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Abstract: Food waste has increased significantly and become a global issue amidst a growing concern
regarding famine in several countries. Food sharing constitutes the solution to the problem provided
an appropriate framework is developed that guides its application. The sharing economy was touted
as the appropriate framework, yet it is excessively macroscopic to be able to capture the dynamics of
food sharing activities. A microscopic framework is required to overcome this problem, the concept
of collaborative consumption with its focus on activity level being one potential solution. However,
an investigation into how food sharing activities can be viewed as collaborative consumption should
be completed. This paper presents an analysis of the relationship between food sharing activities
and collaborative consumption. The authors employed a systematic literature review conducted by
meta-analysis and content analysis to identify the commonalities between the two and the theories
underlying them. The result is a conceptual framework of food sharing activities as a collaborative
consumption practice. The framework highlights eight propositions that can explain the intention,
performance, and continuity of food sharing activities. At the end of the paper, the authors outline
the theoretical and managerial contributions and recommend future research activities.

Keywords: food waste; food sharing; collaborative consumption; sharing economy; social prac-
tice theory

1. Introduction

Changes in food consumption patterns have increased the amount of food waste,
which is the amount of edible food discarded for various reasons at successive stages of the
food supply chain, such as excessive quantity and poor quality [1]. Food waste has risen to
32% of global food production, or 1.3 billion tons per year [2]. Worldwide, those primarily
responsible for food waste are the retail sector, food service providers, and consumers
(40%); households (25%); and agriculture (35%) [2,3].

Food waste negatively affects the environment, society, and the economy [4–6]. The
impact of food waste on the environment lies in its contribution to greenhouse gas emissions
(GHG) and global warming [7]. In terms of social consequences, food poverty is growing
rapidly [8]. Finally, the economic impact is the loss of numerous resources such as water
and energy [1,9].

Food sharing, an initiative to reduce food waste by redistributing surpluses [6,10], repre-
sents a response to United Nations (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 2 and 12
that relate to zero hunger and responsible consumption [11,12]. The practice of food sharing
was initially restricted to household or kinship relationships such as family, neighbours, or
friends. Technological developments have extended food sharing practices beyond sharing
with relatives to include strangers. Moreover, such practices can accommodate large food
industry or food services surpluses to be shared with the needy [3].

Previous food sharing studies have mainly employed the sharing economy as a
fundamental sharing model [13–15]. However, a significant drawback of using the broad
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and macroscopic sharing economy concept is that it may fail to capture the dynamics of
food sharing at the micro level [12,16–19], which is important because it encompasses the
actors, their motivation, actions, and consequences of food sharing activities.

The concept of collaborative consumption is suitable for this purpose since it can
specify the consumption pattern and context at a microscopic level in terms of both orga-
nizations and individuals [17,20–23]. The term “collaborative” refers to the cooperative
interaction between the actors which builds a relationship of supportive trust and collective
action [24,25]. Meanwhile, the term ‘consumption’ emphasizes sustainable utilization,
which optimizes unused resources and reduces over-consumption by collecting and dis-
tributing food surpluses in line with food sharing goals [21,26–28].

Exploring food sharing from a collaborative consumption perspective is crucial. The
micro perspective of collaborative consumption is appropriate to enhancing the effective-
ness of food sharing as a means of reducing food waste because it can facilitate profound
insights into food sharing activities, in particular the purpose, performance, and continuity
of the activities [26,29]. From a scientific point of view, investigating food sharing activ-
ities from the viewpoint of collaborative consumption enriches the body of knowledge
regarding such consumption, which has traditionally focused on the transportation, accom-
modation, and fashion sectors [10,30–34]. Of particular significance is the fact that food
sharing activities involve non-monetary compensation. This is an important characteristic
that differentiates food sharing from the other collaborative consumption activities. Hence,
investigating food sharing activities by means of a collaborative consumption framework
constitutes a substantial contribution to the literature.

Based on the elaboration in the previous paragraph, there are two objectives of this
study. First, to recognize the characteristics of food sharing that are appropriate to the
collaborative consumption context. Second, to develop a conceptual framework of food
sharing from a collaborative consumption perspective. The structure of the study consists
of four sections. The first introduces sharing as a new paradigm to reduce food waste,
prompting the present research into food sharing within a collaborative context. The second
addresses the research objectives by employing two methods: a systematic literature review
and content analysis. The third section presents and discusses the results. The final section
contains the conclusion and recommendations for further research.

2. Materials and Methods

Food sharing represents an embryonic issue and a minor topic that requires the
developing of a solid understanding of previous studies through a literature review. In
reducing food waste, many studies on food sharing are dominated by macro-level studies
such as socio-ecological, geographic, economic, and cultural [35–38]. However, it is not
optimal in reducing food waste because the main problem is at the micro-level, such as
behavior at all levels in the food supply chain and improper food management [1,6,38,39].
Therefore, a critical approach is needed in food sharing research to deconstruct a new
framework at the micro-level, which is reflected in the context of collaborative consumption.
This study focuses on two things: the behavior of actors and the role of Information and
Communications Technology (ICT) in food sharing activities.

This research is comprised of two stages in order to develop a conceptual framework
of food sharing from the collaborative consumption perspective. Firstly, the study compares
food sharing and collaborative consumption as a means of investigating the characteris-
tics of and the relationship between both concepts using a meta-analysis. Secondly, the
content analysis explores the first stage results as the fundamental inputs for conceptual
framework development.

This study employs a systematic literature review in order to promote an understand-
ing of food sharing within a collaborative consumption context. The review, conducted by
both metaanalysis (using statistical analysis of R-studio Bibliometrix) and content analysis,
develops a conceptual framework. A systematic literature review analyzes the transparency,
methodology, and reproducibility of previous empirical research [39]. The transparency of
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the study methods employed is achieved through three stages: data collection, selection
and extraction, and, finally, analysis. The proposed conceptual framework is reproducible
through the application of both qualitative and quantitative methods.

Data collection involves the gathering of information from the database source and
determining the keywords related to the study, namely, food sharing and collaborative
consumption. The second stage consists of the selection and extraction of the relevant
data. Finally, the R studio tool and content analysis address the research objectives. The
successive stages of the research are described in Figure 1 below:

1 Data Collection
The study employed raw data from the Scopus database which, as the largest, most
comprehensive, and robust database for citation, is the one preferred by the majority of
scholars [40–42] The subsequent data collection stage identified the relevant keywords
employed to select sample articles as the raw data [43], which was collected on
1 January 2022. Two keywords searched for separately in the titles and abstracts were
“food sharing” and “collaborative consumption”. The study set a specific time frame
of 2000 to 2022 when identifying the most recent food sharing and collaborative
consumption studies. The initial search retrieved 296 articles related to food sharing
and 113 on collaborative consumption.

2 Data Selection
The study identified and removed irrelevant articles leading to the extracting of
appropriate data from 41 articles on food sharing, and 13 covering collaborative
consumption. The final data extraction consisted of 255 articles on food sharing and
100 articles concerning collaborative consumption for subsequent examination. The
main “food sharing” and “collaborative consumption” data is shown in Table 1. The
food sharing research period is more extended than collaborative consumption in
the 2000s and the 2010s. The term “collaborative consumption” was first mentioned
in a Felson and Spaeth article of 1978, but the term fell out of currency and was not
employed again until the 2010s, when technology developed rapidly. Sharing activ-
ities using technology increased the volume of collaborative consumption research
in the early 2010s. The 255 documents related to food sharing feature 692 authors,
742 author keywords, 11,335 references, and 183 sources. In comparison, 100 col-
laborative consumption documents contained 256 authors, 335 author keywords,
5583 references, and 65 sources.

3 Data Analysis
The study has two research objectives. First, through meta-analysis, to recognize and
map food sharing characteristics appropriate to a collaborative consumption context.
A meta-analysis is a statistical method of integrating results from various studies as
a means of identifying and comparing the patterns, disagreements, or relationships
that appear in multiple studies on the same topic [39]. A meta-analysis employs
Bibliometrix R-package tools which focus on keyword analysis, while Bibliometrix
is an open-source software valuable for performing meta-analyses [44]. Secondly,
the study’s objective is to develop a conceptual framework for food sharing from
a collaborative consumption perspective through comprehensive content analysis
and further research. The content analysis elaborates the thematic evolution of the
discipline while drawing on the authors’ expertise [44].
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Figure 1. Research method.

Table 1. Main data.

