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1 Executive Summary   
In order to support its pilots in achieving their target towards food redistribution, this deliverable describes 

the behavioural change strategy and engagement strategy of the SavingFood project. The behavioural 

change strategy should foster the behavioural change towards participating in food surplus redistribution 

while the engagement strategy should support the pilots with identifying relevant actors to engage for the 

project. The engagement strategy stays on a strategic high level by focusing on the deployment framework 

and the related type of audience because the details for each pilot in terms of tactics – concrete target 

groups, channels of communication and recruitment, user support and training etc… is context dependant 

and is explained in D4.1 ‘Pilot Implementation Plan’.  

In order to device a behavioural change strategy for SavingFood, the deliverable first presents an overview of 

behavioural change models that were used in the context of food waste reduction in the domestic context. 

From our desk research, we noticed that for the case of food surplus redistribution, studies either discuss 

the societal importance of food surplus redistribution or provide concrete operational lessons. While these 

studies are useful for generating a whole list of practical barriers and enablers towards food surplus 

redistribution, nonetheless there is no attention yet towards investigating in detail the role of psychological 

drivers towards such behaviours. The literature on food reduction in the domestic context has recently 

started to use such models. We therefore provide an overview of the models used by such studies as they 

relate to an issue – food waste – within food surplus redistribution is considered as the second best solution 

in the food waste reduction pyramid. As such we managed to identify some crucial aspects food surplus 

redistribution and SavingFood should keep in mind when trying to work out a behavioural change campaign. 

As however a concrete blue print does not exist for food surplus redistribution yet and a critique of such 

models highlight on the one hand to use models as inspiration points to detect relevant psychological factors 

instead of applying models them to the letter and on the other hand learn us that our project is, due to 

tackling different behaviours (gleaning, farmer markets, food donations) and target audiences (citizens, 

donors, charities) perhabs too complex to use a single model without loosing relevant aspects from the 

broader context, we therefore decided to use three established frameworks for behavourial change – 

Community Based Social Marketing, Defra’s 4E model and the 7E-model that refines the 4E-model - that 

have been applied recently in the field of food surplus redistribution and sustainability in general. The 

advantage of the three models is that they on the one hand all work on the level of an individual but take the 

whole community in perspectives – hence overcoming the bias of individual decision making in isolation of 

context from which some psychological behavoural models suffer – and on the other hand want to work as a 

catalysator by providing different area’s for intervention that tackle divers factors of behavior – attitudes, 

motivation, knowledge, awareness, habit formation, norms and values. The first chapter of our deliverable 

thus presents as a conclusion (section 3.3.1.5) an integrative framework of the 3-models and their 

relationship with the identified behavioural models that identifies intervention categories for the concrete 

intervention methods that the SavingFoodproject will deploy.  

Chapter 4 of the deliverable presents the research that was done in the pilot communities with respect to 

drivers, enablers and barriers towards the different SavingFood scenario’s: general food rescue (food 

donation) and food saving events (farmer markets and gleaning). On the one hand, we performed some desk 

research into barriers related to gleaning, farmer markets and food donations from the perspective of 

potential donors, potential volunteers and potential charities. On the other hand, we ran a survey from 

August to October 2016 in the pilot communities. This survey allowed us to identify two important segments 

for all the scenarios. First, current volunteers of the food redistribution organisations that also expressed a 

direct interest in the platform are an interesting group to engage for our project and we label them as the 
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‘show me’ segment. Secondly, citizens that are not volunteering yet but show a degree of food waste 

reduction at home and expressed a clear concern for food waste was the second large segment that is 

present in the pilots. This group we label the ‘help me’ segment. It is on these two groups and their 

characteristics that our interventions will be focused as they provide essential characteristics for moving to 

SavingFood platform users.  

Chapter 5 presents the behavioural change interventions in detail along the 7E-model. For each intervention, 

the deliverable describes the intervention category and aim, the target audience of the intervention and the 

details of the operation of the intervention. These interventions will work like a catalysator since they will be 

deployed gradually from month 14 onwards. From month 19 it is expected that they can be deployed 

simultaneously to the target audiences. We thus in other words don’t focus on raising awareness alone, but 

will immediately apply other interventions that work on fostering social norms in the community, help 

remembering acting by using prompts etc… 

Chapter 6 presents the engagement strategy. This is composed of three parts. The first part described a high 

level engagement strategy by identifying the platform iterations and their content and the kind of target 

audience we would like to focus on during that iteration. Given that the platform will only have all its 

components and behavioural interventions ready from M19, we opted for a gradual approach by involving 

first primarily existing users of the pilot organisations and make their transition to the platform smooth and 

then from M16 we reshuffle the focus to new users (donors, citizens, charities) in the pilot communities 

(help me). The advantage of this strategy is that a community using the platform will be clearly present in the 

communities and hence show a certain degree of social diffusion and visibility that is helpful for convincing 

other actors to join the platform. The third stage from M19 then moves the focus from existing communities 

where the pilot organisations are present to communities where the pilot organisations are not present yet 

(help me). This choice is made because we expect that the platform, due to the feedback of the first two 

iterations, will have tackled all usability issues. In other words, the platform itself from a user experience 

point of view will not pose problems anymore in the decision to adopt it by new donors, citizens and 

charities in those communities where the pilots are not present yet. The two remaining parts of the 

engagement strategy elaborate on two important interventions and novelties of the project: the SavingFood 

ambassadors and the human food surplus sensing campaigns. 

This document will thus further inform WP4 ‘Pilot Implementation’, especially task 4.2 ‘Awareness raising 

events’ and task 4.3 ‘Pilot case deployment and testing’ and WP6 ‘Dissemination and exploitation’, especially 

task 6.2 ‘Motivational and Training material’. An update of this deliverable is foreseen in M20 in order to 

take into account lessons from pilot deployment between M14 and M19 with respect to engagement and 

behavioural change effectiveness of the intervention.   
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2 Introduction 
This deliverable develops the behavioural change and engagement strategy for the SavingFood project. This 

strategy should support the engagement of donors, citizens and charities towards using the platform and 

towards changing their current behaviour towards particitipating in food waste reduction by supporting and 

getting involved in food surplus redistribution. This document therefore provides a framework for the pilot 

organisations in WP4 to implement the pilot, engage actors and implement the behavioural change 

interventions of the project. We want to highlight here that the strategy will be formulated on a more 

general level as WP4 will document how the engagement (in terms of recruitment channels, user support 

and training, user retention etc...) and behavioural change interventions (there concrete outlook) will 

actually take place.  

This deliverable has 3 chapters. Chapter 3 describes the theory that underpins our behavioural change 

strategy. It discusses the behavioural change models, theories of change and behavioural change 

frameworks that will underpin our project. The chapter starts from the observation that specific with respect 

to applying behavioural models, there is no literature yet available for the specific field of action our project 

works on: food surplus redistribution. For this reason, the project will work out its own strategy taking 

inspiration from broad theoretical discussions. The first part of chapter 3 therefore reviews behavioural 

change models that were used so far in the field of food waste reduction in the domestic context and in 

general for pro-social and pro-environmental behaviours. It identifies psychological constructs that will be 

important to keep in mind when selecting our interventions but the chapter will also highlight the limits of 

this model for our project. The second part deals with segmenting strategies in order to better being able to 

recognise the part of the audience our project will have to work on and how. The third part finally discusses 

3 behavioural frameworks of change that will inform the identification of intervention area’s. In particular we 

will work with the 7E-model that builds upon Defra’s 4E-model and we will also take inspiration from the 

Community Based Social Marketing approach.  

Having identified the theoretical building blocks and the key lessons for our project, Chapter 4 works 

towards the behavioural change strategy by presenting the behavioural, knowledge and beliefs objectives 

that SavingFood wants to achief among its key target audiences: citizens, donors and charities. Secondly, the 

chapter presents the result of its desk research and surveys into drivers, enablers and barriers of donors, 

volunteers and charities in the pilot countries. The results of the survey allowed us to identify two valuable 

segments among the respondents that allow us to focus our strategy on, in particular their motivations for 

and their barriers towards food surplus redistribution. The desk research resulted in an extensive list of 

barriers at volunteer, donor and charity side.  

Chapter 5 works on the insights from Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 and presents the behavioural change 

interventions of the SavingFood project along different intervention categories of the 7E-model and the 

useful segments. Each intervention is explained in more detail: what is the aim, how is the procedure, to who 

is it targeted, when will it be implemented? As such it provides clear guidance for the remainder of the 

project and the pilots specific. It will be clear that our approach, by presenting different interventions at 

once to the target audience, does not try to influence one aspect/driver of behaviour, but tackles 

simultaneously many factors that underpin human behaviour towards food redistribution (information, 

knowledge, awareness, attitudes, beliefs, capabilities, emotions, norms). As such, our approach aims to work 

like a catalysator towards behaviour change that is positive for food surplus redistribution.  

Chapter 6 finally  presents the engagement strategy on a high level. It focuses on the general planning with 

respect to the iterations of the platform and the type of target audience (going from a more friendly local to 



 

 

14 

 

a national focus between M14 and M19), the engagement of the SavingFood ambassador and finally the 

engagement of citizens as human food surplus sensors.  

The deliverable ends with a conclusion that details the further planning of designing the interventions and 

with a list of references.   

3 Behavioural change models, theories of change and 
behavioural change frameworks 

SavingFood supports the idea behind the food waste reduction pyramid, being that the first preferred option 

to reduce food waste is to work on source reduction (preventing food waste to occur) and the second 

preferred option is to rescue edible food from getting wasted or lost. Food surplus redistribution belongs 

thus to this second option. A first alley to start our behavioural change strategy development is therefore to 

review the main results of existing literature and studies on food surplus redistribution.  

Given the increasing societal attention for food waste, the past years has seen a growth in necessary reseach 

on various aspects concerned with food waste in order to get a clear view on the issue an work on the first 

option in the food : developing a common vocabulary to describe the phenomenon, measuring the global, 

regional or national quantity of food waste, finding appropriate measuring methods in order to be able to 

compare results, identifying factors that lead to food waste at various stages in the food chain and finally 

researching barriers to and enabling factors for battling food waste in order to develop strategies to reduce 

food waste.  

Studies on food surplus redistribution have been so far less numerous. On an academic level, the discussion 

on food redistribution has been mainly framed within an analysis of the food bank model and the debate 

between advocates of the model and critics about the question whether food redistribution actually can be 

considered as a sufficient structural solution to the problematic of the need for food for people in need 

(Vlaholias et al., 2015). While advocates stress the pragmatic aspect of the approach (there is surplus so let’s 

use it to feed people in need), critics often point out that food surplus redistribution is actually just like a 

teardrop on a heated plate since it does not tackle structural aspects of food poverty, it can give the 

impression that government don’t need to take care of the issue anymore since there is a social innovation 

taken care of the matter and three it is in essence a supply-driven solution relying on food waste and hence 

providing businesses with an opportunity to not tackle the generation of food waste itself and leaving food 

recipients to the ‘mercy’ of big food companies (Vlaholias et al., 2015). 

As partly rooted in the current activism of food redistribution organization such as Boroume, HFA and 

Feedback, SavingFood does acknowledge some important points raised by critics by paying attention that 

food gets to people in real need and with respect to food recipients rights and their dignity. The solution we 

aim for as a project is to concretely bridge supply with concrete demand from charities and firmly root our 

action in general strategies for avoiding food waste to happen. Nonetheless our project believes it is equally 

important to currently have a pragmatic and efficient solution to current food surplus. By trying to improve 

current models of redistributuions and raise awareness around the issue of food waste and food surplus,our 

project is a first step in an longer trajectory to make people think about broader issues regarding equal 

access to qualitative food and to put pressure on responsible authorities to facilitate food surplus 

redistribution.  

What’s however lacking are more insights into the concrete drivers of donors, volunteers and charity 

organisations to engage in food surplus redistribution. To our knowledge, only one scientific article so far 
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touched upon this aspect and it was so far only a first exploration of possible charitable/philantrophical 

drivers of donors to participate in such schemes (Vlaholia’s et al, 2015). Of course, besides research, there is 

literature on food redistribution that focuses more on the practical operational aspects of food 

redistribution, also related to two aspects that are crucial for our project: online platforms of food surplus 

redistribution and gleaning/farmer markets. As we shall see more in detail in the next, this literature is 

helpful in identifying barriers and enablers that prevent donors, volunteers or charities to concretely engage 

in food surplus redistribution.  

Given the paucity of literature on the matter, in the present chapter we therefore will dive into behavioural 

change theories, especially those that have been used in the context of reducing food waste in a domestic 

context as they provide at least a related field of inspiration, and behavioural change models that have been 

applied with respect to sustainability broadly and food waste and food redistribution narrowly.  

3.1 Behavioural change models and food surplus redistribution 
Behavioural change models highlight psychological determinants at the level of the individual. In the 

scientific literature around food waste/food surplus, we only encountered articles that used the Theory of 

Planned Behaviour to test drivers of food waste reduction behaviour in a domestic context (Connor & 

Armagie, 2002; Stefan et al., 2013; Graham-Rowe et al., 2015). However these articles do not only use the 

model as it was originally developed, but use all 3 an extended theory of planned behaviour, meaning that 

the original model has been extended by incorporating new constructs from other theories in order to better 

clarify original concepts within the theory of planned behaviour or to supland one constructs for another.  

The current section thus first present the Theory of Planned Behaviour and then provides an overview of 

models of behavioural change that informed the extension of the theory of planned behaviour. Important to 

note is that we explain the models and not the aspects that led to an extension of the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour. Our aim here is not to replicate the model used by the articels focussing on a field of behaviour 

that is related to the project’s cause, but on the other hand is different from a behavioural change point of 

view. Finally we would like to highlight that we also retained those models that have been developed for pro-

social and pro-environmental behaviours, as these are the two broad behavioural umbrella’s under which 

food redistribution surplus can be positioned. 

After having explained each behavioural model, we provide 2 or more lessons that are important for our 

project as a take away. After these explanations, we go into more detail on what now to do with the models 

we explained and provide arguments why we use models as inspirational devices and not as models to really 

work «1OO% along the book» with and secondly why in the context of the SavingFood project it is actually 

not possible to use one model nor to device one specific for the project given the diverse actions our project 

entails.  

3.1.1 Theory of reasoned action, theory of planned 
behaviour and self-efficacity theory 

The Theory of Reasoned Action (Azjen & Fishbein, 1980) states that intention is the key determinant for 

performing a concrete behaviour. This intention is the product of two factors: attitudes and subjective norm. 

Attitude is the set of positive or negative evaluations regarding behavioural performance based on beliefs 

about outcomes and evaluations of outcomes. Subjective norm is the perceived influence of significant 

others may exert on performing the behaviour. Subjective norms are thus an assesment of the social 

pressure on an individual to perform a behaviour. In the case of citizens, one can state that as long as friends 
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and neighbours of citizens are not participating in saving food events, the likelihood increases that a citizen 

won’t increase his intention to do participate in saving food.     

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Azjen, 1991) extends the TRA by incorporating the construct of ‘Perceived 

behavioural control’, which is defined as the person beliefs as to how easy or difficult performance of the 

behaviour is likely to be. Ajzen (1991) uses evidence of the theory of self-efficacity of Bandura for supporting 

the incorporation of this construct. The theory of self-efficicacity proposed that self-efficacity is concerned 

with judgements of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations. 

That judgement or belief is based on four types of information: performance accomplishments or personal 

bad/good experiences, vicarious experiences or knowledge gained through some other means than your 

direct experiences such as modelling by others, social persuasion by coaching and evaluative feedback and 

psychiological and emotional states. Each of these four have an impact on the judgement of self-efficacity 

and hence the influence of perceived self-efficacity on an individual’s attempts to perform a given task, the 

degree of persistence when the individual encounters difficulties and the ultimate success of the performed 

behaviour. In other word’s, one is more likely to behave in behaviour one has control over and if one does 

not feel a sense of control, one is not likely to perform the behaviour.  

One can thus conclude that in order to engage donors, citizens and charities into the platform, SavingFood’s 

behavioural change strategy should increase the intention of donors, citizens and charities by:  

- Providing information that shapes a positive attitude towards food surplus redistribution, e.g by 

showing the benefits and outcomes for an actor; 

- Highlight subjective norms or opinions from those important others that can influence the 

behaviour; 

- Remove barriers to act so that one can get a feeling of control over his actions with respect to food 

surplus 

Notwithstanding these insights, the TPR has been criticized for not considering moral norms, affects, self-

identity, habits and past behaviour (Connor & Armitage, 2001). We now review some models that are 

dealing with these aspects and identify for each of them the main insights for developing a behavioural 

change strategy.   

3.1.2 Normative models and the role of values 

As we just saw, the TPB takes into account the category of subjective norm. Nonetheless this notion does not 

exclude the existence of a wider range of moral and normative dimensions. The following three theories – 

norm activation theory, value-beliefs-norm theory and the theory of nornamtive conduct – shed each light 

on these different dimensions.  

3.1.2.1 Norm activation theory 

Norm Activiation Theory (Schwartz, 1977, 1992) was developed to provide a framework for understanding 

pro-social, altruistic behaviour. Schwartz positioned that personal subjective norms were motivating factors 

in social action, whereby people were motivated to act (or not) based on their felt sense obligation to do act. 

That is, regardless of social norms, people needed to have a personally felt sense of responsibility and 

awareness of consequences, as well as a personal obligation in order to behave in a certain way. The relation 

between personal norm and behaviour is stronger when someone is aware of the negative consequences of 

not-engaging in the pro-social behaviour and where one accepts responsability for these consequences, and 

weaker where one is unaware of negative consequences and denies responsability.  
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For SavingFood, this thus means that we must create and activate a personal norm for food saving by:   

1. A person must be felt personally responsible in order to volunteer for food saving events, donate 

food surplus and for accepting food donations; 

2. A person must be made aware of the negative consequence of his currently non-acting in saving 

surplus food.  

Studies applying the norm-activation theory have pointed out that the activation of the personal norm is 

dependant also on social and institutional constraints. The salience of the personal norm is thus dependant 

on favourable conditions and the situation in which we find ourselves.  

3.1.2.2 Values – Beliefs – Norm theory (Stern) 

The values beliefs norm theory was developed by Stern (Stern et all, 1999) to understand on a general level 

the support by individuals of social movements. Stern took pro-environmental behaviour as its field of 

research. Stern builds upon the Norm Activation Theory of Schwartz, but also took into account Schwartz 

work on the content and structures of values, Ecological Value Theory and the New Ecological Paradigm 

proposed by Dunlap. We briefly discuss these three in order to provide a better understanding of the model 

of Stern.  

Schwartz (Schwartz, 1992) defined values as ‘desirable trans situational goal varying in importance, which 

serves as a guiding principle in the life of a person or other social entitity’. Values thus reflect a belief on the 

desirability of a certain end-state, they are rather abstract since they transcend a specific situation, they 

serve as a guiding principle for selecting or evaluating behavior, people, and events and they are ordered in a 

system of value priorities meaning that in a specific situation, when different values are competing, choices 

are made based on values that are most relevant to act on. Schwartz made a distinction between four 

separate value clusters that can be plotted in a two-dimensional space: the first dimension contrasts 

openness to change versus conservatism and distinguishes values that stress selfdirection (independant 

thought and action) stimulation (variety, excitement, novelty) from values that emphasize tradition, security 

and conformity. The second dimension contrasts social or self-transcendant values, such as benevolence (the 

concern for the welfare of close others in close everyday interaction such as helpful, forgiving, friendship) 

and universalism (the understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and 

nature, such as for example social justice or protecting the environment), with self-enhancement values that 

pursue personal interests, power (focus esteem but based on dominant position in social system such as 

authority and social power) and achievement (personel success, focus on esteem in a certain context such as 

success or intelligence). Translated to the environmental concern context, for Stern the dimension of self-

transcendance versus self-enhancement was relevant and he labelled them as ‘altruistic’ and ‘egoistic’. 

Based upon literature, he also added a third value orientation, being biospheric value, being altruism 

towards other species and the bioshpere.  

The New Ecological Paradigm refers to Dunlap’ work that the rise of the environmental movement is linked 

to growing acceptance of a new ecological paradigm or worldview, a view that human actions have 

substantial adverse effects on the fragile biosphere. The New Ecological Paradigm refers to an awareness of 

very general adverse consequences of environmental conditions. In that sense, Stern sees it as a worldview 

while the norm-activation model is used more for problem-specific consequences. As such, the NEP is a kind 

of worldview that predisposes an individual to accept more narrowly focused AC beliefs.  

Taken into account the insights, of the value orientations, the NEP as a worldview, and the norm-activation 

theory, Stern constructs a causal chain from values, NEP, Awareness of Consequences beliefs, AR beliefs and 



 

 

18 

 

personal norms for pro-environmental action, be it activist support, private sphere behaviours, policy 

support and environmental citizenship. The results from his experiment and other studies suggest that 

altruistic values (or self-transcendance values) are most strongly implicated in the activiation of a personal 

pro-environmental norm and support. Nonetheless, the correlation between personal pro-environmental 

norms and action was relatively weak. Self-enhancement or egoistic values tend to be negatively correlated 

with pro-environmental norms and actions. Nonetheless, Stern also warns that the model solely took into 

account predispostions but that insight into other factors such as individual capabilities, contextual and 

external factors might shape the action (constraint or facilitate). We can thus state that Stern’s model and 

research does underscore the role of values as a basis for motivating environmental action, but that it should 

be done in a cautious way since other factors play a role too. 

For SavingFood, it is important to take away the following:  

1. The mobilization strategy must be distinguishable by the values and the things they define as 

threatening those values; 

2. Individuals willingness to be mobilized will depend on their basic values priorities and their willigness 

to believe in those threats; 

3. Different kind of support can be asked from people depending on their capabilities and their values 

and beliefs. (quid culture: gender, kinship).    

3.1.2.3 Focus norm theory 

Cialdini et al’s  (Cialdini, 1990, 1991), Theory of normative conduct state that social norms comes into two 

ways and each of them has a distinctive function: descriptive or injunctive. ‘Descriptive’ social norms are 

those that are displayed in the society around you. They provide cues to the societal expectations of 

behaviour (e.g.: speeding with the car is only allowed on high ways; Drinking is only suitable after work). 

Injunctive norms are those that tell people what they should do or not do in a certain situation (e.g.: when 

driving a car on the high way, not driving more than the allowed speed limit). Both norms thus provide us 

with behavioural examples that may be helpful in selecting the appropriate behaviour in a specific situation. 

Distinguishing between those two norms is important because they can exist simultaneously in a setting and 

can have either congruent or contradictory implications for behaviour. For example, when driving on the 

highway the injunctive norm can be present via the road signs reminding a driver of the speed limit, while 

the descriptive norm, by the behavior of other drivers or the context of an empty road, can work to exceed 

the limit. In other words, different norms are more impactful in different situations.  

The focus theory of normative conduct has been applied by Cialdini and others in the context of littering, 

stealing wood from a national park and recycling. Results demonstrate that highlighting injunctive versus 

descriptive norms had variable effects depending on whether the prevalent behavior was environmentally 

harmful or beneficial. In the case of littering, participants were more likely to litter in an already littered 

environment compared to a clean environment. The most littering occured when they observed a 

confederate also littering in the littered environment, hence accentuating the descriptive norm in a littered 

environment that most people litter. In contrast, when a confederate littered in a clean environment, the 

least amount of littering occured, presumably because injunctive norms against littering, someone should 

not litter, became salient as participants observed a rare occurrence of a an individual littering in an 

otherwise pristine environment (Cialdini et al, 1990). In situations of wide-spread misconduct such as 

stealing wood in a park (or underage drinking, illegal drug use, pollution) research turned out that it is better 

to highlight the injunctive norm (don’t take wood from the forest) than the descriptive norm (many visitors 

took wood, changing the state of the wood). In such cases highlighting the descriptive norm can have a 
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reverse effect since emphasizing the frequency of the undesirable behaviour can be misinterpreted as a 

norm and thus as acceptable behaviour. (Cialdini, 2003). In situations of environmental beneficial behaviour, 

such as reducing energy or recycling, emphasizing compatible descriptive and injunctive norms appears to be 

more effective (Cialdini, 2003; Schultz, 2007). In the case of energy reduction for example, an experiment 

that showed citizens their energy usage compared to neighbours made use of two kinds of messages: one 

group got a message only mentioning one’s household energy usage in relation with others (descriptive 

norm) and another group the same message with now a postive smiley or negative smiley next to their own 

usage (injunctive norm). Households of the first group with higher usage than neighbours started to use less. 

Descriptive norms thus work for people above the norm. It turned out that the people using less energy than 

neighbours in the first group (no injunctive norm used) started to increase their energy usage, thus leading 

to a kind of boomering effect. The people that received next to the descriptive norm a positive smiley 

besides their usage kept on using less (injunctive norm), while households being higher than the average and 

receving a negative emoticon started reducing as well. In this latter case descriptive norm and injunctive 

norm were not in opposition but reinforced each other. In the case that there is an opposition between 

descriptive norm and own behaviour below the norm, it seems thus better to invoke an injunctive norm.  

What these experiments thus learned is that working with norms can lead to behaviour change, but it is 

important, when deciding to use an injunctive or a descriptive norm or both, to take into account the 

context, the social group, the importance of the action, the state of our environment and the circumstances 

which accompany the situation.   

For SavingFood, the importance of focus norm theory is that:  

1. Ultimately the project has to built on creating a descriptive norm in a community, being that food 

donors see that other donors are giving surplus food, citizen see that other citizens are volunteering 

and recipient organisations that for recipient organisations accepting food donations when needed; 

2. In doing so, be aware of the interplay between descriptive and injunctive norms. Since we work in 

the context of an environmental and socially beneficial behaviors, it will be important to make the 

make the injunctive norm salient in order to avoid a boomerang effect with people already being 

below the norm.  

3.1.3 The self: self-identity, cognitive dissonance and self-
perception theory 

While theory of norms and values provided a first step towards taking into account the importance of 

sociality for individual deliberation, other psychologist have pointed to focus on the importance of the way 

people perceive themselves as an driver to act.  

Sparks and Shephard (1992), building upon sociological and psychological literature that viewed a person’s 

self-concept or self-identity as an important influence on behaviour and hence play a role in behaving in a 

certain way or not, tested this idea for the case of organic food. They wanted to know if the self-identity of 

people as green consumers had a significant influence on their consumption of organically produced food. 

Sparks and Shephard not only indeed found out that this was the case, but also that self-identity worked 

independantly of people’s attitude. In other words, a person who sees himself as a green consumer were 

more likely to have intentions to eat green food. This was also the case when past behaviour was taken into 

account. In other words, the way how one thinks about himself plays an important influence in engaging in 

sustainable behaviour. Therefore they plea to extend the TPB with the notion of self-identity.  
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How does one can get a certain image of one self? The notion of self-concept can be related to two other 

psychological theories: cognitive dissonance and self-perception theory. Cognitive dissonance theory 

(Festinger, 1957) claims that internal feelings of discomfort arise when someone holds two or more 

conflicting attitudes, beliefs or values, performs an action that is contradictory to his beliefs, attitudes or 

values or is confronted with information that contradicts his beliefs, attitudes or values. At that moment, 

people will seek to reduce such inconsistencies. In pro-environmental behaviour, such an effect has been 

coupled with the notion of positive or negative spill-over. In case of a positive spillover, reducing the 

dissonance will lead to uptaking another pro-environmental behaviour. If I am already active in a green 

movement and I get information about SavingFood and its environmental impact, it is more likely that I will 

join SavingFood. In the case of a negative spillover, reducing the dissonance will lead to eventually 

considering my current pro-environmental behaviour as less important. If I am active in a green movement 

and I get information about SavingFood, it might be that I stop being active in the green movement.  

Self-perception theory (Bem, 1972) states that the more we engage people in a behaviour category, the 

greater the chances they will sustain these behaviours and even take on more. This happens because they 

tend to perceive themselves as the type of person who participates in these types of actions, which, upon 

reflection, alter their beliefs about themselves. In other words, when someone engages in repetitive food 

surplus redistribution actions such as donations or joining a food saving event, this likely increases his or her 

belief in the importance of food surplus redistribution.  

For SavingFood, these insights inform us to:  

- Take into consideration the importance of making sure that participants in SavingFood keep seeing 

themselves as a ‘food surplus saver’; 

- Make sure that we avoid negative spillover with people already displaying pro-environmental 

behaviours but on the contrary foster positive spill over if possible; 

- Engage people via different actions in savingfood in order to increase their self-perception as a food 

surplus saver. 

3.1.4 Triandis Theory of Interpersonal Behaviour: Affects 
and habits 

Besides the role of values and norms, another alley into nuancing the conscious cognitive deliberation 

supposed in the TPB was the incorporation of habits and affects in explaining/predicting behaviour.  

The existence of instinctive or automatic responses has been well established in the social sciences, in 

biology and in medical science for a century. Harry Triandis’ Theory of Interpersonal Behaviour (Triandis, 

1977) (TIB) offers an alternative vision to the TPB of behaviour as being a solely deliberative process.  

In the TIB, habit is considered with intention as the main antecedent of behaviour and both are mediated by 

facilitating conditions. Habit is described as ‘situation-behaviour sequences that are or have become 

automatic and off which the inidivual is not usually ‘conscious’. Habit is measured in terms of the frequency 

of past behaviour, but it is triggered by a system of cues in response to the situation or environment. Habits 

function thus as a kind of shortcut or heuristic, minimising the cognitive load required to make frequently-

repeating decisions. As the experience of a behaviour is acquired, the role of habit increases and that of 

intention decreases. In other words, they are generated over time by a process of routinization.  

Facilitating conditions refer to objective external conditions that facilitate or prevent the behaviour from 

taking place, even if the intention is high, the habits are well established and the arousal is positive towards 



 

 

21 

 

the behaviour. Facilitating conditions – if I want to redistribute food, there should be recipients of food - thus 

mediate between habits and intentions and the external factors thus must be right in order to have 

behaviour change to have results. The difference between PBC in the TPB is that Triandis with this concept 

clearly not only referred to internal aspects (a person’s beliefs of actual levels of control) but emphasized the 

externality of them.  

The intention component consisted of three constructs: attitude, social factors and affect.  Attitudes are the 

result of belief outcomes and evaluation of outcomes and here Triandis is in line with TPB.  The role of affect  

was incorporated as a part of intention formation. Emotional responses to a situation or situational decision 

are seen as distinct from rational-instrumental evaluations of consequences and can include both negative 

and positive emotional responses of varying strength (individual feelings of elation, pleasure, distate or 

discontentment). Behaviour may thus be associated with pleasant stimulationor with disgust, anxiety or 

distres. As such Triandis offer an explicit role for affective factors on behavioural intentions.   

Secondly the social factors consist of norms, roles and self-concept. It shows similarities with the literature 

we saw above regarding norms and self/social identity. Norms are beliefs that certain behaviours are correct, 

appropriate or desirable and others are the reverse. Norms are thus social rules about what should be done 

and hence bears similarity with injunctive norms. Roles are set of behaviours that are considered appropriate 

for persons holding particlar positions in a group. Self-concept refers to a person’s idea about what he is, but 

also to the goals the are appropriate for a person to pursue and the kind of behaviours this person engages 

in or not.  

