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Abstract

The food industry is a rather complex network of different entities, most of
which add value to the product while also creating conditions for resource
waste. A quick fix has proven to be illusory and increasing the efficiency of the
food system will require an extensive, collaborative effort by governments,

businesses, and consumers alike.

The following case study provides insights into the dynamics that affect
emerging platforms within the food sector. It assesses how their solutions are
mitigating market inefficiencies and recognizes the push towards a more
sustainable food industry. The paper redefines three categories from
Aschemann-Witzel et al., (2017) on key characteristics of initiatives in the food
industry, allowing for their application to emerging digital platforms. The
adapted categories accommodate three types of initiatives: platforms that focus
on actions that prevent food waste in the supply chain, platforms that tackle
food waste across the supply chain via redistribution to consumers, and
platforms that assist consumers in attaining more sustainable habits through

skill development and knowledge sharing.

The findings reveal that the platforms are inducing changes, as they can pursue
business opportunities that traditional actors have been unable to take. They
are tackling the inefficiencies in three distinct ways: better matching between
supply and demand, combining food waste avoidance with a moderately priced
product, and altering consumer behavior through innovative and playful
technology. However, we found that these platforms do not only impact
traditional stakeholders in the food industry; they also create a broader social
impact by looking for holistic solutions to reshape an inefficient food supply

chain.
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“There are few parts of the chain having a margin that is not bigger than two percent in
the food chain. So no one has extra energy or capacity or capital to change things.
They're just like sort of stuck in that system and trying to just survive under those
terms. It's a bit like that old drawing just seen as like two guys who tried to carry or
push a carriage that has square wheels and pushing really hard and then someone is
coming with a round wheel and says he could use this and they're like sorry we're too
busy. But that's the situation we're in.”
- CEO Plant Jammer



1. Introduction

The food industry is undergoing significant changes. Changes due to globalization,
demographics, organizational structure, consumer preferences, environmental
awareness, and new technologies. The food industry is a complex network of different
entities, with many different stakeholders worldwide. At its core is a perishable product
which adds to the complexity of the industry. While the network of stakeholders mostly

adds value to the product, it is unable to reduce conditions for resource waste.

A quick fix of the system has proven to be illusory and increasing the efficiency of the
food system will require an extensive, collaborative effort by governments, businesses,
and consumers alike (Gunders, 2012). One reason this problem continues to persist in
the food and agriculture sector is the leisurely speed at which stakeholders innovate
and adopt new technologies. Moreover, there is a disparity between investment made
in food system startups and investment in comparable industries such as healthcare.
Investments in healthcare startups are ten times more than those made in food system
startups (Nayyar, de Cleene & Dreier, 2018). This is a striking disparity considering the

comparable size of the industries.

Technology has made many aspects of our lives more efficient, and it is reasonable to
suggest that it can have the same effect in the food industry. A large part of the
modern economy already operates within the digital market. In particular, digital
platforms are the new core organizational form of business in the digital economy as
they are more productive, profitable and valuable than conventional firms (Cusumano,
Gawer & Yoffie, 2019; Kenney, Martin & Zysman, 2016; Kumar, Lahiri, & Dogan, 2018).
Digital platforms change the way businesses operate and open new ways for
economic activities as they derive value from the platform’s participants (Parker, Van
Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). Due to technology development and new value creation,
the growth of these innovative platforms is quickly making it the most influential
organizational form. Currently, out of the 261 unicorns that have started up, nearly

20% are platform businesses (CB Insights, 2018).



We recognize that similar technology can be used to transform the food industry. An
increasing amount of platform businesses are entering the sector, which can disrupt
established players and alter the face of the industry. Thus we want to investigate how
platforms are affecting the current state of the market, and the key characteristics that

define them.

1.1 Research Question and Outline

The aim of this research is to uncover the way emerging platforms in Denmark have
established themselves in the highly competitive food industry, and how they are
contributing to an increasingly sustainable food sector by tackling food waste. Our
theoretical focus is centered around platform businesses and the inherent dynamics
they bring to the food sector and, more specifically, their potential to redefine the food
supply chain. In order to answer how platforms are shaping the food industry, the
following two topics will be explored. Firstly, we will examine the central characteristics
of emerging platforms within the food industry, and the various success factors which
influence their potential for inducing change. Secondly, we explore the actions taken
by the platforms to alter the food supply chain. These considerations led us to the

following research questions:

How are new emerging digital platforms changing the food industry?
What are the key characteristics and success factors of the platforms?

How are the platforms altering the food supply chain?

The first part of the paper outlines an introduction of the research topic by highlighting
the current challenges of the food industry. The second chapter leans on a theoretical
framework of platform theory, and will thus attempt to add to that knowledge by
examining the platform phenomenon in the food industry. The third chapter contains
the methodology where we examine and explain our research design and the data
collection methods we have utilized. Within the fourth section we will give a brief
outline of the chosen case companies and present and analyze the empirical data that
was gathered. In the fifth section, we discuss the findings that present an answer to
the research question. First, we explore the key characteristics of these platforms and

their distinctions. Following the examination of these key characteristics, we will



elaborate on the methods new platforms are utilizing in changing the food supply
chain. Finally, we state potential limitations, give suggestions for further research and

conclude with a summary of this paper.

1.2 Research Context

In order to understand the significance of this research, we begin by introducing some
context. Exploring relevant developments in the food industry, we found that there was
a massive disparity between investment in the food industry and other comparable
industries. According to a World Economic Forum report in 2018, $14 bilion was
invested in just under 1,000 food systems focused startups over the last few years.
Compared to $145 bilion that was invested in approximately 18,000

healthcare-related startups over the same period (Nayyar, de Cleene & Dreier, 2018).

The relatively low level of investment is striking, especially considering the obvious
inefficiencies that exist in the industry. Although there are many inefficiencies in the
food sector, the most recognizable and perhaps most destructive outcome of these is
food waste. Food waste largely exemplifies the inefficiencies within the food industry.
Thus, we decided to research initiatives that specifically aim to tackle the food waste
challenge. However, tackling food waste also solve other inefficiencies that will be
explored in the following chapters. The European Union has made combating
inefficiencies in the food supply chain, in the form of food waste, as one of their top
priorities on the agenda for 2020 (European Commission, 2016). Furthermore,
combating food waste is also part of the 17 sustainable development goals presented
by the UN in 2018.

Food waste refers to food appropriate for human consumption being discarded. This
often comes down to food being spoiled as it is kept beyond its expiry date, but it is
also related to other reasons such as oversupply due to market surplus, or the
populations' consumption habits. Food waste is generated in massive amounts across
the entire food supply chain with adverse effects on severe environmental, social, and
economic issues. Considering the fact that one third of the produced food in the world
is wasted, it should be evident that we are dealing with a system that allows for a
staggering amount of squandered resources (Stefan et al., 2013; Williams, Wikstrom,
2011). In Denmark alone, 700.000 tons of edible food is wasted yearly, while 260,000



tons come from the households (Miligministeriet, 2015). Globally, one third of all the
food that is produced is wasted, while fifty percent of the food waste occurs in
households (Parfitt, Barthel, & Macnaughton, 2010).

Waste is due to operational inefficiencies in the supply chain, but it also arises due to
consumer demands (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2015). The demand for constant
availability of fresh and diverse goods is one of the market conventions in western
countries that lay a foundation for waste. Household waste is not inevitable, nor has it
always been common. The level of wasteful behaviors differ based on cultural and
economic factors (De Laurentiis, Corrado & Sala, 2018). There are also differences in
the amount of household waste with regards to age groups and nationality. The
average American consumer, for example, waste ten times as much as the average
Southeast Asian consumer. Moreover, people over the age of 70 waste half as much

food as other age groups (Gunders, 2012).

The food supply chain is also partly to blame as it has traditionally been a push chain,
and therefore, has contributed to the consumption habits that are costing us today.
The food industry is a notoriously competitive market with low margins and a heavy
emphasis on price competition. Most actors in the industry are either unable or
unwilling to break with this dynamic, which is one of the reasons why we are not
seeing more coordination across the supply chain (Gobel et al., 2015). The food value
chain is still to a large degree made up of separate entities with different processes.
The product is produced within a global network, where every single company has
incentives to optimize their own processes, but at the same time accept that their
actions might lead to an accumulation of waste in other parts of the supply chain
(Gobel et al., 2015).
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2. Literature Review of Platform Theory

Considering the research question, an understanding of platform theory is necessary in
order to understand the intricacies of digital platforms and their potential for disruption.
We anchor our study on research drawn from Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie (2019) and
Parker Van Alstyne & Choudary (2016). However, we enhance these insights with a

thorough review of further prominent research within this field.

In the next chapter, we will introduce a review of existing literature and relevant
theoretical concepts for our particular area of study. We have divided the review into
three parts. First, we explore and review the relevant literature about platforms, and the
fundamental drivers that shape platform markets. Second, we examine more
company-specific factors, and what the literature contend is the key success factors
when building a platform. Finally, we end the literature review by introducing a relevant
theory detailing how conventional firms operate in the food industry, and contrast this
research by highlighting the differences between platforms and more traditional

companies.

2.1 The Age of Digital Platform

The rapid adoption of information technology by companies has for an extended time
fundamentally changed the value chain in the industry they are operating in (Porter &
Millar, 1985). These structural changes have altered the traditional vertical relationships
of companies. In that the roles and capabilities of the value chain participants start to
overlap, but also by new players from different sectors becoming a competitive threat.
In particular, the phenomena of disintermediation have become more prevalent, which
directly affect more intermediary positions in the chain. However, It does affect each
industry differently, with the informational intensity of products and services, or the
reduction of search costs being factors that contribute to disintermediation (Delmond
et al.,, 2017). Information technology can also initiate the phenomena of cooperative
effort in product and service co-creation, like real-time interfaces or network effects.
Which implies that companies need to assume control over resources that are beyond

the scope of conventional organizational boundaries. Moreover, the value proposition
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of a company inevitably has to interact with the market environment to withstand this

dynamic corporate environment (Andal-Ancion, Cartwright & Yip, 2003).

The advancement in information technology has also helped create new business
models, which for better or for worse are reshaping the previous economy. Chief
among these new organizational designs is the digital platform. Although digital
platforms are diverse in function and structure, they are often distinct from the
traditional pipeline business in that they do not buy, produce or sell goods. Instead,
they facilitate trade between two or more different groups by providing a digital
framework where they shape the rules for how participants can interact with each

other (Kenney & Zysman, 2016).

Moreover, a vital feature of the platform business is that this digital framework can
support an array of different interactions, which inevitably contribute to a blurring of
market boundaries. Platform market boundaries can stretch over several industries, as
the goods sold through a platform are not limited to any specific sector (Cennamo,
2019). Consequently, through technological progression and increased internet access
across the globe, these platform businesses are expanding globally at such a rapid
pace that no business or industry can be considered safe from their 'creative

destruction' (Evans & Schmalensee, 2016).

Platform Defined

Platforms have been a topic of intense research and are omnipresent in information
system as well as management literature (Constantinides, Henfridsson & Parker, 2018,
De Reuver, Serensen & Basole, 2017; Thomas, Autio & Gann, 2014). As a
consequence, many definitions can be found, and thus we will devote our attention to

a few central interpretations.

Platforms can be architected in many ways and can serve several different purposes.
However, there are two basic types of platforms: innovation platforms (also called
industry platforms and software platforms, Gawer (2014), Evans, Hagiu &
Schmalensee (2006)) and transaction platforms (also called matchmakers by Evans &
Schmalensee (2016b)). Innovation platforms "consist of common building blocks that

the owner and ecosystem partners can share in order to create new complementary
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products and services" (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019), which will not be part of
this research paper. Transaction platform owners are intermediaries or online
marketplaces that facilitate value-creating interactions between various users like
external producers and consumers. These platforms provide an open, participative
infrastructure for these interactions and set governance conditions for them. The
platform's overarching purpose is "to consummate matches among users and
facilitate the exchange of goods, services, or social currency, thereby enabling value
creation for all participants" (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Inspired by
economic theory, transaction platforms are often characterized as a multi-sided market
(Rochet & Tirole, 2003). Many notable platforms fall into this category, such as for

example; Amazon, Uber, AirBnB, and eBay.

A multi-sided market typically include an assortment of functionalities that reduce
search costs, transaction costs or product development costs (Haigu, 2014).
Subsequently, many multi-sided platforms rise to occupy prominent positions in their
respective industries. On a fundamental level, two cardinal features distinguish a
multi-sided market from related but distinct business models. First, the platform
facilitate direct interaction between the participants of each side. Second, all sides
have to be affiliated with the platform. By 'affiliation’, it is suggested that users have to
make a platform-specific investment in terms of a fixed access fee, expenditure of
resources such as time or even just an opportunity cost, in order to directly interact
with the other participants (Haigu & Wright, 2015). Engendering ‘affiliation’' is
considered to be necessary for a platform to create indirect network effects, which is

regarded as another critical component of the multi-sided market model.

2.2 Fundamental Drivers of Platform Markets

2.2.1 Network Effects and Critical Mass

Network effects refer to the interdependence of the amount of users on a service and
the value the service brings. In other words, when the value of a service to one user is
predicated on how many other users there are, it is said that this service exhibits
network effects (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). Network effects are also called network
externalities or cross-group externalities. However, they all symbolize a largely similar

point; all other things being equal, it is better to be connected to a bigger network than
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a smaller one (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). A platform's goal is thus to generate a valuable

network so that the value grow when the number of participants increase.

There are direct and indirect network effects which can either be positive or negative
(Shapiro & Varian, 1999). Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary (2016) separate network
effects into four types: positive same-side, negative same-side, positive cross-side,
and negative cross-side network effects that all need to be managed in order to
generate value for platform participants. Platforms often stimulate network effects
between the supply and demand side by bringing together multiple market sides.
These kinds of network effects are frequently labeled as indirect network effects or
cross-side effects, and they display the impact that participants from one side have on
participants from the other side of the market. At Uber, for example, riders are
discouraged from using the service if there are not enough drivers as waiting times will
be longer. If there are many drivers on the platform, the waiting times will be shorter,
which will encourage more riders to use the service. The subsequent increase in riders
will attract more drivers, and thus create a positive feedback loop which is very difficult
for competitors to compete with (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). Closely related
are the direct network effects. Direct network effects refer to the impact that users
make on other users on the same side. The telephone is an example of direct network
effects, where if more people have a telephone, the more value it holds for other
people with a telephone. In general, network effects are positive when a user benefit
from the maturation of the user base, but are negative when the user growth is

accelerating competition or clutters the platform.

Network effects represent an economic phenomenon known as demand-side
economies of scale (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). In contrast to supply-side economies of
scale, which gave rise to giant monopolies during the industrial era, demand-side
economies of scale take advantage of technological progression to gather value from
the demand side (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). Propelled by increased efficiencies in social
networks, demand aggregation, and app development, platforms can produce a
bigger network that holds more value for the users (Van Alstyne, Parker & Choudary
2016b, Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Moreover, in many information
technology industries, the platforms can engender both supply-side economies of

scale and demand-side economies of scale. The consequence is that growth on the
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demand side simultaneously bring down cost on the supply side and creates an even
more appealing product for the other users, which increases the growth in demand
even more (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). Consequently, it can provide the largest platforms
in a market with a competitive advantage that is exceedingly difficult for other
competitors to overtake (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Thus, in the
information economy, the market ‘winner' will be situated to reap the majority of the

revenue (Shapiro & Varian, 1999).

To cultivate network effects, a critical mass of users has to be attained. Ultimately, if
the user base is large enough, the market will build itself (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). But
a problem arises when a participant will only enroll when they see value in accessing
the other participants (Evans & Schmalensee, 2016). The critical mass constraint might
be an effortless or rather severe bottleneck to navigate depending on consumer taste,
the market dynamics, and the type of network effects (Evans & Schmalensee, 2009).
The level of participation affects the quality of the product and consequently, if the
quality is below standard the participation will decline and go beyond the critical mass
which is a downward spiral towards depreciating quality and zero engagement (Evans
& Schmalensee, 2009). Thus, every platform needs to make a strategy to find a way of
reaching the critical mass frontier in order to perform and compete (Evans &
Schmalensee, 2016). As these dynamics directly influence company performance,
devising the right strategic framework for engendering network effects is one of the
cardinal challenges that platforms have to overcome. Navigating changes that could
either subvert or strengthen network effects, such as; changes in market dynamics,
technology, and new government regulations, is therefore of immense importance
(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019).

2.2.2 Multi-homing and Switching Costs

Wherever network effects are present, the focus of organizational attention should be
more directed towards factors that influence a platform's ability to engender network
effects (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). For instance, in contrast to traditional
businesses, most platform businesses do not charge users directly, and this is one
reason why users participate in more than one platform, which is called multi-homing
(Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2006). Network effects are understood to be

weakened by multi-homing, which substantially lowers the attractiveness for the other
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market side, which also indirectly impacts the revenue and profit of a platform
(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). To prevent multi-homing, platforms usually attempt
to introduce mechanisms that make it more 'costly' for participants to be affiliated with
more than one platform, these costs are generally called multi-homing costs. If
multi-homing costs are high, a participant will be more unlikely to join other platforms,
and if multi-homing costs are low, users are more inclined to participate in other
services. Multi-homing costs, as a concept, encompasses all expenses that a network
user has due to being affiliated to a platform (Eisenmann, 2008). These expenses can

be anything from access fees to opportunity costs.

Multi-homing, in general, occurs due to participants' aspiration to gain the effects of
network externalities in an ecosystem of non-interconnected platforms (Rochet &
Tirole, 2006). In other words, when platforms are incompatible or not interconnected, it
is necessary for one of the market sides to multi-home in order for trade to be
beneficial (Rochet & Tirole, 2006). As there are at least two market sides, three cases
of homing need to be deliberated: both sides can single-home which entail that they
both only use one platform; one group can single-home while the other multi-homes or
both sides multi-home (Armstrong, 2006). There are various strategies that a platform
can pursue to reduce multi-homing, such as price competition, loyalty programs, or by
offering superior products and services (Cusumano & Gawer, 2002). Nevertheless,
competitors may still find ways to reduce the costs of switching by relying on
interoperability, data conversions, and information synchronization (Edelmann, 2015).
At large, although multi-homing moderately weakens network, the primary concern for
most platforms is to ensure participation in their service by creating a superior service

for their target segment.

2.2.3 Differentiation, Niche Markets and entry barriers

In May 2019, Uber made its public offering at $45 per share, valuing the company at
around $82.4 billion (Merced & Conger, 2019). This is the type of astounding value that
many people are beginning to affiliate with platforms and multi-sided markets. All the
same, these “unicorns” of the digital economy are far and few between, and most

platforms will not reach the heights of Uber. Successful multi-sided markets are the
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exception rather than the norm, consequently, platforms must identify other ways to

compete (Gawer & Cusumano, 2008).

As not everyone can be a platform leader, platforms often have to establish themselves
in a niche segment of the market or create a differentiated service. Platforms can
achieve differentiation by emphasizing a few attributes highly valued by target
customers while de-emphasizing other attributes less critical to them. In general,
platforms often do so by offering superior quality or niche products (Cusumano &
Gawer, 2002). First-movers generally also start their early lead within a niche, often the
most attractive one as they still have the freedom of choice (Lieberman & Montgomery,
1988). Thus, a source of competitive advantage for platforms is identifying what drives
demand in the future and targeting that demand (Suarez & Kirtley, 2012). Many
successful platform 'dethroners' have managed to achieve differentiation successfully
and outperform platform leaders by emphasizing what they believe will drive demand
in the future (Suarez & Kirtley, 2012). However, this is not possible in all markets as not
every market has a significant demand for differentiated services. For instance, Google
has around 92% of the market share for search engines worldwide, with the closest
competitor being Bing at around 2% (Desjardins, 2018). This is due to the minimal
need that users of search engines have for specialised features (Eisenmann, Parker &
Van Alstyne, 2006).

The profitability of a market is questionable when the market has low entry barriers and
low switching costs. On the other hand, when the entry barriers and switching costs
are high, there will be a concentration of players and the probability of a winner-take-all
market is intensified (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2011). There are three entry
barriers that only occur in platform markets; network effects create barriers through
existing platform complements, platform ecosystems are difficult to replicate due to
the numerous complementors, and the network itself creates complex switching costs,
in particular when the platforms' value depends on the number of participants
(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). Additionally, learning effects such as personalized
recommendations can also increase the entry barriers for other platforms (Zhu & lansiti,
2019). Nonetheless, even when strong network effects protect a platform, traditional

entry barriers can still be low which enables new entrants to enter from the supply

17



side, fragment the user base and prevent the market from tipping to a winner-take-all

market (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019).

All the same, dealing with product-market segments as distinct markets, is arguably
overlooking a fundamental point of digital markets (Cennamo, 2019). The implicit
assumption that is present in more conventional markets that competition is a
zero-sum game is far less applicable in the platform economy. Platforms often
manipulate network effects to change markets, and often grow the market through
innovation (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). It can, therefore, be asserted that
platform competition is mainly between markets, rather than the product itself (Rochet
& Tirole, 2003).

2.2.4 Blurring Boundaries and Network Clusters

The rise of platforms does not merely blur market boundaries, it also causes
organizational boundaries to blur, which makes the outward focus for a business vital
(Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Due to an interdependent business
ecosystem, a platform's performance is increasingly dependent on the firm utilizing
assets outside its direct control. Therefore, it is crucial to possess external resources
foster the collective health of the network. The integration of resources is a key form of
innovation. Moreover, understanding the impact of various actions on the environment
is central to operate in this networked environment (lansiti & Levien, 2004). By
accessing resources outside of its direct control, a platform can operate significantly
more cost-efficient than traditional businesses. According to a new study of
Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie (2019) platform companies with comparable revenue to
conventional firms in an industry have higher operating profits and market value even
though they have significantly less employees. As a result, they can spend
considerably more on research and development in comparison to other expenses,
thus increasing revenue and market value. Moreover, by fostering an ecosystem where
they gain access to external resources, highly digitized organizations also have the
advantage of potentially growing faster globally than their more traditional competitors
(Yonatany, 2017).
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When growing internationally, platforms can either grow globally or multinationally.
Many platforms with a geographically wide-ranging network, often have a more
modularised network which divides into smaller local clusters. These network clusters
arise when a buyer gathers more value from a provider in closer geographical proximity
to him than one that is located further away (Zhu et al., 2018). For example, if the
platform has a distinct site for each market, where one or more market sides are
geographically dependent, and each country needs to be established independently in
terms of user-seller connection, it is called a multinational platform. A global platform is
serving all markets globally as the provided service comes from a central operation.
Also, all market sides interact globally, which means that there are global network
effects, the investment is lower, and therefore the speed of growing the global platform
is faster than with a multinational platform (Kotha, Rindova & Rothaermel 2001;
Yonatany, 2017). According to Zhu & lansiti (2019), the structure of the network does
not only impact the speed at which a platform can gain scale, but it also influences the
organization's ability to sustain that scale. They suggest that the more a network is
fragmented into local clusters, and the more isolated those clusters are from one
another, the more vulnerable a business is to challenges (Zhu & lansitit, 2019). In
general, it is stated that network properties are one of the cardinal features of the
platform economy, and the most accurate determiner for a platform's success or
failure (Zhu & lansitit, 2019). Under certain conditions, these network properties can
even drive competition between platforms to a winner-take-all scenario (Eisenmann,
Parker & Van Alstyne 2006).

2.2.5 The Competitive Forces in Platform Markets

On occasion, a few particular platform providers manage to attain a dominant position
in a market for an extended period. They achieve what is often referred to as a
sustained competitive advantage (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2006). When a
platform gains this prominent position, it is frequently due to the underlying dynamics
of a winner-take-all market (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). In those particular
markets, it is possible to find platforms with upwards of 90% market share (Desjardins,
2018). Due to network effects and switching costs new entrants have to present some
revolutionary functionality to win substantial market share. The likelihood of a

winner-take-all market is dependent on several conditions such as; strength of network
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effects, the difficulty of multi-homing, lack of opportunities for competitor differentiation
or niche competition and the strength of entry barriers (Eisenmann, 2008). If a platform
wants to compete in this environment, at least a cost or differentiation advantage is
needed. Being a first-mover in a winner-take-all market can be significant, but it is not
always decisive. Late movers might have some advantages, and especially if the
market evolves slowly. The late movers may, for example, be in a position to reverse
engineer the first-mover's product and beat them on cost, they can incorporate the
latest technology into better designs, and they might spot and avoid the pioneers

positioning errors (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2006).

Platform leaders in a winner-take-all market are ostensibly secure from most
competitive maneuvers from other platforms in the same market. Nevertheless, as
market boundaries are less fixed in the platform economy, there is always a risk of an
attack by platforms from neighboring markets. This is known as platform envelopment,
where the ‘attacking' platform is in an adjacent market where it can harness the
network effects that previously had protected the incumbent (Eisenmann, Parker, Van
Alstyne, 2011). In order to envelop, the attacking platform needs to bundle its
functionality with the functionalities of its target platform into a muilti-platform bundle
that leverages shared user relationships. Nevertheless, carrying out an envelopment
attack is only possible if the attacked platform is a complement, substitute, or
functionally unrelated. (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2011). Platform envelopment
should not only be considered as a strategic move that a platform can engage in, but it
should also be understood as a powerful force that is in itself shaping platform

evolution.

In addition to envelopment, Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary (2016) has found five
other ways for platforms to compete: limiting platform access to prevent multi-homing;
fostering innovation and capturing its value; leveraging the value of data; redefining
mergers and acquisitions; and enhancing platform design. It is worth noting that in
comparison to more conventional firms, platform businesses are generally superior at
responding quickly to competitive maneuvers. Thus, the platform winners usually are
those platforms that can consistently create the highest value for its users (Parker, Van

Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). We will, therefore, continue by exploring the key features of
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building a platform and the various mechanisms that have to be in place for value

creation.

