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Household	
  food	
  waste	
  in	
  France	
  

How	
  much	
  do	
  households	
  waste	
  every	
  year?	
  	
  

32	
  kg	
  of	
  avoidable	
  food	
  /person	
  =	
  70	
  lbs	
  /person	
  
16	
  kg	
  of	
  potenFally	
  avoidable	
  food	
  /person	
  =	
  35	
  lbs	
  /person	
  

159	
  €	
  /person/year	
  =	
  7,7%	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  household	
  food	
  expenditure	
  	
  

57%	
  31%	
  

12%	
  

Food	
  waste	
  

Avoidable:	
  food	
  thrown	
  
out	
  but	
  sFll	
  edible	
  

Poten9ally	
  avoidable:	
  
food	
  thrown	
  out	
  because	
  
of	
  household	
  preferences	
  
(e.g.,	
  potato	
  skin)	
  	
  

Unavoidable	
  (e.g.,	
  
banana	
  skins,	
  chicken	
  
bones)	
  

Household	
  food	
  loss	
  (Total	
  kitchen	
  waste)	
  

References:	
  Ademe	
  (2014)	
  and	
  ParfiU	
  et	
  al.	
  (2010)	
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Food	
  waste	
  reducFon	
  in	
  France	
  

Priority	
  for	
  the	
  French	
  government	
  –	
  Na9onal	
  Pact	
  on	
  	
  
the	
  Fight	
  against	
  Food	
  Waste	
  (2013)	
  
•  Goal:	
  Halve	
  it	
  by	
  2025	
  
•  How?	
  Guidelines	
  for	
  every	
  step	
  of	
  the	
  food	
  supply	
  chain	
  

à	
  In	
  parFcular,	
  at	
  the	
  consumer-­‐level:	
  	
  	
  

Website	
  with	
  informaFon/Fps	
   CommunicaFon	
  campaign	
  
(Summer	
  2013)	
  Copyright	
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Food	
  waste	
  reducFon	
  in	
  France	
  
Other	
  communicaFon	
  campaigns	
  

Other	
  key	
  actors	
  who	
  follow	
  the	
  guidelines:	
  

Ademe	
  
(Environment	
  and	
  
Energy	
  Agency)	
  	
  

France	
  Nature	
  
Environnement	
  

Region	
  Île-­‐de-­‐France	
  
and	
  Ademe	
  

Intermarché	
  	
  
(supermarket)	
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Limits	
  of	
  communicaFon	
  campaigns	
  	
  
Literature	
  

PosiFve	
  abtudes	
   Sustained,	
  long-­‐lasFng	
  
changes	
  in	
  behaviors	
  

InformaFon	
  

Lead	
  to	
  

Influences	
  

Differences	
  between	
  presupposi9ons	
  and	
  
reality:	
  the	
  rela9ve	
  inefficiency	
  of	
  

communica9on	
  campaigns	
  in	
  producing	
  
behavioral	
  enactments	
  

References:	
  Girandola	
  and	
  Joule	
  (2008),	
  Katzev	
  &	
  Johnson	
  (1983),	
  ScoU	
  (1977)	
  

e.g.,	
  how	
  people	
  
perceive	
  the	
  impact	
  
of	
  their	
  behavior	
  on	
  
the	
  global	
  issue	
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Limits	
  of	
  communicaFon	
  campaigns	
  	
  
What	
  about	
  food	
  waste?	
  

EvaluaFon	
  of	
  food	
  waste	
  
levels	
  (scale	
  from	
  1	
  to	
  7):	
  

2.6	
  

5.1	
  

0	
  

2	
  

4	
  

6	
  

•  Na9onal	
  survey	
  on	
  820	
  par9cipants	
  (Sofres	
  –	
  Apr,	
  2012)	
  

In	
  my	
  household	
  

In	
  other	
  French	
  
households	
  

Aware	
  of	
  food	
  waste	
  being	
  an	
  naFonal	
  issue…	
  but	
  mostly	
  caused	
  by	
  others:	
  	
  
2/3	
  believed	
  to	
  be	
  under	
  the	
  NaFonal	
  average.	
  

•  Interviews	
  of	
  17	
  par9cipants	
  (Balaine	
  and	
  Costa	
  –	
  Jan-­‐Mar,	
  2014)	
  

Aware/against	
  food	
  waste.	
  
