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1 Introduction 
 

1.1 European week for waste reduction 
The European Week for Waste Reduction is an initiative aiming to promote the implementation of 
awareness-raising actions about sustainable resource and waste management during a single week. It 
encourages a wide range of audiences (public authorities, private companies, civil society as well as 
citizens themselves) to get involved. Coordinated actions took place throughout Europe in a week in 
November 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016. Focus is on four recurring topics: 

• Reduce - Strict avoidance and reduction at source 

• Reuse - Preparing for reuse and reuse 

• Recycle - Waste sorting and recycling 

• Let’s Clean Up Europe! - European Clean-Up Day 

 

 
 
The European Week for Waste Reduction is a project co-financed by the European Commission’s LIFE+ 
programme. It was originally launched in a previous project in 2009 as a recurring event taking place 
once a year and has continued for a 4-year period with the support of the LIFE+ Programme. Based on 
the original project, the EWWR was refined and expanded in scope during its actual cycle. 
 
While this cycle ends, the scope of this report is to analyse the collected data and to assess the level of 
success achieved by the EWWR actions for the 4 last years. 
  

1.2 Indicators to measure output and outcome 
When Werner Heisenberg published his uncertainty principle in 1927, he especially had quantum 
mechanics in mind. The physicist examined the existence of the so-called "incommensurable pairs of 
quantities". When knowledge of one aspect (the position of a particle, for example) is known exactly, 
the speed and the mass of that particle are very uncertain. In other words, we can simultaneously 
measure only one thing: when we are measuring one aspect, we are sacrificing the knowledge of the 
other aspect. 
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The European Week for Waste Reduction and quantum mechanics are two different worlds. Yet there 
are parallels. We are interested in the effects of the initiatives of the EWWR on the actual waste 
reduction. For this we use data collected through surveys and other sources, from which we distill 
indicators, which we finally test against the stated objectives. There are two types of indicators: 
 
Output indicators: we measure how successful an action has been. Precisely we seek the size of the 
audience reached, the impact on the perceptions and behaviors of the target group, the amount of 
waste collected in a clean-up campaign and more. The results of the operation are known precisely, 
however, the impact of that action on the total waste generation is much harder to measure. To what 
extent has this measure influenced the overall trend. What about the broader cause-effect 
relationships? 
 
Outcome indicators: here we measure in reverse and through waste statistics precisely how the trends 
run in terms of waste prevention, products reuse and materials recycling ... Are there moments where 
the trend is reversed for turning points; how strong is the decoupling of waste production and economy, 
consumption or demographics? Also, here we can get to a certain level of precision, but we do not know 
whether a specific action lies at the cause of the change or whether it is caused by external factors, 
market fluctuations, a beautiful summer or the European football championship. We are right about the 
results, but it is difficult to make the link to the actions that would cause the results. 
 
Heisenberg was right. We can measure both output and outcome, but not at the same time. Where we 
know the output, we are not sure that it has really led to the outcome, and in reverse where we know 
the outcome, but we will never know if it was caused by the output. Identifying cause and effect is one 
of the challenges of this assignment. 
 
So, is this already a lost cause in advance, because of natural laws that stand in the way of good results? 
The answer is no; both output and outcome is useful information, which can be used to estimate the 
project’s value. Although it will remain difficult to prove the exact cause-effect relationship, correlations 
can be sought. Do certain groups or regions stand out in regard of waste reduction, while (we dare not 
say "because") many actions have taken place in the European Week for Waste Reduction? Can we 
suggest a cause-effect relationship, even though it might be difficult to prove? 
 
With these thoughts in mind, we invite you to this study on the assessment of the impact of the 
European Week for Waste Reduction based on a comparison of actions (output) on raising awareness on 
waste prevention, products reuse and materials recycling and waste management patterns (outcome). 
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2 Methodology 
This chapter details how we were able to reach the results published in chapters 3 to 6. We explain the 
different steps used to obtain the figures. The full calculations are added in excel annexes to this report. 
By describing the methodology in detail, we hope to offer an instrument for future analyses on new 
datasets and to better understand the results obtained in this report. We clarify the calculation 
approaches as well as the multiple, reasoned, assumptions that needed to be made.  
 

2.1 Conceptual framework 
As outlined in the introduction, the purpose of the study is to assess the impact of the European Week 
for Waste Reduction (EWWR) by visualizing and comparing its output and outcome and their mutual 
relationship. The EWWR has defined its objective as to realise an outcome result of 5% reduction in 
waste generation and 10% increase in materials recycling and reuse by: 

• raising awareness about waste reduction, product reuse and material recycling strategies, and 

related European Union and Member States policies 

• encouraging European citizens to act in four key action themes: focus on waste prevention, 

products reuse, materials recycling, European Clean-up day 

• providing EWWR stakeholders with targeted communication, tools and training.  

 
In the case of the EWWR the output can be defined as the actions that have been organised within the 
frame of the EWWR. The impact of these actions is defined by characteristics and parameters such as 
the estimated waste reduction per action or the number of participants per action.  The outcome can be 
described by the (quantitative) reduction in waste generation or an increase in materials recycling and 
reuse. To determine the extent to which a relationship between the output and outcome might exist, 
the study looks into data on the extent to which European citizens feel willing to take waste prevention, 
materials recycling or reuse actions after participating in the EWWR. The relationship between the 
output and outcome for this study is modeled according to following conceptual framework: 
 

 
 
The following steps are taken to determine the output and outcome: 
Analysis of parameters, context: 

• Identification of number of actions in total and per type of action: waste prevention, products 

reuse and materials recycling.  
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• Identification of hotspots and coldspots of the EWWR 

Quantitative analysis: 

• Estimated kg per action reduced or number of participants per action (output) 

• Actual waste reduction in Europe, products reuse and materials recycling visible in EUROSTAT 

data (outcome) 

• Comparison between hotspots and coldspots, to assess correlation between output and 

outcome 

Qualitative analysis: 

• Assessment whether waste awareness among European citizens has increased and to what 

extent they are likely to take action (output) 

• Investigation whether decoupling takes place between waste generation and consumption, 

and if increasing material consumption needs leads towards coupled increased materials 

recycling (outcome). 

 

2.2 Sources 
The analysis makes use of both data sources provided and collected by the EWWR management and 
external sources, such as EUROSTAT. The following data sources were provided by the EWWR; 

• Actions database, data gathering that is conducted each EWWR edition and inquires after the 

number of actions per Member State/Region, the themes addressed per action and the type 

of stakeholder category by which the action was proposed. 

• The EU online waste survey that is completed by respondents and contains general questions 

about awareness of waste, actions and their sensitivity to waste issues. The survey data allows 

for a distinction between EWWR participants and non-participants. 

• Prevention Thematic Day Reports, which contain the (extrapolated) values of the estimated 

total number of participants and reduced/reused/recycled/avoided/composted kilograms of 

all actions. Four different Prevention Thematic Days (PTDs) have been implemented with a 

different theme for each EWWR:  

- Reuse (2013) 

- Stop food waste (2014) 

- Dematerialisation: Doing more with less (2015), and 

- Packaging waste (2016). 

• Targeted communication toolkits (TCT) reports assessed on the field the quantities of waste 

avoided or handled. 

 
The EUROSTAT data are retrieved from mainly the Waste Statistics Regulation 2150/2002/EC and from 
the OECD/EUROSTAT joint questionnaire on municipal waste, added with economic contextual data on 
consumption expenditures and material flow accounting.  
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2.3 Methodology: General parameters from the 
actions database 

The Action registration system is conducted among all action developers in the 28 European Member 
States. They are asked to register actions prior to the EWWR and to complete a survey once the actions 
have taken place. The data from this survey is used for this impact assessment. 
 

2.3.1 Database clean-up 
The survey results were delivered in separate Excel files per Member State/Region including registered 
actions that had not taken place or double mentioned actions. A final cleaned-up version of the Action 
Database still contained some errors. For example, the total number of actions per Member 
State/Region in the cleaned-up Actions database did not match exactly the number of actions per 
Member State/Region in the overview of the EWWR. Therefore, the final data on the number of actions 
organised and themes per actions was taken from the online EWWR database 
(http://www.ewwr.eu/actions).  
 
The following assumptions have been considered in the clean-up of the databases: 

• In some cases, actions were registered double by mistake and not corrected. The error proved 

to be negligible compared to the total number of actions in the database. Therefore, they 

were corrected to the extent it was reasonably possible. In case of doubt, the analysis relied 

on the numbers used in the official EWWR communication. 

• As a lot of actions have the same name, it is not possible to clean-up doubles by deleting the 

double-mentioned actions.  

 
The cleaned-up database and the official data can be found in Appendix 1_Parameters Action database. 
 

2.3.2 Geographical spread of EWWR actions 
Due to the lack of a baseline scenario or zero-assessment, it is not possible to determine the impact of 
the EWWR by conducting a ‘traditional’ comparison of a target year with the baseline year. Therefore, 
the study tries to understand the differences for EWWR outcomes and outputs in characteristically 
similar Member States/Regions. For this purpose, 9 geographic locations (Member States/Regions) are 
identified where the EWWR was successful: the hotspots. Success in this case is defined as those 
locations in which most actions took place. To allow for comparison, another 9 geographic areas have 
been selected as coldspots or areas where very few EWWR actions took place. 
 
The following assumptions have been considered in the definition of EWWR hotspots and coldspots: 

• A geographic location is identified as a ‘hotspot’ when more than 50 actions have been 

organised in 1 or more years that the EWWR took place. 

• Coldspots have been selected based on whether they shared geographical or economic 

characteristics with the hotspots in a sufficient way, while taking into account an appropriate 

geographical spread across Europe. 

 

http://www.ewwr.eu/actions
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2.3.3 Number of waste prevention, products reuse and 
materials recycling actions 

In the next step of the analysis the EWWR actions are separated according to the waste management 
theme they address. It includes an assessment of the number of actions in total and per theme: waste 
prevention, products reuse, materials recycling. The Actions Database includes both the possibility to 
assign an action to one theme or to multiple themes. The data therefore included several actions that 
were attributed to more than one theme, which made the sum of actions split up per theme larger than 
the actual sum of actions that took place.  
 
The distribution of the most popular themes per action is further studies through an assessment of their 
geographical spread across Europe. As the online database does not include data on number of actions 
per theme per country, this analysis is based on a compilation of databases per country provided by the 
EWWR. To account for any irregularities between this database and the online database, the number of 
actions are corrected by applying the ‘rule of three’ and subsequently observed as percentages.  
 