2.3 Building a Platform

Researchers have accentuated different success factors and outline different obstacles
for a platform to succeed. First, Hagiu (2014) found that there are three main obstacles
for why platforms struggle; deciding on which market side to onboard first, potential
key constituents showing resistance and reservations to a new powerful platform, and
the complexity of the business due to the different sometimes conflicting interests of
the participant groups. Later, Van Alstyne, Parker & Choudary (2016a) highlighted six
reasons for why platforms do not succeed, which are failures: to optimize openness, to
engage developers, share the surplus, launch the right side, putting critical mass
ahead of money, and having the right imagination. Lastly, according to Yoffie's,
Gawer’s & Cusumano’s newest research (2019), there are four common mistakes for
platform failure: mispricing on one side of the market, failure to develop trust with users

and partners, prematurely dismissing the competition and entering the market too late.

In a broad sense, these findings can be condensed into four steps that should be
followed when building a platform. These are: choosing the market sides of the
platform, picking a launch strategy, establishing ecosystem rules, and designing a
business model with a particular emphasis on pricing structures (Cusumano, Gawer &
Yoffie 2019; Hagiu 2014).

2.3.1 Market Sides

Platforms have to choose a market side, yet they also have to choose how many sides
and when they should onboard new sides. (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). To
overcome the initial chicken-egg problem, it is usually beneficial to start with fewer
sides and then vertically integrate into additional sides. Adding more than two sides will
potentially enlarge cross-side network effects and might create new revenue streams.
However, it creates the risk of high complexity, conflicts between multiple sides, and

the need to satisfy different platform sides limit the innovation abilities (Hagiu, 2014).

21



Therefore, it is crucial to devise a strategy about which market sides to pick and when

and how to integrate these market sides before launching.

2.3.2 Launch

In order to launch successfully, it is essential to have a strategy that considers the
critical mass, a fitting business model design, and how to deal with competitors. But
that also tries to solve the chicken-egg problem. Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary

(2016) propose eight ways to launch a platform successfully:

Way 1: follow-the-rabbit-strategy uses companies’ traditional business success to
attract both sides and convert when reaching the critical user base.

Way 2: piggyback strategy connects with other platforms’ existing user base and
creates value units to recruit those in its platform at a later stage.

Way 3: seeding strategy produces, borrows, or simulates value units by itself.

Way 4: marquee strategy attracts key users onto the platform by providing incentives
Way 5: single-side strategy attracts one set of users by creating a business model that
they benefit from and later attract the other set of users to engage with the first set and
convert into a platform.

Way 6: producer evangelism strategy attracts through its platform design producers
that can persuade their customers onto the platform.

Way 7: big bang adoption strategy uses traditional push marketing to draw attention to
the platform

Way 8: micromarket strategy targets a small market of members already engaging in
interactions, which gives the platform proof of concept for the broader market by

showing compelling matchmaking features.

Other authors like Hagiu & Eisenman (2007) also discussed launching strategies, but
not as thorough as Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary (2016), which we will follow in this
paper. However, next to deciding on a launch strategy, finding a fitting business model
design and a pricing strategy is essential in order to give the platform a chance of

survival.
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2.3.3 Business Model Design and Pricing

The critical success factor for a platform is arguably the choice of the business model
(Rochet & Tirole, 2003). It is crucial not to be stuck in an infinitive launching loop as is
the case with Uber, but instead, become a profitable business. Therefore, platforms
need to design their business models in a way that they can extract value at least from
one market side and turn them into growing profits by fueling network effects. The
transaction platforms' business model generates value by charging fees that vary in
terms of who and what gets charged and which services are subsidized or even free.
They generate profit and offer value to their market sides by matchmaking, reducing
friction in a transaction, advertising, having complementary services or technology
sales (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). Which functionalities to include is dependent
on a cost-benefit analysis. Certain features might be valuable for one side but bring
negative value to the other sides which creates a strategic trade-off. The trade-off
should be solved in favor of the most important market side for the platform's

long-term success and not what brings the most immediate revenue (Hagiu, 2014).

Platforms need to be aware of the presence of particular network externalities in order
to determine the optimal prices for different groups, by aligning them with the demand
among the participating groups (Evans, 2003). Typically, there is a money-side and a
subsidiary-side which should generate cross-side network effects; thus, the right
pricing is vital for platform success. The less price-sensitive side, or the side that
benefit more from access to the other, should be charged if the critical mass is
reached (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2006; Hagiu, 2014). Charging the more
price-sensitive side can support multi-homing and weaken cross-side network effects
which affect the volume of transactions (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019; Rochet &
Tirole, 2006).

Usually, there are two common ways of charging users: through a transaction fee or a
subscription model. The difference between these two ways of charging is how they
affect cross-group externalities. A per transaction charge will weaken the cross-group
externalities as a fraction of the benefit gained by the transaction will erode by the
extra cost incurred (Armstrong, 2006). A platform's subscription or fixed charge will not

impact the users' willingness to trade, but it will condition the end-user’s presence on
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the platform in the first place (Rochet & Tirole, 2006). Nonetheless, competitive prices
on one side, depends on the other sides' extent of multi-homing (Rochet & Tirole,
2003).

2.3.4 Platform Ecosystem

In order to ensure value for the platform participants and other stakeholders in the
platform ecosystem, the enterprises engage in platform governance. Governance can
be regulating access by having rules about who is allowed to join, rules regulating
interactions, and rules to minimize low-quality transaction, for example, through
reviews or evaluations. (Hagiu, 2014; Parker & Van Alstyne, 2018). The set of rules that
drive an ecosystem need to be understood in order to facilitate good governance
(Tiwana, 2014). Good governance helps to diminish or even prevent market failures
that are mostly caused by information asymmetry, externalities, monopoly power, and
risk. Strong curation encourages desirable behavior while dissuading unwanted
conduct. Consequently, quality curation is viewed as a mechanism for minimizing
negative network effects (Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Based on Lessing
(2009), there are four basic governance tools: laws, norms, architecture, markets.
According to Parker, Van Alstyne & Choudary (2016), they can also be used in platform
businesses in the following way: Laws are explicit rules that are supposed to moderate
the behavior of users, but also on an ecosystem level. Norms can be constructed by
applying intelligent behavior design in order to foster crowd curation. The platform
architecture should be a self-improving program code encouraging and rewarding
good behavior, but also for preventing or correcting market failures. Markets can

govern behavior by using various incentives and design mechanism.

2.4 From Pipeline to Platform

In the most basic way, the difference between traditional businesses and modern
platforms is the addition of digital technology. However, due to the enormous increases
in speed, convenience, reach, and efficiency that digital technology can bring, the
internet and its related technologies give platform businesses an ability to transform
industries in ways that traditional companies can not (Kenney & Zyman, 2016; Parker,

Van Alstyne & Choudary, 2016). Nonetheless, many traditional industries are yet to
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experience a large scale technological transformation. As a result, many industries still
experience inefficiencies that might have been reduced by the introduction of platform
businesses (de Reuver, Serensen & Basole, 2018). One such industry is the food
sector, which is an industry that allows for substantial amounts of waste along its

supply chain (Gobel et al., 2015).

Prior research has focused on how conventional initiatives are able to reduce food
waste and other negative externalities in the food sector (Aschemann-Witzel et al.,
2017; Cicatiello et al.,2016). By focusing on key characteristics and success factors of
consumer-related food waste initiatives, Aschemann-Witzel et al., (2017) identified
three general types of initiatives that aimed at tackling waste. First, retail and supply
chain alteration initiatives, that focus on actions that prevent or avoid food waste within
the supply chain, compared to other categories the business opportunity factor is
especially characteristic for this group. Second, redistribution initiatives such as food
banks and non-profit organizations, that tackle food waste across the supply chain by
redistributing the food to consumers. It is characterized by having multiple aims by
both reducing food waste and providing social aid. Lastly, information and capacity
building initiatives such as consumer organizations that target consumers directly
reduce waste. They provide information to consumers in order to build their capacity
to reduce wasteful habits. Their ‘positive focus’ distinguishes information and capacity
building initiatives from the other categories (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2017). All of
these initiatives enable people to consume otherwise wasted food, and they
collectively try to raise awareness of supply-chain deficiencies. Although these vary
between the various categories, it was observed that timing, competencies, large
scale, and collaboration are essential for all of them (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2017).
Timing, competencies, and large scale can also be found as success factors within
platform theory. However, collaboration is not in particular discussed in the platform

literature, which should be further investigated.

However, the factors that impact conventional firms are not necessarily the same as
those which impact platforms. As discussed, platform businesses can increasingly
take advantage of boundary fluidity which allows them to utilize resources without
owning them (Constantiou, Marton & Tuunainen, 2017). This entails that platforms can

access essential industry resources without incurring the costs, which allows them to
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operate more cost-efficient than traditional businesses (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie,
2019). As platforms generally create value by facilitating interaction, they are not
burdened by production costs. It gives platforms a considerable advantage as
building, and scaling platforms is thus much simpler and much less costly compared
to traditional pipeline businesses (Van Alstyne, Parker & Choudary, 2016). Lastly, while
conventional companies generally focus on growing value by creating better and
cheaper products, platforms are more concerned with increasing the value of its
network. It is, therefore, reasonable to suggest that the observations made by
Aschemann-Witzel (2017), on the key characteristics and success factors of traditional

initiatives, might not be attributable to platform businesses.

Concluding remarks

Platform theory is a growing research field, and thus it has been necessary to assess
the relevance of the various research and include only that which is considered to be
at the forefront of the academic field, or else relevant to our particular research. We
consider the included theories sufficient for the reader to gain a full and coherent
understanding of the most topical and prominent theories that exist within the
platform literature. Moreover, we will use these theories as a conceptual framework for

the remainder of this study.

Prior research on initiatives tackling food waste in the food industry is solely focused
on conventional firms, and as we have seen, the nature of platforms is very different
from the traditional pipeline businesses. As a consequence, it is necessary to add to

this research by examining comparable platform businesses within the industry.
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3. Methodology

In order to reach satisfactory and useful results when investigating the research
question, some methodological decisions have been made to ensure the robustness
of our study. We use the guiding framework 'research onion' by Saunders, Lewis, and
Thornhill (2009) for method development that will also be a structural guideline for this
chapter: This section clarifies the design of the research design and how it evolved
throughout the data collection process and analysis. The following section presents
the study's methodology and explain the reasoning behind those decisions, starting
with the outer layer of the research onion and moving to the inner parts: research
philosophy, approach to theory development, research design with its methodological
strategies, methodological choices and time horizon, and its last layer: techniques and
procedures. The research onion adapted from Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009)

visualizes the methodological choices for this research (Figure 7).

Figure 1: Authors’ Research Onion

@ Philosophy

@ Approach
Strategy
Choices
Time Horizon

semi-structured Techniques and

i i - mono- i . critical Procedures
interviews, cross multiple ATeEERE

company statements, sectional method case study realism
internet postings

Source: Authors adapted from Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009)

3.1 Research Philosophy

In research, we have to make certain assumptions about what constitutes reality and
how to best develop knowledge. That is important for two reasons: firstly, it is

necessary to have these assumptions in order to guide and inform how to design the
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research. The point of any research should be to gather knowledge and increase our
understanding of reality. Thus, to conduct research in a meaningful way is essential.
Secondly, it is crucial to be aware of the fact that different researchers naturally will
have different assumptions about the nature of truth and knowledge, and its
acquisition (Cohen, Manion & Morrisson, 2002). Understanding how researchers
developed knowledge and how they view reality is equally or even more essential than
to understand the knowledge in isolation. As different research philosophies will have
contradicting claims to what is the most appropriate way to conduct research, it is up
to each researcher's discretion to choose the appropriate research philosophy for their
particular study. To justify the choices made in this study, we will explain how we
consider the nature of reality and the nature of knowledge. As mentioned above, this
has further informed our research design and which techniques and procedures we

have favored when conducting the research.

Theories about the nature of social reality are frequently reduced to two opposed,
mutually exclusive categories: idealist and realist. In short, the idealist approach
contends that what we regard as the external world is just appearances that we
contribute meaning to, and that it has no independent existence apart from our
thoughts. In stark contrast is the realist approach, which suggests that both natural
and social phenomena should be assumed to have an existence that is independent of
the human observer (Blaikie, 2007). The differences between these theories appear
self-evident. The idealist theory, suggests that nothing is independently real in social
reality, as it is merely an idea that has taken on the impression of being real. In other
words, activities of humans, or by 'creative subjects' as Blaikie (2007) defined it,
construct reality. The realist theory, on the contrary, rejects this notion and treats social
reality similar to that of the natural world, in which we assume that the makeup of the
social world is built on certain hidden structures and mechanisms that exist
independently of our knowledge of them. Although both theories are logically robust in
their way, we hold to a critical realism approach in our study, which ontologically is

based on the same principles as realism.
Although we now have explained how we view reality as something that exists

independently, our thinking of reality can still be communicatively constructed and

socially conditioned. One of the most critical tenets of critical realism is that ontology is
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not reducible to epistemology (Archer et al., 1998). In our case, this means that it is
essential to distinguish between a reality independent of what we think of it, and our
thinking about it, which naturally will be constrained by human cognitive ability. We
recognize the objective reality of the natural world, but at the same time, we also
recognize the events and discourses of the social world and how they are always
relative to a particular frame of reference. We, therefore, prescribe to a relativist
epistemology, as we share the view that our knowledge of the world is subject to the
innate structure of our minds (Blaikie, 2007). We are thus in this study looking to
identify those structures that generate the events and discourses of the social world,
which in turn might inform our understanding of an independent reality (Baskhar,
1989). It is important to note that critical realism does not see human knowledge as
being able to capture more than a small part of a much broader and more profound
reality. We intend to develop knowledge that brings us closer to that reality. As such, it
should be considered not as reality instead as a contribution to our collective

knowledge about the subject at hand.

3.2 Research Approach

Our research was grounded in an abductive approach. In simple terms, abduction
within research is to move from a conception of something to a different, possibly
more developed or more profound conception of it (Richardson & Kramer, 2006). As
Dubois & Gadde (2002), we also consider that the main objective of any research is to
confront theory with the empirical world. In our case, we estimated that in order to
meet the objective more satisfactorily, the confrontation between theory and
empiricism was continuous throughout the research process. We, therefore, aimed at
moving 'back and forth' between theory and the empirical data throughout our study.
Rather than trying to force the data to fit the preconceived theoretical categories, we
aimed at continuously developing these categories from the data we collected (Dubois
& Gadde, 2002).

Moreover, the new conceptual framework that emerged from this process guided the
evolution of our case and influenced how we reshaped the boundaries of the case.
This parallel development provided a payoff in terms of increased understanding of
both theory and empirical phenomenon we researched. More importantly, it allowed for

cross-fertilization between established theoretical models. Thus, new concepts derived
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from the empirical data, which can lead to new combinations and ultimately to theory
development (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).

3.3 Research Design

Following abductive cycles, the study has been redesigned and redefined during the
research process. We started with an initial research area and formulated a working
research question. The research focus, however, has been changed through an
iterative process. Our initial interest came from looking into newly established initiatives
or emerging initiatives that aimed to reduce food waste. There seemed to be a
relatively rapid increase in such initiatives and spearheaded by the ‘flagship’
TooGoodToGo, they were beginning to capture the attention of the public. We were
curious about how they aimed to reduce food waste, and particularly how technology
enabled them to do so. We attended several public talks, Q&As about food supply
chain challenges and their future direction for a better understanding of the landscape.
We also gathered information about other food waste initiatives through their websites,
news articles, and social media. One of our main observations from this process was
that many of these initiatives are organized as platforms. Subsequently, we decided to
investigate what kind of platform dynamics are prevalent and whether the food waste

‘market’ had any unigque conditions that have not been discovered yet.

We reached out to several of the local initiatives, and were able to schedule several
interviews. Our first couple of interviews provided us with multifarious insights, that
made us realize that the problem of food waste requires a profound and more holistic
examination. Moreover, we observed that in order to deal with food waste, one has to
fix the system that allows for it. As a result, we decided that in addition to investigating
platform dynamics and platforms’ key characteristics, we should also examine how
these platforms are shaping the food industry. This process of balancing the theory
and the evolving data led us to a working definition of the problem and the final

research question.

30



3.3.1 Methodological Strategy

According to Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2009), the exploratory approach is
especially useful to clarify the understanding of a phenomena. Exploratory research
can be conducted in two distinct ways. Either researchers take well-defined theories
and apply them in their specific area of research, or they use it to develop their own
theory from scratch. This study aims to take developed theories about platforms and
examine them in a real-life setting in order to gain new insights, and is thus the first
approach (Schvaneveldt & Adams, 1991). As the phenomena of digital platforms in the
food industry is a relatively new occurrence, our shared understanding of the
phenomena is arguably underdeveloped. As a consequence, we decided to follow an
exploratory research approach as it is a useful means to discover new insights about
the situation (Robson, 2002). Additionally, exploratory research also holds the
advantage of being highly adaptable and provide a high degree of flexibility
(Schvaneveldt & Adams, 1991).

Our goal is to provide a rich understanding of platforms in the food industry and
explore the impact of platform dynamics. Therefore, we used a case study strategy,
due to its particular usefulness when attempting to attain a more advanced knowledge
of the context of the research and the various processes that are in place (Morris &
Wood, 1991). Yin (2003) further corroborates this view, as he explains that one of the
main advantages of the case study is derived when attempting to investigate a current
phenomenon within its real-life context. We designed the research as a multiple case
study, where we are collecting data on several different enterprises. The rationale
behind our decision to conduct a multiple case study arises from wanting to uncover
more general findings. As explained above, we want to investigate how the platform
model and its supposedly inherent dynamics manifest themselves in the food industry.
We stress that this is not a case study of our sample cases in general, but rather a

study of the occurrence of a comparable phenomenon in which they all tie in.

A common critique of the case study approach is that it lacks generalizability beyond
the specific context of the research. We would argue, however, that it is dependant on
how carefully one chooses the cases, as well as the amount of cases that are included

(Flyvbjerg, 2004). Nevertheless, valuable knowledge is never independent of its
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context, and generalizability in itself should not define the value of a case study
(Flyvbjerg, 2004). Moreover, the case study is a useful method for theory elaboration
due to the constant “juxtaposition of contradictory or paradoxical evidence”

(Eisenhardt, 1989), which can lead to creative and often novel theory.

As a comparative case study, it has involved analyzing the similarities, differences, and
patterns across our cases. We see the abductive approach as outlined above as
giving certain flexibility that carries a significant advantage in regards to this type of
research. The number of cases and the emerging data has required us to move back
and forth between the cases and the data continuously during the research project.
This iterative-parallel research which is inherent in an abductive study has provided the

backbone of our investigation into the platform phenomenon.

3.3.2 Methodological Choices

Two terms are widely used to differentiate between data collection and data analysis
techniques; quantitative and qualitative methods. In order to answer the research
question and in line with the choices previously presented within this chapter, we
conducted qualitative research through interviews and online secondary data
collection. Through qualitative research, we can better understand and interpret, for
example, social phenomena as the method allows for a more in-depth study
(Lichtmann, 2014). The use of qualitative methods has allowed us to compare and
contrast how the different cases are shaped by platform dynamics. By supplementing
this data with interviews and insight from more established actors in the food supply
chain we were able to conceptualize how these initiatives are influencing the food
industry. This represents the main theoretical focus throughout the study. We used a
mono-method qualitative study as we see the interviews as the primary source of our
research; the secondary data is used to triangulate our findings from the primary data
(Bryman & Bell, 2015).

3.3.3 Time Horizon

According to Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill (2009), the time horizon is essential for
the research design, which the ‘research onion’ also illustrate. There can be either a

longitudinal or a cross-sectional time horizon. Longitudinal studies focus mainly on
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development and change over time, whereas cross-sectional studies depict a
snapshot of the current situation. As this research is time-constrained, we decided to
follow a cross-sectional research design. In other words, our study explores how
emerging digital platforms are shaping the food industry at this specific point in time,
and is not an analysis of how the construction have developed over an extended

period.

3.4 Techniques and Procedures

Techniques and procedures are the innermost layer of the research onion that deal
with the data collection and analysis process which are discussed in the following

section (Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill, 2009).

3.4.1 Data Collection: Purposive Sampling

We used a purposive sampling method, where our sampling criteria was derived from
various research interactions, as well as an extensive literature review. The sampling
was heavily influenced by Achemann-Witzel et al. (2017), and the categories they
presented in their paper. Their research resulted in three distinct categories that we
attempted to emulate in our sampling process; initiatives that targeted consumers
directly with ‘information and capacity building’, initiatives that sought out new
consumers to food and products that would otherwise go to waste (‘redistribution’),
and finally initiatives that aimed at changing the supply chain in ways that made it
easier for consumers to help prevent waste (‘retail and supply chain alteration’). We
used these categories as the basis for our sampling of initiatives in Denmark but added
an additional criterion that our samples had to be organized as a platform, or an
emerging platform. Moreover, to measure the current and potential impact of these
initiatives, we decided to include a sample of more established actors in the supply

chain in order to get a better understanding of the market environment.
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3.4.2 Primary and Secondary Data

To better understand the challenges of the food industry and how the stakeholders are

currently tackling food waste, we attended various events, panel discussions and

tours. These research interactions helped us to refine our research area, form the

fundamental constitution of the interview guide, and more competently interpret the

findings. Table 1 presents an overview of other research interaction which we

considered as valuable to understand the food industry.

Table 1: Interaction Research Log

Position

Company

Interaction

Date Time and
Location

representatives

banken, Nestle

CSR

Supply Chain Manaaer | Arla Tour of the 07/02/1910.30-12.30in
PRl 9 Production Facility Christiansfeld Arla factory
Informal meeting with | 20/02/1918- 21 at
sl Amass other students AMASS
Compan TooGoodToGo, Panel Discussion on
pany Foedvare- Sustainability and 20/02/1917-18 at CBS

Customer Engagement TooGoodToGo Informal meeting with | 01/03/1909- 11 at
Manager other students TooGoodToGo store
2L L R . 08/03/198.30- 11 at
Development YourlLocal Informal meeting
. CBS
Assistant
Founder/CEO DelDinMad Informal meeting (1358/33” 816-17.30at
Customer Engagement Plantjammer User testing 17/03/1913.30-17.30 at
Manager coffee shop
TooGoodToGo,
Representatives of Whywaste, Panel discussion on 06/04/1914-15at
companies GRIM, “Future of Food” Refesehaleen
Plantjammer
Customer Engagement . . 20/04/19 at Plant Jammer
Plantjammer User testing .
Manager office
CEO &CMO GRIM Volunteeringat case | 14/05/1910.30- 16.00 at
(Founders) company GRIM office
Farm
Farmer Seidenfaden Tour of farm 280 5.” 910-16at
. Marbio farm
Maribo

Source: Authors
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Interviews

The rationale behind interviews as a data collection technique lies in targeting the
expert knowledge and in-depth information that can be found when interviewing
experts or incumbents in a particular area of study. It is known as a resource-intensive
research method, as planning, scheduling, and executing the interviews is reasonably
time-consuming. Nevertheless, interviews hold the advantage of gaining thoroughly
detailed and responsive answers to the questions asked. Furthermore, it allows

follow-up questions which enables a more in depth exploration of the topic of inquiry .

In total, we executed 12 interviews over three months. The interview lengths were on
average 50 minutes per interviewee which totals around 10 hours of interview
recordings. Most interviews were conducted face-to-face, while a third was carried out
over the phone or via Skype video call. Although phone interviews have some
drawbacks such as a lack of non-verbal communication, we found that both the
personal and the phone interviews provided the analysis with rich qualitative data and

broadened our understanding of the topic.

We acknowledge that there is a certain power asymmetry that is prevalent in
interviews. The interviewer controls the interview due to the scientific competence of
the researcher as well as dictating the agenda that rules the conversation (Kvale,
2006). As a result, the researcher holds a monopoly over the interpretation of the
interviewees' responses and will inevitably frame it according to his or her design. It is
important to recognize that interviews are in actuality an influential form of conversation
with control over the produced knowledge; contrary to the belief that interviews are an
open dialogue. The goal of a perfect and balanced relationship between interviewers
and interviewees in a research interview seems unrealistic. Nevertheless, we have
aimed to be aware of this power asymmetry and attempted to diminish its impact on
the data.

In order to document all relevant data, the interviews were recorded and transcribed

with the purpose of further analysis. Table 2 provides an overview of all the conducted

interviews.
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Table 2: Interview Log

Position Company Date Time and Location
Founder / CEO Plantjammer 16/04/19 from 14_.00 -15.00 at
Plant Jammer office
Customer Engagement 03/05/1910-11.30at
Manager TooGoodToGo TooGoodToGo store
Front End Developer Plantjammer 22/05/19 9'.1 5-10.15at Plant
Jammer office
Marketing Manager TooGoodToGo 22/05/19 - 13 - 14 via Skype
Founder / CEO DelDinMad 24/05/1916.30- 17.30 at CBS
Founder / CEO Grim 08/06/19-13 - 15 at Grim office
Customer Engagement 27/05/199.30-11.30 at Plant
PlantJammer .
Manager Jammer office
Head of R&D Amass 29/05/19 10-12 at AMASS
Founder / CTO WhyWaste 05/06/19 14-15via Skype
Farmer Farm Seidenfaden 12/07/1911 - 12 via Phone
Maribo
Supply Chain Manager Coop 24/07/19 at Coop HQ
Founder / CFO Fresh.land 30/07/19 via Phone

Source: Authors

We worked with an interview guide that had a somewhat rigorous set of questions.
Around ten percent of the interview guide to adapt to the new insights gained from our
interviewees (see general interview guide in Appendix 1). The interviews were

semi-structured, leaving possibilities open for following new ideas and discoveries.