Triandis developed his model of Interpersonal Behaviour concurrently with the TPB. However, it is only 

recently that attention has been given to it. We see in the context of Food waste that it is used as one 

inspirational model by WRAP in the UK. For our project, it is important to keep in mind that: 

- SavingFood will have to provide enough opportunities for our target audience to act regularly in 

order to allow habit formation/routinization to appear; 

- SavingFood will pay attention to forming cues that might foster habit formation and break other 

habits in order to provide mental room for SavingFood among each of our participants/target 

audience; 

- SavingFood will have to make sure that positive emotions can be generated towards food surplus 

redistribution events and the use of the platform. 

3.1.5 Minimal requirements to change behaviour 
How should one work with these models now? Jackson (Jackson, 2005) and Darnton (Darnton, 2008) point to 

five important points that are important for taking into considaration when working with models. In the first 

place, some models are rather simple (such as Norm Activation Model) and other are more detailed and 

complex. It makes no sense to conceptually take all psychological factors into account, but on the other 

hand, too much simplicity might lead to ignoring external factors of the model in the explanation of the 

behaviour. From an empiricial point of view, simpler models might be easier to use as a guide for researching 

effects, but again, they might lead to an ignoration of other important factors that are not mentioned in the 

model. Secondly, some models focus only on internal factors (attitudes, beliefs, personal norms) while other 

make a bridge to external factors. The models reviewed here dominantly focus on internal factors, although 

some relate (especially the ones with values and norms) to external conditions. Other models not discussed 

here state that the models discussed above are focussing too much on the individual and have tried to more 

and more make the bridge with the wider social context. Thirdly, the models presented here assume a linear 
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proces where intervening on one dimension will automatically influence the next stage (so simple cause-

effect relations) and hence it is sufficient to focus on one factor to make change happen. Fourthly, the 

models are models for behaviour, not explanations: they point to underlying factors that might influence a 

behaviour, but they don’t explain it. Finally: the models tend to not differentiate between people: they make 

it for a «universal» person who in concrete does not exist.   

Does this mean that the previous 5 pages were actually a waste of paper? Not at all. Jackson and Darnton 

stress to use these models as a kind of inspiration point: taken together, they provide an overview of the 

many factors that can influence behaviour and hence they broaden the scope when devicing a behavioural 

change strategy. Fishbein himself (Fishbein, 1995) listed the following steps that were required to change 

behaviour, with the first three as a minimum requirement (not accidenlty for him the three crucial dimension 

of the Theory of Planned Behaviour):  

 The person must have formed a strong intention (or made a commitment) to perform the behaviour 

 There are no environmental constraints that make it impossible to perform the behaviour 

 The person possesses the necessary skills to perform the behaviour 

 The person believes that the advantages (benefits, anticipated outcomes) of performing the 

behaviour outweigh the disadvantages (costs, anticipated negative outcomes) 

 The person perceives more social (normative) pressure to perform the behavior than to not perform 

the behaviour 

 The person beliefs that performing the behaviour is more consistent than inconsistent with his or 

her self-image 

 The person’s emotional reaction to performing the behaviour is more positive than negative 

 The person perceives that he or she has the capability to perform the behaviour under a number of 

different circumstances.  

 The person is encouraged to form a new habit by connecting the new behaviour with an existing one 

or new environmental cue 

The points we identified under each model are pointing together to the same ten points mentioned by 

Fishbein. We will see later how they relate to the behavioural change frameworks we will use to device our 

behavioural change strategy.  

In the context of our project, there is another reason why we don’t see it as the project’s duty to develop a 

kind of new model for food surplus redistribution using psychological models of behaviour. It is quite 

impossible to select a model or construct a specific model for behaviour in the case of SavingFood. 

Behavourial models are developed for predicting or explaining a single behaviour. This leads in the case of 

SavingFood to practical problems. First, SavingFood aims to engage a variety of actors for which we want the 

general challenge is ‘to contribute to food redistribution’ but in practice will consist of various behaviours 

and objectives (donors register a donation on the platform, citizens as volunteers participating in food saving 

events, recipients finding donations via the platform and pilot organisation now integrating in their current 

offline operations an online platform). In this case, we therefore provide an overview of behavioural change 

models in order to identify main insights and concepts that is useful for devising our own Saving Food 

behavioural change strategy and selecting and designing interventions. In particular we focus on those 

models that have been used in the context of pro-social and pro-environmental behaviours as our project 

aim is to donate food to people in need while at the same time by doings so creating a positive impact on the 

environment.   
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As mentioned in the critic of Darnton and Jackson on behavioural models, one point is that these models 

take the target audience as homogeneous (apart from underlying factors) and segmentation in reality is 

needed. Theories of change provide tools to segment the target audience and are hence a crucial step for 

making sure interventions are performant. The next section provides our project’s approach towards 

theories of change.  

3.2 Theories of change 
Having identified determinants of behaviour, theories of change focus on how behaviour can change. Two 

theories of change are Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation theory (Rogers, 2003) and Prochaska and Di Clemente 

Stages of change theory (Prochaska, Di Clemente, 1992). They allow us to realise that the people that 

SavingFood will reach might be in different stages of behaviour and mental states regarding the issue of food 

surplus redistribution and provide a tool for segmenting our target audiences in meaningful segments. We 

use these theories for their conceptual value of segmenting populations, not for their practical implications 

per se.  

The Stages of Change theory (Prochaska, Di Climente, 1992) proposes a model of six stages by which people 

have to pass to change their behaviour: pre-contemplation, contemplation, preparation, action and 

maintenance. For each of these 5 stages, they identify the characteristics for each stage, a strategy to 

measure the stage ( a 6-months period) , and the actions needed to move from one stage to the other.  

Stage Characteristic Strategies for change to next stage 

Pre-contemplation No intention to change behaviour in the 

foreseeable future (usually 6 months 

period), no awareness or hardly 

developed awareness of the problem  

Conscious raising: increase awareness, 

knowledge 

Dramatic relief 

Social Liberation 

Environmental re-evaluation 

Contemplation People are aware that a problem exists 

Are seriously thinking about overcoming 

it 

Knowing where you want to go but not 

quite ready yet 

No commitment yet to take action in the 

next 6 monts 

Self-re-evaluation: to realise that the good 

behaviour is an integral part of who they are 

Preparation Combines intention and behavioural 

criteria  

Unsuccessful attempts in the past 

In the process of decision making and 

intend to take action the next months 

Self liberation: believing in one’s capability to 

act and to commit 

Helping relationships: find support 

Counter conditioning:  

Action Modify behaviour, experiences or 

environment to overcome the problem 

Reinforcement management: rewards for 

positive behaviour; punishment negative 
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Specific overtly modifications in life style 

within 6 months 

behaviour 

Stimulus control: reminders and cues 

Maintenance People work to prevent relapse to 

previous stage and consolidate the gains 

attained during action  

Reinforcement management: rewards for 

pos behaviour; punishment negative 

Stimulus control: reminders and cues 

Table 1 Prochaska and Di Clemente Stages of Change Theory 

Rogers’ Diffusion of innovation theory (Rogers, 2003) teaches how people pick up and adopt new ideas and 

services. He distinguishes between 5 categories of people: innovators, early adopters, early majority, late 

majority and laggard segment. The first are most eager to pick up a new innovation, while the latter are 

more reluctant. Important is that Rogers stresses that each segment looks to the one before them in their 

decision to adopt or not a new technology (e.g: early adopters influence the early majority). Secondly, 

building upon the work of Paul Lazarsfeld, Rogers points to the role of ‘opinion leaders’ in spreading a new 

idea in society: people are more influenced by personal contact and the information they get from these 

opinion leaders than to mass media messages. We will see the importance of the role of communication in 

the next section when behavioural change framework are discussed. Here we restrict ourselves to the 

segmentation of the population in relation to the adoption process. 

Adopter 

target 

Size Timing Sequence of 

adoption 

Motivation for adoption 

Innovator 2.5% First Need for novelty and need to be different 

Early adopter 13.5% Second Recognition of adoption object’s intrinsic/convenience value from 

contact with innovators 

Early majority 34% Third Need to imitate/match and deliberateness treat 

Late majority 34% Fourth Need to join the bandwagon triggered by the majority opinion 

legitimating the adoption object 

Laggard 

segment 

16% Last Need to respect tradition 

Table 2Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation Theory 

The theory is useful for SavingFood as we are presenting a new tool to a large audience as a way to start 

saving surplus food. In this section we focus on the behavioural implication of the model. In that sense 

behavioural change planners (Kottler) use Rogers’ theory as a way to categorize the audience into 3 

segments and to provide the kind of interventions needed to foster behavioural change:  
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 The “show me” segment consisting of innovators and early adopters: need to get information or 

education in order to show the desired behaviour 

 The “help me” segment consisting of the early majority and late majority: demonstrate some 

interest in the behaviour or at least are not opposed to it. They need concrete behavioural 

interventions to erase the barriers towards the desired behaviour.  

 The “make me” segment consisting of the laggards: are not interested at all in the behaviour and 

most likely will never, unless someone forces them. Law or other means of enforcement are 

appropriate means here.  

Both the Stage of Change and the Diffusion of Innovation theory thus point to identifying segments and can 

be combined with the following table as a result.  

Stages of 

change 

Pre-contemplation Contemplation Preparation to take 

action 

Action Maintenance 

Diffusion Make Me (laggard) Help Me (late 

majority) 

Help me (early 

majority) 

Help me 

(early 

majority) 

Show me 

(innovators/earl

y adopters) 

Table 3Segmentation categories of audience in SavingFood 

In the behavioural change strategy of SavingFood, we will use these three categorizations of ‘make me’, 

‘show me’ and ‘help me’ in order to position the interventions foreseen. However, before we present these 

in relation to the three types, we need to first explain the broad lines of the framework for behavioural 

change that we will use in the project.   

3.3 Frameworks for behavioural change 
Having explained the insights and lessons from behavioural change theories (determinants) and theories of 

change (segmentation), the next step is to design interventions that can foster the emergence of the 

behavioural goals we want to achieve. Frameworks for behavioural change have been developed that try to 

integrate various insights from behavioural change theories and theories of change and provide a framework 

for designing interventions. In this section we discuss three models – community based social marketing, 

Defra’s 4E-model and the 7E-model develop by Frambust - that have been applied to the area of 

sustainability and to food waste reduction programs.  

3.3.1.1 Community based social marketing 

Community based social marketing prescribed a method to involve small communities into environmental 

friendly actions. It was initially developed for pro-environmental behaviour. Community-based social 

marketing is developed as a reaction against information-based campaigns that either started from an 

attitude-behaviour approach or an economic self-interest approach. The objections made by McKenzie-

Mohr to each of these are congruent with the lessons we just presented in the previous section.  

The first approach started from the assumption that changing increasing public knowledge about an issue 

and fostering a positive attitude that is supportive towards the desired activity is sufficient to foster 

behaviour change. Such campaigns focused dominantly on providing information via the media (McKenzie-

Mohr, p.4). While environmental attitudes and knowledge are linked to behaviour, the relationship in 

practice is often weak because a wide range of barriers besides a lack of knowledge or unsupportive 

attitudes can deter individuals from engaging in a sustainable behaviour (McKenzie-Mohr, p.5).  
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The economic self-interest approach stipulates that individuals systematically evaluate choices and then 

behave in accordance with their self-interest. In order to influence such evaluations in favour of the desired 

behaviour, it is assumed that information that present the economic benefit of the behaviour is sufficient to 

make change happen (p.6). The pitfall is that such campaigns downplay the human side of promoting 

sustainable behaviours: besides economic perspectives, other factors should be taken into account such as 

human feelings, social interactions, and cultural practices that all influences the behaviours of individuals, 

social groups and institutions (p. 7).  

Since both approaches rely heavily on information campaigns relying heavily on advertisement and media 

presence, the question is hence wether investing the large financial amount they normally require is always 

worthwhile given the limited results. McKenzie-Mohr therefore positions his community based social 

marketing approach as an alternative that starts from the concern to lead individuals to engage in behaviour 

that collectively is sustainable and provides a guideline to design such a program.  

Community based social marketing consists of five steps:  
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1) select the behaviours that needs to be changed and hence promoted 

2) Identify the barriers that impede people from making the desired behaviour and what would motivate 

them to perform the behaviour 

3) Select the appropriate intervention tools in your behavioural change strategy. McKenzie Mohr identifies 7 

types of interventions. Six broad interventions (a till f) are prescribed to address barriers that can reside 

within an individual, the 7th intervention (g) is meant to address barriers that are external to individuals:  

a) Commitments: make people to commit to a small request as a necessary step to make a larger step 

later onwards. This strategy of commitment is rooted in self-perception theory as explained in 

section X. It should help to support the transition from good intention to taking action (McKenzie-

Mohr, pp.45-61) 

b) Social norms: building upon psychological theories about norms, especially the Focused Norm 

theory, McKenzie-Mohr suggest to work on creating social norms. Working on norms should support 

the creation of support within the community (McKenzie, Mohr, pp.61-73).  

c) Social diffusion: build a small group of people that adopts the new sustainable behaviour and make 

sure their behaviour becomes visible in a wider area. As such, via this personal form of information, 

other people in the community can be influenced to take up the behaviour themselves. By building 

upon the work of Rogers (opinion leaders) and social learning (modelling), social diffusion strategies 

thus must make sure that the new behaviour is speeding through a community. (McKenzie-Mohr, 

pp.73-83)  

d) Prompts: A new behaviour does not immediately become a repetitive behaviour or unconscious 

habit after a first trial. As we saw in the previous section, it is the repetition of behaviour that 

influences the formation of habits. However, when trying to let people adopt a behaviour, there is 

tendency to just forget about the new action. A prompt is a visual or auditory aid which reminds us 

to carry out an activity that we might forget. It’s role is to remind, not to increase motivation or 

change attitudes. (McKenzie-Mohr, pp.83-84) 

e) Communication: In order to adopt sustainable behaviours by the vast majority of people, persuasion 

will be key. McKenzie-Mohr (pp. 93-110) highlights to take into consideration the following methods, 

which can be divided in three categories: 

i) Communication as information provision via media in order to support knowledge generation 

and influence attitudes 

(1) use vivid information: make it life, personal and concrete for the target audience 

(2) use credible sources: the one who delivers the message should be credible for your 

audience  

(3) frame the benefit clearly: what is an individual losing by not acting 

(4) work with threatening messages in a considered way: always couple them with concrete and 

empowering information in order to reduce the threat 

(5) make a deliberate choice between one-sided and two-sided messages, depending on what 

your audience knows 

(6) craft messages that are specific for the target audience 

(7) make it easy to remember: draft messages that make it easy for people to act, when and 

how 

(8) provide personal or community goals   

ii) inter-personal communication to support commitment, social diffusion and social norms 

(1) Emphasize personal contact when delivering: supports social diffusion and commitment 

(2) Model sustainable behaviour: makes the actions of other’s observable and supports norms 
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(3) Involve community block leaders: supports social diffusion, commitment and norms 

iii) Provide feedback at both individual and community level about the impact/results of the 

behaviour 

f) Incentives: The use of incentives is framed within the theory of self-determinacy and the distinction 

between intrinsic and extrensic motivation. Especially in waste reduction programmes, incentives 

have proven to be effecient. Incentives are used in order to increase the motivation to act. 

g) Convenience: is the label for interventions that address practical barriers to act and hence there aim 

is to make acting easily. It refers to conditions outside the individual. It is important that while you 

design interventions to remove barriers toward the desired behaviour, to not forget to make the 

undesired behavioural also less convenient.  

In summary, McKenzie-Mohr provides the following overview for designing the strategy:  

Barriers Interventions Rules for selecting interventions 

Lack of motivation Commitment  

 

Useful when audience is not acting yet and to enhance 

motivation 

Norms When audience believes it is not important to act 

Incentives Useful when there is little likehood that behaviour would 

not occur unless motivation is increased 

Forget to act Prompts When there is a high tendency among the target audience 

to forgot to engage in the behaviour 

Lack of social pressure Norms When few people care whether someone engages in a 

sustainable behaviour 

Lack of knowledge Communication 

Social diffusion 

In case of low knowledge on an issue 

Involve commitments of early adopters to talk to others in 

their neighbourhood 

Structural barriers Convenience In case of structural barriers  

Table 4 overview of barriers and interventions and their usage conditions 

When developing a behavioural change strategy, it is important to look for concrete tools that can tackle 

various barriers at once 

3. pilot the strategy in a selected community and adapt if necessary: test your initial strategy before 

going broadscale.  

4. Evaluate the broad-scale implementation  

As mentioned above, Community Based Social Marketing has been adopted in a wide range of sustainable 

actions. The problem with the approach is that it is good in tackling a specific behaviour  for one group (e.g.: 

switching the light in households), but it is more difficult to apply on a larger scale (larger area’s) and with 

more complex actions (such as 3 different actions in our project for example).  Given these limitations, the 

two models we will discuss next are a very important reference point for our project, although, as we shall 

see, we certainly build on further on fruitful lessons from Community-Based Social Marketing.  
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3.3.1.2 4E and 7E 

The 4E-model was developed by Defra in the UK in order to steer actions by governmental bodies with 

regard to sustainable lifestyles. The 4E-model is relevant to discuss as it has been implemented in the case of 

food waste reduction projects in the UK. It underpinned for example WRAP’s actions on reducing food waste 

at the household level and the campaign ‘Love Food Hate Waste’. Following the disucssion of the 4E-model, 

we discuss the 7E-model that is develop in Flanders (North Belgium), but builts upon the 4E-model and 

refines it based upon concrete behavioural change programmes.  

3.3.1.3 The 4E – model of Defra  

The 4E-model (HM Goverment, 2005) started from the observation that in order to change behaviour it is 

not good to for a single solution, but to offer an integrated package of interventions, targeting different 

levels – individual, societal – at once. In concretu the model starts from the premisses that core barriers and 

motivations should be addressed in current and future behaviours and that. The Defra model consists of 4 

pillars each starting with the letter ‘E’ and that are each composed of a number of concrete intervention 

types:   

Enable – make it easier to act :  it makes no sense to ask people to change if they don’t know how to do it or 

if they know what to do, there’s nothing present to act. Enable is thus about building capacity and systems 

so that people can act by removing barriers, providing information, providing facilities and viable 

alternatives, offer training and education opportunities and develop skills. In the case of for example the 

Love Food Hate Waste campaign, people can by means of various tools – such as a planning your meals for 

the next two weeks or a food portion calculator that allows someone for example to measure how many kilo 

of potatoes he should prepare for a certain number of people – help to reduce food waste and find other 

necessary information on the website.  

Engage – get people involved: behavioural change campaigns cannot be imposed in a top-down way, but 

people should be convinced as well to take the responsability to act. Actively involving people from the early 

development stage of the strategy until the end of the running of a program should therefore be ensured. 

Tools such as co-production and deliberative fora are prescribed in the development stages of the strategy, 

while community action, identifying enthusiasts in the community to assure personal contacts, media 

information campaigns and involving relevant social (online/offline) networks in a community are actionlines 

during the running of the program.  In the case of Love Food Hate Waste, local action groups were involved 

and local community events organised where people could learn how to use their own food leftovers.  

Encourage –give the right signals: provide incentives for the behaviour you want to promote and 

disincentives for the behaviours you want to disapprove. Since the 4E is written from a policy point of view, 

most of these interventions stated here relate to fiscal, legislative and regulatory measures. For the purpose 

of our project, the main guideline to reward the desired behaviours is important to take away.    

Exemplify – demonstrate shared responsability: As an initiator of a behavioural change campaign, it is 

important for a government to lead by example and be consistent in its policies. From a project point of 

view, this means that pilot members should be consistent and also take part in the events. 

Taken together, the four pillars thus present a package of measures and by working with the four pillars, the 

aim is to create a package that is strong enough «to catalyse the behavioural change».  
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3.3.1.4 7E – models 

The 7E-model (Bambust, 2015) took inspiration from social marketing and Defra’s model and has so far also 

mainly been applied in Flanders (North Belgium). Although also born in a policy context, the model has 

meanwhile been applied for campaigns of civil society organisations in Flanders (e.g. Network Against 

Poverty) and in june 2016 was presented at the Flanders Food Waste Forum (a forum gathering all actors in 

Flanders around food waste reduction) as a behavioural change approach from which various food waste 

reduction initiatives could benefit. Moreover, currently the campaign «No Food to waste» addressing food 

reduction in Flanders’ horeca sector is based on this model.  

As an approach, the model shares with the 7E a focus on a number of leverages starting with the letter ‘E’ 

and situates these 7E within a larger process consisting of 12 steps. These 5 extra steps are also starting with 

the letter ‘E’. 4 out of the 7 E’s are similar to Defra’s model: engage, enable, encourage, exemplify. The three 

new levers are called enthuse, enlighten and experience. The explanation of the levers below highlights that 

the 7E-model refines some of the 4E’s stated by Defra.  

Three levers actually work on increasing motivation towards the action:  

1. Enthuse: make people enthusiast (intrinsic motivation). Connect to personal values and concerns 

within your target audience and from that point portray the content and positive aspects of the 

behaviour and the consequences for them. Mention a possible loss, but frame it why in the end they 

will benefit from it (Bambust, 2015, p.92). The campaign No Food to Waste highlighted especially the 

economic dimension of food waste and the savings restaurants could make by stop wasting food.  

2. Encourage: portray the potential benefit (extrinsic motivation). This can be done by a) offering a 

concrete reward for the target population or, b) in case one can not really demonstrate a concrete 

observable financial or material reward, work on honour and recognition that is given in a timeframe 

that is close to the performed action that late (Bambust, 2015, p.157). In the case of No Food to 

Waste, the campaign was connected to the challenge ’30 days of food gain’ where a cook had to 

proof he could cook for 30 days without waste. If this challenge was performed succesfully, one got 

a special mentioning and documentary assigned to his business.  

3. Engage: show that a group of people are behind the action (social motivation). This means working 

on 3 points: support the group who is performing the activity, show this group (put them in the 

spotlights) and feel the presence of the group. In other words, present the group to your target 

audiences as ambassadors and make sure these ambassadors can be seen and reached (Bambust, 

2015, p.83). In the case of No Food to waste, VIP cooks were appointed as ambassadors as early 

adopters and once the campaign was running, stories about other cooks that participated in the 

program were published in newsletters and on the website.  

Three leverages are working on providing support towards the action:  
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1. Enlighten: provide information. It is important that this information makes us enthousiast,  supports 

us when making the choice to act and provides us with information on how to act or with 

information when we are acting (Bambust, 2015, p.127).  No food to waste provided an extensive list 

of tips on how to reduce food waste and information about food waste in the horeca sector.  

2. Exemplify: show the example with policies and other measures. Don’t tell to people that you are 

working for their benefit, but prove it also with your own deeds and personality. It is about providing 

trust to your organisation, its operations and its members (Bamburst, 2015, p.145). Horeca Flanders, 

the organisation behind the action, showed that they signed the Flemish program against food 

waste.  

3. Enable: provide tools to act. In other words, this is about removing as much barriers as possible to 

perform the behaviour (make sure it becomes easy, simple and possible) and assist people with the 

process of learning to perform the act (Bambust, 2015, p.115). The No Food to Waste campaign 

provided practical tips and workshops for chefs to reduce food waste.  

Provide experience with respect to the desired behaviour:  

1. Experience: let people experience the behaviour in a postive way and see that they made a good 

choice. In order to meet this objective, it is important to a) let people experience the meaning of the 

behaviour, b) to make sure all contextuals factors for the behaviour are congruent in order to 

provide a total experience, c) to be attentive to the steps leading towards the behaviour (prequel) 

and the processing of the behaviour (sequel) (Bambust, 2015, p.70).  

One extra lever is ‘Enforce’: it is not working on behavioural change via engagement, enthusing or 

encouraging, but by reducing alternatives that create an unwanted behaviour. Alternatives can be banned by 

a) putting extra conditions towards performing the unwanted behaviour, b) by inserting penalties (material 

or financial), c) by including physical efforts, d) by increasing the social non-acceptance of the behaviour or 

e) manipulating the options (Bambust, 2015, p.171). Regarding the latter strategy, in an IT-system such as a 

platform, this can be done by providing some settings as a default option.  

Compared to the 4E-model, the explanation above highlights that enthuse and enlighten are 2 components 

that in the 4E-model belongs to the initial pillars of ‘enable’ and ‘encourage’, while ‘experience’ is a new 

lever and actually emphasis to go a step further and pay attention to the experience of the behaviour itself.  

In order to put the 7E’s at work in a strategy, it is important to situate them within a wider process that 

consists of 5 steps (Brambust, 2015, pp.28-29):  
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1. Envision: formulate clearly the behaviour you want to change and the one you want to achieve. The 

latter must be based within a larger objective and formulated in a clear, concrete and measurable 

way; 

2. Explore: Identify and investigate the target audience: who is motivated, who is performing already 

the behaviour and who is not, what are the barriers and enablers; 

3. 7E-model: 

a. 7E-model: Define the strategy by selecting your 7E-levers based on the exploration and the 

tools within each lever that seems most suited; 

b. Enforce: If necessary, investigate enforcement and define rules; 

4. Envelop: Run the program; 

5. Evaluate: Monitor, evaluate and change/adapt strategy if needed;  

3.3.1.5 Conclusion: CBSM – 4E – 7E 

The review of three behavioural change models learn us first that behavioural change requires first two 

important steps before designing the strategy and interventions:  

1. Definition of behaviours 

2. Execute research about the current behaviour of the target group 

Secondly, as a third step, they provide us with concrete strategies or levers to foster change towards the 

behaviour among target audiences. We indicated already where some of the 7E’s are refinemens of the 4E 

model. The table below highlights the correspondances between the 4E and 7E and the Community Based 

Social Marketing approach. One can see from the table that methods covered under one of the 4E’s or 7E’s 

pillars/levers can relate to different interventions of the Community Based Social Marketing appraoch (e.g: 

enable that has a correspondence with information provision via media under communication, convenience 

and prompts) and that in general there is a general consistency between the objectives of the interventions. 

However, the only intervention for which we did not find a correspondence between the 3 models is 

‘commitment’ in Community Based Social Marketing. We suspect that this might be due to the different 

context within each of the models emerged – a community change context for CBSM, while the 4E and 7E 

have their roots in governmental policy and strategies and hence asking clear commitments might be still 

senstive.    

Theory CBSM 4E 7E 

Self-perception theory; 

Self-identity; Cognitive 

dissonance 

commitment - -  

Norm-Activation Theory; 

Norm-Focused Theory; 

Value-Beliefs-Norms; 

Theory of Planned 

Behaviour 

Social norms Exemplify Exemplify 

Engage 

Diffusion Theory Social diffusion Engage 

Exemplify 

Engage 

Exemplify 
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Theory of Planned 

Behaviour; Cognitive 

dissonance; Value-

beliefs-norm theory; 

Focused Norm Theory 

Communication: media Enable 

Encourage 

Enlight 

Experience (meaning) 

(prequel) 

Enthuse 

Enable 

Diffusion Theory, Self-

perception Theory 

Communication: 

interpersonnel 

Engage Engage, Exemplify 

Theory of Planned 

Behaviour, Focus Norm 

Theory 

Communication: 

feedback 

Enable 

Encourage 

Experience (sequel) 

Enable 

Encourage 

Theory of Interpersonal 

Behaviour, Norm Focused 

theory 

prompts Enable Enable 

 Incentives Encourage Encourage 

Theory of Planned 

Behaviour, Self-efficacity, 

Triandis  

Convenience Enable, Experience Enable,  

Experience 

Table 5 concordance table between Community Based Social Marketing, Defra 4E’s diamond and the 7E-framework 

For SavingFood, we will built on these models as they have been applied to sustainable lifestyles and in 

particular food waste reduction at the level of households (and currently also supermarkets and groceries). 

Nonetheless, we didn’t find any concrete campaign about food redistribution so far. The increasing 

awareness about the issue of food waste have led to the generation of nationwide campaigns in countries to 

reduce food waste. We refer here for example to the «Love Food Hate Waste» campaign towards customers 

in the UK, «Not waste not want» in the UK towards retailers, «To good for the bin» in Germany or 

«Casuffitlegachis» in France addressing citizens and enterprises. These campaigns are mostly set up by 

governmental bodies in close association with sector organisations. The main aim of these campaigns so far 

is to prevent or reduce food waste generation at the level of the consumer, the producer or the retailer. 

Food surplus redistribution has not received such a campaign in itself, but is increasingly incorporated in 

those overaching campaigns as a way to prevent food waste to happen in the case food waste prevention 

measures «failed» to suppress all surplus to happen. As such, this is logic given the hierarchy between the 

two steps – reducing at the source and food surplus redistribution – in the food waste reduction pyramid. It 

should remind our project to connect with such campaigns all the time as they and SavingFood are part of 

the same story. Nonetheless, by building upon the behavioural change models that underpin these 

campaigns, our projects wants to devise a behavourial change campaign that is specifically tailored for food 

surplus redistribution given that this activity needs more  

The implications of the first three steps – defining behavioural objectives, doing research among the target 

population and devising the interventions – will be the focus of the next chapter.  



 

 

34 

 

Finally, with respect to the fourth step of running the behavioural change program, the three models 

converge with respect to the philosophy of adapting your strategy based on lessons learned from the first 

experiences, but diverge on the process: for community based social marketing, a pilot phase with a 

restricted group of people is necessary before launching the programme in the wider community, while in 

the 4E and 7E model one launches the campaign and based on closely monitoring it, one decides to adapt or 

change it along the way. Again, we believe this difference of approach emanates from the background of the 

three models: community based social marketing is more focussed on small-scale communities, while 4E and 

7E, given their background, start from wider geographical area’s. The implementation of the behavioural 

change and engagement strategy will be the topic of chapter 5.  

The last and final step is the evaluation of the campaign. In our project, this is part of WP5 and a first 

methodology for evaluating the behavourial change brought by SavingFood has been presented in D5.1 

‘Evaluation methodology’.   

4 Towards a behavioural change framework for the  
SavingFood project 

Having presented the behavioural change theories and behavioural change models that , the present chapter 

builds upon these insights by first defining the behavioural change objectives of the SavingFood project and 

secondly present the results of an exploration of our target groups – citizens, donors, charities in order to 

detect barriers, enablers and drivers towards food surplus redistribution. This exploration was done by 

means of a survey, building upon the behavioural determinants identified in the previous chapter, among 

citizens in the three pilot countries and interviews with potential and existing donors and charities in Greece 

and Hungary. This latter research was not performed for the United Kingdom and Belgium because the 

interaction between pilot coordinator Feedback (and Gleaning Network Belgium) and farms and charities will 

not be done via the platform due to circumstances at the farm which will be revealed in the chapter.  The 

results of this chapter will be important for the nexts two chapters that define respectively the behavioural 

change strategy for the project and the general framework of the engagement strategy.  

4.1 Behavioural change objectives of SavingFood  
There are three types of objectives in behavioural change campaigns (Lee & Kotler, 2013): 

 Behaviour objective: what do you want your audience to do? It is recommended to make up a list of 

single, doable behaviours and to explain them in simple, clear terms. A prioritization can be made to 

know where to spend most effort in the engagement and behavioural change strategy.  

