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ABSTRACT

This study examines the paradigm shift in business sustainability strategy from corporate social responsibility (CSR) to created shared value. The created shared value as a revolutionary strategic management thinking is defined as the 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. It is expected to change the corporate mindset where they spend some money in philanthropic activities (a mere lip-service by corporations to placate societal disgruntlement) without sincerely trying to make a change in the society. It is also to revise the mental models that have constrained management thinking for years to improving competitive context and economic progress of business by companies’ making sincere commitment to bettering society. The concept of created shared tasks businesses to go beyond the ordinary CSR to addressing social and society’s issues in addition to their pursuit of profits as this would give rise to long-term company‘s profitability, competitiveness and sustainability. Interestingly, evidences abound of companies which have already keyed into the created shared value enjoying immense benefits of customers’ and society attraction, acceptance and loyalty, profit growth and competitive advantages. The study concludes that created shared value has the potentials to unleash the next wave of global growth, economic prosperity and sustainable development when companies start to think a new and look at decisions and opportunities through the lens of shared value by incorporate social and societal values into their economic agenda. Corporate social responsibility, created share value, sustainable development.

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background Of The Study

The concept of Created Shared Value (CSV) has been pioneered by Professors Porter and Kramer of the Harvard University since 2011. Although the idea of shared value was first expressed in their publication in the Harvard Business Review on “Strategy and society: The link between competitive advantage and corporate social responsibility” in 2006 where they advocated a mutual dependence between corporations and society or a win-win business-society relationship to create competitive advantage. There would be a symbiotic relationship and reciprocity between business and society as firms redefine and readjust their concept of value in a broader, more “shared” perspective (Davenport,2011).This is because (shared)values of organizations and top management influence their strategies and strategic decisions (March & Simon,1958; Andrew,1980; Enz,1989)

The CSV is a new (r)evolutionary way of strategic business thinking in the business-society relationship which integrates social goals within business practice without distracting a firm from its primary purpose of achieving profit (Porter & Kramer,2011; Rocchi & Fererro,2014).This could trigger once again the greatest economic wealth, growth and innovation for humanity and business (Porter & Kramer, 2011). According to Porter and Kramer (2011),‘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 community in which it operates’ and companies can create shared values through re-conceiving products and markets, redefining productivity in the value chain and building supportive industry clusters at the company’s locations. It is creating economic value in a way that also creates value for society by addressing its needs and challenges. The idea is combining “traditional objectives with additional benefits for society” (Altman & Berman, 2011).

Porter and Kramer’s propositions for the CSV have been laudable and applauded by many supporters (Bockstette & Stamp,2011; Hills et al.,2012; Pfitzer, Bockstette & Stamp, 2013;Visser,2013) in re-connecting the disconnected corporations’ successes to society’s development, particularly in the advancement of social causes to strategic level, specifying the roles of government in enhancing shared value and introducing a broader conception of capitalism-the “caring or conscious capitalism”. Without doubts, the world has experienced unparallel prosperity following the industrial revolution and the free-market economy. Ringmar (2005) argues that although capitalism has produced comparable levels of economic prosperity, it has also brought to human beings and societies the consequences of income inequality, erosion of non-market values, commodification and alienation of people and hence it should be controlled.

The arguments on CSR have revolved around the continuum of Professor Friedman’s neo-classical economic theory and Professor Freeman’s stakeholder theory. Although Porter and Kramer (2011) argue that CSV is not social responsibility, philanthropy or even sustainability, but instead, it is a modern manner to achieve long-term success with regards to economy terms. Bosch-Badia et al (2013) argue that shared value directs businesses to a more sustainable and stronger value chain. It does appear that CSV is beyond CSR-a new CSR agenda of business integrating social and economic goalsǃ Moczadlo (2015) argues that CSV is going beyond the pure business case approach of CSR because it requires integrating CSV into the core business and the long term strategic alignment of companies.The CSV is a win-win situation where an organization creates value for the society by tackling its needs and challenges in a way which also creates economic value to them. Epstein (2012) remarks that CSV could grow future markets and strengthens economies and communities. Spitzeck‐ and Chapman (2012) find that shared value strategies do enhance financial as well as socio environmental performance and build stronger clients’ relationships in Brazil.

In fact, as awareness on global issues such as poverty, climate change and global warming, inequities keep increasing, CSR has become inescapable priority for firms and their managers the world over (Porter & Kramer, 2006; Jean & Yazdanifard,2015; Fjell & Rødland,2015) to be part of the solutions of the problems of society which they also created. The multinationals (MNCs) are being blamed for society’s failures (Porter & Kramer, 2011). Moreover, most of companies’ efforts have not pay off greatly in their productivity due to their disconnect from or ditch against society and not linking the CSR to their strategy (Porter & Kramer,2006).Porter and Kramer (2011) argue that there is a growing perception of companies’ successes at the expense of society’s social, environmental and economic problems. The companies’ CSR has not been strategic to be a source of business opportunity, innovation, revenue growth and competitive advantage and benefits to society (Moore,2014).

The CSV challenges the academic literature on CSR as well as business practice in the few years of its existence. No wonder, there have been increased study of CSV from different point of views, contexts such as industrial sectors and multinationals (Maltz & Schein,2012) social entrepreneurship (Pirson,2012) and countries e.g. Brazil (Spitzek & Chapman,2012), India (Vaidyanathan & Scott, 2012),and Australia (Leth & Hems, 2014).Some have tried to reconstruct/redesign or extend the original CSV framework by Porter and Kramer (Michelini & Fiorentino, 2012; Moon, Pare, Yim & Park, 2011) and/or widely applied the CSV to regional development, poverty reduction other discipline like finance and banking (Bockstette, Pfitzer, Smith, Bhavaraju, Priestley & Bhatt 2014), education (Mena & Zelaya,2013;Kramer & Tallant,2014.), global health (Peterson, Rehrig, Stamp & Kim,2012), oil, gas and mining companies (Hidalgo, Peterson, Sith & Foley, 2014), agriculture, business corporate strategy, low-income markets (Michelini,2012) and emerging markets (Hills, Russell, Borgonovi, Doty & Iyer,2012).

There are lots of literature and empirical evidences that the CSR approach in the developing countries of Africa including Nigeria has been mainly philanthropic and normative CSR (Visser,2006,2008;Visser,Matten, Pohl & Tolhurst,2007;Amaeshi,Adi, Ogbechie & Amao,2006) and there are increasing expectations by various stakeholders that corporate organizations, especially the multinational companies (MNCs) and transnational companies (TNCs) should go beyond profit maximization and regulatory compliance to taking up responsibilities that make significant impact on society by helping to remedy the social problems including the ones caused by them (Odia,2016). 

1.2 Statement Of The Problem

The CSV may just be the desired solution that the stakeholders have been waiting for to make corporations break away from restricted CSR involvement to embrace the broader view of “caring, conscious capitalism” and responds to social issues and problems. However, managers and entrepreneurs will need to develop and possess new skills and knowledge to create shared value (Bockstette & Stamp, 2011). Porter (2014) traces the evolving role of business in society from philanthropy (donation to worthy social cause, volunteering to CSR (compliance with community standards, good corporate citizenship and sustainability initiatives) to creating shared value (addressing societal needs and challenges with a business model at a profit)

While there are benefits and prospects associated of CSV to the society and businesses at least from evidences of companies that have keyed into the CSV, a research gap exists on how CVS can be linked to the sustainable, inclusive development of developing countries as well addressing the limitations and challenges of CSV such as the criticisms regarding the CSV, measurement issues, changing corporate mindsets to view environmental and social problems not as constraints but as business opportunities, and gaining support of top management of MNCs, TNCs and other companies to key in and their voluntary CSV compliance and getting support of governments and agencies at the local, national and international levels to encourage more businesses to adopt shared value strategies. Therefore the objective of the chapter is to examine the relationship between CSV and corporate sustainability. The rest of the chapter is divided into five sections: The immediate section clarifies CSR and exposes the problems with the present CSR. Section three considers CSV, the ways companies can create shared value as well as the differences between CSR and CSV.Section four addresses CSV Opportunities and Benefits in Developing Countries and  the role of government and government policies on CSV, and examines CSV and sustainable development. The last section is the concluding remarks.

1.3 Objective Of The Study

The major and specific objectives of this study include;

Examine the relationship between CSV and corporate sustainability

Examine the CSR and exposes the problems with the present CSR.

Examine the ways companies can create shared value as well as the differences between CSR and CSV

Examine CSV Opportunities and Benefits in Developing Countries and  the role of government and government policies on CSV, and examines CSV and sustainable development.

1.4 Research Question

What is CSR and the problems with the present CSR?

In what ways can companies create shared value as well as the differences between CSR and CSV?

What are the CSV Opportunities and Benefits in Developing Countries and  the role of government and government policies on CSV, and examines CSV and sustainable development.

1.5 Significance Of The Study

This study will extensively analyse the relationship between  CSV and corporate sustainability, and the problems of cooperate social responsibilities. The study will enlighten manufacturing and non manufacturing firms on  the ways companies can create shared value as well as the differences between CSR and CSV. This will also apprise the relevant Government officials on the opportunities and Benefits of CSV in Developing Countries and  the role of government and government policies on CSV, and examines CSV and sustainable development. 

Additionally, the study will contribute to the body of existing literature and hence will be useful to students and researchers who may be willing to conduct a research on related topics.

1.6 Scope and limitations of the Study

The study specifically covers the relationship between CSV and corporate sustainability, the CSR and exposes the problems with the present CSR, the ways companies can create shared value as well as the differences between CSR and CSV and CSV Opportunities and Benefits in Developing Countries and  the role of government and government policies on CSV, and CSV and sustainable development.

On the limitation to this study, the researcher acknowledged that, as with any study of this nature, certain issues were unavoidable. Accessing a large quantity of materials and informants who witnessed the expulsion encountered to be a significant problem. And tThis was largely due to a lack of financial backing.
1.7 Methodology Of The Study

The researcher followed the accepted rules of the x-factor method in order to offer a high-quality work. The usual, analytical, and critical examination and description of evidence was used in the qualitative method. The researcher began the study by examining and studying the facts in the secondary sources that were pertinent to the study's problem. Notes were meticulously taken during the data collection course to allow the researcher to understand the major ideas and important elements of the materials gathered, as well as the perspectives and conclusions of authors whose works were indispensable to the study.

