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Abstract 

This thesis analyses the potential of food sharing as an instrument to reduce food waste 

in Östersund, Sweden. The motivation of both retailers and consumers to participate in 

food sharing activities is particularly analysed. Both groups are interviewed in two 

separate questionnaires as instruments of quantitative research. For consumers it can be 

confirmed that their own carbon footprint has a high priority and that they are generally 

highly interested in participating in food sharing. However, only every second person 

interviewed was familiar with the concept of food sharing and only every seventh ever 

actively participated in food sharing. Retailers have good knowledge of the concept and 

deem it good marketing. However, they refrain from participating by fear of legal risks 

and extra work. Promising strategies that could help to involve both groups more into 

food sharing are the provision of a. more information, b. the stimulation of a public debate 

and c. the promotion of low threshold offers for consumers.  

Key words: food waste, food sharing, consumers and retailers, Östersund, incentives and 

obstacles   
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Background of the Study 

Over the centuries, the evolvement of mankind has gone through different stages. Eating 

and preparing food, as part of this, is a basic physical need being existential for the 

survival of human beings. It has become an integral part of human nature and culture 

(Getz et al., 2014). Our ancestors shared food among each other in their communities for 

reasons of survival and nutrition, thus being heavily dependent on natural features of the 

region such as climate, soil and vegetation. That is why food still bears a strong character 

of traditions and cultures and at the same time can be identified as a tool of early 

globalisation, yet with positive and negative consequences. Over decades, these effects 

have created new ways of living and helped to understands food traditions from other 

parts of the world (Everett, 2016). For instance, in the eighteenth century, food started to 

emerge - amongst other factors - as a tool of forming ‘national identity’ (Tannahill, 1988). 

Nowadays it is often used as a community development strategy (Green & Dougherty, 

2009). In this context, McMichael (1999) argued that food has ‘deep material and 

symbolic power’ linking ‘nature, human survival and health, as well as culture and 

livelihood’. 

In recent years, geographical conditions (e.g. localisation, climate) and traditional food, 

characterising a region’s distinctiveness, identity and heritage, have become a major 

attraction for international visitors. Gastronomy or food tourism has been identified as a 

growing and vivid segment within the tourism market representing a new form of tourism, 

where the tourist’s experience includes the taste of traditional food in combination with 

exploring heritage and culture of a place (Hall & Sharples, 2003; Everett & Aitchison, 

2008). For instance, Harrington and Ottenbacher (2010) analysed this phenomenon by the 

example of French cheese and concluded that this product represents the region’s 

‘geography, climate, history, culture and cuisine’, in other words it represents the culture 

of a given location. This approach is shared by Feenstra (1997) who argued that local food 

has a positive effect on both environmental and economic sustainability of tourism and 

the host community itself. In this sense, food tourism can contribute to a region’s 

development by connecting the consumer with the people and places involved in food 

production.  
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There are numbers of studies, such as the ones by Everett & Aitchison (2010), Boniface 

(2003), Clark & Chabrel (2007) and Woodland & Acott (2007) that emphasise a positive 

correlation between gastronomy, tourism and sustainable community development. 

According to those theories, gastronomy tourism is used as a strategy for sustainable 

community development as long as it promotes local food experiences and brings socio-

economic benefits to the local economy. A study by Everett & Aitchison (2008) 

investigated the relation between food tourism and regional place identity in Cornwall, 

South West England, an area with rural development issues. Their findings showed that 

food tourism can contribute to local and regional development “with the potential to 

strengthen identity, enhance appreciation, of the environment, encourage regeneration of 

local heritage and the economy” (p.164). This approach runs contrary to all the food 

wasted globally in the tourism sector. 

Sustainable communities use resources to meet the current need of residents by looking 

at economic, ecological and social matters aiming at the improvement of the quality of 

life of every single person in the community and for future generations. Its key role is to 

strengthen the local economy, develop and extend the use of natural resources and to 

involve community members in decision-making processes and community action 

(Lindgren and Castell, 2008). Community empowerment has been identified as a central 

element in sustainable communities, where collective resources and a collective form of 

consumption in the long-term perspective are taking hold. It is sometimes referred to as a 

new form of citizenship with an actively involved citizen, who contributes to the well-

being of the community in order to reduce dependency on the state e.g. by the creation of 

new modes of self-sufficiency (Raco, 2005). Concepts of sustainable communities differ 

from each other and are labelled ´Smart Growth´, ´Smart Cities´, ´New Urbanism´, 

´Transit Oriented Development´, ́ Eco-Villages´ or ́ Conservation Subdivision´ as pointed 

out by AlQahtany (2012), Lewin (2012) and Zhang (2013) while alternatively, the Eco-

Village model focusses more on self-reliance, perma-culture, recycling, waste reduction, 

alternative energy production as well as alternative modes of transport (Kasper, 2008).  

Coming back to the issue of food, most communities around the globe face problems of 

wasting food, since the demand of food is pushed by economic and population growth, 

and urbanisation. Studies such as the ones by Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2015), Porpino 
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(2016) have analysed that a lot of food is wasted through the consumer at household level. 

That is why a lot of research has focussed on household food waste behaviour and 

consumer-related food waste. Others have found that the issue of food waste is very 

complex due to the variety of interests of stakeholders, including every link in the supply 

chain, the agricultural and industrial sector, retailers and the final consumers (see Gille 

(2013); Girotto and Alibardi (2015); Wunderlich and Martinez (2018). It therefore seems 

reasonable to identify the close connection between food waste and the will of modern 

communities to adopt a more sustainable approach by using new strategies that help to 

reduce food waste.  

In order to avoid the problems mentioned above, concepts and strategies have been 

introduced to tackle down food waste, one of which is Food sharing. Food sharing is a 

new concept that has grown sufficiently in recent years and works like most sharing 

principles: wasted food is picked up at retailers by volunteers and is then distributed 

amongst the members of a third party. Preliminary research has mainly focussed on 

investigating food sharing practices among communities of indigenous people through 

the lens of cultural behaviour and health such as the study by (Gombay, 2016) 

investigating food sharing behaviour among Inuits. The new concept of food sharing has 

only recently gotten into the focus of scientific interest and is therefore characterised by 

rather sparse documentation. To date, studies mostly deal with the hygienic and legislative 

management of sharing food, and policy making like the one of Morrow (2018) “Sharing 

food and risk in Berlin´s urban food commons”. Especially in Sweden, literature about 

food sharing is non-existent.  

1.2 Problem Statement and Research Question  

The current global scene is characterised by rising environmental problems, such as air 

and water pollution, public health, urban sprawl, overpopulation, loss of biodiversity, 

deforestation, loss of ecosystems and of endangered species, waste disposal and climate 

change. One of the biggest contributors to the rising of greenhouse emissions is food 

waste. To begin with, it can be conceded that studies by Godfray (2010), Kummu et al. 

(2012) and Girotto et al. (2015) showed that food waste has become a critical global issue 

that underlines the paradox of our modern world, where on the one side, millions of people 
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suffer from hunger and undernourishment and on the other side, we are facing an 

overproduction of food that mostly results in high amounts of food waste on a global 

scale. About one third of all food, produced in the western world, is never consumed, but 

goes to waste, which makes it a multi-perspective issue (Salihoglu et al., 2018; 

Wunderlich & Martinez, 2018, Jedermann et al., 2014). Having started at global level, it 

also has an impact at national, regional and local level. Food waste prevention initiatives 

are still in their beginnings and no long-term data has yet been available. Although, most 

literature has focussed on the quantification of food waste lost along the supply chain (see 

e.g. Godfray (2010), Parfitt et al. (2010), Alexander et al. (2016). An exploratory study 

on retailing by Cicatiello et al. (2016) reveals the rising demand for developing strategies 

against food waste viewed from the perspective of sustainability. They argue that the 

reduction of food waste involves numerous participants, but that the whole community, 

from consumers to retailers, is of crucial importance and must be further investigated. 

Moreover, their study underlines that a lot of wasted food can be ´recovered´ and in this 

sense they stress the need for developing new designs for the application of alternative 

strategies. This viewpoint goes hand-in-hand with Thyberg and Tjones (2015), who strive 

for more sustainable solutions to avoid food waste. Picking up on this, Food sharing can 

be identified as one sustainable strategy of avoiding food waste, which simultaneously 

might help create a more sustainable community at all levels.  

 

To date, a lack of research regarding that initiative called Food Sharing (German 

movement) can be identified, which encourages further research in the field. Although the 

movement is growing globally, a lot of barriers for the concept being adapted universally, 

still exist. When looking at Food Sharing research, little is known about the establishment 

of Food Sharing initiatives in Sweden and its potential contribution towards a more 

sustainable community development. This is the reason, why I believe it to be crucial to 

investigate the establishment of Food Sharing as a strategy against food waste in the wider 

context of more sustainable communities, also considering its geographical location.  

In that sense, having been derived from that background and the research problem 

mentioned above, the following research questions is formulated:  
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What are the obstacles to Food Sharing?  

Can Food Sharing contribute to a more sustainable community?  

 

1.3 Research Aims and Objectives  

By taking into consideration the above-mentioned research gaps in the field of food waste 

and food sharing literature, this thesis wants to focus on the emerging movement of food 

sharing as an instrument to reduce food waste in retail trade. Food Sharing bears the 

potential to shed light on the issue of food waste in the public debate and in order to create 

pressure on politics, producers, retailers and consumers to change their behaviour and 

habits. Food Sharing has not yet become very popular in Sweden; hence the aim of this 

thesis is to analyse the potential of food sharing to grow into a bigger movement in 

Sweden. The city of Östersund, a small community in northern Sweden of unique regional 

character, and its food sharing scene serves as a case study, since currently only a 

relatively small number of retailers and consumers participate in food sharing Östersund. 

Östersund is of special interest, because the region is well known for its gastronomy 

culture and locally produced food and was awarded UNESCO city of gastronomy in 2010 

which brought the city international recognition and stimulated gastronomy tourism and 

sustainable development (Pearson and Pearson, 2016). But how can a community promote 

sustainable tourism experiences when at the same time it is wasting a lot of food? For this 

reason, the research aim will be supported by the research objective, namely the 

examination of the potential and quality of food sharing for establishing a more 

sustainable community.  

1.4 Structure of the Thesis  

The thesis starts with the introductory chapter where the background of the study directs 

the reader from the problem statement towards the research question. The first chapter 

ends with naming the research aim and objectives and gives an outline of the structure of 

the thesis. The second chapter presents the literature review, which opens with discussing 

food waste and the concept of gastronomy tourism and its contribution to the creation of 

more sustainable communities. Later in this study, a sustainable community model is 

introduced that includes the act of sharing. At the end of chapter two, the literature about 
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food sharing is reviewed. Chapter three provides the case study of Östersund, its food and 

gastronomic character and the current data of the food sharing initiative and scene. The 

research method of the thesis is described in chapter four. After presenting the surveys, 

the collected data is evaluated in chapter five. In chapter six those results are used to name 

obstacles in the way of the introduction of food sharing measures. Moreover, ideas for 

strategies of how those obstacles can be met are mentioned and ideas are proposed that 

may help to get more consumers and retailers engaged in food sharing Östersund in order 

to create a more sustainable community. In chapter seven all findings are summarised, 

and an outlook is given. Finally, the academic contribution is stated.  
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2. Literature Review  

2.1 Gastronomy Tourism  

Gastronomy tourism is a growing sector within the tourism market (Harrington and 

Ottenbacher, 2010). It is considered a niche within heritage and cultural tourism, 

sometimes referred to as a subgroup of cultural tourism (Güzel, 2016). Several studies 

have been carried out in this field in order to identify tourist travel behaviour (Mak et al., 

2012; Kim et al., 2011), others have concentrated more on its benefits to the local market 

or on defining the term of gastronomy tourism (Kivela and Crotts, 2006; Henderson 

2009). Over time, numerous definitions have occurred around the term gastronomy 

tourism and with its gaining popularity, it has become harder to define it. For instance, 

some scholars differentiate between the terms ‘culinary tourism’, ‘food tourism’ and 

‘gastronomy tourism’ (Okumus, 2007), others clearly underline that beverages are crucial 

to be involved (Henderson, 2009). Wolf (2006, p.20) identifies it as travelling “in order 

to search for and enjoy prepared food and drink….and unique and memorable 

gastronomic experiences”. Consequently, throughout literature, a certain inconsistency 

about the definition of gastronomy tourism exists and there does not seem to be a term 

commonly accepted. A rather free and general interpretation of gastronomy tourism 

describes a kind of travel undertaken in order to experience different sorts of food 

including cultural encounters, local and traditional food, cultural observations and access 

to cultural heritage (Ignatov and Smith, 2006).  

Within tourism research, until the 1970s-80s, gastronomy tourism was mostly associated 

with dining out in three star restaurants in France or Italy referred to as the art of good 

eating and drinking (Santich, 2004; Harrington & Ottenbacher, 2010) and was more seen 

as an enjoyment, whereas at the beginning of the 2000’s the interest of researchers was 

beginning to thrive to look at gastronomy tourism through the lens of sustainable 

development, often considered as a tool for development within the policy context 

(Everett & Aitchison , 2008; Nilsson et al., 2010; Rinaldi, 2017). This is the reason, many 

scholars argue that gastronomy tourism has the power to create a feeling of identity, 

localisation and tradition that refers to the distinctiveness or ‘sense of place’ by creating 

a kind of place attachment. Local food production and the opportunity of making 

traditional food experiences, plays a key role in the debate of creating a more sustainable 
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destinations or communities. Firstly, it has been found that the consumption of locally 

produced food can positively affect the local economy by preserving small scale 

businesses and support local production (Torres, 2002; Mansfield & Mendes, 2013). 

Secondly, consuming local food minimises long transportation routes to the end 

consumer/ tourist, this having the effect of reducing environmental consequences for a 

geographical place as well as supporting local products. All these measures are fit to 

reduce the tourists’ carbon footprint (Kloppenburg et al., 2000; Boniface, 2003). Thirdly, 

local food products enhance the relationship between geography, history and culture and 

so help to attach products to a distinct geographical location. Through those local food 

experiences, tourists may gain an insight into the geography of a place, its identity and 

culture and thus can better understand its local heritage. Those socio-cultural experiences 

can help to enhance the understanding of the community and the local lifestyle. Another 

essential discourse identifies gastronomy tourism as a destination marketing strategy. 

From a travel destination’s marketing perspective, in the studies by Telfer (2006), Fox, 

(2007) and Lin, Pearson and Cai (2011) it has been analysed that food can be used for 

promoting and marketing a region or nation by creating a strong, individual brand through 

the distinctiveness of its identity. This goes hand-in-hand with Karim & Geng-Qing Chi 

(2010) who found a significant relationship between the traveller’s purpose to visit a 

destination and its food image. A suitable example incorporating gastronomy tourism in 

branding a destination as a strategy is the creative cities of Gastronomy label awarded by 

UNESCO aiming at ‘enhanc[ing] the perception of cities as cultural icons through their 

food activities’ (Pearson and Pearson, 2016, p. 166). This award declares a travel 

destination a gastronomy region, co-branding it and thus emphasising its culinary 

offerings by using the world-renowned UNESCO logo, so that international and 

gastronomically interested tourists can be attracted to the region. The first city ever thus 

awarded was the city of Popayán in Columbia in 2005, that offers a Spanish-Columbian, 

unique and traditional food culture (Pearson & Pearson, 2016). More recently, studies of 

De Jong et al. (2018) and Khoo & Badarulzaman (2014) have identified a shift in cultural 

policy and destination strategies and agendas (e.g. the European Region of Gastronomy 

network and UNESCO’s Cities of Gastronomy). In this sense gastronomy tourism is often 
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associated with the notion of ’fine dining’, ‘innovation’ and ‘creative cities’, and therefore 

used for sustainable development strategies. 