Secondary sources

We also gathered secondary data in order to enrich our research further (Bryman &
Bell, 2015). Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill (2009), have developed three sub-categories
of secondary data; survey-based data, documentary data and those data compiled
from multiple sources, which are often an amalgam of the previous categories. We
gathered a large amount of documentary data, such as written documents in the form

of journals, newspapers, organizations’ websites, blog posts, and social media posts.
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We also gathered multiple source data, in order to access more industry-specific data

in the form of industry rapports both from Denmark and the EU as a whole.

One of the main advantages of secondary data is that it is much less time-consuming
to gather the data. As a consequence, the researchers have more time to analyze the
potentially much larger data sets, and have more time to ponder theoretical aims
(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). Moreover, it can be valuable to measure and
assess the primary data with the secondary data by placing the findings in a broader,

more general context.

As it is sometimes difficult to assess the quality of secondary data, we have carefully
evaluated the data sources. We required that the secondary sources were published
by the case companies, in total, we collected 77 cases’ related sources.! Moreover,
we collected various reports published by trustworthy sources such as industry reports
by the European Commission which gave us a better understanding of the current
state of the food supply chain, its developments, and its current challenges. The
purpose of collecting these types of secondary sources of data was twofold. First, the
secondary sources were used, when possible, to validate and strengthen specific
findings in the primary data. Second, the data was used to gain a more
comprehensive understanding of the context and the environment in which these

initiatives operate.

3.4.3 Data Processing

In order to organize the data for analysis, the interviews were recorded, transcribed,
and categorized. Ensuring a more reliable and accurate recollection of the data for
future researchers as well as for the current study. For the coding and analysis
process, we used a coding software called Nvivo, which assisted us in organizing and
grouping the interviews into categories. Existing theory has been used to formulate the
research objectives, and thus these theoretical propositions were also used to devise a
framework for directing our data analysis (Yin, 2003). We decided on using the
qualitative reasoning called template analysis, which suits our abductive approach. A
template analysis allows an abductive approach to qualitative analysis as

predetermined codes can be adjusted or added to the data collection and analysis

' The secondary sources can be accessed through this link: www.shorturl.at/kiTX6
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process. Template analysis offers a more flexible way of analyzing the research than,

for example, grounded theory as that is more prescriptive (King, 2004).

Our data went through three rounds of coding. In the first round, we followed the
template we made based on our interview guide. We used the interview guide topics
as higher-order codes, and we formulated the interview questions into lower-order
codes (the initial template is located in Appendix 2.1). Therefore, we defined a set of
nodes based on our template before independently processing the data to find
relevant and informative quotes. We still left the possibility open to find new emerging
themes. Researchers interpret data differently and might derive different codes from
the same data (Dey, 1993). Thus we wanted to process the data independently
through the first couple of rounds, to derive a more diverse set of subcategories. The
first stage of coding, yielded 322 nodes from one of the researchers, while the other
collected 262 nodes. The researchers then compared and contrasted the codes to
find similarities and differences. This discussion resulted in rearranging some
lower-order codes, and we also established new higher-order codes for the second
round of coding, the second round template can be found in Appendix 2.2. It was a
highly iterative process in which we adapted the nodes and therefore, the higher- and
lower-order codes throughout the three stages of the coding. As the relationships
between the categories emerged, we organized them in a hierarchical structure, with

emerging subcategories.

We then discussed and validated the results from the third and final round of coding,
and decided upon 5 concluding higher-order codes and 15 lower-order codes. A
detailed listing of all higher-and lower-order codes can be seen in Appendix 2.3. Finally,
we created a sample coding table that displays the key findings for each category, and
that shows a correlation between the individual interviews (see Appendix 2.4 for an

excerpt, the full coding table can be found on USB stick).
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4. Analysis

This chapter presents the findings from our interviews and secondary data. The
findings are divided into two separate sections. The first section presents the findings
that illustrate the similarities and differences between the companies as they relate to
platform dynamics, their organizational structure and their strategy. The second
section introduces the findings which illustrate how the initiatives are shaping the value
chain in terms of its market environment, how they influence consumers and how the

supply chain is impacted.

We first introduce the case companies and other relevant background information.
Moreover, our analysis will be based around three categories which have been
adapted from the categories presented by Achemann-Witzel (2017). We will therefore
shortly explain how we have adapted these categories, and based on a business
model analysis we determined which initiatives are the best fitting for each of these

categories.

4 1 Introduction of the Cases

In the following we will introduce our case companies. All of these cases are emerging

platforms or already settled platform businesses located in Denmark.

Fresh.Land

Fresh.Land was founded February 2015 and their mission is “to change the food
industry and bring access to fresh and natural products from farmers - bring the
‘farmers markets" to the supermarkets.” Fresh.Land sources fresh high quality
produce from producers and delivers it directly to buyers. It effectively shortens the
supply chain by cutting out middlemen while also cutting food waste and chemicals
through reduced transport logistics. For further details see Business Model Canvas in

Appendix 3.1.
GRIM

GRIM was founded July 2018 and their mission is “to create a new quality standard of

what is edible. So we decided to proclaim fuck beauty standards as our go-to strategy

39



in literally everything and made it our mission to show people how beautiful and tasty
ugly can be.” GRIM deals with produce, primarily fruits and vegetables that do not suit
the industry standards based on sensory appearance. Therefore, retailers do not buy
the produce due to its unappealing appearance and subsequently those items are not
consumed. They provide consumers and other buyers a chance to buy this produce
through a one-off purchase or through a subscription service. For further details see

Business Model Canvas in Appendix 3.2.

TooGoodToGo

TooGoodToGo was founded September 2015 and their mission is: “to reduce food
waste worldwide, and our vision is to create a world where food produced is food
consumed.” TooGoodToGo is a digital platform offering restaurants and bakeries a
way to sell surplus food to consumers at discounted prices instead of the
establishment disposing the food as waste. For further details see Business Model

Canvas in Appendix 3.3.

DelDinMad

DelDinMad was founded July 2017 and their mission is “to raise awareness among
Danes about sharing our common resources”, “A burning desire to create sustainable
and innovative solutions that benefits society”, “Achieving a significant reduction of
food waste in danish society”. Deldinmad is a not-for-profit platform that opens
channels between consumers to share their surplus food. It enables direct contact
between consumers, where users can see different types of food being posted on the
platform for pickup. At their own discretion, they may choose with whom to trade with.

For further details see Business Model Canvas in Appendix 3.4.

Plant Jammer

Plant Jammer was founded August 2016 and their mission is “to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and fight climate change through sustainable cooking and plant based
food.” Plant Jammer allows consumers to cook and eat more flexibly, meaning that
each individual can be empowered to reduce waste in their home by using ingredients
that would normally be wasted due to the household not knowing how to use them in

their daily meals. Additionally, they connect consumers’ to discounts and
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soon-to-expire products in retail stores. For further details see Business Model Canvas

in Appendix 3.5.

4.2 Introducing the Categories

We have decided to group the cases based on the categories of traditional food waste
initiatives that were identified by Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2017). These three
categories contain: retail and supermarket alteration initiatives, redistribution initiatives
and information and capability building initiatives are primarily based on where they
interact in the supply chain. While the first two categories represent an upstream
approach of the supply chain, the latter approach the supply chain downstream.
However, as previously explained, there are inherent differences between platform
businesses and more traditional organizations. We have, therefore, adapted the

categories to fit our selection of platform initiatives.

Retail and supply chain alteration initiatives focus on actions within the food supply
chain that prevents food waste — we call this category the Alterationists: digital

platforms that focus on actions that prevent food waste in the supply chain.

The redistribution initiatives redistribute food across supply chains and consumers to
tackle food waste — we call this category Redistributors: digital platforms that tackle

food waste by redistributing food to consumers.

Information and capacity building initiatives provide information to consumers in order
to assist them in reducing wasteful habits = we call this category the Capability
Builder: Digital platforms that assist consumers in attaining more sustainable habits

through skill development and knowledge sharing.

Business Model Analysis

In order to classify the cases into the relevant categories, we examined their respective
business models based on Osterwalder and Pigneur (2010) business model canvas .
Although there are differences and similarities between all of the cases, we could
identify certain core elements to form the basis for the categorization. In order to

create a framework for our analysis, we have focused on a few central elements of the
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business model. These include their value proposition, key activities, key revenue

stream, and the transaction type. By involving these four elements we cover the value

creation dimension, value delivery dimension and the value capture dimension of the

business model (TAuscher & Laudien, 2018).

Table 3: Business Model Elements Case Companies

Value proposition Key activities aCo LG IO L]
prop Y stream type
L Accumulating demand . .
Fresh.land Dlellverlng fresh produce & matching it with Transaction Physical
directly from farmers ) - fees product
suppliers + logistics
Preventing food waste by Accumulating demand Subscription
L X & matching it with P .
. delivering suboptimal but ) - ee Physical
i fresh produce directl suppliers + logistics roduct
from fFa)rmers y Educating consumers P
about food waste Shop
Reducing friction in
Preventing food waste by trade
facilitating trade of surplus Balancing supply & . .
TooGoodToGo | food between businesses demand Trar;sactlon Ofﬂ.me
o . ees services
and consumers at a low Building a community
price Educating consumers
about food waste
Prel\.lfen?lng food waste by Reducing friction in
facilitating the .
. o S trade ' Offline
DelDinMad redistribution of surplus . Non-profit .
Educating consumers services
food between consumers
about food waste
(for free)
Support & develop the Subscription
Enabling healthy and technology fee -
) f Establishing Digital
Plant Jammer | sustainable habits through . .
tachnology partnerships with Technolo product
complementary 9y
services sales

4.2.1 The Alterationists

Source: Authors

We classified Fresh.Land and GRIM in the Alterationists category. They have a similar

value proposition which enables consumers to buy fresh produce directly from farms.

They are both accumulating demand, actively matching suppliers with buyers and

ensuring the logistics necessary for moving the produce from supplier to buyer. The

two main differences between the two cases are their key revenue stream and their
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focus on sustainability. Firstly, Fresh.Land is charging a transaction fee and GRIM is
charging a subscription fee for their food boxes. Secondly, although both can be
viewed as operating sustainably, GRIM is more actively engaged in promoting

sustainable solutions and raising awareness among consumers.

4.2.2 The Redistributors

TooGoodToGo and DelDinMad belong to the Redistributors category. The two cases
are different in that DelDinMad is a non-profit facilitating trade between consumers and
TooGoodToGo is a commercial enterprise which facilitates business-to-consumer
transactions. Nevertheless, their main value proposition is similar, both are facilitate the
redistribution of surplus food through an offline service where the participants are
providing the physical resources. Moreover, they are both actively educating users and

raising awareness about food waste.

4.2.3 The Capability Builder

The final category contains only one initiative. This is partly due to the uniqueness of
the service, which utilizes machine learning to provide users with tailored recipes
based on their personal input. The main value proposition is to enable users to
establish healthy and sustainable consumption habits through the use of convenient
technology. It is the only one of the cases that has a digital product at its core, and

also the only one that is profiting directly from its technology.

To show in which part of the supply chain these case companies interact, we

illustrated Figure 2 for a better overview.
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Figure 2: Case Overview within the Supply Chain
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Source: Authors’ own illustration

4.3 Platform Dynamics

In the upcoming section the categories will be analysed based on the concepts
presented in the literature review. The findings are divided into three subsections.
Firstly, the findings related to the fundamental drivers of platform businesses are
presented. Secondly, we introduce the different ways these initiatives have built and
are maintaining their platform. Finally, we introduce some emerging findings related to

how the initiatives utilize technology and data.

4.3.1 Fundamental Drivers

As previously mentioned, companies and markets in the digital economy are subject to
different forces than those in more traditional markets. We will therefore first present
our findings on how these forces affect the initiatives and how they are managing

these forces.

Network effects
Network effects are one of the inherent advantages of organising as a platform, and
strong network effects have shown to be a prevalent condition and a major focus for

all our cases.
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The network effects are significant for the Alterationists in the way it reduces
operational costs by increasing supply on the platform. The founder of Fresh.Land
explained that growing the user base and enhancing network effects was critical for
them in attracting farmers to their platform. Moreover, gaining scale enables them to
act as the sole distributor of the producers “So it's important to gain scale and be
protected by network effects. If we have strong network effects there's no reason why
a farmer should go anywhere else. He can sell 100% of his products through us.” This
sentiment was echoed by the founder of GRIM, who also implied that stronger
network effects would make them more cost efficient and help them operate more
cost efficiently. “now we have kind of reached some sort of critical mass because we
can go to bigger farms, that's an important factor. How many customers we have
determines how big of a farm we can go. (...) it's not going to be such a hassle of
sorting out orders cause | can order a pallet of this product and then another one of
this. So it's actually what has the biggest effect on which also affects prize of course of

the produce.”

The Redistributors similarly reveals strong cross-side network effects on their
platforms and accentuate the importance of managing these effects. As revealed by
the Marketing Manager of TooGoodToGo, they are continuously trying to shape these
dynamics by balancing both sides of their market. “So it's critical for us to keep on
finding new users because the more users we have, the more stores want to join. But
it's at the same time if we have a lot of users and very little stores, it's a bad user
experience because then there's no food for you. So it is that continuous balance that
we're trying to, there's .... we don't experience that we just say now it's perfect. Now
we sit back and relax because it's our overall growth is this demand going up and up

and up and supply going up and up and up, they have to follow each other”.

In addition to being aware of potential negative network effects if they are not
managed correctly, the Redistributors also recognise the importance of turning this
network into a valuable community. The Customer Engagement Manager of
TooGoodToGo says this is an important aim for the company, and have been positively
surprised by the current state of this community “also there's a Facebook group called

“experiences with TooGoodToGo” and it's in the thousands of people who use this.
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every day there are posts of people sharing experiences: “I got this bag from there (...)

and so many comments.”

The Capability Builder also stresses the importance of managing the network effects
and creating a valuable network on the platform. In contrast to the others, the CEO of
Plant Jammer explains that the more pertinent type of network effects for them
currently, is direct network effects. “there will be network effects meaning that when
someone new comes in that gets value for everyone is exactly by having just like
they've done with in Endomondo and running and my fitness pal and exercise and
headspace and meditation where you have buddies that you're either competing or

helping along the way”.

He reflects on the need to strengthen these and the various ways in which they are
attempting to do so. “what we're investing in most for this reason is also the health
part because that's an area where you can easily see you know point systems,
competitions, these kind of things regarding how do you eat the healthiest. (...) So if
you have a group of like - if | have a group of my 14 guys on my football team that
we're up to season start well focusing on weight control to get ready for the season,

then it would be beneficial for everyone to have one more person in”

Multi-Homing and Switching Costs

As discussed, the strength of the network effects can be determined by examining
other factors, such as for example multi-homing costs. We observed that multi-homing
by consumers is happening between a number of the case initiatives. The CEO of
Plant Jammer has, for example, witnessed several of his users utilizing other platforms
in conjunction with Plant Jammer. “already now we see a lot of our users use
ToGoodToGo to find ingredients and then they're putting it into Plant Jammer and
cooking with that.” It suggests that the platforms have a similar customer segment and

an overlapping user base.

Multi-homing does not seem to be a current concern however, instead these platforms
consider their effectiveness in reducing food waste as a joint effort. As stated by the
Customer Engagement Manager at TooGoodToGo, food waste and other climate

change challenges has to be tackled as a collective. “Food waste and most of all the
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problems that we're dealing with right now in terms of climate change are something
where people need to work as a community and we want to create that community
and all we want is to put a label on fighting food waste and not just earning money on

food waste that's being saved”.

This opinion is mirrored by the founder of Plant Jammer who explains that there is a
clear sense of fellowship between the initiatives and that they will happily promote
each other as an act of solidarity. “we point people their way and they point people our

way but just out of friendship and because we believe in each other's vision”.

Niche and Differentiation

Although the Alterationists are tackling similar issues and are situated in the same part
of the supply chain, they differ slightly in their core value proposition. We observe that
Fresh.Land has an overarching focus on delivering fresh and quality produce which is
the main motivation for why users are utilizing their service as their founder confirms.
“So customers are getting products that has a better quality, they come fresher, they

look nice and smell good, they taste good and things they can not find elsewhere."

GRIM has a similar focus on providing quality produce, but their main objective and
motivation is to fight established market convention about beauty standards in food.
“it's a food concept that fights food industry beauty standards by sending ugly surplus
fruits and vegetables”. Their founder says that their users are often motivated by the
convenience of home delivery, but that the fundamental driver for most people is the
sustainability aspect. “definitely the sustainability is the most important driver, so

people who want to live and eat more sustainably”

The Redistributors are also emphasising sustainability as part of their value proposition,
but they also have a low-cost position. As the Marketing Manager of TooGoodToGo
admits, there are a lot of people using the service due to concerns about the
environment, but there are also clearly those that are enticed by the low price. “Of
course we would like everyone to just do it because they think that food waste is bad
and they want to help save it because of the environment and all of those issues, but
the truth is that a lot of people do it to get a cheap meal as well”. The founder of

DelDinMad also emphasizes that they want people to use the service for altruistic and
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environmental reasons. As a nonprofit platform, they don't want money to be an issue.
They are optimistic that people will share their surplus food as a way to help others.
“Oh no, it's free. And we have excluded the financial thing from the beginning. And
that has been my main thing to do. We don't want people to get involved with money

in this one. It's not the reason why we build this.”

The Capability Builder is still experimenting with their service, attempting to find what
their customers value most. At the heart of their service is their focus on gastronomy
and helping users reduce their food waste by cooking with the items they have
available “It is taking you from ingredients up to recipes and then cooking with it which
means you're building your own recipes and you're learning about the basics of
gastronomy along the way which gives you this superpower of being able to cook with
anything”. The founder of Plant Jammer explains that they are still learning what
different users value, and are adding new features to gage what brings the most value
to broader user segments. “Right nhow we're making a little bit of a change into
focusing also on health. And with that we're opening off another segment. So it's very
clear that once we move there we have a quite different target group that suddenly is

becoming relevant to us”

Blurring of Organizational boundaries and Network Clusters

A hallmark of digital platforms is their ability to orchestrate and make use of external
resources without having to bear the cost of those resources. We observed although
all of the platforms are accessing external resources, the degree to which they

internalise the costs and the operational burden differs.

The Alterationists are making use of distribution companies and other logistics
partners in order to move the produce from seller to buyer. As revealed by the founder
of Fresh.Land, this requires some work when entering into new regions: “we still need
to open the routes for new delivery. (...) The platform can accommodate them but we
always need to create it with established routes first. So there is a bit of upfront work
when we open up in a new region”. Similarly, dealing with suboptimal produce GRIM
are currently screening the produce themselves in order to determine which are
suitable for the consumers. As the founder explains, this is done in their own

warehouse before it gets delivered to the buyer through their distribution partners.

48



“they always come directly from the farm to us by the transport, by trucks. And then
we handle it here in our warehouse. And then we deliver with our delivery partner

directly to people's doors or then they pick up”

For the Redistributors, the users provide the necessary resources that enables trade
between suppliers and buyers. The Customer Engagement Manager of TooGoodToGo
notes that all the interactions happens on or through the app, and that there is no
need for TooGoodToGo to be involved physically in the trade. “In the app it says what
time and where they should go to pick up the food. So once that time comes and they
show up with their phone, to let's say the supermarket and then store swipes the
receipt and then they get the magic bag” Similarly, DelDinMad relies on its users
handling the actual trade. As the founder explains, the participants put in what they
want to share on the platform, then other users can pick it up. “ You enter your

address also. So people can see where it is to be picked up”.

The Capability Builder are also building a service where they don't need to internalise
costs or own any additional resources through providing a physical infrastructure. The
app is being used by people across the globe (in 12 markets), as the CEO of Plant
Jammer highlights that the service is digitally offered. “we're trying to build the world's
best cooking assistant and being digitally offered”. Moreover, they are actively
enhancing their service by accessing external resources through various partnerships,
but without taking direct control over them. This is illustrated by their partnerships with
supermarkets and retailers. The CEO of Plant Jammer explains further how the shops
can give users of Plant Jammer personalised offers, without Plant Jammer having to
assert control over the interaction. “They will click a button that will go into the Plant
Jammer app in the marketplace and then any user around (the supermarket in)
Veerlose, when they open up the marketplace will see these discounts and we'll be
able to quickly find things that are fitting their needs that will stop food waste in a local

area.”

Competitive Forces in Platform Markets
We observe that most of the initiatives expect that a clear market leader will emerge,
but that there might be space in the market for more differentiated services. The

founder of Fresh.Land considers that positioning themselves with a focus on quality
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means that they are better able to withstand these competitive forces. “/ think there is
always a little bit of winner take all. But there could still be space for some platforms
with slightly different models to go into and focusing on different themes and different
dishes. So [ think there will be space for a couple and not just one. So probably there
will be a platform that is going to sell there's going to dominate the space without the
short supply chain and without all the policies duration that we do. It's just an open
marketplace where you do deal and uh, it's easy to do deals, but we are totally
integrated (...) we will always be at that drop to get 10 or 20% addressable market
because not everyone goes for quality. (...) So it's different taste different models. Qur

model is for quality”.

Similarly, the Redistributors believe that there will be room for more players in the
beginning, but that it is simply a matter of time before one platform gains center stage.
The Customer Engagement Manager of TooGoodToGo says that “I would say that
there is space for both. And that's because it's such a new market. (...) So up until
there is a final solution there will probably be more competitors fighting to to become

that solution”.

The Capability Builder also envisions a platform leader in the market. As explained by
the founder of Plant Jammer, there are some inherent dynamics in the market that
advance the possibility of a winner-take-all market. “ think there's some dynamic to
both logistics and tech that calls for scale. (...) so likely there will be an Amazon or a
similar one who will be running this space and they will have great incentives. To make
sure there's no food waste around. | think there's gonna be one player who's gonna
be not dictating but is going to be having the finger on the pulse in terms of integrating

the food chain in a way that we don't have this wasteful system”.

4.3.2 Building a ‘Competitive’ Platform

We have observed differences and similarities in how the platforms have established
themselves in the market. In the following we provide a table to give an overview of

some of the key characteristics of our cases (Table 4).
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Table 4: Platform Building Characteristics

Category of L _— Capability
Alterationists Redistributors )
platform Builder
Platform Fresh.Land GRIM TooGoodToGo | DeldinMad Plant Jammer
Status Emerged Emerging Emerged Emerged Emerging
End consumers
Farmers Restaurants — Retail
consumers
Wholesale Restaurants Manufacturer
Planned
market Farmers Retail Farmers
sides
Launch Follow-the- Producer Micro- Single-side
Strate Micromarket rabbit evangelism market s t?at
Yy strategy strategy strategy egy
Business
Model Differentiation Cost Differentiation
Design
- Charging Charging Charging Freemium
Pricing consumers consumers consumers Free subscription
Strategy through through through service P
. . . model
transaction transaction transaction
Eoe o] Own curation Ratings by users Own curation
Governance

Source: Authors
Market Sides
In building the platforms, the cases had to choose which markets sides to integrate in
the platform and what market side to onboard first. Table 4 shows that all the

platforms are consumer facing, but that they differ slightly on the other market side(s).
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The Alterationists have similar market sides, as both are connected to farmers,
wholesale buyers and individual consumers. “So we have three types of users. We
have suppliers, we have buyers, wholesale buyers like supermarkets and catering

companies, and then we have end consumers” (Founder Fresh.Land).

The Redistributors differ slightly in market sides, in that one is customer to customer
(C2C) whilst the other is business to consumer (B2C). This is likely to change in the
future, as the founder of DelDinMad states that they are planning to add retailers to the
platform. However, It is currently a C2C platform. “its a peer to peer, person to person
a sharing platform of surplus food. So it's household food. (...) We've been to several
retail stores and we know about the, they have a huge bunch of food they need to
throw out every day. (...) And this one can be an alternative for getting the food”.
TooGoodToGo on the other hand has already experienced huge growth, and through
their growth have boarded various types of suppliers. The Marketing Manager explains
that anyone that has a surplus perishable product are prospective suppliers for their
platform. “it's a mix of bakeries, supermarkets, flower shops, hotels with their buffet
restaurants. (...) basically everyone who has surplus food or flowers, they can be
potential partners”. When deciding which market side to onboard first, the Marketing
Manager of TooGoodToGo noted that their focus is to assist suppliers to a larger
degree than consumers. “So on new markets it's the shops that we reach out to first
and that's also because shops need sales tactics. While as users you can just make a
Facebook post something like this you know, especially with a brand being this big you
can quite easily enter new market in terms of users. It's not the same for the shops

because they don't have the same channel of information as users have”.

In contrast, the Capability Builder has decided to onboard the end-consumer side
first. The rationale as explained by their CEQ, is that they need to fully understand their
core user group before opening up for a second market side. He describes how this
approach have already prompted retailers to request access to the platform “We see
right now that we're working with retailers who are interested in having their products
available in our platform. (...) The core sort of lesson and take is generally that you

know you need to sort of hold the customer and be close to them to really understand
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and that's why we're starting in the home kitchen rather than starting from the supply

side”.