In examining the study, both secondary and primary sources were utilised. As part of the historical requirement, the researcher began by reviewing the required secondary documents. Books, monographs, and brochures on economics, sociology, migration, and political science.

1.8 Definition Of Terms

Corporate Social Responsibility: This refers to the continuing commitment by business to contribute to economic development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of the community and society at large.

Created Share Value: This is a paradigm shift in corporate social responsibility and sustainability strategy where business create economic values and values for societies through the simultaneous pursuit of economic, social and societal goals. Companies can create shared values through re-conceiving products and markets, redefining productivity in the value chain and building supportive industry clusters at the company’s locations.

Shared Value: This 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 community in which it operates.

Sustainable Development: This refers to development that meets the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of the future generations to meet their needs.
CHAPTER TWO

CSR AND EXPOSES THE PROBLEMS WITH THE PRESENT CSR

Corporate Social Responsibility

The notion of corporate social responsibility entered the world of business around 1960s, when, responding to public criticism, companies started social responsibility programs, defined their values and advertised these programs and the benefits they brought to society. However, J.J. Asongu, the president of the African Policy Institute, says the notion of CSR has been known to people for longer than that. Evidence of CSR can be found as long ago as around 1700 BC, when King of Ancient Mesopotamia implemented a code of behaviour for builders, innkeepers and farmers, emphasizing their responsibility to respect and not disturb citizens or do any harm by their actions [1]. Over the time, CSR has been described in numerous ways as business ethics, business responsibility, corporate citizenship, manifestation of corporate philanthropy, etc. [1], [2]. Corporate responsibility and social responsibility are other terms often used when speaking of CSR. The scope and meaning of CSR has been rather broad and constantly changing to incorporate new elements and better portray the viewpoints of specific companies. Hence, the understanding and definitions of CSR vary greatly. To better understand the concept of CSR, it is important to clarify what does “corporation” and “social responsibility” mean. As A. Crane and D. Matten point out, a corporation essentially is a separate entity in its own right. This is defined by two attributes – a corporation can exist independently of any individual investors, employees or customers (as long as they can find new ones) and it owns the assets associated with the corporation (i.e., factories, offices, computers, machines and other assets belong to corporation and not the shareholders) [2]. 

International standard ISO 26000:2010, Guidance on social responsibility, defines social responsibility as responsibility of an organization for the impacts of its decisions and activities on society and the environment, through transparent and ethical behaviour that [3]:

- contributes to sustainable development, including health and welfare of society; 

- takes into account the expectations of stakeholders; 

- is in compliance with applicable law and consistent with international norms of behaviour; and 

- is integrated throughout the organization and practised in its relationships.

Thus, we can speak of social responsibility as attitudes and behaviour that are ethical and sensitive to social, cultural, economic and environmental issues. In the business context this means acting so as to respect and contribute to the needs and welfare of the community in which the company operates [2].

There are many dimensions to CSR – giving rise to different views and interpretations. The most common – and very simplified view of CSR is that of corporate philanthropy, charity and sponsorships [4]. Yet this is a narrow interpretation of the notion, reducing CSR to a transaction level where business is quite literally “paying back” the society. The reasons behind this transaction can range from purely ethical concerns and desire to help society develop to “making it up” for some environmental damage and polishing upcompany reputation [5]. However, CSR is more than that; philanthropy is just one aspect of it. J.J. Asongu outlines Wikipedia’s definition of CSR as the most successful one, describing CSR as “a concept that organizations, especially (but not only) corporations, have an obligation to consider the interests of customers, employees, shareholders, communities, and ecological considerations in all aspects of their operations” [1]. Similarly, B. Louge and J. Wallace recognize the stakeholder theory as the cornerstone of CSR concept, since “CSR urges companies to identify all their important stakeholder groups and seek to “balance” the priorities and goals of each of these groups” [6]. J. Moon, S. Anastasiadis and F. Viganó consider CSR “a promising concept in this respect, because it is about beyond compliance contributions of companies to social, environmental and ethical concerns” [7] while A.B. Carroll and A.K. Buchholtz underline the various dimensions of CSR, as it “includes the economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic expectations placed on organizations by society at a given point in time” [8]. 

The World Business Council for Sustainable Development in its publication ―Making Good Business‖ by Lord Holme and Richard Watts used the following definition. ―Corporate Social Responsibility is the continuing commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute to economic development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families as well as of the local community and society at large‖. The same report gave some evidence of the different perceptions of what this should mean from a number of different societies across the world. Definitions as different as: ―CSR is about capacity building for sustainable livelihoods. It respects cultural differences and finds the business opportunities in building the skills of employees, the community and the government‖ from Ghana, through to ―CSR is about business giving back to society‖ from the Philippines. For instance, the CSR definition used by Business for Social Responsibility is: ―Operating a business in a manner that meets or exceeds the ethical, legal, commercial and public expectations that society has of business‖. On the other hand, the European Commission hedges its bets with two definitions wrapped into one: ―A concept whereby companies decide voluntarily to contribute to a better society and a cleaner environment—a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operation and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis‖. The term Corporate Social Responsibility refers to the concept of business being accountable for how it manages the impact of the processes on stakeholders and take responsibility for producing a positive effect on the society. CSR has been defined as the continuing commitment by business to behave properly, fairly and responsibly and contribute to economic development while improving the life of the workers and their families as well as the local community and society at large. D. Minor and J. Morgan put CSR in simpler terms, when outlining the connection of CSR strategy and company reputation. They view the philosophy of CSR as visible “doing good” activities and less visible dimension of CSR as “not doing harm” [9]. There are countless definitions of CSR, but the emphasis of those lies with the consideration of various stakeholder groups and different levels and aspects of corporation’s impact on society. Given this, CSR can be defined as corporation’s voluntary day-to-day activities that are focused on creating a positive social, environmental, and mutual economic impact while considering the interests of all stakeholder groups. Hence, companies that successfully implement CSR should have a positive effect on their stakeholder groups – along several dimensions. Despite the development of CSR concept over the time, there are still discussions of what really counts as socially responsible activity and makes a company a “CSR company”[4]. As much as some companies would like to, simple donations, sponsorships or supporting a charity is just not enough to call oneself a ‘CSR company’. Even more heated is the debate regarding the corporate social responsibility of companies producing clearly harmful goods such as tobacco or alcohol. Can they be regarded as CSR companies for, e.g., their efforts to reduce smoking outspread among youth? Or is just plain quitting the business altogether the only way for these companies to be socially responsible? Still another question open for debate is the motivation behind the organizations embracing CSR. As we already mentioned, the reasons for undertaking CSR activities can vary from pure self-interest (e.g., profits) and self-preservation needs to simple humane desire to do good and help the society. The question remains – what should be driving the social responsibility of corporations? Is creating value for the company the main driver, or is it the value created for the society? This is where shared value creation concept comes into play.

Corporate Social Responsibility as an Obligation 

According to J. Ivancevich, P. Lorenzi, S. Skinner, and P. Crosby (1997), corporate social responsibility as a social obligation holds the view that a corporation engages in socially responsible behavior when it pursues profit only within the constraints of law. Because society supports business by allowing it to exist, business is obligated to repay society by making profits. Thus, according to this view, legal behavior in pursuit of profit is socially responsible behavior, and any behavior that is illegal or is not in pursuit of profit is socially irresponsible. This view is particularly associated with economist Milton Friedman (1970) and others who believe that society creates firms to pursue two primary purposes—to produce goods and services efficiently and to maximize profits. As Friedman has stated, ―There is one and only one social responsibility of business—to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud.

Corporate Social Responsibility as a Social Reaction 

According to this view, socially responsible behaviors are anticipatory and preventative, rather than reactive and restorative. The term social responsiveness has become widely used in recent years to refer to actions that exceed social obligation and social reaction. A socially responsive corporation actively seeks solutions to social problems. Progressive managers, according to this view, apply corporate skills and resources to every problem— from run-down housing to youth employment and from local schools to small-business job creation, Ivancevich, Lorenzi, Skinner, and Crosby (1997).

Some Approaches 
Mahajan (May 2011), stated that some commentators have identified a difference between the Continental European and the Anglo-Saxon approaches to CSR. And even with Europe the discussion about CSR is very heterogeneous. An approach for CSR that is becoming more widely accepted is the community-based approach. In this approach, corporations work with local communities to better themselves. A more common approach of CSR is Philanthropy. This includes monetary donations and aid given to local organizations and impoverished communities in developing countries. Another approach to CSR is to incorporate the CSR strategy directly into the business strategy of an organization. For instance, procurement of Fair Trade tea and coffee has been adopted by various businesses including KPMG. Fioravante, (Oct. 2010), noted that considering the essential rudiments of a strategic marketing plan, firms explore internal and external means. Corporate philanthropy is quickly becoming a viable strategic option in the development of marketing strategies. Firms looking to further brand development, market recognition, and enhanced customer perceptions can integrate philanthropic initiatives throughout the planning process. Implementing these initiatives in a complementary fashion to the overall business plan brings forth the latency of creating a distinctive competitive advantage for those who choose to do so. This marketing phenomenon provides a cogent social and economic approach to furthering the myriad of business agendas necessary to have market sustainability. Corporate philanthropy is a phenomenon which associates the business sector with the social sector. Social historians and researchers alike as a subset of a larger corporate social responsibility (CSR) subject, philanthropy provides an opportunity for corporations to establish an ethical and moral mantra within the organization (Gan, 2006; Madrigal & Boush, 2008).