2.2 Sustainable Communities 

The concept of sustainable communities has become an important component in 

sustainable development and can generally be identified as using economic, social and 

environmental resources to increase the quality of life for humans living in a community 

(Lindgren and Castell, 2008, Ercan, 2011, Franklin et al., 2011). If communities want to 

fulfil those demands of sustainability, they must build a connecting link between the 

global and the local and between the protection of the environment and human population. 

Further, sustainable communities demonstrate the union of different stakeholders, who 

are actively involved in forming a greener, environmentally friendlier and in this sense 

resilient community. Hempel (cited in Mapes and Walch, 2011, p. 107) came up with a 

perspective on sustainable communities now widely accepted, defined as:  

“one in which economic vitality, ecological integrity, civic democracy, and social well-

being are linked in complementary fashion, thereby fostering a high quality of life and 

strong sense of reciprocal obligation among its members”.  

This definition leaves some room for interpretation. Raco e.g. (2007) characterised some 

core components for sustainable communities such as ‘governance’, ‘transport and 

connectivity’, ‘services’,’ environmental’, ‘equity economy’, ‘housing and built 

environment’, ‘social and cultural’, which implies that sustainable regions should  watch 

over employment, housing, and social services to various groups that include the offer of 

distinct public services, schools, hospitals, shops, public infrastructure and a healthy 

environment (Mickaitytė et al. 2007, 2008). These notions go along with the underlying 

question of how communities can organise its activities to both meet basic human needs 

and at the same time let the environment benefit from those measures? There have been 

various studies proposing different scope and content of sustainable communities, Morris 

(1982), links this to increased community action and self-reliance with regard to not being 

dependent on imports, whereas Van der Ryn & Catherope, (1986) recognise them by 

‘reduced energy production, reduced material consumption, more urban compact with 

productive areas to collect energy, grow crops and recycle wastes’ (p.102). Others. 
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Deakin (2003) sees the strength of the concept of sustainable communities in offering 

growth and development opportunities through the integration of environmental aspects 

and adapting to the present needs. More recent studies by Maliene et al. (2008) and 

Kusakabe (2013) have shown an increasing need for the interplay of communities and 

local governments focussing on governance and sufficient leadership willing to adopt 

strategies of different protagonists including developers, citizens and politicians to create 

sustainable communities that are successful. This picks up on early criticism of 

sustainable communities uttered by Mazmanian & Kraft (1991) who identified modern 

societal structures, such as e.g. short periods of political office for community decision 

makers, as one major challenge to sustainability because of the exclusion of societal and 

environmental sustainability questions in the process of decision-making since those 

politicians fail to submit long-term concepts and solutions. In addition, they argue that the 

difficulty does not lie in the concept of sustainability itself, but in its ‘operationalization’.  

Because of all this, defining and identifying sustainable communities can be challenging 

and has repeatedly led to inconsistencies among researchers. These inconsistencies are 

mainly driven by academics (see Hempel, 1991; Mazmanian & Kraft, 1991; Turvey, 

2015) who do not agree on a fixed term for sustainable communities, because all 

definitions are of shifting character, since there is no clear type of a sustainable 

community. On the contrary, each community must relate to the individual social and 

economic needs of its citizens considering environmental factors and define it from their 

local perspective (Turvey, 2015). But even if a community achieves its goals of 

sustainability, it can still not remain sustainable over a longer period, since it depends on 

time-space arrangements that change over time. Building upon this, Holland (2004) 

explains that community agendas must relate to the individual needs of the community, 

because communities are not ‘homogeneous’.   

Therefore, and for the purpose of this thesis, instead of using a definition of an 

organisation, sustainable communities will be referred to as mentioned by Roseland 

(2000, p.99) and based on the definition of a community in Minnesota (Minnesota 

SEDEPTF, 1995): 

“a community that uses its resources to meet current needs while ensuring that 

adequate resources are available for future generations. A sustainable community seeks 
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a better quality of life for all its residents while maintaining nature’s ability to function 

over time by minimizing waste, preventing pollution, promoting efficiency and 

developing local resources to revitalize the local economy. Decision-making in a 

sustainable community stems from a rich civic life and shared information among 

community members. A sustainable community resembles a living system in which 

human, natural and economic elements are interdependent and draw strength from each 

other.” 

This definition represents only one example from an individual community perspective 

that surely differs from other communities around the globe. At the same time, it contains 

key properties of sustainable communities as they have been mentioned earlier and as they 

have been formulated by scientists: the attempt to balance an increased standard of living 

with the conservation of the environment and nature (Martin and Meyer, 2008, Johnston, 

2005).  

2.2.1 Features of Sustainable Communities 

There has been much current focus on community development and the features that may 

create and secure sustainable communities, in the following passages these features are 

listed. Firstly, the concept of small-scale renewable energy systems and energy autonomy, 

created by new technologies and the reduction of carbon emissions, have been in the 

centre of research (see Santiago & Roxas, 2012; Konkel, 2013; Romero-Rubio & Andrés 

Díaz, 2015). For instance, Rae & Bradeley (2012) have determined energy autonomy as 

an important factor supporting the genesis of sustainable communities, whereby benefits 

are linked to social, economic and - above all - environmental aspects that secure the 

independence of external energy resources through the use of their own local energy 

resources and the generation thereof, this also including storage and distribution systems 

for renewable energy. The authors conclude that energy autonomy is an increasingly 

important factor when it comes to establishing and maintaining sustainable communities, 

due to rising environmental problems and the necessity for a growing number of 

communities to adapt to such systems. One example of such a system is the concept of 

integrated community energy systems (ICESs), a modern approach that reshapes local 

energy through the integration of other energy sources and the engagement of local 
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communities (Koirala et al., 2016), although the implementation in large municipalities 

can lead to difficulties e.g. are over costly, lack of political interest or too complex as 

mentioned by Rae and Bradley (2012).  

Secondly, Maliene et al. (2008) identified affordable housing as a key feature for 

sustainable communities taking into account social sustainability and the creation of 

living spaces for everyone, since many communities face shortages in housing due to 

increased urbanisation. The interest of sustainable communities in local food production 

and initiatives has been drawing researchers’ interest towards that matter. For instance, 

Bay-Palmer (2008), Bay-Palmer and Knezevic (2015) and Marsden and Sonnino (2012) 

have characterised local food initiatives as a basis for sustainable communities since these 

support and strengthen local markets and economies, while at the same time they help 

reduce carbon emissions through the purchase of locally produced goods. Loxley’s (2007) 

approach on the other hand, deals with communities’ economic development that he bases 

on two concepts, linkages and leakages. He argues that both are needed to create economic 

development in communities, which in his study he relates to food. Sumner (2018) picks 

up on this and concludes that ‘communities must learn to encourage linkages, avoid 

leakages and leverage their collective action in the political realm in order to optimize 

their economic development. These interrelated concepts of linkages, leakages and 

leveraging provide a promising framework for strategizing community economic 

development through food-related leisure activities’ (p.1421). 

Besides this, there is much current interest in community gardens as typical features of 

sustainable communities that may be explained as open spaces in the community managed 

voluntarily by a neighbourhood community (Holland ,2004). In these open spaces, 

community gathers and offers opportunities rely on own resources, competing with global 

players and moving towards a more sustainable approach. Harris (2011) focusses on 

community involvement and participation as much as on the creation of permaculture and 

the ability to cut down food consumption in order to be less reliant on imported food and 

the prevention of long transport chains. Both authors, Holland (2011) and Harris (2011) 

identify social and environmental benefits of community gardens in their tendency to 

generate active community involvement e.g. in decision making processes and by creating 

social networking and social cohesiveness towards a more self-sufficient community and 



18 
 

independence from the state. The concept of food sharing adopts this view since it 

combines the social, economic and environmental aspect in a way that existing resources 

are used, waste is minimised, individual involvement and motivation is needed, and less 

money is spent on food products. This will be explained in more detail in chapter 2.3 Food 

Sharing.  

Finally, a collaborative form of consumption has reached the attention of researchers and 

is prone to become relevant for community development and social studies (see Hitchings, 

2013; Cohen and Muñoz, 2016). Identified under the terms ‘sharing’ and ‘swapping’, 

Botsman & Rogers (2010) have drawn a line to sustainable communities through their 

ideas of ‘anti-consumption’ and ‘down-sizing lifestyles’ within a circular economy 

approach. Within this approach, sharing systems are listed, such as sharing cars, sharing 

materials or sharing food based on the principle of ‘mindful consumption’ (Sheth et al. 

,2011) that pays attention to consequences of consumption and a responsible consumer. 

In this sense, the community becomes more sustainable.  

For decades, communities have attracted the interest of scientists, and new insights have 

repeatedly emerged just as the current development in the field is proof of. Most models 

and theories are traditionally oriented towards three levels of sustainability, as e.g. in the 

model of the sustainability triangle that consists of environmental, social and economic 

factors. Over the past years, though, several authors have argued that a fourth dimension 

is needed. Research and policy between the 1970ies and 90ies mainly focused on 

environmental protection issues, followed by efficiency based regulatory reforms and 

flexibility in the years between 1980 and 1990 (Mazmanian and Kraft, 1991). After the 

Brundtland report in 1987, raising awareness for sustainability has been documented due 

to increasing concerns of environmental degradation that led towards various studies 

proposing a different scope and content of sustainable development applied by sustainable 

communities (see Rooseland 2000, Albinsson & Perera, 2012). This is the reason, 

sustainable communities have been put on global, regional and national policy agendas as 

strategies against environmental pollution with the aim of boosting a greener economy 

and in order to create places where people want to live in harmony with the environment. 

For instance, the concept of Smart Growth started to become popular in the 1990ies 
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focussing on new developments through growth, but simultaneously reducing hazards to 

the environment.  

Between 1980 and 1990 a new alternative form of living and planning called New 

Urbanism was introduced that mainly focused on the conservation of the environment 

through pedestrian friendly urban design (Shen et al., 2017).This movement was followed 

by the so called Transit Oriented Development in 1990, a different type of 

neighbourhoods that provided new forms of living in compact spaces that were 

characterised by car-reduced zones, compact living and increased/better public transport 

connections (Morris et al., 2018). Lewin (2012) argues that through these compact 

neighbourhoods, a more intense form of coexistence among inhabitants is fostered that 

reinforces sociality, daily encounters and door to door living conditions that result in 

neighbourhood engagement and the strengthening of community identity. Castaneda 

(2013) on the other hand refers to the concept of New Urbanism and stresses that this has 

only some potential when based upon adequate leadership and the right form of 

cooperation and arrangements between different parties that trust in that concept and those 

strategies. Raco (2007) in turn ctiticises the UK’s sustainable communities plan by 

portraying it as ‘a series of potentially repressive and counterproductive policy measures’ 

(p. 305).  

However different approaches from various perspective of research on sustainable 

communities exist. For instance, Hempel (1991) emphasises four approaches of 

sustainable communities, that have been summarised by Ercan (2011) as ‘the natural 

capital theory of economists, the urban design approach of land-use planners and 

architects, the ecosystem management approach of ecologists and resource managers, 

and the metropolitan governance approach of regional policy planners’. Ercan (2011) 

explains that within these approaches’, supporters pay attention to environmental 

sustainability in order to adjust to recent needs of the community and the environment. 

That model stresses the complexity of the origins of communities and the number of 

players being involved in such a process. Despite this, it outlines the paradox of 

sustainable communities since those measures form only one pillar of their entity since 

each individual community must make out its unique needs upon their own. This is 

because those needs depend on its very geography, people and resources. Critics could 
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argue that the model is fundamentally correct at its core but requires a projection to the 

present time with more specific steps to follow suit.  

Unlike Hempel’s four approach model (1999), Mark Roseland (2012) in his book Toward 

Sustainable Communities: Solutions for Citizens and their Governments creates a 

“Community Capital framework” for sustainable community development consisting of 

six key factors: natural, physical, economic, human, social, and cultural capital that are 

identified as the ‘backbone’ to sustainable community development (SCD). In literature, 

those kinds of capital have been discussed by many authors and have been put into the 

context of history and a socio-economic perspective (see Foley and Edwards, 1998; Onyx, 

2000; Harris, 2001) and into the context of sociology or geography (Putnam, 2000). In 

order to understand Roseland’s model, natural capital can be referred to as the stock of 

renewable and non-renewable resources from which humans deduce several services and 

goods (Schultz et al., 2015), whereas physical capital can be identified as a factor of 

production (e.g. public buildings, infrastructure). Economic capital is the amount of 

economic resources (e.g. money, property) and in recent times refers to the capital a firm 

needs to run and to stay affluent, whereas human capital creates economic value through 

knowledge, skills and an array of competences of individuals working. Cultural capital in 

turn, describes social attributes or a person’s education that encourages social 

responsibility in terms of a higher social status in society (Bourdieu, 1986). Putnam 

explains social capital as “connections among individuals—social networks and the norms 

of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (Putnam, 2000, p. 19). He sees a 

correlation of social capital and geography, since it manifests relationships of people 

living in a place or an area or in other words: a community. Due to this, social capital is 

given a special role in his model: namely keeping together the community. In Roseland’s 

Community Capital Framework (see Figure 1), an increase in the field of one single 

capital type can have various effects on the other capital forms. He further explains this 

interrelationship through the example of an increase in economic capital, achieved 

through community economic development, which can result in the creation of job 

opportunities (human capital) and a further development in infrastructure or public 

buildings (physical capital). If decision making includes the needs of a community, social 

and cultural capital are secured as well. Wheeler (2004) has defined this flow as ‘upward 
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spiral’ of community capital. At best, the result is a balance between all forms of capital 

that constitute a community. Although, results of decision making can also lead to the 

reduction of one form of capital which can negatively influence multiple other types of 

capital (downward spiral). Nevertheless, Roseland sees the relative easiness to apply his 

model as a great advantage for communities. In short, in order to create sustainable 

community development, a positive correlation between all types of capital must be 

secured. Such interplay enhances a community’s ‘civility’, since it strengthens social life, 

increases productivity and facilitates work (Putnam et al., 1993). Hummel (2016), on the 

contrary, criticizes that interrelationship between different forms of capital since it does 

not pay heed to the fact that there exist different stages in the development of a 

community.  

Figure 1: Community Capital: A Framework for Sustainable Community Development   
Modified according to Roseland (2000) 

 

 

(1) Natural Capital: Minimizing the consumption of essential natural capital means living 

within ecological limits, conserving and enhancing natural resources, using resources 

sustainably (soil, air, water, energy, and so on), using cleaner production methods, and 

minimizing waste (solid, liquid, air pollution, and so on). 

(2) Physical Capital: Improving physical capital includes focussing on community assets 

such as public facilities (e.g., hospitals and schools), water and sanitation provision, 

efficient transport, safe and high-quality housing, adequate infrastructure, and 

telecommunications. 
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(3) Economic Capital: Strengthening economic capital means focusing on maximizing the 

use of existing resources (using waste as a resource, for example), circulating dollars 

within a community, making things locally to replace imports, creating a new product, 

trading fairly with others, and developing community financial institutions. 

(4) Human Capital: Increasing human capital requires a focus on areas such as health, 

education, nutrition, literacy, and family and community cohesion, as well as on 

increased training and improved workplace dynamics to generate more productive and 

innovative workers; basic determinants of health such as peace and safety, food, shelter, 

education, income, and employment are necessary prerequisites. 

(5) Social Capital: Multiplying social capital requires attention to effective and 

representative local governance, strong organisations, capacity-building, participatory 

planning, and access to information as well as collaboration and partnerships. 

(6) Cultural Capital: Enhancing cultural capital implies attention to traditions and values, 

heritage and place, the arts, diversity, and social history 

 

To remember: due to the increase in environmental awareness, recently, there has been 

much research on sustainable urban communities around the globe. Already mentioned in 

Hempel’s (1999) early approach, research in the field of urban planning and urban 

development, policy and regulation can be identified as a contributor to sustainable 

communities traditionally using various information systems, such as sustainability rating 

systems e.g. CEEQUAL in UK, FHWA INVEST and GreenPave in Canada (Sowerby, 

2012). Based on various factors, such as transport, infrastructure, demography, land use 

or energy, analyses of the current state of an area can be carried out. Thus, various studies 

imply a linkage between transport infrastructure, urban development and energy planning 

(see McCalley et al. 2010; Thomopolous and Grant-Muller 2013, Mörtberg et al, 2013). 