 Knowledge objective: what do you want your audience to know? These objectives are mostly related 

to statistics, facts and other information and skills that the target audience would find motivating or 

important.  

 Belief objective: what do you want your audience to believe or feel? Belief objectives are related to 

attitudes, opinions, feelings or values. It might be that a current belief needs to be changed, or that 

an important belief is missing.  

The overall purpose that we want to achieve with the behavioural change campaign is that a social 

movement, with citizens, donors and food recipient organisations (soup kitchens, charities, …), is created to 

save food surplus. To achieve this overall objective, specific target goals for the three above-mentioned 

levels are identified:  



 

 

35 

 

Behavioural change campaign in SavingFood 

Behavioural change 
campaign purpose 

Creating a social movement to save food surplus 

Focus Creating synergies in communities among citizens, donors and food recipients 
organisations through the SavingFood redistribution processes  

Behavioural change 
objectives: 

 

Behaviour objective Consumers: Volunteer effort in SavingFood  
Food donors: Linking up with the SavingFood community, and donate surplus food  
Food recipient organisations: Linking up with the SavingFood community, and request 
needed food via the platform 

Knowledge objective Consumers: To have access to information about how to save food and avoid waste, 
and how an individual can contribute to the process 
Food donors: To gain access to information about how to save food, the benefits of 
avoiding food waste, understanding the environmental impact of food waste 
Food recipient organisations: to gain information on where to find the food they are 
looking for; to know how to recruit volunteers for pick-up, to know how to make a 
match with a donor, to gain information  

Belief objective Consumers: Increasing belief of self-efficacy in food waste reduction, increasing 
awareness about food waste  
Food donors: To believe in food surplus management practices and the power of 
communities 
Food recipient organisations: to believe in the food surplus management practices 
and the power of communities 

Target goals Increase in synergies and rate of acceptance and participation among pilot 
communities to reduce food waste (citizens: +20%, donors: +40%, recipients: +50%)  

Table 6: The behavioural change campaign in SavingFood: purpose, focus and objectives. 

The behaviour objective is the primary focus in SavingFood, the knowledge and belief objective are 

secondary, but nevertheless strongly related to the behaviour objective.  

At this point in time, the above-mentioned objectives and goals should be considered as ‘initial behaviour 

objectives and target goals’. It is possible that the stated objectives and goals need to be revised, as some 

might be not realistic, clear, or appropriate. It might also be that over time, when e.g. the target audience is 

using the SavingFood platform, they show a difference in attitude and that a new belief objective needs to 

be addressed. Since these stated objectives and goals in the behavioural change campaign are the 

foundation of the evaluation, it is crucial that the goals are updated along with the concrete implementation 

of engagement and behavioural change strategy and their results (D4.2: M19, D2.5: M23). An initial 

validation of the above-stated objectives and goals was done during the consortium meeting in October 

2016 (2-3/10/2016 in Southampton). An updated version will be made in based upon the concrete 

experiences midway the pilot implementation, which is M19 when the final platform is presented and the 

first two iterations have been done (M14 and M16). 

4.2 Behavioural objectives  
During the further delineation of the behaviour change campaign purpose and objectives, one must keep the 

following elements into account for describing the behavioural change objectives and target goals (Lee & 

Kotler, 2013):  
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 Impact: To what extent will the specific behaviour make a relative difference in the overall purpose 

of the behavioural change campaign?  

 Willingness: Has the target audience heard about food waste before? Has the target audience 

participated in former food saving practices? How interested is the target audience in reducing food 

waste through the collaborative power of the SavingFood platform? 

 Measurability: The defined behavioural change objectives and target goals should be measureable, 

meaning that you need to be able to observe, record or self-report the behaviour.  

The following list of single, doable behaviours was drafted to support the behavioural objectives. A division is 

being made between “basic behaviour”, “medium behaviour” and “advanced behaviour”, with the 

“advanced behaviour representing the most developed behaviour over time. As such, citizens or food 

organisations can enter the SavingFood project from a minimum or basic level of awareness about food 

waste, and enter the SavingFood behavioural change campaign with a “basic behaviour” that might change 

over time through the chosen interventions approached (in 2.5) to an “advanced behaviour”.  

These levels of behaviour are connected to the categorization of the target audience into three broad groups 

of ‘make me’ (not aware yet of problem, not prepared to take action), ‘help me’ (aware of problem, looking 

for how to take action in the field of food surplus redistribution and interest) and ‘make me’ (express a clear 

interest, already aware of problem and having taken action in the field of food surplus redistribution). In 

other words, for people belonging to these groups, the desired behavioural objectives are the minimum end-

point the project would like to reach.  

The following lists were validated with consortium partners, and will be validated in a next stage with the 

target audiences, the list is specified for citizens and food organisations (donors, welfare organisations and 

others) and split up for the behavioural, knowledge and belief objectives. A staged-approach is also taken 

into account starting from a basic (make me) towards an advanced behaviour (show me). If there are 

differences between the pilots partners HFA, Boroume and Feedback, then these are highlighted below the 

table as not all organisations have the same food redistribution scenario:  

Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens– behavioural objectives 

Citizens Basic behaviour (Make me) Surf to the SavingFood website and visit pages 

Watch an awareness raising video on the 

SavingFood website 

Follow SavingFood on a social media account (of 

the local organisation, or project) 

Medium behaviour (Help me) Register to the SavingFood website 

Act as a ‘human sensor’: enter data in the 

crowdsourcing map (e.g. suggest a donor, or 

recipient in the neighbourhood) 

Advanced behaviour (Show 

me) 

Participating in an awareness raising event (such 

as disco soups)  

Volunteer effort: participate to a gleaning event 
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or farmer market event 

Volunteer effort: participate in food donations 

between donors, recipients, etc.   

Bringing along a friend / new volunteer in 

SavingFood  

Obtaining a badge on the SavingFood platform 

as a volunteer  

Signing the SavingFood pledge as a volunteer 

Table 7: Definition of single, doable behaviours for the behavioural objective 

 in the behavioural change campaign for citizens. 

Participating in awareness raising events was perceived as advanced behaviour by HFA and Boroume, while 

for Feedback this was perceived as medium behaviour. Furhtermore, Feedback also perceived the ‘humans 

as sensors’ approach as advanced behaviour and the ‘obtaining of badges’ as medium behaviour.  

 

Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations –  

behavioural objectives 

Food organisations 

(donors/charities/farmer

s/others) 

Basic (Make me) Surf to the SavingFood website  

Watch an awareness raising video on the SavingFood 

website 

Follow SavingFood on social media account (of the local 

organisation, or project) 

Medium 

behaviour (Help 

me) 

Register to the SavingFood website 

Having a first contact with the SavingFood pilot partner 

for information 

Discovering the food waste calculator tool on the 

SavingFood website 

Checking the support material of how to use the 

SavingFood platform 

Make a profile on the SavingFood website and test 

functionalities 

Advanced 

behaviour (Show 

me) 

Participated in a matchmaking: online bridge between 

donor and recipient, and the food redistribution 

organisation 

Following a training course of how to use the 
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SavingFood platform 

Using the food waste calculator tool in the SavingFood 

website 

Obtaining a badge on the SavingFood platform 

Signing the SavingFood pledge as an organisation 

Organise or co-organise a SavingFood awareness raising 

event (such as disco soups) 

Table 8: Definition of single, doable behaviours for the behavioural objective  

in the behavioural change campaign for food organisations. 

Boroume perceives the ‘signing of the pledge’ as medium behaviour, as well as the participation in 

matchmaking.  

4.3 Knowledge objectives 
Before the target audience in the SavingFood pilot communities are willing, sometimes even able to act, 

some knowledge (information or facts) needs to be made available. This information needs to be made 

available to make up their mind that the effort (cost) is worth the gain (benefit) of participating in 

SavingFood. Also here, a difference is being made between “basic”, “medium”, and “advanced”, 

representing the basis or full knowledge range about SavingFood and knowing how to help in the social 

movement of saving food surplus. The knowledge objectives are related to the behavioural objectives, from 

the reasoning that basic knowledge is equal to what you start to learn, medium is what you learn by first 

time and advanced is what you learn as a frequent user. As with the behavioural objectives, these levels of 

knowledge are connected to the categorization of the target audience into three broad groups of ‘make me’ 

(not aware yet of problem, not prepared to take action), ‘help me’ (aware of problem, looking for how to 

take action in the field of food surplus redistribution and interest) and ‘make me’ (express a clear interest, 

already aware of problem and having taken action in the field of food surplus redistribution). In other words, 

for people belonging to these groups, the desired knowledge objectives are the minimum end-point the 

project would like to reach.  

The following list of information/facts was drafted to support the knowledge objectives. This list will need be 

further validated with consortium partners and the target audience: 

Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens – 

Knowledge objectives 

Citizens Basic knowledge (Make me) Information about the objective of SavingFood 

project  

Information about food waste and food surplus 

rescue in general 

Medium knowledge (Help me) Information on how to participate In SavingFood 

(e.g. how to participate in a gleaning or farmer 

market event, how to volunteer as a driver, etc.) 
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Looking into the list of recipients, donors and 

farmers in the neighbourhood – and so knowing 

other actors on the platform 

The quantification report: the amount of food 

that is collected through SavingFood 

Advanced knowledge (Show me) Detailed information about the benefits of 

saving food (e.g. helping people in need) 

Statistics on food waste globally / locally  

Table 9: Definition of knowledge objectives for the behavioural change campaign for citizens. 

 

Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations – 

Knowledge objectives 

Food organisations 

(donors/charities/fa

rmers/others) 

Basic knowledge (Make me) Information about food waste and food surplus in 

general 

Information about objectives of SavingFood project 

Medium knowledge (Help 

me) 

Information on how to join the SavingFood community 

(e.g. register with a single account for multiple 

users/branches of your store) 

Information about the non-automatic matchmaking on 

the SavingFood platform (e.g. criteria, support in case 

of help, quality control, etc.) 

Information about the practical, legal, logistical 

aspects of donating food surplus 

The quantification report: the amount of food that is 

collected through SavingFood 

Advanced knowledge (Show 

me) 

Statistics on food waste globally / locally  

Statistics on benefits of saving food (e.g. the amount 

of money you will save) – through the usage of the 

food calculator 

Detailed knowledge about the benefits of saving food  

Table 10: Table Definition of knowledge objectives for the behavioural change campaign for food organisations. 
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4.4 Belief objectives 
The following list of attitudes and beliefs was drafted to support the belief objectives. Also here, a difference 

is being made between “basic”, “medium”, and “advanced”, representing the basis or full belief when 

participating in the social movement of SavingFood, and a connection is made with a certain current state 

(make me, help me, show me).  The belief objectives are related to the behavioural objectives, from the 

reasoning that basic belief is equal to not yet participating or considering it, medium is what you belief for 

first time and advanced is what you belief as a frequent user.  

This list will need be further validated with consortium partners and the target audience: 

Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens – 

Belief objectives 

Citizens Basic (Make me) Having a positive attitude towards SavingFood project 

Having a positive opinion towards SavingFood project 

Having a positive feeling towards SavingFood project 

Medium (Help me) Having a positive attitude towards participants of Saving 

Food events 

The belief that the behaviour of participants of SavingFood 

will make a difference 

The belief that the participants of SavingFood will 

personally experience the benefits from participating in 

SavingFood (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased amount 

of beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers, 

increased amount of collected food) 

The belief that participants of Saving Food are able to 

successfully participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality control, 

logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.) 

The belief that they are able to successfully participate in 

SavingFood events (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-

automatic matchmaking, etc.) 

Have positive feelings towards participants of SavingFood 

Having a positive attitude towards their participation in 

Saving Food events 

Have the belief that SavingFood participants are turning 

food surplus saving into a habit 
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by citizens – 

Belief objectives 

Citizens Advanced (Show me) The belief that the cost over time of participating in 

SavingFood events will be worth it (e.g. hours of volunteer 

effort) 

The belief that their behaviour of participating in 

SavingFood events will make a difference 

Have the beliefs that participants of SavingFood are 

responding to pro-social and pro-environmental values 

The belief that they will personally experience the benefits 

from participating in SavingFood events (e.g. efficiency, 

cost savings, increased amount of beneficiaries, increased 

amount of volunteers, increased amount of collected 

food) 

The belief that they are able to successfully participate in 

SavingFood events (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-

automatic matchmaking, etc.) 

The belief that in participating in SavingFood they are 

establishing a new social norm 

Have positive feelings towards their participation in 

SavingFood 

Have the belief that their participation in SavingFood has 

become a habit 

Have the belief that their participation in SavingFood 

responds to pro-social and pro-environmental values 

Table 11: Definition of belief objectives for the behavioural change campaign for citizens. 
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Joining the SavingFood social movement for saving surplus food by food organisations – 

Belief objectives 

Food organisations 

(donors/charities/far

mers/others) 

Basic (Make Me) Having a positive attitude towards SavingFood project 

Having a positive opinion towards SavingFood project 

Having a positive feeling towards SavingFood project 

Medium (Help me) Having a positive attitude towards participants of Saving 

Food events 

The belief that the behaviour of participants of 

SavingFood will make a difference (people in need, 

environment, economic) 

The belief that the participants of SavingFood will 

personally experience the benefits from participating in 

SavingFood (e.g. efficiency, cost savings, increased 

amount of beneficiaries, increased amount of volunteers, 

increased amount of collected food) 

The belief that participants of Saving Food are able to 

successfully participate in SavingFood (e.g. quality 

control, logistics, non-automatic matchmaking, etc.) 

The belief that participants of SavingFood are establishing 

a new social norm 

Have positive feelings towards participants of SavingFood 

and not being perceived negatively by others (e.g. staying 

anonymous on the platform, one to one ratings, etc…) 

Have the beliefs that participants of SavingFood are 

responding to pro-social and pro-environmental values 

Have the belief that SavingFood participants are turning 

food surplus saving into a habit 

 Have the belief that participants of saving food are not 

having negative consequences 

Advanced (Show me) 

 

Having a positive attitude towards participating in Saving 

Food events 

The belief that participating in f SavingFood will make a 

difference (people in need, environmental, economic) 

The belief that they will personally experience the 

benefits from participating in SavingFood (e.g. efficiency, 



 

 

43 

 

cost savings, increased amount of beneficiaries/increased 

amount of volunteers/increased amount of collected 

food)  

The belief that one can participate successfully in 

SavingFood (e.g. quality control, logistics, non-automatic 

matchmaking etc…) 

The belief that one is contributing to a new social norm 

The belief that the cost over time of participating in 

SavingFood will be worth it (e.g. online versus offline 

modus operandi) 

The belief that they will not be viewed negatively by 

others by participating in SavingFood (e.g. staying 

anonymous on the platform, one to one feedback and 

ratings, etc.) 

The belief that there will be minimal negative 

consequences of participating in SavingFood 

The belief that participating in SavingFood will become a 

habit  

  The belief that SavingFood is appealing to their pro-social 

and pro-environmental values 

Table 12: List of attitudes for the belief objectives in the behavioural change campaign – food organisations. 

4.5 Barriers and enablers for Savingfood in pilots 
In chapter 3  we saw that Community Based Social Marketing, the 4E-model and the 7E-model all 

emphasized to do research in the target audience to find out more about barriers, enablers, drivers, and 

motivations etc in the context of the pilots. Therefore SavingFood launched from August to Octobre a 

questionnaire in the pilot countries and undertook also desk-research. This section then discusses the results 

of the desk-research and the surveys and interviews and will end with a clear identification of the main 

action lines that are needed with respect to behavioural change and engagement.  

4.5.1 Enablers and barriers to participation in food 
redistribution as identified from the literature 

This part focuses on barriers and enablers for food redistibrution with respect to the three scenario’s 

SavingFood want to support: Surplus food donations (general food rescue), gleaning and farmer markets 

(SavingFood events).  

4.5.1.1 Surplus Food donations (general food rescue) 

We built here on reports about recent food redistribution initiatives undertaken by the Fusions’ project 

(Buksti, Fremming et al, 2015) and WRAP’s studies on 3 food redistribution initiatives in the UK in the context 
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of their Food Connection Program (WRAP, 2016) In particular the Fusions’project feasability study is 

interesting as it actually focused on an online food surplus redistribution model in Denmark and analysed 

also barriers and enablers at the level of the online food redistribution platforms we discussed in the 

methodological and conceptual framework of the project (D2.1 – ‘Conceptual and Methodological 

Framework v1’ and D2.4 – ‘Conceptual and Methodological Framework v2’).  

4.5.1.1.1 Donors 

Potential barriers Proposed solutions 

Knowledge on food legislation (VAT and tax, safety 

rules) 

Inform about the legislation concerning food 

donations and how one complies to it 

Unclear decision making processes at donor for 

handling the surplus food 

Responsabilities to staff should be assigned clearly at 

a donor in order to make sure donations are handled 

and followed-up 

Especially for large supermarkets or chains target the 

right decision makers in order to keep the chain of 

command as little as possible  

Make time-investment as little as possible 

Fixed staff and temporary staff replacing/completing 

them during holidays/seasons 

Develop an easy to use system to reduce training 

needs 

Provide training and learning opportunities 

Make clear internal assignments on donor 

Avoid such periods if possible 

Bureaucratic burden: completed registration 

procedures for food surplus in some countries 

(register for shop and register for the surplus food 

system 

Work on a system that combines both registrations 

Food donations should be traceable Make sure there is a good registration system that 

keeps records of donations 

Supermarkets: rather pick-up at warehouse than at 

shop 

Try to incorporate warehouse in the surplus 

redistribution scheme 

Concern about food safety at recipient Provide matchmaking mechanism with correct info 

in relation to food needs and storage capacity of 

recipient 

Table 13 barriers at donor’s side for engaging in food surplus donations 

4.5.1.1.2 Volunteers:  

Barrier  
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Time-constraints in sense of : 

- availability 

- skills and knowledge of the food saving 

activity as such, leading to a need of larger 

time frames 

Availability:  

Risk that some volunteers might take advantage and 

take food for ‘black market’ circuits 

Provide some form identification when pick-up 

donations 

Work with volunteers from charities 

  

Table 14 barriers at volunteer’s side for engaging in food surplus donations 

4.5.1.1.3 Coordinator:  

Barrier Proposed solution 

Volunteers for administration at redistribution 

organisation needs training 

Provide training and learn skills 

Table 15barrier for engaging volunteer’s at coordinator’s side for food surplus donations 

4.5.1.1.4 Food Recipients (charitiy) 

Barrier Proposed solutions 

Operational hours and months of charity diverge from 

moment of food donations resulting in lack of staff to 

pick-up 

 

Develop matchmaking mechanism between offer 

and demand based on correct information 

Not always right equiment at hand for transport of 

food or to ensure food safety 

Develop matchmaking mechanism between offer 

and demand based on correct information 

Not always means to process the donated food Develop matchmaking mechanism between offer 

and demand based on correct information 

Does the offered food meets the needs Find matchmaking mechanism between offer and 

demand based on correct information 

Table 16 barriers for engaging in food surplus donations at food recipient side 

4.5.1.2 Gleaning and farmer markets (saving food events) 

In its feasability studies work, the Fusion project also investigated gleaning and the two resulting documents  

– Gleaning Network Europe (Wooley et al, 2014) and Gleaning Handbook ( – provide us with insights with 

regards to barriers at the level of donors (farmers), volunteers, and beneficiaries and how to overcome these 

barriers. The insights presented in these two documents are similar to other guides that have been 

developed in the USA by gleaning organisations such as the Society of St Andrew The Gleaning Guide (Society 
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of Saint Andrew a, s.d.) and The Gleaning Handbook (Society of Saint Andrew b, s.d.) or the Food Recovery 

Network’s Guide to Gleaning (Food Recovery Network, 2015).  

4.5.1.2.1 Coordinator 

In contrast with the general food rescue barriers presented above, we include here the role of the gleaning 

organisation. Indeed, one common guideline in all the gleaning guides is to have one dedicated person who 

coordinates the gleaning operation – the gleaning coordinator – especially for maniging the relationship with 

the farmers were barriers can exist that require a lof of communication and background knowledge about 

the operations of the farm.  

Barrier Possible solution 

Scale of operations hindering close contacts between 

farmers and gleaning organisation 

Regional operations allows to build closer contact 

with farmers as they know the organisation and 

farmers trust them more, hence increasing the 

chance that farmers will tell to each other about the 

organisation 

Need for gleaning coordinators Train and develop the coordinator with respect to 

barriers at farm, managing volunteers and preparing 

practical aspects of the gleaning operation 

Table 17 barriers at gleaning coordinator side for engaging in gleaning 

 

4.5.1.2.2 Donors (farmer) 

Barrier Possible solution 

Notion of «waste» is for farmer often a strategy to 

prevent under-supplying of contracts 

When contacting farmers, speak the language that is 

common to the farmer: instead of ‘waste’ use e.g. 

‘un-harvested’, ‘downgraded’, ‘undergraded’ or 

‘rejected’ food 

Make sure it is done by a dedicated person that is 

trained to speak and negotiate with farmers 

Suspicion towards NGO’s Invest time in convincing farmer and provide 

information about aims/purposes 

Make sure it is done by a dedicated person that is 

trained to speak and negotiate with farmers 

Suspicion towards granting access to land due to 

reasons of safety (tools, food), health, security (e.g: 

walking on lands that are not meant for gleaning) 

Provide exact information and make agreement with 

farmer about the operations of the gleaning event 

(where can one go, how many participants, what can 

they do, etc...) and what is needed to respect food 

safety (transport) 

Make sure that there is supervision by the gleaning 
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organisation on the volunteers 

Bring easy-to use tools to the farm in order not to 

use the farmer’s resources or heavy material.   

Make sure this aspect are coordinated by a 

dedicated person that is trained to speak and 

negotiate with farmers 

Media coverage and image in general when giving 

food away 

Work out a good communication strategy to overrun 

these aspects 

Little or only limited use of ICT due to work on the 

land  

Use phone and be concise but concrete; Phone in 

function with availability of farmer (early morning, 

lunch break, evening) 

Establish a bridge via personal contact 

Make sure it is done by a dedicated person that is 

trained to communicatie with farmers 

The amount of work that is involved from themselves 

or their employees 

Make clear agreements with farmer 

Make sure it is done by a dedicated person that is 

trained to communicatie with farmers 

Seasonality: can only assess idea of amount of crops 

to be gleaned at time of harvesting 

Contact at moment of harvesting or in periods were 

unsold food will be stored 

Farmer’s Market: visibility of gleaners At a market, make sure to provide recognisable 

outfits so that market sellers know who you are 

Farmer’s Market: visibility of bins Make sure that the collection bins are clearly 

identifiable 

Make sure that there is a tag for each farmer  

Farmer’s Market: make sure that collection does not 

interfere with business of farmers 

Store bins on a place that does not hinder the farm 

during the market (e.g.: under the stands or in 

warehouse close to farm) 

Focus on the food that is told by the farmer to be left 

Table 18 barriers at farmer’s side for engaging in gleaning/farmer markets 

4.5.1.2.3 Volunteers 

Barrier Possible solution 

Timing: gleaning days at farms or markets can happen 

on any day of the week 

Have a good mix of volunteers that are available on 

different days because once an agreement is made 

and confirmed, you need to show up.  

Volunteers are quite geographically dispersed and Coordination system for volunteer management for 
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need to commit fast gleaning on farms and farmer markets 

Farms can be remote or not easy accessible with 

public transport 

Car-sharing system  

Provision funds to repay travel/petrol expenses 

Built good relations with local groups close to the 

farm 

Bad weather can influence volunteers’ participation Inform volunteers about weather conditions and 

appropriate clothing 

Adapt lenght in function of weather  

Age: due to safety reasons (e.g. material needed to 

collect the crops such as knives), childrens can not 

always particpate 

Avoid putting children at risk during gleaning 

Provide safety material and work with tools that 

volunteers are able to handle 

Fitness: gleaning days are exhaustive Limit gleaning time so that they are not too physical 

demanding 

 

4.5.1.2.4 Recipients 

Barrier Possible solution 

Amount: Ability to ‘process’ the gleaned food: 

gleaning amount excess capacity of recipient 

Diversify  the type of beneficiaries: social enterprises, 

social restaurants, food banks, commercial 

organisations, ... 

Develop relationships with several beneficiaries 

Look for cross-border cooperation in regions close to 

borders 

Capacity: do they have the skills and knowledge to 

process fresh food 

Characteristics of recipient organisations must be 

recorded in order to make sure that they can accept,  

process, store and transport the gleaned food 

Try to assure transport from farm to beneficiary 
Storage: cool storage should be present for some of 

the collected crops (fruits and vegetables) 

Transport: can they pick-up the crops 

Opening times: are they open on the day of the 

gleaning event and hence able to receive the crops? 
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4.6 Survey Results: Barriers and Enablers for Volunteering in 
SavingFood pilots  

4.6.1 Survey methodology 
In August and September 2016, a survey was distributed in the four pilot countries to collect information 

about current food saving practices, experience with volunteering activities in food redistribution and 

barriers and motivations to do so, and about general awareness, concern and knowledge about food waste.  

The questionnaire had the objective to (1) make a socio-demographic profile per country and food 

redistribution organisation of their current volunteers and non-volunteers (i.e. citizens not yet part of the 

volunteering network of the pilot), and (2) to establish a baseline measurement about current food saving 

practices, volunteering activities, awareness, concern and knowledge about food waste. This baseline 

measurement will help to inform the tactics in the engagement strategy, as to know which motivation tools 

will (not) work, and to which type of profile it should be targeted. 

The pilots were requested to distribute the survey to the following main target groups, and to focus on 

target group 1 and target group 2 as to have a good mix in profiles in current and potential new volunteers: 

 Target 1: Volunteers who are familiar with the food redistribution organisation (e.g. incidental 

contacts), but who are not yet fully engaged in the operation 

 Target 2: Citizens who are not familiar with the food redistribution organisation, and are not yet 

involved in volunteering activities related to food redistribution 

 Target 3: Current volunteers of the food redistribution organisation 

The four pilots distributed the survey via the following channels: 

Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) Feedback (UK) Feedback (Belgium) 

 Mailing list of volunteers 

of Boroume 

 Boroume Facebook page 

 Newsletter 

communication 

 Asking current volunteers 

to spread the survey to 

family, friends and 

colleagues 

 General project 

dissemination through 

SavingFood network 

 Mailing list of volunteers 

of HFA 

 HFA Facebook page 

 General project 

dissemination through 

SavingFood network 

 Newsletter 

communication 

 General project 

dissemination through 

SavingFood network 

 Social media 

 General project 

dissemination through 

SavingFood network 

 Social media 

Table 19Channels – survey distribution. 
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In total there were three survey links: 

1) One link for Boroume (Greece) and HFA (Hungary) in English, Greek and Hungarian addressing the 

general food rescue, farmer market and gleaning scenario 

2) One link for Feedback (Belgium) in English, Dutch and French addressing the gleaning scenario 

3) One link for Feedback (UK) in English addressing the gleaning scenario 

After data collection, data cleaning was performed. Partial responses, being respondents that filled in less 

than 3 questions, were deleted from the database. In total, 461 valid responses were collected through the 

link of Boroume and HFA, with respectively 154 responses for Boroume (Greece), 291 for HFA (Hungary), and 

16 responses from other countries. In total, 75 valid responses were collected for the gleaning scenario, with 

respectively 27 responses for Feedback Belgium, and 48 responses for Feedback UK. 

In the following table, the main topics of the survey are described in more detail: 

Topics addressed in the survey 

 Socio-demographic profile: age, gender, neighbourhood: where you live, work, spend most of your 

free-time 

 Retrieving information: usage of the Internet, consultation of different media channels, 

consultation of persons, consultation of places 

 Volunteering profile: volunteering for an organization with a societal objective, volunteering for a 

food redistribution organisation, type of volunteering activities at the food redistribution 

organisation, frequency of volunteering   

 Awareness about food waste: true/false statements about food waste, awareness of any food 

waste campaign in the neighbourhood, top of mind awareness about items in the news related to 

food waste 

 General concern about food waste 

 Current food saving behaviour: saving food at home, saving food by exchanging it and through 

which means 

 Barriers and motivations to join SavingFood: interest in farmers market/gleaning/general food 

rescue scenario, interest in volunteering roles in SavingFood, SavingFood online tools for 

motivation, intention to join SavingFood, barriers for volunteering, self-efficacy for joining 

SavingFood, barriers for trying out new behaviour: beliefs and norms, evaluation of outcomes of 

volunteering in SavingFood, inspiration for trying out new behaviour, support for trying out new 

behaviour 

Table 20: Survey topics for engagement and behavioural change. 

A lot of information was collected about barriers and motivations to participate in SavingFood, and this 

informs the engagement and behavioural change strategy in defining proper invention approaches and 

engagement tactics for the SavingFood project.  

In the following paragraphs, the results of the survey are described through different segments for each 

pilot: volunteers and non-volunteers in food redistribution, their concern about food waste and their interest 

in SavingFood.  
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4.6.2 Segmentation Profiles 

4.6.2.1 Volunteering Profiles for Greece (Boroume) and Hungary 
(HFA) 

The results of the survey for Boroume and HFA are described through segmentation profiles based on the 

following variables: 

1) Did you ever volunteer for a food surplus redistribution organisation (Q18):  

o Yes (value 1) 

o No (value 0) 

2) The interest in SavingFood:  

o Which of the three scenarios below appeal the most to you? (Q22 for Q18=1; Q36 for Q18=2) 

 Gleaning (value 1) 

 Food donations (value 2)  

 Farmer markets (value 3) 

 None of the above (value 4) 

o Which of the following roles do you consider to perform as a volunteer (Q23 for Q18=1, Q37 for 

Q18=2) 

 SavingFood ambassador (value 1) 

 SavingFood sensor (value 2) 

 SavingFood transporter (value 3) 

 SavingFood fundraiser (value 4) 

 SavingFood campaigner (value 5) 

 SavingFood matchmaker (value 6) 

 I don’t know (value 7) 

 None of the above (value 8) 
3) In general, do you feel concerned about saving food from getting wasted? (Q25) 

o Yes (value 1) 

o No (value 2) 

These variables were chosen as main segmentation variables for Boroume and HFA as they inform about the 

volunteering experience in food redistribution activities, the current concern about food waste, and the 

interest to join SavingFood. These variables can also be attributed on the “make me – help me – show me” 

axis for segmenting audiences and for which these three groups are defined as follows: show me (already 

volunteered, concerned and interested) – help me (not volunteered, concerned, interested) and the make 

me (not volunteered, not concerned, not interested).  
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Based on the combination of these variables, the following segments were defined: 

1) Segment 1: Experience with volunteering in a food redistribution organisation (Q18=1) and is 

interested to join SavingFood (Q22 is not value 4 and Q23 is not value 8) => show me 

2) Segment 2: Experience with volunteering in a food redistribution organisation (Q18=1) and is NOT 

interested to join SavingFood (Q22 is value 4 or Q23 is value 8) = > help me 

3) Segment 3: No experience with volunteering in a food redistribution organisation (Q18=2), 

concerned (Q25=1) about general food waste, and interested to join SavingFood (Q36 is not value 4 

and Q37 is not value 8) = > help me 

4) Segment 4: No experience with volunteering in a food redistribution organisation (Q18=2) and 

concerned (Q25=1) about general food waste, and NOT interested to join SavingFood (Q36 is value 4 

or Q37 is value 8) => help me 

5) Segment 5: No experience with volunteering active in a food redistribution organisation (Q18=2) and 

NOT concerned about general food waste (Q25= 2) => make me 

In the following figure below, the reasoning behind the segmentation and the routing in the survey is once 

more presented in a graphical way:  

Figure 1: Segmentation variables in the survey for Boroume and HFA. 
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Based on the segmentation variables, there are 398 valid responses (completely filled in surveys), or either 

142 responses or 35,7% for Boroume (Greece) and 244 responses or 61,3% for HFA (Hungary), and 12 

responses or 3% from other countries.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Amount of responses for: Boroume – HFA. 

