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Resumo
O desperdicio alimentar acarreta implicagdes a longo prazo em termos ambientais, econémicos,
e sociais, sendo as familias os principais responsaveis. O medo de nao ser um “bom” anfitrido
esta associado a um comportamento de preparar comida em excesso. A literatura sugere que
este comportamento poder-se-a dever a um efeito de aversao ao risco face as perdas de estatuto,
contudo isto nunca foi testado experimentalmente. Desta forma, hipotetizdmos que as perdas
de estatuto impediriam a reducdo das quantidades de comida servida, sendo isto explicado por
uma aversdo ao risco superior para perdas imediatas. Assim, 126 participantes foram
apresentados com paradigmas de escolhas binarias relativamente a opcdes hipotéticas de
escolhas de quantidades de comida (cozinhar a justa vs cozinhar de sobra). Num desenho intra-
sujeitos, estas duas opg¢des foram acompanhadas por uma descricdo das suas possiveis
consequéncias relativamente a dois dominios especificos diferentes (ambiental, econémico,
social, e de estatuto), sendo manipulado o enquadramento temporal dessas mesmas
consequéncias (perdas imediatas e ganhos futuros vs ganhos imediatos e perdas futuras). Os
resultados mostram que as perdas de estatuto aumentaram as quantidades de comida servida,
enquanto que o efeito temporal ndo teve um efeito significativo nesta relacdo. As nossas
descobertas possibilitam que outros investigadores explorem o desperdicio alimentar doméstico
do ponto de vista empirico, assim como tém implicacdes praticas para os consumidores, para
0s responsaveis por mercadorias embaladas, e para os oficiais de politicas publicas, uma vez
que poderdo ser um insight util para o desenho de intervencdes com vista a reducdo do

desperdicio alimentar.

Palavras-chave: desperdicio alimentar, cozinhar em excesso, aversdo ao risco, desconto

hiperbdlico, nudging.
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Abstract
Food waste has several long-term implications for the environmental, economic, and social
domains, with households assuming the major responsibility for these losses. Specifically, the
fear of not being a “good” provider is linked to an over-serving behaviour. Despite literature
suggesting that this over-serving behaviour could be due to a risk aversion effect towards facing
status losses, this was never experimentally tested. So, we hypothesized that status losses would
prevent people from reducing their served food quantities, and that this would be explained by
a higher risk aversion towards these immediate losses. To accomplish that, 126 participants
were presented with binary choice paradigms regarding hypothetical food quantities options
(cook just the enough food vs cook more than the enough food). In a within-subjects design,
where each of these two options were accompanied by a description of its possible
consequences relatively to two different specific domains (environmental, economic, social,
and status), we manipulated the temporal framing perspective of those consequences
(immediate losses and delayed gains vs immediate gains and delayed losses). The results show
that the salience of the status losses increased the served food quantities, while temporal effect
had no significant effect in this relationship. Overall, our findings open a path for other
researchers to explore the household food waste from an empirically perspective, as well as
these have practical implications for consumers, for packaged goods managers, and for public
policy officials, since these findings may be a useful insight towards the designing of effective

food waste reduction nudging interventions.

Key-words: food waste, over-serving, risk aversion, hyperbolic discounting, nudging.
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Introduction
The Background of Food Waste
Food consumption assumes a central role on people’s lives and sense of identity, since it
contributes to the physical well-being and pleasure, consumes energy and time and is the
worldwide main expenditure of families (Rozin et al., 1999).

However, 1.3 billion tonnes of food is wasted every year, which represents one third of the
food globally produced (Gustavsson et al., 2011). Food waste during the production and supply
chain, usually referred as “food loss”, results in waste of resources such as water, land and
labour (FAO, 2019; Hanson & Mitchell, 2017). Importantly, consumers are also responsible for
food waste by purchasing food they will never prepare or preparing food they will never eat
(Quested et al., 2013). In developed countries, households have the major responsibility for
producing food waste (Parfitt et al., 2010). In Western countries food waste at consumer levels
assumes 30% to 40% of the total food waste (Principato et al., 2015). Relatively to Portugal,
PERDA project, which studied food waste, in 2012 calculated a total of one million tonnes of
food being wasted annually, with 324 thousand tonnes (32,4%) of that food being wasted by
consumers (Baptista et al., 2012) A triple bottom line evaluation shows that food waste has
environmental, economic, and social impacts (FAO, 2019; Hanson & Mitchell, 2017; Quested
etal., 2013).

Food waste contributes to forest land exploitation for agricultural use and has also
implications for water wastage, resulted from the production and cooking processes (FAO,
2019; Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). Food waste is responsible for an estimated eight percent of
the annual greenhouse gas emissions due to the emission of methane gases, which is a more
powerful greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, because of the disposal biodegradable waste into
landfills (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014; Hanson & Mitchell, 2017). Moreover, the energy, water,
and other resources used to grow, harvest, transport, process and sell the food, as the storage
and cooking at home, also contribute to greenhouse gas emission (Quested et al., 2013).

Secondly, food waste constitutes an economic threat with an impact of 940 billion of dollars
per year in global economy (Hanson & Mitchell, 2017). As Graham-Rowe et al. (2014)
reported, purchasing food and then sending it to the garbage constitutes a direct economic
problem for families, who most of the time struggle to buy food. Graham-Rowe et al. (2014)
found that the negative belief towards food waste was commonly shared, as is exemplified in
one of their participants’ opinion regarding food waste:

“It does annoy me. It annoys me more now, recently, my habit. I’ve just thought

it’s just a waste of money. Because you go out to earn don’t you? You work and



then you get paid and you’ve only got a finite amount of resources. | now see

that if I throw away twenty pounds worth of food a week, that’s. . . I had to work

to earn that twenty pounds, sit behind a desk or drive a car or whatever I’'m doing

at work” (p.17)

From a social perspective, food waste is a barrier for ending the world hunger (FAO, 2019).

It contributes to the continuously inflation of food prices, making food less accessible for the
poorest, as well as reinforcing the number of malnourished people (Quested et al., 2013).
Individuals’ are aware of this negative social impact of food waste, and confess the importance
to reverse the actual situation, such is described in the following excerpt:

“I worry about it [food waste] on a bigger scale, more globally. Because you

know we are the generation that has bequeathed our children disaster. That our

generation profligate and used up the world’s resources and now everything is

running out so I do take on board being very careful about not wasting food.”

(Graham-Rowe et al., 2014, p.18)

Food-waste reduction: Advantages and strategies

The reduction of food loss and food waste fits in ONU’s sustainable development goals for
2030 which includes, amongst its objectives, “halve per capita global food waste at the retail
and consumer level, and reduce food losses along production and supply chains” (FAO, 2019).
The main target of food loss and waste reduction is to meet the goal of achieving economic
growth and sustainable development through the responsible consumption and production
(FAO, 2019). Additionally, it also contributes to other eight from the seventeen ONU’s
sustainable goals to 2030, which are: no poverty; zero hunger; industry innovation and
infrastructure; reduce inequalities; sustainable cities and communities; climate action; life
below water; and life on land (Principato, 2018).

Several studies report that economic reasons are the ones mostly referred by consumers
who want to reduce their food waste (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014; Quested et al., 2013).
However, in addition to the economic motivations, households would also avoid the negative
feelings of having to throw food away (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). It was found that these
feelings were associated with a higher fairness sense regarding the negative consequences of
food waste (Doron, 2013 cit in Graham-Rowe et al., 2014).

At a consumer level, household food waste has been highly debated and several strategies

aiming at its reduction have been implemented (FAO, 2019; Hanson & Mitchell, 2017



Principato, 2018). These strategies towards food waste reduction can be classified in 5 different
clusters: food waste redistribution; food waste reduction; awareness raising campaigns; food
waste reuse; and sale of short-date products (Principato, 2018).

The mostly adopted strategies are the awareness raising campaigns due to their
effectiveness and ease of implementation (Principato, 2018). “Love Food, Hate Waste” is one
of the awareness raising campaigns which was organized by the waste and resources action
program (WRAP), and implemented by the UK Government in 2007. That campaign
encouraged people not to waste food by warning for its economic and environmental impacts
(Principato, 2018). Some recommendations of WRAP with that campaign were: making a
shopping list; checking food quantities present at home prior to shopping; storing food in
appropriate packaging or wrapping; portioning rice and pasta; and using up leftovers (Quested
etal., 2013).

People acknowledge the importance of reducing their food waste and report having the
intention to do that, but strive to change their actual behaviour (Aktas et al., 2018; Graham-
Rowe et al., 2014, 2015). These findings were framed under Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned
behaviour (TPB) and Fishbein’s and Ajzen’s (2010) theory of reasoned action (TRA) which
predict that intention towards action is the ultimately chain element responsible for the
behavioural change, which in its instances is preceded by others factors such as attitude towards
behaviour, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control. Aktas et al. (2018) found that
these factors helped explaining people’s motivation to reduce food waste, but that this intention
was not a good predictor of their actual behaviour. Graham-Rowe et al. (2014, 2015) achieved
similar results and identified some barriers that could be preventing people from achieving their
results, such is the example of: the “good” provider identity; minimizing inconvenience; lack
of priority; and exemption from responsibility.

Despite the educational strategies which are usually adopted to promote food waste
reduction, such as the awareness raising campaigns, Wansink (2018) argues that a critical
analysis of these type of motivation raising campaigns should be made, as they frequently lack
adequate efficiency. Also, and as another route, instead of focusing on education, strategies
could follow a behavioural economics approach and promote the convenience, the
attractiveness, and the easiness of wasting less in order to make it “normal” not to waste food
(Wansink, 2018).

Finally, marketers could help consumers reduce their food waste. Wansink (2018) compiled
a set of suggestions regarding such marketing strategies, divided between the three stages of

the consumption process: helping consumers buy food that they serve; helping consumers serve



the food they prepare; and helping consumers eat the food they serve. Relatively to the
excessive quantities that are usually prepared, a possible strategy should be offering single
serving packages or to offer resealable packaging to prevent people from being impelled to
cook the entire amount (Wansink, 2018). Additionally, packages should provide clear
information relatively to the typical serving sizes, so that people can use that as an anchor for
their food quantity judgements (Wansink, 2018).

Despite these possible solutions to the over-serving behaviour, Wansink’s (2018) agrees
that these strategies may have not the exact desired effect on the food waste reduction. This
relates with the reasons why people over-serve, such as people feeling afraid of not providing
the enough quantity of food, even if they had clear guidelines relatively to the ideal food
quantities. The desire to avoid negative feelings related with environmental, economic, and
social losses increases the motivation to reduce food waste, but at the same time decreases
consumers’ ability to achieve that behaviour, as people assumed to over-prepare, and
consequently waste more, because of being afraid of not being a “good” provider (Graham-
Rowe et al., 2014). People’s fear of not providing enough food for their family or guests, with
the consequent behaviour of over-serving was, as in Graham-Rowe et al. (2014), found to be a
constraint to the success of food waste reduction campaigns and households’ intention of
behavioural change (Wansink, 2018).

Over-serving in order to let others have the choice to repeat is an activity in which is
implicated the weighting of others’ needs. Acknowledging others’ needs and so, to guarantee
that during their decision-making processes they are offered with plenty of available options in
order to letting them have the chance to decide for their own best interests is being social
mindful (Van Doesum et al., 2013). So, over-serving could be described as a socially mindful
behaviour. However, if this behaviour contributes to food waste, a paradox emerges. Food
waste, with its negative impacts to the world economy, promotes the social gap between people
in need and their access to food, amongst the other implications already discussed. Thus, while
some people persist to waste food, and others do not have the means to eat, over-serving could
also be interpreted as a hostile behaviour since it diminishes the access to food of future

generations.

Reasons and Motives to over-serving of food
There might be different factors leading to household food waste. One consists in preparing
food that is neither served nor eaten, due to problems during the preparation phase, like food

ending up burnt or dropped, or the recipe not turned out as planned (Wansink, 2018). Other
4



might be the occurrence of unpredictable situations, like change of plans and a family member
ending up eating away from home or not being able to eat the packed lunch prepared for work
(Wansink, 2018).

The over-preparation of food is another factor which contributes to household food waste
(Graham-Rowe et al., 2014; Wansink, 2018). One possible explanation for this is that culinary
recipes have gotten their caloric per serving increased because of using more caloric ingredients
such as sugar, butter or nuts, while families are getting smaller (Wansink, 2018).

Moreover, people experience cognitive bias regarding their own appetite, which could
promote mistakes when judging food quantities, and consequently lead to over-serving
(Marchiori et al., 2014; Wansink et al., 2005). When making their judgments and decisions,
people use heuristics, which are mental shortcuts that allow humans to perform complex
cognitive tasks with less cognitive effort, but also lead to predictable and systematic errors
which are usually referred as cognitive bias (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Specifically, the
anchoring and adjustment heuristic suggests that people make decisions by starting with a
reference point (the anchor) and proceed with consequent adjustments to that initial value
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Marchiori et al. (2014) reported that the anchoring and
adjustment heuristic is also applied to the food consumption behaviour, since people adjust their
appetite to the portion size being served (Marchiori et al., 2014): people who were asked to
imagine bigger portions reported having a higher desire to consume more food. Similarly,
Wansink et al. (2005) found that visual cues influence food intake: people who had
unknowingly been given self-refilling soup bowls (the biased visual cue) ended up eating more
soup than those given normal soup bowls.

Another aspect that contributes to the over-serving behaviour is the aspiration to be a
“good” provider, since people report to intentionally over-prepare to ensure that they provide
their family or guests abundant quantities of food (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). A possible
motive for that behaviour is to provide the necessary amount of nutrients by serving plenty of
healthy food, or to allow others to eat whatever amount of food they desire, even if it represents
massive guantities in their plate (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014):

“...(my husband) ... doesn’t like having not very much, he always likes having
a massive amount on his plate and leaving it if he doesn’t want it which he does
quite a lot. So I feel pressure like to make sure he has enough food so he’s not
feeling hard done by.” (p.19)
There is also an evolutionary reason for over-serving (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). In past

times, families would have to ration the available food between their members and so,



nowadays, people do not want to experience this fear of not having enough food for everyone
(Graham-Rowe et al., 2014):
“I am always afraid of running out [of food]...I suppose embarrassment you see
that’s the thing. . .just wanting to please, that’s basically what it would be, I want
everyone to be happy” (p.19)

The “empty plate fear” is also increased by a social status condition (Graham-Rowe et al.,
2014). Over-serving is believed to be a behaviour characteristic of families with higher
disposable money so, when people have guests, they report to over-prepare so that their social
status will not be compromised (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014):

“No, I think that everyone wastes, | think probably most people do waste like
me. | think especially people that | know or I speak to do. | suppose it is because
people do seem to have more disposable income or have had disposable income
and it’s become habit to live like that.” (p.19)

From an economic, social, and environmental perspective, this fear of not providing enough
is regarded as an irrational fear since people are wasting unnecessary resources only to avoid
the possibility of disappointing their family or guests (Wansink, 2018).

