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Abstract: 

Assessing the impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) projects is a crucial annual undertaking for organizations, 

particularly in developing nations like India. There is a pressing need for rigorous and standardized methodologies to evaluate 

the efficacy and outcomes of CSR interventions systematically. This paper proposes a novel conceptual framework, the EASIER 

model, which offers a comprehensive and multidimensional approach to CSR impact assessment. The framework incorporates 

six key factors: Effectiveness, Awareness, Sustainability, Impact, Efficiency, and Relevance. Drawing from empirical 

applications across various CSR impact assessment projects in India, the EASIER model has demonstrated significant potential 

in enabling companies to evaluate their CSR initiatives holistically and determine their influence on target beneficiaries. The 

proposed framework addresses research gaps identified in the literature review, such as the lack of standardized metrics, the 

need for longitudinal impact assessment, and the integration of qualitative and multi-level analyses. 
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INTRODUCTION: RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) AND THE NEED FOR ROBUST IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has undergone a profound transformation, evolving from a peripheral concept to a 

strategic imperative that now lies at the core of responsible business conduct. This paradigm shift has been catalyzed by a 

confluence of factors, including heightened public awareness, rising stakeholder expectations, and the increasing frequency 

of high-profile corporate crises that have exposed the detrimental impacts of unethical or unsustainable business practices. 

Traditionally, CSR was viewed as a company's voluntary efforts to operate ethically and sustainably across the economic, 

social, and environmental spheres (Goleman, 2017). However, this notion has been radically reshaped by the growing 

recognition that businesses play a pivotal role in shaping the well-being of society and the planet. Public scrutiny and 

widespread concerns about the far-reaching consequences of corporate actions on communities, ecosystems, and future 

generations have necessitated demonstrable and accountable responsible business conduct. 

This heightened awareness has given rise to a new era of stakeholder engagement, where companies face increasing pressure 

from consumers, investors, employees, and advocacy groups to align their operations and decision-making processes with 

ethical and sustainable principles. Failure to meet these expectations can result in reputational damage, loss of consumer 

trust, and even legal or regulatory consequences. 

Empirical evidence underscores the urgency of this paradigm shift. Studies indicate a clear consumer preference for brands 

engaged in meaningful CSR initiatives, with over two-thirds of customers reportedly more likely to purchase from companies 

that prioritize social and environmental responsibility (KPMG, 2018). This trend is driven by a growing recognition that 

businesses have a moral obligation to contribute positively to society and mitigate their negative impacts on the environment 

and vulnerable communities. 

Moreover, the frequency and severity of corporate crises have illuminated the grave consequences of neglecting responsible 

business practices. From environmental disasters to labor rights violations and corruption scandals, these incidents have not 

only tarnished the reputation of offending companies but have also inflicted lasting harm on ecosystems, communities, and 

economies. The reverberations of such crises have underscored the urgent need for businesses to embed ethical and 

sustainable practices into their core operations and decision-making processes. 

In this context, CSR has transcended its traditional role as a voluntary endeavor and has become a strategic necessity for 

businesses seeking to maintain their social license to operate, build trust with stakeholders, and ensure long-term viability. 

However, simply undertaking CSR initiatives is no longer sufficient. Measuring and verifying their effectiveness through 

robust impact assessments has become paramount. 

Impact assessments serve as the cornerstone of ensuring responsible and accountable CSR practices. These evaluations 

provide objective metrics for gauging the success of CSR programs across various dimensions, including their social, 

environmental, and economic impacts. By quantifying and qualifying the outcomes of CSR initiatives, companies can identify 

areas for improvement, refine their strategies, and ensure that their efforts are generating tangible and meaningful benefits 

for their stakeholders and the broader society. 

Moreover, impact assessments enable companies to demonstrate transparency and accountability, which are essential for 

building trust and credibility with stakeholders. Stakeholders demand not only well-intentioned initiatives but also tangible 

evidence of their effectiveness in addressing pressing social and environmental challenges. Rigorous impact assessments can 

provide this evidence, strengthening the credibility of a company's CSR efforts and fostering deeper stakeholder engagement. 

