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United Nations

“Act responsible”
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Societal mistrust

Business Society
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The need for change 
within urban places

• Cities host more than 50% 
of the world’s population.

• 60% of the economic 
output

• Shelter, water, food and 
welfare must be provided 
to a growing urban 
population in a durable and 
future‐proof manner



CSR benchmarking the solution?



Doing good, looking even better

Responsible business

CSR
Reporting

Corporate reputation

This phenomenon is called ‘greenwashing’ (Lee, et al., 2018). 



Vicious cycle
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Business Public institutionsSociety

CSR activities



Perception of social activities

Investments Social activities

Social activities do not live up to the commercial expectations 
needed for viable business (Loosemore, 2015). 
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OBJECTIVE



Corporate Social 
Responsibility

CSR

Corporate Social 
Opportunities 

CSO

Shared Value Creation 

SVC

Business 
opportunity

(Porter & Kramer, 2011)



SVC, CSR, CSO

Shared Value 
Creation 

SVC

Social 
Value

Business 
Value 

CSRCSO
SVC

(Moon & Parc, 2019)
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‘seeking business value in solving social issues’ 

(Porter & Kramer, 2011)

Products Partnerships Processes



Change the perception of businesses

Investments Social activities
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METHODS
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“How can the concept of Shared Value Creation 
contribute to creating sustainable urban areas?”

1. How can the Shared Value Creation concept be 

defined and operationalized within the context of 

urban area development?

2. What are the possibilities and limitations of the Shared 

Value Creation concept in urban area development?  

3. Which public and private preconditions are needed to 

successfully integrate the shared value concept into 

urban development practice?



Exploratory research 
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Property investor
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• long-term commitment to an area 
• Lever for big scale adoption solutions

• Long-term value creation
• Should be central actor in urban development

Social Value
CSR objective 

Wellbeing

Business Value
Financial performance 

assets 



Conceptual model
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Cases

1.
Blue district

Cartesiusdriehoek
Utrecht

2.
Floriade

Floriadeterrein
Almere
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FINDINGS



Urban product solutions
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Social Interaction: initiatives that focus on community building and stimulating neighborhood

interaction. Examples: local events, community center.

Shared use concepts: initiatives that focus on sharing. Examples: shared bikes and shared cars.

Mixed living: housing concepts that stimulate social interaction and connection between socio-

economic groups. Examples: Mixed living (place2BU, Majella).

Educational facilities: initiatives that stimulate and bring about knowledge on a certain social topic.

Examples: CABlab, Food cycle center, cancer pavilion.

Social entrepreneurship & activism: initiatives that stimulate social behavior, examples are. Examples:

local entrepreneurship, Growing Green medals.



Urban process solutions
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Social urban design: Interventions in the urban fabric which stimulate social purpose. Examples: stimulating

movement through design, separating mobility streams.

Shared spaces: interventions in the urban fabric which stimulate shared use. Examples: shared public space,

shared gardens.

Concept & community management: organizations guarding and urban concepts and enhancing

neighborhood activity. Examples: Community center, shared facilities, active green spaces.

Neighborhood collectives: organizations formed by inhabitants of the local community to benefit the local

community. Examples: public space management group, Board of representatives.



Urban partnership solutions
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(Inter) national company: collaborations with a large company to set up local initiatives. Examples: food companies,

international store chains, enterprises.

Local company/ entrepreneur: collaborations with a large company to set up local initiatives. Examples: local shops,

supermarkets, social entrepreneurs.

Supply stakeholder: collaboration with other stakeholders in the real estate supply chain. Examples: contractors,

developers, investors.

Neighboring industry: collaboration with another industry. Examples: Food industry, clothing industry, transport

industry.

Academia & schools: collaboration with universities, schools, and other educational institutions. Examples:

universities, schools, research groups.