All in all, despite the cognitive bias that could influence the judgement of food quantities,
as reported by Marchiori et al. (2014), people seem consciously aware of their over-serving
habits and justify that behaviour by stating they want to ensure enough food for their family or
guests (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). Also, since households continuously report that failing in
serving enough food would result in negative feelings towards themselves, the desire to avoid
these possible status losses, as mentioned by Wansink (2018) and explainable by the
phenomena of loss aversion (see Prospect Theory’s section), should be considered as an
important factor for explaining the over-serving behaviour.

A possible explanation to that irrational behaviour could be substantiated by the main
concept of Kahneman’s and Tersky’s (1979) prospect’s theory: loss aversion, which refers to
the notion that losses are heavier experienced than gains (see Prospect Theory’s section)
(Wansink, 2018). The households are believed to over-prepare food because the negative
impact of disappointment associated with social status losses should outweigh the gains in terms
of saved money, environmental and social contributions (Wansink, 2018). Environmental and
social problems associated with food waste are not salient during the cooking process, and the
money for purchasing the food had also been spent. Given this, food waste losses are perceived
as psychologically distant from individuals (Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). Since these negative

consequences are delayed, this could explain why people show a loss aversion attitude to
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cooking just the necessary amount of food, as its status losses consequences would be
experienced right after the event. This assumption is supported by Shelley’s (1994) findings of
loss aversion to immediate losses since people reported preferring delayed losses over
immediate ones (see hyperbolic time discounting’s section).

Therefore, household food waste must be conceptualized under judgement and decision-
making theories to understand whether loss aversion to immediate losses could be an important
insight into the over-serving behaviour. If this proves to be the case, the solution to the reduction
of food waste could be a matter of framing the temporal consequences.

Theories of judgment and decision making under risk and under uncertainty

Theories of decision making under risk and under uncertainty deal both with choices regarding
uncertain outcomes (Fishburn, 1988). Decision under risk refers to choices between various
outcomes with known probabilities, such as the case of gambling decisions (Fishburn, 1988).
In contrast, decisions under uncertainty apply to more usual cases in which outcomes are linked
to uncertain events, whose probabilities are unknown (Fishburn, 1988). Deciding about the
amount of food to cook for other people is an example of a decision under uncertainty: The
outcome of serving a certain quantity is dependent upon unknown situational factors, such as
individuals’ appetite and satisfaction with the meal. However, the decision about how much
food to cook has relevant implications at several levels (environmental, economic, social and
status), as seen in previous sections. The question is how such decisions are performed based

on the relative weight attributed to each of these dimensions.

Normative theories

Traditional economic theory, such as expected utility theory (EU) developed by Bernoulli
(1738), and later by Von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944), defines man as a perfectly rational
decision maker. Economic theory states humans have a comprehensive view of the available
information in their environment, and that they can integrate all that complex information in a
computational way (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Simon, 1955). These economic approaches
of decision making are described as normative models of human behaviour (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979; Simon, 1955; Stanovich & West, 1999). They aim to predict the expected
preferences, based on the assumption that humans are rational decision makers who always try
to maximize the expected utility (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Simon, 1955; Stanovich & West,
1999).



Expected value (EV), which was the starting concept of economic theories, and the
precedent of the utility value, is expressed by the probability of an outcome times its payoff,
without any subjective evaluation being considered (Bernoulli, 1738). Therefore, the
maximization of the EV, to what food choices is concerned, should be achieved by increasing
the probability of providing the necessary amount of food, as much as possible, but without
having unnecessary costs, as these would reduce the payoff. So, the normative rational
behaviour in cooking behaviour, the one which increases probability without compromising the
payoff, and then maximizes the EV, should be to provide only the sufficient quantities of food
with the fewer resources as possible, in order to avoid unnecessary costs associated with
environmental, social, and economic losses resulted from cooking excessive quantities.

However, Bernoulli (1738) stated that rational decision makers maximize the expected
utility (EU) rather than the expected value. Expected utility underlines that decisions are not
merely dependent on the maximization of the expected value, but rather on the subjective
evaluation that the decision maker does relatively to a given outcome (Bernoulli, 1738). So, the
EU attributed to a given asset varies between decision-makers as different subjective
evaluations are considered when judging the possible outcome (Bernoulli, 1738). Therefore,
the expected utility of a given option (E(x)) is shown by the following expression:

E(x) = pu(x) (EV) (1)
where p refers to the probability and u to the utility function.

Then, the expected utility of over-preparing or preparing just the necessary amount of food
is dependent on people’s subjective evaluation of its possible outcomes times the probability of
either ending up producing food waste or not serving enough food. The maximization of the
expected utility predicts that if people attribute a high subjective value to the economic, social,
and environmental implications of food waste, their desired behaviour should be the reduction
of food waste, and then aiming to cook only the necessary amount of food in order not to
produce waste. On the other hand, if people prefer to over-serve, this suggests that they attribute
a higher subjective value to the status losses over the food waste consequences.

EU considers the systematic deviations from the expected value (EV), such is the case of
the famous St. Petersburg paradox (see Bernoulli (1738), for a detailed explanation) and
postulates that rational decisions are dependent upon people’s subjective evaluations of the
outcomes. Instead of a general linear model, each person has its own subjective expected utility
function that accomplishes for their personal attributions to food waste consequences. Imagine
now a person who has less consciousness about spending money, environmental issues or future

generations’ food access; he/she should not be expected to attribute such a high value for
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preventing food waste (and, thus, for saving money, reducing the environmental impact of food
waste, or for guaranteeing others’ access to food, respectively), compared to individuals’ who
are more conscious about those issues.

Von Neumann and Morgenstern (1944) introduced logic axioms to the EU theory and
argued that rational decision-makers were supposed to behave accordingly to those axiomatic
rules. The axioms are transitivity, dominance, and invariance (Von Neumann & Morgenstern,
1944). Transitivity points that if A is preferred over B, and B is preferred over C, then, A is
preferred over C. Dominance states that if A dominates B in one aspect and is as equally
preferred in the other aspects, A must be preferred over B. Invariance states that a preference
between two options should be independent of the order or method of presentation; thus, if A
is preferred to B, it should still be preferred despite C being also presented. Different personal
preferences are allowed, which result in different utility functions between people (Von
Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). But, once these ordering of preferences is made, and the
individual utility function is established, axioms underlies rational people to be coherent in their
preferences (Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). For this reason, if people are really
concerned about the environmental, economic, and social impact of food waste, and show the
intention to prevent it, their behaviour should be coherent with that desired goal. Therefore, the
imminent risk of losing status should not influence consumers’ behaviour as this would result
in a shift of preferences not predicted by the logic axioms.

Normative models understate that people have unlimited time and cognitive resources to
process all the available information thus, preferences should be stable and independent of
situational factors, such as emotional status, type of information or mode of presentation
(Gigerenzer & Selten, 2001; Shafir & LeBoeuf, 2002). So, preference for reducing food waste
should not be influenced by situational factors such as time, stress or status of the guests. The
actual human behaviour often do not, however, follow the laws of rationality, and

systematically violates the axiomatic assumptions (Allais, 1953; Ellsberg, 1961).

Descriptive theories

Since rationality is known for what distinguishes humans from non-human animals, it is hard
to refute that humans intend to behave in a non-rational way (Stanovich, 1999). So, Stanovich
(1999) proposed that a solution to this problem would be an empirically identification of the
gaps between what normative models predicted and the actual mean and modal preferences of

individuals. Despite the debate of how rational decision makers should behave, descriptive



theories focused more on explaining what the actual causes of those gaps could be (Stanovich,
1999).

Descriptive models do not imply that humans are irrational decision makers who
consciously choose, for example, to waste food; but, instead, they are rational individuals with
a bounded rationality (Simon, 1955). Bounded rationality states that human cognition has some
limitations and that decision makers use clues to help them processing all the complex available
information with fewer cognitive strain, which could result in systematic deviations from the
EU (Kahneman, 2003; Simon, 1955; Thaler, 1980; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). An example
of a deviation from rationality is the act of overjudging the necessary food quantities. Food
waste, at least for its economic, environmental, and social implications, should be avoided if
we consider a rational decision. So, this irrational behaviour of food wasting suggests that
decision makers do not always follow the rational guides for cooking activities.

An analogy between the normative and descriptive models of decision making and two
proposed systems of reasoning could be made (Sloman, 1996). A dual system of reasoning was
proposed and has been receiving converging empirical evidence, to account for the fact that
individuals sometimes follow normative predictions, but at other times behave in a systematic
biased way (Kahneman, 2003; Sloman, 1996). The distinction between each one of these
systems of reasoning is the amount of effort put into the judgment process. System 1, described
by Kahneman (2003) as an intuitive system and by Sloman (1996) as an associative system, is
described as: “a fast, parallel, automatic, effortless, associative, slow-learning, emotional
process of judgment” (Kahneman, 2003, p.698). Whereas System 2, described by Kahneman
(2003) as the reasoning system and by Sloman (1996) as the “rule based” system, is defined by
“slower, serial, effortful, more likely to be consciously monitored and deliberately controlled”
operations (Kahneman, 2003, p.698).

Therefore, when people behave accordingly to normative models of decision making, they
consciously pursue the maximization of the expected utility, and is implied that they follow the
axiomatic rules “System 2” (Sloman, 1996). However, when decision making is based on an
intuitive process of judgment “System 17, this often leads to divergencies regarding EU, as
descriptive models predicts (Sloman, 1996). Altough, Sloman (1996) adverts that this approach
should be taken cautiously because in certain cases both systems contribute at the same time
for the judgment process.

Through the analysis of these systematic biases, Tversky and Kahneman (1974) identified
a set of effects that operated in the automatic System 1 and formulated a descriptive theory of

decision making under uncertainty, called prospect theory. As Wansink (2018) suggested, loss
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aversion, as is described in prospect theory, could help to explain the fear of not serving enough
food that increases household food waste.

Prospect Theory (PT)

Kahneman’s and Tversky’s (1979) prospect theory (PT) is a descriptive theory of decision
making under risk, but which could also be applied to other situations with unknown
probabilities (i.e., decision making under uncertainty). The theory emerged as an explanation
of the reasons that lead people to systematically deviate from EU (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

So, instead of judging options by their utility value, as predicted in EU, PT postulates that
decisions are made based on individuals’ subjective evaluations of a given prospect (Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979). By this way, decision-makers weight each prospect, which refers to the
likelihood and the consequent impact of some future event occurring, through a subjective value
and a decision weight (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

The subjective value expresses a judgement made in terms of state changes (losses and
gains) relatively to a referential point rather than in the absolute magnitude value of the outcome
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). For an illustrative example, consider two families which are
both aiming to reduce their food waste, but are in different stages of the process. “Family A”
had already committed to the task a few weeks ago and has a mean record of 60% reduction in
their weekly food waste, while “family B” has not yet started their journey towards the
reduction of food waste. Now imagine that in the following weeks, for any reason the “family
A” only achieves a 50% reduction in their weekly food waste in comparison to their initial
record, and “family B”, who is in their first weeks, registers a decline of 40% in their food
waste. If judgement was made in terms of magnitude of the decline, “family A” would still have
registered a better outcome than “family B”, but subjective value suggests that “family A”
would experience this result as a loss because their reference value (60%) was higher than the
achieved outcome. Although, “family B would probably experience this conquest as a gain,
since their reference point was a zero decline. Given this, increases from the reference point are
perceived as gains while decreases are perceived as losses, despite the magnitude value of the
outcome being positive or negative (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

Additionally, decision weights are not probabilities nor must be interpreted as degrees of
belief, but instead as the estimated impact of choosing one prospect (Kahneman & Tversky,
1979). When faced between the options of cooking extra quantities or reducing the food

portions, PT states that this decision is not merely dependent on the probability of the served
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food being enough or not, but rather on the possible impacts (in terms of environmental, social,
status or economic costs) of these outcomes.

Prospect value (V(x)), which refers to the perceived impact resulted from a possible state
change, is then expressed by the subjective value (v(x)) times the decision weight (r(p)), and
is represented by the following expression:

V(X) = v(x)m(p) )
where the decision weights (rr) are obtained by a transformation of the real probabilities (p) by
a weighting function (w) (Figure 1) (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, 1992).

Then = w(p) (3)

wi(p)

p

Figure 1. Weighting function for gains and losses.

This weighting function overweighs very low probabilities and underweights high

probabilities, both for gain and losses, w(p) > p, for small p (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).
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Changes of probabilities near certainty (p approaches 1) and impossibility (p approaches 0) are
more weighted such that “...an increase of .1 in the probability of winning a given prize has
more impact when it changes the probability of winning from .9 to 1.0 or from 0 to .1, than
when it changes the probability of winning from .3 to .4 or from .6 to .7.” (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992, p.303). Similarly, even if the probability of the served food not being enough
is very low, people overweight the possible impact of it occurring, and end up cooking
unnecessary quantities. This results in a weighting function concave for changes near 0 (the
impact of small probabilities is overweighed) and convex near 1 (the impact of high
probabilities is underweighted) and is translated to other real life situations as the payment of
an insurance premium despite the low probability of a negative event occurs (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979).

The subjective value (v(p)) represents how judgements are made based on state changes
from a reference point, in terms of gains and losses, rather than in the outcomes’ objective value
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, 1992). This subjective evaluation is made through and S-shaped
function (Figure 2) which represents how gains and losses differently impact people’s
judgements (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, 1992). This S-shaped function, with its concave
region for gains but convex for losses and with the additional particularity of being steeper for

losses than for gains, is the result of losses being heavier experienced than gains.

VALUE

LOSSES GAINS

Figure 2. Subjective value function for gains and losses.
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The subjective value function convexity and steepness for the region of losses implies that
people experience more psychological discomfort for a possible loss (V(-x)) than enjoyment
for a possible gain (V(x)), (IV(-X)|>|V(x)]) (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Since losses are
heavier experienced than gains, people direct their behaviour in order to avoid any possible
losses, which can be described as loss aversion (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). As Wansink
(2018) hypothesized, the possible status losses of the food not being enough would be heavier
felt than the environmental, economic and social gains derived from the food waste reduction
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, 1992).

