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1. Introduction

Creating shared value (CSV) in the literature is not treated as a homogeneous construct.
The forerunners of CSV were Prahald and Ramaswamy (2004), who saw in the concept
an opportunity for companies to create value and develop new sources of competitive
advantage. Then, Porter and Kramer introduced the term “shared value” in 2006 and defined it
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 (Porter, Kramer, 2006).

According to Sinthupundaja et al. (2020) the concept of shared value reflects the
relationships between business and society and points out that it gives the better utilization of
resources to create value for society and the environment. It is worth underlying that these
means enhance a firm competitive advantage.

Due to Menghwar and Daood (2021), CSV is defined as "a strategic process through which
businesses can solve a social problem on the one hand, while on the other hand, instigating
social needs and problems becomes an opportunity to create and adjust the value chain while
pursuing profit” (Menghwar, Daood, 2021, 466-485). This understanding of the concept
influences the choices of a key business model and the coexistence of different values and
purposes. CSV can be described as the concept of a hybrid business model through which
companies can gain competitive advantage by solving social problems and satisfying unmet
social needs, thereby acquiring social and economic value (Khurshid, Snell, 2021).

Lots of different scientific findings support the coexisting values and multiply value
creation (Gregori, Holzmann, 2020; Bilge, 2017; Patala et al., 2016). Recent research has
adopted the notion of shared value creation coined by the integration of the blend value creation.
Although many studies are showing the creation of shared value and reflecting the value
pluralism, especially about Social Purpose Organizations (SOPs) or hybrid organizations,
there is no clear attribution of dimensions of value creation and no scale to measure CSV
(Castellas et al., 2019). The aim of this paper is to address this gap by presenting the results of
our study to conceptualize measurement construct of CSV with the development of a set items
measuring CSV. In the paper we show the findings of Delphi Study with nineteen experts to
generate the construct and assign the main dimensions and items within the each one.
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2. Literature Review

The concept of shared value has become a reference point highlighting the connections
between the functioning of business and its operating logic and the needs of society (Porter,
Kramer, 2011). Literature has pointed out the criticism of CSV referring to three main aspects:
it is not original and revolutionary; it does not address tensions between business and society
and there is a lack of conceptual clarification of CSV (Menghwar, Daood, 2021; Crane et al.,
2014; Beschorner, Hajduk, 2017). In our study, we do not address the first element of the
criticism of CSV and its lack of originality. The other two are crucial to realizing the purpose
of the work, which is to indicate the logic of the operation of a business focused on the
realization of multiple values.

In the contrast to the conventional idea that the firm should focus on generating economic
value, CSV can also be an approach in which organizations entail jointly achieving multiple
values. Previous research presents CSV as a concept related to stakeholder theory, which allows
reconceptualizing the firm as a multi-purpose entity (Rubio-Andrés, del Mar Ramos-Gonzalez,
Sastre-Castillo, 2022). In this regard, firms can create economic and social value, but it would
demand redefining the firm’s purpose. Understood in this way, the purpose contradicts the
notion that the primary purpose of a business firm is to create superior value for customers to
gain a competitive advantage (Porter, 1990).

In many scientific considerations, the multiple purposes of a company are explained by the
notion of dual institutional logic of social-economic value creation (Weerawardena et al., 2021).
The transition of a view from single economic value creation to a dual social-economic value
focus is caused by organization context and business environment challenges.

The dual institutional logic of the company through the creation of economic value and
social value has appeared in studies on social purpose organizations (SPOs), particularly in the
analysis of business model innovation processes (Klein et al., 2021). The business model of the
firm gives a better understanding of the value creation process because it is defined as the
holistic description of how a firm operates within its business ecosystem to create value through
interdependent activities (Zott, Amit, 2010). This approach also describes the institutional logic
of the business model of for-profit organizations, not just social enterprises, which is just upheld
in the CSV concept. Therefore, Porter and Kramer (2011) formulated CSV as given below:

Creating Shared Value (CSV) = Economic Value Creation + Social VValue Creation

Expanding further on the understanding of CSV, they explain that economic value is in the
form of a company’s profits gained from CSV projects, while social value is defined as meeting
unmet social needs. It constitutes a new model for accomplishing business results and conjointly
addressing social/environmental needs (Khurshid, Snell, 2021).
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Based on Porter and Kramer's CSV original concept (Porter, Kramer, 2006), the spectrum
of value creation can be depicted as economic value creation and social value creation (Porter,
Kramer, 2006). However, due to the beneficiaries of value creation such as business, society,
and the environment, the spectrum of shared value creation would encompass economic, social,
and environmental values (Sinthupundaja et al., 2020).

Concerning the ideas of Nobel laureate and founder of the Grameen Bank Mohammad
Yunus (2007) the assumption of adoption of explicitly social purpose by organizations refers
to social enterprises. These businesses, called hybrid businesses, simultaneously seek to achieve
a social purpose, and have a social-driven mission, at the same time are relying on commercial
performance and are market-based businesses. In consequence, social firms are supposed to
combine multiple institutional logics and create multiple values (Santos et al., 2015).

In the case of social enterprises, the redefinition of purpose and the multiplication of value
creation has inferred from the conditions of their performance. It is necessary for them to seek
sources of revenue generation outside of grants and public funding or philanthropic donations.
Such conditions of their operation cause them to start shaping their business models through
commercial activities. Mair et al. (2015) have indicated two types of hybrids organizing:
conforming hybrids and dissenting hybrids. Due to conforming hybrids, they prioritize one
institutional logic contrary to dissenting hybrids, that balance different logics by acting through
innovation, defiance, and selective coupling.

