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Abstract: This paper presents a survey study of how social innovation moderates social and economic
value from the perspective of shared value creation. Specifically, the study addresses the following
questions: Does economic value lead to social value creation in shared value creation? Does social
innovation moderate social and economic value in the creation of shared value? The questions are
addressed through an empirical investigation of 250 social enterprise organizations that apply social
objectives and a market-based approach to attain social and economic goals in Ghana. The study used
SmartPLS software version 3.0 to evaluate the data collected. The results indicated that economic
value influences the creation of social value in shared value creation. Study results also revealed
that social innovation is a driver of shared value creation via social value in the educational sector of
Ghana. However, social innovation could not play a moderating role in economic value to shared
value creation.

Keywords: economic value; social value; social innovation; shared value; social enterprise
organizations

1. Introduction

Global problems such as poverty, disease, illiteracy, and insufficient resources are threats to the
socio-economic development of a nation. As a result of these, many poor emerging economies are
financially deficient in funding their education, thus making it difficult for persons from ultra-poor
socio-economic backgrounds to acquire formal education [1–3].

Education is a social product, a right of every individual, an ingredient for human development
and generation of knowledge, and an avenue for human freedom and empowerment [4]. Furthermore,
it is a sensitive sector that positively affects the lives of many and captures the attention of governments,
since educated individuals contribute enormously to economic development [5–7]. On this account,
it is plausible to suggest that it is an area that grants opportunities for the freedom to escape from
poverty to economically disadvantaged and socially neglected individuals [8].

However, it is also a sector that takes a more extended period to generate gross domestic product and
investment returns [5,9]. Based on this logic, we contend that enterprises that focus on long-term economic
benefits in this sector stand a chance to recoup their investments, consistent with the shared value thesis [10].
In response to the negative impacts on people of increasing social problems, several business models
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have been suggested by scholars, notably, blended value [11], the base of the pyramid [12–14], triple
bottom line [15], social innovation [16], stakeholder management [17] and shared value creation [10].

In this work, we seek to examine one of the models addressing critical societal ills facing
communities and the world at large. According to [2], shared value in education is explained as
a process where enterprises enhance educational and career outcomes while improving shared value
outcomes. It is an innovative and sustainable business concept that integrates several business models
and focuses on how profit-oriented enterprises can generate revenues and simultaneously tackle
societal problems. It can also provide a novel way of helping to tackle global educational defects
by companies without endangering their profits [2]. Creation of shared value (CSV) consists of two
forms—social and economic values—which conflate to generate sustainable and substantial value
for business and society [10,15]. CSV is made up of three pillars: reconceiving product and market,
redefining productivity in the value chain, and supporting cluster development [10]. Since the inception
of CSV, many multilateral companies, such as Nestle, Novo Nordisk and Google, have adopt edit and
achieved successes. The concept of CSV is studied in many areas, such as the hotel industry [18] and
water sector [19] but, a thorough review of literature in respect of the concept reveals that its application
in the educational sector through profit-oriented social enterprise is understudied. This study departs
from previous studies of CSV and introduces the moderating effect of social innovation in shared
value creation, which is different from previous works. The study bridges this lacuna in the literature
by examining (i) the degree of causality between the economic and social value of CSV and (ii) the
moderating role of social innovation in CSV on social and economic value.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Creation of Shared Value (CSV)

Over the past few decades, a staggering number of corporations and businesses have recognized
the importance of social impact and sustainable business practices. However, contemporary businesses
and environmental catastrophes confirm the disorderly nature of the current capitalist model and
the need to appreciate the essence of social markets [20]. A new approach has thus emerged among
business researchers and professionals: creating shared value, a concept designed to address real
societal needs from a competitive advantage perspective. In this regard, some argue that CSV as a
new paradigm extends beyond corporate social responsibility (CSR) by linking private enterprises
and the public [21,22]. The objective of CSV is to ensure a sustainable balance between business and
society [20,21]. The idea of shared value began by Porter and Kramer through several publications in
the Harvard Business Review until the 1990s, after a prolonged debate on corporate social responsibility
in the middle of 20th century and beyond [23]. In line with this, Porter and Kramer suggested the
shared value concept as a strategic tool for enterprises to maximize business profit while solving social
problems in the midst of limited resources [24].

Recounting the genesis of shared value brings to mind the analysis of [25] on addressing the issue
of global underprivileged, the Brundtland Report [26] and the research of [27], which were the first
studies to envisage how businesses could lead the crusade of social and environmental improvement.
As pointed out by [27], shared value has failed to advance the concept of CSR practice and sought
to suggest that leading business theorists are now concerned with environmental risks as business
opportunities. Corroborating this, [21] accentuates that the CSV concept was not a groundbreaking
idea of Porter and Kramer, but that they have injected some dynamism into the concept through
their series of publications [28–30]. Shared value is a business opportunity that is identified by firms
in the society, by generating economic advantage by tackling societal ills [30]. In order words, it is
a management strategy that focuses on recognizing and augmenting the links between social and
economic progress. These strategies should be developed using a valuable approach, consistent with
the previous works of Porter on the competitive edge concept. In these, Porter emphasizes the need to
include community needs and challenges in value propositions.
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CSV focuses on a balance between business and society, that is, integrating social issues in the
core businesses of companies without obstructing economic gains, implying that both businesses
and society must maximize the gains of shared value. Indeed, Porter and colleague proposed that
“successful corporations need a healthy society and a healthy society needs successful companies” [29].
Within recent years, CSV has developed into a theory that has gained root in academia. Scholars
have presented diverse perspectives in mentioning the likelihood of CSV to participate in any social
progress, such as meeting food, education, and health needs. If CSV can offer a better outcome than other
social benefit theories, such as CSR or corporate sustainability improvements in education will result in a
“win-win outcome” for government and private enterprise [30]. As a result, they have claimed that CSV is
a novel business idea and an alternative to capitalism that has the potential to increase global production.
In this, they termed it strategic CSR and proposed that it may create an advantage in innovation and gain
competitive power for businesses while resolving critical societal challenges [29].

CSV is qualified as a viable business tool when companies seize opportunities to move into
developing countries; the connection between firms and society presents an opportunity for value
creation [31,32]. According to [33], shared value can be defined as “policies and operating practices
that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously advancing the economic and
social conditions in the communities in which it operates”. The definition provided by Porter and
Kramer has been supported by other scholars, including [24,34–44]. It can also be operationalized as
the services that companies render to societies in the area of social services while providing economic
benefits [15,33]. We contend that the shared value principle is targeted to ensure absolute satisfaction
of societal needs and at the same time meet the needs of shareholders of a firm. In other words, it is a
value determined by a firm’s relationship with the market environment and the component resulting
from its non-market networks [29,45]. Some commentators perceived shared value as an innovative
business model that creates benefits for business and society [46,47].This thinking resonates in the
proposition of [33] that shared value serves as a vehicle to unlock a new wave of innovation.

Although the concept of shared value has made a significant contribution toward enhancing
the business and societal relationship, it has some limitations that may diminish its relevance to
seeking the change that Porter and Kramer argued for [37]. For instance, [37] critiqued the shared
value business concept as being unoriginal, overlooking the tension that exists between business
and society, and focusing on the shallow concept of a corporation’s mandate in society. Moreover,
Porter and Kramer cannot wholly claim shared value as a novel concept to their credit. As argued
by [37], they failed to credit previous scholars who prudently thought of simultaneous creation of
social and economic value for an array of stakeholders [37]. They further pointed out that the shared
value concept duplicates already existing theories that emphasized the simultaneous creation of value
for stakeholders [48]. Literature has highlighted the idea of value creation following the work of Ed
Freeman, a well-known promoter of stakeholder’s theory with the premise that “creating value for
stakeholders creates value for shareholders” [49]. Based on this, we argue that the CSV concept, which
primarily focuses on the simultaneous creation of social and economic value, is not different from
the view of value creation of previous scholars like Ed Freeman. Similarly, Porter and Kramer’s CSV
model bears some features of the blended value theory of Jed Emerson, which focuses on the dual
purpose of businesses making profit while meeting social needs and bears similarities with Hart’s
epistle on “Capitalism at the Cross Roads” [50].

