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Abstract 
 

Swedish people today are generally interested in environmental issues. One can assume that 

this would affect the way people act in their daily lives. However, research has shown that 

when it comes to attitudes and behavior, there is what has been described as “a gap”. Concern 

for the environment does not automatically mean that people act in an environmentally 

friendly way. The fact is that there are many barriers that prevent a so-called pro-

environmental behavior. 

 

This study deals with some of the factors that can influence a specific behavior, namely the 

sorting of food waste in the City of Lidingö – a municipality in Sweden that works to increase 

the number of subscribers of food waste collection. The waste is a valuable substrate when 

producing biogas, which is considered a renewable fuel. By replacing fossil fuels with biogas, 

the amounts of greenhouse gases that reach the atmosphere can be reduced.  

 

A questionnaire was sent out to more than 800 local citizens (of which half of them are 

subscribers of food waste collection) with questions about values, beliefs, motivation factors 

and opinions about efforts linked to the sorting of food waste. The results show that 

sustainability reasons are strong when it comes to why people decide to sort out food waste, 

and that a number of the subscribers of food waste collection consider it a moral obligation to 

take action in this matter. Several barriers, especially in the form of economic issues, preclude 

others from sorting. A need for more information, when it comes to the significance of this 

behavior, is also evident. As the thesis has its focus on pro-environmental behavior, factors in 

Stern’s Value-belief-norm theory, are used as the basis for the analysis. Blake’s model of 

barriers between environmental concern and action is used when studying what it is that 

prevents people from sorting out their food waste.  
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1. Introduction  

 
For the last 30 years, Sweden has invested in development and research when it comes to 

biogas (the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 161). The importance of an increased 

production of biogas has been recognized by a plurality of actors. The County Administrative 

Board of Stockholm, for example, calls such an expansion “desirable” and states that there is 

a need to increase production, as well as distribution, of renewable vehicle fuel as part of the 

work with climate issues (the County Administrative Board of Stockholm 2011a, p. 41). 

Furthermore, the Swedish Energy Agency, The Board of Agriculture and the Swedish 

Environmental Protection Agency concluded in a report in 2010, that the production of biogas 

gives rise to “unique community values” because of the way anaerobic digestion of waste 

products contributes to a recycling of materials (the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 7). 

They also argued that it is more important to stimulate the production rather than the demand 

for biogas, and that the food waste collection from households ought to be further expanded 

(the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 6). 

 

The municipalities in the Stockholm region have so far lagged behind other regions in 

Sweden when it comes to food waste collection (Gustafsson 2012). There is a plurality of 

reasons for this (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 16). Many actors are involved in the 

production of biogas, of which some are more important than others. According to Millers-

Dalsjö & Starberg, it is critical that individuals can be motivated to sort out food waste 

(Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 18). The work by the private households is important in 

order to reach national objectives (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 34). Many people have 

a will to sort out food waste (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 42) and generally there is a 

high interest for environmental issues in Sweden (Lindén 2004, p. 37). However, this does not 

necessarily mean that individuals will start sorting out their food waste. According to for 

example Kollmuss & Agyeman, the answer to the question of what it is that forms pro-

environmental behavior, and what it is that can prevent personal action, is “extremely 

complex” where many factors are involved (2002, p. 240). There are in other words many 

barriers that can prevent a specific behavior (Lindén 2004, p. 7). This thesis aims at trying to 

identify factors which motivate people in the City of Lidingö to sort out their food waste, as 

well as the barriers for this behavior. Such knowledge can be valuable for the municipality in 

their work to increase the number of subscribers of food waste collection. 
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1. 1 Background 
 
1.1.1 Pro-environmental behavior 
 
In his article Towards a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior, Stern 

defines the term environmental significant behavior in two different ways. It can either be 

linked to what impact a certain behavior has on the environment or that something is being 

done in order to have a positive environmental effect. The latter definition is in other words 

different from the former. It starts from the individual as it focuses on the intention rather than 

the results (2002, p. 409). The same meaning has been given to other similar terms such as 

responsible environmental behavior, pro-ecological behavior or environmental action 

(Marcinkowski 2001). In this thesis, the term pro-environmental behavior is used for a 

behavior intended to be beneficial for the environment. 

 

The research about what factors that are involved when it comes to pro-environmental 

behavior is extensive. According to Barr et al., findings from their literature review showed 

that primarily three groups of variables are active. The first group is environmental values 

which refers to an individual’s fundamental orientation and worldviews when it comes to the 

environment. There are also situational factors that influence a person’s decisions at a 

specific moment in time. For example, the availability of services needed to act can be 

critical. It can also be a matter of how much knowledge a person has. The third group is 

psychological variables. It has to do with personality and individual perception (Barr et al. 

2003, p. 409–410). 

 

As written above, there is generally a high interest for environmental issues in Sweden. 

According to Lindén, it can say something about how important people think that these issues 

are (Lindén 2004, p. 37). However, many people do not act in line with their attitudes. When 

it comes to for example recycling of household waste, studies have shown that people think 

that it is messy and that it is time-consuming. This in turn influence to what extent individuals 

recycle (Nordlund & Garvill 2002, p. 741). 
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1.1.2 What is biogas? 
 

Biogas consists to a large extent of methane and carbon dioxide. It is produced when organic 

material is decomposed by microorganisms in an oxygen poor environment (Millers-Dalsjö & 

Starberg 2011, p. 4). This process – called anaerobic digestion – normally takes place in 

nature but can also be controlled in special biogas plants (Biogasportalen 2012). Almost all 

organic matter can be used as substrates (the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 27). However, 

some materials are considered more economically beneficial than others. Most profitable is to 

use food waste or sewage sludge (the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 9). Food waste is 

defined as “all biodegradable waste that is generated in the handling of food that could be 

used as food” (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 2012c, p. 51). Both avoidable and 

unavoidable (e.g. shells and bones) food waste are included in the definition (Swedish 

Environmental Protection Agency 2012c, p. 51). 

 

When upgraded the biogas consists of almost pure methane and can be used as vehicle fuel 

(Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 5) and for heating or generation of electricity (the 

Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 63). The gas is considered  a renewable fuel 

(The County Administrative Board of Stockholm 2011b). Carbon dioxide is released by 

anaerobic digestion, and in the combustion process, but it is only the same amount that plants 

have incorporated in recent times. It is not, as in the case with fossil fuels, carbon dioxide that 

has been incorporated in the bedrock many millions of years ago. Thus, with biogas there is 

no net accumulation of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere due to the fact that plants continue 

to incorporate the carbon dioxide (Berglund 2006). Another benefit with anaerobic digestion 

is that the residues from the process are nutrient-rich and can be used on farmland as 

fertilizers (The Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 152).  

 
 
1.1.3 Waste management in Sweden 
 
Swedish waste management is to a large extent based on decisions taking place in the EU 

(Swedish Waste Management 2009). The framework is set in directive 2008/98/EC that for 

example comprises the waste hierarchy; regulating a five-step priority order of how waste 

shall be handled. The member states are, in reference to the hierarchy, prompted to act to 

promote that the most environmentally friendly way is chosen (2008/98/EC, Article 4).  



9 

 

In Sweden, it is the municipalities that are responsible by law for disposal of household waste. 

This is regulated in the Environmental Code in chapter 15, paragraph 8. The definition of 

household waste is found in the same chapter, paragraph 2, stating that “With household 

waste means waste from households and similar waste from other activities” (Environmental 

Code 1998:808). Each municipality is also obliged to adopt its own ordinance that shall 

include a waste management plan and injunctions how the municipality handle waste 

(Environmental Code 1998:808).  

 

Thus, how the waste management shall be organized is up to each municipality to decide 

(Swedish Waste Management 2010, p. 3). When it comes to fees for collecting municipal 

solid waste, they are set by the local councils (Swedish Waste Management 2010, p. 26). The 

fees are usually based on the waste volume, that is; the price depends on the size of the waste 

bins and how often they are collected. Some municipalities (29 in 2010) use weight-based 

prizing which is one strategy to increase the sorting of food waste among the citizens. 

Another method is to charge a lower fee for those citizens that separate for example food 

waste from combustible waste (Swedish Waste Management 2010, p. 3). Furthermore, some 

municipalities have a mandatory sorting of food waste (The County Administrative Board of 

Stockholm 2011b).  

 
 
1.1.4 The food waste collection  
 
Large quantities of food are thrown each year in Sweden. According to the Swedish 

Environmental Protection Agency, one million tons of food was discarded in 2010. This 

number includes the food waste that is disposed of separately from other household waste. 

Most of the food waste (67 percent) is thrown in private households (Swedish Environmental 

Protection Agency 2012c, p. 51). In the year of 2010, about 24 percent of discarded food 

waste from Swedish households, shops and restaurants was biologically processed (Swedish 

Environmental Protection Agency 2012a). It is estimated that about 60 percent of the food 

waste can be used in the production of biogas (The County Administrative Board of 

Stockholm 2011b). 

 

Sweden has got 16 environmental quality objectives with milestone targets as well as the so-

called “generational goals” (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 2011). In one of the 

objectives – A good built Environment – targets are set when it comes to food waste. At least 
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35 percent was to be recycled by biological processing by the year of 2010. This included the 

food waste from households, restaurants, shops and kitchens. Both the food waste that was 

composted in the households, and that was biologically processed centrally, was covered by 

this target (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 13). New milestone targets, set in 2012, 

establish that “at least 50 % of the food waste from households, kitchens, shops and 

restaurants are sorted out and biologically processed so that the nutrients are utilized, where at 

least 40 % are processed, so that energy is utilized by the year of 2018” (Ministry of the 

Environment 2012, p. 147). 

 

In addition to the objectives for recycling of food waste, there are also targets set when it 

comes to other waste fractions. The sorting of waste by private households is generally high 

in Sweden. However, how well the sorting corresponds to national goals varies between 

different waste categories. According to Lindén, it seems important that the fractions are clear 

and easy to understand. This influences to what extent people recycle (2004, p. 35). 

 

 
1.1.5 The County of Stockholm 
 
The Stockholm region is one of the large producers of biogas in Sweden. However compared 

to many other counties in Sweden, the production is small relative to the size of the 

population (The County Administrative Board of Stockholm 2011b). Thus, there is a 

considerable demand for biogas in the County of Stockholm. According to for example 

Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg, the production needs to increase. In order for that to happen, the 

local authorities need to collect more food waste, as this constitutes the primarily substrate 

when producing biogas in this region. In 2009, five percent of the food waste was collected 

(Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 7). The milestone target on the regional level was set to 

35 percent to 2010 and was thereby consistent with the national objective (Swedish 

Environmental Protection Agency 2012b). In order to reach the targets, it is important that not 

only businesses or institutions sort out food waste, but that it is also carried out in the 

households (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 18).  
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1.1.6 The City of Lidingö 
 
The island of Lidingö is situated just outside Stockholm (The City of Lidingö 2010a). The 

municipality consists of this main island (with an area of 30,2 km2) and, since 2011, a smaller 

one called Storholmen. In total, about 44 000 local residents live in the municipality. The 

proportion living in separate houses or townhouses amounts to 49 percent (The City of 

Lidingö 2011a). 

 
 
Waste disposal 
 
When it comes to waste, it is the municipality’s Technical Services Department that is 

responsible for these sorts of issues both in terms of collecting, handling as well as planning 

strategies for the future. Current objectives are to increase sorting, composting and recycling 

and by that decrease the quantity of waste within the municipal borders (The City of Lidingö 

2012). 

 

Sorting out food waste is optional for the citizens in the City of Lidingö (the County Admini-

strative Board of Stockholm 2011b). Since April 2010, it has been possible for homeowners 

and people living in housing cooperatives to be subscribers of food waste collection (muni-

cipal employee 2012-08-01). The food waste is sorted out in bags supplied by the 

municipality. When the bags are filled, they are placed in a separate 140 liter bin that is 

collected by the contractor – SITA – engaged by the municipality for this purpose (the City of 

Lidingö 2010c). The food waste is then anaerobically digested in a facility in Uppsala, a city 

north of Stockholm. The produced biogas is used as vehicle fuel for driving the buses in the 

same city and the digestion residues are utilized as fertilizers on the farmland around Uppsala 

(municipal employee 2012-08-01). 