Consider	
  they	
  don’t	
  “throw	
  out	
  much”,	
  not	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  problem.	
  
Don’t	
  feel	
  personally	
  concerned	
  by	
  the	
  need	
  of	
  reducing	
  food	
  waste	
  at	
  home.	
  

⇒  Not	
  interested	
  by/reject	
  the	
  informaCon	
  on	
  food	
  waste.	
  

Food	
  waste	
  is	
  an	
  issue	
  
that	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  

handled.	
  

I	
  am	
  reducing	
  my	
  own	
  
food	
  waste.	
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In	
  search	
  of	
  new	
  perspecFves:	
  from	
  	
  
classical	
  to	
  “binding	
  communica3on”	
  

Test	
  an	
  alterna9ve	
  to	
  classical	
  communica9on	
  techniques	
  	
  
•  Low-­‐cost	
  

•  Easily	
  replicable	
  on	
  a	
  large	
  sample	
  of	
  people	
  if	
  efficient	
  

•  Usable	
  by	
  policy-­‐makers	
  

•  Induce	
  a	
  long-­‐lasFng	
  change	
  in	
  food	
  waste	
  behaviors	
  

References:	
  Girandola	
  &	
  Joule	
  (2008),	
  Joule	
  &	
  Beauvois	
  (1998,	
  2002),	
  Joule	
  et	
  al.	
  (2007)	
  	
  

à Binding	
  communica9on	
  	
  

•  Not	
  only:	
  What	
  type	
  of	
  informaFon	
  should	
  be	
  conveyed?	
  For	
  whom?	
  

How?	
  

•  But	
  also:	
  How	
  do	
  I	
  prepare	
  the	
  ground	
  for	
  decisions	
  to	
  lead	
  people	
  to	
  

comply	
  freely	
  to	
  what	
  is	
  expected	
  of	
  them?	
  Use	
  of	
  free	
  will	
  compliance	
  

procedures	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Foot-­‐in-­‐the-­‐Door	
  technique	
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Principle	
  of	
  the	
  Foot-­‐in-­‐the-­‐Door	
  	
  
technique	
  

Goal:	
  increase	
  compliance	
  with	
  a	
  difficult	
  request	
  

Answer	
  8	
  quesFons	
  
about	
  household	
  

products	
  

Allow	
  a	
  team	
  of	
  5-­‐6	
  men	
  
to	
  come	
  into	
  your	
  home	
  
for	
  2hrs	
  to	
  classify	
  your	
  
household	
  products	
  

3-­‐day	
  delay	
  

Freedman	
  &	
  Fraser’s	
  experiment	
  (1966)	
  

Principle	
  of	
  the	
  FITD	
  technique	
  

Secure	
  compliance	
  with	
   Increase	
  the	
  likelihood	
  
of	
  compliance	
  with	
  	
  

Small	
  iniFal	
  request/	
  
preparatory	
  act	
  	
   Final	
  difficult	
  request	
  	
  

Delay	
  between	
  requests	
  

References:	
  Bem	
  (1972),	
  Chartrand	
  et	
  al.	
  (1999),	
  Kelley	
  (1967),	
  Kelley	
  &	
  Michela	
  (1980),	
  Kiesler	
  (1971),	
  Joule	
  &	
  Beauvois	
  (1998,	
  2002)	
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Results	
  of	
  the	
  Foot-­‐in-­‐the-­‐Door	
  	
  
procedure	
  

References:	
  Dejong	
  (1979),	
  Burger	
  (1999)	
  

TheoreFcally	
  high	
  
iniFal	
  request	
  
compliance	
  rate	
  

FITD	
  group	
  
compliance	
  rate	
  

No	
  iniFal	
  request	
  	
  

Control	
  group	
   FITD	
  group	
  

Final	
  request	
  submission	
  	
  

Control	
  group	
  
compliance	
  rate	
  

<	
  ⇒	
  Expected	
  FITD	
  effect	
  
>	
  ⇒	
  Unexpected	
  reversed	
  FITD	
  effect	
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Foot-­‐in-­‐the-­‐Door	
  in	
  a	
  computerized	
  	
  
context:	
  Guéguen	
  et	
  al.	
  (2003)	
  

New	
  perspecFves	
  with	
  an	
  informaFve	
  preparatory	
  act	
  and	
  Internet	
  	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  
encourage	
  donaFons	
  to	
  an	
  organizaFon	
  that	
  fights	
  anF-­‐personal	
  mines.	
  