We believe that criticism of this kind is vital in academic discourse. Despite the criticisms noted
above, however, we aim to test the CSV concept on social enterprise organizations that apply social
objectives and market-based approaches to attain social or environmental goals [51]. Given this, we suggest
that knowledge of CSV can be used by enterprises that aim at resolving problems of marginalized and
poor people who cannot afford quality education. Some social entrepreneurs have innovatively combined
social and economic objectives to effect change in society while making business [52].
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2.2. The EconomicvalueandSocial Value in CSV

2.2.1. Definition of Economic Value

The notion of economic value has been debated among researchers. Thus, its definition varies
depending on scholars’ point of views. For instance, commodities can be temporarily considered an
element of economic value [53]. In line with this, [54] provides an orderly form in which economic
value could be defined by not only considering the real value of the object but could also be viewed
based on the subjective perceptions of individuals. Based on this account, economic value denotes
the maximum amount of value an individual desires to pay for an article in a free market economy
where prices of goods and services are determined by the invisible hand (demand and supply)
without government interference. However, in a strategic management lens, economic value arises
when differences exist between a consumer’s perceived benefits, that is maximum willingness to pay,
and a firm’s economic cost [55,56]. It is logical for one to assume that a dual procedure is involved in
economic value creation: the firm (producer) and the consumer (buyer). Thus, price plays a significant
role in this context by serving as a motivation to the producer and disincentive to the consumer’s
willingness to purchase [56,57]. From the perspective of shared value, firms might not comprehend
the rate at which they generate shared value if they fail to measure social goals and, to some extent,
the level at which social achievement augments economic value for the firm [58]. By implication,
organizations will have an accurate picture and evidence of the economic value gains through their
social intervention activities.

2.2.2. Definition of Social Value

In discussing social value in literature, positive externality comes to mind; for instance, a firm’s
ability to create a positive externality—that is, creating social value—emanates from the firm’s
capability to generate economic value. On this account, the producer’s residual value allows the
transformation of resources to aid in tackling societal challenges. Thus, firms will gain opportunities to
track business outcomes [59]. This view pushes scholars to define social value as “creation of benefits
or reductions of costs for society—through efforts to address societal needs and problems—in ways
that go beyond the private gains” [60]. In line with the shared value framework, social issues (values)
epitomize an avenue for shared value creation, provided the benefit outweighs the costs for both the
firm and society. Therefore, the more societal issues link with the core businesses of firms, the more
firms derive the opportunity to gain an economic advantage [29].

On the other hand, some scholars view social value from the perspectives of the social business
model. Hence, the social business model comprises regular businesses that proffer products and
services, to clients, with profit motives. In all, the central goal of social value creation is to serve
society with the objective of enhancing standards of living of disadvantaged people. Thus, scholars
have emphasized that firms’ ability to create social and economic value are inseparable from each
other [30,61–64]. Therefore, social value creation epitomizes a vehicle for innovation and is achieved by
researchers and business leaders via integrating social innovation in their research [65]. Further,
ref. [65] reported that the idea of social values leverages from social innovation opportunities,
suggesting that social value can be driven through social innovation. In this regard, [66] ascribed the
term “social value(s)” for “the objectives of some larger organization or social structure about the
‘organizational values’ of its components.” This notion of social value is influenced by theory and
research in some related areas [67,68].

2.3. The Concept of Social Innovation

In recent times, social innovations have become an attractive concept to policymakers, scholars,
and civil society groups as a tool for addressing societal problems [69]. Although some acknowledge
social innovation (SI) as a tool for fighting social problems, the concept appears to be given little attention
compared to technical innovation [21,70–72] or is ignored by most innovation literature [73,74], suggesting
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that current research in innovation focuses on technological innovation [75–77]. Corroborating this,
ref. [65] assert that social innovation has just received some attention in management and
entrepreneurship study and is presently seen in the communities landscape. As observed by some
scholars, social innovation (SI) as a field of study experienced enormous growth during the past
decade and is principally embodied in practical topics from descriptive case studies coupled with the
creation of many theoretical concepts, definitions, research settings and boundary conditions. As a
result, SI failed to have a coherent and universal definition, and thereby failed to provide a clear
overview of what it entails [65]. Attempts to provide a clear picture and understanding of the concept
remain vague and fragmented [65,78–80]. In spite of its lack of coherent definition, some researchers
have made some attempts to convey some meaning and understanding regarding its relevance by
integrating it in the field of innovation; for instance, [81] defines innovation study as: “... the scholarly
study of how innovation takes place and what the important explanatory factors and economic and
social consequences are.” Also, some researchers perceived it as “a novel solution to a social problem
that is more effective, efficient, sustainable, or just than existing solutions and for which the value
created accrues primarily to society as a whole rather than private individuals” [60]. Some have also
argued that SI is a sustainability tool directed at the environmental and social arena with the objective
to generate something new in the work environment, such as new products, services, and way of
trading [82,83]. Consequently, social innovation connotes a new idea directed at finding solutions to
social problems and is considered a catalyst in the realm of social improvement [84].

The Ministry of Quebec (Canada) Research Centre of Science and Technology viewed social
innovation as “... any new approach, practice or procedure, or any new product created to
improve a situation or solve a social problem and has been adopted by institutions, organizations
or communities” [85]. The implication, therefore, suggests that SI is as an innovation type which
organizations or firms use to derive value benefiting its customers, the surrounding environment, and the
society at large (Confederation of Indian Industry—Centre of Excellence for Sustainable Development) [86].
It is possible to suggest that the benefits of SI are geared towards enhancing the standards of living of
marginalized people or meeting unmet essential needs of society [87,88]. In line with this, [47] argues
that social innovation is an embodiment of change and an avenue to effect shared value creation,
in particular, when it focuses on the vulnerable in society. SI triggers change in structures such as
innovation methods, corporate status and approaches, and employee motivation. Also, it triggers a
change in the private sector and government, and effects novelty in management activities [65].

By this, SI primary objectives include equity, impartiality, access to quality education irrespective
of economic background, fairness, environmental preservation, and improved health [60]. Based on
the robust and efficient role that SI renders in society, a growing number of organizations have recently
embraced the innovative business model. From this model have emerged three elements—shared
value, the theory of the fortune at the bottom of the pyramid, and a corporate social entrepreneurship
strategy—as antidotes to global problems facing the marginalized. The primary objective is to ensure
that the standards of living of the poor are enhanced while also generating economic returns [84].
According to [65], social innovation is a framework of four unique areas: community psychology;
creativity research; social and societal challenges; and local development. In all these, we share with
scholars the idea that SI still suffers from a precise and universal definition. Thus, ref. [70] joined
the debate by trying to develop and enhance the definition and assert that its literature is traced to
Urban Studies. The analysis pursued by researchers focused primarily on studies from areas that are
significant for geographical development.

Three dimensions of SI were envisaged by [70] as: the satisfaction of human needs that are
presently unmet; changes in social relations; and an empowerment dimension in the form of
augmenting socio-political effectiveness and avenues to resource acquisition. Therefore, ref. [65]
professed that the dimension stated by [70] bears sociological elements. Corroborating the dimensions
of SI, ref. [84] view the characteristics of SI in a similar form. The characteristics of SI include: (1) it
must generate a positive social impact; (2) both social and economic motivations drive it; (3) it must be
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novel; (4) it can promoted by different actors (businesses, NGO and public institution); (5) it must be
scalable; (6) it must be sustainable; (7) it can take different forms; and (8) it must improve and change
the lives of the poor.

Following this, [89] posits that a socially oriented form of innovation through a community lens
views two forms, consisting of (1) a legal system and the players involved in the innovation practices
and (2)the motivation that this necessitates. For example, business innovations are influenced by profit
and spread across organizations that are substantially stimulated by profit maximization. However,
in some instances, the lines seem unclear. For instance, profit-oriented entities may resort to the
route of innovation by establishing new approaches to assist physically challenged people in the
educational sector. The objective of this may be that an individual’s disability should not serve as
a barrier to education [90]. Social innovation as a field of study is not limited only to an individual
actor; several actors can promote it. SI can be initiated by the state, the private sector, civil society or
amalgamations of actors. Complementing this, Social Innovation Europe (SIE) observes that “social
innovation can and must come from all sectors—the public sector, the private market, the third sector,
and individuals/households—and that many innovations move between sectors as they evolve” [91].
Following different views and thoughts regarding SI definitions, we use the definitions collected
from [84], as seen in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary definitions of social innovation.

Source and Year Definition

Social Innovation Europe (2012)
Social innovations are new ideas, institutions, or ways of
working that meet social needs more effectively (than
existing approaches).

Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) (2010)

Social innovation deals with improving the welfare of
individuals and communities through employment,
consumption or participation, its expressed purpose
being to provide solutions for individual and
community problem.

C II-ITC CESD (2010)
Sustainable and inclusion innovation concerns
Innovations that add value to the business, to customers,
the environment and society.

Pol and Ville (2009)
An innovation is expressed as social innovation if the
implied new idea has the potential to improve either the
quality or the quantity of life.

Bisgaard (2009)

New products, services, business models, processes,
distribution channels and so on can solve global
challenges related to both environmental issues and
social problems.

Phills et al. (2008)

A novel solution to a social problem that is more effective,
efficient, sustainable, or just than existing solutions and
for which the value created accrues primarily to society,
as a whole, rather than private individuals.

Mulgan (2006), Mulgan et al. (2007)

Social innovation is new ideas that work in meeting
social goals. Innovative activities and services that are
motivated by the goal of meeting a social need and that
are predominantly developed and diffused through
organizations whose primary purposes are social.

Christensen et al. (2006) Social innovation is a subset of disruptive innovations
whose primary objective is social change.