In addition, numerous frameworks and tools about sustainable community development 

in urban areas have been evolved and have been on the agenda of researchers in order to 

increase the quality of life and to save the environment. For instance, the study by 

Yigitcanlar and Dur (2010) introduces the Sustainable Infrastructure, Land-Use, 

Environment and Transport Model (SILENT Model), an urban sustainability indexing 

model based on indicators, that aims at incorporating sustainability aspects, such as 
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economic, societal and environmental, into a practical evaluation method that results in 

better planning and decision making processes in an area. AlQathany et al. (2012) and 

Haapio (2012) have focussed on sustainable communities looking at three popular 

national assessment tools and frameworks for urban community development based on a 

rather modern approach of the rating of buildings in sustainable communities. It has been 

part of many other studies in urban development research (cf. Ali & Al Nsairat, 2009; 

Assefa et al., 2005; San-Jose´, Losada, Cuadrado, & Garrucho, 2007) the best-known 

three of which are: CASBEE-UD (Comprehensive Assessment System for Building 

Environmental Efficiency) from Japan, BREEAM communities (Building Research 

Establishment's Environmental Assessment Method) from the UK and LEED for 

Neighbourhood Development (ND) from the USA. Each model has its distinct aim and 

provides different categories, for instance LEED, for neighbourhood development, 

focusses on the improvement of neighbourhood design, land use patterns and technology 

with the help of the following three main categories: smart location and linkage, 

neighbourhood pattern and design and green infrastructure, as well as these two additional 

categories: innovation and design process and regional priority creation (AlQathany et al., 

2012). Those three models are based on individual approaches in different countries, 

across different categories, but all have one thing in common: they have led to the 

formation of sustainable communities. It has been argued that all frameworks have their 

strengths and weaknesses (Kyrkou et al., 2011). Criticism of the models is led by Shi et 

al (2016), who claim that due to the high number of different stakeholders, there is a risk 

that no decisions will be taken, which creates extra work for all parties involved. Others 

(Xia et al., 2015; Amaral et al., 2015) see the lack of knowledge of stakeholders and 

communication as a growing problem of the LEED neighbourhood development model 

or the lack of flexibility during its application (Retzlaff, 2009). On the contrary, Sharifi 

and Murayama (2014) in their study of the three models conclude (CASBEE-UD, 

BREEAM, LEED-ND) that still no single, outstanding tool for sustainable neighbourhood 

assessment exists, but that through an improvement in such assessment tools, a growing 

potential for sustainable community development is feasible (Sharifi and Murayama, 

2014). AlQathany et al. (2012) themselves have requested a Sustainable Urban Planning 

Development Model that reaches further than the standard sustainability triangle of the 
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environmental, the social and the economic plane, by adding a fourth dimension, which 

has already been suggested by a number of additional authors (see Godschalk, 2004; 

Sharifi and Murayama, 2014, 2015). AlQathany et al.’s model is primarily aimed at 

appropriating land use, transport and infrastructure and the overall management of the 

operation.  

 

Apart from this, the concept of resilience that was first introduced by the natural scientist 

C.S. Holling in 1973 has been given more attention. New emphasis has been put on urban 

resilience and community resilience in urban planning, mostly through the resilient city 

projects ‘Transition Town Initiative’ in the UK, that was founded in 2006 (Franklin et al., 

2011, Sharifi & Yagamata, 2014). These grassroots community projects aim at 

community involvement through the reduction of carbon emissions and the development 

of more sustainable systems on a socio-economic basis that respond to external impacts 

such as climate change, natural hazards, general disasters or terror. Resilience often 

described as a ‘normative concept’, can generally be understood as the capacity to adapt 

and respond to change (King, 2008). For instance, Walker et al. (2004, p.2) have described 

it as ‘the capacity of a system to absorb a disturbance and reorganise while undergoing 

change while retaining the same function, structure, identity and feedback’. Applied to 

communities, it may be understood as the way in which a community regenerates itself 

after a setback and how much time has to be invested (Lew et al., 2015). In literature, the 

concepts of resilience and sustainability often seem to overlap, and, in some cases, 

resilience has even been identified to be prior to sustainability (Pickett et al., 2013). Lew 

et al. (2015, p. 23) have analysed rural tourism communities in Taiwan concentrating on 

sustainability and resilience eventually asking two questions:  

(1) What do we want to protect and conserve, and to keep from changing? 
(sustainability)  
(2) What do we want to adapt and change into something new, and maybe better? 
(resilience) (Lew et al. 2015, p23)  
 
Their results show that in order to create resilient and sustainable communities, it is 

necessary to first identify and understand what sustainability and resilience mean. Only 

then individual models can be built upon those findings. Either of those phenomena may 

differ from community to community, since’ all systems have some degree of 
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sustainability and some degree of resilience. The issue is how to best manage and 

strengthen these to create dynamic and successful communities’ (Lew et al. 2015, p.25). 

Tactics include communication systems that help to diversify risk.  

 

Finally, literature about localised food systems have been linked to building resilient, 

sustainable communities (see Blay-Palmer, 2008; Hinrichs and Lyson, 2008, Marsden and 

Sonnino, 2012). For instance, in their own study, Blay-Palmer et al. (2013) have analysed 

resilient and sustainable communities through sustainable ‘food hubs’ in Canada, 

referring to sustainable food systems (SFSs), where a combination of civic involvement, 

government regulation and economic planning is involved. The study by Nelson et. al 

(2013) investigated the geography of community food initiatives in southwestern Ontario, 

Canada, where a link between place, social capital and food through civic engagement 

with food and food initiatives was found. In general, these findings underline that food 

initiatives can help to create sustainable communities, once an active engagement of 

citizens can be secured, often characterised by an above-average understanding of 

environmental issues. This whole concept coincides with the concept of food sharing, an 

initiative that incorporates sharing of goods through citizen involvement.  

 

2.3 Food Sharing 

Sharing with others has been around for hundreds of decades and can be described as “the 

most common form of economic distribution in hominid societies for several hundred 

thousand years” (Price 1975 quoted in Falcone & Imbert, 2017, p.199). In the past, a lot 

of literature has focussed on different types of sharing, which can involve multiple 

operations such as sharing of food, sharing of goods or sharing of thoughts. For instance, 

Belk (2007) states that: “in sharing two or more people may enjoy the benefits (or costs) 

that flow from possessing a thing. Rather than distinguishing what is mine and yours, 

sharing defines something as ours” (p.127). This description of sharing is linked to a 

modern approach and may describe sharing as a human act or involvement in order to 

gain benefits, not only for the self, but also for the community by using existing resources 

(cf. Wahlen & Laamanen, 2017). Wildlok (2013) elaborates this thought deducing it from 
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to the natural urge of caring about each other and building up social structures. Zvolska 

(2015) in turn points out that this act of sharing exists between two or more people that 

have something in common. In fact, sharing can be identified in a twofold way, on the 

one hand it is used to broaden opportunities in our social structures by creating benefits, 

on the other hand, it depends on human engagement. A variety of industries make and 

have made use of that “sharing concept” (e.g. sharing economy, which resulted in market 

trends that gave rise to companies such as AirBnB (O’ Regan & Choe, 2017) as much as 

the general idea of sharing, e.g. bike and car sharing in major European cities (see e.g. 

Tran, Ovtracht & d’Arcier, 2015). Even though these concepts manifest a huge industry, 

in the following chapters, the focus will solely lie on the food industry, namely the concept 

of food sharing, since that is the main focus of this paper. 

Food sharing as an abstract concept can generally be defined as the distribution of surplus 

food among a group of people through an act of sharing. In history, sharing of food among 

animals and humans has been a major activity and has been of great interest to scholars 

from a wide range of fields (see Apicella et al. 2012) This human habit motivated research 

in “primitive and contemporary hunter-gatherer-societies” as it is described by Morone 

et al. (2017). In their study, Jaeggi & Gurven (2018) scrutinise and portray different food 

sharing models over time and in those see a link to game theories, as first mentioned by 

Nicholas Blurton Jones (1987), who explained that the bigger and rarer the resources are, 

the more common it is for people to share food. This is due to the fact, that when we are 

satisfied and well-fed, we are more willing to share. For instance, in ancient times, hunters 

shared meat that they could not consume themselves (Jaeggi & Gurven, 2018). Others 

have investigated the sharing of food among animals, as in the study by Gilby (2006) that 

investigated meat sharing among Gombe chimpanzees, their research motives being to 

explain the division of food among humans, accordingly. It also shows that food sharing 

has always been part of the survival of both humans and animals. Although sharing of 

food has been around for decades, research regarding the German concept of food sharing 

still is rather limited.  

Unlike in earlier times, today the motives for sharing food vary significantly and can 

follow either social, ecological or economic purposes. These findings have been compiled 

in a study about online interactions of members of food sharing initiatives by Ganglbauer 
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et al. (2014). The social aspect is derived from the wish to get involved in a community 

and to do something together, as well as meeting members sharing similar ideals, having 

discussions about recent topics and being active; the next motive in that hierarchy being 

the environmental aspect. Thus, the urge to reduce food waste and to focus on a more 

adequate and sustainable use of already existing resources has been identified to be the 

most prominent motive of people to share their surplus food; e.g. by Morone et el. (2017) 

in a study about the saving of food. Food sharing does not necessarily follow an organic 

lifestyle, according to which only ecological products were consumed nor a special diet, 

it is more about the underlying principle: “take-what-you-get” and do something 

meaningful with it. Despite this, Ganglbauer et al. (2014) see the economic aspect as being 

less important for engaging oneself in food sharing. Barnes and Mattson (2016) refute 

this view by stating that people’s motivation to get in touch with sharing activities is 

mostly dependent on their economic situation, since participation in food sharing provides 

“free” food. This incentive may attract people that use food sharing only for their own 

sake, as a tool to benefit from it by enhancing their own economic situation rather than 

struggling for food waste reduction. 

 

That organisation called “Foodsharing” was founded in Germany in 2014 and consists 

of an online platform (foodsharing.de) through which rescued food is redistributed 

(Foodsharing Wiki, 2018). Literature has only scarcely investigated the topic, 

nevertheless some scholars make out similarities with the concepts of ‘sharing economy’ 

or ‘collaborative consumption’, (Wahlen, 2017) theories according to which no real 

ownership exists and the use of the internet is presumed (Belk, 2014) a modern tool that  

plays an important role in food sharing, too. This view somehow contradicts the fact that 

no economic value is involved in food sharing activities, since it is built upon voluntary 

activities. Others see similarities in the so-called community-based economy, in which 

the local community is supported and mainly based on voluntary approaches. A study (see 

Vaughan & Vitousek, 2013) about small scale fisheries in Mahele (Hawaii) underlines 

this as the sharing of fish can be beneficial to a community. Communities can benefit 

from food sharing practices by means of identifying an existing market problem, namely 

food waste, by applying those practices. The community-based economy is felt to be 
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connecting people. As mentioned above, the organisation named “Foodsharing” 

announces to improve sustainability by making use of resources already existing and thus 

tackle the food waste problem. Through such conventions it becomes clear that the 

concept includes different kinds of sharing practices. On the one hand, individuals, 

retailers or companies donate food to an organisation or to other people because they are 

not able to use up or sell their surplus food. This mainly concerns retailers, whose goods 

have stayed in store past the expiry date and who are not willing to let the food, that in 

most cases is still safe to eat, go to waste, as well as private persons who have 

miscalculated their grocery shopping, go on vacation or cannot consume it themselves. 

On the other hand, as already mentioned before, food sharing creates a value through 

social interaction of individuals by generating a feeling of togetherness and belonging 

(Cappellini & Parsons, 2012) since being part of a food sharing community also entails a 

certain world view: namely that community counts, no ownership exists but rather strong 

care for the other individual should be cherished, since all members strongly depend on 

one another and must co-operate. Moreover, since no money is involved, the overall 

structure of the organisation strongly depends on voluntary labour and co-operations with 

different stakeholders (i.e. store managers, social institutions etc.) that either provide the 

food or ‘public spaces’ to share (Morrow, 2018). 

 

Food sharing uses digital communication in order to distribute “saved” food which one 

can find announced on their webpage foodsharing.de (Zurek, 2016). This includes 

facebook groups or other online platforms (e.g. karrot.world in Östersund). Co-operations 

still have to be built up, but in some places, these already exist or can be further developed 

between various partners (supermarkets, restaurants, bakeries, individuals etc.). These co-

operations are most likely to be found with supermarkets, where the so-called “food 

savers” pick up the “saved” food at a scheduled time and day (Foodsharing Wiki, 2018). 

Depending on the existing infrastructures, later the food is either distributed via those 

platforms, where individuals get into contact with each other, or it is brought to open 

sharing points. These can be public institutions or other bodies that provide open sharing 

points with public fridges, shelves or similar storage facilities where consumers can pick 

up the food anonymously and free of charge (Holub, 2018). There are, however, many 
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aspects that prevent a smooth procedure, one of which being legal regulations about food 

safety, hygiene and traceability that retailers face by donating food according to the law 

and heeding the regulations of their franchise. Due to EU law, all business operators have 

to ensure food safety, trust, quality, traceability and responsibility (liability) at all stages 

along the supply chain (EU 178/2002; EU 852/204) in order to tackle risk factors. For 

instance, “individual health” and “public health safety” as mentioned by Zurek (2016). 

These legal regulations may limit retailers who are willing to donate food, and they also 

impede co-operations with food sharing organisers. Furthermore, having to fulfil hygiene 

standards can be identified as one of biggest threats to food sharing. Regarding legal 

aspects, food sharing is operating in a grey zone and one example from the city of Berlin 

illustrates that the health issue can threaten the very existence of food sharing. For 

instance, Morrow in her study (2018) further analyses this conflict between food 

authorities and foodsharing.de over public fridges in Berlin, where in 2016 official 

authorities closed down public fridges due to breaches of hygiene standards. Although, 

this mainly happened because food sharing activities were legally declared a commercial 

activity and therefore treated under the same health regulations as those of retailers and 

other players in the food industry, it took some time for it to be proven wrong. She 

concludes that “food can be shared, but risk cannot. This risk creates waste” (Morrow, 

2018, p.9), in other words, regulations have to adapt to new concepts. This goal can be 

achieved through looking for adequate standards. She further addresses changes in food 

risk regulations at European and at national levels. 

2.3.1 Institutionalisation and numbers 

On their webpage, foodsharing.de the organisation (2018) names 200.000 registered users 

and more than 25.000 trained “food savers.” Furthermore, some specific data gives an 

overview of other important numbers. According to the organization, roughly 19.151 

tonnes of food have been rescued until now with the help of 4.914 active co-operations 

businesses and that initiative (foodsharing.de, 2018). Although, these numbers provide a 

merely rough overview, they have to be looked at critically, since these data solely rely 

on estimations by the “food savers” themselves. The numbers for Östersund will be 

further discussed in chapter 3.2. 
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Nonetheless, the concept of food sharing surely has a direct effect on food waste 

reduction, which those numbers show. 

2.3.2 Effects of food sharing on food waste reduction 

The aim of food sharing first of all is to guarantee that surplus food is being used instead 

of being thrown away. There are, however, much wider impacts, if we consider the effects 

food sharing has on consumers’ reflections on food production and on how this can put 

pressure on retailers, politics and society as a whole, Food sharing - as a concept and lived 

practice - can serve as a vehicle to put a more sustainable and resource-saving life on the 

public agenda and can therefore help to avoid food waste to a much larger degree than the 

waste of surplus food alone could (Gollnhofer, 2017). 

