
sustainability

Article

Cooperatives and Sustainable Development:
A Multilevel Approach Based on Intangible Assets

Francisca Castilla-Polo 1,* and M. Isabel Sánchez-Hernández 2

1 Financial Economy and Accounting Department, School of Social and Juridical Sciences, University of Jaén,
Campus Las Lagunillas, s/n, D-3, 23071 Jaén, Spain

2 Business Administration and Sociology Department, School of Economics, University of Extremadura,
Ave. Elvas s/n, 06006 Badajoz, Spain; isanchez@unex.es

* Correspondence: fpolo@ujaen.es; Tel.: +34-953-212-496

Received: 20 April 2020; Accepted: 13 May 2020; Published: 17 May 2020
����������
�������

Abstract: There is a major interest in analyzing the role of intangible assets on sustainable development,
which is a topic under the auspices of the so-called 5th stage of research. Cooperatives are enterprises
directly committed to sustainable development due to their dual nature–economic and social.
This paper is based on a literature review and proposes a theoretical model based on intangible assets
for understanding the role of cooperatives as drivers of sustainable development. The findings show
that these assets are involved in regional competitiveness and especially evident when considering
cooperatives. It can be concluded that, when focusing the attention on cooperatives, it is useful to
use a multilevel approach (micro and macro levels) to understand the whole process of interaction
between intangible assets and sustainable development. The model aims to contribute to a line
of research of great potential, but is also a practical tool for reflecting on cooperativism and for
government agencies.

Keywords: intangible assets; corporate social responsibility (CSR); territories; cooperatives;
sustainable development

1. Introduction

For a relatively short time now, there has been a growing interest in analyzing the role of intangible
assets (IA) on regional growth. Research on IA has evolved from a micro level to its integration into a
macro level through different stages [1]. IA have been considered sources of competitiveness for some
time—as highlighted by the seminar paper by Barney [2]—and, by extension, indirectly responsible for
the development of the territories where they are integrated [3–6]. However, the relationship between
IA and economic development has recently become more complex, demanding an analysis of the role
of these assets within sustainable development (SD). This relationship is one of the main interests of
the 5th stage in IA research [7].

Hence the need to review the role of IA in relation to a much broader economic objective and in
line with the demands of the United Nations (UN) with respect to its Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and its 2030 Agenda [8]. This relationship incorporates the so-called social IA, or Sustainable
Intellectual Capital, as a novel line of study between both concepts that works directly to promote
SD [9–13].

The role of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in achieving SD is a critical issue in aligning
businesses to this end [14,15]. SD implies that companies, among other entities, are socially responsible.
This link has even been studied in controversial sectors such as construction [16] or mining [17].
Only through the exercise of CSR will it be possible to create a better performance for these sectors and
their territory. It is for this reason that CSR is an input in SD, which will lead to economic growth as
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the ultimate and necessary goal for social and territorial progress. In view of this, we do not lose sight
of the fact that the effects of CSR indirectly affect the territories, being the second variable that justifies
the theoretical model we propose.

In this context, the social economy can make a decisive contribution to the change in the production
model and to the recovery of the economy through the consolidation of a sustainable economy based
on the principles of CSR. To a certain extent, the social economy is a precursor of, and committed to, SD.
Within this type of economy, we find different types of organizations that are innately concerned about
CSR [18]. We will focus on the most well-known type of society, the cooperative, in order to establish
the axes of its development in the territory. Cooperativism is a mode of production contributing to
solve the problems of capitalism with social and environmental issues [19], because “being socially
responsible is not just a nice label for co-operative businesses, it is fundamental to the co-operative
culture” [20] (p. 1).

Prior studies have focused on the analysis of the value of cooperativism in territories [18,21]. It is
considered that cooperatives are essential for the development and growth of the territories, since they
have an impact on the creation of jobs in contexts that are not precisely favored, on addressing new
social needs that respond to groups under risk of social exclusion and, in short, on the promotion of
social capital [22]. In the same sense, the institutions and associations most linked to cooperatives,
such as the International Cooperative Alliance (ICA) and Cooperatives Europe (Coops-Europe), always
include references to this aspect among their reports. Following the last report on the European Union’s
(EU) strategy for international development for 2014-2020, the Agenda for Change, cooperatives are
highlighted as critical local private sector actors under the following ideas: “co-operative enterprises
are a perfect fit with the EU2020 strategy that aims for a sustainable economy, putting people and
responsibility first with a sustained fight against exclusion and a transition to a green economy” [23].
However, Zeuli and Radel [24] addressed a serious omission of the cooperative model in the community
development literature, an issue that remains a major research gap.

This paper aims to continue arguing for the importance of the cooperative model for regional
development from the point of view of sustainability. Cooperatives constitute an ideal context for
applying a model of territorial development based on the exercise of CSR and IA. A literature review
has been carried out as our methodology. This is a theoretical contribution based on selected articles
from internationally recognized peer-reviewed academic journals covering different disciplines based
on IA-CSR-SD. They have allowed us to create the model we propose. Nevertheless, this is an
exploratory study to justify the conceptual model, which should subsequently be empirically validated
as a necessary future line of action.

The paper is structured as follows. After this first introductory section, we will present the value
of each of the proposed variables: IA, CSR and cooperatives. With these bases, the third section will
allow us to present the proposed model as well as its justification. We will end with a section discussing
the advances of this model as well as its limitations and future lines of research.

2. Methodology

This study is based on a systematic literature review of three units of analysis which are the main
axes of the model proposed: IA, cooperatives and SD. Our idea was not only to present the main units
of analysis but also to incorporate the currently available and scarce knowledge from studies devoted to
linking them. In this sense, the most relevant databases used for academic research—Journal Citation
Reports, Scopus and Google Academic—were analyzed using the following keywords (alone or in all
possible combinations): intangible assets, intellectual capital, cooperatives, sustainability, sustainable
development, corporate social responsibility and regional competitiveness.