An organization is comprised of people who assume the responsibility of cultivating and maintaining a culture supportive of philanthropy and its rage of objectives. Success philanthropy – achieving the goal is as vital to an organization as the ―core business‖ (Bruch & Walter, 2005). Philanthropic initiatives are complex and thus need to be developed, communicated, implemented, monitored, and lastly sustained, in order to guarantee its viability as a strategic tool. Understanding the potential impact of philanthropy in all of its forms enables a corporation to alter its value proposition and ultimately shape the manner in which it employs this phenomenon in the business strategy. Strategic marketing has a myriad of meanings and applications across industries. Philanthropy can add altruistic and capitalistic contribution to an organization. By analyzing how corporations use philanthropy for strategic marketing purposes, conclusions are possible that are drawn on the intrinsic value beyond the ―feel good‖ and towards a business growth driver. Much attention has been paid to CSR, corporate financial performance, corporate reputation, and the intersections of ethics and consumer perceptions. The gap to address and theory to advance focuses on how a corporation can use philanthropic initiatives to validate, differentiate, and make distinctive their strategic marketing process. Corporate philanthropy in the eyes of this researcher has meaningful value to the organization in a raison d‘être sense, provided there is an equilibrium existence of an ethical and economic business construct.
Historical Overview Of Cooperate Social Responsibility

The modern Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) movement can be traced to Article 23 in the 1948 United Nations Universal Declaration on Human Rights, which called for the right to employment, favorable work conditions, equal pay for equal work, and the right to join trade unions. During the social upheavals and activist movements of the 1960s and 1970s, the concept of socially responsible corporate behavior gained traction. Economist Milton Friedman ignited a debate about the obligation of business to address societal problems in a 1970 New York Times Magazine article, when he wrote, “There is one and only one social responsibility of business—to use its resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to say, engage in open and free competition without deception or fraud.”1 Privatization, deregulation, corporate takeovers and leveraged buyouts in the 1980s led to an explosion of CSR awareness and activism in the 1990s, as globalization and communications technology accelerated flows of capital, information and people across borders. Informed and emboldened stakeholders—customers, employees, shareholders, suppliers, policy-makers, civil society organizations,international NGOs and media—demanded transparency and accountability from corporations, rewarding companies that contributed positively to social and environmental well-being and punishing firms that ignored or neglected the negative externalities of their business practices. Fast forward through the past two decades, and you can see the influence of the CSR movement by looking at today’s business language: corporate citizenship; sustainability; triple bottom line; ESG (environmental, social and governance); inclusive business; cause related marketing (CRM); pro-poor value chains; bottom of the pyramid business models (BOP); socially responsible investing and impact investing; social enterprise; social purpose; public-private partnerships; green economy; collective impact; license to operate/ license to lead; corporate ethics; and corporate volunteerism and employee engagement. The lexicon is constantly changing, refining, expanding and provoking. 

EMERGENCE OF CSR IN NIGERIA 

The Multi-National Enterprises have been in existence in Nigeria since 1957. It was not until 1990s following the Ogoni crisis,32 that the corporations and the Government of Nigeria paid special attention and recognition to CSR in the Country. The Ogoni crisis which led to the killing of Ken Saro-Wiwa brought into the limelight the developmental projects, such as building of health centers, primary school blocks, provision of water, scholarship etc, ostensibly to alleviate poverty and underdevelopment by the corporations operating in the region.

The Role of the Oil Companies 

Some of the major oil companies operating in the region are Shell, Stotoil etc and they have contributed significantly to CSR initiatives in the region. 

(i) Shell 

Shell is a member of the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD). Shell has recognized the interrelatedness of the three dimensions of sustainable development – corporate financial responsibility, corporate environmental responsibility33 and corporate social responsibility. Shell has invested substantial amounts in recent time in its scientific research and development, and the company has produced a standard declaration which adheres to the principles of sustainable development, as well as contributing to the building of hospitals, schools, awarding contract to indigenous companies and awarding of scholarships. In 2011, Shell donated N5.3 billions for community development in the region.34

(ii) Statoil 

Statoil is also one of the major oil companies in the region. The company CSR drive on community development was practicalized on Asasa Community Development Project.35 The company embarked on the development of the community to improve the standard of living of the inhabitants by building schools, hospitals, electricity etc.36

CHALLENGES OF CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) IN NIGERIA 

The challenges in implementing CSR in Nigeria will be discussed in details in the sub-headings below. Inability of Nigeria Government to Enforce CSR into Law Since the emergence of CRS in Nigeria, there is no law in place by the Nigeria Government in the area of CSR. CSR is still at the discretion of the companies. Companies alone cannot be said to be responsible for social responsibilities to the communities in the region. The government should traditional be responsible for the welfare of its citizens. These include ensuring law and order, security, provision of public infrastructure and other basic amenities. Thus while companies have a social responsibility to the communities they operate, the framework within which this is to effectively work have to be provided by the government (Ijaiya, 2014). 

Corruption and Selfishness 

Nigeria is a country blessed with abundance of natural and human resources, as a result attracts the activities of multinational companies who explore these resources to increase the wealth of the nation as well as transform the economic and social environment for the betterment of the common. Apart from increasing the wealth of the nation, most of these companies enshrine in their policy the responsibility of providing some social services to the society they directly affect through their CSR. It is quite pathetic when the level of corruption in Nigeria poses a major challenge to these companies in implementing CSR. Without regards for morals and humanity, when the resources meant to be used for implementing CSR to improve the lives of people in the society gets to the hands of the leaders of these communities, they are siphoned and used for their selfish and personal aggrandisement. No wonder the renowned writer and Novelist Achebe(1998) stipulated that, corruption in Nigeria has passed the alarming and entered the fatal stage, and Nigeria will die if we keep pretending that she is only slightly indisposed.

Lack of Interest in Implementing CSR 

Foreign and Local companies in Nigeria lack the necessary drive and impetus to effectively carryout CSR because they are not mandated by the laws of the Nigeria to do so, as a result, these companies see CSR as not a responsibilities or obligatory which they must implement, but do it out of their own volition. It is only when CSR is backed by the laws of Nigeria that companies that tap its resources will then see it as obligatory, or otherwise faces the consequences of the law.
Negligible or Non-Existent Benefits 

Social responsibility should result in positive outcomes for both the business and the community. However, often the results falls heavily in favour of the business involved. Businesses invest a comparatively small amount into community projects and then use their effort to promote their brand and gain access to markets all around the country. The public relations and brand building they receive far outweighs their investment in socially responsible projects.

Political and Social Insecurity 

One of the fundamental factors that motivate companies (whether a foreign or local) to do business in Nigeria is the availability of political as well as social security. Suffice to state that the rate of social and political insecurity in the country manifested in the Boko Haram insurgency has done more damage than good to the economy of the nation. In fact the insurgence has eaten so deep into the fabrics of the society to the extent that fear of bombing and kidnap has become the other of the day. Foreigners doing business in Nigeria sleep with one eyes open and do their business with fear, while does who intend coming into the country have totally jettisoned the idea into thin air. With this pathetic and horrible situation on ground, companies will find it very challenging to engage in CSR for fear of not maximising profit which is to the detriment of its stakeholders and the organisation as a whole.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CURRENT CSR IN NIGERIA: CHALLENGES

Since the emergence of CSR in Nigeria, there is no law put in place by Nigeria Government in the area of Corporate Social Responsibility. CSR is still at the discretion of the companies. Companies alone cannot be said to be responsible for social responsibilities to the communities in the region. The Government should traditionally be responsible for the welfare of its citizens. These include ensuring law and order, security, provision of public infrastructure and other basic amenities. Thus, while companies have a social responsibility to the communities they operate in, the framework within which this is to effectively work have to be provided by the government. International law recognizes the importance soft law instruments, such as non-binding declarations, normative recommendations, action and declarations of principles to societal development and growth.37 Consequently, even though the three declarations and instrument that emphasize the CSR principle are not legally binding and do not carry hard law status in international law, they undoubtedly provide best practice that could shape how oil companies in Nigeria can better contribute positively to the local communities where they operate. As such, a case can be made for the need to reflect and mainstream the principles expressed in international Corporate Social Responsibility Instruments,38 such as, the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises,39 United Nation (UN) Global Compact40 and the 1998 ILO Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights at Works41 in Nigerian laws. It is the responsibility of government to ensure that adequate regulatory and enforcement framework exists which ensures that companies carryout their operations in an environmentally responsible manner and in the event of non-compliance, that the laws are enforced in this respect, the Nigerian government has failed in its social responsibility to its citizens. There is still no laws that mandate companies to implement CSR principles in their spheres of operations. The different patchwork of laws regulating the environmental impacts of the oil sector, and provisions in the various oil industry and environment laws also do not directly address CSR. As such CSR initiatives are seen as gifts, or mere donations for a good cause. Considering the overwhelming adverse impacts of oil production in the Niger Delta region, more must be done to establish guidelines on mandatory CSR framework and policies for oil companies operating in Nigeria For example the Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, 1999 which is the supreme law of the land made provision under Chapter 11 – Fundamental Objectives and Directive Principles of State Policy in Section 20 that the State shall protect and improve the environment and safeguard the water, air and land, forest and wildlife in Nigeria. Sections 43-44 of the same law provides for the right to acquire and own immovable property in Nigeria and the right to prompt compensation if the property is acquired compulsorily. However, in spite of the protection given by Sections 20, 43 and 44 to the environment in Nigeria, the sections are not actionable in the Nigerian Courts.42 These provisions also do not contain a high level description of the nature and scope of CSR initiatives that companies can adopt to protect the Nigerian environment from pollution. Furthermore, many of the other laws in Nigeria that establish sanctions for oil-induced pollution do not address CSR, nether are their penalty stipulations up to date. For example, the Criminal Code for instance was enacted in 1916 before oil was discovered in Nigeria and at a time when pollution control was not a priority. The relevant sections are Sections 23443, 24344, 24545 and 24746. However, the problem of applying the criminal code to oil pollution cases lies in the fact that the law was not enacted with the specific aim of addressing the problem in the region and also the law is over a hundred years, for instance the maximum fines for rendering water unwholesome under Section 245 is N50 (approximately $0.30) is faulty going by modern day monetary standard and compared to the likely damage that may be done to the environment from oil operations. The Nigerian Oil and Gas Industry Content Act, 2010 contains the closest attempt in this regard. However, its key aim is to ensure local participation in oil exploration in Nigeria, it does not directly address the need for companies to implement CSR plans. It amongst other things mandates that: first consideration must be given to locals in employment and training and that only locals must be employed in junior and intermediate cadre positions. It also prohibits the importation of fabricated and welded products; and mandate retaining only the services of local financial institutions; mandate retaining a percentage of total revenue from operations in a local bank account; mandate retaining the services of only legal practitioners with local origin or a law firm(s) of legal practitioners within the country whose office is located in any part of the country; in most cases these laws establish a 50 per cent threshold of local content for legal services relating to project management and consulting services; and establish mandatory corporate social responsibility requirements on investors amongst other things. Despite these robust provisions of the Nigerian Oil and Gas Industry Content Act, 2010, there is still a need for a law that directly stipulates an acceptable standard for CSR implementation in Nigeria and places a requirement on companies to adopt and submit CSR plans to governments as part of application for oil licenses, implement the CSR plan by reducing negative impacts of oil-induced pollution and provide periodic reports on progress with the approved CSR plans.