Descriptions Food Sharing Collaborative Consumption

Timespan 2000:2022 2013:2021
Sources 183 65

Documents 255 100
References 11,335 5583

Authors 692 256
Author’s Keywords 742 335

Source: R-studio Tool.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Keywords Analysis
3.1.1. Food Sharing

The keyword analysis describes the research trend, identifies the research gap and high-
lights future potential research [45]. Word Treemap contains the R-package Bibliometrix
results that collate, extract and count the high-frequency keywords from the articles re-
viewed [46]. The Treemap reflects the characteristics of the field of studies and the produc-
tion of concise and intuitive articles [47]. The study utilized keyword analysis in order to
identify characteristics of food sharing and collaborative consumption studies. There are
two types of keywords analysis. First, intensive keywords refer to keywords that are often
used in the research topic. These keywords construct the core concept of the field. Secondly,
episodic keywords mean that keywords are only mentioned one to three times in keyword
analysis. The episodic keywords have a broad scope of context to describe a comprehensive
trend of a research topic [48]. This study uses intensive and episodic keywords to convey a
clear and comprehensive coverage. The first Treemap contains a keyword analysis of food
sharing studies (see Figure 2 below).

There are fifty most prominent terms in food sharing studies. The terms are “food shar-
ing” (19%), “food-sharing” (3%), “food waste” (7%), “sharing economy” (6%), and “sharing”
(5%). Three terms have the same frequency (4%): “food”, “cooperation”, and “food security”.
Food insecurity and sustainability (3%), “reciprocity”, “commensality”, and “exchange”,
have the same percentage (2%). The last terms have a similar portion (1%): “reciprocal
altruism”, “behavioural ecology”, “children”, “climate change”, “hunger-gatherers”, “social
network analysis”, “social network”, “Canada”, “care”, “cities”, “consumption”, “Ethiopia”,
“ethnography”, “evolution”, “food surplus”, “food system”, “health”, “hunger”, “indige-
nous”, “inequality”, “Inuit”, “motivation”, “resilience”, “360-degree video”, “activism”,
“anthropology”, “Belgium, Berlin”, “coping strategies”, “costly signaling”, “COVID-19”,
“cross-cultural comparison”, “cultural ecosystem services”, “culture”, “demography”, “den-
tal caries”, and “diet”.
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Figure 2. The food sharing treemap.

The fifty most frequently used keywords can be interpreted as follows:

1. Of the fifty terms derived from the keyword analysis of food sharing studies, two
duplicating terms: (1) “food sharing” and “food-sharing”; (2) “social networks” and
“social network analysis” were identified.

2. “Sharing Economy”, “COVID-19”, and “behavioural ecology” are recent issues in
food sharing studies [9,12,49,50].

3. “Food waste”, “food surplus”, “climate change”, “sustainability”, “consumption”,
and “food system” imply behaviour to protect the environment [6,8,51,52].

4. “Reciprocity”, “reciprocal altruism”, and “exchange” are the terms considered to
explain food sharing motivation and are also similar to the basic principles of social
exchange theory [29,49,50,53].

5. “Motivation” is a keyword frequently investigated in food sharing research to under-
stand why individuals participate in food sharing [51,52].

6. “Sharing”, “food”, “cooperation”, and “care” reflect primary food sharing characteris-
tics [54–56].

7. The five terms refer to culture-related topics, namely “cross-cultural comparison“,
“cultural ecosystem services“, “indigenous“, “Inuit“, and “culture“ itself [35,57–59].
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8. “Canada”, “Ethiopia”, “Belgium”, and “Berlin” refer to the country, region and city
where food sharing studies are most widely conducted. The keyword “cities” indicates
where most food sharing activities are undertaken in urban areas [60–62].

9. “Children”, “hunger”, “inequality”, and “food insecurity” reflect the recipients in
food sharing activities and indicate that food sharing studies emphasize creating food
security and society’s well-being [36,63,64].

10. Food sharing studies are concerned with “health” and “diet” [65,66].
11. “Dental caries” have been excluded from the analysis because the keyword is not

related to food sharing [67,68].
12. “Social network analysis”, “ethnography”, and “360-degree video” are the tools and

methods commonly used in food sharing research [63,64,69].
13. “Hunter-gatherers” and “activism” are food sharing communities [37].
14. “Demography” and “cost signaling” are other factors that influence food sharing

research [70,71].

3.1.2. Collaborative Consumption

Figure 3 contains the fifty terms most frequently used by the authors of collaborative
consumption studies. “Collaborative consumption” itself is most frequently mentioned
by the author (36%), followed by “sharing economy” (15%) and “sustainability” (4%).
The other six terms: “trust”, “consumer behaviour”, “sharing”, “attitude”, “peer-to-peer”,
and “sustainable consumption account” for 2%, while the rest each constitute 1%. There
are 31 terms: “business model”, “constraints”, “materialism”, “theory of planned be-
haviour”, “access-based consumption”, “attitudes”, “business models”, “car sharing”,
“carpooling”, “case study”, “collaborative consumption” (cc), “collaborative economy”,
“community”, “consumer”, “customer-to-customer interaction”, “e-government”, “fashion
sharing”, “Google Maps”, “intentions”, “mobile technology”, “motivation”, “motivations”,
“netnography”, “online car-hailing”, “online collaborative consumption” (occ), “online
food ordering”, “p2p”, “peer-to-peer”, “peer-to-peer sharing”, “perceived risk”, “perceived
value”, “practice theory”, “product sharing”, “quality, service”, “social capital”, “social
distance”, “social practice theory”, “traffic conditions”, “value”, and “values”.

However, of the fifty terms mentioned in the collaborative consumption analysis, the
following keywords were identified:

1. There are five sets of repeated terms, namely: (1) “collaborative consumption”, “collab-
orative consumption” (cc), and “online collaborative consumption”; (2) “peer-to-peer”,
“p2p”, “peer-to-peer”, “peer-to-peer sharing”; (3) “motivation and motivations”;
(4) “attitude and attitudes”; (5) “value and values” that are the most widely used in
collaborative consumption research.

2. Collaborative consumption research is dominated by two scopes: micro and meso. The
microscope covers behavioural and interactional factors such as “trust”, “attitude”,
“motivation”, “perceived risk”, “intention”, “perceived value”, “materialism”, and
“social distance” [72–80]. Meanwhile, the meso-scope covers organizational factors
such as “constraints”, “service, quality”, and “business models” [81–84].

3. The most prominent characteristics of collaborative consumption are “peer-to-peer”,
“sharing”, “customer-to-customer interaction”, and “mobile technology” [85–91].

4. “Sustainability” and “sustainable consumption” are the two keywords indicating
collaborative consumption studies of pro-environmental behaviour [92,93].

5. In contrast to food sharing research, collaborative consumption research has been sup-
ported by several theoretical foundations, including the theory of planned behaviour,
social practice theory, practice theory and social capital theory [18,94–98].

6. Netnography and case study methods are commonly used in collaborative consump-
tion research [27,99,100].

7. The sharing economy, access-based consumption, and the collaborative economy
intersect with collaborative consumption terminology [22,91,101–106].



Foods 2022, 11, 1422 7 of 21

8. E-government, fashion sharing, online car-hailing, car sharing, carpooling, and online
food ordering are the most frequently explored units of analysis in collaborative
consumption [99,100,103,107–110]. Transportation has been widely discussed in col-
laborative consumption, while traffic conditions and Google Maps are considered in
car-sharing [111].

9. Customer and community are the actors of collaborative consumption activities [24,112–114].

Figure 3. The collaborative consumption treemap. Source: R-Studio for Bibliometrix Tools.

3.1.3. Food Sharing and Collaborative Consumption

This section divides the food sharing and collaborative consumption keyword analysis
into six categories: characteristics, research objects, methods, theoretical background, unit
analysis, and actors (Table 2).
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Table 2. The description of food sharing and collaborative consumption research.

Description Food Sharing Collaborative Consumption

characteristics

Sharing
Sustainability
Sharing Economy
Cooperation
Care

Peer-to-peer
Platform Technology
Sharing
Sustainability
Sharing Economy
Interaction

research objects Food

Transportation
Fashion
E-Government
Food

methods Ethnography
Social Networks Analysis

Netnography
Case Study

theoretical background Social Exchange Theory
Theory of Planned Behaviour
Social Practice Theory
Social Capital Theory

unit of analysis
Micro: Motivation
Macro: Demography, Culture,
Region, Health

Micro: trust, attitude, motivation,
perceived risk, intention, perceived
value, materialism, and social distance
Meso: business model, service,
quality, and constraints

actors
Food recipients
Community: food donors and
food mediators

Customer
Service provider
Platform provider

1. Characteristics
There are similar characteristics between food sharing and collaborative consumption:
sharing, sustainability, and the sharing economy; the latter of which is an umbrella
concept for the sharing movement [16,114]. In most previous studies, the sharing
economy and collaborative consumption are often defined. However, in others, col-
laborative consumption constitutes a subset of the sharing economy. It can, therefore,
be interpreted that the sharing economy has a broader reach [12,16,115]. At the same
time, the context of collaborative consumption is more specific. This finding supports
our earlier statement on the scope of the sharing economy and collaborative consump-
tion. Most food sharing research uses the sharing economy, rather than a collaborative
consumption context, which means that food sharing studies fail to use this context in
their microanalysis.
Collaborative consumption is a sustainable business model which aims to create
value from three factors: economic, social, and environmental [116], in line with
food sharing activities that optimize food surplus to improve economic and social
welfare and reduce food waste. Sharing is the primary activity of collaborative
consumption and food sharing research. These similarities of food sharing and
collaborative consumption characteristics indicate that future food sharing research
can potentially be investigated within a collaborative consumption context. The
differences between food sharing and collaborative consumption lie in the technology
category and the application of the peer-to-peer system. Collaborative consumption
is solidly in character with interactions between actors via the platform, while the
prominent food sharing characters are those of “care” and “cooperation” (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. The Characteristics of food sharing and collaborative consumption.