The following assumptions for the analysis of action themes are made: 

• Due to the attribution of two or more themes to an action the total sum of actions split up per 

themes exceeds the total number of actions. This is corrected in the final stage of the analysis 

through normalization of the values. We counted the actions per theme, calculated the 

percentages of the spread of actions over the themes and applied this percentage on the total 

number or actions. In this way, we calculated a normalized number of actions per theme. 

Appendix 1_Parameters Action database contains the normalization calculations. 

• The European Clean-up Day actions were not further considered in the analysis as the clean-up 

day is held in the Spring, while the EWWR actions and the EU waste survey are held in the Fall-

Winter.  

 

2.4 Methodology: Analysis of general parameters: 
European online Waste Survey 

The European online Waste Survey is a survey that is conducted after the EWWR has taken place and 
targets all citizens of Europe. It is disseminated independently from the EWWR. Respondents can 
therefore participate in the survey, while not being aware of the project (this is assessed in the survey 
through several questions). Respondents are European citizens that have volunteered to complete the 
survey following a call through various public channels, such as Twitter, email and LinkedIn. They are 
asked questions to estimate their general awareness of waste, their level of participation in the EWWR, 
their increase in awareness and likeliness to take action. 
 

2.4.1 Database clean-up 
The data of the European Waste Survey had been delivered in an Excel per EWWR year. These Excels 
include both a ‘raw data’ tab and tabs containing a parameter analysis aimed at evaluating the EWWR. 
For this analysis, the ‘raw data’ tab for each year was joined together in one Excel. The data did not 
require any clean-up. 
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2.4.2 Survey participant profile 
This analysis looks into the different characteristics of the respondents. The European Waste Survey is 
distributed independently from the EWWR. Respondents can therefore be unaware of the project whilst 
completing the survey. Their familiarity with the EWWR is assessed through several questions in the 
survey, among which the question ‘Have you ever taken part in an action of the European Week for 
Waste Reduction?’ for which respondents could indicate ‘yes’ or ‘no’. The set-up of the survey allows for 
a split in two comparable groups; the participant and a control group. For each group the size, the 
geographic location and waste awareness is examined to see to what extent the two groups are 
compatible.  
 

2.5 Methodology: Quantitative analysis 
The quantitative analysis focuses on the analysis of the indicators that are measured through statistical 
data: the direct (output) and global (outcome) EWWR impact. The direct impact represents the number 
of kilograms of waste that is reduced, reused or recycled per participant. The global impact represents 
the reduction value in waste generated or the increase value in waste recycled or reused for all 28 
Member States. The reduction percentage of waste generation can be estimated through a comparison 
of the waste generation values. 
 

2.5.1 Direct impact 
The direct impact refers to the actual reduction in kilograms per participant that has been realised 
through the organisation of the actions. The analysis is based on data that has been provided by the 
action developers, who were asked to estimate the number of participants and kilograms of waste 
reduced for each action. The analysis was then carried out based on the following steps, which are 
repeated for each EWWR year except 20131: 
 
1. Correction for ‘non-actions’ 
The analysis excludes actions without participants and communication actions. Communication actions 
are actions in the database that have resulted in 0 kilograms of waste reduction. The first step therefore 
includes the deletion of all actions with an estimate of 0 kg after sorting the column ‘How much waste 
do you think you managed to prevent/compost/sort (kg)?‘ low to high. Similarly, the actions with 0 
participants are deleted after sorting the column ‘According to your estimate, how many people took 
part directly in your project?’ from low to high. 
 
2. Correct for outliers 
As the data is based on estimations by the action developers, it needs to be corrected for extremes that 
might distort the results. First the total number of actions for which data has been provided is 
established. The top and bottom 5% are calculated based on this total number of actions and marked 
(see tab ‘Raw data_YEAR_KG_correction’ or ‘Raw data_YEAR_PP_correction’). In addition, the average 
and median for the total number of actions and the number of actions excluding the outliers are 
calculated (A copy of this tab is made and named ‘Raw data_YEAR_KG_excl. outlier’ or ‘Raw 
data_YEAR_PP_excl. outlier’, in which all data that is not necessary for the analysis is removed (e.g. 
entries of the outliers). 

                                                           
1 The European Waste Survey was first introduced during the EWWR of 2014. Therefore, insufficient data is available for 2013 to carry out the 

analysis. 
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3. Calculate the number of participants and kilograms per theme 
Based on the clean-up data in the tab ‘Raw data_YEAR_KG_excl. outlier’ or ‘Raw data_YEAR_PP_excl. 
outlier’, the number of participants and kilograms are sorted per theme. Each list is copied to separate 
tab per EWWR called ‘Raw data_YEAR_Summary’. In this tab, the total number and the median for each 
list of kilograms and participants per theme are calculated. Simultaneously, a pivot table is generated for 
the number of participants and kilograms against the EWWR themes to calculate the totals per theme. 
These are placed together for all three years in the tabs ‘Themes_pp_excl. outl’ and ‘Themes_kg_excl. 
outl’. Finally, the summary from all the tabs mentioned in step 3 is provided in the tab ‘Summary table’.  
 
The following assumptions are made for the direct impact assessment: 

• The medians rather than the averages are observed, because the data consists of estimated 

accounts. Therefore, the data needs to be corrected for outliers. One such an outlier can 

distort the full image of the mean, but not the median. 

• The data for average waste reduction per action is based on a ‘best guess’ estimate by the 

action developers as provided in the Action Developers Database. 

• In the kg column, all blanks and actions with an estimate of 0 kilograms are deleted. The 

actions with an estimate of 0 kg are assumed to be communication actions that have not 

resulted in a direct reduction of waste, although an indirect reduction might be expected. For 

the blanks, no estimate has been done and therefore these actions are not taken into 

consideration in the analysis. 

• Outliers were compensated by taking out the top and bottom 5% of actions (some actions 

showed extremely high estimate, which resulted in unrealistic numbers for participants and kg 

per action. This is compensated by deleting the outliers). 

• All actions with 0 participants are deleted at the start of the analysis as the impact of an action 

without participants cannot be estimated. 

• The analysis only concerns the EWWR years 2014 till 2016 as no sufficient data was available 

for 2013. 

 

2.5.2 Global impact 
The global impact of the EWWR is assessed by comparing the development of waste data in Europe with 
the success of the different waste actions on waste prevention, products reuse and materials recycling.  
 
As there was no baseline assessment made at the start of the EWWR, it is not possible to calculate the 
waste development through a comparison of the current situation to a baseline benchmark. The relation 
between waste data in Europe and EWWR actions is therefore calculated by comparing the 
development of the output waste data of the EWWRs with the waste statistics development in past 9 
years (2006-2015), to see if there is any difference in the development of the data between the two 
periods. Do the EWWR actions show synchronicity with breaking points in the general waste figures? 
 
We calculate the slope of the evolution of waste generation and of materials recycling, for a benchmark 
period of 2006-2015, and for the EWWR period 2013-2015 (because Eurostat data on 2016 are not yet 
available). We try to identify if there is a difference in slope between these two periods, especially in 
hotspots and coldspots. Would the EWWR synchronise with a positive change in slope in the hotspots, 
while in the coldspots no such evolution would be measured? We work with the slope of a linear 
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regression on the observed data, to take into account all data of intermediary years. In order to be able 
to compare slopes we first need to normalize the data. We do this by indexing the data with the year 
2006 indexed as 100.   
 
The difference in slopes from this first step is subsequently compared to the slope in the number of 
actions within the ‘waste prevention’, ‘waste reuse’ or materials recycling’ themes. These slopes are 
calculated based on the number of times a theme is mentioned for an action. As explained above we 
had to take care of multiple themes being mentioned for one action which we corrected by applying the 
percentage distribution of types of action on the total number of actions. The data is then normalized 
applying 100 for the year 2013, after which the slopes are calculated. 
 
The calculation methods are included in Appendix 3a direct impacts.xlsx and Appendix 3b global 
impact.xlsx. 
 
For all slopes, it is indicated whether a positive development (in green) or negative development (in red) 
is observed. In the case of waste generation/ prevention a positive development means that the waste 
decreases (a situation when the slope of the EWWR period decreases more that the overall slope is 
indicated in green), while for materials recycling a positive development takes place when the amount 
of recycled waste increases (a situation when the slope of the EWWR period increases more that the 
overall slope is indicated in green). Finally, a summary is made for the slopes of the Eurostat data and 
the EWWR action themes including the interpretation of the comparison. 
 
For the global impact analysis, we would like to study the EWWR impact on the number of waste 
prevention, products reuse and materials recycling statistics at the Member State/region level 
compared to actions themes. Data for the analysis is collected from the EUROSTAT database for the 
prior selected hotspots and coldspots. 

• The waste prevention data is based on data on municipal waste generation for ‘Municipal 

waste by waste operations’; Waste operation (GEN). 

• The materials recycling data is based on data for ‘Municipal waste by waste operations’; 

Waste recycling (RCV_M).  

• Waste reuse is not considered into the analysis as there is no data available in the EUROSTAT 

database that represents any reuse statistics. 

Data is collected for all the years that the EWWR took place, except for 2016 as this data is not available. 
Data on the action themes is collected from the Action Developer Survey. 
 
The following assumptions for the global impact assessment that are considered are: 

• The analysis can only take the two available datasets for waste generation and materials 

recycling into account. There is unfortunately no data in the EUROSTAT database to model 

waste reuse. Therefore, reuse is not included in this part of the analysis. 

• No EUROSTAT data is available for 2016: Therefore, the analysis compares the development 

from the period 2006-2015 to period 2013-2015. Future datasets can expand the analysis over 

the whole period of the EWWR. 

• The slopes of the European and national waste data development are also based on a period 

from 2006 till 2015 as no data for 2016 is available yet. The action theme data is based on data 
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from 2013 till 2016. The potential error due to the comparison of different time periods is 

corrected by focusing on slopes rather than averages. 

 

2.6 Methodology: Qualitative analysis 
The qualitative analysis aims to further examine the assumed relationships between the different 
defined impacts. One relationship implies that participation in an EWWR action gives participants more 
awareness on waste issues. The other relationship implies that this elevated awareness on waste issues 
leads participants to take action. Both these assumptions imply the existence of specific secondary 
effects, which need to be further established in secondary impacts. Finally, we also examine whether 
the EWWR causes an impact on how driving forces like consumption or material need have an impact on 
environmental pressures like waste generation or environmental actions like materials recycling.  
 

