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Abstract: Slovenia, influenced by Slavic, Mediterranean, and Balkan cultures, along with Austro-
Hungarian traditions and strong environmental concerns, is an ideal case study for understanding
consumer perceptions of edible insects and increasing their acceptance as an alternative protein source.
A survey conducted in Slovenian and English with 537 participants examined existing perceptions
and acceptance of edible insects as food and livestock feed. Findings show moderate interest in
insects, particularly in non-visible, integrated forms, despite most participants not having tried whole
insects. Young, educated individuals and those residing in rural areas have tried insects more often
than other sociodemographic groups. Men showed more interest in entomophagy compared to
women. Crickets, grasshoppers, and locusts were most acceptable, while cockroaches were least
favored. Economic factors are crucial, with a preference for insect-based products priced similarly to
conventional foods. The majority also support using insects as livestock feed. These results can aid
policymakers at regional and national levels, help businesses market these products, and contribute
to the literature on consumer responses in different European regions regarding edible insects as a
sustainable food source.

Keywords: consumer perception; consumer acceptance; edible insects; sustainable consumption;
food systems; Slovenia

1. Introduction

As the global population grows and traditional food systems face increasing pressures
leading to protein shortage and environmental strain [1,2], the urgency to identify sus-
tainable alternatives becomes critical. Since the 1970s, edible insects have emerged as a
promising solution, attracting significant research interest, particularly in the last decade [3].
One reason is that insects are a highly nutritious food source [4], providing between 40 and
75 g/kg of digestible, high-quality protein [5,6], essential amino acids [7], fats and fiber [8].
Moreover, they contain bioactive compounds such as antioxidant enzymes and peptides [9],
which may be beneficial in treating cancer and other diseases [10,11]. The low levels of
investment and technical expertise required for insect farming make it a promising solution
for combating global hunger, particularly among the most vulnerable populations [12],
while also offering a more sustainable alternative for livestock [13,14] and aquaculture
feed [15].

Insects, as a source of dietary protein [12,16,17], require considerably less land and
water [18,19] than traditional livestock, needing only 3.6 m2 per kg of fresh insects (94.7 m2

on a dry weight basis) and between 0.42 and 0.82 m3 of water per kg of fresh insects [20].
They also generate fewer greenhouse gases, producing only 2.3 to 3.1 kg CO2 equivalents
per kg of fresh insects [21]. Also, feeding insects on agricultural by-products and food waste
could significantly reduce their price, a significant barrier to market entry [14,18,22–24],
while helping mitigate food waste [25–29].
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Despite their long history of widespread consumption in several countries [30,31],
insects are met with significant skepticism, safety concerns, and unfamiliarity in Western
societies [32–35]. Research indicates that the acceptability of insect-based foods is influ-
enced by various factors, including sociodemographic characteristics, psychological factors,
environmental awareness, knowledge and awareness, cultural norms, social influences and
product features [36–38].

Sociodemographic characteristics such as gender, age, education level, and place of
residence significantly impact consumer attitudes [37]. Men are generally more inclined to
accept insects than women [39]. Younger individuals, especially those aged 20–40 and those
with higher education levels, are also more open to entomophagy, while urban residents
tend to be more accepting than those in rural areas [40].

Psychological factors also play a crucial role, with neophobia, disgust, and perceived
health risks acting as substantial barriers; however, curiosity towards new food experiences
can promote acceptability [41,42]. Positive attitudes, such as dietary habits and intentions
to reduce meat consumption, also affect people’s willingness to try insect-based foods,
although findings in this area are mixed [39,43].

Environmental awareness can positively influence the willingness to try insect-based
products, though this effect is not always significant. While some studies suggest that sus-
tainability concerns lead to higher acceptability, others find no considerable impact [38,39,43].
However, providing information on environmental benefits, especially before and after
tasting sessions, can positively shift consumer perceptions [44,45].

Cultural compatibility and familiarity with insect consumption also play critical roles
in shaping consumer attitudes. For example, previous exposure to entomophagy through
knowledge or direct consumption increases acceptability, and positive tasting experiences,
especially in social settings, can reduce disgust and food neophobia [46,47].

