrition 9 4.2
Food 45 21.1
Agriculture 22 10.3
Professional area Environment 6 2.8
Biology 6 2.8
Health 41 19.2
None of the above 84 39.4
Total 213 100

Of the people who answered the survey, 58% travel abroad rarely (about once/year),
21% occasionally (about 2 to 3 times/year), 8% frequently (plus than 3 times/year), and
13% never travel outside their country. When travelling abroad (Figure 1), the majority
prefer to eat food that is typical of the visited country (55%) followed by food that is similar
to the Portuguese cuisine (28%) and then international food (18%).

. International food
. Food as muchsimilaras
Typical food of the ossible to Portustese (food usually
country visited P gt available around
o food
54.5% 2779, the world)
e 17.8%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 1. When traveling abroad, what type of food is preferred (legend: rarely = about once/year,
occasionally = about 2 to 3 times/year, frequently = plus than 3 times/year).
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3.3. Perceptions about EI and Derived Products

In Table 3 are shown the items questioned and the corresponding opinion of the
participants related to statements about EI and derided products. Most participants had
no opinion (27.7%) or neither agreed nor disagreed (24.9%) with the statement about the
number of edible insects consumed by humans (Item 1). Lucas et al. [15] mention that
there are over 2100 species of edible insects consumed all around the world by more than
2 billion people. For Item 2, the majority of the respondents agreed (15.5%) or totally agreed
(36.2%) that entomophagy is the act of eating and consuming insects, beginning with the
earliest known hominids [12,15].

Table 3. Expressed opinions towards statements related with EI (scale from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree).

% of Answers

Items 1 2 3 4 5 No Opinion
1. There are more than.ZOOO species of insects 56 8.0 24.9 18.8 15.0 w7
consumed by humans in the world.
2. Entomophagy isa dietary practice in which 402 56 164 155 362 71
humans consume insects.
3. Some insects can be used to produce animal feed. 3.3 4.7 13.1 16.9 51.2 10.8
4, Thgre are flours for human consumption produced 59 75 16.9 202 333 16.9
from insects.
5. I.n developed countries there is no consumption 38.0 244 131 56 52 136
of insects.
.6. Somg Euro.pean. gourmet restaurants use edible 61 136 216 129 192 270
insects in their culinary preparations.
7. Inse.cts z.are part of the gastronomic culture of most 16.9 26.8 215 8.9 108 141
countries in the world.
8. Insect consump.hon is characteristic of less 16.0 24.9 183 146 155 108
developed countries.
9. Not all insects are edible. 4.7 2.3 8.0 12.2 54.0 18.8
10. In Portugal, there are regulations to guarantee
food safety in the case of edible insects. 75 99 136 126 174 394
11. Edible insects are used by some people in 05 52 127 16.9 411 207

traditional medicine.

Insects can be consumed as a whole or as part of a derived product, such as flours or
extracts, which most people who answered the survey agreed (20.2%) or totally agreed
(33.3%) with Item 4 [14]. The practice of eating insects is very common in many cultures
and even seen as a delicacy, with each insect having its own individual flavor, texture,
and visual characteristics [13,25]. There are some books that compiled information about
different recipes on how to prepare certain insects, since different species have particular
gastronomic adaptability [13]. In Item 6 the grand majority of respondents demonstrated
not having an opinion (27.2%), or not agreeing nor disagreeing regarding the use of EI by
European gourmet restaurants; and concerning insects as being part of the gastronomic
culture of countries around the world (Item 7), the preponderance was to disagree (26.8%)
or totally disagree (16.0%).

In regards with Item 10, the vast majority of the participants had no opinion (39.4%)
when concerning specific legislation for this food group. Regarding EI, these are not
explicitly addressed in European legislation, falling under the category of Novel Food
(Regulation 2015/2283) [26] which creates room for interpretation of the present legislation,
among Member States. Countries, such as Belgium and Netherlands, have created specific
regulation for these products, but in Portugal there is no specific legislation in this area [27].
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All the items in the group about perceptions (shown in Table 3) were used to calculate a
mean value, after reversing items number 5 and 10 in order to have a uniform measurement
of the whole group. This variable was then recoded into incorrect perceptions (average
score under 3) and correct perception (average score higher than 3). The results for the
global sample revealed that 2.3% of the participants did not manifest any opinion about
any of the 11 items questioned, 51.7% showed an incorrect perception about EI and derived
products and 46.0% showed a correct perception.

In Table 4, it is demonstrated that the only variable that has an association with the
perceptions about EI and derived products is the sex of the participants.

Table 4. Associations between the perceptions about EI and derived products and the sociodemographic variables studied.