Kahneman’s and Tversky’s (1979) loss aversion concept explains why people make certain
decisions towards minimizing any possible loss despite the higher gains of the alternative
option, such is the case of preparing excessive quantities of food.

Since people avoid losses more than they desire gains, this results in a risk seeking
behaviour for losses, but in a risk aversion behaviour for gains, which is referred as the
reflection effect (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). The reflection effect, due to loss aversion,
shows that people are risk aversive for gains, as they avoid taking risks to have higher gains
(because of the fear of facing some losses), while they are risk seeking for losses because in
order to avoid losses, they prefer to take risks in order not to lose, even if it means that they
could end up with higher losses (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

Households avoidance to reduce their served food quantities seems to be explained by risk
aversion, as its possible status losses should outweigh the gains of reducing food waste
(Wansink, 2018). However, what prospect theory lacks to explain is why people continuously
over-judge the necessary food quantities despite the environmental, economic and social losses
of food waste in comparison to what would be the unique advantage of preventing status losses
associated with the over-serving behaviour.

After a carefully examination of both losses resulted from food waste and from not serving
enough food, we suggest that a possible distinction between them, which could influence
people’s preference towards over-serving, is the fact that status losses of not serving enough
food are immediately experienced, while environmental, economic and social losses of food
waste are felt in the long run. Given this, the temporal effect of those losses could be a useful
insight on why people seem to be risk averse for the imminent status losses, but risk seeking
for the long-term consequences of food waste. This idea is well expressed in the concepts of

exponential time discounting and hyperbolic time discounting.

Exponential time discounting
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Similarly to the expected utility theory (EU), normative models of judgment and decision
making under uncertainty predict that intertemporal preferences (decisions involving different
temporal consequences) follow a discounted utility (DU) model (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992).
Samuelson (1937) introduced this DU model which describes the utility loss of a given outcome
as its time delay increases by a discount factor transformation. An example of the time delay
effect on outcomes is the common preference of receiving 1000€ now over 2000€ in one year
(Fishburn & Rubinstein, 1982). This discount factor in normative models is described by an
exponential function (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992).

DU, through the exponential discount function, postulates continuity, sensitivity and
stationarity between time preferences (Samuelson, 1937). Continuity implies that it is possible
to make any utility transformation, even for the smallest of intervals whose difference (t-¢°)
approaches 0, which allows the model to predict any difference in value between two time
periods, whatever this is in terms of years, months, days, etc. (Samuelson, 1937). By this way,
people should be able to judge food choices consequences, respecting their value lost through
time, whereas they will be felt e.g. now, in the following week or in a year.

Sensitivity accomplishes that different outcomes suffer different discounting
transformations (e.g. higher outcomes are less discounted) (Samuelson, 1937). If we consider
the social, environmental and economic impacts of food waste, despite they would all be felt in
the future, these dimensions could suffer different discount transformations through time, e.g.
economic costs of food waste could lose less weight as it is reported to be the most important
factor that motivates consumers to reduce their food waste.

The stationarity property denotes that the value lost through time must be independent of
the time period in which that transformation occurred. (if U(tx1)>U(tx2), for any ¢’
U(z’x1)>U(z’x2)) (Samuelson, 1937). So, the value which an attribute loses in one week should
be the same whether this week was framed to occur in the following month or in the next year.
Consider the above example of the common preference for receiving 1000€ now over 2000€ in
one year; stationarity property states that if this is verified, the same people should also prefer
1000€ in one year over 200€ in two years from now, since preferences are independent of time

passage.

Hyperbolic time discounting
Asin EU, there were, however, found systematic violations from DU predictions. Thaler (1981)
exemplified how people could prefer having one apple today instead of two apples tomorrow,

but at the same time preferring to have two apples in a year and one day, instead of one apple
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in one year, which reveals a dynamic inconsistency, as formerly noted by Ainslie (1975) and
Strotz (1955). Dynamic inconsistency shows that the discount factor is not merely dependent
on the absolute time interval (t'- t) between preferences, as predicted by the stationary axiom,
but that it could change as these intervals depart from the reference point (Loewenstein &
Prelec, 1992; Thaler, 1981).

Dynamic inconsistency is also suggested to appear in the judgment of food quantities. As
already discussed, people recognize the severity of the long-term consequences of food waste,
so they report having the intention to reduce the amount of their served food (Aktas et al., 2018;
Graham-Rowe et al., 2014, 2015). Although, like in Thaler’s (1981) dynamic inconsistency
example, this preference could shift as the actual cooking moment takes place, resulting in food
being wasted. A possible reason for this is that the status losses of not serving enough food,
which were once perceived as distant, are turned salient, in contrast to the still long-term
perceived losses of food waste.

Moreover, despite sensitivity stated that higher outcomes should be less discounted, it did
not predict that changes in the discount factor were not proportional to changes in the outcomes’
magnitude (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992). Thaler (1981) also reported that the same individuals
who were indifferent between receiving 15$ now and 60% in a year, were also indifferent
between 250$ now and 350€ in a year, or 3000$ now and 40008 in a year. As in prospect theory,
this suggests that temporal discounting is not merely dependent on the absolute time interval,
but rather on the time period in which that discount occurs relatively to a reference point.

These anomalies suggest that intertemporal preferences were better described by a
hyperbolic discounting function which accomplishes for outcomes being heavier discounted
near the present than in the future, and outcomes with higher magnitude being less discounted
over time (Ainslie, 1975). Despite the environmental, social and economic consequences of
food waste being highly discounted near the present, as its impacts would only be perceived in
the long-term, they are still a high concern for households since people recognize their future
severity. Although, even if people generally attribute a lower weight to the possible status losses
that can arise from reducing their served food, since these consequences have immediate
effects, they are going to be less discounted at the moment of cooking. If this overweight of the
immediate status losses proves to be true, this could be an important explanatory reason of the
over-serving behaviour. This is supported by Herrnstein’s (1961) matching law which says that
when faced between multiple options, people prefer the one which offers the highest
reinforcement rate. In terms of food quantities, people should adjust their behaviour accordingly

to the option which offers them the possibility of avoiding greater losses. Analogously, choices
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between different time contingencies, as food quantities choices, show “...that the time
allocated to an activity is discounted by reinforcement contingent on an alternative activity.”
(Rachlin, 2006, p.432). Therefore, Rachlin (2006) states that when faced with choices with
different time contingencies, the option with the delayed contingencies, e.g. losses resulted
from excessive quantities, will lose as much value as the other options’ contingencies approach
the decision moment, e.g. status losses associated with not serving enough food.

Consequently, when judging whether to cook higher quantities of food (B1) or only the
necessary ones (B2), the choice of over-serving will be proportional to its reinforcement rate
(R1). At the actual moment of cooking, the avoidance of the immediate status losses (R1) seems
to be preferred over the avoidance of the long-term food waste consequences (R2), which will
result in a tendency to prepare excessive quantities.

B1 R1
B1+B2 - R1+R2 (4)

The changes that the discount factor suffers through time, and how this temporal effect

influences food waste can be described by the following hyperbola (Harvey, 1986 cit in
Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992):
dM)=(1 + at)B/* o B>0 (5)

The a-coefficient (a) defines the depart from the constant discounting, and as it goes to
zero, the function is the exponential discount function ®(t) = e B/t (Loewenstein & Prelec,
1992). In hyperbolic discounting, the higher the a-coefficient, the smaller the differences in the
discount value (®) as the discount function departs away from the reference point (t), which
contradicts the original predictions of the exponential discounting where o=0, and then,
differences in discount values were independent of the reference point (Loewenstein & Prelec,
1992). Translated to food behaviour, this could mean, for example, that the benefits of avoiding
food waste losses would be more discounted (lose more weight) if its economic, social and
environmental consequences were framed within a one month time period compared to the
present moment, than if its consequences were also framed within a one month period, but in
this case in a year from now. This example would therefore contradict the exponential discount,
as discount transformations for a one-month period should be the same independently of the
time of their occurrence.

Figure 3 shows the hyperbolic discount function for 3 different values of a in contrast to
the exponential discount function (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992). p was adjusted for each value
of a in order to ®(t)=0.3 at t = 1 (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992).

17



Figure 3. The hyperbolic discount Function ®(t) = (1 + at)~/* for three different levels of

.

Given these observed particularities involved in the judgement of intertemporal options, as
is the case of food quantities choices, the hyperbolic discount function through its reference
dependence concept could contribute to explain why the imminent fear of losing status
outweighs all the other food waste negative consequences.

In addition to the temporal reference implicit in the hyperbolic discount function, the
subjective value function of choices involving delayed outcomes, as in Kahneman’s and
Tversky’s (1979) prospect theory, is also different for gains and losses (Loewenstein & Prelec,
1992; Thaler, 1981). Thaler (1981) asked participants what amount of money would be required
to either postponing a fine or anticipating a prize. The results showed that the amount of money
needed to delay a reward was higher than the amount of money needed to have a reduction in
the fine (Thaler, 1981). So, Thaler (1981) found a higher discount factor for gains than for
losses, which means gains are believed to lose more weight as they are delayed in time (see also
Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992).

18



However, in those studies, the signal effect the authors were trying to detect was always
manipulated by changes in the outcome timing (delay or anticipation), which could possibly
have led to an interaction between the outcome’s sign and the direction of the proposed change
(Shelley, 1994). The postponing of a fine, if analyzed as a change in status, could be regarded
as a gain, and so, the conclusions would be that gains suffer a smaller discount factor. The same
analogy applies for the postponement of prizes, since having a reward being delayed could be
perceived as a loss, we could conclude that losses are heavier discounted. Similarly, status
losses of not serving enough food should outweigh the delayed gains of reducing food waste,
as these are heavier discounted.

Shelley (1994), contrarily to Loewenstein and Prelec (1992) and Thaler (1981), found that
losses were heavier discounted than gains, which by other words means losses lose more power
over time (delay), than gains gain to the present (anticipation) (Shelley, 1994). Moreover, the
author stated that future outcomes receive a risk premium associated with the uncertainty of
time passage, and this risk premium is one of the possible explanations of people’s preference
towards low immediate (free risk premium) rewards instead of high (high risk premium)
rewards (Shelley, 1994). The decision of preparing more food than the absolutely necessary is
an example of people’s preference for avoiding the immediate status losses (free risk premium)
in spite of the delayed environmental, economic and social losses of food waste (high risk
premium). The underlying cognitive assumption which could explain this effect is a belief that
some random event will prevent those negative consequences to take place, or if they take place,
people will have the necessary mechanisms to deal with them (e.g. environmental, economic
and social impact of food waste) (Shelley, 1994).

Shelley (1994) asked people to rate the attractiveness of 128 lottery stimuli in which time,
probability, losses and gains were manipulated (outcome’s signal). The model which had the
best fit to the results, and so the one that better explained the variation found between choices
with different temporal consequences, was the one which allowed for a risk premium, and for
the discount rates to vary across outcome’s sign (Shelley, 1994). So, intertemporal preferences
are dependent on the uncertainty of time passage (risk premium) and the value that an outcome
loses over time (discount rate), with this discount rate being more pronounced for losses than
gains, as is defined in Shelley’s (1994) work by the following equation:

_B1®m(pvi(x) | p(r(1 - p)v2(xr)
v(b) = ao T 92(t) (©)

The overall value, v, of a risky option, L, is composed of the subjective value for gains,

v(x), times the probability weight, =(p), times the discount factor, 1, and times the implicit
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risk, (1)/(g1(t)) added up to the subjective value for losses v2(x’), times the probability weight,
m(1 — p), times the discount factor $2, and times the implicit risk, (1)/(g1(t)) (Shelley, 1994).
When people are confronted with the negative consequences of food waste, they judge the
implications of reducing their served food quantity by equating its possible gains and losses in
a temporal perspective. If the combination of the gains and losses of reducing food waste, with
the correspondents temporal discounts transformations and risk premiums, is superior to the
other alternative, which in this case would be over-serving, then people would choose to reduce
their served quantities.

However, since people show an inferior risk perception of future losses (g2(t)) compared
to future gains (g1(t)), and a higher discount ratio of losses over gains (52 > 1), that results
in a risk seeking attitude for delayed losses (Shelley, 1994). This explains why people fear the
possibility of not cooking enough food, as its status losses consequences’ are immediate, but
do not seem to attribute the sufficient weight to the impact of food waste, as its environmental,
social and economic risks are delayed.

People often fail to achieve their future intentions of quitting smoking, losing weight,
saving money, and having a healthier lifestyle (O'Donoghue & Rabin, 2000; Thaler & Shefrin,
1981). The inability to reduce food waste is another situation which reflects a poor self-control
problem, with a prior preference of reducing the served food quantities being altered as the
reinforcement of the more immediate lower reward approaches, in this case, the avoidance of
the imminent fear of losing status, achievable by over-serving (Ainslie, 1975; Hoch &
Loewenstein, 1991; Thaler, 1981). Hyperbolic time discounting, through its reference
dependence concept states that changes near the present are more meaningful than changes in
the future, helps explaining these type of self-control problems (Ainslie, 1975). People under-
indulge for tasks with immediate costs, even if with higher but delayed rewards (e.g. writing an
important report), and over-indulge for activities with immediate rewards, even if with higher
costs in the future (e.g. overeating) (O'Donoghue & Rabin, 2000). Akerlof (1991) also denotes
that self-control problems are explained by the cognitive psychological concept of undue
salience or vividness. Irrational decisions emerge as present benefits and costs are unduly
salient with future costs and benefits (e.g. procrastination) (Akerlof, 1991; see also Ariely &
Wertenbroch, 2002).

Dissertation overview
Under Wansink’s (2018) assumption that households usually over-serve food because they are

afraid of facing social disapproval, we propose to study whether status losses promote food
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waste. Additionally, as these status losses are immediately experienced, while food waste’s
environmental, social, and economic losses are experienced in the long-term, loss aversion to
immediate losses could explain the households’ fear of losing status (Shelley, 1994). This fear
and its consequent result of cooking excessive quantities of food show a shift in preferences
which contradicts Aktas’s et al. (2018) and Graham-Rowe’s et al. (2014, 2015) claiming that
people report the intention of reducing their food waste. If this shift in preferences is explained
by a common preference for immediate but lower gratifications over delayed but higher ones,
as Ainslie’s (1975) and Herrnstein’s (1961) have found (1994), designers of food waste
reduction interventions should take the temporal framing of food waste losses into account
when rethinking its strategies.

