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ABSTRACT 

This project addresses the issue of reducing food waste through shared economy digital 

platforms. This issue is relevant because according to FAO reports (2011, 2017b) 1.3 billion 

tons of food are wasted annually in the world, such amount could feed 2 billion people, 

decreasing the hunger and promoting improvements in food security. In this way, shared-

economy digital platforms can be part of the solution to this problem, promoting sharing 

through the donation and sale of surplus food among institutions (governmental or non-

governmental), commercial establishments and final consumers. The main objective of this 

project is to understand how happens the acceptance and use of sharing economy platforms for 

food waste reduction. To achieve this goal, an exploratory qualitative research was conducted 

through a single case study on Ecofood platform, it was used interviews, secondary data 

collection and direct observation for data collection. Through data analysis it can be seen that 

the main determinant is the effort expectancy, which is fundamental for the use behavior. From 

the data comparison obtained in the two different cities was possible to develop six propositions 

and find two new factors that influence the intention and use of platforms, in addition to drawing 

the profile of users of the two groups involved in the platform (suppliers and end consumers). 

 

Keywords: Shared Economy Platforms, Business Platforms for Sustainability, Food Waste 

Reduction, UTAUT2, Single Case Study. 
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RESUMO  

Este projeto trata da questão da redução do desperdício de alimentos através de plataformas 

digitais de economia compartilhada. Tal questão é relevante porque de acordo com relatórios 

da FAO (2011) são desperdiçados 1,3 bilhões de toneladas de alimentos anualmente no mundo, 

tal montante poderia alimentar 2 bilhões de pessoas, reduzindo a fome e promovendo melhorias 

na segurança alimentar. Dessa forma, plataformas digitais de economia compartilhada podem 

ser parte da solução deste problema, promovendo o compartilhamento através da doação e 

venda de alimentos excedentes entre instituições (governamentais ou não governamentais), 

estabelecimentos e consumidores finais. O objetivo principal deste projeto é compreender como 

ocorre a aceitação e uso de plataformas de economia compartilhada voltadas à redução do 

desperdício de alimentos. Para atingir este objetivo foi realizada uma pesquisa qualitativa 

exploratória através de um estudo de caso único na plataforma Ecofood, foram utilizadas 

entrevistas, levantamento de dados secundários e observação direta para a coleta dos dados.  

Através da análise dos dados pode-se perceber que a principal determinante é a expectativa de 

esforço, a qual é fundamental para o comportamento de uso. A partir da comparação dos dados 

obtidos nas duas cidades diferentes foi possível desenvolver seis proposições e encontrar dois 

novos fatores que influenciam a intenção e uso de plataformas, além de traçar o perfil de 

usuários dos dois grupos envolvidos à plataforma (fornecedores e consumidores finais). 

 

 

Palavras-chaves: Plataformas de Economia Compartilhada, Plataformas de Negócio para a 

Sustentabilidade, Redução do Desperdício de Alimentos, UTAUT2, Estudo de Caso Único. 
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1. Introduction  

Sharing economy platforms have been widely discussed by academics and professionals 

last year, due to the success of platforms like Uber and Airbnb (Cheng, 2016; Kumar, Lahiri & 

Dogan, 2018). Such platforms make possible the optimization of the excessive capacity of 

goods and services through information technology (Gan et al, 2018), increasing the access of 

good consumption and raising the resource efficiency, as well as substantially altering the 

perception of consumption (Muñoz & Cohen, 2017; Cohen & Kietzman, 2014). 

Currently, there are 1.629 sharing economy startups listed by AngelList (2019a), with 

an average valuation of $ 3.2 million. According to PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2016), the 

sharing economy will generate US$ 335 billion in revenue until 2025, representing a significant 

part of the global economy. Due to the attractiveness and scalability of the model, several 

sectors have adopted the concept, such as transportation, accommodation, agriculture, clothing, 

food, among others (Gan et al, 2018; Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018). 

However, there is an inefficiency in the use of food resources, because all types of food 

are lost and wasted globally throughout the food chain (Lipinski et al, 2013), it estimates that 

about 1.3 billion tons of food are lost or wasted globally, such amount could feed 2 billion 

people (FAO, 2011, 2017b). However, 821 million people are hungry in the world, and food 

insecurity in Latin America has risen from 7.6% in 2016 to 9.8% in 2017 (WFP, 2019; FAO, 

2018). Due to the severity of this problem, this theme is one of the 17 Sustainable Development 

Goals of the United Nations, specifically the goal 12.3 that means “by 2030, halve per capita 

global food waste at the retail and consumer levels and reduce food loss along production and 

supply chains, including post-harvest losses”. 

In this way, it is possible to affirm that there is an excess of available resources to some 

consumers, which must be harnessed and shared, considering that these resources are perishable 

and have different shelf life depending on the type of food and its storage conditions (Parfitt, 

Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010). According to the Richards and Hamilton’s study (2018), some 

sharing economy platforms have avoided food waste such as Imperfect Produce, Food Cowboy, 

and Share Your Meal. These platforms have social, environmental and economic impacts that 

can be part of the solution for the global problems, such as food security, environmental 

sustainability and agricultural financial security.  

However, the success determinants of these platforms are little understood, they don’t 

consider only financial profit to measure the success but also social and environmental values 
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generated. Nevertheless, the market acceptance is crucial for the platform existence, which 

precedes the success (Piscicelli, Ludden & Cooper, 2018). In other words, for these platforms 

to be successful initially they must be accepted by the market, so this study used the Extension 

Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT2) by Venkatesh, Thong and 

Xu (2012) to analyze which are the main factors and determinants of acceptance in shared-

economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction. 

Despite the relevance of the theme, there are few academic studies about sharing 

economy platforms directed to reduce food waste. Even though there is a significant gap in 

understanding the implications of food waste in fast-developing countries such as the BRICs 

(Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010), and a lack of studies on food waste in Brazil (Henz & 

Porpino, 2017). It is also relevant the application of the UTAUT2 in different countries and 

different technologies according Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012), moreover there are only 

two Brazilian studies that used this theory, and any one addressed sharing economy platforms.  

Regarding all these problems, the objective of this project is to identify and analyze 

which factors influence the users' acceptance and use of shared economy platforms aimed to 

food waste reduction. The secondary objectives are: (I) identify the different types of sharing 

economy platforms focused on reducing food waste, (II) identify the key users acceptance 

factors in sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction, and (III) identify the 

different users types. A single case study on Ecofood platform was performed, in order to 

identify the users’ key acceptance factors of this emerge technology.  

The results show that all the determinants pointed out by the UTAUT2 model were 

found in the field, with some adaptations of its components due to the specificity of the 

technology and the context. Through the analyzes, two new determinants influence the intention 

and use of platforms, they are Trust and Gratefulness. Besides that, a new relationship between 

effort expectancy and use behavior was found, contributing to the model adaptation to the 

technology and context studied. Proposals and users’ profiles of the two different groups 

involved with the platform were also developed. 

The project is divided as follow: first the theoretical background addresses the issue of 

sharing economy and especially the sharing economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste, 

after the food loss and waste problematic are contextualized, and then the Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology and its extensions are demonstrated. Following the 

methodology of the platforms mapping and the single case study on the Ecofood platform are 

described. Subsequently the results are showed, and lastly the conclusion. 
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2. Theoretical Background  

            This section is divided into three main parts, the first consists in the Sharing Economy 

and Shared Economy Platforms, with emphasis in Platforms aimed to Food Waste Reductions, 

the second part shows the Contextualization of Food Loss and Waste in the world, and finally 

the last part describes the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technologies (UTAUT) 

and the extension of UTAUT, which were used in this study. 

 

2.1 Sharing Economy 

The sharing’s concept has origin in old times, which relatives and close friends shared 

resources (Belk, 2014). Despite of sharing is an old concept, its improvement has occurred due 

to the technological advance of information and communication, allowing scale sharing (Cohen 

& Kietzmann, 2014). However, only in early 2000s that the sharing’s concept started to be used 

by economic markets due to the natural resources’ scarcity, which was possible through the 

internet that promoted the connectivity between the online and offline world, increasing 

efficiency (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

Another factor that boosted the sharing economy development was the economic 

recession in 2008, which reduced consumer capacity, forcing consumers to change their buying 

behavior, beyond growing environmental awareness (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018; Cohen & 

Kietzmann, 2014). In general, sharing economy business models have emerged due to changing 

customers needs, in order to attend their expectations in an efficient and sustainable way. The 

emergence of these new business models geared to the sharing economy can also be attributed 

to the needs of Y Generation (or Millennials) (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018). The study of 

Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018) concluded that shared-economy services are mostly adopted 

by Y Generation, while other generations are still in the early stages of adoption. 

This difference in intergenerational receptivity may be tied to the fact that the sharing 

economy is scalable due to internet use (Huarng, 2018) and older generations aren’t fully 

adapted to the rapid technological advances, making it more intuitive and simpler to adopt the 

shared economy by younger generations. According to Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018), the 

shared economy has thrived because of the Y generation lifestyle and priorities, such as 

detachment from assets, preferring to rent assets due to their economic constraints and 

maintaining their freedom and mobility. This generation also prefers to have flexible jobs that 
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provides them autonomy and social and cultural experiences, which is possible through 

business models geared to the sharing economy.  

Initially, the sharing emerged non-profit, only among users who had interest to increase 

the accessibility to a certain resource at low cost or no cost, such as Couchsurfing, Freecycle 

and Megaupload (Belk, 2014). Due to technological progress these sharing models have 

expanded rapidly, for example, bicycle sharing models emerged in the 1960s in Amsterdam, 

and in December 2013 there were around 700 bicycle sharing platforms around the world 

(Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). According to AngelList, in January 2020 there are 1,925 bicycle 

sharing platforms worldly (AngelList, 2020).  However, this sharing was gradually transformed 

into a business model aimed at monetary exchange (Belk, 2014).  

The term sharing economy became popular after the book by Botsman and Rogers 

(2010), some synonyms found in the literature are collaborative consumption, peer-to-peer 

economy, collaborative economy, gig economy and share economy. The socioeconomic 

phenomenon of sharing economy provides access to underutilized or unwanted goods and 

services, prioritizing use and accessibility. This business model contradicts the resources waste 

and underutilization associated with the wealth unequal distribution, reducing the cost of 

accessing goods and services, and enabling greater operational efficiency of resources 

according to demand (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Cohen and Kietzmann (2014, p. 294) argue 

that “the sharing economy has the potential to move the needle in assisting a radial shift in 

global and local economies toward sustainability”, given that sharing reduces 

hyperconsumption and increases the accessibility of goods and services to lower class 

individuals, positively impacting the environment and society.  

Despite the fast expansion of the term in recent years, there is still no consensus 

regarding the definition of sharing economy (Koopman, Mitchell & Thierer, 2015; Kumar, 

Lahiri & Dogan, 2018; Muñoz & Cohen, 2017). The table 1 shows some definitions.  
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Authors Definitions 

Belk (2014, p. 1597) Collaborative consumption as “people coordinating the acquisition and distribution of 

a resource for a fee or other compensation”, including compensations, such as bargain, 

trading, swapping and other non-monetary compensations. 

Koopman, Mitchell 

and Thierer (2015) 

Similar to Belk (2014), but consider that the shared economy encompasses all types of 

shared goods and services in exchange for monetary or non-monetary benefits 

Kumar, Lahiri and 

Dogan (2018, p. 148) 

“The monetization of underutilized assets that are owned by service providers (firms 

or individuals) through short-term rental”, reducing the scope to companies that 

working only with monetary compensation. 

Muñoz and Cohen 

(2017, p. 21) 

“Socioeconomic system enabling an intermediated set of exchanges of goods and 

services between individuals and organizations which aim to increase efficiency and 

optimization of under-utilized resources in society”. 

Botsman & Rogers 

(2010, p. xv) 

“Traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting, and swapping, 

redefined through technology and peer communities”. 

Bardhi & Eckhardt 

(2012, p. 881) 

“Transactions that can be market mediated but where no transfer of ownership takes 

place” 

Hamari, Sjoklint & 

Ukkonen (2015, p. 

2047) 

“The peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods 

and services, coordinated through community‐based online services”. 

Table 1: Definitions of Sharing Economy  

Source: The author. 

 

            The definition of Koopman, Mitchell and Thierer (2015) is adopted in this project, 

understanding shared economy as the sharing of all types of underutilized goods and services, 

and it can be through monetary or non-monetary exchange. 

Sharing economy was conceptualized as a way for users to engage in new 

socioeconomic phenomena and to open private and public borders to leverage resources (Belk, 

2014). According Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018, p. 150) “this new alternative economy 

works around the current economic and social systems and tries to bridge the gap between 

conscious capitalism and hyper-consumerism by focusing on cost savings and convenience for 

customers”. The results of Zhu, Li and Zhou study (2017) indicate that the separation of 

property rights and the use after the shared economy brought a new approach to the efficient 

resource use. In summary, sharing economy promotes accessibility and cost reduction, 

significant social interactions, income generation from idle resources, expansion of the products 

range and offered services, better adjustment to seasonal demand, and co-opetition (Cheng, 

2016). 

There are a variety of types of business models based on shared economics, the work of 

Muñoz and Cohen (2017) identified five types of business models based on the analysis of 36 

companies of shared economy, table 2 describes them. 
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Models types Characteristics Examples 

Crowd-based 

technology business 

model 

This model shows high dependence on technology, 

and has high level of interaction in pairs, depend on a 

mass of users to grow. In general, these businesses 

focus on profitability, and social and environmental 

impacts are not articulated as relevant to the business. 

Muni Rent, Yerdle 

and Swap 

Collaborative 

Consumer Business 

Model 

In this model the underutilized resource is central. 

These models seek social and environmental results, 

as well as profits, by combining three essential 

conditions: peer interaction, underutilized resources, 

and technology. 

BlaBlaCar and 

Vandebron 

Business model for 

crowd 

This is the only unilateral market model. It is 

characterized by goods privately acquired by the 

platform, which are shared by people or 

organizations without peer interactions, with the 

underlying conditions being underutilized resources 

and technology. Normally these platforms are geared 

towards cost reduction. 

Cargomatic and 

Cohealo 

Low-tech, space-

based business model 

This model has a physical platform to act. The 

physical space tends to be the private property of the 

company or of public entities. In general these 

models are only interested in the social and 

environmental results generated. 

Talent Garden and 

Prep Atlanta 

Utopian business 

model 

This model shows predominance of social impact and 

alternative financing through the interaction between 

peers promoted by the technology, not having an 

interest for profit. It is a rare model in shared 

economics. 

Kiva 

Table 2:Types of Business Models of Shared Economy. 

Source: produced from Muñoz and Cohen (2017). 

 

           With this table it is possible to understand that there are sharing economy models based 

on shared physical spaces, such as a coworking, and models that are based on information 

technology, depending on digital platforms. This study focused only on digital platforms that 

perform physical product transactions in an online way, which consider important financial, 

social and environmental outcomes. Thus, only the Collaborative Consumer Business Model 

category was analyzed, as Muñoz and Cohen (2017) theorized. The following section further 

explains this type of platform. 

 

2.1.1 Sharing Economy Business Platforms 

 Shared economy companies emerged as a disruptive business model, reinventing the 

way they plan, model and making business (Muñoz & Cohen, 2017). The work of Kumar, 

Lahiri and Dogan (2018) describes the main differences between business models of the 

conventional bilateral market and the shared economy, as shown in the table 3. 
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Conventional two-sided market (e.g., eBay 

with suppliers above and customers below the 

value chain) 

Sharing economy (e.g., Uber with service 

providers above and customers below the 

value chain) 

Product-focused Service-focused 

Revenues generated through sales Revenues generates through short-term rental 

Heterogeneity of products under one firm (e.g. 

variety of products in eBay) 

Homogeneity of services under one service 

enabler (e.g. service of reliable transportation in 

Uber) 

No face-to-face interaction with the customer 

needed 

Face-to-face interaction with customer plays a 

major role 

Service quality is secondary Service quality is essential 

Marketing initiatives of the focal product toward 

customers can be executed through suppliers (e.g. 

promoted listings) 

Marketing initiatives of the focal service toward 

customers cannot be executed through service 

providers 

Suppliers have low risks with their involvement 

or assets due to transfer of ownership 

Service providers have high risks associated with 

their involvement or assets due to personal nature 

of the transaction 

Table 3: Comparison of the conventional two-sided markets and the sharing economy. 

Source: adapted from Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018). 

 

 Technological advances and the low entry barriers give opportunity to the emergence 

of startups using shared savings models. The online platforms allow the emergence of these 

startups, making a wide range of products and services more accessible to users of these 

platforms. These business models promote cost reduction and provide significant social 

interactions among users, and can be seen as an income opportunity for users who have idle 

resources (Cheng, 2016). 

 According to Koopman, Mitchell and Thierer (2015) the shared economy creates 

value through five forms: it allows access to idle assets (using them more productively); makes 

markets more competitive and specialized due to the crowding of multiple buyers and sellers; 

reduces transaction costs by reducing the cost of search by negotiators, and expands the scope 

of trade; reduces information asymmetry by providing evaluations of consumers and producers; 

and allows meeting the unmet needs of conventional model customers (due to their regulatory 

barriers). 

 An example of shared economy based platforms are those focused on shared mobility. 

The research of Cohen and Kietzmann (2014) conducted a study on the sharing of cars, bicycles 

and travel. The authors contend that vehicle sharing is likely to reduce urban traffic, congestion 

and CO² emissions, but shared mobility business models are not without problems, such as the 

rebound effect. However, the work of Zhu, Li and Zhou (2017) states that shared mobility has 

met the growing demand of the population for transportation and has mitigated the emission of 

CO² in China. Several public and private actors have sought to develop business models of 

shared mobility to address infrastructure and public transport deficiencies, but the interest of 
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different types of agents in achieving sustainability generates agency conflicts that can reduce 

the positive environmental impact of their individual and collective initiatives (Cohen & 

Kietzmann, 2014).  

 Another example of shared-economy platforms are those focusing on food waste, as 

studied by Richards and Hamilton (2018) who claim that some of these platforms have avoided 

wasting food such as Imperfect Produce, Food Cowboy and Share Your Meal. Food waste has 

affected a number of social, environmental, and economic issues, such as food security, 

environmental sustainability and agricultural financial security, and such shared economy 

platforms can be part of the solution to this global problem. Thus, through these examples it 

can be seen that the platforms geared to the shared economy have promoted greater social and 

environmental sustainability. 

 According to Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018) and Piscicelli, Ludden and Cooper 

(2018) the shared economy has a triadic dynamics between services enabler (platforms), service 

provider (who hosts the resources and provides the service, as supplier) and client (who 

consumes and pays for the resources and services, the final consumer). Figure 1 shows the 

model. 

 

Figure 1: The sharing economy business model 

Source: The author. 

 

 Initially, the consumer places the order through the platform, which transmits this 

order to the supplier, that supplies the order preparation information to the platform, which 
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forwards it to the consumer. Payment is made by the consumer through the platform, which 

pays the supplier after the fee. After the order is ready the supplier delivers the order to the 

consumer. Consumer and supplier provide feedback to platform. This is a triadic model, in other 

words, a platform with only two user groups, but there are models with more groups, which 

increases the complexity of the information flow, payments / exchanges, feedbacks, etc. 

 The benefit to customers of interacting on the platform increases with the number of 

suppliers on the platform, while the benefit to suppliers of interacting on the platform increases 

with the number of customers on the platform. In other words, in two-sided platform the offer 

pulls demand and vice versa, creating a "virtuous cycle". (Richards & Hamilton, 2018). 

However, the sustainable success of these platforms depends on the interaction between the 

supplier and the customer, depending on the acquisition, retention and profitable (Kumar, Lahiri 

& Dogan, 2018). However, the study by Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018) found high turnover 

of customers and suppliers in these business models, which can be a problem for the 

development of the shared economy. 

  

2.1.2 Challenges and Opportunities in Shared Economy Business Platforms 

Despite the rapid development of the shared economy, such growth in these business 

models is hampered by the slow regulation of these new models. Some countries such as Britain 

and South Korea have adopted policies for the development of shared economies, but Canada 

and China have maintained their old regulations (Zhu, Li & Zhou, 2017). But the application 

of old regulations and outdated to new business models can harm consumers (Koopman, 

Mitchell & Thierer, 2015). Other countries, such as some regions of the United States, have 

banned such business models from pursuing their activities (Zhu, Li & Zhou, 2017). 

These models compete unfairly in an unregulated environment, failing to meet 

minimum quality and safety standards, sometimes exploiting workers on demand, and having 

negative impacts on local neighborhoods and quality of life in cities (Muñoz & Cohen, 2017). 

An example is Airbnb which has been criticized for lack of quality, for unsafe or illegal rent, 

and for avoiding taxes on accommodation (Richard & Cleveland, 2016). 

According to Koopman, Mitchell and Thierer (2015) the sharing economy can eliminate 

the need for regulation in some cases because of the availability of information open to 

consumers. However, it is essential that these business models are properly regulated and 
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enforced to ensure the safety of consumers. Regarding to Zhu, Li and Zhou (2017) the public 

has actively participated in the formulation of new policies due to the era of mobile internet. 

According to Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018), the theories that form the basis of the 

motivation for using shared economics are social exchange, self-determination, and reciprocal 

altruism. The theory of social exchange underlies that social interactions are grounded by social 

or material exchanges between individuals in a reciprocal way. In the context of shared 

economics such a phenomenon occurs, since service providers and clients maintain a courteous 

and helpful behavior to be well evaluated within the platform, such a positive assessment 

conveys credibility to both sides and discourages bad faith attitudes. The theory of reciprocal 

altruism is related to the shared economy, because "service providers can shift their roles and 

become customers and vice versa" (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018, p.149). And the theory of 

self-determination examines the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations to participate in the shared 

economy.  

Regarding to the study by Kumar, Lahiri and Dogan (2018), the only extrinsic 

motivation to participate in the shared economy is the payment received for the service provided, 

the intrinsic motivations identified were pleasure, networking and socialization. From the 

literature review, table 4 was formulated with the main motivations and factors that promoted 

the adoption of the shared economy. 

 

EXTRINSIC 

FACTORS 

ECONOMIC 

• Cost reduction 

• Immediate gratification after service 

• Rent subtilized resource for financial gain 

• Better adjustment to seasonal demand 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

• Lower environmental pollution 

• Natural resource saving 

• Better use of goods and services, avoiding waste 

SOCIAL 

• Increase accessibility of goods and services to 

lower classes 

• More social and cultural interactions 

• Ease to use (providing minorities inclusion) 

INTRINSIC 

FACTORS 

PERSONAL IDEALS 

• Pleasure to be part to the platform 

• Social and environmental concern 

• Cooperation spirit and empathy 

• Networking and socialization 

PERSONAL DESIRES 

• Mobility and flexibility of work 

• Independence 

• Autonomy 

• Convenience of service 

Table 4: Motivations and Factors that promoted the Shared Economy. 

Source: The author. 

 



22 

 

 

Extrinsic factors are inherent in the advantages promoted by the shared economy, which 

are attractive and beneficial to users. Intrinsic factors are inherent in the individual, these being 

the ideals or desires of the users, which may propel them to use shared economy platforms or 

not. 

The benefits identified in the literature due to the adoption of the shared economy are: 

the optimization of idle resources through information technology, generating income with the 

excessive capacity of goods and services (Gan et al., 2018); this new context eliminates the 

need to have the resource to use it (Cheng, 2016), which mitigates problems such as excessive 

consumption and income inequality (Muñoz & Cohen, 2017); it promotes innovation and 

entrepreneurship, creating jobs and boosting economic growth (Cheng, 2016), also promotes 

social and environmental sustainability (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014) and promotes the 

reduction of transaction costs (Huarng, 2018). 

 

2.1.3 Shared Economy Platforms for Reducing Food Waste 

Considering the definition of Koopman, Mitchell and Thierer (2015), shared economy 

platforms promote the sharing of all types of underutilized goods and services, and it can be 

through monetary or non-monetary exchange. Thus, shared economy platforms focused on 

reducing food waste encompass exchange, sale and even donation of food (D'Ambrosi, 2018). 

Platforms, also called peer-to-peer technologies, define food waste as an optimization 

problem, being understood as a consumer coordination inefficiency (Harvey et al., 2019). The 

waste is primarily associated with the habits and behavioral patterns of consumers and retailers 

(Morone et al., 2018), so it is necessary understand their motivations, habits, and attitudes to 

make platforms more effective and assertive. 

Despite of the food sharing practices have increased due to consumer awareness of 

socio-environmental and ethical problems caused by food waste, there are still few individuals 

who know and use shared economy platforms for reducing food waste (D'Ambrosi, 2018). The 

lack of direct social contact among those people involved in the platform can also cause distrust 

and fear in using it, negatively affecting food sharing (Morone et al., 2018; D'Ambrosi, 2018). 

Recently, technological advances and the phenomenon of shared economy have pushed 

the proliferation of web and mobile platforms for food sharing (Michelini, Principato & Iasevoli, 

2018). In other words, the information technology serves as a tool to facilitate contact among 



23 

 

 

people who wish to share food, increasing the effectiveness of sharing practices (Morone et al., 

2018). 

Shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste help connect imperfect or 

surplus food to buyers who want to consume them, representing an important market for 

reducing food waste (Richards & Hamilton, 2018). This new model has the potential to change 

global economies sustainably, increasing access to consumer goods, and positively impacting 

society and the environment (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). However, the technological design 

and management structure of these platforms are determinant factors for sharing to occur 

(Harvey et al., 2019). 

The act of sharing food is observed in several species, and was first documented 

anthropologically in primitive hunter-gatherer societies. In general, surplus food was shared to 

avoid wasting resources (Morone et al., 2018). Currently, the motivations for food sharing are 

varied and complex (Harvey et al, 2019). According to Jaeggi and Gurven (2018) the main 

motivations that contribute to food sharing in the anthropology literature are: the tolerated 

scrounging, which consists in giving away excess food out of generosity to another individual; 

kin selection, which consists of distributing food to relatives; reciprocity, which consists in the 

mutual sharing of food with the expectation of also receive food; and costly signalling, which 

consists in the manifestation of intentions through the behaviors and attitudes of individuals. 

However, the research by Harvey et al. (2019) demonstrated that no one of the theories 

described by Jaeggi and Gurven (2018) are adequate to explain the motivations inherent in the 

use of food sharing platforms. The authors describe that reciprocity is not a motivator of food 

sharing via the platform, because in most cases the individual plays only one role (donor or 

receptor). In other words, donors do not expect to get donations. And kin selection does not fit 

the platforms context, due to transactions among individuals who may not have known each 

other before. 

According to the shared economy literature the two main motivators are the reduction 

of transaction costs (Huarng, 2018), and the possible improvement in social and environmental 

sustainability (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Therefore, both should be considered for food waste 

reduction platforms. D'Ambrosi (2018) highlights three drivers of food sharing: economic / 

monetary motives, normative motives (waste management laws and rules), and ideological 

motives. The sociocultural context has also been pointed to as influencer of the effectiveness 

of food sharing (Morone et al., 2018). 
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Food sharing is directly influenced by external factors, such as policies and food 

shortages, and internal factors, depending on one's beliefs, values and perceptions (Harvey et 

al, 2019). The food sharing through virtual tools promotes relationships based on solidarity, 

cooperation and social inclusion (D'Ambrosi, 2018). So, for that food sharing potentialize food 

waste reduction is necessary that individuals have environmentally friendly behavior, as well 

as collaborative behaviors, economic consciousness and household skills that provide the best 

use of food (Morone et al., 2018). 