Following the logic of value creation in social enterprises, the question arises of how this
phenomenon is shaped in other organizations, which from the beginning are oriented towards
commercial activities and this verifies their assumptions and mission. Further studies of shared
value creation conducted on multinationals companies indicated that the discussion of
reconceptualizing the current for-profit enterprises, not only SPOs, is warranted within the
context of multiplication of value creation (Khurshid, Snell, 2021). It would be appropriate here
to focus on the very process of creating multiplicative value in organizations regardless of the
type of organization. Hence, we shall analyze a qualitative explanation of the concept of
creating shared value (CSV) as the strategic process through which business organizations can
turn social and environmental problems into business opportunities. In the study, creating
shared value (CSV) refers to the notion that a business organization can realize multiply values
at the same time for mutual benefits among an enterprise, society, and environment
and reconceptualize business organizations as a multi-purpose entity. The continuing lack of an
appropriate scale measuring of CSV and its dimensions prompts researchers to seek to define
and conceptualize the dimensions of CSV.

Porter and Kramer (2011) pointed to the division of the areas of shared value into economic
and social. In subsequent studies, researchers began to point to the areas of economic, social,
and environmental value creation (Sinthupundaja et al., 2020; Paulraj, 2011; Maletic et al.,
2018). The latter studies separated the creation of social value from the creation of
environmental value, where such a distinction was primarily due to increasing climate change
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and the need to solve problems in favor of the environment, or at least the requirements for
sustainable development.

There are many studies in the literature indicating what role innovation plays in the value
creation process. One perspective shows innovation and the innovation process as a catalyst for
change in the economic, social and environmental value creation process. Other studies argue
that the outcomes of firms’ performance is the value of innovation. In our study, innovation
value creation became the fourth dimension of the shared value construct although scholars
discuss examples of innovation in the economic, social, and environmental domains
(Lichtenthaler, 2022; Porter, Kramer, 2011; Lichtenthaler, 2017; Barczak et al.,2008; Rubio-
Andrés et al., 2022).

Considering previous research on CSV as a strategic process, and the assumption of
multiple activities of the organization, we have identified four areas of value creation,
as outlined below in Figure 1.

Ongoing

Assessment

[ [ [ |
SVC — Social Envisg::ri;ntal EVC — Economic IVC — Innovation
Value Creation . Value Creation Value Creation
Value Creation

Figure 1. Shared Value Creation Dimensions.

Source: Based on literature review.

The literature review also made it possible to compile a list of factors describing a particular
dimension of value creation. The list of factors by area is shown in Table 1.

Table 1.
Measurement of Shared Value Creation — Scales suggested by authors based on literature
review

Dimension Items References
Social value creation | 1. overall social welfare and betterment. Maletic et al., 2018
(SVC) 2. community health and safety Bacq, Eddleston, 2016
3. occupational health and safety of employees Paulraj, 2011
4. reducing environmental impact and risks to the public | Rubio-Andrés et al., 2022
5. orientation for customer satisfaction Porter, Kramer, 2011
6. motivating employees Gregori, Holzmann, 2020
7. reducing absenteeism at work Yang et al., 2017
8. creating and developing high-quality jobs
9. achieving greater skills and competence of employees
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Cont. table 1.
Environmental value | 1. reducing consumption of energy, water, fuel, and Maletic et al., 2018
creation other resources Paulraj, 2011
(EnVC) 2. reducing waste and emissions from products and Gregori, Holzmann, 2020
business processes Patala et al., 2016
3. improvement of environmental conditions of the local
community

4. building organizational culture based on
environmental values, needs, and challenges

5. development of innovative, environmentally friendly
products

6. creation proactive posture for the environmental
market

7. rapid capability of anticipation the environmental
changes

8. introducing circular business solutions and aims to
close the material, resource, and product loop

9. providing recycling methods and solutions

10. improvement quality of habitats

11. reduction of environmental accidents

Economic value 1. return on investments Maletic et al., 2018
creation (EVC) 2. profitability Paulraj, 2011
3. good reputation Rubio-Andrés et al., 2022
4. business growth Gregori, Holzmann, 2020
5. reduction of business costs
6. high sales growth
7. lower financial costs
8. earnings per share
Innovation value 1. innovative job positions Lichtenthaler, 2022
creation 2. improvements in management, procurement, Porter, Kramer, 2011
(IVC) and marketing Lichtenthaler, 2017
3. HRM innovation Barczak et al., 2008
4. business digitization Rubio-Andrés et al., 2022
5. new technologies introducing Gregori, Holzmann, 2020
6. patents and licenses obtain Bilge, 2017
7. novelty in products, services, and processes
8. R&D spending
9. data management efficiency

10. knowledge transfer

11. product innovation

12. digital servitisation

13. innovation in the value chain
14. service innovation

15. business model innovation
16. strategic renewal

17. strategic realignment
Source: Based on the study.

Thus, our study aims to sustain the notion that CSV enables business organizations to realize
multiply values at the same time for mutual benefits among an enterprise, society,
and environment. In this light, the business organization is conceptualized as a multi-value
entity. Moreover, the aim of the study is an attempt to conceptualize and develop an appropriate
scale for measuring CSV and its dimensions.
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3. Methodology

To identify appropriate measures for CSV, a Delphi Method design has been used.
Delphi study was conducted among researchers and practitioners who are experts in the fields
of CSR, sustainability, social entrepreneurship, marketing, strategic management,
and innovation. We followed on similar research by Kraus et al. (2017), that developed
a measurement scale of social entrepreneurship orientation. To ensure that a broad range of
views toward CSV existed in the study, we were including participants being experts of scholars
located across Europe and North America and managers of for-profit and non-for-profit
business organizations.

The invitation to the study was sent to forty experts from such countries as China, Columbia,
France, Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Great Britain (UK), the United States
of America (USA), and Canada. Individual invitations were sent electronically between
12 May 2022 and 7 June 2022.