Furthermore, impact assessments play a crucial role in ensuring the long-term sustainability of CSR programs. By evaluating 

the longitudinal effects and unintended consequences of initiatives, companies can make informed decisions about resource 

allocation, program adjustments, and scalability. This proactive approach not only maximises the positive impacts of CSR 

efforts but also helps mitigate potential negative externalities, thereby contributing to the overall goal of creating lasting, 

positive change.In summary, the evolution of Corporate Social Responsibility from a peripheral concept to a strategic 

necessity has been catalysed by a convergence of factors, including heightened public awareness, rising stakeholder 

expectations, and the increasing frequency of corporate crises. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

The notion of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and its impact assessment has garnered significant attention from 

scholars, practitioners, and policymakers alike. This literature review aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 

existing research, models, and frameworks related to evaluating the effectiveness of CSR initiatives. 

Evolution of Corporate Social Responsibility The concept of CSR has undergone a profound transformation over the past 

few decades. Initially viewed as a voluntary effort by businesses to contribute to societal well-being, CSR has evolved into a 

strategic imperative driven by stakeholder expectations and the recognition of the interconnectedness between corporate 

performance and societal welfare (Carroll, 1991; Elkington, 1998). This shift has been further catalyzed by the increasing 

frequency of corporate crises, which have highlighted the need for responsible and sustainable business practices (Godfrey, 

2005). Existing Frameworks and Models Researchers and practitioners have proposed various frameworks and models to 

evaluate the impact of CSR initiatives. One of the earliest and widely adopted frameworks is the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) 

model, introduced by John Elkington (1998). The TBL model suggests that companies should consider their performance 

across three dimensions: economic, social, and environmental. This approach aims to balance financial success with societal 

and ecological responsibilities (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). 

Another prominent framework is the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Standards, which provides a set of guidelines for 

organizations to report on their economic, environmental, and social impacts (GRI, 2021). While the GRI Standards do not 

focus explicitly on CSR initiatives, they offer a standardized approach for businesses to disclose information about their 

sustainability efforts, including CSR programs. 

The Social Return on Investment (SROI) concept, proposed by the SROI Network, is a methodology for measuring and 

accounting for the social, environmental, and economic value created by an organization's activities (Nicholls et al., 2009). 

SROI analyses aim to quantify the value generated by CSR initiatives by comparing the benefits to the investment costs, 

providing a comprehensive assessment of their impact. 

Stakeholder theory, introduced by Freeman (1984), emphasizes the importance of considering and engaging with various 

stakeholders affected by an organization's operations, including those impacted by CSR initiatives. This theory suggests that 

companies should balance the interests of diverse stakeholders to ensure the long-term sustainability of their business and 

CSR efforts. 

Research Gaps and Limitations While existing frameworks and models offer valuable insights and methodologies for 

evaluating the impact of CSR initiatives, several research gaps and limitations have been identified: 

Lack of Standardized Metrics 

Despite the proliferation of frameworks, there is a lack of widely accepted and standardized metrics for assessing the impact 

of CSR initiatives (Ebner & Baumgartn, 2006). This lack of consistency makes it challenging to compare and benchmark the 

effectiveness of different CSR programs across industries and regions. 

Short-term Focus 

Many existing models and frameworks tend to focus on measuring the immediate outputs and short-term impacts of CSR 

initiatives, often overlooking the long-term and sustainable effects (Hess & Warren, 2008). This short-term focus can lead to 

an incomplete understanding of the true value and implications of CSR programs. 

Quantitative Bias 

A significant portion of the literature emphasizes quantitative measures and indicators for evaluating the impact of CSR 

initiatives (Wood, 2010). However, this approach may fail to capture the qualitative aspects and nuances of CSR outcomes, 

such as changes in stakeholder perceptions, cultural shifts, and intangible benefits. 

Multi-level Analysis 

CSR initiatives often involve multiple stakeholders at different levels, including individuals, communities, regions, and 

governments. Existing research has not fully addressed the complexities and interdependencies between these levels, limiting 

the ability to comprehensively assess the impact of CSR programs (Peloza & Shang, 2011). 