This process led us to obtain 72 related papers and reports that were considered as relevant after
being evaluated by the research team. These studies have allowed us to identify themes, debates and
gaps that are synthesized in the institutional framework (Section 3.1), IA evolution (Section 3.2), IA for
SD (Section 3.3) and cooperatives within SD (Section 3.4).
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Likewise, as the focus of a literature review is to summarize and synthesize the arguments
and ideas of others, all of these studies were crucial to develop the model we propose, adding new
knowledge to the state of the art in this specific and understudied field of research.

3. Theoretical Foundations: Sustainable Development as a Goal for Territories

3.1. The Institutional Framework

The Brundtland Report [25] defined SD as development that can meet the needs of today’s world
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. Since then, there have
been successive and continuous pronouncements about it. Among them, the most global initiative is
the SDG list established by the UN within its 2030 Agenda. In total, 17 necessary objectives would
articulate the need to harmonize economic growth, social inclusion and environmental protection.
These elements are interconnected and are all crucial for the well-being of individuals and societies.
The World Economic Forum [26] refers to sustainable competitiveness as the set of institutions,
policies and factors that make a nation productive over the longer term while ensuring social and
environmental sustainability. Regardless of how one refers to SD, “today it has become inseparable
from the sustainable development paradigm” [12] (p. 4851). It is necessary to combine the study of the
factors that influence regional competitiveness and the latter’s sustainable aspect. With this objective
in mind, countless agencies, institutions and countries have put SD on their respective agendas.

The UN has also emphasized that cooperatives are sources of SD from the very beginning. In a more
concrete way, the General Assembly Resolution 70/128 concludes that “cooperative enterprises have a
strong potential to alleviate poverty and hunger, stimulate economic growth, create employment and
decent work opportunities, build social capital, address inequality and empower women. Such power
of cooperatives is particularly important for the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals
in the least developed countries”. In addition, the International Labor Organization [27] considers
that cooperatives meet sustainability per se, due their own principles and values, and are well
placed to contribute to the triple bottom line of economic, social and environmental objectives. Later,
the International Cooperative Alliance (ICA) [28] (p. 1) insisted in the idea that “the co-operative
model of business is based on ethics, values and principles that put the needs and aspirations of
their members above the simple goal of maximizing profit. Through self-help and empowerment,
reinvesting in their communities and their concern for the well-being of people and the world in which
we live, co-operatives nurture a long-term vision for sustainable economic growth, social development
and environmental responsibility”.

From all the above, it can be deduced that the relationship between cooperativism and SD is
apparently easy to justify, but we will look deeper into how it can be instrumentalized under the 5th
stage of IA research.

3.2. Understanding the 5th Stage of Intangible Assets Research

The last 40 years have seen substantial advances in terms of IA research. It is undeniable that from
the 1980s until today this topic has become part of the business, strategic, accounting and reporting
field. Some authors agreed to assign them to different stages due to their commitment to a specific
research interest [29]. In our research we consider these stages as the basis for the future research
agenda due to the evolutionary development of IA. Accordingly, we will summarize and comment on
five different stages.

The 1st stage includes pioneering papers highlighting the relevance of IA for companies. As a
seminar paper, Edvinson and Malone [30] and their hidden roots of value showed, through this
metaphor, the relevance of these assets. The market value-book value was another milestone to justify
IA relevance [31].

In a 2nd stage, the main concern for IA researchers was to define theories and frameworks—
Intellectual Capital (IC) Models—for their measurement. Sometimes, the terms IA and IC are used
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interchangeably, with the latter including all the IA present in an organization. Resource-based
Perspective, Knowledge Management and Learning Perspective were some relevant theories used at
this time [32]. Dumay and Garanina [33] and Dumay et al. [29] justify the 2nd stage with the reasoning
that people even wanted to ascribe monetary value to IC. However, it was a difficult task, given their
non-physical nature. Dumay and Guthrie [7] also pointed out that the early stages have figured out
the orientation of an interdisciplinary research in this arena, which allowed for a more global approach.
As a turning point, the classical tripartite division was then created to identify blocks in order to
operationalize IA’s identification and control: structural capital, relational capital and human capital.
In addition, well-known examples of these models reached their most popular moment: Skandia
Navigator [30] or the Intangible Assets Monitor [34], among others.

Later, in the 3rd stage, empirical research related to all the theoretical developments was carried out
within companies to test their relevance and to find out how IA were managed. This stage examined how
IC was used in practice [35] and how it was used and managed within the organizations [36]. Dumay
and Garanina [33] (p. 20) argue that the 3rd stage “has the potential to be transformational because,
rather than developing IC practices, it gets involved with the praxis of IC (actually implementing
IC) inside organisations” [33] (p. 20). This stage focused on identifying and measuring IA with the
purpose of increasing the impact of IC.

Dumay and Garanina [33] described the 4th stage, based on an ecosystem approach to IA. At this
stage, researchers should cover not only businesses but also countries, smaller territories such as
regions [37] or even cities [38]. A macroeconomic interpretation of IA was the key point in this stage.
That is, the central approach was the role of IA for the economic and social development of territories,
extensive to any type of macroeconomic figure. This is a valid orientation to our paper due to the role
of IA as a linkage between the micro and macro levels.