 

The food waste collection is not free for the subscribers. That would mean an increased cost 

for the other household waste to be collected, in order to balance the economic loss, as no 

extra tax money can be used to support it financially. According to the current system, 

citizens that do not sort out their food waste must have their household waste collected at least 

every two weeks. For subscribers of food waste collection it is enough that the other house-

hold waste is collected once a month. In this way, the total cost for the waste collection can be 

reduced for the individual (municipal employee 2012-08-01). 
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The waste management plan 
 
Together with eight other municipalities in the County of Stockholm, and the regional waste 

disposal company SÖRAB, the City of Lidingö has developed a common waste management 

plan. The plan includes both overall goals, up to 2020, and milestone targets that apply to 

2012 (the City of Lidingö 2010b). This means that basic approaches are set, but it is still up to 

each municipality to handle its own waste management (SÖRAB 2008a). The purpose with 

the plan was to adopt a guiding document (SÖRAB 2008b, p. 7). The European Waste 

Hierarchy, with its different steps for waste management, was used as a basis when the 

objectives were developed (SÖRAB 2008b, p. 12). In the plan, one of the objectives for 2020 

(objective six of nine) is to increase the recycling of waste from households as well as from 

businesses. Linked to this, it is stated that; “at least 35 % of the food waste from households, 

restaurants, kitchens and shops shall be recycled by biological processing...” (SÖRAB 2008b, 

p. 13). Later in the document it is concluded that it requires a moderate effort from individuals 

to reach this target (SÖRAB 2008b, p. 31). Objective number seven establishes that biogas 

shall be produced when the food waste is anaerobically digested. The biogas will then be used 

as vehicle fuel or alternatively, to replace fossil fuels in another way (SÖRAB.s 2008b, p. 14). 

In one of the milestone targets it is stated that at least 10 percent of the food waste from 

households shall be sorted out to be biologically processed by the year 2012. This target also 

includes the amount of food waste that is composted by the households themselves (SÖRAB 

2008, p. 26). 

 

 
The communication plan 
 
In the joint waste management plan, it is stated that there is a need for more information when 

it comes to results and environmental benefits of the system (SÖRAB 2008b, p. 31). In 2011, 

the City of Lidingö developed a communication plan. The purpose was to increase the 

number of households that sort out their food waste to 1400 before the year 2012, in 

accordance with the milestone target in the waste management plan. In the communication 

plan it is stated that the municipality does not reach all citizens and that there are a lot of 

preconceptions when it comes to the sorting of food waste. The approximately 7000 

homeowners on the island of Lidingö were the main target group in the initial stage. The 

information channels to be used were local papers, the municipality’s webpage, an exhibition 

in the City Hall, information boards and activities arranged by the municipality (the City of 
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Lidingö 2011b). In the final report of the information campaign 12–30 September 2011, it 

was concluded that the goal of 500 additional subscribers of food waste collection in that 

period was not achieved, but that it was a step forward in the work (the City of Lidingö 

2011c). In May 2012, the municipality had 411 homeowners and 18 housing cooperatives 

registered as subscribers of food waste collection (municipal employee 2012-05-01).  
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1.2 Problem and purpose 
 
In Sweden – like in other countries with a similar living standard – private households throw 

large amounts of food waste every year (Modin 2011, p. 3). This is considered to be one of 

the best substrates when producing biogas (the Swedish Energy Agency 2010, p. 9). By using 

biogas instead of fossil fuels, the amount of carbon dioxide that is released into the 

atmosphere can be reduced (Berglund 2006). Such reductions are positive when it comes to 

combating climate change (The Swedish Consumer Agency 2011). 

 

In the Stockholm region, the demand for biogas exceeds supply (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 

2011, p. 7). There is a good access to substrate but due to the fact that a large part of the food 

waste is not used to produce biogas, it still remains an unused resource (The County 

Administrative Board of Stockholm 2011b). Lack of facilities constitutes one of the problems 

(Gustafsson 2012) but in order to increase production, it is also essential that more food waste 

is collected from private households (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 7). It is here most 

food waste is discarded (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 2012c, p. 51). The 

municipalities organize the waste management within the municipal borders (Swedish Waste 

Management 2010, p. 3). Decisions taken by local authorities are therefore crucial, but it is 

also essential that ordinary people are motivated to sort out food waste (Millers-Dalsjö & 

Starberg 2011, p. 18).  

 

According to Millers-Dalsjö and Starberg, there is a will among the public to sort out food 

waste (Millers-Dalsjö & Starberg 2011, p. 42). However, the City of Lidingö has not yet 

achieved the goal, set by the municipality, when it comes to the number of subscribers of food 

waste collection (the City of Lidingö 2011c). Even if local authorities provide a service like 

this and targets are set to increase recycling, the possibility to reach these targets depends on 

the citizens’ attitudes (Barr et al. 2003, p. 407). There can be many reasons why the citizens’ 

response has been slow, for example a lack of knowledge. However, even if individuals have 

knowledge about these issues, and are positive to the sorting of food waste, it still does not 

necessarily have to result in an actual behavior, that is; to sort out food waste. As for example 

Lundgren writes, a person can be provided with knowledge about an issue but it does not 

mean that he or she changes a behavior in accordance with the new knowledge (1999, p. 19). 

The answer to the question of what it is that forms human behavior is complex and there are 

many different factors that can be involved (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002, p. 239). This thesis 



15 

 

cannot make a comprehensive review of all factors critical for people sorting out their food 

waste. However, by looking at values and beliefs linked to the behavior, as well as perceived 

barriers, the hope is to reach understandings that can be valuable for the municipality in their 

work to increase the number of subscribers of food waste collection.  

 

The purpose with this thesis is twofold. Firstly, to get an understanding of why some people 

have decided to sort out food waste, with a focus on the significance of values and beliefs, 

and what barriers that can prevent such a pro-environmental behavior. Secondly, to give 

recommendations to the municipality how the Technical Services Department can work to 

increase the number of subscribers of food waste collection. 

 

The following questions are addressed in reference to differences and similarities between 

subscribers and the non-subscribers of food waste collection: 

 

- Are environmental values and beliefs important when people decide whether or not to sort 

out food waste? 

 

- What are the barriers preventing people from sorting out food waste? 

 
- What factors can be important for a changed behavior among those that do not sort out their 

food waste today? 
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2 Research method 
 
2.1 Population and sample 
 
A questionnaire (see appendix 1) was decided to be the most appropriate method to use. One 

of the benefits with a questionnaire is the possibility to reach many people with exactly the 

same questions at about the same time (Ejvegård 2009, p. 63). A risk though, is that different 

people can interpret the same questions in different ways (Kylén 1994, p. 13). Another reason 

for using a questionnaire is that it is suitable when it concerns questions about “ordinary” 

people’s attitudes or opinions (Ejvegård 2009, p. 55). Due to this, a questionnaire was 

prepared that would be sent both to those 411 houses in the municipality where people live 

that today are subscribers of food waste collection (in the thesis named subscribers), and to 

the same number of houses where people live that are not subscribers of food waste collection 

(named non-subscribers). A program called Research Randomizer1 was used to get a 

randomly selected number of addresses to the latter category. The selection was made from a 

household waste disposal register in an excel file, that was supplied by the Technical Services 

Department, with 5883 addresses to homeowners in the municipality. People living on the 

Island Storholmen and in areas today not suited for food waste collection as well as 

embassies, firms and those that already are subscribers of food waste collection were removed 

from the file.  

 

 

2.2 Questionnaire design 
 
A risk with questionnaires is that many of the receivers might not answer (Kylén 1994, p. 13). 

There are different views what can be considered an acceptable response rate. It varies 

between 65–90 percent, although the most common opinion is that 80–85 percent of the 

receivers of a questionnaire shall respond (Kylén 1994, p. 11). A goal in this study was to 

limit the number of questions so that as many people as possible would take the time to 

answer. According to Kylén; “an easily answered questionnaire will be returned completed” 

(1994, p. 13). 

 

                                                           
1
 From http://www.randomizer.org/form.htm  
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When it comes to studies about attitudes it is suitable to use rating scales questions (Ejvegård 

2009 p. 59). Therefore the questionnaire consists partly of questions where the respondents 

were asked to choose a number on a scale that represented their view in a specific matter. A 

four-level scale was used, that is; a scale with an even number of digits in order to get the 

respondents to choose sides. It can be discussed if it would have been more appropriate to use 

a scale with an odd number of digits but as Kylén writes, it can be difficult to interpret 

responses in the middle – do the respondents mean just that or are they unsure and for this 

reason place themselves in the middle to avoid choosing sides? (1994, p. 27). Some yes or no 

questions were also included in the questionnaire along with questions with different response 

options. 

 

In addition to this, the respondents were also encouraged to motivate their choice of rating. 

Furthermore, a few open-ended questions were also included in the questionnaire. A 

disadvantage with open-ended questions is that the answers are more difficult to handle. On 

the other hand, the risk is lower that a researcher controls the respondents’ answers (Kylén 

1994, p. 15). Before sending out the questionnaire, it was tested on seven people (friends and 

relatives) to see that the questions were easy to understand. A selection of municipal 

employees as well as the supervisor had also earlier been given the opportunity to comment 

on the questionnaire design. 

 

 
2.3 Sending out the questionnaire 
 
The altogether 822 questionnaires were sent out by post the 22nd and 23d of May. The letters 

were not addressed to a specific person. Instead, it was written “to the residents of...” a 

specific address. In that way, anyone in a household could answer the questions. An 

accompanying letter was sent along with the questionnaire. It explained the purpose of the 

study and who was conducting it (that is; the city of Lidingö and a student at Södertörn 

University). There was also information about the number of questions as well the last date 

when the questionnaire should be returned. The receivers got about two weeks to fill in the 

questionnaire and send it back to the municipality. The deadline was set to the 6th of June. In 

order to receive as many replies as possible, a stamped return envelope was sent along to be 

used to return the questionnaire to the municipality. The envelopes were numbered so that 

they could be registered when they returned. In this way, a reminder could later be sent only 
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to those receivers that had not responded. The questionnaire, on the other hand, had no 

number. Once it was removed from the response envelope, it could not be linked to a certain 

household. The respondents were in the accompanying letter promised that their answers 

would not appear linked to a certain name or household in the report. 

 

Another strategy to get in as many completed questionnaires as possible was to announce that 

a one-year free subscription of food waste collection and a book, would be raffled off among 

those that answered and returned the questionnaire to the municipality. 

 

In addition to the accompanying letter, the envelope included a registration form from the 

municipality as well as a leaflet with information about the sorting of food waste to those that 

today are not subscribers of food waste collection. In order to avoid that this would influence 

the respondents’ answers, the receivers were asked to fill in the questionnaire before they took 

note of the information from the municipality. 

 

A few days after the deadline had passed, a reminder was sent out to those who had not 

returned the questionnaire. In total 389 reminders were sent between the 8th and the 11th of 

June. In the accompanying letter, a new deadline was set to the 15th of June. However, the 1st 

of August was considered an internal final deadline and by that time no more questionnaires 

were received.  

 

In total 585 out of 822 people answered the questionnaire correctly. This is a total response 

rate of 71 percent. Among those that today are subscribers of food waste collection, the 

response rate was higher than among those that are not. In total 353 out of the 411 subscribers 

answered the questionnaire, compared to 232 non-subscribers. The response rate of each 

group is then 86 respectively 56 percent. Nine of the non-subscribers filled in the 

registration form to become subscribers of food waste collection. Two of the questionnaires 

were sent back from the post office as the receivers could not be found.  
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2.4 Data processing 
 
A small number of the questionnaires seemed to have reached the wrong addressee, 

something that was indicated by the receivers’ answers. Those questionnaires were 

completely removed from the result. All other data was registered in an excel document. In 

this way, calculations could easily be made when it came to comparing the ratings between 

the two groups. To simplify the categorization process, all the respondents’ written replies 

were also registered in the same excel document. 

 

A specific no-reply category was created. When the respondents did not answer a specific 

question at all, it was noted as a “no reply”-answer. If a respondent selected more than one 

answer (where there could be one answer only), it was also registered in this category. 

Furthermore, in a few cases an answer to a rating scale question was inconsistent with the 

respondent’s comment linked to the question. This was registered as a no-reply answer as 

well, as it was assumed that the respondent had misinterpreted the question. 

 

When all data had been registered, comparisons were made between the two groups’ answers. 

The results of the rating scales questions were visualized with bar graphs as they, according to 

Wallgren and Wallgren can be used to display proportions (2008). When it comes to the open-

ended questions, the answers were categorized. There are different techniques for this. Either 

you start wide and narrow it down, or you work in the opposite direction (Kylén 1994). The 

first method was used here. Some of the comments were though not possible to classify. It is 

not possible to present all the individuals’ replies, neither is it in line with the aim to get an 

understanding of factors that in general are important in this context. These answers are 

thereby not presented in this thesis. 