Little(2006)
Social innovation is the use of social, environmental or
sustainability drivers to create new ways of working,
new products, services and processes, and new market
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Forms of Social Innovation

There are several forms or types of social innovation in the literature that enterprises apply in their
social intervention programs. Some of these forms include corporate social innovation and catalytic
innovations. Corporate social innovation (CSI) explains how corporations incorporate social innovation
into their corporate programs in order to meet and address societal challenges. Shared value-creating
companies apply this form of innovation in communities in which they operate with the objective
to create both social and economic value. Also, CSI depicts a strategy that incorporates an array of
corporate resources, such as innovation capacities, marketing skills, and managerial knowledge in
partnership with the resources of other sectors to co-create economic, social, and environmental values
that might impact positively and sustainably for business and society. On this note, corporations
have now started participating in social innovation strategies by reintegrating Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) programs along with sustainable innovation into CSI. The objective of this is that
it allows firms to grow and satisfy the needs of stakeholders [92]. From a commercial perspective,
it permits corporations to apply social innovation instruments to promote supply chain activities and to
equally meet the social needs of the vulnerable, especially those at the base of the pyramid [92]. Extant
literature on CSI presents four essential forms of knowledge: (1) Companies require knowledge about
the local environment regarding the supply chain or the industry/market in which they anticipate
doing business. Non-business partners are endowed with such knowledge and can cooperate with
firms to embark on local study of those areas [93]. (2) The Learning how to create and employ
social innovation in a cultural setting that is unfamiliar, and strategies to deploy in working with
collaborators. Enterprises or companies gain this ability—in other words, “know-how”—practically
through co-creation mechanisms with collaborators and final consumers of the product or service
created [94]. (3) The third form lies in a legal instrument. Enterprises must execute their programs
with the local actors and consumers of their products and services based on legal understandings.
In effect, partner firms can assist to win the heart of the indigenes and non-traditional consumers [95]
and create an opportunity for access that goes above corporate scope [96]. This partnership emphasizes
the significance of the social bond (“know-who”) in knowledge attainment and transfer. (4) The final
form of CSI knowledge lies in companies’ ability to initiate strategies to eradicate social, economic, and
environmental misconduct or ills facing the world. Innovation will help boost corporate commitment
to social objectives and will equally motivate employees in the organization to share ideas to co-create
and exchange value [92].

The other type or form is catalytic innovation. According to [97], social innovation denotes
“catalytic innovation” and is viewed as a novel component of disruptive innovation that focuses
on social change and improvement. The disruptive innovation proffers simple and better options
to clients who are underserved or not served; catalytic innovation can result in progress from the
existing condition (status quo) by offering satisfactory solutions to social problems that are poorly
managed [84]. Thus, the cardinal purpose of catalytic innovation is the social change that promotes
the social conditions of people. As indicated by [97] catalytic organizations or innovators possess
some qualities to bring change. These qualities include: the creation of systemic social change through
scaling and replication, meeting a need that is either under-served or not served at all, offering products
and services that are simpler and less costly, and generating resources.

Innovation plays an indispensable role in a competitive environment for several types of firms,
especially those within social enterprise organizations that pursue several social activities [98],
or where innovation is a significant vehicle that ensures economic progress and societal improvement,
particularly raising people’s standard of living [21]. Innovations that focus on social lines might not
only be the engine of firm performance in the industry but a vehicle that ensures the creation of shared
value and also an opportunity to take control of future competitive advantages [8,99–102].

As argued by some researchers, the processes entailed in innovation through which new
knowledge emerges for commercial gain might be multifaceted [103,104]. Thus, it is considered
a primary tool of sustainable advantage owing to its power of enhancing products that results in value
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improvement [98,105], aiding companies to remain in competitive markets and compete with their
rivals [106], and motivating financiers to see growth of their investments and gain greater advantages
than non-innovators [107].

Literature acknowledges the varied nature of types of innovation, including product/process,
radical, technological, market pull/technology push and competence-enhancing/destroying [108–110].
An incremental innovation depicts the continuous enhancement of an innovation that is already
established while follow-up innovations are those have been linked up to a prior, mostly radical
essential innovation. Radical innovation is different from current products or technologies, and its
acceptance requires changes in prevailing cognitive structures [110,111]. Given this, scholars argue that
social innovation can into classified into categories. For example, radical social innovation, in particular,
must be seen as possessing new values and appraisal criteria. Therefore, it is necessary to affect its
adoption positively in most cases and to prevent resistance at the implementation stage because,
from a sociological perspective, it is not inherently a fact that it leads to a positive change [112,113].
In line with this is affirmation that innovation does not qualify as innovation until it makes a social
impact and this may entail both positive and negative effects [114]. Under normal circumstances, social
innovation is expected to change the social conditions of people positively. In support of this statement,
ref. [115] argued that innovation generated by firms could result in a positive value by enhancing
the standards of living of the people in society. Scholars have shared this view and asserted that
social innovations purposely tackle societal needs and challenges thereby contributing to human and
social life improvement [70,116], thus generating “social value” by fulfilling such needs. The existence
of “altruistic or social wants ... taken care of by individuals or their agents, and not by society as
such” is emphasized by [117]. Moreover, it is observed by some authors that social innovation leads
to improvement in firms’ products, processes and methods, which invariably leads to improved
performance [118]. On the other hand, innovation is considered as social innovation when societal
outcomes are prioritized over economic gains [90]. However, firms require financial resources to
survive when they embrace social innovation by making economic gains through this innovation [119].

Christensen et al. [120] see social innovation as a “catalytic innovation” and regard it as a
new subset of disruptive innovation capable of inciting revolutionary social change. Disruptive
innovation depends on simplicity and provides an alternative to underserved people in society thus,
catalytic innovation challenges and improves the status quo by providing adequate remedies to
scantily addressed social problems [21]. In this regard, ref. [70] argue that social innovation refers to
improvements in the social conditions of people and firm efficiency. Thus, it includes an organizational
change to register efficiency and to enhance competitive advantage [21,70]. Dynamic management,
flexible organizations, nurturing skills of employees to be efficient and to work together in a firm,
and marketing innovations are some features of the social innovation concept [21,121,122]. Research
indicates that firms have now realized opportunities in the social sector and have thereby gone beyond
CSR for corporate social innovation [123] as a tool for addressing societal ills.

2.4. CSV and Social Enterprise Organizations

As suggested by researchers, social initiatives differ between social and commercial entities subject
to the mission assigned to the entities [123]. In a quest to serve communities’ interest, several social
entrepreneurs are devising ways of opportunities to create and maximize value for society [30],
thus creating a difference between social and commercial entrepreneurship as argued by [123].
For example, the innovative and selfless effort made by Yunus of the Grameen Bank microloans
scheme to assist people mired in poverty with extremely low interest rates, as payback does not
obstruct the profit of the entity. Some researchers view this action as depicting social enterprise
organizations that create shared value by serving the interest of the vulnerable as well as generating
economic returns [123].
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2.5. The Influence of CSV on Society and Economy

Social systems and corporations are observed to be interrelated elements since the advent of
modernity [21]. In support of this, ref. [124] posit that sufficient value is created when social, economic
or environmental variables are incorporated into a company’s strategy. Further, the reconfigured value
chain will become a powerful tool to increase a firm’s productivity [124]. Based on this, researchers
have argued that CSV has contributed enormously to business and societal improvement and has
also been observed to comply with ethical standards and laws, and to provide a means to grow
economic value equally with societal value [30]. Analysts have maintained that attempts in the social
arena currently are less useful and sustainable than the prospects of CSV in the future [30]. CSV is
eminent because organizations will develop a spirit of caringfor the environment and society by
regarding CSV as a catalyst of production rather than as an image repairer. Also, inspiring and
thought-provoking managerial opinions will emerge when organizational leaders not only implement
the core initiatives of CSV but when they also decide to apply tools that will permit them to measure
the impact on the organization and the extent to which the productive effect on society will strengthen
the enterprises’ performance.

2.6. Hypotheses Development

H1: Economic value has a positive relationship with social value in CSV.

Corporate managers who prioritize value creation in the long-term in place of short-term economic
gains stand a chance of creating shareholder value [29,125]. In line with this, researchers have argued
that businesses flourish in a healthy environment not only in creating products for inhabitants but
also by providing essential public goods and a supportive environment. Therefore, shared value
recognizes the increasing links between business and society [30]. Against this backdrop, ref. [10]
hypothesized that the competitiveness of companies strongly relates to the wellbeing of the society in
which it operates.

For instance, research conducted on social-oriented entities reveals no relationship between
social and economic value [126] while a definite causality between alternative social value and
accounting measurements of economic value in the market performance of not-for-profit enterprises
has been detected [127–130]. Some scholars established positive relationships between the two values,
in particular for non-profit organizations, but with different levels of intensity [131,132]. Research
suggests that economic and social values have influenced each other and create new value when
integrated. In doing so, the firm gains the advantage of winning the community’s trust resulting
in a new value generation [133]. Likewise, sufficient value is generated when social, economic or
environmental variables are incorporated into a company’s strategy [124].