For a two-sided cooperation model to work in this context, environmental regulations 

are necessary to oblige the appropriate disposal of waste, as well as there must be demand for 

these wastes, making exchange and cooperation interesting for both sides (Bluemling & Wang, 

2018). In other words, policies and incentives for reducing food waste have a strong influence 

on the adoption of shared economy models, so it is important to have coherence and clarity in 

laws and regulations, promoting sustainable use of resources and avoiding food waste (Brooks, 

2014). This model also promotes increased supplier income through the sale of waste or surplus 

food, and reduces costs to end consumers that buy these products at reduced prices, increasing 

food availability and access (Bluemling & Wang, 2018; Lipinski et al, 2013). 

The factors that difficult food sharing practices are come from traditional market logic, 

such as the demand for new products and rigorous aesthetic standards, the lack of attention to 

waste and the lack of time (D'Ambrosi, 2018). These factors are often influenced by habit and 

behavior patterns (Morone et al., 2018). 

To better understand food waste reduction platforms Michelini, Principato and Iasevoli 

(2018) conducted a hierarchical cluster analysis using 52 food sharing platforms cited in the 

academic literature and found on the App Store and Google Play. Three categories of platform 

models emerged from this analysis, these being: the “sharing for money” model, which consists 

of B2C transactions to generate revenue through the sale of surplus food; the “sharing for 

charity” model, which consists of donating food to NGOs; and the “sharing for the community” 

model, which consists of C2C transactions to share food among final consumers. 

The authors also verified the equivalence of these platform models to traditional 

business, the “sharing for money” model is similar to the social supermarkets, but with a focus 

on profit. The “sharing for charity” model looks a lot like food banks, however the “sharing for 

the community” model was not found in traditional context, so it is a new model that exists only 

in digital context.  
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The study by Richards and Hamilton (2018) analyzed the Imperfect Produce platform, 

which connects end consumers with farmers who have ugly food or surplus food, which would 

be wasted. Thus, a bilateral market with network effects, because the more diversified offer of 

products and suppliers on the platform, the more attractive the platform is for the end consumers. 

In other point of view, the more the number of end users on the platform, the more attractive it 

will be to the suppliers who will have the most visibility, increasing the likelihood of sell your 

surplus food. 

The study by Harvey et al. (2019) conducted a social network analysis on the OLIO 

platform, which connects individuals with surplus food who wish to donate it to the individuals 

who wants to consume it, using registered volunteers for pickup and delivery the food. The 

results showed that genuinely new social relationships were formed among organizations and 

consumers, pushing them away from traditional supply chains. 

In general, the sale of “ugly” food for more accessible prices or even the donation of 

food near to the expiration date allows companies to increase their efficiency and optimization 

(Muñoz & Cohen, 2017), such resources that spent natural resources (such as water, soil, 

mineral salts), automotive resources (such as harvesting trucks and plantation maintenance) and 

labor to be produced. The utilization and consumption of these foods makes consumption more 

conscious and reduces costs for both sides (Kumar, Lahiri & Dogan, 2018). Most of the 

initiatives previously mentioned aim to redistribute excess production directly to consumers, 

which has altered traditional business models and producer-consumer relationships (Harvey et 

al., 2019). 

The next section contextualizes the food loss and waste problematic, describing the 

definitions, the causes and impacts of this problem, and also the benefits and solutions founded 

in the literature.  

 

2.2 Contextualization of Food Loss and Waste 

All types of food are lost and wasted globally throughout the food chain (Lipinski et al, 

2013). The FAO (2011, 2017b) estimates that about one-third of food production destined for 

human consumption is lost or wasted globally, about 1.3 billion tons of good food goes to 

"trash" per year. These data corroborate data from the Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2015) 

which states that approximately 31% of food is lost and wasted along the chain worldwide. 

The carbon footprint of food loss and waste is estimated to be up to 3.49 gigatons (gt) 
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of carbon dioxide (CO2), representing between 6% and 10% of the total greenhouse gas 

emissions from human activities (HLPE, 2014). According to Food Loss and Waste Protocol 

(2016) food loss and waste would be the third largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the world, 

not just larger than China and the United States. 

According to FAO (2011) the distribution of this food loss and waste varies significantly 

between developed and developing regions, usually with developed countries wasting more on 

consumption, and developing countries losing food during production, handling and storage. 

Figure 2 illustrates the losses and wastes along the chain worldwide. 

 

 
Figure 2: Per capita food losses and waste, from production to consumption, in different regions. 

Source: FAO (2011). 

 

Despite the large percentage of food losses and waste, according to data from WFP 

(2019) 821 million people are hungry in the world. In Latin America, the index of severe food 

insecurity, characterized as hunger, jumped from 7.6% in 2016 to 9.8% in 2017 (FAO, 2018). 

Food insecurity can be reduced and countered through food loss and waste reduction strategies, 

providing the best use of resources. 

The approach used to feed the growing global population in recent centuries has been 

through increased food production, which is due to productivity improvements such as better 

fertilizers and pesticides, and increased arable land (Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 

2015). However, the world's population is expected to grow from 7.7 billion in 2019 to 8.5 

billion in 2030, and to 9.7 billion in 2050, representing a 26 percent increase (United Nations, 

2019). 
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To feed this entire population by 2050, FAO (2009, 2017b) estimates that there should 

be a 70% increase in food production, it is also estimated that demand for animal foods will 

increase by approximately 70% by 2050 (Searchinger et al., 2018), which demands more 

resources than products of plant origin. These data are worrying, since the increase in food 

demand is the main factor of deforestation and land degradation worldwide (Gromko & 

Abdurasalova, 2018). In addition, agriculture represents 70% of the world's water consumption, 

being one of the main users of resources. (FAO, 2017a). 

To conserve natural resources and provide food to the world's population, one solution 

is to reduce food loss and waste, which will mitigate climate change, make better use of natural 

resources, and increase profit margins, among many others benefits (Garcia-Garcia, Woolley 

& Rahimifard, 2015; Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018). The United Kingdom is an example of 

this, as by reducing food waste the country has been able to stabilize food demand despite 4.5% 

population growth (NRDC, 2017). 

Thus, reducing food loss and waste is the most efficient and sustainable way to feed the 

9.7 billion people in 2050 (United Nations, 2019). To this end, it is extremely important to 

adopt more sustainable production and consumption approaches, as well as to consciously 

address food waste, avoiding CO2 emissions, which does not require the involvement of public, 

private and civil society bodies (Papargyropoulou et al., 2014; Thi, Kumar & Li, 2015). 

To better clarify the problem and solutions proposed in the literature for the problem of 

food loss and waste, the following sections are intended to define what is food loss and waste, 

and to identify the causes of food loss and waste, as well as their impacts, describe the solutions 

to waste reduction and the benefits of waste reduction. 

 

            2.2.1 Definition of food loss and waste 

There is controversy and disagreement in the literature on the definition of food loss and 

waste. The first discrepancy is that some authors separate loss from waste (FAO, 2011; WRAP, 

2009), while others use the term waste to represent all lost and wasted food along the chain 

(FUSIONS, 2014; EPA, 2019). 

Another disagreement is the consideration of inedible parts of food as food waste. FAO 

(2011) considers only human edible food parts, while FUSIONS (2014) and WRAP (2009) 

consider inedible parts such as bones and eggshells as food waste. There are also discrepancies 

in relation to the intended uses of foods, planned and intentional use of feed for animal 
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consumption, for example, is seen as waste by Stuart (2009). While only unplanned use of food 

for purposes other than human consumption is considered wasteful to FAO (2011). However, 

the distinction between planned and unplanned use is very slight and relative, as some producers 

do not plan how much of their production will be intended for human consumption or other 

uses (Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 2015). 

Gromko and Abdurasalova (2018) also point out another potential disagreement related 

to the disposal or use of waste, as the authors question that the distinction of food waste should 

also consider the impact generated by this waste according to its destination. Because waste 

food that is composted has a smaller impact on greenhouse gas emissions than waste food that 

is destined for landfills. 

           To clarify the various definitions found in the literature, it was made a summary table 5. 

 

Author(s) Definitions 

United States 

Environmental 

Protection 

Agency (EPA) 

Definition 1: Uneaten food and food preparation wastes from residences and 

commercial establishments such as grocery stores, restaurants, and produce 

stands, institutional cafeterias and kitchens, and industrial sources like employee 

lunchrooms. 

Definition 2: Organic residues generated by the handling, storage, sale, 

preparation, cooking, and serving of foods, commonly called garbage. 

(Don't have definition for food losses) 

FAO (2011) 

“Food losses refer to the decrease in edible food mass throughout the part of the 

supply chain that specifically leads to edible food for human consumption. Food 

losses take place at production, postharvest and processing stages in the food 

supply chain” (FAO, 2011, p. 2) 

“Food waste occurring at the end of the food chain (retail and final consumption) 

which relates to retailers’ and consumers’ behavior” (FAO, 2011, p. 2). 

Based on Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton (2010) 

FUSIONS (2014) 

“Food waste is any food, and inedible parts of food, removed from the food 

supply chain to be recovered or disposed (including composted, crops ploughed 

in/not harvested, anaerobic digestion, bio-energy production, co-generation, 

incineration, disposal to sewer, landfill or discarded to sea)” (FUSIONS, 2014, p. 

6) 

Stuart (2009) 
It uses the FAO definition, but adds that edible food intentionally directed to 

animal feed or food processing diverted from the human food chain is also food 

waste. 

Parfitt, Barthel & 

Macnaughton, 

2010 

“Food waste occurs at different points in the FSC, although it is most readily 

defined at the retail and consumer stages, where outputs of the agricultural system 

are self-evidently ‘food’ for human consumption” (Parfitt, Barthel & 

Macnaughton, 2010, p. 3065) 

"Within the literature, food waste post-harvest is likely to be referred to as ‘food 

losses’ and ‘spoilage’. (...) At later stages of the FSC, the term food waste is 

applied and generally relates to behavioural issues. Food losses/spoilage, 

conversely, relate to systems that require investment in infrastructure. In this 

report, we refer to both food losses and food waste as food waste” (Parfitt, 

Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010, p.3066) 

European 

Comission (2014) 

“(i) food losses: food products lost during the production phase; (ii) unavoidable 

food waste: referring to food products lost during the consumption phase (banana 

peels, fruit cores, etc.); (iii) avoidable food waste: products that could have been 

eaten, but were lost during consumption phase”. 
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Continuing the Table 5: Different definitions of food loss and waste 

Author(s) Definitions 

Lipinski, et al. 

(2013) 

“food loss” refers to food that spills, spoils, incurs an abnormal reduction in 

quality such as bruising or wilting, or otherwise gets lost before it reaches the 

consumer. “Food waste” refers to food that is of good quality and fit for human 

consumption but that does not get consumed because it is discarded—either 

before or after it spoils” (Lipinski et al., 2013, p. 1) 
Garcia-Garcia, 

Woolley & 

Rahimifard 

(2015) 

Used FUSIONS definition 

Gromko & 

Abdurasalova 

(2018) 
Used definition of FAO 

Papargyropoulou 

et al (2014) Used definition of Stuart (2009) 

Porpino et al. 

(2018) Used definition of Parfitt, Barthel and Macnaughton (2010). 

Table 5: Different definitions of food loss and waste. 

Source: The author. 

 

As the objective of this project is to analyze how shared economy platforms can help 

reduce food waste, focusing on the end of the value chain, the definition of FAO (2011) was 

adopted. 

FAO (2011) further distinguishes different stages of food loss and waste along the 

supply chain, which consist of: production (losses due to errors in food production), post-

harvest handling and storage (spillage losses or degradation during handling, storage and 

transport from producer to distributor), in processing (losses in industrial or domestic 

processing), in distribution (waste due to mismanagement of markets and distributors), and 

consumption (waste in the final consumer). Lipinski et al. (2013) followed the same five-stage 

logic and performed a summary figure (shown in figure 3) defining each stage of the supply 

chain and examples. 
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Figure 3: Food loss and waste along the value chain. 

Source: Lipinski et al. (2013). 

 

            With respect to waste, it is crucial to distinguish between avoidable and inevitable waste 

to meet the challenges of food waste assertively (Paragyropoulou et al., 2014). WRAP (2009) 

distinguishes three different classifications of food waste as described in figure 4 and can be 

"avoidable", "possibly avoidable" or "inevitable". 

 
Figure 4: Classification of different types of food waste. 

Source: WRAP (2009). 
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            The WRAP (2009, p. 4) defines the three classifications as: 

 
Avoidable: food and drink thrown away that was, at some point prior to disposal, 

edible (e.g. slice of bread, apples, meat). Possibly avoidable: food and drink that some 

people eat and others do not (e.g. bread crusts), or that can be eaten when a food is 

prepared in one way but not in another (e.g. potato skins). Unavoidable: waste arising 

from food or drink preparation that is not, and has not been, edible under normal 

circumstances (e.g. meat bones, egg shells, pineapple skin, tea bags). 

 

            Henz and Porpino (2017) address other aspects of waste, such as foods that are prepared 

and not consumed or served, being called leftover and subdivided as usable (clean) and not 

usable (dirty). The authors also cite leftover food on consumer plates, in other words, remains 

are served but not eaten foods that should always be discarded. 

 

            2.2.2 Causes of food loss and waste 

            Losses occur most often in developing countries due to technical and managerial 

problems in harvesting and postharvesting, packaging failures, proper storage and cooling, 

deficiencies in infrastructure, logistics, marketing mechanisms and regulations (FAO 2011; 

CAISAN, 2018). 

            The authors Thi, Kumar and Li (2015) and Parfitt, Barthel and Macnaughton (2012) 

also claim that the main cause of food waste in developing countries is lack of adequate 

infrastructure and management to prevent losses, and lack of laws and regulations that prevent 

this problem. According to the study by Thi, Kumar and Li (2015), most developing countries 

in America have poor recycling systems and lack of adequate awareness education programs in 

order to reduce waste and waste rates and improve destination of wasted food. There is also a 

lack of private sector participation and funding to improve services aimed at reducing loss and 

waste. 

            Food waste occurs most often in developed countries, and the main cause is consumer 

behavior (FAO, 2011; CAISAN, 2018; Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2012). This is due to 

stringent high quality and aesthetic standards, causing consumers to reject foods that are out of 

desired appearance standards (Thi, Kumar & Li, 2015; FAO, 2011; Brancoli, Rousta & Bolton, 

2017). Lack of coordination among supply chain stakeholders also causes waste (CAISAN, 

2018), as well as a lack of planning and carelessness of consumers regarding the expiration date 

of food which can lead to waste. Sales contracts between producers/farmers and buyers can also 

contribute to crop waste (FAO, 2011). 
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            However, the study by Porpino et al (2018) points out that Brazil is one of the countries 

that most waste food in the world, because each Brazilian family waste on average 128.8 kg of 

food per year, higher standard than the developed countries. The main causes of this high waste 

were making a large monthly purchase, making it difficult to manage the food in stock, as well 

as the consumers' positive understanding of food plenty and freshness, performing the bountiful 

preparation of food and discarding the leftover.  

            WRAP (2009) highlighted the two main reasons for avoidable household waste in the 

UK, which are cooking and over-cooking and not using the food within its shelf life or while 

there were safe and healthy conditions for its consumption. The study also showed that 

household composition also influences food waste, and that usually larger families waste less 

than smaller families, and families with children tend to waste more, but the rate of waste varies 

with children's ages. 

            There is evidence that culture also partly determines food waste, for example, US 

Hispanic households have 25% lower rates than non-Hispanic households (Parfitt, Barthel & 

Macnaughton, 2012), which points to culture as a important variable in relation to food waste. 

There is also a relationship between the share of income spent on food, the smaller the share of 

income spent on food, the higher the rate of waste, as well as evidence of lower rates of waste 

in the postwar generation (Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2012). This fact indicates that 

external and historical factors to individuals altered their attitudes and values towards food. 

However, the study by Porpino et al (2018) found that sociodemographic variables such as 

income and age do not explain the difference between those who waste more and those who 

waste less food. 

            In short, food is wasted due to a set of consumer attitudes, values and behaviors, as well 

as their knowledge and relationship to food, as well as failures in interaction among food chain 

stakeholders (Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010; CAISAN, 2018). The research by Porpino 

et al. (2018) showed that individuals with greater environmental awareness and greater 

perception of the impact of waste on the family budget are less likely to waste food. 

 

            2.2.3 Problems and impacts of food waste 

            Because of the high loss and waste rates, the agricultural system produces more food to 

compensate for these shortcomings, which results in inefficient use of natural and financial 

resources, also negatively affecting food security (Lipinski et al, 2013). 
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            FAO (2014) estimates that the total cost of food waste could reach $ 1 trillion a year, 

and that additional $ 700 billion related to environmental impact and $ 900 billion associated 

with social costs should be added to this figure. Food waste negatively impacts consumer access 

due to rising food prices, as well as reducing the economic gains of food chain actors, as wasted 

food represents a lost investment (Lipinski et al, 2013; CAISAN, 2018). 

            Agriculture currently accounts for 70% of the world's annual use of water resources, 

and lost and wasted food represents one-fourth of all water used (FAO 2017a; Food Loss and 

Waste Protocol, 2016). Due to projections of productive expansion, it is estimated that despite 

efficient irrigation techniques, water consumption in irrigated agriculture is expected to grow 

by 11% by 2050, which raises the alert about the correct use of our finite resources (FAO, 

2017a). 

            Agriculture already uses almost half of the world's vegetated land (Searchinger et al., 

2018), and land degradation costs about $ 40 billion annually worldwide, regardless of the costs 

of increasing land use of fertilizers and biodiversity loss (Ellen MacArthur Fondation, 2015). 

According to Gromko and Abdurasalova (2018) the impact of food loss and waste causes land 

degradation and deforestation, especially in developing countries, as the data show a loss of 

6.31 gt of soil and 1.66 million hectares deforested in 2013 due to agricultural production in 

developing countries. 

            Food waste accounts for between 19% and 27% of fertilizers used in the United States, 

which can lead to water pollution when overused and greenhouse gas emissions due to the 

interaction of fertilizers with microbes in soil (NRDC, 2017). Organic waste could be used as 

organic fertilizer after composting, which would help soil regeneration and replace 2.7 times 

chemical fertilizers, avoiding contamination and greenhouse gas emissions from chemical 

agents (Ellen MacArthur Fondation, 2015). 

            Food waste is a major cause of landfill methane and carbon dioxide emissions resulting 

from anaerobic digestion of organic compounds, these are the main greenhouse gases, this 

decomposition also results in manure contaminating the soil and aquifers (Adhikari, Barrington 

& Martinez, 2006; Melikoglu, Lin & Webb, 2013). 

            Agriculture and land use generate a quarter of annual greenhouse gas emissions, with 

food waste being the world's third largest emitter of greenhouse gases after China and the 

United States (Searchinger et al., 2018; Food Loss and Waste Protocol, 2016). According to the 

study by Adhikari, Barrington and Martinez (2006) if current municipal solid waste 
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management trends are maintained, urban food waste in landfills is expected to increase global 

methane emissions from 34 to 48 Gkg. from 2005 to 2025. Thus, landfills will account for 10% 

of global human emissions of methane gas. 

            Calculations from the study by Melikoglu, Lin and Webb (2013) revealed that the 

energy lost in landfills (from wasted food from the United States, Japan, Taiwan, the United 

Kingdom, Korea and Singapore) is 43% of the energy supplied to the food preparation in the 

US, 37% of Japan's hydropower generation and more than 100% of the annual renewable 

energy demanded today in UK industries. That is, wasted food must have a better destination 

than landfill, and can generate more appropriate and sustainable forms of fertilizers and power 

generation. 

            Consideration should also be given to the carbon-related impact embedded in the earlier 

stages of the food life cycle that has been wasted, thus, should be considered as land use, and 

the use of machines for production, harvesting, processing, transportation, storage, distribution 

and cooling (Papargyropoulou et al., 2014). 

            In general, food waste causes climate change and depletion of the layer due to 

greenhouse gas emissions from production and waste, terrestrial acidification and aquatic 

eutrophication due to chemicals used, waste of resources such as water, manpower, hand energy, 

and other resources used for food production, and the loss of biodiversity and natural 

ecosystems due to deforestation for the monoculture plant (Brancoli, Rousta & Bolton, 2017; 

NRDC, 2017; FUSIONS, 2014; Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 2015; Lipinski et al., 

2013). 

 

            2.2.4 Food Waste Reduction Benefits and Solutions 

            Reducing food waste is important for food security and for reducing economic costs and 

environmental impacts (Brancoli, Rousta & Bolton, 2017). Waste reduces food insecurity by 

increasing food supply, increasing the accessibility of these products to those in need and 

reducing their prices, making healthy and nutritious food more accessible (Dunning, Johnson 

& Boys, 2019; Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; Papargyropoulou et al., 2014). 

            In the context of lowering economic costs, reducing waste promotes reduced spending 

by farmers, businesses and consumers, increasing profitability and profit margins (Gromko & 

Abdurasalova, 2018; Dunning, Johnson & Boys, 2019; Papargyropoulou et al., 2014). 

According to Stuart (2009) by cutting waste farmers double their income by selling foods that 
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were previously discarded because they are out of aesthetic standards, manufacturers save 20% 

on waste management costs, retailers increase efficiency and consumers pay less for nutritious 

and healthy products due to increase the offer. 

            Reducing waste also reduces impacts on the environment by reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions and more efficient use of water and soil, avoiding deforestation for agricultural land 

expansion and avoiding more intensive use of soil and other natural resources, which degrades 

the soil and depletes natural resources (Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; Dunning, Johnson & 

Boys, 2019). 

            In summary, reducing food loss and waste is a multiple win-win strategy because as 

food availability increases food insecurity will be reduced, as will poverty and hunger, as well 

as reducing pressure on ecosystems, no longer demanding or even reducing the use of natural 

resources. This will enable us to properly use and leverage the food we produce, making the 

entire food supply chain more sustainable (Lipinski et al., 2013). 

            Proposed solutions in the literature are typically separated according to the Food 

Recovery Hierarchy established by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to guide 

the priorities of overfeeding management, which uses the “reduce, reuse, recycle” approach, 

according to figure 5. 

            The technical framework developed by FUSIONS (2014) initially proposes the animal 

feed solution to foods diverted from the food chain, also citing biobased materials and 

biochemicals processing as the most proactive attitude. To treat foods that may not be intended 

for animal consumption, it is suggested composting, anaerobic digestion, bio-energy, 

cogeneration, incineration and ultimately disposal in landfill or sewage. However, this model 

neither present the possibilities for redistributing surplus food to humans, nor does it add waste 

prevention strategies. Thus, this study adopts the hierarchy proposed by the EPA to describe 

and detail the possible actions for prevention, reuse and recycling of wasted food. 

 



36 

 

 

 
Figure 5: EPA’s food recovery hierarchy. 

Source: NRDC, 2017. 

 

            According to this hierarchy the priority should be to reduce the volume of wasted food, 

the preferred and most attractive option being to prevent food waste through consumer 

awareness strategies, changing the labeling and packaging system, portion reduction in 

restaurant dishes, among others. The second option is the redistribution of edible and healthy 

food for human consumption, and the third option is to allocate surplus food for animal feed. 

The fourth option is the reuse of food for bioenergy generation, the fifth option is composting, 

which creates a nutrient-rich organic fertilizer. And the sixth and last option is incineration or 

landfill (NRDC, 2017; Papargyropoulou et al., 2014; Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 

2015). 

            Consumer awareness strategies often occur through the release of public campaigns 

such as "Save the Food" in the United States and "Desperdício Zero" in Brazil to try to adjust 

consumer behavior and educate the population regarding the problem of food waste. The 

consumer should also be educated to plan and buy the right amount of food, as well as to store 

properly without forgetting the food in the pantry and letting it spoil. Changes in consumption 

patterns are extremely important as well, as the consumption of ugly foods and seasonal 

products should be encouraged, taking advantage of all the production generated (NRDC, 2017; 

Lipinski et al., 2013; Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; Paragyropoulou et al., 2014; FAO, 2011; 

Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010). Reduction of food portions is also cited in order to 

reduce food waste in restaurants and other establishments that serve excessive portions to 
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consumers (Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; Lipinski et al., 2013). 

            Another prevention strategy is changing packaging, promoting a redesign of food 

labeling, making shelf-life information clear to consumers, and improvements in packaging 

technology to extend food shelf life. It is also warned that packaging should offer different 

portion sizes of food, as different households have different needs depending on the number of 

people in each familiar nucleus (Papargyropoulou et al., 2014; Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 

2010; Lipinski et al., 2013). 

            Fomenting research and development of technological innovations to reduce food waste 

is also very important, as these technologies can help to understand the causes and provide 

solutions to food waste. New business models that connect farmers to consumers, or that 

connect industry to retail and food redistribution NGOs are interesting solutions for reducing 

waste, some examples in Brazil are Fruta Imperfeita and Comida Invisível, both implemented 

solutions through information technology (CAISAN, 2018; Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; 

Searchinger et al., 2018; Matzembacher, Barcellos & Vieira, 2018; Porpino et al., 2018; Henz 

& Porpino, 2017). 

            To reduce waste is also cited the need for greater coordination among stakeholders, 

improving all communication, process and operations of the food supply chain, therefore, Thi, 

Kumar and Li (2015) suggest an integrative management system involving the different 

stakeholders involved in the chain. 

            In human food redistribution strategies, the main point raised is the amendment and 

implementation of laws and regulations that promote and facilitate the donation of food. 

Political initiatives help raise public awareness by changing people's attitudes toward food 

waste. Changes in public policy can promote new private investments to reduce food waste 

(NRDC, 2017; Matzembacher, Barcellos & Vieira, 2018; Thi, Kumar & Li, 2015; FAO, 2011; 

Gromko & Abdurasalova, 2018; Lipinski et al., 2013). 

            For the following options, packaging should be separated from wasted food in order to 

take advantage of food such as animal feed, composting or power generation, and facilitate 

packaging recycling (Brancoli, Rousta & Bolton, 2017). If the food is not fit for animal 

consumption, which is the third option, the food can undergo anaerobic digestion, generating 

biogas, or undergo heat treatments to generate energy and can be used with all types of organic 

waste. However, this option generates ashes and emissions of gases that must be treated 

(Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 2015). 
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            The fifth option is composting, generating nutrient-rich organic fertilizer, which can 

replace or reduce the use of chemical fertilizers, saving energy and resources. The use of organic 

fertilizer also reduces the likelihood of soil and water contamination (NRDC, 2017). The last 

option is incineration or landfill, both destinations should be avoided as they do not promote 

positive results and have high environmental impacts (Garcia-Garcia, Woolley & Rahimifard, 

2015). 

            Although landfill is the worst option, developing countries treat 90% of their food waste 

through landfills, the second most widely used method is composting, representing a rate of 

between 6% and 1%. Other methods, such as anaerobic digestion and animal feed, are rarely 

used (Thi, Kumar & Li, 2015). That is, although the proposed hierarchy points to best practices, 

it is essential to rethink current systems and practices in order to generate social, environmental 

and economic benefits (Papargyropoulou et al., 2014). 