A strategy that confronts consumers more frequently with the ideas of food sharing - in 

conversation with other people, through marketing for food sharing offers by 

organisations and in retail stores and in media - could be a constant reminder of how much 

food is thrown away due to our habit of  eating whatever we like whenever we like 

(Thyberg & Tonjes, 2016). While it is obviously becoming more important to a growing 

number of people in the western world to adopt a more sustainable lifestyle, in order to 

minimise their carbon footprint and to reduce the harm they do to nature (Black & 

Cherrier, 2010; Hume, 2010), many people struggle when trying to adapt their lifestyles 

to those standards and often lack concrete ideas of how to do so. A reflected diet which 

pays respect to the resources required to produce meat, to transport food around the world 

cooling it all along the way may only be of humble use, at the same time, though, it is a 

very concrete thing people can do in order to spare a lot of food waste and so reduce their 

carbon footprint. 

The more consumers care about the carbon footprint their food consume produces, the 

more they influence food producers, retailers and politics by their support and 

consuming behaviour. Consumers, who have made it their priority to buy more regional 

food and to rather support retailers that care for sustainable food production, help shaping 

the necessary public discourse, thereby supporting organisations and political parties 

which share the same values.  

From the above findings, the following conclusions can be drawn, or theses can be 

formulated hypothetically: 
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• An increased public presence of food sharing triggers reflections on the effects of food 

consume on their carbon footprint. 

• An increased awareness of the carbon footprint of food consume causes market pressure 

on food producers and retailers to reduce the carbon footprint of food.  

• An increased awareness of the carbon footprint of food consume causes political 

pressure on parties and governments to take action, e.g. by adding regulations to 

diminish the carbon footprint of food production and trade. 

It is not within the scope of this thesis to verify these hypotheses – however, the author 

wants to point out that the effect of food sharing can reach much further than only to avoid 

the excess of food being thrown away, since it can trigger reflections about carbon food 

waste and the carbon footprint of the food chain, which, in the long run, might cause 

changes in food production through market forces or immediate political pressure.  
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3. Case Study: Östersund 

This study evaluates food sharing in Östersund. Therefore, the next chapter is going to 

both outline important facts about the sociological background of the location and to give 

information concerning the history of food sharing in Östersund. By Swedish standards, 

Östersund is a mediumsized town located in the County of Jämtland in the middle of 

Sweden. The following map gives an overview of Östersund’s geographical location (see 

Figure 2). In 2017 the municipality of Östersund had 62.601 inhabitants, 45.523 of which 

were living in the town centre (Östersundskommun, 2018). 

 

 

Figure 2: Map of Östersund (skinandscones.nl, 2018) 

For many years, the profile of Östersund was that of a “winter city” (Swedish: 

Vinterstaden). For instance, Östersund is home to all kinds of winter sports (i.e. cross-

country skiing, downhill skiing, ice skating etc.) and is famous for its biathlon arena 

hosting events and championships regularly. In the summer, however, the city hosts many 

events (e.g. Storsjöyran) and attracts international tourists for numerous outdoor activities 

because of its unique nature (e.g. kayaking, mountain biking, hiking, etc.) (Visit 
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Östersund, 2018). Today, the focus lies more on the image of an active city, bringing 

together various individuals by focussing on four main areas that are: a. developing a 

distinct identity, b. Östersund as an international destination, c. an active lifestyle that 

makes Östersund attractive to visitors and d. in addition, in 2011 Östersund became 

UNESO city for its creative gastronomy due to its culinary variety of small scale 

businesses and local produce provided by surrounding farms (United Nations Educational 

Scientific and Cultural Organization, 2011). In Östersund, the food sector thus highly 

contributes to the city’s identity having already encouraged most of its population to adopt 

a more sustainable lifestyle. The city’s population consists of a lot of families and a high 

number of adults aged between 35 and 74. On the other hand, young people between 25 

and 34 years (UrbiStat, 2018) are strongly represented. This is due to the fact that more 

than 7000 students’ study at Mid Sweden University in different fields such as Social 

Sciences, Technology, Natural Sciences etc., half of whom are long-distance students 

(Mid Sweden University, 2018). The University plays an important role for the city’s 

identity, since it brings together people from all over the world and from various areas of 

expertise. For that reason, the survey was mainly carried out with students and lecturers 

from Mid Sweden University as interviewees.  

3.1 Food sharing in Östersund  

Up until now, food sharing points in Sweden have begun to exist, in Gothenburg, Lund, 

Malmö and Borås amongst others (karrot.world, 2018). Food sharing in Östersund is an 

emerging project that has been established in February 2018 by the German student Laura 

Taddey. The project started out with a small community of three to five people but has 

been growing steadily since then. Today, the Östersund network has approximately 150 

registered members  their number steadily growing  (LT, 2018) who pick up food from 

two cooperative supermarkets (Ica blå Center; Ica Kvantum Lilllänge) and one bakery 

(Frejas bakeri). Food sharing is rulebased on principles and voluntary driven (ÖP, 2018) 

since it highly depends on the activity of its engaged members. Food sharing in Östersund 

states to have saved more than 600 kg of food in 2018 about 180 kg of which were saved 

at Ica blå centre, 50 kg at Ica Kvantum Lillänge, 70 kg of bread from Frejas bakeri and 

more than 300 kg through one time cooperations (facebook foodsharing Östersunds, 
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2018). These numbers primarily refer to estimations of the members or “food savers”. 

Food sharing in Östersund operates mostly via two main online channels: The facebook 

group “foodsharing i Östersund”, that serves as an information platform and the webpage 

“karrot.world”, where a sign up is required for actual involvement. karrot.world lists all 

existing food sharing communities e.g. “Essfuer alle” (EfA) [food for everyone] which 

offers educational programs for sustainable management with food products and which 

saves food in the Rhein/Main region (Germany) or “solikyl” Gothenburg, providing a 

solidarity fridge (“solidariskt kylskap”), where basically everyone can share food or save 

food ranging from individual households to donating cooperations of supermarkets, 

bakeries or cafés (karrot.world, 2018). After the authorisation at “karrot.world”, the new 

associates can choose the region they live in  e.g. food sharing Östersund and join this 

group, they then sign up for the so called ‘pickups’. ‘Pickups’ are the stations where 

members pick up food at supermarkets, fridges or other established pickup points. Every 

region or food sharing group has different arrangements about times, the amount of people 

involved in, of how it works and where the food can be shared in the end. There are, 

however, no fixed rules about how much one can pick up, take or share. So, the 

fundamental task of the initiative covers various areas such as social interaction, 

supporting each other and acting in a way that is ethically correct. This goal is achieved 

by letting members decide freely and with a clear conscience how to act, how to take and 

how to treat others. Besides, foodsharing is more about creating a broad exchange and 

attracting attention for environmental topics, also it is about getting involved and fighting 

against food waste on the planet (foodsharing.de, 2018).  
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4. Methodology   

This chapter is going to give an overview of this thesis’ methodological procedure, since 

the main research question was to investigate:  

What are potential incentives or obstacles on both the consumer’s and the  

retailer’s side to promote food sharing in the retail trade in Östersund?  

The research method in form of a quantitative method is introduced as well as the reason 

why this approach seemed best for our research. Afterwards the population consisting of 

retailers and consumers (university students and lecturers) in Östersund will be analysed, 

outlining how the data was collected as well as why this group was chosen. This is 

followed by a section that concentrates on the definition of the hypotheses that were built 

separately for both retailers and consumers, followed by a part concentrating on the 

genesis of the questionnaire, based on hypotheses. The last part of this chapter discusses 

data collection for as well as the actual execution of the survey.  

4.1 Research method  

The following chapter will give an overview of the chosen research method. First, it 

reduces the research paradigm. In addition, it will outline limitations of the method 

chosen. Empirical research can be categorised into three main types: the qualitative, the 

quantitative and the mixed method approach (e.g. Krauss, 2005; Meredith et al., 1989; 

Wahyuni 2012). This paper is designed upon and within the quantitative re search 

paradigm as the main focus of the study. The quantitative method with the questionnaire 

is motivated due to the fact that the author wanted to investigate both sides, but retailers 

were very sceptical about the research. Hence, the perspective of the retailer is crucial to 

answer the research question. Given this background, the online questionnaire seemed to 

reach out more to the retailers. Many of the retailers rejected to participate in interviews 

for the reason that an interview would take too much of their time followed by the feeling 

that it would not be completely anonymous. The author is aware of the fact that the sample 

size is rather small. Quantitative research is based on “testing objective hypothesis” 
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(Creswell, 2009) by collecting numerical data that can be measured and analysed by using 

statistical procedures (Aliaga & Gunderson, 2003). It is further highlighted as “the 

movement from theory to hypotheses to data to conclusion i.e., ‘the logic of justification’” 

(Johnson & Christensen, 2008, p.19). In this thesis the primary task is to answer the 

research question with the help of a survey by figuring out the relationship between and 

among variables. Surveys help to identify trends, attitudes and opinions of a population 

by studying the connected population (Creswell & Crewell, 2018). In order to make use 

of this method and to discuss and analyse the research question here developed, the 

quantitative approach has been chosen for multiple reasons. Food sharing aims at “saving” 

food that has no further use for the retailer. To grasp the background of this research, it is 

therefore crucial to understand and differentiate between the involvement of different 

parties. The consumer food market consists of two parties. The supplier side is represented 

by the retailer, whereas the demand side is represented by the consumer. To under stand 

the perspectives of both sides of the market and to get an overview of the opinions of both 

sides, an online survey is used to analyse the preferences and incentives of these two 

parties. Other methods such as qualitative or mixed methods are not deemed suitable for 

this research due to a very limited willingness the retailer’s side to participate in 

interviews. Interviews could bring other perspectives to this research, but have to be seen 

critically as well, since it should at least contain some motivation of the interviewees, 

which did not exist in this case.  

The quantitative research among consumers and retailers was limited through the 

following obstacles: First, regarding both parties, only limited resources and limited 

sampling sizes were available in the time frame given and due to the technical opportunity 

of this study. The consumer group represents a certain (very specific) group of people 

from Östersund and does not include a population from various age groups and 

backgrounds. Nevertheless, the consumer population can be used as a source. Frankly, 

since food sharing in Östersund was established by a student from the university, it was 

only logical for the author trying to see how much the academic world is aware and 

interested in concepts such as food sharing in Östersund. One could argue that this small 

group is nonrepresentative for Östersund, but in fact, this group of young people, the 
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majority of which being welleducated, could be seen as those most likely to adopt a more 

sustainable lifestyle including food sharing activities. Based upon Roger’s (2003) 

diffusion of innovation theory the students may be seen as a group of ‘early adopters’ 

through which the whole society of Östersund may benefit, since those young adults are 

assumed to be the first ones to get engaged with such topics and to pass the information 

on to others. The same holds true for the retailers, who represent only a small group of 

people in Östersund. This is mainly due to the fact that 16 retailers in Östersund exist. In 

addition, the willingness of retailers to participate in the survey was kept within small 

limits due to lack of time, lack of interest and raising suspicion towards the topic as a 

whole. Despite the fact of limited resources, the advantage of this research paper is its 

concentration on a current issue that on the one hand has been sparsely investigated by 

research. On the other hand, precisely this fact, makes it so challenging and interesting 

and strongly requires further investigation into the topic.  

4.2 Population  

This subchapter will introduce the population, which was investigated, 

separately.Moreover, it is stated why these participants have been the center of the study. 

Östersund has been chosen as the place to conduct the study for a couple of reasons. First, 

because of the personal relationship of the author to the place as she lives and studies 

there. Another advantage of conducting the survey in Östersund was that it enabled the 

author to visit sights personally as well as having conversations with consumers and 

retailers. Third, Östersunds differs from other Swedish cities and is often seen as “far up 

north”. It is therefore important not to leave it out and investigate how new concepts are 

established and performed in the city. The population of consumers are identified as 

students, postgraduates, lecturers, from Mid Sweden University and others. The 

university of Östersund plays an important role in the city’s culture and brings together 

people from different social backgrounds, subject areas and interests. Influence from this 

group can attract attention among Östersund’s population and tell something about the 

city. New trends and ideas are likely to be discussed and tried out here. Therefore, the 

questionnaire was handed out to undergraduate and postgraduate students as well as 
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lecturers of all gender. In order to be able to draw representative conclusions from the 

research, the aim was to get a sample size of at least 50 respondents in a two-week time 

frame. The final sample size of 201 felt sufficient regarding this research due to a rather 

small sized university and a limited period of time. The second population was made up 

of retail store owners of various supermarkets in Östersund. Sixteen stores were taken into 

account, eight of which belonged to the umbrella brand Ica, five to Coop Nord and the 

other three were Hemköp, Lidl and Willys. This target group combines various retailers 

with different market positions and store sizes, but all of them are participating and play 

important roles in the consumer food market. The research aimed at five respondents as a 

minimum, which is a small sample size, but due to the limited motivation of retailers to 

participate in a study of a topic which might be considered as "retailer critical" by the 

population and does not promise any benefits, still is a decent participation rate of about 

a third of them.  

The study has 201 participants in total, all of which count as valid respondents. Regarding 

statements about Östersund only 135 participants are taken into account. Most of these 

201 respondents are members from Mid Sweden University, Campus Östersund, as the 

targeted population consists of 125 students (62.2%), 19 post graduates (9.5%) and 20 

lecturers (10.4%). Thirty-five (17.4%) out of the 201 respondents have other professions. 

Considering their nationality, 91.6 percent of the respondents come from Sweden, 67.2 % 

of whom live in Östersund and 24.4 % come from “elsewhere in Sweden”, which adds up 

to a total number of 184 people from Sweden. Only seventeen participants (8.5%) live 

outside of Sweden. The participation rate of women with 66.2% in the survey is almost 

twice as high as that of men, who are represented with 33.8%. Besides, the age span of 

participants lies in between “younger than 21” and “50plus”, the last of which formed 

the smaller number. Thus, most of the participants are between 21 and 32 (196). The 

average profile of respondents are female students aged from 21 to 26 living in Östersund.  

4.3 Definition of hypotheses  

The overall objective of this section is to find out in what way the method and population 

can help to answer the research question and what is required to answer it. Furthermore, 
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the task is how to implement these hypotheses into the field food sharing and to describe 

the incentives and constraints going along with it. In general, hypotheses are defined as 

statements that describe expected results of the “relationships among variables” (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2018). Furthermore, the construction of hypotheses can help to generalise 

research conclusions and permit predictions (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Regarding 

consumers, it is necessary to mention the moral bias, speaking of “correct” consumer 

behaviour towards a certain topic that is seen as socially recognised and ethically correct. 

A vivid example of this is hypothesis eight (CH8): Consumers care about their carbon 

footprint, that could easily lead to material misinterpretations. For the retailer the problem 

is rather that they generally show little motivation to participate (as already mentioned 

above). Overall, 2030 hypotheses were collected on both the consumer’s and the 

retailer’s side. With the expanded knowledge from meetings and conversations (see 

following section 4.4) hypotheses for the populations defined (see 4.2) were developed. 

After this approach, those hypotheses were filtered and enhanced by questioning every 

single of them (hypotheses) according to the following guidelines:  

● Do they contribute to the research question?  

● Do they verify or falsify the target group of the survey?  

All hypotheses that could not be proven or answered within the scope of the research 

question were removed. Eventually, 17 hypotheses have been compiled. On the ground 

of identifying and differentiating between consumer and retailer hypotheses, the 

consumer hypotheses are marked with a C (e.g. CH1, CH2, ..), the retailer with a R (e.g. 

RH1, RH2, ..) in the following.  

4.3.1 Consumer hypotheses  

Nine consumer hypotheses have been developed and can be divided into thematic 

categories.  

The first category is organisation and initiatives that include hypotheses one to three 

(CH1, CH2, CH3) and that are the following:  
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CH1: Few consumers have knowledge of the concept of food sharing  

Hypothesis one (CH1) is a basic assumption being developed due to the fact, that food 

sharing is an initiative from Germany and still relatively unknown in Sweden, where until 

now only a few food sharing places exist.  

CH2: Few consumers have knowledge of food sharing in Östersund  

Hypothesis two (CH2) is very similar to the previous one, but with this hypothesis the 

author tries to investigate the knowledge of food sharing with regard to the town of 

Östersund. The hypothesis was created for the same reason as the previous one.  