2. Research Objects
Collaborative consumption involves a broader scope of sharing activity than in food
sharing research, which focuses on food as the object. Transportation, fashion, e-
government, and food are the objects of collaborative consumption research. Hospi-
tality and accommodation also represent collaborative consumption research subjects
not captured by the keyword analysis. Even though the word “food” appears in
the collaborative consumption keyword analysis, the context is potluck, gathering,
and online food delivery activities [92,109,111,117]. It means that the context of food
sharing in optimizing food surplus remains limited [10,30–32,34]. The objective of col-
laborative consumption research is to investigate profit-oriented rather than non-profit
models. Therefore, non-monetary or non-profit oriented collaborative consumption
requires further investigation [114]. Food sharing forms part of the non-profit based
sharing practice, together with commensality and social eating [118,119].

3. Methods
Qualitative methods dominate food sharing and collaborative consumption analysis.
Collaborative consumption and food sharing analysis in the digital era is still at
an early stage and, therefore, requires a more in-depth analysis. These two studies
lack quantitative methods [120,121]. Quantitative methods support the validation of
the qualitative results, primarily through netnography [122]. However, if explored
more fully, quantitative methods are also widely employed. Both quantitative and
qualitative methods have functions that mutually reinforce research results. The
method employed depends on the research objectives to be achieved.

4. Theoretical Background
Reciprocal altruism and exchange are motivations highlighted in food sharing research.
These two terms relate to Social Exchange Theory (SET) foundations. In SET, the
interaction between two or more individuals constitutes a sustainable relationship
if the benefits outweigh the costs that it entails. However, if the opposite is the case
then the interaction will cease. Therefore, SET is more renowned as a cost and benefit
analysis [123–125]. There are three categories of food sharing: for money, charity, and
community [13]. Sharing for charity is a non-profit form of food sharing. Indeed,
although it will not directly produce economic benefits, social and environmental
ones will ensue [32].
Three theories are captured in collaborative consumption research: the Theory of
Planned Behaviour (TPB), Social Practice Theory (SPT), and Social Capital Theory
(SCT). Several studies that use TPB as a theoretical basis are usually analysed using
quantitative methods [77,110]. Most of the other articles combine TPB with other the-
ories such as the Technological Acceptance Model, Self-Determination Theory, Norm
Activation Theory, Value Belief Norm Theory, and Trait Theory [73,78,94,96,126].
All dimensions of TPB in combination represent theories that explore individual
behaviour. SPT is the theoretical basis of qualitative analysis applied in several arti-
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cles [127–129]. SPT has three dimensions: Meaning, Material, and Competence [127]
which describe the practice of an organization. In contrast to TPB, which captures
the individual aspect, SPT analyses the organizational role. As reflected in its multi-
dimensionality, social capital theory also investigates structural, relational, and cogni-
tive capital [98] from an organizational perspective.

5. Unit of Analysis
Food sharing research is dominated by the macro context depicted by the sharing
economy as the basis for more general and macro research, primarily into cultural
and health issues that significantly influence the implementation of food sharing.
Aspects of daily food consumption such as type of food, taste, and consumption
patterns form part of the local culture. Food is also closely related to health since this
is influenced by what is consumed [6,14,130]. Meanwhile, collaborative consumption
research explores this issue more from the micro side. The behaviour of individuals or
organizations is more widely discussed in the literature on collaborative consumption.
Motivation, trust, attitude and intention represent the majority of research topics
relating to collaborative consumption [18,73,78,94].

6. Actors Before discussing food sharing actors, it is necessary to discuss food supply
chain actors because there is a relationship between the two. Food supply chain
actors consist of agriculture, manufacturing, wholesale, retail and the consumer [38].
Food waste can occur at all levels of the food supply chain. The factors causing food
waste include: (1) the agriculture and manufacturing level: overproduction, aesthetic
values, and storage [6,131]; (2) the wholesale and retail level: freshness, expiry date,
aesthetics, poor management [1,38]; and (3) the consumer level: overconsumption,
incorrect storage of food, meal planning, consumer behaviour [6,11,132]. The most
preferred strategy for managing food waste is donating food to needy people [133].
The distribution of surplus food from the food supply chain is managed by food me-
diators such as food banks or food sharing communities that use digital applications.
Therefore, it can be said that the food supply chain actor is part of the food sharing
actor as a food contributor (Figure 4).
Three actor roles are involved in collaborative consumption: the customer, the service
provider, and the platform provider [85,134]. Food sharing also has three actors:
donors, recipients, and mediators [36,93,135–138]. Food donors fulfil the role of pro-
viding services or products, which is the same as that of service providers. Meanwhile,
food recipients are actors who receive products or services from service providers
either directly or indirectly through food mediators. The latter act as intermediaries
between food donors and food recipients whose role is almost the same as that of
platform providers. The difference lies in using a technology platform and whether or
not this food mediator can use it.

3.2. Problem-Solving Analysis

One of the units of analysis studied deals with the constraints faced in cases of
collaborative consumption (Table 2). The research employs problem-solving analysis to
address the second research objective of developing a food sharing conceptual framework
within a collaborative consumption context. The problems encountered during the practice
of food sharing are listed and described in Table 3. Explanation of these problems is
essential to map and solve problems in the background environment. The conceptual
framework in this study was developed against the background of the problems faced
by the actors in food sharing (food donors, food sharing mediators, food recipients) in
conformity with the research objectives of this paper.
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Table 3. Problems Analysis.

Actors Problems

Food Donors (FD)

1. Lack of information about and awareness of available food-sharing alternatives [10]—FD1;
2. Insufficient amounts of food available to donate through food sharing [139,140]—FD2;
3. Food sharing locations that are difficult to access [140]—FD3;
4. Limited capacity to recycle food waste [30]—FD4;
5. Insufficient time to collect excess food [140]—FD5.

Food Sharing Mediators (FM)

1. Food distribution is subject to a time limit due to perishable food being close to its expiry
date and cooked food having to be used before it is no longer edible [141]—FM1;

2. Limited distance range of food distribution networks [6]—FM2;
3. Low interest in food sharing platforms whose content would improve the behavioural

response of food sharing service users [15]—FM3;
4. The use of digital platforms promoting food sharing activities is still not optimal

[142]—FM4;
5. Low skill levels and limited training provision [116]—FM5;
6. Limited resources: ICT infrastructure [99]—FM6;
7. Proper transportation and storage infrastructure require improvement to reduce the

amount of food waste [6]—FM7.

Food Recipients (FR)

1. The dependence of recipients on the food sharing community [9]—FR1;
2. The stigma that food recipients experience when receiving food assistance

[10,143,144]—FR2;
3. Food recipients’ lack of trust in the quality and hygiene of donated food provided by food

mediators [10,82,145]—FR3.

Most of the obstacles that arise are due to a lack of experience with food sharing
and limited familiarity with certain foods within a collaborative consumption context [10],
especially the maturity of food sharing as a mediator. Therefore, the conceptual framework
focuses on food sharing actors as mediators in this research. The theoretical basis of the
food sharing conceptual framework employs social practice theory (SPT), which has three
dimensions: competence, material, and meaning [146]. There are three reasons for adopting
SPT as a theoretical framework in this research: Firstly, SPT can analyse alternatives when
considering ‘problem’ behaviour which enables the accommodating of problems that
arise in food sharing practice [147]. Secondly, most studies that use SPT as a theoretical
framework analyse sustainable consumption in line with the goal of food sharing within
a collaborative consumption context [147–149]. Thirdly, practice is the smallest unit of
analysis that can form a pattern of social practice on the basis of individual behaviour.
The use of SPT in developing a food sharing conceptual framework can investigate in
microanalysis, which is still rarely studied in food sharing research [147].

The efforts to reduce the obstacles encountered in food sharing activities are contained
in Table 4. The problem-solving indicators in the table can be used as dependent ones and
the impact of problem-solving in reducing the constraints can be used as an independent
indicator. The problem-solving analysis meets the criteria of rigor and exactness, parsimony,
and logical consistency in creating the quality of indicators [150].