Finally, nineteen experts from Europe and North America accepted the invitation to
participate in the study. The descriptive information about the characteristics of the study
participant is provided in Table 2. According to the principle adopted for the Delphi method,
this is enough participants (experts) to be considered sufficient and dependable for the first
round of the study (i.e., from 10-18 people) (Paliwoda, 1983; Okoli, Pawtowski, 2004).

Table 2.
Sample description
Variable Accepted response scale Frequencies
Gender Male 12
Female 7
Country Canada 1
USA 1
Poland 12
Germany 3
France 1
Italy 1
Institution Academic Institutions 13
For-Profit Organizations 4
Non-For-Profit Organizations 2
Professional experience Less than 3 years (0) 0
3-5 years (0) 0
6-10 years (0) 0
11-20 years (9) 9
More than 20 years (10) 10

Source: Own study based on the conducted research. Results at N = 19.

The Delphi method is used to determine the probability of occurrence of given phenomena
and events. To increase the value of research results, the Delphi method sometimes requires
several rounds of research using a questionnaire tool sent to a panel of designated competent
experts to collect data (Schmidt, 1997). According to Schmidt (1997), the questionnaire is
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a research tool for many different purposes in the theorizing process. In contrast, a rigorous
approach to developing a tool by the accepted principles will increase the certainty with which
"researchers can use the results in subsequent studies, and managers can make decisions based
on the information collected using these methods" (Okoli, Pawlowski, 2004, pp. 15-29).

Therefore, the authors of the study decided on two rounds of research. However, it should
be emphasized here that the results presented in this paper have come from the first round of
Delphi study.

The Delphi method was chosen because of the advantages of this method in comparison
with other qualitative methods. This can be carried out anonymously in relation to other
panelists, so participants in the study will not be dominated in the discussion, which is often the
case in focus studies. Another advantage is the fact that participants of focus studies know the
date of the study in advance and must participate within this period, while the procedures for
conducting Delphi research allow you to send a questionnaire by e-mail and, therefore, survey
participants have a lot of time to answer individual questions (Okoli, Pawlowski, 2004).
This method produces a high degree of effectiveness in terms of accuracy of judgment due to
successive rounds of research that allow participants to change their opinion and have more
time to review and reflect on previous answers (Rowe, Wright, 2001; Powell, 2003).

In the first round, a semi-structured questionnaire (Q) was used with open and closed
questions. Open questions concerned the indication of own comments and recommendations to
obtain data regarding how participants state of understanding of CSV and then how to measure
the dimension.

The approach adopted in the study reflects the stages of the construct measure development
process within which the generated items are evaluated for face validity and/or content validity
(Churchill, 1979). Content validity is the degree to which the measurement items represent
an adequate sample of the construct's theoretical content domain (Nunnally, Bernstein, 1994).
The approach states that to the content validity criterion to be satisfied by the initial item pool,
the items must be face valid. Face validity has been defined as the degree to which
a measurement reflects what it is supposed to measure (Nunnally, Bernstein, 1994). Following
Allen and Yen (1979) and Anastasi (1988) the content relevance determines the degree to which
respondents judge that the items of an assessment instrument are appropriate for the construct.

The participants were asked to answer and provide plausible information and feedback to
the following questions:

1. Based on your background, knowledge, and experience, explain your understanding of

social value creation (SVC). Outline the main approach to the determinant of SVC.

2. How would you measure social value creation (SVC)? Please list relevant factors that

measure the SVC dimension.

3. Based on your background, knowledge, and experience, explain your understanding of

environmental value creation (EnVVC). Outline the main approach to the determinant
of EnVC.
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4. How would you measure social value creation (EnVC)? Please list relevant factors that

measure the EnVC dimension.

5. Based on your background, knowledge, and experience, explain your understanding of

economic value creation (EVC). Outline the main approach to the determinant of EVC.

6. How would you measure economic value creation (EVC)? Please list relevant factors

that measure the EVC dimension.

7. Based on your background, knowledge, and experience, explain your understanding of

innovation value creation (IVVC). Outline the main approach to the determinant of I\VVC.

8. How would you measure innovation value creation (IVC)? Please relevant factors that

measure the I\VC dimension.

Moreover, during the study participants were provided with the list of forty-five items
retrieved from the literature study and grouped into four dimensions of CSV: social value
creation (SVC), environmental value creation (EnVC), economic value creation (EVC),
and innovation value creation (IVC) presented in Table 1.

The task of the experts was to assign factors according to the four dimensions listed above
describing the CSV or to indicate that a given factor does not fit into any of the selected
dimensions or assign to another dimension that the researchers did not consider (Ohanian,
1990). This method of assessing the nominal validity of the proposed constructs was adopted
from the study used by Hardesty and Bearden (2004). It consists in, the experts should assign
the items (from the initial pool of proposed items) to the appropriate dimensions.
Thus, it can be concluded that the assigned items reflect the desired construct and come within
the scope of the dimension (Ohanian, 1990). And thus, they will possess nominal validity.
This article presents the results from the first approach to gauge the content and nominal validity
of the construct.

A crucial step in the selection of items is the choice of procedure that considers the validity
of the opinions of judges. Regardless of the used procedure, it is necessary to decide which
items should be left for further analysis. In the study there was adopted the approach which
requires at least 60% of judges to place an item in the same dimension (Allison, 1978). In the
case of our study, 60% is represented by eleven judges (11.4 - rounding down due to taking full
units for the study). Indications below 60% were considered to have no nominal validity
(Allison, 1978).