2.6.1 Secondary impacts 
As stated in their objectives, the EWWR aims to realise an increase in waste reduction, products reuse 
and materials recycling by organizing actions that raise awareness, which in turn should convince the 
participants to take action. Therefore, the analysis considers two types of secondary impacts: the 
‘increase in waste awareness’ (induced impact) and the ‘likeliness to take action’ (indirect impact) 
among the respondents of the European Waste Survey. Both impacts are represented through direct 
questions in the survey: 

• The ‘likeliness to take action’ is assessed by questions 19a-o for the 2013 survey and questions 

20a-m for the 2014, 2015 and 2016 survey. In these questions, the respondents need to 

indicate whether they already take, plan to take or will not take pre-defined waste actions 

related to either waste prevention, products reuse or materials recycling. 

• The ‘increase in waste awareness’ is assessed by questions 14a, b and c of the 2014, 2015 and 

2016 survey. The question was not included in the 2013 survey. The respondents are proposed 

3 statements for which they should indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree based 

on a 5-point Likert-scale.  

• For each of the questions, the results are compared between the participant and the control 

group as established in chapter 4. The results are calculated in percentages for each of the 

EWWR years, after which the development of these percentages is assessed. The percentages 

and their development are thereafter interpreted based on expert judgement. 

 
The following assumptions for the secondary impact assessment are considered: 

• The use of data from the European Waste Survey assumes that sufficient data can be 

identified in chapter 4 to establish a comparable participant and control group.  

• One of the questions aimed at the ‘increase in waste awareness’ as a consequence of 

participation in the EWWR actions2. This question can only be answered by EWWR 

participants, which means it is not possible to establish a control group for this question. Only 

the results for the EWWR participants can be included in this report. 

 

                                                           
2 The formulation of the question indicates a clear link with participation in the EWWR; in particular As a result of taking part in this EWWR 
action, is there an increase in waste awareness. 
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2.6.2 Decoupling 
Decoupling can be an indicator for prevention, if it is defined as the ratio between the growth rate of 
waste generation and the growth rate of the annual private final consumption expenditure, for values of 
a set of preceding years. Decoupling is calculated at the level of the EU-28 and at the level of individual 
Member States. The indicator uses the growth rate of municipal waste generation takes data from the 
five preceding years. 
 
We use the coupling between material use and recycling as a measure to assess the success of recycling 
promotion. Material need can be an interesting driving force to enhance recycling of specific materials, 
but when recycling goes beyond this material need, it shows to be sensitive to other driving forces like 
awareness or successful actions.  
 
Decoupling between Municipal solid waste (MSW) generation and consumption is calculated as follows: 
 
Formula: 

𝐷(𝑦−5) → 𝑦 = (𝑏(𝐷𝐹)(𝑦−5)→𝑦 − 𝑏(𝐸𝑃)(𝑦−5)→𝑦) 

 
With  
D(y-5)->y: the decoupling indicator for a time interval of five years from y-5 to y  
b(EP) (y-5)->y: the slope of the linear regression of the environmental pressure or environmental action 
over the last five years | EP expressed as an index with y-5 = 100  
b(DF)(y-5)->y: the slope of the linear regression of the driving force over the last five years | DF expressed 
as an index with y-5 = 100 
EP:   

• generation of municipal or household waste3, database EUROSTAT [env_wasmun], or 

• Materials Recycling, database EUROSTAT [WST_OPER] 

DF:  

• Private consumption expenditure, database EUROSTAT [nama_co3_k], or 

• Domestic Material Consumption, database EUROSTAT material flow accounting [INDIC_NV].  

Both EP and DF are expressed as total values for the Member State 
 
The results are interpreted based on 4 options: 

• Absolute decoupling: the environmental pressure or action lowers, despite an increase of the 

driver: D>2  

• Decoupling: the environmental pressure or action follows the evolution of the driver, but not 

completely: 0<D<2  

• Coupling: the environmental pressure or action and the driver are strictly connected to each 

other and evolve in the same way: D≈0  

• Reverse decoupling; the environmental pressure or action evolves in a more outspoken way 

than the driver: D<0 

 

                                                           
3 Waste generation per capita, to exclude the effects of changing demography 
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The following assumptions are used for the decoupling analysis: 

• Success of the EWWR is defined as an increase in waste prevention, products reuse and 

materials recycling, which is caused by the three EWWR themes: Strict avoidance and 

reduction at source (waste prevention), Reuse and preparing for reuse (products reuse) and 

Waste sorting and recycling (materials recycling). 

• It was not possible to take waste reuse into consideration in this analysis, as Eurostat does not 

contain any suitable data sets to represent the driving force and environmental pressure. The 

Waste Statistics Regulation 2150/2002/EC does not include provisions on reporting reuse, nor 

does the OECD/EUROSTAT Joint Questionnaire. No datasets are available at a European level 

and for a broad scope of waste types that describe or quantify reuse. This means that for 

reuse no outcome indicators can be consulted or developed, and that the analysis should 

remain limited to the direct impact output indicators of the EWWR actions.   

3 General parameters: 
Actions database 

The analysis of the general parameters on EWWR actions looks at the number and type of actions that 
took place during the EWWR. The data used is collected through the survey targeting the organisers of 
the actions. The calculations for this section can be found in Appendix 1_Parameters Actions Database. 
 

3.1 Geographical spread of EWWR actions 
The EWWR includes actions organised in 27 of the 28 European Member States and 5 other European 
countries over the three EWWR years. The reach of the EWWR has crossed the European boundaries 
with a number of actions that have been organised in Brazil, Cambodia, Benin, the Dominican Republic. 
Both the number of actions organised in Europe and worldwide show an increase in their development 
over the three EWWR years. 
 
Figure 1: Total number of EWWR actions 

Total number of actions 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

World 12180 12099 12255 37,5 

Europe 12177 12086 12244 33,5 

 
There are several clear hotspots that could be defined based on the assumption to include only those 
Member States or Regions where more than 50 actions were organised during at least one of the 4 
years of the EWWR. This resulted in 9 selected Member States: Malta, Belgium, Hungary, Spain, 
Portugal, United Kingdom, France, Italy and Germany. These selected locations were matched by 9 
coldspots where a small number of actions were organised to observe the differences in their waste 
handling development. The coldspots were selected based on their geographic and economic match to 
the hotspots. This resulted in five comparable groups: Northern Europe, Southern Europe, Eastern 
Europe, Mediterranean islands and Anglo-Saxon Islands 
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Northern Europe 
A comparison of the Northern European countries shows that the EWWR has been successful in 
Germany and Belgium. Belgium, however, shows a decreasing development in the number of actions 
organised over the years, while Germany shows a strong increase. The EWWR seemed to have a 
reasonable start in Sweden with 43 actions organised, however, in 2016 this number had decreased till 
half of the original number. In the Netherlands, there was a slight gain in the number of actions 
organised in 2015, but this decreased strongly in 2016 to zero actions organised that year. In 
Luxembourg, the EWWR was not picked-up. 
 
Figure 2: hotspots and coldspots in Northern Europe 

Member State 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
Belgium 230 310 130 -50 
Germany 273 370 518 122,5 
Netherlands 7 23 0 -3,5 
Sweden 43 27 19 -12 
Luxembourg 0 1 1 0 

 
Southern Europe 
The EWWR has proven very successful in the Southern European Member States; all four countries have 
acted as EWWR hotspots over the past three years. However, the development of the actions over the 
past three years shows a declining trend for Spain, Portugal and Italy. In France, the number of actions 
organised has continued to increase. 
 
Figure 3: hotspots and coldspots in Southern Europe 

Member State 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
France 2768 3320 4576 904 
Spain 1603 1382 1483 -60 
Portugal 873 536 373 -250 
Italy 5673 5278 4419 -627 

 
Eastern Europe 
Hungary has proven the strongest EWWR hotspot among the European countries. Not only is it the 
country where most actions we organised; it also shows a strong increasing development in the number 
of organised actions over the past three years. The EWWR seemed to have a reasonable start in Bulgaria 
with 42 actions organised. However, the number of actions strongly declined over the next three years. 
 
Figure 4: hotspots and coldspots in Eastern Europe 

Member State 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
Hungary 136 473 416 140 
Bulgaria 42 21 5 -18,5 
Poland 0 1 0 0 

 
Mediterranean islands 
The Mediterranean islands group is consisting of hotspot Malta and coldspots Cyprus and Greece. The 
EWWR has proven very successful in Malta with an overall growing development and an average of 
around 100 actions per year. In comparison, there is still room for further development of the EWWR 
activities in Cyprus and Greece.  
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Figure 5: hotspots and coldspots on small European islands 
Member State 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
Malta  88 118 91 1,5 
Cyprus 0 0 4 2 
Greece 5 7 2 -1,5 

 
Anglo-Saxon islands 
Although more actions were organised in the United Kingdom than in Ireland, both Anglo-Saxon 
countries show a decline in the development over the three EWWR years. The United Kingdom showed 
a strong EWWR start with almost 350 actions implemented in 2014. The subsequent years this number 
strongly declined to around 100 actions. In Ireland, it has proved difficult for the EWWR to gain foothold 
for all three years. 
 
Figure 6: hotspots and coldspots on the large islands 

Member State 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
United Kingdom 342 138 103 -119,5 
Ireland 3 10 2 -0,5 

 
The evolution of the number of actions in the hotspots and the coldspots varies strongly. With the 
exception of the Anglo-Saxon islands, each group has a top performing country in terms of action 
development trend. With the exception of the Southern European group, the top performers are also 
the countries with the highest total number of actions in their group. 
 
Economic development could be a factor influencing the successful pick-up of the EWWR in countries. 
Overall, countries with growing economies seem to be better performing in comparison to those 
countries in each group that have experienced less economic growth. The only exception seems to be 
the Northern European group; it would be expected that the Netherlands and Sweden also show an 
increasing development in the number of actions over the years, but this is not the case.  
 

3.2 Number of waste prevention, products reuse 
and materials recycling actions 

The EWWR focuses on four waste policy themes to which each of the actions are linked to. These 
themes are ‘Strict avoidance and reduction at source’ (waste prevention), ‘Reuse and preparing for 
reuse’ (products reuse) and ‘Waste sorting and recycling’ (materials recycling) and the European Clean-
up Day. Actions organised under this last theme have been disregarded in this analysis. The other three 
themes represent the types of waste actions that the EWWR tries to increase by organizing the EWWR.  
 