Public institution: collaboration with public institutions. Examples: municipalities, NGO’s, government.
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Example: Shared spaces typology
Shared public space,

Shared gardens,

Urban farming

Design & maintain collective space



SVC urban farming
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Shared spaces
Individual characteristics
• Nutrition: Healthy food education 

through farming 
• Mental: Sense of purpose and feeling 

of responsibility 

The urban society
• Social network: place to meet and 

stimulate social interaction

The city’s morphology: 
• Public places: collective garden
• Green and blue spaces: biodiversity, 

additional green space

Environmental stressors: 
• Stressors: air pollutants, Heat island 

effect,

Rent levels 
• Livability: Safer environment
• Amenities: Events, workshops, leisure 

amenity

Property costs
• Corrective maintenance: community 

responsibility and control, less 
vandalism 

• Mutation costs: proudness of the area 
more involved to its surrounding

Property value
• Location: location attraction, 

additional services
• Usable space: additional outdoor 

space/ garden for residents

Social value Business value

Urban Farming
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21 Product 20

6 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1. Social interaction 1 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 6

3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2. Shared use concepts 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3

3 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3. Mixed living 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

3 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6. Educational facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

6 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 5. Social activism & entrepr. 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 7

25 Proces 18

10 1 1 0 1 0 2 1 2 2 6. Urban design 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 7

7 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 7. Shared spaces 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 6

3 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
8. Concept & community management

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

5 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 9. Neighbourhood collectives 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

14 Partnership 11

2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10. (Inter)national company 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11. Local company/ entrepreneur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
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1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 13. Neighbouring industry 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

6 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 14. Academia & schools 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

4 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 15. Public institution 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
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  Product 3   Connections per innovation   Mentioned in both cases (product)

  Process 4   Connections per SVC pillar   Mentioned in both cases (process)
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Impact distribution
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Impact distribution per value 
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Impact distribution per pillar
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Prioritization solutions
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Social value Business value

(Urban wellbeing) (Property investor)

1.   Social urban design Process 17* 10 7

2.   Social activism & entrepreneurship Product 13 6 7

3.   Shared spaces Process 13 7 6

4.   Social interaction Product 12 6 6

5.   Neighborhood collectives Process 8 5 3

6.   Shared use concepts Product 6 3 3

7.   Mixed living Product 6 3 3

8.   Concept & community management Process 5 3 2

9.   Educational facilities Product 4 3 1

Socia l  solutions SVC typology Shared value

* Number of connections mentioned
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Conclusion



SVC in urban 
development

Products

Partnerships

Software

Process

Products

Hardware

Process

Sub-question 1: Define and operationalize SVC



Sub-question 1: Define and operationalize SVC
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Sub-question 2: Utilization SVC concept
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1. Create insight into the overlap 

between social and business 

value. 

2. Form a basis for strategic 

social decision-making and the 

creation of business case 

opportunities

1. The assessment model is 

currently still a quick scan and 

need further reflection to be 

conclusive.

2. This study is the first step of 

the SVC analysis process. To 

validate actual business value 

more research is needed.

Possibilities Limitations

SVC Assessment



Sub-question 2: Utilization SVC concept
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Possibilities Limitations

Urban 
Development 

Context

1. Establish a mutual value 

aimed vision, which set the 

boundaries for the urban 

development process. 

2. Create a flexible institutional 

environment fit for 

innovative processes

1. SVC in urban development is 

above all limited by the 

boundaries of social 

innovation. 

• Inflexible procedures

• Strict planning

• Lack of dialogue



Question 3: Precondition for success SVC
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Private Public

Social urban 
innovations

Initiator
 Long-term vision

 Value aim
 Flexible development

 (Commitment)

Facilitator & stimulator
 Flexible planning & 

procedures
 More open dialogue
 Share local expertise

Business impact Social impact



Main conclusion: Contribution to creating
sustainable urban areas
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The SVC concept ‘could’ contribute to the 
creation of sustainable urban areas. 
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Discussion



Corporate Social 
Responsibility

CSR

Corporate Social 
Opportunities 

CSO

Shared Value Creation 

SVC

Business 
opportunity

(Porter & Kramer, 2011)



The message

• Complexity of the SVC concept burdens adoption

• Focus on the underlying message 

• CSO new field for research and practice
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Corporate Social Opportunities
´The art of seeking business opportunities in 

social solutions and problems´
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Advise



Recommendations for practice

• Identifying the overlap between social and business performance 

• Investor as a central actor

• Multi-phase solutions 

• Rethink development procedures

58

Business 
impact

Social 
impact



Recommendations for future research

• The rise of social enterprises

• The transition towards a social economy

• Validating SVC connections

• The field of Corporate Social Opportunities 
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Private 
economy 

Social 
economy

CSR

CSO

(Pearce, J., 2003)



Thanks for listening!
Any questions?
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