The world’s real problems are the main focus of the 5th stage of IA research. Sustainability, as the
avoidance of the depletion of natural resources in order to maintain an ecological balance, is a real
challenge at the moment. Going ahead, sustainability defined as the meeting of needs in the present
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs [39], is the main
problem of our time. The concept of sustainability, intrinsically linked to the three pillars—economic,
environmental and social—seeks to preserve profits, but also the planet and the people. Nowadays,
IA researchers should worry about the need to link people as the remaining collective not yet considered.
For this reason, Dumay and Guthrie [7] argued at this level for the need for multidisciplinary research,
which implies “researchers going out in the world and interacting with people and organizations as
part of the solution” [7] (p. 2299). Sustainability plays a major role in the present world’s worries
and, for this reason, it must be a key aspect of IA research. See Table 1 for the main advances and
implications for cooperatives.

Table 1. Cooperatives and IC development.

IC Stage Main Concern for IC Researchers Implications for Cooperatives

1st The analysis of the relevance of IA as a
source of competitive advantages

Cooperatives have IA as the remaining type of organizations.
However, private companies captured the attention of researchers.

2nd The development of theories and
frameworks to assess IA

Given the particular dual nature of cooperatives, it will be neccesary
to create a specific model for them.

3rd The analysis of IA from a practical
point of view in the reality of business

Large listed companies are recurrent in empirical papers.
Cooperatives are rarely analyzed in IA research.

4th The extension of IA to territories,
countries or other territorial frames.

As cooperatives are directly related with local communities, they
constitute a clear research gap in this topic.

5th
IA as solvers of real problems,

sustainability as one of the most
immediate concerns for society.

Cooperatives are considered solvers of sustainability problems due
to their dual nature, and for this reason a significant topic to be

addressed.

Source. Own
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3.3. Intangible Assets and Sustainable Development

Over the past decades, IA assets have proliferated as a field of research. Their contribution to
the creation of competitive advantages has been emphasized [2,40,41]. IA include all the resources
that, although lacking physical substance, contribute future benefits to the organization to which they
belong. These include know-how, quality management, innovation, consumer trust and reputation,
among other assets. This definition is congruent with those of Lev [31] and Li et al. [42].

To the best of our knowledge, IA clearly impacts regional development. Thum-Thysen et al. [43]
mention two ways in which intangible investments may influence the economy: as production factors
and/or as drivers of innovation. Thus, “the spending on IA has a direct effect on output (Gross Value
Added, GVA) level and an indirect growth effect though capital accumulation” [44] (p. 14).

The management of IA should determine the convergence at the micro and macro levels [1].
In this sense, there already exist models to measure national IC [45] and even models for cities [38]
within the 4th stage of IA research. As Marcin [46] concludes, it is necessary to present IC in the
regional perspective, a question not raised until today, “because there is no universal and generally
accepted definition of regional intellectual capital, the more difficult it is to look at the concept from
such a perspective and to find out the right characteristics of the term” [46] (p. 291).

The EU has been an arena of exemplary concerns about the role of IA in economic growth.
A pioneering study on the topic is the report Intangible Assets and Regional Economic Growth
(IAREG) [47], which theoretically reviews the role of knowledge capital, human capital, social capital
and entrepreneurship capital on the growth of the EU regions. This report commented on the lack of
empirical studies and called for further research. In addition, the report Investment in the EU Member
States [48] demanded more empirical evidence to assess the linkages between the total spending on IA
and the remains not counted as investment in official statistics. Another report, Unlocking Investment
in Intangible Assets [49], studies investments in IA and their impact on productivity and gross value
added, concluding that the participation of IA in explaining productivity differentials between member
countries is one to three times higher than that of tangible assets. Recently, the OECD [50] has
also studied sectors that are intensive in IA on productivity growth. External finances are not the
only financial frictions for companies; IA intensity should also be introduced in this relationship.
Moreover, and, even more importantly, IA was analyzed “to address the paramount ecological, social,
and demographic problems that our societies are facing” [38] (p. 861). Massaro et al. [51] have carried
out a practitioners’ view of IC and sustainability. They provide evidence about their interconnection
and conclude that practitioners “are aware of the need to move from an economic dimension to a
broader dimension that includes society and the environment” [51] (p. 382), that is, the 5th stage of IA
research. There are still few contributions within this stage.

According to Makarov [52], IA and its development promote the regional transition to a
sustainable progress. In his opinion, SD implies a change between post-industrial society and a
society where knowledge is the main source of economic competitiveness. In Figure 1, we can observe
these relationships.

Another study, carried out by Marcin [45], identified IC as the key factor for the success of
nations and for determining their socio-economic development, due to their collective effect on the
generation of sustainable wealth for their citizens. In this respect, Bontis [45] considered IC as the
root of the future of territories. Surinach and Moreno [50], commenting on the main findings of the
IAREG project, insist on the value of human and social capital precisely as cornerstones of territorial
development. In light of all of these arguments, territories can be considered as indirect targets of the
competitive advantages created through the management of IA by firms. If these assets play a key role
in competitiveness, the economic development derived from IA is justified. However, our interest is
still broader. We are including SD to have the whole picture, which leads us to wonder: how do IA fit
in with the new framework? There are also studies that have contemplated this idea and which we
will now consider.
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Demartini and Del Baldo’s [53] framework allows for the identification of the different blocks
of IA as SD drivers. They suggest that social capital understood as all the IA oriented toward CSR
is the most relevant IA block to improve the SD of a territory. But they add to this model the role of
structural capital, relational capital and human capital, to offer a combined micro- and macro-level
understanding of SD. This vision is congruent with our multilevel approach, as we later point out.