 

The results were then analyzed with the help of the theoretical framework as described below. 

The results presented in section 4 have relevance for these theories. Some of the findings can 

be found in appendix 2 as they are not considered directly linked to the theories used in this 

thesis, but nevertheless can be interesting for the reader. 

 
 



20 

 

2.5 Method discussion  
 
As written above, the response rates differed between the two groups. The fact that the 

response rate was higher among those that are subscribers of food waste collection was 

somewhat expected, as these people already are engaged in the issue. It is important to bear in 

mind that the differences in the response rates can have influenced the results. It is also 

unfortunate that many of the respondents, in both groups, did not leave comments to explain 

their rating when it came to the rating scales questions. In order to make this clear to the 

reader, the respondents’ comments are reported in numbers instead of percent.  

 

Among the non-subscribers, that answered the questionnaire, 33 respondents state that they 

sort out food waste in an own compost (some only sort out vegetables while others also sort 

out meat) and two respondents write that they have a garbage disposer. If there are 

differences in values and beliefs between those who sort out their food waste, and those who 

do not, it is reasonable to assume that these individuals hold the same values and beliefs as the 

subscribers. However, now their replies are registered in the non-subscribers’ group. When it 

comes to some of the questions, there might have been a larger difference between the two 

groups if the replies had been registered in the same group as the subscribers. However, due 

to the fact that it was about different kinds of composts, and some notes about this were quite 

vague, it was decided that it was best to keep them in the non-subscribers’ group. A result of 

this is that differences in the answers between the two groups risk being underestimated. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that potential disparities can be interpreted as real 

differences between the subscribers and the non-subscribers of food waste collection. 

 

As written above, a problem with questionnaires is that different people can interpret the 

questions in different ways (Kylén 1994, p. 13). Even if a question is well formulated, such 

risk cannot be ignored. A way to address this problem was to give the respondents the 

opportunity to comment on the rating scale questions. In this way, it was discovered that some 

of the respondents had interpreted a question in a way that was not intended. As shown in the 

results though, unfortunately not all respondents left comments to explain their rating.  

 

A similar problem is that different respondents can place different meanings in the digits in 

the rating scale questions. In retrospect, it would probably have been better to distinctly define 
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what each digit on the four-level scale meant. As it was now, it was up to the respondents to 

interpret the meaning of some of the digits. 

 

Despite these problems, this study contains replies from a large number of respondents and it 

seems reasonable to assume that any disparities shown in this study reflects real differences 

between the groups. Lastly, in this context it can also be of importance to explain why no 

statistical analysis in the form of calculations of a significant difference between the groups 

has been made. Even if such calculations can be made, the main issues in this thesis are of a 

qualitative nature. The usage of rating scale questions is not primarily to make quantitative 

calculations, but to get a broader understanding of different views than what would have been 

possible using only yes or no questions. 
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3. Theory 
 
Human behavior is a complex issue that has been addressed from various perspectives, 

ranging from those who have a strict focus on physiological processes, to those who look at 

the importance of social institutions (Ajzen 1991, p. 179). There are for example a wide range 

of theoretical frameworks dealing with the divide between people’s knowledge and awareness 

of environmental issues and whether they act in a pro-environmental way or not (Kollmuss & 

Agyeman 2002, p. 239). When it comes to recycling in general, earlier research has shown 

that environmental attitudes as well as situational and psychological factors influence 

behavior (Tonglet et al. 2004, p. 197). As this thesis has a focus on values and beliefs linked 

to the environment and the sorting of food waste, variables in Stern’s Value-belief-norm 

theory are used as a basis in the analysis. When it comes to the question of what can prevent 

people from sorting out their food waste, Blake’s model of barriers between environmental 

concern and environmental action is used.  

 

 

3.1 What shapes our behavior? – A quick overview 
 
As written above there are many theories in different disciplines, dealing with the question of 

what it is that influence human behavior (Ajzen 1991, p. 179). Early models, dating back to 

the 1970s, explaining why people act pro-environmentally, were in the form of linear 

progression models where knowledge of environmental issues led to environmental attitudes 

that then were triggering a pro-environmental behavior (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002, p. 241). 

However, today the majority of researchers think that, only to a small extent, there are direct 

links between pro-environmental behavior and knowledge and awareness of environmental 

issues (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002, p. 250). Thus, only education and information does not 

automatically result in an increased consideration to these matters in people’s daily lives. 

Initiatives to change a specific behavior by education have generally been disappointments 

(Stern 2000, p. 419). 

 

Many explanations have also been developed to clarify the correlation between attitudes and 

behavior. However, according to Kollmus & Agyeman, environmental attitudes only to a 

limited extent affect behavior (2002, p. 252). Lindén for example states that there seems to be 

other factors, apart from attitudes, that are influential. She sees knowledge, together with how 
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a certain behavior influences daily life, as well a person’s opinions regarding responsibility, 

as important drivers for taking action. The first factor implies an ability to see a link between 

a certain behavior and the effects it has on the environment (Lindén 2004, p. 23). However, as 

stated for example by Jensen, one problem with environmental issues is that they can be 

rather vague so that it is difficult to perceive changes. As an example he mentions that people 

have difficulties overlooking causal chains affecting climate change (Jensen 2007, p. 221). In 

other words, it can be hard linking an environmental problem to a specific behavior (Lehmann 

1999 in Kollmus & Agyeman 2002, p. 242). According to Jensen, what people need is a direct 

feedback that a certain behavior is important (Jensen 2007, p. 221). 

 

The answer to the question of what it is that affects our behavior is thus very complex. For 

example Stern sees a need for what he calls synthetic theories that is; theories that take both 

attitudes as well as other factors under consideration (2000, p. 418). Kollmus and Agyeman 

seem to have the same view, although they also state that what promotes, and prevents, pro-

environmental behavior cannot be explained by one framework. This is due to the complex 

nature of this matter. Numerous factors are listed though, by Kollmuss and Agyeman, both of 

external and internal characters, that are considered to be of at least some importance in the 

context;  

 

- Demographic factors; women tend for example to engage more emotionally and are more 

worried about environmental degradation. They also tend to change habits more easily. When 

it comes to knowledge, there seems to be a correlation between length of education and 

knowledge about the environment. However this does not automatically imply that more 

knowledge leads to a pro-environmental behavior (Kollmus & Agyeman 2002, p. 248). 

Furthermore when it comes to recycling, young people are less likely to recycle than elderly 

people (Lindén 2002, p. 46). 

 

- External factors; for example if there is infrastructure to support a certain behavior, 

economic capacity and cultural norms (Kollmus & Agyeman 2002, p. 248). 

 
- Internal factors; such as motivations, knowledge or awareness of environmental issues, 

values and attitudes (Kollmus & Agyeman 2002, p. 249).  
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3.2 Value-belief-norm theory 
 
The Value-belief-norm theory by Stern (and colleagues) rests on other theories such as value 

theory, norm-activation theory as well as the New Environmental Paradigm (Stern 2002, p. 

412). The norm activation theory, by Schwartz, assumes that personal moral norms are 

activated by the fact that the environment is threatened in some way. This can conflict with an 

individual’s general values when it comes to the environment. The effect is a moral obligation 

to act in a certain way which results in a pro-environmental behavior (Nordlund & Garvill 

2002, p. 745). The theory of a New Environmental Paradigm (NEP), by Dunlap and Van 

Liere, was first developed in 1978 and has since then been revised three times. The so called 

NEP-scale, is according to Dunlap, used to measure to what extent an individual “view the 

world ecologically” (2008, p. 10). The intention to act in a pro-environmental way derives, 

according to this theory, from the insight that humans and the biosphere are inevitable linked 

together (Stern 2000, p. 411).  

 

The main idea in the Value-belief-norm theory is that an individual’s values together with 

specific beliefs activate personal norms, for example when experiencing environmental 

degradation. This results in a certain behavior. Stern defines it as a process with a straight 

chain (se figure 1, page 25) that includes five variables starting from personal general values – 

where altruistic values stand out as particularly important – to beliefs dealing with the 

relationships between humans and the environment, beliefs that there is a threat to something 

that the person values and beliefs that she or he has the ability to do something about the 

problem (Stern 2000, p. 412–413). The latter can be linked to Bandura’s Self Efficacy theory, 

dealing with a person’s beliefs that he or she is able to act in a way that will lead to a specific 

outcome. This is separated from the individual’s perception that a certain behavior results in a 

specific outcome. Because of this, a person may believe that a behavior can lead to specific 

results, but doubt that he or she can act in that way (Bandura 1977, p. 193). The beliefs in 

Stern’s model then, activate what he calls pro-environmental personal norms. This results in 

some kind of pro-environmental behavior; either it is in the form of Environmental Activism 

(active participation in for example an NGO), Non-activists behavior in the public sphere (in 

the form of some sort of support for environmental goals), Private sphere behaviors 

(something that the individual conduct within the private sphere e.g. recycling) or by 

influencing organizations (Stern 2000, p. 412). 
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What triggers pro-environmental behavior in Stern’s model is in other words personal norms 

that are activated because an individual believe that something in the environment, that we all 

live in, is threatened and that the person can take action to prevent or reduce this threat. 

Crucial in the context is that it is something that the person values. When it comes to the 

values, it is often the altruistic values, or of self-transcendent type, that are most influential in 

activating the norms that lead to a pro-environmental behavior (Stern 2000, p. 413). Altruism 

can be defined as a will to take away the suffering of other people (Kollmuss & Agyeman 

2002, p. 245). A behavior is only altruistic when it is motivated by a person’s own internal 

values. Schwartz refers to self-expectations that take form in an individual as a moral 

obligation to act. These are activated when an individual perceives that something, or 

someone, needs help which then activates the internal system of norms and values within the 

individual. It has in other words nothing to do with social pressure from the outside to act in a 

certain way (Schwartz 1977, p. 223). Biospheric values refer to “the removal of destruction 

and suffering in the non human world” (Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002, p. 245). However, 

according to Stern, when it comes to biospheric values, their importance are still “unresolved 

empirically” (2000, p. 414).  

 

     

Values    Pro-environmental Behaviors 

Biospheric  Beliefs  Personal norms  Activism 

  

Altruistic   Ecological            Adverse Perceived  Sense of obligation                                    Non-activist public-  

worldview            consequences ability to  to take pro-environmental sphere behaviors 

 (NEP)                     for valued objects  reduce threat  actions   

Egoistic                                       Private-sphere                

      behaviors

      

      Behaviors in                              

      organizations 

Figure 1. Model over the Value-belief-norm theory (Stern 2000, p. 412). Note that even if there are straight lines 
indicated by the arrows in Stern’s model, he also adds that a variable can affect another variable further 
downstream. 
 

 

Due to the fact that beliefs about the environment have a prominent status in this model, as 

links between values and environmental action, new information can shape our beliefs and 

thereby activate personal norms that results in a behavior. However, Stern argues that in order 

to promote a specific behavior, a combination of different techniques is the most efficient 
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method. This includes both educational activities and other sorts of incentives (Gardner and 

Stern 1996 in Stern 2000, p. 419). He also refers to the fact that one activity – for example an 

economic incentive – may fill a function initially but once there already is a distinct economic 

benefit, other actions such as educational initiatives are more effective than to increase the 

economic aspect even more (Stern 2000, p. 420). 

 
 
3.2.1 The significance of other variables for pro-environmental behavior 
 
Even if values and beliefs are considered influential for taking action with a pro-

environmental intent, other factors can be critical for a specific behavior. These can interact 

and also have different weight on the behavior depending on the situation. Stern lists these 

causal variables that include attitudinal factors (such as personal norms, values and beliefs), 

contextual forces (e.g. regulations, economic incentives and costs), personal capabilities (e.g. 

knowledge how to do something or economic potential to act, where socio-demographic 

factors can be of importance) and habits or routines (Stern 2000, p. 421). These factors, or 

variables, can be important to overcome the gap between attitude and behavior as for example 

personal capabilities make action possible (Dahlstrand & Biel in Stern 2000, p. 418). This 

also inevitably leads us to the barriers to pro-environmental behavior. 

 

 

3.3 Barriers to pro- environmental behavior 
 
There are many barriers that can prevent a pro-environmental behavior (Lindén 2004, p. 7). 