Since cooking less food is associated with the possibility of facing status losses, and as
these are less discounted and have a fewer risk premium associated due to its immediate effects,
it increases households’ loss aversion (Wansink, 2018; Shelley, 1994). Consequently, people
are supposed to be risk-averse of reducing their served food, as compared to the alternative
option of cooking additional quantities (Wansink, 2018). Then, our first hypothesis (H1) is that
the probability of “cooking just the enough food” will be lower when immediate losses are
highlighted as compared to when delayed losses are made salient.

Additionally, we will see if enlightening the often delayed environmental, social, and
economic consequences of food waste, which, as reported in Aktas et al. (2018) and Graham-
Rowe et al. (2014, 2015) studies, contributes to the households’ food waste reduction intention,
leads to a significantly food waste reduction improvement. Thus, we expect that the probability
of “cooking just the enough food” will be higher for the environmental, social, and economic
consequences compared to the status dimension (H2).

Concerning people’s relatively degree of awareness about certain food waste problems, this
could lead to different choices depending on the dimension that is made salient. Since people
with higher awareness about food waste should be more concerned about those issues, their
perceived value regarding the environmental, economic, and social losses should be higher, and
consequently these dimensions should lose less value through time (Samuelson, 1937). For this
reason, we predict that social mindfulness and consciousness about sustainable consumption
will act as moderators in the relationship between dimension and food waste (Aktas et al., 2018;
Graham-Rowe et al. 2014, 2015; Van Doesum et al., 2013). So, we expect that social
mindfulness (H3) and consciousness about sustainable consumption (H4) will have a positive
effect in the relationship between dimension and the reduction of food quantities, when social,

environmental, and economic dimensions are enlightened.

21



Finally, if food waste is explained by a loss aversion effect, people who show a stronger
risk aversion should choose less frequently to “cook just the enough food” when its immediate
losses are salient (Shelley, 1994). Thus, we expect risk aversion to act as a moderator between
temporal framing and food waste, with a negative effect on the probability of choosing to “cook

just the enough food” when immediate losses are salient (H5).
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Method

Overview

The present study was conducted online through the Qualtrics platform. Our experimental
manipulation aimed to test if temporal framing and the different dimensions (environmental,
economic, social and status) would have an effect on the judgement and decision-making
process of participants’ food quantities choices. Moreover, participants’ social mindfulness
(SOMI), consciousness about sustainable consumption, and risk aversion degree were
measured and tested as potential moderator variables. Also, attitude towards food waste was
measured and treated as a control variable.

In our main experimental task, comprised of experimental and control trials, participants
were asked to imagine they had to cook in that day for some guests, and for that reason they
had to choose between “cooking just the enough food” or “cooking more than the enough food”
(see: Kahneman’s and Tversky’s (1979) binary choices paradigms of loss aversion or Thaler’s
(1981) experimental formulations of temporal discount).

In the experimental trials, temporal framing was manipulated by presenting both immediate
and delayed consequences of the options “cook just the enough food”/“cook more than the
enough food”. Moreover, this temporal framing was made for each of the main dimensions that
have been associated with food portion choices (i.e., status, economic, environmental, and
social dimensions).

In the control trials, the options “cook just the enough food”’/*cook more than the enough
food” were also presented, but these were only matched with immediate consequences (gains
and losses), while future consequences were keep constant. Thus, we predicted that, when
isolated from the temporal effect, dimension (status, economic, economic, and social) would
influence participants’ choice, allowing to see how would people behave when only immediate

consequences are salient, as usually occurs in real life settings.

Participants

We first conducted a power analysis using G*Power to compute the necessary sample size to
an effect. Although the necessary sample size was of 75 participants, we were able to collect
data from 126 participants, ranging in age from 18 to 47 years old (M = 22.52; SD = 5.63). The
sample was comprised of 81 females (64%), 35 males (28%) and 10 who preferred not to
specify their gender (8%). A total of 61 of these participants were psychology students enrolled

at the ISCTE - University Institute of Lisbon and obtained a half course credit as an exchange
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for their contribution to the scientific research. The remaining participants were online recruited
through the dissemination of the study on social networks, and they did not receive any reward
for their collaboration.

To participate in this study, participants had to previously answer some questions regarding
their eating habits. The questions related to these prescreen restrictions were: “Are you
diagnosed with any eating disorder?”; “Are you currently on some food diet?”’; and “Are you
currently subject to any food restrictions?”, and only participants who did not meet any of these

restrictions were asked to participate in our study.

Experimental design

The study had a within-subjects design, with temporal framing (immediate losses and delayed
gains vs delayed losses and immediate gains) and dimension (status vs environmental vs social
vs economic) being manipulated in the experimental trials (2x4), while in the control trials only
dimension was manipulated amongst its four levels.

In the experimental trials, the temporal framing was orthogonally rotated across dimensions
and quantities options. So, each option (“cook just the enough food”/“cook more than the
enough food”) was always presented with two different dimensions at the same time, with one
of these dimensions having its consequences framed in the present and the other in the future.
Hence, both options were presented by having one gain and one loss relatively to two different
dimensions each trial, with one being framed as immediate and the other delayed. If, e.g., the
immediate consequence was framed as a loss, the delayed consequence would be framed as a
gain, and for the complementary option, the reverse was applied: the immediate consequence
would be framed as a gain, and the delayed consequence would be framed as a loss, for the
same two dimensions. These six possible pairs of dimensions combined with the two levels of
temporal framing and the two alternatives of choice made a total of 24 experimental trials.

In the control trials, only immediate consequences (gains and losses) were salient, while
future consequences were kept neutral. So, each of the four dimensions was presented one time
as having immediate gains, while in the other trial was framed as having immediate losses,

which makes a total of 8 control trials.

Procedure
Participants took part in our online study through the Qualtrics platform, and the average
duration time was 30 minutes. After answering the inclusion criteria, and reading the informed

consent, participants provided some sociodemographic data, and were forwarded to the
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experimental task. The aim of the experimental manipulation was to assess participants’
judgement and decision making of food quantities. In the experimental task, with both
experimental and control blocks, we simulated real life decisions where participants were faced
between the options of choosing “to cook just the enough food” or “to cook more than the
enough food”. In every trial, both options appeared side by side on the screen and were followed
by the possible consequences which were being manipulated. The participant selected which of
the two options he/she would choose, without any time limit for the response. Finally, the
control variable and the moderators considered for our study were assessed.

Trials and variables

For each trial, food quantity choice was the dependent variable and it was categorized as
follows: Either participants had to choose cooking just enough (categorized as 1) or participants
had to choose cooking more than enough (categorized as 0). Thus, we measured the probability
of choosing to cook just enough food vs. to cook more than enough food. Accordingly,
participants could choose only one of the two possible options. Paired options were constructed

to manipulate both temporal framing and dimension at the same time as described next.

Experimental trials

In the experimental trials, we tested whether having the four dimensions (status vs
environmental vs economic vs social) temporally framed (immediate and delayed) in terms of
gains and losses would have an effect on the food quantities choices (“cook just the enough
food” vs. “cook more than the enough food”).

The following transcription of a trial illustrates how in experimental trials, the temporal
framing and dimension were orthogonally rotated. If “cooking just the enough food” was
framed as having immediate status losses and delayed environmental gain, then the “cooking
more than the enough food” was associated with immediate status gains and delayed
environmental losses, preceded by the corresponding framework:

“Imagine that you are having some guests today and you are going to cook at your place
for them. When deciding what to cook, and what quantities, you are faced with two options.”

Option A: “Cook only the enough food, your guests will not be able to repeat the dish and
they might get the idea that you did not have the ability to judge the necessary guantities and,

thus, at the end of the dinner they will have the impression that you were not a good host.
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However, with that decision you are saving natural resources, not producing waste, and
contributing for the long-term environmental sustainability.”

Option B: “Cook more than the enough food, your guests will be able to repeat the dish
and they might get the idea that you had the ability to judge the necessary quantities, and, thus,
at the end of the dinner they will have the impression that you were a good host. However, with
that decision you are wasting natural resources, produce additional waste and contributing for
the long-term environmental non-sustainability.”

So, the complementary trial for these dimensions would be framing “cooking just the
enough food” as having immediate status gains, and delayed environmental losses, while “cook
more than the enough food” would be presented as having immediate status losses and delayed
environmental gains.

Option A: “Cook only the enough food, your guests will not be able to repeat the dish, but
they might get the idea that you had the ability to judge the sufficient quantities and, at the end
of the dinner, they will have the impression that you were a prudent host. However, you will
have to spend natural resources to cook an additional serving and, thus, you are contributing
for the long-term environmental non-sustainability.”

Option B: “Cook more than the enough food, your guests will be able to repeat the dish,
but they might get the idea that you had not the ability to judge the sufficient quantities and, at
the end of the dinner, they will have the impression that you were not a prudent host. However,
you can save the food for later and, thus, you save natural resources and contribute for the long-
term environmental sustainability.”

This procedure was employed to simulate the dilemma that households face in real life food
quantities’ choices. Since the delayed food waste losses are well acknowledged, but at the same
time people fear not providing enough food for their family or guests, they feel as having to
face the risk of suffering immediate status losses if the food they prepare end up as not being
enough (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014; Wansink, 2018). On the other hand, people are aware that
over-serving contributes to environmental, social, and economic losses resulted from food
waste (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014; Wansink, 2018). So, experimental trials tried to capture this
possible risk aversion towards status immediate losses that could be influencing households’
decisions.

Additionally, the dominance principle was also taken into consideration and, consequently,

both gains and losses and their temporal framing were symmetrically arranged.

Control trials
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In the control trials, options were described as having, exclusively, either immediate gains or
immediate losses for a certain dimension, while for the other dimension, it was said that it would
not be any future consequences. Therefore, we aimed to see if dimension would have an effect
on people’s choices when temporal framing was experimentally removed, as well as how people
would behave when only immediate consequences were salient.

An illustrative example is having “cooking just the enough food” framed as resulting in
immediate status losses and no economic future implications, while “cooking more than the
enough food” would be framed as having immediate status losses and no future economic
implications.

Option A: “Cook only the enough food, your guests will not be able to repeat the dish, and
they might get the idea that you had not the ability to judge the necessary quantities and, thus,
at the end of the dinner, they will have the impression that you were not a good host. It will not
have implications for your monthly budget.”

Option B: “Cook more than the enough food, your guests will be able to repeat the dish
and they might get the idea that you had the ability to judge the necessary quantities and, thus,
at the end of the diner they will have the impression that you were a good host. It will not have
implications for your monthly budget.”

Similarly to the experimental conditions, the complementary trial would be presenting
“cooking just the enough food” with having immediate status losses and no future economic
consequences, and “cooking more than the enough food” with immediate status losses and no
economic future implications:

Option A: “Cook only the enough food, the guests will not be able to repeat but they get
the idea that you had the ability to judge the sufficient quantities and, thus, at the end of the
dinner they will have the impression that you were a prudent host. It won’t have implications
for your monthly budget.”

Option B: “Cook more than the enough food, the guests will be able to repeat but they get
the idea that you hadn’t the ability to judge the sufficient quantities and, thus, at the end of the
dinner they will have the impression that you were not a prudent host. It won’t have implications

for your monthly budget.”

Moderators
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Moderators were accessed using Van Lange’s and Van Doesum’s (2015) social mindfulness
(SOMI) paradigm, Balderjahn’s et al. (2013) Consciousness for Sustainable Consumption
(CSC) scale and Blais’s & Weber’s (2006) Domain-Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) scale.

Social Mindfulness (SOMI)

SOMI paradigm measures social mindfulness by asking people to choose between a unique
option and a duplicate item (Van Lange & Van Doesum, 2015). The paradigm consists of 24
fully randomized trials, divided between 12 experimental and 12 control trials, with 12 different
categories of products.

The task was presented as a game involving two people, and the participant had to imagine
that the other person was someone that he had not met before and would not knowingly meet
in the future, since they would not see each other at any moment. The participant was also asked
to imagine that both him and the other participant would get to choose one of the objects that
would be shown, but once chosen, those objects would not be replaced. Finally, it was told that
the computer had decided that s/he would be the one that always got to choose first.

In the experimental trials, participants were given three options that consisted in a unique
option and two other identical products (Figure 4). Individuals that show a higher consciousness
about others needs are ought to choose more frequently the duplicated product, considered as
the social mindful option, in order to let others having the availability of choice. So, social
mindfulness is calculated through the proportion of the mindful choices in the 12 experimental

trials, and the higher this proportion, the higher the participant’s social mindfulness degree.
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Figure 4. SOMI experimental trial.
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In the control trials the same categories were used as in the experimental trials, but four
products were presented each time. These four options were always two pairs of identical

products, so there was not any social mindful option to be considered in these trials (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. SOMI control trial.

Consciousness for sustainable consumption scale

We measured consciousness for sustainable consumption based on the Consciousness for
Sustainable Consumption (CSC) scale (Balderjahn et al., 2013). CSC scale combines
consumers’ beliefs relatively to the environmental, social, and economic consequences of
purchasing a product with the attributed importance to these sustainability dimensions
(Balderjahn et al., 2013). Therefore, people answered in a 7-point likert scale what was their
degree of belief (from totally disagree to totally agree) and importance (from nothing important
to extremely important) of the environmental (o= .95), social (a.=.97), and economic (a=.92)
dimensions in a total of 19 items.

To measure personal believes, all items in the CSC scale are preceded by the following
statement: “I buy a product only if I believe that”, while importance is measured by asking
“How important is it for you personally that” followed by each item. An illustrative item, e.g.
regarding the environmental dimension, for the personal belief would be asking the participant:
“How important is it for you personally that it is made from recycled materials?”” and for the
importance: “How important is it for you personally that it is made from recycled materials?”.
Items for the social and economic dimensions would be, e.g., “Workers’ human rights are

adhered to?” and “It is a useful product?”, respectively.

Risk aversion scale

Risk aversion was measured using Silva’s (2012) Portuguese translation of the Blais and Weber
(2006) Domain-Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT), which is a revised and shorter version (with
30 items) of the original DOSPERT scale developed by Weber et al. (2002).

In our study, we used the DOSPERT’s risk-taking sub-scale which is applied by asking
participants to “please indicate the likelihood that you would engage in the described activity
or behavior if you were to find yourself in that situation.” for each of the 30 items, among five
different dimensions: ethical (E) (o= .65); economic (F) (o= .84); health/safety (H/S) (a =.75);

recreational (R) (a = .83); and social (S) (a0 = .64), in a 7-point likert scale ranging from
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“extremely unlikely” to “extremely likely”. Illustrative items, for each of the five dimensions,
are: “Admitting that your tastes are different from those of a friend” (S); “Going camping in
the wilderness” (R); “Betting a day’s income at the horse races” (F); “Drinking heavily at a

social function” (H/S); “Having an affair with a married man/woman” (E).