The Direct Effects of Economic Value, Social Value and Social Innovation on Shared Value

H2: There is a direct relationship between economic value and shared value.

The literature emphasizes shared value as a new paradigm for economic value creation activities
that revolves around generating business profits and that also creates societal value by tackling societal
problems [30]. In line with this, an expanded consciousness is noted to be a tool for transforming
cognition to alter capitalism to a system that embraces shared value. In particular, it illustrates how
entrepreneurs are motivated to embrace the idea of shared value when most firms hold a narrow view
of value creation that highlights economic value [30,134,135].



Sustainability 2018, 10, 4216 10 of 26

H3: Social value has a direct relationship with shared value.

CSV as a business model is considered an alternative to CSR, and focuses on integrating social and
business objectives towards value creation for business and society. Therefore, it guides enterprises
against the outdated form of value creation and refers to a framework that contributes significantly
to social improvement [21,30]. Evidence in the literature suggests that shared value creation is an
essential ingredient in meeting the needs of society, especially for those with low incomes, who can
be provided with social opportunities [24]. Moreover, firms’ ability to create social value depends on
several business concepts, including CSV, because they focus on integrating social values into the daily
business activities of companies with the objective of alleviating the suffering of disadvantaged people
in developing countries [30,60,136]. For example, a study of the Cisco Networking Academy and
Aravind Eye Care system in India depicts how social value and shared value are related. In this regard,
the philanthropic programs of the two entities have improved the standard of living of people in the
areas in which they operate, and also gave them a competitive edge over their competitors [29,137].

Aakhus and Bzdak [15] argue that the shared value concept has significant social and political
prospects, especially in governmental sectors that seek to address critical societal and environmental
issues. Increasing recognition of the CSV concept championed by [30,58] is a manifestation of society’s
demand for enterprises to create not only economic value but also social value to improve the standard
of living of people [133]. Based on this, we postulate a direct relationship between social value and
shared value.

H4: Social innovation has a positive and significant relationship with shared value.

Social innovation has a positive relationship with shared value creation. This assertion of
the relationship of social innovation with shared value has received some support from previous
researchers who have argued that social innovation could provide the necessary impetus for change,
thereby providing a standard field for shared value creation, especially when the benefits are focused
on marginalized people. Thus, the CSV concept epitomizes a model for social innovation that favours
corporate institutions or bodies aimed at alleviating suffering from society and, specifically, fighting
poverty [15,30,138,139].

H5: Social innovation strengthens the positive relationship between economic value and shared value.

According to [15], the concept of shared value creation is a model of social innovation skewed
in favor of corporate interest. They claimed Porter and Kramer view organization as the platform
for a team of stakeholders and that “any value for others is essentially spillover from the company’s
success”. Some analysts support this, noting that the shared value concept seems to have a limited
view of corporation’s responsibility towards society [16]. Also, [12] argues that companies derive
profit with products and processes through the support of technological and public policy innovations
derived from the fruits of the global sustainable economy. However, some research reveals that in
shared value initiatives, the perspective on mission-oriented entities, economic value or financial value
assumes a negative value, but claim it is not consistent [140].

Conversely, fruits of social innovation aim at alleviating social problems rather than providing
private gains or economic advantage to an entrepreneur [141]. By this logic, social innovation appears
to be an instrument that favors social conditions more than economic gains to investors. For example,
a disagreement of interest may arise about a particular product between the profit-making entity and
the social union. The profit-making body may be targeting a profit while the social union may prefer a
low product price that threatens the profit of the entity. Social innovations may rival hard commercial
entities and can obstruct their profit objective [79]. Thus, we argue that social innovation weakens the
positive relationship between economic value and shared value.

H6: Social innovation strengthens the positive relationship between social value and shared value.
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According to literature, social innovation could be viewed as non-technical, technical and social
practice innovation [21,114]. It is a vehicle that promotes social change by improving the lives of people
and attending to the needs of the underprivileged who are unable to access product and services
because of their economic background [21]. Further, the effort made by businesses to combat social ills
is essential to innovation and a means to escape competitive hazards. Thus, infusing social innovations
in the activities of companies to resolve social issues helps in finding improved solutions to societal
problems or a source of satisfying the needs of society and the public [21,142]. Furthermore, researchers
have maintained that any innovation that meets the criteria of social innovation must skew towards
social consequences of innovation with the objectives of meeting social needs or addressing social
problems without private advantage [120,141,143]. Therefore solving societal problems promotes a
healthy basis for a sustainable society and, invariably, a task for the world’s most innovative firms [144].

Similarly, Dawson and Daniel [79] posit that promoting the well-being of people through social
innovation significantly influences the resolution of social challenges [79]. Also, a substantial study
of social entrepreneurship demonstrates the value of using business concepts such as shared value,
often in non-profit entities, to promote innovation in creating social value to generate resources to
support the growth of the entities concerned as well as social development [135,145,146]. In this regard,
societal problems are an avenue to innovate and create value. Creating value for society opens up many
opportunities to meet new needs, improve efficiency, differentiate and expand markets [30]. Value chain
innovation is a vehicle for social progress. Porter and Kramer contend that shared value-creating
companies should “redefine productivity in the value chain” since a congruence exists between social
progress and value chain productivity, paving the way to new opportunities for innovation and value
creation [24,30,147].For instance, Wal-Mart’s supply chain initiative depicts an archetype of innovation
in shared value creation with the objective of reducing packaging waste by up to 5% that aims to reduce
society’s exposure to waste hazards [125]. Thus, social innovations catalyze value creation for the
entire society. Therefore, we hypothesize that social innovation strengthens the positive relationship of
social value on shared value creation.

Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework of the moderating role of social innovation on shared
value while Figure 2 depicts statistical model of bootstrap path diagram of the study.

Figure 1. Conceptual model of moderating role of social innovation on shared value creation.
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Figure 2. Statistical model of a bootstrap path diagram.

2.7. Methodology

The sample of the study consists of organizations of social institutions that apply social objectives
and a market-based approach to social and economic goals [51], based on the methodological
considerations [148] and citing Barney and Mackey’s work “the best empirical resource-based work
would involve primary data collection from companies”. In Ghana, a sizable proportion of enterprises
are private rather than state-owned. Thus, investigating a state-based sample will lead to biased
results [148].

In this study, a stratified sampling technique was adopted to incorporate all the different
characteristics of the population into the sample in order to ensure that the research captures
heterogeneous groups of the population. The characteristics of the population that were highlighted
and considered as strata were the nature of operations of the organizations (manufacturing and
services); the number of employees; the age of the organization or enterprise; and, the average
qualifications of employees in the organizations. We sourced the data from the Registrar General’s
Department of Ghana (RGDG), constituting a sample of 250 enterprises. The sample size was
disproportionately allocated to ensure that each segment of the population appears in the sample.
The disproportionate allocation of the sample size is as a result of the number and availability of the
organizations present in each segment of the target population. Also, to administer the questionnaire,
the number of samples allocated to each segment of the population was handled in the context of the
characteristics and nature of the population as shown in Table A1. The allocations of the sample are as
shown in Table A2.

On this account, we collected the data through the design of a questionnaire using a scale
similar to a Likert 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), adopted from
Lozano [149], aiming to examine the contributions of social enterprises to CSV as shown in Table A3.
In preparing the questionnaire, we gave considerations to logical consistency, the relevance of the
context, and the sequence of items to facilitate the understanding of respondents. We distributed
600 questionnaires to respondents who, in this context, are enterprises, and received 250 valid responses
on which the data analysis is based.
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Social enterprise organizations in this study refer to institutions that offer both social and economic
services to educational institutions in Ghana at a price (not free), with the objective of addressing
educational challenges. These institutions are defined to include public corporations, guarantee
companies, and technology companies. The survey companies under this study create social value in
education by assisting school and university students in the forms of scholarship packages, research
funding, and infrastructure development, among others. They assist by employing social innovation
strategies such as corporate social innovation (CSI) and catalytic innovations (CI) to achieve their
social goals. The surveyed companies generate economic value via the sale of educational products
(such as e-books) and loans to students, to mention but a few. They also offer scholarship packages to
outstanding students, as a means of tapping their talents for use as future employees in their respective
organizations. Surveyed companies (particularly technology companies) also provide ICT services for
a fee to promote distance education or online programs. The enterprises work in partnership with the
education service of Ghana to augment government investment in education. In doing this, they help
create a vibrant educational ecosystem that supports their businesses while simultaneously addressing
educational gaps and promoting career prospects of students.

We tested the hypotheses through the use of SmartPLS version 3.0 to analyze the data collected
because of the nature of the model and sample. The software draws much strength in handling
predictive applications and theory building particularly, an exploratory analysis which fits in this
present study [150,151]. According to researchers, the use of PLS depends on selection, especially
in cases where observations are less than 250 or 400 observations, especially when the model is less
reliable [152–155]. Burgeoning research suggests that PLS requires two phases [148,156]. The first phase
requires an evaluation of the measurement model that allows one to see the relationships between the
observed variables and the latent variables to be determined. The study considered analysis regarding
the reliability, construct reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and discriminant validity of the
indicators of latent variables.