A common feature with environmental problems is that they often can be defined as social 

dilemmas in that collective and individual interests are in conflict (Dawes 1980 in von 

Borgstede & Biel 2002, p. 1). Von Borgstede & Biel use recycling as an example of an 

“environmental everyday social dilemma”. Due to the fact that recycling does not serve the 

individual’s interests, such behavior is linked to “an extra costs”. However, individuals can 

chose to act anyway (the authors call it “the cooperative choice”) to prevent negative long-

term effects (von Borgstede & Biel 2002, p. 1). The research about what conditions are 

needed for people to take action is extensive. A behavior, for example, may have become a 

habit (Dahlstrand & Biel 1997 in Borgstede and Biel 2002, p. 2). A habit can be defined as 

“intentional acts that become repeated” (Jensen 2007, p. 224). It can be difficult to change 

habits that individuals have been performing for a long time (Dahlstrand & Biel 1997 in 
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Borgstede and Biel 2002, p. 2). Some habits though are more easily changed than others. 

Borgstede & Biel compare for example recycling paper with switching from car to public 

transport. According to them, it is easier to change the former behavior than the latter. In 

other words, if the change is easy the probability is higher that people will act in favor of the 

common good (Borgstede & Biel 2002, p. 2). This goes in line with Diekmann’s and 

Preisendoerfer’s low-cost/high-cost model of pro-environmental behavior. According to them, 

the extent to which people act in a pro-environmental way depends of the cost2 of doing so. 

Environmental attitudes can, according to Diekmann and Preisendoerfer, directly affect a 

behavior if the behavior is considered simple (1992 in Kollmuss & Agyeman 2002, p. 252). 

Results from a study by Borgstede and Biel showed that people are more likely to co-operate 

in pro-environmental behaviors they consider not to require too much effort (Borgstede och 

Biel 2002, p. 6). This is consistent for example with findings from a study in the UK where it 

was stated that even though what is called “basic environmental action” – such as recycling – 

is common among the population, it does not imply that many people make a lifestyle change 

in general. On the contrary, such changes are uncommon (Blake 1999, p. 262). 

 

When looking at factors that can prevent a pro-environmental behavior, Blake’s model of 

barriers between environmental concern and action can be useful (see figure 2, page 28). 

Blake focuses both on individual as well as structural and institutional factors and how they 

can function as barriers to individual pro-environmental behaviors. He opposes other theories 

stating that the individual is rational. According to Blake, a person’s values can even be 

contradictory and information can be interpreted in different ways by different people. In his 

model of barriers, he focuses on obstacles that prevent people to act in an environmentally 

friendly way in a specific context, even if they in general might care about environmental 

issues. He identifies three barriers; individuality, responsibility and practicality. The first has 

to do with attitudes. If a person’s attitudes reflect a weak interest for environmental issues, 

other sorts of issues can stand in the way for environmental action. When it comes to 

responsibility, it deals with how people tend to have the opinion that other actors, such as for 

example institutions or companies, ought to take the responsibility rather than themselves as 

individuals. Blake refers here also to social dilemmas where people tend to believe that their 

contribution would not matter anyway. The third barrier that can prevent a pro-environmental 

behavior is practicality. Even if a person has a strong intention to act, time aspects, 

                                                           
2 Note that cost here does not include only economical aspects. 
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economical aspects – and as when it comes to recycling, a limitation of space – can prevent a 

pro-environmental behavior (Blake 1999). 

 

Blake also adds that these barriers may overlap and furthermore that there can be variations in 

how people define the barriers preventing them from taking action. According to Blake; “this 

classification shows that at a “particular moment, and in a particular time”, distinctions can 

be made between different types of barriers that may prevent individual environmental action, 

and that policy will need to respond in different ways” (Blake 1999, p. 269). This means that 

policies that promote change must take barriers for the specific situation under consideration 

in order to be successful. The strategies depend thus on the situation or the context (Blake 

1999). 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

                    laziness                                 lack of efficiency                         lack of time     

                 wrong person         no need                                lack of money          

                lack of interest                           lack of trust                         lack of information 

                                                                                                       lack of encouragement 

                          lack of facilities 

                     storage difficulties 

                       physically unable  

Figure 2. Blake´s model of three types of barriers between environmental concern and action (Blake 1999, p. 267). 

 

 

3.4 Earlier research about factors influencing recycling 
     
There are a wide range of studies when it comes to factors that influence recycling behavior. 

Research that focuses explicitly on the sorting of food waste seems to be more limited. 

Studies of recycling in general show that a number of factors  are of importance in the 

context. For example, in their study of recycling in Brixworth UK, Tonglet et al. saw that the 

main driving-force for recycling was what they call “pro-recycling attitudes”. It was mainly 

three variables that were influential for these attitudes; to what extent an individual had good 

Environmental 

Concern 

Individuality Responsibility Practicality Environmental 

Action 

      Individual barriers                      Individual in 

                           Social/institutional  

   Social context                     barriers 
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opportunities to recycle, good facilities and knowledge of how to do it. Furthermore, that the 

individual were not discouraged by the effort, although it for example can be perceived as 

time-consuming. In addition to this, the results showed that past experiences, when it comes 

to recycling, as well as concern for the society and beliefs about the effects of recycling were 

important factors for the individual to recycle (Tonglet et al. 2004). Similar findings were 

made in a study of recycling in Norway. When it comes to the sorting of food waste, it was 

found that it was important for the respondents to know that recycling is significant in an 

environmental perspective. There was also a focus among the respondents when it came to the 

economic costs, although it turned out that in many cases they did not know the actual price 

(Refsgaard & Magnussen 2009). Another study of recycling behavior by Barr et al. also 

showed that numerous factors where important in the context, for example that there was an 

acceptance of recycling as well as the respondent’s views about the benefits and 

disadvantages of the behavior. Furthermore, it was clear that other people’s behavior and 

norms when it came to this issue were important. When it came to situational factors it was 

evident that the size of the house, knowledge about recycling and waste as well as concern 

about these issues affected the willingness to recycle (Barr et al. 2003). 

 

This is only a very small selection of research about recycling. However, it can give an 

indication about the factors that can be involved in this context.  
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4. Results 
 
4.1 Values and beliefs 
 
4.1.1 Reasons to sort out food waste 
 
In the beginning of the questionnaire, the subscribers were asked to motivate why they have 

chosen to sort out food waste. In total, 302 out of the 353 respondents in the group answered 

this question. Some respondents claim only one reason while others mention several. 

  

The vast majority of the respondents refer to environmental motives. In total 205 respondents 

explicitly mention one or several of the words “environment”, “climate”, “nature”, “sustain-

ability” and/or “ecological footprint” using expressions like: “it is good for the environment”, 

“out of respect for the environment” or “to reduce the environmental impact”. However, 

looking altogether at answers that can be derived, or linked, to environmental reasons the 

proportion gets much higher. Stated reasons for sorting out food waste are summarized in 

table 1. 

 

Table 1. The subscribers’  reasons to sort out food waste.   

Reasons to sort out food waste Number of respondents 

Sustainability reasons 279 

Economic reasons 34 

Practical reasons 18 

 

The sustainability reasons include comments about the environment, the future and to use a 

valuable resource. Some of the respondents explicitly pinpoint recycling. Many respondents 

state that they want to contribute to a better environment and that they sort out their food 

waste for the sake of the environment. Many also use a more or less emotional language 

and/or describe a feeling such as “it feels good that the waste can be useful…” or “it is an 

obligation...”.  This indicates some sort of moral considerations – that sorting out food waste 

is a behavior performed out of respect for the environment. Some of the respondents express 

what can be interpreted as an ethical position only by saying things like “it feels right” or “it 

goes without saying”. This is also evident among a few respondents that want to set a good 

example for others and/or consider that the sorting of food waste is meaningful teaching their 

children. 
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Some of the respondents refer to economic reasons for sorting out their food waste. The 

respondents argue that due to this, their waste disposal costs can be reduced. As seen in table 

1 (page 30), in total 34 persons refer to this as a reason for the sorting of food waste. However 

everyone, except five, also refer to sustainability reasons. 

 

When it comes to practical reasons, this refers to that some of the respondents consider it 

practical and convenient to sort out food waste, for example because there is more space left 

in the regular dustbin. The sorting of food waste is also considered more hygienic. In total 18 

people refer to such practical reasons of which everyone, except three respondents, also 

motivate their sorting with sustainability reasons. 

 

In addition to what is shown in table 1, 24 respondents mention that sorting out food waste is 

a good supplement or a good/better alternative than having a compost. Ten of them formulate 

it so that it can be linked to sustainability reasons. The rest are not that specific, why their 

comments can be linked to for example practical reasons but also to other grounds. 

 

To sum up, as seen by the answers, sustainability reasons seem to be critical for most of the 

respondents why they have chosen to sort out food waste. The fact that many of the 

respondents refer to a moral obligation to act can be an indication that these peoples’ values 

contain a feeling of personal responsibility for the environment.   

 

 

4.1.2 Interest for environmental issues 
 
The respondents in each group were also asked to, on a four-level scale, rate their own interest 

for environmental issues – from limited to considerable interest. As seen in figure 3 below, 

there is almost no difference in the two groups’ ratings. Most respondents in each group rate 

their interest to a three or a four. This means that a clear majority of the respondents are 

interested in environmental issues. Even though, sustainability reasons seem to be important 

for people when they decide to sort out food waste, figure 3 (page 32) indicates that a high 

interest for environmental issues does not automatically result in a pro-environmental 

behavior, which in this case means sorting of food waste. The reason for this can be different 

sorts of barriers. 
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Figure 
Figure 3. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “How 
 do you rate your interest for environmental issues?”, where 1 = little interest and 4 = major interest. 
 

 
4.1.3 Individual responsibility  
 
The questionnaire also included another question of a more comprehensive character. The 

respondents were asked to, on a four-level scale, rate the individual’s responsibility when it 

comes to environmental issues. The result, displayed in figure 4, shows a minor difference in 

the answers between the two groups. According to a majority – 64 percent – of the 

subscribers, the individual has a major responsibility. When it comes to the non-subscribers, 

42 percent of the respondents are of the same opinion. However, also in this group, the 

majority of the respondents seem to think that the individual has a responsibility when it 

comes to the environment.  
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Figure 4. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “What  
responsibility has the individual when it comes to environmental issues in general?”, where 1 = little 
responsibility and 4 = major responsibility. 
 
 
4.1.4 The significance of the sorting of food waste 
 
In the questionnaire, all respondents were asked to rate the significance of the sorting of food 

waste when trying to address today’s environmental problems. As shown above, sustainability 

reasons seem to be in focus when it comes to why the subscribers have decided to sort out 

their food waste. This goes in line with that a majority, 70 percent, of the respondents in this 

group rate the significance of sorting out food waste to a four (see figure 5, page 34) which 

means that they consider it important. In contrast, only 35 percent of the non-subscribers rate 

the significance to a four. In other words, in general the subscribers of food waste collection, 

to a larger extent than the non-subscribers, think that this behavior is important in an 

environmental perspective. 
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F 
Figure 5. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “Do 
 you consider that the households’ sorting of food waste is important when trying to address today’s  
environmental problems?”, where 1 = unimportant and 4 = important. 
 
 

The respondents were also given the opportunity to leave comments to explain their rating.  

 

Among the subscribers, only 98 out of the 353 respondents took this opportunity. The 

comments are presented in table 2 below (page 35). In total, 12 out of the 29 respondents that 

rate the significance of sorting out food waste to a one or a two chose to leave a comment. 

Among those that rate the significance to a three or a four, 86 out of 314 respondents left a 

comment to explain their rating. 

  

When analyzing these answers, it seems that, although the respondents think that the sorting 

of food waste is important, and some people explicitly mention an environmental benefit such 

as reduction of waste and/or production of biogas, it is first and foremost a matter of 

responsibility and awareness. A number of respondents use the expression: “every little bit 

can help a lot”. One of the respondents writes: “Everyone should do what they can. It is a 

small part of today's environmental problems, but something everyone can do to reduce them 

per individual”. This attitude goes in line with that a number of respondents consider it a 

moral obligation to sort when they answer the question why they sort out food waste. It seems 

though that the sorting of food waste is not considered a very important pro-environmental 
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behavior in itself, but that it can change attitudes and by that have positive effects on other 

environmental issues. Unfortunately though, the majority chose not to comment on their 

rating and the comments might not be representative for the whole group. 