. ) CST 1) CcC (2)
Variable N Incorrect Perception Correct Perception
2
X p v
Young adults 51 54.9 45.1 2.625 0.453 -
Age grou Middle aged adults 81 49.4 50.6
8¢ group Senior adults 67 58.2 418
Elderly 9 33.3 66.7
S Women 164 58.5 415 9.939 0.002 0.219
X Men 44 31.8 68.2
Secondary 43 55.8 442 0.234 0.890 -
Education level University 85 529 471
Post-graduation 80 51.2 48.8
Livi Urban 131 51.9 48.1 1.318 0.517 -
ving Suburban 27 63.0 37.0
environment Rural 50 50.0 50.0
Single 69 52.2 47.8 1.961 0.580 -
Marital Married 123 55.3 447
arital status Divorced 14 357 64.3
Widowed 2 50.0 50.0
Nutrition 8 37.5 62.5 7.672 0.263 -
Food 45 51.1 48.9
Agriculture 21 38.1 61.9
Professional area Environment 6 16.7 83.3
Biology 6 66.7 33.3
Health 39 59.0 41.0
None of the above 83 57.8 422
Pairwise comparisons )
Young adults versus middle-aged adults p=0478
Young adults versus elderly p =0.042
Urban versus rural p=0.124

(D CST: Chi square test (level of significance of 5%: p < 0.05). @ CC: Cramer’s coefficient, only indicated if there were significant differences.
© Kruskal-Wallis test (level of significance of 5%: p < 0.05).

3.4. Knowledge about EI and Sustainability

The opinions of the participants regarding EI and sustainability are present in Table 5.
For the first item, the majority of respondents agreed (23.0%) or totally agreed (39.0%) that
insects are a viable protein source. van Huis et al. [10] indicate that with the increase of
population worldwide comes a higher demand for protein with an expected increase in
the consumption of meat products by more than 75% in 2050. However, the production
of livestock is one of the most important contributors to greenhouse gas emissions, with
emissions of 9% carbon dioxide, 35-45% methane, and 65% ammonia [12]. Beyond the
climate significance, this sector also has a great impact on the environment and biodiversity,
being responsible for the loss of usable land, freshwater depletion, and soil degradation [2].
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With the increasing population and consequent demands for protein, allied to the impact
of the animal production sector, insects have been proposed as a sustainable alternative
source of protein. EI, apart from being extremely efficient in converting organic matter into
protein, have other advantages over livestock farming, such as having fewer emissions
of greenhouse gas, less need of land, water, and lower impact in the biodiversity [10-12],
which the most participants agreed or totally agreed with, in Items 2 (21.6% and 24.9%)
and 3 (21.1% and 28.6%).

Table 5. Expressed opinions towards statements related with EI and sustainability (Scale from 1 = totally disagree to

5 = totally agree).

% of Answers

Items 1 2 3 4 5 No Opinion
1. Insects are a possibility to respond to the growing 6.6 6.6 183 23.0 39.0 6.6
world demand for protein. ' ' ’ ' ' ’
2. The production of insects for human consumption
emits about 10 times less greenhouse gases than the 3.3 42 22.5 21.6 249 23.5
production of steak.
3. Insects efficiently convert organic matter
into protein. 3.8 3.8 18.8 21.1 28.6 23.9
4. To produce 1 kg of insect protein, 5 times less food 33 33 19.7 174 216 347
is spent than to produce 1 kg of cow protein. ' ' ' ' ' '
5. To produce 1 kg of chicken protein, 5 times less
water is used than to produce 1 kg of insect protein. 13.6 85 188 127 85 38.0
6. To produce 1 kg of insect protein requires an area
3 times smaller than to produce 1 kg of pig protein. 42 42 174 16.0 23:5 347
7. The ecological footprint of insects is comparatively
smaller when compared to other sources of protein 2.3 4.2 15.5 18.8 39.0 20.2

for human consumption.

Finally, Items 4, 5, and 6 had the highest percentage of no opinion from the participants
in the survey (34.7%, 38.0%, and 34.7%, respectively). It has been shown that 1 g of chicken
protein requires 2 to 3 times more land and 50% more water than, for example, mealworms,
and when we use beef as a reference, this requires 8 to 14 times more space and 5 times more
water than mealworms. Regarding greenhouse gases, the chicken releases about 32 to 167%
more emissions and the beef 6 to 13 times more CO, equivalents than mealworms [10].

All the items in the group for Knowledge about EI and Sustainability (KEIS) issues
(shown in Table 5) were used to calculate a mean score, after reversing item number 5. This
variable was named KEIS and was then recoded into low knowledge (average score € [1, 2.5]),
moderate knowledge (average score € [2.5, 3.5]) and high knowledge (average score € [3.5, 5]).

Regarding this set of statements, a non-negligible part of participants, 38.0%, did not
manifest any opinion about any of the 7 items questioned. Nevertheless, an interesting
percentage (30.5%) revealed a high knowledge about the sustainability issues related with
EL while only 8.5% revealed a low knowledge and 23.0% had a moderate knowledge.

The variable KEIS was submitted to a tree classification analysis to evaluate the relative
importance of the influential sociodemographic variables: age class, sex, education, living
environment, marital status, or professional area. The obtained tree is presented in Figure 2
and contains three levels and seven nodes, of which four are terminal.