Control variable: Attitude towards food waste scale

Attitude towards food waste was measured to control for the fact that experimental choices
were independent of personal preferences, which could be expressed, for example, as having
individuals with a high concern about food waste choosing more frequently to “cook just the
enough food” and, on the other hand, individuals with a high indifference to food waste mostly
preferring to “cook more than the enough food”, despite the experimental manipulation
(Principato et al., 2015).

Attitude towards food waste was measured using the Stefan’s et al. (2013) questionnaire
which proposed that attitude towards food waste is composed in two constructs: moral attitudes
and lack of concern. So, in our study we included its two items referred to the moral attitudes
(o =.73) and its four items related to the lack of concern (o = .76). For each of the six items,
participants were asked to indicate in a 7-point likert scale their degree of agreeableness
(ranging from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”) to items like “Throwing away food does not
bother me” for the moral attitudes factor, or “I do not really worry about the amount of food

that | throw away” for the lack of concern factor.
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Results

The binary choice between choosing to prepare just the enough amount of food or to prepare
more food than the necessary was entered as the dependent variable in a Generalized Linear
Mixed Model (GLMM) analysis, both for the experimental and control trials. Results were
analyzed using RStudio Version 1.2.5033.

According to our predictions for the experimental trials, we conducted four different
GLMMs with the food quantity choice as the dependent variable, and both dimension and
temporal framing as the independent factors and attitudes towards food waste was used as a
covariate. Additionally, to adjust for possible variation, as this was a fully within-subjects
design, participant was entered as a random factor in each of the models.

The first GLMM was composed of the both main effects (temporal framing and dimension)
and the fixed effect of the interaction term of temporal framing and dimension. The model
shows an Akaike’s Information Coefficient of 1646.8 (AIC! = 1646.8), and a significant main
effect of dimension on the probability of food quantity choice, F(3, 1957) = 2.84, p = .037.
Neither the main effect of temporal framing, F(1, 1957) = 0.23, p = .629, nor the interaction
effect between temporal framing and dimension was significant, F(3, 1957) = 1.09, p =.351

Pairwise comparisons between types of dimension showed that status was the dimension in
which the option to prepare just the enough quantity of food was significantly least probable
(Figure 6). Specifically, in the status dimension, participants were significantly less likely to
choose to cook just enough quantity over cooking more than enough, when compared to the
environmental dimension (b =0.72, SE = 0.24, t = 2.95, p = .003), to the economic dimension
(b =0.60, SE=0.26,t =2.29, p =.022) or to the social dimension (b =0.51, SE=0.27,t =
1.92, p =.054).

1 AIC estimates the relative amount of information lost by a given model and is used to decide which
model has the best fit to the data, given that lower values represent better models (Akaike, 1973).
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Figure 6. Main effect of dimension on the food quantities choice (0 = likelihood of cooking
more than enough; 1 = likelihood of cooking just the enough food).

To test for the possible moderation effect of SOMI, another GLMM model was composed
of the fixed interaction term of dimension and SOMI. The model shows an Akaike’s
Information Coefficient of 1648 (AIC = 1648.1), but the interaction between SOMI and
dimension was not significant, F(3, 1957) = .27, p = .849. Relatively to the main effects, SOMI
was not significant, F(1, 1957) = 1.67, p = .196, while dimension effect was found to be
significant, F(3, 1957) = 2.81, p = .038.

Relatively to the statistically significant dimension main effect, pairwise comparisons
between types of dimensions showed that the p-value for the social dimension approaches the
significance level (b = .65, SE = .38, t = 1.69, p = .091). Additionally, despite not being
statistically significant, both the environmental (b = .44, SE = .35, t = 1.23, p = .218), and the
economic dimension (b =.29, SE = .38, t = 0.77, p = .441) had a positive effect in the choice
of preparing fewer quantities, in comparison to the status dimension.

Relatively to the hypothesis that consciousness for sustainable consumption would
moderate the dimension effect on food choices (H4), we composed a GLMM model with the
fixed interaction term of dimension and consciousness for sustainable consumption. The model
shows an Akaike’s Information Coefficient of 1632.8 (AIC=1632.8), but the interaction
between dimension and consciousness for sustainable consumption was not significant, F(3,
1813) = .16, p =.921. Dimension main effect was found to be significant, F(3, 1813) = 2.81, p
= .038, while consciousness for sustainable consumption main effect was not statistically
significant, F(1, 1813) = .01, p = .905.
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Relatively to the significant dimension effect that was found, pairwise comparisons
between types of dimensions showed that neither the environmental dimension (b = .23, SE =
2.09, t =-.12, p =.905), nor the economic (b = .79, SE = 1.04, t = .77, p = .444) or the social
dimension (b = .19, SE = 1.06, t = .18, p = .861) had a significant effect on increasing the
likelihood of choosing to cook just enough quantities, comparatively to the status dimension.

Additionally, risk aversion was also tested as a possible moderator of the relation between
temporal framing and food quantities’ choice. So, we composed a GLMM model with the fixed
interaction term of temporal framing and risk aversion. The model shows an Akaike’s
Information Coefficient of 1648.7 (AIC = 1648.7), but neither the interaction between temporal
framing and risk aversion was significant, F(1, 1961) = .28, p = .59, nor the main effects of
temporal framing, F(1, 1961) = .36, p = .55, or risk aversion, F(1, 1961) = 1.75, p = .186.

Control trials were as well analyzed using a GLMM composed of the main effect of
dimension., which also controlled for a possible effect of attitudes towards food waste. The
model shows an Akaike’s Information Coefficient of 506.7 (AIC = 506.7). Despite the
dimension did not have a significant effect on food quantities’ choices, F(3, 376) = 1.01, p =
.388, pairwise comparisons between types of dimensions showed a positive effect towards
choosing to prepare fewer quantities for the environmental dimension (b = .16, SE = .31, t =
0.52, p = .602), whilst the economic (b = -.05, SE = .32, t =-0.17, p = .868) and the social
dimensions (b =-.41, SE = .35, t =-1.17, p = .240) had a negative effect, in comparison to the

status dimension.
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Discussion
The aim of the present study was to test whether household food waste could be explained by
a risk aversion to the status immediate losses. So, we expected the probability of over-serving
to be higher when people were faced with the possibility of facing status losses. Moreover, we
tested if this possible status loss aversion would be explained by a risk aversion effect to
immediate losses, as the environmental, social, and economic losses of food waste are only
long-term experienced.

To accomplish that, participants were presented with food quantities dilemmas in which
they had to choose between either “preparing just the enough food” or “preparing more than
the enough food”, while these options were accompanied with a description of its possible
consequences. In the experimental trials, these consequences were temporally framed
(immediate losses and delayed gains vs. immediate gains and delayed losses) amongst the four
dimensions associated with food quantities choices (status, environmental, economic, and
social). We expected that the loss aversion effect would be higher when status dimension and
immediate losses were salient. Additionally, we expected that social mindfulness,
consciousness about sustainable consumption, and risk aversion would moderate the
relationship between dimension and the food quantity choice.

Relatively to the dimension effect on the over-serving behaviour, the literature had already
suggested that status implications were reported as a major constraint towards the food waste
reduction. People’s negative feelings towards preparing fewer quantities are linked to their
perceived risk of losing their “good” provider status if they did not serve enough food to their
family or guests (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). The results of our experimental trials suggested
that when status consequences were salient, the probability of reducing the served quantities
was lower when compared to the other three dimensions. These results also support Wansink’s
(2018) explanation that people prepare additional quantities of food in order to avoid the risk
of facing negative emotions associated with status losses.

Social mindfulness did not prove to have a significant effect in the relationship between
dimension and food quantities choice. So, the choices of participants with higher levels of social
mindfulness, that were expected to reveal an underweight of the possible status losses in favor
of the environmental, economic, and social ones, were not different from the choices of
individuals with lower social mindfulness levels. Despite food waste long term negative
impacts on others’ life quality, as with the decreased access to food, participants could have
perceived that by reducing their served food, they would be constraining their guests decision

option of eating more food, if they were keen to it. The other possible explanation could be that,

35



even if participants acknowledged the importance of reducing food waste for the economic,
environmental, and societal system, and the implications these may have on others availability
of choice in the future, they were unable to translate their food waste reduction intention into a
successful behavioural change (Aktas et al., 2018; Graham-Rowe et al. 2014, 2015).

Moreover, we expected that consciousness for sustainable consumption would act as a
moderator in the relationship between dimension and food quantity choice. However, there
were no significant differences in the reduction of food quantities amongst participants with
higher consciousness for sustainable consumption when environmental, economic, and social
consequences were presented, versus when the status consequences were highlighted. So, as
occurred with individuals with higher social mindfulness whose food quantities decisions did
not differ between the several dimensions, the probability of individuals with higher
consciousness for sustainable consumption having their quantities of food reduced for the
environmental, economic, and social dimensions was also not observed. Once again, these
results support people’s self-reported difficulty towards accomplishing their planned behaviour
change, as participants’ decisions did not actually reflect their concerns for the sustainable
consumption (Aktas et al., 2018; Graham-Rowe et al. 2014, 2015).

The risk aversion effect is reported to be higher for immediate losses than for delayed ones,
and the opposite occurs for gains, since gains were found to lose less value over time (Shelley,
1994). Given this, we expected that when options were framed as having immediate losses, they
would be more avoided than when these were delayed. Nevertheless, temporal framing had not
a significative effect on participants’ choices. Neither immediate losses in general were found
to be more avoided nor the immediate status losses proved to influence the food quantities
decisions, as we had expected. Therefore, we cannot conclude that the dimension effect could
be explained by a loss aversion effect towards status immediate losses.

Moreover, the probability of participants with higher degrees of risk aversion avoiding
immediate losses was not higher, as it was expected. Since this interaction effect between
temporal framing and risk aversion was not significant, this can suggest that the way how
temporal framing was manipulated may have not produced the desired effect. So, despite the
status dimension being found to have a significant effect towards the avoidance of preparing
fewer quantities of food, we cannot support Wansink’s (2018) predictions that this would be
due to a risk aversion effect.

Despite we have followed Shelley’s (1994) work regarding temporal discounting, others
authors such as Loewenstein and Prelec (1992), and Thaler (1981), as we have previously

discussed (see temporal discounting section), had found the opposite direction in terms of
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temporal discounting between gains and losses. These authors reported that the risk aversion
for immediate losses was not higher, but lower, as people would seemingly experience delayed
losses with continued negative feelings over time (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992; Thaler, 1981).
For this reason, to better understand the actual direction of the effect, further studies should
address these mixed findings, and preferably try to extend them to other settings, such as the
food waste domain.

Additionally, one possible methodological limitation present in our study that could have
weakened the expected risk aversion effect towards the immediate losses was that these were
always accompanied by delayed gains. These formulations were used for ecological purposes
since in real life decisions both gains and losses of preparing fewer quantities of food enter
people’s judgements. If the effect had been significant, it was supposed to be due to the risk
aversion towards immediate losses, as losses are heavier experienced than gains (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979). However, we suggest that future studies should try to separate gains from losses
to have a more comprehensive insight whether do losses actually weight more than gains on
households’ food decisions, since it was not possible in an unique experiment to accomplish
that due to the high number of trials that would be required.

In the control trials, when temporal framing was experimentally removed, and only
dimension was manipulated, we did not find any significant differences amongst the four
dimensions. These control trials were originally included to see how people would behave when
only present consequences were salient, and if some dimension would have a stronger impact
on people’s judgement, independently of the temporal effect. When temporal framing was
removed in the control trials, the dimension effect that was found in the experimental trials
disappeared, which could suggest that temporal framing may have had some effect that was not
captured in our results. These findings support the argument that sustainable issues need to be
temporally framed due to the uncertainty associated with most of its long-term effects (Hulme,
2009; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Framing allows people to context their decisions, and as we
have seen, removing the temporal framing may have changed people’s attributed weight to each
of the dimensions involved in the food quantities choices (Nisbet & Mooney, 2007).

From a theoretical perspective, our results have shown that loss aversion to status
immediate losses could be used to understand the irrationality behind the over-serving of food.
Moreover, individual differences, such as social mindfulness and consciousness about
sustainable consumption, did not prove to moderate the effect of the status losses on food waste.
An automatic loss aversion response triggered by the negative emotions associated with the

imminent fear of losing status may be involved in this complex decision, and influence the
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judgment of food quantities (Damasio, 2011). For that reason, we would like to point out that
besides being important to understand how the individual differences may shape people’s food
quantities choices, it is also necessary to evaluate how and what type of external stimulus, such
as information regarding food waste losses, may affect people’s decisions.

In addition to the limitations that we have been pointing out, there are some factors that
need to be considered before generalizing our results to other domains. Firstly, our
methodological approach involved hypothetical food quantities choices, whereas we suggest
that for ecological purposes, additional studies should try to replicate these findings but using
real life decisions since the actual losses would be present in people’s judgements. Also, further
studies should aim to have a more diverse population, since most of our participants were young
and students, which could have had some influence on how they experienced the experimental
task, as they are usually less faced with that kind of decisions.

Additionally, consistent with previous studies, we used only two time frames (immediate
vs. long-term) to manipulate temporal framing (Chandran & Menon, 2004; Xu et al., 2015).
However, further studies should test whether the achieved results would be maintained for other
temporal frames, especially when the “long-term” is even longer, such as “next generation” (Xu
et al., 2015). There is a controversy whether this intergenerational nature of food waste losses
would lead to competitive or cooperative behaviours towards the food waste reduction
(Maibach et al., 2008; Wade-Benzoni et al., 2008)

Despite the limitations, our findings present a contribution towards the understanding of
household food waste and could have an important role in the improvement of anti-food waste
campaigns. We point two main strategies, not mutually exclusive, that should be considered:
the effect of the status implications on household food waste; and the rethinking of the
commonly used educational strategies into more objective and behaviour focused campaigns.

Since normative beliefs are an antecedent factor of the subjective norms that influence
behavioural intentions, the normative belief that serving large quantities of food is perceived
by others as the ideal behaviour must be changed. For this reason, educational strategies, such
as awareness raising campaigns, which are proved to be effective in the increase of people’s
motivation towards the reduction of food waste, should redirect their efforts into the
deconstruction of the status symbolism associated with the extra-serving behaviour, instead of
only focusing in the commonly shared food waste triple bottom line perspective.