The table below shows the division of the segments in the database for volunteering profiles of HFA and 

Boroume. Segment 1 (29,4%) and segment 3 (54%) are the largest ones in the database. Segment 1 refers to 

respondents who have experience as a volunteer for a food redistribution organisation and are interested to 

join SavingFood. The organisations for which they have experience are in Greece mostly Boroume, and in 

Hungary mostly HFA (élélmiszerbank), or “Food not bombs”. Segment 3 refers to non-experienced 

volunteers having a concern about food waste in general and interested to join SavingFood. These two 

segments will be the easiest to target through the engagement and behavioural change campaign, as they 

have an initial awareness about the topic and express a clear interest in the project. Furthermore, segment 3 

has the greatest potential to enlarge the volunteering network of Boroume and HFA. 

On the other hand, those who are having experience as a volunteer but who are not interested in 

SavingFood (segment 2: 3,5%), and those who are not having experience as a volunteer although concerned 

but not interested in the project (segment 4: 11,8%) will be more hardly to outreach. For these two 

segments, a more detailed analysis is necessary about their barriers or motivations to join – which will be 

done in the following chapters.  

As segment 1 and 2 are having former experience as a volunteer in a food redistribution organisation, it was 

also assumed that they have a concern in general about the issue – and therefore, not directly questioned. 

For those not yet involved (segment 3 to 5), the question was directly asked in the survey. The main reasons 

why respondents have a concern about food waste is from the perspective of social inequity (“there are 

many people who don’t have food to eat – 54,2%), from ecological perspective (“materials and resources are 

wasted” – 17,2%) and because they value the food as such and don’t like to get it wasted (17,6%).  

Segment 5 (1,3%) is the smallest segment, and has no concern at all about food waste in general. The 

reasons why they are not concerned are various: they don’t see it as a major issue, have other more 

personal issues to solve, lack information or don’t see it as their role to solve the problem. This segment also 

considers themselves as not to be curious to try out new behaviour, and state that they are only inspired by 

close relatives (such as friends and family members) to try out new things. Being part of a challenge and 

having good information is for them important to motivate themselves. This segment will not included in the 

engagement strategy, as too much effort would be spend in sparking their interest and willingness to join as 

a volunteer.  

35,7

61,3

3
Boroume (Greece)

HFA (Hungary)

Other
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Segment 1  Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4 Segment 5 
Volunteer experience 

Interested in 

SavingFood 

Volunteer experience 

Not interested in 

SavingFood 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Concerned about 

food waste 

Interest in 

SavingFood 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Concerned about 

food waste 

No interest in 

SavingFood 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Not concerned about 

food waste 

29,4% 

N= 117 

3,5% 

N= 14 

54% 

N= 215 

11,8% 

N= 47 

1,3% 

N=5 

Show Me Help Me Help Me Help Me Make 

Table 21: Total amount of respondents per segment for Hungary and Greece (N=398). 

The following table gives an overview of how many respondents there are per segment for Boroume 

(Greece) and HFA (Hungary) respectively: 

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) Total 

Segment 1 (show me) 28,2% (N=40) 29,1% (N=71) 29,4% (N=117) 

Segment 2 (help me) 0,7% (N=1) 4,5% (N=11) 3,5% (N=14) 

Segment 3 (help me) 60,6% (N=86) 51,2% (N=125) 54% (N=215) 

Segment 4 (help me) 8,5% (N=12) 14,3% (N= 35) 11,8% (N=47) 

Segment 5 (make me) 2,1% (N=3) 0,8% (N=2) 1,3% (N=5) 

Total 100% (N=142) 100% (N=244) 100% (N= 398) 

Table 22: Segmentation profiles per pilot – Boroume versus HFA. 

From the above table, it is clear that segment 3 is the largest one for both food redistribution organisations – 

which is good from the perspective of the engagement strategy. Boroume has a larger segment 3 than HFA 

(approximately 10%), and segment 2 (approximately 3,8%) and segment 4 obtained (approximately 5,8%) 

lower scores compared to HFA. This could mean that there is a higher disinterest among the network of HFA 

to join SavingFood or possibly other and more diverse barriers, than for Boroume in Greece. This will be 

further explored in the following sections.  
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4.6.2.2 Volunteering Profiles for Gleaning in the United Kingdom and 
Belgium (Feedback)  

The results of the survey for Feedback (UK and Belgium) are described through segmentation profiles based 

on the following variables: 

1) Did you ever volunteer for a food surplus redistribution organisation? (Q18) 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

2) Do you feel concerned about saving food from getting wasted? (Q82) 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 

3) Would you personally consider volunteering for a gleaning event through this SavingFood tool once 

it would be available for you? 

 Yes, definitely (1) 

 Maybe (2) 

 No (3) 

These variables were chosen as main segmentation variables for Feedback as they inform about the 

volunteering experience in food redistribution activities, the interest to join SavingFood and the current 

concern about food waste interest to join SavingFood. These three variables allow us to also place the 

resulting segments on the ‘show me – help me – make me’ axis. (show me = volunteer, concerned, yes 

definitely joining / help me = volunteer no, concerned, yes or maybe joining / make me= volunteer no, 

concerned yes and no joining or volunteer no, concerned no and no joining) 

Based on the segmentation variables, there are 65 valid responses (completely filled in surveys), or either 24 

responses or 36,9% for Feedback Belgium and 41 responses or 63,1% for Feedback UK. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Amount of responses – Feedback Belgium – UK (N= 65). 

  

36,9

63,1

Feedback Belgium

Feedback UK
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Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 4 Segment 5 Segment 6 

Volunteer 

experience 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will join SF  

Show me 

Volunteer 

experience 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will maybe join 

SF 

Help me 

Volunteer 

experience 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will not join SF 

Make Me 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will join SF 

 

Help me 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will maybe join 

SF 

Help me 

Non-experienced 

volunteer 

Concerned about 

food waste 

 

Will not join SF 

Make Me 

30,8% 

N= 20 

1,5% 

N=1 
0% 

41,5% 

N= 27 

24,6% 

N=16 

1,5% 

N=1 

Table 23: Total amount of respondents per segment Feedback UK and Belgium (N=63). 

Based on the segmentation variables, 6 segments were made for the gleaning scenario. All respondents 

indicated that they are concerned about saving food from getting wasted, and mostly from the perspective 

of social inequity (“There are many people in need who don’t have food to eat” 43,5%), from ecological 

perspective (“materials and resources are wasted” 31,9%) and because they value the food as such and 

don’t like to get it wasted (14,5%). This is the same top three as for HFA and Boroume.   

Segment 1 and segment 4 are the largest segments in the database. Segment 1 refers to respondents who 

have experience in volunteering in a food redistribution organisation (mostly being the Gleaning network, 

Feedback, Collect Met, Disco Soups, and Plan Zheroes) and are willing to joining SavingFood, while segment 

4 refers to non-experienced volunteers who are also willing to join SavingFood. For the engagement 

strategy, these two segments will be the easiest to outreach – and by far segment 1 as they have experience 

with volunteering activities in food redistribution organisations. Segment 3 and segment 6 are the smallest 

ones in the database, which from engagement perspective is good, as only 3% (N=2) indicated that they are 

not willing to join SavingFood at all. Furthermore, also segment 2 is a very small segment (N=1, or 1,5%), 

which is also a good indicator for the engagement strategy, i.e. that respondents having volunteering 

experience with food redistribution organisations are not doubting to large extent to join SavingFood as well. 

On the other hand, those who are not familiar with volunteering for a food redistribution organisation have 

more doubt to join SavingFood (segment 5). Here, the engagement strategy can spend effort in information 

spreading about the notion of gleaning, the Feedback network and the SavingFood project. Most effort 

should thus go out to segment 4 and 5 to join the SavingFood project, and to have a first experience as a 

volunteer with gleaning.   

 Feedback UK Feedback Belgium Total 

Segment 1 (show me) 24,4% 41,7% 30,8% 

Segment 2 (help me) 2.4% 0.0% 1.5% 

Segment 3 (make me) 0% 0% 0% 

Segment 4 (help me) 39.0% 45.8% 41.5% 

Segment 5 (help me) 31.7% 12.5% 24.6% 

Segment 6 (make me) 2.4% 0.0% 1.5% 
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Total 100.0% (N=41) 100.0% (N=24) 100.0% (N=65) 

Table 24: Segmentation profiles per pilot – Feedback UK and Belgium 

From the above table, we can see that segment 1 and segment 4 is larger for Feedback Belgium than for 

Feedback UK (segment 1: 41,7% versus 24,4%, and segment 4: 45,8% versus 39%). Among the UK 

respondents, there are more people who doubt to join SavingFood (segment 5: 31,7%). In the further 

analysis, we will look into barriers and motivations to join SavingFood.   

Seen the results will be presented through the segmentation profiles, the decision was taken to not also 

present them through the pilot split up (so individual results for Feedback UK and Belgium) – as no significant 

differences could be found between Feedback UK and Feedback Belgium. If necessary, pilot coordinators can 

check their individual results here: 

 Feedback UK individual results 

 Feedback Belgium individual results 

 

  

https://ibbt.az1.qualtrics.com/results/public/aWJidC1VUkhfOGMzRHhIVEVRTHlNd1FzLTU3ZDdlMzg4YTRkNTFmMTMwMDJmNDYyMA==
https://ibbt.az1.qualtrics.com/results/public/aWJidC1VUkhfOGMzRHhIVEVRTHlNd1FzLTU3ZGJlYzg3YTM0N2VhMTIwMDU0OGJiNA==
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4.6.3 Survey Results of Greece (Boroume) and Hungary 
(HFA)  

In the following paragraphs, the results of the survey are described per segment (segment 1 to 5), and 

filtered per pilot country: Boroume (Greece) and HFA (Hungary). Depending the routing, and thus the profile 

of the participant, some questions are only answered by specific segments – if a question was not applicable, 

this will be marked with “/” in the tables. The total sample scores for HFA, Boroume and the total survey 

sample are also mentioned in bold in the tables. Remarkable differences between the two pilot countries will 

be stressed throughout the text and marked with grey coloured cells in the tables.  

4.6.3.1 Socio-demographic profile 

In the following table, the gender and age categories are described:   

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

Total  

(N= 398) 

S1 

 

(N=40) 

S2 

 

(N=1) 

S3 

 

(N=86) 

S4 

 

(N=12) 

S5 

 

(N=3) 

Total 
Boroume 

(N= 142) 

S1 

 

(N=71) 

S2 

 

(N=11) 

S3 

 

(N=125) 

S4 

 

(N=35) 

S5 

 

(N=2) 

Total 

HFA 

(N=244) 

Gender 

Male 20% 0% 17,4% 25% 100% 20,4% 25.4% 0.0% 25.6% 22.9% 100.0% 24.6% 23,6% 

Female 80% 100% 82,6% 75% 0% 79,6% 74.6% 100.0% 74.4% 77.1% 0.0% 75.4% 76,4% 

Age 

15-20 7.5% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 33.3% 4.2% 2.8% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 2,8% 

21-30 20.0% 0.0% 26.7% 0.0% 33.3% 22.5% 25.4% 18.2% 28.8% 22.9% 0.0% 26.2% 24,4% 

31-40 27.5% 100.0% 36.0% 16.7% 33.3% 32.4% 26.8% 9.1% 32.8% 34.3% 50.0% 30.3% 31,7% 

41-50 17.5% 0.0% 24.4% 33.3% 0.0% 22.5% 28.2% 18.2% 17.6% 37.1% 50.0% 23.8% 22,9% 

51-60 25.0% 0.0% 9.3% 33.3% 0.0% 15.5% 7.0% 36.4% 11.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 11,6% 

61-70 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 2.1% 9.9% 18.2% 7.2% 5.7% 0.0% 8.2% 6,5% 

>70 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0,3% 

Table 25:Socio-demographic profile per segment and per country: Boroume (Greece) versus HFA (Hungary). 

In the total sample, it is clear that more female participants (76,4%) filled in the survey; with even a higher 

percentage for the Boroume sample (79,6%).  

Concerning age, the age category 31-40 years old obtained the highest score (31,7%) in the total survey 

sample, followed by the age category 21-30 (24,4%), and 41-50 (22,9%). In comparison to the total survey 

sample, the sample of Boroume (mean: 4,33) is on average slightly older than the sample of HFA (mean: 

4,25), which is noticeable in the age category 21-30 for HFA (26,2%) and 51-60 for Boroume (15,5%) that 

both have a higher score compared to the total sample size.  

Segment 3-5 has currently no volunteering experience with food redistribution, with segment 3 the highest 

potential to join the network (as of having a concern in food waste, and an interest to join the SavingFood 

project). For the engagement strategy for SavingFood, it is also expected that women will be more eager to 

participate than men, ranging from 21 till 40 years old. For Boroume, segment 3 has a high percentage of 

women: 82,6%, and also has a high percentage of 31-40 years old: 36,6%; for HFA the same rules apply, with 

respectively 74,4% woman, and 32,8% with the age group of 31-40 years old.  
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4.6.3.2 General awareness and knowledge about food waste 

The following results describe the general awareness and knowledge about food waste within the five 

segments for Boroume and HFA:  

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

Total 
(N=416)  

S1 
(N=40) 

S2 
(N=1) 

S3 
(N=85) 

S4 
(N=12) 

S5 
(N=3) 

Total 
Boroume 
(N=142) 

S1 
(N=71) 

S2 
(N=10) 

S3 
(N=125) 

S4 
(N=35) 

S5 
(N=2) 

Total 

HFA 
(N=243) 

Statement 1: It is inevitable that food that is close to its expiry date in a supermarket, shop or restaurant will have to be thrown away 

True 5.0% 0.0% 11.8% 8.3% 33.3% 9.9% 12.7% 20.0% 10.4% 22.9% 50.0% 13.6% 11,8% 

I do not 
know 2.5% 0.0% 5.9% 8.3% 0.0% 5.0% 2.8% 0.0% 5.6% 8.6% 0.0% 4.9% 

5,1% 

False 92.5% 100.0% 82.4% 83.3% 66.7% 85.1% 80.0% 84.0% 68.6% 50.0% 81.5% 80.0% 74,8% 

Statement 2: Food that a farmer can’t sell on the market is lost for human consumption 

True 30.0% 0.0% 31.8% 41.7% 33.3% 31.9% 29.6% 0.0% 16.8% 20.0% 50.0% 20.6% 24,1% 

I do not 
know 2.5% 0.0% 17.6% 25.0% 0.0% 13.5% 25.4% 10.0% 20.0% 25.7% 50.0% 22.2% 

19,5% 

False 67.5% 100.0% 50.6% 33.3% 66.7% 54.6% 45.1% 90.0% 63.2% 54.3% 0.0% 57.2% 56,4% 

Statement 3: Food that is thrown away has no impact on the environment 

True 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 33.3% 2.1% 1.4% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 1,4% 

I do not 
know 15.0% 0.0% 13.1% 25.0% 33.3% 15.0% 2.8% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 

7,2% 

False 85.0% 100.0% 84.5% 75.0% 33.3% 82.9% 95.8% 100.0% 95.2% 100.0% 100.0% 96.3% 91,3% 

Statement 4: Food that is given to animals or is composted, but not to humans, cannot be regarded as food waste  

True 47.5% 100.0% 44.0% 75.0% 33.3% 47.9% 49.3% 40.0% 56.8% 42.9% 100.0% 52.3% 50% 

I do not 
know 17.5% 0.0% 21.4% 0.0% 33.3% 18.6% 15.5% 30.0% 16.8% 25.7% 0.0% 18.1% 

18,4% 

False 35.0% 0.0% 34.5% 25.0% 33.3% 33.6% 35.2% 30.0% 26.4% 31.4% 0.0% 29.6% 31,6% 

Did you hear or read anything in the news, social media or elsewhere related to the issue of surplus food?  

Yes 85.0% 100.0% 70.9% 83.3% 66.7% 76.1% 94.4% 90.9% 79.2% 62.9% 50.0% 81.6% 80% 

No 5.0% 0.0% 18.6% 16.7% 33.3% 14.8% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 8.6% 50.0% 4.9% 8,2% 

I cannot 
remember 10.0% 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 5.6% 9.1% 14.4% 28.6% 0.0% 13.5% 

11,8% 

Can you – top of mind – mention any initiative or campaign to reduce food waste in your neighbourhood or country? 

No 5.0% 100.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 36.6% 16.9% 18.2% 45.6% 48.6% 100.0% 36.9% 37% 

Yes 95.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 63.4% 83.1% 81.8% 54.4% 51.4% 0.0% 63.1% 63% 

Table 26: General awareness and knowledge about food waste. 

There is a strong opinion for statement 1 and 3 in the total survey sample, making clear that most 

respondents disagree that food close to its expiry date needs to be thrown away (false: 74,8%), or that food 

that is thrown away has no impact on the environment (false: 91,3%). Seen from these answers, it is clear 

that the respondents have some knowledge about food waste in general, and that they possibly know how 

to correctly interpret food close to its expiry date and have knowledge about food saving alternatives. 

Especially among segment 1 there is a high awareness for these two statements, for both HFA and Boroume, 

with most of the times obtaining higher scores than the other segments.  

80% of the total survey sample affirms to recently have read something about the issue of surplus food in 

the news, again here we see that segment 1 obtains a higher score (85% for Boroume and 94,4% for HFA). 

Meaning that these respondents are more following the news about this issue. Those who read or heard 

something about the issue of surplus food, mostly affirm that it was related to “information about the 

amount of food that is thrown away” (55,7%), “information about how to avoid food waste by households” 
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(49,7%), and “information about expiry labels” (47,3%). “Information about food waste on farms” (18,9%) is 

the least indicated option in the row.  

Food waste issue heard/read in the news % 

Information about the amount of food that is thrown away 55,7 

Information about how to avoid food waste by households 49,7 

Information about how to avoid food waste by shops/restaurants 39,5 

Information about food waste on farms 18,9 

Information about food expiry labels and what can be done with food waste in order to 

redistribute it to other people 

47,3 

Information about composting 26,3 

Table 27: Food waste issues heard or read in the news (N=332). 

Furthermore, 63% of the total sample size can mention – top of mind – a campaign or organisation related 

to food waste in the neighbourhood, again here, there are higher scores for segment 1. It can thus be 

concluded that segment 1 has the highest awareness and knowledge about the issue of food waste in 

general. The most mentioned campaigns or initiatives related to food waste are: “Boroume” in Greece; and 

“HFA”, “Food not Bombs”, “Give Food a Chance”, “Redinner application”, “Tesco food saving program” and 

“Bike Maffia” in Hungary. 

For the engagement strategy, this means that no further efforts need to be invested in segment 1 for raising 

their awareness or knowledge, but that efforts can go to the other segments that have no volunteering 

experience but indicate a concern and interest in the topic. The engagement strategy can also take the type 

of food waste issues into account, e.g. food waste on farms is a less heard or read topic in the news (18,9%), 

or even more effort can be invested in how to avoid food waste by shops/restaurants (39,5%), while 

statistics is a topic which respondents are quite familiar to hear/read (55,7%).  

 



 

 

4.6.3.3 Current Food Saving Practices at Home 

The following results describe the current food saving practices of the five segments, for both Boroume and HFA: 

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) Total 

(N=250) S1 

(N=40) 

S2 (N=1) S3 
(N=86) 

S4 (N=12) S5 

(N=3) 

Total 
Boroume 
(N=143) 

S1 (N=71) S2 (N=11) S3 (N=125) S4 (N=35) S5 (N=2) Total 

HFA 
(N=244) 

Do you currently try to reduce or avoid food waste at home? 

Yes 97.5% 100.0% 91.9% 91.7% 66.7% 93.0% 100.0% 100.0% 96.8% 97.1% 100.0% 98.0% 97,6% 

No 2.5% 0.0% 8.1% 8.3% 33.3% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 2.9% 0.0% 2.0% 2,4% 

Did you ever save food from getting wasted by giving it (or exchanging it) to your friends and neighbours? 

Yes 90.0% 0.0% 87.2% 50.0% 33.3% 83.1% 85.9% 90.9% 72.8% 68.6% 50.0% 76.6% 75,9% 

No 10.0% 100.0% 12.8% 50.0% 66.7% 16.9% 14.1% 9.1% 27.2% 31.4% 50.0% 23.4% 24,1% 

(if yes previous question) How did you arrange this exchange of surplus food? 

Personal 
contact 

86,1% / 96.0% 100.0% 100.0% 93.2% 98.4% 100.0% 97.8% 100.0% 100.0% 98.4% 96,2% 

Via app 0% / 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0,3% 

Via organisation 25% / 2.7% 16.7% 0.0% 10.2% 9.8% 10.0% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 8,2% 

Via public fridge 
or storing place 

2,8% / 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 4.9% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 3,2% 

Table 28: Current food saving practices: Boroume – HFA. 

In the total sample size, we can see that 97,6% tries to reduce or avoid food waste at home. In the sample of HFA, the “yes” score is even higher for this 

question (98% - versus 93% for Boroume), with all respondents having volunteering experiencing (segment 1) affirming to save food at home (100%). If 

we compare the amount and type of food saving activities between the respondents of HFA and Boroume, we can say that within the sample of 

Boroume there is higher mean of activities (Boroume: 4,8 on a list of 11 possibilities versus HFA: 4,7 on a list of 11 possibilities). This means that there 

are less respondents in the sample of Boroume saving food at home, but when they do, they apply a greater variety of activities (5 to 6), while in the 

sample of HFA there are more respondents saving food at home but concentrate on 4 to 5 activities.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

In the table below, the saving food activities at home are listed in descending order:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 29: Food Saving Activities at home – (N=389). 

From this table, it is clear that most respondents in the total sample “check the fridge and cupboards before 

purchasing food” (86,1%) and “make shopping lists before going to the store” (73,8%). Creating a weekly 

menu plan” is the least indicated option (17%).  

Next, 75,9% of the total sample indicates to have saved food from getting wasted by giving it to friends and 

neighbours. The sample of Boroume obtains here a higher score (83,1%), than the sample of HFA (76.6%); in 

which segment 1 both scores the highest (90% for Boroume, and 85,9% for HFA in segment 1).  

If respondents answered yes to this question, they were asked in which way they shared the food with family 

or friends. The most indicated option in the total sample size is “personal contact” (96,2%). Here, we see a 

difference between Boroume and HFA. Boroume obtains a lower score for personal contact (93,2%) versus 

HFA (98,4%). This can be explained by the higher obtained score for Boroume in sharing food through 

organisations (10,2% for Boroume), and especially for segment 1 (25%). This could indicate that among 

segment 1 in the Boroume sample there is a standardized way of sharing food through organisations.  

 

  

Food Saving Activity at Home % 

Checking the fridge and cupboards before purchasing food 86.1 

Making shopping lists before going to the store 73.8 

Being more careful about the type of food and its expiration date 54.2 

Buying smaller amounts of food in shops 47.0 

Using the freezer more effectively by freezing food that is close to expiry date 42.2 

Turn left over food into soups, jams, smoothies 39.1 

Reducing the size of portions to cook and eat 35.5 

Avoid buying bulk promotion packs 35.5 

Improve communication with family about cooking times 26.0 

Making better use of storage so that I can keep food longer 21.3 

Creating a weekly menu plan 17.0 
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4.6.3.4 Current Volunteering Characteristics 

The following results describe the volunteering characteristics of respondents of HFA and Boroume. Seen the 

routing in the survey, some of the questions are only answered by segment 1 and segment 2 – seen these 

are the segments that have volunteering experience in food redistribution (now or in the past).  

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

Total  

(N=428) 

S1 
(N=40) 

S2 
(N=1) 

S3 
(N=86) 

S4 
(N=12) 

S5 
(N=3) 

Total 
Boroume 
(N=142) 

S1  

(N= 
71) 

S2 
(N=11) 

S3 
(N=125) 

S4 
(N=35) 

S5 
(N=2) 

Total 

HFA 
(N=244) 

Do you volunteer for an organization with a societal objective? 

Yes 75% 0% 25,6% 8,3% 0% 37,3% 78,9% 54,5% 26,4% 5,7% 0% 39,8% 36,4% 

Table 30: Volunteering experience – organisation with a societal objective. 

Besides the experience of volunteering in a food redistribution organisation, all respondents were also asked 

about their experience of volunteering in an organisation with a societal objective (e.g. helping with studies, 

visiting elderly, giving medical assistance, etc.). In the total sample, we can see that 36,4% has volunteering 

experience with organisations with a societal objective, and that the score for the HFA sample (39,8%) is 

higher than Boroume (37,3%). Again here, we can see that segment 1 obtains the highest score among the 

segments, meaning that those having volunteering experience with organisations with a societal objective 

are also more likely to have experience with a food redistribution organisation (Chi-Square value: 100.559, 

p= < .01 ). The examples of organisations with a societal objective given by respondents vary greatly, for 

example “WWF”, “Red Cross”, “The smile of the child”, “For Africa foundation”, etc.   

Having 

volunteering 

experience with  

a food 

redistribution 

organisation 

Having volunteering experience with  

an organisation with a societal objective 

 No Yes Total (N=398) 

Yes 13,8% 62% 32,9% 

No 86,3% 38% 67,1% 

Table 31: Crosstab of having volunteering experience societal objective / food redistribution organisation (N= 398). 

In the total sample, 32,9% has experience with volunteering for a food redistribution organisation. These 

respondents were asked for which kind of volunteering activities they had experience with (See table below). 

The most indicated volunteering activities in the total sample are “making advertisement in my 

neighbourhood about the organisation” (44,3%) and “Volunteering at the food redistribution organisation 

itself as an administrative support” (35,9%). Between Boroume and HFA, we can see that respondents in the 

Boroume sample also provide lots of tips about interesting donors in the neighbourhood (36,6% for 

Boroume versus 11,3% for HFA), and that matching donor with charities is also common (36,3% for Boroume 

versus 11% for HFA). Among HFA, making advertisement in the neighbourhood is more common (50% for 

HFA versus 36,6% for Boroume). 
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 Boroume 
(N=41) 

HFA 

(N=82) 

Total (N=131) 

Donating food myself to the food surplus redistribution 
organization  

31,7%  
(N=13)  

18,3%  
(N=15) 

22,1% 

Collecting food at a donor's place  26,8%  
(N=11) 

24,4%  
(N=20) 

23,7% 

Help transporting food from donor to charity/storage 
venue/food bank  

17,1%  
(N=7) 

29,3%  
(N=24) 

23,7% 

Helping a charity with processing the received food  19,5%  
(N=8) 

28%  
(N=23) 

26% 

Providing a tip about an interesting donor in my 
neighbourhood  

36,6% 
(N=15) 

18,3%  
(N=15) 

24,4% 

Providing a tip about a charity in my neighbourhood 
that is interested in receiving food  

22% 
 (N=9) 

19,5%  
(N=16) 

19,8% 

Making advertisement in my neighbourhood about the 
organisation  

36,6% 
 (N=15) 

50%  
(N=41) 

44,3% 

Participating in a food waste awareness raising event 
such as a disco soup  

46,3%  
(N=19) 

26,8%  
(N=22) 

33,6% 

Volunteering at the food redistribution organisation 
itself as an administrative support  

48,8% 
 (N=20) 

29,3%  
(N=24) 

35,9% 

Packaging or labelling the food  19,5%  
(N=8) 

8,5%  
(N=7) 

11,5% 

Volunteering at the food redistribution organisation to 
match donors with charities  

36,6% 
 (N=15) 

11%  
(N=9) 

19,8% 

Bringing additional material to help food surplus 
redistribution (e.g. package/cutlery etc …)  

9,8% 
 (N=4) 

1,2%  
(N=1) 

3,8% 

Table 32Type of volunteering activities segment 1 and 2: Boroume versus HFA. 

Most volunteers in the Boroume sample indicated to volunteer with a frequency of 1 to 8 times during the 

past four weeks, with 2 outliers of each indicating 10 and 20 times. For HFA, most volunteers also indicate a 

frequency of 1 to 8 times during the past four weeks, although there are more outliers. There are ten 

respondents indicating that they volunteered more than 20 times during the past four weeks.  

For the engagement strategy, this means that for finding new volunteers, an expected participation 

frequency can lay between 1 to 8 times per month.  

 



 

 

4.6.3.5 Drivers for Participation in SavingFood for Citizens 

In the following paragraphs, the motivations for participating in SavingFood are described for segment 1-5 for Boroume and HFA. Depending the routing 

in the survey, not all questions were applicable to each segment (e.g. segment 5) – this is indicated with a “/” in the tables..  

First of all, it is important to know in which scenario and in which specific role the participants were interested, based on the provided description of the 

SavingFood platform in the survey. The results here a split up in experienced volunteers and non-volunteers for each pilot: 

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

S1 
(N=40) 

S2 
(N=1) 

Total 
volunteers 
Boroume 

(N=41) 

S3 
(N=86) 

S4 
(N=12) 

S5 

Total non-
volunteers 
Boroume  

(N=98) 

S1 
(N=71) 

S2 
(N=11) 

Total 
volunteers 
HFA (N=82) 

S3 
(N=125) 

S4 
(N=35) 

S5 
Total non-

volunteers HFA 
(N=160) 

Which of the following thee SavingFood scenarios appeal the most to you? 

Gleaning 52.5%  0.0% 51,2% 34.9% 16.7% / 32,7% 45,1% 0% 39% 25,6% 8,6% / 21,9% 

Food 
donations 

82.5%  0.0% 80,5% 75.6% 16.7% / 68,4% 70,4% 9,1% 62,2% 72,8% 17,1% / 60,6% 

Farmer 
markets 

67.5%  0.0% 65,9% 40.7% 0.0% / 35,7% 62% 18,2% 56,1% 46,4% 20% / 40,6% 

None of these 0% 100% 2,4% 0.0% 66.7% / 8,2% 0% 72,7% 9,8% 0% 65,7% / 14,4% 

Which of the following roles do you consider to perform as a volunteer?  