Figure 7: Overview of EWWR themes (in numbers) 

Theme number of actions 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

Strict avoidance and reduction at 
source  

2028 2269 3172 572 

Reuse and preparing for reuse 3876 3624 3409 -233,5 

Waste sorting and recycling 2679 1848 1690 -494,5 

Total times theme was mentioned 8664 7952 8489 -87,5 
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Total number of actions for which a 
theme was indicated 

6707 6659 7349 -156 

 
The number of times a theme is mentioned is higher than the number of actions as in cases where 
themes are mentioned multiple times they are counted separately. No theme was indicated for almost 
half of the actions during all three years. 
 
Figure 8: Overview of EWWR themes (in %) 

Themes of EWWR actions (in%) 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

Strict avoidance and reduction at source  24% 29% 38% 7,36 

Reuse and preparing for reuse 45% 47% 41% -1,97 

Waste sorting and recycling 31% 24% 20% -5,39 

 
Reuse and preparing for reuse turns out as the most popular theme under which actions for the EWWR 
are organised. Waste sorting and recycling is the least popular theme. Both themes, however, show a 
decline over the three EWWR years, while Strict avoidance and reduction at source (waste prevention) 
shows a strong increase in the number of actions organised under the theme. Waste sorting and 
recycling shows the strongest decline. Potentially this could be influenced by the action organisers, who 
might have picked “Strict avoidance and reduction at source” as a default option and then have coupled 
it with products reuse or materials recycling. Amongst the factors that could have influenced such 
differences in percentages are the strong emphasis put on waste reduction and reuse by the set-up of 
the EWWR as they are on the higher level of the waste hierarchy and though the Prevention Thematic 
Days in particular. 
 

3.3 Geographical spread of actions per theme 
An assessment of the geographical spread of actions per theme provides further insight into potential 
concentrations for waste prevention, products reuse and materials recycling actions within Europe (see 
Appendix 1_Parameters Actions Database). The results show that actions under the theme ‘Reuse and 
preparing for reuse’ are most popular in Eastern Europe and Scandinavian countries. Exceptions are 
France, Luxembourg, Malta and Andorra, where the theme also proved to be most popular.   
 
In Finland and Hungary actions under ‘Strict avoidance and reduction at source’ proved to be most 
popular. The same development is observed for the Anglo-Saxon islands, the South-European countries 
Spain, Portugal and Italy and the countries with a German language: Germany, Belgium, Austria and 
Luxembourg. ‘Waste sorting and recycling’ proved to be the most popular theme for actions in Greece. 
A further observation of the recycling actions across Europe suggests that recycling actions are more 
popular in Eastern Europe apart from the Netherlands (see Figure 9: Spread of recycling actions across 
Europe (averages for 2014-2016)).   
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Figure 9: Spread of recycling actions across Europe (averages for 2014-2016) 

 
 

3.4 Conclusion 
The analysis of EWWR action parameters concludes that the EWWR was successful in a specific number 
of Member States/regions. The region or typology does not seem to be a decisive factor in the success 
of the EWWR with the exception of the Southern European group that included only EWWR hotspots. 
Economic prosperity could have an impact on the success of the EWWR; in all groups the countries with 
a more positive economic development performed better, except for the Northern European group. In 
terms of output, the EWWR seems to be most successful in Roman countries. The analysis of the themes 
suggests that the waste prevention actions might be most popular as these are most frequently 
organised. Materials recycling is expected to be least popular as those actions are least frequently 
organised. 
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4 General parameters: 
European online Waste 
Survey 

This section aims to provide more insight into the characteristics of the respondents of the European 
Waste Survey. The survey is conducted after the EWWR has taken place and targets all citizens of 
Europe. It is disseminated independently from the EWWR and therefore includes both participants and 
non-participants. The calculations for this section can be found in Appendix 2_Parameters European 
Waste Survey. 
 

4.1 Share of EWWR participants 
The European Waste Survey seems to trigger a balanced response of both EWWR participants (hereafter 
referred to as the ‘participants’) and non-participants (hereafter referred to as the ‘control group’). The 
group of people not responding at all are excluded from the graph below. The analysis of the 
participants of the surveys shows that consistently from 2013 till 2016 more than half of the 
respondents did not participate in the EWWR. The other half of respondents indicated to be participants 
and a small group of around 3-4% indicated that they were not sure whether they participated or not. 
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Figure 10: Overview of number of EU online waste survey respondents (EU only)

 
 
The awareness of the EWWR appears very high across Europe. Almost all respondents in both the 
participant and control group have indicated to have heard from the EWWR after the starting year. 
When asked about the logo, around half of the control group respondents recognized it correctly. The 
familiarity with the EWWR logo is still higher among the participants; around 75% recognized it 
correctly. The awareness among the control group grows slightly. For the participants, the peak is 
reached in the second year, after which it declines slightly. The awareness of the EWWR seems to 
therefore grow mostly among the EWWR participants.  
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Figure 11: Share of respondents who recognised the EWWR logo correctly (in %)

 
 
The geographical concentration of the respondents shows consistent concentration in the hotspots that 
were selected in chapter 2.3.2. Similar to the hotspots, the representation of the survey is strongest in 
the Southern European countries (see Figure 12), while the Scandinavian countries are least well 
represented. An effort might be needed to expand the EWWR also in Germanic and Northern countries. 
Even within Belgium the Dutch speaking part (Flanders) is under-represented. 
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Figure 12: Geographical spread of respondents in 2016 in the European online waste survey 

 
 

4.2 Respondents waste awareness 
Generally, the respondents of the survey are found to have an above average awareness on waste 
issues. Most respondents indicated that their concern about waste-related issues was their motivation 
for participation in the survey. In addition, more than 95% of respondents indicated to strongly agree 
with the statement ‘waste reduction is everybody’s business’. Respondents also indicated they felt very 
to fairly well informed on solutions to produce less waste and to sort waste.   
 
Waste awareness proves to be high among both the respondents from the participant and the control 
group. Already at the start of the survey in 2013, the majority of respondents of both groups indicated 
to have participated in the survey for their concern of waste-related issues. While the motivation of the 
participants changed slightly to ‘You took part because this is important to your friends and family’, the 
concern for waste-related issues seems to grow among control group to even a higher percentage than 
the participants (see Figure 13). Still, for both groups concern about waste-related issues consistently 
proves to be the strongest motivation to participate in the survey. 
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Figure 13: Respondents who participated in the survey for their concern about waste- related issues (in%)

 
 
The survey also inquires after the extent to which the respondents agree with four waste-related 
statements. The results show that for both the participant and control group the sensitivity to waste 
issues is high. It is clear for them that waste production is a major environmental issue and that 
everyone should be involved in waste reduction. The respondents also seem to agree that it is better to 
repair a product than to buy a new one, although the results are slightly less high. With regard to sorting 
bio-waste for composting, the majority of respondents indicated this is not constraining for them. The 
results for the four years show minimal variation and therefore seem to be consistent for all four years. 
This supports the assumption that the survey respondents have in general a very high awareness of 
waste-related issues. 
 
Figure 14: Sensitivity of European Waste Survey respondents to waste issues (% strongly agree-agree) 

Agree-Strongly agree Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
Waste production is a major environmental issue. Participant 97% 98% 97% 97% -0,03 

Control group 96% 94% 96% 97% 0,29 

Waste reduction is everybody’s business. Participant 98% 99% 98% 97% -0,49 

Control group 97% 95% 98% 98% 0,67 

 It is better to repair a product than to buy a new 
one. 

Participant 89% 89% 91% 89% 0,42 

Control group 82% 81% 84% 88% 2,03 

Sorting bio-waste for home composting (or 
neighbourhood composting) is not constraining. 

Participant 69% 73% 76% 71% 0,67 

Control group 69% 73% 75% 76% 2,22 

 
Similarly, also the results for the inquiry after awareness of information on waste solutions shows minor 
variation among the four years during which the survey was conducted. Both the control and participant 
group show a similar development in the results between 2013 and 2016. A higher share of participants 
indicated to feel well informed on waste solutions (91-95%) compared to 84 to 92% of the control 
group. Both the participant and control group feel better informed about solutions to sort waste rather 
than produce less waste. It seems therefore that although the awareness is in general high, the 
respondents feel better informed about materials recycling than waste prevention options. 
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Figure 15: Awareness of information on waste solutions (fairly-very well informed) 

 
 

4.3 Conclusion 
The efforts of the EWWR to launch the European Waste Survey as an independent survey to assess 
EWWR awareness across Europe seems to have paid off. The share of respondents that have and have 
not participated in the EWWR is almost equal. As the geographical spread of the respondents does seem 
to concentrate in similar hotspots as the actions, it suggests that the EWWR presence has an impact that 
reaches further than only the participants of the actions. Whether this is caused by the presence of 
action coordinators in those locations, the reach of the project partner’s network or by picked-up media 
attention needs to be further investigated, for example by investing in introducing the EWWR in some of 
the coldspots. 
 
The results show that in general the European Waste Survey attracts a respondent body with a high 
awareness of and interest in waste-related issues. This seems unrelated to whether the respondents 
participated in the EWWR or not as a comparison of the participant and control group shows consistent 
results. They indicated to participate in the survey mainly out of concern of waste-related issues. The 
participant group demonstrated a slight growth in the number of respondents, who indicated to have 
participated because of friends and family. It could be interesting to see to whether friends and family 
are also a decisive factor into learning about the EWWR and participating in an EWWR action compared 
to media exposure. It is difficult, however, to derive any decisive conclusions from the current data as 
the total percentage is still minor compared to ‘concern for waste-related issues’. 
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Both the participant and control group seem to agree that waste is an important environmental issue 
that everyone should be concerned about, but taking specific actions seems slightly more difficult. 
When inquiring about specific actions that could be taken regarding composting or repairing a product, 
the results slight decrease and show a slightly higher engagement of the participant group. Both 
respondent groups do indicate that this is not due to lack of information; they consistently feel very well 
informed on waste solutions, despite materials recycling being a bit more familiar than prevention. 
Whether the EWWR helps respondents to go from awareness to action will be further investigated in 
chapter 6.1.  
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5 Quantitative analysis  
This section aims to provide insight in the impact of the EWWR on quantities of waste generation and 
waste processing in Europe. The data used in this analysis was taken from the Actions Developers 
Database reports provided by the EWWR and the Eurostat database. The calculations for this section 
can be found in Appendix 3a_Direct impact and Appendix 3b_Global impact. 
 