            This study focused on platforms that try to reduce food waste and make the 

redistribution of the surplus food for human consumption, which fit in the first- and second-

best options to avoid food waste according to NRDC (2017). The follow section describes the 

theory used to analyze the users’ acceptance factors on sharing economy platforms aimed to 

food waste reduction. 

 

2.3 Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technologies (UTAUT) 

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) model proposed 

by Venkatesh et al (2003) was formulated based on eight other models: Theory of Reasoned 

Action (TRA), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Motivational Model (MM), Theory of 

Planned Behavior (TPB), Model Combining the Technology Acceptance Model and the Theory 

of Planned Behavior (C-TAM-TPB), Model of PC Utilization (MPCU), Innovation Diffusion 

Theory (IDT) and Social Cognitive Theory (SCT). Compared to previous models, UTAUT 

explains 70% of behavioral intention and about 50% of technology use behavior (Venkatesh, 

Thong & Xu, 2012), while other models explain only between 17% to 53% of technology 

intention and use by the user (Venkatesh et al., 2003). 

To make an unified model, the authors Venkatesh et al (2003) first performed a literature 

review on user acceptance models, thus identifying eight prominent models and comparing 

them. Later the eight models were empirically compared with longitudinal data from four 

companies, and finally is formulated UTAUT and they validated it empirically using data from 
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the four companies used in the previous tests, as well as data from two other organizations. 

Annex I shows the summary table of the eight models used by Venkatesh et al (2003). 

During the empirical comparison among the eight models it was found that there was at 

least one significant construct of each model, which had a stronger influence over the entire 

research period, such as the extrinsic motivation in MM, the attitude of the TRA and TPB, the 

perceived usefulness of TAM and C-TAM-TPB, the job-fit of MPCU, the relative advantage 

of IDT, and the outcome expectations of SCT. Other constructs have lost significance over time, 

such as perceived behavioral control of TPB and C-TAM-TPB, perceived ease of use of TAM, 

complexity of MPCU, ease of use of IDT, self-efficacy and anxiety of SCT. It was also 

perceived that the voluntary and obligatory context have significant influence on the constructs 

related to social influence, and that only in the context of obligatory use the constructs 

subjective norm (TPB and C-TAM-TPB), social factors (MPCU) and image (IDT) are 

significant. 

UTAUT is composed of three determinants of behavioral intention of use which are 

performance expectation, effort expectation and social influence, and two determinants of use 

behavior, which are facilitating conditions and behavioral intention of use. The four key 

moderators are gender, age, experience and voluntariness of use. Figure 6 shows the UTAUT 

model. 

 

 

Figure 6: UTAUT Model. 

Source: Venkatesh et al (2003). 
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As this study was an exploratory research to understand which are the users' acceptance 

factors of shared economy platforms aimed to reducing food waste, it focused only on the 

determinants that affect the intended use and use behavior. Thus, the moderators were not 

evaluated and the intention was not to prove relationships found in the model. This theory was 

used to verify the existence of the factors mentioned in the business model studied, and also it 

enables the emergence of new factors not previously mentioned. 

The determinants that influence intention to use are performance expectancy, effort 

expectancy and social influence. The performance expectancy is the level at which an individual 

believes technology will help him or her to improve performance at work. This determinant 

was constructed based on constructs of five different models, among them the perceived 

usefulness of the TAM and C-TAM-TPB, the extrinsic motivation of the MM, the job-fit of the 

MPCU, the relative advantage of the IDT, and the outcome expectation of the SCT. Effort 

expectancy is the level of ease or difficulty associated with the use of technology. This 

determinant was formulated based on the perceived ease of use of the TAM, the complexity of 

the MPCU, and the ease of use of the IDT. 

Social influence is the level at which an individual perceives that society or his or her 

social circle understands the use of technology as necessary, that is, the individual's behavior is 

influenced by the way he or she believes others will see and judge them by their technology 

use. This determinant was constructed based on three constructs of different models, which are 

the subjective norm of the TRA, TAM2, TPB and C-TAM-TPB, the social factors of MPCU, 

and the image of the IDT. However, according to the study by Venkatesh et al (2003), this 

construct has only significance when there is a context of obligatory use, on the other hand not 

being significant when there is intention to use it voluntarily. 

According to Venkatesh and Davis (2000) social influence impacts the individual's 

behavior through the mechanisms of compliance, internalization and identification. In 

voluntariness contexts, the perception of technology is impacted by social influence through 

the internalization and identification of individual mechanisms, in other words, beliefs are 

changed and the focus is social status. However, in obligatory contexts, social influence is 

impacted by the compliance mechanism, changing the intention to use technology throughout 

social pressure and organizational norms. Although, according to Venkatesh et al. (2003), social 

influence in the obligatory contexts are only important in the early stages of technology use, 

becoming an insignificant construct with sustained use. 
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Since UTAUT is already 16 years old, articles and studies were searched to expand the 

theory and confirm it, as well as studies that used it, so the following two sections are intended, 

consecutively, to extend the UTAUT theory and to analyze existing studies that used UTAUT.  

 

            2.3.1 UTAUT Extensions 

The acceptance and use of information technologies have been an academic and 

practical concern in the last decades, so several theoretical models have been proposed, 

involving explanations as technology attributes and contextual factors (Dwivedi et al, 2019). 

Due to the large number of distinct existing models, Venkatesh et al (2003) unified eight 

prominent theories, expanding their explanatory power of intention behavior and technology 

use. The model served as the basis for the study of wide variety of technologies in many 

contexts (Venkatesh, Thong & Xu, 2012), sometimes undergoing changes and attempted 

improvements, as described in this section. The table 6 summarizes some researches that 

expanded the UTAUT. 

  

Authors Context and 

Methodology 

New constructs Main results and 

conclusions 

Lin and 

Anol (2008) 

They postulated an 

online social support 

model, which has 

been empirically 

tested with data 

collected from 317 

undergraduate 

students at a private 

Taiwanese university 

on the use of instant 

messaging. 

“Online Support Expectancy is the 

degree to which online users believe 

that using network IT would enhance 

their online social support”. 

Relationship Commitment, which 

indicates an emotional and 

psychological attachment to friends 

or relatives and also represents the 

intrinsic motivation of the individual. 

And Perceived Critical Mass, which 

can be understood as an individual's 

chances of getting an online social 

response. 

The study concluded that 

"relationship commitment and 

perceived critical mass are 

potent determinants that can 

ultimately enhance online 

social support through online 

support expectancy and other 

mediators" (Lin & Anol, 2008, 

p. 271). And that the social 

influence is the most important 

construct, because it affects 

the online social support. 

Wang, Wu 

and Wang 

(2009) 

They investigated the 

acceptance of m-

learning (mobile 

learning systems), 

data were collected 

from 330 individuals 

in Taiwan. 

Perceived playfulness, which refers 

to the individual's experience of 

interacting with the mobile device, 

considering the individual's 

concentration, curiosity and pleasure, 

and Self-management of learning, 

which refers to autonomous learning 

and self-discipline perceived by the 

individual. 

The study concluded that the 

intention to use m-learning is 

determinate by performance 

expectancy, effort expectancy, 

social influence, perceived 

playfulness, and self-

management of learning. And 

also that the age moderates the 

effort expectancy and social 

influence, and gender 

moderates social influence and 

self-management of learning. 
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Continuing the table 6: UTAUT Extensions. 

Authors Context and 

Methodology 

New constructs Main results and 

conclusions 

Wang and 

Wang 

(2010) 

They investigated the 

determinants of the 

intention to use 

mobile internet (m-

internet). Data were 

collected online from 

343 questionnaires 

answered in Taiwan 

Perceived Playfulness, characterized 

as the same as the study by Wang, 

Wu and Wang (2009); Perceived 

Value, which refers to the user's 

perception of the usefulness of m-

internet, and the Palm-size Computer 

Self-efficacy, which refers to the 

user's ability and effectiveness to 

engage with some specific computer-

related activities through a cellphone. 

The determinants performance 

expectancy, effort expectancy 

and social influence positively 

influenced the intention to use 

m-learning, with performance 

expectancy being the strongest 

determinant. However, the 

determinant perceived 

playfulness did not have a 

significant influence in the use 

intention, which is a different 

result to the previous studies. 

Dwivedi et 

al (2019) 

They formalized an 

alternative theoretical 

model that explains 

the acceptance and 

use of information 

system (IS) and 

information 

technology (IT) 

innovations, the data 

collected is from 162 

previous studies on IS 

/ IT acceptance and 

use. 

Attitude is defined, considering Davis 

et al. (1989) and other authors, as “an 

individual’s positive or negative 

feelings about performing the target 

behaviour” (Dwivedi et al, 2019, 

p.724). 

The study concluded that 

"attitude partially mediates the 

effects of performance 

expectancy, effort expectancy, 

facilitating conditions, and 

social influence on 

behavioural intention, and also 

has a direct effect on usage 

behaviour" (Dwivedi et al, 

2019, p. 730). 

Venkatesh, 

Thong and 

Xu (2012) 

They proposed a new 

model for understand 

the acceptance and 

use technology by 

consumers. The data 

is from a two-stage 

online survey, with a 

total of 1,512 mobile 

internet consumers. 

Hedonic motivation is characterized 

as the individual's fun or pleasure in 

using technology; Price value is an 

important factor for consumers 

regarding decision making about the 

intention and use of technology; and 

Habit is characterized by the way 

individuals perform behaviors 

automatically. 

The study extended the 

UTAUT to a new context, 

adding three news 

determinants: hedonic 

motivation, price value and 

habit. All of them are complex 

and influence the consumers' 

use intention. 

Table 6: UTAUT Extensions. 

Source: The author. 

 

            After observing the extensions found, it was perceived that UTAUT2 fits better the 

platform technology which involves consumers. So, this was the model adopted for the analysis 

of the acceptance of shared economy platforms to reduce food waste, because both users’ 

groups (suppliers and end users) are understood as platforms' clients and consumers. Although 

the model is constructed quantitatively, this research used it qualitatively, identifying the 

constructs already described in the model and allowing the identification and emergence of new 

relevant constructs for platform users, as suggested by Venkatesh et al (2003). Venkatesh, 

Thong and Xu (2012) also suggest the application of the model in different countries and 

technologies, thus, the application of UTAUT2 in the Brazilian context in platforms for food 

waste reduction is extremely interesting, since no other published research has done so. 
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            As cited before, only the determinants were used during the analysis, because this study 

is an exploratory research and does not try to prove any cause-effect relation or link mentioned 

in the model. The propose was to identify the users’ acceptance factors on shared economy 

platforms for food waste reduction. 

Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012) extended the UTAUT incorporating three new 

constructs (hedonic motivation, price value and habit) and keeping only three moderators (age, 

gender and experience), naming the new model as Extension of the Unified Theory of 

Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT 2). UTAUT 2 was designed to examine consumer 

acceptance and use of technologies, adapting to contexts such as applications and services 

driven to consumers. According to the authors, the proposed extensions substantially improved 

the model, obtaining an explanation of behavioral intention between 56% and 74%, and an 

explanation of use between 40% and 52%. 

In this new model the authors Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012, p. 159) define the four 

existing determinants of UTAUT as: 

performance expectancy is defined as the degree to which using a technology will 

provide benefits to consumers in performing certain activities; effort expectancy is the 

degree of ease associated with consumers' use of technology; social influence is the 

extent to which consumers perceive that important others (e.g., family and friends) 

believe they should use a particular technology; and facilitating conditions refer to 

consumers' perceptions of the resources and support available to perform a behavior.  

 

Hedonic motivation is characterized as the individual's fun or pleasure in using 

technology, being the intrinsic motivation of the model, which complements the determinant 

performance expectation that focuses on extrinsic motivation. Price value is an important factor 

for consumers regarding decision making about the intention and use of technology, because 

consumers endure the monetary price of technology use, and this new determinant strengthens 

the model that previously emphasized only time and effort through the effort expectation 

determinant. And the habit is characterized by the way individuals perform behaviors 

automatically, being a critical factor that pushes the use of technology (Venkatesh, Thong & 

Xu, 2012). Figure 7 illustrates the new model. 
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Figure 7: UTAUT2 model. 

Source: Venkatesh, Thong & Xu (2012). 

 

Another important change in Venkatesh, Thong & Xu’s (2012) model is that the 

determinant facilitating conditions are directly related to the intention behavior, because in the 

consumer context each technology provider presents a different range of facilitators, generating 

a variety of possible scenarios. It is more likely that a consumer who has access to favorable 

conditions will be more likely to use this technology.  

The Huang and Kao (2015) study conducted a huge literature review and identified all 

components that constitute each determinant of UTAUT2, thus clarifying the boundaries of 

each determinant, as described in table 7. 
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Determinants Components 

Performance expectancy Perceived usefulness 

Extrinsic motivation 

Job fit 

Relative advantage 

Effort expectancy Perceived ease of use 

Complexity 

Ease of use 

Social influence Subjective norm 

Social factor 

Image 

Facilitating conditions Perceived behavioral control 

Facilitating conditions 

Compatibility 

Hedonic motivations Enjoyment 

Interest 

Curiosity 

Price value Quality 

Value 

Price 

Habit Past behavior 

Reflex behavior 

Individual experience 

Use intention Repurchase intentions 

Positive word-of-mouth communication 

Service quality 

Use behavior Usage time 

Usage frequency 

Use variety 

Table 7: Determinants of UTAUT2 and their components. 

Source: Huang e Kao (2015). 

 

As mentioned earlier, this study did not emphasize moderators or cause and effect 

relationships between determinants. Thus, the seven determinants that directly influence the 

intention to use were analyzed.  

 

            2.3.2 Studies that used UTAUT2 

            To better understand the theory and see how it has been used over the years, we searched 

in the EBSCO database for full-text articles in English with the keyword “UTAUT2”. The total 

of 15 results were obtained, which were analyzed in this section. 

            The El-Masri and Tarhini (2017) study used UTAUT2 (adding trust as a variable and 

disregarding the moderators) to identify key factors that difficult or facilitate student adoption 

of e-learning systems in Qatar and the US. Data were collected from 833 students from both 

countries, and the structural equation modeling was used for analysis. The survey results 

showed that performance expectancy, hedonic motivation, habit and trust significantly 
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influence intention behavior. However, the relationship between price value and intentional 

behavior was insignificant. Overall, the model used had an explanatory power of use intention 

of 68% in the Qatar sample and 63% in the US sample. 

            The research by Huang and Chuang (2017) tried to point out the determinants of 

acceptance and use of job sites, for that it united UTAUT 2 and Task-Technology Fit (TTF). 

Data were collected from jobseekers in Taiwan, 885 complete questionnaires were obtained 

and analyzed with Partial Least Squares (PLS) regression. The results demonstrate that the 

crucial constructs for adopting job sites are performance expectancy, habit, facilitating 

conditions, and behavioral intention. The substantial contribution of this research was the 

identification of habit as one of the main predictors of the intention and use of technology. 

            Tamilmani et al. (2019) conducted a literature review and meta-analysis to highlight the 

dichotomy between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation from the consumer's perspective. The 

authors discovered that among the 79 quantitative empirical studies that used UTAUT2 only 

58% were used hedonic motivation as a construct, the authors found that the results revealed 

that “hedonic motivation is not an appropriate construct in examining technologies where 

consumers engage in technology for utilitarian purposes such as improving their effectiveness 

or efficiency in performing various tasks” (Tamilmani et al., 2019, p. 230). The results also 

revealed that age and gender moderators are not significant for the relationship between hedonic 

motivation and behavioral intention. 

Ramirez-Correa et al. (2019) analyzed the acceptance of online games on mobile 

devices, data were collected through face-to-face questionnaires with 373 respondents in 

southern Spain and the analysis was made with structural equation based on PLS. The main 

results of the study were that behavioral intention is explained, in order of importance, by habit, 

hedonic motivation and social influence, and the use is determined by habit and behavioral 

intention. The study indicated that UTAUT2 explained 69% of use intention and 71% of online 

gaming use on mobile devices. The authors also suggest a reduced model of UTAUT2, keeping 

only the determinants that obtained the most significance in the research (social influence, 

hedonic motivation and habit). 

Macedo (2017) examined the acceptance of technology by the elderly, evaluating the 

relevance of UTAUT2 to explain the behavior of older consumers. The data consist of a sample 

of 278 Portuguese elderly, which were analyzed using variance-based structural equation 

modeling (PLS). The results demonstrate that the constructs were relevant to the focus group, 

being behavioral intention and habit the most important constructs. However, two constructs 
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were not supported by the findings, in other words, neither direct effect was found between the 

facilitating conditions and the use behavior, nor between the price value and the behavioral 

intention. 

Shaw and Sergueeva (2019) analyzed the value perceived by users in mobile commerce, 

for this aim modified UTAUT2, replacing the price value by the perceived value, and including 

variables such as perceived privacy risk, transaction risk and privacy protection, because 

through the online shopping exists the users' risk of privacy loss, which becomes a concern. 

This proposed new model also includes the personal innovation construct, moderating 

performance expectancy and perceived privacy concerns. Analyzing data collected from 

smartphone owners in Canada, it was found that concern for perceived privacy impacts 

perceived value, and perceived value and hedonic motivation influence use intention of mobile 

commerce. 

Herrero et al. (2017) researched users' intent to post their brand and product experiences 

on social networking sites, so the authors changed UTAUT replacing the price value construct 

by privacy concerns, because social networks are free to use, but can result in self-disclosure 

issues. Data were collected through face-to-face questionnaires with tourists at airports and at 

tourist attractions in Spain, resulting in 537 valid and analyzed questionnaires. The results 

indicate that performance expectancy, hedonic motivation and habit are the main constructs that 

influence the intention to publish their experiences in social networks. Shaw and Sergueeva's 

model (2019) is understood as an improved and more complete version of the model proposed 

by Herrero et al. (2017). 

Tavares, Goulão and Oliveira (2018) used UTAUT2 to understand the factors of 

electronic health registration portals adoption from the patients' perspective, for this an online 

questionnaire was used, resulting in 386 valid answers. Performance and effort expectancies, 

social influence, and habit were the constructs that influenced behavioral intention, and habit 

and behavioral intention were the significant constructs to explain the use of technology. 

However, the model explained only 52% of the behavioral intention and 31% of the use 

behavior, being the smallest explanation percentage among the studies. 

Alalwan, Dwivedi and Rana (2017) analyzed the acceptance and use of mobile banking 

with Jordanian consumers, and also added the trust construct to the model. The questionnaires 

obtained 343 respondents, and the results showed that the constructs performance expectancy, 

effort expectancy, hedonic motivation, price value and trust positively influence behavioral 

intention.  
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Kwateng, Atiemo and Appiah (2018) also studied mobile banking acceptance and use, 

but for Ghanaian consumers, as well as Alalwan, Dwivedi and Rana (2017) added trust in the 

model plus the moderator educational level. Three hundred valid questionnaires were collected 

and analyzed through structural equation modeling. The main factors influencing the intention 

to use mobile banking were habit, price value and trust. The authors state the applicability of 

the model in the context of the research. 

Alalwan et al. (2018) also evaluated the acceptance and use of internet banking with 

Jordanian consumers, however this time the authors added the perceived risk construct to the 

model. Data were collected from a sample of bank clients and analyzed using structural 

equation modeling. The results showed that performance and effort expectancies, hedonic 

motivation, price value and perceived risk directly influence the behavioral intention to use. 

Yuan et al. (2015) examined the predictors of intention to use health and fitness 

applications, verifying the intention to continue using these apps, to perform it the data were 

collected from 317 students from the Midwest of the United States. Significant constructs for 

continued use of these apps were performance expectancy, hedonic motivation, price value and 

habit. However, no significance was found for the other model constructs. 

Huang and Kao (2015) analyzed the acceptance and use of phablets, which are 

smartphones with larger screens than conventional ones. Data were collected based on the 

opinions of phablet users, and it was found that behavioral intention to use, hedonic motivation 

and performance expectancy are the main influences of the adoption of this technology. 

Kraljić and Peštek (2016) studied the adoption of mobile internet, as well the study done 

by Wang and Wang (2010), but the authors added the quality of technology construct, and the 

goal was to understand what the influence of this new construct on the use of mobile internet 

is. They obtained 562 survey respondents and used the structural equation modeling for analysis. 

The results showed that the quality of technology has a significant impact on the use of mobile 

internet, but that the moderator gender has no relevance in this relationship. It has also been 

proven that the impact of technology quality is the greatest on more experienced users. 

The appendix I summarizes all these researches mentioned, and it is clear that UTAUT2 

fits better in many situations than original UTAUT, but normally the authors added more 

constructs in the model, as trust, perceived value and privacy concerns. For this project no new 

constructs were added in the model, perhaps some construct may appear during the collecting 

and analyzing data. 
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2.3.3 Qualitative studies that used UTAUT 

            Batane and Ngwako (2017) used UTAUT qualitatively to understand the acceptance 

and use of technologies by teachers in training during teaching practice. The data were collected 

through interviews, observations and secondary data. The interviews were transcribed and 

coded along with the other data, comparing them with the theory. They used the theory to 

formulate the interview script, indicating which questions addressed which constructs.  

            Knoblock-Hahn and LeRouge (2014) used UTAUT to determine parental acceptance 

and perception of overweight or obese teenagers who use user-centered design (UCD) 

applications, which assist in weight loss and control. Data were collected through telephone 

interviews. A semi-structured script was used, which was developed based on the theory. All 

interviews were transcribed, and the data were coded by two researchers, a third researcher 

analyzed the codes and standardized the coding, which increased the study reliability.  

            Bixter et al (2019) used UTAUT to better understand the perspectives of the elderly 

regarding the use of social communication technologies (e-mails and social networks). The 

semi-structured interviews were conducted in groups with users and non-users of social 

networks. The theory was used to analyze the data collected, but the existing determinants were 

not sufficient to explain all the information collected, so more categories were integrated into 

the model.  

            Mejia and Torres (2017) used UTAUT and the Normalization Process Theory (NPT) to 

verify the implementation and normalization process of using asynchronous video interviews 

(AVI) in the hospitality sector. Semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with 

managers of three hospitality companies, which were transcribed and coded according to the 

constructs of the theories used. 

            Lo, Jenkins and Choobineh (2017) used UTAUT to assess patient acceptance of self-

monitoring devices. Data were collected through interviews, notes, photos, data from existing 

self-monitoring devices, in addition to patient review of reports. The interviews were 

transcribed and the data coded, the analysis confirmed the presence of elements of the theory, 

besides that the existence of two other elements.  

            Sovacool (2017) used and integrated Automobility Theory, Actor Network Theory and 

UTAUT to understand the diffusion and non-diffusion of electric vehicles. The theories adopted 

for the creation of the model were pointed out by specialists in the field of mobility and electric 

mobility through semi-structured interviews. Thus, a conceptual framework for user acceptance 
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was proposed, consisting of mobile pleasure, sociality, sociotechnical commensurability and 

habitual moment.  

            All of the studies described demonstrated how UTAUT should be used qualitatively, 

this study used UTAUT in the same way, in other words, considering only the determinants, 

conducting interviews with semi-structured scripts, direct observations and secondary data 

collection, and later analyzing the data with the help of the NVIVO software.  

 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Research method 

The research method selected for the present study was the qualitative research, because 

it involves obtaining descriptive data about people, places and processes through direct contact 

between the researcher and the studied situation, seeking to understand the phenomena 

according to the perspectives of the subject participant of the studied situation, being the best 

way to capture the reality. In this way, it makes possible the verification of how the phenomena 

studied is manifested in daily activities, procedures and interactions (Godoy, 1995). Qualitative 

researchers study individuals in their natural environments, trying to understand or interpret 

phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

Qualitative research crosses disciplines, fields and specific subjects, interconnecting 

terms, concepts and assumptions. It involves the use and collection of a variety of empirical 

materials that describe routines, problematic moments, and meanings in individuals' lives 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). And it focuses on the meanings attached to some phenomena or the 

processes that reveal how people deal with them (Gil, 2008). So, qualitative researchers use a 

wide range of interconnected interpretive practices, always hoping to gain a better 

understanding of the subject matter (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

Qualitative research enables the production of a detailed and accurate analysis of some 

cases, as well as giving participants greater freedom to determine what is important to them 

(Gil, 2008). There are many methods and approaches that fall into the category of qualitative 

research, such as case study, participatory research, interview, participant observation, visual 

methods and interpretative analysis (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Qualitative research also allows 

the theory to be an end point to be developed, allowing an intentional selection of the case, with 

the open data collection and interpretative analysis of the data collected (Flick, 2012). These 
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features make it possible to study emerging and incipient themes in the literature, as the focus 

of this study, sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction. 

 

3.2 Sociological paradigm and research type 

The ontology adopted in this study is realism, which according to Burrell & Morgan 

(1979) define the social world as external to individual cognition, being a real world composed 

of hard, tangible and relatively immutable structures, thus being an objective nature. The 

epistemology adopted is the positivist, characterized to explain and predict what happens in the 

social world, seeking regularities and causal relations between its constituent elements (Burrell 

& Morgan, 1979). 

The positivist view, adopted in this study, affirms that there is a reality that can be 

studied, captured and understood, being shaped by the physical and social sciences, and 

presenting a realistic and critical position on reality and its perception (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). 

From this perspective it is possible to observe and understand the social and environmental 

impacts caused by the business platforms aimed to food waste reduction.  

Cunliffe (2011) defines positivism as an objectivist problematic, in which reality is 

concrete and can be accurately observed and measured. According to the author, this 

epistemological approach uses several methods of collection, such as survey, structured 

interviews, focus groups and observation, so that the facts can be categorized and codified, 

promoting generalizations and the theory construction through the test of hypotheses and 

propositions. Thereby, it is important to follow traditional evaluation criteria, such as validity 

of data and the use of procedures that perform structured analyzes of these data (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2005). 

Although positivists commonly use quantitative research to measure and quantify 

phenomena, rapid social change and the diversification of the world are forcing researchers to 

adopt more inductive methodologies, rather than on theories to test them (Flick, 2009). In this 

way, the positivists began to adopt qualitative strategies to study contemporary contexts and 

phenomena. 'Qualitative positivism' employs non-quantitative methods of data collection, such 

as interviews and observation within conventional positivist assumptions about the nature of 

social reality and the production of knowledge. Reality is assumed to be concrete, separate from 

the researcher, and understandable through the precise use of objective data collection methods 

(Prasad, 2005). 
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The type classification of the research is determined based on the general objective, and 

can be classified as exploratory, descriptive or explanatory (Gil, 2008). Richardson (2007) 

defines that an exploratory research occurs when one does not have information on a certain 

subject and that one intends to understand this phenomenon. According to the author, 

descriptive searches are those that describe characteristics of a phenomenon. And finally, 

explanatory research occurs when focus is the cause or consequence of a particular event. Thus, 

since the sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction are an emerging theme due 

to the technological development of the last decade, exploratory research better characterizes 

the general objective of this research, which is to understand how the acceptance and use of 

sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction promote social and environmental 

benefits. 