THE PROBLEMS WITH THE PRESENT CSR

Basically, traditional CSR activities in most developing countries of Africa encompass employment benefits, community development and philanthropy which is not linked to the core business strategy. Porter and Kramer (2006) argued that the prevailing approach of CSR is so fragmented and so discon- nected from business and its strategy that many of the greatest opportunities of companies to benefit society are obscure and lost. Again all four schools of CSR (moral obligation, license to operate sustain- ability, reputation) focus on the tensions between society and business rather than the interdependence; and they are not sufficient enough to enable a company to identify, prioritize and address social issues it can make the biggest impact. 

According to Browne and Nuttall (2013), this CSR has failed to fulfill its core purpose in building stronger relationships with the external world because of the following. First, the head-office initiatives rarely gain the full support of the business and tend to break down in discussions over who pays and who gets the credit. Second, centralized CSR teams can easily lose touch with reality- they tend to take too narrow view of the relevant external stakeholders. Firms’ investments in CSR are moderate and mini-y consider such investments as a cost or expense factor only which takes its share of the firm’s profit (Christmann & Taylor, 2006). Corporate social responsibility is considered as a means to an end, and the bare-minimum mentality de-motivates companies from further pursuing any other sort of contributory value to society (Davenport, 2011). Third, CSR focuses too closely on limiting the downside. Companies often see it only as an exercise in protecting or enhancing their reputations- to get away with irresponsible behavior elsewhere. Fourth, CSR programs tend to be short-lived and because they are separated from the company’s commercial activity, they survive on the whims and caprices of senior executives rather than the value they deliver. Therefore the programs are vulnerable when there are changes in management or costs are cut. Besides, they fail to see the future business opportunities and competitive advantages that may accrue to them over their competitors in the longer term. Fifth, there is wrong perception of CSR and lack of top management support. Also, it is hard to determine the social impact and business benefits of CSR.

Many MNCs do only what they must in order to please stakeholders and obtain legitimacy, seeking to keep their actions to a minimum (Chen & Bouvain, 2009; Christmann & Taylor, 2006). According to Salzmann (2004), firms are only interested in making profits while supporting employment, invest- ments, purchases, wages and taxes without any consideration of the welfare of the community around them. The responsible actions were due to external pressure and reputation enhancing, public relation and gaining a positive score on CSR scorecards which ultimately failed to connect CSR activities to their core business strategy; and not the desire to do good (Aspelund, Fjell & Rødland, 2015; Milliman, Ferguson & Sylvester, 2008). Porter and Kramer (2006) summed up the traditional CSR as a hodgepodge of uncoordinated CSR and philanthropic activities disconnected from the company’s strategy that neither make any meaningful social impact nor strengthen the firm’s long-term competitiveness.

Furthermore, scholars have argued that CSR has not proved itself in businesses of the current century because it lacks criteria of differentiation for businesses to follow this theory (Szmigin & Rutherford, 2013). The benefits of traditional CSR are often nebulous, difficult to define and measure, externally influenced, and only indirectly connected to the action being taken (Bockstette & Stamp, 2011). The traditional CSR is differentiated in motivation, implementation, and impact from strategic CSR (Werner, 2009). The CSR is carried as a reactionary and reputation-enhancing agenda with no clear strategic frame- work link to core business. Hence the result has suboptimal economic or social impacts on stakeholders and society. The present CSR does not fully comply with the society needs; CSR means a reduction of profits for the sake of an environmental or social environmental end (Bosch-Badia, Montllor-Serrats & Tarrazon, 2013), and stakeholders’ interests are being ignored (Székely & Knirch, 2005). Although CSR has some potentials to deal with environmental issues such as carbon emission, pollution, waste disposal and oil spills (Frynas, 2009), and also emphasizes various activities including corporate governance, sustainability, stakeholders management, relationship with employees, unions, suppliers and community representatives, commitment to transparent reporting and harm reduction (Petrovic-Lazarevic, 2008), it is reactive, defensive, lack active strategic choices within companies, and fail to deal with key chal- lenges in the business-society relationships (Frynas, 2009). Jonikas (2013) contends that CSR can often create use-value for stakeholders and society but little value for companies in terms of profit increases. He suggests that CSR should become more oriented towards CSV to help companies gain sustainable competitive advantage and make significant social impact on society.

Salzmann (2005) argues that corporations currently used both social benefits theory and practice to fulfill the requirements of environmental and social issues by rising up, at the same time, the financial aspects of the firms themselves. There has been a shift from philanthropic or ancillary CSR to a more strategic perspective because the current models of CSR have been largely ineffective at addressing society’s pressing and urgent challenges (Visser, 2010; McWilliams & Siegel, 2011; Young, 2012). This requires that firms should move away from the emphasis on image to emphasis on substance; from fragmented, defensive CSR posture to an integrated, affirmative approach; go beyond good corporate citizenship, philanthropy and pre-occupation with measuring shareholders’ satisfaction to creating shared value by becoming more selective in mounting initiatives whose social and business benefits are larger and distinctive (Porter & Kramer, 2006). Strategic CSR helps firms to build trust and reputation, increase financial performance, minimize risk, gain competitive advantage, enhance strategic position- ing and synergistic value creation (Porter & Kramer, 2006; Juscius & Jonikas, 2013; Fleming & Jones, 2013). Strategic CSR unlocks shared value by investing in social impacts that strengthen company’s competitiveness. The CSV theory recognizes the social needs rather than focusing only on the economic needs to define markets. It also goes beyond the strategy theory by motivating companies to look at op- portunities that strive to satisfy fundamental social needs of the community (Porter & Kramer, 2011).

CHAPTER THREE

THE POSSIBLE WAYS COMPANIES CAN CREATE SHARED VALUE AND THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CSR AND CSV

CREATED SHARE VALUE

Porter and Kramer [9,10] defined CSV as the activities organized for one of three purposes, i.e., products, value chains, and cluster creation, and that there is positive influence on social benefits and organizational benefits. 

According to Porter and Kramer (2011), 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 community in which it operates. Shared value was born due to the need to address societal needs, mostly in the bottom-of-the-pyramid segments of the customers (Kreckova, 2015). Shared value creation focuses on identifying and expanding the connections between societal and economic progress. It describes how firms can incorporate CSR activities to their overall business strategy so that they not solely represent a cost but also create value for the firm in terms of a unique market position. Creating shared value implies ethical standards and complying with the law, and it also considers any mitigation after harms that may affect results of business practices. Shared value involves creating economic value in a way that also creates value for society by addressing its needs and challenges. It aligns CSR activities with core business activities to generate business returns and thereby create a business case for sustained commitment and investment (Porter & Kramer 2011). Shared value positions social engagement as a “long-term investment that is intrinsic to business success.” (Bockstette & Stamp 2011, p. 21). A shared value perspective recognizes the interdependency between business and society. It is creating economic value in a way that also creates value for society by addressing its needs and challenges. The idea is combining “traditional objectives with additional benefits for society” (Altman & Berman, 2011). Again shared value is being referred to as a new way to address the underlying root causes of community concerns and unlock economic opportunities for companies in the extractives sector which have made little progress using current approaches (philanthropy, reputation building, local content requirements), with rising disputes, unending conflicts, violence and militancy like in the Niger Delta Region of Nigeria. CSV is a differentiation strategy (Spitzeck & Chapman 2012) that creates business value by tackling social issues or converting social issues into tangible business opportunities based on three pillars of (i) re-conceiving products and markets, (ii) re-defining productivity in the value chain and (iii) enabling local clusters development (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Porter, Hills, Pfitzer, Patscheke & Hawkins, 2012). Although there are numerous social issues as generic, value chain social impacts and social dimensions of competitive context impacts, the CSV concept focuses particularly on those issues within the business context that have significant impact on firm competitiveness. The CSV is about creating social and business values simultaneously. The social values refer to positive improvements in the social issues targeted by the firm, and social outcomes or social changes that are needed to be achieved. The business values are the actual economic benefits to the firms (Porter et al., 2012). According to Porter and Kramer (2011), the most pressing social issues that could be targeted by shared value strategy include supplier access and viability, employee skills, worker safety, employee health, water use, energy use, and environmental impact. It is argued that businesses acting as businesses, not as charitable, philanthropic givers, are arguably the most powerful force to address pressing society’s issues. It is believed that businesses’ quest to create economic value while simultaneously creating shared value for society will give rise to far broader opportunities for strategy and profitability that would drive the next wave of innovation, productivity and economic growth while also motivating and attracting consumers, business partners, employees, shareholders, and the public to them (Porter, 2014). This is because only the companies who address social issues strategically and understand the interdependence between business and society (Porter & Kramer, 2006, 2011) would be able to compete in this new world (Bockstette, 2011; Porter & Kramer, 2011). It must be emphasized that solving social problems requires innovation (Pfitzer et al., 2013), collective impact (Kania & Kramer, 2011) and changes to the traditional CSR mindset. While many researchers have presented corporate responsibility with regard to social and environmental problems as an ethical duty (Donaldson & Dunfee, 1999), a political responsibility (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, 2011; Whelan, 2012; Néron, 2013; Whelan, 2013; Scherer, Palazzo & Matten, 2014) or a response to business risks (Fombrun, Gardberg & Barnett, 2000), the CSV makes corporations to see social and environmental problems not as disconnected and externally imposed but as real opportunities and serious strategic targets for genuine business decisions. According to Brown and Knudsen (2013), the shared value replaces and expands the notion of CSR, which as a practice has too often become affiliated with misguided initiatives, costly sideshows and shallow public relation activities. Camilleri (2012) has argued that there seems to be Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” in force with regard to the CSV conceptualization since businesses contribute to society’s value creation when they pursue their own interests. Thus the CSV argument tends to support Adam Smith’s (1776) remark that it is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker, that we can expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. Again, Moczadlo (2015) argues that taking into account the examples cited by Porter and Kramer in their 2011 article, their understanding of CSV seems to correspond in some respects with strategic CSR. Strategic CSR can be located between strict compliance of given rules and regulations and good corporate citizenship (Windsor, 2013). Nonetheless, CSV is going beyond the pure business case approach of CSR because it requires integrating shared value into the core business and the long-term strategic alignment of companies. Porter and Kramer (2011) posit that strategic CSR, value co-creation, social innovation and inclusive business model follow the principle of the CSV. Young (2012) argues that CSV represents one particular model for implementing strategic CSR in larger organizations. Like CSV, strategic CSR reframes sustainability and social benefits as a driver of business innovation, value creation and competitive advantage.
More specifically, the three ways to create societal value are reconceiving products and markets; redefining productivity in the value chain; and building supportive industry clusters at the company’s locations. Each way is part of a virtuous circle for shared value, and focuses on the creation of opportunities for others by enhancing the value of any party concerned. The concept of shared value redefines the boundaries of capitalism. The connection of corporations and societal improvements can facilitate many new ways to create new needs, efficiency gains, differentiations, and market expansions.