SavingFood 
ambassador 45.0% 0.0% 43,9% 17.4% 16.7% / 17,3% 42,3% 18,2% 39% 35,2% 8,6% / 29,4% 

SavingFood 
sensor 45.0% 0.0% 43,9% 19.8% 8.3% / 18,4% 31% 0% 26,8% 28% 2,9% / 22,5% 

Collector 
25.0% 0.0% 24,4% 19.8% 16.7% / 19,4% 19,7% 0% 17,1% 21,6% 0% / 16,9% 

Fundraiser 12.5% 0.0% 12,2% 1.2% 0.0% / 1% 9,9% 0% 8,5% 7,2% 0% / 5,6% 

Campaigner 42.5% 0.0% 41,5% 23.3% 8.3% / 21,4% 22,5% 9,1% 20,7% 14,4% 5,7% / 12,5% 

Matchmaker 52.5% 0.0% 51,2% 29.1% 8.3% / 26,5% 29,6% 9,1% 26,8% 20% 2,9% / 16,3% 

I don’t know 0% 0% 0% 20.9% 16.7% / 20,4% 21,1% 27,3% 22% 26,4% 25,7% / 26,3% 

None of these 0% 100% 2,4% 0.0% 58.3% / 7,1% 0% 45,5% 6,1% 0% 57,1% / 12,5% 

Table 33: Expression of interesting in SavingFood: volunteers versus non-volunteers for Boroume and HFA (amount of answers, not respondents).



 

 

The above table presents the interest scores for the different scenarios and roles of SavingFood. The results 

are split up in totals for those having experiencing with volunteering in a food redistribution organisation 

(segment 1 and 2), and those who do not have experience (segment 3 and 4).  

If we look to the current experienced volunteers in the Boroume sample, we can see that the general food 

rescue scenario obtains the highest interest (80,5%), followed by farmer markets (65,9%) and gleaning 

(51,2%). The same top three is noticeable for HFA, although obtaining overall lower scores: 62,2% for the 

general food rescue scenario, 56,1% for farmer markets and 39% for gleaning. HFA obtains a higher score for 

experienced volunteers who are not having an interest in none of the three scenarios (9,8%), and visa versa 

also a higher score for non-experienced volunteers (14,4%).  

If we compare these interest scores with segment 3 and 4 (so between volunteers and non-volunteers), we 

can see that they have the same top three for both Boroume and HFA, but with lower scores. This could be 

due to the fact that they are not familiar with volunteering activities in food waste in general, and lack 

information about what a certain scenario can mean. This last reasoning is also supported with the high “I 

don’t know” scores for the question about which SavingFood roles they would be interested in. For instance, 

among the non-volunteers in HFA indicates 26,3% as “I don’t know” (versus 20,4% for Boroume) for which 

roles they are interested in, versus 22% among experienced volunteers for HFA or 0% for Boroume.   

Among experienced volunteers in the Boroume sample, we can see that they are mostly interested in the 

role of “matchmaker” (51,2%), followed by the “SavingFood ambassador” and “SavingFood sensor” (both 

43,9%). The situation for HFA is slightly different, experienced volunteers of HFA are mostly interested in 

being a “SavingFood ambassador” (39%), followed by “matchmaker” and “SavingFood sensor” (both 26,8%). 

The engagement strategy will have to take thus the amount of knowledge and experience of volunteers and 

non-volunteers into account, and mostly direct information about the scenarios and the roles to non-

volunteers. Furthermore, the engagement strategy will have to focus extensively on the role of being a 

“SavingFood ambassador” and “SavingFood sensor” in both pilot countries, with also the possibility of 

matchmaking donors and charities for current volunteers of Boroume. .  



 

 

Table 34: Motivation tools – volunteers and non-volunteers for Boroume and HFA (amount of answers, not respondents). 

Apart from the SavingFood scenarios and roles, participants were also asked which tools would motivate them as to keep them engaged in the platform. 

Again here, the questions are answered by experienced volunteers (segment 1 and 2) and non-volunteers (segment 3 and 4). Among the experienced 

volunteers in the Boroume sample, we can see that they are mostly interested in public awareness raising events, especially those where volunteers can 

meet each other and can make publicity to other citizens (94,6%, and 81,1% for events where you can testify). This also applies for current experienced 

volunteers for HFA, but to a lesser extent (65,2% for publicity events, and 59,1% for events where you can testify).  

Among non-volunteers there is the same type of interest in motivation tools, namely the public awareness raising events. For non-volunteers of HFA, we 

also see that they have a higher interest for a SavingFood online token than current volunteers (38,8% versus 36,4%), and that for non-volunteers of 

Boroume signing a public pledge can also help to keep them motivated (46,2% versus 45,9%) as well as an offline sign (41,5% versus 32,4%). 

Apart from these motivational tools, it is also worth mentioning that 54,1% of experienced volunteers of Boroume are interested in a system that would 

let you gather badges in function of your frequency of participation in the project, versus 37,9% for HFA. The percentage for non-volunteers is lower 

(47% for Boroume and 32,1% for HFA). 

 

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

S1 
(N=37) 

S2 
(N=0) 

Total 
volunteers 
Boroume 

(N=37) 

S3 
(N=62) 

S4 
(N=4) 

S5 

Total non-
volunteers 
Boroume  

(N=66) 

S1 
(N=61) 

S2 
(N=5) 

Total 
volunteers 
HFA (N=66) 

S3 
(N=80) 

S4 
(N=5) 

S5 
Total non-

volunteers HFA 
(N=85) 

To what extent do you think the following tools can contribute to keep you motivated as a volunteer? (Answers: will motivate me) 

SavingFood 
online token 59,5% / 59,5% 43,5% 25% / 42,4% 39,3% 0% 36,4% 38,8% 40% / 38,8% 

Badge system 
54,1% / 54,1% 50% 0% / 47% 37,7% 40% 37,9% 31,6% 40% / 32,1% 

Pledge 
45,9% / 45,9% 46,8% 33,3% / 46,2% 49,2% 60% 50% 35% 50% / 36% 

Awareness raising 
events to testify 81,1% / 81,1% 69,4% 25% / 66,7% 62,3% 20% 59,1% 41,3% 60% / 42,4% 

Offline sign 
32,4% / 32,4% 42,6% 25% / 41,5% 32,8% 60% 34,8% 28,6% 33,3% / 28,9% 

Awareness raising 
events for 

publicity 
94,6% / 94,6% 83,6% 33,3% / 81,3% 68,9% 20% 65,2% 71,8% 83,3% / 72,6% 



 

 

4.6.3.6 Barriers for Participation in SavingFood for Citizens 

In this chapter, the barriers for participating as a volunteer in SavingFood are discussed. The chapter is split 

up in possible barriers that may evoke when you are making the decision for becoming a volunteer (Chapter 

5.3.1.1), and possible barriers that can evoke when you are a volunteer (chapter 5.3.1.1).  

4.6.3.6.1 Barriers for Participation as a Volunteer in SavingFood 

The following section is only answered by current non-volunteers: segment 3 and 4 to see what their barriers 

are to join SavingFood.  

 

Table 35Currently missing a website to find info about how to save food (N=262). 

77,1% of the sample of non-volunteers state that they are currently missing a dedicated website to find 

information about how they can save food themselves. This percentage is higher among non-volunteers of 

Boroume (81,6%, versus 75,6% for HFA), and especially among segment 3 that has a concern and interest to 

join SavingFood (82,6%). Segment 3 of HFA also obtains a higher score than the total non-volunteers sample, 

namely 79,2%.  

22,9% is not interested in such a website, the main reasons are: “I am finding already enough information on 

how to save food via other websites” (57,6%), followed by “I rather learn about saving food via other means, 

such as info sessions, books, etc.” (16,9%).   

 

 

  

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

Total  
(N=262) S3 

(N=62) 
S4 

(N=4) 

Total non-volunteers 
Boroume 

(N=98) 

S3 
(N=125) 

S4 
(N=35) 

S5 
Total non-volunteers 

HFA (N=160) 

Are you currently missing a dedicated website that allows you to find info about how to save food?  

Yes 82,6% 75% 81,6% 79,2% 62,9% / 75,6% 77,1% 

No 17,4% 25% 18,4% 20,8% 37,1% / 24,4% 22,9% 
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Table 36: Intention to join SavingFood. 

In the total sample of current non-volunteers, we can see that 3 in 10 volunteers (32%) will most likely not 

sign up as a volunteer. This percentage is higher for the HFA sample (38,4% versus 22,8% for Boroume). On 

the other hand, 7 in 10 of current non-volunteers are willing to join SavingFood, of which approximately 2 in 

10 (8,1% and 13%) will most likely register soon after SavingFood is launched. Almost 5 in 10 (28,7% and 

18,2%) of current non-volunteers is willing to join SavingFood, but will most probably need an extra push, 

e.g. in time, information or peer support, etc. Again here, we can affirm confirm that segment 3 has the 

greatest potential to join SavingFood. For Boroume, only 17,5% of segment 3 states that they will not join 

SavingFood, although they have a concern and interest in the type of scenarios and roles that SavingFood 

offers. For HFA, this is 26,5%. Segment 4 has the greatest percentage in respondents not committed to sign 

up as a volunteer (58,3% for Boroume, versus 79,4 for HFA in segment 4) – because of their lack of interest 

in SavingFood in general (type of scenarios and types of roles).  

Those who indicated “I will most likely not sign up as a volunteer” (32% in the total sample size, N=79), and “I 

will register as a volunteer, but not immediately after SavingFood has been launched” (18,2% in the total 

sample size, N=45) were asked for further reasoning. For those that will not register immediately, the main 

reason is “I need to see first how SavingFood works and hear the experience from others in the 

neighbourhood” (62,2%), followed by “I need more information on how SavingFood works” (20%), and 8% 

other various reasons, such as “I don’t have the time”, “I already volunteer for another organisation”, et. 

  

 Boroume (Greece) HFA (Hungary) 

Total  

 (N=247) 
S3 

(N=80) 
S4 

(N=12) 

Total non-
volunteers 

Boroume (N=92) 

S3 

(N=117) 

S4 
(N=34) 

Total non-
volunteers 

HFA 

(N=151) 

How would you describe your current level of commitment to volunteer for a food surplus organisation in SavingFood? 

I will definitely sign 
up once SF is 

launched 
7.5% 0.0% 6,5% 10.3% 2.9% 8,6% 8.1% 

I will more than likely 
register once SF is 

launched 
23.8% 0.0% 20,7% 10.3% 2.9%  8,6% 13.0% 

I will likely register 
once SF is launched 

32.5% 33.3% 32,6% 30.8% 8.8%  25,8% 28.7% 

I will register as a 
volunteer, but not 

immediately after SF 
is launched 

18.8% 8.3% 17,4% 22.2%  5.9%  18,5% 18.2% 

I will most likely not 
sign up as a volunteer 17.5% 58.3% 22,8% 26.5%  79.4%  38,4% 32.0% 
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 For those that would not like to register at all, the main reasons are: 

Reason Boroume 

(N=21) 

HFA 

(N=58) 

Total 

 (N=79) 

I don't have enough time to volunteer 71,4% 82,8% 79,7% 

I don't know the organization and feel therefore uncertain to join  9,5% 5,2% 6,3% 

I don't know how to contact the organization and get in touch with them  0% 0% 0% 

I don't have enough knowledge on food redistribution and what my role 
really will be  

4,8% 13,8% 11,4% 

My family members won't approve my participation  0% 0% 0% 

My community is not favourable to food surplus redistribution  0% 0% 0% 

I don't feel comfortable to save food surplus with other people, I rather 
save it with my own individual actions  

23,8% 1,7% 7,6% 

I believe that saving food is useful, but I don't believe in the effectiveness 
of the proposed model of food surplus redistribution  

14,3% 1,7% 5,1% 

I fear I lack the necessary ICT-skills to join the online platform and would 
need assistance 

4,8% 3,4% 3,8% 

I don't have enough knowledge on food safety regulation  0% 12,1% 8,9% 

Table 37: Reasons for not joining SavingFood as a volunteer (N=79). 

For respondents who don’t have the intention to join SavingFood, the main reasons are a lack of time 

(79,7%), a lack of knowledge about food redistribution and what their possible role could be in it (11,4%), 

and a lack of knowledge about food safety regulation (8,9%). Here, the engagement strategy can focus on 

giving clear information about the possible roles one could have as a volunteer within a food redistribution 

organisation, even before registering on the platform. Information about food safety regulation can also be 

covered by the awareness raising videos, or the specifications that will be mentioned in the charter that a 

volunteer should sign before registering on the platform. Also here, the local websites of the food 

redistribution organisations play an important role to also cover this topic of food safety (related to their 

national legislation).  

If we compare these results among Boroume and HFA, we can see that the top three of main reasons for 

Boroume is slightly different. The main reason is also a lack of time for current non-volunteers in Greece 

(71,4%), followed by the fact that they don’t feel comfortable with saving food with other people (23,8%), or 

that they don’t see the proposed SavingFood model as useful (14,3%). Among the non-volunteers in Greece, 

there is also a slightly higher percentage of respondents that are not familiar with the food redistribution 

organisation Boroume (9,5% for Boroume versus 5,2% for HFA).  
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4.6.3.6.2 Barriers during Participation in SavingFood as a Volunteer 

The following questions were only answered by those that indicated that they most probably sign up as a 

volunteer, and so results dive deeper into possible constraints that they can encounter during their 

participation in the project: 

 Boroume 

(N=70) 

HFA 

(N=92) 

Total (N=171) 

From the information I have so far, I consider volunteering for a food redistribution organisation as…  

Very easy 8,3% 1,4% 6,4% 

Easy 66,7% 63,2% 64,3% 

Difficult 25% 32,6% 29,2% 

Very difficult 0% 0% 0% 

How confident are you that you will regularly attend food saving activities in your neighbourhood? 

I am very confident 4,3% 0,7% 3% 

I am confident 55,7% 38% 47% 

I am not confident 38,6% 58,7% 48,8% 

I am not confident at 

all 

1,4% 0,3% 1,2% 

Table 38: Barriers during participation of SavingFood. 

Respondents having the intention to volunteer in SavingFood, mostly have the perception so far that it is 

rather easy (64,3%) to do. This is the same perception largely shared in the sample of Boroume and HFA, 

with Boroume having a slightly higher score (66,7% for Boroume, versus 63,2% for HFA). Nevertheless, 48,8% 

in the total sample indicates that they are not confident to regularly attend as a volunteer in food saving 

activities. However, here we can see a huge difference between the Boroume and HFA sample: while 55,7% 

indicates that they are confident to participate on a regular basis for Boroume, 58,7% indicates the opposite 

for HFA (as being not confident). When we look to possible explanations for the non-confidence for HFA 

respondents, “lack of time” is stated as the most-given reason, followed by various reasons such as “lack of 

donors”, “living in a remote location”, “lack of efficiency in organising these processes in Hungary because of 

administration and agreements”, etc. The engagement strategy should keep these constraints into account, 

especially for Hungary, that there should also be volunteer roles that ask little effort in amount of time or 

skills for one person being able to contribute (i.e. simple, doable tasks), instead of having the must to 

participate on a frequent basis.  
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 Boroume 

(N=70) 

HFA 

(N=92) 

Total  
(N=166) 

Which of the following factors might reduce you availability for volunteering? 

Time 
constraints/availability 

90% 84,8% 87,3% 

Lack of transport options 
to reach place of food 
saving event in my 
neighbourhood  

16,9% 25% 21,6% 

Personal mobility reasons  10% 18,5% 14,5% 

Financial reasons 17,1% 18,5% 17,5% 

My ICT-skills 0% 0% 0% 

I have no driving licence  10% 17,4% 14,5% 

Table 39: Barriers during participation of SavingFood. 

From this question, it is again obvious that time constraints might reduce the availability of volunteers 

(87,3%), followed by lack of transport options (21,6%). This last reason is mostly affecting the HFA sample 

(25% versus 16,9% for Boroume), and can be linked to the lack of a driving license (17,4%) among HFA 

respondents (who are on average also slightly younger).  

 Boroume 

(N=70) 

HFA 

(N=92) 

Total  

(N=166) 

Which of the following functions has the potential to support your volunteering activities in SavingFood? 

answers: (1)will make it easier (2) will not make it easier (3) I don’t know 

Having one account with 
an overview of saving food 
events in my 
neighbourhood on a map  

(1) 91,2% 

(2) 2,9% 

(3) 5,9% 

(1) 95,7% 

(2) 3,3% 

(3) 1,1% 

(1) 92,7% 

(2) 3,7% 

(3) 3,7% 

Travel coordination 
towards an event  

(1) 43,5% 

(2) 25,8% 

(3) 30,6% 

(1) 62,9% 

(2) 21,3% 

(3) 15,7% 

(1) 55,5% 

(2) 23,2% 

(3) 21,3% 

Notification or reminders 
about upcoming saving 
food events in my 
neighbourhood 

(1) 90,9% 

(2) 1,5% 

(3) 7,6% 

(1) 94,6% 

(2) 3,3% 

(3) 2,2% 

(1) 93,2% 

(2) 2,5% 

(3) 4,3% 

Table 40: Support tools during participation. 

Apart from barriers, certain features were also questioned if these would support them in their volunteering 

activities. The map functionality with an overview of all events is the most useful one, 92,7% indicated that it 

would ease their participation in SavingFood. Next, the notifications or reminders are also perceived as very 

useful to support their volunteering activities (93,2%), and especially among the HFA sample (94,6%). Travel 

coordination towards an event seems to be less supportive, although with a higher score for the HFA sample 

(62,9%) – which again relates to the age and the possession of the driving license.  
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4.6.3.7 Attitude towards the SavingFood project 

The following results talk about the attitude that citizens have towards the SavingFood project, after hearing 

or reading about it in the survey. These questions were answered by segment 3 and 4 (current non-

volunteers). 

 Boroume 
(N=70) 

HFA 
(N=92) 

Total 
(N=145) 

According to you, how would people around you think about your participation in SavingFood? 
(answers: 1= very important, 2= important, 3= not important, 4= not important at all 

My family members would consider my 
participation in Saving Food as  

1,72 2,25 Mean score: 2,01 

My friends would consider my participation 
in Saving Food as  

1,71 2,15 Mean score: 1,94 

People in my neighbourhood would 
consider my participation in Saving Food as 

2,14 2,58 Mean score: 2,38 

My colleagues at work would consider my 
participation in Saving Food as  

1,82 2,40 Mean score: 2,13 

Table 41: Social effect of participating in SavingFood. 

The above question relates to the opinion or perception of others to participate in SavingFood. Overall, we 

can see that the opinion of friends are the most highly valued (mean score: 1,94), and that those of people in 

the neighbourhood are less important (mean score 2,38). Overall, the mean scores for Boroume and HFA are 

comparable in terms of ranking, with the notion that the mean score is always slightly higher than Boroume. 

For the engagement strategy this means that opinions of mostly friends matter, and that this could be 

supported by inviting friends, or sharing news with friends in the network.    

 Boroume HFA Total 

To what extent do you belief in the outcomes of your engagement as a volunteer?  

(answers: 1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=disagree, 4= strongly disagree) 

My volunteering will help the food 
redistribution organization to identify more 
donors than today (1) 

1,92 2,07 Mean score: 2 

My volunteering will help food surplus 
redistribution to collect more food than 
today (2) 

1,89 1,73 Mean score: 1,8 

My volunteering will help food surplus 
redistribution to be more known in my 
neighbourhood  (3) 

1,98 1,84 Mean score: 1,9 

My volunteering will allow food surplus 
redistribution to process more food (4) 

2,17 1,70 Mean score: 1,91 

My volunteering will allow food surplus 
redistribution organization to contribute to 
more social contacts between people in my 
neighbourhood (5) 

2,11 2,12 Mean score: 2,11 

Table 42: Self-efficacy in SavingFood (mean scores). 
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The results in the table above report about the ‘self-efficacy’ concept. Self-efficacy refers to the extent or 

strength of one’s belief in one’s own ability to complete a task. Overall, we can see very high efficacy score, 

all mean scores all averagely around “strongly agree” and “agree”, with exception of the last statement that 

slightly goes to “disagree”.  

We can see that respondents mostly believe that they will help the organisation with collecting more food 

(mean score: 1,8), followed by the belief that their volunteering will result in more familiarity of the 

organisation in the neighbourhood (mean score: 1,9). They believe less that their contribution will result in 

more social contacts between people in the neighbourhood (mean score: 2,11). Overall the scores are 

similar for the sample of Boroume and HFA, with a small difference for statement 1 and statement 4, with 

statement 1 a lower mean score and statement 4 a higher mean score.  

For the engagement strategy, the quantification report can help to support these believes, and to highlight 

the results about how much food they helped to collect.   

 Boroume 

(N=70) 

HFA 

(N=92) 

Total 

(N=155) 

How do you assess the outcome on a personal level? 

(answers: 1= very important, 2= important, 3= not important, 4= not important at all 

For me to have as volunteer an opportunity 
to support the increase in the number of 
food donated to people in need is...  

1,33 1,51 Mean score: 1,43 

For me to have as a volunteer an 
opportunity to have a positive 
environmental impact is...  

1,45 1,59 Mean score: 1,53 

For me to become part of a broader food 
saving community is...  

1,88 2,06 Mean score: 1,98 

Table 43: Self-efficacy in SavingFood (mean scores). 

The last question is also covering the self-efficacy concept. Here, we see that respondents mostly self-assess 

the outcome in terms of “amount of food donated to people” as the most important. Being part of a broader 

community is still regarded as important, but to a lesser extent (and especially for the HFA sample, mean 

score: 2,06). Here again, the engagement strategy can focus on numbers to motivate volunteers to stay part 

of the project through the quantification report, and to regularly update the statistics about the amount of 

food donated, but also about to how many people it was given in need. A difference can be made here in 

personal contribution versus community (overall platform) statistics.  
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4.6.4 Survey Results of the Gleaning scenario in the UK and 
Belgium 

In the following paragraphs, the results are presented for the gleaning scenario filled in by respondents from 

the UK and Belgium. As mentioned above, seen there are no significant differences between Feedback UK 

and Feedback Belgium, the analysis will be presented on total sample size – and not through a pilot split up. 

Pilot coordinators can check their individuals results through the provided links above.  

Depending the routing, and thus the profile of the participant, some questions are only answered by specific 

segments – if a question was not applicable, this will be marked with “/” in the tables. Remarkable results 

will be stressed through the text and marked with grey coloured cells in the tables.  

4.6.4.1 Socio-demographic profile 

In the following table, the gender and age categories are described per segment:   

 
S1 

(N=20) 

S2 

(N=1) 

S4 

(N=27) 

S5 

(N=16) 

S6 

(N=1) 

Total  

(N= 65) 

What is your gender? 

Male 30.0% 0.0% 18.5% 31.3% 100.0% 26.2% 

Female 70.0% 100.0% 81.5% 68.8% 0.0% 73.8% 

What is your age category? 

Below 18 years 
old 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 1.5% 

18-23 10.0% 0.0% 3.7% 6.3% 0.0% 6.2% 

24-30 40.0% 0.0% 25.9% 6.3% 0.0% 24.6% 

31-40 20.0% 0.0% 33.3% 25.0% 0.0% 26.2% 

41-50 10.0% 100.0% 18.5% 37.5% 0.0% 21.5% 

51-60 10.0% 0.0% 14.8% 6.3% 100.0% 12.3% 

61-70 10.0% 0.0% 3.7% 12.5% 0.0% 7.7% 

Figure 4: Socio-demographic profile per segment for FEEDBACK (N=65). 

In the total sample, it is clear that more female participants (73,8%) filled in the survey, especially in segment 

4. This was also the case for the HFA and Boroume survey.  

Concerning age, the age category 31-40 years old obtained the highest score (26,2,7%), followed by the age 

category 24-30 (24,6%), and 41-50 (21,5%). We can see that segment 1, being the experienced volunteers, 

has the highest percentage of 24 to 30 years old (40%); and that segment 4 (being the non-experienced 

volunteers and having a high interest to join the SavingFood project) has the highest percentage 31-40 years 

old.  

For the engagement strategy for SavingFood, it is also expected that women will be more eager to 

participate than men, ranging from 24 till 40 years old – which is in line with the HFA and Boroume survey. 
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4.6.4.2 General awareness and knowledge  

The following results describe the general awareness and knowledge about food waste within the six 

segments:  

 S1 

(N=20) 

S2 

(N=1) 

S4 

(N=27) 

S5 

(N=16) 

S6 

(N=1) 

Total  

(N= 65) 

Statement 1: It is inevitable that food that is close to its expiry date in a supermarket, shop or restaurant will have to be thrown away 

True 15.0% 0.0% 25.9% 6.3% 0.0% 16.9% 

I do not know 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 1.5% 

False 85.0% 100.0% 74.1% 87.5% 100.0% 81.5% 

Statement 2: Food that a farmer can’t sell on the market is lost for human consumption 

True 10.0% 0.0% 37.0% 18.8% 0.0% 23.1% 

I do not know 
0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 12.5% 0.0% 4.6% 

False 90.0% 100.0% 59.3% 68.8% 100.0% 72.3% 

Statement 3: Food that is thrown away has no impact on the environment 

True 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

I do not know 
0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 6.3% 0.0% 3.1% 

False 100.0% 100.0% 96.3% 93.8% 100.0% 96.9% 

Statement 4: Food that is given to animals or is composted, but not to humans, cannot be regarded as food waste  

True 25.0% 0.0% 25.9% 31.3% 0.0% 26.2% 

I do not know 
10.0% 0.0% 29.6% 6.3% 0.0% 16.9% 

False 65.0% 100.0% 44.4% 62.5% 100.0% 56.9% 

Did you hear or read anything in the news, social media or elsewhere related to the issue of surplus food?  

Yes 100.0% 100.0% 88.9% 100.0% 100.0% 95.4% 

No 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6% 

Can you – top of mind – mention any initiative or campaign to reduce food waste in your neighbourhood or country? 

No 5.0% 0.0% 18.5% 18.8% 0.0% 13.8% 

Yes 95.0% 100.0% 81.5% 81.3% 100.0% 86.2% 

Table 44: General awareness and knowledge about food waste - Feedback. 

There is a strong opinion for statement 1 and 3 in the total survey sample (UK and Belgium), making clear 

that most respondents disagree that food close to its expiry date needs to be thrown away (false: 81,5%), or 

that food that is thrown away has no impact on the environment (false: 96,9%). Especially among segment 1 

there is a high awareness for these two statements. These percentages in the gleaning survey are 

significantly higher than for the survey of HFA and Boroume (74,8% statement 1 and 91,3% statement 3) – in 

contrast there is a higher percentage for statement 4 for the answer “false”:  56,9% see it as food waste if it 

is given to animals or when it is composted, versus 31,6% in the survey of Boroume and HFA.  

95,4% of the total survey sample (UK and Belgium) affirms to recently have read something about the issue 

of surplus food in the news. Those who read or heard something about the issue, mostly affirm that it was 

related to “information about the amount of food that is thrown away” (93,97%), “information about how to 

avoid food waste by households” (75,8%), and “information about expiry labels” (69,7%). “Information about 

composting” (47%) and “information about “food waste by shops/restaurants” (48,5%) are the least 

indicated options in the row. Compared to the survey of Boroume and HFA, all percentages are higher for 

each food waste issue heard/read in the news – also for the one about information about food waste on 

farms. 
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Food waste issue heard/read in the news % 

Information about the amount of food that is thrown away 93,9 

Information about how to avoid food waste by households 75,8 

Information about how to avoid food waste by shops/restaurants 48,5 

Information about food waste on farms 65,2 

Information about food expiry labels and what can be done with food waste in order to 

redistribute it to other people 

69,7 

Information about composting 47 

Table 45: Food waste issues heard or read in the news (N=66). 

Furthermore, 86,2% of the total sample size (UK and Belgium) can mention – top of mind – a campaign or 

organisation related to food waste in the neighbourhood, again here, there is a higher score for segment 1. It 

can thus be concluded that segment 1 has the highest awareness and knowledge about the issue of food 

waste in general. The most mentioned campaigns or initiatives related to food waste are: “Feedback”, “Disco 

Soups”, “Feeding the 5K”, “FoodCycle”, “Food Exchange Café”, “Olio”, “The Real Junk Food”, “The Pig Idea”, 

“FruitCollect”, “FSE Network”, etc. It should be noted that respondents mentioned many various initiatives, 

and that many respondents also gave more than one example.  

For the engagement strategy for Feedback, this means that no huge efforts need to be invested in raising 

general awareness and knowledge about food waste (even less than in Hungary or Greece, as all scores for 

Feedback were higher for general awareness and knowledge). Current volunteers seem to be highly 

interested in the topic, and have been involved in multiple campaigns. The engagement strategy can thus 

fully focus on reaching out to citizens who do not have volunteering experience (especially segment 4 and 5).  
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4.6.4.3 Current Food Saving Practices at home 

All respondents in the survey of Feedback UK and Belgium indicate that they currently try to reduce/avoid 

food waste at home (100%). In the below table, the saving food activities at home are listed in descending 

order:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 46: Food saving activities at home:- Feedback (N=68). 

From the above table, it is clear that most respondents “check the fridge and cupboards before purchasing 

food” (86,8%) and “make shopping lists before going to the store” (75%), and “turn left-over food into other 

meals” (72,1%). “Improve communication with family about cooking times” (16,2%) and “creating a weekly 

menu plan” (26,5%) are the least indicated options. Compared to the survey of HFA and Boroume, we can 

almost see the same top three: activity 1 and 2 are the same, while activity 3 “turning left-over food into 

other meals” has a significant higher percentage among the sample of Feedback (+33%) – this could be 

explained by the types of events that are organised by Feedback, such as the disco soups and where 

respondents could have learnt this experience.  

Table 47: Exchanging food with others – Feedback (N=65). 

Next, 73,8% of the total sample indicates to have saved food from getting wasted by giving it to friends and 

neighbours (which is slightly lower than the HFA and Boroume sample – 75,9%). If respondents answered yes 

to this question (N=51), they were asked in which way they saved the food with family or friends. The most 

indicated option in the total sample is “personal contact” (94,1%), followed by giving it to an organisation 

(13,7%), via an application (7,8%), and via a public fridge is the least indicated option (2%). Examples given 

about applications are “Facebook groups”, “Olio”, and “Meal train”, and examples of organisations are “Food 

Exchange Café”, “Eatmosphere”, “Resto social” and “FSE”. Respondents in UK and Belgium seem to be more 

used to share food through applications or via organisations, than respondents of Boroume and HFA. 

  

Food Saving Activity at Home % 

Checking the fridge and cupboards before purchasing food 86,8 

Making shopping lists before going to the store 75 

Turn left over food into soups, jams, smoothies 72,1 

Using the freezer more effectively by freezing food that is close to expiry date 61,8 

Being more careful about the type of food and its expiration date 48,5 

Buying smaller amounts of food in shops 48,5 

Reducing the size of portions to cook and eat 36,8 

Avoid buying bulk promotion packs 33,8 

Making better use of storage so that I can keep food longer 33,8 

Creating a weekly menu plan 26,5 

Improve communication with family about cooking times 16,2 

 S1 

(N=20) 

S2 

(N=1) 

S4 

(N=27) 

S5 

(N=16) 

S6 

(N=1) 

Total  

(N= 65) 

Did you ever save food from getting wasted by giving it (or exchanging it) to your friends and neighbours? 

Yes 100.0% 0.0% 70.4% 56.3% 0.0% 73.8% 

No 0.0% 100.0% 29.6% 43.8% 100.0% 26.2% 



 

 

79 

 

4.6.4.4 Current Volunteering Characteristics 

The following results describe the volunteering characteristics of the respondents of Feedback UK and 

Belgium.  