 

3.3 Research strategy 

The research strategy adopted is the case study, because according to Yin (2003, p.13) 

the "case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its 

real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not 

clearly evident".  In order to understand the phenomenon analyzed, it is necessary to examine 

the probable interaction between the case and its context (Yin, 2013), so is extremely important 

that the economic, social and environmental contexts are explored during the study analysis. 

Still according to Yin (2003), there are at least five different applications of the case 

study: explain causal links in complex interventions in social life, describe an intervention and 

real-life context, illustrate topics within an assessment, explore situations in which the 

intervention being analyzed does not present simple and clear results, or meta-assess a study. 

The application of this research is in exploring and analyzing how the sharing economy business 

platforms aimed to food waste reduction obtains the users’ acceptance and use, making them 

successful.  

Single case study was used, analyzing the acceptance and use of the platform in two 

different cities in which this platform operates, allowing the comparison between cities and 

giving greater validity to the study. Data were collected with the users, users with surplus food 

(suppliers), and consumers interested in these foods (end users). So, this is a single case study, 

with two analysis unit, and two subunits (suppliers and end users) in each analysis unit. Thus, 

this is a case study incorporated as theorized Yin (2003), because the analysis of the subunits 

involved in the focal platform was performed. 
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"Evidence for case studies may come from six sources: documents, archival records, 

interviews, direct observation, participant-observation, and physical artifacts" (Yin, 2003, p. 

83). For this study were conducted interviews, analysis of secondary documents and direct 

observation, performing a triangulation of data and making the elaboration of propositions more 

consistent and elaborated (Eisenhardt, 1989).  

 

3.4 Cases selection  

A mapping of sharing economy platforms focused on food waste reduction was carried 

out. The survey of existing platforms was conducted during the first three months of 2019 

through the following platforms: CrunchBase, AngelList, FoodTech Movement, Google Apps 

and App Store. The commonly used search keywords were "sharing economy", "food sharing" 

and "desperdício" (waste), encompassing the study topic in the Portuguese, Spanish and English 

languages, in order to obtain a greater number of identified platforms. Subsequently, a detailed 

analysis of each platform was carried out to verify if these fit the concept adopted by the study, 

which is: digital platforms that intermediate two groups of users, and addressed solutions to 

food waste in an explicitly way. 

The CrunchBase (2019) is a leading platform for connecting entrepreneurs, investors, 

market researchers and vendors to innovative companies, there are currently over 50 million 

active users on the platform and more than 100 thousand companies listed in their database. 

CrunchBase is a platform developed by TechCrunch, which is the leading news media about 

technology, with about 12 million unique visitors and more than 37 million pageviews per 

month (TechCrunch, 2019). For this research was used the CrunchBase Pro, extended and paid 

version of the site that allows the user to use unlimited search filters, save and export performed 

searches, among other features. 

AngelList (2019b) is a platform that connects startups, investors, and incubators, as well 

as enabling employee recruitment and a funding request, with more than 4.5 million listed 

startups. The FoodTech Movement (2019) is the first Brazilian map of foodtechs, dividing them 

into 14 distinct categories in order to facilitate understanding of the technological revolution in 

the food chain. The website was developed and is maintained by the consulting firm Builders, 

which performs statistics on the food innovations market, foodtech startups financial metrics, 

and consulting mergers and acquisitions between startups and corporations. 
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The App Store and Google Play are the largest application download platforms for IOS 

and Android operating systems, respectively. According to the AppFigure platform (2018), in 

the end of 2017 the App Store owned about 2.1 million apps available to iOS users while Google 

Play had 3.6 million apps available to Android users, being 450 thousand applications with 

versions for both operating systems. 

In CrunchBase two filtering steps were done, the first used only existing filters in the 

database, such as ‘Sharing Economy’, and all other filters related to food (e.g. food and 

beverage, food processing, food delivery, organic food, snack food and food trucks), resulting 

in 16 companies, which only 2 are sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction. 

And the second step of filtering was done with the word "food sharing", resulting in 14 

companies, which 6 are sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction, but one of 

them has a closed status, so this was disregarded, resulting in 5 platforms identified at this step. 

Altogether, 30 companies were analyzed, which 5 are distinct platforms that fit the definitions 

of this project (nullifying the repetitions found in the different stages of research in CrunchBase). 

In AngelList was used the startups filter in the “sharing economy” category plus the 

word “food sharing” in the search field, which resulted in 120 listed startups. After the 

individual analysis of the startups, was concluded that only 15 are sharing economy platforms 

aimed to food waste reduction. In FoodTech Movement was obtained the list of companies that 

fit into the “recycling and waste" category, in total there are 10 listed Brazilian companies, 

which only 3 are platforms that fit the search criteria. 

In the App Store and Google Play two filtering steps were done, the first used the 

keyword “food sharing” and the second step used the keyword "desperdício" to capture 

platforms developed in the English, Spanish and Portuguese languages, obtaining a broader 

scope of research. In the App Store, 105 platforms were identified, which 20 are platforms for 

sharing economy aimed to food waste reduction. And in Google Play, 501 platforms were 

identified, which 25 are platforms consonant with this study. 

To complement this study, the mapping of Brazilian food tech startups performed by 

the accelerator Liga Ventures (2019) was analyzed, this accelerator connects startups and large 

corporations to generate innovation and business opportunities for both sides, and is supported 

by major companies such as Porto Seguros (Oxygen Accelerator), AES Brasil, EMBRAER, 

Intel, Mercedes-Benz, Unilever, among other companies. The study published by Liga Ventures 

in May 2019 analyzed 12.213 Brazilian startups, which 332 were considered food techs startups 

categorized in 16 different groups considering the type of activity, service or product. The 
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category that fits better this research is the “Reuse of Waste and Discards”, which contains 7 

companies listed, when analyzing them, it was verified that 5 are platforms aimed at reducing 

food waste. 

At the end of the research, 773 companies were analyzed, which 60 are different sharing 

economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction, excluding the replications of platforms 

found between the different databases. Table 8 describes the number of platforms analyzed and 

the amount of Business Platforms for Food Management (BPFM) identified.  

 

Database Keywords Total Analyzed Total BPFM 

CrunchBase “Sharing Economy”, “Food and 

Beverage”; Food Processing”; “Food 

Delivery”; “Organic Food”; “Snack 

Food”; “Food Truck” / “Food sharing” 

30 5 

AngelList “Sharing Economy”; “Food sharing” 120 15 

FoodTech 

Movement 

“Recycling and Waste” 10 3 

App Store “Food sharing” and “desperdício” 105 20 

Google Play “Food sharing” and “desperdício” 501 25 

Liga Ventures “Reuse of Waste and Discards” 7 5 

Total  773 60 

Table 8:Summary of the number of platforms analyzed and identified as BPFM in the different databases. 

Source: The author. 

 

The full and detailed listing of the platforms found is in appendix II. To better 

understand the different types of existing food waste reduction platforms, the 60 platforms 

identified were analyzed and divided into groups, considering the platform  purpose (donation, 

sale, sale and donation, exchange or awareness), the users types (retailers, farmers/food 

producers, restaurants, NGOs, neighbors, needy people, final consumers, etc.) and the 

transaction model (B2B, B2C or C2C). Through this analysis, 5 different types were identified: 

sales platforms, donation platforms, sales and donation platforms, exchange platforms and 

awareness platforms. All of these types have subtypes, as detailed in the table 9. 

 

SALES PLATFORMS 

Local Markets 

- Homemade meals to final consumers (C2C) 
Mapha Food Share, Dinnrtime.com, Nomnom, 

Watscooking.com, Alimentto and Foodly 

- Local producers to buyers (B2B) FreshSpoke, Farmily and Ugly 

- Local producers to consumers (B2C) 
Share.Farme, Earthineer, PULL UP A SEAT, Freshist 

and Wastee 
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Continuing the table 9: Types of business platforms for reducing food waste 

Conventional Markets 

- Business to business (food close to expiration 

date) 
Saveadd and Food Finder 

- Business to consumer (food close to 

expiration date) 

Wesaveeat, Ecomida, YourLocal, Fairmeals, 

Pratododia, Food Flow, Ecofood, Desperdício Zero 

and Ndays 

- Schedule the meal sale RefService 

DONATION PLATFORMS 

Donation from Business 

- NGOs Food4All and No Food Waste 

- Not necessarily needy people Share Your Food 

-Needy people (sometimes hunger students) Unsung and Share Meals 

Donation from natural people 

- Not necessarily needy people (between 

neighbours) 

Ratatouille, Yo No Desperdicio, pApperplate and 

Findwhatsleft 

- Needy people (sometimes has volunteers as 

users) 
Share Food Online 

Donation from natural and legal people 

- Not necessarily needy people OLIO, Comida Invisível and Shusha.exactscores.com 

- Needy people (sometimes has food banks and 

volunteers as users) 

Community Fridge, Food2Share, Sharing Food and 

Happiness, Food4needy and Frigo Solidale 

Food donation through monetary donation 

- Needy people ShareTheMeal 

SALES AND DONATION PLATFORMS 

- Food purchase app (a percentage of sales is 

donated to charity organizations) 
NeighbourFood 

- Sale or donation of homemade food (between 

natural people) 
Eathentica 

- Donation or sale for a reduced price (always 

from business to final consumer) 
All You Can Share and CropMobster 

- Donation or sale of food by natural or legal 

people 
foodonate and Ripelist 

EXCHANGE PLATFORMS 

- Between B2B Gurbi and Grow Share 

- Between C2C SwapEat 

AWARENESS PLATFORMS 

- Shopping list and pantry management BEEP, Spesa Facile App and Groceree. 

- Food manage (shopping list and pantry) and 

exchange 
Share Food and EatBy App 

- Recipes to avoid food waste Kozinhar 

Table 9: Types of business platforms for reducing food waste. 

Source: The author. 

 

            The five types identified are: Sales platforms, which consist in selling surplus food or 

food near to the expiration date among platform users. It can be characterized as local market, 
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focusing only on transactions among geographically close users, or conventional market, which 

are conventional business transactions conducted across the platform, so platforms 

reintermediate relationships in the conventional value chain.  

Donation platforms, which consist in donating surplus food or food near to the 

expiration date among platform users. It can be characterized as donations from businesses, 

regular people or both to needy people, NGO’s or anyone. Another donation model found was 

through the monetary transactions, which will be converted into food for populations suffering 

from hunger and food insecurity. Sales and Donation platforms, which consist in mixed 

platforms that provide to users the both options for donation or sale of surplus food or food near 

to the expiration date among the platform users.  

Exchange platforms, which consist in exchange surplus food or food near to the 

expiration date among the platform users. In other words, these transactions do not involve 

money, just the food exchange. The last type is the Awareness platforms, which consist in 

platforms that help users to better plan their purchases by avoiding buying duplicated items or 

expiring products in stock. In addition, platforms that provide recipes to users to avoid waste 

of surplus food in the kitchen. 

From the typology is possible to observe that the platforms’ types with more examples 

are the sales platforms (with 26 platforms found), and the sub-type with the highest quantity is 

the sale of food near the expiration date of business to consumer (B2C), having 9 platforms 

identified. Due to the greater number of platforms found, it is suspected that this platform type 

is more well developed. The all 9 platforms were analyzed to identify which are the best 

example to be study, the table 10 describe the analysis done. 

 

Platforms Origin Download Instagram followers Facebook followers 

Wesaveeat Spain 10.000+ 1.058 635 

Ecomida Chile (not found) 444 3.321 

YourLocal Denmark 10.000+ 2.286 3.931 

Fairmeals Portugal 1.000+ 890 1.390 

Pratododia Brazil 100+ 640 304 

Food Flow Brazil 10+ 930 354 

Ecofood Brazil 10.000+ 11.300 1.746 

Desperdício Zero Brazil (not found) 1.437 84 

Ndays Brazil * 71 9.007 

Table 10: Sales Platforms for food near the expiration date of business to consumer (B2C). 

Source: data extracted from Google Play, Facebook and Instagram in 2019 July. 

*Web app: it means that this platform operates on website, not being an app offered by stores as App Store or 

Google Play. 
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After analyzing the platforms origin, it is perceived that 6 are from South America and 

the other 3 are from Europe, because of that a Brazilian platform will be analyzed (the country 

that have more examples). In order to select the most developed and relevant platform the 

number of applications downloads were analyzed, as well as the amount of platforms’ followers 

in social medias (Facebook and Instagram). In this way, the platform selected was the EcoFood. 

 

3.4.1 Ecofood 

            EcoFood is a platform that connects commercial establishments with surplus quality 

food to consumers who want to buy it at reduced prices, thereby reducing food waste. Through 

the platform the establishments post offers, where the consumers choose the establishment and 

the desire offer, through the app the consumer order and purchase the food, and after take away 

the food by presenting the voucher in the establishment (usually the pick up is at the end of the 

lunch or dinner time). It is important to highlight that the app does not have a delivery service, 

the consumer must pick the food up within the period stipulated by the establishment. 

            The platform's functionalities are simple and similar to competitors, such as iFood and 

Uber Eats. Figure 8 illustrates the layout and some app functionalities.  

 

Figure 8: Platform layout and functionalities. 

Source: Ecofood App (2020). 
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            The new offers can be released by the establishments in two different ways: with 

automatic releases of offers at midnight, as the establishment is already aware of the average 

waste per day, or offers can be introduced by the establishments throughout the day, as the end 

of the day approaches and there is surplus food. 

            The platform was founded by Rafael Moreno and Raphael Koyama in Londrina (Paraná 

- Brazil) in February 2019, but it has already saved 33,532 meals, rescuing 16.42 tons of food 

and avoiding 67.06 tons of CO2 on January 30, 2020. Currently the platform has more than 65 

registered and active establishments, and transacts about 300 vouchers per day (Ecofood, 2019).  

The app was also honored by Ron Meisler, president of Capitalismo Consciente Brasil as one 

of the 10 most conscious startups in Brazil in 2019 (CCLAC, 2019). 

The platform has a partnership with the Banco de Alimentos NGO located in São Paulo, 

donating a small percentage of its profits to the NGO to help maintain the costs of withdrawing 

donated food and delivering it to charities and public schools. The platform also held two events 

during the second half of 2019 in Maringá and managed to collect 195 liters of milk and 42kg 

of non-perishable food through donations from participants in these events. The food was 

donated to the São Vicente de Paulo Society, an institution that helps needy families in Maringá.    

The platform used to operate in seven cities in Brazil: Londrina, Campo Mourão, 

Arapongas, Rolândia, Ibiporã and Maringá in Paraná, and Balneário Camboriú in Santa 

Catarina. The platform also tried to expand to São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro, the tests lasted 

about two months, but did not give good results. Thus, the platform suspended operations in 

both cities, however, the platform owners still plan to carry out this expansion, which still has 

no date to be carried out. However, in October 2019 the platform faced problems with the 

company hired to carry out payment transactions within the app, because of this, the 

application's operations were reduced to only three cities: Londrina, Maringá and Campo 

Mourão. All payments started to be made at the establishments, which gave the agreed 

percentage of the purchase to the platform. In other words, this is a platform that monetizes 

through fees for transactions carried out in the app.  

            Currently the option of payment through the app remains disabled, and only the three 

cities continue to operate, but according to the platform owners after the normalization of the 

payment system, operations will return to other cities with registered establishments and 

consumers. The Figure 9 illustrates the order and payment layout for the app. 
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Figure 9: App's order and Payment layout. 

Source: Ecofood App (2020) 

 

            Data collection was carried out in the cities of Londrina and Balneário Camboriú, the 

first is the city where the app received the most acceptance from users, the second is the city 

which there was the least acceptance of the app. Because of this great difference, these two 

cities were chosen. 

 

3.5 Collection methods  

As previously mentioned, a data source triangulation was performed, which strengthens 

the validity of the case study (Yin, 2013). The collection methods selected for this study were: 

interviews, analysis of secondary documents and direct observation. The most common form 

of interviewing involves face-to-face verbal exchange, but the interview can also take the form 

of face-to-face interviews between groups, also over the telephone. (Fontana & Frey, 2005). 

Due to technological advancements, interviews also started to be conducted through video 

conferences, e-mails and instant messages, overcoming restrictions due to geographic 

dispersion, time restrictions and even financial (Janghorban, Roudsari & Taghipour, 2014; 

Dimond et al, 2012).  
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Video conference interviews, using software such as Skype, are an alternative for the 

collection of qualitative data, because they have video and audio resources, resembling face to 

face interview (Janghorban, Roudsari & Taghipour, 2014). However, the data collection 

through instant messages presents satisfactory quality of the data obtained, as well as good 

contact and response rate (Stieger & Goritz, 2006). According to the study by Dimond et al 

(2012) the telephone interview does not contain different ideas from the instant message 

interviews, in other words, the interviewees by phone repeat information during the 

conversation, while the interviewees via instant messages are straight to the point. Thus, the 

instant message interview facilitates the researcher's access to interviewees around the world, 

reducing research costs (Stieger & Goritz, 2006). 

Initially, exploratory interviews were conducted with the owners, by calls and a face-to-

face meeting, to understand the field and align expectations. These preliminary interviews help 

to semi-structured script development, which was tested and reformulated once, making the 

questions opener and simpler to be understood by all educational levels. 

The interviews with the consumers and suppliers adopted many forms, as face-to-face, 

by video conference, e-mail, call and instant messages, respecting the interviewees' time 

limitations, making them as comfortable as possible to conduct the interview. All interviews 

that were recorded were transcribed, as well as field notes were made during the interview, as 

Eisenhardt (1989) suggests, ensuring greater reliability of the data collected.  

The interviewees were selected according to the following criteria: half of the 

establishments chosen have excellent ratings, the other half have the lowest ratings in the app. 

Half of the interviewed end consumers frequently use the platform, while the other half of the 

interviewed end consumers are only registered on the platform, in other words, they did not 

make any purchases. Besides that, it was possible to better assess the main reasons for using 

the platform. 

In Londrina, the respondents' response rate was high, 11 establishments were contacted, 

10 accepted to be interviewed, and among 18 consumers contacted, 6 accepted the interview 

invitation. In Balneário Camboriú the response rate was much lower, 12 establishments were 

contacted, which only 4 agreed to conduct the interview, 4 had already bankrupt and the 

remaining 4 did not respond. Regarding consumers, 20 were contacted, however only 6 

responded positively, in this case, all respondents had made at least one purchase through the 

platform. 
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In total, 26 individuals were interviewed, which 14 are suppliers and 12 are consumers. 

15 face-to-face interviews were conducted, 8 interviews by instant messaging via WhatsApp, 1 

through call, another through video conference, and the last by email. Altogether 16 individuals 

are from Londrina and 10 are from Balneário Camboriú. The data saturation was reached, 

because the information obtained through the interviews began to repeat themselves. Table 10 

details all the interviews made. 

 

Interviewed Place Collection methods Duration 

Supplier A  Londrina Face to face 08:05 

Supplier B  Londrina Face to face 15:15 

Supplier C  Londrina Face to face 04:06 

Supplier D  Londrina Face to face 05:25 

Supplier E  Londrina Face to face 09:55 

Supplier F  Londrina Face to face 11:24 

Supplier G  Londrina Face to face 08:48 

Supplier H  Londrina Face to face 02:18 

Supplier I  Londrina Face to face 08:42 

Supplier J  Londrina Face to face 07:26 

Consumer A  Londrina Instant messages 45 messages 

Consumer B  Londrina Instant messages 35 messages 

Consumer C  Londrina Face to face 17:28 

Consumer D  Londrina Instant messages 40 messages 

Consumer E  Londrina Face to face 04:42 

Consumer F  Londrina Instant messages 29 messages 

Supplier K  Balneário Camboriú Face to face 04:26 

Supplier L  Balneário Camboriú Call 12:52 

Supplier M  Balneário Camboriú Face to face 09:45 

Supplier N  Balneário Camboriú Face to face 13:42 

Consumer G  Balneário Camboriú Video conference 10:40 

Consumer H  Balneário Camboriú Instant messages 34 messages 

Consumer I  Balneário Camboriú Instant messages 62 messages 

Consumer J  Balneário Camboriú Instant messages 69 messages 

Consumer K  Balneário Camboriú Instant messages 62 messages 

Consumer L  Balneário Camboriú Email 3 emails 

Table 9: Interviews informations. 

Source: The author. 

 

The interview can be structured, semi-structured or unstructured (Fontana & Frey, 

2005). This research adopted a semi-structured interview perspective, which according to Flick 

(2012) is based on an interview guide with different types of questions to be answered freely 

and extensively, not needing to follow a pre-established sequence. The questions only serve to 

initiate a dialogue between interviewee and interviewer, since the purpose of the interview is to 

obtain the vision and perspective of the interviewed individual on the subject studied. 
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In this paper two groups were interviewed: registered establishments in the platform 

(suppliers) and consumers who buy the surplus food or made the registration on the platform 

(end users). The scripts are in appendixes III and IV. All scripts were designed to cover the 

constructs of UTAUT2, in order to capture and analyze them, so the appendixes show which 

constructs were covered by each question. 

Interviews enable the provision of perceived causal inferences and focus directly on the 

topic of the study, but it is necessary to pay attention in the biased answers due to poorly 

elaborated questions and information imprecision, in addition to the memory failures of the 

interviewees (Yin, 2003). Therefore, it is important that the data collected by the interview be 

complemented by other sources, in the case of this study it was opted for the analysis of 

secondary documents and the direct observation. 

Analysis of secondary documents, such as texts, images, data sets produced for other 

purposes, saves time in the data collection phase (Flick, 2012), in addition to making it possible 

to compare published information and those obtained through interviews. The analysis of 

secondary documents has several advantages, such as the possibility of revision, data accuracy 

(such as names, positions, references and exact details of events) and wide coverage of events 

and contexts over time (Yin, 2003).   

Secondary data were collected from various sources, from newspaper reports, purchase 

reports provided by EcoFood, in addition to posts, comments and ratings on Facebook, 

Instagram, Google Play and the App Store. Table 11 shows the details of the collected data. 

 

Sources Quantity analyzed  

Posts and comments on Facebook 67 posts and 149 comments 

Facebook ratings  8 evaluations 

Post and comments on Instagram 47 posts and 1.198 comments 

Google Play ratings 239 evaluations 

App Store ratings 18 evaluations commented  

Newspapers reports 12 reports in newspapers 

EcoFood’s purchase reports  3 reports  

Table 10: Secondary data informations. 

Source: The author. 

 

To complement the data and in order to strengthen the validity of the study, Yin (2013) 

suggests conduct and documenting direct observations of the phenomenon under study, 

capturing the reality of the events in real time and the contextuality of the observed events. 

Thus, I made direct observations while I was at the platform's administrative office, in addition 
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to observations of food withdrawals in establishments, reports from region inhabitants, and the 

experience as a platform consumer in Londrina, where I made 5 purchases in different 

restaurants. Altogether, 13 direct observations were recorded. 

 

3.6 Analysis method  

The treatment of the collected data was done through the techniques and procedures 

proposed by Strauss & Corbin (2008), which consists in three different stages of codification. 

Initially was performed the open coding, that consists in data microanalysis verifying line by 

line of the raw data. So, was codified any line independent of the theory used, using "in vivo" 

coding sometimes. The second stage, called axial coding, consists of regrouping the data, 

creating categories with dimensions linked to each other, making the analysis more abstract and 

distant from the raw data. In this phase, an attempt is made to understand the explanations of 

the studied phenomenon, returning to the theory and comparing it with the analyzed data. So, a 

abductive analysis was done, moving from the raw data to the theory and vice versa, building 

categories that make sense to the theory and discovering some new categories from the data. 

The last step, called selective coding, consists of refining the categories and subcategories 

created, enabling the identification of central categories. In this phase some co-occurrences 

were perceived among the categories (Corbin & Strauss, 2015; Strauss & Corbin, 2008). 

The data analysis process consists of organizing and coding data in search of patterns, 

making comparisons with theory and modeling emerging structures (Sinkovics & Alfoldi, 

2012). Qualitative data analysis software helps the researcher to perform detailed and more 

complex coding than the manual form of data analysis, and probably leading to a better 

understanding of the analytical process (Bazeley, 2009), in this study the NVIVO software was 

used. The software helps to store, code, make associations and assists in the preparation of the 

final study proposals and reports (Bandeira-de-Mello, 2006).  

An analysis in each city studied were carried out, a kind of case-by-case analysis, 

creating detailed reports of the cities analyzed. And a comparison among the cities was carried 

out to find patterns and differences in the same platform aimed to food waste reduction, as a 

kind of cross-case analysis. Finally, propositions were elaborated (Eisenhardt, 1989).   

To increase the validity and reliability of the study, a study validity table (table 12) and 

a research protocol (Appendix V) were made, as suggested by Yin (2003, 2013). 
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Tests Definition Research strategies 

Construct 

validity 

Correct operational measurement for 

concepts, requiring multiple data 

input sources for triangulation. 

• Literature about Context of Food Loss and 

Waste, Sharing Economy, Shared Economy 

Business Platforms, Shared Economy Platforms 

aimed to Reduce Food Waste, and the 

Extension of the Unified Theory of Acceptance 

and Use of Technologies (UTAUT2). 

• Identification of the users’ acceptance factors 

through the interviews involving the two users’ 

groups on the platform, and also through to 

secondary data and direct observation. 

• Validate the factors discovered through the data 

analysis with the previous literature.  

Internal 

validity 

Establish a non-spurious causal 

relationship, seeking evidence for the 

"why" behind relationships. 

• Analysis in the different cities (Londrina and 

Balneário Camboriú), cross analysis among the 

cities (based on literature) and propositions 

elaboration. 

External 

validity 

Establish the domain for 

generalization (research drawing). 

  

• Platforms from different cities (Londrina in 

Paraná and Balneário Camboriú in Santa 

Catarina) were analyzed, as well as the different 

users involved in the platform (suppliers and 

consumers) were interviewed, which validates 

the findings at each of the different points of 

platform. 

Reliability 
Reliability of case study operations, 

making possible the repetition.  

• Realization of the case study protocol 

• Recording and transcription of the interviews, 

archiving of the field notes from the direct 

observation and secondary data, as well as the 

analysis file made in NVIVO. 

Table 11: Study validity table. 

Source: The author based on Yin (2003). 

 

The figure 10 draws all the method phases and clarifies all the process made by this 

study. 
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Figure 10: Methodology phases. 
Source: The author 

 

4. Presentation and Discussion of the Results 

            This section presents the results obtained in this research. The first part shows the 

typology developed through the mapping of shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food 

waste. The next section performs an analysis an analysis of the platform, its layout and 

functionalities, later an analysis of the findings in each different city is performed, describing 

the scenario found and the discoveries in each city. The last section an analysis is made crossing 

the information found in the two cities, and six propositions were developed from the study 

findings 

 

4.1 Platform analysis 

In this section, the data obtained about the platform are analyzed, informations such as 

the platform name, its layout and functionalities were studied, and relationships were 

established with UTAUT2. 
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The name “Ecofood” next to the slogan “Be Eco. Be Food. EcoFood” conveys the idea 

that the platform treats food in a sustainable way, however, after a brief search, several 

businesses with the same name were found. Table 14 lists the businesses found: 

 

Company Name Description Website 

Buffet Ecofood Buffet company for parties and events, composed by 

women housewives, who prepare the dishes aiming the 

full use of the food.  

www.ecofood.eco.br 

Eco Food Brasil 

Store 

Korean products import company founded in 2014. https://www.ecofoodbrasil. 

com.br/ 

EcoFood Park Space built with containers to house food trucks, 

restaurants and ice cream shops in São Sebastião, on the 

coast of São Paulo (SP). 

https://www.facebook.com 

/Ecofoodpark/ 

EcoFoods Producer and distributor of açaí and frozen tropical 

fruits, founded in 2009. 

https://www.ecofoods.com.br 

EcoFoods 

alimentos 
 

Multinational Portuguese company that produces and 

imports organic and non-organic food, with companies 

in Brazil, the United States of America and Portugal. 

https://ecofoods.pt/ 

EcoFood: 

Organic Food 

Mexican online store of organic and regional products 

with home delivery.  

https://www.facebook.com/ 

ecofood.gdl/ 

Table 12: Other companies with the name Ecofood. 