The second phase of the PLS program is causal predictive analysis in this study. The nature of
this analysis relates to, among other things, the degree to which the causal relationships provided by
the model are consistent with the available data. In order to achieve the objectives of analyzing the
relationships that exist between the different constructs and their indicators, the latent model approach
is adopted to reveal how the latent variable is the cause of the indicators [148]. Therefore, the present
study’s indicators are reflective of first-order constructs or dimensions.

The study operationalized four constructs in the model as first-order reflective constructs (i.e.,
the economic value of CSV, the social value of CSV, social innovation and shared value). This study
starts by examining the individual item reliability for the measurement model (Table 2). The indicators
exceed the accepted threshold of 0.7 for each factor loading [157].

Table 2. Construct loadings.

Constructs Items Loadings AVE CR Cronbach’s Alpha

Economic Value (EVA)

EVA1 0.893

0.702 0.949 0.920

EVA 2 0.867
EVA 3 0.880
EVA 4 0.704
EVA 5 0.886
EVA 7 0.889
EVA8 0.858

Shared Value (SHV)

SHVA1 0.7 55

0.633 0.802 0.723

SHVA2 0.721
SHVA3 0.756

SHVAL4 0.700
SHVAL5 0.722
SHVAL6 0.828
SHVAL7 0.732
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Table 2. Cont.

Constructs Items Loadings AVE CR Cronbach’s Alpha

Social Innovation (SI)

SI1 0.841

0.752 0.925 0.904

SI2 0.846
SI3 0.858
SI4 0.759
SI5 0.752
SI6 0.862

Social Value (SOV)

SOV1 0.814

0.713 0.951 0.941

SOV2 0.679
SOV3 0.803
SOV4 0.888
SOV5 0.880
SOV6 0.862
SOV7 0.838
SOV8 0.861
SOV9 0.773
SOV10 0.689

Note: AVE = average variance extracted, CR = composite reliability.

Based on assessment of the results in Table 2, all compositions are reliable. The values for both
the Cronbach alpha coefficient and composite reliability are higher than the 0.7 expected in the first
phase of the study and the stiffness value of 0.8 for basic research [158]. AVE must be higher than
0.5, indicating that at least 50% of the variance in indicators must be calculated [159]. All model
structures have exceeded this requirement as shown in Table 3. The comparison between the square
root of the AVE (i.e., the diagonals of Table 3) and the correlations between the combinations (i.e.,
the bottom triangle of the matrix in Table 3) determines the validity of the discrimination. On average,
each relationship has a stronger relationship with its measures than others argued [159]. Table 3 shows
the means and standard deviations of the construct’s correlation matrix.

Table 3. Fornell-Larckercriterion for discriminant validity.

Constructs Mean SD AVE 1 2 3 4

1. Economic Value 3.258 1.282 0.702 0.838
2. Shared Value 3.446 1.219 0.633 0.691 0.796

3. Social Innovation 3.699 1.308 0.674 0.503 0.604 0.821
4. Social Value 3.593 1.184 0.659 0.598 0.729 0.686 0.812

3. Results

We adopted Chin’s [160] idea of hypothesis testing by resorting to a bootstrapping procedure as
can be seen in Table 3, which shows that there is a significant relationship between social and economic
values in shared value creation with correlation of 0.598 (i.e., 59.8%). Therefore, H1 is supported.
The hypotheses concerning H2 and H3 of the constructs have a direct relationship with shared value
and are all supported, thus indicating the importance of economic value (β = 0.274, t = 2.213, p = 0.027)
and social value (β = 0.545, t = 5.425, p < 0.001) to shared value. H2, which depicts direct causality
between economic value and shared value, showed a significant positive relationship with a moderate
impact of 27.4% on shared value creation as shown in Table 4

Also, H3,which denotes a direct association between social value and shared value, demonstrated
a significant positive relationship with an average impact of about 54.5% on shared value creation,
while H4 depicts a direct effect on shared value (β = 0.363, t = 8.583, p < 0.001). H4 is thus supported.
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Concerning the interaction effects in Table 5,which are represented by H5 and H6, the results
indicates that H5 has an insignificant interaction (β = 0.085, t = 0.186, p = 0.853) between economic
value and social innovation. Thus, there is no moderating effect and H5 is not supported. However,
a significant interaction (β = 0.204, t = 2.607, p = 0.009) existed between social value and social
innovation, suggesting that social innovation moderated the relationship between social value and
shared value. Hence H6 is supported. Thus, social innovation bolsters the positive causality between
social value and shared value creation. Table 5 presents the hypothesis testing and structural
relationship outcomes. Figure 3 displays a plot of interaction effects, showing how social innovation
moderated the effects of social value on shared value. We used the Aiken, West, and Reno [161]
procedures for computing the high and low levels of social innovation. The results unveiled that there
was a positive relationship between social value and shared value under the high and low levels of
social innovation. This finding suggests that with higher social innovation, the effect of social value
and shared value is stronger than low social innovation. The effect of social value and shared value
tends to increase in both high and low social innovations. The effect suggested that social innovation is
more predictive of shared value as social innovation was high. The effect proposed that the moderation
effect of social innovation on the positive relationship between social value and shared value is stronger
for low social innovation as well as high social innovation.

Figure 3. The moderation effect of social value on shared value by social innovation, SOV = social value.

Table 4. Path coefficients.

Relationships β STDEV t-Value p-Values
95%C.I.

Lower Limit Upper Limit

Economic Value → Shared Value 0.274 0.124 2.213 0.027 0.141 0.317
Moderating Effect 1 → Shared Value 0.085 0.027 0.186 0.853 0.067 0.193
Moderating Effect 2 → Shared Value 0.204 0.022 2.607 0.009 0.197 0.311

Social Innovation → Shared Value 0.363 0.042 8.583 0.000 0.285 0.447
Social Value → Shared Value 0.545 0.100 5.425 0.000 0.328 0.726

Note: Moderating Effect 1 = The interaction between social innovation and economic value; Moderating Effect 2 =
The interaction between social innovation and social value.
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Table 5. Results of hypothesis testing and structural relationship.

Hypothesis Paths Path
Coefficient

Standard
Error t-Values Remarks

H1 EV ↔ SOV 0.598 *** Supported
H2 EV → SHV 0.274 0.124 2.213 supported
H3 SOV → SHV 0.545 0.100 5.425 Supported
H4 SI → SHV 0.363 0.042 8.583 Supported
H5 Moderation Interaction 1 → SHV 0.085 0.027 0.186 Not Supported
H6 Moderation Interaction 2 → SHV 0.204 0.022 2.607 Supported

Key: SI = social innovation, SHV = shared value, EV = economic value, SOV = social value. *** p-value <
0.001 significant.

Using the approach applied by [159], the results of the supported moderator effects indicated that
when social innovation is low, the relationship between social value and shared value is significant
(β = 0.204, t = 2.607, p = 0.009). Specifically, when the social value is low, the mean shared value
score is 12.511, compared with 15.207 when the social value is high. When social innovation is high,
the relationship between social value and shared value is also significant (β = 0.363, t = 8.583, p = 0.000),
with scores ranging from 14.533 when the social value is low, to 18.677 when it is high, as seen in
Figure 3 above.

4. Discussion

The purpose of this study is to explore empirically how social innovation moderates social and
economic value from the perspective of shared value creation in the educational sector of Ghana.
In this context, we contend that social innovation, associated with CSI and catalytic innovations are the
engines to CSV in the educational sector of Ghana. Therefore, we pose the following questions: Does
economic value lead to social value creation in shared value creation? Does social innovation moderate
social and economic value in the creation of shared value? The study addressed these questions via an
empirical investigation of 250 profit-oriented social enterprises. The study used SmartPLS software
version 3.0 to evaluate the data collected. The study results revealed that economic value influenced
the creation of social value in shared value creation, and also demonstrated that social innovation is a
driver to shared value creation through social value in the educational sector of Ghana. However, social
innovation could not play a moderating role in economic value to shared value creation. Therefore, a
positive and significant relationship between the economic and social value in shared value creation
via the activities of the social enterprises in the Ghanaian educational system exists. This indicates
that economic value creation resulted in the creation of social value in CSV. The results of this study
also agreed with the propositions that companies create shared value when they create economic
value, and that they also create value for society by addressing its needs and challenges [30]. It then
endorses the claim that corporate decisions and social practices must move in line with the shared
value concept [33]. In the context of Ghana, enterprises’ social intervention programs, such as loans
granted to students with minimal interest, have enabled the enterprises to gain economic advantage
while addressing the educational needs of the students. Thus, the study results support the proposition
that addressing educational problems constitutes the highest form of capitalism [134,162] and seeking
a balance between business and society can lead to the creation of shared value. Therefore, CSV is
realized in the context of Ghanaian educational system. Also, the results show that the relationship
between economic value and social value is bidirectional since the objectives of the survey companies
are focused on profit while serving the educational needs of the students. On this, we argue that the
enterprises’ economic and social activities have resulted in CSV in the educational sector of Ghana.
Thus, the study results are contrary to those of [163] whose social value and economic value was not
bidirectional. Therefore, it is possible to talk about shared value in the Ghanaian educational context;
in the process of creating social value economic value is created and vice versa.