CREATION OF SHARED VALUE

Bockstette and Stamp (2011) identify ten common building blocks to create shared value to include: articulate a vision, prioritize key issues, set specific ambitious goals, deploy a wide range of assets to address the issue, manage efforts holistically across the organization, collaborate with partners, measure progress on key indicators, learn from measurement to improve efforts, address issues at scale, and com- municate progress to internal and external audiences. Pfitzer et al. (2013) provide a five-step framework in the development of shared value strategy as (a) embedding a social purpose; (b) rigorously defining the social need;(c) measuring the social and business value; (d) creating the optimal innovation structure; and (e) co-creating with external stakeholders like government, universities, NGOs, and other companies. There are usually many values created but Jonikas (2013) argues that only shared value creation through CSR seems to be sustainable.

According to Porter and Kramer (2011), companies can create shared values in three levels as: re- conceiving products and markets, redefining productivity in the value chain and building supportive industry clusters at the company’s locations. In order to re-conceive products and markets, companies should re-evaluate the relationships they have with their consumers, and then incorporate shared value into the process of goods exchange. They can use strong advertisement, rebrand their mission to be more socially conscious and address many unmet needs in order to attract consumers to their company and products/services. This level focuses on revenue growth, market share and profitability that arise from the environmental, social, or economic development benefits delivered by a company’s products and services (Porter et al, 2012). For example, Shell has established a sustainable utility company on Bonny Island, Nigeria, that serves and supply energy to over 93,000 customers (Hidalgo et al 2014).

Redefining productivity can be done in the value chain through: (a) energy use and logistics, (b) resource use, (c) procurement, (d) distribution, (e) employee productivity, and (f) location. It could also be by sub-contracting. The level focuses on improvements in internal operations that improve cost, input access, quality and productivity achieved through environmental improvements, better resource utilization, investment in employees, supplier capability and other areas. For instance, Intercontinental Hotels Group (IHG), the largest hotel company in the world, launched its Green Engage programmes in 2009 with the objective of testing dozens of options for reducing energy use, water consumption, and waste disposal in pilot hotels, and providing a detailed ranking of all possible shared value opportuni- ties in terms of returns to IHG through substantial reductions in hotel operating costs, including energy savings of up to 25%.

Clusters include not only businesses, institutions such as academic programmes, associations and standards organizations but also broader public assets in the surrounding community such as schools and universities, clean water, fair‐competition laws, quality standards and market transparency. Creating shared value from enabling local cluster development derives from improving the external environment for the company through community investments and strengthening local suppliers, local institutions, and local infrastructure in ways that also enhance business productivity. As the world’s largest food and beverage company, Nestlé created clusters by implementing a rural development strategy that trains, assists and supports small diary Indian farmers with better technology in order to increase the produc- tivity of their cattle thereby ensuring the reliable supply of high quality raw materials. In fact without a supporting cluster, productivity suffers. According to Porter and Kramer (2011), a focus on clusters and location has been all but absent in management thinking. Cluster thinking has also been missing in many economic development initiatives which have failed because they involved isolated interventions and overlooked critical complementary investments. While a key aspect of cluster building in developing and developed countries alike is the formation of open and transparent markets, companies can support cluster development in the communities in which they operate by identifying gaps and deficiencies in areas such as logistics, suppliers, distribution channels, training, market organization and educational institutions. Delgado, Porter and Stern (2010) argue that clusters help to reduce the costs and risks as- sociated with new venture formation, and they can also increase the likelihood of survival during early years of a business’ development. They drive local competition by not only increasing operational effectiveness and strategic position- ing (Porter, 2000) but also resulting in more resilient competitive advantage.

Porter and Kramer (2006) argued that firms can create shared value by using CSR strategically to achieve a competitive advantage. Companies can create and sustain a competitive advantage by coop- erating with other companies in a supply chain by nurturing and building competencies through collab- orative partnerships. In fact, the success of every company is affected by the supporting companies and infrastructure around it. Gradl and Jenkins (2011) noted that inclusive business model acts as a catalyst for the CSV concept. Bisgaard (2009) consideres cross-sector partnership, collaboration and alliances with non-governmental organizations (NGOs), governmental bodies and other business companies, co- creation with stakeholders and development of new business models as the strategic dimensions to create shared value. Saul (2011) focuses on social innovation to enhance shared value creation.

Fjell and Rødland (2015) found that MNCs can create shared value by pursuing the two different methods of responsible differentiations to obtain competitive advantage over competitors, and by sustain- able value innovation to have a blue ocean based on responsible actions (green planet strategy). Also a company can instigate shared value by solving problems through the products and services it creates, addressing problems through company operations, including better use of natural resources and a busi- ness investing outside its operations in order to solve problems connected with company growth and productivity, such as improving growing techniques. According to Porter and Kramer (2011), to create social value companies must invest in areas that address social and environmental objective; to create share value they must invest in long-term business competitiveness that simultaneously address social and environmental objectives and to create business value, they should invest in long-term competitive- ness. Effective internal communication of CSR implementation is one essential ingredient to embed value creation in a company. Companies with economies of scale can also use pricing to create shared value (Bertini & Gourville, 2012).

Table 1. Philanthropic and created shared value approach

	Philanthropic Approach
	Areas of Investments
	CSV Approach
	Business Benefit
	Social Benefit

	Drinking water/wells for local communities
	Infrastructure e.g. water
	Develop sustainable water utility leveraging business process
	Reduce water treatment costs by charging commercial water rates
	Provide water to communities that lack access to it

	Provide broad- based skills training with no link to employment opportunities
	Training
	Create training program based on business and supplier needs and link it to jobs
	Reduce employee costs by reducing on expatriate employees
	Improve employability and wage-earning capabilities of local workforce

	Invest in Environmental restoration unrelated to the business
	Environment
	Restore degraded coastlines or wetlands to reduce risk of a natural disaster to the business
	Protect assets

(e.g. pipelines) near coastlines from disasters
	Improve the resilience of host communities to natural disasters

	Funds construction of local clinic
	Health Care
	Develop program to reduce disease burden among population living in mine catchment area
	Improve employee productivity and reduce company’s health care costs
	Reduce the disease burden in local communities

	Provide scholarship for local students
	Education
	Catalyze coalition to improve secondary school educational outcomes in host community
	Improve the quality of the future talent pool in host communities
	Improve educational achievement and job prospects for students


Table 2. Social and business benefits associated with the levels of shared value

	Levels of Shared Value
	Business Results
	Social Results

	Re-conceiving products and markets: How targeting unmet needs drives incremental revenue and profits
	-Increased revenue

Increased market share

Increased market growth

Improved profitability
	Improved patient care

Reduced carbon footprint

Improved nutrition

Improved education

	Redefining productivity in the value chain:

How better management of internal operations increases productivity and reduces risks
	-Improved productivity

-Reduced logistical and operating costs

-Secured supply

-Improved quality

-Improved profitability
	Reduced energy use

Reduced water use

Reduced raw materials

Improved job skills

Improved employee incomes

	Enabling cluster development: How changing societal conditions outside the company unleashes new growth and productivity gains
	-Reduced costs

Secured supply

Improved distribution infrastructure

Improved workforce access

Improved profitability
	-Improved education

Increased job creation

Improved health

Improved incomes


Shared Value Creation and Appropriation

There is distinction between value creation and value appropriation; organizations that create new value may lose except they share this value with other stakeholders such as employees, competitors or society (Nohria & Ghoshal, 1994; Makadok & Coff, 2002; Chatain & Zemsky, 2011; Porter & Kramer, 2011). According to Di Gregorio (2013), value appropriation is a two-step process through which a firm first competes against other firms to create and protect appropriation streams (inter-organizational value appropriation), and then managers, employees, shareholders and other stakeholders compete to capture the value that has been retained within the firm (intra-organizational value appropriation). Companies will not only benefit by creating and capturing value, but also by sharing or appropriating it. Both value creation and value appropriation capabilities are required for achieving sustainable competitive advantage and superior financial performance (Ghemawat, 1991; Mizik & Jacobson, 2003). But a firm must strive for balance (March, 1991; Mizik & Jacobson, 2003) or integrate the two (Di Gregorio, 2013) depend- ing on its choice. It is argued that value appropriation is the more relevant process since it only impacts firm profitability (Barney, 2001); it is also of more immediate concern to managers and researchers than value creation (Di Gregorio, 2013).