4. Findings

Experts confirmed the validity of the SVC, EnVC and EVC dimensions as elements of the
measurement construct for CSV. The IVC dimension (Q2; Q12; Q18; Q19; Q16; Q 17) raised
doubts among experts. As one expert stated: The division for the dimensions are not clear for
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me. | would not treat IVC as a dimension of CSV, | would rather say that by IVC the CSV is
possible. It is happening under many different concepts like social innovation or sustainable
innovation where CSV is created. Innovation is a way of achieving the goals in CSV for me not
a separate area (Q17). IVC was define as to carry out innovative activities at the strategic and
operational levels to increase economic, social and/or environmental value (Q18). IVVC should
be clocked as a prerequisite for any value creation (Q 17; Q19). However, innovation, according
to the experts, is not a value. It becomes one as far as it provides new, innovative ways to solve
social, environmental, or management problems. It reflects delivering goods and offerings in
a way that respects social needs and environmental constraints. As a result of the emergence of
new "innovative" solutions, negative externalities are not generated (social and environmental
costs are avoided) (Q16, Q17). It can be concluded that I'\VC should be considered as a common
part of the other dimensions of CSV, which allows the company to achieve social,
environmental, and economic purposes.

Statements by experts indicate the emerging difficulties in measuring each dimension and
the items that define them. The method of measurement can vary depending on the type of
activity (Q6), but also the approach to understanding the issue of "measurement” itself.
Respondents in their statements indicated measures of an objective nature based on so-called
hard data (quantitative, financial approaches), but also subjective (qualitative, non-financial,
perceptual approaches, etc.) (Q3, Q6, Q7, Q8). One of the experts (Q2) also suggested that the
measurement of CSV factors in the SVC and EnVC areas should be based on a monetary
approach, and thus make it possible to compare the effects of activities in these areas with the
effects of activities in the EVC area.

In the first round of the survey, experts were presented with a list of 45 CSV factors.
Their task was to assign a given factor to the extracted four CSV dimensions or reject it.
A score of 60% of the indications (11 indications) or more was considered reasonable and to
assign the factor to a CSV dimension.

Table 3.
List of factors examined by experts with results based on their statements. The list is organized
and based on the indications of experts

Items (45) Attributing |Attributing dimension by experts Discrepancy |Accepted/
dimension with rejected
from literature |items for
literature  Isyc [envc [EVC [IVC [No fitin any of the next

dimensions test round

1. |overall social welfare |SVC 18 |7 6 6 Accepted

and betterment

2. |community health and [SVC 19 |5 6 4 1 Accepted

safety

3. |occupational health  [SVC 19 |5 4 2 Accepted

and safety of
employees
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Cont. table 3.

4. |reducing SVC 6 19 2 4 EnVvC Accepted*
environmental impact
and risks to the public

5. |orientation for SVvC 6 2 15 |5 1 Accepted
customer satisfaction

6. |motivating employees [SVC 10 |1 9 2 2 Rejected*
reducing absenteeism [SVC 9 1 10 [1 2 SVC/EVC |Rejected™
at work

8. [creating and SvC 13 |2 9 7 1 Accepted
developing high-
quality jobs

9. |achieving greater SvC 13 1 12 |5 2 Accepted*

skills and competence
of employees

10. |reducing consumption |EnVC 5 19 4 5 Accepted
of energy, water, fuel,
and other resources

11. |reducing waste and EnVvC 5 19 3 4 Accepted
emissions from
products and business
processes

12. |improvement of EnvC 9 17 4 4 Accepted
environmental
conditions of the local
community

13. |building EnVvC 9 14 2 4 2 Accepted
organizational culture
based on

environmental values,
needs, and challenges

14. |development of EnVvC 3 15 5 16 (1 EnVC/IVC |Accepted*
innovative,
environmentally
friendly products

15. |creation proactive EnvC 4 15 5 7 2 Accepted

posture for the
environmental market

16. |rapid capability of EnVvC 3 12 5 10 |2 Accepted
anticipation the
environmental
changes

17. |introducing circular  |EnVC 2 18 6 7 Accepted
business solutions and
aims to close the
material, resource, and
product loop

18. |providing recycling  [EnVC 1 18 4 6 Accepted
methods and
solutions

19. |improvement quality |EnVC 13 |11 1 4 SvC Accepted*
of habitats

20. |reduction of EnVvC 6 17 4 1 Accepted

environmental
accidents
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Cont. table 3.
21. |return on investments [EVC 0 0 18 |3 1 Accepted
22. |profitability EVC 0 0 18 |3 1 Accepted
23. |good reputation EVC 9 3 15 |0 2 Accepted
24. |business growth EVC 3 1 17 |5 1 Accepted
25. |reduction of business [EVC 1 1 18 |2 1 Accepted
costs
26. [high sales growth EVC 1 0 17 1 Accepted
27. |lower financial costs |[EVC 1 1 18 |2 1 Accepted
28. |earnings per share EVC 0 0 17 |0 1 Accepted
29. |innovative job IvC 2 0 6 18 Accepted
positions
30 |improvements in IvVC 2 0 13 (10 |3 EVC Accepted*
management,
procurement, and
marketing
31. |HRM innovation IvVC 4 1 9 13 |2 Accepted
32. |business digitization |IVC 3 3 12 13 |2 Accepted
33. |new technologies IvVC 3 3 7 19 (2 Accepted
introducing
34. |patents and licenses  |IVC 0 0 6 17 |2 Accepted
obtain
35. |novelty in products, |IVC 0 0 5 17 (2 Accepted
services, and
processes
36 |R&D spending IvC 3 2 5 15 |2 Accepted
37. |data management IvC 2 11 |9 2 EVC Accepted*
efficiency
38. |knowledge transfer IVC 3 13 (3 Accepted
39. [product innovation IvC 1 2 15 (1 Accepted
40. |digital servitisation IvC 3 14 |2 Accepted
41. |innovation in the IvVC 2 4 6 17 |1 Accepted
value chain
42. |service innovation IvVC 2 17 1 Accepted
43. |business model IvVC 3 3 6 16 |1 Accepted
innovation
44, |strategic renewal IvVC 2 2 7 12 |4 Accepted
45. |strategic realignment |IVC 2 2 8 10 |3 Rejected

* items that require further verification through lack of clarity of dimension assignment. N = 19.
Source: own study on research.