Concerning H2, the analysis of the data showed a significant relationship between economic
value and shared value. In line with this, researchers have argued that CSV creates room for value
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chains that generate economic value for an organization and also a mechanism to CSV by responding
to societal needs.

The high quality and cost-effective educational products and services offered to students by the
enterprises were able to address the unmet needs of the students, thereby resulting in CSV in the
Ghanaian educational sector. We argue that the study results are in line with the proposition that
shared value is created in education when enterprises generate economic value while attending to
students’ needs [2]. Also, the results from the analysis demonstrated that shared value epitomises a
paradigm for an economic value creation mechanism capable of generating business profit that also
creates societal value [30]. For instance, technology companies’ educational support tools enabled
students to access online education or lectures; this innovation has gone a long way to reducing the
stress experienced by students during their academic pursuit. This initiative has led to revenue growth
of the enterprises. Also, the results revealed that the enterprises’ relationship with the Ghana education
service is not based on charity or philanthropy, but rather on economic motives. Thus, it supports
the claim that shared value is not philanthropy or a corporate social responsibility but a strategy for
enterprises to gain economic benefits [10].

Concerning H3, the results indicated that social value (54.5%) generated by the enterprises has
a high primacy over economic value (27.4%) in CSV in the educational sector of Ghana. Therefore,
this implies that social intervention programs undertaken by the enterprises contribute significantly
more to shared value creation in education than economic motives of the enterprises. The results
are in line with the proposition that profit emerging from social dimensions constitutes the highest
profit [134]. Shared value creation is an essential mechanism for attending to the needs of society.
Linking this in the context of this study, the financial support given to physical challenged and socially
excluded students to address their educational needs demonstrates CSV in education. Thus, it agrees
with the claim that CSV is about integrating social values into the core business activities of an
enterprise [10].

The findings relating to H4 demonstrate that social innovation has a direct positive effect on
shared value. In line with this, social innovation is a driver to shared value creation and a sustainable
model to effect positive social change. On this, shared value-creating companies may adopt corporate
social and catalytic innovations to improve the living conditions of people. In this regard, the less
costly and simple innovative products that were offered to enhance the lives of the students epitomise
CSV in education by the enterprises. The study results support the proposition that new ideas
resulting from SI can enhance standards of living of students [80]. We argue that the social innovation
initiatives employed by the surveyed companies have impacted positively on the lives of students.
For instance, technology companies’ online technology for education has enabled many students to
obtain a diploma or first degree certificates while studying at home. Therefore, we contend that social
innovation strategies employed by technology companies have resulted in CSV in Ghanaian education.

The results of our study indicate that social innovation, as reflected in H5, fails to moderate
the relationship of economic value to shared value creation. It supports a claim that in the world of
business, social innovation is seen to depreciate business performance over time thereby becoming
an obstacle to change [21]. As long as an established system works well enough, people have high
stability issues. It is due to considerable investments of money and time that the benefits of continuity
outweigh the risks of change. Businesses also hinder social innovation, as they overlook shortcomings
in current practices [21]. A plausible explanation of the failure of social innovation in moderating
economic value in the context of education in Ghana could be that economic returns on educational
investment take a long time to mature. For instance, the initial cost in new technology to support
social improvement might be huge, and its economic return may take a period to germinate, especially
in education. Also, the majority of schools and universities in Ghana are under the management of
central government. Against this, there is a social contract between government and citizens to access
education with the least cost. Thus, subsidies are granted for government schools. Like profit-oriented
social enterprise organizations, profit will be the prime motive of businesses that have the opportunity
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to manage education and the granting of subsidies, may obstruct revenue. Thus, students from weak
economic backgrounds may not have access to education in this context.

Concerning the test of hypothesis H6, the results indicate that social innovation moderates social
value in shared value creation. Thus, it supports the proposition that social innovation assumes
significance in shared value creation, especially when it aims at the vulnerable in society. Also,
the results support the proposition that social innovation triggers and acts as a vehicle for social
change and a basis for shared value creation [84].Therefore, the results agree with the claim that
companies adopt the approach of corporate social innovation, to cater to the needs of vulnerable
students [164]. Relating this to Ghana’s education, we argue that the enterprises’ support of students
(and, in particular, vulnerable students) has led to the addressing of unmet educational needs and that
information and communication technology systems have aided many Ghanaian students to obtain
degree and diploma certificates.

It is imperative to note that this study is not without limitations. Although the study solicited the
views of senior staff in each enterprise regarding their programs in education for shared value creation,
the views of junior staff employees would have added more insight into this study. Future research
should, therefore, capture the views of junior staff members.

5. Conclusions

This study expands the concept of shared value via examination of the moderating effect of social
innovation in the relationship between the economic and social value in CSV in the educational sector
of Ghana.

The results of this study have shown that the specific indicators of social innovation revealed how
profit-oriented social enterprises apply social innovation that is new to the education sector to achieve
shared value creation. The CSV concept utilises the measurement scale items of all the constructs
employed in this study. Thus, this study has demonstrated how the enterprises’ corporate social and
catalytic innovation capacities have allowed CSV to be transfused into the education sector of Ghana
while also responding to educational gaps and driving economic benefits. The study results have
indicated a positive relationship between the social and economic value in shared value creation in
education. Also, the results showed that social value achievements by social innovation are coupled
with corporate social and catalytic innovation in CSV. The results also revealed how enterprises create
shared value in education, first by generating economic value via addressing educational gaps, such as
by providing support for physically challenged students.

Further, the results demonstrated that social innovation associated with corporate social and
catalytic innovations enhances social value creation in most of the enterprises in the study.

The implication of the above results for managers in education and social enterprise organizations
is that the achievement of shared value in education lies in social innovation. The existence of
social innovation permits players of enterprises to hear the concerns of students and managers of
education to employ pragmatic mechanisms for solving educational challenges while improving their
economic opportunities.

Another implication is that stakeholders in education, the public and the social enterprise
organizationscan co-create sustainable value that is geared towards the mutual benefit of the
parties involved.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Distribution of population characteristics into the sample.

Sample
Characteristics

Population
Segment

Public
Corporation

Technology
Companies

Guarantee
Companies Total

Number of
employees

1–10 18 40 70 128
11–50 30 32 25 87

51–250 10 8 8 26
>250 2 4 3 9

Sector
Manu. 20 51 52 123
Service 27 62 38 127

Age of enterprise

<10 years 1 9 7 17
10–20 years 25 32 24 81
21–30years 5 34 26 65
>30 years 9 35 43 87

Average
Qualification

Diploma 9 25 19 53
1st Degree 3 47 36 86

Masters 6 39 30 75
Ph.D. 8 13 15 36

Table A2. Distribution of Sample Size to Organizations in the Population.

Population Segment Percentage Allocation (%) Number of Organizations

Public Corporations 8 20
Technology Companies 52 130
Guarantee Companies 40 100

Totals 100 250

Table A3. Measurement Scales

Constructs Indicators Descriptions

1. Economic Value
(EVA)

EVA 1 We offer high-quality products and services to our clients (students)
EVA 2 Our products and services meet the satisfaction of beneficiaries
EVA 3 The products and services of our enterprise have the best quality features
EVA 4 We place a high guarantee on the educational products and services for students
EVA 5 Respect for consumer rights is a management priority for our enterprise
EVA 6 We foster business relationships with our suppliers
EVA 7 We create an efficient channel for handling complaints by our clients

EVA 8 We have a formal procedure for the interaction and dialogue with our customers,
suppliers and the other stakeholders of our enterprise

Source: [149]

2. Social Value
(SOVA)

SOVA 1 We offer educational support to the physical challenge students of social exclusion

SOVA 2 We assist in curriculum development and workshop training to upgrade teachers’
professional skills

SOVA 3 We uphold the labour and other laws related to the health and safety of students

SOVA 4 We offer scholarship packages for students interested in offering science-related
programs and could not pay.

SOVA 5 We value both teachers and community members suggestions and initiatives when it
comes to scholarship packages for students

SOVA 6 We foster training and professional development of teachers in enhancing teaching
and learning

SOVA 7
We support schools to undertake social activities programs such as inter-house
Atlantic competitions, inter-school competitions, and speech and prize
giving programs

SOVA 8 We are committed to the quality of life of vulnerable students through the support of
health packages.

SOVA 9 We demonstrate great concern in a healthy environment in all the schools we have a
working relationship.