Basically, societal value created is captured by the innovating firms, consumers, communities and other firms-competitors and non-competitors (Mansfield et al., 1977). Value creation often entails the development of strategic resources while value appropriation entails the extraction of value that is em- bedded in resources. Whereas value creation influences the potential magnitude of the advantage, value appropriation influences the amount of the advantage the firm is able to capture and the length of time the advantage persists. Nevertheless there is a trade-offs in the strategic emphasis by firms between de- veloping customer-value creation and value appropriation capabilities. Various organizational resources and capabilities such as technological (R&D), financial, physical, legal, human, organizational, informa- tional, and relational capabilities influence value creation and value appropriation (Mizik et al., 2003). Di Gregorio (2013) argued that value is not created by resources, but by the actions of individuals and organizations in factor markets, internalized transactions, and product markets (dynamic capabilities). However, resources plays key role because they are the result of value creation processes and they are exploited in value appropriation processes. Di Gregorio (2013) identifies four elements of value appro- priation that apply to both inter- and intra-organizational contexts to include: market-based bargaining power, relation-based power, isolating mechanisms, and opportunity-based action.

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CSR AND CSV

CSV goes beyond CSR because shared value creates long-term potential for a company’s profitability and competitive position in the market, while corporate social responsibility is a short-term remedy that is hard to justify in the long run. While CSR is based on being responsible, philanthropy and doing good for society, its impacts are too reactionary and cursory to make a significant impact in improving either society or the company’s earnings potential. On the other hand, CSV is a readjustment of the company‘s overall operations in order to create new value. Again, whereas CSR is a short-term solution, CSV is a long-term realignment of the company‘s entire budget, market position and overall mission. CSV is distinct from CSR where companies are challenged to sponsor the (costly) production of social goods, or like social businesses and social entrepreneurs that refrain from profit maximization in favour of a social goal and accept forgoing a higher income. Nevertheless, compliance with laws and ethical standards and reducing harm from corporate activities are assumed in both CSR and CSV (see Table 1). The European Commission changed the definition of CSR in 2011 to include CSV as a core element for companies with their owners and shareholders respectively, as well as for other stakeholders and the society. Moreover, the Commission sees strategic CSR as an important tool for the competitiveness of companies and a measure for business to contribute to inclusive growth, employment and well-being of the society. Therefore, companies should take into account economic, social and environmental targets including ethical human rights and consumer concerns when developing their long-term business strategy. Maczaldo (2015) differentiates between the CSV of the European Commission and Porter and Kramer. First, the CSV of Porter and Kramer goes beyond the pure business case of CSR because CSV is a long-term measure integrated systematically into the strategic core business of companies. The Commission sees the shareholders as just one common group of a company’s stakeholders and gives no preference to them. For Porter and Kramer the simultaneous creation of profit and societal value are decisive. While the European Commission sees CSR as a driving concept, Porter and Kramer differentiate CSV from CSR-development of a new strategic business concept which can simultaneously create economic and societal value as well as increase the competitiveness of companies.

Table 3. Differences between CSR and CSV

	
	Bases
	CSR
	CSV

	1
	Motivation/focus
	Corporate reputation
	Competitive advantage

	2
	Main driver
	External stakeholders
	Corporate strategy

	3
	Approach
	Reactive and defensive
	Proactive

	4
	Measurement
	Spending, standard ESG metrics
	Social and economics values

	5
	Management
	CSR/ public affairs
	Across the firm

	6
	Business Benefits
	Risk reduction and goodwill
	New business opportunities

	7
	Social benefits
	Successful projects
	Large scale, sustainable chain

	8
	Value
	Doing good
	Economic and societal benefits relative to cost

	9
	Type
	Citizenship, philanthropy, sustainability
	Joint company and community value creation

	10
	Profit definition
	Separate from profit maximization
	Integral to profit maximization

	11
	Motives
	Discretionary in response to external pressures
	Integral to competing strategy

	12
	Budget
	Impact limited by company’s footprint and CSR budget
	Realign the entire company’s budget.

	13
	Agenda
	Defined by external reporting and personal preference
	Company’s specific and internally guidelines

	14
	Person(s) in charge
	Typically led by CSR, marketing, corporate communications, external/public/government affairs, community relations, sustainability and foundation departments
	Typically led by CEO, senior executive team and individual champions across the company in close collaboration with corporate affairs and sustainability departments

	15
	Example
	Fair trade purchasing
	Transforming procurement to increase quality and yield


Source: Adapted from Porter and Kramer (2011)

CHAPTER FOUR

CREATED SHARED VALUE IN THE EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES, CSV OPPORTUNITIES AND BENEFITS IN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, AND CSV AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT.

Created Shared Value In The Extractive Industries

According to Porter (2014), the extractives sector represents a significant opportunity for impact on society given its unique characteristics which include: $3.5 trillion in annual revenues (about 5% of global GDP as at 2012); long time horizon for operations; multiple points of interaction with local communities; and often located in remote areas with major societal needs and poor infrastructure, generate employment, revenues for the government and with significant impact on procurement and the gross domestic product (GDP). The economic value created by extractive companies can transform the lives of millions living in resource-rich, cash-poor countries. The extractives sectors are a critical source for economic and social development in many of these countries. But most developing countries have failed to fully capitalize on the societal opportunities created by oil and gas or mining companies. Instead there are increasing conflicts, agitations and militancy in this sector and countries like the Niger Delta region of Nigeria and the platinum mines in South Africa. Consequently, 23 out of the 25 nations that depend most heavily on minerals and fuels are poor with low Human Development Index (HDI) and GDP.

The local content, “non-technical” risk management and current CSR approach used by the extractive industries have largely limited the actualization of this objective. Therefore, shared value is advocated as a new way to address the underlying root causes of community concerns and unlock economic op- portunities for companies in the extractive sector including the oil and gas industry (Hidalgo, Peterson, Sith & Foley, 2014; Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development-OECD, 2016; Swartout, 2016). The concept of shared value is becoming a linchpin of the modern mining and extractive sectors (Crosbey et al., 2016). Given advances and changes in technology, it is predicted that the mining of the future will involve decreased local equipment-related procurement resulting in drop in benefits derived from local procurement and employment. The consequence is of critical concerns to firms, host commu- nities and countries like Nigeria which depend and earn a greater part of their revenues from the sector. Therefore, firms and countries are expected to focus on other ways in which mining can contribute to the host economy and communities. Table 5 indicates the shared valued opportunities in the extractive industries.

Outside the realms of procurement and employment, there are four other avenues through which shared value can be created (Cosbey et al., 2016). These include:

• Downstream (Forward) Linkages: Relate to the beneficiation of extracted commodities through refining, smelting and further downstream processing of the commodity before reaching the final consumer(s).

• Horizontal (Lateral) Linkages: Relate to the development of new non-mining-related industries adapting the capabilities developed to serve the mining-related value chain.

• Knowledge (Technological) Linkages: Relate to the transfer of knowledge and technological know- how to state-owned companies, the employees of the mine and to the labour force involved in the mine’s value chain.

• Spatial (Infrastructure) Linkages: Relate to the benefits associated with the infrastructure de- veloped for an extractive-industry project (such as railways) profiting other actors in the economy.

Table 4. Shared values opportunities in extractives and mining industries

	Re-Conceiving Products and Market
	Re-Defining Productivity in the Value Chains
	Creating Enabling Local Environment

	Build local markets for intermediate products created by extractive activity (e.g., water, electricity, transport, housing)
	Improve local workforce capabilities Develop local suppliers

Improve the health of employees

Improve utilization of water, energy and other resources in operations

Increase local emergency response capabilities
	Develop the local cluster supporting the extractives sector

Invest in shared local infrastructure and logistics networks

Partner with other local clusters and government in building community infrastructure

Play an active role in broad-based regional economic and community development


There might be revision to the fiscal element of shared value, adoption of more progressive fiscal regimes, changes to the fundamental relationship between investor and host governments and evolution of a more collaboration and commitment to defined roles for government, extractive industries and civil societies. National or host governments can help companies create shared value by creating enabling policies and regulations as well as show collaboration by acting as knowledge broker, serv- ing as convener of interested stakeholders, acting as operating partner for shared value strategies and incentivizing shared value investments. On the other hand companies can take a long-term view toward solving societal issues to benefit the business; they should invest in improving business unit operations’ knowledge of societal issues and vice-versa, measure societal outcomes and their impact on the business, and work with other multinational companies in the extractive sectors, NGOs, and governments. The five actionable steps specified in the OECD (2016) framework on collaborative strategies for in-country shared value creation of extractive projects and the roles of government, extractive industries and civil societies are shown in Table 5.
CSV Opportunities And Benefits In Developing Countries

Despite the criticisms, CSV has been applauded for the strengths in appealing to practitioners and scholars, elevating social goals to a strategic level, defining a role for government in responsible behav- iour and propagating the idea of “conscious and caring capitalism” (Crane, Palazzo, Spence & Matten, 2014). Moreover, there is growing consensus that through CSV firms can better respond to the societal, environmental and market needs, support business activities, and develop innovative capacity. Moczadlo (2015) argued that Porter and Kramer’s CSV bring the business world closer to society’s issues as it focuses on unmet needs and under-served markets or Blue Ocean Strategy (Kim &Mauborgne, 2005) and the business model innovation which is a key factor in competitiveness (Scott-Kemmis, 2012). In fact, the shared value has already made some companies like WEG Corporation in Brazil and HP to be industry leaders, improved companies’ value chains as well as strengthened local economies in companies such as Intel, Nestle, Unilever and Nepresso, and led to long-term company’s profitability, competitive advantage and sustainability like the case of Coca Cola Company.