The contents of Table 5 form the basis of reference and identify indicators for designing
a food sharing research framework from a social practice theory perspective. The findings
of the problem-solving analysis are explained in the following sub-chapter in the form of a
comprehensive food sharing framework.
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Table 4. Problems-solving analysis from a Social Practice Theory perspective.

Problem-Solving Indicators Code of the Problem Solved

Meaning

1. Transform and re-position value from commodity to gift, from
poverty to prosperity, from waste to conservation [8,144,151];

2. Social value: food sharing creates a social space in which to meet
new people and demonstrate caring behaviour [3,56];

3. Environmental value: food sharing reduces food waste [8];
4. Economic value: improving CSR value and business sustainability

for food donors [151], reducing spending on food [152].

FR2

Competence

1. Technical skill to optimize ICT function [6];
2. Ability to assess the quality of food donations [141];
3. Education and training [121];
4. Communication capability through creative campaigns [141],

WOM and publicity [14], events [8], social media marketing [153]
to provide food sharing information and education.

FD1–4
FM3–5, FR1–3

Material

1. Appropriate transportation [6];
2. Storage infrastructure [6];
3. ICT infrastructure [99];
4. Legal tools [62];
5. Distribution channel modifications including suitable options and

allocation means that the utilization of surplus food can be
drastically improved [6];

6. Providing mobile apps to increase familiarity [15].

FD3 & FD5
FM1–2
FM6–7

FR1

CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility; ICT: Information and Communications Technology; WOM: Word of Mouth.

Table 5. Conceptual Development Process.

No Process Description

1 Units Meaning, Competence, Material, Attitude
2 Law of interaction Interrelated units
3 Boundaries Food sharing for charity
4 System states Urban area

3.3. Conceptual Framework

This conceptual framework is structured on the basis of the four stages of Dubin’s theory-
building method [154]: (1) Unit: identifies the basic theoretical concepts; (2) Law of interaction:
explains the interaction and interrelationships between theoretical units; (3) Boundaries: de-
fines the boundaries of the conceptual framework; (4) System states: the condition of the
system in which the theoretical units interact and operate differently (Figure 5).

1 Units of Analysis
The unit analysis of this study employs the three dimensions of SPT proposed by
Shove (2012) and the extended attitude dimension from the Theory of Reasoned Action
(TRA). The attitude as an extended dimension assists in clarifying the impacts of the
three dimensions of social practice. Attitudes refer to an individual perceiving specific
behaviour as favourable or unfavourable. Intentions, in turn, are assumed to capture
the motivational factors that influence such behaviour [74]. Practice theory covers the
dynamics of daily life and what people actually do [155]. The three elements of social
practice theory are meaning, material, and competence [146]. Meaning refers to the
interpretation, perspective, and characteristics of the practices. Material constitutes
all the tangible elements that support practices, including technologies, tools, and
hardware. The material can also be divided into three topics: infrastructure, device,
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and resources. Competence is defined as the expertise, understanding, skill, and
knowledge necessary to implement the practice [155–157].

2 Law of Interaction
This law covers the combination of the three components of social practice theory
(meaning, competence and material) in a unified whole, interrelated and supporting
one another to implement a social practice [146].

3 Boundaries
There are three models of food sharing: for profit, for the community, and for char-
ity [3]. This proposed framework is limited to non-monetary collaborative consump-
tion that is specifically related to food sharing for charity. The previous research into
collaborative consumption generally discussed fashion, accommodation, and trans-
portation as producing monetary compensation, while devoting less attention to food
sharing as non-monetary collaborative consumption [10,30–34,109]. The conceptual
framework focused on the food sharing mediator that affects the mediator and other
actors, such as food donors and food recipients.

4 System States
The system states of this proposed framework include food sharing in the urban
area. Food sharing communities are generally established in conurbations for three
reasons. First, inhabitants of rural areas tend to be more satisfied with simple plant-
based dishes, while city dwellers enjoy delicious food [135]. This fact, allied with
the behaviour of urban communities and various other reasons [143], causes more
food waste in urban areas. Second, the major characteristic of urban communities is
individualistic, which results in social isolation. Consequently, food sharing is neces-
sary in urban areas to promote social inclusion [135,151]. Third, the high incidence of
poverty and hunger in urban areas necessitates food sharing in order to reach those
individuals requiring food [158]. Besides urban areas, food sharing constitutes an
increasing phenomenon in the global socio-economic crisis [159].

Figure 5. The relationship between FSC actors and FS actors.

The analysis of problem-solving, the meaning of food sharing, competencies required
by food sharing mediators, as well as the tools and materials that can support all activities
carried out by food sharing mediators can be generalized and described as follows (Figure 6):
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Figure 6. Food Sharing from the perspective of Social Practice Theory.

The three dimensions of social practice theory are described through the indicators
resulting from the content analysis. First, the meaning dimension: food sharing mediators
need to re-position their values through three sustainability values, namely; economic,
social, and environmental in order reduce the stigma of shame on the part of food recipients
who receive assistance. Second, the competence dimension: skill and capabilities in the
areas of technology and food management increase the trust of food recipients in the quality
of food distribution and optimize the role of ICT in enhancing the performance of food
sharing mediators. Knowledge of marketing communications for non-profit organizations
provides the information required by food donors to increase food sharing participation
and to educate the public to improve sustainable consumption behaviour. Third, the ma-
terial dimension tangibly supports food sharing practice. The prerequisite materials of
food sharing practice comprise the ICT infrastructure to increase food sharing performance;
storage infrastructure to maintain the quality of perishable food; appropriate transporta-
tion to cover long distances and accelerated food donation distribution to prevent their
accumulation and from becoming food waste in storage areas; modifying the distribution
channel through cooperating with local communities to distribute food donations that are
difficult to access by food sharing mediators; and a legal tool to increase participants’ trust
in food sharing mediators.

Figure 6 shows that ICT is an essential factor in food sharing and handling food waste.
There are three crucial roles of ICT in reducing food waste [38], First, digital platform
technologies serve as a liaison between food donors and recipients and can expand the
food stakeholder network. The digital platform is also an interactive and responsive com-
munication tool, making it easier for all food-sharing actors to interact [160]. Second, RFID
(Radio Frequency Identification) is beneficial for more controlled inventory management,
more structured food category management and better food layout management. Third,
monitoring food quality, humidity, and temperature according to the type of food and
managing expiration dates can use the IoT (Internet of Things).

From the content of Figure 5, it can be concluded that social practice dimensions affect the
level of trust of food recipients and donors, sustainable consumption behaviour, the perfor-
mance of food sharing mediators, and the intention to participate in food sharing activities, as
depicted in Figure 7. Based on the framework it contains, there are eight propositions:

1. Proposition 1: Meaning, competencies, and materials of food sharing mediators
engender the trust of food donors and food recipients [76,126,161].

2. Proposition 2: Meaning, competencies, and materials influence sustainable consump-
tion behaviour [162].

3. Proposition 3: Meaning, competencies, and materials improve the performance of
food sharing mediators [81].

4. Proposition 4: Trust influences food donors’ intentions and food recipients’ participa-
tion [82].
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5. Proposition 5: Sustainable consumption behaviour intensifies commitment to food
sharing participation [25,97].

6. Proposition 6: Food sharing mediators’ performance affects the intention of food
donors and food recipients to participate [92].

7. Proposition 7: Food sharing mediators’ performance increases the trust of food donors
and food recipients [92].

8. Proposition 8: Meaning, competencies, and materials of food sharing mediators
influences the intention to participate [28].

Figure 7. A conceptual framework for food sharing as collaborative consumption.

These eight propositions are theoretical contributions for further research. The frame-
work in this research can be analyzed using qualitative and quantitative methods to obtain
empirical results that can improve research findings.

4. Conclusions

This research has two objectives. The first is to recognize the characteristics of food
sharing that are appropriate to a collaborative consumption context. The second is to
develop a conceptual framework for food sharing within a collaborative consumption
context. The first result is that the characteristics of food sharing emphasize the social
aspects of care and cooperation, while collaborative consumption prioritizes the use of
technology platforms and peer-to-peer interactions. The similarities between the char-
acteristics of food sharing and collaborative consumption is that they have the goal of
sustainability, sharing activities, and the sharing economy as their umbrella concept. This
similarity of characteristics is used to develop a food sharing conceptual framework from
a micro-analysis perspective within the context of collaborative consumption. Previous
research has discussed many macro-levels such as socio-ecological, economic and cultural.
However, food waste is still high because the main problems are at the micro-level such
as consumer behaviour and food handling management. Therefore, this study focuses on
micro-units of analysis to optimize strategies for reducing food waste through food sharing.
Secondly, indicators for each dimension of social practice theory in food sharing practice
and eight propositions from the conceptual framework developed in the theory of social
practice perspective were identified.