The relevance of CSR also leads López-Gamero et al. [9] to consider that it is necessary to create a
new concept, sustainable IC, that emerges as the result of combining the classical three blocks, but from
a CSR perspective: human sustainable IC, structural sustainable IC and relational sustainable IC.
Januškaitė and Užienė [12] justify sustainable competitiveness based on the analysis of IA through the
following dimensions: environmental sustainability, social sustainability, government, infrastructure
efficiency and investments and technology. According to Chang and Cheng [54], environmental
consciousness leads to a green IC as “the total stock of all kinds of intangible assets, knowledge,
capabilities, and relationships, etc. about environmental protection or green innovation of both the
individual and organization levels within a company” [54] (p. 77).

In sum, this indicates once again an indirect relationship between IA and territories. Nevertheless,
this link highlights the participation of the IA deriving from responsible behavior—or, in other words,
from the exercise of the CSR, if the goal is SD. IA are fundamental for economic development, but it is
the so-called social IA or Sustainable IC that allow us to meet SD, the core of our concerns.

3.4. Cooperatives and Sustainable Development

Cooperativism is widely considered as an important element of a community’s economic
development strategy [18,21,24,55,56]. In particular, Zeuli and Radel [24] argue that in the three
major existing paradigms for regional development—self-help, asset-based and self-development
theories—the cooperative model always fits in, while warning of the advantages and disadvantages
derived from this business formula.

Their differences from other types of companies justify their value for regional development.
Thus, Zeuli et al. [55] indicate that, being controlled by people living in a community, they are more
likely to be concerned with promoting growth than enterprises controlled by outsiders. The EU [56]
goes further, stating that, as regards SD, “cooperatives are often important employers and contributors
to the regional economy. They contribute to public policy objectives such as the development of
human capital, the improvement of the competitiveness, and environmental sustainability” [56] (p. 6).
According to Gertler [18] they are “practical vehicles for co-operation and collective action, both
of which are crucial to sustainable development; they build and reinforce community” [18] (p. 6).
In this line, Gordon-Nembhard [21] concludes that their local character leads cooperatives to increase
community economic development and sustainability, and re-circulate resources. For this author,
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cooperatives allow for the creation of a solidarity economy that provides communities with diverse
types of social and human capital. Bontis et al. [57] corroborate the key role of human capital for social
and financial cooperative performance in the Italian case.

The value of cooperativism in the social capital creation process is especially commented on
because of the stronger relations between members of a cooperative and their linkages with the
community. Social capital does not come only from the characteristics of cooperatives but also
from their outside relations. They are strongly rooted in their environment. Bauer et al. [58] point
out their capacity to generate stable and lasting relationships with their customers and suppliers.
For Bretos et al. [22], these companies are able to generate solid relationships at a local level, which are the
result of trust and cooperation. Gertler [18] highlights their role as “key partners, trusted and respected
by non-governmental organizations (NGOs), state agencies and private-sector firms. As brokering
partners, they frequently provide leadership resources and may serve as facilitators for projects
involving complex alliances” [18] (p. 11).

Human capital is also especially relevant for cooperatives. Following Borzaga and Galera [59]
“conventional firms tend to adjust employment levels, while worker co-operatives adjust pay, thus
safeguarding employment” [59] (p. 9). According to the last World Cooperative Monitor Report [60],
cooperatives contribute to the sustainable economic growth and to stable, quality employment,
employing 280 million people across the globe. That is, around 10% of the world’s employed
population, and this justifies their value for economic growth. For Simmons [61], member engagement
is more evident in these companies, “where members are able both to have a say and make a difference”,
leading to a meaningful sense of commitment and loyalty” [61] (p. 243). Côté [62] finds that loyalty
is a source of competitive advantage that is easier to achieve in cooperatives than in other types of
businesses, based on their specific values and principles, such as democratic management, member
education, ethics based on honesty or cooperative values and people-based CSR.

Both social and human capitals are directly related to the relationship between CSR and
cooperatives. The latter can be easily justified thought the cooperative’s nature. According to
the EU [48] (p. 12), “as the principles of the social economy, inspired by the cooperative principles,
are none other than the application of CSR in all its aspects, it can be stated that the social economy
has been a pioneer in applying CSR, since it is an integral part of the values and operating rules of
the social economy”. Specifically, the antecedents of CSR in the cooperative context go back to the
nineteenth century and to the Rochdale Equitable Pioneers Society [63]. Their specific principles
and values consolidate a strong organizational culture that naturally fosters CSR [64]. Following the
International Cooperative Alliance [65], it can be stated that “co-operatives have always endeavored
to enable people to have access to goods and services without exploitation—to realize their needs
and aspirations. This has led co-operatives to pursue a convergence between economic, social, and
environmental interests—building triple bottom line sustainability” [65] (p. 1).

It is even possible to determine the influence of cooperativism on the SDGs. As the United Nations
have stated, the interlinkages and integrated nature of the SDGs are of crucial importance in ensuring
that the purpose of the 2030 Agenda is realized. If we do so, the lives of all will be profoundly improved
and our world will be transformed for the better. The role of cooperatives within the Social Economy in
the 2030 Agenda has already been reinforced by the creation of the Task Force on Social and Solidarity
Economy. Recently, Mozas [66] has identified the SDGs most related to the agrifood cooperatives as
one recent line of research in this field, to apply the SDGs to specific sectors/industries/companies.