The node zero in Figure 2, corresponding to the whole sample, indicates that nearly
half of the participants, 49.2%, demonstrated a high knowledge about the sustainability
aspects linked with EI, and those who revealed a low knowledge were minority, only
13.6%. These results indicate that, in general, the participants have correct ideas about
the topics addressed in the items discussed above. The tree in Figure 2 also reveals that
sex was the first discriminating variable, indicating that gender differences are important



Foods 2021, 10, 709

9of 17

in terms of the level of knowledge about EI and sustainability. With this regards, men
showed to be better informed (66.7% has a high knowledge) as compared with women
(only 44.1% had a high knowledge). For the female participants, the next discriminating
variable was professional area, thus separating people with professions related with health,
environment, biology or agriculture as showing a higher level of knowledge (50.0% of the
participants with high knowledge) when compared with other professions, including those
related with food or nutrition (40.9% of high knowledge). For this group, the next level
was defined by discrimination according to variable education, clearly showing that more
educated people, with secondary school or university degree, revealed a higher level of
knowledge, thus being more aware of the sustainability aspects linked with EI. This tree
revealed that from the tested sociodemographic variables, those influencing more deeply
the knowledge about EI and sustainability were in decreasing order sex, professional
area and education. In a work that reported a tree classification for the influence of
sociodemographic variables on the knowledge about dietary fiber and foods, sex was
also identified as the first discriminating variable, followed by education and also living
environment [28]. Moreover, in a work by Cardoso et al. [29], variables, such as education
and professional area, were also decisive discriminants in a tree classification analysis
for the variable in the ambit of their research, which was the perception about healthy
eating, followed by age and country. The tree classification technique was also used to
evaluate the influence of sociodemographic variables on the consumption patterns of some
fiber-rich foods, namely fruits, vegetables and cereals, in different countries, and their
results indicated that sex, along with country, were the most relevant discriminating factors
observed [30].

KEIS
Node O
Categony % n
= i i i =i == ] B Low knowledge 126 12
: W Low knowledge | B Medium knowledge 37.1 49
= Medium knowledge | B High knowledge 492 65
| ™ Highknonledge 1 Total 100.0 132
Lo
[ =]
Sex
Improvement=0.014
Female Male
Node 1 Node 2
Categony k) n Categony % n
B Low knowledge 187 16 ¥ Lowknowledge 57 2

B pedium knowledge 40.2 41 B Medium knowledge 267 8
¥ High knowledge 441 45 ¥ High knowledge G66.7 20
Total 773102 Total 227 30

=

FrofArea
Improvement=0.015

Health; Agriculture; Biology; Environment Food; Others; Nutrition
Node 3 Node 4
Categony % n Categony W n
¥ Low knowledge 250 @9 ¥ Lowknowledge 106 7
B pedium knowledge 250 9 B Medium knowledge 485 32
¥ High knowledge 50.0 18 ¥ High knowledge 409 27
Total 2732 36 Total 500 66
Education
Improvement=0.022
<= Secondany » Secondany
Node 5 Node &
Categony % n Categony % n
B Low knowledge 111 2 B Low knowledge 104 5

B Medium knowledge 722 13 B pedium knowledge 396 19
B High knowledge 167 3 ® High knowledge 500 29
Total 126 18 Total 364 48

Figure 2. Tree classification for the influence of sociodemographic variables on the level of knowledge
about edible insects (EI) and sustainability (KEIS).
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3.5. Knowledge about Nutritive Properties of EI

Concerning the nutritive aspects of EI, in Table 6 is possible to find the expressed
opinion of the respondents towards some statements about this topic. The vast majority of
the participants agreed (21.1%) or totally agreed (29.1%) that insects are a good source of
energy (Item 1). EI have been shown to have high nutritional value, being a good source of
energy, protein, fat, minerals, and vitamins. Some species of EI are able to provide more
than 750 Kcal per 100 g, which is higher than some foods such as beef or corn. Apart
from being a source of energy, EI contain large amounts of protein, from 40 to 75 g per
100 g, being often, higher than that of soybean and similar to that of chicken and fish. The
essential amino acid content can differ between species. While some have all the essential
amino acids, others have lysine and tryptophan as the limiting factor [12,13,15]. As for
Item 4 the respondents agreed (16.4%) or totally agreed (24.9%) that insects are a good
source of protein; however, concerning the quality of the protein (Item 5), most participants
had no opinion (36.6%).

Table 6. Expressed opinions towards statements related with nutritive properties of EI (scale from 1 = totally disagree to

5 = totally agree).

% of Answers

1 2 3 4 5 No Opinion
1. Edible insects are a good source of energy. 4.2 94 20.7 21.1 29.1 15.5
2. Edlb.le msecfs are poor in macro 16.0 216 188 56 38 343
and micronutrients.
3. Edible insects contain group B vitamins. 2.3 6.6 25.8 6.1 10.8 484
4. Edible insects are very rich in animal protein. 2.3 8.0 22.1 16.4 24.9 26.3
5. Insect protems. are of poF)rer quality compared to 174 183 19.7 42 3.8 36.6
those of other animal species.
§. Edible insects con.tam rpmerals of nutrlt}onal 14 70 211 16.0 178 36.6
interest, such as calcium, iron and magnesium.
7. Edible insects contain fat, including
polyunsaturated fatty acids. 5.6 13.6 20.7 8.5 11.7 39.9
8. Edible insects contain bioactive compounds
beneficial to human health. 19 85 202 150 141 404
9. Edible insects cgnta%n anti-nutrients, such as 6.1 13 188 6.1 5.6 501
oxalates and phytic acid.
10. .Sor.ne edible insects have a proven 23 75 275 8.9 131 455
antioxidant effect.
11. Some edible insects may have ’8 70 202 13 155 432

anti-inflammatory activity.