Source: The author. 

 

            In addition to the companies listed above, an Italian platform called EcoFood Prime 

(ecofoodprime.com) was found that offers the same proposal as the platform studied. The 

platform unites consumers, restaurants, supermarkets and NGOs. The establishments offer food 

on the platform close to the expiration date, surplus food or food with aesthetic defects to users, 

which receive alerts of offers from the nearest sale points. This app also contains a “virtual 

fridge”, allowing users to monitor the expiration date of purchased food and avoid waste. The 

app also allows users to donate food that is at home and will not be consumed. 

            The name of the platform, used by several other businesses and even an Italian platform 

with the same purpose can confuse users and potential users, resulting in an erroneous 

association, as reported by consumer H “she said like, neither downloaded nor saw anything 

else, because she found the name very similar to IFood. She thought it was something from 

IFood, and it was like that (...) she already had IFood installed, and no ... I don't know, it 

confused her mind”. This factor negatively impacts the acquisition of new users by the platform, 

besides that impact the platform's image in case any negative association is made. 

  The platform founders own restaurants, experiencing the sector and the problem of food 

waste up close, so the platform was idealized. According to the report of both creators, the 

business was born green, in other words, the platform was designed to be part of the solution 

file:///C:/Users/Laís/Desktop/www.ecofood.eco.br
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of a socio-environmental problem, in addition to generating monetary value for restaurants and 

providing quality food to consumers at a more accessible price.  

  The platform also adopts an ideal to reduce CO2 emissions, refusing the adoption of 

delivery by the app, which increases the user's effort expectancy. However, the packaging used 

by establishments to pack lunchboxes is mostly plastic, which was often questioned by users, 

as a comment from a consumer on Facebook: “I bought at [omitted establishment name] and I 

really liked it. However, there came in a very large plastic package for a slice of pie and a 

'empadinha' that I bought. A constructive criticism, but packaging could be more 

environmentally friendly”. This fact affects the platform's ideals, which negatively affects 

hedonic motivation. 

  The Ecofood app is available for download on Google Play and the App Store, in other 

words, it is compatible for devices with iOS and Android systems. However, download is only 

possible on devices with the updated system, being compatible with iOS 11.0 or later and 

compatible with Android 5.0 or later. Thus, individuals with older smartphones that did not 

perform the system update anymore are unable to download and use the app, as a potential 

consumer commented on Instagram: “Upset kkk because my iPhone doesn't update the ios kkk 

and I can't download the app”. Although, this same compatibility issue occurs with other 

applications. In this way, it can be understood that the platform has a good compatibility with 

smartphones, positively affecting the determining facilitating conditions. 

            The platform layout is similar to competitors, such as IFood and Uber Eats, which 

facilitates usability for users, who have already had at least one experience in one of the 

competing apps. Thus, the experience of using a competing platform makes the effort 

expectancy to use the platform EcoFood smaller. The figures 11, 12 and 13 show the layouts 

and filters available in the three different apps. 
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Figure 11: Ecofood layout and filters 

Source: EcoFood (2020) 

 
Figure 12: iFood layout and filters. 

Source: iFood (2020) 
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Figure 13: Uber Eats layout and filters. 

Source: UberEats (2020) 

 

  Through the figures 11, 12 and 13 it is possible to observe the similarity in the 

restaurants presentation, as well as the filter button available at the top of the screen. All apps 

have distance, price and rating filters. However, the big difference among the three applications 

is the delivery. While competitors have delivery systems, and even the option of withdrawal at 

the establishment, Ecofood only presents the function of withdrawal at the establishment. This 

lack of functionality increases the consumer's effort expectancy. 

  After analyzing the filters available in the Ecofood app, it was possible to observe an 

inconsistency in the location of all filters available in the app. Figure 14 shows these 

inconsistencies.  
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Figure 14: Inconsistency in the filters location. 

Source: Ecofood (2020) 

 

            The filters are spread over two different tabs, by pressing the filters icon (indicated with 

the number 1) the filters for distance, rating, price, vegetarian food and pickup time are 

displayed. However, when pressing the search icon (indicated with the number 2) several filters 

are shown in addition to the possibility of viewing the registered establishments on the map. 

Nevertheless, there are filters that escape the platform's proposal, such as supermarkets and 

hotels. The presence of these filters confuses the user, causing the false feeling that the platform 

will provide room reservations in hotels, as reported by a consumer. This failure can create a 

usefulness expectation that will not be reached, because the platform does not intend to carry 

out hotel reservation operations. The bad layout of the filters can also require more effort from 

the user to use the app, which negatively influences the effort expectancy. 

The platform has an accreditation and registration protocol for establishments, checking 

if the establishment is aligned with the platform's proposal and explaining how it works. In 

general, the process of evaluating the establishment, registering data and approving products in 

the system takes about two weeks. This process is necessary to maintain the system reliability.  
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During interviews, suppliers reported problems with the automatic releasing system for 

vouchers, which led to problems with incorrectly released vouchers and purchased by 

consumers, who had a frustrated experience. As exemplified by the quote from supplier G 

“already had a holiday that I removed (the voucher) from the platform, but it was still released. 

There is an error (in the system) that they have not been able to correct yet. The customer bought 

(the voucher) and when the customer tried to withdraw it (the food), it was closed (the 

establishment)”. The supplier J also reported the same problem: “it happened that we put days 

without working (on the platform) for the client did not come pick up, and even so the platform 

released the voucher”. This bug in the platform system causes problems for both parties, 

increasing the user's effort expectancy, who has to check the error and request support. 

The platform self-divulge itself through social media, such as Instagram and Facebook, 

and also hire digital influencers to indicate the platform on their social media. Besides that 

virtual media, the platform has also developed flyers, stickers and informational wafers for 

physical distribution in establishments, as figure 15 shows. 

 

 

Figure 15: Ecofood publicity pieces. 

Source: Ecofood Instagram 

 

The stickers and informational wafers, which are made with seed paper, are viewed 

positively by consumers. However, the flyer has received criticism for being made of virgin 

paper, as reported by consumer H “is Ecofood, but hey...the sheet is not made with recycled 

paper”, which negatively affects the image of the platform. 

The platform also makes donations to the Banco de Alimentos NGO located in São 

Paulo (SP), however, the action has not been disclosed and no user is aware of this information, 

which would possibly retain and acquire users with environmental and social concerns, and it 
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could positively affect hedonic motivation. The platform also provides to users the information 

of the impact generated by meals saved by them, as shown in figure 16. 

 

 

Figure 16: Impact generated by the user. 

Source: EcoFood (2020) 

 

  This feature informs the user about how many kilos of food he/she has saved, as well 

as how many kilos of CO2 he/she has avoided with the purchase of these meals. This 

information can encourage users to continue using the app, increasing the feeling of being part 

of the change. Table 15 presents a summary of the analysis carried out about the platform. 

 

Analyzed fact Affected components Affected determinants 

Platform name Image Social influence 

Platform proposal 

Monetary price 

Environmental 

concern 

Hedonic motivation 

Price value 

Platform compatibility 

with smartphones 
Compatibility Facilitating Conditions 

Similar layout to 

competitors 
Ease of use Effort expectancy 

Delivery option Withdrawal effort Effort expectancy 

Plastic packaging Platform Ideals Hedonic motivation 
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Continuing the Table 15: Results of the platforms analysis 

Analyzed fact Affected components Affected determinants 

Inconsistencies in the 

filters 
Perceived usefulness 

Performance 

expectancy 

Inconsistency in the 

filters location 
Ease of use Effort expectancy 

Donation to Banco de 

Alimentos NGO 

Social interest 

Environmental 

interest 

Hedonic motivation 

Impact generated by 

saved meals 
Be part of the change Gratefulness 

Table 13: Results of the platform analysis. 

Source: The author. 

 

4.2 With-in case analysis: Londrina 

Londrina is a city in the state of Paraná, with a demographic area of 1.625,569 km² and 

an estimated population of 569.733 people (IBGE, 2019), which received 938 thousand tourists 

in 2012, according to a report by the Ministry of Tourism (2014). To better understand the 

behavior of each group of users, an individual analysis of each distinct group was made, 

considering the interviews, secondary data and direct observations collected.  

 

4.2.1 Londrina Consumers 

Altogether, there were 1.386 registered users in August 2019 in Londrina, which 

approximately 67% of users are women and 33% are men. However, only 53 are active users, 

in other words, approximately 3,82% of those registered users used the platform, among them 

52,8% are men and 47,2% are women. The low usage rate per registered person emphasizes the 

need to understand which are the main factors that influence the intention and especially the 

use of the platform. 

Six consumers from Londrina were interviewed, beyond to the secondary data and direct 

observations collected. Table 16 describes the profile of the interviewees. 

 

Interviewed Sex Age (years) Education level Purchases by the app 

Consumer A Female 29 Bachelor’s degree Frequent 

Consumer B  Female 26 Bachelor’s degree Without purchases 

Consumer C  Male 34 Bachelor’s degree Frequent 

Consumer D  Female 45 Bachelor’s degree Frequent 

Consumer E Female 24 High school degree Without purchases 

Consumer F Male 25 Bachelor’s degree Without purchases 

Table 14: Consumers interviewed in Londrina. 

Source: The author. 
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In order to present the findings in an organized manner, the analysis was separated 

according to the determinant factors of intention to use identified, as well as the explanation of 

the reasons for not using the platform.  

 

Performance Expectancy 

The interviewees who made purchases reported a good quality of service, demonstrating 

that the attendants were courteous and attentive. Usually the attendants question the consumer 

about dietary restrictions or preferences, as observed and experienced in different 

establishments. It was also reported the beginning of relationships among platform users and 

some establishments, as reported by consumer A: “There are 2 places that I buy most often that 

I even developed a relationship with the owners” and by the consumer D “I made friends where 

I pick food up, the relationship gets closer”. However, there are cases of lack of cordiality on 

the part of the attendants among the feedbacks received by the platform in Londrina, reporting 

that the attendants were rude and treated the consumer badly, acting as if consumers are asking 

for free food.  

Regarding the variety of products and establishments registered on the platform, users 

showed dissatisfaction due to the lack of registered options, as mentioned by consumer A “I 

would like more restaurants to join” and quoted by consumer C “But many times you eat the 

same kind of food it makes you queasy”. Although, the three interviewees who made purchases 

through the app said that they discovered new establishments and products through the 

platform, as reported the consumer C “some restaurants I met because of the Ecofood. I didn't 

even know I had it in town” and the consumer A “I ordered products I met at the EcoFood for 

Christmas dinner”. 

The service time in establishments was also reported by consumer C and noted in direct 

observations, due to internal communication failure in the establishments or communication 

failures between the platform and the establishment. The consumer C quote shows that the 

attendants did not know how to proceed when serving an Ecofood consumer: 

 

 “I said I went to get Ecofood, then he told me to ask someone else, and this person 

also didn't know what it was about. Then he went to talk to the manager, he explained 

and the manager was aware and said to wait a little, that they will prepare the packed 

lunch. (...) I had another case that I arrived there, and nobody knows, even the 

manager. They had to call the owner. And the owner said he thought it would only go 

into effect the other day” 
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 Among the direct observations made, three quick attendances services and two slow 

attendances services were observed. One of the slow services occurred due to the place 

inexperience, because it was the first day of the establishment using the platform. The second 

case occurred due to the delay in preparing the packed lunch, thus being an operational problem 

of the establishment.  

 It was also identified that the platform must be aligned with the user's lifestyle, therefore, 

if the platform's purpose and functionality do not fit the users' lifestyle, they probably will not 

use it. The consumer C reports the suitability of the Ecofood platform to his current lifestyle: 

“I'm a newlywed, starting life, we have to save everything we can (...) everyone says it's cool 

for me because they know it fits my profile”. 

 The usefulness perceived by the consumer are the accessibility of the products and the 

food waste reduction, as mentioned by consumer B “the price and also the issue of reducing 

waste”, by consumer A “chance to eat in places that I wouldn't have accessibility” and by 

consumer F “the prices that are extremely good”. 

 

Effort Expectancy 

 The app is easy to use, as mentioned earlier, due to the similarity with other apps focused 

on food, like iFood and UberEats. Nobody interviewed reported difficulty in looking for offers 

or making purchases thought the app. However, all interviewees reported that the withdrawal 

effort is not seen in a positive way, as shown by the quote from consumer E, who does not use 

the app due to the absence of delivery, “if I buy I have to go and pick it up”. The consumer C 

suggests the possibility of maintaining the withdrawal of food and adding delivery: “If it had 

delivery it would be better (...) Could give the following options: withdrawal of the food or 

delivery for a fee, for example.”   

 The restricted pick-up time was also indicated by consumer B as one of the main reasons 

for not using the app, according to her quote: “(I do not use due) the pick-up times (...) if the 

pick-up time was more dynamic ...”. The consumer C also said that his friends and known 

people do not use the platform for the same reason: “They say they can't wait until 9, 10 pm to 

pick the food up”. 
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Social Influence 

 Consumers discovered and downloaded the app after being influenced by people and 

establishments. The consumer E downloaded it because the establishment where she works 

uses the app, the consumers A, C and D found it through friends, as exemplified by the quote 

from consumer A: “friend from work showed me the app”. Consumers B and F discovered and 

downloaded the app after someone indicated the app via Instragram, as evidenced by the quotes: 

“It was through the indication of some people on Instagram” (consumer B); “Through a girl I 

follow on Instagram” (consumer F). 

 The consumers also said they know people who use the platform, because they present 

the platform to other people, demonstrating that users become influencers, as reported by 

consumer A “In my work we use it and in my house everyone uses it too”, and by consumer C 

“on the day we picked it up for the first time, I was going out with the lunchbox, I met a couple 

of friends (...) So (they) bought it too. They also reported that they liked it a lot”. 

 

Facilitating Conditions 

 The consumers and direct observations confirmed the existence of cordial support to 

the user. During direct observation one of the owners detailed the case of a consumer who 

bought a voucher that was improperly released, when they realized it, they tried to contact her 

by phone and via social medias, but the user did not see it. The purchase expectation was 

frustrated, because the establishment was closed, so the consumer made a complaint and a 

negative feedback on the platform, only then she verified the platform's attempts to contact her. 

In order to solve the problem in the best possible way, the support contacted her again, refunded 

the money to her and provided her a free voucher to she has a new experience on the platform. 

Through this example it is possible to perceive the attention and careful service to the consumer.  

  The platform also keeps social medias active, thus being an informal communication 

channel among the platform, users and potential users. Through these communication means, 

users can be alerted to changes that have occurred in the app, such as changing the payment 

method, besides answering questions and receiving feedbacks. Currently, in January 2020, the 

platform has 13,200 followers on Instagram and 2,042 followers on Facebook.  

 However, the application does not have chat options or tabs for opening complaints 

about the order or the establishment, in other words, there is a lack of a formal communication 

channel inside the app, as reported by an evaluation on the App Store: “It would be important 
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to offer an option to report this type of conduct (when establishments release vouchers with full 

prices on the app)”. The only channel for complaints is by email, it not being convenient for 

users who prioritize practicality and response speed.  

 In general, the platform has good compatibility with smartphone systems, however, 

Facebook comments of incompatibility were found, such as the comment of a potential user: “I 

can't download...it is showing an error”. The platform also showed instability in the registration 

of new users, as commented by a potential user on Facebook: “I'm not getting to make my 

registration”. Both comments were answered by the platform support. 

 In order to suit individuals with allergies and food restrictions, the platform has 

formulated a clause for allergy sufferers in the adhesion term, which allows cancellation and 

refund of the voucher price if the establishment does not have any food suitable for the 

consumer, or the availability of a new voucher for another day at the same establishment. This 

information was provided to a user who made a comment on Facebook, the comment answered 

was as follows: “I have allergies to some foods (I almost died because of that). If the voucher 

that I bought only contains food that I cannot consume, will I lose the voucher?”. 

 The last perceived facility was the payment form, according to the users interviewed, 

because it is safe, easy and practical to make purchases using a credit card, as cited by consumer 

C “Yes (it was easy). Registering the credit card was very easy” and by consumer E “the card 

is registered there and nothing was ever charged”. Although the interviewees did not report any 

discomfort with the payment method, a consumer suggested in a comment on Facebook: “You 

could accept another payment form besides credit card, online debit would be cool ... or some 

way of leaving a prepaid amount in the APP ... like a virtual account ... what do you think?”. 

The platform support responded positively, saying that the debit option will be implemented as 

a payment form once the platform's payment system is restored. Currently, payments are being 

made in the establishments, which can be with cash, debit or credit card. 

 

Hedonic Motivation 

 Interviewees B, C and D showed that they liked the platform's proposal, presenting 

environmental awareness through their speeches, interviewee D said that the reason for using 

the platform is to reduce food waste, as explained in the quote below: “I liked to the idea to 

consume what would be thrown away (...) So I started using it because of that (...) I support the 

idea that nothing should be thrown away, everything has to be reused”. The interviewee B also 
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showed appreciation for the platform's cause, as quoted “I think the idea is wonderful, 

congratulations!”, however, she does not use it. This demonstrates that for some individuals the 

hedonic motivation is not enough to promote the platform use.  

 

Price Value 

 All interviewees realized the financial savings that the platform provides, as explained 

by the quote from consumer C “there were moments when I saw that our meal was costing 

almost R$ 6 to R$ 7 per person. And when I cook we send between R$ 8 and R$ 10 per person” 

and from consumer F “prices are extremely good”. According to newspaper reports, meal prices 

are about 40% cheaper than conventional. However, despite the interviewees, who did not make 

purchases through the app, indicated the price as an attraction, this factor did not drive usage.  

 The time savings were also cited through consumer C: “We used to arrive and had 

dinner about to 9, 10 pm (...) And until we finished dinner and cleaned it was almost midnight, 

so we slept and this was the routine (...) we met the EcoFood in the beginning of this year, it 

was another option in case we don't have time to make food”. The quality of the products was 

mentioned, demonstrating that consumers know that the food sold is not dish remains, as 

mentioned by consumer A “I can purchase high quality products that are not just cheap fast 

foods”. 

 It was found through interviews, direct observations, reports and comments on social 

networks that large portions are delivered to consumers, which was perceived positively by 

consumers, according to mentioned by consumer C “And left over after all. So, it pays off a lot. 

What did we do? We save the food and it served as lunch for her in the next day”, and a 

consumer through Facebook comment “I bought a marmitex at [omitted establishment name], 

it was full of food, and it was very tasty by the way! I loved it!!" 

 

Habit 

The interviewees' use frequency were proven, the consumer C stated “today I have 85 

voucher, we are in August, it was almost 20 times a month”. The interviewee A said she reduced 

the frequency of purchase due to lack of money: “I used to buy 3x in the week ... now that the 

money has gone I buy 2x in the month”. And the interviewee D reduced the frequency due to 

trips and holidays, as evidenced in her quote: “I used it weekly, but yeah ... at the end of the 
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year I used almost nothing because of the parties, trips, to receive visitors. So ... this one passed 

a little, but it was weekly”. 

The habit of searching for offers on the app was reported mainly by the consumer C: 

“How is my routine today? At 6:30 am, which is the time I wake up, the first thing I do is what 

am I going to eat for dinner? I open Ecofood to see what it available for today. I often buy”. 

Some other interviewees also look for offers on the platform, often by curiosity, as mentioned 

by interviewee F “I didn’t uninstall it from my phone yet I leave it for when I need it or even 

take a look” and the interviewee E “sometimes I enter more by curiosity, to see how it is (...) It 

is by curiosity that I seek”. 

In general, the interviewees reported that the main reasons for not using the platform 

are the effort to pick the food up at a restricted time and the lack of variety of registered 

establishments and products, as cited by interviewee B “(I use other apps due to) the 

convenience of delivering at home, without having to call, and having the complete menu” and 

by interviewee F “depending on the thing I want on Ifood and are not present on EcoFood”. 

The consumer C also reported a reduction in the frequency of purchases due to the lack of 

diverse options for dishes and establishments, the other interviewees reported a reduction in use 

frequency due to lack of money and holidays and end-of-year trips.  

 

4.2.2 Londrina Suppliers 

Altogether, 10 suppliers from Londrina were interviewed, besides the secondary data 

and direct observations collected. Table 17 describes the interviewees profile. 

 

Interviewees Sex Job title Rating (1-5) 

Supplier A Female Supervisor 4,79 

Supplier B Male Owner 4,23 

Supplier C Female Employee 4,82 

Supplier D Female Employee 4,82 

Supplier E Female Employee 4,25 

Supplier F Male Owner 4,08 

Supplier G Female Manager 3,84 

Supplier H Female Employee 4,83 

Supplier I Female Administrative Assistant 3,31 

Supplier J Female Employee 4,13 

Table 15: Supplier interviewed in Londrina. 

Source: The author 
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In order to present the findings in an organized manner, the analysis is separated 

according to the determinants of intention to use identified.  

 

Performance Expectancy 

The main usefulness perceived by suppliers are the food waste reduction in the 

establishment, as well as the reduction of financial losses. Some quotes that prove are from 

supplier D “it reduces both financial and production losses” and from supplier G “(we) have a 

lot of leftover food that is discarded and if we managed to give it a better destination, it would 

help both the environment and the restaurant's revenue”. 

The advantage perceived is the promotion of the establishment, a kind of free marketing 

through the platform, as reported by supplier B “I liked it because indirectly it makes a free 

commercial”. This divulgation makes more people discover local restaurants, as mentioned by 

supplier A “There are people who come here and say they didn't know there was this bakery 

here” and by supplier G “people who didn't know ended up getting to know through the app (...) 

it helped publicize our restaurants”. 

Because of the divulgation, some establishments reported the acquisition of new 

customers, after the consumers know the establishment and have a positive experience, they 

return to the place and become a sporadic or even recurring customers of the establishment, as 

told by supplier F “So I see that some customers have already come to our restaurant saying 

that they met us through Ecofood. Then they went there to celebrate their birthday on a sporadic 

date. They came through Ecofood”. 

 

Effort Expectancy 

All interviewees reported that the platform system is easy to use, intuitive and practical, 

some quote examples are from supplier I “The application is very easy to use, there is no secret” 

and from supplier J “Very quiet, the platform is very easy to use”.  

However, previous experience with other apps reduces the effort expectation to use the 

app, as perceived by the supplier D “Very natural because it is like an iFood, but in a different 

way, so how we work with iFood is more or less the same thing”. The suppliers who do not use 

other food sales applications reported a slight initial difficulty, as reported by supplier A: 

“Because we had some difficulty in computing, we couldn't operate it. Especially the cashier 
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girls (...) So they had a little difficult, but nowadays it's super easy”. Nevertheless, the learning 

effort is acceptable due to the facilitating condition of training and due to the intuitive system 

of the platform, as can be seen in citation from supplier B “he came here and taught me and 

was very fast. He who taught me and was quick for me to learn”.  

Any establishment declared make changes to its process or work structure to implement 

the platform, in other words, there was not implementation effort due to the simplicity of the 

system. Some supporting quotes are from supplier C “the implementation was very tranquil” 

and from supplier D “none (process changed), it was very natural”. 

 

Social Influence 

Most establishments got to know the app through direct contact with the platform 

owners, some examples are those reported by supplier H “They came to offer. As soon as the 

project started they came, offered, showed how it would be, then we like it” and by supplier A 

“They were the ones who approached the owner with the proposal of their work”. Two of the 

interviewees (E and G) participated in the platform testing and prototyping period, as 

exemplified by the quote from supplier G “he came to us when he was still making tests, it 

hadn't been released yet and we participated to see how it would be”. 

The supplier F declared that met the platform through the media, as mentioned “I 

discovered the application through social networks (...) After that, if I'm not mistaken, I saw a 

report in a newspaper”. Besides, I discovered the platform and started using it due to due to an 

employee indication, as mentioned “he is our marketing here at the restaurant and he was the 

one who introduced it (the platform) to the owner of the restaurant”.  

All interviewees mentioned that customers praised the establishment's participation in 

the platform, which improved their image. Some examples of supporting quotations are from 

the supplier D “our 'house' is very admired by customers, so it brought even more admiration 

because it is a company that cares about tomorrow, with others” and from the supplier I “every 

time that the customer comes to the restaurant to pick the food up they say that this is very cool, 

that it is very good, that it avoids waste”. 
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Facilitating Conditions 

The training offered to the establishments was mentioned, which is a factor that 

facilitates the use of the platform, avoiding failures and errors during the use of the platform. 

Some supporting quotes are: “We had very basic training to learn how to use the platform” 

(supplier F) and “It was a sample of how to use, how to release the product, how to validate the 

voucher” (supplier D). The cordial support was pointed out by the majority of establishments 

interviewed, which answered questions and solved problems or release failures, as quoted by 

supplier H “At first we had some doubts, but they were always available” and by supplier A 

“When we had doubts they came and clarified”. 

The different communication channels also facilitate the flow of information among 

establishments and the platform, phones, e-mails, text messages and even personal contact are 

used. This fact strengthens the ties between the two parties and increases complicity, as supplier 

E reported “I always talk to them, send by email, via WhatsApp...”.  

Although the system is easy to use, some complaints were raised regarding the features 

that could facilitate usability, such as the impossibility of correcting information released on 

the day, as reported by supplier E “When I release the voucher today and want to change (...) it 

says that the quantity can only be changed for the next day. For example, I see that I can't put a 

tart (none more available), I have to keep 2 vouchers, you can't change it quickly. (...) Can't fix 

it”. In this way, any small typo cannot be changed quickly, which can cause tension or 

apprehension for the employee who operates the platform system.  

Another case of difficulty in changing simple things in the system was mentioned by 

supplier F: “my employee unintentionally validated the voucher from a person who had not 

gone to pick it up (...) (they could) put the function of us to validate and invalidate it (...) if I 

made a mistake I can invalidate it and it returns normal, appearing to the consumer as not 

validated”. These facilitating features in the system can avoid conflicts and complaints due to 

failed release or incorrect voucher validation. 

 

Hedonic Motivation 

The establishments showed environmental awareness, reporting that they care about 

the correct destination of food and with the waste reduction. Some supporting quotes are: “The 

issue of sustainability is very important, I like that a lot. I think it is very important for 
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companies to embrace this app because it is very important” (supplier C) and “zero waste, 

thinking about tomorrow, I think that's the advantage” (supplier D). 

