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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to identify the factors that affect consumers’ willingness to eat
insects, and also to determine if the factors that affect their willingness to eat insects are dependent
on whether or not they are experienced with eating insects. The survey polled 330 nationwide
consumers who were in their 20s and 40s. The study found that the consumers who had experience
eating insects were more willing to eat them again. For the experienced people, insects as a
nutritional food, uncomfortable feeling and age variables affected their intake intention. For
non—experienced people, the effects of uncomfortable feeling, nutritional food as a specific target,
the advantages of insect food, indifference, and an emphasis on the appearance of insect food
were found to affect consumption of insects. Insect food experience has been shown to affect
consumers’ willingness to eat insect food. Consumers’ innovation has been shown to have something
to do with their experience with insect food, but this does not have a direct impact on their
willingness to eat insect food. The variable that have the greatest impact on the desire for consuming
insect food is nutritional foods development for specific targeting. This means that consumers
should be aware of the specific nutritional efficacy of insect food and recognize it as a beneficial
product. Therefore, consumer education will be needed to emphasize the benefits of specific
insect food in the future.
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Table 1. Results of factor analysis of the major measurement variables

Category ~ Variables Factor]l  Factor2  Factor3  Factor4 Mean (SD)  Factor mean Cronbach’s a

ql41 0864 0166  0.139 -0030 4.16 (1.03)
ql42 0784 0145 0043 0170 388 (1.10)
ql43 0854 0274 0106  0.009 410 (1.05) (g:é% 0.880
ql47 0755  0.141 0313 -0.135 446 (0.92)
ql48 0.700 0009  0.101 0356 3.88 (1.20)
Overall 144 0466 0586 -0.075 0226 347 (1.16)
perception 5 0.226 0.754 0024 0219 345 (1.21) 3.60 0.718
of insect 0.91)
tood ql46 0.071 0.855  0.196  0.005 3.88 (1.05)
@ ql411 0180 0038 0797 0262 396 (1.02) 4.09 0710
ql412 0162  0.113 0864 0013 422 (0.95 0.87) '
q149 0327 0092 0040 0785 262 (117 2.92 0,408
q1410 -0.165 0213 0211 0661 321 (1.18) 0.93) '
EV 4683 1.498 1296 1.004
C%of V. 39.020 51500  62.300 70.670 B
q64 0591 -0.013  0.182 - 396 (0.92)
q65 0.808  0.191  -0.027 - 405 (1.00) <(3>:§Z> 0.556
Important 967 0730  0.181 0.077 - 366 (1.11)
factors in 961 0.133  0.881 0.077 - 472 (0.59) 4.62 0718
purchase of g62 0.155 0.842 0.174 - 452 (0.72) (0.58) ’
insect food 468 0.076 0.126 0.856 - 438 (0.88) 4.17
©) 0.657
q69 0.128  0.111 0.835 - 395  (1.05) 0.84)
EV 2.456 1.204 1.027 -
C%of V. 35090 52290  66.960 - B
q125 0885  0.095  0.048 - 349 (1.13)
q126 0868 0019  0.094 - 325 (1.2D) 3.52
0.907
ql127 0870  0.184  0.036 - 374 (1.10) (0.99)
Evaluation 4128 0.871 0.170 0.123 - 3.62  (1.04)
of insect 193 0268 0724  0.009 - 442 080
Z‘i‘;iaﬁon q129 0060 0878 -0.121 - 468 (0.67) (gézx) 0.791
plan q1210 0.049  0.892  -0.085 - 459 0.7
3) ql21 0113  -0.119  0.876 - 217 (1.40) 221 0751
q122 0076  -0.045  0.897 - 225 (1.25) (1.19) '
EV 3534 2.167 1.249 -
C%of V. 39270 63340  77.220 - B
ql51 0.847 - - - 292 (1.15)
Individual 9152 0.836 - - - 3.00  (1.09) 3.23 0,850
innovative q153 0.837 - - - 334 (115 0.92) '
—ness ql54 0.802 - - - 3.67 (1.0D)
@ EV 2.760 - - -

C % of V. 68990 - - -
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Table 2. Comparison between insect food experienced consumers and non-experienced consumers