CH3: Very few consumers participate in food sharing in Östersund  

Hypothesis three (CH3) is designed to identify how well the participation rate of food 

sharing in Östersund is. This connects with the first two hypotheses in the way that it is 

suggested that only a few people even know the concept of food sharing in Östersund .  

The second category: environmental attitude includes hypotheses four to nine (CH4, 

CH5, CH6, CH7, CH8, CH9). These are developed in order to examine consumers’ 

perception of food issues including their attitude and intention of taking up the food 

sharing offer.  

CH4: Few consumers are interested in using the offer of food sharing in Östersund  

 

Hypothesis (CH4) is built upon the assumption that people have a lack of knowledge 

about food sharing in general and food sharing in Östersund and it is therefore suggested 

that they are not interested in using the offer of food sharing in Östersund.  

CH5: Consumers underestimate the amount of food waste  

This hypothesis (CH5) is based on a general assumption that most consumers are not 

aware of how much food is unnecessarily thrown away. Furthermore, it refers to the 
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literature that states that a high amount of waste still occurs at the level of individual 

households.  

CH6: Consumers have limited motivation to adapt their diet to avoid food waste  

Consumers’ motivation to change their diet out of environmental and sustainability 

reasons e.g. to gain a more sustainable lifestyle, is not expected by the author.  

CH7: Consumers care about their carbon footprint  

Hypothesis seven (CH7) assumes that consumers care about their carbon footprint. Unlike 

the previous hypothesis (CH6), it is conceded, that  generally speaking  consumers care 

about their carbon footprint.  

CH8: Many consumers are interested in picking up expired food for free  

Hypothesis (CH8) suggests that no matter what background they have, most people would 

pick up food that is free of charge, since it brings economic benefits and is an unique 

experience.  

CH9: Consumers are willing to participate in food sharing to reduce their carbon 

footprint  

With the ninth hypothesis (CH9) the author speculates that participating in food sharing 

may result in a higher awareness one’s own carbon footprint followed by the willingness 

to participate in food sharing in to reduce it.  

 

The third and last category of the consumers provides statistical information about the 

age, gender, origin and country of the population and is not built upon a hypothesis.  

4.3.2 Retailer hypotheses  

The procedure is similar for the hypotheses of retailers, where eight hypotheses were 
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evolved in total.  

The first category is summarised under the topic knowledge about food sharing and 

consists of the first four hypotheses (RH1; RH2; RH3; RH4), which are stated as below:  

RH1: Retailers are not familiar with food sharing  

RH2: Retailers give away expired food  

RH3: Retailers do not know how to participate in food sharing  

RH4: Retailers have doubts to participate in food sharing  

This category investigates if food sharing in general is a known concept among retailers 

and if they know how to participate.  

The second category: resource issues comprises hypotheses four to seven (RH5, RH6, 

RH7, RH8).  

RH5: Retailers would participate in food sharing if it pushed their sales and 

contributed to marketing.  

This hypothesis (RH4) is based upon the fact that food sharing is a phenomenon that is 

spreading via the internet and through by word of mouth and is therefore seen as a way 

of promoting a retail store by seeking the attention of customers. In addition, food sharing 

copes with unnecessary food waste and may therefore result in a better image of the retail 

store by supporting such initiative.  

RH5: Retailers are afraid that food sharing is bad marketing  

Hypothesis (RH5) is derived from the assumption that food sharing on the other side can 
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be bad marketing for retailers, since it may attract another and peculiar type of customer 

or enrage other clients that food is given out for free. This may have an effect on the image 

of the retailers.  

RH6: Retailers are afraid that food sharing causes extra work  

It is assumed that most retailers think that donating food is connected with considerable 

preparatory work. This extra work may involve aspects about the storage of suitable items, 

extra staff dealing with it or generally additional organisational effort such as finding 

someone from the team who is responsible for it. Extra time and money are seen as the 

two most important factors that let retailers refrain from participating in food sharing.  

RH7: Retailers would participate in food sharing if umbrella brands were 

encouraged to get involved in food sharing  

This category lists environmental motivation, environmental attitude and the willingness 

to change behaviour. Franchise plays an important role when it comes to general decisions 

and sustainability and overall sustainability rules in particular. Although the retailers 

themselves determine what to do and who to cooperate with, since they own the store.  

The third category is identified as law/legislation that constitutes hypothesis eight 

(RH8):  

RH8: Retailers are afraid of legal risks due to expired products  

This category deals with possible barriers for retailers and legal issues or regulations. The 

food market is a challenging one and it seems realistic that half of the retailers see legal 

issues as a major problem, whereas the other half believes that there is not a legal risk 

going along with food sharing. This truly strong divided opinion on legal regulations on 

the one side is closely connected with the results of the previous hypothesis, namely that 

better legal guidelines by the government are needed. On the other side, half of the 

retailers are denying this. And precisely this gap is a very interesting result. It is assumed 
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that those who are scared of legal issues take into account traceability and take hygiene 

standards for somewhat dangerous ground.  

4.4 Questionnaire 

Within this subchapter the focus lies on the development and explanation of why and how 

the questionnaire was compiled.  

In total two different questionnaires were developed. One aiming at the consumer, the 

other one aiming at the retailer. This was an important step of the procedure, since both 

groups are characterized through other attributes (and), thus the questionnaire could 

directly address the target group. Preparatory work focussed on examining the two target 

groups and the development of hypotheses that formed the basis of the questionnaire. In 

order to develop the hypotheses for this study, two interviews with retailers and several 

conversations with consumers were held preliminarily. This step was necessary to 

understand structures and objectives on both sides and to gain more specific information 

about the retail industry settings. Creswell & Clark (2018, p12.) support this approach, 

since it creates a deeper understanding of the immediate environment and behaviour of 

people.  

Afterwards, questions were formed on the basis of the hypotheses. These questions were 

designed as multiplechoice, multiplescale, or yes/no questions, based on a 

fourpointLikertscale (ranging from strongly agree, agree to disagree and strongly 

disagree). Due to the fact that the study has two populations, the following section will 

describe each of those in turn.  

4.4.1 Consumers  

The questionnaire of the consumers consists of thirteen questions of different types, that 

were cautiously put into a logical order. The introduction of the questionnaire addresses 

the consumer and contains only the most important information. At this point the author 

wanted to be as short and clear as possible to keep it simple for the respondents and less 

time-consuming. The same applies to the questions themselves, that are formulated very 
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concisely.  

Moreover, the language of the questionnaire is English. It was chosen to make the 

evaluations somewhat easier and it is assumed that the majority of the target groups are 

nearly fluent in English.  

The questionnaire starts with two questions regarding the level knowledge of the concept 

of food sharing and the initiative “foodsharing in Östersund”and is followed by a question 

that asks participants about their interest in taking part in food sharing .After this, the 

respondents are asked to estimate the amount in per cent of all food wasted in Sweden, 

yearly with the help of various answer options in percentages. Furthermore, the 

environmental aspects of food waste are queried in four scale questions that follow in 

order to find out how the consumers’ behaviour towards general food waste is like. Here, 

the respondents are asked to answer on a four pointLikertscale ranging from strongly 

agree and agree to disagree and strongly disagree. The last section of the questionnaire 

consists of four questions about the participants’ age, gender, profession and place of 

living.  

4.4.2 Retailers  

The retailer questionnaire has eleven questions including various question types, but 

unlike the consumers questionnaire, does not differentiate between specific themes. In the 

introduction, the author tries to motivate retailers to participate in the survey by informing 

them about her personal background and the aim of the study. In general, creating the 

questionnaire for the retailers required more time and effort, since this population showed 

less excitement about participating and was harder to reach. In addition to this, the level 

and understanding of English for retailers can be very diverse, which makes the process 

more challenging and shows the need for clear and simple instructions and sentences. 

Apart from the first two questions, that are exactly the same, namely asking test persons 

about their knowledge of the concept of food sharing and the initiative “foodsharing in 

Östersund”, the questionnaire of the retailers contains other issues. This is followed by a 

multiple-choice question about retailer actions of dealing with expired products. After, 
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another multiple-choice question dealing with factors that may make retailers rethink their 

processing. The following four questions are designed within the fourpointLikertscale 

ranging from strongly agree and agree to disagree and to strongly disagree, casting a light 

on the effects participation in food sharing might have on marketing, legal issues and 

regulations. The last section of the questionnaire deals with statistical information, 

exclusively about age and gender in order to grant anonymity.  

4.5 Execution of the survey  

This section outlines the distribution of the questionnaire, by stating through which 

tool/channel the questionnaire was published. It further underlines when (time/day) and 

where (channels) it was distributed. Both questionnaires were built and published within 

google form tools. Publication channels, time and cover letter have a significantly high 

impact in the process of conducting a survey. Therefore, a few organisational preparations 

were done before publishing the survey. Two publication channels were selected for the 

consumers, those were either email or facebook. These two were chosen in order to gain 

a high participation rate. A study on the use of facebook among Swedish citizens 

identified that half of the Swedish population regularly communicate via facebook (see 

Barbopoulos et al., 2012) Thus, this communication tool was used. Via facebook it was 

that messages were sent out to friends of the author. These friends were asked to send it 

to other friends or classmates that are studying at Mid University, campus Östersund. 

EMails were especially sent to university students or programme leaders, postgraduates 

as well as lecturers. Herby, contacts of the author with other departments e.g. sport, health, 

nursery, science as well as engineering and some more were used to distribute the survey. 

Considering data rights, this distribution seemed reasonable, in order to address a 

population outside the author’s setting. Advantages of email marketing by utilizing this 

technique or “word by mouth”, is in fact that it reaches out to a larger target group 

(Fariborzi & Zahedifard, 2012). In contrast, retailers were first contacted by telephone, 

since some of the retailers’ mailing addresses could not be found in the internet. After 

that, they were only contacted via mail. Regarding this, a lot of work has been put into the 

content of the cover letter of the emails or “sharing posts” that were made on facebook. 

Multiple versions were formulated in order to reach the right target group e.g. retailers 
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were contacted individually; different versions were made for friends, friendsoffriends 

or university groups and university lecturers. As well as channels and cover letters, the 

right timing is particularly important when publishing an online survey. Perfect timing 

includes the time of the day and the weekday. Marketing research discovered that the best 

days of sending out mails are either Monday or Wednesday mornings (Zheng, n.d). Based 

on these findings, the questionnaire for the consumers was published on Monday morning, 

the questionnaire for the retailers on Wednesday morning that same week.  
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5. Results  

The following chapter summarises the empirical data conducted throughout the study. It 

outlines the results of the surveys by testing all hypotheses which were formulated in the 

previous chapter. Each hypothesis is tested by evaluating the data of the corresponding 

question and the data evaluated using descriptive analysis analysed as descriptive 

statistics.  

5.1 Consumer  

First the hypotheses for the consumers are tested. Before starting with the hypotheses, 

the statistical data of the participants are summarised. For most hypotheses the results 

of all participants were evaluated. For the evaluation of the hypotheses containing 

questions (CQ2, CQ3 and CQ4), which are related to Östersund, only participants from 

Östersund were considered.  

5.1.1 Participants  

This study has 201 participants in total, all of which count for valid respondents. Most of 

these 201 respondents are members from Mid Sweden University as the targeted 

population consists of 125 students (62.2%), 19 postgraduates (9.5%) and 20 lecturers 

(10.4%). 35 (17.4%) out of the 201 respondents have other professions. Considering their 

hometowns, 91.6 percent of the respondents come from Sweden, 67.2 per cent of whom 

live in Östersund and 24.4 per cent come from “somewhere else in Sweden” which adds 

up to a total number of 184 people from Sweden. Only 17 participants (8.5%) live outside 

of Sweden. The participation rate of women (66.2 %) in the survey is almost twice as high 

as that of men, that are represented by 33.8%. Besides, the age span of participants lies in 

between “younger than 21” and “+50”. In the age group just mentioned were the fewest 

persons. Thus, most of the participants are between 21 and 32 (196). The average profile 

of respondents is female students between the ages 21 to 26 living in Östersund.  

5.1.2 Hypotheses  

CH1: Few consumers have knowledge of the concept of food sharing  
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Consumer hypothesis CH1 is validated with question CQ1 in the consumer survey: Have 

you heard about the concept of food sharing? The results of all participants were 

considered for this question.  

 

Figure 3: Results of consumer question CQ1 

One third of the participants (33%) responded that they knew what food sharing was. The 

other participants had never heard about food sharing (26%) or “have heard about 

foodsharing, but [...] don’t know what it is” (41%). From the author’s perspective this 

shows a surprisingly limited knowledge of food sharing when considering that the 

population of the survey mostly were young adults who either study or work at university. 

It is assumed that the population of the survey, which showed a significantly higher 

interest in topics related to sustainability than society as a whole, would also benefit from 

food sharing, since most students have a relatively small income. Based on these findings, 

the author assumes that knowledge of the concept of food sharing among the whole of the 

Swedish population is even smaller compared to Germany. It is not only a question of the 

population, but also where this population is found.  

Considering the results that only a third of the participants knew what food sharing is, the 

author concludes, that hypothesis CH1 can be confirmed.  



50 
 

CH2: Few consumers have knowledge of food sharing in Östersund  

CH3: Very few people participate in food sharing in Östersund  

 

Hypothesis CH2 and CH3 are both covered by question CQ2 in the consumer survey: 

Have you heard about the initiative food sharing in Östersund? The hypotheses try to 

investigate how much knowledge of the food sharing initiative in Östersund exists among 

test persons and how many of them have already used food sharing. Therefore, only 

participants from Östersund were considered to answer this question.  

 

Figure 4: Results of consumer question CQ2 

Fourteen per cent of the participants had already participated in food sharing. 41% had 

heard about the initiative Foodsharing in Östersund but have never participated. Almost 

half of the participants (44%) had never heard about the initiative. Again, it has to be 

taken into consideration that it can be expected that the test population knows more and 

participated to a much higher extent than the Swedish population as a whole. Since only 

about half of the the test persons had participated or heard about the initiative Foodsharing 
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in Östersund CH2 cannot be fully validated for the target group. However, the author 

expects that the hypothesis is true for the population of Östersund, but this cannot be 

validated by the data collected.  

C(onsumer) H(ypothesis) 3 is verified by the survey data, since only fourteen per cent 

have ever participated in food sharing.  

 

CH4: Few consumers are interested in using the offer of “food sharing in Östersund”  

Hypothesis CH4 relies on question CQ4: Would you be interested in using the offer of 

food sharing in Östersund? Again, only the results from participants living in Östersund 

are evaluated for the test of this hypothesis.  

 

Figure 5: Results of consumer question CQ3 

Only five per cent of the participants are not interested at all. Another 27% consider 

participation a “lot of effort”. However, two thirds are interested either “absolutely” 

(27%) or they are interested “but [...] never got in contact with the offer” (41%).  
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CH4 can be falsified based on the survey data, more than two thirds of the participants 

are interested.  

 

CH5: Consumers underestimate the amount of food waste  

Hypothesis CH5 is tested with the data on question Q4: Please make a guess: How much 

of all food produced is thrown away in Sweden? For this question the data of all test 

persons is considered, since food waste numbers in developed countries do not differ 

drastically.  

 

Figure 6: Results of consumer question CQ4 
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Only a third of the participants think that food waste is below 30% of all produced food. 

More than a third of the participants (38%) guess that between 3140% of food is thrown 

away. Sixteen per cent believe that between 4150% is thrown away, 8% expect hat 

5160% is thrown away. Roughly 10% assume that more than 60% of food are thrown 

away. Participants responses vary substantially. Three quarters think that more than 31% 

of food is thrown away, a third thinks that more than 41% are thrown away. As it has been 

shown in chapter 2, there are no precise numbers of how much food waste is generated in 

the whole lifecycle of food production, trade and consumption in the public discourse. 

Therefore, the results cannot be compared to other studies. As described in the literature 

review, however, it is apparent that more than 30% of food is wasted during production 

and retail, even more food is thrown away by consumers.  