 

Table 2. The subscribers’ comments about the significance of sorting out food waste in an environ- 
mental perspective. The ratings refer to the respondents’ choice when it comes to the question:“Do you  
consider the households’ sorting of food waste important when trying to address today’s environmental 
problems?”, where 1 = unimportant and 4 = important. 
Comments Ratings 1 & 2 Ratings 3 & 4 
There are other measures that are more important 6 8 
All contributions are important 4 18 
Everyone has a responsible to contribute/everyone can do 
something 2 17 
There are environmental benefits 20 
It raises awareness in general and/or more specifically of 
what we throw away   11 

 

Among the non-subscribers, only 32 respondents left a comment. Among those 53  

respondents that rate the significance of sorting out food waste to a one or a two, 15 people 

commented on their rating. Only 16 people out of the 149 respondents in the group that rate 

the significance to a three or a four chose to leave a comment. The comments that could be 

categorized are presented in table 3 below. In addition to what is shown in table 3, seven 

persons used the space to write down practical problems, like for example economic costs of 

sorting out food waste, of which almost everyone rate the significance to a three or a four.  

 

Unfortunately, the response rate on this question is very low. Among those that have replied, 

most respondents seem to consider that other environmental issues are more important. Only 

one respondent, among those that rate the sorting of food waste as important, refers to a direct 

environmental benefit. It is interesting also that some refer to practical problems. It can give 

an indication of some of the barriers to this behavior. 

 

Table 3. The non-subscribers’ comments about the significance of sorting out food waste in an environ- 
mental perspective. The ratings refer to the respondents’ choice when it comes to the question: “Do you  
consider the households’ sorting of food waste important when trying to address today’s environmental 
problems?”, where 1 = unimportant and 4 = important. 

Comments  Ratings 1 & 2  Ratings 3 & 4  
There are other measures that are more important 9 4 
There are environmental benefits 2 1 
It is part of a whole to achieve a more sustainable society 5 
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4.1.5 Attitudes to a mandatory sorting of food waste  
 
As written above, the sorting of food waste in the City of Lidingö is optional. However, in the 

questionnaire there was a question about the respondents’ attitude to mandatory sorting of 

food waste. A difference in the ratings between the two groups can be noted (see figure 6 

below). In total 61 percent of the subscribers are positive to a mandatory sorting, rating it to a 

one. Among the non-subscribers, the ratings are more evenly spread. However, most of the 

respondents choose a four which means that they are negative to such a regulation. 

 

 
Figure 6. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “What is 
 your attitude to a mandatory sorting of food waste?”, where 1 = would be good and 4 = would not be good. 
 

The respondents were also here given the opportunity to comment on their rating. In total, 161 

out of the 353 subscribers and 74 out of the 232 non-subscribers chose to leave a comment. 

 

Among the subscribers, several arguments were put forward. These are summarized in table 4 

below (page 37). In total, 126 of the 275 respondents that can be considered positive to a 

mandatory sorting of food waste left a comment to explain their rating. As seen in table 4, 

most of the respondents that are positive to a mandatory sorting of food waste consider it 

obvious and/or needed. Many refer to the fact that it is simple and/or that everyone can – and 

ought to – contribute as the environment is everyone’s responsibility. However, some of the 
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respondents think that although a mandatory sorting would be good, this will require other 

changes. Most of them either say that the fee ought to be reduced, that the food waste 

collection must be free of charge or that the fee ought to be increased for those that do not sort 

out their food waste. A few of the respondents argue that it can lead to practical problems as 

they believe that people that are not engaged in the issue will be careless with the sorting. 

Furthermore, in addition to what is seen in table 4, thirteen respondents that are positive to a 

mandatory sorting of food waste suggest, or even say that they would prefer, other sorts of 

incentives. Most of them would like to see a different fee for the food waste collection. 

 

Among those 75 subscribers that are negative to a mandatory sorting of food waste, 35 

respondents left a comment to explain their rating. Most of them do not consider compulsion 

a good strategy, of which some add that it is better to change the fee. Others predict practical 

problems; that people will not sort out the food waste in a correct manner. 

 

Table 4. The subscribers’ comments about a mandatory sorting of food waste. The numbers 1–4 represent  
the respondents attitudes to such a regulation, where 1 = would be good and 4 = would not be good. 
Comments  1 2 3 4 
It is obvious/everyone ought to contribute 37 
It is environmentally legitimate/needed 37 4 

It requires other changes  7 7 3 1 
Compulsion is not the right strategy 14 6 
There will be practical problems 2 6 4 3 

 

The non-subscribers also left several comments of various kinds. These are presented in table 

5 below. In total, 38 of the 110 respondents that can be considered positive to a mandatory 

sorting of food waste, due to the fact that they rate it to a one or a two, chose to leave 

comments on their rating. Some argue that it is, or may be, needed to reduce negative impact 

on the environment. Others state that, although it would be good with such a regulation, it 

would require economic incentives or more information. A few respondents predict practical 

problems; that people will be careless with the sorting and/or that it would be hard to control.  

 

Among those 116 non-subscribers that are negative to a mandatory sorting of food waste, 36 

people left comments on their rating. Some predict practical problems, for example that it is 

hard to control or that it takes up physical space. Others argue either that it is unnecessary, as 

they discard limited amounts of food, or that the positive environmental effects of sorting out 

food waste are marginal. There are also those that do not believe in compulsion. Furthermore, 

some of the respondents think that people have the right to sort out food waste in a compost. 
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Table 5. The non-subscribers’ comments about a mandatory sorting of food waste. The numbers 1-4 represent 
the respondents attitudes to such a regulation, where 1 = would be good and 4 = would not be good. 

Comments  1 2 3 4 
It requires other changes; economic/info 10 4 3 
It is environmentally legitimate/needed 5 2 
If it is well motivated by environmental reasons 4 
There will be practical problems 6 6 4 
Prefer other incentives/do not believe in compulsion   1 6 
It is unnecessary     2 5 
People have the right to use their own compost     4 

 

To sum up, in general there seems to be a difference in the attitudes to a mandatory sorting of 

food waste between the subscribers and the non-subscribers of food waste collection. The 

former are more positive than the latter. 

 

 

4.2 Possible barriers 
 
4.2.1 Reasons not to sort out food waste 
 
In the questionnaire, the non-subscribers were asked why they do not sort out food waste. 

In total 192 out of the 232 respondents answered this question. Several explanations are 

given (see table 6 below) and many respondents state more than one reason in different 

combinations. 

 

Table 6. Reasons why the non-subscribers do not sort out their food waste. 

Reasons not to sort out food waste Number of respondents 

Economic issues 44 

Lack of information/knowledge 41 

Small amounts of food waste 37 

Tiresome and/or time-consuming 24 

Lack of physical storage space 18 

Hygienic aspects 16 

Doubts about the significance 12 

Not interested in the issue/laziness 12 

Already sort out food waste in a compost or has a garbage disposer 12 
 

As seen in table 6, it is the economic issues that are most prominent. According to the 

respondents, the fee for food waste collection ought to be reduced or it should be free of 

charge. Some of the answers have a critical tone were the respondents wonder why they 
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should do the work when someone else earns money on the biogas, indicating a suspicion that 

they are being fooled. 

 

Lack of information or knowledge is also stated a reason not to sort. The respondents request 

more information, for example when it comes to fees and how the individual is supposed to 

act in this matter. 

 

Some respondents consider themselves only to have small amounts, or no food waste at all, of 

which about half of them say that they live in small households with one or two individuals. 

It seems clear that these people believe that their contribution would not be of importance. 

Size of the household can therefore be one factor that influences the sorting of food waste. 

 

Another comment is that respondents consider the sorting of food waste to be tiresome and/or 

time-consuming. 

 

When it comes to physical storage space, some respondents mention that the garbage can for 

food waste takes up too much space in the garden, while others think that there is not enough 

room in the kitchen for the bin for the paper bag. Furthermore, some of the respondents think 

that the garbage can is ugly. 

 

There are also hygienic aspects stated as reasons not to sort out food waste. The respondents 

mention problems with pests, odour and/or that it is “messy”. 

 

Furthermore, some people have doubts about the significance of the sorting of food waste. In 

other words, they are unsure if it is effective in an environmental perspective. 

 

As seen in table 6, a few people also argue that they are not interested in the issue or refer to 

laziness. Others state that they already sort out food waste as they have their own compost. In 

addition to the reasons that are presented in table 6, ten people say that they “just have not 

gotten around”.  

 

To sum up, it appears that there are many different reasons that can be defined as barriers that 

prevent people from sorting out their food waste. Economic issues seem to be most prominent 

and/or that the respondents lack information and thereby knowledge about the issue. 
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4.2.2 Efforts associated with sorting out food waste  
 
When it comes to the sorting of food waste, there are different opinions about how difficult or 

exhausting it is. This was evident when the respondents were asked to rate the effort. As 

shown in figure 7 below, the majority of the subscribers do not associate the sorting of food 

waste with an effort. Among the non-subscribers however, most respondents think that it is 

linked to some sort of effort. Still, the majority do not associate the sorting of food waste with 

major efforts. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 7. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “How  
hard do you consider/ believe it is to sort out food waste?”, where 1 = no effort and 4 = large effort. 
 

The respondents were also given the opportunity to leave a comment to explain their rating. In 

total 151 subscribers and 67 non-subscribers left a comment. Most respondents only give one 

explanation to their rating. The comments are presented in table 7 and 8 (page 41 and 42). 

 

Among the subscribers, 117 of the 281 respondents that do not associate sorting out food 

waste with an effort left a comment to explain their rating. As seen in table 7, most of the 

respondents leave positive comments, such as for example that it is only a matter of routines. 

In addition to what is seen in the table, fifteen respondents convey a feeling; that they are 

motivated because it makes a difference.  
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In total 22 out of the 32 subscribers that rate the effort to a two, and in other words associate 

the sorting of food waste with some sort of effort, left a comment. The majority of these refer 

to practical problems such as pests, odour, that it is time-consuming and/or that it takes up 

physical storage space. Especially the latter seems to be a problem in combination with other 

sorted material. Some of the respondents are dissatisfied with the paper bags intended for 

food waste. They state that the bags either leak or that they are too small. However, most of 

them seem to consider the practical problems as limited. 

 

As seen in table 7, only two out of the seven subscribers that rate the effort to a three 

left a comment to explain their rating. Both refer to that it takes physical storage up space. 

 

Table 7. The subscribers’ comments about the efforts associated with the sorting of food waste. The  
numbers 1-4 represent  the respondents’ ratings, where 1 = no effort and 4 = large effort. 

Comments  1 2 3 4 
No extra effort/negligible 47 6 
It is only about routines/being organized 31 2 
It is easier and/or more hygienic than before 9 
There are problems with hygiene (pests/odour/leaking 
bag) 6 11 

It is time-consuming 3 6 
It takes up physical storage space 5 2 

 

Among the non-subscribers, only 15 respondents out of the 50 people that do not associate the 

sorting of food waste with an effort, chose to comment on their rating. The majority of these 

state that they are already used to sorting, as they sort out other waste fractions and/or throw 

food waste in a compost.  

 

When it comes to those 98 non-subscribers who think that the sorting of food waste is 

associated with some kind of effort, 30 people left a comment on their rating. Some people 

consider it simple and/or that it is only a matter of routines, while others believe it will lead to 

problems with space, hygiene (like odour, pests and smear) and/or that it is time-consuming. 

Two of the respondents mean however, that it would be worth the extra effort. Five people 

think that as they got so little food waste, it is not worth the extra effort. The same problems 

are raised among those 79 respondents that rate the effort linked to the sorting of food waste 

to a three or a four, where 21 people left a comment.  

 

 



42 

 

Table 8. The non-subscribers’ comments about the efforts associated with the sorting of food waste. The 
numbers 1–4 represent the respondents’ ratings, where 1 = no effort and 4 = large effort. 
Comments  1 2 3 4 
Used to other sorting 10 3 
It is only about routines/being organized 3 1 
It looks easy 3 4 
The household produce too little food waste to be 
worth the extra effort 1 5 1 
There are problems with hygiene (pests/odour/leaking 
bag) 5 7 1 
It is time consuming 4 2 
It takes up physical storage space 6 5 3 

 

The comments to the rating scale question about efforts gives a quite good picture of the 

barriers that can be linked to the sorting of food waste. Even though some practical problems 

are discussed, it seems like most of the respondents in each group do not consider these 

obstacles too extensive. This also goes in line with the fact that the majority of the 

respondents either rate the effort linked to the sorting of food waste to a one or a two as seen 

in figure 7. These barriers may in other words be obstacles for the sorting of food waste, but 

cannot be seen as prohibitive. 
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4.2.3 The perceived need for more information 
 
As seen in table 6 (page 38), lack of knowledge is stated by a number of the respondents as 

the reason why they do not sort out their food waste. In the questionnaire, the respondents 

were asked if they think that there is a need for more information about the sorting of food 

waste. The result is presented in figure 8. Many of the respondents answer “yes” to this 

question. When looking at all the respondents, it is clear that a majority – 52 percent – think 

that there is a need for more information.  