4. A Multilevel Model for Understanding the Role of Cooperatives in Sustainable Development

Our conceptual model integrates both levels, microeconomic and macroeconomic, to provide a
vision of how cooperatives contribute to SD. This is a key point that enables us to design a global
frame to deal with IA and CSR (variables at the microeconomic level) and SD (the variable at the
macroeconomic level).
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Following Coops-Europe, cooperatives sustain the local economy, provide social utility and
encourage sustainability. This is according to the opinion of this organism, for which cooperativism is
more than a nice label. On the contrary, it is the expression of why these enterprises identify themselves
with Cooperative Social Responsibility. For this reason, the achievement of certain social IA requires less
effort than in other types of business, since we start from an innate CSR through the principles and values
that are specific to them. Consequently, it can be deduced that the human and social capital derived
from cooperatives would be a key social IA for these companies. Nevertheless, Simmonds [61] states
that cooperatives face the same issues as those confronting all business organizations, “including the
search for meaning and legitimacy, how to mobilize value-based action, and how to inspire loyalty” [61]
(p. 240). In a more concrete way, Castilla et al. [11] insist on the idea that cooperatives have to trade
successfully, looking for the maximization of cooperative members´ incomes. In this study, without
losing sight of their individual performance, we are concerned with their collective performance. In
other words, the cooperative outcome is twofold: to increase economic performance (i.e., financial
outputs) and to promote mission-based performance [57].

In this sense, their special characteristics allow for social IA (in a microeconomic level), but also
enable them to work more easily in SD. This latter goal requires not only the creation of wealth by
the cooperative, but also that their environmental and social responsibility, which we refer to as SD,
not endanger the current heritage for future generations, as stated in the Brundtland Report [25].

Furthermore, IA are sources of competitiveness for companies, as many authors have argued
in the 1st stage of IA development research. However, only those derived from CSR or social IA
would also allow the development of territories from a sustainable point of view, which is a main
concern of the 5th stage of IA research. There are previous contributions, such as the one made
by Castilla-Polo and Ruiz-Rodríguez [11] about IA, that can be derived from CSR. Following their
conclusions, within the human block, CSR favors the participation of employees and their satisfaction,
and improves their training, competences and skills; in the structural block, CSR usually improves
internal communication, reinforces corporate culture and identity, promotes innovation; finally, in the
relational block, it is important to highlight that when a company is responsible, better relationships
with the main stakeholders are achieved, as well as stable and loyal links with customers and suppliers,
contributes to the development of the communities and to the common good, etc. That is, CSR creates
different social IA in any type of company, but especially in cooperatives due to their own principles
and values, as we have pointed out. According to Bontis et al. [57], the main aim in cooperatives is
“to create social value, boost cultural wealth, promote socio-economic development and stimulate
social change. So, intangible assets are crucial” [57] (p. 716).

Considering the arguments exposed, and extending the traditional vision to include CSR as a
hole into intangible management, the following relations could be considered. All of them have been
raised from the point of view of a specific unit, that is, a micro-level approach focusing the attention
on cooperatives. We can affirm that cooperatives and their innate CSR maintain a close relationship
with SD through the creation of solid and stable linkages with their members and the community,
which translates into social IA. Thus, the following could be considered at the micro-level approach:

Proposition 1. Cooperatives have a direct, positive and significant impact on social IA creation: human and
social capital.

And, considering the role of cooperatives in territories, the following proposition could be
considered at the macro-level approach:

Proposition 2. Cooperatives have an indirect, positive and significant impact on SD.

All this would lead us to the following model derived from the theoretical review (Figure 2).
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There are countless ways to define how SD can be achieved, but in Figure 2 we show the theoretical
contribution made, based on the role of IA. The theoretical contribution of this research is supported
by its originality and utility, as two main prerequisites for quality studies, in line with Crane et al.’s
recommendations [67]. In cooperatives, social and human capital enables them to create a more
sustainable economy in line with SDGs and, for this reason, the micro and macro levels should be
combined in the search for SD. This model also supports the current 5th stage requirements for IA
research when introducing a multilevel approach to overlap the gap between real economic problems
and the goals of companies. This is the originality of the model shown in Figure 2. The model has
value for society in general and for the business field in particular.

5. Discussion and Practical Orientations

We should highlight not only the role of cooperatives for local development but also their
contribution to SD. In this regard, Gordon-Nembhard [21] considers them as collective problem solvers,
while Zeuli and Radel [24] argue that “by virtue of being locally developed, locally owned and locally
controlled, cooperatives clearly build on a community’s human capital, social capital and financial
capital” [24] (p. 48). The principles and values of cooperatives are responsible for an innate CSR that
justifies social IA. As has been pointed out, human and social capital are reinforced in these companies
due to their nature, acting in the SD of the territories where they are integrated. Therefore, these social
IA are main actors in the indirect creation of SD. Likewise, cooperatives are viewed as important
vehicles for SDGs [66]. Most researchers agree that they are the most appropriate organizations to
address all dimensions of both poverty reduction and exclusion [27]. This relates to the importance of
social and human capital in these enterprises, which has already been noted.

Although managers, developers and scholars within the cooperative field highlight their relevant
role, “most have stopped short of prescribing how cooperatives can be incorporated into community
development paradigms” [24] (p. 43). Our study departs from this claim by offering a solution based
on IA and trying to create the needed linkages between them and SD and SDGs.

This paper fills an important gap by integrating cooperatives within IA research where have
shown how scant is the attention these enterprises have received. In particular, cooperatives are
crucial to addressing the role of IA within SD that is the main concern of the 5th stage, as “it explores
beyond organizational boundaries and helps address the wicked problems of the world” [7] (p. 2282).
To the best of our knowledge, only one study has analyzed the cooperative case [7] at the moment.
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In this sense, our contribution is to take a further step forward by offering a theoretical model to link
individual cooperative performance with SD and SDGs for future research advancements.

Cooperative movement and governance can strain the social IA that these companies mobilize,
especially in terms of SD and SDGs. We highlight that social consciousness in cooperatives also has
positive effects on SD, and this is a key contribution to the debate offered by the framework developed
in this work.

6. Final Remarks and Main Conclusions

This study examines the role of cooperatives in SD in light of IA. In a more concrete way, the original
turning point is arguably the necessary linkage between the microeconomic and macroeconomic
orientation we proposed, i.e., the multilevel approach. This paper covers an important research gap
because while IA literature has analyzed the effect of firms and their aggregated outcome in terms of
economic growth, our paper introduces SD and social IA as a key factor for SD.