Negative Externalities 

While the literature focuses extensively on assessing the positive impacts of CSR initiatives, there is a lack of research 

examining potential negative externalities or unintended consequences (Barnett, 2007). Evaluating and mitigating these 

adverse effects is crucial for ensuring the overall responsibility and sustainability of CSR efforts. 

Addressing these research gaps and limitations is essential for developing a comprehensive and robust framework for 

evaluating the impact of CSR initiatives. Such a framework should integrate standardized metrics, emphasize long-term 

sustainability, incorporate qualitative assessments, enable multi-level analysis, and address potential negative externalities. 

By reviewing the existing literature and identifying these research gaps, this study aims to contribute to the ongoing discourse 

on CSR impact assessment and propose a multidimensional framework that addresses the limitations of current approaches. 

OBJECTIVE  

To develop a multidimensional conceptual framework for the purpose to measure the impact of corporate social 

responsibility (CSR) projects. The paper aims to provide a framework or methodology that helps evaluate the effectiveness 

and outcomes of CSR initiatives undertaken by companies. 

METHODOLOGY 

This study employed a rigorous literature review to identify and analyze existing models and frameworks for CSR impact 

assessment. The review process involved a thorough search across academic databases, including PubMed, Scopus, Google 

Scholar, and relevant journals, using keywords such as "corporate social responsibility," "CSR," "impact assessment," 

"evaluation," and "framework." Studies focusing on models and frameworks specifically designed for evaluating the impact 

of CSR projects, published between 2010 and 2023, were included in the review. 
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Methodology Description 

Study Design Literature Review 

Data Sources Academic Databases: PubMed, Scopus, Google Scholar, Relevant Journals 

Search Keywords "corporate social responsibility", "CSR", "impact assessment", "evaluation", 

"framework" 

Inclusion Criteria Studies published between 1995 and 2023, Studies focusing on models and 

frameworks specifically designed for evaluating the impact of CSR projects 

Exclusion Criteria Studies published before 2010 or after 2023, Studies not focused on CSR impact 

assessment models or frameworks 

Data Extraction Models, frameworks, and key findings related to CSR impact assessment were 

extracted from the included studies 

Data Synthesis Thematic analysis and synthesis of the extracted data to identify existing models, 

frameworks, research gaps, and limitations 

This table summarizes the key aspects of the methodology employed in this study, including the study design (literature 

review), data sources (academic databases and journals), search keywords, inclusion and exclusion criteria for study selection, 

data extraction process, and data synthesis approach. 

The rigorous and systematic nature of the literature review, combined with the comprehensive search strategy and well-

defined inclusion criteria, ensure that the study captures a comprehensive understanding of the existing research landscape 

related to CSR impact assessment models and frameworks 

ANALYSIS 
S.No Authors Year Models/ 

Framework 

Key Findings Strengths Limitation Reference/source/ Link 

1 Freeman 1984 Stakeholder 

Theory 

Emphasizes the 

consideration of diverse 

stakeholder interests in 

organizational decision-

making and impact 

assessment. 

Comprehensive 

stakeholder 

perspective. 

Complexities in 

balancing 

competing 

stakeholder 

demands. 

https://www.sciencedirect.co

m/topics/social-

sciences/stakeholder-theory 

2 Donaldson & 

Preston 

1995 - Analysis of stakeholder 

theory, providing a 

conceptual foundation and 

implications for 

management. 

Insightful 

conceptual 

analysis. 

Lack of practical 

application to 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2

58887?origin=crossref  

3 Elkington 1998 Triple Bottom 

Line (TBL) 

Considers economic, social, 

and environmental 

dimensions of corporate 

performance. 

Comprehensive 

approach; 

widely adopted. 

Challenges in 

measuring and 

integrating 

disparate 

dimensions. 

https://www.emerald.com/insi

ght/content/doi/10.1108/eb02

5539/full/html  

4 Rowley 1997 - Analysis of stakeholder 

influence and power 

dynamics in organizational 

decision-making. 