Therefore, hypothesis CH5 can be falsified: Most consumers actually know how much 

food is being wasted.  

CH6: Consumers have limited motivation to adapt their diet in order to avoid food 

waste  

The next step is to test hypothesis CH6 with the corresponding question Q6: I eat up all 

fresh food in my fridge before I buy new food. Since consumers are also responsible 

for food waste themselves, especially when buying food and not consuming it completely, 

the author considers this question a valid benchmark to test the willingness of consumers 

to adapt their diet.  
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Figure 7: Results of consumer question CQ6 

Less than a third of all test persons disagree with the statement. About half of the 

participants (51%) state that they agree, another fifth strongly agrees. This means that 

more than two thirds respond to the question in a way one would expect: they consume 

everything in their fridge  and therefore don’t throw away much food. This can be seen 

as a ‘student effect’ that highly depends on limited resources resulting from the students’ 

economic situation. The results do not match the reality of how much food is thrown away 

by consumers. There are different interpretations possible to explain this finding: One is, 

that the test population might throw away less food then the rest of the population. 

Another interpretation could be that even though participants expect a high amount of 

food to be thrown away, as the falsification of hypothesis CH6 showed, they might 

underestimate their own share in the generating of food waste. This is a new hypothesis, 

which cannot be tested with the methodology and data used here  but definitely a topic 

which would be interesting for further investigation.  
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Hypothesis CH6 cannot be validated with the data available. On the contrary, the data 

falsifies the assumption that consumers are not willing to adapt their diet to reduce food 

waste. Data cannot confirm that participants throw away food deliberately  however there 

is a high chance that consumers underestimate their own contribution to food waste.  

CH7: Consumers care about their carbon footprint  

Hypothesis CH7 is tested with the results to statement CQ7: I think about how my  

behaviour influences my carbon footprint  

 

Figure 8: Results of consumer question CQ7 

About an eighth of the participants does strongly disagree or disagree with the statement. 

Nearly all participants either agree (56%) or strongly agree (29%) with this statement. 

Their own carbon footprint seems to be very important to nearly all participants. This is a 

very interesting fact, because it means that it seems to be relevant to a majority to reflect, 
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at least to a certain degree, their own contribution to greenhouse gases. The recognition 

of this fact can at least be understood as a first step to a more sustainable lifestyle. The 

author expects that the test population reflect their carbon footprint to a higher degree than 

society as a whole.  

Hence, hypothesis CH7 is clearly verified by the data.  

 

CH8: Many consumers are interested in picking up expired food for free  

Hypothesis H8 is tested with the data to statement CQ8: I would pick up expired  

food at the supermarket if it was free of charge. 

 

Figure 9: Results of consumer question CQ8 

Only eleven percent of the test persons strongly disagree or disagree with this statement. 

Forty-one per cent agree and another 48% agree, that they would pick up expired food if 
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it was free of charge. It’s no surprise to the author, that most participants are willing to 

pick up expired food, especially since food expenses are very high in Sweden compared 

to e.g. Germany. However, those very clear responses to the statement show that from a 

consumer’s perspective, there is a very high potential for the concept of using expired 

food, which is one of the ideas behind food sharing and a first step towards reducing food 

waste. The idea to organise food sharing directly at the retailers would be accepted, at 

least from the consumers’ perspective. 

Thus, hypothesis CH8 can clearly be verified.  

 

CH9: Consumers are willing to participate in food sharing to reduce their car  

bon 

footprint  

Hypothesis CH9 is tested with data to statement CQ9: I am interested in participa  

ting in food sharing to reduce my carbon footprint.  
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Figure 10: Results of consumer question CQ9 

Only eleven per cent of the test population disagree with the statement. Most participants 

agree (59%) or strongly agree (29%) with the statement. The results are very similar when 

compared with the responses to H7, when participants were asked if they care about their 

carbon footprint. Again, those results confirm that the concept of food sharing is strongly 

approved of among consumers when labelled as a strategy to improve the carbon 

footprint. Frankly, there is some moral bias caused by the way the statement is formulated, 

so the data should not be overinterpreted for having the potential to trigger participation 

in food sharing in its current shape. However, it shows that it could be a very effective 

strategy to demonstrate the benefits of avoiding food waste as a strategy for the reduction 

of carbon footprints. Hypothesis CH9 can clearly be verified.  

5.2 Retailer  

In this subchapter the hypotheses with regard to retailers will be 
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scrutinised.  

5.2.1 Participants  

Of the sixteen retailer’s existent in Östersund, six participated in the survey. This equals 

an amount of 37.5%. Due to the small number, the results cannot be interpreted as fully 

representative. Furthermore, some bias towards food sharing among participants has to 

be considered. A retail manager, who has never heard of food sharing or is opposing the 

concept, will most likely not invest time in participating in a survey about “Food sharing 

in Östersund”. One of the participants are female, five are male. All age groups covered 

in the questionnaire from 25 to older than 54 are represented at least once each amongst 

all test persons.  

5.2.2 Hypothesis  

RH1: Retailers are not familiar with food sharing  

Retailer hypothesis RH1 is tested with the help of responses to question RQ1 in the retailer 

survey: Have you heard about the concept of food sharing?  
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Figure 11: Results of retailer question RQ1 

Five retailers (83%) know the concept of food sharing, one retailer kind of knows the 

concept. None of the participants is not familiar with the concept. The hypothesis was 

necessary since food sharing is currently not very well known in Sweden. However, this 

does not hold true for the participants  again it has to be taken into consideration that the 

group of test persons is not representative. At least for the group of participants RH1 can 

be falsified: The participating retailers are familiar with the concept of food sharing.  

RH2: Retailers give away expired food  

Retailer hypothesis RH2 is tested with data to question CQ3 in the retailer survey:  

Does your retail store give away expired products?  
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Figure 12: Results of retailer question RQ3 

Three of the retailers participate in food sharing (50%), four give away food for animals 

(67%). Only one of the participating retailers does not give away expired food. None of 

the participants stated that they give expired food to staff members or “others”. The high 

rate of expired food given away, is notable. Sharing the food with animals bears less 

responsibility for the retailers than sharing it with human beings and goes along with an 

easier procedure. Again, it has to be mentioned that the group of participants is not 

representative for Östersund. Three retailers mention that they cooperate with food 

sharing initiatives, although, as mentioned in 3. Case Study, Food sharing in Östersund 

currently cooperates with only two retailers in Östersund.  

Based on the results, hypothesis RH3 can be verified: Retailers give away expired food.  

 

RH3: Retailers would participate if a better legal status about food sharing existed  
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Retailer hypothesis RH3 is evaluated with question RQ4: If you are currently not 

participating in food sharing: What would change your mind?  

 

Figure 13: Results of retailer question RQ4 

All of the participating retailers, which do not participate in food sharing , respond that 

clear legal guidelines by the government would stir their willingness to participate in food 

sharing. Two out of three would need more information on how to cooperate with food 

sharing initiatives. One stated that requests from staff would make them change their 

mind. One stated that support of food sharing by other retail stores would make them 

participate. Support by the umbrella brand does not play a role for any of the participants.  

The results show that all participating retailers who do not cooperate with food sharing 

initiatives fear legal risks and also have a lack of information on how to take part in food 

sharing. They also care for support by staff as well as a wide support for food sharing 

among competitors.  
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Therefore, hypothesis three RH3 can be verified: A clearer legal status would help 

retailers to participate in food sharing.  

(RH4): Retailers would participate in food sharing if it contributed to their sales and 

marketing  

(RH5): Retailers are afraid that food sharing is bad marketing  

Both hypotheses RH4 and RH5 are tested with responses to statement RQ6: Participating 

in food sharing is good marketing. It has to be noted that RH4 cannot be tested fully by 

the responses, but it can function as a rough indicator for its validity.  

 

Figure 14: Results of retailer question RQ6 

One participating retailer disagreed with the statement that food sharing is good 

marketing. Two agreed with the statement, another three strongly agreed. If one takes 

into consideration only the retailers, who do not participate in food sharing, it can be seen, 
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that the retailers who do not participate believe less in the marketing value than the ones 

participating: One disagrees, one agrees, one strongly agrees.  

There is indication in the data, that RH4 holds true, since five out of six retailers see a 

positive marketing value in food sharing and the retailers participating see an even higher 

benefit than the retailers not participating. As mentioned above, it is not possible to 

confirm these hypotheses solely with the responses to the statement RQ6.  

RH5 can be falsified for the participants of the survey: Only one of the persons inter 

viewed thinks that food sharing is bad marketing. Since the survey is not representative, 

there could still be a relevant group among retailers who are afraid, that giving food away 

for free and the image of activists grabbing food from their garbage containers, could have 

negative effects on their marketing.  

RH6: Retailers are afraid that food sharing causes extra work  

Hypothesis RH6 is tested with responses to the statement RQ7: Participating in food 

sharing causes extra work.  
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Figure 15: Results of retailer question RQ7 

Two retailers (33%) disagree with the statement, that food sharing causes extra work. 

Interestingly enough, both of the retailers having given this response are participating in 

food sharing. Two retailers agree and another two retailers strongly agree with this 

hypothesis. One of the retailers who agrees with the statement also participates in food 

sharing. Although the majority of the retailers who participate in food sharing say that it 

does not mean extra efforts for them, it still might cost retailers’ effort to participate. It 

should be noted that the ones not participating might be afraid of the initial cost to collect 

information about food sharing to be on the safe side, legally, which would also go along 

with a bit of extra.  

Hypothesis RH5 can be verified by the data: All retailers that are not participating in food 

sharing are afraid of extra efforts  even though participating retailers state that it does 

not cause extra work for them.  

RH7: Retailers would participate in food sharing if umbrella brands encouraged 
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them to get involved in food sharing  

Hypothesis RH7 is tested by the data on statement RQ8: Participation in food sharing 

is not desired by our grocery chain.  

 

Figure 16: Results of retailer question RQ8 

Three retailers strongly disagree (33%) and one retailer disagrees (17%) with the 

statement, that food sharing is not desired by their umbrella brands. Three retailers agree 

(50%) with the statement. One out of three retailers participating in food sharing measures 

agrees with the statement that food sharing is not supported by their umbrella brand, 

whilst two out of three retailers, who do not participate, agree with that statement, 

meaning that the support of the umbrella brand does not seem to be mandatory for retailers 

 the number of participants is too small to give a substantial statement on how umbrella 

brand support does influence retailers’ participation in food sharing . Due to the fact that 

positions of participants diverge, hypothesis RH8 can neither be verified nor be falsified.  

RH8: Retailers are afraid of legal risks concerning expired products  
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Hypothesis RH8 is tested with responses to statement RQ9: Participation in food 

sharing might cause legal issues.  

 

Figure 17: Results of retailer question RQ9 

Three retailers disagree with the statement, while the other three either agree or strongly 

agree. Among the retailers currently participating in food sharing, one out of three agrees 

that their participating in food sharing might cause legal issues. Among the retailers who 

do not participate in food sharing two out of three agree with the statement. Since half of 

retailers agree with the statement, this hypothesis can be verified, although among the 

retailers not participating, there is fear of legal risks.  

5.3 Test groups summary  

In order to generate an abstract of the results of the testing hypotheses, those are 

summarised.  
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The survey among consumers showed the following results:  

● Only one of four consumers know what food sharing is.  

● Every second consumer has heard about Food sharing in Östersund.  

● One out of ten of the consumers interviewed had already participated in Food sharing 

in Östersund.  

● Two out of three consumers are interested in using the offer of Food sharing in 

Östersund.  

● Consumers have a realistic perception of how much food is wasted.  

● Although consumers try to consume everything they have in their fridge, they might 

still underestimate how much food is wasted in households.  

● More than eight out of ten consumers care about their carbon footprint.  

● Nearly nine out of ten consumers are interested in picking up expired food for free.  

● Nearly nine out of ten consumers are willing to participate in food sharing to reduce 

their carbon footprint.  

It has to be taken into account that the group of participants for the consumers is not 

representative for consumers in general, since they are younger and students thus having 

a lower budget. Moreover, do they have a better education than the average citizen.  

The retailer survey showed these results:  

● Retailers know what food sharing is.  

● Five out of six give away expired products, three out of six for food sharing.  

● Three out of three retailers, who do not participate in food sharing (RnP), say that 

clearer legal guidelines on the conditions of giving away expired food, would change their 

mind about participating.  

● Two out of three RnP state that more information on how to cooperate with Food 



69 
 

sharing in Östersund would change their mind about participation.  

● Retailers believe that food sharing is good marketing.  

● Four out of six retailers believe that food sharing causes them extra work, however, two 

out of three of retailers, participating in food sharing (RP), disagree.  

● Every second retailer states that food sharing is not desired by their umbrella brand.  

● Every second retailer is afraid that food sharing might cause legal issues.  

 

Taking into consideration those aspects it can be conceded that in Östersund there exists 

awareness of the global scope of food waste. Also, there can be found a lot of enthusiasm 

about participating in food sharing initiatives that help reduce food waste both on a local 

and a global scale since  as a matter of principle  global and local level are interconnected 

on multiple planes: First, global trade, as much as globalised food production, always 

begin at local level including all the negative effects going along with the construction 

and running of production sites, these being activities that obviously contribute to global 

warming. Secondly, through the public debate, consumers worldwide are informed about 

the negative effects of their food consumption. Local changes of behaviour as pursued by 

consumers constitute the third step, all of which  provided they are taken  may result in 

less food waste and thus carbon emissions. The fact that food sharing first came up in 

Germany and then quickly spread all over several countries is one practical example of 

how the local and the global sphere interconnect. The results of the survey show that 

consumers in Östersunds community are aware of how much food is thrown away. 

Furthermore, consumers seem to reflect on their own responsibility for their carbon 

footprint, which can be taken as proof for their willingness to participate in food sharing 

as a measure to reduce their carbon emissions. Retailers in Östersund are also opened to 

follow suit  based on the data collected, it cannot be determined though if they are 

motivated because of the global aspects of food waste or if they are willing to change their 

behaviour due to local market pressure. At least with regard to consumers the results show 

that they “think globally [and] act locally” and thus local behaviour proves to have a 

global effect and the other way around (Bryant & Jary, 1997). 
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All requirements needed to establish food sharing in Östersund are given: the global 

public discourse has created an awareness of the issue and the fact that everybody 

contributes to wasting food  and that public discourse has also made most people aware 

of the fact that food sharing can be considered an adequate measure in order to reduce 

food waste. In order to actually create a more global effect, food sharing in Östersund 

would need a higher participation rate  and not only Östersund but also many more 

regions would have to take action. In the next chapter, I will discuss some of the obstacles 

to a wider participation, as well as what strategies could be applied to support 

participation.  
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6. Discussion  

Having derived from the results and analyses of this study, there are a few points I would 

like to discuss in more depth in this chapter. First, this study about food sharing provides 

a new perspective on how to create more sustainable communities through the sharing of 

food. Until very recently, little had been known about food sharing in Östersund and 

therefore it was high time to do some research in this field. In scientific literature (e.g. 

Botsmann & Roger 2010, Albinsson & Perera (2012) it has been shown that sharing goods 

or things is something we do daily. In Sweden though, food sharing - especially in 

Östersund - is just beginning. Secondly, the findings of this thesis suggest that there seem 

to be obstacles preventing both consumers and retailers from participating in food sharing. 

These obstacles are named in this very thesis, and they may serve as a basis to those trying 

to make food sharing more attractive, thereby reducing food waste and creating more 

sustainable communities. In the following paragraphs, strategies of how to tackle some of 

those specific obstacles are formulated distinctively aiming at lowering the threshold for 

participating in food sharing. Additionally, they may help enhance some of the incentives 

needed to make participation more attractive. 

6.1 Consumers obstacles and strategies  

The obstacles that prevent people from getting engaged in food sharing initiatives can be 

categorised into three groups: a. lack of knowledge about food sharing and how to 

participate in general; b. misinterpretation of the consumer’s role in the production of food 

waste and c. accessibility to food sharing offers and initiatives. 