Considering Items 3 and 6, concerning, respectively, the vitamins and mineral content
of insects, the people who answered the questionnaire had, in their majority, no opinion
(48.4% and 36.6%, respectively) or did not agree nor disagree (25.8% and 21.1%, for items 3
and 6, respectively). In this regard, EI have been shown to be rich in both vitamins and
minerals, having high amounts of riboflavin, pantothenic acid, biotin, potassium, selenium,
magnesium, iron, and calcium [12,13,15].

The fat content varies between 7 and 77 g per 100 g of insect, having a ratio of
saturated /non saturated fatty acids below 40%, which, when compared to that of the
chicken and fish, is considered better. They are also rich in polyunsaturated fatty acids, like
linolenic and linoleic [12,13,15]. On this matter (Item 7), most respondents did not agree
nor disagree (20.7%) or had no opinion (39.9%) on the topic.
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For Items 8, 10, and 11 concerning, respectively, bioactive compounds, antioxidants,
and anti-inflammatory properties of insects, most participants chose not to manifest an
opinion on the matter, with percentages ranging from 40.4% on Item 8 to 45.5% on Item 11.
In fact, apart from the macro and micronutrient content, EI have been shown to have antiox-
idant capacity due to certain bioactive compounds present in insect protein hydrolysates
and antimicrobial activity as they are a good source of antimicrobial peptides [15].

However, some EI are also a source of anti-nutrients, such as oxalates, hydrogen
cyanides, phytic acid and tannins, which can occur naturally in foods but can compromise
the digestion, absorption and utilization of certain nutrients [12,14,31]. Regarding this as-
pect, (Item 9), the bigger percentage of participants declared not having an opinion (52.1%).

Globally, this section of the questionnaire, concerning the nutritional properties of EI,
was the part in which most participants showed not having an opinion on the subject.

All the items in the group for Knowledge about Nutritive properties of EI (KNEI)
(presented in Table 6) were used to calculate a mean score, after reversing items number 2
and 5. This variable was named KNEI and was then recoded like the previous one into
the same categories: low, moderate and high knowledge. For this set of statements, a
considerably high percentage of participants, 45.1%, did not express any opinion about
none of the 11 items questioned, while 13.6% revealed a low knowledge, 26.3% a moderate
knowledge and only 15.0% showed a high knowledge about the nutritive properties of EL

The variable KNEI was also submitted to a tree classification analysis according to the
sociodemographic variables. The obtained tree is presented in Figure 3 and also contains
three levels and the same number of nodes as the previous tree for KEIS: seven nodes and
four terminal ones. The obtained results showed that the level of knowledge about the
nutritive properties of EI is considerably lower when compared with the sustainability
issues previously discussed. In fact, for the whole sample at node zero nearly half of the
participants, 47.9% had a medium knowledge, and those with a high knowledge were less
than one third, 27.4%. For this variable, the first discriminating factors was age and sex
was the second for the group of people over 50 years. In this tree level the participants
aged under 50 years revealed a higher percentage with a high knowledge, but also a higher
percentage with low knowledge, when compared with older people. For the participants
aged 51 or more years, sex discriminates between women and men, these last with higher
percentage for medium knowledge. For the women, the next discriminating variable was
professional area, discriminating people from areas related with food, health, nutrition,
and environment from the others. In this last group, 38.9% of the participants revealed
a low knowledge, equal percentage was observed for medium knowledge and 22.2% for
high knowledge. In the work by Yalcin et al. [28], the tree classification for the influence of
sociodemographic variables on the knowledge about dietary fiber and their health benefits,
showed that age was also the most important discriminating variable, followed by sex.

3.6. Attitudes, Consumption, and Acceptability of EI and Derived Products

We also investigated whether the participants have ever consumed EI, and under
which circumstances. The results show that 16.0% of the participants in the survey have
already consumed them, while, 67.6% have not and 16.4% do not know or do not remember.
Of those who have eaten EI, 61.8% did so abroad and 38.2% in Portugal, having 58,8% of
the respondents consumed insects by self-initiative, 29.4% encouraged by friends, 2.9%
advised by catering professionals, and 8.8% for other reasons. As for the place where they
ate them, 26.5% was in a restaurant, and equal percentage in parties or events. Moreover,
consumption occurred at home and in the house of family or friends, for 11.8% and 14.7%
of the participants, respectively. Eating them in a hotel has a low expression (only 2.9%),
but eating on the street seems also a way to get EI (for 17.6% of the participants).