Finally, the characteristics of insect-based products—such as appearance, taste, vis-
ibility, and packaging—significantly influence consumer acceptance. Processed insect
products are generally more acceptable than whole insects, and packaging that reduces
insect visibility tends to be more favorably received. Additionally, product design, labeling,
and pricing are crucial factors in shaping consumer preferences [48,49]. Understanding
consumer attitudes is essential because their concerns can directly impact the success of a
product [50–52]. Moreover, deeper insights into which sociodemographic groups are more
likely to accept entomophagy allow for tailoring educational and marketing strategies that
can effectively maximize resource efficiency and market impact [53,54].

While some consumers may respond positively to insect consumption due to its
societal, environmental, and health benefits [54], others may require more direct sensory
experiences to shift their perceptions [55,56]. Innovations such as using insect flour in
baked goods promise to overcome food neophobia and enhance consumer openness to
trying and incorporating insects into their diets [57–61].

While several studies have explored consumer acceptance of edible insects across
Europe, there is limited understanding of how insect-based products are perceived in
Slovenia. Adhering to European Union regulations for edible insects [62,63], Slovenia’s
strategic location in Europe has resulted in a cultural heritage influenced by Slavic, Mediter-
ranean, Balkan, and Austro-Hungarian traditions, which are also reflected in its food
choices [64–66]. A recent survey by the European Investment Bank also revealed that Slove-
nia is one of only two countries in Europe that considers the environment the top challenge
facing the nation [67]. These facts make Slovenia an excellent case study for examining how
consumers in regions influenced by long-held traditions and cultures perceive and accept
edible insects, an environmentally friendly alternative to traditional meat, and whether
sociodemographic variables influence these perceptions.

This study provides the first comprehensive analysis of Slovenian consumer attitudes
toward edible insects as food and feed through a questionnaire. Specifically, it examines
how variables such as age, education, gender, and rural versus urban residency affect
the acceptance of insects as a viable food source. The study also discusses variations in
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willingness to pay for these products and consumer attitudes toward products from animals
fed on insects. Understanding these dynamics is crucial for policymakers and businesses
venturing into edible insects to advance broader environmental objectives.

2. Materials and Methods

After reviewing the existing literature, we found no suitable survey tools in the Slove-
nian language for assessing the public perception of insect consumption and willingness to
incorporate insects into their diets. To address this gap, we created a survey in Slovenian,
which was then translated into English to make it accessible and inclusive for all residents.
The survey questions were translated and reviewed by native speakers of both languages
to maintain consistency and accuracy across translations.

2.1. Survey Design

The survey was created using Google Forms in June 2021. The survey design was based
on the study by Kulma et al. [40] in the Czech Republic, comprising six primary questions
focused on consumption habits, followed by demographic questions (Supplementary
Material: Figures S1 and S2). Designed to be user-friendly, it included closed and multiple-
choice questions and allowed respondents to skip sections if they were unfamiliar with
entomophagy or chose not to answer.

The questionnaire was organized into three key sections: consumption habits and
experiences, economic considerations, and demographic information. The consumption
habits and experiences section assessed whether participants had tried eating insects and, if
so, their experiences (positive, neutral, or negative) and their willingness to consume insect-
based foods in the future. The economic considerations section focused on respondents’
price sensitivity, asking whether they would be willing to eat insects based on different
pricing scenarios compared to conventional foods. It also gauged the acceptability of
consuming various insect species in different forms, such as hidden in food, whole and
raw, or whole and cooked, as well as their views on using insects as animal feed. Finally,
the demographic information section gathered basic details such as age, gender, education
level, and residence.

2.2. Data Collection

The questions were drafted and pre-tested with a small subset of respondents within
the research group to ensure clarity and understandability, crucial for gathering meaningful
data. The survey was distributed online through university networks and personal connec-
tions within the Jožef Stefan Institute and the Jožef Stefan Postgraduate School. Responses
were collected between July and August 2021. Five hundred thirty-seven completed web
questionnaires were received, with four hundred seventy-five in Slovenian and sixty-two
in English.