Goal	
   Method	
   Preparatory	
  acts	
   Final	
  request	
   Results	
  

-­‐	
  Orientate	
  
surfing	
  
experience	
  
-­‐	
  Strengthen	
  
feeling	
  of	
  
freedom	
  	
  	
  
-­‐	
  Increase	
  
implica9on	
  in	
  
the	
  task	
  	
  

-­‐	
  Contact	
  by	
  
email	
  with	
  link	
  
to:	
  
-­‐	
  Fake	
  website	
  
with	
  informaFon	
  
about	
  the	
  cause	
  
and	
  
organizaFons	
  

-­‐	
  Click	
  on	
  several	
  
links	
  to	
  surf	
  from	
  
one	
  informaFve	
  
page	
  to	
  another	
  
-­‐	
  Online	
  peFFon	
  

On	
  the	
  last	
  
webpage	
  
consulted,	
  offer	
  
to	
  donate	
  money	
  

FITD	
  effect:	
  more	
  
people	
  showed	
  
interest	
  in	
  
donaFng	
  in	
  the	
  
FITD	
  condiFon	
  
than	
  in	
  the	
  
control	
  condiFon	
  

à  Use	
  this	
  framework	
  for	
  food	
  waste	
  reducFon	
  
à  Hypothesis:	
  InformaFon	
  more	
  accepted	
  in	
  a	
  computerized	
  context	
  (i.e.,	
  no	
  

social	
  pressure,	
  feeling	
  of	
  freedom,	
  player	
  vs	
  receiver	
  role)	
  

References:	
  Guéguen	
  &	
  Pascual	
  (2000),	
  Pascual	
  &	
  Guéguen	
  (2002),	
  Guéguen	
  et	
  al.	
  (2003)	
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Method	
  
Study	
  overview	
  

•  Data	
  collecFon	
  in	
  Montpellier	
  (France)	
  between	
  June-­‐July,	
  2015.	
  
•  Similar	
  method	
  to	
  the	
  one	
  in	
  Guéguen	
  et	
  al.	
  (2003):	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  clicks	
  to	
  increase	
  

par3cipants’	
  implica3on	
  in	
  the	
  task.	
  
•  Contact	
  made	
  by	
  email/Facebook	
  post	
  with	
  a	
  link	
  to	
  the	
  study	
  
•  256	
  parFcipants	
  (i.e.,	
  who	
  clicked	
  on	
  the	
  link),	
  assigned	
  to	
  3	
  condiFons:	
  

FITD	
  long	
  informaFon	
   FITD	
  short	
  informaFon	
   Control	
  condiFon	
  

77	
   93	
   86	
  

•  InformaFve	
  preparatory	
  acts	
  
•  Target	
  request:	
  Par9cipa9on	
  to	
  a	
  food	
  waste	
  reduc9on	
  challenge	
  at	
  home	
  

during	
  2	
  weeks	
  
‒  Goals	
  determined	
  by	
  each	
  parFcipant	
  (to	
  be	
  reported	
  in	
  the	
  registraFon	
  form)	
  
‒  Use	
  of	
  food	
  waste	
  reducFon	
  Fps	
  (to	
  be	
  downloaded	
  ater	
  registraFon	
  form)	
  

‒  EvaluaFon	
  ater	
  2	
  weeks	
  (online	
  quesFonnaire	
  similar	
  to	
  the	
  registraFon	
  form	
  in	
  order	
  
to	
  compare	
  results)	
  

‒  Another	
  evalua3on	
  5	
  weeks	
  aGer	
  registra3on	
  to	
  inves3gate	
  long-­‐term	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  
challenge	
  [not	
  carried	
  out]	
   Copyright	
  2015	
  Balaine	
  &	
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Method	
  
Experimental	
  procedure	
  

Contact	
  email/	
  Facebook	
  post	
  with	
  link	
  to	
  the	
  study	
  
Click	
  
Randomly	
  assigned	
  to	
  

ExplanaFon	
  of	
  the	
  food	
  
waste	
  reducFon	
  challenge	
  

parFcipaFon	
  

Control	
  condi9on	
  

Click	
  -­‐	
  “DeclaraCon”	
  of	
  the	
  intenCon	
  to	
  
register	
  

FITD	
  long	
  informa9on	
  condi9on	
  

General	
  informaFon	
  
about	
  food	
  waste	
  

Tips	
  on	
  reducing	
  food	
  
waste	
  at	
  home	
  

Click	
  

General	
  informaFon	
  
about	
  food	
  waste	
  

FITD	
  short	
  informa9on	
  condi9on	
  

Click	
  

RegistraFon	
  form	
  

P
R
E
P
A
R
A
T
O
R
Y	
  
A
C
T
S	
  

T
A
R
G
E
T	
  

R
E
Q
U
E
S
T	
  
	
  