It can be observed that there are deviations in the assigned items to the dimensions based
on the literature (Table 3). The largest discrepancy with the literature was observed with the
SVC dimension. The items (items 1-9 in Table 3) in the literature were attributed to the SVC
dimension, however, item 4 (Table 3) was observed to be attributed to the EnVC dimension,
item 6, 7 and 9 are on the borderline of the SVC/EVC dimensions, item 14 was attributed in
similar numbers to the EnVVC and IVVC dimensions, item 19 was attributed to the SVC dimension
with the majority of responses, and item 30 and 37 were attributed to the EVC dimension.
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All dimensions on the borderline of other dimensions or assigned to dimensions other than those
in the original analysis of the literature review, and retained the 60% indications rule (Allison,
1978) go forward for further verification in the next round of the Delphi method.

Forty-two items were accepted for further determination of the nominal validity of the
proposed item pool. Three items did not meet the 60% rule and were therefore rejected as items
that did not represent the nominal validity of the construct being created.

It should be mentioned that during the study, one of the experts additionally proposed a new
dimension, which was called EmVC (Employer Value Creation). Items numbered 6, 8, 13, 7,
31 (according to Table 3) were assigned to this dimension. On the other hand, the current stage
of the study and the verification procedure adopted, do not give grounds to consider the EmVC
dimension and the indicated items, as content-valid for the construct under construction.
Nevertheless, the authors of the article intend to investigate this phenomenon in further rounds
of the study. While the study, there were also doubts about the assignment of items to any of
the proposed CSV dimensions. However, these doubts do not account for a large number of
expert indications.

5. Discussion

As a result of the research undertaken, based on the Delphi Study among nineteen experts,
the CSV construct and its main dimensions were acknowledged regarding social value creation
(SVC), economic value creation (ECV) and environmental value creation (EnVC).
The indicated dimensions of the construct first confirm the identified areas of social and
economic value of Porter and Kramer's (2011) concept, and justify the items indicated from
previous studies within SVC, EVC and EnVC (Maletic et al., 2018; Paulraj, 2011; Gregori,
Holzmann, 2020; Patala et al., 2016).

The feedback received from experts as to the identification of the main dimensions yielded
miscellaneous about innovation value creation (IVC) and pointed out discrepancies with the
literature review (Lichtenthaler, 2017; Rubio-Andrés et al., 2022; Gregori, Holzmann, 2020).
Besides that, it was unexpected finding, this observation made the especially important and
relevant contribution to the entire construct and measurement of CSV. Hence, the researchers
upheld the opinion of the experts (5 indications) and decided to verify IVC dimension during
further research towards acknowledgement this dimension as a as a full-fledged dimension.
Due to expert opinions the actions taken by companies towards creating innovations are a way
to generate economic, social, and environmental value for external and internal stakeholder
groups.
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Based on the results of the study, the following items were excluded for further analysis:
reducing absenteeism at work (SVC), motivating employees (SVC) and strategic realignment
(IVC). For further discussion there is proposed additional dimension as EmVC (Employer
Value Creation).

In line with the literature, there were observed the discrepancies of attributing five items to
the dimension. Indications from experts show ambiguity as to the assignment of items such as
1. reducing environmental impact and risks to the public (attributing to EnVVC), 2. development
of innovative environmentally friendly products (attributing to IVC), 3. improvement quality
of habitats (attributing to SVC), 4. improvements in management, procurements, and marketing
(attributing to EVC), 5. data management efficiency (attributing to EVC).

Ambiguity was not achieved in assigning the item as achieving greater skills and
competences, with remarkably similar findings attributing to SVC and EVC dimensions. Item
business digitalization was also considered by experts as a factor relating to two dimensions:
EVC and IVC.

6. Conclusion

The results obtained from the Delphi survey are the baseline for further development of the
CSV scale measurement. The CSV construct developed because of the literature review has
changed slightly comparably to experts’ indications both about the content validation of the
SVC, EVC, EnVC and IVC dimensions and items attributing. Some experts questioned the
validity of IVC as an area of CSV.

In summary, after round one of the Delphi methods, the developed CSV construct was
decomposed. SVC dimension has include six items (in contrary to nine items selected from the
literature), EnVC obtained ten items (in contrary to eleven items selected from the literature),
EVC dimension has 11 items (in contrary to eight items selected from the literature) and finally
IVC dimension was assigned by 15 items instead of seventeen retrieved from the related
literature study.

Our findings allow us to make the contribution to literature on creating shared value and
value creation for sustainability. Our findings provide a first step to help understand spectrum
of value creation within the company for mutual benefits among an enterprise, society,
and environment and sustain the notion that the company is going to be treated as multi value
entity.

Practitioners are advised to study the CSV construct and its dimensions and discuss if the
obtained tool can be applicable for their business context. Especially when formulating the
visions, multiply purposes managers can consider the impact of each dimension on the different
group stakeholders. Policymakers are advised to take into consideration the consequences for
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their policies on local, regional, and global level. They represent the stakeholders for the
companies and CSV would have direct influence on the public — privet partnerships and its
contribution to resolving social and environmental problems.

The empirical setting of this study involves certain limitations. The results presented in the
article are the findings obtained from the first round of the study. Therefore, they should not
yet be considered final regarding the dimensions describing CSV, as well as the choice of items
describing them. Although the requirement of the number of experts participating in the study
has been met (Okoli, Pawlowski, 2004), it would be necessary to repeat the at a later stage
(Hardesty, Bearden, 2004). Referring to the principles of developing a reliable scale for
constructed dimensions, it would be advisable in subsequent stages of the study to use
a different procedure for selecting items (Zaichkowsky, 1985). This has the effect of increasing
the reliability of the constructed CSV measurement construct.