Factors EX C Non-EX C t
Uncomfortable with insect food 3.6100.98)  4.41(0.63) -8.181°""
Overall perception Sanitary concerns about insect food 3.53(0.90) 3.64(0.92) -1.015
of insect food Indifference to insect food 3.78(0.98)  4.30(0.72) -5.214"""
Inadequate food alternatives 2.77(0.95) 3.01(0.9D) -2.261"
Important factors Strength of insect food 3.99(0.7) 3.83(0.76) 1.905
in purchase of Safety quality of insect food 4.59(0.66) 4.64(0.53) -0.693
insect food Appearance of insect food 3.95(0.87) 4.31(0.79) -3.814""
Evaluation of Specialized nutritious food by target 3.88(0.91) 3.30(0.98) 5400
insect food Reinforcement of insect food labeling information 4.58(0.57) 4.56(0.69) 0.333
activation plan Emphasis on the shape or name of insect 2.47(1.23) 2.05(1.13) 3.082"
Individual innovativeness 3.37(0.94) 3.14(0.89) 2.301"
Intake dntention of insect food . 3620105 270017 7.280°
(measured after explaining the significance of it)
"p<0.05, ""p<0.01, """p<0.001
Wk 2e]al ARkERl Higks B Add o, 2 1Zke] Saldat 25 AF A o 3ol WAlE
F AEel ®A AN 4 2%le) A9 AWA W 1) Seko] TARAE Al AT Table 30
4.58%4, MIAEA}L it 4.56H 02 F Foke] Fok 7h ARSI}, Zvlake] Yaldd) 25 AF AR
Aok Folshl kA, 2ulde] 8 gl Dol BAEOR freld BAE Qe Ao ekt
whe we aglele AT 4 At THC=6,431, 2, p=0,040), FAHe2 Al 25
2% A AA 9] 39.1%01u, BEAL T Falgdol
2. 23 AME 38 R} Sidol 2 o 2uRle] HIL-S 50.60F =L 7o = Uehtt)
2 olME 25 2Fe] A oFet Al 3 % 2R AF A3l s ek A -3EAke] 0.9%
A BT} YAE Felsha el ol WA ol sk ekt Sy o) e el vige
Fo e THENS AEsigor F 3] Hue  4.4%= 1 NP B o veita, vlddA
2 FEskeith A WAl Fok2 HA 3304 F 19398 Z A o] B ATt o vER 2 7+
AT YRo VA FFol Wk 31080y, HPHE e Ao vekich ol £nixje] S
ol gehe 3 oMo S o] 430do]  TF AF FEel 1kl Aot Y Helsklet
B, Sa0go] e etolt), v} Hgke & see
= B Sz BE 181702 eht Sl 3. 25 MZ 43 930 YHS Ojx= 29
sre Fetole), 7] Ueke] Halg e AL WA iulxm % AF A4 ol de vlAE 2
HAREAS Fate] Elstalon, SAH o R froldt = TEsl] S8l Al LHlA), 25 A 4 4]
Aol SQIBSITHE=T04.03, p=0.000), 494 W A Tt SEHAA S A
Table 3. Cross tab analysis: innovativeness X (versus?) experienced and non-experienced
Innovativeness level EX C Non-EX C Total
High 40(50.6%) 39(49.4%) 79(100.0%)
Middle 71(36.8%) 122(63.2%) 193(100.0%)
Low 18(31.1%) 40(69.0%) 58(100.0%)
Total 129(39.1%) 201(60.9%) 330(100.0%)

X?=6.431, di=2, p=0.040
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0.188, p=0.014), &F 23l gk 74 (b=0.147,
p=0.023), &% B o]F Z2(b=0.106, p=0.019),
2E A oR(b=0.236, p=0.041)Z JERIT}

%

=5 2F BEAR] AA ol JFE vAE 2
1 TPES fIgk SR A WA 2F o] edwrt
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AEAre] A ¥l YT e 8902 g
53} JF2E(b=0.434, p=0.000), +F 2% HEt

(b=-0.328, p=0.005), ¥1&(b=0.020, p=0.029)2 & 1}
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Fo=2 7heH(b=0.405, p=0.000), &5 2F2] 74

Table 4. Factors affecting intention to eat insect food

) Overall C EX C Non-EX C
Independent variables
b beta b beta b beta

Constant 2381777 1.323 3.541"

Uncomfortable -0.439"" -0.317 -0.328"" -0.305 -0.691"" -0.374
Overall perception Sanitary concerns -0.059  -0.045 0.006 0.005 -0.079  -0.062
of insect food Indifference 0.147" 0.106 0.111 0.103  0.203 0.125

Inadequate food alternatives -0.055 -0.042 -0.035 -0.031 -0.060 -0.047
Important factors Strengths and feature 0.188"  0.114 0.063 0.042 0227  0.147
in purchase of  Safety quality -0.115  -0.055 -0.184  -0.115 -0.067  -0.030
insect food Appearance -0.081  -0.056 0.054 0.037 -0.090  -0.060

Specialized nutritious food by target  0.430°"  0.352 0434 0375 0.405"  0.339
i‘il;a;f;d of Ei‘:lfzgfﬁz;igfe“ food 0029 0015 0101 0054 -0.007  -0.004
activation plan i’;‘i }gam on the shape or name of o e 10s 0083 0098 01227 0.129
Innovativeness 0.046 0.035  0.149 0.133 -0.014  -0.010
Age 0.012 0.082 0.020°  0.172  0.006 0.042
Gender(base=male) -0.051  -0.018 0.044 0.019 -0.033  -0.012
Experience(base=non experience) 0.236" 0.095 - -
F 23.888""" 6.883"" 13.166"""
R’ 0.515 0.438 0.478
adjusted R? 0.493 0.374 0.442

ok

*p<0.05, "p<0.01, ""p<0.001
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