RegistraCon	
  	
  
for	
  the	
  challenge	
  

Click	
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Method	
  
Hypotheses	
  

•  Expected	
  FITD	
  effect	
  :	
  	
  
-­‐  Compliance	
  rate	
  control	
  <	
  Compliance	
  rate	
  FITD	
  (Freedman	
  &	
  Fraser,	
  1966;	
  DeJong,	
  1979;	
  

Burger,	
  1999):	
  investment	
  of	
  3me	
  and	
  effort	
  in	
  the	
  task,	
  increased	
  implica3on	
  
-­‐  Compliance	
  rate	
  FITD	
  short	
  info	
  <	
  Compliance	
  rate	
  FITD	
  long	
  info	
  :	
  the	
  most	
  costly	
  

preparatory	
  act	
  (Joule	
  &	
  Beauvois,	
  1998;	
  Burger,	
  1999;	
  Girandola	
  &	
  Joule,	
  2008)	
  

•  Inten9on	
  declara9on	
  vs	
  actual	
  subscrip9on:	
  
-­‐  Withdrawals	
  between	
  the	
  number	
  to	
  “declare”	
  intenFon	
  to	
  register	
  and	
  to	
  

actually	
  register	
  (i.e.,	
  complete	
  the	
  registraFon	
  form)	
  (ScoU,	
  1977;	
  Foss	
  &	
  Dempsey,	
  
1979)	
  

-­‐  Withdrawal	
  rate	
  control	
  >	
  Withdrawal	
  rate	
  FITD	
  short	
  info	
  >	
  Withdrawal	
  rate	
  FITD	
  long	
  info	
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Results:	
  Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  	
  
preparatory	
  acts	
  

Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  preparatory	
  acts	
  for	
  both	
  experimental	
  groups	
  
(percentages	
  and	
  number	
  of	
  par9cipants)	
  

Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  
preparatory	
  acts	
   FITD	
  long	
  informa9on	
   FITD	
  short	
  informa9on	
  

General	
  informa9on	
  about	
  
food	
  waste	
  

57.1	
  
(44	
  of	
  77)	
  

55.9	
  
(52	
  of	
  93)	
  

Food	
  waste	
  reduc9on	
  9ps	
   41.6	
  
(32	
  of	
  77)	
  

Compliance	
  =	
  	
  clicking	
  at	
  the	
  webpage	
  end	
  to	
  reach	
  the	
  following	
  page	
  (i.e.,	
  parFcipants	
  
read	
  and	
  wanted	
  to	
  know	
  more).	
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Results:	
  Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  target	
  	
  
request	
  and	
  FITD	
  effect	
  

Compliance	
  with	
  the	
  target	
  request	
  (percentages	
  and	
  number	
  of	
  par9cipants)	
  and	
  
sta9s9cal	
  test	
  results	
  

Compliance	
  

Condi9ons	
  

χ2	
   p	
  FITD	
  long	
  
informa9on	
  

FITD	
  short	
  
informa9on	
   Control	
  

Inten9on	
  to	
  
register	
  

26.0	
  
(20	
  of	
  77)	
  

34.4	
  
(32	
  of	
  93)	
  

33.7	
  
(29	
  of	
  86)	
   1.645	
   .439	
  

Actual	
  
registra9on	
  

7.8	
  
(6	
  of	
  77)	
  

7.5	
  
(7	
  of	
  93)	
  

16.3	
  
(14	
  of	
  86)	
   4.514	
   .105	
  

•  Inten9on	
  to	
  register:	
  
•  No	
  significant	
  variaFon	
  (χ2(1)=1.160,	
  p=.282	
  for	
  the	
  FITD	
  long	
  informa3on	
  condi3on;	
  χ2(1)=.009,	
  p=.