However, since neither social mindfulness nor consciousness about sustainable
consumption had a significant effect, this suggests that despite the personal beliefs and people’s

consciousness about food waste issues, they are still affected by the imminent status losses.
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Food consumption, for its survival purposes, is regarded as a systematic and automatic
behaviour (Cohen & Babey, 2012). So, people may not be consciously aware in the cooking
moment and let their emotional status influence their decisions (Cohen & Babey, 2012). People
rely on visual anchors both to adjust their served food quantities and to stop eating (Wansink
& Van Ittersum, 2013). Despite people being previously warned about the risk of wasting food
because of using large plates, they were unable to adjust their served food quantities (Wansink
& Van Ittersum, 2013). Therefore, food waste interventions must not only be centered in
awareness raising campaigns, but also in strategies which have an impact on the actual moment
of judging food quantities.

The proposed interventions could adopt nudging strategies, which through simple clues aim
to help people overcome their cognitive bias and make the best choices both for society and
themselves (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Since these type of strategies are usually focused on the
choice architecture of options, either by manipulating small but relevant amounts of information
or how the options are presented, they are often used by governments in the designing of large-
scale behavioural change projects, due to its effectiveness, reduced costs, and easiness of
implementation (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).

Nudging has been specifically applied to food domains as a way of fighting the obesity
epidemic, but more recently it has also been used to promote environmental and social causes
related to the food consumption, such as the case of the reduction of food waste (Lehner, 2016).
Some nudge mechanisms with its relative applications to food consumption are: simplification
and framing of information by providing simplified information; changes to the physical
environment by adjusting visibility and accessibility, and influence size; changes to the default
option by manipulating the positioning of product choice; and the use of social norms by
providing information about others' behaviour and the ideal type of behaviour (Lehner, 2016).

Findings suggest that the plate size influences the food portions, with bigger plates leading
to bigger portions, and consequently to both the increase of food consumption and food waste
(Van Ittersum & Wansink, 2012). So, an example of a successful nudging intervention was, for
example, the decreasing of food consumption and food waste as a result of a reduction in the
plates’ sizes (Kallbekken et Szelen, 2013). In addition to this strategy focused in changes to the
physical environment, Kallbekken and Saelen (2013) also showed that by providing direct social
clues regarding the desired social behaviour, it was possible to nudge people towards the food
waste reduction. The social norm of reducing the served food was, in their study, elicited by

displaying a sign in a hotel buffet encouraging guests to help themselves more than once:
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“Welcome back! Again! And again! Visit our buffet many times. That’s better than taking a lot
once” (Kallbekken et Seelen, 2013, p.326).

Therefore, public policy makers may find the present findings useful to help them decide
what type of information should be addressed, and how to best present that information when
designing new strategies to reduce food waste. The dimension effect that was found in our study
suggests that strategies which are centered in the deconstruction of social norms should be
combined with behavioural interventions that aim to underline the environmental, economic,
and social consequences of food waste. Since that in a laboratory setting this was linked to a
probability increase towards the reduction of the served food quantities, we expect that when
applied to real life contexts, the results to be identical.

A possible nudging intervention supported by our results should aim to promote food waste
reduction by enlightening the negative consequences of over-serving. Therefore, Wansink’s
(2018) proposed strategy to elicit implicit consumption norms by providing quantities
guidelines in the packages could be complemented with messages regarding environmental,
social, and economic issues to change people’s judgement focus from status losses to food
waste losses. Some nudge mechanisms could be: having clear indicators of the ideal quantities
both in the food packages and in the dinnerware, accompanied with simple messages addressing
objective environmental, social and economic losses if people decided to prepare additional
quantities; and the use of social norms, for example by providing information regarding the
percentage of people who have the intention to reduce their food waste, and the percentage of
food which was expected to be lost, if people decided to cook more than the advised quantities.

Further studies should aim to use different temporal frames, such as one month, one year,
one decade, or next generations to estimate the discount factor for future food waste losses, and
the thresholds at which the temporal framing value would be so close that it would be perceived
as unreal, or so far in time that despite any postponement, losses would not lose any more value.
Respectively to the temporal framing, we also suggest that both objective (e-g. one year/five
years), and more abstract (e.g. short-term/long-term) frames are used to see if there is any
difference in people’s food quantities choices. So, experimental studies and nudging strategies
focused in the food waste reduction should try to frame the environmental, economic, and social
losses as having a more meaningful impact on the over-serving behaviour.

Additionally, we suggest that peripheral physiological measures, like skin conductance
response (SCR) is used to detect differences in the participants’ judgement and decision-making
process, as there may have been some effects, such as risk aversion to immediate losses, that

were not reflected on their actual choices. When we make decisions under uncertainty, our
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judgement of the immediate and future consequences of reducing our served food quantities
may trigger excitatory or inhibitory physiological responses, as these are associated to other
previously conditioned similar stimulus (Damasio, 2011). These responses will then be
interpreted in the ventromedial prefrontal cortex in terms of positive or negative emotions, and
will guide our decision-making process, especially when we are faced with complex decisions
(Damésio, 2011). So, we must not only pay attention to the overt behaviour, but also to the
emotional arousal due to its impact on intertemporal decision-making (Sohn et al., 2015). Since
the exposure to risky situations provoke higher arousal, we expect that when food quantities
choices are framed with immediate losses, participants will produce higher SCRs (Ring, 2015).
Although social mindfulness and consciousness about sustainable consumption did not
moderate the effect of dimension on food quantities choices, SCR may show whether higher
social mindfulness individuals, and individuals with higher degrees of consciousness about
sustainable consumption will be more aroused when presented with food waste losses.

The consumers’ over-purchasing of food is another irrational behaviour that could be
analyzed under the theoretical framework of intertemporal choices. Similarly to the over-
serving behaviour, people’s wish to have plenty of stored food, in order to provide their family
and/or guests with abundant meals, often result in food waste (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). So,
when purchasing food, the fear of not being a “good” provider is also present and may exceed
the subjective value of the food waste losses (Graham-Rowe et al., 2014). An empirical
approach to this problem should be adopted, and if risk aversion to status losses proves to
influence consumers’ over-purchasing behaviour, the suggested nudging strategies for fighting

the over-serving behaviour could also be applied to other settings, like supermarkets.
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Conclusion
The present work addresses the status losses impact on the households’ over-serving behaviour.
We tested whether this would be explained by a higher risk aversion towards these immediate
losses, in comparison to the more delayed environmental, economic, and social losses of food
waste. Moreover, we explored if awareness towards food waste issues would prevent people
from being influenced by the status losses. This study represents a contribution to the consumer
psychology research field, and for the understanding of the household food waste.

Our results suggest that status losses prevent households from reducing their served food
quantities, even when this was not found to be explained by a loss aversion effect towards
immediate losses. However, social mindfulness and consciousness for sustainable consumption
did not prove to have a significant effect on this relationship, as had been expected. These
findings have practical implications for the welfare of consumers, as well as for packaged goods
managers, and public policy officials, as they may be a useful insight towards the designing of
effective food waste reduction interventions. Since awareness showed no effect on the over-
serving behaviour, we highlight the importance of developing nudging strategies that reinforce
the food waste losses at the current moment of judging food quantities, over the commonly
adopted awareness raising campaigns.

All in all, our research provides important scientific remarks to help fighting world hunger,
respectively for the development of public policies that aim to reduce household food waste.
We expect that this first experimental approach towards the understanding of households’ over-
serving behaviour from a risk aversion perspective could be a starting point for the development
of the judgement and decision-making research field into the comprehension of the food waste

behaviour.

43



44



References

Ainslie, G. (1975). Specious reward: A behavioral theory of impulsiveness and impulse control.
Psychological Bulletin, 82(4), 463-496. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076860

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 50, 179-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Akaike, H. (1973). Information Theory and an Extension of the Maximum Likelihood Principle.
In B. N. Petrov and F. Csaki (Eds.), Second international symposium on information theory
(pp. 267-281). Academiai Kiado.

Akerlof, G. A. (1991). Procrastination and obedience. The American Economic Review, 81(2),
1-19.

Aktas, E., Sahin, H., Topaloglu, Z., Oledinma, A., Kalam, A., Huda, S., Irani, Z., Sharif, A. M.,
Wout, T., & Kamrava, M. (2018). A consumer behavioural approach to food waste. Journal
of Enterprise Information Management, 31(5), 658-673. https://doi.org/10.1108/JEIM-03-
2018-0051

Allais, M. (1953). Le comportement de I'Homme rationnel devant le risque: Critique des
postulats et axiomes de [I'Ecole Americaine. Econometrica, 21(4), 503-546.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1907921

Ariely, D., & Wertenbroch, K. (2002). Procrastination, deadlines, and performance: Self-control
by precommitment. Psychological Science, 13(3), 219-224. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
9280.00441

Balderjahn, 1., Peyer, M., & Paulseen, M. (2013). Consciousness for fair consumption:
conceptualization, scale development and empirical validation. International Journal of
Consumer Studies, 37, 546-555. https://doi: 10.1111/ijcs.12030

Baptista, P., Campos, I., Pires, I., & Vaz, S. (Eds.). (2012). Do Campo ao Garfo. Desperdicio
Alimentar em Portugal. CESTRAS.

Bernoulli, D. (1738). "Specimen theoriae novae de mensura sortis,” Commentarii Academiae
Scientiarum Imperialis Petropolitanae 5, 175-92. Translated by Sommer, L. (1954).
Exposition of a new theory on the measurement of risk, Econometrica, 22(1), 23-36.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1909829

Blais, A., & Weber, E. U. (2006). A Domain-Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) scale for adult
populations. Judgment and Decision Making, 1(1), 33-47. https:// 10.1037/t13084-000

Chandran, S., & Menon, G. (2004). When a day means more than a year: Effects of temporal
framing on judgments of health risk. Journal of Consumer Research, 31(2), 375-389.
https://doi.org/10.1086/422116Cohen, D. A., Babey, S. H. (2012). Contextual influences on
eating behaviours: heuristic processing and dietary choices. Etiology and Pathophysiology,
13(9), 766-779. https://doi.org/ 0.1111/j.1467-789X.2012.01001.x

Damasio, A. (2011). O erro de Descartes. Temas & Debates.

Ellsberg, D. (1961). Risk, ambiguity, and the savage axioms. The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 75(4), 643-669. https://doi.org/10.2307/1884324

FAO (2019). The state of food and agriculture: Moving forward on food loss and waste
reduction. Rome. Licence: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 I1GO.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (2010). Predicting and changing behavior: The reasoned action
approach. Psychology Press.

Fishburn, P. (1988). Normative theories of decision making under risk and under uncertainty. In
D. Bell, H. Raiffa, & A. Tversky (Eds.), Decision Making: Descriptive, Normative, and
Prescriptive Interactions (pp. 78-98). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511598951.006

45



Fishburn, P. C., & Rubinstein, A. (1982). Time preference. International Economic Review,
23(3), 677-694. https://doi.org/10.2307/2526382

Gigerenzer, G., & Selten, R. (Eds.). (2001). Bounded rationality: The adaptive toolbox. MIT
Press.

Graham-Rowe, E., Jessop, D., & Sparks, P. (2014). Identifying motivations and barriers to
minimising household food waste. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 84, 15-23.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2013.12.005

Graham-Rowe, E., Jessop, D., & Sparks, P. (2015). Predicting household food waste reduction
using an extended theory of planned behaviour. Resources, Conservation and Recycling,
101, 194-202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2015.05.020

Gustavsson, J., Cederberg, C., Sonesson, U., van Otterdijk, R., & Meybeck, A. (FAO). (2011).
Global Food Losses and  Waste: Extent, Causes and  Prevention.
http://www.fao.org/docrep/014/mb060e/mb060e. pdf

Hanson, C., & Mitchell, P. (2017). The Business Case for Reducing Food Loss and Waste.
Washington, DC: Champions 12.3. Retrieved January 14, 2020, from
https://champions123.org/the-business-case-for-reducing-food-loss-and-waste/

Herrnstein, R. J. (1961). Relative and absolute strength of response as a function of frequency of
reinforcement. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 4(3), 267-272.
https://doi.org/10.1901/jeab.1961.4-267

Hoch, S. J., & Loewenstein, G.F. (1991). Time-inconsistent preferences and consumer self-
control. Journal of Consumer Research, 17(4), 492-507. https://doi.org/10.1086/208573

Hulme, M. (2009). Why we disagree about climate change: understanding controversy, inaction,
and opportunity. Cambridge University Press.

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk.
Econometrica, 47(2).

Kahneman, D., (2003). A perspective on judgment and choice: mapping bounded rationality.
American Psychologist, 58(9), 697-720. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.9.697

Kallbekken, S., & Salen, H. (2013). ‘Nudging’ hotel guests to reduce food waste as a win—win
environmental measure. Economics Letters, 119(3), 325-327.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.03.019

Lehner, M., Mont, O., & Heiskanen, E. (2016). Nudging - A promising tool for sustainable
consumption  behaviour? Journal of Cleaner Production, 134, 166-177.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.11.086

Lowenstein, G., & Prelec, D. (1992). Anomalies in intertemporal choice: Evidence and an
interpretation.  The  Quarterly Journal of Economics, 107(2), 573-597.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2118482

Maibach, E. W., Roser-Renouf, C., & Leiserowitz, A. (2008). Communication and marketing as
climate change—intervention assets: A public health perspective. American Journal of
Preventive Medicine, 35(5), 488-500. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2008.08.016

Marchiori, D., Papies, E. K., & Klein, O. (2014). The portion size effect on food intake. An
anchoring and adjustment process?. Appetite, 81, 108-115.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.06.018

McDermott, R. (1988). Prospect theory. In, R. McDermott (Ed.), Prospect theory in American
foreign policy (pp. 15-44). University of Michigan Press.

