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Purpose

“Ta’ Madansvar” – 2022 campaign by FVST

Evaluate potential tools for food waste reduction in terms of: 
• Consumers’ perceptions of the tools’ usability and usefulness
• Initial indications of the tools’ effectiveness in changing 

consumers’ behaviour. 
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Food Waste Diary
(Group A)

Fridge Signs
(Group A & B)

Bonus Meal
(Group B)
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Method
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Quantitative study (N=322) Qualitative study
Group A Group B Control Group Interviews 

Days 1-7 Complete pre-
survey (12-15 min)

Complete pre-
survey (12-15 min)

Complete pre-
survey (12-15 min)

N/A

Days 7-21 Intervention: 
Fridge Signs + 

Food Waste Diary

Intervention: 
Fridge Signs + 

Bonus Meal

N/A Intervention: 
Fridge Signs + 

Food Waste Diary
OR Bonus Meal

Days 21-28 Complete post-
survey (8-10 min)

Complete post-
survey (8-10 min)

Complete post-
survey (8-10 min)

Semi-structured 
post-intervention 
online interview 

(20-30 min).



Participating households
Number of households with children in different age groups 

Group A 
(N=100)

Group B 
(N=110)

Control Group 
(N=112)

Total
(N=322)

0-5 Years
1 Child 29 34 34 97
2 Children 11 10 11 32
3 Children 1 0 1 2
Total 41 44 46 131
Pearson’s Chi2(6) test= 1.3216, sig. = .970

6-11 Years 
1 Child 27 20 20 67
2 Children 5 10 8 23
3 Children 0 0 1 1
Total 32 30 29 91
Pearson’s Chi2(6) test= 6.0756, sig. = .415

12-17 Years 
1 Child 37 48 53 138
2 Children 12 10 10 32
3 Children 3 1 0 4
Total 52 59 63 174
Pearson’s Chi2(6) test= 6.1493, sig. = .407
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Means Age (mean)

Group A (N=100) 42,9

Group B (N=110) 42,5

Control (N=112) 42,7



Food Waste Diary: 58% Fridge Signs: 60% Bonus Meal: 86%
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Tool Usage



Tool evaluation – User Experience
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“The tool is easy to use”:



Tool evaluation – Practice Impact
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“Have the tool made it easier to avoid food waste?”:



Tool evaluation – Future Engagement
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"How likely are you to recommend the tool to others?":

"How likely are you to continue using the tool in the future?":



Self-reported food waste in grams

1010Adopted from Geffen et al. (2017)

Please mark all the products that have been thrown 
out in your household within the last week (if whole 
meals, please report the main ingredients)
 Vegetables
 Fruit
 Potatoes
 Pasta, rice, and other corn-based products
 Meat and fish
 Cold cuts
 Bread
 Yoghurt, crème fraiche, etc.
 Eggs
 Soup and stew
 Milk
 Drinks   

In your household, how much fruit (fresh and non-
fresh. Also includes glass, canned, frozen, dried, etc.) 
has been discarded during the past week? 
An apple/ banana/ peach is 1 piece of fruit. A canned peach is 1 
piece of fruit. For smaller fruits, such as strawberries or grapes, 
a small bowl is equivalent to 1 piece of fruit.

 About a quarter piece of fruit or less
 About half a piece of fruit
 About 1 piece of fruit
 2-4 pieces of fruit
 More than 4 pieces of fruit 



Self-reported food waste in grams
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Interaction between time and intervention groups on self-reported food waste.

Mixed within-between subjects ANOVA with Time (food waste before vs food waste after) as within-subjects variable and Intervention group (Control, Group A with FW Diary + 
Fridge Signs, Group B with Bonus Meal + Fridge Signs) as between-subjects variable. (F(2,278)= 2.59, p= .077) 

- Fridge Signs & FW Diary
- Fridge Signs & Bonus Meal

- No tools



Self-reported food waste in grams

1212
Self-reported food waste in grams before and after intervention per intervention group (excluding those participants who did not use any of the tools in practice). 
Paired t-test. (* shows statistically significant difference at p<.001) (Group A (t(72)= .818, p= .42), Group B(t(95)= 4.09, p<.001), Control (t(111)= 1.4, p= .16) 



Food Waste Awareness
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• Mixed within-between subjects ANOVA: awareness varied by intervention group
• Paired t-test. (* shows statistically significant difference at p<.01) 



Feedback from Interviews 
• Generally positive feedback
• Increased awareness
• Adopted more mindful approaches to food waste
• Integrated new habits and practices in daily routines 
• Made better use of available food
• Improved family communication and coordination
• Tools have sparked discussions in people’s households, but also in their 

broader network and many people would recommend the tools to others
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Summing up…
• Generally positive feedback

• Fridge Signs and Bonus Meal tools 
may lead to:
• Reduction in self-reported food 

waste 
• Increase in food waste 

awareness

• The tools have potential to motivate 
and promote food waste reduction  

• Future research could look at long 
term effects

15



AARHUS UNIVERSITET
INSTITUT FOR VIRKSOMHEDSLEDELSE


	Evaluation of tools to reduce food waste at the household level�Mark Henriksen, Violeta Stancu, Liisa Lähteenmäki, and Tora Kallestrup – MAPP Centre, Aarhus University�
	Purpose
	Slide Number 3
	Method
	Participating households
	Slide Number 6
	Tool evaluation – User Experience
	Tool evaluation – Practice Impact
	Tool evaluation – Future Engagement
	Self-reported food waste in grams
	Self-reported food waste in grams
	Self-reported food waste in grams
	Food Waste Awareness
	Feedback from Interviews 
	Summing up…
	Slide Number 16