We have developed a theoretical framework linking all the relations within a multilevel analysis,
which is a novel approach to explaining the cooperatives-SD relationship. Our study is limited in that the
research carried out was merely theoretical, but it introduces new insights and critiques by investigating
the relationship between cooperatives and SD, that should be analyzed in an empirical way.

7. Future Developments

We raise the following questions to be addressed as future lines of research. Firstly, the definition
of the constructs and scales involved in the proposed model is an undeniable condition for its future
validation. As a previous step in the empirical testing of this model, it will be necessary to validate at least
the scale for IA—social capital and human capital—and SD. In this sense, we have found some relevant
initiatives to take as starting point: Feng et al. [68] define social capital as a second-order construct with
four dimensions: involvement, trust, satisfaction and loyalty; Liang et al. [69] also designed a scale to
measure social capital in its relationship with cooperative performance; Castilla et al. [64] proposed
a CSR scale for cooperatives; and, recently, Shakir et al. [70] include human capital in cooperatives
analyzing competency, working experience and education. Alternatively, SD can be measured using
relevant studies as those prepared by the UN Economic Commission for Europe [71] or Abdul et al. [72]
for cooperatives.

Finally, the validation of the theoretical propositions will start by transforming the model and
developing hypotheses for the relationships between cooperatives (micro level) and SD (macro level).
Using a representative sample of cooperatives in all sectors and Structural Equation Models (SEM),
it will be possible to test the model and to obtain relevant results about their role in the SD of a
specific territory.
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12. Januškaitė, V.; Užienė, L. Intellectual Capital as a Factor of Sustainable Regional Competitiveness. Sustainability
2018, 10, 4848. [CrossRef]

13. Shen, N.; Au, K.; Li, W. Strategic alignment of intangible assets: The role of Corporate Social Responsibility.
Asia Pac. J. Manag. 2019, 1–21. [CrossRef]

14. Kolk, A.; Van Tulder, R. International business, corporate social responsibility and sustainable development.
Int. Bus. Rev. 2010, 19, 119–125. [CrossRef]

15. Sarkar, S.; Singh, P. Strategising CSR in addressing sustainable development goals using a scorecard approach.
World Rev. Sci. Technol. Sustain. Dev. 2019, 15, 313–329. [CrossRef]

16. Xia, B.; Olanipekun, A.; Chen, Q.; Xie, L.; Liu, Y. Conceptualizing the state of the art of corporate social
responsibility (CSR) in the construction industry and its nexus to sustainable development. J. Clean. Prod.
2018, 195, 340–353. [CrossRef]

17. Labo, T.; Setyowati, E.; Domai, T. 5Ps Strategy for coal mining governance in the perspective of SDGs in
South Malinau, North Kalimatan. Int. J. Account. Bus. Soc. 2019, 27, 159–172. [CrossRef]

18. Gertler, M. Rural Co-Operatives and Sustainable Development; Centre for the Study of Co-Operatives, University
of Saskatchewan: Saskatoon, SK, Canada, 2001.

19. Ratner, C. Cooperativism: A Social, Economic, and Political Alternative to Capitalism. Capital. Nat. Social.
2009, 20, 44–73. [CrossRef]

20. Cooperatives Europe. CSR Co-Operative Social Responsibility. Coop-Europe 2012. Available online:
www.coopseurope.coop (accessed on 18 April 2020).

21. Gordon-Nembhard, J. Understanding and measuring the benefits and impacts of cooperatives.
In Co-Operatives for Sustainable Communities; Tools to Measure Co-operative Impact and Performance;
Brown, L., Carini, C., Nembhard, J.G., Ketilson, L.H., Hicks, E., Mcnamara, J., Novkovic, S., Rixon, D.,
Simmons, R., Eds.; COOPs: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2015.

22. Bretos, I.; Díaz-Foncea, M.; Marcuello, C.; Marcuello, C. Cooperativas, capital social y emprendimiento: Una
perspectiva teórica. Revesco 2018, 128, 76–98. (In Spanish) [CrossRef]

23. Cooperatives Europe. Cooperatives Agenda for 2020. Coop-Europe, 2012. Available online: www.coopseurope.
coop (accessed on 10 April 2020).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01048-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/014920630102700602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691930410550354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpl010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654310600933322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2012.735087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-08-2018-3636
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bse.666
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10124848
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10490-019-09681-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/WRSTSD.2019.104095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.05.157
http://dx.doi.org/10.21776/ub.ijabs.2019.27.2.8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10455750902941086
www.coopseurope.coop
http://dx.doi.org/10.5209/REVE.59775
www.coopseurope.coop
www.coopseurope.coop


Sustainability 2020, 12, 4099 12 of 14

24. Zeuli, K.; Radel, J. Cooperatives as a community development strategy: Linking theory and practice. J. Reg.
Anal. Policy 2005, 35, 43–54.

25. World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED). Our Common Future (The Brundtland Report);
Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1987; Available online: http://www.worldinbalance.net/pdf/1987-
brundtland.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2020).

26. The World Economic Forum. Global-Competitiveness-Report-2014-2015. Available online: https://reports.
weforum.org (accessed on 10 April 2020).