Nevertheless, all the case companies are planning or already in the process of adding
further user groups. They consider it a necessary step to take when reaching a certain
level of users, as exemplified by this statement from the consumer engagement
manager at TooGoodToGo. “So basically what we do when we have a market that's
starting to... It's not declining but we're like in a passive state in Denmark by now. It's
difficult to scale and make it grow. So we're trying to innovate another aspect. So the
shop is like this is one way of doing that - so that's the first time we're dealing with the
actual manufacturers or the warehouses and wholesalers and everybody who imports

food and so forth. (...) And now we are trying to collaborate with farms as well.”

Launch

It does not seem to be one way of launching the platform. The initiatives have
deployed different launch strategies in order to solve the chicken-and-egg problem
and to drive users onto their platform. As seen above, the Capability Builder has
prioritized to onboard the consumer side before opening the platform to an additional
side. This launch strategy is called a single-side strategy. Further, classification of the

cases’ launch strategies can be found in Table 4.

Business Model Design and Pricing

Although, all the platforms are similar in their efforts to reduce food waste, the
initiatives are deploying different models and proposing various ways to deal with it.
As the founder of Fresh.Land describes, there are various models out there and not
many copying each other yet: “Right now we are not seeing too much copycats, you
know, like Escooter where VOi is the same as Lime or the same as all the other
providing exactly the same thing. Here we are seeing some tonalities and different

ways of doing business”

The Alterationists are integrating three main elements in order to make buying and
selling the produce on their platform a frictionless and more valuable experience. As
explained by the founder of Fresh.Land, they are attempting to automate the

processes to make it less labor intensive, thus increasing their operational efficiency.
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“The way it works is we have a platform and that platform takes care of, getting
products, matching products from a supplier to a consumer and it handles all the
logistics involved in that. So the platform combines three things. It combines the
e-commerce component where the deals are made, contracts are made, suppliers
and buyers are allocated. It combines the second thing, which is logistics, where we
actually control the delivery via last mile or long haul. And thirdly, there's the finance
that also goes through the system. So, we do all the payments, all the invoicing, all the

credit notes etc, and all the insurance.”

However, the initiatives differ in their revenue model. While Fresh.Land is primarily
charging transaction fees, the founder of GRIM says that they utilize a subscription
model as its main revenue stream. “So we then tackle this problem by creating a food
box concept where it's a subscription. So you can get a big or a small box delivered to

your doorstep or to a pick up point near you.”

With regards to the Redistributors, one of the initiatives is a non-profit company and
are thus not charging for entry nor trade on the platform. The founder of DelDinMad
believes that retailers have an incentive to share the food regardless of payments being
made. “They have a huge bunch of food they need to throw out every day. And of
course they waste food on it, but they also pay for it to be thrown away. So actually
there is also a business case there for them”. TooGoodTogo on the other hand are
charging a transaction fee where they get one-third of the price of the produce, while
the remaining two-thirds goes to the supplier. In encouraging the suppliers to board
the platform, all of the initiatives are providing good and competitive conditions for
their suppliers. They have a clear strategy of not charging them for entrance to the
platform. As explained by the Marketing Manager at TooGoodToGo: “There is like a
super small admin fee that you (the store) pay yearly. But other than that you don't pay

anything, then you just get money from us”

The Capability Builder offers free entry to their platform, but also offers a paid
subscription for access to additional features. As revealed by the CEO of Plant
Jammer, this is one of three platform revenue streams:. “people are paying for Prime
which is the subscription part of the app we're getting the whole nutritional

understanding with it. We can set a target for your health and your realizing which
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ingredients are helping you along that pathway and can notch it that direction”. They
are also has a feature which enables users to find discounted products at local
retailers. This feature might provide a second revenue stream in the form of transaction
fees. “The second part is that we are now adding marketplace feature which is moving
us upstream towards a retailer. So now we're working in a few pilot with retailers where
they are putting food waste products on sale on the marketplace and then users can

find the products and actually cook with them.”

In addition to the subscription and transaction fees, the platform is also using its
technology to create a separate revenue stream. According to the CEO of Plant
Jammer, other companies are interested in using their core machine learning
technology to improve their products and services, and thus plant jammer have been
able to engender a third source of revenue. “In the process of building this. We've
taken some pretty heavy technologies in use. Insert an assistant kind of artificial
intelligence where you're learning from patterns of existing recipes but putting
learnings from chefs on top and that kind of methodology combining structural
learning with machine Learning is super powerful and something that we're then
applying to other fields with partners (...) It's sort of the third component of how we're

making it into black numbers.”

Platform Governance

One of the differences between the categories is how they are engaged in curation
within the platform by facilitating rules that minimize low quality outcomes. The
Alterationists are to a more significant degree coordinating the trade by leveraging
their market knowledge through matchmaking. As explained by the founder of
Fresh.Land, there is no need for direct interaction between supply and demand “So it
depends on the customer and that's where our matching comes into play. So we
make sure that everything the farm is declaring and is producing. We can allocate it to
the best possible buyer.” As the Alterationist deal with delivering the produce directly
from the producers, they show a much higher level of control when it comes to who
are allowed to sell on their platform. The founder of Fresh.Land describes how the
suppliers need to fill certain criteria before they are allowed to trade on the platform.
“They have few things they will supply us including some documentation about

certifications and etc, for compliance. Then there's a period where we do the validation
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of that documentation. And if the documentation is valid, it means that they can put
product online. (...) It's not anyone that can go there and publish a product at the

moment.”

The Redistributors facilitate direct contact between the supply side and the demand
side, meaning that buyers actively choose which supplier they want to engage with.
The Customer Engagement Manager at TooGoodToGo expressed how the consumers
choose which suppliers they want to interact with through the app interface. The
transaction is then completed without any extra input from TooGoodToGo. “You can
see (on the app) it has green dots on the map when something is available and so
forth. (...) you get a picture and a description saying that, you get whatever they might
have and you know it doesn't say exactly what you get but it can say you get a mix of

some of the things that this shop have during the day.

Thus the Redistributors have decided on a more user-generated form of curation
through a rating system. However there is a difference between the two cases, in that
one displays the ratings on the platform, while the other use it predominantly to coach
and support its suppliers. As described by the Marketing Manager of TooGoodToGo, if
a shop has a low rating, TooGoodToGo often consult the supplier in ways they can
improve. “And it's also something that our customer care team can use because if
they see that a supplier has a rating of one, which is super bad, then they can call
them and they can ask: is there anything you can do to improve the service? Why do

you think customers have a bad experience with you?”.

The data does not reveal curation in place for the Capability Builder at this given time.

4.3.3 Platform Strategy

The following section will firstly examine how technology and data are utilized
differently among the three categories. Secondly, we introduce how identity and
managing consumer perception is considered as an important strategy for the

initiatives.

56



Technology
We observe that the case companies use different degrees of technology in their
business model. For some it is a core part of their business others only need it to be

able to bring the market sides together.

The Alterationists use their technology to aggregate better matches. The founder of
Fresh.Land explains that the technology is mainly developed for operational purposes.
“We developed our own platform, our own system. So that's our core technology, it's
the system that when buyer buys into our platform is then allocating it to different
farmers different suppliers, and managing the whole process so that we can deliver on

time and high quality.”

The Redistributors have created an online marketplace, which primarily is used to
facilitate direct interaction between supplier and consumer. The founder of DelDinMad
express that technology is primarily a tool for sustaining the marketplace and providing
a link between the market sides. “Well it's (technology) the connection between the

user/people sharing with each other. So it's kind of the link”

For the Capability Builder technology is at the core of its business. As explained by the
Frontend Developer at Plant Jammer, their advanced technology enables users to
cook in a more flexible way as they can rely on the capabilities of the platforms
algorithm to make recipe suggestions. “it's an app that utilizes a bit of technology to
what you would call machine learning or artificial intelligence, so we can tell ingredient
by ingredient what goes well together.” He goes on to describe how the service can
help users develop their cooking skills as well as their mindset about what to eat. “And
on top of that, we also try to teach people about gastronomy in a relatively easy way
So that they will know what actually goes into what you usually perceive as a good

dish. Because they have some gastronomic components.”

However, as he explains, the technology has become more than a utility for
consumers. The technology can also be leveraged into an additional revenue stream,
making it an even more integral part of their business model: “we have a technology

that existing food companies like all the food companies think are interesting. And |
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think that can boost their business model which is maybe losing a bit of momentum

due to other options that are also fighting with convenience.”

Leveraging data
Our findings suggest that the data gathered by the initiatives is currently used for

business analytics and subsequently to improve their business performance.

The Customer Engagement Manager of TooGoodToGo describes how this type of
data provides the basis for a host of strategic decisions, for example, in marketing.
“We work with two numbers and that's meals saved. So how many meals do we save
in total and how many meals should we saved within a month and so forth. And then
we have the saved-ratio is how we manage or make strategic decisions especially in
terms of marketing. (...) we use this is in terms of geography and next week we're
launching a TV ad campaign and that campaign is focused on the markets in Denmark

with the lowest safe-ratio”.

The initiatives current priorities vary and thus the use of data naturally varies. For
instance, the founder of Fresh.Land explains that the data is primarily being used to
improve their matching capabilities: “So the most important use of data is to match
orders to suppliers. which taking into account you're waiting on the farmer take into
account the availability. They can show cars? Costs and transportation costs of the

products many different types. So that's the most important use”.

Common for all the platforms is that they currently don't leverage the user data in any
specific way. Given that the primary focus for all of these initiatives is still to acquire
users, it seems that the question of whether or not to leverage user data is something
that might be revisited in the future. As exemplified by this statement from the founder
of Fresh.Land “No, not at the moment. No. That's up in between, of course there's
possibilities to use data in many different ways that people monetize data. But that's
not something you're doing right now. So right now we use data to do our business

better”.

Given the initiatives sustainable outlook and proposed fight against food waste, they

have incentives to help stakeholders operate more sustainably by sharing some of their
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data. The founder of Fresh.Land expresses how some farmers are already using data
from Fresh.Land to gain a better understanding of what and how much to produce.
“So we have some farmers that are especially vegetable farmers and ask what should |
plant the next season? Should | plant aubergine, should i plant peppers, should |
plant... So some of them they plant whatever they want. And we do So we do
analytics like that. so ok so how much did we sell and how much anticipate?(...) we do
some forecasting, some analysis including telling the farmers what products do you
see as the most interesting based on prices, based on the timing, based on what you

3

Saw

Not every platform has started using the data in that sense as some are unable due to
lack of sufficient data. Others have seemingly made a decision to not share this data,
but rather assist in other ways. As explained by the Marketing Manager of
TooGoodToGo, they do not have sufficient data to make predictions, and thus would
rather consult their partners about other ways to reduce waste. “Just the save ratio
and meal saved because predictive data when we are so young still and our business
looks so different when you compare just a year back that it's difficult to estimate and
to say anything about what's going to happen. (...)Yeah and then of course we have
conversations along the way with them, especially with big partners on how they can
do and what else they can do to reduce food waste. But it's not something that we

send in those reports. That's only a performance data.”

Creating an Identity

Our findings suggest that some of the platforms are attempting to establish a unique
identity in the market. The Customer Engagement Manager at TooGoodToGo explains
that some have started to view their brand as somewhat synonymous with the idea of
saving food waste. “A few days later we got a text message from one of the parents
who said “oh my my kid is now demanding that we're eating leftover food and also
that we're calling the leftovers TooGoodToGo.” So then now one day every week they
have like a TooGoodToGo day. And that's not saving something from my shop is just
using up their own leftovers that they call TooGoodToGo” We also see that the other
platforms are aiming to convince consumers that they are the future of the market.
This is illustrated by how the founder of Fresh.Land compares themselves to a highly

recognizable and successful platform in another market by saying “We are the AirnBnB
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of food” (Kongsgaard, 2017). Thus making readers associate their brand with
something impressive and successful.

The above findings represents some of the key characteristics and success factors as
they relate to platform dynamics, their business model and strategy, and their use of
technology and data. These characteristics and success factors will be further

examined in the discussion.

In the succeeding section we present the various ways that the initiatives are
interacting with the food supply chain. We compare and contrast the initiatives with
regards to how they influence consumers and how they are impacting the supply chain

as a whole.

4.2 Reshaping the Supply Chain

To examine how the platforms are able to change the value chain, we need to
understand the current market environment in the food industry. Interviews with three
established industry actors have been added to enrich the data. The head of R&D at

AMASS restaurant, a large scale danish farmer and the supply chain director at Coop.

4.2.1 Market Environment

According to the supply chain director at Coop, the market environment is locked up
within the food industry. The competition is high and being profitable is a difficult task
“In general it is a tough one. That's a very little margin in the, in general it's only us

selling group who's actually making a profit”.

Moreover, reports and interviews reveal that there is a concentration of market power
in the food industry. Although there are still a large number of farmers, retailers are
increasingly increasing their bargaining power through consolidation. As the supply
chain director at Coop describes, they can switch suppliers frequently due to their
strong negotiation position. “Of course we have a pretty good bargaining power,
because we are the second largest in Denmark (...) we are moving a lot around,
especially with the farmers and so on that we are changing from farm to farm every
day. So, so we are pretty agile there, and, and not that dependent on the single

supplier” This can force smaller producers out of the market, which can lead to a
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concentration of the farmers within the agricultural sector. Alternatives are seemingly
difficult to find due to the large scale of some of these farms. As one large-scale farmer
from Maribo describes, due to large scale farming and lack of experience with other
channels, he is still somewhat dependent on their traditional channels. “it's relatively
large quantities, and it has to be handled right. (...) | don’t have apprenticeships for it.
So that is being moved directly to the company and then they harvest it. And then we

have an agreement on price etc. So it's not so easy to sell to the individual consumer.”

There are also inefficiencies in collaboration among the traditional supply chain
actors. Changes are somewhat complicated because retailers have such high
volumes. Moreover, the retail market has low margins and is considered to be highly
competitive, which make knowledge and data sharing undesirable. As explained by
the Supply Chain Director, there are numerous ways of how to predict the customer
needs, but no single end-to-end forecasting system along the supply chain exist.
“That's a lot of inefficiencies (... ) primary is the collaboration between the suppliers
and the retailers that's a lot of inefficiencies. And still this sharing of a forecast is
relatively low, especially on leaflets, and what we are moving on different offers
because the retailers are really keeping the prices so close to them because of the
competitive area in the marketplace.” The CEO of Plant Jammer describes how the
lack of collaboration and the lack of knowledge about concrete demand contribute to
resource waste, and in particular food waste. He explains how the system is currently
supply driven, as the lack of collaboration across the chain makes precise demand
hard to determine. “they try to push products to us by discounts and light colors on
marketing pamphlets. And that's just by definition is gonna create food waste when

you are a push model.”

Waste also arises due to inefficiencies in terms of overproduction. To meet market
needs, production levels are often determined by utilizing a forecasting system. As the
founder of Fresh.land points out, this sometimes leave producers with surplus food,
but without any channel to reach prospective buyers. "sometimes we have situations
where a farmer is not able to sell their products, they have to throw them out because
they don't have a buyer at the moment where they need to harvest. They don't have a

buyer. It doesn't mean that the buyer doesn't exist. It just means that it's not on the
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radar.” Thus a lot of the produced goods, don't make it into the market. This is also a

result of some of the produce being deemed to be suboptimal.

Some of the traditional players are actively searching for new ways to repurpose the
suboptimal goods so that they do not go to waste. As explained by the supply chain
director at Coop, they are now giving it away to feed the animals in the zoo. “We are
also delivering a lot of products when we are declining the products, based upon
sending for example, where the quality isn't good enough, for us and then we are

moving them to the zoo actually for animals to eat instead of us just throwing it out.”

4.2.2 Consumer as a Driver

According to the head of R&D at AMAS, consumers expect flawless-looking goods in
perfect quality, high differentiation of products and full supermarket shelves. He says
that big industry is very efficient and that it is actually the consumers that primarily
foster to the food waste problem. “we as a species have that problem where no one
would buy the last banana on a bench. (...) Again, ‘cause they are big industry, they
don't want food waste. So they try really well not to have it. But at the same time
they're where they need to have full shelves, otherwise people won't buy the last thing
that's there.”. The perception is that consumers have a significant influence on the
food supply chain. They are the main driver for change and are strongly influencing
what is being produced and how much. As a large-scale farmer ascertains “it's the
consumers that decide what we produce. If they then decide in the way that we
produce what they want. That's why | started producing organic, because it was more

consumers that wanted organic produce. We try to make the consumers happy.”

The interviewees mentioned that they see customers become increasingly driven to
act in an environmentally-friendly manner. The marketing manager at TooGoodToGo
observe how this result in consumers demanding more sustainable solutions and also
want companies to operate in a more sustainable manner: “it's becoming kind of like
public demand that you as a store always a brand, do something sustainable and
TooGoodToGo is an easy way for the store to show that here we don't waste food
here, we care about the environment. So some of them use it as well as like branding

purposes.”
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4.2.3 Rise of Alternatives

Enabled by e-commerce platform businesses are on the rise, even though it still
accounts for a small percentage of commerce within the food industry. The founder of
Fresh.land describes how the platform businesses are providing an alternative to the
traditional way food is sourced, and how this can provide better quality produce, as
well as be more rewarding for farmers. “the motivation is to provide an alternative for
the food supply chain. An alternative that is better for consumers. You have the
products quicker, faster, fresher and alternative that rewards the farmers to also grow

their business.”

Creating social impact

The researched platforms are all focused on creating positive social change through
waste and C02 reduction. While most of them are leveraging a commercial business
model in order to increase their impact on the value chain, they differ in the type of

impact they are creating.

The Alterationists cut out intermediaries which saves time and transport emissions. But
they also engage in matchmaking to make sure that the suboptimal goods are not
waste. The CEO of GRIM explains how they tackle social challenges. “one fourth of
everything that's grown actually never gets from farm to market because they don't
look perfect. And this is obviously a huge burden for the environment but then also it's
a huge loss of resources of farmers' time, their land, their water, their passion that they
put in growing it and then they can’t sell it. And then at the same time, consumers and
also food businesses, they want to source and buy more sustainable fruits and
vegetables. But sometimes they just don't know what the right thing is to do. So we

then tackle this problem.”

The Redistributors give an opportunity for platform participants to dispose of surplus
food that would otherwise go to waste. They achieve this by offering it to another
market side that can repurpose the ‘food waste’ and therefore also ‘save’ CO2. The
customer engagement manager at TooGoodToGo explains how they are also trying to

raise awareness about the topic. “Because we need to have everybody being aware
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about the fact that when you throw something out you're wasting food like you're

wasting resources, that is a part of our climate change that's going on right now.”

The Capability Builder enables its users to create more sustainable habits through its
machine learning technology. Moreover, through their marketplace, they show
consumers discounted products that are soon to expire and which would otherwise go
to waste. As explained by the founder of Plantjiammer, their mission is to have 1 billion
people eating plant based once a day to decrease C02 emissions. Therefore, their
recipe algorithm is solely based on plant-based ingredients. “50 percent of food waste
today is happening in people's kitchens so it's already huge there. | think we could
reduce that dramatically if people knew how to cook varied and If they didn't also
could actually help the earlier part of the chain capturing stuff before it goes to waste
and actually cooking out of it. (...) So that's why we're trying to use technology to
invest in flexibility in people's homes (...) you're building your own recipes and you're
learning about the basics of gastronomy along the way which gives you this
superpower of being able to cook with anything. And once you get that flexibility out
there - people are empowered. People get to actually cook what they know they
should be eating more of and we get this flexibility that enables the whole food chain to
be more efficient and better. That's the idea. So we want to start in people's kitchens
rather than anywhere else. That doesn't mean that we stop there, that's where we
Start.”

Facilitating consumer engagement
As seen above, the data shows that the case platforms consider the customers to be
the driver of the food supply chain. Consequently, they have implemented that as a

core part of their business in various ways.

Through social media posts, events, and public talks the platform cases are more
engaged with their customer base than traditional players. The supply chain director
of Coop admits: “We have really little direct dialogue to the end customer. Our main
focus on the end customer that is through the data and forecasting and analytics.” In
comparison, most of the platforms have high community engagement. Either through
communication on the platform, through social media or even with volunteers helping

out in various parts of their processes: “people are so committed because they are
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part of something bigger, you know, they are part of changing the food system and
they are a part of the GRIM crew, you know, it's more than just buying your vegetables

so it, you'll really like, you want to be a part of it and you see that.” (CEO GRIM).

Educating Consumers
As the platform cases consider the consumer as the main driver for structural change,
most of the platforms see educating consumers as an important objective. All of

them are raising awareness about the environment and in particular food waste.

The Alterationists provide transparency, they educate the consumers about the origin
and quality of the products through for example social media posts or informative
leaflets delivered together with their products: “we've kind of ensured that it isn't just
sustainable choice and we are really trying to be transparent about our choices. You
know, we tell which farms it comes from, we tell why is it GRIM like actually here is a
leaflet. You know, you get that, you know exactly what you're eating so you can trust
us on that.” (CEO GRIM).

The Redistributors collaborate closely with food waste organisation and non-profits
and speak about the importance of creating a movement as the Customer
Engagement Manager of TooGoodToGo emphasises “We have been doing so much
work on that which we call the movement, that is just in terms of politics, businesses,
educational and families. Trying to do some behavior changing and help the

community and so forth.”

The Capability Builder can be seen to help households reduce food waste by offering
tailored recipes enabled by their artificial intelligence technology. They also only use
ingredients that are plant based and raise awareness about how much CO2 emissions
come from the meat production. The Customer Engagement Manager Plant Jammer
explains: “Plant Jammer is really trying to educate the people how to cook, but also
know how to cook healthy, sustainable, and quick and really use the things would you
have rather than needing to go to a restaurant or like buying premade things, (...) it
doesn't take a lot. It's not expensive. It's not time consuming. It's not a pain. It's really

Just the simple, quick and easy way to, to learn how to cook.”
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Also, the platforms teach consumers about products’ ‘shelf-life’, give them a new way
of preparing food or simply better taste or alter the common food beauty standards
through design elements. Through their community engagement and being very close
to the customer, they are able to change consumer perception: “it's a food concept
that fights food industry beauty standards by sending ugly surplus fruits and
vegetables (...) we want to do (that) with the design element for example. You know,
our intention and motivation was always to make things look nice and fresh.” (CEO
GRIM). Moreover, through their operations they are trying to facilitate habit changes in
consumers, as the CEO of GRIM said: it's really important in the brand and the
communications, in actually telling people about the problem itself and getting visibility

and creating awareness and changing private consumers' consumption habits.”

Partnerships for greater influence

The platform cases engage in strong partnerships and collaboration. Most of our case
companies either have or previously had collaborations with each other by offering
each other through their platforms or simply by promoting each other: “There's
companies like GRIM (...) And we are including that in our marketplace special (...) And
then the other part is more informal, so TooGoodToGo are good friends and we point
people their way and they point people our way but just out of friendship and because

we believe in each other's vision.” (CEO Plant Jammer).

The Alterationists additionally use partners’ resources as an essential part of their
business model which the CEO of GRIM underlines: “So it's really about having a
strong relationship. So they are definitely considered as partners and then Mover is our
partner, the delivery company and also like - it was such a big part of the like the

customer experience that we also have to have it like very tight.”

The Redistributors have more informal partnerships, where they create awareness
using each other for marketing in order to attract more customers: “it's more in terms
of collaborating in terms of trends and making sure that we're not fighting each other
but fighting the problem of fighting the food waste.” (Customer Engagement Manager
TooGoodToGo).
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Whereas the Capability Builder has informal partnerships but also uses partnerships to
extend their business model and enhance their capabilities further into a more
integrated solution: “(with) whywaste we're just about to do this pilot and believes that
we can do something cool together because they have access to the retailers and we
have access to the users and customers and there's a great link there.” (CEO Plant

Jammer).

To investigate partnerships more in-depth, we also interviewed one of the Capability
Builder’s complementors whywaste. Whywaste is a start-up that has created a tool
which help grocery stores work more efficiently with their own data. By utilizing
machine learning they aid retailers to automate labor intensive processes. They also
give supermarkets actionable insights to adjust its purchase volume more effectively.
The CTO of Whywaste explained that due to the partnership, Plant Jammer is able to
get better insights on soon-to-expire products and other discounted product which
they then can include in their marketplace: “It's like providing stuff that's on sale and
new ways of selling them. So Plant Jammer has this great consumer facing app with
all the recipes and then the dynamic recipes with the aided by machine learning. So,
and also they want to provide offerings through their platform. So we tried to source

offerings to them from our end.”

Plant Jammer is centered around the consumer whereas whywaste has a heavy
operational information system to improve retail processes. Through this collaboration
a more holistic integrated solution can be built that diminishes inefficiencies caused by
the missing interconnectedness of actors: “closer collaborations with companies like
Plant Jammer and with charities to really make a big impact on the food waste.” (CTO

whywaste).

4.2.4 Impact on Food Supply Chain

In order to create a more end-to-end solution, the case companies need to fully
understand the consumers and their needs. The CEO of Plant jammer explains that it
has been a conscious choice to start with the consumers. “you need to sort of hold
the customer and be close to them to really understand and that's why we're starting

in the home kitchen rather than starting from the supply side. But | do believe that you
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know we that's what tech can do - have these fully integrated solutions from end to
end. We still are 95 percent focusing on the homes and the kitchens and that
experience is not only when we get that right we have a mandate to move upstream.”
(CEO Plant Jammer).

As seen in their strategy all of the platforms are planning or have already moved
upstream as this might create a more holistic solution due to the added insights they
gain from other market actors: “we are getting so many user insights now and also
dealing with the manufacturers and (...) the shops that we are gaining so many insights
right now that at some point we will be able to combine it all and say “OK guys here's
the problem this is what you're doing wrong from now this is what we've been kind of
missing from this point and | would say at that point we will have to resources to offer a
solution that will help fight this food waste. (...) So the solution will be a world with less

food waste.” (TooGoodToGo Customer Engagement Manager).