Table 5. Actionable steps and roles of government, extractive industries and civil societies for in-country shared value creation

	Actionable Steps
	Roles of Government, Extractive Industries and Civil Societies

	
	Government
	Extractive Industries
	Government & Extractive Industries
	Government, Extractive Industries & Civil Societies

	1.Adopt a comprehensive long-term vision and implementation strategy to build competitive and diversified economies and

create in-country shared value out of resources
	Articulate vision, coordination; limit rent seeking opportunities; enhance economic competiveness; transparent reporting; counter macro- economic policies
	Take long-term approach, engage with relevant stakeholders; understand local dynamics and power structures in resource- bearing communities; share best practices developed
	
	Build inclusive fora for continuous dialogue; forecast the necessary infrastructure and capacity to achieve extractive stage; identify opportunities to which business activities can

make a significant positive contribution

	2.Build an empirical basis to inform decision making through an inclusive participatory process
	Serve as conveners and identify the stakeholders; Identify trade-offs and associated costs/benefits; create the conditions for proactive interventions and reduce conflicts recognize areas of value creation
	Provide information on an individual basis (to

avoid any anti-competitive issues) to governments on future demand
	
	Assess the extractives sector’s collective current and future needs; map out potential economic

opportunities and potential negative impacts and constraints of project; Identify barriers to entry for production of goods/

	3.Unlock opportunities for in-country shared value

creation: local workforce and supplier development; shared infrastructure (power, water and transport)
	
	
	
	


Table 5. Continued

	Actionable Steps
	Roles of Government, Extractive Industries and Civil Societies

	
	Government
	Extractive Industries
	Government & Extractive Industries
	Government, Extractive Industries & Civil Societies

	3A. Shared Power
	Take a long-term perspective of potential synergies, affordability and willingness to pay design appropriate power pricing mechanisms consider other partners in development of power generation capacity; engage in regional and

sub-regional policy co- ordination for infrastructure development and power sharing
	Provide forecasts regarding anticipated demand for power and sourcing of power; implement energy efficient operations; develop electricity self- supply plans that align with government’s plans
	Undertake early discussions regarding power infrastructure needs, synergies, efficiencies and other opportunities for shared value creation with respect to power generation and distribution; articulate government and company responsibilities and liabilities for any project undertaken; consider power usage and distribution
	

	3B.Shared value for water
	Adopt an integrated approach to water resource management; have a

well-designed, adjustable and transparent plans for allocating water resources among competing uses; ensure policy coherence and adequate institutional framework for used water
	Engage with local communities and water users to understand water- related issues and risks and offer solution; collaborate with other extractives; collaborate with other extractives companies for water management

and allocation
	Devise mutually beneficial arrangements; share knowledge, information and expertise
	

	3C.Shared use for transport infrastructure
	Provide a clear and effective regulatory framework for multi-purpose and multi- user

infrastructure; avoid exclusive access or monopoly pricing; effective coordination and policy encouraging investment in transport infrastructure
	Collaborate with other extractive companies from the same basin to determine the potential for shared value by

developing shared transport infrastructure
	Devise mutually beneficial arrangements concerning transport infrastructure
	

	4.Support and contribute to innovation leading to new products and services
	Identify changing trends in global consumption and production patterns; consider trade-offs associated with technological innovation; support R&D efforts to

identify, adapt, and transfer technology
	Invest in specialized technologies that reduce environmental impact; increase use of renewable energy; Contribute to improving the innovative capacity of subsidiaries and subcontractors and finding solutions to

challenges shared by extractive industries
	Engage in co-operation based on project life cycle analysis, covering the entire value

chain and offering the opportunity to build on best practices of several sectors
	

	5.Establish effective and transparent monitoring and evaluation systems and regularly review the collaborative strategy
	
	Integrate the standardized methodology and reporting procedures into internal local monitoring and evaluation system; Provide detailed reporting to better measure and manage company activities
	
	Build on existing structures

e.g. EITI, MSG develop governance mechanisms to ensure effective and

transparent monitoring and evaluation; evaluate impact, local industry participation, efficient use of limited resources and creation of value for all stakeholders; re- evaluate measurements from time-to-time communicate results to stakeholders


Source: Adapted from OECD (2016)

There are numerous examples of multinational organizations that are either already implementing and investing in CSV or making efforts to implement CSV as part of their business strategies such as: Coca-Cola, Nestlé, Nepresso, Unilever, Intel, Nutreco, McDonald’s, IBM, Cisco, Dow, Intel, Becton Dickinson (BD), Novartis, Wal-Mart, Inter-American Development bank, General Motor (GM), General Electric (GE), Google, Johnson and Johnson, InterContinental Hotels Group (IHG) and social entre- preneurs like Gramen Bank in Bangladesh among others (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Porter et al. 2012; World Bank, 2013).

A typical example of CSV is the corporate Water Stewardship Programme particularly the Replen- ish Africa Initiative (RAIN) water for schools created by Coca-Cola Company in 2009 but presently in 37 African countries. The programme has the intention to provide sustainable and safe water access to 6 million people across Africa by the end of 2020.Similarly, the WASH programme, particularly the RAIN Water for Schools, not only creates social value and but also indirectly promotes business value and contributes to virtuous cycles of creating value for local communities (Mitler, Rostorfer & Ledbet- ter, 2015). The Coca Cola Company also launched a two-month Coletivo Retail training programme for Brazilian low-income (including youth and students) in 2009 to enable retailers gain hands-on experience, placement and enhance their performance. By 2015, about 25,000 youths have graduated with over 10% of Coletivo graduates setting up their own retail stores with micro-credit support as well as the Coletivo Retail community sales growing on an annual average of 9.5% (Coca-Cola Supports, 2015). Moreover, the Coca Cola Company’s 5by20 Initiatives aim to improve the economic empowerment of five mil- lion women entrepreneurs within the company’s global value chain by 2020 through a combination of core business operations, cross-sector partnership and strategic social investment mostly in developing countries. The Coca-Cola Company began working toward its 5by20 commitment in Brazil, India, the Philippines, and South Africa in 2010. Over, 300,000 women have participated in 5by20 initiatives in 12 countries (Brazil, China, Costa Rica, Egypt, Haiti, India, Kenya, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, South Africa, and Thailand) as at 2013. The company expects 5by20 initiatives to reach 1.5 million women in 20 to 30 countries by 2015 and 5 million women in 100 countries by 2020. The Coca Cola’s 5by 20 initiatives include: Coletivo Recycling and Artesians in Brazil, Project Nurture in Kenya and Uganda, the STAR Programme in the Philippines, and Kwanza’s Micro Distribution Center Model in Tanzania (Jenkins, Valikai & Baptista, 2013).

The CSV of Nestle for joint value optimization with society encompasses three areas of water, rural development and nutrition. Nestlé aligned corporate vision with a social purpose and set enterprise-wide shared value goals to guide business planning. For instance, Nestlé trains and assists smallholder farmers to foster rural development while ensuring a reliable supply of high quality raw materials. Nepresso’s collaboration focuses on three commitments: Coffee, Capsules and Carbon Footprint as well as creating shared value for society. The areas where value was created and shared in McDonald were: employee welfare, waste, climate/energy, animal welfare, water, raw materials and community impact. Unilever’s poverty eradication, women empowerment, education of rural dwellers and hand-washing campaigns have recorded a huge success in bringing profitable micro-enterprise opportunities for rural women, reducing diseases and saving many lives of children in Asia and Africa (Kreckova, 2015). Intel tied a portion of incentive compensation to performance on social and environmental priorities.

BHP Billiton invested $50M in northern Chile to create a cluster of world-class mining suppliers. BHP created the “World Class Supplier Program” in Chile which engaged local suppliers to develop innovative solutions to manage various areas of BHP Billiton’s operations such as water, energy, human capital, maintenance, air quality, acid mist control, and leaching. The goal of the initiative was for Chile to have at least 250 world-class suppliers that can export their services to mining projects around the world by 2020.The 36 suppliers involved employ 5,000 people, and BHP Billiton has achieved $121m in net present value of cost savings as at 2012 (Porter, 2014) and generated combined sales of $400 mil- lion. The social and economic benefits for BHP Billiton include: creation of world-class suppliers for the mining sector and high-quality employment, and reduced cost of inputs, goods, and services. Rio Tinto’s Diavik Diamond Mine in Northern Canada worked with communities, contractors, local governments and education institutions to develop a local workforce and supplier base which enables it to hire 62% of its employees, and sources 71% of goods and services locally, saving transportation costs (Porter, 2014). For SNC-Lavalin with interest in mining and metallurgy, oil and gas, infrastructure and environment and power, the Local Resource Development Initiative TM (LRDI) helps to maximize local benefits and create shared value with communities as the LRDI aligns project objectives with community objectives whenever possible, promotes sustainability opportunities, reduces project costs and generates values for farmers, communities and operating company in many countries of Africa, Latin America and Asia.

CSR and Sustainable Development 

Discussions in CSR have also engendered advocacy for sustainable development (WBCSD, 2000). According to the 1987 Brundtland Report (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987), sustainable development is the development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. It is said to have three pillars namely: economic growth, environmental protection and social equality. The World Business Council on Sustainable Development rather takes CSR as an integral part of sustainable development (World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2003). It maintains that sustainable development is an embodiment of three concepts namely: corporate financial responsibility, corporate environmental responsibility and lastly, CSR (World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2003). It can also be said that sustainable development is about improving the quality of people’s lives and expanding their ability to shape their futures and these generally call for higher per capita incomes, but they also involve equitable education and job opportunities, better health and nutrition and a more sustainable natural environment (Murphy, 2009). CSR as a tool of corporate governance encourages responsible business conducts in all spheres of business operations and therefore has become inextricably linkable to sustainability for both business and society.