5.1 Direct impact 
The direct impact refers to the immediate results of the EWWR actions expressed in kilograms of waste 
prevented, reused or recycled, and in number of participants. The data is based on estimations done by 
the action developers. The analysis focuses on the EWWR years from 2014 onwards as no reliable data 
was available for 2013. Communication actions and actions without participants were not considered in 
the analysis. The data represents only those actions for which an estimation was provided, 458 actions 
with data on number of participants, 450 actions with data on kilograms. 
 
Two considerations need to be made when reviewing the data. Firstly, as the data is estimated it needs 
to be corrected for extremes that might distort the overall results. Secondly, the data could be affected 
by the fact that actions can be categorized multiple times for different themes. An observation of the 
average of the estimated number of participants and kilograms per actions would therefore likely paint a 
too positive picture of the results. Therefore, the study looks at the median, which is much more robust 
in terms of outliers; even with the cut-off of 5% highest and 5% lowest, outliers can still be avoided. One 
such an outlier can distort the full image of the mean, but not the median. 
 
Figure 16: Estimated number of participants per action (per theme/year) 

Themes 2014 2015 2016 Total Number 
of actions 

Participants 
per action 
(median) 

Waste prevention 14260 8888 14040 37188 142 100 

Products reuse 17961 10234 4981 33176 171 50 

Materials recycling 11862 11914 13555 37331 145 100 

Total 44083 31036 32576 107695 458 80 

 
The results show that materials recycling and waste prevention actions have attracted the higher number 
of participants per action. The reuse actions seem to be less popular with a median of 50 participants per 
action, although the number of actions for which data was provided on the number of participants is the 
highest.  
 
Figure 17: Total estimated waste reduction, products reuse or materials recycling by the EWWR actions 
in kilograms (per theme/year) 

Themes 2014 2015 2016 Total Number 
of actions 

Kilogram per 
action (median) 

Waste prevention 19596 25394 14946 59936 132 55 

Products reuse 47655 9968 21785 79408 175 30 
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Themes 2014 2015 2016 Total Number 
of actions 

Kilogram per 
action (median) 

Materials recycling 48708 22144 31684 102536 143 50 

Total 115959 57506 68415 241880 450 49,5 

 
Prevention, closely followed by materials recycling, appears the most successful topic in terms of 
kilograms of waste affected with a median of 55 kg per action prevented/reduced/recycled.  
From the reported reduction and number of participants per action, the median reduction in kilograms 
per participant can be established. These values represent the reduction of one EWWR per year with a 
duration of one week. Potentially more reduction could be realised with a longer duration of the EWWR. 
However, no extrapolation over the year was done as a longer duration of the EWWR does not 
automatically result in the same reduction per action as the reduction by the participant during the year 
is considered as a result of the action. In addition, overexposure could diminish enthusiasm to 
participate. Both factors would need to be considered in the case of extrapolation for an entire year. 
We used the data on 450 reported actions for which reliable quantities were available, not to establish a 
view on the total outcome of the action, but to be able to calculate a reliable figure in kg/action. 
 
Figure 18: Reduction in kilogram per participant 

Themes kg/participant 

Waste prevention 0,55 

Products reuse 0,6 

Materials recycling 0,5 

 
The waste reduction per participant that has been realised by EWWR shows a median value of 0,55 kg. 
Materials recycling actions seem to have a similar impact on participants with 0,5 kg, as well as reuse 
0,55 kg.  
The results suggest that EWWR actions that are organised under the materials recycling and waste 
prevention themes result in the highest direct impact. They are most successful in terms of the number 
of participants they attract, and the number of kilograms of waste affected. Reuse has a slightly higher 
waste management figure per participant. 
 
The EWWR conducted a test to see to what extent the actions that EWWR participants take on waste 
waste prevention, products reuse and materials recycling result in a waste reduction and how large this 
reduction is. The pilot TCT study (Targeted communication toolkits) was conducted amongst a 
representative target group including administrations, business, schools and citizens. The pilot of 2014 
found that 10 266,5 kilograms of waste had been reduced during the week through the 305 actions that 
were observed, which accounts to 33,6 kilograms per action. For 2015, this number was slightly higher 
with 25 000 kilograms of waste reduced through 731 actions, which resulted 34 kilograms reduction per 
action. This is in line with the results found in the direct impact analysis which is only slightly higher. 
 

5.2 Global impact 
The assessment of the global impact consists of a comparison of the development in European and 
national waste data to the number of actions linked to waste prevention and materials recycling. Waste 
reuse cannot be considered, as no suitable datasets are currently available at the European or national 
level.  
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Apart from global impacts, for which no outcome data on reuse are made available through the Waste 
Statistics Regulation nor through the OECD/Eurostat joint questionnaire, only output data have been 
analysed for the theme or reuse (see chapter 2.5.1).  We cannot assess whether a 10% increase in 
product prepared for reuse has occurred as there is no benchmark against which we can assess this 
10%. We can however observe that reuse practices are well established among the respondents of the 
European Waste Survey. Both the actions ‘using reusable shopping bags’ and ‘donating your old clothes 
and other items’ score quite high with around 86-91% of participants already taking action, while the 
number of participants that take up the habit to get appliances repaired increased with 5% from 2013 to 
2016, although it decreased again a bit in 2016. More details of these output indicators are included in 
chapter 6.1 on secondary impacts. 
 

5.2.1 European waste development 
A general observation, based on Eurostat statistics, of the waste generation in Europe during the EWWR 
shows no consistent development; for example, the waste generation data shows an increase between 
2013 and 2014, after which it decreases for the subsequent 3 years.  
 
The slopes calculated of the linear regression of waste generation per inhabitant data (-0,3) and 
materials recycling (+3,8) do both show a desired effect. 
 
Figure 19: Waste data development in kg/inhabitant in Europe 

Europe (kg/inhabitant) 2013 2014 2015 Slope 

Waste generation 479 478 476 -0,3 

Materials recycling 128 134 137 3,8 

 
Based on the European waste data and the direct impact data it is possible to assess to what extent the 
EWWR actions are correlated to the overall reduction in waste generation in Europe. The EWWR 
resulted in an average waste prevention (=reduction) of 0,55 kg/participant (see Figure 19). We can 
observe a global waste reduction of 1 kg/inhabitant in 2014, 2 kg/inhabitant in 2015 thus on average 1,5 
kg/inhabitant per year based on the EUROSTAT data [env_wasmun]. This means that the actions of the 
EWWR may have contributed to roughly one third of the average total waste reduction performance of 
a whole year, for those who have participated in the EWWR. This shows two aspects: 

• EWWR participants are highly motivated and effective in waste prevention, which means that 

there is still a growth curve on prevention to be realised by inhabitants with less waste 

awareness. 

• The EWWR actions are effective, at least for its participants. They offer methods and 

incentives to make a difference regarding waste prevention. We may consider however that 

some of the actions of the EWWR have an impact on cumulated waste generation and thus 

cannot be repeated each week. Repair activities for example reflect goods that have fallen into 

disfunction during months before the EWWR took place. Other actions, like shifting towards 

drinking tap water, may have an effect during months after the EWWR. 

 

5.2.2 Waste prevention 
To assess the global impact of the EWWR on waste prevention, a comparison is made of  
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• the evolution of generated waste in Europe and the Member States (is waste generation going 

up or down?) 

• compared to the development of the EWWR actions organised in relation to the waste 

prevention theme (are the number or actions increasing or decreasing) 

The developments are expressed as the slopes of their linear regression, to account for the fact that the 
data sets for the EWWR actions and Eurostat data cover different time periods.  
 
The values for municipal waste generation represent whether waste prevention was higher in the period 
that the EWWR was organised compared to the average prevention in the whole period 2006 till 2015. If 
it is higher we assume a breaking point leading to better waste prevention. This is indicated by colouring 
the matrix field green in column 2 Mun waste generation. 

• Green indicates waste generation going down at a steeper speed in the period of the EWWR 

action than in the overall timelap 

• Red indicates waste generation going down at the same or a lower speed 

 
The values for EWWR actions are coloured green in case the number of actions is increasing. 

• Green indicates waste prevention actions increasing 

• Red indicates waste prevention actions decreasing 

 
By comparing both aspects we examine whether an increase in prevention is consistent with an increase 
in EWWR actions. 
 
In the graph below hotspots are marked in normal script and coldspots are market in italic. Hot- and 
coldspots are grouped in comparable clusters: western-European, Southern-European, Eastern-
European, Mediterranean/island, Anglosaxon and a residual category. 
 
Figure 20: Assessment comparison slope difference in municipal waste generation development and 
development EWWR actions 

PREVENTION MUN. WASTE GENERATION EWWR ACTIONS ASSESSMENT 

Belgium     consistent 

Netherlands   n/a n/a 

Germany     consistent 

Sweden     consistent 

Luxembourg     

No impact of actions on 
results 

    

France     
No impact of actions on 
results 

Italy     
Results not caused by 
actions 

Portugal     consistent 

Spain     
No impact of actions on 
results 
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PREVENTION MUN. WASTE GENERATION EWWR ACTIONS ASSESSMENT 

Hungary     
No impact of actions on 
results 

Poland   n/a n/a 

Bulgaria     consistent 

    

Malta     
No impact of actions on 
results 

Cyprus   n/a n/a 

Greece n/a   n/a 

    

United Kingdom     consistent 

Ireland n/a   n/a 

 
The results show that for six Member States the development between the EWWR action themes and 
the waste development data is consistent; the presence (e.g. hotspots Germany, Belgium) or absence 
(e.g. coldspots Bulgaria, Sweden and hotspots Portugal, United Kingdom) of EWWR actions can 
potentially have had an impact on the waste generated in those Member States. In another five 
Member States there seemed to be no impact of the EWWR actions on the municipal waste generation 
(e.g. hotspots France, Spain, Hungary, Malta and coldspot Luxembourg). In the case of hotspot Italy, the 
development in the municipal waste generation did not seem to have any relation with the EWWR 
actions, the actions decrease while in the same period the waste reduction is higher than average. This 
could be caused by the large number of participants in the first year, continuing to affect influence in 
the next years or on the total performance. For the other hotspots and coldspots there was not 
sufficient data available to make the assessment. 
 

5.2.3 Materials recycling 
To assess the global impact of the EWWR on materials recycling, a comparison is made of the 
development of recycled waste in Europe to the development of the EWWR actions organised in 
relation to the materials recycling theme. Similar to the exercise on waste prevention, these 
developments are expressed as differences in slopes to account for the fact that the data sets for the 
EWWR actions and Eurostat data cover different time periods. The values for municipal waste 
generation are now replaced for the values on municipal waste recycling. Instead of the EWWR waste 
prevention action, the analysis now focuses on the actions organised within the materials recycling 
theme. 