Another important aspect of the research method adopted is to ensure the validity of the
construct being built. Accordingly, a necessary step in Delphi research is to determine content
validity, or nominal validity. However, these steps are not sufficient for a measurement to have
construct validity.

Thus, the determined items should pass still other validity tests, e.g., discriminant validity,
convergent validity, and predictive validity (Hardesty, Bearden, 2004).

References

1. Barney, J.B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage.
Journal of Management, Vol. 17, Iss. 1, pp. 90-120, doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/
014920639101700108.

2. Paulraj, A. (2011). Understanding the relationship between internal resources and
capabilities, Sustainable supply management and organizational Sustainability. Academy of
management Journal, Vol. 47, Iss. 1, pp. 19-37, doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/].1745-
493X.2010.03212.x.

3. Allen, M.J.,, Yen, W.M. (1979). Introduction to measurement theory. Monterey (CA):
Brooks/Cole.

4. Allison, N.K. (1978). A psychometric development of a test for consumer alienation from
the marketplace. Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 15, Iss. 4, pp. 565-575, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222437780150040.

5. Anastasi, A. (1988). Psychological testing. New York: Macmillan.

6. Atuahene-Gima, K. (1996). Market Orientation and Innovation. Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 35, Iss. 2, pp. 93-103, doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00051-8.


https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2010.03212.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2010.03212.x

270 A. Sibinska, W. Krawiec

7. Aupperle, K. (1984). An empirical measure of corporate social orientation. Research in
Corporate Social Performance and Policy, Vol. 6, pp. 27-54.

8. Bacq, S., Eddleston, K.A. (2016). A Resource-Based View of Social Entrepreneurship:
How Stewardship Culture Benefits Scale of Social Impact. Journal of Business Etics,
Vol. 152, Iss. 3, pp. 589-611, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3317-1.

9. Barczak, G., Griffin, A., Kahn, K.B. (2008). Trends and Drivers of Success in NPD
Practices: Results of the 2003 PDMA Best Practices Study. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, Vol. 26, Iss. 1, pp. 3-23, doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1540-
5885.2009.00331.x.

10. Beschorner, T., Hajduk T. (2017). Creating shared value. A fundamental critique.
In: Creating Shared Value: Concepts, Expirience, Criticism (pp. 27-37). Cham: Springer,
doi: DOI:10.1007/978-3-319-48802-8_3.

11. Bilge, P. (2017). Sustainable value creation by applying industrial engineering principles
and methodologies. Retrieved from: https://depositonce.tu-berlin.de/handle/11303/6357.
12. Bloom, P., Smith, B. (2010). Identifying the drivers of social entrepreneurial impact:
Theoretical development and an exploratory empirical test of SCALERS. Journal of Social
Entrepreneurship, Vol. 1, Iss. 1, pp. 126-145, doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/1942067090

3458042.

13. Bruneel, J., Moray, N., Stevens, R., Fassin, Y. (2016). Balancing competing logics in for-
profit social enterprises: A need for hybrid governance. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship,
Vol. 7, Iss. 3, pp. 263-288, doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2016.1166147.

14. Liu, C.-H. (2017). Creating competitive advantage: Linking perspectives of organization
learning, innovation behavior and intellectual capital. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, Vol. 66, pp. 13-23, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2017.06.013.

15. Castellas, E.1., Stubbs, W., Ambrosini, V. (2019). Responding to Value Pluralism in Hybrid
Organizations. Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 159, pp. 635-650, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3809-2.

16. Chang, Y.-C., Chang, H.-T., Chi, H.-R., Chen, M.-H., Deng, L.-L. (2012). How do
established firms improve radical innovation performance? The organizational capabilities
view. Technovation: the international journal of technological innovation,
entrepreneurship and technology management, Vol. 32, Iss. 7-8, pp. 441-451, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.001.

17. Chaurasia, S.S., Kaul, N., Yadav, B., Shukla, D. (2020). Open innovation for sustainability
through creating shared value-role of knowledge management system, openness and
organizational structure. Journal of Knowledge Management, Vol. 24, No. 10, pp. 2491-
2511, doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2020-0319.

18. Churchill, G. (1979). A paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs.
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 16, Iss. 1, pp. 64-73, doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/
002224377901600110.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00331.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2009.00331.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-48802-8_3
https://depositonce.tu-berlin.de/handle/11303/6357
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420670903458042
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420670903458042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-04-2020-0319
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377901600110
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224377901600110

Creating Shared Value (CSV) measurement tool... 271

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Crane, A., Palazzo, G., Spence, L.J., Matten, D. (2014). Contesting the value of creating
shared value. California Management Review, Vol. 56, Iss. 2, pp. 130-153, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.2.130.

De Guimarées, J.C., Severo, E.A., de Vasconcelos, C.R. (2018). The influence of
entrepreneurial, market, knowledge management orientations on cleaner production and the
sustainable competitive advantage. Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 174, pp. 1653-
1663, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.074.

Graafland, J.J., Eijffinger, S.C., Smid, H. (2004). Building Ethical Institutions for Business:
Sixteenth Annual Conference of the European Business Ethics Network (EBEN) ||
Benchmarking of Corporate Social Responsibility: Methodological Problems and
Robustness. Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 53, Iss. 2, pp. 137-152, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039404.67854.e1.

Gregori, P., Holzmann, P. (2020). Digital sustainable entrepreneurship: A business model
perspective on embedding digital technologies for social and environmental value creation.
Journal of cleaner production, Vol. 272, doi: DOI:10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122817.
Hardesty, D.M., Bearden, W.O. (2004). The use of expert judges in scale development:
implications for improving face validity of measures of unobservable constructs. Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 57, lIss. 2, pp. 98-107, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-
2963(01)00295-8.