CSV AND SUSTAINABLE, INCLUSIVE DEVELOPMENT OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

The Brundtland Report of the World Commission for Environment and Development (1987) defines sustainable development as development that meets the needs of the present generation without compro- mising the ability of the future generations to meet their needs. In 2015, the world leaders agreed that the realization of the sustainable development goals (SDGs) by 2030 needs governments’ partnership with businesses and other stakeholders. A recent survey by Fleishman Hillard and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce Foundation in May, 2015 identified top 5 SDGs as important to business in the post 2015 to include: build resilient infrastructure (67%), sustain economic growth (65%), achieve gender equality (60%), ensure quality education (52%) and strengthen global partnership (44%). The ‘My world 2015’ survey by the United Nations put the three top concerns the world over to include: good education, better health care and better job opportunities. The CSV tends to be moving corporations towards the direction of achieving these goals through shared value approach which is premised on the simultaneous realiza- tion of economic, social and societal progress. Through the inclusive business strategy, the CSV helps to integrate poor and low income communities into the leading companies’ value chains in order to create new opportunities for poor people at the bottom of the pyramid, increase their incomes, improve the living standards and create a competitive value chain and long term economic value for the companies. At its heart, the notion of shared value pertains to the sustainable development of the host community and countries. For instance, the OECD (2016) framework for collaborative Strategies for in-country shared value creation in the extractive sector is a tool for forging a public-private alliance which can be used to advance the sustainable development agenda of 2030 adopted by the United Nations in 2015. Specifically, the OECD framework supports the achievement of SDGs 8 (promote inclusive and sustain- able economic growth, employment and decent work for all), 9 (build resilient infrastructure, promote sustainable industrialization and foster innovation), 6 (ensure access to water and sanitation for all) and 7 (ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all). According to Cosbey et al. (2016), the shared-value paradigm, by promising to deliver benefits to host communities, regions and countries, has become increasingly critical for mining companies in securing their social license to operate. The delicate balance inherent in the shared-value paradigm is especially relevant for develop- ing countries and other states (most of which are resource-driven countries) where poverty eradication, social development and environmental protection are urgent development challenges.

Due to the expectations that the application of the shared-value paradigm in the mining and extractive sector would bring substantial developmental benefits to large populations and the link to sustainable development, it has been endorsed to become the mainstay of most major mining policy frameworks such as: the Africa Mining Vision (African Union, 2009), the Mining Policy Framework (Intergovernmental Forum (IGF) on Mining, Minerals, Metals and Sustainable Development (2012), and the OECD Framework on Public-Private Collaboration for in-Country Shared Value Creation from Extractive Projects (OECD, 2016).The International Council for Mining and Metals (ICMM) also reference the shared-value concept in their good practice guidance (ICMM, 2015).Leading civil society organizations working in the area of mining and sustainable development like Columbia Center on Sustainable Investment (CCSI), 2015; International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED); International Institute for Sustain- able Development (IISD), 2014; and Natural Resource Governance Institute (NRGI), 2015 have fully subscribed to shared value. Both the developed and developing countries are benefiting and enjoying from the shared value concept as more and more corporations are keying into the social change. While the focus in developed markets is less on poverty but more on education, income inequalities, health and wellness, environment and sustainability, the CSV focus by corporations in developing markets is building capacity and financing, empowerment and entrepreneurship, expansion of the value chain and raising the standard of living in the communities of operations.

Shared value approach has the potentials to foster sustainable development of developing countries as CSV concept is embraced and promoted not only by the few multinationals but all companies. For instance, the activities of Novartis to provide the locals in remote villages with health services and train some of them to be health educators in India, Vietnam, Kenya and Indonesia resulted in over 10 million receiving health education and 750,000 direct health services. The ‘+’ projects by Phillips a multi-sector partnership with governments, NGOs and consumers in Southeast Asia reached over 50 million people in Indonesia, Thailand and Singapore, generating 28,000 social media conversations. The goal was to increase Philips’ bottom line and simultaneously have positive social impact. Phillips sourced ideas from local consumers to provide insights that enabled the company to accelerate innovation and ultimately improve the health and well-being of consumers. Vodafone partnered with a Kenyan telecoms firm, Sari- foam and created a new market by launching M-Pesa in Kenya in 2007.Vodafone’s goal was to support financial inclusion in Kenya through a money transfer solution with a simple key message, “Send Money Home”, which enabled customers to send money directly between each other using mobile technology. By 2015, M-Pesa is now available in many countries including India, Egypt, Tanzania, South Africa, Democratic Republic of Congo, Lesotho, Mozambique, Romania and Albania with over 19.9 million active customers who used M-Pesa with over 3.4 billion transactions processed yearly.

Following the challenges of a quadruple burden of disease, an undersupply of doctors and an egali- tarian healthcare system presented a significant challenge to the healthcare industry in South Africa, Discovery Insurance Company developed Vitality, a behaviour based wellness solution that incentivized healthier behavior by giving customers access to wellness partners such as gyms, empowering them with healthcare knowledge and tools, and offering financial incentives that increased as members engaged with the Vitality programme. The increased health and fitness levels, lowered the frequency and cost of hospitalization and reduced the disease burden of customers improve the financial incentives and rewards that by 2015, the company currently serves over 5.1 million clients across South Africa, the United Kingdom, the United States, China, Singapore, Australia and Hong Kong. Discovery is globally acknowledged as the pioneer of shared value insurance. The shared value presents an open window of opportunities and benefits not only for economic prosperity of business but also the sustainable devel- opment of developing economies. Therefore a high level corporate commitment to the shared value concept, and ingenuity of the private sector and business leaders in forming alliances would lead to the actualization of the United Nation’s sustainable development goals (UN SDGs) by eradicating poverty in all its forms by 2030.

CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1 CONCLUSION 
The CSV is a (r)evolutionary strategic management thinking meant to enhance the companies’ competitive- ness while simultaneously advancing their economic and social conditions in the society they operate. It challenges the constrained corporate mindset of lip-service philanthropic CSR activities of business over half a century to making it a major solver of society’s problems in a much beneficial and profitable ways through creation of shared values. Created shared value tasks companies in developing countries to go beyond CSR to addressing social and society’s issues in addition to their pursuit of profits by in- corporating social and societal values into their economic agenda. The shared values created by these companies in developing countries would give rise to long-term corporate profitability, competitive- ness and sustainable development of host communities and countries. Interestingly, evidence abound of companies at least of global multinational and transnational companies in developed and developing countries, which have already keyed into the CSV enjoying immense profits, sales growth and sustainable competitive advantages through integration of social and economic goal while also addressing societal needs. Therefore, companies including extractive and mining industries in developing countries must begin to take a long-term approach to social investments and prosperity of company, host communities or countries by embracing the pillars of shared value of re-conceiving new products and services, iden- tifying new market opportunities and enabling clusters development. It has been demonstrated that the created shared value has the potentials to foster unparalleled economic growth, prosperity and sustainable development in countries when companies start to think a new and look at decisions and opportunities through the lens of shared value.

Although, the created shared value approach is being embraced and applied by most global multina- tional corporations, there is no known study in Nigeria. Therefore a study of the current CSR practices is recommended on whether the shared value concept is already being practiced by indigenous companies in Nigeria, the influencing factors and challenges of creating shared value in turbulent environments.

5.2 RECOMMENDATION

In an era of increasingly stakeholders’ knowledgeable demands and expectations amidst the increasing global challenges, integrating economic and social goals will demonstrate corporation’s real concerns and ability to achieve the “win-wins” of the shared value model, long-term sustainability, competitive advantage and economic prosperity. In order to give concrete meaning to the concept of CSV in developing economies, the companies must change the philanthropic way that CSR is presently conceptualized and organized because of its limitations in helping them to achieve competitive advantages and adequately address societal problems. Based on the shared value approach, companies in developing countries should restructure and prioritize CSR to be part of their organizational culture, value and core business strategy that emphasizes sustainability by redefining corporate leadership and integrating economic and social goals in their business pursuits in addressing societal problems. The integration makes CSR a core element of strategy, structure and process, eliminates distinct CSR functions in the organization and makes CSR a mutual responsibility across the firm - from top down and thereby increasing its cred- ibility and implementation.

However, achieving shared value will require a radical and collective rethinking of management practice by all parties. There must be strong commitment at the executive, top management level and employees; Leading managers of global players as well as of small and medium companies in developing countries must discuss and take CSR very seriously by going beyond “green washing” or “window dressing”. They must begin to embrace and transmit the CSV vision and ideology among all employees of their organizations through re-conceiving new products and services in new markets, improving productivity and developing clusters. Therefore, companies would need to incorporate shared value thinking into the operations of employees at all levels of their businesses to really transform capitalism and bring about inclusive and sustainable development. The realization of the SDGs in 2030 requires that companies in developing countries have a major mindset change towards the adoption of the CSV agenda. This will involve the companies working inside out and embracing top down leadership, commitment and strategy as well as a bottom up overhauling of the operating models to reflect total commitment; CSV takes time, energy, tenacity and patience to embed and thus the process requires change managers and skilled leaders rather than programme managers (Bockstette & Stamp, 2011; AT Kearney, 2015). In fact, achieving a successful, sustainable and scalable shared value requires significant changes in the way that corporations do business. Therefore, businesses in developing countries must change their business models and current CSR philosophy to include shared value creation and business value sustainability.

Government and regulators in developing countries should recognize their roles in helping businesses to create shared value by focusing on measuring environmental performance and introducing standards, phase‐in periods and support for technology that would promote innovation, improve the environment and increase competitiveness of business simultaneously. They would need to limit the pursuit of exploitative, unfair or deceptive practices in which companies benefit at the expense of society. Governments can help companies create shared value by: creating enabling policies and regulations, showing collabora- tion by acting as knowledge broker, serving as convener of interested stakeholders, acting as operating partner for shared value strategies and incentivizing shared value investments. Regulatory authorities like the National Hydrocarbon Agency (NHA) in Columbia must promote shared value creation through its regulatory framework. Although local content presents one of the clearest opportunities to create shared value, governments in developing countries particularly those with rich minerals and extractive industries must collaborate with companies to access opportunities to deliver real value for business and society across different areas of investments based on shared value approach.

On the other hand, companies must take a long-term view toward solving societal issues that would benefit the business by investing in improved business unit operations’ knowledge of societal issues. They should measure societal outcomes and their impact on the business, and work with other multina- tional companies, NGOs and governments to create shared value. They must also take concrete actions to shift the current dynamic relationships between the corporations and government from one that views for instance extractive companies as contractors who pay for the privilege of carrying out extraction to one that sees these companies as development partners who could help solve societal issues of concern to government and create shared values through direct engagement with various levels of governments and communities, capacity building and indirect support for independent, third-party efforts. Faculties and business schools would also need to broaden their curricula and teaching to include: efficient use and stewardship of all forms of resources, human and societal needs and how to serve non‐traditional customer groups; because these would define the next‐generation thinking on value chains.
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