• Green indicates materials recycling going up at a steeper speed in the period of the EWWR 

action than in the overall time lap 

• Red indicates materials recycling going up at the same or a lower speed 

• Green indicates materials recycling actions are increasing 

• Red indicates materials recycling actions are decreasing 

 
 
Figure 21: Assessment comparison slope difference in municipal materials recycling development and 
development EWWR actions 

RECYCLING MUN. WASTE RECYCLING EWWR ACTIONS ASSESSMENT 
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Belgium     Results not caused by actions 

Netherlands   n/a n/a 

Germany     consistent 

Luxembourg  n/a n/a 
Sweden  n/a n/a 

    

France     Results not caused by actions 

Italy     consistent 

Portugal     consistent 

Spain     consistent 

    

Hungary     consistent 

Poland   n/a n/a 

Bulgaria     consistent 

    

Malta     
No impact of actions on 
results 

Cyprus   n/a n/a 

Greece n/a   

    

United Kingdom     consistent 

Ireland n/a   n/a 

 
The materials recycling results show more consistency between the EWWR action themes and the waste 
development data than the results for waste prevention; hotspots Germany, Spain and Hungary show a 
consistent positive development, while hotspots Italy, Portugal and the United Kingdom and coldspot 
Bulgaria show a consistent negative value. In hotspots Belgium and France, the development in 
materials recycling does not seem to be in line with the EWWR actions. The result for hotspot Malta 
suggests that the EWWR actions had no impact on development of materials recycling in the Member 
State. For the other hotspot and coldspots there was not sufficient data available to make the 
assessment. 
 

5.3 Conclusion 
Waste prevention 
Overall the outcome of the EWWR in terms of kilogram waste reduced seems quite positive. The median 
of the waste reduced per participant of the EWWR is 0,55 kg per action week (see chapter 2.5.1). We 
observe an average yearly waste reduction of 1,5 kg/inhabitant for the period 2013-2015 (see chapter 
5.2). The result of the EWWR for its participants is about 1/3 of the total average waste reduction in a 
year for a European citizen.  
 
We assess the average total waste reduction, disregarding demographic growth, as follows: 
 

Average yearly waste reduction for the period 2013 to 2015 
 

1,5 kg/inh 

Total number of EU inhabitants in 2015 
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509 394 375 inhabitants 

Total waste prevention/reduction 
 

764 092 tonnes 

 
The envisioned waste generation reduction target was 5%. With a reduction of 1,5 kg on a total of 476 
kg/inhabitant, the European union only knows a yearly reduction of 0,3%.  When, however, comparing 
the results per participant of the EWWR (0,55 kg) with the average reduction of 1,5 kg, we can see that 
the EWWR actions contribute for an increase of about 37%.  
In absolute figures the EWWR reported reduction (25 394 kg in 2015, see chapter 5.1) is negligible 
compared to the 764 092 tonnes reduced in total. When extrapolated over 12086 actions in 2015 we 
end up with only 681 tonnes. If, however, all inhabitants would perform at the level of the EWWR 
participants, this would be 1 044 259 tonnes or about 37% more. If 14% of the EU population would 
participate in the EWWR, or if they would be touched by the multiplicator effect of the EWWR, waste 
reduction would increase with 5%. The EWWR offers useful and effective tools, but its impact on the 
total waste reduction in the EU depends upon the strength of its participation and its multiplicator 
effect. EWWR needs therefore more communication and a larger degree of participation. In order to 
realise measurable results around 5% overall waste reduction in Europe, its participation should be 
rolled out in all member States and its level of participation should be increased. We lack data to 
evaluate its actual multiplicator effect.  
 
Figure 22: Calculation of needed level of participation or multiplicator effect to reach 5% more waste 
reduction.  

average 
reduction 
kg/inh 

total 
generation 
kg/inh 

% 
reduction
/inh 

inhabitants tonnes 
reduced 

% increase 

Actual 1,5 476 0,32 509 394 
375 

764 092 
 

EWWR increased 
(+ 0,55 kg) 

2,05 
 

0,43 
 

1 044 258 37 % 

Percentage 
EWWR 
participants 

14 
   

802 296 5 % 

Non-participants 86 
     

 
Formula: 

 average 
reduction 
kg/inh 

total 
generation 
kg/inh 

% 
reduction
/inh 

inhabitants tonnes 
reduced 

% increase 

Actual 1,5 476 =F8/G8*1
00 

509 394 375 =I8*F8/100
0 

 

EWWR increased 
(+ 0,55 kg) 

=1,5+0,55 
 

=F10/G8*
100 

 
=J8/F8*F10 =(J10-

J8)/J8*100 

Percentage 
EWWR 
participants 

13,636313
4430693 

   
=F8*I8*F14
/100/1000

+F10*I8*F1
3/100/100

0 

=(J13-
J8)/J8*100 
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 average 
reduction 
kg/inh 

total 
generation 
kg/inh 

% 
reduction
/inh 

inhabitants tonnes 
reduced 

% increase 

Non-participants =100-F13 
     

 
Materials recycling 
Overall the outcome of the EWWR in terms of kilogram materials recycled also seems quite positive but 
negligible compared to total materials recycling results. The median of waste recycled per participant of 
the EWWR is 0,5 kilograms per action week (see chapter 5.1). We observe a yearly materials recycling of 
137 kg/inhabitant for 2015 (see chapter 2.5.2). The result of the EWWR for its participants is about 0,4% 
of the total average waste reduction in a year for a European citizen.  
 
We calculate the total materials recycling as follows: 

Average yearly materials recycling for 2015 
 

137 kg/inh 

Total numbers of EU inhabitants in 2015 
 

509 394 375 inhabitants 

Total waste prevention/reduction 
 

69 million tonnes 

 
The envisioned materials recycling increase was 10%. In reality, 137 kg out of 476 kg generated was 
recycled, or 29%. An increase of 10% of the actual recycling effort would mean an average recycling 
outcome of 151 kg/inhabitant or 14 kg/inhabitant extra. Participation in the EWWR leads to an increase 
of 0,5 kg extra. If these materials recycling actions consist not of one shot events but are about 
introducing new habits, we can multiply these results with 52 for 52 weeks in one year. Then the 
outcome would be 26 kg extra which is above the 14 kilograms needed to increase materials recycling 
with 10%. 
 
If we take into account that an EWWR participant recycles on average 137+26 = 163 kg/year, then we 
can calculate that 53% of the European population needs to recycle at the level of the EWWR 
participants to achieve an increase in materials recycling of 10%. 
 
Figure 23: Calculation of needed level of participation or multiplicator effect to reach 10% more 
materials recycling 
  

average 
recycling 
kg/inh 

total 
generation 
kg/inh 

% 
recycled 

inhabitants tonnes 
recycled 

% 
increase 

Actual 137 476 29 509 394 375 69 787 029 
 

EWWR increased (+ 
0,26 kg) 

163 
 

34 
 

83 031 283 19 % 

Percentage EWWR 
participants 

53 
   

76 765 732 10 % 

Non-participants 47 
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The EWWR offers useful and effective tools, but its impact on the total waste reduction in the EU 
depends upon the strength of its participation and its multiplicator effect, as well as on the increase in 
materials recycling that can be realised through the EWWR. The EWWR needs therefore:   

• More communication and a larger degree or participation. To realise measurable results 

around 10% overall more materials recycling in Europe, its participation should be rolled out in 

all Member States and its level of participation should be increased. We lack data to evaluate 

its actual multiplicator effect.  

• Higher materials recycling effectivity, more than 0,5 kilograms/participant, to affect real 

impact 

• Focus not on one shot events but on introducing new habits   

 
The analysis into the global impact investigates to what extent a relationship can be observed between 
the development of waste data and the EWWR actions organised. The results for waste generation show 
a lot of variation from which it is difficult to conclude whether the EWWR could be the cause of waste 
reduction in Europe. The results for materials recycling show more consistency, which suggests that the 
EWWR might be more effective to promote materials recycling, as it is easier for people to carry out 
materials recycling actions. In any case the consistency or simultaneity between good materials 
recycling and the presence of materials recycling actions in the EWWR is clear, without claiming a causal 
relationship between both.  
 
Due to the limited data availability, further analysis would be necessary on additional collected data sets 
to draw more solid conclusions. It would be useful to have data on products reuse, or to have 
confidence intervals illustrating how meaningful the variations in municipal waste generation per capita 
really are. 
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6 Qualitative analysis  
This section looks into the secondary impacts of the EWWR on waste prevention and materials recycling. 
In addition, the analysis attempts to provide insight in the level of decoupling for waste prevention and 
materials recycling. The first part of the analysis makes use of data that was collected by the EWWR 
through the European Waste Survey. The second part is based on Eurostat data. The calculations for this 
section can be found in Appendix 4a_Secondary impacts, Appendix 4b_Decoupling_Prevention and 
Appendix 4c_Decoupling_Recycling. 
 

6.1 Secondary impacts 
The EWWR aims to reduce waste by raising awareness through the organization of actions around waste 
prevention, products reuse and materials recycling. This implies two different effects; an increase in 
waste awareness among participants (induced impact) and more participants taking acting to reduce, 
recycle or reuse their waste due to a higher awareness as a result of participating in an EWWR action 
(indirect impact). The European Waste Survey includes several questions that ask participants about 
both assumed developments. 
 

6.1.1 Increased waste awareness among participants 
(Induced impact) 

The European Waste Survey asks respondents that have participated in the EWWR to indicate how they 
feel about three statements on waste awareness according to a 5-point Likert scale shows the share of 
EWWR participants who indicated they ‘agreed to strongly agreed’ with the statements. Data is included 
only for the years 2014 till 2016 as the question was introduced in 2014. A comparison with the control 
group was not possible as the question was created to be posed exclusively to participants.  
 
Figure 24: Number of EWWR participants that strongly agree to agree with the statements 

Statement 2014 2015 2016 Slope 
I better understand the difference between waste 
prevention and materials recycling 

82% 84% 82% -0,1 

In the future, I will act more environmentally friendly 86% 90% 90% 1,9 

I would like to take part in an action in the framework of 
the next European Week for Waste Reduction. 