This study has several limitations, the first being that the research framework con-
structed in this study only covers food-sharing mediators. At the same time, there are two
other actors in food sharing activities: food donors and food recipients. Therefore, further
research is encouraged to develop a social practice conceptual framework for food donors
and food recipients because the meaning, competence, and materials will be different for
those actors [163]. Secondly, the research constitutes a literature review analysis. Therefore,
an empirical analysis involving qualitative or quantitative methods, which are more rele-
vant, is required to clarify the conceptual framework. Thirdly, research on food sharing
is predominantly carried out in developed countries [61,62]. Therefore, further research
can be carried out in developing countries to compare and improve social practice within
food-sharing contexts [156]. Fourthly, there are three models of food sharing: food sharing
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for profit, for charity, and for community [3]. This study develops a conceptual framework
of food sharing for charity. Future research into the social practice framework relating to
food sharing for profit and for community can be conducted.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.A.N.; methodology, G.Y.; software, D.O.; validation,
D.O., R.A.N. and G.Y.; formal analysis, D.O., R.A.N. and G.Y.; investigation, D.O.; resources, D.O.;
data curation, D.O.; writing—original draft preparation, D.O.; writing—review and editing, R.A.N.
and G.Y.; visualization, D.O.; supervision, R.A.N. and G.Y.; project administration, D.O.; funding
acquisition, D.O. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: The study did not report any data.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge the financial support given by Telkom University.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

References
1. Audet, R.; Brisebois, É. The Social Production of Food Waste at the Retail-Consumption Interface. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3834.

[CrossRef]
2. Al-Dhabi, N.A.; Esmail, G.A.; Valan Arasu, M. Co-Fermentation of Food Waste and Municipal Sludge from the Saudi Arabian

Environment to Improve Lactic Acid Production by Lactobacillus Rhamnosus AW3 Isolated from Date Processing Waste.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 6899. [CrossRef]

3. Berns, K.; Rossitto, C.; Tholander, J. “This Is Not a Free Supermarket”: Reconsidering Queuing at Food-Sharing Events. In
Proceedings of the 10th International Conference on Communities & Technologies—Wicked Problems in the Age of Tech (C&T
’21), Seattle, WA, USA, 20 June 2021; pp. 319–331.

4. Antón-Peset, A.; Fernandez-Zamudio, M.-A.; Pina, T. Promoting Food Waste Reduction at Primary Schools. A Case Study.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 600. [CrossRef]

5. Lins, M.; Zandonadi, R.P.; Strasburg, V.J.; Nakano, E.Y.; Botelho, R.B.A.; Raposo, A.; Ginani, V.C. Eco-Inefficiency Formula: A
Method to Verify the Cost of the Economic, Environmental, and Social Impact of Waste in Food Services. Foods 2021, 10, 1369.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Sanyal, S.; Kumar Singh, V.; Xhafa, F.; Sanyal, B.; Mukhopadhyay, S. A Game Theoretic Framework for Surplus Food Distribution
in Smart Cities and Beyond. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 5058. [CrossRef]

7. Al-Rumaihi, A.; McKay, G.; Mackey, H.R.; Al-Ansari, T. Environmental Impact Assessment of Food Waste Management Using
Two Composting Techniques. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1595. [CrossRef]

8. Berns, K.; Rossitto, C.; Tholander, J. Queuing for Waste: Sociotechnical Interactions within a Food Sharing Community. In
Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, Yokohama, Japan, 6 May 2021; pp. 1–15.

9. Nica-Avram, G.; Harvey, J.; Smith, G.; Smith, A.; Goulding, J. Identifying Food Insecurity in Food Sharing Networks via Machine
Learning. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 131, 469–484. [CrossRef]

10. Saginova, O.; Zavyalov, D.; Kireeva, N.; Zavyalova, N.; Saginov, Y. Food-Sharing in the Distributed Use Economy. E3S Web Conf.
2021, 247, 01016. [CrossRef]

11. Annunziata, A.; Agovino, M.; Ferraro, A.; Mariani, A. Household Food Waste: A Case Study in Southern Italy. Sustainability 2020,
12, 1495. [CrossRef]

12. Lucas, B.; Francu, R.E.; Goulding, J.; Harvey, J.; Nica-Avram, G.; Perrat, B. A Note on Data-Driven Actor-Differentiation and
SDGs 2 and 12: Insights from a Food-Sharing App. Res. Policy 2021, 50, 104266. [CrossRef]

13. Michelini, L.; Principato, L.; Iasevoli, G. Understanding Food Sharing Models to Tackle Sustainability Challenges. Ecol. Econ.
2018, 145, 205–217. [CrossRef]

14. Pearl, M.C.L.; Ok, C.M.; Ching Au, W. Peer-to-Peer Dining: A Motivation Study. J. Hosp. Tour. Res. 2021, 1–26. [CrossRef]
15. Mazzucchelli, A.; Gurioli, M.; Graziano, D.; Quacquarelli, B.; Aouina-Mejri, C. How to Fight against Food Waste in the Digital

Era: Key Factors for a Successful Food Sharing Platform. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 124, 47–58. [CrossRef]
16. Hamari, J.; Sjöklint, M.; Ukkonen, A. The Sharing Economy: Why People Participate in Collaborative Consumption. J. Assoc. Inf.

Sci. Technol. 2016, 67, 2047–2059. [CrossRef]
17. Falcone, P.M.; Imbert, E. Bringing a Sharing Economy Approach into the Food Sector: The Potential of Food Sharing for Reducing

Food Waste. In Food Waste Reduction and Valorisation; Morone, P., Papendiek, F., Tartiu, V.E., Eds.; Springer International Publishing:
Cham, Switzerland, 2017; pp. 197–214. ISBN 978-3-319-50087-4.

18. Ianole-Călin, R.; Francioni, B.; Masili, G.; Druică, E.; Goschin, Z. A Cross-Cultural Analysis of How Individualism and Collectivism
Impact Collaborative Consumption. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2020, 157, 104762. [CrossRef]

19. Pantano, E.; Stylos, N. The Cinderella Moment: Exploring Consumers’ Motivations to Engage with Renting as Collaborative
Luxury Consumption Mode. Psychol. Mark. 2020, 37, 740–753. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/su11143834
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12176899
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13020600
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods10061369
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34199251
http://doi.org/10.3390/app11115058
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12041595
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.028
http://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/202124701016
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12041495
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104266
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.09.009
http://doi.org/10.1177/1096348021990709
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.11.055
http://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23552
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104762
http://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21345


Foods 2022, 11, 1422 17 of 21

20. Leismann, K.; Schmitt, M.; Rohn, H.; Baedeker, C. Collaborative Consumption: Towards a Resource-Saving Consumption Culture.
Resources 2013, 2, 184–203. [CrossRef]

21. Binninger, A.-S.; Ourahmoune, N.; Robert, I. Collaborative Consumption and Sustainability: A Discursive Analysis Of Consumer
Representations And Collaborative Website Narratives. J. Appl. Bus. Res. JABR 2015, 31, 969. [CrossRef]

22. Herbert, M.; Collin-Lachaud, I. Collaborative Practices and Consumerist Habitus: An Analysis of the Transformative Mechanisms
of Collaborative Consumption. Rech. Appl. Mark. Engl. Ed. 2017, 32, 40–60. [CrossRef]

23. Retamal, M. Collaborative Consumption Practices in Southeast Asian Cities: Prospects for Growth and Sustainability. J. Clean.
Prod. 2019, 222, 143–152. [CrossRef]

24. Gheitasy, A.; Abdelnour-Nocera, J.; Nardi, B.; Rigas, D. Designing for Online Collaborative Consumption: A Study of Sociotechni-
cal Gaps and Social Capital. In Human-Computer Interaction: Applications and Services; Kurosu, M., Ed.; Springer International
Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2014; Volume 8512, pp. 683–692. ISBN 978-3-319-07226-5.

25. Albinsson, P.A.; Perera, B.Y.; Nafees, L.; Burman, B. Collaborative Consumption Usage in the US and India: An Exploratory Study.
J. Mark. Theory Pract. 2019, 27, 390–412. [CrossRef]

26. Harvey, J.; Smith, A.; Goulding, J.; Branco Illodo, I. Food Sharing, Redistribution, and Waste Reduction via Mobile Applications:
A Social Network Analysis. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2020, 88, 437–448. [CrossRef]

27. Abutaleb, S.; El-Bassiouny, N.M.; Hamed, S. A Conceptualization of the Role of Religiosity in Online Collaborative Consumption
Behavior. J. Islam. Mark. 2021, 12, 180–198. [CrossRef]

28. Alzamora-Ruiz, J.; Guerrero-Medina, C.; Martínez-Fiestas, M.; Serida-Nishimura, J. Why People Participate in Collaborative
Consumption: An Exploratory Study of Motivating Factors in a Latin American Economy. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1936. [CrossRef]

29. Jayashankar, P.; Cross, S. Expanding Exchange: How Institutional Actors Shape Food-Sharing Exchange Systems. AMS Rev. 2020,
10, 116–134. [CrossRef]

30. Morone, P.; Sapienza, U.; Falcone, P.M.; Imbert, E.; Sapienza, U.; Morone, M.; Morone, A. Tackling Food Waste through a
Sharing Economy Approach: An Experimental Analysis. Munich Personal RePEc Archive. 2016. Available online: https:
//mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/70626/ (accessed on 21 March 2022).