The social awareness was also found in some reports that narrate the destination of food 

before the platform was implemented, as cited by supplier B “I never threw the food in the trash, 

I was always in these philanthropic entities. I had 100Kg per week, 120Kg per week for entities 

(...) We directed the food for these people and do not discard, under any circumstances” and by 

supplier F “I used to put 5 to 6 pizzas in the car to take away and had to look for homeless 

people to donate”.  

 

Price Value 

All interviewees commented about the revenue increase that the platform provided, as 

quoted by supplier D “You profit from what you would throw away and which would have no 

profit at all”, by supplier F “Bring me a financial resource with something I was missing” and 

by supplier C “profit for the company, do not lose 100%”.  

 

Habit 

All Londrina establishments interviewed showed a high use frequency of the platform, 

most of them offering two vouchers per day. Some supporting quotes are: “Almost every day I 

have a voucher, all week long” (supplier A), “my frequency is daily” (supplier F) and “Every 

day, because it is released once a night (vouchers)” (supplier I). 

However, some interviewees have already reported that their frequencies will decrease 

due to changes in the production process, such as hiring a coach to guide best practices to avoid 

food waste, as mentioned in an analyzed newspaper report. The change of the days of the 

carvery in establishments can also affect the frequency, as reported by supplier F “We are in 

the adapting process, removing our carvery and leaving it once a week, because it was every 

day. So, my flow will drop a lot because I don't work with a buffet”. During the interview, it 

was found that supplier H had stopped using the platform due to production adjustments to meet 

demand, as reported “we are not having a lot of leftover food. We are managing to sell all 

products daily”. 

Table 18 summarizes the determinants and their components found by the analyses with 

the two users groups. 
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Determinants Components Analyzed facts 

Performance 

Expectancy 

Quality of 

service 

• Courteous and attentive attendance 

• Relationships among platform users and some 

establishments 

• Cases of lack of cordiality. 

Variety 
• lack of registered options 

• discover new establishments and products 

Service time 

• internal communication failure in the establishment or 

communication failures between the platform and the 

establishment 

Lifestyle 
• The platform’s propose and functionality need to suit the 

users’ lifestyle. 

Advantage 

perceived 
• free marketing through the platform 

Acquisition of 

new customers 

• after knowing the establishment, some users become 

sporadic or recurring consumers of the establishment 

Usefulness 

perceived 

• Accessibility of the products 

• Food waste reduction 

• Reduction of financial losses 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Easy to use 
• Similar with other apps 

• Intuitive system 

Previous 

experience 

• The experience with other apps reduces the effort 

expectation to use the app. 

Learning effort 
• It is acceptable due to the facilitating condition of training 

and due to the intuitive system of the platform. 

Withdrawal 

effort 
• Absence of delivery 

Restricted 

pick-up time 

• Restricted hour to pick the food up 

• The potential users cannot wait the pickup time. 

Social 

Influence 

Influenced by 

people and 

establishments 

• Establishment 

• Friends 

• Instagram 

• Direct contact 

• Newspaper reports 

• Employee indication 

Influencers • Users influence friends and family to use the app 

Image • Improve the image by using the app 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

Cordial 

support 

• Contact users to solve problems 

• They answer questions and solve problems or relese 

failures 

Informal 

communication 

channel 

• Social medias (Instagram and Facebook) 

Formal 

communication 

channel 

• Lack of chat option or tabs for opening complaints inside 

the app 

Compatibility 
• Good compatibility with smartphones systems 

• Instability in the registration of new users 

Clause for 

allergy 

sufferers 

• Clause for allergy sufferers in the adhesion term to better 

suits individuals with allergies and food restrictions. 

Payment form 
• Only with credit cards 

• Other payment forms are being requested 

Training • It facilitates the use of the platform 

Facilitate 

usability 

• The suppliers complained about the impossibility of 

correcting information released on the day 
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Continuing the table 18: Summary of the determinants and their components found in Londrina. 

Determinants Components Analyzed facts 

Hedonic 

Motivation 

Environmental 

awareness 

• Appreciation for the platform’s cause 

 

Social 

awareness 
• Before the app some establishments donated the food 

Price Value 

Financial 

savings 
• Low prices per meal 

Time savings • Avoid spend time make food 

Quality of the 

products 
• Access to quality products with low price 

Large portions • Large portions are delivered to consumers 

Revenue 

increase 
• Extra money got through the sale of surplus food 

Habit 

Use frequency • Users’ frequency of use 

Searching for 

offers 

• Habit to buy 

• Curiosity 

Table 16: Summary of the determinants and their components found in Londrina.  

Source: The author 

 

4.3 With-in case analysis: Balneário Camboriú  

The city of Balneário Camboriú, located in the state of Santa Catarina, has a territorial 

area of 45,214 km², with an estimated population of 142.295 people (IBGE, 2019). The city 

received around 4.2 million tourists in 2017, according to data published by Municipality of 

Balneário Camboriú (2018), which demonstrates that the city is predominantly touristic.  

Through direct observation it can be seen that many businesses bankrupt quickly in the 

region, or change locations due to the high price of rents in the city. According to a SEBRAE 

report (2016), the survival rate for companies up to 2 years is 73.7%, although this data is the 

most recent published, it certainly does not reflect the reality of establishments and businesses 

in the region, as commented by several city residents. 

The analyses were carried out with each users group, as was done in the city of Londrina, 

so it is possible to better understand the behavior of each user group and identify which are the 

main factors of intention to use for each distinct group. 

 

4.3.1 Balneário Camboriú Consumers  

In September 2019 the app had only made 56 sales in Balneário Camboriú, which were 

made by 22 different users. Among them, 72,7% are women and 27,3% are men. The interviews 

were conducted with 6 consumers, which all of them are women. Although male consumers 
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were contacted, none of them responded to the invitation. Table 19 describes the interviewees 

profile. 

 

Interviewed Sex Age (years) Education level Purchases by the app 

Consumer G  Female 23 Bachelor’s degree Once 

Consumer H  Female 28 Bachelor’s degree Twice 

Consumer I  Female 36 Bachelor’s degree Once 

Consumer J  Female 24 Bachelor’s degree Twice 

Consumer K Female 38 Bachelor’s degree Once 

Consumer L  Female 35 Bachelor’s degree Once 

Table 17: Consumers interviewed in Balneário Camboriú 

Source: The author 

 

Performance Expectancy 

The usefulness perceived by most consumers was the mutual benefit for establishments 

and consumers, and the food waste reduction, as mentioned by consumer G “the idea is very 

cool because it makes all this food that normally is throw in the trash have a destination that 

helps both the company and the food (...) it benefit both the company and the consumer”, and 

by consumer I “the idea of the app is SENSATIONAL. (...) everything that encourages people 

to think more sustainably I always support”.  

The lack of variety was pointed out as a problem of the platform, without diversified 

food options, besides that the few establishments being dispersed throughout the city, as 

reported by consumer H “Balneario's options were somewhat dispersed. And I didn't have as 

much option, maybe the options they had were more snacks ... a piece of cake, and I didn't have 

much option”.  

The quality of service was pointed out as good by most consumers, as can be seen in 

the quotations of consumer J “I was promptly answered” and of consumer H “The service was 

good”. The quote from consumer K points out service agility: “I was well attended (...) very 

practical. I just saved the meal, arrived at the establishment and showed it (the voucher) and 

paid”. However, consumer G reported an embarrassing experience due to the service, which 

apparently was caused by the lack of internal communication in the establishment, causing the 

misinformation of the employees who served her. The consumer G said that “they acted like 

they didn't know the app, like they didn't register there and it was really weird, it was kind of 

embarrassing the way they treated me, like I was doing something wrong”.  
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The lifestyle was also identified as an important factor, because if the platform does not 

fit the user's routine it is probable that the user will not use it, as reported by consumer I “In the 

last few years I have changed my life, adopting more sustainable habits (...) I usually don't eat 

food outside my home, especially in Balneário, which has little offer of vegetarian food”. Thus, 

although the platform has a proposal that pleases her, she does not use it due to the lack of 

vegetarian options. 

 

Effort Expectancy 

The platform is easy to use due to its similarity to other apps focused on food, like iFood 

and UberEats, so, none consumer reported difficult to use the app. However, the majority of 

consumers interviewed pointed out the withdrawal effort as unwanted or that should improve, 

as mentioned by consumer H “an option with delivery of these products would be cool because 

many times the person has no way to go there (until the establishment)”. Some interviewees 

also cited that it was not possible to get food out due to the distance, because some interviewees 

live in Itajaí, a neighboring city approximately 15km from Balneário Camboriú. 

The restricted pick-up time was also pointed out as negative, as this restriction precludes 

interested users to make the purchase due to their individual time restrictions. The Consumer J 

reported this problem “sometimes my schedule do not match with of the locals. And in the short 

time that I have to eat I catch anything fast”. 

 

Social Influence 

Most of the interviewed consumers got to know the platform through Instagram, either 

through influencers and celebrities profiles or through restaurant profiles, as reported by 

consumer L “Through an Instagram post of a restaurant that I was already a customer” and by 

consumer K “I see on digital influencer's Instagram”. 

Two digital influencers were interviewed by chance, both had been hired by the 

platform to promote the app on their social media. However, it was also found that some users 

act as influencers, disclosing the platform to friends for liking the initiative, as mentioned by 

consumer G “there's a friend of mine who also downloaded it when that other friend was talking, 

we both used” and by consumer I “I even disclosed the app to a lot of people”. 
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Facilitating Conditions 

The cordial support was pointed out by the interviewees when there was a problem or 

even due to the lack of validation of the voucher, as was the case with consumer G: “In the next 

day Eco Food sent me a message asking if I had been able to pick the food up, because the 

restaurant did not validate the voucher, so they sent me this message to find out and asked me 

how my experience had been”. 

The request for more payment options was made by consumer K, as mentioned “I work 

in a mall and use meal ticket from the 'ticket restaurante', so (...) there is no place that accepts 

meal ticket”, She also points out that adding more payment forms, such as meal tickets, would 

attract more consumers. A potential consumer also said the same thing through a comment on 

Instragram: “Does the App not accept debit cards? Or am I doing something wrong? (...) I really 

want to buy but I only use debit”. 

A failure in the communication channel with the consumer was noticed, despite the 

platform keeping social media fed and with up-to-date information, most part of the consumers 

interviewed did not know that the application was stopped the operating in the region. As 

exemplified by the quote from consumer I “This week I opened the app again to see the meals 

options, but there was nothing registered”. 

 

Hedonic Motivation 

A certain social and environmental awareness was observed during the interviews and 

analysis of comments on social media (Facebook and Instragram), some examples are the quote 

from consumer G “I believe that it is a way to protect the environment because the amount of 

food that is thrown out and there are many people who need it” and user comments on Instagram, 

for example: “The idea is excellent and helps to combat one of the main sources of carbon 

emissions. The benefits that waste reduction can bring are immense” and “I was very happy to 

discover this ‘insta’, and to see such a noble attitude from you, thank you for helping to save 

our planet, to everyone involved ❤️”. 

 

Price Value 

The financial economy was pointed out as an attractive feature of the platform, as 

mentioned by consumer K “I think the price advantageous” and by consumer L “the prices are 
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attractive”. The quality of the products picked up was also mentioned, emphasizing that the 

food was tasty and suitable for consumption, as cited by consumer J “Both times the food was 

fresh” and by consumer K “I was lucky the food was tasty”. 

 

Habit 

The frequency reported by the interviewees is very low, all of them use the platform 

only once or twice. Some supporting quotes are: “I used 2x only” (consumer K) and “I only 

made 1 purchase through the app” (consumer I). The consumer IS also mentioned the issue of 

forget the platform in her speech: “I forget it sometimes, a lot of running (in my life)”. This 

component was not identified in the analysis of Londrina, perhaps due to the greater number of 

registered users, as well as a greater number of media reports about the platform, in addition to 

the physical proximity of the platform owners, enabling greater social influence from them on 

the environment.  

Most consumers who had their first experience did not use the platform again, and the 

main causes pointed out were the withdrawal effort, as well as physical distance, besides that 

the lack of available varieties, the restricted pick-up time and few payment options. 

 

4.3.2 Balneário Camboriú Suppliers 

Due to the low response rate of establishments registered in Balneário Camboriú, 4 

suppliers were interviewed. Table 20 describes the interviewees profile. 

 

Interviewees Sex Job title Rating (1-5) 

Supplier K  Male Owner 4,84 

Supplier L  Female Owner 4,67 

Supplier M  Male Owner 4,92 

Supplier N  Female Sub manager 4,48 

Table 18: Supplier interviewed in Balneário Camboriú. 

Source: The author 

 

Performance Expectancy 

The main usefulness perceived by the establishments interviewed was the waste 

reduction, followed by the revenue generated by the sale. Some supporting quotes are “it was 

more to avoid waste because in the beginning there was some bread left” (supplier M) and “we 
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have this dish here on the menu, then they cut it wrong (...) we can't send it to the customer 

because it is not the standard (...) he said "let's put it in EcoFood", it was a salmon steak a little 

smaller” (supplier N). 

The possibility of attracting customers through the establishment divulgation through 

the platform was perceived as a positive aspect, as reported by supplier N “Besides the 

advantage of people coming here, it also can promote the [omitted establishment name], the 

restaurant itself” and supplier M “We used and explained our concept together, so it was a way 

of disseminating it to both parties”. 

 

Effort Expectancy 

The platform's operating system was considered easy to use, due to the intuitive and 

simple layout of the platform, as reported by supplier N “The platform is very simple (...) it is 

very easy (to use)” and supplier M “for us it was really easy”. The previous experience with 

other similar apps also reduces the effort required, in this case, suppliers L and N also used 

iFood and UberEats.  

The establishments in Balneário Camboriú showed concern about a component that was 

not mentioned by the establishments in Londrina, the management effort to keep the right 

product availability on the platform. In other words, it is necessary to pay attention in the 

releases on the platform, and in the maintenance of the data, so that vouchers are not released 

incorrectly due to the automatic release system. The quote from supplier K exemplifies the 

above “I think it was more our forgetting to have announced and then did not to have taken it 

... after 1 month and a half, 2, I think someone came by the announcement that I believe we 

have not taken". That is why it is important for the establishment to use the platform daily, at 

least for checking, as the supplier M that commented update the vouchers even during the day: 

“we had seen that there were 2 to 3 loaves of bread leftover per day. Sometimes we sold a little 

more and removed from the system what we wouldn't have available in the case”. 

 

Social Influence 

Most establishments got to know the platform through direct contact, in other words, 

the platform representative in Balneário Camboriú contacted them directly, as quoted by 

supplier L “she followed us (through social media) (...) and introduced us to the work and it 
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interested us” and by supplier N “if I'm not mistaken they made contact with the owner”. Only 

supplier M got to know the platform through the a digital influencer indication, as reported “It 

was by indication, we had a pre-opening event here at our establishment with some bloggers, 

digital influencers and one of them (...) has a partnership with Eco Food and it was through it 

that we discovered”. 

The establishment's image is also positively affected, as consumers and frequent 

customers have come to see the establishment as more sustainable and concerned with 

environmental causes, as mentioned by supplier M “it was really cool because people saw it, 

asked it and thought it was really cool ”and by supplier N “many people have this function of 

being sustainable, environmentally friendly. I think it would be a good view for [omitted 

establishment name] if we kept this app”. 

 

Facilitating Conditions 

The training was provided to all establishments interviewed, as reported by supplier K 

“trained the person who was my partner at the time” and supplier L “passed a training. It started 

via phone and then there was training (in person)”. However, supplier K stressed the interest in 

training the complete team: “I think it would be interesting next time everyone who works be 

aware how it really is”.  

The cordial support was punctuated by everyone, as exemplified by the quote from 

supplier L “She was always online to answer questions”. The supplier M also reported a quick 

service for accreditation and registration of his establishment “I talked to the girl (...) in the next 

day she already answered me, asked for some data from me, asked to come here to explain to 

her what was the concept (of my establishment) (...) It was a week or so, 7 working days in 

reality (to register)”. 

The communication channels variety, both for passing on important information and 

for notifying sales made, should be improved as pointed out by the interviewees. The supplier 

L reported failure in the sales notification, which caused problems and complications with the 

delivery of the product, as reported “The only problem was the notification, there was no 

notification, the customer simply arrived here by surprise. (...) the last customer bought and 

there was no notification, she just arrived here and there was no lasagna". The supplier N was 

also unaware of the discontinuation of EcoFood's operations in Balneário Camboriú, as 
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evidenced by the quote “in fact they didn't tell us that they had stopped. I even asked the 

manager here, why they hadn't passed us on (this information)”.  

 

Hedonic Motivation 

The establishments interviewed showed social and environmental concern, as 

explained by the quotes from supplier K “help those in need (...) help someone who is not able 

to buy the product at the real (price)” and supplier N “I think EcoFood is a very good app (...) 

we can make a dish and it’s very tasty, it will have the quality of [omitted establishment name] 

and we will not have that waste, it will be well reused”. The L and M establishments use food 

in an integral way, which shows that the concern with waste is internalized in their operations 

and ideals. 

 

Price value 

The revenue increase was indicated as attractive to the platform, since the sale of 

products that used to be discarded generates extra income for the establishment, as mentioned 

by supplier N “we would put it in half (of the price) and make a profit (...) because that product 

would be thrown away” and by supplier K “I thought it was a cool thing, a way for me to sell 

something that was stucked there (...) let's make some money”. 

Another factor that had not been mentioned previously is the absence of monthly fees 

for using the platform, which was considered attractive by supplier M, as mentioned “not having 

to pay a monthly fee, a flat fee (it's an advantage)”. 

 

Habit 

The use frequency reported by the establishments is low. Establishment L made two 

sales, K only one, N made 3 sales and M was the one with the highest frequency compared to 

the others, as quoted “About 2 to 3 days a week someone came to buy (...) sales were very 

tranquil, one in a day, used to pass 3 days and someone else came, it was very slow”. The low 

frequency of sales causes the suppliers demotivation, which can lead to dropouts of the 

registered establishments. 
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The reported causes for dropouts were low customer demand and lack of sales 

notification, as mentioned by supplier K “I gave up because no customer bought the vouchers” 

and by supplier L “We block it, we stop with the app just for that reason, because we have not 

information (sale notification)”. 

Table 21 summarizes all determinants and their components found during the data 

analysis of the two user groups. 

 

Determinants Components Analyzed facts 

Performance 

Expectancy 

Quality of 

service 

• Courteous and attentive attendance 

• Cases of lack of cordiality. 

Variety • Lack of registered options 

Service agility • Service speed in the establishment 

Lifestyle 
• The platform’s propose and functionality need to suit 

the users’ lifestyle. 

Establishment 

divulgation 
• Free marketing through the platform 

Usefulness 

perceived 

• Mutual benefit for establishments and consumers 

• Food waste reduction 

• Revenue generated by the sale 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Easy to use 
• Similar with other apps 

• Intuitive system 

Previous 

experience 

• The experience with other apps reduces the effort 

expectation to use the app. 

Management 

effort 

• It is necessary to pay attention in the releases on the 

platform, and in the maintenance of the data, so that 

vouchers are not released incorrectly due to the 

automatic release system 

Withdrawal 

effort 

• Absence of delivery 

• Long distance among users and establishments 

 

Restricted pick-

up time 

 

• Restricted hour to pick the food up, which precludes 

interested users to make the purchase due to their 

individual time restrictions 

Social 

Influence 

Influenced by 

Instagram and 

direct contact 

• Digital influencers 

• Restaurant profiles on Instagram  

• The platform representative in Balneário Camboriú 

contacted the establishments directly 

Influencers • Users influence friends and family to use the app 

Image • Improve the image by using the app 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

Cordial support 

• Contact users to solve problems 

• They answer questions and solve problems or release 

failures 

Communication 

channel variety 

 

• Failure in the communication channel with the 

consumer (the most did not know that the platform 

stopped to operate in Balneário Camboriú) 

• Failure in the sales notification 

Payment options • Other payment forms are being requested 

Training • It facilitates the use of the platform 

Hedonic 

Motivation 

Social and 

environmental 

awareness 

• Appreciation for the platform’s cause 
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Continuing the table 21: Summary of the determinants and their components found in Balneário 

Camboriú. 

Determinants Components Analyzed facts 

Price Value 

Financial 

economic 
• Low prices per meal 

Quality of the 

products 
• Tasted food and suitable for consumption 

Revenue increase • Extra money got through the sale of surplus food 

Habit 

Use frequency 
• Users’ use frequency. In the Balneário Camboriú it is 

low 

Forget the 

platform 
• The user forget the platform 

Table 19: Summary of the determinants and their components found in Balneário Camboriú. 

Source: The author. 

 

4.4 Cross-case analysis: Comparison between the cities 

Through observing the users’ profile, both registered and frequent users, it was possible 

to verify that the individuals’ majority are women. When analyzing only users who made at 

least one purchase, both in Londrina and in the Balneário Camboriú, it was found that 54.7% 

are women and 45.3% are men, in other words, women are also the largest percentage of the 

platform's active consumers.  

The acceptance of the platform was greater in Londrina than in Balneário Camboriú, 

because Londrina has a total of 1,386 final registered consumers and 83 registered 

establishments, while Balneário Camboriú has a total of 57 final registered consumers and 13 

registered establishments. Besides this data, it was possible to notice that no end consumers in 

Balneário Camboriú became frequent and the majority reported that they will not become unless 

the platform adds more payment options and delivery. Regarding to establishments, half of 

them reported that they do not intend to use the platform again, which proves the low platform 

adhesion in the region. As the problems reported between the regions are the same, then it was 

perceived that the local factor influenced the users' perception. In other words, the fact that the 

city of Balneário Camboriú is a tourist destination makes difficult the platform adherence, since 

most of the individuals who walks in the region are tourists and unaware of the platform, in 

addition to having different consumption habits. 

Through the analyzes in the two cities it was possible to observe all the determinants 

present in the model proposed by Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012), but with some adaptations 

of its components due to the specificity of the technology adopted. Thus, table 22 describes the 

determinants and their components as found in the study. 
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Determinants Components Descriptions 

Performance 

Expectancy 

Usefulness 

perceived 

The user's perception regarding the usefulness of the platform in their 

routine (for end consumers and establishments). 

Advantage 

perceived 

The advantages pointed out by users when using the platform, whether 

financial, due to the waste reduction or any other factor. 

Quality of service 
The user’s perception of the service offered at the establishment, as 

well as the speed of the service. 

Variety 
The perception of variety of registered products and establishments, 

and the perception of users’ variety consuming through the platform. 

Lifestyle 
The perception that the platform suits the lifestyle of the end consumer 

or the establishment's operations routine. 

Effort 

Expectancy 

Easy to use 

How users perceive the platform usability, if the system is easy and 

intuitive. In this case, the previous experience, the simple system and 

the similarity of the platform with other platforms facilitated its use. 

Delivery 

How users perceive the effort of pick the food up, as well as the 

restrictions on withdrawal times. In this case, both users reported 

dissatisfaction with the lack of delivery. 

Implementation 

effort 

It consists of the perception of effort made mainly by the 

establishments to implement the platform, either due to some change in 

production or in the employees' operations for the use of the platform. 

Availability 

management 

It consists of the efforts made by the establishments to maintain the 

correct information on the platform system, avoiding the incorrect 

release of vouchers. 

Social 

Influence 

Influenced 

It consists of how users were influenced to use the platform, it can be 

seen how they discovered the platform, which can be through friends, 

social media, relatives, etc. 

Influencers It consists of how users of the platform influence others to use it. 

 

Image 

 

 

It consists of the change of the others' perception about platform users, 

in other words, if the user's image changed after starting to use the 

platform or not. 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

Cordial support 
It consists of the quality, readiness and attention given by the platform 

support. 

Compatibility 
It consists of the platform compatibility with the different devices and 

operational systems (IOS and Android). 

Communication 

channels 

It consists of variety of communication channels existing and 

maintained by the platform, as well as their well-functioning for the 

adequate information flow. 

Payment 
It consists of the payment options available through the platform, 

which may facilitate or hinder the end consumers use. 

Training 
It consists of the training offered by the platform for the 

establishments, as well as the quality and clarity of the training. 

Conditions for 

allergy sufferers 

Consists of adopting clauses in the adhesion term to better serve users 

who have food restrictions due to food allergy.  

Hedonic 

Motivation 

Environmental 

awareness 

It consists of the concern shown by users regarding environmental 

causes. 

Social awareness It consists of the concern shown by users regarding social causes. 

Price Value 

Financial savings Consists of the perception of cost reduction of the final consumer. 

Revenue increase 
Consists of the establishment's perception of the increased revenue 

from the sale of surplus food. 

Time saving 
Consists of the perception of reduced time for preparing meals by final 

consumers. 

Products quality 
It consists of the quality and value perceived by consumers about the 

food offered through the platform. 

Monthly payment 
In this case, it consists of the absence of a monthly fee for the platform 

use, which is seen as positive by the establishments. 
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Continuing the table 22: Determinants and components adapted to the technology adopted. 

Determinants Components Descriptions 

Habit 

Use frequency 
It consists of the number of times and the frequency in which the 

platform is used by the users. 

Open the app 
It consists of the user's custom to open the application and search for 

offers, otherwise, the user may forget the platform. 

Table 20: Determinants and components adapted to the technology adopted. 

Source: The author. 

 

Through the joint analysis of the data it was possible to identify two new factors that 

influence the intention to use, these are Trust and Gratefulness. Trust is the user's perception of 

data security and security of food offered by the platform. This determinant has the following 

components: payment security, which consists on the consumer feeling of security when 

registering his or her credit card data, as explained by the quote from consumer E “the card is 

registered there and nothing was ever charged, unless I buy it”. In this way, users trust that the 

platform will not charge their cards incorrectly, as well as keep their data safe. The second 

component is confidence in the food delivered, interviewed users and most of the comments 

analyzed demonstrate that users have knowledge and confidence that the delivered food that is 

safe and good for consumption. Without this confidence in the platform system, users would 

not use the platform. So, the first proposition was formulated. 

 

P1: Trust is an important factor to users accept and use shared-economy platforms 

for food waste reduction. 

 

Gratefulness is the user's satisfaction perception in using the platform, in addition to the 

user's thankful sensation and the pleasure of being part of the change that the platform proposes. 

User satisfaction is caused by good experiences and expectations reached, as supplier I reports 

“On the contrary, in fact, we only have good things (to say about the platform)” and reporting 

by supplier J “What I see is that it is good in this way (...) Expectations are being met”. 

Gratitude is expressed by thanking the service provided by the platform, as in the supplier B 

reported “In fact, I have to thank Ecofood for giving me this opportunity” and in the consumer 

I quoted “just really thank you for the initiative”. The feeling of being part of the change also 

keeps the user engaged and active on the platform. Then, the second proposition was formulated. 
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P2: Gratefulness is an important factor to users accept and use shared-economy 

platforms for food waste reduction. 

 

According to the analyzes, most users stopped using the platform due to the high 

perception of effort expectancy, caused by the need to withdraw food at a restricted time, or 

because of automatic release failures in the system, which increased the management effort of 

the establishments, and also caused complaints and inconveniences to the establishments. Thus, 

it can be understood that the effort expectancy is the main determinant for continued use of the 

platform, therefore, the third proposition was formulated. 

 

P3: The main determinant for the acceptance and use of shared economy platforms aimed 

to reduce food waste is the effort expectancy. 