 

6.1.1 Lack of knowledge about food sharing 

The thesis results showed a lack of knowledge of the concept of food sharing in general 

and the initiative Foodsharing in Östersund in particular amongst consumers and retailers 

under scrutiny. Only every second consumer interviewed knew what it is. At the same 

time eight out of ten interviewees cared about their carbon footprint. This shows their high 

motivation to adopt a more sustainable lifestyle and can be named as being the strongest 

incentive on the consumer’s side to participate in food sharing. Nine out of ten test persons 
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were interested in avoiding food waste. This indicates a huge potential for spreading the 

concept if food sharing was accessible more easily.  

The test population’s high rate of ignorance around this rather recent concept can be 

explained by the fact that food sharing was first applied in Germany and then came to 

Sweden. Food sharing in Östersund is an even more recent initiative, since it was only 

founded in 2017. Furthermore, communication of and information on Food sharing in 

Östersund is mainly done via Facebook or karrot.world and promoted through these 

channels. These promotion channels seem to reach only people who have already shown 

an interest in the initiative and have access to social media platforms or at least the 

internet. Once people will have gotten to know the concept and its procedures, it can be 

expected that a rising number of people will get involved and that the idea will be spread 

further.  

Therefore, overcoming that lack of information and knowledge could be the most efficient 

strategy to promote Food sharing in Östersund amongst consumers and retailers alike. It 

is crucial, though, that the promotion does not include those two channels, exclusively. 

Provide information and marketing material  

To get more people involved with Food sharing in Östersund, more information and 

marketing have to be provided by the organisation in order to explain to people the basic 

concept of how to participate in it. This could be done by providing information material 

from the analogue world such as flyers or short brochures explaining the concept and 

ways of how to participate. These could be distributed in cafés, bars, universities, stores 

etc. or given to supporters to pass them on to people they know and who might be 

interested. Another option to make more people aware of the concept would be to talk to 

consumers directly, i.e. in the supermarkets or the city centre. This could further help lift 

doubts and potential prejudices.  

The benefits of distributing all that information online is that it can be easily shared by 

others, i.e. through a website which would have to contain the same information as 

suggested for the flyer or even better: a short video - if there is somebody related to the 

initiative who will be able and willing to produce it. Such material could then be shared 

on social media amongst supporters. 
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6.1.2 Underestimation of customer responsibility for food waste  

Although the results have shown that many customers have a rough idea of the amount of 

food wasted along the food chain, they also indicate that customers underestimate their 

own share in and responsibility for food waste. E.g. they are partly responsible for the 

problem that products, that do not look perfect, never reach retailers, since they are hard 

to sell. Customers’ main responsibility for food waste lies in the products they buy but do 

not consume. As it has been shown in the literature review, the amount of food waste 

generated that way is even bigger than the one in retail trade - however, the results also 

indicate that consumers do not reflect or acknowledge this behaviour adequately. 

Although this fact cannot be directly deducted from the results collected in the survey, it 

seems apparent that even though the carbon footprint was of great importance to the 

participants in the survey, they clearly were prone to underestimate their own share in and 

the impact of food waste on their carbon footprint.  

Stimulate public and private discourse   

Since the carbon footprint is an important issue for consumers, it can be considered an 

effective strategy of encouraging public discourse about how our decisions on what food 

we buy and how much food we throw away influences the amount of resources wasted. 

So, consumers may realise how their individual behaviour and decisions contribute to 

environmental destruction and the release of greenhouse gases. 

Public discourse and activism successfully changed consumer behaviour in the past, e.g. 

fair coffee production or the rise of fair production of clothing. This comparison clearly 

indicates that the task of stirring public discourse might take many years and requires the 

involvement and the cooperation of many people: Public media and politics, food activists 

and environmental protection organisations - as well as every individual who deems it his 

priority to help reduce the waste of natural resources in the form of food waste. The 

discourse is already in progress, particularly, the growing number of vegetarians in 

western countries, as well as initiatives such as food sharing may be seen as an indicator 

for that phenomenon. Discourse can be stimulated by every individual, but especially 

public media can serve as very influential multipliers due to their wide range. 
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6.1.3 Participation being time consuming and cumbersome  

Another obstacle lies in the nature of food sharing: Participation takes some effort and is 

time consuming. This it reflected in the results of the interviews, although two thirds of 

the participants were interested in food sharing and half of them knew its form of 

organisation – whereas only one out of ten had ever participated. Participating in food 

sharing is blocked by a high barrier since it requires high organisational effort ranging 

from understanding the concept of food sharing to finding out when a “pick-up” happens 

over meeting the persons who picked up the food or even to organising a “pick-up” at a 

retailer’s oneself. Because of that, participation is expensive in terms of the time invested. 

Furthermore, what and how much food is collected and redistributed is not clear in 

advance.  

 

Growing participation  

The more retailers and consumers participate in food sharing, the easier it will get for 

consumers to access food sharing initiatives, since there will be a greater number of “pick-

ups” and there is going to be more food to be picked up. Therefore, the more the 

movement grows, the easier it will get for everybody to participate. 

 

Low-threshold food sharing offers 

Food sharing would be more attractive to consumers if participation had a lower 

threshold. A strategy to meet that challenge would be to make surplus food accessible to 

consumers directly at the retailers’ - instead of requiring food sharing organisations. 

Retailers could offer baskets of surplus food for free and directly inside - or at the exit of 

the supermarkets to allow consumers to pick it up while shopping anyway. Positive 

marketing effects, all retailers agreed, can be expected to be much more rewarding than 

the relatively small number of products being sold at a cheaper price or being handed out 

for free. However, it cannot be expected that this will become reality at all retailers within 

the next couple of years. On top of this being a very effective way to avoid food waste in 

the retail market, it would trigger the public debate on food waste since surplus food would 

become visible for consumers instead of being hidden in trash containers. If consumers 

are confronted with the fact that food is going to waste every time, they go shopping, 
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many customers might reflect the issue of food waste in food production more often, 

which is a basic requirement to change food consumption behaviour.  

 

6.2 Retailers’ obstacles and strategies 

Before going into more detail, here is a short overview of current obstacles to a nationwide 

implementation of food sharing measures at the retailers’ and some strategies of how to 

overcome these problems: 

a. unclear legal status of food sharing 

b. lack of information and experience (extra work, legal status, marketing benefits): provide 

information, try out  

c. absence of legal and market pressure; law changes; provision of information about food, 

making food waste illegal 

6.2.1 Unclear legal status of food sharing 

Currently there is a lack of legal security for retailers in food sharing, since they would 

have to pass on products which have expired or might even have started to rot. At least, 

from a theoretical perspective, there is a legal risk involved in that, since retailers fear to 

get sued if somebody gets sick from products, they received via food sharing. The results 

of the survey clearly show that this is an issue for retailers: All retailers interviewed, who 

currently do not participate in food sharing, stated that clearer legal guidelines would 

change their minds. Every second retailer is afraid of legal issues when participating. 

In Östersund, only oral agreements exist between the food sharing initiative and retailers 

about the nature of their cooperation. There is no case documented in literature or public 

media where a retailer was sued because somebody suffered any health issues. But since 

there is no official regulation of food sharing and retailers are aware of the legal 

consequences when selling products causing health issues, it is understandable that 

retailers demand more legal security.  

Provide legally airtight contract templates 

One strategy of how to provide more legal security for retailers could be a contract 

template which regulates the cooperation between retailers and food sharing initiatives, 

which would certify in a legally airtight way, that the retailer cannot be held accountable 
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for health issues caused by the food he donated. Such a document would need to be created 

by lawyers. A legal template could be created once and then be used by all food sharing 

initiatives in Sweden. While such measures could provide more legal security, on the other 

hand this would make participation in food sharing more formal. Moreover, a legal 

document which would have to be read and signed by the retailers is prone to create a new 

barrier and to make participation of retailers in food sharing even more complex and 

difficult. 

• Regulation of food sharing by law 

Alternatively, laws passed at a national or at EU level providing clear legal guidelines for 

food sharing, would create legal security for retailers. However, in Sweden there is no 

such law, yet. As described in chapter 2.1.3, France has already taken steps to guarantee 

the donation of consumable food. An EU regulation, which reduces the risks for retailers, 

would make participation easier for them. 

 

6.2.2 Lack of information  

Results show that - although all retailers roughly knew the concept of food sharing, there 

still seems to be a lack of information and there exist misconceptions about how well food 

sharing works and how much effort it really takes to participate. Two thirds of retailers 

believed that food sharing would cause them extra work. However, about the same 

percentage of retailers, already participating in food sharing, disagreed. This means, that 

participation would need less effort on the retailers’ side than they themselves believe. 

The survey also shows that two out of three retailers participating in food sharing stated 

that more information on how to cooperate with Food sharing in Östersund could change 

their mind. So, there seems to be a demand for more information on the retailers’ side.  

• Provide more information for retailers  

A strategy against that lack of information could be to provide more information on the 

nitty-gritties of cooperation between food sharers. Food sharing initiatives could generate 

a standard document with aggregated information about how participation in food sharing 

works, including FAQs, the legal context, how and how often products are to be picked 

up and who to contact for further questions. At least, some of the information can be 
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generalised, so a template with these bits of information could be created for all initiatives 

in Sweden and then be distributed as a document for download. Printed out, it could be 

given to retailers, directly. Testimonials of retailers, who have already participated in food 

sharing and who report about how the cooperation worked for them, could also help to 

convince doubtful retailers. 

• Offer trial participation  

In order to allow retailers to make up their mind on the issue, food sharing trial 

participation could be offered with retailers being given the chance to try out food sharing 

for a limited period of time, so that they get the opportunity of gaining experience without 

the prospect of being bound to it for a long-time. During this limited period of time they 

could gather some feedback from staff and co-workers before considering a long-time 

cooperation. 

 

6.2.3 Lack of pressure to avoid food waste 

Currently, there seems to be only limited pressure from the consumers’ side - or in more 

positive terms - enough benefits for retailers to participate. So far, there has not been any 

legal requirement to avoid food waste, consumers have to articulate that they expect 

retailers to avoid food waste. Although all retailers confirmed that their participation in 

food sharing serves as good marketing, in the current initiative of Food sharing in 

Östersund only two out of sixteen retailers are actually participating (ÖP, 2018). So even 

though there seem to be marketing benefits for retailers, they are not considered massive 

enough to make participation increasingly attractive for them.  

Increase marketing benefits by labelling or certification 

A strategy to make participation for retailers more attractive is to make it easier for them 

to promote their cooperation with food sharing for marketing ends. A first step could be 

to encourage them to mention their cooperation through a sign in the store and a badge as 

marketing material. At a national or European level this could be solved with a badge-

label or certificate which states and confirms that the retailer is actively trying to avoid 

food waste. Since such a process creates costs, there is need for a credible organisation 

able and willing to provide and finance such certifications.  
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Encourage consumers to ask retailers what they do with food waste 

If consumers asked their retailers directly to engage in food sharing and requested them 

to do more about avoiding food waste, it would become more apparent to retailers that 

their consumers care about the issue. As described earlier, most consumers care about 

their carbon footprint, i.e. if they were encouraged by food sharing organisations to 

directly talk to their retailers about this issue, it would be more visible to retailers that 

their clients actually reflect the issue of food waste, which could then further motivate 

them to consider participation.  

 

6.2.4 Competition with other cooperations and initiatives  

There are other ways of avoiding food waste: Four out of six retailers stated that they 

donate surplus food for animal use, the benefit for retailers being that they can avoid food 

waste without legal insecurity since it is not consumed by humans. However, among the 

four retailers, who donate food for animal use, two also participated in food sharing.  

Yet, this must not be seen as competition but rather as a complementary concept to avoid 

more food waste. Firstly, animals can consume food which is already too rotten for 

humans, secondly, animals cannot consume packaged products, which can still be 

consumed by humans. 

• Combined “pick-ups” 

Food sharers could cooperate with farmers and support food donations for animals by also 

picking-up vegetables and fruit already too rotten for human consumption and pass them 

on for animal feeding. This could also be applied to products which are left over after 

“pick-ups”. 

 

6.3 Summary  

The obstacles listed above represent the status quo of food sharing in Östersund and thus 

are likely to give some answers to the research question of this paper. Nevertheless, 

multiple hindrances still exist around food sharing. These problems are based upon and 

have been deduced from the data generated with the help of the questionnaire and thus 

seem to be highly relevant. It seemed reasonable to develop possible strategies to 
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overcome those obstacles, but these must be looked at critically, since those are only ideas 

and assumptions formulated by the author and consequently of limited scope. On both, 

the consumer’s and the retailer’s side, obstacles occur when getting involved with food 

sharing. The ones on the consumers’ side are dealing more with individual lifestyles and 

time management, whereas the ones on the retailer’s side struggle with overall legal 

conditions, planning and human resource management. Nevertheless, those obstacles can 

be overcome through less workload, motivation and new work philosophies. Furthermore, 

they can be tackled with new attitudes towards food, food products as well as our own 

food behaviour in general. The recurring question is whether or not food sharing can lead 

to a reduction of food waste and overcome the fallout obstacles. And in this way, the 

question is if it can lead to a more sustainable community through foodsharing? The 

findings of this study coincide with the findings of Morone et al., in the sense that “food 

sharing practices would not automatically lead to food waste reduction” (2017, p.756). 

The expression “not automatically” leaves room for interpretation and further pushes the 

notion that in certain ways food sharing could help reducing food waste. And just this has 

been found out by this study, at least limited to Östersund, although it has to be 

acknowledged that a very clear distinction between the direct and indirect effects of food 

sharing on food waste still has to be made. Obviously, food sharing does not have a direct 

effect on food waste, i.e. it cannot prevent food waste from the roots, but it can be used 

as a tool to reduce the potential waste existing in the food and production chain. Therefore, 

food sharing helps to avoid food waste in Östersund, rather indirectly. This indirect effect 

may also be seen in people’s changing attitudes when beginning to reflect their own 

actions, when getting involved in initiatives or when seeking topical conversations with 

others. The results of the study suggest that Östersund’s young generation seems to have 

a great willingness to get involved with Food sharing in Östersund. This also reflects 

Blay-Palmer’s et al. (2013) findings, since food sharing is an organisation that is driven 

by volunteers and only works through active civic involvement. This strong involvement 

of the young generation may be explained by their general attitude towards environmental 

issues, e.g. their carbon footprint, as those are commonly understood as affecting our 

future on this planet. And just this very willingness may lay the foundation for change, 

which also requires time and an understanding of the problem. Therefore, food sharing 
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constitutes one factor that helps communities become more sustainable since it requires 

an ‘active participation’ of its proponents, which has been identified as a cornerstone for 

sustainable communities (Blay-Palmer et al., 2013). Referring back to section 2.2.3, a 

public awareness may be reached by these self-reflections that then may result in an 

increasing pressure on food politics and on the whole of the food industry. In addition, 

food waste reduction is part of many Swedish governmental projects and development 

goals, but in contrast to those, food sharing can give people the opportunity to take action 

themselves. The experience of taking part in a “food sharing action” including seeing, 

smelling, feeling and meeting other food sharing members and retailers including staff, 

goes far beyond the latter one. And by doing so, food sharing members thus getting an 

insight into retailers’ practice, can further develop relationships with other members of 

the retail store. Through this, they might get an insight into the amount of food that is 

thrown away, day by day, which could then be the most remarkable of all the new 

experiences. As humans we tend to be affected when seeing the amount of food being 

wasted, but sometimes we ourselves need even more of such experience in order to 

understand the problem more thoroughly. The author herself has participated in various 

food “pick-ups” and so could observe people’s emotions when doing it for the first time. 

It seems almost like a “click” or switch in people’s mind when they are finally getting an 

understanding of the issue of food waste. Especially, when the pictures come to one’s 

mind, and even more so when those have found their way into our daily lives or when 

they become a topic for discussion. And exactly this effect of food sharing activities is so 

valuable and may even result in a decrease in household waste. Apart from this, food 

sharing may also be a tool for retailers to create a more sustainable image for their 

businesses. But it will also have the simple impact that these retailers may begin to see 

their own production of food waste from a different perspective. However, in line with 

the ideas of Gansky (2010), food sharing, like other sharing models, may have the 

potential for becoming more popular and eventually moving towards mainstream. 