923	
  for	
  the	
  FITD	
  short	
  informa3on	
  condi3on)	
  

•  Registra9on:	
  
•  	
  Non-­‐significant	
  reversed	
  FITD	
  effect	
  (χ2(1)=3.305,	
  p=.069	
  for	
  the	
  short	
  informa3on	
  condi3on;	
  

χ2(1)=2.718,	
  p=.099	
  for	
  the	
  long	
  informa3on	
  condi3on)	
  

•  Combined	
  FITD	
  condiFons:	
  significant	
  reversed	
  FITD	
  effect	
  (χ2(1)=4.510,	
  p=.0337)	
  

•  No	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  informa9ve	
  preparatory	
  act	
  length	
  (Inten3on:	
  χ2(1)=1.411,	
  p=.235;	
  
Subscrip3on:	
  χ2(1)=.004,	
  p=.948)	
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Results:	
  PosiFve	
  behavioral	
  	
  
intenFon	
  vs	
  actual	
  behavior	
  	
  

FITD	
  long	
  informa9on	
  
condi9on	
  

FITD	
  short	
  
informa9on	
  condi9on	
   Control	
  	
  

Inten9on	
  to	
  register	
   26.0	
  
(20	
  of	
  77)	
  

34.4	
  
(32	
  of	
  93)	
  

33.7	
  
(29	
  of	
  86)	
  

Re
gi
st
ra
9o

n	
   Compared	
  to	
  the	
  total	
  
number	
  of	
  parCcipants	
  

7.8	
  
(6	
  of	
  77)	
  

7.5	
  
(7	
  of	
  93)	
  

16.3	
  
(14	
  of	
  86)	
  

Compared	
  to	
  the	
  number	
  
of	
  parCcipants	
  to	
  declare	
  

intenCon	
  to	
  register	
  

30.0	
  
(6	
  of	
  20)	
  

21.9	
  
(7	
  of	
  32)	
  

48.3	
  
(14	
  of	
  29)	
  

Percentages	
  of	
  par9cipants	
  to	
  “declare”	
  the	
  inten9on	
  to	
  register	
  and	
  to	
  register	
  by	
  
condi9on	
  

•  Significant	
  difference	
  for	
  the	
  FITD	
  short	
  info	
  condiFon	
  (χ2(1)=4.697,	
  p=.0302)	
  
•  Non-­‐significant	
  difference	
  for	
  the	
  FITD	
  long	
  info	
  condiFon	
  but	
  close	
  to	
  significance	
  threshold	
  

(χ2(1)=3.762,	
  p=.,0524)	
  
•  Significant	
  difference	
  for	
  the	
  combined	
  FITD	
  condiFon	
  (χ2(1)=4.539,	
  p=.0331)	
  

⇒	
  Less	
  consistency	
  in	
  FITD	
  par9cipants’	
  behavior	
  than	
  for	
  the	
  control	
  group:	
  
informa9ve	
  preparatory	
  acts	
  ineffec9ve	
  in	
  binding	
  par9cipants	
  to	
  their	
  inten9ons	
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Results:	
  LocaFon	
  and	
  reasons	
  for	
  withdrawals	
  	
  
ater	
  declaring	
  intenFon	
  to	
  register	
  

4	
  

14	
   8	
  5	
  

7	
  
3	
  

3	
  

2	
  

3	
  

2	
  

3	
  

14	
  

7	
  
6	
  

0%	
  

20%	
  

40%	
  

60%	
  

80%	
  

100%	
  

Control	
   FITD	
  short	
  
informaFon	
  

FITD	
  long	
  
informaFon	
  

p1	
  withdrawals	
   p2	
  withdrawals	
  

p3-­‐11	
  withdrawals	
   p12	
  withdrawals	
  

RegistraFon	
  

(20)	
  

Withdrawal	
  loca9on	
  aoer	
  inten9on	
  
declara9on	
  

(29)	
   (32)	
  

•  p1-­‐2	
  =	
  RegistraFon	
  form	
  introducFon	
  
and	
  explanaFon	
  of	
  the	
  Fme	
  required	
  
to	
  register	
  à	
  FITD	
  par3cipants	
  already	
  
reached	
  the	
  quota	
  of	
  3me	
  they	
  were	
  
willing	
  to	
  give	
  to	
  our	
  cause?	
  

•  	
  p3-­‐11	
  =	
  Length	
  of	
  the	
  quesFonnaire	
  
à	
  too	
  long	
  and	
  difficult?	
  	