 

In other words, as evidenced by the data, even if users have hedonic motivation, positive 

perception of performance expectancy, price value and facilitating conditions provided by the 

platform system, besides presenting a certain degree of social influence, always being 

introduced to the platform by friends, relatives and through social media, none of these 

determinants guarantee the effective use of the platform. Users who did not use the app or who 

used it once or twice reported great discomfort due to the effort expectancy, and because of this 

single determinant, they do not use the platform, which shows how important the effort made 

for use is. 

With the discoveries made by the study, a model readjustment is proposed in order to 

better fit it to the technology and the context of the platform type studied. Figure 17 shows the 

inclusion of the determinants discovered and the inclusion of the relationship between effort 

expectancy and use behavior, because it was found that there are only use and frequency if the 

effort expended is acceptable by the user. The other existing relationships in the model were 

maintained. 
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Figure 17: Adapted model. 

Source: Venkatesh, Thoung & Xu (2012) adapted by the author 

 

Regarding to final consumers, they have demonstrated to remain active on the platform 

due to the advantage and usefulness perceived, reporting having access to renowned and 

expensive establishments in Londrina, which made the withdrawal effort acceptable for some 

users, due to the cost-benefit. In other words, the platform has a list of well-known and 

renowned establishments in Londrina, but the same does not happen in Balneário Camboriú, 

presenting a list of establishments unknown by most users, which are new establishments.  So, 

the fourth proposition was formulated. 

 

P4: Shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste are more used by end 

consumers when they have renowned and expensive establishments registered, even when 

the effort expectancy is considerable.  
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Another problem in Balneário Camboriú is the high rent, which contributes to the 

bankruptcy of these new establishments. Among the 14 establishments contacted, 4 had already 

gone bankrupt, which proves the high mortality rate of food establishments in the region. Thus, 

the best strategy is to register renowned establishments or establishments with at least 2 years 

of existence, reducing the probability of the establishment closing and all money spent on 

training and assistance being wasted, which reinforces the previous proposition.   

Through the analysis it was realized that users who have socioenvironmental concerns 

are interested in the platform and have intention to use. However, the use is not normally made 

due to the high perceived effort to pick the food up. Thus, in general the effort is not accepted 

by users, even if they are deeply interested in using the platform. Therefore, the fifth proposition 

was formulated.  

 

P5: Individuals with strong socioenvironmental concerns have a higher intention of using 

shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste, however the use only happens if 

the effort expectancy is acceptable. 

 

Despite the interest and willingness to use the platform, these users do not use it because 

they consider the withdrawal effort too high or because they prefer the practicality of delivery 

wherever they are. 

It was also perceived that establishments value the attentive and cordial support offered 

by the platform, although both are relatively satisfied with the support provided in different 

cities the satisfaction perception in Londrina was higher due to close contact and the close 

relationship created among the platform and the establishments. Several establishments in 

Londrina reported maintaining contact with the platform because they feel free to talk openly 

with platform support, which was not found in Balneário Camboriú, with problems experienced 

by the establishments and not reported to the platform. 

Thus, it can be seen that the relationship among the platform and the establishments is 

closer in Londrina, which facilitates communication, problem solving and promotes user 

loyalty. The situation experienced by supplier F reflects this proximity, one day the 

establishment was robbed and so it was closed before the expected hour, however, they 

contacted EcoFood to let the customer who purchased the voucher know that they was robbed 

and because of this the establishment was closed. After the support contact the final consumer, 
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the platform support wrote a handwritten letter to the establishment supporting them and 

informing them that they would assist them in the best way possible. This attitude made the 

establishment owner very satisfied and touched, which further strengthened the ties between 

the parties involved. 

Despite the presence of an employee in Balneário Camboriú, the assistance provided 

was not as effective as the assistance provided by the team of three people in Londrina. Thus, 

the sixth proposition was formulated: 

 

P6: Shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste are more successful when they 

maintain a close relationship with suppliers.  

 

For the relationship to be close, the support must be active, friendly, helpful and always 

present in the establishments routine, contacting them to verify that everything is working 

properly in order to maintain the link. 

Through the analyzes it was also possible to draw the profile of users, both for suppliers 

and for final consumers, answering the third specific objective. The axes of the user profile 

matrices were drawn according to the importance given by each group. Figure 18 shows the 

different profiles of end consumers found by the study. 

 

Figure 18: End consumers profiles. 

Source: The author 
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The horizontal axis represents the importance given by the user to socio-environmental 

issues, being the main reason for the intention and use of the platform. So in the quadrants on 

the right the consumer has the socio-environmental issue as the main reason to use, and in the 

quadrants on the left, the consumer has the financial issue as the main reason to use, although 

he/she also considers the relevant socio-environmental impact. The vertical axis is the 

practicality desired by the user, in the lower quadrants the consumer does not consider the 

practicality of delivery as something extremely important, on other hand in the upper quadrants 

the consumer considers this practicality extremely relevant.  

Economic consumers accept the effort to pick food up due to access to quality food at 

low prices, this type of user uses the platform mainly because of the economic advantage. Only 

the interviewees A and C are in this group. Environmentalist consumers accept the effort to 

pick food up due to socio-environmental concerns, something intrinsic to the individual. This 

type of user uses the platform mainly to reduce food waste. In this group is only the interviewee 

D. 

The accommodated consumers do not accept the withdrawal effort, preferring the 

delivery practicality, and they also are users who value the low price paid for the food. In other 

words, these users rarely use the platform due to the withdrawal effort, but they use it 

sporadically due to low prices. It is the large group that I identified during the interviews, with 

seven interviewees in this group (B, E, F, H, J, K and L). Idealistic consumers have a strong 

socio-environmental concern, however the withdrawal effort is not well accepted. For this 

reason, these users make little use of the platform, even with high hedonic motivation. Only 

two interviewees are in this group (G and I). 

The supplier's user profiles follow a similar logic to the previous one, the horizontal axis 

referring to socio-environmental concern and the vertical axis the establishment adequacy to 

the platform proposal. In other words, the upper quadrants have users that are well aligned and 

suitable to the platform business, and the lower quadrants have users that are not aligned with 

the platform business, which must be corrected or excluded from the platform. The 19 figure 

shows the different supplier profiles found by the study.  
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Figure 19: Suppliers profiles. 

Source: The author 

 

Opportunistic suppliers are not aligned with the platform's proposal, because they 

release food at conventional prices on the platform or sell food specially prepared for end 

customers, not being surplus food, and thus running away the platform's purpose. In other 

words, this type of user uses the platform only as another marketplace, using it in bad faith, so 

this type of user should be excluded from the platform. A case of this group was observed in 

Londrina, a fishmonger was selling fresh fish without being close to the expiration date through 

the platform. This fact generated strong criticism from the end consumers to the platform, so to 

solve the problem the platform excluded this supplier from the base. 

Uninformed suppliers are also out of line with the platform's proposal, but this is due to 

misinformation and unknowing that food cannot be prepared especially for customers, it must 

be surplus food. Despite this misinformation, these users showed socio-environmental concern, 

worrying about the proper destination of the produced food. Therefore, these establishments 

should be contacted and informed about the correct procedure. During the experience as a 

consumer in Londrina, it was possible to observe that a Japanese restaurant was not putting only 

leftover caster in the lunch box, in other words, they prepared new pieces of sushi to serve 

Ecofood consumers. The supplier H affirms that they did not have leftovers, but it was see that 

they were selling previous day's products with discounts, so maybe they stopped to use the 

platform because of the misunderstanding.  
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Economic suppliers are well aligned with the platform's proposal, and only release 

surplus food with acceptable prices in the platform, and the main reason for using it is the extra 

income generated through the sale, minimizing the establishment's financial losses. Six 

interviewees are in this group (C, D, F, G, K and N). Environmentalist suppliers are also aligned 

with the platform's proposal and use it mainly to avoid food waste in their establishments. 

Usually, these establishments have sustainable business proposals, such as the full use of food 

during production.  In this group was observed 7 interviewees (A, B, E, I, J, L and M).
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5. Conclusion  

The main objective of this project is to identify and analyze which factors influence the 

users' acceptance and use of shared economy platforms aimed to food waste reduction. The 

secondary objectives are: (I) identify the different types of sharing economy platforms focused 

on reducing food waste, (II) identify the key users acceptance factors in sharing economy 

platforms aimed to food waste reduction, and (III) identify the different users types. 

The first specific objective contributes to the theory by identifying the different sharing 

economy models focused on reducing food waste. Although Michelini, Principato and Iasevoli 

(2018) have classified food sharing platforms mentioned in the academic literature and found 

on Google Play and the App Store, but the search focused only on food redistribution platforms, 

not allowing that other types of shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste emerged, 

as consumer awareness platforms, food exchanges platforms, among others. 

Through a search with keywords and filters in six different databases (CrunchBase, 

AngelList, FoodTech Movement, Google Play, App Store and Liga Ventures) got a total of 773 

listed companies, which were analyzed and were only selected the results that fit the concept of 

platform adopted and that explicitly focused on reducing food waste. As a result, 60 platforms 

aimed to reduce food waste were globally cataloged. These platforms have been divided and 

typified according to their purposes (donation, sale, sale and donation, exchange or awareness), 

their users’ types (retailers, farmers/food producers, restaurants, NGOs, neighbors, needy 

people, final consumers, etc.) and their transaction model (B2B, B2C or C2C).  

Thereby, five major types were identified, which are: Sales platforms, which consist in 

selling surplus food or food near to the expiration date among platform users. It can be 

characterized as local market, focusing only on transactions among geographically close users, 

or conventional market, which are conventional business transactions conducted across the 

platform, so platforms reintermediate relationships in the conventional value chain.  

Donation platforms, which consist in donating surplus food or food near to the 

expiration date among platform users. It can be characterized as donations from businesses, 

regular people or both to needy people, NGO’s or anyone. Another donation model found was 

through the monetary transactions, which will be converted into food for populations suffering 

from hunger and food insecurity. Sales and Donation platforms, which consist in mixed 

platforms that provide to users the both options for donation or sale of surplus food or food near 

to the expiration date among the platform users. 
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Exchange platforms, which consist in exchange surplus food or food near to the 

expiration date among the platform users. In other words, these transactions do not involve 

money, just the food exchange. And Awareness platforms, which consist in platforms that help 

users to better plan their purchases by avoiding buying duplicated items or expiring products in 

stock. In addition, platforms that provide recipes to users to avoid waste of surplus food in the 

kitchen.  

            The second specific objective contributes to theory and practice, theoretically 

identifying the key users’ acceptance factors in sharing economy platforms aimed to food waste 

reduction, proving that the exist determinants in the UTAUT2 are important for the users, and 

adding two more determinants: Trust and Gratefulness. Gratefulness is the user's perception of 

satisfaction using the platform, in addition to the user's gratitude and the pleasure of being part 

of the change that the platform proposes. Trust is the user's perception of data security and the 

security of foods offered by the platform. For managers, this specific objective clarifies the 

circumstances and factors that enable the prosperity of this business model, showing which are 

the critical points for the development and implementation of platforms aimed to reduce food 

waste. 

From the analysis of the cases it was possible to develop six propositions. The first 

proposes that trust is an important factor to users accept and use shared-economy platforms for 

food waste reduction. The second states that gratefulness is also an important factor to users 

accept and use shared-economy platforms for food waste reduction. The third affirms that the 

main determinant for the acceptance and use of shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food 

waste is the effort expectancy, because the users that do not accept the effort expectancy do not 

use the platform, even if they present the other factors. 

The fourth states that the shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste are 

more used by end consumers when they have renowned and expensive registered 

establishments, even when the effort expectancy is considerable. Because the users remain 

active on the platform when they have access to renowned and expensive establishments, so the 

cost-benefit make the withdrawal effort acceptable for the users. 

The fifth proposes that the individuals with strong socioenvironmental concerns have a 

higher intention of using shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste, however the 

use only happens if the effort expectancy is acceptable. In other words, the high perceived effort 

to pick the food up is not accepted by users, even if they have socioenvironmental concerns and 

are deeply interested in using the platform. The sixth suggests that shared economy platforms 
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aimed to reduce food waste are more successful when they maintain a close relationship with 

suppliers, because the close relationship among the platform and the establishments facilitates 

the communication, the problems solution and promotes user loyalty. 

According to the findings, the model by Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012) was adapted 

to the technology and context studied, adding a new relationship between the effort expectancy 

and the use behavior, as well as adding two new determinants (Trust and Gratefulness). This 

contributed to the extension of the existing theory, as well as it reinforces and better tests the 

factors and conditions for acceptance and use of platforms for food waste reduction, making a 

comparison between two different cities from the same country. Considering a different context 

and technology to the other studies. 

Finally, the third specific objective contributes to the literature and the practice, because 

it identifies the different types of user profiles according to the users group (suppliers and end 

users). End consumers can be classified into 4 different types: Economic consumers accept the 

effort to pick food up due to access to quality food at low prices, this type of user uses the 

platform mainly because of the economic advantage. Environmentalist consumers accept the 

effort to pick food up due to socio-environmental concerns, something intrinsic to the individual. 

This type of user uses the platform mainly to reduce food waste. Accommodated consumers 

do not accept the withdrawal effort, preferring the delivery practicality, and they also are users 

who value the low price paid for the food. In other words, these users rarely use the platform 

due to the withdrawal effort, but they use it sporadically due to low prices. Idealistic consumers 

have a strong socio-environmental concern, however the withdrawal effort is not well accepted. 

For this reason, these users make little use of the platform, even with high hedonic motivation.           

Whiles suppliers can be classified among these 4 different types:  Opportunistic 

suppliers that are not aligned with the platform's proposal, because they release food at 

conventional prices on the platform or sell food specially prepared for end customers, not being 

surplus food, and thus running away the platform's purpose. In other words, this type of user 

uses the platform only as another marketplace, using it in bad faith, so this type of user should 

be excluded from the platform. Uninformed suppliers that are also out of line with the 

platform's proposal, but this is due to misinformation and unknowing that food cannot be 

prepared especially for customers, it must be surplus food. Despite this misinformation, these 

users showed socio-environmental concern, worrying about the proper destination of the 

produced food. Therefore, these establishments should be contacted and informed about the 

correct procedure.  
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Economic suppliers are well aligned with the platform's proposal, and only release 

surplus food with acceptable prices in the platform, and the main reason for using it is the extra 

income generated through the sale, minimizing the establishment's financial losses. 

Environmentalist suppliers are also aligned with the platform's proposal and use it mainly to 

avoid food waste in their establishments. Usually, these establishments have sustainable 

business proposals, such as the full use of food during production. 

The main objective provides contributions to the literature, because it continues the 

debate started two years ago about how shared economy business platforms can promote food 

waste reduction. There is also a lack of research about food waste in Brazil, given that most 

Brazilian publications have focused on postharvest losses (Henz & Porpino, 2017). Besides that, 

there is a gap in understanding the implications of food waste in countries with fast economic 

development, such as BRIC (Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010). Thus, the study fills some 

of these literature gaps and indicate directions and critical determinants for acceptance and use 

of platforms for food waste reduction. 

For managers, this study presents 8 different types of user profiles, 4 of which are end 

consumers' profiles and the other 4 are suppliers' profiles, as well as proposing some actions to 

deal with groups that are not aligned with the platform's proposal. The study also points out the 

difficulties faced by managers for promote the users' acceptance and use of the platform, as 

break with the idea that food sold or donated through platforms are dish remains or not fit for 

consumption, as well as breaking the prejudice of buying and selling surplus food, in addition 

to warning about the quality of service, avoiding suppliers' employees mistreating end 

consumers for buying cheaper food. In general, the study alerts the managerial which factors 

are important to the users accept and use the platforms. 

The main limitation of this study is to be a single case study, not allowing generalization 

of the model's extension and adequacy for all types of platforms found through the mapping. 

There was also a very low rate of respondents in Balneário Camboriú, depending more on 

secondary data during the analysis. Unforeseen in the field in Balneário Camboriú, as the 

discontinuation of platform operations in the city, hampered direct observations, as well as the 

experience as a consumer of the platform in the region. But the study contributes to the literature, 

because it adds to UTAUT2 a new context of analysis, which are the shared economy platforms 

aimed to reduce food waste in the Brazilian scenario, analyzing other technologies and contexts 

as Venkatesh, Thong and Xu (2012) suggest.  
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Suggestions for future research are the validation of the proposed model with 

quantitative studies, as well as studies to verify the specificities of the other platform types 

listed by the mapping. It is also suggested the use of other theories to analyze the critical 

successful factors of shared economy platforms aimed to reduce food waste. Studies that try to 

understand the relationship among users and the platform are also needed, either through 

relational theories or through network analysis. It is also important to understand how these 

shared-economy platforms for reducing food waste are born, as there are indications that these 

platforms are born green and are developed by individuals who already have prior knowledge 

of the food area, as well as contacts in the area. 
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7. Appendixes 

Appendix I: Studies summary that used UTAUT 

Study by Context Model Main results and conclusions 

El-Masri e Tarhini 

(2017) 

E-learning adopting in Qatar 

and the US. 

UTAUT2 (adding trust as a variable and 

disregarding the moderators) 

Performance expectation, hedonic motivation, habit and trust significantly influence 

intention behavior. 

Huang and 

Chuang (2017) 

Acceptation and use of job 

sites in Taiwan 

Unification of UTAUT 2 and of Task-

Technology Fit (TTF). 

Performance expectation, habit (that is the main predictor of the intention and use of 

technology), facilitating conditions, and intent behavior are crucial to explain the 

technology adoption. 

Tamilmani et al. 

(2019) 

Extrinsic and intrinsic 

motivation from consumers’ 

perspective. 

UTAUT2 Hedonic motivation construction just makes sense for technologies that are used for 

consumers fun and pleasure. However, age and gender moderators are not significant 

for the relationship between hedonic motivations and intention behavior. 

Ramírez-Correa et 

al. (2019) 

Acceptance of online games on 

mobile devices in Spain. 

Reduced model of UTAUT2 (only with 

the determinants social influence, 

hedonic motivation and habit) 

The determinants social influence, hedonic motivation and habit have the most 

significance in the relationship with intention and use of technology. 

Macedo (2017) Acceptance of technology by 

elderly in Portugal. 

UTAUT2 The model is applicable in this context, and behavioral intention and habit are the 

most important constructs to explain the use behavior. Neither facilitating conditions 

have directly relation with use behavior, nor price value with behavioral intention. 

Shaw e Sergueeva 

(2019) 

Value perceived by users in 

mobile commerce in Canada. 

UTAUT2 replacing the price value by 

perceived value. 

Concern for perceived privacy impacts perceived value, and perceived value and 

hedonic motivation influence use intention of mobile commerce. 

Herrero et al. 

(2017) 

Consumers’ intent to divulge 

travel experiences in social 

networking sites. 

UTAUT2 replacing the price value by 

privacy concerns. 

Performance expectation, hedonic motivation and habit are the main constructs that 

influence the intention to publish their experiences in social networks. 

Tavares, Goulão e 

Oliveira (2018)  

Acceptance of electronic 

health registration portals from 

the patient’s perspective. 

UTAUT2. Performance and effort expectations, social influence, and habit were the constructs 

that influenced behavioral intention, and habit and behavioral intention were the 

significant constructs to explain the use of technology. 

Alalwan, Dwivedi 

and Rana (2017) 

Acceptance and use of mobile 

banking with Jordanian 

consumers. 

UTAUT2 adding the trust construct. Performance expectation, effort expectation, hedonic motivation, price value and 

trust have positively influence behavioral intention. 

Kwateng, Atiemo 

e Appiah (2018) 

Acceptance and use of mobile 

banking with Ghanaian 

consumers. 

UTAUT2 adding the trust construct and 

the moderator educational level. 

The main factors influencing the intention to use mobile banking were habit, price 

value and trust. 

Alalwan et al. 

(2018) 

Acceptance and use of internet 

banking with Jordanian 

consumers. 

UTAUT2 adding the perceived risk 

construct. 

Performance and effort expectations, hedonic motivation, price value and perceived 

risk directly influence the intention to use. 
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Appendix X: Studies summary that used UTAUT (Continued) 

Study by Context Model Main results and conclusions 

Yuan et al. (2015) Consumers' intention to use 

health and fitness applications 

in the US. 

UTAUT2. Performance expectation, hedonic motivation, price value and habit were the 

significant constructs to explain the intention to continue using health and fitness 

apps. 

Huang e Kao 

(2015) 

Acceptance and use of phablets UTAUT2. Intention to use, hedonic motivation and performance expectation are the main 

influences of the adoption of this technology 

Kraljić e Peštek 

(2016) 

Adoption of mobile internet UTAUT2 adding the quality of 

technology construct. 

Quality of technology has a significant impact on the use of mobile internet, but that 

the moderator gender has no relevance in this relationship 
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

1 OLIO 

CrunchBase; App 

Store; Google Play; 

AngelList 

Free app which connects people with their neighbours along with 

local shops and cafes so that surplus food can be shared, not thrown 

away 

https://olioex.com/ United Kingdom 

2 FreshSpoke CrunchBase 

FreshSpoke platform gives wholesale food buyers the ability to buy 

directly from local suppliers and delivery person using the excess 

capacity.  

https://freshspoke.com/ Canada 

3 Wastee 
CrunchBase, App 

Store 

Wastee is an online flea market where people can share their excess 

food in the neighborhood. There are two prerequisites for food 

sharing via the Wastee App: no broken foods may be offered, only 

original packaged goods. Besides that the offers are only displayed 

within a range of ten kilometers. 

http://www.wastee.net/  Switzerland 

4 NeighbourFood CrunchBase 

NeighbourFood is a food sharing app, by purchasing meals through 

NeighbourFood 70% of the transaction is donated to charity 

organizations to work against hunger and to reduce food waste. 

https://www.neighbourfoodap

p.com/ 

Finland 

5 Share.Farm CrunchBase 
Share.Farm is an application that connects local farmers and artisans 

to consumers, creating a more robust local market. 
http://www.share.farm/  United States 

6 Ratatouille App Store 

Ratatouille connects people that have extra food with someone who 

will be happy to take your extra food, enabling that you find what 

you need or give away what you don't need. No waste, no stress. 

https://twitter.com/ratatouille

app 

Italy 

7 
pApperplate - food 

sharing 
App Store 

pApperplate is a new online community primarily for real-sharing of 

food or groceries with neighbors. It consists of posting any food or 

grocery you want to give away, and the first neighbor (family/friend) 

that reserves this food will chat with you to set up a time and place 

to pick up.  

http://papperplate.com/ United States 

8 Share Your Food 
App Store; Google 

Play 

Share Your Food is a foodsharing application, which aims to reduce 

the waste of daily food through free distribution of food, connects 

individuals, organizations and distributors who can carry the food for 

free. 

http://shareyfood.de Germany 

9 
Share Food Online - 

Spread Love Sharing  
App Store 

Share Food Online is an app that connects people who have surplus 

food with someone who needs it for them own or for someone else. 

This app helps to reduce food wastage through food donation. 

http://sharefood.online/  

United Arab 

Emirates 
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http://sharefood.online/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

10 
Community Fridge - 

Global Database 
App Store 

Community Fridge is an application that will provide a global 

database, which helps you to locate any sharing platform with its 

location (some community fridge or shelf). It enables individual 

users, groups and restaurants to share their food or any other useful 

items by using our app. 

http://communityfridge.org/  United States 

11 Foodonate App Store 

Foodonate helps to reduce the amount of food waste and try to 

enhance the food sharing. As a donor, you can easily post food offers 

on our website or app and share it with customers. Donors can be 

private individuals or companies, such as agro and gastro operators 

or retailers. 

https://foodonate.ch/ Switzerland 

12 All You Can Share App Store 

All You Can Share is a new platform that aims to reduce food waste 

in a way that benefits both suppliers and consumers. It allows stores 

to cut their waste disposal spend by allowing customers to obtain 

leftover food at a discount price, or even for free.  

- Norway 

13 
Gurbi: Farmers Food 

Network 
App Store 

Gurdi: Trade homegrown food with locals. Gurbi connects gardeners 

and urban farmers with one another to trade homegrown crops and 

amazing edibles. It is a really simple: post your healthy, vibrant 

goods in a snap. Search localized listing, find great goods and make 

a trade. Grow, list, search and swap! Eat and share healthy 

homegrown food from your garden and ones nearby.  

http://www.gurbi.net/ United States 

14 
Eathentica - Eat 

authentic 

App Store; Google 

Play 

Eathentica is a platform, where people can exchange authentic, 

healthy, homemade food, instead of buying quick and trendy food in 

restaurant. Food is needed by every single household, every single 

person, and the need to eat clean and healthy food increases 

enormously, but not everyone can afford it. Eathentica offers a very 

new digitalized way to eat authentic, clean, healthy, unique and 

budget food. 

https://www.eathentica.com/#

/home 

Germany 

15 Grow Share App Store 

This map based app allows the users to share all their fruit and 

vegetables from their patch and trade for different products in their 

community. In this way, the producer can grow specialized and 

selected products, to trade them with your friends, neighbors and 

other local members of the Grow Share community. 

http://www.grow-share.org Australia 

 

 

 

 

 

    

http://communityfridge.org/
https://foodonate.ch/
http://www.gurbi.net/
https://www.eathentica.com/#/home
https://www.eathentica.com/#/home
http://www.grow-share.org/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

16 Food4All 
App Store; Google 

Play 

Food4All.org is a global initiative to fight hunger and food wastage. 