 S1 

(N=20) 

S2 

(N=1) 

S4 

(N=27) 

S5 

(N=16) 

S6 

(N=1) 

Total  

(N= 65) 

Do you volunteer for an organization with a societal objective? 

Yes 75.0% 100.0% 40.7% 31.3% 100.0% 50.8% 

Table 48: Volunteering experience – organisation with a societal objective (N= 65). 

Respondents were asked about their experience of volunteering in an organisation with a societal objective 

(e.g. helping with studies, visiting elderly, giving medical assistance, etc.). In the total sample, we can see that 

50,8% has volunteering experience with organisations with a societal objective, which is relatively higher 

than the sample of HFA and Boroume (+14,4%).  

Furthermore, we can see that those having volunteering experience with organisations with a societal 

objective are also more likely to have experience with a food redistribution organisation (Chi-Square value: 

8.668, p= < .01 ). There is a significant relationship, although less strong for Feedback than compared to HFA 

and Boroume. The examples of organisations with a societal objective given by respondents vary greatly, for 

example “Soutiens aux sans papiers”, “Elizabeth’s Children’s Hospice”, “Greenpeace”, “Daklozenopvang 

Gent”, etc.  

Having 

volunteering 

experience with  

a food 

redistribution 

organisation 

Having volunteering experience with  

an organisation with a societal objective 

 No Yes Total (N=68) 

Yes 15,2% 48,6% 32,4% (N=22) 

No 84,8% 51,4% 67,6% (N=46) 

Table 49: Crosstab of having volunteering experience societal objective / food redistribution organisation. 

Next, in the total sample, 32,4% has experience with volunteering for a food redistribution organisation, 

which is the same percentage as in the HFA and Boroume survey. These respondents were asked for which 

kind of volunteering activities they had experience with (See table below). The most indicated volunteering 

activities in the total sample are “Participating in a food waste awareness event” (63,6%) and “collecting 

food at a donor’s place” (59,1%). Most volunteers indicate to have volunteered once or twice in the past four 

weeks, with 2 outliers of each indicating 15 and 30 times. The most frequent named organisations are “The 

Gleaning Network” and “Collect Met”, other examples are Kent Gleaning, FoodShare, FoodCycle, Re-Bon. 
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Table 50: 51Type of volunteering activities in a food redistribution organisation. 

Of those having experience as a volunteer in a food redistribution organisation (segment 1 and 2), 85,7% 

states to have been involved in a gleaning activity. The frequency of being involved in a gleaning event differs 

among the respondents, half of the respondents indicate 1 to 2 times, and the frequency of the other half 

differs and largely various (from 3 to 100 times). We can thus say here that half of the volunteers participate 

once or twice, and that the other half are recurring volunteers at gleaning events.   

Furthermore, among current non-experienced volunteers (segment 4 to 6, N=40), 87% indicates to have 

heard already about the notion of “gleaning”. They mostly got familiar with the concept through social 

media (57,5%), heard it via another charity/NGO (20%), via friends (12,5%) and then via radio/TV (2,5%). Of 

these current non-experienced volunteers, 36,8% (N=14) already participated in a gleaning event – while 

63,2% did not. So although these participants don’t indicate to have volunteering experience in/with a food 

redistribution organisation, they do indicate to have participated in a gleaning event. Here we see that this is 

more frequent to happen among the respondents in Belgium than in the UK – whereby they all refer to the 

local Gleaning Network.  

 

  

 Total (N=22) 

Donating food myself to the food surplus redistribution 
organization  

27,3 

Collecting food at a donor's place  59,1 

Help transporting food from donor to charity/storage 
venue/food bank  

36,4 

Helping a charity with processing the received food  40,9 

Providing a tip about an interesting donor in my 
neighbourhood  

27,3 

Providing a tip about a charity in my neighbourhood 
that is interested in receiving food  

27,3 

Making advertisement in my neighbourhood about the 
organisation  

36,4 

Participating in a food waste awareness raising event 
such as a disco soup  

63,6 

Volunteering at the food redistribution organisation 
itself as an administrative support  

18,2 

Packaging or labelling the food  13,6 

Volunteering at the food redistribution organisation to 
match donors with charities  

18,2 

Bringing additional material to help food surplus 
redistribution (e.g. package/cutlery etc …)  

27,3 
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4.6.4.5 Drivers for Participation in SavingFood for Gleaning 

As explained in the chapter about the segmentation profiles, the intention to join SavingFood was one of the 

main variables to segment the respondents. Based on their volunteering experience in food redistribution 

organisations (yes/no), 6 segments were made that showed their intention to join a gleaning event in the 

SavingFood project (yes/maybe/not at all). Segment 1 (N=20) and segment 4 (N=27) thereby indicated that 

they are definitely willing to join SavingFood, segment 2 (N=1) and segment 5 (N=16) maybe, and segment 3 

(N=0) and 6 (N=1) not at all – for which we already explained that for the engagement strategy segment 1 

and 4 are the most important ones to outreach. The following figure shows the percentages for the whole 

database – and the following results will explain in more detail the motivations and barriers for (not) joining 

SavingFood:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 5: Intention to volunteer for a gleaning event through SavingFood (N= 65). 

The one person (segment 6) indicating that s/he is not willing to join SavingFood for a gleaning event is 

because of the reason that s/he lives in the inner city of London and would have to travel a long distance 

before reaching a farm. The 17 persons that are hesitating to join SavingFood for a gleaning event (segment 

2 and 5), mostly indicate that they need to see first how the tool works in practice before they would join the 

project (35,3%), followed by various reasons like: “I need to know more about the project and tool before I 

would join” (11,8), “lack of time” (7,8%) and “I need to know more about the organisation Feedback” (5,9%). 

The reasons why respondents are hesitating is mostly because out of a lack of knowledge and information 

about the project and the tool. The engagement strategy can tackle this through the awareness raising 

videos, or by organizing events where the tools are introduced and where you can try it yourself through a 

demo-account.  

The reasons why respondents indicated that they would (maybe) join are mainly from social and ecological 

perspective: “To save food and give it to people in need” (17,2%), “To reduce the environmental impact of 

food waste (17,2%), followed by “I value food as such and hate to let it waste” (14,1%), and “Saving food in a 

community has more impact than an individual endeavour” (9,4%). To save food in-group because of the 

social contacts is creating is a less motivating reasons to join a gleaning event (3,1%).   

 

 

72,3

26,2

1,5
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In the following table, we can see the interest in the different SavingFood roles and the segments: 

 S1 

(N=20) 

S2 

(N=1) 

S4 

(N=27) 

S5 

(N=16) 

Total  

(N= 64) 

Which of the following roles do you consider to perform as a volunteer?  

SavingFood Gleaner 55.0% 0.0% 74.1% 43.8% 59.4% 

SavingFood ambassador 35.0% 0.0% 25.9% 43.8% 32.8% 

SavingFood sensor 15.0% 0.0% 11.1% 6.3% 10.9% 

SavingFood fundraiser 10.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 7.8% 

SavingFood campaigner 20.0% 0.0% 11.1% 6.3% 12.5% 

SavingFood matchmaker 15.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 9.4% 

SavingFood gleaning organizer 15.0% 0.0% 14.8% 6.3% 12.5% 

SavingFood processor 30.0% 100.0% 18.5% 18.8% 23.4% 

None of the above 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 3.1% 

Table 52: Interest in SavingFood roles for Feedback respondents (N=64). 

From the table above, we can see that respondents are mostly interested in the role of a “SavingFood 

Gleaner: attending gleaning days and collecting crops at farms” (59,4%), followed by “SavingFood 

ambassador: making publicity for gleaning in the neighbourhood” (32,8%) and “SavingFood processor: 

helping a charity with processing the food from a gleaning day” (23,4%). Only 3,1% are not interested in any 

of the above mentioned roles, and those answers given are from respondents in segment 5 (those not 

having volunteering experience, and hesitating to join SavingFood).  

Furthermore, we see that segment 4 (those not having volunteering experience, and more than likely to join 

SavingFood) is highly interested in the role of a “SavingFood gleaner”. It seems that especially this role is 

triggering their interest, which is the same main interest of segment 1 (those already having volunteering 

experience) although more split with the SavingFood ambassador and SavingFood processor role. It thus 

seems that once you are having experience, you are more interested in other types of roles.  The 

engagement strategy can here make a difference in the communication towards volunteers that are either 

or not already part of the gleaning (or volunteer) network to keep current volunteers motivated, and to 

recruit new volunteers. 
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Participants were also asked about certain concrete features that would be added in the platform, and if 

these would support them in their volunteering activities. Overall, we can see that participants are mostly 

interested in “having one account with an overview of events” (91,2%) and in “receiving notifications about 

new upcoming gleaning events” (91,2%). Although, transport is mentioned as one of the main barriers to join 

a gleaning event (see next chapter), the feature is not in the current top three of most supporting tools, and 

receives the highest percentages “I do not know” (8,8%). It might thus be that participants did not 

understand what was meant with this function in the survey, and that more information and instructions 

should be provided about how it exactly works. The engagement strategy should definitely take this into 

account, as it could be an important added value of the platform in overcoming the transport barrier for 

volunteers. Nevertheless, this function has a higher interest score in the feedback survey (78,9%) than in the 

survey of HFA and Boroume (55,5%). 

Do you believe that the following functions will make volunteering for gleaning activities 
easier for you?: (1)will make it easier (2) will not make it easier (3) I don’t know  

Having one account with an overview of upcoming gleaning 
events in my neighbourhood  

(1) 91,2% 

(2) 7% 

(3) 1,8% 

Travel coordination towards a gleaning event  

(1) 78,9% 

(2) 12,3% 

(3) 8,8% 

Receive notifications about new upcoming gleaning events 

(1) 91,2% 

(2) 5,3% 

(3) 3,5% 

Register online for participating in a gleaning event 

(1) 78,9% 

(2) 14% 

(3) 7% 

Receiving reminders about the gleaning events I registered 
to 

(1) 80,7% 

(2) 15,8% 

(3) 3,5% 
Table 53: Support tools during participation (N57). 
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Next, participants were also asked about their interest in specific motivations tools of the SavingFood 

platform (see table below). Here, we see that “awareness raising events for publicity” obtain the highest 

interest score (63,1%), followed by another type of event “awareness raising events to testify about your 

activities” (43,9%). Overall, the percentages among the respondents in the survey link of Feedback UK and 

Belgium are lower than those of the survey of HFA and Boroume. All samples have the same main interest in 

awareness raising events, although we see that the respondents of Feedback are less interested in an online 

token (15,8% versus 58,5% for Boroume volunteers and 36,4% HFA volunteers), the badge system (14% 

versus 54,1% Boroume volunteers and 37,9% HFA volunteers), signing a pledge (26,3% versus 45,9% 

Boroume volunteers and 50 HFA volunteers), and an offline sign (24,6% versus 32,4% Boroume volunteers 

and 34,8% HFA volunteers). For the engagement strategy, this means that for all pilots involved in 

SavingFood the main effort should go to organising events offline, and that this could be supported by online 

tools. For HFA and Boroume, it might be thus be that those online tools (such as a token, badges, etc.) work 

more efficiently than for Feedback. If it seems necessary, than the engagement strategy can try out other 

motivational tools for Feedback than the ones questioned now.   

To what extent do you think the following tools can contribute to keep you motivated as a 

volunteer? (1) will motivate me (2) will not motivate me (3) I do not know 

SavingFood online token (1) 15,8% 

(2) 73,7% 

(3) 10,5% 

Badge system (1) 14% 

(2) 71,9% 

(3) 14% 

Pledge (1) 26,3% 

(2) 54,4% 

(3) 19,3% 

Awareness raising events to testify (1) 43,9% 

(2) 42,1% 

(3) 14% 

Offline sign (1) 24,6% 

(2) 64,9% 

(3) 10,5% 

Awareness raising events for publicity (1) 63,2% 

(2) 21,1% 

(3) 15,8% 

Table 54: Motivation tools in the SavingFood platform – Feedback (N= 57). 
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4.6.4.6 Barriers for Participation in SavingFood (Gleaning) for Citizens 

In the following table, an overview is given of certain constraints that might influence the 

participation/availability for a gleaning event: 

 % 

I think in general that attending a gleaning meeting and participating in a gleaning 

event on a farm is a difficult activity for me  

4,6% 

Unless the gleaning coordinator has arranged transport, I will lack personal 

transport to go to gleaning meeting place  

32,3% 

My ICT-skills are not good enough to register and attend gleaning events by 

means of the Saving Food platform so I would like to register via phone or other 

communication means  

0% 

Unless the gleaning coordinator has arranged transport, I will probably lack public 

transport options to go to gleaning meeting places in the countryside  

32,3% 

My work hours are quite irregular so my availability is unpredictable  32,3% 

My family needs attention in my free time so I might not always have the time to 

glean  

26,2% 

I can only glean within a limited distance from my house due to some personal 

obligations  

16,9% 

I suffer from mobility impairment and hence it is physically not easy for me to 

collect crops 

1,5% 

Table 55: Barriers for participating in a gleaning event (N=65). 

The most given constraints are related to transport: either having personal transport (e.g. owning a car), or 

transport for going to a farm at a remote place in the countryside (e.g. accessibility by public transport, travel 

time, etc.) and time constraints. Some respondents clarified this as well in the text box: 

 “It would have to be able to access by train or bus, as I do not own a car” 

 “Although there might be public transport available to go to a gleaning meeting, if the place is far 

from where I live it might be too expensive for me to travel” 

 “Distance, I probably wouldn’t go if it was more than 1 hour drive away” 

 “Transport cots, as gleaning in my area is often an hours drive away” 
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4.6.4.7 Volunteers’ Attitude for joining SavingFood (gleaning)  

The following questions relate to the attitude of a person, when s/he would volunteer in a gleaning event. 

From the table below, we can see that mostly the opinion of friends is valued (mean score: 2,08), and that 

those of people in the neighbourhood is perceived as less important (mean score: 2,50). For the engagement 

strategy this means that opinions of friends mostly matter, and that this could be supported by inviting 

friends, or sharing news with friends in the network (which is the same for HFA and Boroume).    

According to you, how would people around you think about your participation in gleaning? 

(answers: 1= very important, 2= important, 3= not important, 4= not important at all 

My family members would consider my 
participation in Saving Food as  

Mean score: 2,10 

My friends would consider my participation 
in Saving Food as  

Mean score: 2,08 

People in my neighbourhood would 
consider my participation in Saving Food as 

Mean score: 2,50 

Table 56: Social effect of participating in SavingFood (N=60 – mean scores). 

The results in the table below report about the ‘self-efficacy’ concept. Self-efficacy refers to the extent or 

strength of one’s belief in one’s own ability to complete a task. Overall, we can see very high efficacy score, 

all mean scores all averagely around “strongly agree” and “agree”. We can see that respondents mostly 

believe that they will help to collect to save more surplus food (mean score: 1,61), followed by the belief that 

their volunteering will result in more farmers and charities in the network (mean score: 1,9). For the 

engagement strategy, the quantification report can help to support these believes by stating the amount of 

saved surplus food per gleaning event. Furthermore, in the role of being a SavingFood ambassador, 

volunteers can help in giving tips about new farmers and charities that can be added on a map (after quality 

control, and in an anonymous way if necessary). 

To what extent do you belief in the outcomes of your engagement as a volunteer?  

(answers: 1= strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=disagree, 4= strongly disagree) 

My volunteering in gleaning will help to 
engage more farmers and charities than 
today  

Mean score: 1,90 

My volunteering in gleaning events will 
help to collect and save more food for 
people in need than today 

Mean score: 1,61 

My volunteering will help gleaning to get 
more known in my 
neighbourhood/community 

Mean score: 1,92 

Table 57: Self-efficacy in SavingFood (N=60 - mean scores). 
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The last question is about the outcome belief that someone will achieve by participating in a gleaning event. 

Here, we see that they mostly self-assess the positive environmental impact on a personal level as the most 

important (mean score: 1,45), followed by the amount of saved surplus food that is given to people in need 

(mean score: 1,48). The quantification report can support the later one by distributing statistics. Being part 

of broader community is regarded as important (although the least in the row here), the mean score for 

Feedback is here higher (or thus less important) than for Boroume (1,88), but in the same range as HFA 

(2,06). For the engagement strategy this thus means that the community part is seemed as important for all 

three pilots, and especially for the Boroume sample.  

How do you assess the outcome of gleaning events on a personal level? 

(answers: 1= very important, 2= important, 3= not important, 4= not important at all 

For me to have as volunteer an opportunity 
to support the increase of saved surplus 
food to people in need is... 

Mean score: 1,48 

For me to have as a volunteer an 
opportunity to have a positive 
environmental impact is... 

Mean score: 1,45 

For me to become part of a broader food 
saving community is... 

Mean score: 2,07 

Table 58: Outcome beliefs in SavingFood – Feedback (N=58 – mean scores). 

   

4.6.5 Summary of Lessons Learned from the survey 
To summarize the main findings from the survey, a list of lessons learned is provided that apply for either all 

four pilots, or one pilot in specific: 

General lessons learned (for all pilots) 

 For all pilots the audience could be segmented based on current activity with a food redistribution 
organisation, expression of concern about food waste and willingness/interest to join SavingFood. 
If we place the identified segments for each pilot on the axis “make me – help me – show me”, it is 
clear that our project should work on the ‘help me’ and ‘show me’ group. In the ‘show me’ group a 
large majority of existing volunteers of Boroume/HFA or Feedback shows an interest in the 
platform, while in the ‘help me’ group, the segment is concerned with food waste and expresses an 
interest in food redistribution is always big compared to the segment that is concerned and not 
interested. The make me group, which is characterised by a non-concern in food waste, is very 
small. In other words, a large part of the existing volunteers can be convinced to use the platform 
and there is also a great potential in people not involved in food redistribution yet but expressing a 
concern for food waste to get engaged in SavingFood via the platform.  

 This does not mean that our project won’t try to engage segments belonging to the ‘make me’ 
group, but the goal of engaging towards these persons is more to be understood as trying to reach 
them so they would start finding out information about the project and food waste, while with the 
segments belonging to the other groups the aim is clearly to have them use the platform and 
participate in food donations and food saving events.  

 In general, participants joining the project as a volunteer will be mostly female, ranging from 31 to 
40 years old.  

 Current volunteers of all four pilots have a high awareness and knowledge about food waste, 
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especially among the Feedback sample. The engagement strategy can thus especially focus on 
raising awareness and knowledge among potential new volunteers. 

 Those having experience as a volunteer in an organization with a societal objective, are also likely 
to have more volunteer experience with a food redistribution organization 

 3 in 10 respondents (among all four pilots) had volunteering experience with a food redistribution 
organization 

 In general, the engagement strategy should in first place focus on offline motivation tools (e.g. 
awareness raising events for publicity, or to testify) and next on online motivation tools 

 The badge system was especially perceived as motivating by the Boroume sample (54,1% among 
current volunteers, and 47 for non-volunteers), and less by HFA (37,9% for volunteers, 32,1% for 
non volunteers) and even lesser by Feedback (14%).  

 In general, the opinion of friends about volunteering activities is deemed as the most important 
one. The engagement strategy can focus here on social features such as inviting a friend, or sharing 
news with a friend. 

 Overall, respondents mostly believed that their contribution in the food redistribution organization 
shall result in more collected food. The quantification report is hereby a necessary supporting tool 
to show the outcomes, and support the belief and motivation of volunteers. 

 Having one account with an overview of upcoming (gleaning or saving food) events in the 
neighbourhood, and receiving notifications about it are perceived as very useful tools to have as a 
volunteer in the project 

 Becoming part of a broader community that saves surplus food is seemed as an important 
personal outcome for all pilots, and especially for the Boroume respondents. 

 

 

Lessons learned for Boroume and HFA 

 Respondents of Boroume and HFA (volunteers and non-volunteers) are more used to share surplus 
food via personal contact with friends and family. 

 Among the Boroume sample, respondents are more familiar to share the surplus food via 
organizations than HFA . 

 Among the Boroume sample, volunteers are mostly experienced in being an administrative support 
in the organization, as a matchmaker between donors and charities, and in making advertisement 

 Among the HFA sample, volunteers are mostly experienced in making advertisement about the 
organization in the neighbourhood, being an administrative support, and in helping transporting the 
food from donor to charity or to the food bank. 

 The general food rescue scenario seems to be the most interesting one to current volunteers and 
non-volunteers for HFA and Boroume (followed by farmer markets and gleaning). 

 Among experienced volunteers, the roles of “SavingFood ambassador “ SavingFood sensor” and 
“SavingFood matchmaker” seem to be the most interested ones. For the engagement strategy, the 
first two roles are the most important ones to take into account for motivating new volunteers to 
join, and to start with simple, doable tasks.  

 Among volunteers of HFA and Boroume, only 3,5% is not willing to join the SavingFood project (0,7% 
Boroume, 4,5% HFA). 

 Among non-volunteers of HFA and Boroume, 7 in 10 is wiling to join the SavingFood project, of which 
5 in 7 will need an extra push once the platform is launched (in terms of information and peer 
support) 

 The engagement strategy should distribute enough information about the diverse roles a volunteer 
could have in the project (high percentage – I do not know). 
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 The most important barrier for Boroume and HFA for joining saving food as a volunteer is the lack of 
time to volunteer.  

 Respondents of the Boroume sample and more likely to regularly attend volunteering activities than 
the respondents of HFA. A lack of time and a lack of transport are the main barriers for HFA, as well 
as that they need more information about the tool and the roles of the platform. The sample of HFA 
has a high interest in the carpooling/travel coordination function as support tool for being a 
volunteer. 

 

Lessons learned for Feedback UK and Belgium 

 Respondents of Feedback UK and Belgium are more used to share surplus food via an organization 
or (social media) application. 

 Volunteers of Feedback UK and Belgium are mostly experienced with participating in events, and 
with collecting food a at a donor’s place/ farmers’ place 

 7 in 10 respondents are definitely willing to join the SavingFood project 

 The main motivations for joining SavingFood and its gleaning events if from social and ecological 
perspective (helping people in need, helping the environment) 

 The main barriers for not joining a gleaning event are transport (not having personal transport, or 
distance, accessiblity and cost to the countryside) 

 Almost 3 in 10 hesitate to join the SavingFood project, and mostly because of a current lack of 
information about the scenarios, and the organization itself 

 The engagement strategy should make a difference in giving information about the types of roles 
one could have as a volunteer in SavingFood and the experience with it. Experienced volunteers 
are interested in more roles (gleaner, processor and ambassador), while non-experienced 
volunteers are in the first place interested to try out gleaning 

 The engagement strategy should give enough information about the carpooling module for 
volunteers, as transport is deemed as one of the most important barriers to join the project 

 The respondents of Feedback Belgium and UK seemed to be overall less interested than HFA and 

Boroume in online motivational tools, such as an online token, the badge system, etc. 
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4.6.6 Barriers and Drivers for Participation in SavingFood by 
Donors and Charities in Greece (Boroume) and Hungary (HFA) 

In this chapter, interview results are presented from Greece (Boroume) and Hungary (HFA) about possible 

barriers and motivations for donors and charities to join the SavingFood network.  

4.6.6.1 Interview Methodology 

In August and September 2016, Boroume and HFA conducted interviews with charities and donors that are 

not yet part of their current network. The selection procedure was the same as for the survey: in the first 

place, Boroume and HFA searched for donors and charities that are familiar with the organisation but are not 

yet operating with them, and the second target was to reach out to donors and charities who are not 

familiar with the organisation at all. During the selection procedure, Boroume and HFA also took the type of 

donor or charity organisation into account, as to have a good mix of profiles and a representative sample 

(e.g. not only donors operating in the hotel industry, but also restaurants, supermarkets, food markets, etc.) 

The interviews had the objective to investigate why they are currently not engaged with the food 

redistribution organisation today, and what their possible barriers and motivations are to be engaged (in first 

place with Boroume and HFA itself, and in second place with the SavingFood project.  

The interviews were conducted through face-to-face contacts and approximately took 1 hour to 1 hour and a 

half. In some cases, the interview questions were sent afterwards to the interviewees as to get extra 

information, and to give priority to exchanging information about the functioning of the food redistribution 

organisation and the SavingFood project during the first acquaintance. Because of privacy reasons, the exact 

name of the organisation will not be mentioned in the analysis.  

In total, Boroume conducted 9 interviews: 4 with charities and 5 with donors. HFA conducted 2 interviews: 2 

with charities and 2 with donors.  

 Donors Charities 

Boroume  1 hotel 

 1 restaurant 

 1 farmer market 

 2 catering services 

 1 children shelter 

 2 refugees shelters 

 1 rehabilitation unit 

HFA  1 bakery 

 1 restaurant 

 2 charities supporting 

families in need 

Table 59: Selected donors and charities for the interviews for Boroume and HFA. 
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4.6.6.2 Interviews results of Greece (Boroume) for Charities and 
Donors 

4.6.6.2.1 Charities 

In the case of charities, 3 out of 4 charities were familiar with Boroume but did not collaborated with the 

organisation before. The charities got acquainted with Boroume in various ways: through Internet search, 

through a supermarket that is already part of Boroume’s network, and through other NGOs. 3 of the 4 

charities are familiar with the modus operandi of food redistribution organisations, for one charity 

organisation ( the children shelter) it was the first time that they heard about such initiatives.  

All charity organisations stated that they consider to work with such initiatives as they currently feel a higher 

need in finding more donors or donations that better fit their needs. Some charity organisations prefer to 

receive specific types of food categories, such as fruits and vegetables, or to work with loose ingredients as 

to being to prepare the meals themselves. All charities stated to have experience in receiving food donations 

(e.g. through small or large companies in the neighbourhood, or through individuals, or through Food Bank 

Greece).  

All charities stated that they are interested to join the Boroume network, and also to join the SavingFood 

platform – although for one charity it would be operational very difficult as they do not have a computer at 

their organisation, and would prefer to be contacted by phone. 

In the analysis, some barriers and enablers were found to do so: 

Enablers for charities  Barriers for charities  

 Finding more donors and donations in an easy – 

and so in the end saving costs that could be 

used for other purposes (3 in 4 charities) 

 Being able to work with «permanent bridges», 

as to secure regular donors and the types of 

food so that it corresponds with the charity’s 

needs (3 in 4 charities) 

 Receiving food that corresponds with the 

charity’s needs (3 in 4 charities) 

 Being part of a like minded community (1 

charity) 

 Knowledge and information sharing (1 charity) 

 Efficiency: A better management of incoming 

donations (1 charity) 

 The possibility of the charity to being able to 

volunteer at a farmer market event (1 charity) 

 Signing a public commitment (1 charity) 

 Having a computer in the charity organisation (1 

charity) 

 Can only pick-up in a limited time window, and 

within a limited range in the district (1 charity) 

 Capacity to know how to handle the platform 

Table 60: Enablers and barriers of charities in Greece to join SavingFood. 

For charities, the most important enablers or motivators to join the SavingFood platform is “to find donors 

and donations more easily” and “to receive donations that correspond with the charity’s needs”. These 

reasons were stated by all almost all charities. Besides that, other enablers are to being part of a community, 

to share information, signing a public pledge, and being able to volunteer at an event as a charity.  
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On the other hand, there were only a limited amount of barriers found, and that is the absence of having a 

computer in the organisation, and the pickup/transport of the donations. These barriers were each only for 

one specific organisation, in general, most charities did not state to have problems to pick up the donations.  

In order to be properly engaged in the project, the charities stated that they need to have more information 

about the functioning of the platform, and that specific persons should learn how it operates (e.g. in the case 

of the children shelter, some older children could be engaged to accept incoming donations).  

4.6.6.2.2 Donors 

With respect to donors, 4 in 5 donors had experience with donating food to charities, or to a food 

redistribution organisation. 3 in 5 donors were also acquainted with Boroume, but did not collaborate with 

the organisation before. One of the donors became acquainted with Boroume through the volunteer 

network, another donor heard of Boroume through one of their clients who is part of the Boroume network 

as a frequent donor. 2 in 5 donors have no explicit preference for a specific profile of the charities to whom 

they would like to donate. One donor would like to donate to charities nearby, and one donor would like to 

donate to families facing food insecurities, and one donor to children. 

Overall, all donors state that they currently feel a higher need to reduce food waste and to donate it, as to 

being able to support people in need. The donors are having various types of food surplus: prepared meals 

for events, fresh fruit and vegetables, breakfast, sandwiches, etc.  and 3 in 5 state that they have regular 

food surplus (e.g. every time there is a farmer market, every time there is a food catering event, for the hotel 

once a week, and for the restaurant 5 to 10 portions of ready to eat food). Currently, most donors give 

surplus food to employees at the end of the day, and one donor is giving it to the social service of the 

municipality.  

All donors expressed interest to join the Boroume network, and 3 in 5 donors were also interested to join 

the SavingFood project. One donor is not interested to join the SavingFood project, as they expect to not 

donate frequently, and one donor was still hesitating and would like to receive more information before 

registering to see how it works.  

In the analysis, some barriers and enablers were found to join SavingFood: 

Enablers for donors  Barriers for donors  

 The intermediary matchmaking service of 

Boroume on the platform: the donor is certain 

that they will find a potential charity at end of 

the day/after an event. Also for big donations 

their help is very welcome. (4 donors) 

 Being part of a community with a pro-social 

objective (1 donor) 

 Being able to see the quantification report of 

saved food (4 donors 

 Having an offline and online badge to show that 

they are part of the Boroume network (4 

donors) 

 Food safety regulations: for catering companies 

food cannot be donated after an event, if the 

food has been exposed for a certain time limit 

(1 donor) 

 Food safety regulations: the recipient should 

sign a document concerning food safety liability 

(1 donor) 

 The charity should pick up the donation at their 

premises within a predefined time slot (2 

donors) 

Table 61: Enablers and barriers for donors in Greece to join SavingFood. 
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The most important enabler to join the platform is to have the intermediary matchmaking service of 

Boroume in between donors and charities. The donors know then that someone is there to control the 

process, and to intervene when help is needed. Furthermore, the quantification report seems to be very 

interesting to donors as to see the amount of food donated, and to have an online or offline badge to show 

that they are part of the Boroume network. On the other hand, the most frequent mentioned barrier is the 

food safety regulation that could burden the process from an administrative point of view, and the 

arrangement of the pick-up. Some donors only have a limited time window for pick-up, e.g. late in the 

evening or early in the morning when a restaurant opens or closes. Recipients should sometimes thus be 

flexible in collecting the food donations.  

4.6.6.3 Interview results of Hungary (HFA) for Charities and Donors 

4.6.6.3.1 Charities 

The two charities that participated in the interviews were already acquainted with HFA, through a common 

project or through an intermediary partner. Both charities are working with families, and are offering food in 

various ways: canned food, fruits and vegetables, cooked meals, non-perishable food, etc. They both feel a 

higher need to work with donors and with food redistribution organisations, as they experience that it is 

difficult to find donations. Getting in connection with a possible donor is the hardest part, and especially to 

contact the “decision maker” in the company to decide about the food redistribution. They try to reach 

donors through personal contact, or through advertising on the Internet. 