86% 89% 89% 1,6 

 
As the results show the majority of respondents indicated consistently that they feel the EWWR has 
increased their awareness of waste.  The results show a slight increase for each of the statements, 
except for ‘I better understand the difference between waste prevention and materials recycling’. This 
could indicate that the target group feels they have a good understanding of the difference. The results 
should be seen in light of the results presented in chapter 2.4, which indicated that the awareness on 
waste issues in general is very high among participants in the European Waste Survey.  
 
The general high awareness of the respondents suggests that there might be a bias among the 
respondents that might have influenced this question on awareness. Based on the current available 
data, and because the percentage were already so high from the start, it is not possible to establish a 
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causal relationship between the EWWR and the actions. A long-term follow-up of the participants’ 
development in awareness could provide data through which a more solid relationship could be 
established.   
 

6.1.2 Likeliness for respondents to take waste action 
(Indirect impact) 

The EWWR objectives assume that the raised waste awareness results in EWWR participants taking 
action. The European Waste Survey asks respondents to indicate for a number of specific waste 
prevention, products reuse and materials recycling actions whether they have already taken action or 
whether they plan to take action. The results have been split up for the participant and the control 
group to see if there is any difference between the results for whether the respondents group ‘intends 
to take the action’ or ‘has already taken the action’. The results for ‘does not take the actions’ are so 
small for all actions that they are negligible. Finally, the development in the results between 2013 and 
2016 is compared to assess the resulting impact. 
 
It is expected that a positive impact of the EWWR on the likeliness of participants to take action will 
show in an increase of the share of participants that have taken the action over time. The share of 
participants that intent to do it should logically increase accordingly. This assessment assumes that the 
same respondents participate in the survey each year, however, it is not possible from the data to 
establish whether this is the case. This is corrected for by comparing the development in the results of 
the participants to the control group.  
 
Overall the results suggest that the EWWR has the most impact through materials recycling actions (see 
Appendix 4a_Secondary impacts). The results show the desired growth for all actions, except ‘sorting 
waste properly’, which seems to already have reached its maximum achievable level. Waste prevention 
seems to be less impactful among participants. Almost all actions show the opposite development of 
what would be expected, except for ‘avoid wasting food’ and ‘borrowing or hiring tools’. Also for the 
action ‘avoid wasting food’ the maximum level seems to be reached. For the products reuse actions, the 
maximum level seems to be reached for ‘using reusable shopping bags’ and ‘donating clothes or other 
items’. There seems to be a positive impact for ‘getting your appliances repaired’.  
 
For further establishment of a causal relationship between the EWWR and the action, it would be 
necessary to follow-up with the participants to see if they have actually taken the action as planned. 
This could be done both by adding an additional question to the annual survey. Adding a question that 
allows respondents to indicate whether they completed the survey before (or use an online tool with an 
account that saves questions) could provide more insight into the extent to which the data are coming 
from the same respondents. This statistical technique of ‘paired observations’ would increase the 
quality of the data. 

 
Waste prevention 
The waste prevention actions data show the paradox or apparently realising the opposite of the desired 
effect. Almost for all actions we observe an increase for the ‘intention to do it’ and a decrease for ‘you 
already do it’ for the participant group. The control group shows the exact opposite results; the results 
that were expected for the participant group. We conclude that the desired trend is taking place in 
society, but that we cannot observe in the data whether this is affected by participation in the EWWR.  
The two exceptions are the actions ‘avoid wasting food’ and ‘borrowing or hiring tools’. Regarding the 
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avoidance of wasting food, the maximum level seems to be reached for the participants. Both the 
development for ‘you intent to do it’ and ‘you already do it’ show negligible change. The control group 
does show the desired development, which suggests that other societal factors have potentially a bigger 
influence than the EWWR.  
 
 
The most effective action regarding waste prevention seems to be ‘borrowing or hiring tools’, which 
shows a positive growth in ‘you intent to do it’ and a stabile image for ‘you already do it’. The control 
group shows different figures. The EWWR appears to make a difference unlike other actions in which 
the difference between the both groups are rather minimal. The figures also show that for this action 
still has a lot of potential for improvement occurs. 
 
Figure 25: Share of European Waste Survey respondents who indicated to take waste prevention actions 

Action Year Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

AVOID OVER-
PACKAGING 

You intent to do it Participants 17% 23% 20% 22% 1,2 

Control group 25% 23% 20% 21% -1,5 

You already do it Participants 82% 75% 78% 74% -2,0 

Control group 74% 73% 77% 76% 1,1 

AVOID 
WASTING FOOD 

You intent to do it Participants 15% 16% 14% 15% -0,3 

Control group 19% 23% 17% 14% -2,0 

You already do it Participants 84% 83% 85% 84% 0,0 

Control group 81% 77% 83% 84% 1,7 

USING A 'NO 
JUNK MAIL' 
STICKER 

You intent to do it Participants 31% 42% 46% 40% 3,1 

Control group 36% 37% 37% 36% -0,1 

You already do it Participants 52% 38% 33% 39% -4,2 

Control group 43% 37% 39% 42% 0,0 

BUYING 
SECOND HAND 
PRODUCTS 

You intent to do it Participants 32% 34% 35% 39% 2,2 

Control group 33% 34% 33% 31% -0,7 

You already do it Participants 50% 45% 48% 42% -1,9 

Control group 43% 40% 41% 46% 0,9 

AVOID DRINK 
PACKAGING 

You intent to do it Participants 20% 24% 27% 22% 1,0 

Control group 23% 28% 23% 24% -0,3 

You already do it Participants 69% 63% 63% 67% -0,7 

Control group 66% 54% 66% 62% -0,1 

LIMITING HOW 
MUCH YOU 
PRINT 

You intent to do it Participants 11% 16% 17% 14% 1,0 

Control group 15% 16% 16% 14% -0,1 

You already do it Participants 87% 82% 81% 84% -1,1 

Control group 82% 80% 81% 83% 0,3 

BORROWING 
OR HIRING 
TOOLS 

You intent to do it Participants 36% 39% 39% 40% 1,2 

Control group 37% 36% 36% 39% 0,6 

You already do it Participants 46% 42% 45% 45% 0,2 

Control group 44% 38% 41% 41% -0,7 
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We consider for 2015 how many respondents, expressed in percentage, have answered ‘you already do 
it’ for the above-mentioned prevention related actions, split up over its geographical origin. Hotspots 
are clearly scoring higher than coldspots. 
 
 
Figure 26: Geographical split of respondents already performing prevention actions. (2015) 
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Figure 27: Map of % respondents already performing prevention actions (2015).  

 
 
Products reuse 
The results for the products reuse actions show that the maximum level has been reached for the 
actions ‘using reusable shopping bags’ and ‘donating clothes or other items’. The same result is 
observed among the control group for the first action. Regarding ‘donating clothes or other items’, the 
desired effect is observed amongst the control group with a decline in ‘you intent to do it’ and an 
increase in ‘you already do it’. This action therefore represents a general trend in society. The action 
‘getting your appliances repaired’ shows the desired development of a reduction for ‘you intent to do it’ 
and an increase for ‘you already do it’. The same development is observed among the control group, 
which suggests the results are possibly supported by a wider trend in society. Nevertheless, the EWWR 
participants score better which may form an indication that the EWWR actions are effective in 
stimulating people towards repair. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
                            

43 

www.ewwr.eu 
With the support of 
the European Commission 

 

 
Figure 28: Share of European Waste Survey respondents who indicated to take products reuse actions 

Action Year Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

USING REUSABLE 
SHOPPING BAGS 

You intent to do it Participants n/a 8% 6% 5% -1,2 

Control group n/a 6% 7% 5% -0,4 

You already do it Participants n/a 91% 92% 92% 0,1 

Control group n/a 93% 90% 92% -0,8 

DONATING CLOTHES OR 
OTHER ITEMS 

You intent to do it Participants 7% 9% 10% 10% 0,8 

Control group 11% 11% 8% 10% -0,6 

You already do it Participants 92% 89% 89% 89% -0,9 

Control group 87% 86% 90% 88% 0,5 

GETTING YOUR 
APPLIANCES REPAIRED 

You intent to do it Participants 34% 36% 32% 31% -1,3 

Control group 38% 39% 33% 36% -1,4 

You already do it Participants 61% 59% 66% 63% 1,3 

Control group 56% 56% 62% 60% 1,9 

 
We consider for 2015 how many respondents, expressed in percentage, have answered ‘you already do 
it’ for the above-mentioned reuse-related actions, split up over its geographical origin. Hotspots are 
clearly scoring higher than coldspots 
 
Figure 29: Geographical split of % respondents already performing products reuse actions. (2015) 

 
 



 
                            

44 

www.ewwr.eu 
With the support of 
the European Commission 

 

Figure 30: Map of % respondents already performing products reuse actions (2015) 

 
 
 
Materials recycling 
The results for the materials recycling actions suggest materials recycling practices are well established 
among the respondents. Both ‘sorting waste properly’ and ‘properly emptying packaging destined for 
recycling’ are already implemented by 84-90% of the respondents. Respondents seem less familiar with 
‘returning appliances that are no longer in use at a collection point’. These results are supported by the 
global impact analysis, which showed an increase of 3,8 kg materials recycling per (European) inhabitant 
between 2013 and 2015 (see chapter 5.2). 
 
Figure 31: Share of European Waste Survey respondents who indicated to take waste recycling actions 

Action Year Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

RETURNING APPLIANCES 
THAT ARE NO LONGER IN 
USE AT A COLLECTION 
POINT 

You intent to do it Participants n/a 24% 23% 21% -1,6 

Control group n/a 23% 20% 22% -0,8 

You already do it Participants n/a 73% 75% 76% 1,6 

Control group n/a 73% 77% 76% 1,8 

SORTING WASTE PROPERLY You intent to do it Participants 3% 6% 12% 7% 1,8 

Control group 8% 8% 10% 8% 0,0 

You already do it Participants 97% 93% 88% 91% -2,1 

Control group 90% 91% 89% 91% -0,1 
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Action Year Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Slope 

PROPERLY EMPTYING 
PACKAGING DESTINED FOR 
RECYCLING 

You intent to do it Participants 8% 11% 12% 7% -0,2 

Control group 12% 10% 11% 10% -0,6 

You already do it Participants 89% 87% 87% 91% 0,7 

Control group 86% 86% 88% 88% 0,8 

 
We consider for 2015 how many respondents, expressed in percentage, have answered ‘you already do 
it’ for the above-mentioned reuse-related actions, split up over its geographical origin. Hotspots are 
clearly scoring higher than coldspots 
 
Figure 32: Geographical split of respondents already performing materials recycling actions. (2015) 
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Figure 33: Geographical split of % respondents already performing recycling actions (2015) 

 
 

6.2 Decoupling aspects 
In the decoupling analysis, the development of the environmental pressure or environmental action 
over a set period is compared to the development of its driving forces. The objective is to establish 
whether they are mutually dependent on each other or not. 
 