Regarding the purchase of EI, most participants have not bought the insects themselves
(64.7%), or they do not know or do not remember buying them (23.5%), while a smaller
percentage (11.8%) actually purchased the EI. From those who bought them, they got them
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on street markets, 50.0%, in supermarkets, 33.3%, or from others sources (16.7%), but none
of the respondents have obtained them on specialized shops or through the internet.

The acceptance of EI can find some resistance in consumers who do not have this
food group as part of their culture, creating a certain factor of aversion towards these
products [13]. Hence the acceptability of the participants in this survey towards EI as a
whole and towards products containing them was also investigated. It was possible to
see that the acceptance of whole EI (8.9% would eat and 2.8% would definitely eat), is
considerably lower than the acceptance for food products containing EI (23.0% would eat
and 12.2% would definitely eat). Participants showed higher rejection for whole EI (35.2%
definitely would not eat and 30.5% would not eat), when compared with food products
containing EI (19.7% definitely would not eat and 19.2% would not eat)). There was also a
high percentage of indifference, for both cases, with a percentage of 25.8% for food products
and 22.5% for whole insects. Studies in the area have revealed similar trends, where foods
enriched with insects have been more readily accepted by consumers than the insects as a
whole [16,32,33].

KMEI

Node 0

Categony % n

———————————— | B Low knowledge 298 28

: o Lowknowledge | B pMedium knowledge 47.9 56

| ™ Medium knowledge ® High knowledge 274 32

| ™ High knowledge : Total 100.0 117
S

[ =

Age

Improvement=0.008

Young adults; Senior Ad Middle aged; Elderly
Node 1 Node 2
Categony % n Categony % n
B Low knowledge 26.0 19 B Low knowledge 227 10
B tedium knowledge 425 31 B tedium knowledge 568 25
¥ High knowledge 316 23 ¥ High knowledge 2085 9
Total 624 73 Total 376 44
[ =
Sex
Improvement=0.008
Female Male
Mode 2 Node 4
Categony % n Categony % n
B Low knowledge 221 9 B Low knowledge 23 1
B pedium knowledge 50.0 16 B tedium knowledge 75.0 9
® High knowledge 218 7 B High knowledge 167 2
Total 274 32 Taotal 1032 12
=
ProfArea
Improvement=0.002
Others Food: Health: Nutrition; Environment
Node & Node &
Categony U n Categony % n
¥ Low knowledge 143 2 ¥ Low knowledge 388 7
B tedium knowledge 643 9 B tledium knowledge 389 7
¥ High knowledge 214 3 ¥ High knowledge 222 4
Total 120 14 Total 15.4 18

Figure 3. Tree classification for the influence of sociodemographic variables on the level of knowledge
about nutritive properties of EI (KNEI).

Regarding the association between several sociodemographic variables and the ac-
ceptability of food products containing EI (Table 7), there has been no significant difference
between variables except for sex, where men have shown to have a significant higher
acceptance than women.

The association between the acceptability of whole EI and sociodemographic variables
(Table 8) has shown that only sex and professional area have important associations.
Concerning the variable sex, men have shown to have a lower level of rejection than
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women, whereas, for the variable professional area, people who have jobs related with
biology and agriculture demonstrated better acceptance.

Table 7. Associations between the acceptability of food products containing EI and the sociodemographic variables studied.

CST 1) CcC (2)
Variable N Rejection Acceptance 5

X p v

Young adults 37 62.2 37.8 2.343 0.504 -
Age group Middle aged adults 60 51.7 48.3
Senior adults 56 46.4 53.6
Elderly 5 60.0 40.0

Women 123 56.9 43.1 4.270 0.039 0.164

Sex Men 35 37.1 62.9

Secondary 30 60.0 40.0 2.807 0.246 -
Education level University 69 56.5 43.5
Post-graduation 59 441 55.9

Urban 101 48.5 51.5 1.879 0.391 -
Living environment Suburban 21 61.9 38.1
Rural 36 58.3 41.7

Single 48 60.4 39.6 3.789 0.285 -
. Married 97 49.5 50.5
Marital status Divorced 11 54.5 455
Widowed 2 0.0 100.0

Nutrition 8 62.5 37.5 8.075 0.233 -
Food 30 46.7 53.3
Agriculture 19 31.6 68.4
Professional area Environment 5 60.0 40.0
Biology 5 20.0 80.0
Health 31 61.3 38.7
None of the above 60 58.3 41.7

@) CST: Chi square test (level of significance of 5%: p < 0.05). @ CC: Cramer’s coefficient, only indicated if there were significant differences.

Table 8. Associations between the acceptability of whole EI and the sociodemographic variables studied.

CcST W cc®
Variable N Rejection Acceptance
X2 4 v
Young adults 40 92.5 7.5 2.780 0.427 -
Ace ool Middle aged adults 69 84.1 15.09
ge group Senior adults 50 80.0 200
Elderly 6 83.3 16.7
S Women 137 87.6 124 4.724 0.030 0.169
ex Men 28 71.4 286
Secondary 34 94.1 59 4.677 0.096 -
Education level University 67 86.6 13.4
Post-graduation 64 78.1 219
Urban 97 84.5 15.5 0.069 0.966 -
Living environment Suburban 25 84.0 16.0
Rural 43 86.0 14.0
Single 55 90.9 9.1 4.017 0.260 -
Marital Married 95 82.1 17.9
arital status Divorced 13 84.6 15.4
Widowed 2 50.0 50.0
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Table 8. Cont.