Xiao, H., Yu, D. (2020). Achieving Sustainable Competitive Advantage Through
Intellectual Capital and Corporate Character: The Mediating Role of Innovation. Problemy
ekorozwoju, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 33-45, doi:https://doi.org/10.35784/pe.2020.1.04.

Hurley, R.F., Hult, G.T. (1998). Innovation, Market Orientation, and Organizational
Learning: An Integration and Empirical Examination. Journal of Marketing,Vol. 62, Iss. 3,
pp. 42-54, doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299806200303.

How Johnson & Johnson promotes environmental and social responsibility throughout its
supply chain, SustainCase. Sustainability Magazine, 20.08.2022.

Khurshid, H., Snell, R.S. (2021). Examining mechanisms for creating shared value by Asian
firms. Journal of Business Research, Vol. 129, pp. 122-133, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jbusres.2021.02.030.

Klein, S., Schneider, S., Speith, P. (2021). How to stay on the road? A business model
perspective on mission drift in social purpose organisation. Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 125, pp. 658-671, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.053.

Kratzer, J., Meissner, D., Roud, V. (2017). Open innovation and company culture: Internal
openness makes the difference. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 119,
pp. 128-138, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.022.

Kraus, S., Niemand, T., Halberstadt, J., Shaw, E., Syrja, P. (2017). Social entrepreneurship
orientation: development of a measurement scale. International Journal of Entrepreneurial


https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2014.56.2.130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.074
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039404.67854.e1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122817
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(01)00295-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(01)00295-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299806200303
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-business-research
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.01.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.022

272 A. Sibinska, W. Krawiec

Behavior & Research, Vol. 23, Iss. 6, pp. 977-997, doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-
2016-0206.

31. Lenssen, G., Spitzeck, H., Chapman, S. (2012). Creating shared value as a differentiation
strategy — the example of BASF in Brazil. Corporate Governance: The international
journal of business in society, Vol. 12, Iss. 4, pp. 499-513, pp. 499-513,
doi:10.1108/14720701211267838.

32. Lichtenthaler, U. (2017). Shared value innovation: linking competitivness and societal goals
in the context of digital transformation. International Journal of Innovation and Technology
Management, Vol. 14, Iss. 4, pp. 1-14, doi: https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877017500183.

33. Lichtenthaler, U. (2022). Data management efficiency: major opportunities for shared value
innovation. Management Research Review, Vol. 45, No. 2, doi:10.1108/MRR-10-2020-
06309.

34. Gnap, M. (2018). Triple Bottom Line = CSR, Triple Bottom Line = CSR. Retrieved from:
https://pl.linkedin.com/pulse/triple-bottom-line-csr-marek-gnap, 13.06.2018.

35. Madan J. (2018). Klienci oczekujg od firm zaangazowania w obszary ESG. Srodowisko
naturalne, spoleczenstwo i lad korporacyjny wazne w prowadzeniu biznesu. Retrieved
from:  Zhttps://strefabiznesu.pl/klienci-oczekuja-od-firm-zaangazowania-w-obszary-esg-
srodowisko-naturalne-spoleczenstwo-i-lad-korporacyjny-wazne-w-prowadzeniu/ar/c3-
16457927, 13.06.2018.

36. Mair, J., Mayer, J., Lutz , E. (2015). Navigating institutional plurality: organizational
governance in hybrid organizations. Organization Studies, Vol. 36, pp. 713-739, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840615580007.

37. Maletic, M., Maletic, D., Gomiscek, B. (2018). The Role of Contingency Factors on the
Relationship between Sustainability Practices and Organizational Performance. Journal of
Cleaner Production, Vol. 171, pp. 423-433, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jclepro.2017.09.172.

38. Menghwar, P.S., Daood, A. (2021). Creating shared value: A systematic review, synthesis
and integrative perspective. International Journal of Management Review, Vol. 23, Iss. 4,
pp. 466-485, doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12252.

39. Mezias, J.M., Starbuck, W.H. (2003). The Odyssey Continues. British Journal of
Management, Vol. 14, Iss. 1, pp. 45-47, doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00264.

40. Nunnally, J.C., Bernstein, I.H. (1994). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill.

41. Okoli Ch., Pawlowski S.D. (2004). The Delphi method as a research tool: an example,
design considerations and applications. Information & Management, Vol. 1, Iss. 42,
pp. 15-29, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2003.11.002.

42. Paliwoda, S.J. (1983). Predicting the future using Delphi. Management Decision, Vol. 21,
Iss. 1, pp. 31-38, doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/eb001309.

43. Patala, S., Jalkala, A., Keranen, J., Vaisanen, S., Tuominen, V., Soukka, R. (2016).
Sustainable value propositions. Framework and implications for technology suppliers.


https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-2016-0206
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-2016-0206
https://pl.linkedin.com/pulse/triple-bottom-line-csr-marek-gnap
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.09.172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.09.172
https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12252
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00264
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2003.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb001309

Creating Shared Value (CSV) measurement tool... 273

44,

45.
46.

47.

48.

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 59, pp. 144-156, doi: DOI:10.1016/
J.INDMARMAN.2016.03.001.

Pfitzer, M., Bockstette, V., Stamp, M. (2013). Innovating for shared value. Harvard
Business Review, Vol. 9. Retrieved from: https://hbr.org/2013/09/innovating-for-shared-
value, 1.09.2013.

Porter, M.E. (1990). The competitive advantage of nations. New York: Free Press.

Porter, M.E., Kramer, M.E. (2011). Creating Shared Value. How to reinvent capitalism and
unleash a wave of innovation and growth. Harvard Business Review, Vol. 89, Iss. 1/2,
pp. 62-77. Retrieved from: Creating Shared Value (hbr.org).

Porter, M., Kramer, M. (2002). The competitive advantage of corporate philanthropy.
Harvard Business Review. Retrieved from: https://hbr.org/2002/12/the-competitive-
advantage-of-corporate-philanthropy.