This end solution might be a pull driven supply chain, as the CEO of Plant Jammer
envisions: “We believe in a model that's much more pull driven so that you will have
much more understanding of your user and rather than just saying a supply over here
and in less demand over here and first to supply and then realize how to push it
through people. We'd much rather see as one that's demand driven. So basically
where you'll have much more transparency to us to what people eat when they eat
and when they need it. And then based on that you're making supply decisions.” Plant
Jammer is trying to set up this pull driven model by being the default way of cooking:
“So jt's that connection that we believe we can make if we are present in the homes
and we have visibility and notch ability on people's cooking habits. Telling people why
right now red cabbage is in surplus and we recommend you to do a jam with red
cabbage. Then we are being able to push it that way in a much more gastronomy
based way would make so much more sense. So we see a food chain that's much
more connected and we think technology can do that make visibility and transparency

and communication across the food chain much more than one way.”
Technology is viewed as a main element that drives change in the food supply chain.

The CEO of Plant Jammer explains how the technology will impact the way we cook

and how the Plant Jammer application will help: “ see a world where technology is
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making it easier for you to think about your food. In another way where you're using
what you have and you're having fun doing it and it's easy. So ways that that will
happen is with sensors in the kitchen that will help you remember things that you don't
remember whether you have carrots or tomatoes left, that's something that the
sensors take care of. (...) So essentially it's me driving home from work and asking
Alexa what should | cook and it says make risotto and do it with this particular carrot.
And | say yes and it's on my doorstep. Now, all | have to do when | arrive home is to
follow the wording and smell and taste the food as I'm doing it along the way” (CEO

Plant Jammer).

However, the CEO of Plant Jammer thinks that the technology should not only be
about convenience. Rather it should enable people to have a more enjoyable
experience when preparing and eating the food. “many technologies are trying to build
like a highway - we don't have to make the decisions, you just flow through. We try to
make a little bit more of a wooden path where there are certain parts that should be a
highway. But the parts of actually cooking and eating I think should be a wooden path
where you are actually aware of feeling the roots on the ground and you're aware in
the presence and putting that at the center stage of the cooking experience rather
than all the planning and the difficult part.” (CEO Plant Jammer)

The founder of Fresh.Land envisions a future where the market contains two extreme
form of suppliers; large scale suppliers and small scale suppliers. Large scale
suppliers will always exist within industrialized and commoditized products as he
explains that “There will always be space for massive buyers for chemical stuff just

because of the sheer quantity that you you need to feed so many mouths.”

Smaller suppliers struggle to live on the better quality alone and are more interested in
reaching out to consumers directly: “They will want to reach directly to the customers,
but they don't have the scale to do so by their own brand or have their own
distribution channel. That's what we do for them.” as the founder of Fresh.Land states
and goes on: “So there is a very clear quality difference when you are on a short
supply chain or when you are on the longer one and it's more massived. So the people
that come to us is because that higher experience, that better quality”. Fresh.Land

business model focuses on small-scale farmers which are struggling with the changing
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market environment, and the increasing power asymmetry in the middle of the supply

chain due to its consolidation.

The landscape of physical stores is predicted to change as the Coop Supply Chain
Director mentioned: “we will see a lot of fewer stores in Denmark in general, both from
our side and then probably competitors and more direct delivery to the end
customer.” The founder of Fresh.Land adjoins: “It's not efficient to have food standing
in the supermarket for days. Everyone's seeing it and touching it and all that It just
doesn't make sense. So have the food lying there in the store. It makes much more
sense to distribute this food directly to people or to restaurants.” Moreover, he believes
that the big supermarkets will disappear : “big supermarkets where you go and you
buy for an entire week, | don't think that is going to survive. | think you'll just be
delivered.” Rather small speciality supermarkets will survive where people go to get
inspiration, recommendation or knowledge: “products that you need and then go and
shop yourself for the more exclusive ones and if you want an experience when you do
that because no one likes to be standing in line and queuing (...) but if you can get
knowledge about the product, perhaps even meet people that is maybe a nice

experience you want” (Founder Fresh.Land).
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5. Discussion

In the previous chapter, we presented our empirical findings about the categories. The
findings were split into two sections where one was a direct comparison of the
platforms’ key characteristics within the three categories, and the other section
presented findings on the market environment and platforms impact on the value
chain. The discussion follows the same structure: The first part discusses the key
characteristics and success factors of the cases. The second part discusses the
impact the initiatives, and the various categories have on the food value chain. The
third part contrasts our findings on the key characteristics and success factors of our
cases with the previously mentioned categories from Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2017).

The last part provides an outlook of the food industry.

In the following chapter we intent to answer the research questions that guided this

study:

How are new emerging digital platforms changing the food industry?
- What are the key characteristics and success factors of these platforms?

- How are the platforms altering the food supply chain?

5.1 Platform Dynamics

Developments in the food industry, in conjunction with technological advancement,
has provided business opportunities in segments of the food industry that has not
previously existed. Moreover, the market competitiveness, which has left the
established players needing to optimize under existing conditions, has left room for
new entrants to pursue those gaps. In the following section we will discuss the
conditions that are present in digital markets and whether they point to a winner-take

all or most market.

5.1.1 Winner-take-all Dynamics

These new initiatives are addressing narrowly different market segments and thus, are
not yet in direct competition, in the conventional sense. Nevertheless, as platforms in

adjacent markets, we submit that they are in competition, or at the very least, will find
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themselves as competitors in the future. As goods that are produced on or sold
through platforms are not limited to any specific sector, platform market boundaries
can stretch over several industries. Platform competition is, therefore, between
markets rather than the product itself (Rochet & Tirole, 2003). Increased
interconnectedness and interdependence spanning numerous products across several
markets and sectors means that one can establish a multi-product bundle for the final
consumer (Eisenmann, 2011). Thus, dealing with each of these product-market
segments as distinct markets would be overlooking a fundamental point of digital
markets (Cennamo, 2019). The competitiveness of the market and the possible
elements of winner-take-all dynamics will have a direct influence over their strategy and
subsequently, over the position they will be in to impact the food industry. The
likelihood of the market being a winner-take-all market depends on three elements;
network effects, demand for differentiated services and high multi-homing costs for at
least one user side (Eisenmann, Parker & Van Alstyne, 2006). Therefore, we will
discuss how the different categories are affected by these dynamics and whether their

experiences points to a winner-take-all market.

Network effects

Growing the user base and being protected by network effects is a vital part of
surviving as a platform. All the initiatives are actively engaged in engendering and
managing these effects. However, they cite different strategic reasons for why

effectuating positive network effects on their platform is essential.

We observed that the Alterationists need to create stronger network effects as a
means for cutting costs and convincing suppliers to single-home on their service.
Although they are primarily competing on a differentiation strategy, by increasing the
user base and subsequently strengthening the network effects, they can experience
efficiency gains on the supply side and become more cost-efficient. Moreover,
achieving supply-side economies of scale reduces the price for the buyers. Thus,
more buyers are likely to participate in the platform, which in turn can engender
demand economies of scale. In other words, the demand on the consumer side,
reduces the cost on the supply side which in turn accelerates the growth of users on

the demand side (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). This efficiency double, is a hallmark of
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businesses driven by information technology, and is one of the main reasons the

Alterationists are actively seeking to strengthen the network effects.

These reasons were not as pertinent for the Redistributors, as they simply facilitate
transactions between suppliers and customers instead of taking possession of or full
responsibility for products or services. As a consequence, they have a very low cost
structure (Hagiu & Rothman, 2016). Managing the cross-side network effects is a
necessity for creating a good user experience, by making sure that there is a balance
between supply and demand at all times. A result of efficiently orchestrating these
network effects has been increased user engagement and the creation of a
community. The importance of creating a community, is partly because customer
experiences are increasingly more social in its nature, and other customers are also
influencing the experience (Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). As a consequence, the firms have
much less direct control over the customer experience and the customer journey than
before. Engendering a community around the platform is thus a great way to increase
the likelihood of a good user experience. Moreover, the positive mentions helps to
attract more suppliers to the platform and thus create an even stronger network of

users.

In contrast to the other categories, the Capability Builder harnesses direct network
effects. The Capability Builder is focused on increasing these effects by creating more
valuable features on their platform and increasing user engagement with their service.
Increased engagement by consumers will, in turn, make the service more attractive for
other prospective market sides or partners, thus increasing the potential profitability of
the company. In order to strengthen these effects, they are experimenting with
concepts such as gamification to increase the value of interactions between same

sided users.

Multi-Homing

Although the strategic focus behind managing the network effects manifested itself
slightly differently, network effects are prevalent in all the cases. Nonetheless, it is
difficult to establish how robust they are without examining other factors that might
reveal their strength. One thing that can give us an indication of how strong network

effects are is the degree of multi-homing that takes place on each of the market sides
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(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). The data reveals that several of these platforms are
being utilized simultaneously by the consumer side. This proves that multi-homing is
happening at least on one of the market sides. The data is less clear on the other
market side, and making it difficult to state confidently whether they both multi-home

or if only one side multi-homes (Armstrong, 2006).

It is nevertheless reasonable to suggest that due to the current, relatively small scale of
most of the platforms, the producers are unable to sell all their produce through just
one channel. As long as this is the case, the incentive to multi-home exists. Due to the
similar customer segments and the overlapping user base, multi-homing costs for
users are not very high, which may also indicate that switching costs are low. As long
as the platform brings value and switching costs stay low, the consumer will continue
to multi-home (Edelmann, 2015). Some might argue that the network effects are
weakened by multi-homing and therefore, the impact and revenue decreases
(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). However, we argue that as long as the initiatives
serve slightly different needs and as long as the market is not concentrated,

multi-homing costs will not have a detrimental effect on the platforms.

Moreover, as they are collectively focused on tackling food waste, multi-homing by
consumers does not appear to be a pressing concern for the initiatives. On the
contrary, it is indicated that their success is dependent on each initiative converting
more consumers to this alternative way of food consumption. The segment they are
catering to is still relatively small, but this segment might grow as the public becomes
more concerned about wasteful processes in society. Thus, they are all increasing their
potential user base through cooperative efforts around awareness creation. We found
that the initiatives are actively promoting each other, and some even encourage users

to multi-home.

Niche and Differentiation
Another factor that can help reveal the competitiveness of the market is the demand
for differentiated services. We found that two of the categories are following a

differentiation strategy, while the other is pursuing a focus strategy.
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Both the Alterationists and the Capability Builder can be viewed as pursuing a similar
differentiation strategy, as the initiatives have two or more aims in their value
proposition. They all offer tangible value to their users, such as quality and
convenience, but users are also attracted to the platforms' sustainable focus. Similarly,
the Redistributors also have multiple aims in their value proposition. One is to reduce
food waste by forwarding food to consumers, which ostensibly attracts consumers
due to its environmental connotations. Secondly, they are offering food to consumers
at a very low price. This combination of a sustainable focus and cheap or free food can
arguably be seen as both a cost leadership strategy and a differentiation strategy. It is
therefore more accurately described as a focus strategy (Porter, 1980). The focus
strategy closely resembles the differentiation strategy. It targets the needs of a
well-defined market segment. In this focused market segment however, a company
can achieve both a differentiated and low-cost position (Porter, 1980). We argue that
the initiatives are differentiating themselves from the traditional players by having clear,
multiple aims. Combining a sustainability element with quality product is an essential
part of the success of these platforms. Thus, it is clear that there is demand for

differentiated services in the food industry that targets niche markets.

Following the theory of winner-take-all dynamics as presented by Eisenmann, Parker &
Van Alstyne (2006), there is no basis for concluding that this market is a winner-take-all
market. Through our examination of network effects, the presence of multi-homing,
and the demand for differentiated services, we conclude that the current forces
suggest that there is room for several actors in the market. Nevertheless, the market
segment these initiatives have identified is relatively new, and It is currently difficult to
predict how the above factors will develop in the future. Our findings suggest that the
market is gaining an increasing amount of actors that are establishing themselves in or
adjacent to this market segment. It is, therefore, the possibility of this space becoming

more concentrated, although it currently has room for more actors.

As there are specific dynamics in both logistics and technology that demand for scale,
it is reasonable to suggest that the platforms will increasingly grow into even more
intersecting spaces. Moreover, since the user bases are already overlapping, it is likely
that a multi-service bundle will be preferable to a larger portion of their users

(Eisenmann, Parker, Van Alstyne, 2011). Thus, the initiatives will have clear incentives
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to copy each other's features in order to become this solution. We predict a market
where there will be users either concentrated around a few platforms, or spread
around many differentiated platforms. In either scenario, the barriers to entry will grow
as there will either be increasingly strong network effects in a few of the platforms, or
there will be little room for more differentiated services. Regardless, new entrants will

find it increasingly difficult to penetrate the market.

Moreover, even though a winner-take-all market looks unlikely by examining the state
of the current market forces, some actions taken by the initiatives might steer the
market in that direction. As presented in the findings, most of the initiatives expect the
emergence of a platform leader and compete to become that leader. We discovered
that one of the ways initiatives are getting users to support them and utilize their
service is by engaging in expectation management (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). The
initiatives are attempting to gain a unique identity within their market segment by giving
consumers the impression that they will become the standard within the market. We
witnessed that TooGoodToGo is, in some instances already equated with the action of
eating leftovers and buying food that is soon to expire. Similarly, Fresh.Land is stating
in interviews that they should be seen as the Airbnb of food (Kongsgaard, 2017). The
product or service that people expect to become the new standard in the market will
often become that standard due to positive feedback and bandwagon effects (Shapiro
& Varian, 1999). Through expectation management, the initiatives might, therefore,

move the market closer to a winner-take-most market.

5.1.2 Managing Growth

Scaling is an important objective for all of the initiatives. Not only is this vital for
continued growth and for maintaining their position in the market, but it is also the only
way they can create a more significant change in the food industry. We have observed
certain mechanisms that are likely to influence each platform's effectiveness in scaling.
These mechanisms manifest differently over the three categories and create certain
dynamics which impact the categories. These dynamics, in particular, will influence the
type of network the initiatives can build, which subsequently will influence the strength

of their network properties.
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Curation

We observed that all of these platforms focus on sourcing out openings to move
upstream, looking for prominent ways to increase its usefulness and attract more users
by adding new features and interactions (Parker, Van Alstyne, Choudary 2016). Moving
upstream might result in significant growth opportunities. However, the degree at
which the initiatives engage in curation, might influence the relative rate of growth that
they can experience. The initiatives with the least amount of curation will be better
positioned for rapid growth due to participants having easier access to the platform
(Evans, 2012). Nevertheless, this rapid growth comes at a cost, as the lack of curation
can produce negative externalities on the platform. In contrast, the initiatives with
stronger curation will experience a comparatively slower growth, but are more likely to

avoid negative externalities on the platform.

The Redistributors facilitate direct contact between buyers and suppliers, meaning that
buyers can actively choose which supplier they want to engage. In their model, an
abundance of choices is vital, and the buyer takes more responsibility for sourcing out
the right supplier. The Alterationists, however, are to a more substantial degree
leveraging their knowledge of the market and their users to engage in matchmaking,
that they naturally feel will result in higher value for the two sides. By doing so, they are
also taking on the responsibility of delivering a satisfactory product, and thus stricter
curation becomes more important. Currently, it is only the Redistributors and the
Alterationists that engage in curation, which means that the Capability Builder is more
likely to experience a sharp rise in users. Although curation can influence the growth
potential of the initiatives over some time, it cannot be seen in isolation from other

important factors.

Taking Advantage of Boundary Fluidity

One of the critical elements that differentiates the Alterationists and Redistributors from
the Capability Builder is that the former deals with a physical product while the latter
has a digital product at its core. This difference usually influences the amount of
external resources a platform needs to assert control over in order to deliver the
product from supplier to consumer. Moreover, due to the physical product being
perishable, even stricter control needs to be asserted over the delivery process. Both

the Alterationists and Redistributors are facilitating the trade of food, but their models
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result in a very different delivery method. The difference lies in that Redistributors make
use of resources controlled by the platform participants. Therefore, they generally do
not need to invest in infrastructure or logistics in order to deliver the product from
supplier to consumer. The Alterationists, on the other hand, are investing time and
money in sourcing out logistics partners or by building routes for delivery themselves.
In other words, the Redistributors are more actively taking advantage of the boundary
fluidity of platforms which can be a factor that influences the rate at which a company

can grow (Constantiou, Marton & Tuunainen, 2017).

It is essential to build a delivery system that guarantees that the product has a
consistent quality. Dealing with perishable food, which is very delicate and often has a
short lifespan, requires strict control over the delivery method. Being the guarantor and
provider of this distribution system can, therefore, be relatively costly. Moreover, the
possible solutions for cost-reduction through expansion and automation might
negatively impact the ability to maintain quality and service (Cusumano, 2017).
Therefore, it can be argued that economies of scale are relatively harder to reach, and
have a more limited scope than with a digital product such as the one offered by the

Capability Builder.

Network Properties

Network clusters is another concept which informs how these initiatives are going to
grow into new regions (Zhu & lansiti, 2019). Similar to other platforms that facilitate
trade of physical products, the Alterationists and Redistributors are susceptible to
network clusters. It means that a consumer in Copenhagen gains no additional value
from the platform having a supplier in London as there is no mechanism in place for
transporting the food within an acceptable timeframe or without risking a sharply
reduced quality. The Capability Builder is not restricted by distance as the platform has
a digital product at its core, rather than a physical one. Thus, the network growth

increases value to users regardless of where in the world they are situated.

The result of these clusters is that the Alterationists and Redistributors cannot leverage
existing user bases in new regions. Instead, they find themselves in a similar position to
Uber, where they have to launch afresh in every new market they enter. Large brands

and well-known businesses still have an advantage in new markets due to consumers'
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familiarity with them. Thus initiatives such as TooGoodToGo will still find it easier to
establish themselves in new markets than other less known brands. Nevertheless, the
danger for the initiatives, as withessed in the case of Uber, is if they end up in an
infinite  launching loop. Where gaining scale in a high number of markets
simultaneously hinders the platform's ability to make profits (Parker, Van Alstyne &
Choudary, 2016). In comparison, the network of the Capability Builder is not limited by
geographical distance. Thus, they face no limitations to user growth due to network
clusters. The result of this is that the Capability Builder can create a potentially global
network that has much stronger network properties, than the multinational networks
that the Alterationists and Redistributors can build (Yonatari, 2017). The way in which
the other initiatives bridge this gap is by enhancing their network properties through a
community. Through social interactions in the community, consumers strengthen their
bond to other users on the service. The result is that they create another layer of direct
network effects which stands to strengthen the indirect network effects which already

take place through the marketplace.

5.1.3 Platform Ecosystem

One of the key facets of platforms businesses is its ability to engender a valuable
ecosystem. The growth of the ecosystem and the value it holds for participants in the
system is beholden to the platform value proposition for its key partners. It is thus
essential to initiate, develop, and maintain a partner network. In that regard, strategy
should be based upon the continuous management of the market ecosystem and the
co-production of value within this same ecosystem (Andal-Ancion, Cartwright & Yip,
2003).

Creating Value for Partners

Our data reveals that consumer demands are one of the main drivers of the chain. The
initiatives have recognized this and implemented it as a core component of their
businesses in various ways. They are all consumer-facing and primarily focus on the
demand side (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). It is a common understanding that in
the western world, market conventions and overconsumption by consumers are partly
responsible for the overproduction leading to waste along the value chain. Getting
consumers behind the service is essential for being in a position to change consumers'

habits and directly influences how the initiatives can change the value chain. In order to
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board and provide value for consumers, the initiatives are dependent on creating a
valuable ecosystem for their partners and other business-related stakeholders which
provides input that is critical to their product offering. Thus it is increasingly crucial for
platforms to think about their value proposition with regards to key partners in the

same way they create a value proposition for consumers.

For most of the platforms partners, there is a value of attaching themselves to an
initiative that produces positive, sustainable change. All of the initiatives leverage this
benefit for their partners, but this might not be enough in isolation. In difference,
DelDinMad and traditional food banks that primarily can be used by retailers to
promote a firm corporate social responsibility (CSR) policy, TooGoodToGo is also
offering additional revenue for the surplus food which goes straight to the retailers'
bottom line. This value offering is more attractive for the retailers, and most actors in
the industry with surplus food will be more likely choose TooGoodToGo as an option.
How favorable the conditions for the partners is subject to the operational efficiency of
the initiates. With lower operational costs, the initiatives can increase its profitability as

well as leverage better conditions for their partners.

GRIM is also providing their partners with favorable conditions in order to entice them
to use the service. Farmers would have often sold most of the produce to biofuel
companies for a much lower price; instead, GRIM is able to command a better price
for their produce due to the operational efficiency of their service. So the farmer is now
choosing a more sustainable option as they are better rewarded for it. One of the basic
tenets of competitive advantage is to operate at a lower cost than rivals (Heppelmann
& Porter, 2014). Due to operational efficiency through high levels of automation,
Fresh.Land can offer better payments and conditions to farmers compared to more
traditional supply chain actors. We have seen a concentration of market power in the
middle of the supply chain, which is pushing more and more small scale farmers out of
the market. By creating a closed-loop automated system that handles the
e-commerce, logistics, and payments, they can reduce manual labor significantly, and
therefore reduces costs. As a result, the farmers can command a higher price and, in

general, are better rewarded than through the traditional chain.
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One way in which the Capability Builder Plant Jammer is aiming to create value for its
partners is by creating an integrated system that can increasingly benefit the
ecosystem. We can see this as they leverage their machine learning technology into a
joint partnership with whywaste and local supermarkets, which creates added value for
all participants. Advanced technology like Al or machine learning has the potential to
be a real disruptive driver and a factor for winning on the platform battleground
(Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). Therefore, it is a precious asset that Plant Jammer

can leverage to engender a valuable and robust ecosystem.

Another way platforms can provide value for their partners is by sharing the data they
accumulate on their service. Information technology is generally recognized as a
valuable instrument for creating, storing, and transferring information capital (Kim, Lee
& Han, 2010). Moreover, nearly all products and services have a certain level of
information content, but the informational intensity of a product or service varies
dramatically (Andal-Ancion, Cartwright & Yip, 2003). While all of the initiatives can
create and store large amounts of data, few are transferring this information to its

partners.

Many retailers and food producers are looking to gather data on their consumers in
order to optimize their value offering. For many retailers, the insights they get from data
is relatively limited. The data they currently have access to, is not very dense as it is
mostly based on sales data. Thus, a key component of the Capability Builder value to
its partners within retail is the informational density of its service. Through partnerships
with services like Plant Jammer, retailers can get more accurate data about consumers
in their area, which further improves their decision making. Moreover, due to electronic
deliverability of the service, they can easily facilitate partners by filling in missing
competencies that the partners lack internally but are critical to their overall product
offering (Andal-Ancion, Cartwright & Yip, 2003). For most of the other initiatives, the
use of data is limited to mostly improving their business performance. Naturally, data
can be used for internal purposes like improving business performance or user
experience (UX), but as we have seen, it is also essential to find ways to leverage this
data for the benefit of the ecosystem (Alaimo & Kallinikos, 2017). However, these
companies are all within the start-up phase, limiting the data samples available to

them. Therefore, for a lot of the initiatives, the data sample might be too low for
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statistical relevance which may be a reason why our case companies have not

implemented this method.

5.2 Impact on the Value Chain

This second part discusses the impact the initiatives, and the various categories
generate on the food value chain. Specifically, we want to elaborate on how these
platforms alter the food value chain. The nature of platform businesses show that
platforms do not only compete with each other and their platform participants but also
with the environment around them (Parker, Van Alstyne, & Choudary, 2016). However,
competition also means creating impact. Therefore in this section, we discuss in what
way the platforms create impact for their users, the market environment, but also for

society.

5.2.1 Social Impact Creators

We call our case studies social platform businesses because they create social impact.
We found that all of the researched platforms possess a social aspect in their business
model and therefore act as social enterprises as they employ social entrepreneurship
(Defourny & Nyssens, 2007). Our organizations operate within social entrepreneurship
because the social mission and hence social value creation is a central priority,
regardless of its nonprofit or for-profit business approach (Peredo & MclLean, 2006;
Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2006). Their mission highlights the social purpose of
the venture. Promoting sustainable development in order to sustain the planet plays a
central role in their business models. Additionally, they see market failures as a
business opportunity by addressing the social needs that arise from these failures
(Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2006). One example of creating a business
opportunity from market failure can be observed through the platform cases’ ways of
turning waste streams into useful and valuable input. They make better use of
under-utilized capacity and therefore fall in the sustainable business model category
‘create value from waste’ (Bocken et al., 2014). Another example of a sustainable
business model is seen by some platforms that want to ensure long-term health and
well-being and contribute towards creating a prosperous society and planet which is
categorized as the ‘adopt a stewardship role’ archetype (Bocken et al., 2014). The

‘stewardship role’ is played out by our cases through community development.

82



Thereby, they proactively tackle consumers’ health or engage in amended producers’
welfare and sustainable harvesting practices. They choose a way to educate
consumers by having high community engagement. This is highly effective because
strong relationships with brand elements add trust (Habibi, Laroche & Richard, 2014).
Most of our platform cases constructed a story that makes people relate or even
convert to the companies’ cause and motivates people to be in their platform
community. Therefore, they have created a primal branding code (Hanlon, 2006). We
argue that they are establishing a ‘fighting food waste’ cult. Through information-giving
and education, they are trying to move consumers to actively choose more

environmentally-friendly solutions.