 

 

 
Figure 8. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group when it comes to the question: “Do 
 you think there is a need for additional information from the municipality when it comes to the sorting 
 of food waste?”. 
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4.2.4 Knowledge about what happens to the food waste 
 
The respondents were also asked to estimate their own knowledge when it comes to what 

happens to the sorted food waste. As seen in figure 9, the two groups’ ratings are quite 

similar. Most respondents rate their knowledge to a two or a three. 

 

 
Figure 9. The distribution (in percent) of the ratings in each group when it comes to the question: “How 
 much knowledge do you think you have about what happens to the sorted food waste?”, where 1 = limited 
knowledge and 4 = major knowledge. 
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4.2.5 Knowledge about how to sort out food waste 
 
When it comes to knowledge about how to sort out food waste, almost everyone among the 

subscribers state that there are no uncertainties when it comes to this matter. Among the non-

subscribers, a larger number of people answer “yes” to the question if there are uncertainties 

in this regard. The answers are visualized in figure 10 below. 

 

 
Figure 10. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group when it comes to the question: “Do 
 you feel that there are uncertainties how to sort out food waste?”. 
 

The respondents were also encouraged to comment on the answer. A very limited number of 

people took this opportunity, that is; 26 subscribers and 31 non-subscribers. Each respondent 

only gave one explanation. 

 

The subscribers’ comments are summarized in table 9. It seems like, based on these 

comments and the answers presented in figure 10, that there are no major uncertainties when 

it comes to how to sort out food waste. Those subscribers that do express some uncertainties 

only have specific wonderings, for example why flowers cannot be disposed together with the 

food waste. 
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Table 9. The subscribers’ comments about uncertainties when it comes to the sorting of food waste. “Yes” 
 and “No” refer to the respondents’ answer to the question if there are uncertainties how to sort . 

Comments  Yes No 

There is a need for more specific information about what is considered as food waste 7 4 

There is information available (i.e. on the bags) 11 

It is confusing that there are different rules in different municipalities 2 

 

The non-subscribers’ comments when it comes to uncertainties how to sort out food waste are 

presented in table 10. As seen here, there seem to be a demand for more information when it 

comes to these matters. 

 

Table 10. The non-subscribers’ comments about uncertainties when it comes to the sorting of food waste. 
“Yes” and “No” refer to the respondents’ answer to the question if there are uncertainties how to sort.  

Comments Yes No 

Have not seen any information about the sorting of food waste  10 

There is a need for more specific information about what is considered as food waste 8 

Not familiar with the issue 5 

The information is poor 4 
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4.2.6 Knowledge about why the municipality wants the citizens to sort out food waste 
 
The questionnaire also included a question whether or not the respondents think that there are 

uncertainties why the local authority wants the citizens to sort out food waste. As seen in 

figure 11 below, most of the respondents in each group answer “no” to this question. 

However, 23 percent of the non-subscribers, compared to 11 percent of the subscribers, are 

uncertain when it comes to this matter. 

 

 
Figure 11. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group when it comes to the question: “Do 
 you feel that there are uncertainties why the municipality wants private households to sort out food waste?”. 
 

The respondents were also here encouraged to comment on their answers. The comments – 35 

from the subscribers and 26 from the non-subscribers are quite similar. Each respondent only 

gave one explanation. 

 

The subscribers’ comments are presented in table 11 below. The majority among those that 

left a comment think that the information from the municipality is insufficient. Some of them 

add that more information, for example about positive effects, would be motivating. 
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Table 11. The subscribers’ comments about uncertainties when it comes to why the municipality wants 
 the citizens to sort out their food waste. “Yes” and “No” refer to the respondents’ answers to the question 
 if there are uncertainties. 
Comments  Yes No 

None or unclear information from the municipality 14   

Want to know more about what happens to the food waste 6   

Questioning the municipality’s strategy 4   

Questioning that it is a municipal objective 3   

 

The non-subscribers’ comments presented in table 12 are quite similar. The respondents refer 

to unclear information or that they question the municipality’s strategy when it comes to this 

issue. A few respondents request detailed information about price, purpose and/or how 

everything is organized. 

 

Table 12. The non-subscribers’ comments about uncertainties when it comes to why the municipality wants  
the citizens to sort out their food waste. “Yes” and “No” refer to the respondents’ answers to the question 
 if there are uncertainties. 

Comments Yes No 

None or unclear information from the municipality 9   

Want to know the price, the purpose and/or how it is organized 5   

Questioning the municipality’s strategy 7   

 

The results indicate that there are no major uncertainties about why the municipality wants 

people to sort out their food waste. However, some respondents request more information 

about the subject. 

 

In both groups, it seems that some of the respondents question the municipal strategy. Some 

are dissatisfied with the fee. They think that it is strange that the citizens must make an effort 

while someone else earns money on biogas.  
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4.2.7 Information channels 
 
The respondents were also asked where they have noticed the local authority’s information 

about the sorting of food waste. The respondents could select one or several out of six 

information channels. The results, presented in figure 12, show that most attention has been 

paid to information sent by post, followed by local papers, the municipality’s webpage and 

then informative activities. Only a few people have paid attention to information on message 

boards or in the movie theatre. In total 27 subscribers and 65 non-subscribers state that they 

“have not seen any information”.  

 

F 
 Figure 12.  The municipality’s information channels for the sorting of food waste that have been noticed 
 by the respondents in both groups.  
 
 

4.2.8 What type of information is requested? 
 
The respondents were also asked to state what sort of information they would like to see. The 
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Among the subscribers there is a focus that the municipality must inform so that others will 

start to sort out their food waste. This is indicated in many of the replies. Some of the 

respondents are more explicit such as the person who writes: “Not for myself, but considering 

how few it is that sort, the information flow must increase, so that more citizens ‘wake up’”.   

 

Briefly, the answer to the question of what sort of information that is requested can be 

summed up by one of the respondent’s comment; “Why? How? Where? Is it meaningful?” 

Going more in detail, the kind of information the respondents request is summarized in table 

13. Some of the respondents request more than one type of information. 

 

Most prominent is that the respondents want information about the profits, the benefits and/or 

the significance of the sorting of food waste. Some comments are vague and others more 

specific, asking for information about benefits for the environment and/or the economic 

profits for the individual or the municipality. 

 

Some of the respondents also request information about how everything is handled or 

organized, especially when it comes to what happens to the food waste and what it is used for.  

 

The subscribers also want the municipality to communicate to other citizens that it is easy to 

sort out food waste; that it does not imply hard work or leads to problems with odour.  

 

Furthermore, as seen in table 13, some of the respondents ask for information about costs, 

statistics, problems, objectives and target fulfillment. 

 

Table 13. Types of information requested by the subscribers. 

Comments Number of respondents 

The profits/benefits/significance of sorting out food waste 80 

How everything is handled/organized 47 

That sorting out food waste is easy 13 

What it costs 6 

Municipal food waste statistics 5 

Problems and disadvantages 3 

Information about objectives and target fulfillment 3 
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Among the non-subscribers, 76 of the respondents answered the question about what sorts of 

information they would like to see. The comments are summarized in table 14. Some 

respondents request more than one kind of information. 

 

Many non-subscribers would like to see information about how everything is handled or 

organized of which some are more specific than others. They want to know what happens to 

the food waste and/or how them as individuals are supposed to act in this matter. 

 

When it comes to information about benefits or significance, almost all respondents speak in 

general terms. A few persons are more specific, wanting to know the benefits for the 

environment or for the individual. Some of the respondents add that information about the 

benefits would be motivating. Furthermore, a few respondents want to see information about 

fees. 

 

Table 14. Types of information requested by the non-subscribers. 

Comments Number of respondents 

How everything is handled/organized 34 

The profits/benefits/significance of sorting out food waste 29 

What it costs 7 

Information about a reduced price 6 

 

To sum up, the responses from the people in the two groups are quite similar. There seems to 

be a request for more information about the sorting of food waste with an emphasis on how it 

works, the profits, benefits as well as the significance of this behavior. Many of the 

subscribers request more information so that others will start to sort out food waste. 

 

 

4.2.9 What types of information sources are requested? 
 
In the questionnaire, all respondents were also asked what sort of information source they 

would prefer. A large variety of ways are suggested, particularly by the subscribers. Some 

respondents only mention one information source while others suggest several – some more 

specific than others. Most respondents propose different sorts of printed material (brochures 

or letters that are delivered by post), followed by articles or advertisements in local papers. 

The municipal website and e-mails are also recommended as a way to spread information. 
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Furthermore, a few people have other ideas. For example to provide information in 

connection with the bill for the collection of ordinary household waste, on the bags for food 

waste, on buses and trains, on advertising billboards, in exhibitions or in the municipal 

calendars that are sent to all citizens. Some also propose usage of TV, radio and/or “new 

social media”.  

 

A limited number of people suggest some sort of direct verbal information. Among the 

subscribers, twelve people propose activities in schools so that children then can inspire their 

parents. Respondents in the same group also suggest other sorts of information activities, for 

example in connection with specific events. A few respondents in each group propose 

seminars and meetings for example in the Town Hall. Only a few people suggest what can be 

considered even more direct forms of informative methods, such as home visits or telephone 

calls. 

 

 

4.2.10 The importance of others sorting out their food waste 
 
Included in the questionnaire was also a question if there are other households in the 

neighborhood that sort out food waste. The result is presented in figure 13 below (page 53). 

According to 65 percent of the subscribers, other people living in their neighborhood also sort 

out food waste. Among the non-subscribers, this is the case for 40 percent. This can indicate 

that people influence each other and therefore that there are a higher proportion of subscribers 

of food waste collection in certain areas, but it can also just be a coincidence. It is more 

interesting to note that a larger number of the subscribers know if there are other households 

in their neighborhood that sort out food waste. 
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Figure 13. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group to the question: “Are there other 
households in your neighborhood that sort out food waste?”.  

 

Those respondents that answered “yes” on the question were also asked if the fact that other 

households sort out their food waste has influenced their position when it comes to this issue 

and if that is the case – in what way? Among the subscribers, 196 people chose to respond to 

this question. A clear majority state that this has not affected them, of which a few add that 

they have inspired others to sort out food waste. However, 29 persons answer “yes” on the 

question. They state that it has been important as it made them aware of this possibility. For 

some of the respondents it has been critical that they can share a garbage can with neighbors. 

 

Among the non-subscribers that answered the question, eleven persons say that it has inspired 

them, or got them interested in the issue, while 39 people state that it has not affected them at 

all. 
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4.2.11 Motivating factors 
 

Those respondents that do not sort out food waste today were also asked what can motivate 

them to sort in the future. In total, 158 out of the 232 non-subscribers answered this question 

of which almost everyone stated only one thing that could serve as a motivating factor. The 

replies are presented in table 15. 

 

Table 15. The non-subscribers’ answers to the question: “What can motivate you to sort out food waste  
in the future?”. 

Motivation factors Number of respondents 

Economic incentives 71 

More information 26 

Conviction of the results 12 

Simplicity 9 

Sufficient space 8 

A mandatory sorting of food waste  7 

New types of garbage cans 6 

 

Most respondents request some sort of economic incentives to start sorting out food waste, 

either that the collection of waste is free of charge or that the fee is reduced. Several think 

that it is wrong that they have to do the job while someone else – the municipality or another 

actor – earns money on the produced biogas. 

 

Some of the respondents feel they need more information to start sorting out food waste. The 

respondents want to know more; for example about the profit for the municipality, environ-

mental benefits as well as practical issues about handling. 

 

Furthermore, some of the respondents think that they need to be convinced about the results. 

In other words, they want to know if it is effective in an environmental perspective. 

 

A few respondents also mention simplicity – that it is not time-consuming or tiresome – 

and/or that they would be motivated if they had sufficient physical space for the garbage can 

for food waste. Some of them would prefer to leave the sorted food waste at a recycling center 

near home. Furthermore, some of the respondents have views about the bin for food waste; 
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for example that it should to be smaller or contain more than one tray. A mandatory sorting is 

also something that would motivate a few respondents.  