To adhere to ethical guidelines applicable to surveys aimed at collecting public re-
sponses, this study implemented strict measures following the Personal Data Protection Act
(ZVOP-1 [68], current version ZVOP-2 [69]) in Slovenia to ensure data confidentiality and
anonymity. Before attempting the survey, respondents were informed about the study’s
objectives, the voluntary nature of their involvement and the use of their responses in an
academic context. No personal identifiers, such as names, email addresses, or IP addresses,
were collected.

2.3. Statistical Analysis

The data analysis used the R statistical package (version 4.1.2). Descriptive statistics
were employed to examine the sociodemographic variables of the participants and the con-
sumption of various insects, which were visualized using a heatmap. We also performed
several statistical tests to determine if there were statistical differences between the sociode-
mographic categories’ responses to questions related to the consumption of edible insects.
For example, we used Chi-square tests to assess significant associations between categorical
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survey responses and sociodemographic variables (gender, age, residence, and education)
and independence of observations to verify that all expected frequencies in the contingency
tables were at least 5, fulfilling the conditions for valid Chi-square tests. For significant
results (p < 0.05), we employed pairwise Chi-square tests with Bonferroni correction for
each pair of categories within these variables to ensure that observed differences were
robust and not due to chance from multiple testing. For significant associations, adjusted
residuals were calculated, with values greater than ±2 indicating significant deviations
from expected frequencies.

To examine the relationship between sociodemographic variables and individuals’
interest in tasting edible insects, we used an ordinal probit model. This model was cho-
sen because it had lower Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC) values, indicating a better fit than the ordinal logit model. The response
variable, which measured interest in tasting edible insects, was divided into four levels:
‘No’, ‘Somewhat no’, ‘Somewhat yes’, and ‘Yes’. The sociodemographic variables included
were gender, age, education, and residence. We fitted the model and tested the significance
of each variable using z-tests on the model coefficients, considering a p-value less than 0.05
as statistically significant.

3. Results

The demographic breakdown of the 537 survey participants (Figure 1) shows that
the majority were women (60.71%), followed by men (38.55%). Most respondents were
aged 26–47 years (64.8%), with the next largest group being those aged 15–25 years (20.3%)
and a smaller percentage over 48 years (14.9%). Regarding education, the majority of the
respondents had tertiary education (72.62%), with secondary education as the next group
(24.39%), with only a small fraction having primary education (2.23%). In terms of residence
size, nearly half lived in areas with 100,000 inhabitants or more (45.81%), approximately a
quarter in areas with up to 9999 inhabitants (28.68%), and the rest in areas with 10,000 to
99,999 inhabitants (23.09%).
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Of the 537 respondents, only 96 (17.87%) reported having previous experience with eat-
ing insects, while the vast majority, 441 respondents (82.12%), had never tried them (Table 1).
The results also showed that more men (19.32%) had eaten insects than women (16.56%).
The Chi-square test showed no statistically significant difference across gender (χ2 = 5.75,
p = 0.12). Younger respondents (15–25 years) were less likely to have eaten insects (9.17%)
compared to those aged 26–47 years (21.84%) and those aged 48 and older (12.50%), with the
Chi-square test indicating a statistically significant difference in insect consumption across
age groups (χ2 = 10.90, p < 0.00). Individuals with primary education reported the high-
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est percentage of having tried insects (33.33%), followed by those with tertiary education
(19.23%) and secondary education (12.98%), although the Chi-square test showed no statisti-
cally significant difference across education levels (χ2 = 5.44, p = 0.14). The responses varied
significantly with population size, with 25% of those living in areas with populations of
0–9.99 thousand and 27.27% of those in areas with populations of 10–99.99 thousand having
tried insects, compared to 23.58% in larger populations (>100 thousand). The Chi-square
test indicated a statistically significant difference in residence size (χ2 = 11.61, p = 0.01).

Table 1. Associations between sociodemographic variables and trying insects (n = 537).

Q1: Have You Ever Tried Eating Insects?