CcST® cCc @
Variable N Rejection Acceptance 5
X 4 v

Nutrition 8 75.0 25.0 14797  0.022 0.299
Food 38 86.8 13.2
Agriculture 16 62.5 37.5
Professional area Environment 4 75.0 25.0
Biology 4 50.0 50.0
Health 31 96.8 3.2
None of the above 64 87.5 12.5

() CST: Chi square test (level of significance of 5%: p < 0.05). @ CC: Cramer’s coefficient, only indicated if there were significant differences.

Figure 4 presents the motivations for the consumption of EI by the participants. The
main reasons pointed out were the preservation of the environment and natural resources,
with 50.7% for strong and very strong motives, being a more sustainable alternative, with
44.1%, and the contribution to the increase in income for the producers’ families, with 38%.
The reasons that had less impact on the participants’ encouragement in eating EI were
following trends/innovation of personalities/influencers, with 82.4% of weak and very
weak reasons, and wanting to try exotic foods, with 59.2%.

Motivations for consumption of EI or EI products

Possibility to have protein foods at cheap prices _ 14.1 - 207 131
o I 156 (85 1
Contribute :1; ?lc;a;: otclllle: ci:;o]:i of families - 17 - 216 164
Contribute to t;e ogil\lzceéziiicaﬁm1 of food - 15 - 216 155
e ) o AN 21 s
Wanting to try exotic foods _ 16 - 141 84
Being a more sustainable alternative - 127 - 17.8 26.3

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Very weak Weak m Indifferent Strong Very strong
Figure 4. Motivations to encourage the consumption of EI or foods containing EI.

4. Conclusions

Edible insects have been consumed by people in many countries as an intrinsic part of
the gastronomic culture. For some time, EI have been discussed and brought to the surface
as a sustainable protein source, since the world population has been, and will continue, to
increase at a rate incompatible with the current management of Earth resources. This food
group has been shown to have great potential to be a substitute to meat at both nutritional
and environmental levels.

The present work has shown some interesting results from a sample of Portuguese
citizens, concerning the knowledge, attitudes, and degree of acceptability regarding the
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consumption of EI. It was demonstrated that about half of the participants had an incorrect
perception about EI, with men having a more correct perception than women. Men have
also been shown to be better informed about sustainability issues related to insects than
women. Regarding the point of view of the nutritional value of EI, a high percentage of
participants had no opinion, demonstrating their lesser knowledge as compared with the
sustainability of EL

Additionally, it was found that the majority of the people to whom the questionnaire
was applied had never consumed EI, and those who did, did so mostly abroad, by self-
initiative and in a restaurant/party/event.

Overall, food products containing EI are better accepted by the participants than
the whole counterpart, being men the more receptive to the consumption. The fact that
people are less prone to consume whole EI is a common trend also to other foods of animal
origin. Finally, it was concluded that the main motives identified by the respondents for
the consumption of EI were related to the protection of the environment and sustainability,
which are aspects presently highly discussed on the society as well as among the scientific
communities and political organizations, at global level.

Based on these findings, the recommendation for possible introduction of EI into the
Portuguese food market should start by foods that incorporate EI instead of advancing
right away to a possible consumption of the whole counterparts. Additionally, although
people in Portugal seem aware of the implications of consuming EI at the sustainability
level, concerning their nutritional and health effects, the Portuguese are not yet elucidated,
and therefore it is still necessary to increase the dissemination of information about this
possible alternative food and its advantages and/or limitations, as compared with other
foods, and particular those rich in protein of animal origin.

Some limitations of this study can be highlighted, for example, unequal group distri-
bution, particularly for sex, age, education level or living environment, with the current
sample being constituted by less men, less elderly people or with higher education levels.
Still, even though having an exploratory character, these findings might be useful for future
research, in order to build an implementation strategy of this food group in Portuguese
markets, and ideally, in day-to-day diet, thus, helping to overcome neophobia and aversion
to EL

Since this research is still a first approach to the theme of eating EI in Portugal, it would
be interesting to proceed with further studies on this area, and in particular to implement
a similar study with a more geographical based approach, for example investigating the
differences between the interior municipalities in Portugal and the great cities of Lisbon
and Porto, or the touristic zone of the Algarve or even the islands of Madeira and Azores,
situated on the Atlantic Ocean. Moreover, it would be interesting to apply this or a
similar research separately to professionals linked with industry from those in tourism,
and see the perspectives from complementary sectors of the society, with different roles
and intervention strategies.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R PEG. and PM.R.C.; methodology, R.PEG.; software,
R.PEG,; validation, RPEG. and PM.R.C.; formal analysis, RP.EG. and S.G.F,; investigation, all
authors; resources, PM.R.C. and C.A.C.; data curation, R.P.E.G.; writing—original draft preparation,
S.G.E. and R.PEG.; writing—review and editing, all authors; visualization, R.P.E.G.; supervision,
R.PEG. and PM.R.C,; project administration, C.A.C.; funding acquisition, R P.F.G., PM.R.C. and
C.A.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by CI&DETS Research Centre (Polytechnic Institute of Viseu,
Portugal) in the ambit of the project “FZ—Farinha de zédngao: inovar no produto e na protecao
da colmeia” from Polytechnic Institute of Viseu, Portugal, with reference PROJ/IPV /ID&I/013.
Author Sofia Florenga received financial support from FCT—Foundation for Science and Technology
through a BII Grant from FCT in the ambit of the program “Verao com Ciéncia 2020” developed
in the Polytechnic Institute of Viseu. The APC was funded by FCT—Foundation for Science and
Technology (Portugal) project Ref. UIDB/00681/2020.