Mischkowskia, D., Thielmannc, I., & Gldckner, A. (2018). Think it through before making a
choice? Processing mode does not influence social mindfulness. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 74, 85-97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.09.001

Nisbet, M. C., & Mooney, C. (2007). Framing science. Science, 316(5821), 56.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1142030

46



O’Donoghue, T., & Rabin, M. (2000). The economics of immediate gratification. Journal of
Behavioral Decision Making, 13(2), 233-250. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
0771(200004/06)13:23.0.CO;2-U

Parfitt, J., Barthel, M., & Macnaughton, S. (2010). Food waste within food supply chains:
quantification and potential for change to 2050. Philosophical Transactions of The Royal
Society Biological Sciences, 365(1554), 3065-3081. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2010.0126

Principato, L. (2018). Food waste at consumer level: A comprehensive literature review.
Springer Briefs in Environmental Science. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78887-6

Principato, L., Secondi, L., & Pratesi, C. (2015). Reducing food waste: an investigation on the
behaviour of Italian youths. British Food Journal, 117(2), 731-748.
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-10-2013-0283

Quested, T. E., Marsh, E., Stunell, D., & Parry, A. D. (2013). Spaghetti soup: The complex world
of food waste behaviours. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 79, 43-51.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2013.04.011

Rachlin, H. (2006). Notes on Discounting. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior,
85(3), 425-435. https://doi.org/10.1901/jeab.2006.85-05

Ring, P. (2015). The framing effect and skin conductance responses. Frontiers in Behavioral
Neuroscience, 9(188), 1-7. doi:10.3389/fnbeh.2015.00188

Rozin, P, Fischler, C., Imada, S., & Wrzesniewski, A. (1999). Attitudes to food and the role of
food in life in the U.S.A., Japan, Flemish Belgium and France: Possible implications for the
diet—health debate. Appetite, 33(2), 163-180. https://doi.org/10.1006/appe.1999.0244

Samuelson, P. A. (1937). A note on measurement of utility. The Review Of Economic Studies,
4(2), 155-161. https://doi.org/10.2307/2967612

Shafir, E., & leBoeuf, R. (2002). Rationality. Annual Review of Psychology, 53(1), 491-517.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135213

Shelley, M. K. (1994). Gain/Loss asymmetry in risky intertemporal choice. Organizational
Behaviour and Human Decision Processes, 59(2), 124-159.
https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.1994.1053

Silva, R. (2012). Risk profiling and the DOSPERT scale: an approach using prospect theory
(Master's thesis, Universidade Técnica de Lisboa). http://hdl.handle.net/10400.5/10351

Simon, H. (1955). A behavioural model of rational choice. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
69(1), 99-118. https://doi.org/10.2307/1884852

Sloman, S. (1996). The empirical case for two systems of reasoning. Psychological Bulletin,
119(1), 3-22. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.9.697

Sohn, J.-H., Kim, H.-E., Sohn, S., Seok, J.-W., Choi, D., & Watanuki, S. (2015). Effect of
emotional arousal on inter-temporal decision-making: an fMRI study. Journal of
Physiological Anthropology, 34(1), 1-8. https://d0i:10.1186/s40101-015-0047-5

Spence, A., & Pidgeon N. (2010). Framing and communicating climate change: The effects of
distance and outcome frame manipulations. Global Environmental Change, 20(4), 656-667.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2010.07.002

Stanovich, K., & West, R. (1999). Discrepancies between normative and descriptive models of
decision making and the understanding/acceptance principle. Cognitive Psychology, 38(3),
349-385. https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1998.0700

Stefan, V., van Herpen, E., Tudoran, A., & Lahteenmaki, L. (2013). Avoiding food waste by
Romanian consumers: The importance of planning and shopping routines. Food Quality and
Preference, 28(1), 375-381. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2012.11.001

Strotz, R. H. (1955). Myopia and inconsistency in dynamic utility maximization. The Review of
Economic Studies, 23(3), 165-180. https://doi.org/10.2307/2295722

Thaler, R. (1980). Towards a positive theory of consumer choice. Journal of Economic Behavior
& Organization, 1(1), 39-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-2681(80)90051-7

47



Thaler, R. (1981). Some empirical evidence on dynamic inconsistency. Economics Letters, 8(3),
201-207. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1765(81)90067-7

Thaler, R. (1985). Mental accounting and consumer choice. Marketing Science, 4(3), 199-214.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.4.3.199.

Thaler, R. H., & Shefrin, H. M. (1981). An economic theory of self-control. Journal of Political
Economy, 89(2), 392-406. https://doi.org/10.3386/w0208

Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2008). Nudge: Improving decisions about health, wealth, and
happiness. Penguin Books.

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases.
Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124

Van Doesum, N. J., Van Lange, D. A. W., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (2013). Social mindfulness:
Skill and will to navigate the social world. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
105(1), 86-103. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032540

Van Ittersum, K., & Wansink, B. (2012). Plate size and color suggestibility: The Delboeuf
illusion’s bias on serving and eating behaviour. Journal of Consumer Research, 39(2), 215-
228. https://doi.org/10.1086/662615

Van Lange, P. A. M., & Van Doesum, N. J. (2015). Social mindfulness and social hostility.
Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 3, 18-24.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.12.009

Von Neumann, J., & Morgenstern, O. (1944). Theory of games and economic behaviour.
Princeton University Press.

Wade-Benzoni, K. A., Hernandez, M., Medvec, V., & Messick, D. (2008). In fairness to future
generations: The role of egocentrism, uncertainty, power, and stewardship in judgments of
intergenerational allocations. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44(2), 233-245.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.Jesp.2007.04.004

Wansink, B. (2018). Household food waste solutions for behavioral economists and marketers.
Journal of Food Products Marketing, 24(5), 500-521.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10454446.2018.1472694

Wansink, B., & Van Ittersum, K. (2013). Portion size me: Plate-size induced consumption norms
and win-win solutions for reducing food intake and waste. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Applied, 19(4), 320-332. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035053

Wansink, B., Painter, J. E., & North, J. (2005). Bottomless bowls: Why visual cues of portion
size may influence intake. Social and Behavioral, 13(1), 93-100.
https://doi.org/10.1038/0by.2005.12

Williams, H., Wikstrom, F., Otterbring, T., Lofgren, M., & Gustafsson, A. (2011). Reasons for
household food waste with special attention to packaging. Journal of Cleaner Production,
24, 141-148. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2011.11.044

Xu, X., Arpan, L. M., & Chen, C. (2015). The moderating role of individual differences in
responses to benefit and temporal framing of messages promoting residential energy saving.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 44, 95-108.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.09.004

48



Appendix A — Informed Consent

CIS@IUL

CENGRO DE INVESLIGACAD
€ NGERVENCAO SOCIAL
Instituto Universitdrio de Lisboa

Neste estudo, estamos interessados no comportamento alimentar da populagéo portuguesa
Asua participacéo é completamente voluntaria, andnima e confidencial sendo que os dados recolhidos apenas ser&o usados para fins académicos. Se, por

qualquer razéo, quiser sair do questionério, simplesmente tem de fechar o website. Contudo, por favor lembre-se que a sua participaco & crucial para nos e que
apenas leva alguns minutos!

Deve ser maior de 18 anos para poder participar neste estudo.

O estudo tem uma duraco de cerca de 30 minutos.
N&o existem qualquer tipo de riscos associados com a sua participag&o.

O preenchimento deste questionario € um contributo para a ciéncia.

Clicando em -, da-nos o seu consentimento informado para participar neste estudo

Qualquer quest&o acerca desta investigacéo, por favor contactar um dos investigadores responsaveis pelo estudo Nuno Fernandes (nfrfs1@iscte-iul.pt)
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Appendix B — Experimental trials

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados ndo poderdo repetir e ficam com

a ideia de que nao teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades

necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impressao

© de que nao foi um bom anfitrido. Contudo, esta a poupar

recursos naturais e a ndo produzir lixo e, assim, esta a contribuir

para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderdo repetir e ficam com a
ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impressao

O de que foi um bom anfitrido. Contudo, desperdica recursos
naturais e produz lixo adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para a
ndo sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderao repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que nao teve capacidade para julgar as

quantidades suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a
- impress&o de que nao foi um anfitrido ponderado. Contudo, pode

guardar para consumir mais tarde e, assim, poupa recursos
naturais e contribui para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo
prazo.

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados ndo poderdo repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impresséao

- de que foi um anfitrido ponderado. Contudo, tera de gastar
recursos naturais para confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim,
esta a contribuir para a ndo sustentabilidade ambiental a longo
prazo.

Cozinhar a justa, tera de gastar recursos naturais para

confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para

um ambiente insustentavel. Os convidados nédo poderao repetir
© mas ficam com a ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as

quantidades suficientes e, assim, ira ficar com a fama da pessoca

que da os melhores jantares.

Cozinhar de sobra, pode guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, poupa recursos naturais e contribui para um ambiente
sustentavel. Os convidados poderdo repetir mas ficam com a

O ideia de que nio teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
suficientes e, assim, ninguém voltara a querer jantar em sua
casa.

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados nao poderdo repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impresséo

© de que foi um anfitrido ponderado. Contudo, desperdica dinheiro ©

para confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu
argamento mensal.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderao repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que nao teve capacidade para julgar as
quantidades suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a
impressao de que ndo foi um anfitrido ponderado. Contudo,
poderd guardar para consumir mais tarde e, assim, ndo gasta
dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuird para o seu orgamento
mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, esta a poupar recursos naturais e a ndo
produzir lixo e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente

sustentavel. Contudo, os convidados nao poderao repetir e ficam

O com a ideia de que n3o teve capacidade para julgar as
quantidades necessarias e, assim, ninguém voltara a querer
jantar em sua casa.

Cozinhar de sobra, desperdica recursos naturais e produz lixo
adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente
insustentavel. Contudo, os convidados poderdo repetir e ficam

© com a ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
necessdrias e, assim, ira ficar com a fama da pessoa que da os
melhores jantares.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderdo repetir e ficam com a

ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades

necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar com a impressao

© de que foi um bom anfitrido. Contudo, vai gastar dinheiro
desnecessariamente e, assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento
mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados ndo poderdo repetir e ficam com
a ideia de que ndo teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impressao

© de que n3o foi um bom anfitrido. Contudo, ndo gasta dinheiro

desnecessariamente e, assim, contribui para o seu orgamento
mensal.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderdo repetir e ficam com a
ideia de teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades necessarias

) &, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impressdo de que
foi um bom anfitrido. Ao confecionar mais comida do que a
absolutamente necessaria, vai ficar com a fama de que néo
pensa nas necessidades das outras pessoas da sociedade.

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados nao poderéo repetir € ficam com
a ideia de que nao teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades
necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar com a impresséo

© de que nao foi um bom anfitrido. Ao ndo confecionar mais
comida do que a absolutamente necessaria, vai ficar com a fama
de que pensa nas necessidades das outras pessoas da
sociedade.

Cozinhar de sobra, podera guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuira para

o seu orgamento semanal. Os convidados poderdo repetir

O mas ficam com a ideia de que nio teve capacidade para julgar
as quantidades suficientes e, assim, ninguém voltara a querer
jantar em sua casa.

Cozinhar a justa, desperdiga dinheiro para confecionar uma dose
adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu orgamento semanal. Os

- convidados ndo poderéo repetir mas ficam com a ideia de que
teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades suficientes e, assim,
ira ficar com a fama da pessoa que da os melhores jantares.

Cozinhar de sobra, pode guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, poupa recursos naturais e contribui para um ambiente

Cozinhar a justa, tera de gastar recursos naturais para
confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para

O sustentdvel. Contudo, vai gastar dinheiro desnecessariamente e, © um ambiente insustentavel. Contudo, n&o gasta dinheiro

assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento mensal.
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Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de

Cozinhar & justa, nao dara aos convidados a possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impress&o de que reconhece as necessidades e vontades
com a impressao de que nao reconhece as necessidades e dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que
vontades dos convidados, a0 n&o lhes permitir consumir mais absolutamente necessaria. Os convidados poder&o repetir mas

o comld? do que a absolutamente necessaria. Os conwdadps nao © ficam com a ideia de que ndo teve capacidade para julgar as
poderdo repetir mas ficam com a ideia de que teve capacidade quantidades suficientes e, assim, ninguém voltara a querer jantar
para julgar as quantidades suficientes e, assim, ira ficar com a em sua casa.

fama da pessoa que da os melhores jantares.

Cozinhar de sobra, vai gastar dinheiro desnecessariamente e, Cozinhar & justa, nao gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e,
assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento semanal. Contudo, os assim, confribui para o seu orgamento semanal. Contudo, os
convidados poder&o repetir e ficam com a ideia de que o convidados nao poderéo repetir e ficam com a ideia de que nao
teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades necessarias e, teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades necessarias e,
assim, ira ficar com a fama da pessoa que d& os melhores assim, ninguém voltara a querer jantar em sua casa.
jantares.
Cozinhar a justa, esta a poupar recursos naturais e a ndo Cozinhar de sobra, desperdiga recursos naturais e produz lixo
praduzir lixo e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente
sustentavel. Ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de insustentavel. Nao dara aos convidados a possibilidade de

o escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar com a fama de que o escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar com a fama de
ndo reconhece as necessidades e vontades dos seus que reconhece as necessidades e vontades dos convidados, ao
convidados, ao ndo lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que a  lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que absolutamente
absolutamente necessaria. necessaria.
Cozinhar a justa, ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar
com a impressédo de que pensa nas necessidades das outras com a impressdo de que ndo pensa nas necessidades das
pessoas da sociedade, ao ndo confecionar mais comida que a outras pessoas da sociedade, ao consumir mais comida que a

© absolutamente necessaria. Mas os convidados ficam com a ideia © absolutamente necessaria. Os convidados ficam com a ideia de
de que ndo teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades necessarias e,
necessarias e, assim, ninguém voltard a querer jantar em sua assim, ira ficar com a fama da pessoa que da os melhores
casa. jantares.
Cozinhar 4 justa, os convidados nao poderao repetir mas ficam Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderéo repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que teve (_:apam_dade para lulgar as qqantldades com a ideia de que ndo teve capacidade para julgar as
suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vo ficar com a impressao quantidades necessdrias e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar com
de que foi um anfitrido ponderado. Nao dara aos convidados a a impress&o de que ndo foi um anfitrido ponderado. Dara aos

© possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar © convidados a possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou néo e,

com a fama de que nao reconhece as necessidades e vontades assim, vai ficar com a fama de que reconhece as necessidades e
dos seus convidados, ao ndo lhes permitir consumir mais comida  yontades dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida
do que a absolutamente necessaria. do que absolutamente necessaria.