Sociodemographic Variables Categories No (%) Yes (%) Chi-Square (χ2) p-Value

Gender Man 80.68% 19.32% 5.75 0.12
Woman 83.44% 16.56%

Not specified 33.33% 66.67%

Age 15–25 90.83% 9.17% 10.90 <0.00
26–47 78.16% 21.84%
48+ 87.50% 12.50%

Education Primary education 66.67% 33.33% 5.44 0.14
Secondary
education 87.02% 12.98%

Tertiary education 80.77% 19.23%

Residence 0–9.99 86.36% 13.64% 11.61 0.01
10–99.99 86.29% 13.71%

100 and more 76.42% 23.58%

Post hoc comparisons indicated a significant difference between the age groups 26–47
and 15–25 (p = 0.01), while there were no significant differences between the age groups
26–47 and 48+ (p = 0.25), or between 15–25 and 48+ (p = 1.86). There was a significant
difference between residents of areas with 0–9.99 thousand inhabitants and those with
10–99.99 thousand inhabitants (p < 0.00). No significant differences were found between
residents of areas with 0–9.99 thousand inhabitants and those with more than 100 thousand
inhabitants (p = 0.13) or between residents of areas with 10–99.99 thousand inhabitants and
those with 100 thousand or more inhabitants (p = 0.22).

Among those who had eaten insects, experiences varied significantly. Positive expe-
riences, i.e., with a willingness to eat insects again, were reported by 21.66% of respon-
dents. Neutral experiences were reported by 20.83%, who would consider eating insects
again under certain conditions, while 27.50% were neutral but preferred not to try insects
again. Negative experiences were reported by 15.00%, who expressed no interest in eating
insects again.

The survey also found varying responses based on sociodemographic variables
(Table 2). Chi-square analysis revealed significant associations between responses to experi-
ences of eating insects and the sociodemographic variables of age and residence. Age was
significantly associated with responses to Q2 (χ2 = 10.76, p < 0.00). Younger respondents
aged 15–25 reported a higher proportion of neutral experiences, with 35.71% not interested
in trying insects again, and 28.57% possibly willing to try again, but no respondents in this
age group reported positive experiences. Respondents aged 26–47 had a notable proportion
(26.88%) interested in trying insects again, while those aged 48 and older showed the
highest proportion of neutral, possibly willing to try again (46.15%). Post hoc comparisons
indicated that the difference was significant between the age groups 26–47 and 15–25
(p = 0.01). No significant differences were observed between the other age groups.
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Table 2. Associations between sociodemographic variables and experience with insects (n = 537).

Q2: Please Describe Your Experience with Insects

Sociodemographic
Variables Categories

Negative, I
Am Not

Interested in
Consuming

Insects
Anymore. (%)

Neutral,
Rather Not
Interested
in Trying

Again. (%)

Neutral,
Possibly
Will Try

Again. (%)

Positive,
Interested in

Trying
Insects

Again. (%)

Positive,
Regularly
Consume

Insects. (%)

Chi-
Square

(χ2)
p-Value

Gender Man 17.65% 27.45% 13.73% 29.41% 0.00% 3.31 0.35
Woman 13.43% 25.37% 26.87% 16.42% 1.49%

Not specified 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Age 15–25 0.00% 35.71% 28.57% 0.00% 7.14% 10.76 <0.00
26–47 17.20% 29.03% 16.13% 26.88% 0.00%
48+ 15.38% 7.69% 46.15% 7.69% 0.00%

Education Primary
education 0.00% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 2.33 0.51

Secondary
education 8.00% 32.00% 24.00% 12.00% 0.00%

Tertiary
education 17.39% 26.09% 19.57% 25.00% 0.00%

Residence 0–9.99 4.00% 32.00% 12.00% 36.00% 4.00% 12.69 0.01
10–99.99 15.38% 19.23% 30.77% 11.54% 0.00%

100 and more 18.84% 28.99% 20.29% 20.29% 0.00%

A significant association was also observed between the experience of eating insects
and the residence (χ2 = 12.69, p = 0.01). Individuals living in areas with populations
of 0–9.99 thousand had the highest proportion of positive experiences (36.00%) and the
lowest proportion of negative experiences (4.00%). In contrast, respondents from areas
with populations of 10–99.99 thousand had the highest proportion of respondents choosing
neutral, possibly willing to try again (30.77%). Those from areas with populations of
100 thousand or more had a higher proportion of negative experiences (18.84%) compared
to other population sizes. After applying the Bonferroni correction, post hoc comparisons
indicated no significant differences between the specific population categories.