Foods 2021, 10, 709 16 of 17

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of Polytechnic Institute of Viseu
(reference 06/SUB/2020 approved on 11/09/2020).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.
Data Availability Statement: Data are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Acknowledgments: This work was supported by National Funds through the FCT—Foundation for
Science and Technology, I.P., within the scope of the project Ref. UIDB/00681/2020. Furthermore,
we would like to thank the CERNAS Research Centre and the Polytechnic Institute of Viseu for
their support. This work was prepared in the ambit of the project “FZ—Farinha de zangao: inovar
no produto e na protecao da colmeia” from Polytechnic Institute of Viseu, Portugal, with reference
PROJ/IPV /ID&1/013.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Tamburino, L.; Bravo, G.; Clough, Y.; Nicholas, K.A. From Population to Production: 50 Years of Scientific Literature on How to
Feed the World. Glob. Food Secur. 2020, 24, 100346. [CrossRef]

2. Aiking, H. Future Protein Supply. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2011, 22, 112-120. [CrossRef]

3.  Kawabata, M.; Berardo, A.; Mattei, P.; de Pee, S. Food Security and Nutrition Challenges in Tajikistan: Opportunities for a Systems
Approach. Food Policy 2020, 101872. [CrossRef]

4. Guiné, RPFE; Correia, P.; Coelho, C.; Costa, C.A. The Role of Edible Insects to Mitigate Challenges for Sustainability. Open Agric.
2021, 6, 24-36. [CrossRef]

5. Adegbeye, M.].; Elghandour, M.M.M.Y.; Monroy, ].C.; Abegunde, T.O.; Salem, A.Z.M.; Barbabosa-Pliego, A.; Faniyi, T.O. Potential
Influence of Yucca Extract as Feed Additive on Greenhouse Gases Emission for a Cleaner Livestock and Aquaculture Farming—A
Review. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 239, 118074. [CrossRef]

6.  Charlton, G.L.; Rutter, S.M. The Behaviour of Housed Dairy Cattle with and without Pasture Access: A Review. Appl. Anim.
Behav. Sci. 2017, 192, 2-9. [CrossRef]

7. Kruska, R.L; Reid, R.S.; Thornton, PX.; Henninger, N.; Kristjanson, PM. Mapping Livestock-Oriented Agricultural Production
Systems for the Developing World. Agric. Syst. 2003, 77, 39-63. [CrossRef]

8. Recchia, L.; Cappelli, A.; Cini, E.; Garbati Pegna, F.; Boncinelli, P. Environmental Sustainability of Pasta Production Chains: An
Integrated Approach for Comparing Local and Global Chains. Resources 2019, 8, 56. [CrossRef]

9. Flachowsky, G.; Meyer, U.; Stidekum, K.-H. Land Use for Edible Protein of Animal Origin—A Review. Animals 2017, 7, 25.
[CrossRef]

10.  Van Huis, A.; Oonincx, D.G.A.B. The Environmental Sustainability of Insects as Food and Feed. A Review. Agron. Sustain. Dev.
2017, 37, 43. [CrossRef]

11. Berggren, A.; Jansson, A.; Low, M. Approaching ecological sustainability in the emerging insects-as-food industry.
Trends Ecol. Evol. 2019, 34, 132-138. [CrossRef]

12.  Raheem, D.; Raposo, A.; Oluwole, O.B.; Nieuwland, M.; Saraiva, A.; Carrascosa, C. Entomophagy: Nutritional, Ecological, Safety
and Legislation Aspects. Food Res. Int. 2019, 126, 108672. [CrossRef]

13.  Elhassan, M.; Wendin, K.; Olsson, V.; Langton, M. Quality Aspects of Insects as Food—Nutritional, Sensory, and Related Concepts.
Foods 2019, 8, 95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Imathiu, S. Benefits and Food Safety Concerns Associated with Consumption of Edible Insects. NFS J. 2020, 18, 1-11. [CrossRef]

15. Lucas, A.].S.; Oliveira, L.M.; da Rocha, M.; Prentice, C. Edible Insects: An Alternative of Nutritional, Functional and Bioactive
Compounds. Food Chem. 2020, 311, 126022. [CrossRef]

16. Mancini, S.; Moruzzo, R.; Riccioli, F; Paci, G. European Consumers’ Readiness to Adopt Insects as Food. A Review. Food Res. Int.
2019, 122, 661-678. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17.  Guiné, R.PF; Florenga, S.G.; Villalobos Moya, K.; Anjos, O. Edible Flowers, Old Tradition or New Gastronomic Trend: A First
Look at Consumption in Portugal versus Costa Rica. Foods 2020, 9, 977. [CrossRef]

18. Guiné, R.PF; Florenga, S.G.; Barroca, M.].; Anjos, O. The Link between the Consumer and the Innovations in Food Product
Development. Foods 2020, 9, 1317. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Triola, M.E,; Flores, V.R.L.E. Instrodugio AEstatistica, 12th ed.; LTC: Rio de Janeiro, Brasil, 2017.