27. International Labour Organization (ILO). Cooperatives and the Sustainable Development Goals. A Contribution
to the Post-2015 Development Debate. Available online: https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/ed_emp/

documents/publication/wcms_240640.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2020).
28. International Cooperative Association (ICA). Coops for 2020. Available online: http://www.coopsfor2030.coop

(accessed on 10 April 2020).
29. Dumay, J.; de Villiers, C.; Guthrie, J.; Hsiao, P.C. Thirty years of accounting, auditing and accountability

journal. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2018, 31, 1510–1541. [CrossRef]
30. Edvinson, L.; Malone, M.S. Intellectual Capital: The Proven Way to Establish Your Company’s Real Value by

Measuring Its Hidden Brainpower; HarperCollins Publishers, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 1997.
31. Lev, B. Intangibles: Management, Measurement and Reporting; Bookings Institution Press: New York, NY,

USA, 2001.
32. Castilla-Polo, F. The recent history of Intellectual Capital: The most significant topics and contexts in its

development. Int. J. Account. Audit. Perform. Eval. 2007, 4, 360–382.
33. Dumay, J.; Garanina, T. Intellectual capital research: A critical examination of the third stage. J. Intellect. Cap.

2013, 14, 10–25. [CrossRef]
34. Sveiby, K.E. The Intangible Assets Monitor. J. Hum. Resour. Costing Account. 1997, 2, 73–97. [CrossRef]
35. Guthrie, J.; Ricceri, F.; Dumay, J. Reflections and projections: A decade of intellectual capital accounting

research. Br. Account. Rev. 2012, 44, 68–92. [CrossRef]
36. Bisogno, M.; Dumay, J.; Manes Rossi, F.; Tartaglia Polcini, P. Identifying future directions for IC research in

education: A literature review. J. Intellect. Cap. 2018, 19, 10–33. [CrossRef]
37. Castilla-Polo, F.; Gallardo-Vázquez, D. Qualitative approach of intellectual capital in a Spanish territory:

Special reference to the relation between degree of development and interest on intangible assets. International
J. Account. Audit. Perform. Eval. 2007, 4, 400–422.

38. Dameri, R.P.; Ricciardi, F. Smart city intellectual capital: An emerging view of territorial systems innovation
management. J. Intellect. Cap. 2015, 16, 860–887. [CrossRef]

39. United Nations (UN). The Bruntland Report: Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development:
Our Common Future; United Nations General Assembly Document A/42/427; United Nations: New York, NY,
USA, 1987.

40. Augier, M.; Teece, D.J. An economic perspective on intellectual capital. In Perspectives on Intellectual Capital
(3-27); Bernard, M., Ed.; Brutterworth-Heinemann: Boston, MA, USA, 2005.

41. Lin, C.S.; Huang, C.P. Measuring competitive advantage with an asset-light valuation model. Afr. J. Bus.
Manag. 2011, 5, 5100–5108.

42. Li, S.T.; Tsa, M.H.; Lin, C. Building taxonomy of a firm´s knowledge asset: A perspective of durability and
profitability. J. Inf. Sci. 2010, 36, 36–56. [CrossRef]

43. Thum-Thysen, A.; Voigt, P.; Bilbao-Osorio, B.; Maier, C.; Ognyanova, D. Unlocking Investment in Intangible
Assets. Discussion Paper European Commission 2017. Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/

files/economy-finance/dp047_en.pdf (accessed on 10 April 2020).
44. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Productivity Growth and Finance:

The Role of IA -A Sector Level Analysis 2019. Available online: http://www.oecd.org/ (accessed on 11
February 2020).

45. Bontis, N. National Intellectual Capital Index. A United Nations initiative for the Arab region. J. Intellect.
Cap. 2004, 5, 13–39. [CrossRef]

46. Marcin, K. Intellectual Capital as a Key factor of socio-economic development of regions and countries.
Procedia Econ. Financ. 2013, 6, 288–295. [CrossRef]

47. Suriñach, J.; Moreno, R. The role of IA in the regional economic growth. Investig. Reg. 2011, 20, 165–193.

http://www.worldinbalance.net/pdf/1987-brundtland.pdf
http://www.worldinbalance.net/pdf/1987-brundtland.pdf
https://reports.weforum.org
https://reports.weforum.org
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/ed_emp/documents/publication/wcms_240640.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/ed_emp/documents/publication/wcms_240640.pdf
http://www.coopsfor2030.coop
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2017-2915
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691931311288995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/eb029036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2012.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-10-2017-0133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-02-2015-0018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0165551509347955
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/dp047_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/economy-finance/dp047_en.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14691930410512905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(13)00142-1


Sustainability 2020, 12, 4099 13 of 14

48. European Union (EU). Investment in the EU Member States 2017. Available online: https://www.eesc.europa.
eu/sites/default/files/files/qe-04-17-876-en-n.pdf (accessed on 14 February 2020).

49. Thum-Thysen, A.; Voigt, P.; Bilbao-Osorio, B.; Maier, C.; Ognyanova, D. Investment in Intangible Assets;
Discussion Paper 47; European Commission: Luxembourg, 2017.

50. Demmou, L.; Stefanescu, I.; Arquié, A. Productivity Growth and Finance: The Role of Intangible Assets—A Sector
Level Analysis; Working paper 1547; OECD Economic Department: Paris, France, 2019.

51. Massaro, M.; Dumay, J.; Garlatti, A.; Dal Mas, F. Practitioners’ views on intellectual capital and sustainability:
From a performance-based to a worth-based perspective. J. Intellect. Cap. 2018, 19, 367–386. [CrossRef]

52. Makarov, P. Intellectual capital as an indicator of a sustainable development. J. Sustain. Dev. 2010, 3, 85–90.
[CrossRef]

53. Demartini, P.; Del Baldo, M. An Intellectual Capital Perspective for Local Governance and Sustainable
Growth. In Proceedings of the International Conference on Intellectual Capital and Knowledge Management
and Organizational Learning, Sydney, Australia, 6–7 November 2014; pp. 127–137.