Both charities are interested to join the SavingFood project. From the analysis, the following enablers and 

barriers were identified: 

Enablers for charities  Barriers for charities  

 Finding more donors and donations in an easy 

way (1 charity) 

 Communication and cooperation among the 

network (1 charity) 

 Receiving food that corresponds with the 

charity’s needs – better food management (1 

charity) 

 Being flexible for the collection or the transport 

of the food due to a lack of capacity (in staff) (1 

charity). 

Table 62: Enablers and barriers for joining SavingFood in Hungary for charities. 

4.6.6.3.2 Donors 

Regarding the donors, both donors (one bakery and one restaurant) stated that they have regular food 

surplus, either each day or after a certain event in the restaurant. One donor tried to collaborate before with 

a charity to redistribute it, but failed because of collection/transportation issues – and is now giving it to 

animals. Both donors are acquainted with HFA, are interested to work with HFA, as they currently feel a 

higher need to reduce their food surplus, and because they think it is not easy to find a good match with a 

charity. One donor has no preference in the profile of the charity, and the other one prefers to collaborate 

with children. They mostly have bakery good, pastry, sandwiches, cakes, cold buffet as surplus food.  
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Both donors are also interested to register and test out the SavingFood platform. In the following table, 

some enablers and barriers are listed: 

Enablers for donors  Barriers for donors  

 Receiving a badge (1 donor) 

 Receiving feedback that the donation 

successfully received its goal (1 donor) 

 Community aspect: changing social behaviour 

and empathy among the network (1 donor) 

 The amount of people helped in need (2 

donors) 

 Food safety regulations (1 donor) 

 It seems more easy to directly go to the charity 

organisation, and not to have a platform in 

between (1 donor) 

Table 63: Enablers and barriers for joining SavingFood in Hungary for donors. 

4.6.6.4 Conclusion Interviews 

From the above tables, we can see that the same type of enablers and barriers are present for Boroume and 

HFA. Food safety regulation and the arrangement of the transport seems to be the main barriers for 

matching donors and charities, while the main enablers are the better matching of donors and charities 

based on specified needs, and the feedback related to it (such as the quantification report and the successful 

matching). We can also see that donors  

The barriers and enablers identified by these charities and donors are thus in line with the barriers and the 

proposed solutions for them identified in the literature section, although the latter learns us also to keep in 

mind the internal organisation at the donor with respect to food waste management (who is responsible, 

how is the procedure for managing the ‘waste’ until it is inserted in the platform, …) as well as a ‘supervision’ 

over volunteers.   

Although we did not perform a survey here and rely on a few number of donors and charities, the 

testimonies from the interviewees shows that they also can take different position with respect to their 

current state of commitment and interest to join SavingFood. A part of them is already engaged with the 

pilot organisations (either in touch/contact in order to get more information or either for donations) or has a 

high esteem for the organisation and is considering to take steps to get in contact or join the food 

redistribution solution. We label the first (already engaged) as ‘show me’ donors/charities and the second as 

‘help me’ donors or charities.  
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5 SavingFood behavioural change interventions and 
strategy 

Having presented in the previous chapter our results from the literature review, surveys and interviews 

about barriers, enablers, drivers and motivations towards food waste, food redistribution and our project 

among citizens, donors and charities in the pilot countries, it is now time to present the behavioural change 

interventions that SavingFood will deploy in order to foster food surplus redistribution in the pilots.  

Since the results of the survey and interviews showed that the ‘help me’ and ‘show me’ groups were the 

most interesting to focus our efforts on and that for each a specific segment could be identified that was 

largely present among the respondents and whose characteristics could be clearly established in relation to 

various behavioural determinants detected in the first chapter, socio-demographic profile and expectations 

(barriers, enablers) towards different roles and actions towards food surplus redistribution, our interventions 

are designed to make behavioural change happen towards the objectives identified in the behavioural, 

knowledge and beliefs objective list. This does not mean that our interventions cannot address the segments 

that belonged more to the ‘make me’ group (not interested, not concerned) or belong to the ‘help me’ 

group but lean towards ‘make me’ ( concerned but have heavy doubts or heavy reluctance to join). As an 

awareness raising project, our aim is to at least at the end of the project make these segments achieve most 

of the basic behavioural, knowledge and beliefs objectives.   

As such our interventions should facilitate the segments’ movement to the next stage, with the possibility 

that people from the ‘help me’ segment can skip the ‘show me’ stage due to the combination of the 

interventions.  

 

Figure 6 behavioural change flow 

Following the philosophy of the 4E-model, our project is composed of different interventions that each 

address a different aspect that is needed to drive the behavioural change towards saving surplus food. 

Collectively, these interventions should work as a catalysator in order to change current behaviours: 

increasing awareness about food surplus redistribution, fostering social norms around and commitment 

make me help me show me

usage 
platform and 
SavingFood 

member
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towards engagement in food surplus redistribution, encouraging and enthusing people, increasing 

knowledge on how to act, making  acting more convenient etc...  

Some of these interventions will be implemented directly on the SavingFood platform; others will accessible 

via other channels but are related to activities on the platform. In this section we first present the 

interventions that will be present on the platform and second discuss these interventions that relate to the 

project but will be accessible via other channels.   

Building upon the insights from the survey and the literature, we specify for each of the interventions the 

category of interventions within the 7E-framework and Community Based Social Marketing to which it 

belong, the SavingFood scenario to which it is applicable and its specific target audience and the group to 

which it belongs (show me, help me and make me). We sometimes indicate ‘wider stakeholder community’ 

as well in the sense that an intervention might lead to a research organisation, a food safety agency or local 

authorities to show an interest in food surplus redistribution and hence provide their support in sense of 

research or facilitating the project.  

Under these specifications in the form of a table, we explain the intervention (what, why, how) in detail. At 

the end of this section, we provide a general overview of the interventions.     

5.1 The SavingFood Platform  
The development of the SavingFood platform as a Collective Awareness Platform is to be the overarching 

behavioural change intervention of our project in order to drive behavioural change of potential food 

donors, citizens as volunteers and charities as food surplus recipients towards food surplus redistribution. It 

consists of different components: the SavingFood food surplus redistribution modules, the crowdsourced 

map, the SavingFood food waste cost calculation tools and the SavingFood badges.  

5.1.1 Food donations and Saving Food events - Removing 
barriers in order to make acting more convenient 

 

Scenarios General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target audience Existing donors  (show me) and interested donors (help me) 

Existing volunteers (show me) and interested citizen  (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and interested charities (help me) 

Intervention target type Enable 

Table 64 food donations and saving food events 

One purpose of the platform is to make it easier for food donors, citizens as volunteers and food recipient 

organisations to be involved in food surplus redistribution by removing barriers that currently prevent them  

from acting or make them hesitate to join food surplus redistribution.  

In particular SavingFood wants to make acting easier for these three kind of actors in the case of:  
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1. general food rescue: food donations from shops, supermarkets, restaurants etc... to charities 

2. food saving events:  

a. farmer markets: collecting non-sold food at farmer markets and redistributing it to charities 

b. gleaning: collecting non-harvested crops or non-sold food at farms and redistributing it to 

charities 

Therefore this interventions serves not only to convince existing donors, recipient organisations and 

volunteers of the pilot organisations to ‘migrate’ to the platform (show me) and potential donors, recipients 

organisations and volunteers to do the same (help me), but also to keep the behavioural change process of 

these actors on-going once they have joined SavingFood.  

With respect to the general food rescue scenario, the platform will offer in its general food rescue module, 

as described in the table below, there is a set of functionalities that should be a response to the following 

barriers identified above in the literature review and the surveys:  

 correct matchmaking between offer and demand and in function of capacities (pick-up time, 

storage, ...) of donors and charities 

 inefficiencies in the process of food transaction between donors and charities 

 legal concerns of donors and charities 

 quality concerns about the involved actors  

 traceability of food donations for donors and overview of donations and donors for charities 

One will note that our platform won’t support in this module the recruitment of volunteers for the general 

food rescue scenario.  This is because of liability and food safety issues which make that responsability with 

the food after pick-up lies with the charity. Volunteers thus need to belong to a charity for picking up food in 

the general food rescue scenario. In case extra volunteers are needed, SavingFood will nonetheless assist a 

charity by posting on the social media pages of the pilot organisations HFA and Boroume their call for 

volunteers. The surveys highlighted that especially in the case of HFA this might be successful as a part of the 

volunteers stated that being a transporter of food surplus from donor to charity interest them.  

General food rescue module 

User Barrier Functionality 

Donor & 

recipient 

Match offer with need and 

capacity  

The platform functions as a communication hub based 

on the following functions: 

Profile at registration: Donor and recipient complete 

profile with basic essential information (location, 

opening days, contact info, capacity, needs) 

Make donation: Donor (or pilot coordinator on behalf 

of donor) specifies donation (amount, type of food, 

food storage and transport needs) 

Matchmaking by pilot coordinator (hub): Semi-

automatic matchmaking between donor and recipient 

organisation based on preferences, location, time-

window of pick-up, past history   
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Confirm donation: Recipient confirms or declines offer 

 Assure efficient process of 

transaction 

Notification system: notifications for important steps 

(new donation, offer donation to recipient, recipient 

accepts/declines, confirmation of pick-up) in the 

process allow a fast communication line and 

monitoring of the process by pilot coordinator 

 Concerns about quality of the 

donation process 

Rating system: allows a donor to review a recipient 

and vice versa. Donor sees only his own ratings; 

Recipient his; Pilot coordinator sees both.  

Donor Legal concerns (taxation, food 

safety) 

Charter: stipulating the food donations rules (in 

compliance with national laws) and to be signed when 

joining the platform 

 Track and retrieve past 

donations 

Quantification report: report providing an overview of 

donations: amount saved, recipients 

Recipient (food 

charities) 

Track and retrieve food 

donations  

Quantification report: overview of donated food and 

from whom 

Table 65 functionalities general food rescue module 

For the gleaning and farmer markets, the platform will tackle the barriers of :  

 correct matchmaking of offer and needs between farmers/farmer markets and charities 

 managing of volunteers, especially awareness of planned food saving events and transport 

 Traceability of food donations for farmer market organiser 

Given the communication requirements related to farmers as explained in section 4.5, the gleaning pilot will 

appoint gleaning coordinators who take care of the personal communication with farmers when setting up a 

food saving events.  

Food Saving events: gleaning and farmer markets 

Actor Barrier functionalities 

Donor & 

recipient 

Communication with farmer 

Correct matchmaking in 

function of needs and offer 

 

 

Trackability of food 

Gleaning coordinator appointed in case of gleaning; 

Farmer market coordinator can have donor account 

Gleaning coordinator will take care of this personally 

Recipient organisations will get a notification about an 

event in order to claim part of the harvested produce.  

 

Quantification report for farmer market managers 

Volunteer Management of volunteers  

 

Calendarfunction providing overview of events 

Commit function allowing a volunteer to register his 
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Transport 

attendance 

Carpooling module allowing people to offer rides and 

people accepting ride offers 

Alerts and notifications in order to support registration 

and carpooling systems 

Table 66 functionalities gleaning/farmer markets 

5.1.2 Providing training and practical information about the 
platform and food surplus redistribution 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention 

target 

audience 

Existing donors (show me) and interested donors (help me) 

Existing volunteers (show me) and interested volunteers (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and interested charities (help me) 

Intervention 

category 

Enlighten, Enable 

Table 67 training and practical information 

The interventions of convenience and ‘enable’ all stressed the importance of reducing any external barrier to 

individuals in order to act. We highlighted above already how the functionalities of the platform are a 

response to take away practical barriers. Of course, by going ‘digital’ SavingFood needs to be sure that its 

different kind of users can follow and understand the functioning of the platform and secondly that also all 

operational steps are clear. In the case of both food saving events and food donations, we highlighted in the 

literature review that internal processes (such as assigning who is responsible for identifying and managing 

the food surplus) at a farm, a store or a charity must be set in place to organise the donation or the pick-up 

and later storage and processing. The interviews with donors and charities in Greece and Hungary also 

highlighted this point.  

Pilot organisations are already providing such ‘training and information ’ opportunities. Within SavingFood, 

besides providing information on the platform and via the motivational video’s (see below), these training 

and information sessions will continue and, if necessary, adapted from the perspective of the SavingFood 

platform. Information and training documents will also be provided if necessary to support this process. 

Moreover, the SavingFood Ambassador in a community (see below) can also help with providing information 

and tips to a specific actor, in particular to volunteers and interested citizens.  

These sessions apply to all our segments. In case of already existing donors, recipients and volunteers, these 

session will help to foster the commitment to use the SavingFood platform by utimately, if this is the case, 

erasing any doubt to actually start using the platform (enable). For the potential donors, volunteers and 

recipients (the help me segment), such information sessions will provide an opportunity to answer any 

questions they might have with respect to working with the platform (enlighten) and will support their move 

from «help me» to «show me» and later actually use it.   

If due to reason of digital access or digital literacy a barrier to participation exists at the level of the donor or 

the recipient organisation, the SavingFood solution still allows the pilot coordinator to execute the tasks on 
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behalf of the donor (in the case of gleaning the gleaning coordinator inserts the information on behalf of the 

farmer; In the case of a donation, the pilot coordinator can do this task as well) or recipient.   

5.1.3 Crowd sourced map  

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention/target 

audience 

Existing donors (show me) & interested donors (help me) 

Existing volunteers (show me) & interested citizen (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and interested charities (help me) 

Non-interested donors, charities and volunteers (make me) 

Wider stakeholder audience 

Intervention type Enlighten, experience 

Table 68 crowd-sourced map 

At the core of the platform will be a crowd sourced map, meaning that information from various data-

sources will be collected in order to share knowledge and foster large-scale collaborations for food surplus 

redistribution. The map will be sensible to privacy issues and therefore display in a pseudonymising way the 

location of past and pending donations and past, pending and future saving food events (food markets and 

gleaning), the location of volunteers (pseudonymised), the location of charities (if consent is given the exact 

one) and the amounts of food saved by the platform in total and segmented by pilots. If the SavingFood 

human sensing approach (see below section 5.7) works succesfully from M19 onwards, the results of these 

campaigns will be published on the map as well. Other information such as weather predictions or traffic 

data will be added if needed from the reactions of users on the first version. Registered and non-registered 

users will be able to view this map.1  

The choice to work with pseudonymised locations was made because of two reasons:  

                                                           
1 Only registered users will get exact locations of donors, charities, volunteers on a map when they commit 

themselves to a particular action in relation to their role (e.g.: a donor will only see the exact locatoin and 

contact info when a charity accepted his donation; A volunteer for a farmer market or gleaning event will 

only see the exact location after committing to attend, etc...).  
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a) Respecting privacy: some donors/charities/volunteers don’t want to have their exact location 

displayed; 

b) Concern of safety and preventing theft: starting to disclose information on some donors can give 

people with bad intentions information about where they can steal food or to prevent that at a 

donors place people start queing and asking for food, which they better get in a ‘structured’ place 

like a charity; 

c) Concern of food safety: preventing that people would take food that is unhealthy and risky to eat 

based on information about a donor.  

The crowd sourced map should thus be able to demonstrate to the outside world all the activity that is 

taking place via the platform and the size of the SavingFood community. It therefore has the following 

functions:  

1) For the general public: to raise awareness about the activity of food surplus redistribution, to show 

the large network and scale of operations and to provide information about upcoming food saving 

events to which they can participate;  

2) For interested donors, interested charities and interested volunteers to see that the platform is 

functioning, the SavingFood community is alive and efficient and hence increase their willingness to 

join the platform and the community. 

3) For registered users: a concrete experience that what they are doing makes a difference and impact. 

4) For stakeholders of the project such as policy makers (local, regional, national, European), food 

agencies, the media, academics and researchers to get insights into the operations of food surplus 

redistribution and the effectiveness of the SavingFood community in helping people in need to get 

food;   

Point 1) and Point 2) will be important for members of the ‘help me’ segment (concern about saving food, 

not volunteering yet and interested in saving food) and point 2) for current donors, volunteers and recipients 

in order to influence their choice to join the platform. Although in our efforts to change behaviour we don’t 

focus on the make me segment, this crowd sourced map and especially point 1 can be important since if 

they might want to check out the platform, it provides them with a first glance of what is happening and this 

can be a trigger to increase their interest and motivation for joining SavingFood.  

5.1.4 Badges 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue  

Intervention target audience Existing (show me) and new registered donors (help me) 

Intervention category Encourage 

Table 69 badges 

Building upon the notion of ‘gamification’ (see D2.4: Conceptual and methodological framework, v2), 

SavingFood will use badges in order to reward actors for their participation in food redistribution activities. 

The aim of this badges is to increase motivation to continue current engagement in food redistribution 

activities via the platform and to increase a sense of community feeling among the participants.  

Whereas initially and as reported in D6.2 ‘ Donors’ Motivational material’ it was foreseen to award badges 

for all Saving Food scenarios (general food rescue – farmer markets – gleaning) and for all actors, it has been 

decided to awarded badges only in the scenario of general food rescue and only to food donors and food 
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recipients. Two reasons informed this decision: a) the fact that technically badges will only be available from 

M19 onwards with the release of the final platform, meaning that the established criteria for awarding 

badges for volunteers would be difficult to implement and badges would lose their sense and b) the results 

of the survey among citizens in the three pilot countries indicated that only a limited number of people really 

would feel motivated by such a badge. SavingFood therefore would like to rather use badges for donors and 

charities as a kind of loyalty award with the effect of increasing motivation to contribute to the platform and 

to increase a sense of belonging to the SavingFood community.    

How the badges will look like and what our initial proposal is for awarding the badges can be read in D6.2 

‘Donors motivational material’. 

5.1.5 Enable & Enlighten: Food waste cost calculation tool  

Scenario’s:  General food rescue  

Intervention target audience Existing (show me) and interested donors (help me) 

 

Intervention category Enable, encourage 

Table 70 Food waste cost calculation tool 

As we saw above (section 3.3.1.1),  although cost-calculation is not the only factor influencing behaviour, it 

does nonetheless play a role. This is especially the case for the food donor who is the crucial player in food 

redistribution as without him, there would be no food to redistribute.  

Towards the volunteers and the recipients, the total amount of food saved thanks to the events and 

donations and its display on the platform can be sufficient information to raise awareness and trigger action. 

For the donor, who runs a business and therefore must take into account economic considerations, knowing 

how much money they can actually save by reducing waste can be an important argument for engaging him 

in food redistribution activities. Also the environmental cost can be a trigger. Once aware of the associated 

costs of wasting food, SavingFood aims that donors will be much more inclined to take proactive measures 

to first minimize the amount of food that they waste, and then to donate any excess food to charity and 

people in need, in order to avoid the environmental costs as well as make better use of the resources used 

for its production. Already existing donors might already be convinced about the economic benefit of food 

surplus redistribution via HFA, Boroume or Feedback, but providing this tool can act here as a reinforcement 

of their current beliefs on this matter.  

The project therefore offers to managers and owners of food business a ‘food waste cost calculation tool’ 

and allows them to calculate the preparation cost (expressed in euro), the environmental cost (expressed in 

CO2) and the waste disposal cost (expressed in euro). By completing the required information, the food 

business owner or manager can quickly get a view on the total economic cost (in euro) and the 

environmental cost (in CO2) of his current food waste behaviour.  

The SavingFood saving calculator is already available via a link on the SavingFood platform2 and will be 

incorporated in the platform. The tool is described (calculation model and instructions to use) in detail in 

D6.2 ‘Donors motivational material’.  

                                                           
2 https://savingfood.eu/food-waste-calculator/ 
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5.2 Use of (social) media to catalyse behavioural change 

5.2.1 Engage & Experience: Pictures upload of 
events/donations on social media 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target audience Existing donors (show me) and interested donors (help me) 

Existing volunteers (show me) and interested citizen  (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and interested charities (help me) 

Non-interested volunteers, charities and donors 

Wider stakeholder community 

Intervention category Experience, Exemplify, Encourage 

Table 71 pictures upload social media 

In order to spread adoption of the solution in the community, to show the good example the SavingFood 

community is setting in the pilot countries and communities and also to enthuse participants of food saving 

events and donations, pictures of donations and food saving events (for example a charity picking up a 

donation at a donor place; a group of gleaners at the end of a gleaning event; the amount of food saved at a 

farmer market and the team that realised it) will be uploaded on the social media accounts of the project 

and on the social media accounts of the pilot partners.  

For registered users (donors, charities, volunteers), such pictures will not only honour them but will also give 

a good experience with respect to their involvement in SavingFood activities. For interested donor, 

volunteers and charities that are fostering an interest in joining SavingFood, this intervention will actually 

show the community and show that the platform is actually living up to its values. Finally, for the wider 

stakeholder community, these pictures give an insight into the working of the pilots and hence might foster 

an interest into their activities.  

5.2.2 Motivational videos 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention 

target 

audience 

Interested donors (help me) 

Interested citizen (help me) 

Interested charities (help me) 

Non-interested volunteers, charities and donors (make me) 

Wider stakeholder community  

Intervention 

category 

Enable, Enlighten, Enthuse, Engage 

Table 72 Motivational video’s 
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SavingFood will develop 10 short motivational video’s. These video’s have three objectives: to support 

dissemination of the project, to support engagement and to support behavioural change. We discuss the 

video’s from the latter two points of view.   

Each of the ten videos deals with a specific topic that the project tackles. A first set of 5 video’s will be 

released at the end of 2016 to prepare and accompany the launch of the first two versions of the platform 

(M14 and M16) and a final set of 5 video in June 2017 to accompany the final version of the platform until 

the end of the project.  

As such, each of these video’s serve 4 purposes within the behavioural change approach, especially towards 

donors, charities and volunteers that are interested in joining the platform  :  

1. Provide information on the issue of food waste and as such aim to raise awareness about its impact;  

2. Present food saving behaviours and especially food surplus redistribution behaviour as an alternative 

behaviour and desirable new social norm: «join the revolution, start saving food now»; 

3. Present the working of the platform and hence provide practical knowledge on how to actually save 

food and participate in food redistribution activities; 

4. Make food redistribution publicly visible in order to foster its social adoption. 

Although each video has a specific topic, more than one of the four purposes will be always present in each 

of the video’s. Each video also ends with the slogan of saving food in order to trigger action and go to the 

platform. 

The ten video’s will be uploaded on social media channels of the project (YouTube) and the pilot partners 

and hence spread in the pilot communities. Also other stakeholders in the pilots and on European level will 

be asked to share these video’s as well in order to have a maximum impact.   

Nr Aim of video Release 

1 Gleaning- why and how:  

Content: Show why / how much food is wasted on the field, and how it can be 

saved with the right action  

Aim: raising awareness, coordinating volunteers, coordinating pickup directly from 

the social welfare organization or by finding underused vehicles - private or 

company owned) 

Video 1 to 5: 

December 2016 

2 Educational video for kids on food waste: Why proper education at school 

regarding food waste prevention is vital. Raising awareness, passing along the 

message, affecting the behaviour of parents and other kids, making 

change (animated video) 

3 Opportunities of the food saving platform:  

4 Direct way of saving food: New way of operation promoted with the platform, 

based on Boroume's operation without storage facilities or transport vehicles but 

linking directly the donors with the recipients (benefits) 

5 Challenges of food waste: visualization of the economic, environmental, social 

impact of food waste (examples) 
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6 Farmer markets – how and why: Video depicting how food that would otherwise be 

wasted can be saved from the farmers' markets by vounteers who collect & 

distribute the produce directly to a social welfare organization. Notification & 

coordination of volunteers through the platform 

Video 6 to 10:  

June 2017 

 

7 Food waste prevention practice (supermarkets): How products that are past their 

"sell by" date can be donated instead of being destroyed with benefits (economic, 

environmental, social) for both the donor (soupermarket) and the recipient (social 

welfare organization). Show how this is coordinated via the use of the platform 

8 Use of the platform to save food: An example where: excess food is identified 

(gleaning, event, restaurant, supermarket, ...), Feedback, HFA, Boroume are 

notified via the SavigFood 2.0 platform, the right organization is selected (or 

volunteeers are informed), pickup is scheduled and carried out, the excess food is 

directly used to help people facing food insecurity   

9 Reasons to join for companies: Video targeted to potential food donors in order 

to  to motivate / convince them to donate their excess food instead of throwing it 

away. 

10 Requirements from charities: What does a charity organisation have to know in 

order to be able to receive rescued food (logistics, flexibility, food safety, 

distribution, admin, HR etc.) 

Table 73 Motivational video’s planning and topics 

5.3 Awareness raising events 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target 

audience 

Interested donors (show me) and potential donors (help me) 

Interested volunteers (show me) and potential citizen (help me) 

Interested charities (show me) and potential charities (help me) 

Non-interested volunteers, donors, charities (make me) 

Wider stakeholder community 

Intervention category Enlighten & engage 

Table 74: Awareness raising events, intervention type and target audience 

As the name implies, the SavingFood awareness raising events are selected as an intervention to raise 

awareness on the issue of food waste, food surplus redistribution and the existence of the Savingfood 

platform in the pilot communities. Besides raising awareness, they events are also opportunities for engaging 

existing and new communities and citizens towards the Savingfood events. Thirdly they are an excellent 

venue for valuing the contribution of volunteers by mentioning their participation and given them 

opportunities to provide testimonies about food saving events which might cast away doubts from fellow 

citizens or increase the motivation of the latter.  
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These events will accompany the launch of the platform in the pilots and hence have a crucial role to play for 

creating a positive ‘buzz’ around SavingFood. The awareness raising events have no standard formula and 

each pilot will design these according to their needs and knowledge of the local context. It is nonetheless 

important that the network of the pilot organisations will be mobilized in promoting these events and 

spreading news about them.   

The organisation of the awareness raising events is as mentioned in the hands of the individual pilots and 

their initial plan can be consulted in D4.1 ‘Pilot operations plan’ and their concrete operations as the project 

continues will be documented in the other deliverables in the work package.  

5.4 SavingFood Pledge 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target audience Existing donors (show me) and interested donors (help me) 

Existing volonteers (show me) and interested citizen (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and interested charities (help me) 

Intervention category Commitment 

Table 75 SavingFood Pledge 

Following the Community Based Social Marketing approach, SavingFood will develop a pledge as a way to 

foster commitment to its cause and an initial step towards taking effective action to support the pilots’ food 

saving events and donations. The reasoning behind the strategy of commitment is that when people have 

committed themselves to a particular cause by taking a small step such as signing a petition or statement, 

they might start to see themselves as a person who supports initiatives. When then requested later to do a 

larger action, they might experience a strong feeling to behave consistently and have a positive attitude 

towards the action, thus increasing the likelihood that they will participate.  

Translated to the SavingFood project, this means that signing the SavingFood pledge will generate among a 

donor, volunteer or recipient organisation the perception that they are a person or institution that care 

about people in need and food waste, so that when they will be asked later to join the platform and do a 

donation, accept food donations or join food saving events, this will create a sense to be act consistent and 

generate a positive attitude to the demand and increase the likelihood of performing a donation or join a 

food saving event organised by the pilots. Pledges will be asked from existing donors, volunteers and 

charities from the pilot organisations in order to support their migration to the platform. But especially 

pledges will be used to commit donors, volunteers and charities that express an interest in SavingFood as a 

first step to change their self-perception.  

The SavingFood pledge will be available online and on paper in order to be seek as much commitments as 

possible.  

In line with the guidelines provided by McKenzie-Mohr to be effective as a commitment, the SavingFood 

pledge will :  
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- Refer to small actions on which the main action can then be built: e.g. in the case of SavingFood, this 

will be registration to the platform as a donor, a volunteer or a charity so that the platform can send 

later a request to make a donation, join a food saving event or accept donations; 

- Be voluntary, meaning that it will only be asked to people showing an interest in the project (e.g. by 

showing up to awareness raising events, asking for information) or performing activities that relate 

to our project such as for example actively reducing food waste at home; 

- Made written – meaning signed online or signed on a paper - instead of only communicated verbally;   

- Preferably made public. Therefore when asking for the commitment, SavingFood will ask the 

person’s consent to publish their name publicly on the website. Research shows that the more 

public a commitment is made, the higher the likelihood to act consistently. 

In order to seek commitment, SavingFood will not only approach individuals, but also groups such as 

associations, clubs, social organisations etc... In this case, commitments benefit from the fact that people 

feel viewed by the others of the group and hence there is an extra pressure to behave consistently.  

Thirdly, in order to get the highest number of commitments as possible, SavingFood will not only work online 

to get commitments but will also involve the SavingFood ambassadors. By means of the paper form, they can 

be present at moments where food saving behaviours appears or food surplus is generated, for example at a 

supermarket in the case of citizens. Here for example a SavingFood ambassador can stand at the entrance 

and inform people about the project and if they show interest, a commitment can be asked. The SavingFood 

ambassador can also look around in his neighbourhood when such behaviours appears – for example when a 

charity is collecting food at a community centre - and then ask person personally to sign a commitment.  

After someone has signed an online or paper commitment, SavingFood will make sure that he or she will get 

a special token or document that reminds him that he/she signed the pledge. An online social media profile 

button can for example be used when signing the pledge online. This message can be connected to a request 

to join the platform or this can request can be done in a follow-up mail.  

Finally, the list of all people that made a commitment will be published online and if necessary also in 

newsletters or printed documents.  

5.5 Prompts 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target audience (Newly registered) interested donors (help me) 

(Newly Registered) interested citizen (help me) 

(Newly registered) interested charities (help me) 

Intervention category Enable 

Table 76 Prompts 

Although the pilots will start from their current user base, of course new donors, recipients and volunteers 

will join due to the recruitment and engagement efforts of the pilots. While we can suspect that current 

donors, volunteers and charities that are working with Boroume, Feedback and HFA have more or less a 

certain routine to act, for the new members of the SavingFood community this will probably have to be 

triggered.  
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In order to assist new donors in giving surplus food to charities, to assist citizens with remembering to join a 

food saving event and to assist a food recipient with a need for food to check the platform, SavingFood will 

device prompts that can be placed on strategic places close in time and space to where the targeted 

behaviour should appear: for example, in the case of a new donor, this will be at the place where decisions 

about the future of current food surplus (to throw it away or to bring it back to a storehouse) are taken; In 

the case of a volunteer, this might for example be his laptop or computer as this is the access tool to the 

platform where food saving events will be announced. For the case of a food recipient, this might be the 

office where the planning of the week is discussed and hence a need for food might be identified first.  

Given that we target an audience that is geographically dispersed and consists of three actor types that each 

have specific actions to perform with respect to the platform and that can each have their own 

characteristics, it is not possible to predict in advance what the ideal location of a prompt is for all of these 

actors. SavingFood will therefore investigate a) if current material of the pilots can be used or not and b) in 

case a new prompt has to be devised, choose a prompt form (sticker, badge, ...) and prompt content that 

can be used universally for all actors, or if needed, adapted to each actor type (donor, volunteer, recipient).  