5.2.2 Impact on Consumer

However, consumers make unintentional choices that might be harmful to the
environment. As for example, consumers and supply chain actors see it as a fact that
there are suboptimal goods (deviating from sensory perception standards or being
close to expiry) and therefore these mostly go to waste. As of now, consumers make
food choices based on sensory appeal (smell, taste, appearance), health, price and
natural content which are the most important food choice factors based on various
cross-cultural studies of Steptoe’s, Pollard’s & Wardle’s (1995) Food Choice
Questionnaire (Cunha et al., 2018). Choices such as distinguishing between
suboptimal goods can lead to greater waste in the supply chain, increasing the harmful
impact on the environment. Consumers might not actively choose this, but sometimes
there are no better options provided due to the choice architecture that is in place
(Sunstein & Reisch, 2014). Hence, consumers need to be motivated in order to trigger

behavioral change towards sustainable choices.

It is an easy task for customers to choose a ‘green’ way when they simultaneously
receive cost savings and protect the environment (Sunstein & Reisch, 2014). In
particular, this is the case for the Redistributors. consumers pay a small fee (or no fee)
to get leftover food that would otherwise go to waste. At the same time, the supplier
side has an incentive to reduce their surplus food through the Redistributors’ platforms
by having a ‘good feeling’ or even increasing their brand image by using the platform
for CSR activities. As seen In the case of TooGoodToGo, suppliers also receive an

economic incentive. That might explain why the social business model of
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TooGoodToGo has experienced rapid growth: within four years they have expanded to
twelve countries, have almost 13 million users saving 18 million meals which equals to
45 thousand tons of CO2 emission (TooGoodToGo, 2019).

Admittedly, often the (economic and other) costs are higher when considering a
solution that brings environmental benefits. However, in certain situations costs do not
rise significantly higher than average, yet still bring significant environmental benefits.
This is the case of the Alterationists who show environmental benefits by shortening
the supply chain. The decreased transportation and food waste reduces CO2 while
delivering food to the consumer much faster. However, they do not offer as significant
cost savings as Redistributors. Similar to the Redistributors, the Capability Builder
draws from a cost saving solution. They may also provide a solution that is not
significantly higher in cost than average, similar to the Alterationist. The Capability
Builder, on the one hand, gives an economic incentive through their discounted,
soon-to-expire products in their marketplace. On the other hand, their platform has
features without economic incentives. These features help consumers to cook with

ingredients they possess or cook healthier.

Therefore, the Alterationists and the Capability Builder have to find another solution to
trigger consumer behavior change as of architecting smart choices. Platforms can take
steps to inform consumers so that they actively choose the environmentally-friendlier
product. Similarly, platforms can make a cost-benefit analysis to select a default rule
that nudges consumers in a more environmentally-friendly direction (Sunstein &
Reisch, 2014).

Informing and Nudging

Informing and nudging is essential in order to motivate or even move consumers. The
case study platforms inform and educate consumers about food waste and its effects
through social media, their websites, television campaigns, leaflets, and within their
mobile application. Informing and educating affects people’s conscious reflection on

the surrounding environment whereas nudging? affects the context within which people

2 Thaler and Sunstein (2009) define a nudge: “is any aspect of the choice architecture that
alters people's behavior in a predictable way without forbidding any options or significantly
changing their economic incentives”
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act which is anchored in the automatic processes of the brain and people only

respond to the environment (Olander & Thegersen, 2014; Dolan et al., 2012).

As nudging only takes place in a choice architecture that does not forbid options or
changes the economic incentive, it excludes the Redistributors (Thaler & Sunstein,
2009). Within the Alterationists, we did not observe nudging elements as they instead
actively inform and educate the consumer about the inefficiencies in the supply chain
and the effects it has on the environment. Whereas the Capability Builder (besides
having the market place discounts) nudges users into choosing
environmentally-friendlier options, reducing food waste, and selecting healthier

options.

The Capability Builder nudges consumers to opt for environmentally-friendlier offerings
by mostly proposing plant-based ingredients to choose between. However,
consumers still have the freedom of choice, as they also offer dishes including meat or
fish. Even so, these are deemphasized within the app. It nudges consumers into
reducing food waste as the Al algorithm can replace the ‘missing’ ingredient with
another similar one in terms of taste and texture. Moreover, users get nudged into
choosing healthier options based on their health goal. This is done through marking
ingredients in red that are bad for the user’'s health goal and a gamification element
(see Appendix 4 for screenshots). Al algorithms simplify the decision of how and what
to cook, and through its convenience and ease of replacing ingredients, steers users
into a more healthy and environmentally-friendly direction. In that way they allow
consumers to still have the freedom of choice (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009; Sunstein,
2014). However, some other nudge elements are in place that are natural to mobile
applications like notifications which act as reminders. As people tend to forget or
procrastinate, most of our case platforms’ send out a reminder (with right timing) that

can nudge the users in a desired direction (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009; Sunstein, 2014).

Although the Redistributors’ actions are not defined as nudging, TooGoodToGo still
has strong social nudging elements. On TooGoodToGo’s website, they inform that
others are engaged in this environmentally-friendly behavior of saving food waste. They
provide statistics of how many people have downloaded the app, how many meals

were saved and how much CO2 has been reduced through the use of their product.
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They claim to be the biggest “waste warrior community”, creating peer pressure on
prospective consumers, which is another social influence nudge (Thaler & Sunstein,
2009). other platforms do not clearly state what impact they have created or the
amount of users they have. In that sense, TooGoodToGo can be a good example of
how to create a more significant impact through the “following the herd effect” of social
nudging. Additionally, consistent, unwavering support from marquee users can also
move groups in a desired direction. For example, TooGoodToGo uses ‘ambassadors’
that promote their cause. Individuals like Princess Marie of Denmark, who helped open

the TooGoodToGo store provide social influence to nudge people. (LeeMiller, 2018).

Similarly, the case platforms’ collaborations with each other also enables the social
norm nudge. By promoting each other and showing that other platform communities
also are fighting against food waste increases the peer pressure as well as the

likelihood of more people joining the movement (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009).

Nevertheless, the question arises whether informing users actively or nudging them
into a ‘greener’ choice is more effective in integrating sustainable food choices into
daily life and creating a more enduring change in consumer behavior. In the cases, we
mostly see informing customers takes place over nudging. Multiple studies have
shown only limited success at changing behavior by education and information.
Education and information influences what people consciously think about, but does
not cause behavioral changes. However, an essential task of nudging is to make the
provided information more action-triggering (Olander & Thagersen, 2014; Dolan et al.,
2012). Therefore, we argue that informing is essential in order to nudge consumers in a

desired way.

The case platforms can facilitate digital nudging through their mobile application
interfaces’ and improve the user experience (Mirsch, Lehrer & Jung, 2017; Weinmann,
Schneider & vom Brocke, 2016). Notably, through new technologies and data
collection methods like machine learning, more personalized user information can be
used to nudge individual users into a particular behavior. Technology advancements
can leverage the effectiveness of personalization (Benartzi, 2017). As studies have
pointed out, personalization enhances consumer attention and enjoyability and is

persuasive (Cordova & Lepper, 1996; Goldstein, Cialdini & Griskevicius, 2008). As
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soon as attention is captured, it is easier to influence consumer behavior. Thus, we
argue that through these technologies, it is possible to personalize the platform
interface based on consumer needs which might increase not only the user experience

but also the nudge effect for individuals.

5.2.3 Collaboration for Change

Nonetheless, it is not always possible to create change individually as changes in
conscious behavior might not be enough to provide a sustainable change of
consumption. Therefore, private or public correctives need to be in place (Sunstein &
Reisch, 2014). one way the platform cases’ try to solve this challenge is through
partnerships and collaborations This is also one of the key success factors for food

waste initiatives (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2017).

Building a strong network while also facilitating weak ties is vital for growth, outreach,
and social mission (Granovetter, 1973). As (social) value creation exists within and
outside the organizational boundaries, social impact increases through collaboration as
platforms can generate collective impact (Austin, Stevenson Wei-Skillern, 2006; Kania,
& Kramer, 2011). As observed, a common vision, mutually reinforcing activities,
continuous communication are part of the collective impact. However, to make
collective impact truly effective, the initiatives would need an additional backbone
organization that brings alignment and holds them together. While this is currently not
in place,a new organization called IMPACTRS® was established. IMPACTRS tries to
tackle this challenge by building a digital, connected ecosystem (Kania, & Kramer,
2011; Hanleybrown, Kania, & Kramer, 2012).

Our case companies are closely attuned to the context they operate in which shows a
‘system thinking’ that enables them to identify which internal and external resources
need to be mobilized (Kirsch, Bildner & Walker, 2016; Austin, Stevenson Wei-Skillern,
2006). Actions are needed both upstream and downstream in the supply chain,
whereas conscious behavior change only includes changing the supply chain
downstream (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2017). Therefore, a context that triggers

sustainable behavior needs to be designed which includes actions upstream the

8 See https://www.impactrs.global for further details
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supply chain. One example is how TooGoodToGo cooperate with producers to
implement a new expiration date label ‘bedst for ofte god efter’ (best before but often
good after). It is a key example of how they are using system thinking and at the same
time creating collective impact. The date label is correcting the consumer perception
about when a product should go to waste and also reminds producers about the
consumer food waste issue. Therefore, it is a collaborative corrective in place in order
to create change nonetheless, this may not be enough. Their solution needs to be
embedded into the larger system of the food supply chain. This can be done in
various ways, such as, shortening the supply chain, redistributing waste or giving users

new capabilities to reduce food waste.

The movement towards sustainability in Denmark is already quite advanced, and these
platforms are planting the seeds for future change. Through the case companies'
customer-centricity, they are able to move consumers which affects the food industry.
We argue that (digital) nudging is how the platforms can shape the food supply chain.
They are changing consumers' minds in a desired (environmentally-friendlier) direction,
thus making consumers more aware of food waste and demand better solutions from
suppliers. The industry can be considered to be undergoing a process known as
‘chain reversal' meaning that the consumer is now dictating to producers what they
want to eat (Aguilera, 2006). Therefore, consumers are the driver of how the supply
chain might develop, and the platform cases have a strong influence through their

customer (nudging) about the future of the supply chain.

5.2.4 Impact on Food Industry

The unwilingness or inability of supply chain actors to change triggers the rise of
alternative solutions. The competitiveness within the food industry generated by low
margins and consolidation explains why there is a lack of coordination and
optimization along the food supply chain. Inefficiencies along the food supply chain
arise in part because the supply chain actors lack an incentive to optimize processes
outside their domain. Therefore, optimizing processes further along the supply chain is
less likely to occur. The resistance to coordinate and optimize along the supply chain
increases inefficiencies that create resource waste. The problem of food waste is

further exacerbated by companies' lack of concepts for subsequent use and or
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insufficiently utilized ways of disposal. In such a highly competitive market, the ability to
rely on internal innovation is rare (Sarkar & Costa, 2008). Thus, food is often wasted
even though potential buyers are procurable (Gobel et al.,, 2015). However,
consumers have become more concerned about food industry practices and have
started to demand sustainable solutions, which fosters the quick development of

alternative solutions.

New entrants fill this space by identifying consumer needs that are not currently being
met by the established players. In order to compete with these new entrants,
innovation needs to play an essential role within traditional companies. With the help of
innovative practices, product creation from established stakeholders should satisfy
consumer demands, as well as create processes that consumers approve of (Omta &
Folstar, 2005). Incumbents might align themselves with some of these initiatives to
capture a number of changing demands. For example, Coop established a partnership
with a local food initiative called Réhandel, which helps small, local suppliers get
localized produce into Coop’s stores (Coop, 2019). On the whole, however, the
incumbents are trying to optimize under the existing market conditions and are
therefore unable to redirect vast amounts of resources to address all of these changing

needs.

Therefore, our platform cases provide business models that reach from quick fixes to
sophisticated end-to-end solutions for the food supply chain. Through their digital
component, they have a competitive advantage compared to incumbents. Digital
businesses are proliferating by facilitating data, software, and platform strategy. We
can expect that the growth of platform businesses is more rapid than the one in the
traditional economy. Through the high technology environment, the next platform

generation will innovate on a new level (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019).

Even though these platforms are relatively young and small, platform businesses do
not need as large a workforce, as they are more impactful in terms of operating profits
and market value than traditional firms (Cusumano, Gawer & Yoffie, 2019). The impact
is already generated at that level, however, to be a credible threat for the larger supply
chain actors, the initiatives have to scale up beyond their present size. The more they

grow, the more they will significantly impact the supply chain. For now, we can see
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three streams of how the platform cases impact the food supply chain: Redistribution,

Alteration, and Capability Building.

Redistributing Waste

Suboptimal goods from retailers, as well as food waste from restaurants will diminish
via redistribution. Some of the case platforms, the Redistributors in particular, can
source demand for soon to expire food efficiently by concentrating it into their
platform, conveniently connecting companies that would throw out food with buyers
that are environmentally concerned or looking for discounted products. In the
‘developed’ world, the highest potential for reduction of food waste lies with retailers,
food services, and consumers (Parfitt, Barthel & Macnaughton, 2010). These are the
specific targets of Redistributor platforms. For most of the actors along the chain, this
would be an overarchingly positive development, as this sharing economy model
(excluding DelDinMad) creates profit opportunities and a secondary market for
price-sensitive customers. It increases revenues when previously businesses had to
pay for disposal of unused products. One side effect of this for-profit development
might limit the development of models that promote social welfare. these platforms
give actors the opportunity for additional profits instead of donating the surplus

inventory to food banks or other NGOs (Michelini, Principato & lasevoli, 2018).

However, it also disincentivizes increased cooperation between the supply chain
actors, as the penalty to surplus inventory is not as big as it previously was. Further,
one of the leading causes of food waste is a low valuation of food. The incentive to
offer these goods at a lower price further weakens the consumer perception of the
value of food (Aschemann-Witzel et al., 2015). However, it is questionable if offering
goods at an even lower price will worsen customer behavior due to the already low
valuation of food. Redistributors try to change consumer perception which might help
to increase the perceived value of food through awareness campaigns. For example,
TooGoodtoGo’s date labeling campaign aims to increase consumer awareness about

the value of food.
Al in all, even though the incentive of redistributing food is powerful, it does not

change consumer behavior or the supply chain. It is merely an add-on to a suboptimal

supply chain in order to cope with existing conditions. Thus, the case platforms’ plan is
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to move upstream. For example, TooGoodToGo has already moved ‘up’ by
cooperating with manufacturers to provide products that would normally go to waste.
Similarly they are looking to enter the farming sector to provide a similar outlet for
goods from producers. They are planning to find a solution for food waste, but do not

have a clear vision of what it will be, so for now it remains a quick fix.

Shortening the Supply Chain

Inefficiencies collaborating, power asymmetries and therefore, resource waste will
diminish. The new entrants are giving an alternative by removing intermediaries and
effectively shortening the supply chain. Through the shortened supply chain, food
waste is reduced. On the one hand,they shorten transportation which also results in
less need for chemical usage and naturally produces quality increases. On the other
hand, through better matchmaking they can eliminate overproduction and suboptimal
goods. Additionally, smaller farmers have a chance to thrive due to better aggregation

of their produce and more accommodating market forces.

Suboptimal foods have often fallen outside of the scope of the traditional supply chain,
as retail beauty standards are high, and consumers have made purchase choices
based on sensory appeal. It is necessary to challenge these market conventions as
demand side driven supply chain standards are considered a massive cause of waste
at early stages of the supply chain (Stuart, 2009) On the one hand, providing
consumers with the opportunity to buy suboptimal goods like GRIM is doing, can help
highlight and change the consumers trepidation towards second class produce and
help reduce waste. On the other hand, being able to match second hand produce with
buyers like food processors that do not care about sensory appeal is another way to
solve the issue of handling suboptimal goods and overproduction like Fresh.Land is

focusing on.

Overall, the Alterationists contribute to a more sustainable industry by providing access
to more localized or second quality produce, which in turn provides better conditions
for local producers and smaller cooperatives in a highly competitive market.
Smallholders often find themselves in a weak negotiating position against food
processors, traders, wholesalers, and large retail chains. In some cases, the “big

players” provide the only access to the market for small-scale farmers, which results in
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unfair trade practices (Euractiv, 2018). The Alterationists give smaller producers an
alternative to the bigger actors in the industry. The findings illustrate that providing
additional revenue streams for smaller farmers and smaller cooperatives, may increase
local sales and strengthen the local market; ultimately providing better conditions for
local producers which is also a concern point of customers. Nearly 90% of those
surveyed are in favor of strengthening the farmers role in the food chain (Euractiv,
2018). Similarly, over 75% of Europeans consider regional and local aspects when
making their purchase decisions (Euractiv, 2018). Therefore, this transition towards

de-consolidating and more local producers is aligned with consumer demands.

Capability Building

Building on consumers’ capabilities will diminish household waste. While platforms
currently have the ability to nudge consumers into healthier and more sustainable
choices, it is likely that in the future, the supply side can be guided based on which
food decisions should be made. This can be done with the help of sensor technology
that measures the flavour map of consumers while still nudging consumers into
choices fitting their aroma profile for produce that is in season.* That means that the
sensors gather data of the food preferences from each consumer, send it back to the
supply chain and based on what produce is available, the consumer will get

recommendations about what they could cook and eat.

Technology might be the connector to facilitate visibility, transparency, and
communication across the food supply chain. The digitalization of the industry provides
actors with new sets of data on consumers' food choices and consumption patterns.
Through smart devices, more accurate data about consumers' preferences and habits
can be produced. In what has traditionally been a push driven supply chain, the
Capability Builder is gaining access to the types of data that can help establish a pull
chain, which would result in more accurate production levels. By creating Al-driven
cooking tools, they are gathering accurate information about consumers cooking and
eating habits which they can share with retailers and potentially with food producers.
Being present in consumers' kitchens is arguably the best way to recognize changing

consumer preferences.

4 for details see: https://vimeo.com/211100378
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A new supply chain?

The approach of our case platforms to move upstream is a good strategy for
discovering a better and more holistic solution. However, only when the traditional
supply chain actors find a way to collaborate along the chain, inefficiencies can be
eliminated that result in a more environmentally-friendly solution. There is a need for
strong collaborations between different supply chain actors. But for now, there are
data silos along the whole supply chain. As found, there is no collaboration between
supply chain actors, therefore an end-to-end demand forecasting solution is not in
place. Traditional players, especially retailers collect and work with a significant amount
of data, but it is siloed, and they do not share it with their partners throughout the
chain. This modularised forecasting system is one of the inefficiencies causing

overproduction.

As a collaboration among all supply chain actors seems further down the line, the
collaborations between the new initiatives should be fostered. Our platform cases also
have a lot of data to leverage from as they gather data from at least two market sides.
user data is especially valuable, as it has an enormous potential to predict demand
more accurately. The data output can be used for external use like feeding data to the
back of the supply chain. For now, the platforms have discovered ways to cope with
overproduction on a rather small scale. However there strong community engagement
has a positive impact on user-generated content involvement, which fosters the user
data collection (Christodoulides, Jevons & Bonhomme, 2012). User data collection will
help platforms cope with inefficiencies in the supply chain on a greater scale in the

near future.

Platforms are better formatted to build a pull-driven supply chain that can more
accurately match production levels with actual consumer demand through having
demand-side economies of scale (Shapiro & Varian, 1999). The emerging platforms will
not make the traditional supply chain disappear, rather it is more likely that an
alternative supply chain will integrate products that are currently falling outside the
scope of the traditional one. They are able to aggregate demand as well as supply
from their platform market sides which results in better matching capabilities, better

price, and wilingness to take all the produce no matter the standard. Therefore, the
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new supply chain will be a viable alternative for farmers and other producers. as large
retail and processing companies are heavily concentrated and hold substantial
bargaining power over their suppliers, the new platform evolution might be able to
alleviate the power asymmetry and put farmers in a better position. Giving an
alternative for the producers might convince some farmers to move from more
industrialized farming methods with large quantities, standardized products, and long
term contracts to a more fluid, demand-driven chain. If there is optimization along the
entire supply chain, the greatest value can be produced more efficiently (Handfield &
Nichols, 1999). Therefore, in order to create greater value along the entire food supply
chain, organizations need to operate in a sub-optimal cost perspective, The platform
cases are wiling to do so, as they thrive on a social mission (Leenders & Blenkhorn,
1988). Their goal is to find solutions that will diminish inefficiencies along the entire
supply chain and therefore food waste post-harvest will be fractional. At the same time
household waste will also be significantly reduced due to platforms efforts to inform
and nudge consumer behavior. Whether this, in turn, will put pressure on the traditional
supply chain to better the conditions for the producers remains to be seen, but the

possibility of that happening is undoubtedly present.

5.3 Revising the Three Categories

Our examination of the three categories that were adapted from Aschemann-Witzel et
al. (2017) has yielded some exciting results which are summarized in table 4. The
characteristics that we inherit from Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2017) are marked in

green, the unmarked categories are additions that we made.
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Table 5: Key Characteristics of Food Waste Platform Businesses

New Alterationist New Redistributor New Capability Builder
Collaboration
Business opportunity
Matchmaking Multiple aims Innov?;ig/ﬁnirlgjgslayful
Social impact creation
Multinational network Multinational network Global network
Indirect network effects Indirect network effects Direct network effects
Inform consumers Educate consumers Nudge consumers
Shortening the supply chain Quick fixes for supply chain Potential of a holistic solution

Source: Authors

A few of the key success factors they identified within conventional food waste
initiatives are also highly essential factors for the platform businesses. Factors such as
achieving a large scale, timing, and competencies, are also impacting the platforms’
ability to operate successfully and are therefore also highly relevant for our cases, but
are not included in the table as they are part of the platform nature. Moreover, like the
previous research, we also found that collaboration is a vital element of succeeding in

this particular market segment.

Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2017), particularly pointed out one main characteristic for
each category. For the retail and supply chain alteration initiatives, it was business
opportunity. As most of our cases are commercial, business opportunities are, of
course, significant to all the categories, and not necessarily a characteristic that
provides a proper explanation about the differences between the categories. It does,
however, imply a significant difference between the conventional businesses and the
digital businesses. Which is that the digital platforms can identify and pursue business

opportunities in areas where conventional businesses can not. Instead we observed
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that their extensive ability in matchmaking is a more prominent characteristic for

Alterationists.

For the redistribution initiatives, the main characteristic was that they had multiple
aims. They were both redistributing surplus food waste and providing social aid. We
similarly found that our cases were especially effective due to the presence of multiple
aims. However, the multiple aim that makes the digital redistribution platforms
successful is the combination of reducing food waste and providing a financial

incentive to retailers, restaurants, and wholesalers.

For the information and capacity building initiatives, Aschemann-Witzel et al., (2017),
identified that a positive focus was especially characteristic for the category. In context,
this means that the initiatives that had a positive focus when attempting to create
awareness among consumers were particularly effective. Although our findings do not
suggest that a positive focus is unimportant for the Capability Builder, it was not the
most prominent characteristic. Instead, we observed that their effectiveness is a result
of playful and innovative technology. gamification elements nudge users into healthier

and more environmentally-friendly behavior.

We were also able to identify additional factors that have not been mentioned by
Aschemann-Witzel et al. (2017). First, we found that all the cases follow a social
mission. In order to create a more social and sustainable solution, they are willing to
optimize processes across its network, which might require specific companies to
operate sub-optimally from a cost-perspective (Gdbel et al., 2015). Secondly, we
found that they are beholden to specific network properties due to how they have
organized. For example, the Capability Builder is able to build a global network due to
its digital product and its direct network effects, while the Alterationists and
Redistributors create a multinational network due to indirect network effects and the
physical nature of their product, thus being subjected to network clusters. Thirdly, we
observed that the categories are impacting the value chain in different ways. With
regards to the consumers, they either inform, educate, or nudge as a means to
promote more sustainable behavior. While for the supply chain, their solutions range

from rather temporary solutions to potential end-to-end solutions.
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The previous table (4) showed the key characteristics and success factors of the food
waste platforms, divided into the three categories. We recognize that these factors will
need further validation by research on a larger sample size. Nevertheless, since the
success factors have proven to be very strong in our sample, we submit that these

factors will also be found in similar food waste platforms.

5.4 Prospects of the Food Industry

The future of the food supply chain is uncertain. Experts and trends point to an
increase in home delivery and e-commerce, while physical shops will diminish. Certain
specialty stores may remain, offering a variety of products and innovative solutions to
keep the consumer in the store longer. Other more prominent market players like
Amazon are getting ready to make their move into the food industry, with their
acquisition of the upscale retail chain Whole Foods in 2017 being a clear sign of intent
(Cusumano, 2017). Technology will make many processes easier, and everything might

be automated, which will lead to more personalization and more convenience.

Thus, a question that concerns the interviewees is what kind of relationship consumers
will have with food in the future. Is an urbanizing world becoming more and more
disconnected from food and the production processes? Many have voiced their
trepidation about the increasing consumption of processed, premade meals and the
reduction in more nutritious home-cooked food. As was pointed out in the interviews,
the question becomes if the food supply chain will be a completely automated highway
so that there is no manual labor involved or will the highway stop and go into a
wooden path where we value the act of cooking and thus value food itself? In the
transportation industry, for example, the disruption by Uber and other car-sharing
initiatives have reduced the need to drive oneself and to own a car. It is possible to
envision similar advancements and disruption within the food industry, eliminating the
need to cook. The difference is that while cars have mostly been a means of transport,
food is deeply rooted in our culture. our health, and our well-being. However,
consumers might still demand inefficient methods of food delivery such as going to a
store to browse around or cooking. Even though these daily rituals are time consuming
and may not have the highest nutrition efficiency, they might bring personal gratification

to the consumers. Albeit automation will increase dramatically, technology evolves
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faster than culture and consumers; cooking from scratch will continue long after
automation has occurred. (Dunn, 2019; Pinder et al., 2017). We argue that the way
consumers see food will always be more than just obtaining nutrition; they see it as a
social aspect of their life. Food is culture. Food is a part of daily life. Therefore, the
emerging platforms might be able to increase the value of food through their high
community engagement that nudges consumer behavior. Through that, consumers are
more likely to reduce food waste and put pressure on the supply chain actors to also
reduce waste. At the same time, the platforms have an additional impact on the supply

chain through innovative processes, further decreasing inefficiencies.
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6. Limitation, Further Research and Conclusion

The goal of this section is to reflect the limitation of this research while also stating

possibilities for future research. Finally, the paper will end with a conclusion.