Porter, M., Kramer, M. (2019). Creating shared value. In: G. Lenssen, N. Smith, (Eds.),
Managing Sustainable Business (pp. 323-346). Dordrecht: Springer, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1144-7_16.

Porter, M.E., Kramer, M.R. (2006). Strategy and society: the link between competitive
advantage and corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review, Vol. 85, No. 12,
pp. 78-92, doi: https://doi.org/10.1108/sd.2007.05623ead.006.

Powell, C. (2003). The Delphi technique: myths and realities. Journal of Advanced Nursing,
Vol. 41, Iss. 4, pp. 376-382, doi: doi: 10.1046/].1365-2648.2003.02537 .x.

Prahalad, C.K., Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co-creation experiences: the nest practice in value
creation. Journal of Interactive Marketing, Vol. 18, Iss. 3, pp. 5-14, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.20015.

Rowe, G., Wright, G. (2001). Expert Opinions in Forecasting: The Role of the Delphi
Technique. In: J.S. Armstrong (Eds.), Principles of Forecasting. International Series in
Operations Research & Management Science, Vol. 30. Boston, MA: Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-306-47630-3_7.

Rubio-Andrés, M., del Mar Ramos-Gonzalez, M., Sastre-Castillo, M.A. (2022). Driving
innovation management to create shared value and sustainable growth. Review of
Managerial Science, Vol. 16, Iss. 7, pp. 2181-221, doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-
00520-0.

éélyové, S., Taborecka-Petrovi¢ova, J., Nedelova, G., Dad’o, J. (2015). Effect of Marketing
Orientation on Business Performance: A Study from Slovak Foodstuff Industry.
Procedia  Economics  and Finance,  Vol. 34, pp. 622-629, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01677-9.

Sanders, N.R. (2007). An empirical study of the impact of e-business technologies on
organizational collaboration and performance. Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 25,
Iss. 6, pp. 1332-1347, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2007.01.008.


https://doi.org/10.1016/J.INDMARMAN.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.INDMARMAN.2016.03.001
https://hbr.org/2013/09/innovating-for-shared-value
https://hbr.org/2013/09/innovating-for-shared-value
https://hbr.org/2011/01/the-big-idea-creating-shared-value
https://hbr.org/2002/12/the-competitive-advantage-of-corporate-philanthropy
https://hbr.org/2002/12/the-competitive-advantage-of-corporate-philanthropy
https://doi.org/10.1108/sd.2007.05623ead.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/dir.20015
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-306-47630-3_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00520-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00520-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(15)01677-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2007.01.008

274 A. Sibinska, W. Krawiec

56. Santos, F., Pache, A.C., Birkholz, C. (2015). Making hybrids work: aligning business
models and organizational design for social enterprises. California Management Review,
Vol. 57, Iss. 3, pp. 36-58, doi: https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2015.57.3.36.

57. Schmidt, R.C. (1997). Managing Delphi surveys using nonparametric statistical techniques.
Decision Sciences, Vol. 28, Iss. 3, pp. 763-774. doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
5915.1997.tb01330.x.

58. Severo, E.A., de Guimaraes, J.C.F., Dorion, E.C.H., Nodari, C.H. (2015). Cleaner
production, environmental sustainability and organizational performance: an empirical
study in the Brazilian Metal-Mechanic industry. Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 96,
pp. 118-125, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.06.027.

59. Shane, S., Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research.
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 217-226, doi:
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791611.

60. Sinthupundaja, J., Kohda, Y., Chiadamrong, N. (2020). Examining capabilities of social
entrepreneurship for shared value creation. Journal of Social Entrepreneurship, Vol. 11,
Iss. 1, pp. 1-22, doi: https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1543726.

61. Smets, M., Jarzabkowski, P., Burke, G.T., Spee, P. (2015). Reinsurance traiding in Lloyd's
of London: Balancing conflicting-yet-complementary logics in practice. Academy of
Management Journal, Vol. 58, Iss. 3, pp. 932-970, doi: 10.5465/am;.2012.0638.

62. Tetlock, P.E. (1986). A value pluralism model of ideological reasoning. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 50, Iss. 4, pp. 819-827, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.4.8109.

63. Thompson, J.D., MacMillan, I.C. (2010). Business Models: Creating New Markets and
Societal Wealth. Long Range Planning, Vol. 43, lIss. 2-3, pp. 291-307, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.Irp.2009.11.002.

64. Weerawardena, J., Salunke, S., Haigh, N., Mort, G.S. (2021). Business model innovation in
social purpose organizations: Conceptualizing dual social-economic value creation.
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 125, pp. 762-771, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jbusres.2019.10.016.

65. Xiao, H., Yu, D. (2020). Achieving Sustainable Competitive Advantage through
Intellectual Capital and Corporate Character: The Mediating Role of Innovation. Problems
of Sustainable Development, Vol. 15, Iss. 1, pp. 33-45, DOI:10.35784/PE.2020.1.04.

66. Yang, M., Evans, S., Vladimirova, D., Rana, P. (2017). Value uncaptured perspective for
sustainable business model innovation. Journal of Cleaner Production, Vol. 140, Part. 3,
pp. 1794-1804, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.102.

67. Yunus, M. (2007). Creating a World without Poverty: Social Business and the Future of
Capitalism. New York: Public Affairs.

68. Zott, C., Amit, R. (2010). Business model design: an activity system perspective. Long
Range Plan, Vol. 43, Iss. 2-3, pp. 216-226, doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.Irp.2009.07.004.


https://doi.org/10.1525/cmr.2015.57.3.36
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.1997.tb01330.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5915.1997.tb01330.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.06.027
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2000.2791611
https://doi.org/10.1080/19420676.2018.1543726
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2012.0638
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.50.4.819
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.10.016
https://doi.org/10.35784/PE.2020.1.04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2009.07.004