Moreover, food sharing is also a tool that is prone to connect consumers and retailers with 

each other in new ways, since the concept highly relies on a good cooperation between 

these two protagonists.  
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Food waste seems to be an issue that will always be present on our planet and a far better 

solution than food sharing is needed to solve the problem. The waste heap already starts 

building up with the growing of crops, then meandering through the supply chain and 

ending at the consumer’s home. At this point adequate action of the community is needed 

in order to become more sustainable and resilient. According to Hinrichs and Lyson 

(2008), Marsden (2008) and Marsden and Sonnino (2012) waste awareness is achieved 

through food initiatives in the community. From the retailer’s prospective, though, all the 

people involved at any little step of this process pursue their own interests with a lot of 

money being involved; this making it a very complex system, difficult to organise and 

control. At best, food waste should be avoided altogether, which would make futile any 

food sharing efforts - but this is more of an illusion. Therefore, rather small steps should 

be taken, which would help draw attention to the concepts of food sharing, karma or olio 

all of which are dealing with the problem of food waste at the end of the supply chain. 

This may not be a comprehensive solution to create a sustainable community but may 

very well work as a first step into the right direction. It is not scientifically proven that all 

these concepts and organisations will bring about a change, but for sure they can trigger 

people's self-reflection and so constitute a first step towards getting more attention. 

Östersund is not the world, but Östersund’s current initiative is just one of those first steps 

we can take trying to do better. Finally, food sharing is a creative vehicle that has been 

developed to make use of resources already existing and has brought benefits to Östersund 

and other Swedish cities, up to now. Once the first obstacle is overcome, it seems like 

food sharing might become a future concept for Swedish cities. It has the potential to 

create better awareness for sustainable issues and the consumers’ willingness to deal with 

waste issues in general. In the near future, hopefully, new concepts are going to pop up 

that are similar to food sharing or that even elaborate and enhance the idea in order to 

create more sustainable communities.  

7. Conclusion 

This last chapter incorporates suggestions as to what extent both consumers’ and retailers’ 

participation in food sharing could be intensified. Additionally, an outlook on how to 

reduce waste during the food production process and consumption is given.  
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In conclusion, the findings of this thesis show that consumers have a high incentive to 

avoid food waste since the carbon footprint has become relevant to nearly all the 

participants of this survey: The findings have shown that eight out of ten persons care 

about their carbon footprint. The main deterrents to participating in food sharing for 

consumers and retailers alike, has been thoroughly dealt with in chapter 6.3. Here they 

are used as a basis for ideas that might solve some of the main problems concerning food 

waste.   

 

7.1 Outlook on how to fight food waste  

Food sharing is a powerful instrument to avoid food waste in retail, but also to shed light 

on the issue of food waste in general, since its presence triggers discussions on the issue 

of food waste as a whole. When looking at sustainable communities and particularly at 

food waste on a global scale, other instruments of food waste reduction and wasting of 

resources in the food market have to be considered: 

As already mentioned, retailers could offer surplus food directly in the stores, making it 

easier for consumers to pick it up. 

In the long run, products, which require maintenance of the cold chain, such as meat, milk 

products and precooked or prepared meals, could be offered cheaper or for free, hereby 

avoiding them being thrown away, since picking them up from garbage bins is not food 

safe. This is already practised by some stores, e.g. in Germany and Sweden with apps like 

Too good to go (toogoodtogo.de, 2018) or karma (karma.life, 2018).  

Restaurants cooking with surplus food could also make direct use of products which 

require cooling. That kind of cooking is already practised in some restaurants in Berlin 

e.g. Restlos Glücklich based on a pun as is means both “happy without waste and “totally 

happy” (Restlos Glücklich, 2018)  Re Taste in Stockholm (restaurangretaste.se, 2018) and 

since 2019 also Hamngatan 12 in Östersund are further examples. 

Food, which cannot be consumed by humans, e.g. rotten vegetables and fruit, can still be 

consumed by animals, so this instrument, which is already used, would have to find wider 

use.  
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Besides applying other instruments, the author sees two driving forces which need to be 

changed in order to have an even wider effect on food waste reduction: A public debate 

intensifying, so that consumers begin to change their behaviour. Moreover, new laws 

should be passed and implemented that provide stronger incentives and greater legal 

security for food producers and retailers wanting to avoid food waste. 

Healthy and sustainable nutrition has become a topic widely discussed. This debate 

increases everybody’s awareness of her/his carbon footprint on the plane of food 

production and tran-sport. One strategy that could help consumers adapt their food 

consumption to the reduction of their carbon footprint is providing transparent, topical 

information printed on the cover of each individual product sold in supermarkets or 

elsewhere. Since this requires international cooperation, it will presumably take time until 

this kind of consumer information can be made available on all products. A first start 

could be non-mandatory information on the carbon footprint on the product that is 

purchased including labels accredited by credible organisations, similar to labels for 

organic products and fair-trade coffee. With such information, consumers would receive 

more reliable information on the food that they are actually buying. All of this is linked 

to another important aspect: There is one area in which consumers must take more 

responsibility: It seems to be evident that consumers underestimate how much food they 

waste themselves. A continuing public debate via various channels of information and 

private discussions about food production can help consumers to reflect this issue more 

intensively - however, this is an area which can hardly be controlled by law. One should 

also consider implementing the issue into high-school curricula. 

On the retailers’ side, however, the implementation of legal restrictions to avoid food 

waste is possible. At the moment, existing legislation generates food waste because of 

mandatory expiration dates for food, which causes a lot of uncertainty when it comes to 

food sharing. On the other hand, there have hardly been any incentives from lawmakers 

that would enforce food waste reduction, so far: 

A good start could be to create legal security for retailers by reducing their risks when 

handing out surplus food to clients and food sharing organisations.  
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Food producers and retailers could be obliged by law to report how much edible produce 

is going to waste during production and retail in order to create pressure that could help 

minimise those vast amounts of waste. 

Food producers could be required to label the carbon footprint of their products to make 

it easier for consumers to decide what to buy. 

Last but not least, a penalty tax on food waste produced during the food chain could be a 

powerful instrument to avoid food waste in production and retail since it could provide a 

very strong incentive to avoid food waste for economic reasons. As described earlier, in 

France retailers are already obliged to pass on consumable products to charities by law 

(Schanes, Dobernig & Gözet, 2018).  

To conclude, the potential of food sharing initiatives to become more widespread and 

known since both consumers and retailers have an interest to participate. Therefore, the 

author expects that more retailers and consumers will participate in food sharing in the 

near future. This may result in more sustainable communities, since most of the population 

is already thinking about food sharing and the consequences of food waste. In addition, 

the development of the city centres e.g. a restaurant cooking with wasted food and the 

development of an eco-hub, underlines the rethinking process within the population that 

is already under way. For Östersund, being a small community in the middle of Sweden, 

it might not be easy to become more sustainable, but through its attractive geographical 

location, steady growth and the university, it has become an attractive place to live at, 

pulling well-educated and driven people, that are needed for forming a sustainable 

community. Therefore, initiatives like food sharing have the advantage of reaching almost 

everyone and making a change. We all share that responsibility and eventually have to 

live with the consequences that follow environmental damage, pollution of the oceans or 

the enlargement of our carbon footprints. Östersund might represent a smaller share in the 

global discussion, but as a local example, it can help to show how food sharing as an 

instrument could help reduce the carbon footprint of Östersund’s population and thereby 

become more sustainable. The local community’s efforts are complemented by actions 

and activities of individuals, who want to bring about a change.  Every community must 

do this in its own way with its own resources referring to the individual needs of the very 

community. This is a notion that has already been emphasised by Turvey (2015). Every 
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living community can make a change, even though these changes may occur on a small 

scale. The University of Östersund e.g. - when compared to the whole population of 

Östersund - could be defined as such a small-scale entity. Finally, the concepts and 

strategies to encourage food sharing, which are tested and applied in Östersund, can serve 

as a role-model for other regions in Sweden, Europe and all over the world. All of this 

seems to have a chance of becoming real since there already exists that global awareness 

that humanity must rethink the way they live and how they want to be nourished. In order 

to trigger, inspire and speed up this process, positive examples and role-models are 

required which demonstrate how food sharing can be successfully established. Östersund 

can serve as such an example so that food sharing can be applied on a larger scale. 

Therefore food sharing having succeeded on the local level, can be used as an argument 

and example helping to convince those people that still doubt that the initiative could 

attract a relevant number of followers and that it can change things to the positive.   

7.2 Further research 

The results of this study have revealed several topics which could be interesting for further 

investigation. First of all, research could keep an eye on the fact that there seems to lie a 

great dichotomy between the amount of how much consumers think they waste vs. the 

food waste they really create. It would be interesting to analyse the hypothesis that people 

create much more food waste than they think. This is an important issue since a lot of food 

waste is created by consumers and there exist no adequate strategies for the reduction of 

food waste produced by consumers apart from providing information and education. 

 

As this study’s test population consisted of people from an academic background, it would 

also be interesting to investigate what people from a non-academic background, as well 

as people from a different age group - e.g. pensioners – would have to say about the issue 

of food waste and the idea of food sharing. Comparing such results could help to draw 

even better conclusions on how to educate people wasting less food and thus it could 

further contribute to reducing the carbon footprint on a global scale.  
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire: Retailer Survey 

Appendix 3: SPSS Codebook 

 



Survey: Food sharing in Östersund
Please complete this short survey for my master thesis in human geography at Mittuniversitetet in 
Östersund regarding the concept of food sharing. This survey attempts to examine the acceptance 
of the concept of food sharing in Östersund. 

- The survey contains only 13 questions - you will be done in 3 min! 
-  I record data anonymously and I handle it with care. It will not be used for any other purposes or                           
   passed on to third parties. 

If you have any questions please contact me: bekl1700@student.miun.se

Many thanks for your support! - Bente Klüppelholz

* Required

Organisations and initiatives

Never heard about it.

I heard about food sharing, but I don't know exactly what it is.

Yes, I know what food sharing is.

Never heard about it.

I have heard about it, but I never participated.

I already participated.

1. Have you heard about the concept of food sharing?

2. Have you heard about the initiative "foodsharing in Östersund"?



No, I am not interested.

Maybe, but it seems like a lot of effort.

Yes, but I have never got in contact with the offer.

Yes, absolutely.

5. To what extend do you agree with the following statements:

3. Would you be interested to use the offer of "foodsharing in
Östersund"?
"Foodsharing i Östersund" saves surplus food from stores and shares it for free.

4. Please make a guess: How much of all produced food is being
thrown away in Sweden?

Choose

6. I eat everything fresh in my fridge before I buy new food.

strongly disagree disagree agree strongly agree

--

7. I think about how my behavior in�uences my carbon footprint.

strongly disagree disagree agree strongly agree

--

8. I would pick up expired food at the supermarket if it would be
free of charge.

strongly disagree disagree agree strongly agree

--



Statistical information

Female

Male

Other

Student

Postgraduate

Lecturer

Other

In Österund, Sweden.

Somewhere else in Sweden.

Outside of Sweden.

9. I am interested in participating in food sharing to reduce my
carbon footprint.

strongly disagree disagree agree strongly agree

--

10. How old are you?
Choose

11. What is your gender?

12. What is your profession?

13. Where do you live? *



Thank you for your participation!

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. Report Abuse - Terms of Service

SUBMIT

 Forms



Retailer survey: Food sharing
Östersund
This survey is conducted for a research project for my master thesis at Mittuniversitetet in 
Östersund. The goal of the research is to examine under what conditions retail stores are able and 
interested to participate in food sharing. 

Data is recorded anonymously and handled with care. It will not be used for any other purposes or 
passed on to third parties.  
The survey contains only 10 questions - you will be done in 2 min!

If you have any questions please contact me: bekl1700@student.miun.se

Many thanks for your support! - Bente Klüppelholz 

No.

Kind of.

Yes.

No.

Yes.

Yes, we cooperate with "food sharing in Östersund".

1. Have you heard about the concept of food sharing?

2. Do you know the initiative "food sharing in Östersund" ?
Food sharing organizations collect food from retail stores, which would be thrown away otherwise.
Their goal is to reduce everyday food waste.



No, we don't give away expired products.

To staff members.

To food sharing.

For use as animal food.

Other

Request by my clients.

Request by staff (co-workers).

Clear legal guidelines by government for giving away expired food.

Support by my umbrella brand.

Support of food sharing by other retail stores.

More information about how to co-operate with food sharing.

5. To what extend do you agree with the following statements:

3. Does your retail store give away expired products?
Multiple answers possible!

4. If you are not participating in food sharing: What would change
your mind?
Multiple answers possible!

6. Participation in food sharing is good marketing.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree

--



Statistical information

25-31

32-37

37-42

43-48

49-54

older than 54

7. Participation in food sharing causes extra work.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

--

8. Participation in food sharing is not desired by our grocery
chain.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

--

9. Participation in food sharing might cause legal issues.

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

--

10. How old are you?



Female

Male

Other

Thank you very much for your participation!

Dieser Inhalt wurde nicht von Google erstellt und wird von Google auch nicht unterstützt. Missbrauch melden -
Nutzungsbedingungen

11.What is your gender?

SENDEN

 Formulare



SPSS Codebook 

Consumer 

Knowledge about food sharing Knowledge about initative 
Never heard about it = 1 Never heard about it = 1
I heard about foodsharing, but I don't know what it is = 2 I heard about it, but I never participated = 2 
Yes, I know what food sharing is = 3 I already participated = 3

Guess about food waste Interest in foodsharing in Östersund
0-10% = 1 No, I am not interested = 1 
11-20% = 2 Maybe, but it seems like a lot of effort = 2
21-30% = 3 Yes, but I have never got in contact with the offer = 3 
31-40% = 4 Yes, absolutely = 4 
41-50% = 5
51-60% = 6 
61-70% = 7
71-80% = 8 
81-90% = 9 
91-100% = 10

Fridge Footprint behaviour 
Strongly disagree = 1 Strongly disagree = 1 
Disagree = 2 Disagree = 2 
Agree = 3 Agree = 3 
Strongly agree = 4 Strongly agree = 4

Expired food Footprint reduction
Strongly disagree = 1 Strongly disagree = 1 
Disagree = 2 Disagree = 2 
Agree = 3 Agree = 3 
Strongly agree = 4 Strongly agree = 4

Age Gender
Younger than 21 = 1 Female = 1
21-26 = 2 Male = 2 
27-32 = 3
33-38 = 4 
39-44 = 5
45-50 = 6 

Profession Hometown 
Student = 1 Östersund, Sweden = 1 
Postgraduate = 2 Somewehere else in Sweden = 2 
Lecturer = 3 Outside of Sweden = 3 
Other = 4 



Retailers 

Knowledge of food sharing Knowledge of initiative 
Yes = 1 Yes = 1 
Kind of = 2 Yes, we cooperate with foodsharing in Östersund = 2

No = 3 

Expired food Change of mind
To food sharing = 1 Clear legal guidelines by government for giving away food = 1 
For use of animal food = 2 More information of how to cooperate with food sharing = 2 
No, we don't give away expired products = 3 Request by staff (co-workers) = 3
To both, food sharing and animal use = 4 Support of food sharing by other retail stores = 4

Good marketing Extra work
Strongly disagree = 1 Strongly disagree = 1 
Disagree = 2 Disagree = 2 
Agree = 3 Agree = 3 
Strongly agree = 4 Strongly agree = 4

Grocery chain Legal issues
Strongly disagree = 1 Strongly disagree = 1 
Disagree = 2 Disagree = 2 
Agree = 3 Agree = 3 
Strongly agree = 4 Strongly agree = 4

Age Gender 
25-31 = 1 Male = 1
32-37 = 2 Female = 2
38-42 = 3
43-48 = 4 
49-54 = 5 