6.1 Limitations and Future Research

Some potential limitations of this study should be highlighted. Firstly, the sampling of
the initiatives was based on identifying platforms or emerging platforms that were
suited for the three categories of Alterationists, Redistributors, and Capability Builder.
Ideally, we would have preferred to have gathered data from more initiatives in each
category, as a more significant number of cases improves the validity of the findings.
However, due to some initiatives declining our interview requests and the difficulty of
finding more local cases for the Capability Builder category, the result was the five case
initiatives as presented combined with interviews from four other supply chain actors.
We maintain that the inclusion of the Capability Builder category was beneficial and
necessary, and we are confident the data gathered through the three interviews with
the company, as well as user testing and various secondary sources, was sufficient for
a qualified analysis. Nevertheless, for future research, we suggest that a larger sample
size is included in each category in order to gain a stronger basis for comparison and

analysis.

Moreover, we acknowledge that there are certain differences between the cases within
the Alterationist category and Redistributor category. We aimed to find comparable
cases where these differences were fewer, in order for a direct comparison between
the categories to yield more generalizable results. Nevertheless, due to these types of
initiatives being a relatively novel construct, there is a limited number of organizations
for each of these categories in the Danish market. Thus, we had to choose those that
appeared to have the most similar dynamics, and those we deemed to be the best fit
for the categories. Furthermore, the initiatives have achieved hugely different numbers
of users, and their current experiences reflect this. For example, one of the
organizations is still developing their service and may not yet be confronted with many
of the issues that the more developed initiatives have seen. We therefore, advise that

future research aim to find more initiatives similar in size.
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We observed specific consumer trends through our interviews with the cases, but due
to time constraints, we did not collect data directly from consumers to validate or
strengthen these findings. Thus, we propose that future research should be done to
validate our findings by gathering data on consumers through questionnaires, surveys,
or focus groups. Moreover, we argued that user data mined by machine learning or
artificial intelligence for personalized nudges could create a more significant impact on
customer behavior change. To further validate this statement, user tests need to be
done to see how the impact increases with personalized nudges compared to regular

nudges, but also compared to informing and educating customers.

As platforms and its dynamics are fast-paced, it is difficult to say what the future will
hold. Thus our outlook shows only how the future might be based on our interviewees'
beliefs and articles about future development. We believe that these insights might be
of inspiration to researchers that want to study developments in the food industry.
Finally, the case study is critiqued for not being a method that produces
generalizability. It is our contention, however, that the method allows for a more
in-depth look at the underlying dynamics of the phenomenon in question. Thus, this
research paper should be considered as a shapshot of the current food industry and

the impact of emerging local platforms.

6.2 Conclusion

This multiple case study has examined, through interviews, observation, and various
secondary sources, how new emerging platforms are changing the food industry.
Through an in-depth investigation into the context of the food supply chain, we were
able to determine the source to inefficiencies causing food waste. Therefore, we
focused our research on digital platforms tackling this issue. Throughout our study, we
have used three distinct categories from prior research about food waste initiatives by
Aschemann-Witzel et al., (2017). These categories were modified to be applicable for
the various business models of the platforms. The platforms broke down into three
general business models; the Alterationists, the Redistributors and the Capability
Builder. Each of which provides a different model for combating food waste along the

supply chain.
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We observed that the platforms have been able to leverage information technology to
create business opportunities that conventional companies have been unable to
create. Moreover, we identified key characteristics and success factors which inform
how they were able to do so. First, having a value proposition with multiple aims has
shown itself to resonate with consumers. We consider it one of the cardinal reasons for
why TooGoodToGo has experienced increasing success. Second, it is important to
induce network effects and strengthen network properties. Managing the growth of the
network increases value for users and increases profitability for platforms. The
initiatives therefore are, actively engaged in orchestrating the network effects.
Moreover, the network properties influences the strength of their networks. Thus, we
see that the initiatives are actively engaged in creating communities, which will
enhance their network properties. Third, we found that building and maintaining a
platform ecosystem is very important for the initiatives. The ecosystem adds to the
value of the network which also impacts the value for the users. Finally, we saw that all
of the platforms were trying to engender more sustainable behavior in consumers. The
consumer is considered the main driver of the supply chain. Therefore, in order to

produce a substantial change, it is essential to induce changes in consumption habits.

Additionally, we identified how these platforms alter the food value chain. We found
that these platforms impact supply chain actors and consumers, as well as society as
a whole. All of the platforms studied create social impact and are searching for holistic
solutions to fix the food waste challenge. Starting with consumers is a core part of their
strategy. Through active community engagement, they are able to motivate and move
consumers to more environmentally-friendly behaviour. In order to increase their
impact, they collaborate with each other and other initiatives, increasing the impact on
the food value chain. The impact they create on the food value chain varies. The
Alterationists are shortening the supply chain by disintermediation, the Redistributors
are redistributing surplus food to prevent it from being wasted, and the Capability
Builder is inducing behavioural changes through innovative technology, as well as

leveraging data to provide better insights on consumer demand.

Furthermore, they continually challenge consumers’ perceptions about the value of
food and increase awareness around food waste. However, actions along the entire
supply chain are needed in order to create sustainable change, which means

collaboration among all supply chain actors is critical for creating a sustained impact.
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The food supply chain have a distance to go before achieving this. However, these
pioneers are presenting a development that can spearhead new disruptive initiatives in

industry, which ultimately might provide the holistic solution that is needed to eliminate
food waste.

102



Reference List

Aguilera, J. M. (2006). Seligman Lecture 2005: food product engineering: building the
right structures. Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture, 86, 1147-1155.

Alaimo, C. & Kallinikos J. (2017), Computing the Everyday: Social Media as Data
Platforms, The Information Society, 33(4), 175-191

Andal-Ancion, A., Cartwright, P. A., & Yip, G. S. (2003). The Digital Transformation of
Traditional Businesses. MIT Sloan Management Review, 44(4), 34-41.

Archer, M., Bhaskar, R., Collier, A., Lawson, T., Norrie, A. (1998). Critical Realism.
London: Routledge,

Armstrong, M. (2006). Competition in two-sided markets. The RAND Journal of
Economics, 37(3), 668-691.

Aschemann-Witzel, J., de Hooge, |, Amani, P.,, Bech-Larsen, T., & Oostindjer, M.
(2015). Consumer-related food waste: Causes and potential for action. Sustainability
(Switzerland), 7(6), 6457-6477.

Aschemann-Witzel, J., de Hooge, |. E., Rohm, H., Normann, A., Bossle, M. B.,
Greonhgj, A., & OQostindjer, M. (2017). Key characteristics and success factors of supply
chain initiatives tackling consumer-related food waste — A multiple case study. Journal
of Cleaner Production, 155, 33-45.

Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2006). Social and Commercial
Entrepreneurship: Same, Different, or Both? Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
30(1), 1-20.

Benartzi, Shlomo. (2017). The smarter screen: Surprising ways to influence and
improve online behavior. Penguin.

Bhaskar, R. (1989), Reclaiming Reality: A Critical Introduction to Contemporary
Philosophy, Verso, London.

Blaikie, N. (2007). Chapter 1: Major Choices in Social Inquiry. In: Approaches to social
inquiry (2nd ed). 5-29.

Bocken, N. M. P,, Short, S. W.,, Rana, P., & Evans, S. (2014). A literature and practice
review to develop sustainable business model archetypes. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 65, 42-56.

103



Bryman, A. (1988) Quantity and Quality in Social Research. London: Unwin Hyman.

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2015). Business research methods (5thed.). Oxford, NY: Oxford
University Press.

CBlInsights (2018). Global Unicorn Club. Retrieved March 30, 2019 from
https://www.cbinsights.com/research-unicorn-companies

Cennamo, C. (2019). COMPETING IN DIGITAL MARKETS: A PLATFORM-BASED
PERSPECTIVE. Academy of Management Perspectives. Working paper.

Christodoulides, G., Jevons, C., & Bonhomme, J. (2012). Memo to Marketers:
Quantitative Evidence for Change. Journal of Advertising Research, 52(1), 53-64.

Cicatiello, C., Franco, S., Pancino, B., & Blasi, E. (2016). The value of food waste: An
exploratory study on retailing. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 30,
96-104.

Cohen, L., Manion, L., Morrison, K. (2000). Research Methods in Education. London:
Routledge.

Constantinides, P., Henfridsson, O. & Parker, G. G. (2018) Introduction—Platforms and
Infrastructures in the Digital Age. Information Systems Research, 29(2), 381-400.

Constantiou, 1., Marton, A., & Tuunainen, V. K. (2017). Four Models of Sharing
Economy Platforms. MIS Quarterly Executive, 16(4).

Coop (2019). Coop gar det nemmere at veere lokal producent. Retrieved September
5, 2019 from https://om.coop.dk/presse/pressemeddelelser.aspx?nyhedid=14101

Cordova, D. I, & Lepper, M. R. (1996). Intrinsic motivation and the process of learning:
Beneficial effects of contextualization, personalization, and choice. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 88(4), 715-730.

Cunha, L. M., Cabral, D., Moura, A. P, & de Almeida, M. D. V. (2018). Application of
the Food Choice Questionnaire across cultures: Systematic review of cross-cultural

and single country studies. Food Quality and Preference, 64(October 2017), 21-36.

Cusumano, M. A. (2017). Amazon and whole foods: Follow the Strategy (and the
money). Communications of the ACM, 60(10), 24-26.

104


https://www.cbinsights.com/research-unicorn-companiesx
https://om.coop.dk/presse/pressemeddelelser.aspx?nyhedid=14101

Cusumano, M. A., & Gawer, A. (2002). The Elements of Platform Leadership. MITSloan
Management Review, 43(3), 51-58.

Cusumano, M. A., Gawer, A., & Yoffie,D. B. (2019). The Business of Platforms:
Strategy in the Age of Digital Competition, Innovation, and Power. HarperCollins.

De Laurentiis, V., Corrado, S., & Sala, S. (2018). Quantifying household waste of fresh
fruit and vegetables in the EU. Waste Management, 77, 238-251.

De Reuver, M., Sgrensen, C., & Basole, R. C. (2018). The digital platform: A research
agenda. Journal of Information Technology, 33(2), 124-135.

Defourny, J., & Nyssens, M. (2007). Defining social enterprise. In Social
enterprise.19-42. Routledge.

Delmond, M.-H., Coelho, F., Keravel, A., & Mahl, R. (2017). How Information Systems
Enable Digital Transformation: A Focus on Business Models and Value Co-Production.
The IUP Journal of Business Strategy, 3(XIV), 7-40.

Desjardins, J.( 2018). How Google retains more than 90% of market share. Business
Insider. Retrieved September 8, 2019 from:
https://www.businessinsider.com/how-google-retains-more-than-90-of-market-share-
2018-47r=US&IR=T

Dey, |. (1993) Qualitative Data Analysis. London: Routledge.

Directorate - General for Agricultural and rural development (2019). Strategic Plan
2016 - 2020, Retrieved June 15, 2019:
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/agri_sp_2016_2020_en.pdf

Dolan, P, Hallsworth, M., Halpern, D., King, D., Metcalfe, R., & Vlaey, I. (2012).
Influencing behaviour: The mindspace way. Journal of Economic Psychology, 33(1),
264-277.

Dubois, A., & Gadde, L. E. (2002). Systematic combining: An abductive approach to
case research. Journal of Business Research, 55(7), 553-560.

Dunn, E. G. (2019). In 2069, Your Food Will Shop for You in: 2069 Medium Magazine.
Retrieved August 2, 2019, from
https://medium.com/s/2069/in-2069-your-food-will-shop-for-you-8c5c2df5dfac

Eisenhardt, K. (1989) Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review 14, (4), 532-550.

105


https://www.businessinsider.com/how-google-retains-more-than-90-of-market-share-2018-4?r=US&IR=T
https://www.businessinsider.com/how-google-retains-more-than-90-of-market-share-2018-4?r=US&IR=T
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/agri_sp_2016_2020_en.pdf
https://medium.com/s/2069/in-2069-your-food-will-shop-for-you-8c5c2df5df9c

Eisenmann, T. R. (2008). Managing Proprietary and Shared Platforms. California
Management Review, 50(4), 31-54.

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G., & Alstyne, M. W. Van. (2006). Strategies for Two Sided
Markets. Harvard Business Review, 84(10), 92—101.

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. (2011). Platform envelopment. Strategic
Management Journal, 32(12), 1270-1285.

EU. (2013). Rural Development in the European Union. Statistical and economic
information. Report 2013. European Commission. Retrieved from
http://eprints.qut.edu.au/26819/

Evans, D. S. (2003). Some Empirical Aspects of Multi-Sided Platform Industries.
Review of Network Economics, 2(3), 191-2009.

Evans, D. S. (2012). Governing bad behavior by users of multi-sided platforms.
Berkeley Tech. LJ, 27, 1201.

Evans, D., Hagiu, A., & Schmalensee, R. (2006). Invisible Engines: How Software
Platforms Drive Innovation and Transform Industries. MIT Press.

Evans, D. S., & Schmalensee, R. (2016a). What Platforms Do Differently than
Traditional Businesses. Harvard Business Review, May 2016. Retrieved from
https://hbr.org/2016/05/what-platforms-do-differently-than-traditional-businesses

Evans, D. S., & Schmalensee, R. (2016b). Matchmakers: The New Economics of
Multisided Platforms. Harvard Business Review Press.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2006). Five misunderstandings about case-study research. Qualitative
inquiry, 12(2), 219-245.

Gawer, A. (2014). Bridging differing perspectives on technological platforms: Toward
an integrative framework. Research Policy, 43(7), 1239-1249.

Gunders, D. (2012). Wasted: How America Is Losing up to 40 Percent of its Food from
Farm to Fork to Landfill. Natural Resources Defense Council.

Gobel, C., Langen, N., Blumenthal, A., Teitscheid, P., & Ritter, G. (2015). Cutting food

waste through cooperation along the food supply chain. Sustainability (Switzerland),
7(2), 1429-1445.

106


http://eprints.qut.edu.au/26819/

Goldstein, N. J., Cialdini, R. B., & Griskevicius, V. (2008). A room with a viewpoint:
Using social norms to motivate environmental conservation in hotels. Journal of
Consumer Research, 35(3), 472-482.

Granovetter, M. S. (1973). The Strength of Weak Ties. American Journal of Sociology,
78(6), 1360-1380.

Habibi, M. R., Laroche, M., & Richard, M. O. (2014). The roles of brand community
and community engagement in building brand trust on social media. Computers in
Human Behavior, 37, 152-161.

Hagiu, A. (2014). Strategic Decisions for Multisided Platforms. MITSloan Management
Review, 55(2), 70-80.

Hagiu, A., & Eisenmann, T. (2007). A staged solution to the Catch-22. Harvard
Business Review, 85(11), 25-26.

Hagiu, A., & Rothman, S. (2016). Network effects aren't enough. Harvard Business
Review, 94(4), 65-71.

Hagiu, A., & Wright, J. (2015). Multi-sided platforms. International Journal of Industrial
Organization, 43, 162-174.

Handfield, R.B., Nichols, E.L., (1999). Introduction to Supply Chain Management.
Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ.

Hanleybrown, B. F., Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2012). Channeling Change: Making
Collective Impact Work. Stanford Social Innovation Review., 1-8.

Hanlon, P. (2006). Primal Branding : Create Zealots for Your Brand, Your Company,
and Your Future. New York: Free Press.

lansiti, M., & Levien, R. (2004). Strategy as Ecology. Harvard Business Review, 82(3).

Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2011). Collective Impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review,
Winter 2011, 36-41.

Kenney, M., & Zysman, J. (2016). The Rise of the Platform Economy. Issues in Science
and Technology, 32(2), 61-69.

Kim, W. C., & Mauborgne, R. A. (2014). Blue ocean strategy, expanded edition: How
to create uncontested market space and make the competition irrelevant. Harvard
Business Review Press.

107



King, N. (2004). Using interviews in qualitative research. in Cassell, C. & Symon, G.
(eds) Essential Guide to Qualitative Methods in Organizational Research. London:
Sage,11-22.

Kirsch, V., Bildner, J., & Walker, J. (2016). Why Social Ventures Need Systems
Thinking. Harvard Business Review Digital Articles, 18, 1-5.

Kongsgaard, H. (2017). - Vi er de friske fedevarers Airbnb. Retrieved from:
https://www.food-supply.dk/article/view/469750/vi_er_de_friske_fodevarers_airbnb

Kotha, S., Rindova, V. P., & Rothaermel, F. T. (2001). Assets and Actions: Firm-Specific
Factors in the Internationalization of U.S. Internet Firms. Journal of International
Business Studies, 32(4), 769-791.

Kumar, V., Lahiri, A., & Dogan, O. B. (2018). A strategic framework for a profitable
business model in the sharing economy. I[ndustrial Marketing Management, 69,

147-160.

Kvale, S. (2006). Dominance through interviews and dialogues. Qualitative inquiry,
12(3), 480-500.

Lai, K.H., Cheng, T.C.E. (2009). Just-in-Time Logistics. Gower Publishing, England.

Lessig, L. (2009). Code: And other laws of cyberspace. ReadHowYouWant. com.

LeeMiller, H. (2018). Princess Marie attends the opening of Too Good To Go's new
store in Frederiksberg. Retrieved August 26, 2019, from
https://royalcentral.co.uk/europe/denmark/princess-marie-attends-the-opening-of-too
-good-to-gos-new-store-in-frederiksberg-107084/

Leenders, M.R., Blenkhorn, D.L., (1988). Reverse Marketing: The New Buyer Supplier
Relationship. Free Press, New York

Lichtman, M. (2014). Qualitative research for the social sciences. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Lieberman, M. B., & Montgomery, D. B. (1988). First-Mover Advantages. Strategic
Management Journal, 9, 41-58.

Linton, J.D., Klassen, R., Jayaraman, V., (2007). Sustainable supply chains: an
introduction. Journal of Operations Management. 25 (6), 1075-1082.

108


https://royalcentral.co.uk/europe/denmark/princess-marie-attends-the-opening-of-too-good-to-gos-new-store-in-frederiksberg-107084/
https://royalcentral.co.uk/europe/denmark/princess-marie-attends-the-opening-of-too-good-to-gos-new-store-in-frederiksberg-107084/

Merced, M, J, & Conger, K. (2019). Uber I.P.O. Values Ride-Hailing Giant at $82.4
Billion. NY Times. Retrieved September 8, 2019, from:
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/09/technology/uber-ipo-stock-price.html

Michelini, L., Principato, L., & lasevoli, G. (2018). Understanding Food Sharing Models
to Tackle Sustainability Challenges. Ecological Economics, 145 (September 2017),
205-217.

Miligministeriet (2015). Danmark uden affald Il - Strategi for affaldsforebyggelse.
Regeringen

Mirsch, T., Lehrer, C., & Jung, R. (2017). Digital Nudging: Altering User Behavior in
Digital Environments.  Proceedings of 13th International Conference on
Wirtschaftsinformatik, 634—648.

Nayyar, S., de Cleene, S., & Dreier, L. (2018). Innovation with a Purpose: The role of
technology innovation. World Economic Forum, (January), 1-42.

Olander, F., & Thegersen, J. (2014). Informing Versus Nudging in Environmental Policy.
Journal of Consumer Policy, 37(3), 341-356.

Omta, S. W. F,, & Folstar, P. (2005). Integration of innovation in the corporate strategy
of agri-food companies. In W. M. H. Jongen, & M. T. G. Meulenberg (Eds.), Innovation
in agri-food systems Wageningen: Wageningen Academic Publishers. 223-246.

Osterwalder, A., & Pigneur, Y. (2010). Business model generation: a handbook for
visionaries, game changers, and challengers. John Wiley & Sons.

Parfitt, J., Barthel, M., & Macnaughton, S. (2010). Food waste within food supply

chains: quantification and potential for change to 2050. Philosophical transactions of
the royal society B: Biological Sciences, 365(1554), 3065-3081.

Parker, G., & Van Alstyne, M. (2018). Innovation, openness, and platform control.
Management Science, 64(7), 3015-3032.

Parker, G., Van Alstyne, M., & Choudary, S. P. (2016). Platform Revolution. W.W.
Norton & Company.

Peredo, A. M., & McLean, M. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: A critical review of the
concept. Journal of World Business, 41(1), 56-65.

Pinder, S., Walsh, P., Orndorff, M., Milton, E., & Trescott, J. (2017). THE FUTURE OF
FOOD: NEW REALITIES FOR THE INDUSTRY. Accenture Strategy.

109


https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/09/technology/uber-ipo-stock-price.html

Porter, M. E., & Strategy, C. (1980). Techniques for analyzing industries and
competitors. Competitive Strategy. New York: Free.

Porter M. E., Millar V. E. (1985). How information gives you competitive advantage.
Harvard Business Review 63 (4): 149-160.

Richardson, R., & Kramer, E. H. (2006). Abduction as the type of inference that
characterizes the development of a grounded theory. Qualitative Research, 6(4),
497-513.

Ridoutt, B.G., Juliano, P., Sanguansri, P., Sellahewa, J. (2010). The water footprint of
food waste: Case study of fresh mango in Australia. Journal of Clean Production. 18
(16), 1714-1721.

Robson, C. (2002) Real World Research (2nd edn). Oxford: Blackwell.

Rochet, J., & Tirole, J. (2003). Platform Competition in Two-Sided Markets. Journal of
the European Economic Association.

Rochet, J., & Tirole, J. (2006). Two-sided markets: a progress report. Journal of
Economics, 37(3), 645-667.

Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2009). Research Methods for Business
Students (5th Edition). Pearson Education.

Sarkar, S., & Costa, A. I. A. (2008). Dynamics of open innovation in the food industry.
Trends in Food Science and Technology, 19, 574 - 580.

Sarkis, J., Zhu, Q., & Lai, K. H. (2011). An organizational theoretic review of green
supply chain management literature. International journal of production economics,

130(1), 1-15.

Schvaneveldt, J. D., & Adams, G. (1991). Understanding research methods. New York:
Longman.

Shapiro, C., & Katz, M. L. (1985). Network Externalities, Competition , and
Compatibility. The American Economic Review,75(3), 424-439.

Shapiro, C., & Varian, H. R. (1999). Information Rules: A Strategic Guide to the
Network Economy. The Journal of Economic Education.

110



Stefan, V., Van Herpen, E., Tudoran, A.A., Lahteenmaki, L. (2013). Avoiding food waste
by Romanian consumers: the importance of planning and shopping routines. Food
Quality and Preference. 28 (1), 375-381

Steptoe, A., Pollard, T. M., & Wardle, J. (1995). Development of a Measure of the
Motives Underlying the Selection of Food: the Food Choice Questionnaire. Appetite,
25, 267-284.

Suarez, F. F., & Kirtley, J. (2012). Dethroning an Established Platform Dethroning an
Established Platform. MITSloan Management Review, 53(4), 35-41.

Sunstein, C. R. (2014). Nudging: A Very Short Guide. Journal of Consumer Policy,
37(4), 583-588.

Sunstein, C. R., & Reisch, L. (2014). Automatically Green: Behavioral Economics and
Environmental Protection. Harvard Environmental Law Review, 38, 127-158.

Tauscher, K., & Laudien, S. M. (2018). Understanding platform business models: A
mixed methods study of marketplaces. European Management Journal, 36(3),
319-329.

Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2009). NUDGE - Improving Decisions About Health,
Wealth, and Happiness. USA: Penguin

Thomas, L. D. W., Autio, E., & Gann, D. M. (2014). Architectural Leverage: Putting
Platforms in Context. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(2), 198-219.

Tiwana, A. (2014). Platform ecosystems: aligning architecture, governance, and
Strategy. Newnes.

TooGoodToGo (2019). Fighting food waste together. Retrieved August 1, 2019, from:
https://toogoodtogo.com/en

United Nation. (n.d.). Goal 12: Sustainable Development Goals. Retrieved May 12,
2019, from: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdgi12

Van Alstyne, M. , Parker, G., Choudary, S. P. (2016a). 6 Reasons Platforms Fail.
Harvard Business Review, March 31, 2016. Retrieved from:
https://hbr.org/2016/03/6-reasons-platforms-fail

111


https://toogoodtogo.com/en
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/sdg12
https://hbr.org/2016/03/6-reasons-platforms-fail

Van Alstyne, M. W., Parker, G. G., & Choudary, S. P. (2016b). Pipelines, Platforms, and
the New Rules of Strategy: Scale now trumps differentiation. Harvard Business
Review, 94(April), 54-62.

Wikstrom, F., & Wiliams, H. (2011). Environmental impact of packaging and food
losses in a life cycle perspective: a comparative analysis of five food items. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 19(1), 43-48.