For those who had not eaten insects, interest levels varied. No interest in trying edible
insects was reported by 31.58%, 29.84% chose ‘Somewhat no’, 13.17% chose ‘Somewhat
yes’, and 20.15% showed interest in trying edible insects in the future. The survey results
indicated varying responses based on sociodemographic variables, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Associations between sociodemographic variables and interest in edible insects (n = 537).

Q3: Do You Have Any Interest to Taste Edible Insects in the Future?

Sociodemographic
Variables Categories No (%) Somewhat

No (%)
Somewhat

Yes (%) Yes (%) Chi-Square
(χ2) p-Value

Gender Man 28.79% 21.72% 13.64% 32.83% 13.98 <0.00
Woman 33.76% 34.71% 13.06% 17.52%

Not specified 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 50.00%

Age 15–25 24.77% 38.53% 15.60% 21.10% 0.74 0.69
26–47 34.14% 24.77% 13.29% 25.08%
48+ 30.26% 39.47% 9.21% 19.74%

Education Primary
education 8.33% 50.00% 25.00% 16.67% 4.47 0.22

Secondary
education 29.46% 34.88% 10.08% 24.03%

Tertiary
education 32.61% 27.49% 14.02% 23.72%

Residence 0–9.99 31.54% 31.54% 14.77% 20.81% 7.13 0.07
10–99.99 25.42% 33.90% 13.56% 26.27%

100 and more 33.47% 26.27% 12.71% 24.58%
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A significant association was found between responses to Q3 and the sociodemo-
graphic gender (χ2 = 13.98, p < 0.00). Male respondents were more likely to express definite
interest (32.83%) than female respondents (17.52%). The proportions of male and female
respondents who were somewhat interested were almost the same; however, a higher
proportion of female respondents (34.71%) were somewhat uninterested than male respon-
dents (21.72%). In the case of a definite ‘No’, more women (33.76%) chose this option than
men (28.79%). Post hoc analysis revealed that significantly more men chose ‘Yes’ (adjusted
residual = 3.98), while significantly fewer women chose ‘Yes’ (adjusted residual = −3.98).

The ordinal probit model analysis results identified gender as a significant predictor
of interest (β = −0.1754, p = 0.001), indicating that men are more likely to express interest
in tasting edible insects than women. In contrast, age (β = −0.1117, p = 0.207), educa-
tion (β = −0.0714, p = 0.495), and residence (β = 0.0035, p = 0.954) were not statistically
significant, suggesting these factors do not substantially influence interest. The model
also estimated threshold values to mark points on the latent propensity scale where the
probability of moving from one interest level to the next changes. The thresholds were
−0.9234 (p < 0.001) between ‘No’ and ‘Somewhat no’, −0.2427 (p = 0.001) between ‘Some-
what no’ and ‘Somewhat yes’, and −0.9064 (p < 0.001) between ‘Somewhat yes’ and ‘Yes’.
The significant negative coefficient for gender, combined with these thresholds, indicated
that men are generally more likely to progress to higher levels of interest in tasting edible
insects than women. Figure 2 shows the predicted probabilities: the blue line represents the
predicted probabilities for men, while the purple line represents the predicted probabilities
for women. The higher position of the blue line indicates that men have a higher likelihood
of interest in tasting edible insects across the range of predictors.
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In questions investigating the acceptability of consuming various insect types, the
responses highlighted a significant preference for ingesting insects in non-visible, integrated
forms (Figure 3). Crickets, grasshoppers, and locusts were the most favorably received,
with 38.1% of participants open to consuming them in a hidden form, 9.1% accepting
them whole and cooked, and 7.6% agreeable to consuming them in any form. This higher
acceptance suggests these insects may not trigger disgust as others do, likely due to regional
cultural and religious influences [65].
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Ants and termites garnered a mixed reception, with 35.4% acceptance in hidden forms,
5.9% whole and cooked, and 7.4% in any form, reflecting perhaps a less pronounced bias
due to their smaller size and less conspicuous nature. Beetle larvae and beetles also showed
moderate acceptance levels; 36.0% and 36.8% of respondents, respectively, would consider
these insects if disguised in food. Specifically, beetle larvae were acceptable to 4.2% of
respondents in their whole form and 5.3% in any form, while beetles were acceptable to
3.6% whole and 3.4% in any form.