20. Levin, J.; Fox, J.A. Estatistica Para Ciéncias Humanas, 9th ed.; Pearson: Rio de Janeiro, Brasil, 2004.

21.  Fundagao Francisco Manuel dos Santos: PORDATA—Base de Dados Portugal Contemporaneo. Available online: https://www.
pordata.pt/Home (accessed on 10 December 2020).

22.  Cochran, W.G. Sampling Techniques, 3rd ed.; John Wiley & Sons: New York, NY, USA, 1977.

23. Levine, D.M,; Stephan, D.F.; Krehbiel, T.C.; Berenson, M.L. Estatistica Teoria E Aplicacoes Usando O Microsoft Excel Em Portugues,
5th ed.; LTC: Rio de Janeiro, Brasil, 2008; ISBN 978-85-216-1634-4.

24. Witten, R.; Witte, J. Statistics, 9th ed.; Wiley: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2009.


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.100346
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2010.04.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101872
http://doi.org/10.1515/opag-2020-0206
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118074
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2017.05.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0308-521X(02)00085-9
http://doi.org/10.3390/resources8010056
http://doi.org/10.3390/ani7030025
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-017-0452-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2019.108672
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods8030095
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30871008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.nfs.2019.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2019.126022
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodres.2019.01.041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31229126
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9080977
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9091317
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32962007
https://www.pordata.pt/Home
https://www.pordata.pt/Home

Foods 2021, 10, 709 17 of 17

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Halloran, A.M.S. Broadening Insect Gastronomy. In Routledge Handbook of Sustainable Food and Gastronomy; Routledge: Abingdon,
UK, 2015; pp. 199-205.

EU. Regulation (EU) 2015/2283 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2015 on Novel Foods; European Parliament:
Brussels, Belgium, 2015; pp. 1-22.

Belluco, S.; Halloran, A.; Ricci, A. New Protein Sources and Food Legislation: The Case of Edible Insects and EU Law. Food Sec.
2017, 9, 803-814. [CrossRef]

Yalgin, E.; Kosemeci, C.; Correia, P.; Karademir, E.; Ferreira, M.; Florenga, S.G.; Guiné, R.PE. Evaluation of Consumer Habits and
Knowledge about Dietary Fibre and Fibre-Rich Products in Turkish Population. Open Agric. 2020, 5, 375-385. [CrossRef]
Cardoso, A.P; Ferreira, V.; Leal, M.; Ferreira, M.; Campos, S.; Guiné, R.P.F. Perceptions about Healthy Eating and Emotional
Factors Conditioning Eating Behaviour: A Study Involving Portugal, Brazil and Argentina. Foods 2020, 9, 1236. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Guiné, R.PF; Florenca, S.G.; Leal, M.; Rumbak, I.; Bari¢, I.; Komes, D.; Satali¢, Z.; Sari¢, M.; Tarcea, M.; Fazakas, Z.; et al.
Consumption of Fibre Rich Foods: Comparative Study in Different Countries. Croat. ]. Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 12, 67-76.
[CrossRef]

Kunatsa, Y.; Chidewe, C.; Zvidzai, C.J. Phytochemical and Anti-Nutrient Composite from Selected Marginalized Zimbabwean
Edible Insects and Vegetables. J. Agric. Food Res. 2020, 2, 100027. [CrossRef]

Wendin, K.; Langton, M.; Norman, C.; Forsberg, S.; Davidsson, E.; Josell, A. ; Prim, M.; Berg, J. Eat’'em or Not? Insects as a
Culinary Delicacy. In Proceedings of the ICCAS2017—10th International Conference on Culinary Arts and Sciences, Copenhagen,
Denmark, 5-7 July 2017; pp. 100-106.

Zhang, H. An Investigation on Swedish Laypersons’ Perceptions of Consuming Edible Insects. Master’s Thesis, Science for
Sustainable Development. Linkopings University, Linkoping, Sweden, 2017.


http://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-017-0704-0
http://doi.org/10.1515/opag-2020-0042
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods9091236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32899811
http://doi.org/10.17508/CJFST.2020.12.1.09
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jafr.2020.100027

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Instrument and Data Collection 
	Data Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Sample Characterization 
	Characterization of Food Habits 
	Perceptions about EI and Derived Products 
	Knowledge about EI and Sustainability 
	Knowledge about Nutritive Properties of EI 
	Attitudes, Consumption, and Acceptability of EI and Derived Products 

	Conclusions 
	References