6.2.1 Waste generation 
In the decoupling analysis, the development of the waste generation over a ten-year period is compared 
to the consumer expenditure. Ideally, we should arrive at absolute decoupling, which suggests economic 
growth or growth of consumption does not cause more waste to be generated. Such decoupling is an 
indicator for successful prevention.  
In the case of the whole of Europe, the decoupling indicator suggests indeed absolute decoupling (see 
Figure 35). The decoupling indicator value for Europe is 2,87.  
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Figure 34: Decoupling waste generation and consumption expenditure in EU-28 

 
 
Figure 35 provides an overview of the decoupling indicators that were established for the selected 
hotspots and coldspots (see chapter 2.3.2). The green bars indicate absolute decoupling. The orange bar 
indicates decoupling. The exact calculations can be found in Appendix 4b_Decoupling_Prevention. See 
chapter 2.5.2 for references on the exact EUROSTAT data used fort this analysis.  
 
All except one of the decoupling indicators suggest absolute decoupling in line with the results for 
Europe. The exact number varies, although a higher economic prosperity seems to be related to a lower 
absolute decoupling value. This can be explained as in lower economic prosperity Member States 
consumers tend to keep their products longer in use and choose repair above replacement. This leads to 
better decoupling even when a strong economic growth occurs. In richer Member States consumers 
have a tendency to discard easier which leads to lower decoupling. 
 
Figure 35: Overview decoupling indicators waste generation and consumption expenditure 
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6.2.2 Materials recycling 
In the decoupling analysis, the development of the materials recycling over a ten-year period is 
compared to the development in material consumption. Material consumption may be a driving force 
for materials recycling, if more material is needed, in a context of high priced raw materials, recycling 
will be a welcome source of materials. Ideally both developments show coupling or even reverse 
decoupling, which suggests that materials recycling evolves in a more outspoken way than material 
consumption. Recycling policy fails when material consumption increases and yet materials recycling still 
decreases (decoupling).   
 
In the case of the whole of Europe, the decoupling indicator suggests reverse decoupling (see Figure 36). 
The decoupling value for Europe is -4,49. Although the material demand or consumption decreases, 
materials recycling continues to increase. This indicates that other driving forces, like policy or 
awareness initiatives, have impact on the total recycling efforts. 
 
Figure 36: Decoupling materials recycling and material consumption in EU-28 

 
 

 
 
Figure 37 provides an overview of the decoupling indicators that were established for the selected 
hotspots and coldspots. The dark green bars indicate reverse decoupling and the light green bar 
coupling (Netherlands). The orange bar indicates decoupling (Portugal), while the red bar indicates 
absolute decoupling. The exact calculations can be found in Appendix 4b_Decoupling_Recycling.  
 
The majority of the decoupling indicators suggest reverse decoupling. The indicators for Greece, Ireland, 
Bulgaria and Sweden suggest absolute decoupling and the indicator for Portugal decoupling. The 
indicator for the Netherlands shows coupling, which means materials recycling and material 
consumption are strictly connected to each other and evolve in the same way. 
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Figure 37: Overview decoupling indicators materials recycling and material consumption 

 
 

6.3 Conclusion 
The positive responses regarding the secondary impacts suggest that respondents experience a higher 
awareness in waste after participation in the EWWR. The predominantly positive responses to the 
proposed actions suggest that respondents are also prepared to implement waste actions after 
participation in the EWWR. This suggests a causal relationship between the EWWR and the reduction in 
waste generation or increase in materials recycling could exist. It would be expected, however, that the 
data would show an increase in the preparedness to take actions during the four-year period that the 
EWWR took place from respondents that have implemented the actions as promised. As it is unclear 
whether to what extent the same respondents have completed the European Waste Survey during the 
different EWWR years, it is not possible to establish at this time with certainty that the causal 
relationship indeed exists.  
 
Decoupling indicators calculated for waste generation and consumption expenditure suggest that the 
two are not linked, but that decoupling occurs. This is a good indication for possible waste prevention. It 
suggests that the growth of consumption does not generate a growth in waste generation. The 
decoupling indicators in the hotspots (Malta 6.11, Belgium 4.30, Hungary 2.12, Spain 3.14, Portugal 8.32, 
UK 4.26, France 2.35, Italy 2.43, Germany 1.13) are not distinctively higher or lower than in the 
coldspots (Cyprus 2.96, Netherlands 2.87, Poland 5.41, Greece 12.04, Ireland 13.64, Bulgaria 7.47, 
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Sweden 5.66, Luxembourg 5.42). This means that other reasons cause the differences in decoupling, 
other than the presence or absence of the EWWR.  
 
The results for materials recycling show predominantly reverse decoupling, which suggests materials 
recycling evolves in a more outspoken way than material consumption. The decoupling indicators in the 
hotspots (Malta -25.8, Belgium -0.5, Hungary -13.2, Spain -6.1, Portugal 0.2, UK -3.3, France -5.7, Italy -
11.6, Germany -1.0) are lower than in the coldspots (Cyprus -27.0, Netherlands 0.08, Poland -36.2, 
Greece 8.7, Ireland 8.5, Bulgaria 4.4, Sweden 3.3, Luxembourg -0.7). The four poor scoring member 
States all are to be found in the coldspots. This means that EWWR causes or at least follows the trend in 
these Member States towards more reverse decoupled recycling.  
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7 Impact of the EWWR  
 
The objective of the funded LIFE project EWWR is to achieve through awareness at the end of this four-
year project the realisation of a reduction of waste generation by 5% and an increase of 10% on 
products reuse and materials recycling. The results suggest that the EWWR is responsible for a much 
lower effect on the total yearly amount of waste reduction in the whole of the EU. Taking into account 
the actual efficiency of the EWWR actions, it needs to reach out to 14% of the European population to 
be able to increase waste reduction results with 5%, while now only 1,2 million people have been 
reached directly (12244 actions in 2016 with a median of 100 participants per action). At the level of the 
impact on individual participants of the EWWR actions, we can observe that they are able to reduce for 
37% more waste on top of the expected average of yearly waste reduction by European citizens. We 
should take into account that this exercise is still a short-term evaluation on merely three 3 years while 
on the long-term results might be higher. Awareness raising is a long-term process and often works via 
non-measurable multiplication effects. 
 
For materials recycling we calculated that individual EWWR participants are able to increase their 
materials recycling levels with 26 kg per year, if they convert their results of the EWWR actions into a 
habit lasting throughout the year. In this way, they succeed in increasing their recycling with much more 
than 10% (actually with 19%). If we want to achieve 10% increase of materials recycling throughout the 
EU, 53% of all inhabitants should recycle at the same level of EWWR participants. We should, however, 
consider that no data on actual levels of products reuse are available, and therefore it cannot be 
assessed if the EWWR has impact on these.  
 
Especially on materials recycling we can see a parallelism between increased recycling and increased 
success of EWWR actions on recycling. This parallelism is less clear for waste reduction actions in the 
EWWR. This might at least indicate that the EWWR succeeds in contributing to the materials recycling 
results, or at least that where recycling is successful also the EWWR actions are embraced by the 
population.  
 
Regarding behavioral change, EWWR appears to be successful in its objectives; all questions inquiring 
whether participants feel more aware about waste issues or are more likely to take action show very 
positive results. The link to behavior change and the EWWR seems to be there, however, whether the 
EWWR stimulates or increases ‘good’ waste behavior could not be established based on the available 
data. The positive results could also be result of already highly aware participants that are attracted to 
the EWWR.  
 
The EWWR entails itself in a framework of a broad mix of policy instruments that can lead to realising 
the envisioned objectives rather than the success of one isolated instrument. 
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8 Recommendations  
The study has resulted in a set of recommendations that could benefit future EWWR impact 
assessments.    
 

• Focus on those actions on which the maximal achievable result is not yet reached: 

- Avoid over-packaging 

- Use a ‘no junk mail’ sticker 

- Buy second hand products 

- Borrow or hire tools 

- Get appliances repaired 

• In general, expand on the topic of products reuse increasing both the number of participants 

and the quantity of material reused per participant (It is a pity that only limited data are 

available on 2013, the year in which products reuse was the topic of the prevention thematic 

days). Increasing the number of participants can be achieved by additional EU-wide marketing 

efforts and collaboration with reuse platforms. 

• Expand the EWWR over the cold-spots and increase the number of participants as well as the 

number of people potentially reached by the multiplicator effects of actions. Expand towards 

Germany and northern European Member States. 

• Increase the participation and multiplicator effects through more effective communication 

and marketing. People are to be more aware of the existence of EWWR, potential organisers 

are to be more aware of the possibility to participate in an EU-widely coordinated action. 

People are to be directed towards EWWR actions in their immediate neighbourhood. More 

extended collaboration with local authorities and NGO’s, if possible combined with financial 

incentives, may support this. 

• Continue to focus not on one shot events but on introducing new habits that can be repeated 

throughout the year. 

• Include the described methods for data analysis (as described in chapter 2 and applied 

throughout this report) into the evaluation programmes for future EWWR actions.  

• Organise the databases in a more consistent way, be replacing a collection of excels by one 

basic structure in which all data can be gathered. Perform regular quality checks on 

inconsistencies and outliers. 

• Ask the Commission and Eurostat to establish data sources on reuse of materials. Quantitative 

data on products reuse are difficult to obtain. Data could be collected by setting-up a large-

scale assessment on products reuse quantification, however, some further research is 

necessary to determine which indicators and measurement units could best be used to model 

products reuse (for example: number of kilograms of products donated or sold at second hand 

stores).  

• Distribute the European Waste Survey in a less biased way, by addressing also people with no 

explicit or above-average awareness or sympathy for environmental issues. 
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• Include a tool to register participants, or to get better figures on the number of participants 

per action, without increasing the reporting burden. This can be done for a representative 

sample of different actions in the EWWR that are asked to register their participants. Foresee 

an incentive to leviate the feeling of reporting burden.  

• Perform an independent evaluation study on how the EWWR leads to real behavioral change 

from its participants, or to assess on the field the quantities of waste avoided or handled. Try 

to assess the long-term effects of the EWWR. 

 
 
 
 