In contrast, cockroaches showed the lowest acceptability, with only 3.2% of respon-
dents willing to consume them whole and cooked and 2.7% in any form, although 31.6%
would consider them if presented in a hidden form. These results indicate strong cultural
and psychological barriers against insect visibility in food.

From the 339 respondents who answered questions about the pricing of insects and
insect-based foods, 173 (51.03%) indicated they would be willing to purchase such products
if priced similarly to their conventional equivalents. Another 134 respondents (39.52%)
stated they would consider incorporating insect-based products into their diet if the price
was lower than that of conventional products. Only 32 respondents (9.43%) were prepared
to buy insect-based products regardless of the higher price. This finding suggests significant
price sensitivity among potential consumers of insect-based foods.

Regarding using insects as an alternative protein source for livestock, 325 respondents
(60.52%) favored eating meat from livestock fed on insects, and 68 respondents (12.66%)
were against it. Meanwhile, 144 respondents (26.81%) did not have an opinion on this topic,
indicating some uncertainty or lack of knowledge about the implications of such practices.

4. Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, this survey provides the first online collected and sta-
tistically evaluated data on consumer perceptions toward insects in Slovenia, revealing
crucial patterns that enhance our understanding of entomophagy in the region. A substan-
tial proportion of Slovenian respondents who had never tried insects indicated a general
reluctance or lack of opportunity to engage with this alternative protein source. Similar
findings from Poland, Germany, Hungary, Switzerland, and the Czech Republic reflect



Foods 2024, 13, 2629 9 of 14

consumer reluctance toward entomophagy as a result of cultural influences and limited
exposure to insect-based products [70–72].

Approximately only 20% of respondents had tried insects, which could also indicate a
limited market presence, with no commercial insect-based products currently available for
most consumers to try. Among those who had tried insects, a notable proportion opted
for negative or neutral responses and preferred not to try insects again, pointing to the
necessity of addressing specific concerns related to neophobia, disgust, and sensory aspects
(taste, texture, and presentation), as discussed in the literature [73–77].

Previous research identified sustainability as a key motivator for new consumers to
try insect-based foods, particularly due to the reduced environmental impact and resource
conservation associated with insect farming [11,19,37,75]. However, cultural and social
norms remain significant barriers, especially in Western countries, where insect consump-
tion is often associated with disgust and food neophobia. In contrast, in countries where
entomophagy is already practiced, there is already an acceptance of insects as food, and
the greater focus lies on the positive sensory attributes, availability, and affordability of
insects [51,76].

Experiences of eating insects also varied significantly with age and education. The
findings show that individuals in the 26–47 age group [15,34] and those with higher
education levels [34,75] had more positive experiences with insects. This finding suggests
that educational initiatives focusing on the nutritional and environmental benefits of
entomophagy could be particularly effective in these demographics. Although individuals
from rural areas had tried insects in a higher proportion than those residing in urban
areas, there were no significant differences in their willingness to try insects in the future,
possibly due to greater exposure and adoption of global food trends. The results also
indicated that although there were no significant differences in gender for trying insects, a
higher proportion of men were more likely to rate their experience positively and would
try them again. These findings support previous researchers’ findings, who also found
that male and young participants were more curious and adventurous regarding edible
insects [32,39,40,61,78].