31. Davies, A.R.; Edwards, F.; Marovelli, B.; Morrow, O.; Rut, M.; Weymes, M. Creative Construction: Crafting, Negotiating and
Performing Urban Food Sharing Landscapes. Area 2017, 49, 510–518. [CrossRef]

32. Davies, A.R.; Legg, R. Fare Sharing: Interrogating the Nexus of ICT, Urban Food Sharing, and Sustainability. Food Cult. Soc. 2018,
21, 233–254. [CrossRef]

33. Guo, Y.; Xin, F.; Barnes, S.J.; Li, X. Opportunities or Threats: The Rise of Online Collaborative Consumption (OCC) and Its Impact
on New Car Sales. Electron. Commer. Res. Appl. 2018, 29, 133–141. [CrossRef]

34. Mhlanga, O. ‘Meal-Sharing’ Platforms: A Boon or Bane for Restaurants? Curr. Issues Tour. 2020, 1–18. [CrossRef]
35. Ahedo, V.; Caro, J.; Bortolini, E.; Zurro, D.; Madella, M.; Galán, J.M. Quantifying the Relationship between Food Sharing Practices and

Socio-Ecological Variables in Small-Scale Societies: A Cross-Cultural Multi-Methodological Approach. PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0216302.
[CrossRef]

36. Brothers, S.; Lin, J.; Schonberg, J.; Drew, C.; Auerswald, C. Food Insecurity among Formerly Homeless Youth in Supportive
Housing: A Social-Ecological Analysis of a Structural Intervention. Soc. Sci. Med. 2020, 245, 112724. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Caro, J.; Bortolini, E. Systematic Description and Analysis of Food Sharing Practices among Hunter-Gatherer Societies of the
Americas. Hunt. Gatherer Res. 2019, 4, 113–150. [CrossRef]

38. Chauhan, C.; Dhir, A.; Akram, M.U.; Salo, J. Food Loss and Waste in Food Supply Chains. A Systematic Literature Review and
Framework Development Approach. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 295, 126438. [CrossRef]

39. Snyder, H. Literature Review as a Research Methodology: An Overview and Guidelines. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 104, 333–339. [CrossRef]
40. Niknejad, N.; Ismail, W.; Bahari, M.; Hendradi, R.; Salleh, A.Z. Mapping the Research Trends on Blockchain Technology in Food

and Agriculture Industry: A Bibliometric Analysis. Environ. Technol. Innov. 2021, 21, 101272. [CrossRef]
41. Norouzi, M.; Chàfer, M.; Cabeza, L.F.; Jiménez, L.; Boer, D. Circular Economy in the Building and Construction Sector: A Scientific

Evolution Analysis. J. Build. Eng. 2021, 44, 102704. [CrossRef]
42. Shawahna, R.; Nairat, Q. Research Productivity in the Field of Physical Exercise and Epilepsy: A Bibliometric Analysis of the

Scholarly Literature with Qualitative Synthesis. Epilepsy Behav. 2021, 121, 108058. [CrossRef]
43. Soni, G.; Mangla, S.K.; Singh, P.; Dey, B.L.; Dora, M. Technological Interventions in Social Business: Mapping Current Research

and Establishing Future Research Agenda. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2021, 169, 120818. [CrossRef]
44. Forliano, C.; De Bernardi, P.; Yahiaoui, D. Entrepreneurial Universities: A Bibliometric Analysis within the Business and

Management Domains. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2021, 165, 120522. [CrossRef]
45. Secinaro, S.; Brescia, V.; Calandra, D.; Biancone, P. Employing Bibliometric Analysis to Identify Suitable Business Models for

Electric Cars. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 264, 121503. [CrossRef]
46. Lv, T.; Wang, L.; Xie, H.; Zhang, X.; Zhang, Y. Exploring the Global Research Trends of Land Use Planning Based on a Bibliometric

Analysis: Current Status and Future Prospects. Land 2021, 10, 304. [CrossRef]
47. Bran, R.; Tiru, L.; Grosseck, G.; Holotescu, C.; Malita, L. Learning from Each Other—A Bibliometric Review of Research on

Information Disorders. Sustainability 2021, 13, 10094. [CrossRef]
48. Maltseva, D.; Batagelj, V. Towards a Systematic Description of the Field Using Keywords Analysis: Main Topics in Social

Networks. Scientometrics 2020, 123, 357–382. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/resources2030184
http://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v31i3.9229
http://doi.org/10.1177/2051570716678736
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.02.267
http://doi.org/10.1080/10696679.2019.1644956
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2019.02.019
http://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-09-2019-0186
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12051936
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13162-019-00150-y
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/70626/
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/70626/
http://doi.org/10.1111/area.12340
http://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2018.1427924
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.elerap.2018.04.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2020.1718066
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216302
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112724
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31838336
http://doi.org/10.3828/hgr.2018.6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126438
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eti.2020.101272
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2021.102704
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2021.108058
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120818
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120522
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121503
http://doi.org/10.3390/land10030304
http://doi.org/10.3390/su131810094
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-020-03365-0


Foods 2022, 11, 1422 18 of 21

49. Hao, Y.; Armbruster, D.; Cronk, L.; Aktipis, C.A. Need-Based Transfers on a Network: A Model of Risk-Pooling in Ecologically
Volatile Environments. Evol. Hum. Behav. 2015, 36, 265–273. [CrossRef]

50. Luo, X.; Tong, S.; Lin, Z.; Zhang, C. The Impact of Platform Protection Insurance on Buyers and Sellers in the Sharing Economy: A
Natural Experiment. J. Mark. 2021, 85, 50–69. [CrossRef]
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86. Činjarević, M.; Kožo, A.; Berberović, D. Sharing Is Caring, and Millennials Do Care: Collaborative Consumption through the
Eyes of Internet Generation. South East Eur. J. Econ. Bus. 2019, 14, 49–60. [CrossRef]

87. Martin, M.; Lazarevic, D.; Gullström, C. Assessing the Environmental Potential of Collaborative Consumption: Peer-to-Peer
Product Sharing in Hammarby Sjöstad, Sweden. Sustainability 2019, 11, 190. [CrossRef]

88. Zhang, Y.; Phang, C.W.; Gu, R.; Zhang, C. Antecedents and Role of Individual Sociability on Participation in Mobile Collaborative
Consumption. Internet Res. 2019, 29, 1064–1089. [CrossRef]

89. Hazée, S.; Zwienenberg, T.J.; Van Vaerenbergh, Y.; Faseur, T.; Vandenberghe, A.; Keutgens, O. Why Customers and Peer Service
Providers Do Not Participate in Collaborative Consumption. J. Serv. Manag. 2020, 31, 397–419. [CrossRef]

90. Ruslan, N.Z.F.B.; Mohamed, A.; Janom, N. Collaborative Consumption Motives: A Review. In Proceedings of the 3rd International
Conference on Networking, Information Systems & Security, Marrakech, Morocco, 31 March 2020; pp. 1–7.

91. Paker, N.; Gök, O. Extending Collaborative Consumption Concept to Yacht Charter Services: The Case of Blue Voyage. Eur. J.
Tour. Res. 2021, 28, 2808. [CrossRef]

92. Choi, Y. A Study of the Antecedents of Collaborative Consumption Engagement and the Moderating Effect of Self-Identity. Int. J.
e-Collab. 2019, 15, 44–58. [CrossRef]

93. Ertz, M.; Durif, F.; Lecompte, A.; Boivin, C. Does “Sharing” Mean “Socially Responsible Consuming”? Exploration of the
Relationship between Collaborative Consumption and Socially Responsible Consumption. J. Consum. Mark. 2018, 35, 392–402.
[CrossRef]

94. Barnes, S.J.; Mattsson, J. Understanding Collaborative Consumption: Test of a Theoretical Model. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang.
2017, 118, 281–292. [CrossRef]

95. Fraanje, W.; Spaargaren, G. What Future for Collaborative Consumption? A Practice Theoretical Account. J. Clean. Prod. 2019,
208, 499–508. [CrossRef]

96. Roos, D.; Hahn, R. Understanding Collaborative Consumption: An Extension of the Theory of Planned Behavior with Value-Based
Personal Norms. J. Bus. Ethics 2019, 158, 679–697. [CrossRef]

97. Garg, A.; Sachdeva, M.; Singh, S.; Goel, P. Modeling Collaborative Consumption by Extending Self-Determination Theory: An
Emerging Economy Perspective. Soc. Responsib. J. 2021. online ahead of print. [CrossRef]