SOVA 10 We allow different shapes of opinions and ideas from students, teachers,
and community members regarding our services.

Source: [149]
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Table A3. Cont.

Constructs Indicators Descriptions

3. Social
Innovation
(SOCNN)

SOCNN 1 Our enterprise has generated positive social impact on the lives of students through
the social intervention packages

SOCNN 2 Both social and economic motivations drive our enterprise.

SOCNN 3 Our enterprise has introduced innovative products and services to the beneficiaries
that look simpler and less costly

SOCNN 4 Our enterprise has improved and changes the lives of vulnerable students

SOCNN 5 Our enterprise has introduced innovations and improvements in production
processes and logistics distribution to the beneficiary schools

SOCNN 6
Our enterprise has introduced innovations in information and communication
technology systems for improving educational achievement for those in the
mainstream campuses and the distance education programs.

Source: [138,165].

4. Shared Value
(SHVAL)

SHVAL 1 We provide a better improvement of economic and social support to address unmet
needs and to drives incremental revenue and profits

SHVAL 2 We improve internal operations to increase productivity and avoid the risk

SHVAL 3 We ensure changing societal conditions outside the enterprise to achieve new growth
and productivity gains

SHVAL 4 We invest in the education of children especially the vulnerable.

SHVAL 5 We ensure the improvement of the external environment (i.e., communities under
which we operate)

SHVAL 6 We resource our suppliers to provide quality and durable educational materials

SHVAL 7 We focus on strengthening local institutions and local infrastructures to improve
productivity and services

Source: [58]

References

1. ESRC Disadvantaged Children Less Ready for School; ESRC: Swindon, UK, 2011.
2. Kramer, H.; Tallant, W.B. The new role of business in global education. How companies can create shared

value by improving education while driving shareholder returns. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2013, 1–25.
3. The World Bank. Higher Education in Developing Countries: Peril and Promise; World Bank: Washington, DC,

USA, 2000; ISBN 082134630X.
4. UNESCO. Annual Report; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2013.
5. Marconi, G. Education as a Long-Term Investment: The Decisive Role of Age in the Education-Growth

Relationship. Kyklos 2018, 71, 132–161. [CrossRef]
6. Stiglitz, J.E.; Sen, A.; Fitoussi, J.-P. Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress. 2009.

Available online: http//bit.ly/JTwmG (accessed on 20 October 2018).
7. The World Bank Group. Learning for All: Investing in People’s Knowledge and Skills to Promote

Development. Invest. People’s Knowl. Ski. to Promot. Dev. 2011. [CrossRef]
8. Duane Ireland, R.; Webb, J.W. Strategic entrepreneurship: Creating competitive advantage through streams

of innovation. Bus. Horiz. 2007, 50, 49–59. [CrossRef]
9. Altman, D.; Berman, J. The Single Bottom Line; New York University Stern School: New York, NY, USA, 2011.
10. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. The big idea: Creating shared value. How to reinvent capitalism—And unleash a

wave of innovation and growth. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2011, 89, 62–77.
11. Emerson, J.; Spitzer, J.; Mulhair, G. Blended Value Investing: Capital Opportunities for Social and Environmental

Impact; World Economic Forum: Colony, Switzerland, 2006.
12. Hart, S.L. Beyond greening: Strategies for a sustainable world. Harv. Bus. Rev. 1997, 75, 66–77.
13. Prahalad, C.K.; Hart, S.L. The Fortune at the Bottom of the Pyramid; Pearson FT Press: Upper Saddle River, NJ,

USA, 2002; ISBN 0131467506.
14. Hart, S.L.; Christensen, C.M. The great leap: Driving innovation from the base of the pyramid. MIT Sloan

Manag. Rev. 2002, 44, 51.
15. Aakhus, M.; Bzdak, M. Revisiting the Role of “Shared Value” in the Business-Society Relationship. Bus. Prof.

Ethics J. 2012, 31, 231–246. [CrossRef]
16. Crane, A.; Spence, Laura, J.M.D. Contesting the Value of “ Creating Shared Value.”. Calif. Manage. Rev. 2014,

56, 130–154. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/kykl.12165
http//bit. ly/JTwmG
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/675413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2006.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.5840/bpej201231211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.2.130


Sustainability 2018, 10, 4216 21 of 26

17. Freeman, R.E. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Perspective; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, MA,
USA, 1984; Volume 13.

18. Hsiao, T.-Y.; Chuang, C.-M. Creating Shared Value Through Implementing Green Practices for Star Hotels.
Asia Pacific J. Tour. Res. 2016, 21, 678–696. [CrossRef]

19. Orr, S.; Sarni, W. Does the concept of “creating shared value” hold water? J. Bus. Strategy 2015, 36, 18–29.
[CrossRef]

20. Scagnelli, S.D.; Cisi, M. Approaches to Shared Value Creation: CSR 2.0 or Something More? Insights and
Issues about the New Sustainability Perspective. Bus. Econ. J. 2014, 5, 10–12. [CrossRef]

21. Schmitt, J. Social Innovation for Business Success: Shared Value in the Apparel Industry; Springer Fachmedien:
Wiesbaden, Germany, 2014; ISBN 978-3-658-05461-8. (eBook).

22. Von Liel, B. Creating Shared Value as Future Factor of Competition: Analysis and Empirical Evidence; Springer
Fachmedien: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2016; ISBN 9783658126025.

23. Carroll, A.B. Corporate social responsibility: Evolution of a definitional construct. Bus. Soc. 1999, 38, 268–295.
[CrossRef]

24. Schmitt, J.; Renken, U. How to Earn Money by Doing Good! Shared Value in the Apparel Industry.
Univ. Erlangen-Nuremberg, Ger. 2012, 79–103.

25. Prahalad, C.K.; Hammond, A. Serving the world’s poor, profitably. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2002, 80, 48–59. [PubMed]
26. United Nations; World Commission on Environment and Development. United Nations World Commission on

Environment and Development [the Brundtland Report]; United Nations: New York, NY, USA, 1987; Volume 1.
27. Elkington, J. Biting the Bullet Points; European Business Forum, Special Report—EBF on Corporate Social

Responsibility; European Business Forum: Odense, Denmark, 2004.
28. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. The competitive advantage of corporate philanthropy. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2002, 80,

56–68. [PubMed]
29. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R.; Michael, E. Porter and Mark R. Kramer Strategy and society: The link between

competitive advantage and corporate social responsibility. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2006, 84, 78–92. [PubMed]
30. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. Creating Shared Value—Harvard Business Review, January 2011. Harv. Bus. Rev.

2011, 89, 62–77.
31. Jamali, D. The CSR of MNC subsidiaries in developing countries: Global, local, substantive or diluted?

J. Bus. Ethics 2010, 93, 181–200. [CrossRef]
32. Matten, D.; Crane, A. Corporate citizenship: Toward an extended theoretical conceptualization.

Acad. Manag. Rev. 2005, 30, 166–179. [CrossRef]
33. Porter, M.E.; Kramer, M.R. Creating Shared Value. Harv. Bus. Rev. 2011, 3–17. [CrossRef]
34. Chatterjee, B. Business and Communities–Redefining Boundaries. NHRD Netw. J. 2012, 5, 55–60.
35. Spitzeck, H.; Boechat, C.; França Leão, S. Sustainability as a driver for innovation–towards a model of

corporate social entrepreneurship at Odebrecht in Brazil. Corp. Gov. 2013, 13, 613–625. [CrossRef]
36. Spitzeck, H.; Chapman, S. Academic paper Creating shared value as a differentiation strategy—The example

of BASF in Brazil. Acad. Pap. 2012, 12, 499–513. [CrossRef]
37. Crane, A.; Pallazzo, G.; Spence, L.J.; Matten, D. Contesting the Value “Creating Shared Value Concept”.

Calif. Manage. Rev. 2014, 56, 130–154. [CrossRef]
38. Follman, J. BoP at ten: evolution and a new lens. South Asian J. Glob. Bus. Res. 2012, 1, 293–310. [CrossRef]
39. Hamann, R. The business of development: Revisiting strategies for a sustainable future. Environ. Sci. Policy

Sustain. Dev. 2012, 54, 18–29. [CrossRef]
40. Hancock, C.; Kingo, L.; Raynaud, O. The private sector, international development and NCDs. Global. Health

2011, 7, 23. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Hartman, L.; Werhane, P.; Lane Clark, K. Development, poverty and business ethics. Universia Bus. Rev.