 

In addition to what is presented in table 15, a few people state that they would start to sort out 

food waste if they can share a garbage can with neighbors. Others say that they would start if 

they had more food waste. Among the respondents, only a limited number of people write that 

nothing would motivate them or that they “do not know”. Four persons say that they will start 

now. 

 

As seen in the replies, there are different motivation factors that can spur the respondents to 

change their behavior and start sorting out food waste. Predominant are economic incentives 

that are given as a motivation factor by many respondents. This goes in line with the answers 

to the question why the respondents do not sort out food waste, where the most common 

reason was precisely the economic issue. When it comes to motivation factors it can say 

something of the barriers that by different incentives can be overcome. 

 

 

4.2.12 A continued sorting of food waste? 
 
The subscribers were also asked if they will continue to sort out food waste. Almost everyone 

– 340 respondents or 96 percent – answer “yes” to this question, two people answer “no”. 

Eight people, or two percent, do not know if they will continue to sort out food waste. Three 

people did not answer the question. The respondents were also asked to comment on their 

answer. There are a few various comments both among those that want to continue to sort out 

food waste, those that will cease doing it and among those that still are uncertain of what to 

do. Issues raised are for example problems with the food waste collection, the fee and odour. 
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5. Discussion 
 

5.1 The significance of environmental values and beliefs for the sorting of food waste  
 
5.1.2 Values 
 
In Stern’s model, certain values together with an individual’s beliefs activate personal norms 

of a moral obligation to act in a pro-environmental way. These values can be of altruistic, 

biospheric or egoistic character (Stern 2002, p. 412). The question when it comes to this study 

is if there are something in the subscribers’ answers that can be interpreted as signs of values 

that take specific consideration to the environment and if these values are important for the 

decision to sort out food waste?  

 

What seems clear from the answers to the questionnaire is that consideration to the 

environment is the reason why most people have decided to sort out food waste. Even though 

some respondents also refer to economical or practical aspects, these factors are almost in all 

cases stated in combination with what in this thesis has been summarized as sustainability 

reasons. It seems clear that generally, the subscribers sort out food waste in order to do 

something that has positive effects on the environment. Due to this, it is reasonable to assume 

that environmental issues are important for the respondents in this group. It is also interesting 

to note that the response rate on the specific question about the reason for sorting out food 

waste is high compared to the other open-ended questions in the questionnaire. This can 

indicate that sorting out food waste is an informed choice made by the respondents, and not 

something that is just a matter of coincidence. In other words, the subscribers have a clear 

idea of why they sort out their food waste. 

 

Even if it can be concluded that consideration to the environment is the main reason for the 

sorting of food waste, it can be argued that many of the comments are too short to be 

classified as signs of altruistic, biospheric or egoistic values. It is true that although people 

refer to environmental considerations, it cannot automatically be assumed that the reason to 

act is for the environment’s own intrinsic value. The decision to take action can be a result of 

that it benefits humans to live in a healthy environment. In this study, it is clear that the 

intention for the behavior derives from a will to do something that has positive environmental 

effects. The subscribers’ high interest for environmental issues can be interpreted as an 

indication that the respondents think that these issues are of importance and that a healthy 
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environment is something that they value. The respondents in the group seem to have this in 

common. Besides this, it is also possible to interpret some of the subscribers’ comments as 

signs of that the respondents see an intrinsic value in nature when they write that they sort out 

food waste out of respect for the environment or that they do it of ethical reasons. The latter 

can also be an expression of altruistic values – that individuals believe that they have an 

obligation towards other human beings to prevent environmental degradation. An interesting 

area for future research would be to more deeply study if, and if so to what extent, a pro-

environmental behavior such as the sorting of food waste can be linked to biospheric values. 

 

Is there then something that is typical for the subscribers of food waste collection compared to 

the non-subscribers when it comes to their values? First of all, it can be concluded that in both 

groups, a clear majority of the respondents state that they are interested in environmental 

issues. There are no large differences in the ratings between the groups when it comes to this 

question. This is also in line with other studies that have shown that Swedish people generally 

have a high interest for these issues (Lindén 2004, p. 37). It is also interesting to note that 

there is only a minor difference in the ratings when it comes to the question about what 

responsibility the individual has for the environment. The fact that there is almost no 

difference among the two groups is in line with earlier research stating that there is a divide 

between attitude and behavior (see for example Kollmuss & Agyeman 2010). A high interest 

for environmental issues does not automatically influence the decision we take in our daily 

lives. However, the sorting of food waste is not linked to any large changes in a person’s life, 

compared to for example stop using the car. The respondents’ ratings when it comes to the 

question about efforts indicate that neither the subscribers, nor the non-subscribers, associate 

the sorting of food waste with any major efforts. According to earlier research about the links 

between effort and behavior (e.g. Borgstede & Biel 2002), the sorting of food waste ought to 

be attractive, as it does not imply too much personal costs. Based on this, more people could 

have been expected to be subscribers of food waste collection, provided that they have 

knowledge about the issue. 

  

So, why then have some people decided to sort out food waste while others have not? It is 

important to note that even though the subscribers refer to environmental reasons for sorting 

out their food waste, it cannot be concluded that they in general have a more pro-

environmental lifestyle than the non-subscribers. Even if the subscribers’ decision to sort out 

food waste can be traced back to some sort of values that take consideration to environmental 
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issues, it is not possible to conclude that the non-subscribers do not hold such values. The 

answer to why some people act pro-environmentally in this context might instead be found in 

the beliefs that activate the norms to take action in Stern’s model. 

 

 

5.1.3 The significance of beliefs and activation of personal norms 
 
When it comes to the beliefs, in Stern’s model, that influence a pro-environmental behavior, 

they are divided in three categories. It is difficult to, based on the short answers, get a wider 

understanding of the respondents’ beliefs about human relation to the environment, which 

according to Stern is in focus in the New Environmental paradigm (Stern 2000, p. 413). 

 

The second type of beliefs deals with the way individuals think that there is a threat to 

something that they value (Stern 2002, p. 413). It is reasonable to assume that a person that is 

very interested in environmental issues is concerned when it comes to environmental 

degradation and thereby considers it a threat against something that he or she values. As all 

the respondents in this study rate a high interest for environmental issues, this variable alone 

does not give an explanation to why only some people have decided to sort. However, when it 

comes to the attitude to, or beliefs, about this specific behavior and its relevance for solving 

environmental problems, it can give an idea why only some individuals sort out food waste. 

There is a difference here between the subscribers’ and the non-subscribers’ ratings. It is clear 

that many of those that sort out food waste think that this is a pro-environmental behavior that 

is significant when trying to address today’s environmental problems. This can directly be 

related to the beliefs in Stern’s model that a person acts because she feels that there is 

something she can do to reduce the threat to a valued object (Stern 2000, p. 413). It seems 

reasonable to assume that beliefs when it comes to how important the sorting of food waste is 

in an environmental perspective, can be critical for an individual’s decision to sort. It also 

goes in line with earlier research about recycling behavior, that has shown that it is important 

for people that recycling is meaningful (e.g. Tonglet et al. 2004; Refsgaard & Magnussen 

2009). People who act in a certain way want to know that the specific behavior is of 

importance. In other words, the reason to why some of the non-subscribers do not sort out 

food waste can be that they do not think that this behavior is important, or that they consider 

their own contribution meaningless. The latter can be related to those that state that they have 

a small household and thereby do not produce so much food waste. In other words, they might 
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believe that a certain behavior is meaningful, but they do not believe that their participation is 

relevant. Links can here be drawn to Bandura’s Self Efficacy theory (Bandura 1977, p. 193). 

  

An interesting finding from the subscribers’ answers is that a number of the respondents argue 

that it is some sort of a moral obligation to sort out food waste. They think that everyone 

ought to do what they can to reduce negative human impact on the environment and/or that it 

is connected to a feeling that it is the right thing to do. This can be interpreted as an indication 

of the personal norms in Stern’s Value-belief-norm theory that are activated and which can 

result in a pro-environmental behavior (Stern 2000, p. 413). The fact that a number of the 

respondents think that it is a moral obligation to act is also evident in many of the answers to 

the question about a mandatory sorting of food waste. It is clear that the subscribers are quite 

positive to this and in many of the comments it is stated that such regulation would be 

legitimate with reference to environmental reasons and due to that it is a moral obligation to 

contribute. What is interesting to see is that when it comes to social norms, as pressure from 

the outside, most of the respondents do not consider themselves to be influenced by others. 

From the answers it does not appear that the sorting of food waste has become a social norm. 

It seems thereby as it is primarily a question about internal norms being active in this context 

as proposed in Sterns model. 

 

When it comes to the beliefs about the significance of the sorting of food waste, it is also 

important to note the subscribers’ comments linked to this specific question. Although some 

respondents explicitly refer to environmental benefits, some answers also seem to indicate 

that the respondents do not believe that this behavior will in itself lead to major positive 

environmental effects. Instead, there is a belief that everything we do is important, that this is 

a part of something larger and furthermore – that there is something we ought to do as 

individuals. Yet again, there are tendencies of a moral language in many of the subscribers’ 

argumentation. As written above though, many of the respondents choose not to comment on 

their rating. However, together with the stated reasons to sort out food waste, there is support 

for the theory that personal norms, of a moral obligation to act, are activated due to 

environmental values and certain beliefs and that this can result in a pro-environmental 

behavior.  

 

Finally, even if environmental values together with beliefs about the significance of the 

sorting of food waste are critical to why people sort out food waste, it is important to note that 
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only a few persons among the non-subscribers state that doubts about the significance are 

their reasons not to sort. Likewise, a limited number of people state that being convinced 

about the results would make them start sorting out their food waste. This implies that there 

are other factors that are more important for most of the respondents preventing people from 

participating and thereby constitute barriers to this behavior.  

 

 

5.2 Barriers to the sorting of food waste 
 
It is interesting to note that almost all factors in Blake’s model (1999, p. 267) are present in 

the respondents’ answers about the sorting of food waste, even if some variables are more 

prominent than others. 

 
 

5.2.1 Individual barriers 
 
Starting with the individual barriers that, according to Blake, have to do with attitudes (Blake 

1999, p. 266), it is clear that these obstacles are not present in most of the answers. There are 

only a few people among the non-subscribers that state that nothing would make them sort out 

food waste. Likewise only a few respondents refer to laziness as an explanation to why they 

do not sort out their food waste today. Although individual barriers in other words seem to be 

obstacles to some of the respondents, in general it does not appear to be a barrier for most of 

the non-subscribers. It can though be discussed if some of the aspects placed under practical 

barriers instead should be characterized as individual barriers. When it comes for example to 

the economic issue, lack of money cannot be considered an actual barrier in that sense that 

people cannot afford to pay the fee. Instead it can say something of the individual’s attitude to 

the sorting of food waste. 

 

 

5.2.2 Responsibility 
 
When it comes to the matter of responsibility, the second barrier in the model, it seems like 

this is an important variable for a number of people among the respondents. Many of the non-

subscribers consider that in general, the individual has a responsibility for the environment. 

However, when it comes to the sorting of food waste, as discussed above, other aspects 
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become relevant for some of the respondents. A sign of lack of trust is present in several 

answers when it comes to the fee for food waste collection. It is clear that the fact that 

someone else – either it is the municipality or a company – can earn money on the biogas, 

while the citizens do the job, prevents some people from participating. 

 

Furthermore, some of the respondents do not think that their contribution would matter. This 

can for example be due to small amounts of food waste, which indicates that the size of the 

household can be a factor that is important in the context. Other studies have also reached the 

same conclusion (e.g. Barr et al. 2003). Some respondents think that there are other, more 

important environmental issues to be engaged in. As written above, it seems to be critical for 

people that they are certain that a behavior is meaningful in order for them to act. It is also 

found, when it comes to information, that some of the respondents want to know more about 

the benefits or purpose with the sorting of food waste.  

 

5.2.3 Practicality 
 
Blake’s third barrier in his model refers to practicality (1999, p. 268). Although the majority 

of the respondents do not associate the sorting of food waste with any major efforts, it is clear 

that this is a barrier between environmental concern and action for many of the respondents. It 

seems that the term “effort” in this context is associated with problems with pests, odour or 

leaking bags, that it is time-consuming and that it takes up physical storage space. These 

practicalities are stated by quite many of the respondents as reasons for non-participation. 