  	
  

•  p12	
  =	
  QuesFon	
  “Please	
  inform	
  your	
  
name	
  and	
  email	
  address”	
  à	
  refusal	
  to	
  
commit	
  publicly?	
  Self-­‐preserva3on/
scared	
  of	
  informing	
  personal	
  data	
  on	
  
the	
  Internet?	
  

Hypothe9cal	
  reasons	
  for	
  withdrawals	
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Main	
  results	
  

•  About	
  the	
  FITD	
  effect:	
  
-­‐  Reversed	
  FITD	
  effect	
  (tendency	
  or	
  significance)	
  
-­‐  Length	
  of	
  the	
  preparatory	
  act	
  unimportant	
  (no	
  differences	
  between	
  the	
  

experimental	
  groups)	
  

•  About	
  the	
  informaCve	
  preparatory	
  acts:	
  
-­‐  58.4%	
  in	
  the	
  FITD	
  long	
  informaFon	
  condiFon	
  and	
  44.1%	
  in	
  the	
  FITD	
  short	
  

informaFon	
  condiFon	
  refused	
  to	
  read	
  the	
  informaFon.	
  

•  About	
  the	
  registraCon	
  form:	
  
-­‐  Decrease	
  by	
  52%	
  in	
  the	
  control	
  condiFon,	
  78%	
  in	
  the	
  FITD	
  short	
  informaFon	
  

condiFon	
  and	
  70%	
  in	
  the	
  FITD	
  long	
  informaFon	
  condiFon	
  between	
  the	
  
intenFon	
  declaraFon	
  and	
  the	
  registraFon	
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Discussion	
  	
  

•  Comparison	
  with	
  the	
  Guéguen	
  et	
  al.	
  (2003)	
  study:	
  Impact	
  of	
  the	
  FITD	
  
procedure	
  with	
  informaCve	
  preparatory	
  acts	
  in	
  a	
  computerized	
  context	
  

	
  

	
  
Guéguen	
  et	
  al.	
  

(2003)	
   Present	
  study	
  

Im
pa

ct
	
  o
n	
  

IntenCons	
  to	
  comply	
   +	
   None	
  

Behavioral	
  compliance	
  with	
  
the	
  target	
  request	
   +	
   -­‐	
  

IntenCon-­‐behavior	
  
consistency	
   None	
   -­‐	
  

•  Preparatory	
  act	
  and	
  FITD	
  effect:	
  
-­‐  Too	
  Fme-­‐consuming	
  (esFmated	
  2	
  min	
  for	
  the	
  general	
  informaFon	
  about	
  food	
  

waste	
  and	
  5	
  min	
  for	
  the	
  food	
  waste	
  reducFon	
  Fps)?	
  

à Need	
  to	
  find	
  a	
  shorter	
  preparatory	
  act	
  to	
  make	
  sure	
  that	
  parFcipant	
  
sFll	
  have	
  Fme	
  to	
  offer	
  for	
  the	
  target	
  request	
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Discussion	
  	
  

•  InformaCve	
  preparatory	
  act	
  impact	
  on	
  compliance:	
  
-­‐  About	
  half	
  of	
  the	
  parFcipants	
  refused	
  to	
  read	
  the	
  informaFon:	
  creates	
  cogniFve	
  

dissonance	
  (FesFnger,	
  1957)?	
  To	
  reduce	
  it,	
  withdrawal	
  from	
  the	
  study?	
  
-­‐  Content	
  of	
  the	
  informaFon	
  given	
  to	
  the	
  parFcipants?	
  	
  

à Try	
  out	
  another	
  type	
  of	
  preparatory	
  act	
  (and	
  see	
  if	
  the	
  FITD	
  procedure	
  is	
  
inefficient	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  preparatory	
  act	
  choice	
  or	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  study	
  
topic)	
  
	
  

•  About	
  the	
  registraCon	
  form:	
  
-­‐  QuesFons	
  about	
  food	
  habits	
  and	
  food	
  waste	
  behaviors	
  at	
  home:	
  refused	
  to	
  

answer	
  because	
  uncomfortable?	
  
-­‐  Originally	
  meant	
  to	
  evaluate	
  food	
  waste	
  reducFon,	
  but	
  too	
  long/difficult?	
  

à	
  Find	
  another	
  way	
  to	
  evaluate	
  parFcipants’	
  improvement	
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Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  
apen9on!	
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