The findings also highlight varying degrees of acceptability towards insects and differ-
ent forms of insect-based products, with the highest acceptance for crickets, grasshoppers,
and mealworms, which is consistent with previous observations [79]. While overall will-
ingness to consume insects in recognizable forms was low, a substantial proportion of
respondents were open to consuming insects in hidden forms, such as powders and flour,
which have shown positive consumer acceptance due to their taste and perceived higher
nutritional value [40,45,80].

Price sensitivity emerged as a crucial factor influencing the potential consumption
of insect-based products. More than half of the respondents indicated a willingness to
purchase these products if priced similarly to equivalent conventional foods, while 40%
preferred lower prices, and 10% were willing to pay more. This result emphasizes the need
for competitively priced products as one of the strategies to increase acceptance [77].

Most survey respondents supported using insects as an alternative protein source
for livestock, aligning with similar findings from a study by Verbeke [39], which noted
favorable opinions among farmers, citizens, and agriculture sector stakeholders. Research
also indicates acceptance of insect-based feeds in aquaculture across Mediterranean coun-
tries such as Spain, Greece, and Italy. Baldi et al. [81] noted that young Italian males
and those aware of environmental benefits were more receptive to consuming insect-fed
fish. Rumbos et al. [82] reported that most Greek participants at an aquaculture conference
supported eating insect-fed fish, motivated by the potential to reduce pressure on wild fish
stocks and enhance environmental sustainability.

Given that the findings show a moderate interest in eating insects among Slovenes,
marketing efforts should focus on factors influencing consumers’ willingness to try in-
sects [83]. Emphasizing positive sensory experiences and offering recipes can help con-
sumers incorporate insects into their meals more easily. Barriers like disgust and fear of
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new foods are significant but can be reduced by presenting insects in processed forms, like
flour or pastes, and incorporating them into familiar dishes [84,85].

Providing detailed information on the health and nutritional advantages, sustainabil-
ity, safety, quality, and authenticity of edible insects can make them more appealing as
a food choice [86]. These benefits can be highlighted through clear labeling, ingredient
transparency, and information on sustainability parameters. Leveraging social media and
celebrity endorsements could also position insect-based products as a sustainable alterna-
tive for receptive groups [87]. Most importantly, collaboration among government bodies,
researchers, and businesses is essential to provide accurate information through educational
programs [88], address concerns, and effectively promote the benefits of edible insects.

Limitations and Future Research

Although the study has many strengths and provides insights into a country’s residents
with diverse influences, it also has some limitations. The limited number of participants,
mostly university students and staff, may not accurately represent the opinions of the
wider Slovenian population. The study employs a quantitative approach with close-ended
questions, which do not always capture the reasons behind participants’ choices in the
survey. The questionnaire, adapted from the design of another study, covered important
topics such as the price and use of insects for feed, but it did not address social reasoning,
health and safety concerns, or individual perceptions of the environment. These aspects
could have offered deeper insights and allowed for comparisons with other countries,
extending the generalizability of the findings to other European nations with similar
cultural and regional influences. Additionally, the study did not compare the costs of insect
products with traditional foods.

Future research should consider including a larger sample size with a more diverse
group, taking into account different ages and educational attainment levels to improve
generalizability. The questionnaire should also include environmental concerns, health
perceptions, and cultural dietary traditions for a more comprehensive understanding of
consumer attitudes. Qualitative research methods could provide a deeper understanding of
the rationale behind the responses to the questionnaire. Lastly, comparing insect products
with comparable traditional foods and conducting a cost analysis could provide valuable
information on consumer price sensitivity and preferences.

5. Conclusions

The findings from this study provide valuable insights into the sociodemographic
factors influencing attitudes toward eating insects in Slovenia. Specific demographic groups,
such as younger individuals, those with higher education, and men, could be targeted to
increase the acceptance and integration of edible insects into mainstream diets. The data
suggest that the most widely accepted way to consume insects in Slovenia is in hidden
forms, such as insect flour. While market and cultural acceptance still require significant
development, there is potential for insects as an alternative protein source. Addressing
fears about taste and texture and communicating the benefits and safety of eating insects is
crucial. Moreover, collaboration between businesses, researchers, and government will be
vital to making insect-based foods a popular choice.
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