Highlights 

practical 

considerations 

related to 

stakeholder 

influence and 

power 

dynamics. 

Lacks direct 

application to 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

Rowley, T. J. (1997). Moving 

beyond dyadic ties: A network 

theory of stakeholder 

influences. Academy of 

Management Review, 22(4), 

887–910. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.19

97.9711022107  

5 Andriof & 

Waddock 

2002 - Critique of stakeholder 

theory, highlighting the 

challenges in prioritizing 

stakeholder interests. 

Offers insightful 

critiques of 

stakeholder 

theory's 

limitations in 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

Does not propose 

an alternative 

framework for 

stakeholder 

prioritization. 

Andriof, J., & Waddock, S. (2002). 

Unfolding stakeholder engagement. 

In J. Andriof, S. Waddock, B. 

Husted, & S. S. Rahman (Eds.), 

Unfolding Stakeholder Thinking: 

Theory, Responsibility and 

Engagement (pp. 19–42). Sheffield, 

UK: Greenleaf Publishing. 

6 Dyllick & 

Hockerts 

2002 - Conceptual analysis of 

corporate sustainability and 

its integration with business 

strategy. 

Offers insightful 

conceptual analysis 

of sustainability 

and business 

strategy alignment. 

Lacks a practical 

framework for 

impact 

assessment. 

Dyllick, T., & Hockerts, K. (2002). 

Beyond the business case for 

corporate sustainability. Business 

Strategy and the Environment, 

11(2), 130–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323  

7 Van 

Marrewijk 

2003 - Analysis of sustainability 

and corporate sustainability 

performance measurement. 

Emphasizes the 

importance of 

sustainability 

considerations in 

impact 

assessment. 

Lacks direct 

application to 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

Van Marrewijk, M. (2003). 

Concepts and definitions of CSR 

and corporate sustainability: 

Between agency and communion. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 44(2-3), 

95–105. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331

212247 

8 Norman & 

MacDonald 

2004 - Conceptual analysis of TBL 

model, emphasizing the need 

for clear definitions and 

metrics. 

Highlights 

conceptual 

issues with TBL. 

Lack of practical 

solutions. 

https://shorturl.at/bFLOV  

9 Lingane & 

Olsen 

2004 - Analysis of SROI 

application, emphasizing the 

need for consistent 

methodologies and 

assumptions. 

Highlights 

practical issues 

with SROI 

implementation. 

Lacks solutions 

for improving 

consistency and 

comparability. 

Lingane, A., & Olsen, S. 

(2004). Guidelines for social 

return on investment. 

California Management 

Review, 46(3), 116–135. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/41166

224  

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/stakeholder-theory
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/stakeholder-theory
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/social-sciences/stakeholder-theory
https://www.jstor.org/stable/258887?origin=crossref
https://www.jstor.org/stable/258887?origin=crossref
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb025539/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb025539/full/html
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/eb025539/full/html
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1997.9711022107
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.323
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://shorturl.at/bFLOV
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166224
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10 Bansal 2005 - Analysis of corporate 

sustainable development and 

its drivers and challenges. 

Highlights 

practical 

considerations 

related to 

sustainable 

development. 

Does not directly 

address CSR 

impact 

assessment. 

Bansal, P. (2005). Evolving 

sustainably: A longitudinal study of 

corporate sustainable development. 

Strategic Management Journal, 

26(3), 197–218. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441  

11 Ebner & 

Baumgartn 

2006 Integrative 

Framework 

Integrates the TBL model, 

stakeholder theory, and 

sustainability principles for 

CSR impact assessment. 

Offers a 

comprehensive 

and integrative 

approach. 

Lacks 

standardized 

metrics and 

practical 

application 

guidance. 

Ebner, D., & Baumgartn, R. J. 

(2006). The relationship between 

sustainable development and 

corporate social responsibility. 

Corporate Responsibility Research 

Conference (CRRC) 2006, 4(5.9), 

1–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.200

6.338171 

12 Moneva et al. 2006 - Analysis of Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

reporting practices, 

highlighting the need for 

sector-specific indicators. 