We encourage people in setting up local food banks, promote food-

sharing habits and associate events with us by collecting surplus 

food. Food4All provides an online social platform to connect food 

banks, volunteers and food sharing within local communities. 

https://www.food4all.org/ 

United Arab 

Emirates 

17 Mapha Food Share 
App Store; Google 

Play 

The Mapha application is a food-sharing platform that allows people 

to publish, buy, sell, and share homemade meals from people in their 

neighborhood. 

http://maphafoodshare.com  South Africa 

18 Frigo Solidale App Store 

Exchanging still good food that could end up in garbage or donate it 

to one of the solidary refrigerators in the city is easier now through 

the app. Check your pantry and if you find something you want to 

donate or that is likely to be thrown into the trash can soon, because 

next to the deadline takes a picture and uploads it to your pantry. 

http://www.frigosolidale.it  Italy 

19 Food2Share App Store 

Share your excess food with 'Food2Share' Mobile App. Whether 

you’re a household or business, with excess food to share, just snap 

a photo, add a brief description and provide pick-up details. A 

Volunteer will be delighted to take it off off your hands and share 

with the people who need it the most. 

https://www.facebook.com/p

g/Food2ShareLudhiana  

India 

20 Kozinhar 
App Store; Google 

Play 

The application has the mission of reducing food waste, with the 

"combine" tool, where the users find recipes based on the ingredients 

they already have at home. It is a social network of professional 

cooks, amateurs and enthusiasts posting their recipes making it easy 

to share them. 

https://www.kozinhar.com/ Brazil 

21 Wesaveeat App Store 

The weSAVEeat application connects businesses and consumers that 

say no to food waste. Every day, the associated stores publish in the 

app their surplus food, which users can buy at a reduced price. With 

the application is possible to save food and money and make a great 

gesture for the planet. 

https://www.wesaveeat.com/  Spain 

22 Yo No Desperdicio 
App Store; Google 

Play 

The app is a collaborative tool for sharing food. It is possible to 

advertise the surplus food or see the users' available products of the 

ones who live in the neighborhood, through the chat of the 

application the users the set up the pick up place and time. 

https://yonodesperdicio.org/  Spain 

23 Ecomida App Store 

Ecomida allows suppliers to sell products that were not sold on the 

day or are close to the expiration date, but are still suitable for 

consumption. Consumers pay less for these products, making it 

possible to use resources efficiently and responsibly. 

https://www.facebook.com/ 

EcomidaChile/  

Chile 

https://www.food4all.org/
http://maphafoodshare.com/
http://www.frigosolidale.it/
https://www.facebook.com/pg/Food2ShareLudhiana
https://www.facebook.com/pg/Food2ShareLudhiana
https://www.kozinhar.com/
https://www.wesaveeat.com/
https://yonodesperdicio.org/
https://www.facebook.com/EcomidaChile/
https://www.facebook.com/EcomidaChile/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

24 Share Meals Google Play 

Share Meals is a free app designed to end hunger on college 

campuses. Our digital platform connects students to free food at 

events, fellow students with unused meal swipes, and other resources 

to elevate them out of food insecurity. 

https://app.sharemeals.org/ United States 

25 Share Food Google Play 

Share Food Brasil focuses on the conscious consumption and 

administration of items present in the kitchen and dispensing, 

notifying which foods are near the expiration date, and thus avoiding 

waste. Through the relationships network with your contacts, 

exchange or offer your product avoiding unnecessary expenses of 

food or money. 

https://www.facebook.com/ 

sharefoodbrasil1 

Brazil 

26 No Food Waste Google Play 

No Food Waste allows excess food to be donated from the food 

service industry to qualified charities that work with the needy 

people. The user can share the food to available registered reliable 

Charity. User can also find Charities near the location and can deliver 

by their own, or a volunteer will pick up the donation and take it to 

the charity association. 

https://www.nofoodwaste.in/  India 

27 ShareTheMeal Google Play 

ShareTheMeal is a solidarity application of the United Nations 

World Food Program that allows you to help feed needy children 

through monetary donation ($ 0.50 feeds a child for one day). 

https://sharethemeal.org/pt/ United States 

28 
Sharing Food and 

Happiness 
Google Play 

Sharing Food and Happiness is an app that allows users to share 

wasted food with someone who needs it. All you have to do is post 

the food photo and wait for someone who need and pick it up. 

-  India 

29 
YourLocal - Stop 

madspild 
Google Play 

YourLocal connects local stores and supermarkets with foods that 

have not been sold to consumers who want to buy these foods for a 

cheaper price. 

https://yourlocal.org/ Denmark 

30 
Food4needy: Excess 

food sharing nearby 
Google Play 

Food4needy allows you share the excess food with the needy people. 

Just post the food you are willing to donate and someone who is in 

need of food calls you and picks up the food. If no one calls, you can 

call our nearby volunteers.  

https://www.facebook.com/ 

food4needyinternational/  

India 

31 EatBy App Google Play 

EatBy App is the world leading smart kitchen app designed to help 

us manage our food, eat fresh, waste less and reduce our food bills. 

The app enables the creation of shopping lists and kitchen 

inventories, as well as the network for exchanging recipes and foods 

that will not be used by you. 

https://www.eatbyapp.com/ Denmark 

 
 

 
    

https://app.sharemeals.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sharefoodbrasil1
https://www.facebook.com/sharefoodbrasil1
https://www.nofoodwaste.in/
https://sharethemeal.org/pt/
https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.iplexuss.sonal.foodapp&hl=es_CL
https://yourlocal.org/
https://www.facebook.com/food4needyinternational/
https://www.facebook.com/food4needyinternational/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

32 
FairMeals: mais sabor, 

menos desperdício 
Google Play 

Fairmeals helps fight food waste and hunger by giving restaurants 

the ability to advertise ready-made meals that have not been sold, 

buyers select their favorite meals and can pay up to 90% less. 

https://www.fairmeals.pt/  Portugal 

33 
BEEP - Gerenciamento 

da data de vencimento 
Google Play 

Use the BEEP! on products with a barcode anywhere - at home, at 

the supermarket or at the pharmacy. Monitoring products with 

validity could not be simpler. THE BEEP! eliminates all manual 

management with a complete solution for all product due dates. Have 

your pantry and refrigerator with fresh produce and avoid waste. 

Invite your colleagues, work as a team. Cross-check instantly among 

members. Boost your work accuracy and speed to perfection. 

https://www.beepscan.com/en  South Korea 

34 Farmily Google Play 

Farmily enables the agricultural ecosystem to produce food to 

demand and minimize food waste by cultivating connections. This 

platform connects the farmer directly with buyers and other related 

stakeholders such as pesticide and fertilizer producers and farm 

machinery stores, promoting better quality of products delivered, 

less waste and better quality of life for farmers. 

https://www.facebook.com/ 

farmilian/  

United States 

35 Spesa Facile App Google Play 

Spesa Facile is the free application created by Unione Nazionale 

Consumatori that allows you to easily and quickly manage your 

shopping list and pantry, helping to avoid food waste through 

notifications, which warn the expiration date of products in stock. 

The application allows the sharing of the shopping list with the whole 

family, avoiding the duplicate purchase orders. 

http://www.appspesafacile.it/  Italy 

36 PratoDoDia Google Play 

With the Pratododia app you find and reserve meals in the best 

restaurants in São Paulo! Find restaurants, snack bars and bakeries 

near you and book your meal. You will receive a confirmation text 

message at the time of booking and from there you can go to the 

establishment and display your voucher. Help reduce waste in SP! 

http://www.prato.pt/pt  Brazil 

37 Food Flow Google Play 

Food Flow connects the best commercial establishments to users 

who wish to purchase quality food at a more affordable price. 

Through the App the users can order the available food and go get it 

in a period before the end of the working hours with a discount 

between 50% to 80%. 

https://foodflow.com.br/ Brazil 

 

 

 

 

 

    

https://www.fairmeals.pt/
https://www.beepscan.com/en
https://www.facebook.com/farmilian/
https://www.facebook.com/farmilian/
http://www.appspesafacile.it/
http://www.prato.pt/pt
https://foodflow.com.br/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

38 
Groceree - Smart 

Shopping List 
Google Play 

Groceree is a smart list shopping, which can be shared with other 

users, the application also manages the food in stock, sending 

notifications to the user before the products spoil. The application 

reminds the user to buy the necessary items, helps save money and 

prevents food waste. 

-  Denmark 

39 Comida Invisível 
Google Play; Liga 

Ventures 

Comida Invisível gathers people who have surplus food with who 

need it in an easy and practical way! An app that acts as a direct 

bridge between restaurants, supermarkets, hotels, buffets, bars and 

NGOs and needy people to facilitate the food donation that are still 

fit for consumption. 

https://comidainvisivel.com.b

r/ 

Brazil 

40 Ecofood Google Play 

Ecofood connects establishments that are offering quality surplus 

food at an affordable price to users willing to buy and take away these 

foods. The user reserves the order in the selected establishment, 

purchases through the app and takes away the food by presenting the 

voucher. 

https://www.ecofood.com.br/  Brazil 

41 
RefService: Sistema de 

Refeitorio Universitário 
Google Play 

The RefService was developed to meet the demands of the university 

restaurant of the Federal Institute of Pará - Campus Castanhal. The 

app has a meal confirmation system to prevent food waste because 

of over-production. 

-  Brazil 

42 Dinnrtime AngelList 

Dinnrtime.com is an online platform that connects people cooking 

dinner with neighbours who would love to buy a portion of it. 

Dinnrtime provides busy users access to home-cooked meals 

prepared by their neighbours. 

http://dinnrtime.com/  Canada 

43 Earthineer AngelList 

Earthineer is a peer-to-peer social marketplace for food and farm. 

Members create hyper-local trading networks based on the goods 

they need and produce. Earthineer is also a social network, allowing 

members to share and learn on topics like gardening, canning and 

preserving, keeping livestock, and renewable energy. 

http://www.earthineer.com  United States 

44 Nomnom AngelList 

Nomnom enables buy and sell home-cooked meals. This mobile 

application will connect users with a demand for cheap meals nearby 

with users who offer their surplus food for takeaway. 

https://nomnom.menu/ Hungary 

45 Watscooking AngelList 

Watscooking.com is an innovative platform for home makers to 

share their skills and expertise. Any aspiring home seller can create 

their own online home shop and offer their home cooked food. This 

app can accelerate sustainable consumption and eliminate waste. 

https://www.watscooking.co

m/ 

India 

      

https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=fj.sssss
https://comidainvisivel.com.br/
https://comidainvisivel.com.br/
https://www.ecofood.com.br/
https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=appinventor.ai_ericsonsarmento.refservice
http://dinnrtime.com/
http://www.earthineer.com/
https://nomnom.menu/
https://www.watscooking.com/
https://www.watscooking.com/
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

46 Ripelist AngelList 
Ripelist enables find, swap, sell or share homemade and homegrown 

food with your neighbors and local farmers.  
http://www.ripelist.com/  United States 

47 SwapEat AngelList 
SwapEat is a community marketplace where members can swap 

homemade/homegrown food.  
http://swapeat.com/  United States 

48 Unsung AngelList 

Unsung connects restaurants (caterers, grocers, farmers...) that have 

excess food with people in need (the homeless, women's shelters, 

poverty relief centers). This app allows volunteers to schedule 

themselves ad-hoc (similar to an uber driver) to help out in their free 

time.  

http://www.unsung.org/ United States 

49 Findwhatsleft AngelList 

On Findwhatsleft you can upload and find meals or ingredients 

shared by neighbours. Uploading is super easy and picking up free 

food in the neighbourhood is mostly fun! Share food & find what's 

left! 

http://www.findwhatsleft.com

/ 

Netherlands 

50 Pull-Up-A-Seat AngelList 

PULL UP A SEAT is an online marketplace that allows you to buy 

and sell dishes and food goods from local independent food 

producers near you! 

https://twitter.com/pullupasea

tapp 

United States 

51 CropMobster AngelList 

CropMobster™ links communities in-need with local farmers, 

producers and food purveyors who need a hand or have excess food 

to share, sell or donate.  

https://cropmobster.com/  United States 

52 Freshist AngelList 

Freshist is a mobile marketplace for small-scale food producers that 

allows users to connect with the food being grown and produced all 

around them. Whether it's growing produce in your backyard, or 

baking loaves of sourdough bread, producers can list their food on 

Freshist.  

http://freshistapp.co/ United States 

53 Alimento AngelList 

Alimentto is a marketplace that connects cooks to consumers. It 

permits retired, unemployed or amateur cooks to have an extra 

income by selling their meals to consumers on-line creating their 

virtual restaurant. It also reduces food waste and allows users to 

make new friendships. 

http://www.alimentto.com/  Brazil 

54 Shusha.exactscores.com AngelList 

Shusha.exactscores.com enables free food sharing, the users can find 

or publish food for free. The objective of this app is do not waste or 

throw away good food. 

http://shusha.exactscores.com  Bulgaria 

55 Foodly AngelList 

Foodly is a smartphone application that uses GPS and location 

services to locate a meal that another person has put up for sale. The 

meal could be a left over dinner or just a way to earn a second income 

from home. 

https://www.facebook.com/F

oodly-

845179725638494/?pnref=lh

c 

Australia 

http://www.ripelist.com/
http://swapeat.com/
http://www.unsung.org/
http://www.findwhatsleft.com/
http://www.findwhatsleft.com/
https://twitter.com/pullupaseatapp
https://twitter.com/pullupaseatapp
https://cropmobster.com/
http://freshistapp.co/
http://www.alimentto.com/
http://shusha.exactscores.com/
https://www.facebook.com/Foodly-845179725638494/?pnref=lhc
https://www.facebook.com/Foodly-845179725638494/?pnref=lhc
https://www.facebook.com/Foodly-845179725638494/?pnref=lhc
https://www.facebook.com/Foodly-845179725638494/?pnref=lhc
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Appendix II: Listing of Business Platforms for Food Management (Continued) 

nº Organization Name Source Description Website Country of origin 

56 Saveadd 

FoodTech 

Movement; Liga 

Ventures 

Saveadd is a platform for commercialization of products that have 

lost part of their commercial potential, allowing these products to be 

sold with more affordable prices. 

https://www.saveadd.com.br/ Brazil 

57 Food Finder 

FoodTech 

Movement; Liga 

Ventures 

Food Finder connects producers and restaurants to market products 

near expiration date. Solution that minimizes losses in the food 

industry and optimizes restaurant purchases. 

https://foodfinder.eco.br/  Brazil 

58 Ugly FoodTech Movement 

Ugly is a platform that approximates rural producers with food 

companies for commercialization of hortifruti considered non-

standard or non-commercial. 

 

https://www.facebook.com/p

g/uglyapp 

Brazil 

59 Desperdício Zero Liga Ventures 

Desperdício Zero shows products that are close to the expiration 

date, all still valid, and in perfect conditions of commercialization 

and consumption, in the establishments nearby. On the one hand of 

the interface, retailers register the products they want to sell before 

they expirate, on the other hand, the consumer selects from a filter 

by location and category what they want to buy. The idea is to make 

the experience to go to the supermarket economical and sustainable 

at the same time. 

  

https://www.facebook.com/ 

desperdiciozero2019/ 

Brazil 

60 Ndays Liga Ventures 

Ndays is a Market Place of products near the expiration date, it 

connects sellers with stock of certain products close to the expiration 

date with the final consumers interested in paying cheap for these 

products. 

https://www.ndays.com.br  Brazil 

https://www.saveadd.com.br/
https://foodfinder.eco.br/
https://www.facebook.com/pg/uglyapp
https://www.facebook.com/pg/uglyapp
https://www.facebook.com/desperdiciozero2019/
https://www.facebook.com/desperdiciozero2019/
https://www.ndays.com.br/
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Appendix III: Script for establishments (suppliers) 

Questions Constructs from UTAUT2 

1. How long have you been working at the 

establishment? What is your function? 
Introduction question 

2. How did you find out about the app?  Social influence 

3. Why did you start using the app?  
Hedonic motivations, Price value and 

Performance expectancy  

4. In general, how has been the experience 

of using the app?  
Performance expectancy and Habit 

5. How was the adoption and 

implementation process of the app? 

a. Have changes in operations and 

work structures been required?  

b. Did you receive any orientation 

or training from the platform? 

Effort expectancy and Facilitating 

conditions. 

6. How often do you use the app? Why?  Habit and Performance expectancy 

7. Is the platform useful in your daily life?  
Performance expectancy and Effort 

expectancy 

8. What is the advantage of using the app? 
Performance expectancy, Hedonic 

motivations and Price value. 

9. How did customers perceive the 

restaurant after the implementation of 

the app?  

Social influence 

10. Have you had any problems using the 

app?  

Effort expectancy and Facilitating 

conditions 

11. Did you use or do you use any similar 

apps?  
Habit and Price value 

12. What are your expectations for 

continuing to use the app? What do you 

expect it to provide you?  

Performance expectancy and Effort 

expectancy  

13. Would you like to add anything else? Final question 
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Appendix IV: Script for consumers (end users) 

Questions Constructs from UTAUT2 

1. How did you find out about the app?  Social influence 

2. Why did you start using the 

platform?  

Hedonic motivations, Price value and 

Performance expectancy. 

3. In general, how has your experience 

been using the platform? What 

would make your experience better? 

Performance expectancy and Habit 

4. Was it easy to use the app?  Effort expectancy 

5. How often do you use the app? 

Why? 
Habit and Performance expectancy 

6. Have you had any problems using 

the app? 

Effort expectancy and Facilitating 

conditions 

7. What is the advantage of using the 

app?  

Performance expectancy, Hedonic 

motivations and Price value. 

8. Do you know other people using the 

app?  
Social influence 

9. Did you use or do you use any 

similar apps?  
Habit and Price value 

10. What is your expectation every time 

you use the app? What do you expect 

it to give you? 

Performance expectancy and Effort 

expectancy 

11. Do you have any suggestions to 

improve the app?  
Performance expectancy and Price value 

12. Would you like to add anything else? Final question 
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Appendix V: Research Protocol 

1. Research proposal: The objective of this project is to identify and analyze which factors 

influence the users' acceptance and use of shared economy platforms aimed to food waste 

reduction, allowing the understanding of the successful factors of these platforms. 

2. Research Question: Which factors influence the acceptance and use of shared economy 

platforms aimed at food waste reduction? 

a) Identify the different types of sharing economy platforms focused on reducing food 

waste. 

b) Identify the key users’ acceptance factors in sharing economy platforms aimed to food 

waste reduction. 

c) Identify the different users types. 

3. Theoretical basis: Context of Food Loss and Waste, Sharing Economy, Shared Economy 

Business Platforms, Shared Economy Platforms aimed to Reduce Food Waste, and the 

Extension of the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technologies (UTAUT2). 

4. Cases selection: The case was selected based on a global mapping of sharing economy 

platforms aimed to food waste reduction, carried out with information from five different 

databases. It was selected the sales platforms type, which is the type with more examples (26 

platforms found), and the sub-type with the highest quantity is the sale of food near the 

expiration date of business to consumer (B2C), having 9 platforms identified. After analyzing 

the 9 platforms, considering the number of applications downloads, as well as the amount of 

platforms followers in social medias (Facebook and Instagram), was selected one platform: 

Ecofood from Brazil. Exploratory interviews were conducted with the platform owner to 

understanding the field, later a semi-structured script was elaborated according to the research 

objectives and the constructs from UTAUT2. A pilot/test interview was conducted to analyze 

the script effectiveness, after some little changes the interviews continued.  

5. Data collect: It was a single case study on a platform in Brazil, in which two cities were 

analyzed, in one the platform has a good acceptance and the other don’t. The two groups 

involved in the platform were interviewed: registered establishments in the platform (suppliers) 

and consumers who buy the surplus food or made the registration on the platform (end users). 

The interviews were made face-to-face, by call, videoconference, instant messages or email, all 

recorded interview was transcribed. The data triangulation was made with direct observation in 

the platform's administrative routine, in addition to observations of food withdrawals in 

establishments, reports by regions inhabitants and the experience as a consumer of the platform 

in Londrina. And though the collection of secondary data from various sources, as newspaper 
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reports, purchase reports provided by EcoFood, and also posts, comments and ratings on 

Facebook, Instagram, Google Play and the App Store. 

6. Data analysis: The data were analyzed through the techniques and procedures proposed by 

Strauss & Corbin (2008). So first an open code was made, doing a microanalysis line by line of 

the data, after an axial code create some categories and their dimensions, making the analysis 

more abstract. In this phase the theory was returned and compared with the data. Lastly, a select 

code was performed, refining the categories and subcategories created, enabling the 

identification of the main categories. All the analysis was made in NVIVO software, registering 

and salving all the logic process. 
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8. Annexes 

Annex I: Models and Theories of Individual Acceptance by Venkatesh et al. (2003) 

Models and Theories Core Constructs Definitions 

Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA): Drawn from social psychology, TRA is one 

of the most fundamental and influential theories of human behavior. It has been 

used to predict a wide range of behaviors (see Sheppard et al. 1988 for a review). 

Davis et al. (1989) applied TRA to individual acceptance of technology and found 

that the variance explained was largely consistent with studies that had employed 

TRA in the context of other behaviors. 

Attitude Toward 

Behavior 

“an individual’s positive or negative feelings (evaluative affect) about 

performing the target behavior” (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975, p. 216). 

Subjective Norm 

“the person’s perception that most people who are important to him think he 

should or should not perform the behavior in question” (Fishbein and Ajzen 

1975, p. 302). 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM): TAM is tailored to IS contexts, and was 

designed to predict information technology acceptance and usage on the job. 

Unlike TRA, the final conceptualization of TAM excludes the attitude construct 

in order to better explain intention parsimoniously. TAM2 extended TAM by 

including subjective norm as an additional predictor of intention in the case of 

mandatory settings (Venkatesh and Davis 2000). TAM has been widely applied 

to a diverse set of technologies and users. 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

“the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would 

enhance his or her job performance” (Davis 1989, p. 320). 

Perceived Ease 

of Use 

“the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would 

be free of effort” (Davis 1989, p. 320). 

Subjective Norm 
Adapted from TRA/TPB. Included in TAM2 only. 

Motivational Model (MM): A significant body of research in psychology has 

supported general motivation theory as an explanation for behavior. Several 

studies have examined motivational theory and adapted it for specific contexts. 

Vallerand (1997) presents an excellent review of the fundamental tenets of this 

theoretical base. Within the information systems domain, Davis et al. (1992) 

applied motivational theory to understand new technology adoption and use (see 

also Venkatesh and Speier 1999). 

Extrinsic 

Motivation 

The perception that users will want to perform an activity “because it is 

perceived to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes that are distinct 

from the activity itself, such as improved job performance, pay, or 

promotions” (Davis et al. 1992, p. 1112). 

Intrinsic 

Motivation 

The perception that users will want to perform an activity “for no apparent 

reinforcement other than the process of performing the activity per se” (Davis 

et al. 1992, p. 1112). 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB): TPB extended TRA by adding the construct 

of perceived behavioral control. In TPB, perceived behavioral control is theorized 

to be an additional determinant of intention and behavior. Ajzen (1991) presented 

a review of several studies that successfully used TPB to predict intention and 

behavior in a wide variety of settings. TPB has been successfully applied to the 

understanding of individual acceptance and usage of many different technologies 

(Harrison et al., 1997; Mathieson, 1991; Taylor and Todd, 1995b). A related 

model is the Decomposed Theory of Planned Behavior (DTPB). In terms of 

predicting intention, DTPB is identical to TPB. In contrast to TPB but similar to 

TAM, DTPB “decomposes” attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral 

control into its the underlying belief structure within technology adoption 

contexts. 

Attitude Toward 

Behavior 

Adapted from TRA. 

Subjective Norm 

 

Adapted from TRA. 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control 

“the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behavior” (Ajzen 1991, p. 

188). In the context of IS research, “perceptions of internal and external 

constraints on behavior” (Taylor and Todd 1995b, p. 149). 
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Models and Theories Core Constructs Definitions 

Combined TAM and TPB (C-TAM-TPB): This model combines the 

predictors of TPB with perceived usefulness from TAM to provide a hybrid 

model (Taylor and Todd, 1995a). 

Attitude Toward 

Behavior 

Adapted from TRA/TPB. 

Subjective 

Norm 

Adapted from TRA/TPB. 

Perceived 

Behavioral 

Control 

Adapted from TRA/TPB. 

Perceived 

Usefulness 

Adapted from TAM 

Model of PC Utilization (MPCU): Derived largely from Triandis’ (1977) 

theory of human behavior, this model presents a competing perspective to that 

proposed by TRA and TPB. Thompson et al. (1991) adapted and refined 

Triandis’ model for IS contexts and used the model to predict PC utilization. 

However, the nature of the model makes it particularly suited to predict 

individual acceptance and use of a range of information technologies. 

Thompson et al. (1991) sought to predict usage behavior rather than intention; 

however, in keeping with the theory’s roots, the current research will examine 

the effect of these determinants on intention. Also, such an examination is 

important to ensure a fair comparison of the different models. 

Job-fit 
“the extent to which an individual believes that using [a technology] can 

enhance the performance of his or her job” (Thompson et al. 1991, p. 129). 

Complexity 

Based on Rogers and Shoemaker (1971), “the degree to which an 

innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to understand and use” 

(Thompson et al. 1991, p. 128). 

Long-term 

Consequences 

“Outcomes that have a pay-off in the future” (Thompson et al. 1991, p. 

129). 

Affect Towards 

Use 

Based on Triandis, affect toward use is “feelings of joy, elation, or 

pleasure, or depression, disgust, displeasure, or hate associated by an 

individual with a particular act” (Thompson et al. 1991, p. 127). 

Social Factors 

Derived from Triandis, social factors are “the individual’s internalization 

of the reference group’s subjective culture, and specific interpersonal 

agreements that the individual has made with others, in specific social 

situations” (Thompson et al. 1991, p. 126). 

Facilitating 

Conditions 

Objective factors in the environment that observers agree make an act 

easy to accomplish. For example, returning items purchased online is 

facilitated when no fee is charged to return the item. In an IS context, 

“provision of support for users of PCs may be one type of facilitating 

condition that can influence system utilization” (Thompson et al. 1991, p. 

129). 
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Models and Theories Core Constructs Definitions 

Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT): Grounded in sociology, IDT (Rogers 

1995) has been used since the 1960s to study a variety of innovations, ranging 

from agricultural tools to organizational innovation (Tornatzky and Klein 

1982). Within information systems, Moore and Benbasat (1991) adapted the 

characteristics of innovations presented in Rogers and refined a set of 

constructs that could be used to study individual technology acceptance. 

Moore and Benbasat (1996) found support for the predictive validity of these 

innovation characteristics (see also Agarwal and Prasad 1997, 1998; 

Karahanna et al. 1999; Plouffe et al. 2001). 

Relative 

Advantage 

“the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its 

precursor” (Moore and Benbasat 1991, p. 195). 

Ease of Use 
“the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being difficult to use” 

(Moore and Benbasat 1991, p. 195). 

Image 

“The degree to which use of an innovation is perceived to enhance one’s 

image or status in one’s social system” (Moore and Benbasat, 1991, p. 

195). 

Visibility 
The degree to which one can see others using the system in the 

organization (adapted from Moore and Benbasat, 1991). 

Compatibility 

“the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with 

the existing values, needs, and past experiences of potential adopters” 

(Moore and Benbasat, 1991, p. 195). 

Results 

Demonstrability 

“the tangibility of the results of using the innovation, including their 

observability and communicability” (Moore and Benbasat, 1991, p. 203). 

Voluntariness of 

Use 

“the degree to which use of the innovation is perceived as being voluntary, 

or of free will” (Moore and Benbasat, 1991, p. 195). 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT): One of the most powerful theories of human 

behavior is social cognitive theory (see Bandura 1986). Compeau and Higgins 

(1995b) applied and extended SCT to the context of computer utilization (see 

also Compeau et al., 1999); while Compeau and Higgins (1995a) also 

employed SCT, it was to study performance and thus is outside the goal of the 

current research. Compeau and Higgins’ (1995b) model studied computer use 

but the nature of the model and the underlying theory allow it to be extended 

to acceptance and use of information technology in general. The original 

model of Compeau and Higgins (1995b) used usage as a dependent variable 

but in keeping with the spirit of predicting individual acceptance, we will 

examine the predictive validity of the model in the context of intention and 

usage to allow a fair comparison of the models. 

Outcome 

Expectations – 

Performance 

The performance-related consequences of the behavior. Specifically, 

performance expectations deal with jobrelated outcomes (Compeau and 

Higgins 1995b). 

Outcome 

Expectations – 

Personal 

The personal consequences of the behavior. Specifically, personal 

expectations deal with the individual esteem and sense of accomplishment 

(Compeau and Higgins 1995b). 

Self-efficacy 
Judgment of one’s ability to use a technology (e.g., computer) to 

accomplish a particular job or task. 

Affect An individual’s liking for a particular behavior (e.g., computer use). 

Anxiety 
Evoking anxious or emotional reactions when it comes to performing a 

behavior (e.g., using a computer). 

 

 