2011, 30. Available online: http://works.bepress.com/laurahartman/50/ (accessed on 30 October 2018).
42. Juscius, V.; Jonikas, D. Integration of CSR into value creation chain: Conceptual framework. Eng. Econ. 2013,

24, 63–70. [CrossRef]
43. Kapoor, A.; Goyal, S. Inclusive healthcare at base of the pyramid (BoP) in India. Int. J. Trade Glob. Mark. 2013,

6, 22–39. [CrossRef]
44. Sojamo, S.; Larson, E.A. Investigating Food and Agribusiness Corporations as Global Water Security,

Management and Governance Agents: The Case of Nestlé, Bunge and Cargill. Water Altern. 2012, 5, 619–635.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2015.1068194
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JBS-10-2013-0098
http://dx.doi.org/10.4172/2151-6219.1000e104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000765039903800303
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12227146
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12510538
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17183795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0560-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2005.15281448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09600039410055963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2013-0080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14720701211267838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.2.130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/20454451211252787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00139157.2012.657570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1744-8603-7-23
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21798001
http://works.bepress.com/laurahartman/50/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5755/j01.ee.24.1.2016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJTGM.2013.051547


Sustainability 2018, 10, 4216 22 of 26

45. Salas Vicente Responsabilidad Social Corporativa (RSC) y Creación de Valor Compartido: La RSC según
Michael Porter y Mark Kramer. Rev. Responsab. Soc. Empres. 2011, 9, 15–40.

46. Lee, S.M.; Olson, D.L.; Trimi, S. Co-innovation: Convergenomics, collaboration, and co-creation for
organizational values. Manag. Decis. 2012, 50, 817–831. [CrossRef]

47. Michelini, L.; Fiorentino, D. New business models for creating shared value. 2012, 8, 561–577. [CrossRef]
48. Donaldson, T.; Preston, L.E. The stakeholder theory of the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications.

Acad. Manag. Rev. 1995, 20, 65–91. [CrossRef]
49. Freeman, R.E.; Wicks, A.C.; Parmar, B. Stakeholder theory and “the corporate objective revisited”. Organ. Sci.

2004, 15, 364–369. [CrossRef]
50. Hart, S.L. Capitalism at the Crossroads: The Unlimited Business Opportunities in Solving the World’s Most Difficult

Problems; Pearson Education: London, UK, 2005; ISBN 0132715910.
51. Gidron, B.; Hasenfeld, Y. Social Enterprises: An Organizational Perspective; Palgrave Macmillan: Basingstoke,

UK, 2012; ISBN 0230358799.
52. Seelos, C.; Mair, J. Social entrepreneurship: Creating new business models to serve the poor. Bus. Horiz. 2005,

48, 241–246. [CrossRef]
53. Pearce, S.M. Interpreting Objects and Collections; Psychology Press: Hove, UK, 1994; ISBN 0415112893.
54. Simmel, G. The philosophy of money, trans. Tom Bottomore and David Frisby. London Routledge Kegan Paul

1978, 236, 232.
55. Peteraf, M.A.; Barney, J.B. Unraveling the resource-based tangle. Manag. Decis. Econ. 2003, 24, 309–323.

[CrossRef]
56. Wójcik, P. How Creating Shared Value Differs From Corporate Social Responsibility. J. Manag. Bus. Adm.

Cent. Eur. 2016, 24, 32–55. [CrossRef]
57. Priem, R.L. A consumer perspective on value creation. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 219–235. [CrossRef]
58. Porter, M.E.; Hills, G.; Pfitzer, M.; Patscheke, S.; Hawkins, E. Measuring Shared Value—How to Unlock Value by

Linking Business and Social Results; Harvard Business School: Boston, MA, USA, 2012.
59. Auerswald, P. Creating Social Value; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2009.
60. Phills, J.A.; Deiglmeier, K.; Miller, D.T. Rediscovering social innovation. Stanford Soc. Innov. Rev. 2008, 6,

34–43.
61. Dembek, K.; Singh, P.; Bhakoo, V. Literature Review of Shared Value: A Theoretical Concept or a Management

Buzzword? J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 137, 231–267. [CrossRef]
62. Elkington, J.; Emerson, J.; Beloe, S. The value palette: A tool for full spectrum strategy. Calif. Manage. Rev.

2006, 48, 6–28. [CrossRef]
63. Emerson, J. The blended value proposition: Integrating social and financial returns. Calif. Manage. Rev. 2003,

45, 35–51. [CrossRef]
64. Ramirez, R. Value co-production: Intellectual origins and implications for practice and research.

Strateg. Manag. J. 1999, 20, 49–65.
65. van der Have, R.P.; Rubalcaba, L. Social innovation research: An emerging area of innovation studies?

Res. Policy 2016, 45, 1923–1935. [CrossRef]
66. Simon, H.A. Administrative Behavior; Simon and Schuster: New York, NY, USA, 2013; ISBN 1439136068.
67. Pirson, M. Social entrepreneurs as the paragons of shared value creation? A critical perspective. Soc. Enterp. J.

2012, 8, 31–48. [CrossRef]
68. Shrivastava, P.; Kennelly, J.J. Sustainability and place-based enterprise. Organ. Environ. 2013, 26, 83–101.

[CrossRef]
69. Murray, R.; Mulgan, G.C.-G.J. How to Innovate: The Tools for Social Innovation. Available online:

http://www.youngfoundation.org/research/news/generating-social-innovation-how-innovatetools-
%0Asocial-innovation. (accessed on 20 October 2018).

70. Moulaert, F.; Martinelli, F.; Swyngedouw, E.; Gonzalez, S. Towards alternative model (s) of local innovation.
Urban Stud. 2005, 42, 1969–1990. [CrossRef]

71. Schumpeter, J.A. History of Economic Analysis; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1964; Volume I,
ISBN 0203983912.

72. Ogburn, W.F. Cultural lag as theory. Sociol. Soc. Res. 1957, 8, 561–577.
73. Adams, D.; Hess, M. Social innovation and why it has policy significance. Econ. Lab. Relat. Rev. 2010.

[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251741211227528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17471111211272129
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1040.0066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2004.11.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mde.1126
http://dx.doi.org/10.7206/jmba.ce.2450-7814.168
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.23464055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2554-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166336
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2016.06.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17508611211226575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1086026612475068
http://www.youngfoundation.org/research/news/generating-social-innovation-how-innovatetools-%0Asocial-innovation.
http://www.youngfoundation.org/research/news/generating-social-innovation-how-innovatetools-%0Asocial-innovation.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00420980500279893
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/103530461002100209


Sustainability 2018, 10, 4216 23 of 26

74. Edwards-Schachter, M.E.; Matti, C.E.; Alcántara, E. Fostering quality of life through social innovation:
A living lab methodology study case. Rev. Policy Res. 2012, 29, 672–692. [CrossRef]

75. Windrum, P.; Schartinger, D.; Rubalcaba, L.; Gallouj, F.; Toivonen, M. The co-creation of multi-agent social
innovations: A bridge between service and social innovation research. Eur. J. Innov. Manag. 2016, 19, 150–166.
[CrossRef]

76. Gallouj, F.; Weinstein, O. Innovation in services. Res. Policy 1997, 26, 537–556. [CrossRef]
77. Drejer, I. Identifying innovation in surveys of services: A Schumpeterian perspective. Res. Policy 2004, 33,

551–562. [CrossRef]
78. Cajaiba-Santana, G. Social innovation: Moving the field forward. A conceptual framework. Technol. Forecast.

Soc. Chang. 2014, 82, 42–51. [CrossRef]
79. Dawson, P.; Daniel, L. Understanding social innovation: A provisional framework. Int. J. Technol. Manag.

2010, 51, 9. [CrossRef]
80. Pol, E.; Ville, S. Social innovation: Buzz word or enduring term? J. Socio. Econ. 2009, 38, 878–885. [CrossRef]
81. Fagerberg, J.; Fosaas, M.; Sapprasert, K. Innovation: Exploring the knowledge base. Res. Policy 2012, 41,

1132–1153. [CrossRef]
82. Bisgaard, T. CSI. Corporate Social Innovation. Companies’ Participation in Solving Global Challenges; FORA:

Copenhagen, Dinamarca, 2009.
83. Little, A.D. The innovation high ground: Winning tomorrow’s customers using sustainability-driven

innovation. Strateg. Dir. 2006, 22, 35–37.
84. Michelini, L. Social Innovation and New Business Models: Creating Shared Value in Low-Income Markets;

Springer: Heidelberg, Garmany; New York, NY, USA; Dordrecht, The Netherland; London, UK, 2012;
ISBN 9783642321498.

85. Auvinet, C.; Lloret, A. Catalytic innovation as a strategy for social change and economical success. The case
of Mexico. Cuad. Estud. Empres. 2011, 21, 115.

86. CII-ITC CESD Sustainable and Inclusive Innovation Strategies for Tomorrow’s World, Crossmedia Solutions.
Available online: http://www.sustainabledevelopment.in/publications/downloads/SUSTAINABLE_
INCLUSIVE_INNOVATION_24nov.pdf. (accessed on 18 October 2018).

87. Austin, J.; Gutierrez, R.; Ogliastri, E.; Reficco, R. Effective Management of Social Enterprises; David Rockefeller
Center for Latin American Studies Harvard University: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2006.

88. Brickson, S.L. Organizational identity orientation: The genesis of the role of the firm and distinct forms of
social value. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2007, 32, 864–888. [CrossRef]
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