54. Chang, C.; Chen, Y. The determinants of green intellectual capital. Manag. Decis. 2012, 50, 74–94. [CrossRef]
55. Zeuli, K.; Lawless, G.; Deller, R.; Cropp, R.; Hughes, W. Measuring the economic Impact of Co-Operatives:

Results from Wisconsin, United States. Available online: https://www.rd.usda.gov/sites/default/files/RR196.
pdf (accessed on 15 February 2020).

56. European Commission. Support for Farmers’ Cooperatives. Executive Summary 2012. Available online:
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries (accessed on 12 February 2020).

57. Bontis, N.; Ciambotti, M.; Palazzi, F.; Sgro, F. Intellectual capital and financial performance in social
cooperative enterprises. J. Intellect. Cap. 2018, 19, 712–731. [CrossRef]

58. Bauer, C.M.; Guzmán, C.; Santos, F.J. Social capital as a distinctive feature of Social Economy firms. Int. Entrep.
Manag. J. 2012, 8, 437–448. [CrossRef]

59. Borzaga, C.; Galera, J. The Concept and Practice of Social Enterprise. Lessons from the Italian Experience.
Int. Rev. Soc. Res. 2012, 2, 85–102. [CrossRef]

60. World Cooperative Monitor. Exploring the Cooperative Economy 2019. Available online: https://monitor.coop
(accessed on 13 February 2020).

61. Simmonds, R. Measuring member engagement: Building a model of change? In Co-operatives for Sustainable
Communities. Tools to Measure Co-operative Impact and Performance; Brown, L., Carini, C., Nembhard, J.G.,
Ketilson, L.H., Hicks, E., Mcnamara, J., Novkovic, S., Rixon, D., Simmons, R., Eds.; COOPs: Ottawa, ON,
Canada, 2015.

62. Côte, D. Loyalty management: A New Co-Operative Paradigm in Theory and in Practice. Available online:
http://geo.coop/archives/loyal304.htm (accessed on 10 February 2020).

63. Puusa, A.; Mönkkönen, K.; Varis, A. Mission lost? Dilemmatic dual nature of co-operatives. J. Co-Oper.
Organ. Manag. 2013, 1, 6–14. [CrossRef]

64. Castilla-Polo, F.; Sánchez-Hernández, M.I.; Gallardo-Vázquez, D.; Ruiz Rodríguez, M.d.C. Diseño de un
modelo de reputación para cooperativas oleícolas. Span. Account. Rev. 2016, 19, 154–167. (In Spanish)
[CrossRef]

65. International Cooperative Alliance (ICA). Sustainable Reporting for Cooperatives: A guidebook. Available online:
www.ica.coop (accessed on 10 February 2020).

66. Mozas Moral, A. Contribución de las cooperativas agrarias al cumplimiento de los Objetivos de Desarrollo
Sostenible. Especial referencia al sector oleícola. CIRIEC, Valencia. Available online: http://www.ciriec.
uliege.be (accessed on 10 February 2020). (In Spanish).

67. Crane, A.; Henriques, I.; Husted, B.W.; Matten, D. What constitutes a theoretical contribution in the business
and society field. Bus. Soc. 2016, 55, 783–791. [CrossRef]

68. Feng, L.; Friis, A.; Nilsson, J. Social Capital among Members in Grain Marketing Cooperatives of Different
Sizes. Agribusiness 2016, 32, 113–126. [CrossRef]

69. Liang, Q.; Huang, Z.; Lu, H.; Wang, X. Social capital, member participation, and cooperative performance:
Evidence from China’z Zhejiang. Int. Food Agribus. Manag. Rev. 2015, 18, 49–78.

70. Shakir, K.A.; Ramli, A.; Pulka, B.M.; Ghazali, F.H. The link between human capital and cooperatives
performance. J. Entrep. Educ. 2020, 23. Available online: https://www.abacademies.org/articles/the-link-
between-human-capital-and-cooperatives-performance-8801.html (accessed on 26 March 2020).

https://www.eesc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/files/qe-04-17-876-en-n.pdf
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/files/qe-04-17-876-en-n.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-02-2017-0033
http://dx.doi.org/10.5539/jsd.v3n3p85
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251741211194886
https://www.rd.usda.gov/sites/default/files/RR196.pdf
https://www.rd.usda.gov/sites/default/files/RR196.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/food-farming-fisheries
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-03-2017-0049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-012-0230-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/irsr-2012-0019
https://monitor.coop
http://geo.coop/archives/loyal304.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcom.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rcsar.2015.10.003
www.ica.coop
http://www.ciriec.uliege.be
http://www.ciriec.uliege.be
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0007650316651343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/agr.21427
https://www.abacademies.org/articles/the-link-between-human-capital-and-cooperatives-performance-8801.html
https://www.abacademies.org/articles/the-link-between-human-capital-and-cooperatives-performance-8801.html


Sustainability 2020, 12, 4099 14 of 14

71. United Nations (UN) Economic Commission for Europe. Measuring Sustainable Development. Available
online: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org (accessed on 26 March 2020).

72. Abdul Aris, N.; Madah Marzuki, M.; Othman, R.; Abdul Rahman, S.; Hj Ismail, N. Designing indicators for
cooperative sustainability: The Malaysian perspective. Soc. Responsib. J. 2018, 14, 226–248. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-01-2017-0015
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Theoretical Foundations: Sustainable Development as a Goal for Territories 
	The Institutional Framework 
	Understanding the 5th Stage of Intangible Assets Research 
	Intangible Assets and Sustainable Development 
	Cooperatives and Sustainable Development 

	A Multilevel Model for Understanding the Role of Cooperatives in Sustainable Development 
	Discussion and Practical Orientations 
	Final Remarks and Main Conclusions 
	Future Developments 
	References