Yin, R.K. (2003) Case Study Research: Design and Methods (3rd edn). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Yin R.K. (2009). Case study research, design and method. (4th Ed.). Sage Publications
Ltd. London

Yoffie, D. B., Gawer, A., & Cusumano, M. A. (2019). A Study of More Than 250
Platforms Reveals Why Most Fail. Harvard Business Review, (May 29). Retrieved from
https://hbr.org/2019/05/a-study-of-more-than-250-platforms-reveals-why-most-fail

Yonatany, M. (2017). Platforms, ecosystems, and the internationalization of highly
digitized organizations. Journal of Organization Design, 6(2), 1-5.

Weinmann, M., Schneider, C., & Brocke, J. vom. (2016). Digital Nudging. Business and
Information Systems Engineering, 58(6), 433-436.

Zhu, F., & lansiti, M. (2019). Why Some Platforms Thrive and Others Don’t. Harvard
Business Review, (January-February), 1-11.

Zhu, F., Li, X., Valavi, E., & lansiti, M. (2018). Network Structures and Entry into

Platform Markets. Harvard Business School Technology & Operations Mgt. Unit
Working Paper

112


https://hbr.org/2019/05/a-study-of-more-than-250-platforms-reveals-why-most-fail

Appendix

Table of Content

Appendix 1: Interview Guide
Appendix 2: Coding Process
Appendix 2.1: Initial Template for Coding
Appendix 2.2: Second round of Coding
Appendix 2.3: Final Round of Coding
Appendix 2.4: Excerpt of Coding Book for the Analysis
Appendix 3: Business Model Canvas’ of Case Companies
Appendix 3.1: Fresh.Land - Business Model Canvas
Appendix 3.2: GRIM - Business Model Canvas
Appendix 3.3: TooGoodToGo - Business Model Canvas
Appendix 3.4: DelDinMad Business Model Canvas
Appendix 3.5: Plant Jammer - Business Model Canvas

Appendix 4: Nudging Plant Jammer Interface

114
116
116
117
118
119
124
124
125
126
127
128
129

113



Appendix 1: Interview Guide
Introduction / | 1.1 Could you shortly explain the business and the motivation starting the business?
Business
Model 1.2 Talk us through the user journey
(what is happening/how does it work)
User/ 2.1 Who are your users?
Platform - How many users do you have?
dynamics - How do you segment them
2.2 What do you find is their motivation for using the service?
- What is the main motivation?
2.3 What kind of user interaction do you have?
- What is the most valuable?
2.4 What do you consider as the main (‘core’) interaction on the service/platform?
2.5 what is the pricing strategy?
- Subsidy side?
2.6 How do you ensure that the different users gets the most value from interacting
on your platform?
Market 3.1 How would you place yourself in the supply chain?
Environment
3.2 How do you view the competitive landscape of food waste platform initiatives?
3.3 - Could you talk about network effects and the need to effects on the customer
base?
Data and 4.1 Could you talk briefly about any technology you are using?
Technology
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4.2 What sorts of data do you collect?

4.3 What do you do with the data?

4.4 What do you do with the users?

4.5 What kind of information do you collect from the actions user take on the

platform?

- How does that information help form the service and the platform?

Impact

5.1 What kind of partnership do you have?

- Key partners?

5.2 How do you view your platform position in the larger food industry?
- Due to your presence, how do you think the food industry will change in the

future?

5.3. How do you see your service helping to diminish food waste?
- Do you use the data you gather to inform retailers and/or producers more
about demand so that they can adjust the quantity they are

producing/offering?

5.4 What do you observe that users say is the main maotivation for changing current

consumption habits

5.5 in what way do you and enable users to do something they couldn't do before?

- inwhat way is technology involved in this process?

5.6 Talk us through the ideal future for this company?
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Appendix 2: Coding Process

Appendix 2.1: Initial Template for Coding

Higher-Order Codes  Lower-Order Codes

Business Model Motivation

User Journey

User Segment

Motivation
Platform Dynamics User Interaction
Pricing

Value Generation
Network Effects
Ecosystem Position in Supply Chain

Competition

Data & Technology Usage of Technology
Data Collection & Usage
Impact Partnerships

Role in Supply Chain
Coping with Ineffiencies
Future of Venture




Appendix 2.2: Second round of Coding

First Lower- Order = Second Lower-
Code Order Code

Value Chain Consumer as a User Motivation
Driver Food waste
Current Market Inefficiencies

Power
asymmetries

Future Market Changes

Technology
Enabler

Trends
Platform Business Model Pricing
Market Sides
Network Effects Direct
Indirect
Strategy Upstream
Collaboration
Partnerships
Technology

Competition Competitive
Environment

Competitive
Advantage

Challenges Launch
Critical Mass
Data Sorts of Data Self-reporting
User Data

Utilization of Data |Product
development

Marketing &
Advertising

Personalization
Prediction
Info to Supplier

Higher-Order Code




Appendix 2.3: Final Round of Coding

Higher-Order Code

(Consumer as a Driver

First Lower- Order Code

Motivation

Second Lower-Order Code

Sustainable Solution

Influences Upstream

Household waste

IAwareness

\Value of Food

Market Environment

Inefficiencies

Collaboration

Suboptimal Goods

Overproduction

Resource Waste

Power Asymmetries

Consolidation

Locked up Market

Rise of Alternatives

Social Impact

Social Mission

Not Profit-centered

Consumer

Educating Consumer

Community Engagement

Supply Chain

Collaboration

Redistribution

/Alteration

Capability Building

Future

[Technology Enabled

Going into Extremes

Loss of Supply chain actors

Platform dynamics

Network Effects

Direct - Indirect

Supply & Demand - Side
Economies of Scale

Building a Community

Managing the Effects

Multi-Homing

Fellowship

Between the Cases

Niche and Differentiation

Differentiation strategy

Focus strategy

Sustainability

Multiple aims

Blurring of Boundaries

Physical infrastructure

Network cluster

Logistics

Digital product

Building a platform

Market Sides Onboard first
Single sided

Business Model & Pricing  [Automation
Subscription
Transaction

Technology Sales

Platform Governance

/Access control

User generated
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Appendix 2.4: Excerpt of Coding Book for the Analysis

Fundamental drivers

Network effects

multi-homing &  Switching

costs

Niche and differentiation

Fresh.Land
Founder

GRIM CEO

DelDinMad
CEO

TooGoodTo
Go
Marketing
Manager

TooGoodTo
Go
Customer
Enagement
Manager

Plant
Jammer
CEO

Plant
Jammer
Front End
Developer

Yeah. So there's a strong network effect because of course the more
farmers we have, the more attractive we are to a buyer. That he buys a
bigger share of his needs and are satisfied by us. And if we have more
buyers, we can take more and more of these, of the production that a
farmer has. Even if it's production, that it would normally be hard to sell
because it's very niche or because it's very off the normal standards. So
its important to gain scale and be protected by network effects. If we
have strong network effects there's no reason why a farmer should go
anywhere else. He can sell 100% of his products through us.

“Like now we have kind of reached some sort of critical mass because
we can go to bigger farms. Like that was, that's like an important factor.
Like how many customers we have determines how big of a farm we
can go. (...) it's not going to be such a hassle of sorting out orders
cause | can order a pallet of this product and then another one of this.
So it's actually, that's what it has the biggest effect on which also affects
prize of course of the produce.” - CEO GRIM

Uh, well it's the connection between the user/people sharing with each
other. So it's kind of link, you could argue that it can be at this
connections at some point where they may start their own local society
for this one, if there are enough in the community. But i've also thought
about making some kind of group functionality, where you can invite
people, so you've got a private, some kind of a group, especially for the
eat together thing. Because if you are going to a place and eat with
people and you feel nice and you have a good conversation and so on,
it may be bringing some friendship, right? So we want to group people
together that actually also, uh like to be with each other.

So it's critical for us to keep on finding new uses because the more
users we have, the more stores want to join. But it's at the same time if
we have a lot of users and very little stores, it's a bad user experience
because then there's no food for you. So it is that continuous balance
that we're trying to, there's .... we don't experience that we just say now
it's perfect. Now we sit back and relax because it's our overall growth is
this demand going up and up and up and supply going up and up and
up, they have to follow each other.”

| would say that users are most important because users also create the
public demand for their shops. So we are starting to experience that
shops contact us and say: 'oh our customers are asking us to use
TooGoodToGo can you help us to use it. And within five minutes they
are users of too good to go.

And the way that then this will become - there will be network effects
meaning that when someone new comes in that gets value for everyone
is exactly by having just like they've done with in Endomondo and
running and my fitness pal and exercise and headspace and meditation
where you have buddies that you're either competing or helping along
the way. So if you have a group of like - if | have a group of my 14 guys
on my football team that we're up to season start well focusing on
weight control - I'm at that age now - weight control to get ready for the
season then it would be beneficial for everyone to have one more
person in and that's the kind of network effects | see the most of.

“So it's important to gain scale and be
protected by network effects. If we have
strong network effects there's no reason
why a farmer should go anywhere else.
He can sell 100% of his products through
us.” - Founder Fresh.Land

“Food waste and most of all the problems
that we're dealing with right now in terms
of climate change are something where
people need to work as a community and
we want to create that community and all
we want is to put a label on fighting food
waste and not just earning money on
food waste that's being saved”. -
Customer Engagement Manager
TooGoodToGo

“already now we see a lot of our users
use ToGoodToGo to find ingredients and
then they're putting it into Plant Jammer
and cooking with that kind of thing.” -
CEO Plant Jammer

“Right now we are not seeing too much copy cats,
you know, like Escooter where vine is the same as
Lime or the same as all the other providing exactly
the same thing. Here we are seeing some tonalities
and different ways of doing business” - Founder
Fresh.Land

Yeah, they are, it's really this crowd of people who
either are like very sustainably motivated and already
do a lot of, you know, they always buy or always or
almost always buy organic. And that's a really big
part of it as well. Um, and definitely the sustainability
is the most important driver, so people who want to
live and eat more sustainably” - CEO GRIM

So it's household food, or we can say we haven't
limited it to anything, so it can be used for different
kinds of food. You know, we also have tried to make
some exhibitions where they handle the food to
people, and so we try to promote that via the
platform. But the first thing, the main thing is to share
food in between people. So that's the main, that's
the main goal to achieve. And, of course reduce food
waste. That's the main thing, right?

“Of course we would like everyone to just do it
because they think that food waste is bad and they
want to help save it because of the environment and
all of those issues. but the truth is that a lot of people
do it to get a cheap meal as well”

“That's been at least the first lesson when we
focused on food waste and we focused on
gastronomy. That's very clear on what goes on. Right
now we're make a little bit of a change into focusing
also on health. And with that we're opening off
another segment. So it's very clear that once we
move there we have a quite different target group
that suddenly is becoming relevant to us”

Well there's obviously a huge amount of food apps,
recipe apps, and like cooking apps, food waste
apps. But | feel like that plant jammer kind of is quite
unique as we incorporate this food waste within the
cooking
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t Manager

Market sides

But | would say plant jammer is more like taking part
of this really this home cooking. Like how can you
reduce it at home and how can you really learn to use
everything you have. So | would say there's obviously
a huge variety of competitors, but not exactly for
Plant Jammer because Plant Jammer is a
combination of different things rather than just being
a recipe app or cooking app or reducing food waste

APP.

Building a platform

Desing and pricing

Governance

Fresh.Land
Founder

GRIM CEO

DelDinMad
CEO

TooGoodT
oGo
Marketing
Manager

TooGoodT
oGo
Customer
Engageme
nt
Manager

Plant
Jammer
CEO

“So we have three types of users. We have suppliers, we
have buyers, wholesale buyers like supermarkets and
catering companies, and then we have end consumers”

“its a peer to peer, person to person a sharing platform of
surplus food. So it's household food. (...) We've been to
several retail stores and we know about the, they have a
huge bunch of food they need to throw out every day. (...
And this one can be an alternative for getting the food”

it's @ mix of bakeries, supermarkets, flower shops, hotels
with their buffet restaurants. (...) basically everyone who has
surplus food or flowers, they can be potential partners

“So on new markets it's the shops that we reach out to first
and that's also because shops need sales tactics. While as
users you can just make a Facebook post something like
this you know, especially with a brand being this big you
can quite easily enter new market in terms of users. It's not
the same for the shops because they don't have the same
channel of information as users have”.

“We see right now that we're working with retailers who are
interested in having their products available in our platform.
(...) The core sort of lesson and take is generally that you
know you need to sort of hold the customer and be close
to them to really understand and that's why we're starting
in the home kitchen rather than starting from the supply
side”

“The way it works is we have a platform and that platform takes
care of, getting products, matching products from a supplier to a
consumer and it handles all the logistics involved in that. So the
platform combines three things. it combines the e-commerce
component where the deals are made, contracts are made,
suppliers and buyers are allocated. It combines the second thing,
which is logistics, where we actually control the delivery via last
mile or long haul. And thirdly, there's the finance that also goes
through the system. So, we do all the payments, all the invoicing,
all the credit notes etc, and all the insurance, so, it's.. the way we
do it is with a platform that combine these three elements

Yeah, so there is basically, | mean this particular price or particular
costs that each thing that the box can cost to us so that we
create a margin that at this point makes sense to us. Of course.
So from each box we have to create a profit and we do. And
then, what | weekly deal with is the, is the cost of the produce, so
the food and fruit and vegetables.

Yeah. Still free! But there's a business case for retail stores to give
it away.

There is like a super small admin fee that you (the store) pay
yearly. But other than that you don't pay anything, then you just
get money from us” - TooGoodToGo (Nicoline).

“people are paying for Prime which is the subscription part of the
app we're getting the whole nutritional understanding with it. We
can set a target for your health and your realizing which
ingredients are helping you along that pathway and can notch it
that direction” “The second part is that we are now adding
marketplace feature which is moving us upstream towards a
retailer. So now we're working in a few pilot with retailers where
they are putting food waste products on sale on the marketplace
and then users can find the products and actually cook with
them.“In the process of building this. We've taken some pretty
heavy technologies in use. Insert an assistant kind of artificial
intelligence where you're learning from patterns of existing recipes
but putting learnings from chefs on top and that kind of
methodology combining structural learning with machine Learning
is super powerful and something that we're then applying to other
fields with partners (... )It's sort of the third component of how
we're making it into black numbers.”

“They have few things they will supply us
including some documentation about
certifications and etc, for compliance. Then
there's a period where we do the validation
of that documentation. And if the
documentation is valid, it means that they
can put product online. (...) It's not anyone
that can go there and publish a product at
the moment.” - Founder Fresh.Land.

And of course we also have the
transactions made so we can, if somebody
says that someone has seen stupid things
or you know, not using the proper
language, then we can go and find out,
okay, what did they actually write?

“And it's also something that our customer
care team can use because if they see that
a supplier has a rating of one, which is
super bad, then they can call them and
they can ask: is there anything you can do
to improve the service? Why do you think
customers have a bad experience with
you? “ - Customer Engagement Manager
TooGoodToGo.
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Rise of Alternatives

Social Impact

Community Engagement

Information / Education for Consumer

Fresh.Land
Founder

So the motivation is to provide an alternative for the food
supply chain. An alternative that is better for consumers. You
have the products quicker, faster, fresher and alternative that
rewards the farmers to also grow their business.

GRIM CEO

“one fourth of everything that's grown actually never gets from
farm to market because they don't look perfect. And this is
obviously a huge burden for the environment but then also it's
a huge loss of resources of farmers' time, their land, their
water, their passion that they put in growing it and then they
can't sell it. And then at the same time, consumers and also
food businesses, they want to source and buy more
sustainable fruits and vegetables. But sometimes they just
don't know what the right thing is to do. So we then tackle this
problem”.

people are so committed because they are part of
something bigger, you know, they are part of changing
the food system and they are a part of the GRIM crew,
you know, it's more than just buying your vegetables so
it, you'll really like, you want to be a part of it and you see
that.

we've kind of ensured that it isn't just sustainable
choice and we are really trying to be transparent
about our choices. You know, we tell which farms
it comes from, we tell why is it GRIM like actually
here is a leaflet. You know, you get that, you know
exactly what you're eating so you can trust us on
that.”

DelDinMad
CEO

the main thing is to share food in between people. So that's
the main, that's the main goal to achieve. And, of course
reduce food waste.

Actually, the first time | used it myself, | shared a cake
with the neighbor and | haven't even spoke to that
neighbor before, but afterwards we saying hi to each
other and communicate right. So this also creates some
kind of local community and that's of course one of the
benefits of it also.

TooGoodT
oGo
Marketing
Manager

“one of our main purposes for TooGoodToGo besides from
being an app is creating a movement against food waste.
Because we need to have everybody being aware about the
fact that when you throw something out you're wasting food
like you're wasting resources, that is a part of our climate
change that's going on right now.”

it's a fast growing community worldwide.

we can be something more than an app because
hopefully we change the habits of the consumers
and of the stores so that there's so that there's not
that much waste as we have now

TooGoodT
oGo
Customer
Engageme
nt Manager

TooGoodTooGo within those three years it's been out there,
could never scale into eleven countries if it wouldn't have been
for profit oriented business model. (...) But it can do also do
good if you'd actually want to do it for good. And then | think
that's refreshing as well to realize that the board of directors
that | work for, don't necessarily do what they do in order to
only earn profits for themselves. They they want to do this
because we have a mission together, a vision together.

Food waste and most of all the problems that we're
dealing with right now in terms of climate change are
something where people need to work as a community
and we want to create that community and all we want is
to put a label on fighting food waste and not just earning
money on food waste that's being saved.

besides from being an app is creating a movement
against food waste. Because we need to have
everybody being aware about the fact that when
you throw something out you're wasting food like
you're wasting resources, that is a part of our
climate change that's going on right now. and you
can actually very easily do something good about
food waste because it's not that big a problem

Plant
Jammer
CEO

50 percent of food waste today is happening in people's
kitchens so it's already huge there. | think we could reduce that
dramatically if people knew how to cook varied and If they
didn't also could actually help the earlier part of the chain
capturing stuff before it goes to waste and actually cooking out
of it. (...) So that's why we're trying to use technology to invest
in flexibility in people's homes (...) you're building your own
recipes and you're learning about the basics of gastronomy
along the way which gives you this superpower of being able
to cook with anything. And once you get that flexibility out
there - people are empowered. People get to actually cook
what they know they should be eating more of and we get this
flexibility that enables the whole food chain to be more efficient
and better. That's the idea. So we want to start in people's
kitchens rather than anywhere else. That doesn't mean that we
stop there, that's where we start.

have seen that communities are extremely strong now
so my personal observation without looking and reading
other peoples’ analysis is that actually no convenience
and cost is fine to get people on and to like, and you get
people to do it for the right reasons and they feel smart
and then they will move, you don’t need convenience
and cost. At least for my users, but when | read literature
and study statistics it seems that costs and convenience
is essential but is not as much for my users.

Plant
Jammer
Front End
Developer

Definitely (diminishg food waste) by the core
technology. It's about, | guess both that you've
bought stuff that you don't want to throw out,
because people throw it out because they don't
know how to use maybe two individual ingredients
that don't make them think of an existing recipe.
So there's that, and then hopefully also in the
cooperation with supermarkets that they can help
make users aware of off products that are going
bad and people can buy that.

Plant
Jammer
Customer
Engageme
nt Manager

you kind of tell the app what you have and then regenerate the
recipe based on the ingredients behalf. And with that you kind
of one side reducing food waste. But on the other side, also
learning how to cook impulsively because it really tells you,
yeah, what do you can cope with what you have at home.

we've got this community and where you can post your
recipe and people can share recipes.

Plant Jammer is really trying to educate people
how to cook, but also how to cook healthy,
sustainable, and quick and really use the things
you have rather than needing to go to a restaurant
or like buying premade things, (...) it doesn't take a
lot. It's not expensive. It's not time consuming. It's
not a pain. It's really just the simple, quick and
easy way to learn how to cook.
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Market Environment

consumer waste

consumer influences

inefficiencies collaborating

inefficiencies waste

suboptimal goods

Fresh.Land
Founder

in a normal situation 20% of that ore
30% of that would go to waste
because no one wants to buy the ugly
shaped or too small carrots or
whatever.

"sometimes we have situations where a
farmer is not able to sell their products,
they have to throw them out because
they don't have a buyer at the moment
where they need to harvest. They don't
have a buyer. It doesn't mean that the
buyer doesn't exist. It just means that
it's not on the radar.”

in a normal situation 20% of that ore 30% of
that would go to waste because no one
wants to buy the ugly shaped or too small
carrots or whatever. (...)So the supermarkets
have higher standards of how it should look.

GRIM CEO

what the farmers do right now with the
produce is they often just don't sell it
because it doesn't make sense in a
way that it's so much work for them to
try to find buyers, which they don't
have time for that.

30 to 40 to 60% of what farmers
produce they can™t sell. But then it's
not necessarily all of that that we can
sell because some of it is just maybe
too bad or you know, there's different
things. So it's really to understand like,
what, what scale can we really go?
Um, in terms of the produce supply. |
mean, we know it's huge.

about one fourth of everything that's grown
actually never gets from farm to market
because they don't look perfect. And this is
obviously a huge burden for the environment
but then also it's a huge loss of resources of
farmers' time, their land, their water, their
passion that they put in growing it and then
they cant sell it.

TooGoodTo
Go
Marketing
Manager

“it's becoming kind of like public
demand that you as a store always
a brand, do something sustainable
and TooGoodToGo is an easy way
for the store to show that here we
don't waste food here, we care
about the environment. So some of
them use it as well as like branding
purposes.”

Plant
Jammer
CEO

50 percent of food waste today is
happening in people's kitchens so it's
already huge there.

“We believe in a model that's much
more pull driven so that you will
have much more understanding of
your user and rather than just
saying a supply over here and in
less demand over here and first to
supply and then realize how to push
it through people. We'd much rather
see as one that's demand driven.
So basically where you'll have much
more transparency to us to what
people eat when they eat and when
they need it. And then based on
that  you're making supply
decisions.”

So we believe that some of the
existing solutions sometimes  just
move food waste from one part of the
chain to another one. We actually
want to have the full stack solution

“they try to push products to us by
discounts and light colors on marketing
pamphlets. And that's just by definition
is gonna create food waste when you
are a push model.

Plant
Jammer
Customer
Engagement
Manager

| mean it's widely known that most of
the food waste is generated in homes
because already | think in the UK
there's some data or | don't know
that, | mean if everyone, obviously,
you know, when you have packages
of toast, everybody always leaves the
last pieces of toast. And | mean that's
what millions of tons of toast a week.
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Market Environment continued with traditonal supply chain actors

consumer waste

consumer influences

inefficiencies collaborating

inefficiencies waste

suboptimal goods

Farmer

it's the consumers that
decide what we produce. If
they then decide in the way
that we produce what they
want. That's why | started
producing organic, because
it was more consumers that
wanted organic produce.
We try to make the
consumers happy.”

COOP
Supply
Chain
Manager

“That's a lot of inefficiencies
(.. ) primary is the
collaboration ~ between the
suppliers and the retailers
that's a lot of inefficiencies.
And still this sharing of a
forecast is relatively low,
especially on leaflets, and
what we are moving on
different offers because the
retailers are really keeping
the prices so close to them
because of the competitive
area in the marketplace.”

We could reduce waste in
a lot of ways. And some
of it is is a lack of
knowledge. Some of it is
lack of willingness from
retailers to show what we,
what we expect. Our level
of forecasting on
vegetables and fruit is, is
much less precise than
what we're doing in all
other products. Because
the people we have on
these areas, arent that
well trained in forecasting
and so on.

We are also delivering a lot of products when we are
declining the products, based upon sending for
example, where the quality isn't good enough, for us
and then we are moving them to the zoo actually for
animals to eat instead of us just throwing it out

AMASS R
&D
Manager

Denmark we are
personally responsible for
about 100 kilos of food
waste a year each, you
know. But if you go to like
Southeast Asia, it's about
seven kilos, you know.
The poor use everything,
the hungry use everything,
you know, and they make
it delicious and we should
be doing the same.

we as a species have that problem where no one
would buy the last banana on a bench. (...) Again,
‘cause they are big industry, they don't want food
waste. So they try really well not to have it. But at the
same time they're where they need to have full shelves,
otherwise people won't buy the last thing that's there.”
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Appendix 3: Business Model Canvas’ of Case Companies

Appendix 3.1: Fresh.Land - Business Model Canvas
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Appendix 3.2: GRIM - Business Model Canvas
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Appendix 3.3: TooGoodToGo - Business Model Canvas
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Appendix 3.4: DelDinMad Business Model Canvas
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Appendix 3.5: Plant Jammer - Business Model Canvas
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Appendix 4: Nudging Plant Jammer Interface

Search »= & 14.30 i 64 % @m)

@ Roasted Veggie Spread

® ®
G VB =
Chili Almonds Avocado Capers
Pepper

N8 ® i

Chives Sriracha Olives Soy Sauce

® o
©© % %o

Hazelnuts Walnuts Pinenuts

Less healthy ingredients

These go well in this dish, but are not compliant with
your diet (lactosefree) or health targets

& B H G

Feta Cheddar Mozzarella Cream
Cheese Cheese Cheese
Yogurt

Search B= & 14.37 Qi 61% .

@ Trophies

At the end of each month we collect the
badges, you achieved, here.

Current month (August)

Q ©

Heart Health Skin Health
16 15
Immune
Boost Overaél Health
15
Weight
Control Bone Health

2D -

N
-

A

Search 9= = 14.37 i 62 % @)
@ Your health 0
Jul Aug
Your health goals Trophy Room
( Change health goals )
Energy distribution Amounts
[ Fat 56%
Protein 11% 721
kcal / meal
Carbs 33%

Your average meal contains

! = A @& ¢

users can collect ‘health

apples’ for every healthy dish they
make until they reach a certain
amount per week and eventually

receive a trophy
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