This also goes in line with earlier research that has shown that these aspects influence 

recycling behavior in general (see e.g.  Nordlund & Garvill 2002, p. 741). 

 

This third barrier in the model also refers to lack of money and lack of information. When it 

comes to the economic issue, it is clear that this is a reason that prevents a number of the 

respondents from sorting out food waste. Many of the respondents state that economic 

incentives can motivate them to sort out food waste in the future. One thing to be aware of is 

that it is not certain that the respondents know the price for the food waste collection. It is 

important to bear in mind that other studies have shown that people can complain about costs 

without knowing the actual price (see for example Refsgaard & Magnussen 2009). It is a fact 

that only seven persons, request information about the fee. However, this does not mean that 

it is certain that the rest of the respondents know the price. 



62 

 

 

Anyway, it is interesting that many of the respondents refer to the cost as the reason not to 

sort. As written above, the total costs for the household waste collection can even be reduced 

if this waste can be collected more seldom due to the sorting of food waste. The actual price 

can therefore not be considered a barrier in the way that people cannot afford to pay for the 

collection. In this sense, it is doubtful if the economic issue can be considered a real practical 

barrier. Instead, it seems like it is the fact that sorting out food waste costs money, and at the 

same time is linked to some sort of effort, that makes people reluctant to participate. It is 

evident, when it comes to the question about motivating factors, that many respondents state 

that economic incentives will make them want to sort out food waste. A reduction of the fee 

seems to compensate the perceived effort. 

 

When it comes to information and knowledge, a majority of all respondents state that they 

want to receive more information about the sorting of food waste. Even if there is a tendency 

among the subscribers that they want the municipality to inform so that more people will be 

engaged, the majority do not consider themselves to have major knowledge about what 

happens to the sorted food waste. Many of the respondents have paid attention to the 

municipality’s information (especially the material sent by post), but there seems to be aspects 

that a number of them want to know more about. There are no large uncertainties when it 

comes to how to sort or why the municipality wants the citizens to sort out food waste. 

Instead there is a request for more information about how it is organized as well as the 

profits/benefits and the significance of this behavior. Again, it seems important for some 

people to know that what they do is meaningful. Information about these things would at least 

be motivating for some of the respondents. In other words, even if economic issues are 

prominent, lack of information or knowledge also seems to be a barrier that prevents some of 

the respondents from sorting out their food waste. 

 

 

5.3 Factors that can be important for a changed behavior among the non-subscribers 
 

It is interesting to note that many of the non-subscribers refer to more than one reason why 

they do not sort out food waste. This could indicate that several changes must be made in 

order to increase the number of people that are subscribers of food waste collection. On the 

other hand, when it comes to the question about what would motivate the respondents to start 
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sorting out food waste in the future, almost everyone refer to one thing only where the most 

common answer is economic incentives. It could be concluded that a reduced fee, or a food 

waste collection that is free of charge, would be enough in order to encourage many of the 

non-subscribers to start sorting. Other factors mentioned by the respondents, such as for 

example lack of physical storage space, are today considered reasons not to sort. However, 

the importance of these factors seems to decrease if the municipality changes the fee. Based 

on this, economic incentives seem to be the most effective strategy to increase the number of 

subscribers of food waste collection, instead of for example investing in new types of garbage 

cans. However, as mentioned above, it is not certain that the respondents that complain about 

the fee know the actual price. It is though worthwhile to further investigate how effective it is 

to change the fee in order to increase the number of subscribers of food waste collection. 

 

Besides economic incentives that might be effective to encourage the non-subscribers to sort, 

other factors can also be important in the context. The majority of all the respondents request 

more information about the sorting of food waste with a focus on how everything is organized 

as well as the profits, benefits and significance of this behavior. Most of the respondents 

prefer printed material such as brochures and letters sent by post or articles and advertise-

ments in local papers. As written above, more knowledge does not automatically lead to a 

changed behavior (Stern 2000, p. 419). However, it is interesting – and positive – that there is 

a request for information both among the subscribers and the non-subscribers. 

 

An important thing to note is that the people that today are subscribers seem to be very 

engaged in the issue. This is evident in many of the answers. Merely the fact that the 

response rate to the questionnaire was very high in this group (86 percent) supports this 

statement. A suggestion is that the municipality holds a dialogue with these citizens in order 

to find ways to cooperate to increase the interest for this issue among other local citizens. 

 

Finally, it seems like a combination of incentives as suggested by Stern (2000, p. 419) could 

be the most effective way to increase the number of subscribers of food waste collection. This 

can include both economic incentives as well as educational activities. A prerequisite for this 

is though that the people, that state that a reduced fee would motivate them to sort, know the 

actual price. Otherwise it can be a good idea to further communicate that today, a citizen’s 

total cost for the waste collection can be reduced if he or she sorts out food waste. 



64 

 

6. Conclusions and recommendations 
 

This study shows that consideration to the environment is the main reason why the citizens in 

the City of Lidingö sort out their food waste. A number of the subscribers consider the sorting 

to be a moral obligation. They believe that this is something that everyone can and should do. 

  

Both among subscribers and non-subscribers, there is an interest for environmental issues and 

almost all think that the individual has a responsibility for the environment. When it comes to 

the sorting of food waste, more subscribers than non-subscribers, believe that this behavior is 

significant in an environmental perspective – at least as it can raise the awareness for other 

environmental issues. Different beliefs when it comes to this matter can be the reason why 

some people sort out their food waste, while others do not. A recommendation is that the 

municipality provides information about the purpose of the sorting and the environmental 

benefits – as well as how it is organized. The respondents also state that they want more 

knowledge about these specific issues. Most of them prefer information send by post or that 

they can read about it in local papers. As some respondents question why they must do the 

work while someone else earns money on the biogas, it is also recommended that the City of 

Lidingö communicates to its citizens that this is not an income-generating activity for the 

municipality. 

 

Most of the respondents do not to associate the sorting of food waste with large efforts. 

Different sorts of practical problem are though considered by the non-subscribers as reasons 

not to sort. However, many of the respondents in this group state that economic incentives can 

motivate them to sort in the future. It is therefore recommended that the municipality 

investigate this issue further. 

 

Finally, the people that today are subscribers of food waste collection seem to be very 

engaged in the issue. It is recommended that the municipality holds a dialogue with these 

citizens in order to find ways for collaboration. 
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6. Slutsatser och rekommendationer (Swedish version) 

 

Denna undersökning visar att den främsta anledningen till att medborgarna i Lidingö stad 

sorterar ut sitt matavfall är ett hänsynstagande till miljön. Ett antal av abonnenterna för 

hämtning av matavfall anser att det finns en moralisk skyldighet att sortera. De är av upp-

fattningen att detta är något som alla kan och bör göra. 

 

Både bland abonnenter och icke-abonnenter finns det ett intresse för miljöfrågor och nästan 

alla tycker att den enskilde individen har ett ansvar för miljön. När det gäller sortering av 

matavfall så anser abonnenterna, i större utsträckning än icke-abonnenterna, att sortering av 

matavfall är betydelsefullt i ett miljöperspektiv – åtminstone eftersom det kan öka 

medvetenheten om andra miljöfrågor. En orsak till varför vissa människor sorterar ut sitt 

matavfall, medan andra inte gör det, kan bero just på olika uppfattningar i denna fråga. En 

rekommendation är därför att kommunen informerar om syftet med sorteringen och de 

miljömässiga fördelarna – samt hur det hela är organiserat. Respondenterna uppger dessutom  

själva att de önskar mer kunskap om just detta. De flesta föredrar att informationen förmedlas 

per post eller att de kan läsa om det i lokaltidningar. Eftersom vissa respondenter ifrågasätter 

varför de själva måste göra arbetet, medan någon annan tjänar pengar på biogasen, 

rekommenderas även att Lidingö Stad kommunicerar ut till sina medborgare att detta inte är 

en inkomstbringande verksamhet för kommunen. 

 

De flesta av respondenterna anser inte att sortering av matavfall är förknippat med några stora 

ansträngningar. Trots detta hänvisar icke-abonnenterna bland annat till olika typer av 

praktiska problem som skäl för att inte sortera. Många menar dock att ekonomiska incitament 

kan motivera dem att sortera i framtiden. Kommunen rekommenderas därför att undersöka 

denna fråga ytterligare. 

 

Avslutningsvis, de kommuninvånare som idag är abonnenter för hämtning av matavfall tycks 

vara mycket engagerade i frågan. En rekommendation är att kommunen för en dialog med 

dessa medborgare för att finna vägar för samarbeten. 
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Appendix 1. Translated from the original Swedish version    
 

Basic information 

     

� Man � Woman 

Level of education 

� Elemantary 

school 

� Secondary School � Higher education 

 2–3 years 

� Higher education 

 more than 3  

years 

Age 

� – 30 � 31–46 � 47–62 � 63–78 � 79– 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

1) Do you today have a subscription for sorting out food waste?  

� Yes � No     

If the answerer is yes, please state why you have chosen to sort out food waste?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

2) Where have you noticed the municipality´s information about the sorting of food waste? 

� Municipal website � Local papers � Post 

� By activities arranged by the 

municipality 

� Cinema 

advertisements SF 

� Billboards 

� I have not seen any information 

about this 

    

 

3) Do you sort other types of household waste (cartons, magazines, glass, metallic and 

plastic)?  

� Yes, I sort all household waste � Yes, some � No 
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4) Are there other household in your neighborhood that sorts out their food waste?  

� Yes � No � I do not know 

 

   

If yes, has it influenced your position in this issue and in what way?  

..................................................................................................................................................... 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

5) How hard do you consider/ believe it is to sort out food waste?  

Choose one of the options 1-4 (1 = not at all, 4 = much). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 

Please motivate your answer 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

6) Do you feel that there are uncertainties how to sort out food waste?  

� Yes � No 

If yes, please motivate your answer………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

7) Do you feel that there are uncertainties why the municipality wants private households to 

sort out food waste?  

� Yes � No 

If yes, please motivate your answer ……………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

8) How much knowledge do you think you have about what happens to the sorted food 

waste? Choose one of the options 1-4 (1 = little knowledge, 4 = much knowledge). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 
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9) Do you consider the households´ sorting of food waste important when trying to address 

today´s environmental problems? Choose one of the options 1-4 (1= unimportant, 4 = 

important). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 � I do not know 

Please motivate your answer ……………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

10) How do you rate your interest for environmental issues? Choose one of the options 1–4  

(1 = little interest, 4 = major interest). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 

        

11) What responsibility has the individual when it comes to environmental issues in general? 

Choose one of the options 1–4 (1 = little responsibility, 4 = major responsibility). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 

        

12) What is your attitude to a mandatory sorting of food waste? Choose one of the options 

1–4 (1 = would be good, 4 = would not be good). 

� 1 � 2 � 3 � 4 

Please motivate your answer ………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

13) Do you think there is a need for additional information from the municipality when it 

comes to the sorting of food waste? 

� Yes �  No � I do not know 

If yes,   

– What sort of information would you like to see?............................................................. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

– How would you like it to be communicated? …………………………………………………………………… 
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14) You that currently sort out your food waste, is it something that you will continue to do 

in the future? 

� Yes �  No � I do not know 

If the answer is no/do not know, please motivate your answer …………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

15a) You that currently do not sort out your food waste, what is the reason/reasons for 

this?…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

15b) What can motivate you to sort out food waste in the future? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

16) How large proportion of the homeowners in the City of Lidingö do you think sort out 

their food waste? 

� Less than 10 % � About 20 % � About 50 % � More than 70 % 
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Appendix 2 
 
 
Demographic information 
 

Table 16. The table shows (in percent) the distribution of demographic information – gender, age and level of 
education – in each group   

  Gender Age Level of education 

  Men  Women 
No 
reply 

< 
30 

31-
46 

47-
62 

63-
78 

> 
79 

No 
reply 

Elemantary 
school 

Secondary 
school 

 Higher 
education 
< 3 years 

Higher 
education 
> 3 years 

No 
reply 

Subscribers 33 65 1 0 44 35 17 3 0 1 14 14 70 0 
Non-
subscribers 47 52 1 0 28 33 31 7 1 2 20 21 57 0 

 
 
 
 

F 
Figure 14. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group to the question “Do you sort other types 
 of  household waste such as cartons, magazines, glass, metallic and plastic?”. 
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Figure 15. The distribution (in percent) of the answers in each group when it comes to the question:  
“How large proportion of the homeowners in the City of Lidingö do you think sort out their food waste?” 
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