For making the choice between using current material of pilot coordinators or devicing a new prompt if 

needed, we will use the criteria defined by McKenzie Mohr (McKenzie Mohr, pp.87-88):  

1. the prompt should be noticeable: it should be able to be placed at a location and attract attention 

2. the prompt should be self-explanatory: it will provide the action the actor has to do in a clear and 

straightforward way (make donation (donor) – join event (volunteer) – check donations (recipient) 

and go to www.savingfood.eu or pilot link) 

3. the prompt should be able to be put at a place close in time and space to the action we want to 

avoid and the one we would like to promote.  

4. the prompt should stress the positive behaviour (id est, ‘make the donation’ or ‘help people in need’ 

in case of a donor) instead of focussing on the harmful behaviour (e.g. ‘don’t contribute to waste’ in 

case of a donor) 

5.6 SavingFood Ambassador 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention target audience Existing donors (show me) and newly registered donors (help me) 

Existing volunteers (show me) and newly registered citizens (help me) 

Existing charities (show me) and newly registered charities (help me) 

Intervention category engage 

Table 77 SavingFood Ambassador 

Both the CBSM and the 7E-model stress under the respective interventions of ‘social diffusion’ and ‘engage’ 

to recruit ‘ambassadors’ or ‘blockleaders’ who play a crucial for facilitating the adoption of a new behaviour. 

Being embedded in a local community, the SavingFood ambassadors are people that can easily be observed 

and approached by other people. The SavingFood Ambassadors will be in first instance early-adopters of the 

SavingFood platform and will gradually include other people that joined the SavingFood movement in the 

pilot country. A SavingFood ambassador can be a donor,  a volunteer or a recipient organisation.  

Within the project, the SavingFood ambassadors will perform the role of:   

http://www.savingfood.eu/
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1. Crucial informants for providing feedback about reactions of the wider audience of the platform and 

about reactions towards food surplus redistribution 

2. Advertise the savingfood solution in the local communities of the pilot. They will help with collecting 

commitments of various actors towards engaging in food surplus redistribution (see pledge), but also 

with helping the promotion of the solution by distributing leaflets and other forms of «marketing».  

3. Supporting the «Human sensors» with finding tips about potential donors of food surplus in the 

community and establish the link between the owner of the food surplus, the pilot coordinator and 

the local volunteers in order to save the potential surplus food from getting wasted.  

The SavingFood ambassador will be provided with a special token (a t-shirt, a sticker, a badge) that will make 

him/her visible and easy recognisable in the local community. The SavingFood ambassadors will also get 

training from the pilot coordinator in order to be prepared to perform his tasks. For example, it will be 

important for a SavingFood ambassador how to address different types of donors, but also how to 

communicate his collected information to the pilot coordinator.  

5.7 SavingFood Human sensors 

Scenario’s:  General food rescue & saving food events 

Intervention/target 

audience 

Existing volunteers (show me) and new registered citizen’s (help me) 

Intervention category Enable & Experience 

Table 78SavingFood Human sensors 

Another aspect of the crowd-sourced map is that citizens will have the opportunity to provide information 

about potential food donors and charities at the local neighbourhood level. SavingFood will thus tap into the 

intelligence of local citizens and provide them with the opportunity to act as ‘human sensors’ about food 

saving opportunities. The survey taught us that especially current volunteers are willing to perform this role. 

In other words, it is more towards the current ‘show me’ segment that this intervention is addressed initially 

but once citizens belonging to the show me segment and actually have joined savingfood, we will address 

them as well with this intervention.  

Initially, SavingFood wanted to work out a solution where citizens would be able to indicate on the map the 

location of potential food donors and food recipients. However, the consortium decided to restrict this 

ability and opt for a procedure where the citizen as sensor would provide via a form or email/phone call his 

information. First of all, this was done from a concern of quality of data (what if the information is not 

correct), but also from a safety point of view (one should avoid that people with bad intentions go to the 

place to steal food) and from a privacy angle (people do not always like to share their location).  As a result, 

citizens will still be able to tell via the platform the pilot coordinator about a potential food donor, but only 

after a check with the owner of the place by the coordinator (does the owner gave permission for example in 

the case of gleaning to collect the food) and after getting approval for publishing the data, the location of the 

donor or the event will be displayed on the platform. Nonetheless, the map will display separately the 

number of tips that have been provided to the consortium and how many of them resulted into the addition 

of a new donor or new event to the Savingfood community. Moreover, the pilots will support the human 

sensors, once approval obtained from the owner of the food, to help redistributing the food in case the 

necessary conditions are lacking for doing so via the platform. This will especially important in the later stage 
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of the project when the final platform is delivered and we will reach out specific to places where the pilot 

organisations are not present yet.  

 

5.8 Communication and social norms 

Scenario: general food rescue and food saving events 

Target audience Existing donors, charities and volunteers (show me) 

Interested donors, charities and citizens (help me) 

Non-interested donors, charities and citizens (make me) 

Wider community of stakeholders 

Intervention category Communication – media: enthuse, encourage, enable 

Communication – interpersonal: engage 

Communication – feedback: encourage, enable 

Table 79 communication and social norms 

 

The final interventions relate to the general framework for communication and social norms that supports all 

the interventions above. It refers to communication on the platform (use of slogans, FAQ, content,...) but 

also to printed material that SavingFood will produce (info-brochures and advertisements) in order to 

engage our target audience. The communication material will be produced in cooperation with WP6 and 

WP4. Here we provide the general lines in which this material will be designed. The 5 motivational videos 

have been developed along these lines.  

Communication as information and persuasion towards acting:  
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- SavingFood will use vivid information as much as possible in its communication to the target 

audiences: for example, the amount of food loss will be expressed in terminology that is 

imaginable for them, such as, for example in one of the motivational video’s that the financial 

amount of food waste equals the budget of the European Union. Similarly, when communicating 

about the amount of food surplus saved by the project, SavingFood will tell how much portions 

this amount represents or how much people could be helped with it in the pilot (or by the 

project as a whole). This information will also be tailored to the target audience if needed: if we 

are reaching out with communication to citizens to engage them in SavingFood events, 

SavingFood can state how much food citizens helped to save in a similar community. Where 

possible, we will frame our messages in terms of a loss due to non acting instead of what has 

been saved, e.g.: «yearly x number of portions were lost in your community due to food waste.» 

- Building upon the insights from the survey but also from the example of other online platforms, 

our project will highlight as main values its pro-social and pro-environmental dimension. It is this 

that appeals most to citizens according to the surveys. For donors the economic dimension 

might be highlighted more upfront, as for example is done by current actions targeting food 

retailers and food businesses.  

- Given the list of barriers we identified, when reaching out to new donors, volunteers and 

recipients, our communication will address these as well as provide instructions for performing 

the desired behaviour in a clear and specific way. Also our FaQ and instructions on the platform 

should take care of this.  

- When launching Saving Food in a particular community, SavingFood will try do to this in a 

challenging way. If figures are available, a concrete challenge might be carved, e.g.: let’s reduce 

food surplus waste with 10% the next three months. The same can apply with each iteration of 

the platform, e.g. in the first 3 months SavingFood managed to collect x kg of food; the platform 

is now improved, let’s do it 10% better than the past 3 months. 

- SavingFood will also model the behaviour of food surplus saving by for example publishing 

reports about food surplus saving events and food donations or portraits of volunteers, donors 

and recipients. One of the motivational video’s (nr.8) for example planned for June 2017 works 

in this direction.  

- SavingFood will use the slogan ‘Join the revolution, start saving food now’ as a baseline in all its 

communication. This slogan invokes an injunctive norm (approve the act of saving food) and is 

appropriate given that the main part of the engaging material portrays a descriptive norm of 

waste and this norm is portrayed as being not good. This slogan as a norm will also be very 

noticeable.  

Delivery of communication:  

- Given that we are a digital social innovation project and we work on a large scale, digital 

communication will play an important role in delivering our messages. Since we work with pilot 

partners that already have a high level of credibility in their field, SavingFood believes that using 

these channels is a good starting point to increase the chance that people will be prepared to read 

eventual digital communication.  

- Besides digital communication, as mentioned above, our SavingFood ambassadors will be important 

in delivery of communication. Being part of the community, SavingFood believes that when they 

make promotion for the platform, they will benefit from their source credibility.  

Feedback:  
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- Our newsletters to users of the platform will highlight their progress. Personalised feedback can be 

provided to donors via the quantification reports. Feedback will also be provided to human sensors 

and participants of saving food events (gleaning/farmer markets).  

- Nonetheless, in our feedback, if our collected data allow this and if it seems feasible for the pilots to 

do so, we will try to work with a kind of benchmark system where the results of an individual donor 

can be compared to similar donors. In that case, SavingFood can use the tactic described in section 

3.2.1.3 and putting a positive or negative smiley next to the personal score if this is higher or lower 

than similar donors. In this case, we can combine a descriptive and injunctive norm.  

5.9 Overview of interventions 
As a conclusion, we provide here an overview of the interventions that will accompany the launch of the 

platform from M14 onwards until the end of the project. We present them for each of the groups: ‘show me’ 

and ‘help me’, as well as for the ‘make me’ group and the ‘wider stakeholder community’.  

Show me 

Intervention category Donor Volunteer Charity 

Enthuse Communication (media) 

Motivational video 

Communication (media) 

Motivational video 

Communication (media) 

Motivatinal videos 

Encourage Badges 

Food Waste Calculation 

Tool 

Quantification Report 

Social media pictures 

Communication 

(feedback) 

Feedback 

Social Media Pictures 

Communication 

(feedback) 

Badges 

Quantification Report 

Social media pictures 

Communication 

(feedback) 

Engage Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Social Norms 

Human sensors 

Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Norms 

Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Norms 

Enlighten Crowdsourced Map 

Training and Instructions 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication (media) 

Crowdsourced Map 

Training and Instruction 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication (media) 

Crowdsourced Map  

Training and Instruction 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication (media) 

Experience Social media pictures Social media pictures Social media pictures 
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Communication 

feedback 

Human sensor 

Communication 

feedback 

Communication 

feedback 

Enable Savingfood modules 

(except gleaning/farmer 

market) 

Training and Instruction 

Food Waste Calculation 

Tool 

Motivational video 

Communication 

(media/feedback) 

Savingfood module 

(except general food 

rescue) 

Human Sensors 

Training and Instruction 

Motivational video 

Communication 

(media/feedback) 

Savingfood modules  

Motivational video 

Training and Instruction 

Communication 

(media/feedback) 

Exemplify Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Commitment Pledge Pledge Pledge 

Table 80 overview of interventions for show me segment 

Help me 

 

Intervention category Donor Volunteer Charity 

Enthuse Communication (media) 

Motivational video 

Communication (media) 

Motivational video 

Communication (media) 

Motivatinal video 

Encourage Badges 

Food Waste Calculation 

Tool 

Quantification Report 

Social media pictures 

Communication 

feedback 

Feedback 

Social Media Pictures 

Communication 

feedback 

Badges 

Quantification Report 

Social media pictures 

Communication 

feedback 

Engage Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Norms 

Human sensors 

Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Norms 

Ambassador 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Norms 
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Enlighten Crowdsourced Map 

Training and Instructions 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication (media) 

Crowdsourced Map 

Training and Instruction 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication media 

Crowdsourced Map  

Training and Instruction 

Motivational video 

Awareness raising event 

Communication (media) 

Experience Crowdsourced Map 

Social media Picture 

Communication 

feedback 

Crowdsourced Map 

Social media Picture 

Human sensor 

Communication 

feedback 

Crowdsourced Map 

Social media Picture 

Communication 

feedback 

Enable Savingfood modules 

(except gleaning/farmer 

market) 

Training and instruction 

Food Waste Calculation 

Tool 

Motivational video 

Prompts 

Communication (media 

& feedback) 

Savingfood module 

(except general food 

rescue) 

Training and instruction 

Human Sensors 

Motivational video 

Prompts 

Communication (media 

& feedback) 

Savingfood modules  

Training and instruction 

Motivational video 

Prompts 

Communication (media 

& feedback) 

Exemplify Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Social Media Pictures 

Norms 

Commitment Pledge Pledge Pledge 

Table 81 overview of interventions for help me segment 

Make me & wider stakeholder community 

 Show me Wider Stakeholder community 

Enlighten Crowdsourced Map 

Awareness raising events 

Crowdsourced Map 

Awareness raising events 

Experience Crowdsourced Map Crowdsourced Map 

Exemplify (showing the example to 

them in this case) 

Social Media Pictures Social Media Pictures 

Table 82 overview of interventions for make me & wider stakeholder community 
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6  Engagement strategy 
 

The final chapter of this deliverable is to define the overall engagement strategy and planning of behavioural 

interventions as described above. This is supposed to be an overarching framework towards engaging actors, 

not specifying the pilot operations plan (channels, target groups, user support etc...) which is presented in 

D4.1 ‘Pilot Implementation Plan’. This chapter therefore focuses on the general engagement of actors 

towards the platform, the engagement of the SavingFood ambassador and human sensor approach.  

6.1 Overarching engagement strategy for saving food events and 
general food rescue 

General planning of platform and behavioural change interventions deployment and approaching target 

audience 

The SavingFood platform will be deployed in the wider pilot communities in two iterations. In M14 of the 

project a first version of the platform with limited functions will be launched. An improved platform with 

each new functions will be available from M16 onwards. From M19 the final platform will be delivered.   

Cycle  Period Target  Platform functions Other 

interventions 

1 M14 –M16 Donors: existing donors of 

HFA/Boroume and friendly 

new users 

Volunteers: existing 

volunteers of 

HFA/Boroume/Feedback and 

friendly new users 

Recipients: existing 

organisations of HFA, 

Boroume/Feedback and 

friendly new users 

All: Registration via bulk upload 

Saving food events:  

Coordinator inserts event on the 

platform 

Volunteer management: 

browse calendar of events and 

commit to event 

Registration of amount of saved 

food 

General food rescue:  

Donor registers donation 

Notification to donor 

Matchmaking 

Notification of acceptance by 

recipient 

Notification of arrival at charity 

Registration of amount saved 

Motivational 

video’s (1 to 5) 

Pledge 

Training and 

Instruction 

material 

Communication 

and Norms 

Awareness raising 

events 

2 M16-M18 Donors: new donors in current 

localities 

Saving food events:  

All of the above plus +  

All of the above  

+ Motivational 
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Volunteers: new volunteers in 

current localities 

Recipients: new recipients in 

current localities 

SavingFood ambassadors & 

human sensors 

Carpool function 

Waiting list 

General food rescue:  

All of the above  

 

videos (5-10) 

3 M19-M24 Donors: all of above + new 

donors beyond current 

localities  

Volunteers: all of above +  

new volunteers beyond 

current localities 

Recipients: all of above + new 

recipients beyond current 

localities 

SavingFood ambassadors 

&human  sensors 

Fully functional for all pilots and 

scenario’s 

:  

All of the above 

plus: 

Quantification 

report 

Badges 

 

Table 83 general overview of deployment platform, behavioural change interventions and engagement 

As the table states, not all functionalities and behavioural interventions will be present from M14 onwards. 

Therefore with respect to the engagement of donors, charities and volunteers, we propose to have a gradual 

expansion of these three actors in relationship to familiarity with the pilot organisation. This gradual 

approach is necessary because the platform will be iterated based on experiences from the users. In contrast 

to the previous stages of testing (M10-M14), the group from M14 is nonetheless wider and also they will 

now use a real functioning platform (compared to mock-ups they tested in the workshop).  

In a first iteration, the focus will be on making sure that existing donors, volunteers and charities ‘migrate’ to 

the platform. In other words, the ‘show me’ segment will be have to approached. Nonetheless, in order to 

reach the pilot objectives, it is important to expand already the user base with new users. We suggest 

focussing here mainly on engaging those donors, charities and volunteers that pilot organisations are 

currently negotiating with to join food surplus redistribution.  

In the second iteration, where more functionalities are present, the focus will be on recruiting new donors, 

volunteers and charities, but this time in those communities where the pilot organisation is already ‘known’. 

This is important because training and information sessions might be needed where a clear explanation 

about the aim and status of the platform (you’ll get more functions soon) will be provided. In other words, 

pilot organisations must be able to be reached quite easily as well as the other supporting activities 

organised by the project.  

When the final platform is launched from M19 and the technical focus is on maintaining the platform, the 

platform can be launched in the whole country of the pilot. We expect that all technical and usability 

problems must be more or less identified and soled by then. Moreover, from M19 all behavioural change 

interventions can be launched. In this case, the conditions are optimal to fully focus on recruiting donors, 

charities and volunteers beyond current locations where the pilot coordinators are active. 
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Approaching citizens 

From the surveys it became clear that the engagement actions should keep the following aspects in mind:  

1. Highlight the fact that one is part of a broader community, especially in Greece;  

2. Highlight in Greece and Hungary especially the food saving events. Citizens are more familiar with 

food surplus redistribution than with these two scenarios and in the survey, also the general food 

rescue scenario was indicated as the most popular. We should thus avoid that people will like the 

project for the wrong scenario because the platform does not engage volunteers for general food 

rescue; 

3. Explain clearly the different roles that actors can pick-up; It is not only about volunteering! ; 

4. Explain that besides joining an event, one can also do other tasks (administrative, matchmaker...). 

The platform only support the event participation, but a pilot coordinator can launch a call for such 

tasks via a newsletter; 

5. Raising awareness and information about the pilots will be necessary to involve citizens that are not 

volunteering yet. The surveys show that most of them need an extra ‘convincing’ push before 

actually taking the step. In reaching out to such groups with an engagement call, one should 

therefore emphasize these awareness events and press coverage can certainly help here;  

6. Highlight that SavingFood helps remove the transport barriere for gleaning and farmer markets. And 

that time barriers are not a reason for not joining as the platform will publish all kinds of food saving 

events. Missing one is in other words not a drama, as new opportunities are emerging constantly 

7. Make sure to adapt the recruitment message between already engaged actors and new ones. In the 

case of gleaning for example, interested citizens are more eager to first try out a gleaning event. 

Volunteers with experience are more eager, probably due to their self-identity as gleaner, to get 

more involved in other roles as well.  

8. Since in Greece and Hungary volunteers and interested citizens are more used to share food via 

personal contact and to individuals, it might be good to build on that behaviour already in order to 

make the step to also helping redistributing food surplus to charities.   

9. With respect to dissemination,the surveys highlighted that opinions of friends and close contacts are 

very influential. Providing online social features and stimulating already engaged users to share posts 

and messages is therefore a necessary emphasis 

10. Volunteers are very eager to also testify at general awareness raising events, so we should use that 

opportunity to value them but also to let them be an extra convincing instrument for fellow citizens   

For donors and charities, in order to actually get engaged, it will be very important to provide them 

information as well, via for example information sessions, inviting them to the awareness raising events or 

personal meetings. The platform itself, because it is runned by already experienced food redistribution 

organisations, might a good trigger to get motivated and interested, but each donor can have its specificities 

or questions and these require a personal approach in order to start using the platform.  

6.2 Saving Food ambassadors and “citizens as human sensors” 

6.2.1 Ambassador 
SavingFood will recruit SavingFood ambassadors in order to make publicity for the project in the local 

community and support the social adoption of the platform. In particular the ambassadors will collect 

pledges, help with advertisements and publicity, lead by example and be a support and source of 

information for other SavingFood users and sympathisers. We now elaborate on who will be engaged as an 
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ambassador, the task an ambassador must perform, the support that will be given from the project to the 

ambassadors and the rewards provided to them.  

6.2.1.1 Who will be the ambassadors?  

The survey taught us that in Greece and Hungary, SavingFood ambassador will be in the first place recruited 

in the current pool of volunteers of the organisations. Nonetheless, interested citizens are attracted by such 

a role as well and it can be considered as a first step of engagement that might then lead ultimately to 

involvement in food saving events.  

The Gleaning survey showed us that the interest to perform such a role is much less present because 

volunteers and future volunteers are ore keen to participate in gleaning events as the prime motivator to 

join the platform and SavingFood movement.  

6.2.1.2 Tasks of the ambassador 

A SavingFood Ambassador can perform many tasks for the project. We list them here below. Nonetheless, it 

should be made clear that an ambassador should not necessary perform all these tasks from the beginning, 

but can gradually expand his involvement. This is especially important for interested citizens who are not 

volunteering yet as, we just saw, such a role can be a first step towards a deeper involvement such as 

concretely joining food saving events.   

Pledges 

In order to seek commitments, the SavingFood ambassadors will be asked to look carefully in their 

neighbourhood for occasions where behaviours related to food waste and food surplus generation appear in 

order to seek commitments. After having a commitment signed on paper, the SavingFood ambassador will 

send the information to the pilot coordinator, will make sure the correct info about the consent to make the 

commitment public is provided and will indicate whether the commitment came from a citizen, a food 

business or a charity.  

Dissemination/promotion 

Apart from seeking commitments, the SavingFood ambassador will help with making promotion for the 

project in a local community. This means distributing leaflets, talking to interested citizens, donors or 

charities about the project and its realisations and support the pilot organisation in setting up the awareness 

raising events 

Contact point for practical questions 

With already registered users (citizens, donors, charities) of the platform, the SavingFood ambassador will 

take the role of a contact point to provide support with the operations of the platform in case problems 

might arise, such as for example a citizen having trouble with committing to events via the platform.  

For citizens as human sensors (see next session 62.2.), the SavingFood ambassador will also be a contact 

point for the arrangement of food surplus sensing campaigns 

Lead by example 

The final task of an ambassador is to lead by example, meaning that in order to increase his credibility, 

SavingFood wil expect that he or she regularly takes part in food saving events.  
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6.2.1.3 Support for SavingFood ambassadors 

Before being appointed as an ambassador, the SavingFood ambassadors will get special training from the 

pilot organisation in order to learn how to perform his tasks. Pilots will thus organise special sessions from 

M14 onwards. Also, in order to exchange experiences and to foster a network of ambassadors, special 

network meetings will be organised.  

6.2.1.4 Rewards as motivation  

Given that SavingFood wants an engagement that is not stimulated by financial or other material rewards 

the acknowledgement of the efforts of people is important to keep them engaged and motivated. The 

project will highlight the work of ambassadors in newsletters and social media posts.   

6.2.2 Citizens as human sensors 
From their experience, the pilot partners know that citizens often can provide useful information about 

potential food donors in their neighbourhood. As mentioned, providing citizens an opportunity to share this 

information easily with the pilot partners  is one of the interventions of our project.  

6.2.2.1 Who will be the human sensors?  

We also learned from the survey that this role appeals to citizens who have and don’t have experience with 

volunteering activities in food redistribution organisations.  

6.2.2.2 Food surplus sensing campaigns 

In order to structure this tapping into the ‘wisdom of citizens’ in the pilot communities, SavingFood will run 

one or more ‘food surplus sensing campaigns’, meaning that at certain points a special call will be launched 

towards citizens in order to provide the pilot partners with tips on unknown food surplus in their 

neighbourhood. Since the final platform will be delivered in M19 and the pilot organisations will the first 

months of the platform (M14 to M19) focus on recruiting a first user base as well as helping with the 

development of the platform based on initial user reactions, SavingFood will launch this or these campaign(s) 

from M19 onwards. The decision whether the project will run one or more shorter campaigns will be taken 

based upon the experiences with the platform.   

6.2.2.2.1 Procedure of providing tips 

As highlighted when discussing the citizen as sensor in the behavioural change interventions, due to privacy 

concerns (can we just publish a location of food without consent), food safety concerns (are we sure that the 

food is safe to eat) and safety concerns (avoiding theft), it is not possible to crowd source by just offering 

citizens a chance to pin down a place on a map and provide us with some more information via a textbox. 

SavingFood will therefore organise more a kind of a hotline where citizens can report via a form, an email or 

phone to the pilots a place where they suspect food surplus is present. Pilot organisations will then 

investigate if the information is correct and get in contact with the food surplus owner. If the information is 

too vague and lacks crucial information (address, contact details of owner, ...), the pilot coordinator will ask 

the human sensor to first collect this info before taking further steps.    

Step Content of Step 

1 Human Sensor contacts SavingFood pilot coordinator (mail, form, phone) in order to 
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tip about a potential food surplus donor 

2 Pilot coordinator checks the quality of the tip 

3a If the information is useful, Pilot will take contact with the food surplus owner in 

order to present the platform, arrange a donation and convince him to join the 

platform 

3b If the information is incomplete, the pilot coordinator will contact the human sensor 

and provide instructions with how to make the tip more concrete 

4 Human sensor makes attempt to complete the information 

5 If information is complete, pilot coordinator contact owner of food surplus and try to 

convince him to make donation and/or join the platform 

Table 84 Process of human food surplus sensing 

6.2.2.2.2 Communication and recruitment 

The campaign for human sensing of food surplus will run via digital media. In order to be efficient and get 

the best results, the SavingFood sensing campaigns will take care of the following points with respect to 

communication material, the channels to spread the message and the engagement of the target audience:  
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- Communication material and message:  

1. A special page will be put online where people will get information about the 

need of sensing food surplus and its benefits for the project. The project will 

make sure that this message appeals to the target audience.  

2. A certain period of time (one month) and a concrete start and end date will be 

defined in order to have a clear start and end point in the communication and to 

make the target audience aware that action is needed within a specific time-

frame. Moreover, in case more than one campaign will be organised, this allows 

us to eventually use the first results as a kind of challenge for the second 

campaign (e.g. ‘let’s increase the number of tips) or target more specific on a 

kind of food surplus that has not generated enough results and is needed (for 

example, in the gleaning season, one can focus on farms).  

3. The aim and the target of the campaign and the procedure to report tips will be 

clearly explained (with visuals if needed) on the page. A good explanation will be 

key as the registration procedure can be quite complex in the sense that it 

requires collecting information from the owner of the surplus food. 

4. Publish results of the campaign 

5. Provide information on what food surplus is and what criteria are to be taken 

into consideration in order to provide a useful tip.  

6. Manage expectations: since not every tip will be useful and not every useful tip 

will lead immediately to a donation or food saving event (not every potential 

donor is willing to immediately join SavingFood), it will be important to 

communicate this upfront and manage expectations. What should be avoided is 

that a human sensor thinks that every tip will lead to a concrete action.   

- Communication channels for recruitment:  

1. Especially the social media of the project and pilot partners and other digital 

communication channels (newsletters, individual e-mails) will be used to spread 

the message. Since friends and relatives seems to be important ‘news sources’ 

with respect to food waste and approving food surplus saving behaviour, social 

media will be important to create a buzz.  

2. Local influencers that can help sharing the message on their social media and 

online communication channels will be identified and contacted. 

- Target audience for engagement:  

1. The first target audience will be the registered volunteers of our platform. The 

survey results showed that experienced volunteers are eager to take up such a 

role. 

2. The second target audience are people that are thinking of joining SavingFood 

activities. The survey learned us that being a human sensor is a motivating step 

towards joining the platform later and to eventually commit to participate in 

food saving events    

6.2.2.2.3 Providing tips and quality control  

Although the campaign will run online, this does not mean that the actual provision of the tip can only be 

done via digital channels. Besides an online form that includes all the fields a human sensor will have to 

complete, one can also send an e-mail to the pilot organisations or phone.  
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For the provided tips, a quality control of the information will first take place. This control will make sure that 

the minimum required info is provided (place, owner, contact details of owner, already in contact with 

owner). If this is not the case, the pilot will either send an email detailing how to further find the necessary 

information or how to contact a SavingFood ambassador that might assist the human sensor with finding the 

missing data. When the information of the tip is of sufficient quality, the pilot organisation will take the 

necessary action to contact the donor and try to convince him, by means of the various tools, to join the 

platform and start donating his food.  

6.2.2.2.4 Publishing of results, feedback and reward.  

The results of the campaign should be published in order to keep people engaged and show that their action 

had an impact on the project. Two kind of data will be published:  

- the number of collected useful tips  

- the number of collected useful tips that actually led to a food saving activity or donation.  

These data can be published on the platform (a message on the home screen) and food donations/events 

that are the result of the human sensing campaign can be highlighted on the crowd sourced map.  

Another way to publish these data is via the newsletter and via a bulk email to all participants that provided 

tips.  

Finally, although SavingFood works via the prosocial and pro-environmental motivation of its volunteers and 

therefore does not provide monetary rewards, it will be nonetheless important to honour our sensors. 

Therefore SavingFood shall: 

- send a thank you note to the human sensor when he provided a tip, regardless of the quality (unless 

it is spam); 

- highlight in newsletters or other communication about the campaign some important human 

sensors which might also serve as an example and inspiration for other or potential human sensors. 

6.2.2.2.5 Support and training 

The human sensor can count on support during the sensing campaigns. This support will be provided by the 

pilot organisation and the local SavingFood ambassadors.  
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7 Conclusion 
This deliverable developed the behavioural change and engagement strategy for the SavingFood project. 

These two strategies are designed to support the project and the pilots in particular to reach the pilot 

objectives in terms of citizen, donor and charity engagement and collected and redistributed food surplus.  

In particular, the engagement strategy provides a general framework for WP4 deployment and 

implementation work. Chapter 6 should therefore be read in conjunction with D4.1 ‘Pilot implementation 

plan’ of WP4. It provides an overview of the planning of the platform deployment with respect to iterations 

and functionalities from the angle of behavourial change towards food surplus redistribution and the 

corresponding target audiences that are most interesting to engage. A gradual approach from engaging 

existing users of the pilot in the pilot communities (M14) to new users in these communities (M16) to new 

users in new communities where the pilots are not operation yet today is proposed (M19-M24). Chapter 6 

also defined the engagement and tasks of the SavingFood Ambassador and the Human food surplus sensors, 

which are two important innovations of our project with respect to food surplus redistribution.  

The behavioural change strategy works in conjunction with the engagement strategy but focuses on 

fostering a behavioural change towards food surplus redistribution. Behavioural, knowledge and beliefs 

objectives were set in relation to the three groups that we can define in our target audience (make me-help 

me-show me) based upon a survey that ran in the pilots from August to Octobre 2016. Along the 7E-model 

and by taking into account aspect of Community Based Social Marketing and the 4E-model that were 

important to take along as well, interventions are proposed that work on awareness, knowledge, attitude, 

social norms, commitment, habit formation and emotions. These interventions will be gradually 

implemented in line with the technical development of the project. The aim is that from M19 all these 

interventions can work simultaneously on the various components of behaviour to which they refer by 

providing opportunities to get enthused, engaged, encouraged, enlightened, enabled and experienced with 

respect to the pilots food surplus saving activities.  

In order to have the behavioural change and engagement strategy as efficient as possible, the consortium 

will work the following months (January-February) to finalize the concrete outlook of the interventions:  

- Writing the pledges and hosting of the pledges; 

- Reviewing the communication of SavingFood from the angle of behavioural change objectives and 

characteristics of the target audiences; 

- Defining the training material and training sessions for donors, citizens, and charities (is the current 

material sufficient or should it be adapted?); 

- Defining the human sensor campaigns and the necessary campaign material as well as operational 

necessities (the form to complete, the instructions etc…); 

- Review the badges and the benchmark for awarding them; 

- The charters for food surplus donations to be signed by each of the users in order to comply to the 

rules of food safety and other requirements necessary for making sure that food surplus transactions 

will run as smoothly as possible and by informed and consented users 

- The various functionalities on the platform such as the quantification report, the carpool module 

etc…that should facilitate acting towards food redistribution by the different target audiences.  
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