98. Kim, E.; Yoon, S. Social Capital, User Motivation, and Collaborative Consumption of Online Platform Services. J. Retail. Consum.
Serv. 2021, 62, 102651. [CrossRef]

99. Gebeyehu, S.; Twinomurinzi, H. Optimizing Government Resources through Collaborative Consumption in Resource-Constrained
Countries: The Need for Creative Thinking Skills. Electron. J. Inf. Syst. Dev. Ctries. 2021, 87, e12192. [CrossRef]

100. Lim, W.M.; Gupta, G.; Biswas, B.; Gupta, R. Collaborative Consumption Continuance: A Mixed-Methods Analysis of the Service
Quality-Loyalty Relationship in Ride-Sharing Services. Electron. Mark. 2021, in press. [CrossRef]

101. Chasin, F.; von Hoffen, M.; Cramer, M.; Matzner, M. Peer-to-Peer Sharing and Collaborative Consumption Platforms: A Taxonomy
and a Reproducible Analysis. Inf. Syst. e-Bus. Manag. 2018, 16, 293–325. [CrossRef]

102. Mayasari, I.; Chrisharyanto, H. Motivational Factors of Collaborative Consumption in The Era of Sharing Economy. Gadjah Mada
Int. J. Bus. 2018, 20, 23. [CrossRef]

103. Kim, N.L.; Jin, B.E. Addressing the Contamination Issue in Collaborative Consumption of Fashion: Does Ownership Type of
Shared Goods Matter? J. Fash. Mark. Manag. Int. J. 2021, 25, 242–256. [CrossRef]

104. Luri Minami, A.; Ramos, C.; Bruscato Bortoluzzo, A. Sharing Economy versus Collaborative Consumption: What Drives
Consumers in the New Forms of Exchange? J. Bus. Res. 2021, 128, 124–137. [CrossRef]

105. Wei, X.; Lo, C.K.Y.; Jung, S.; Choi, T.-M. From Co-Consumption to Co-Production: A Systematic Review and Research Synthesis
of Collaborative Consumption Practices. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 129, 282–294. [CrossRef]

106. Goldman, M.; Brown, B.; Schwarz, E.C. Collaborative Consumption Sport Hosting: Value and Consumption Constraints. Int. J.
Sports Mark. Spons. 2022, 23, 1–17. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.4102/ac.v21i1.961
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102534
http://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-02-2019-3099
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121855
http://doi.org/10.1177/23197145211007320
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJEB.2019.099059
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.05.004
http://doi.org/10.2478/jeb-2019-0003
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11010190
http://doi.org/10.1108/INTR-03-2018-0131
http://doi.org/10.1108/JOSM-11-2018-0357
http://doi.org/10.54055/ejtr.v28i.2253
http://doi.org/10.4018/IJeC.2019040103
http://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-09-2016-1941
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.02.029
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.09.197
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3675-3
http://doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-12-2020-0512
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2021.102651
http://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12192
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-021-00486-z
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-017-0357-8
http://doi.org/10.22146/gamaijb.27552
http://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-11-2019-0265
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.01.035
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.027
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJSMS-10-2020-0183


Foods 2022, 11, 1422 20 of 21

107. Chasin, F.; Scholta, H. Taking Peer-to-Peer Sharing and Collaborative Consumption onto the Next Level—New Opportunities
and Challenges for E-Government. In Proceedings of the ECIS 2015, Münster, Germany, 26–29 May 2015.

108. Gopalakrishnan, S.; Matthews, D. Collaborative Consumption: A Business Model Analysis of Second-Hand Fashion. J. Fash.
Mark. Manag. Int. J. 2018, 22, 354–368. [CrossRef]

109. Correa, J.C.; Garzón, W.; Brooker, P.; Sakarkar, G.; Carranza, S.A.; Yunado, L.; Rincón, A. Evaluation of Collaborative Consumption
of Food Delivery Services through Web Mining Techniques. J. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2019, 46, 45–50. [CrossRef]

110. Sanny, L.; Deswantiyar, R. Participation on Collaborative Consumption of Online Transportation in Indonesia. Int. J. Sci. Technol.
Res. 2019, 8, 14.

111. Segura, M.A.; Correa, J.C. Data of Collaborative Consumption in Online Food Delivery Services. Data Brief 2019, 25, 104007.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

112. Lister, T.; Cahalane, M. The yin-and-yang of collaborative consumption development: The role of ambidextrous is capabilities at
goget carshare. In Proceedings of the ECIS 2017, Guimarães, Portugal, 5–10 June 2017.

113. Dall Pizzol, H.; Ordovás de Almeida, S.; do Couto Soares, M. Collaborative Consumption: A Proposed Scale for Measuring the
Construct Applied to a Carsharing Setting. Sustainability 2017, 9, 703. [CrossRef]

114. Rowe, P.C.M. Beyond Uber and Airbnb: The Social Economy of Collaborative Consumption. Soc. Media Soc. 2017, 3,
205630511770678. [CrossRef]

115. Plewnia, F. The Energy System and the Sharing Economy: Interfaces and Overlaps and What to Learn from Them. Energies 2019,
12, 339. [CrossRef]

116. Dreyer, B.; Lüdeke-Freund, F.; Hamann, R.; Faccer, K. Upsides and Downsides of the Sharing Economy: Collaborative Consump-
tion Business Models’ Stakeholder Value Impacts and Their Relationship to Context. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 2017, 125,
87–104. [CrossRef]

117. Parker, J.R.; Umashankar, N.; Schleicher, M.G. How and Why the Collaborative Consumption of Food Leads to Overpurchasing,
Overconsumption, and Waste. J. Public Policy Mark. 2019, 38, 154–171. [CrossRef]

118. Fischler, C. Commensality, Society and Culture. Soc. Sci. Inf. 2011, 50, 528–548. [CrossRef]
119. Smith, M.; Harvey, J. Social Eating Initiatives and the Practices of Commensality. Appetite 2021, 161, 105107. [CrossRef]
120. Liu, A.; Ji, X.; Tsai, S.-B.; Lu, H.; Du, G.; Li, F.; Li, G.; Wang, J. An Empirical Study on the Innovation Sharing Express Box:

Collaborative Consumption and the Overlay Network Design. Sustainability 2018, 10, 2201. [CrossRef]
121. Huang, C.-H. Sustainable Strategies of Restaurant Food Surplus Platform as a Framework for Responsible Tourism in the Sharing

Economy. e-Rev. Tour. Res. 2019, 17, 633–642.
122. Bae, J.; Koo, D.-M. Lemons Problem in Collaborative Consumption Platforms: Different Decision Heuristics Chosen by Consumers

with Different Cognitive Styles. Internet Res. 2018, 28, 746–766. [CrossRef]
123. Homans, G.C. Social Behavior as Exchange. Am. J. Sociol. 1958, 63, 597–606. [CrossRef]
124. Emerson, R. Power-dependence relations. Am. Sociol. Rev. 1962, 27, 13. [CrossRef]
125. Blau, P.M. Exchange and Power in Social Life; John Willey & Sons, Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1964; 188p.
126. Oliveira, T.; Tomar, S.; Tam, C. Evaluating Collaborative Consumption Platforms from a Consumer Perspective. J. Clean. Prod.

2020, 273, 123018. [CrossRef]
127. Piscicelli, L.; Cooper, T.; Fisher, T. The Role of Values in Collaborative Consumption: Insights from a Product-Service System for

Lending and Borrowing in the UK. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 97, 21–29. [CrossRef]
128. Huber, A. Theorising the Dynamics of Collaborative Consumption Practices: A Comparison of Peer-to-Peer Accommodation and

Cohousing. Environ. Innov. Soc. Transit. 2017, 23, 53–69. [CrossRef]
129. Guyader, H. No One Rides for Free! Three Styles of Collaborative Consumption. J. Serv. Mark. 2018, 32, 692–714. [CrossRef]
130. Wang, C.; Huang, J.; Wan, X. A Cross-Cultural Study of Beliefs about the Influence of Food Sharing on Interpersonal Relationships

and Food Choices. Appetite 2021, 161, 105129. [CrossRef]
131. Soma, T.; Kozhikode, R.; Krishnan, R. Tilling Food under: Barriers and Opportunities to Address the Loss of Edible Food at the

Farm-Level in British Columbia, Canada. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2021, 170, 105571. [CrossRef]
132. Brennan, A.; Browne, S. Food Waste and Nutrition Quality in the Context of Public Health: A Scoping Review. Int. J. Environ. Res.

Public. Health 2021, 18, 5379. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
133. Fredes, C.; García, F.; Pérez, M.I.; Fernández-Verdejo, R. Exploring Fruit and Vegetable Waste in Homeless Shelters That Receive

Surplus Donation from a Wholesale Market in Chile. Sustainability 2020, 12, 8835. [CrossRef]
134. Hofmann, S.; Sæbø, Ø.; Za, S.; Braccini, A.M. Exploring Public Sector’s Roles in Collaborative Consumption—A Research Agenda.