Cozinhar a justa, esta a poupar recursos naturais e a ndo
produzir lixo e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente
sustentavel. Contudo, desperdica dinheiro para confecionar uma
dose adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar de sobra, desperdiga recursos naturais e produz lixo
adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente

O insustentavel. Contudo, podera guardar para consumir mais tarde ©
e, assim, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuira
para o seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e, Cozinhar de sobra, vai gastar dinheiro desnecessariamente e,
assim, contribui para o seu orgamento semanal. Contudo, terd de  assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento semanal. Contudo, pode
gastar recursos naturais para confecionar uma dose adicional e, ~ guardar para consumir mais tarde e, assim, poupa recursos
assim, esta a contribuir para a ndo sustentabilidade ambiental a naturais e contribui para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo
longo prazo. prazo.
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Cozinhar a justa, ndo daré aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressao de que nao reconhece as necessidades e

(-, vontades dos convidados, ao n3o lhes permitir consumir mais

comida do que a absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, esta a
poupar recursos naturais e a ndo produzir lixo e, assim, esta a
contribuir para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou nZo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressao de que reconhece as necessidades e vontades

(-, dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que

absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, desperdica recursos
naturais e produz lixo adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para a
nao sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

O

Cozinhar a justa, desperdiga dinheiro para confecionar uma dose
adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu orgamento semanal. Ndo
dara aos convidados a possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou
nao e, assim, vai ficar com a fama de que pensa nas
necessidades das outras pessoas da sociedade, ao nao
confecionar mais comida do que a absolutamente necessaria.

Cozinhar de sobra, podera guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuird para
o seu orgamento semanal. Dara aos convidados a possibilidade

o de escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar com a fama de

que ndo pensa nas necessidades das outras pessoas da
sociedade, ao consumir mais comida que a absolutamente

naracedria

Cozinhar de sobra, podera guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuird para

o © seu orcamento semanal. Contudo, desperdica recursos

naturais e produz lixo adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para a
ndo sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar a justa, desperdiga dinheiro para confecionar uma dose
adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu orgamento semanal. Contudo,

© estd a poupar recursos naturais e a ndo produzir lixo e, assim,

esta a contribuir para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que ndo pensa nas necessidades das
outras pessoas da sociedade, ao consumir mais comida que a
absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, pode guardar para
consumir mais tarde e, assim, poupa recursos naturais e
contribui para a sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

Cozinhar 3 justa, ndo dard aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que pensa nas necessidades das outras
pessoas da sociedade, ao nao confecionar mais comida que a
absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, tera de gastar recursos
naturais para confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, esta a
contribuir para a ndo sustentabilidade ambiental a longo prazo.

O

Cozinhar a justa, tera de gastar recursos naturais para
confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para
um ambiente insustentavel. Ndo dara aos convidados a
possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar
com a fama de que pensa nas necessidades das outras pessoas
da sociedade, ao ndo confecionar mais comida do que a
absolutamente necessaria.

Cozinhar de sobra, pode guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, poupa recursos naturais e contribui para um ambiente
sustentavel. Dara aos convidados a possibilidade de escolherem

© repetir ou ndo e, assim, vai ficar com a fama de que ndo pensa

nas necessidades das outras pessoas da sociedade, ao
consumir mais comida que a absolutamente necessaria.

Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressao de que reconhece as necessidades e vontades

o dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que

absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, vai gastar dinheiro
desnecessariamente e, assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento
mensal.

Cozinhar & justa, ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressao de que ndo reconhece as necessidades e

 vontades dos convidados, ac ndo lhes permitir consumir mais

comida do que a absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, ndo gasta
dinheiro desnecessariamente e, assim, contribui para o seu
orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e,
assim, contribui para o seu orgamento semanal. Nao dara aos
convidados a possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou ndo e,

- assim, vai ficar com a fama de gue n&o reconhece as

necessidades e vontades dos seus convidados, ao ndo lhes
permitir consumir mais comida do que a absolutamente
necessaria.

Cozinhar de sobra, vai gastar dinheiro desnecessariamente e,
assim, prejudicar o seu orcamento semanal. Dara aos
convidados a possibilidade de escolherem repetir ou néo e,

© assim, vai ficar com a fama de que reconhece as necessidades e

vontades dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida
do que absolutamente necessaria.

Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou no e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que ndo pensa nas necessidades das

-, outras pessoas da sociedade, ao consumir mais comida que a
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absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, podera guardar para
consumir mais tarde e, assim, ndo gasta dinheiro
desnecessariamente e contribuira para o seu orcamento mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou no e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que pensa nas necessidades das outras

-, pessoas da sociedade, ao ndo confecionar mais comida que a

absolutamente necessaria. Contudo, desperdiga dinheiro para
confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu
orcamento mensal.



Appendix C — Control trials

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados ndo poderado repetir e ficam com
a ideia de que n&o teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades

o necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impresséo
de que ndo foi um bom anfitrido. Sendo que no tera implicacdes
no seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderdo repetir e ficam com a
ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades

o necessarias e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impresséo

de que foi um bom anfitrido. Sendo que néo tera implicagdes no
seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar a justa, os convidados ndo poder&o repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que teve capacidade para julgar as quantidades

O suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar com a impresséo
de que foi um anfitrido ponderado. Sendo que no tera
implicagdes no seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar de sobra, os convidados poderdo repetir mas ficam
com a ideia de que ndo teve capacidade para julgar as

-, quantidades suficientes e, assim, no fim do jantar véo ficar com a

impressao de que nao foi um anfitrido ponderado. Sendo que
nao tera implicagdes no seu orgamento mensal.

Cozinhar & justa, esta a poupar recursos naturais e a ndo
produzir lixo e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente

-, sustentavel. Sendo que ndo tera implicagdes, a longo prazo, na
percecdo que os seus convidados tém face a sua preocupacao
para com os interesses dos outros.

Cozinhar de sobra, desperdiga recursos naturais e produz lixo
adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para um ambiente

- insustentavel. Sendo que ndo tera implicagdes, a longo prazo, na

percegdo gque os seus convidados tém face a sua preocupagéo
para com os interesses dos outros.

Cozinhar de sobra, pode guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, poupa recursos naturais e contribui para um ambiente
o sustentavel. Sendo que nio tera implicagdes, a longo prazo, na
percegdo que os seus convidados tém face a sua preocupacao
para com os interesses dos oufros.

Cozinhar a justa, tera de gastar recursos naturais para
confecionar uma dose adicional e, assim, esta a contribuir para

© um ambiente insustentavel. Sendo que ndo tera implicagdes, a

longo prazo, na percegdo que os seus convidados tém face a
sua preocupagéo para com os interesses dos outros.

Cozinhar de sobra, podera guardar para consumir mais tarde e,
assim, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e contribuira para
© o seu orgamento semanal. Sendo que nio tera implicacdes a
nivel ambiental, a longo prazo.

Cozinhar a justa, desperdica dinheiro para confecionar uma dose

© adicional e, assim, prejudica o seu orgamento semanal. Sendo

que néo terd implicagdes a nivel ambiental, a longo prazo.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que pensa nas necessidades das outras

) pessoas da sociedade, ao ndo confecionar mais comida que a
absolutamente necessaria. Sendo que nao tera implicagdes, a
longo prazo, na percegdo que os seus convidados tém face as
suas qualidades enquanto anfitrido.

Cozinhar de sobra, dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que ndo pensa nas necessidades das

- outras pessoas da sociedade, ao consumir mais comida que a

absolutamente necessaria. Sendo que ndo terd implicacdes, a
longo prazo, na percegdo que os seus convidados tém face as
suas qualidades enquanto anfitrido.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo dara aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressao de que ndo reconhece as necessidades e

© vontades dos convidados, ao ndo lhes permitir consumir mais
comida do que a absolutamente necessaria. Sendo que ndo tera
implicagdes, a longo prazo, na percecdo que os seus convidados
tém face as suas qualidades enquanto anfitrido.

Cozinhar de sobra, daré aos convidados a possibilidade de
escolherem repetir ou ndo e, assim, no fim do jantar vao ficar
com a impressdo de que reconhece as necessidades e vontades

(-, dos convidados, ao lhes permitir consumir mais comida do que

absolutamente necessaria. Sendo que ndo tera implicagdes, a
longo prazo, na perce¢do que os seus convidados tém face as
suas qualidades enguanto anfitrido.

Cozinhar a justa, ndo gasta dinheiro desnecessariamente e,

Cozinhar de sobra, vai gastar dinheiro desnecessariamente e,

¢ @ssim, contribui para o seu orgamento semanal. Sendo que ndo - assim, prejudicar o seu orgamento semanal. Sendo que nZo tera

tera implicacdes a nivel ambiental, a longo prazo.

implicacées a nivel ambiental, a longo prazo.
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Appendix D — SOMI Figures for experimental trials
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Appendix F — Attitute towards food waste scale

Por favor, classifique através da escala de 1-"Discordo Totalmente” a 7-"Concordo Totalmente" as seguintes afirmacdes

Deitar comida fora ndo me incomoda
Quando deito comida fora sinfo-me culpado

Eu ndo me preocupo reaimente com o impacto
ambiental da comida gue deito fora

Eu ndo me preocupo reaimente com o impacto do
meu desperdicio alimentar na distribuicdo dos
recursos no mundo

Eu ndo me preocupo realmente com & guantidade
de comida que deito fora

Eu ndo me preocupo realmente com o custo da
comida que deito fora
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Appendix G — Risk aversion scale

Extremamenie Moderadamente Moderadamente Extremamente
Improvével Improvavel Algo Improvave! N&o tenho a certeza Alge Provavel Provével Provével

Admitir que os seus gostos s&o diferentes dos de 0 1o 10 19 19 o

um amigo.
Acampar num meio selvagem.

Apostar o rendimento de um dia de trabalho em
coridas de cavalos

Investir 10% do seu rendimento anual num fundo de
crescimento moderado.

Ingerir uma quantidade exagerada de dlcool durante
um evento social

Efetuar Oes discutiveis no preenchi da
declararacio de IRS

Discordar sobre um assunto importante com alguém
com autoridade.

Apostar o rendimento de um dia de trabalho num
Jogo de poker de apostas elevadas

Ter um caso com um({a) homem/mulher casado(a)
Apresentar trabalho de outrem como sendo seu

Descer uma pista de esqui, cujo grau de dificuldade
estd acima das suas capacidades.

Investir 5% do seu rendimento anual numa ac3o
muito especulativa.

Fazer rafling em dguas bravas durante a primavera.

Apostar o rendimento de um dia de trabalho no
resultado de um evento desportivo.

00 0000 0 0 0O 0 0O0

Ter um caso com um(a) homem/mulher casado(a).
Apresentar trabalho de outrem como sendo seu.

Descer uma pista de esqui, cujo grau de dificuldade
estd acima das suas capacidades.

Investir 5% do seu rendimento anual numa acéo
muito especulativa

Fazer rafting em dguas bravas durante a primavera

Apostar o rendimento de um dia de trabalho no
resultado de um evento desportivo.

Fazer sexo sem protecio
Revelar o segredo de um amige(a) a outra pessoa
Conduzir um carro sem pér o cinto de seguranca

Investir 10% do seu rendimento anual numa nova
oportunidade de negdcio.

Ter uma aula de paraquedismo.
Andar de mota sem capacete.

Escolher uma carreira gue realmente goste em vez.
de uma carreira mais segura.

Emitir a sua opinido sobre um tema controverso
numa reuniéo no trabalho

Tomar banhos de sol sem protetor solar.
Fazer “bungee jumping” a partir de uma ponte alta.
Pilotar um avido de peguenas dimensdes

Regressar a casa sozinho(a) a pé durante a noite
por uma zena insegura da cidade.

lMudar-g¢ para uma cidade longe de ssu nlcleo
familiar.

Comecar uma carreira nova apos os trinta anos.

Deixar as suas criancas sozinhas em casa enguanto
vai fratar de um assunto/recado.

NZo devolver uma carteira que encontrou e que
contem 200€.
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Appendix H — Consciousness for sustainable consumption scale

Eu compro um produto apenas se eu acreditar que (durante o seu fabrico)... O qudo importante & para si pessoalmente que (durante o fabrico de um produto)...
Nao
Discordo o Discordo  Concordo  Concordo Concordo Nada Pouco  Ligeiramente Moderadamente Muito Extremamente
totaiments V%% parciaiments  nem  Parciaments CO1€0T%° Ir Ir I Ir Importante | mportante  importante
Discordo

Seja feito de
materiais O O O O O O O O O O O O @] O

reciclados?

Possa ser

descartado de

uma forma O O O O o} O o} O O O O @] O O
ambientalmente

amigavel?

Seja embalado

d fi

Sbintmanta o O (e} o (o} O (o} (e} O o} O o] o} (e}
amigavel?

Seja produzido

d fi

e o O (e} o o} o} o} (e} O o} O o] o} (e}
amigavel?

Os direitos

humanos dos

trabalnadores C O O C C O C O O O O ] O O
sejam

reépeilados?

Nio exista

nenhum

envolvimento C O O C C C C O O O O @] O O
de frabalho

infantil?

Néo exista

nenhum

envolvimento O 0] @] 0] 0] O O 0] o 0] O o O 0]
de frabalho

infantil?

Os
trabalhadores o) 0] o) O o) O O O O O (@] O O O

néo sejam

discriminados?

Os

trabalhadores

s o 0 ¢] ¢] ¢] o o ¢] ¢] ¢] o ¢] o ¢]
abusados?

Os

frabalhadores

sejam tratados

de forma justa O O O O O 0] O O O O O O 0] O
ou sejam

justamente

remunerados?

Mesmo que eu financeiramente consiga comprar um produto eu apenas compro o Mesmo que eu financeiramente consiga comprar um produto, o quio imporiante & para si
produto se eu acreditar que. pessoalmente que.

Muito  Extremamente
Importante  Importante

Nao
Discordo oo oo Discorde  Concordo  Concordo oo - _Iponcordo . Nada Pouco  Ligeiramente Mol"ieradameme
Ir

Totaimente Parcialmente nem Parcialmente
Discordo

Importante

Realmente

precise desse ] O ] O ] O @] ] O O ] O O O
produto?

Sejaum
produto ufil? o o o o

Absolutamente
necessite desse O @] O @] O @] O O O @] O @] @] @]
produto?

Néo figue com

T @] o @] O @] O @] @] O o @] O O O

dividas a longo
prazo?

@]
(@]
6]
6]
(@]
@]
@]

Ag deszpesas
nao
b
b O o O 0 O 0 O O o o O 0 0 0
a situacdo
financeira?
N&o tenha de
Comprae O o O o] O o] O O o o] O o] o] o]
futuras?

Nzo tenha de

tirar dinheiro

das reservas

financeiras em O 0] 0] O 0] o O O O o O 0] 0] 0]
caso de

emergéncia

para isso?

Nao tenha de

=D o O O o O O O o o O @] O O O

emprestado a
amigos?

Tenha de
realmente ter

isso e ndo O 0] 0] O 0] o O O O o O 0] 0] 0]
queira partilnar
com outros?

N&o queira
arrendar ou @] O C @] O C O ] @] C ] C O O

alugar iss0?
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