In Electronic Participation; Edelmann, N., Parycek, P., Misuraca, G., Panagiotopoulos, P., Charalabidis, Y., Virkar, S., Eds.; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2018; Volume 11021, pp. 103–114. ISBN 978-3-319-98577-0.

135. Chaudhuri, S.; Roy, M.; McDonald, L.M.; Emendack, Y. Coping Behaviours and the Concept of Time Poverty: A Review of
Perceived Social and Health Outcomes of Food Insecurity on Women and Children. Food Secur. 2021, 13, 1049–1068. [CrossRef]

136. Grier-Welch, A.; Marquis, J.; Spence, M.; Kavanagh, K.; Anderson Steeves, E.T. Food Acquisition Behaviors and Perceptions of
Food Pantry Use among Food Pantry Clients in Rural Appalachia. Ecol. Food Nutr. 2021, 60, 70–88. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

137. Hasanov, M.; Zuidema, C.; Horlings, L.G. Exploring the Role of Community Self-Organisation in the Creation and Creative
Dissolution of a Community Food Initiative. Sustainability 2019, 11, 3170. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-05-2017-0049
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.05.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2019.104007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31193950
http://doi.org/10.3390/su9050703
http://doi.org/10.1177/2056305117706784
http://doi.org/10.3390/en12030339
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.036
http://doi.org/10.1177/0743915618823783
http://doi.org/10.1177/0539018411413963
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105107
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10072201
http://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-08-2017-0332
http://doi.org/10.1086/222355
http://doi.org/10.2307/2089716
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.123018
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.07.032
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.001
http://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-11-2016-0402
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2021.105129
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2021.105571
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18105379
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34070070
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12218835
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-021-01171-x
http://doi.org/10.1080/03670244.2020.1793138
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32687003
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11113170


Foods 2022, 11, 1422 21 of 21

138. Zurro, D.; Ahedo, V.; Pereda, M.; Álvarez, M.; Briz i Godino, I.; Caro, J.; Santos, J.I.; Galán, J.M. Robustness Assessment of
the ‘Cooperation under Resource Pressure’ (CURP) Model: Insights on Resource Availability and Sharing Practices among
Hunter-Gatherers. Hunt. Gatherer Res. 2019, 3, 401–428. [CrossRef]

139. Ciaghi, A.; Villafiorita, A. Beyond Food Sharing: Supporting Food Waste Reduction with ICTs. In Proceedings of the 2016 IEEE
International Smart Cities Conference (ISC2), Trento, Italy, 9 December 2016; pp. 1–6.

140. Katzeff, C.; Kanyama, A.C.; Zapico, J. Using an ICT-Platform to Share Food on a University Campus. In Proceedings of the CEUR
Workshop, CEUR-WS 2019, Turku, Finland, 23–24 October 2019.

141. Wastutiningsih, S.P.; Aulia, D. Food Sharing through ICT (Information and Communication Technology) or Better Food Accessibility
and Preventing Food Waste as Basic for Drafting Food Sovereignty’s Strategy. IOP Conf. Ser. Earth Environ. Sci. 2021, 803, 012059.
[CrossRef]

142. D’Ambrosi, L. Pilot Study on Food Sharing and Social Media in Italy. Br. Food J. 2018, 120, 1046–1058. [CrossRef]
143. Schanes, K.; Stagl, S. Food Waste Fighters: What Motivates People to Engage in Food Sharing? J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 211, 1491–1501.

[CrossRef]
144. Edwards, F. Overcoming the Social Stigma of Consuming Food Waste by Dining at the Open Table. Agric. Hum. Values 2021, 38,

397–409. [CrossRef]
145. Pohl, M.; Weissenbock, E.; Gemballa, S.; Wauschek, R.; Kalleitner-Huber, M.; Mraz, G.; Bernhofer, G. Designing Cooling Stations

for Food Sharing in Public Spaces. In Proceedings of the 2017 Sustainable Internet and ICT for Sustainability (SustainIT), Funchal,
Portugal, 6–7 December 2017; pp. 1–8.

146. Shove, E.; Pantzar, M.; Watson, M. The Dynamics of Social Practice: Everyday Life and How It Changes; SAGE Publications: Thousand
Oaks, CA, USA, 2012; ISBN 978-1-4462-5817-0.

147. Spotswood, F.; Chatterton, T.; Tapp, A.; Williams, D. Analysing Cycling as a Social Practice: An Empirical Grounding for
Behaviour Change. Transp. Res. Part F Traffic Psychol. Behav. 2015, 29, 22–33. [CrossRef]

148. Arman, S.M.; Mark-Herbert, C. Re-Commerce to Ensure Circular Economy from Consumer Perspective. Sustainability 2021, 13, 10242.
[CrossRef]

149. Twine, R. A Practice Theory Framework for Understanding Vegan Transition. Anim. Stud. J. 2017, 6, 192–224.
150. Swanson, R.A.; Chermack, T.J. Theory Building in Applied Disciplines; Berrett-Koehler Publishers: Oakland, CA, USA, 2013;

ISBN 978-1-60994-733-0.
151. Alexander, K. Old Abattoirs and New Food Politics: Sharing Food and Eating Together at the Meat Market of Brussels. Food

Foodways 2021, 29, 223–242. [CrossRef]
152. Giuseppe, A.; Mario, E.; Cinzia, M. Economic Benefits from Food Recovery at the Retail Stage: An Application to Italian Food

Chains. Waste Manag. 2014, 34, 1306–1316. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
153. Ghadban, S.; Alhallak, M.; Fayad, B. Local Chain Restaurants and Millennials’ Needs: Insights from Lebanon. e-Rev. Tour. Res.

2021, 18, 648–670.
154. Lynham, S.A. Quantitative Research and Theory Building: Dubin’s Method. Adv. Dev. Hum. Resour. 2002, 4, 242–276. [CrossRef]
155. Dagevos, M.J.; Veen, E.J. Sharing a Meal: A Diversity of Performances Engendered by a Social Innovation. J. Urban. Int. Res.

Placemak. Urban Sustain. 2020, 13, 97–113. [CrossRef]
156. Lamers, M.; van der Duim, R. Connecting Practices: Conversation Tourism Partnership in Kenya. In Practice Theory and Research:

Exploring the Dynamics of Social Life; Routledge: London, UK, 2016; pp. 179–201, ISBN 978-1-138-10151-7.
157. Shove, E. Matters of Practice. In The Nexus of Practices; Taylor & Francis Group: Abingdon, UK, 2017; pp. 155–168m,

ISBN 978-1-315-56081-6.
158. Berti, G.; Giordano, C.; Mininni, M. Assessing the Transformative Potential of Food Banks: The Case Study of Magazzini Sociali

(Italy). Agriculture 2021, 11, 249. [CrossRef]
159. Coque, J.; González-Torre, P. Adapting Nonprofit Resources to New Social Demands: The Food Banks in Spain. Sustainability

2017, 9, 643. [CrossRef]
160. Spyridakis, I.; Holbrook, M.; Gruenke, B.; Latha, S.S. Smart Resource Management: Civic Engagement and Food Recovery. In

Proceedings of the 2019 IEEE International Smart Cities Conference (ISC2), Casablanca, Morocco, 14–17 October 2019; pp. 378–383.
161. Cai, S.; Phang, C.W.; Pang, X.; Zhang, Y. Participation in Collaborative Consumption—A Value Co-Creation Perspective. In HCI

in Business, Government and Organizations: Supporting Business; Nah, F.F.-H., Tan, C.-H., Eds.; Springer International Publishing:
Cham, Switzerland, 2017; Volume 10294, pp. 174–189. ISBN 978-3-319-58483-6.

162. O’Neill, C.; Hashem, S.; Moran, C.; McCarthy, M. Thou Shalt Not Waste: Unpacking Consumption of Local Food. Sustain. Prod.
Consum. 2022, 29, 851–861. [CrossRef]

163. Dobernig, K.; Veen, E.J.; Oosterveer, P. Growing Urban Food as An Emerging Social Practice. In Practice Theory and Research;
Routledge: London, UK, 2016; ISBN 978-1-315-65690-8.

http://doi.org/10.3828/hgr.2017.20
http://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/803/1/012059
http://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-06-2017-0341
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.11.162
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10176-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2014.12.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/su131810242
http://doi.org/10.1080/07409710.2021.1943611
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2014.02.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24685399
http://doi.org/10.1177/15222302004003003
http://doi.org/10.1080/17549175.2019.1668826
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11030249
http://doi.org/10.3390/su9040643
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2021.06.016

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results and Discussion 
	Keywords Analysis 
	Food Sharing 
	Collaborative Consumption 
	Food Sharing and Collaborative Consumption 

	Problem-Solving Analysis 
	Conceptual Framework 

	Conclusions 
	References