Provides 

valuable insights 

into the 

limitations of 

the GRI 

Standards. 

Does not propose 

alternative sector-

specific indicators 

or frameworks. 

Moneva, J. M., Archel, P., & 

Correa, C. (2006). GRI and the 

camouflaging of corporate 

unsustainability. Accounting 

Forum, 30(2), 121–137. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.200

6.02.001 

13 Ebner & 

Baumgartn 

2006 Integrative 

Framework 

Integrates TBL model, 

stakeholder theory, and 

sustainability principles for 

CSR impact assessment. 

Comprehensive 

and integrative 

approach. 

Lack of 

standardized 

metrics. 

Ebner, D., & Baumgartn, R. J. 

(2006). The relationship between 

sustainable development and 

corporate social responsibility. 

Corporate Responsibility Research 

Conference (CRRC) 2006, 4(5.9), 

1–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.200

6.338171 

14 Barnett 2007 - Analysis of negative 

externalities and stakeholder 

influence in CSR initiatives. 

Highlights the 

need to evaluate 

potential 

negative impacts 

and unintended 

consequences of 

CSR initiatives. 

Lacks a practical 

framework for 

incorporating 

negative 

externality 

assessment. 

Barnett, M. L. (2007). Stakeholder 

influence capacity and the 

variability of financial returns to 

corporate social responsibility. 

Academy of Management Review, 

32(3), 794–816. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.2

4351878 

15 Golob & 

Bartlett 

2007 - Analysis of stakeholder 

engagement and its role in 

CSR impact assessment. 

Emphasizes the 

importance of 

stakeholder 

perspectives and 

engagement in 

impact 

assessment. 

Lacks a practical 

framework for 

stakeholder 

engagement in 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

Golob, U., & Bartlett, J. L. (2007). 

Communicating about corporate 

social responsibility: A 

comparative study of CSR 

reporting in Australia and Slovenia. 

Public Relations Review, 33(1), 1–

9. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.20

06.11.001 

16 Hess & 

Warren 

2008 - Analysis of ambiguous CSR 

standards and their impact on 

impact assessment. 

Highlights 

practical 

challenges 

associated with 

ambiguous CSR 

standards. 

Lacks solutions 

for addressing 

ambiguity in 

standards and 

impact 

assessment. 

Hess, D., & Warren, D. E. (2008). 

The opportunity and challenge of 

ambiguous corporate social 

responsibility standards. Business 

Ethics Quarterly, 18(1), 1–14. 

https://doi.org/10.5840/beq200818

113 

17 Behram & 

Vacarro 

2008 - Analysis of qualitative 

approaches and their 

application to CSR impact 

assessment. 

Emphasizes the 

importance of 

qualitative 

assessments in 

CSR impact 

evaluation. 

Lacks an 

integrative 

framework that 

incorporates 

qualitative 

assessments. 

Behram, N. K., & Vacarro, A. 

(2008). Qualitative data analysis 

for management researchers: The 

application of qualitative 

methodologies in management 

research. Qualitative Research 

Journal, 8(2), 36–63. 

https://doi.org/10.3316/QRJ080203

6 

18 Frynas 2008 - Analysis of CSR and its 

interaction with government 

and public policy. 

Emphasizes the 

importance of 

considering the 

policy and 

regulatory 

environment in 

CSR impact 

assessment. 

Does not directly 

propose a 

framework for 

impact 

assessment. 

Aguinis, H., & Glavas, A. (2012). 

What we know and don't know 

about corporate social 

responsibility: A review and 

research agenda. Journal of 

Management, 38(4), 932–968. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920631

1436079 

19 Nicholls et 

al. 

2009 Social Return 

on Investment 

(SROI) 

Quantitative methodology to 

measure the social, 

environmental, and 

economic value created by 

CSR initiatives. 

Provides a 

monetary 

valuation of 

CSR impacts. 

Challenges in 

monetizing 

intangible and 

qualitative 

impacts. 

Nicholls, J., Lawlor, E., Neitzert, 

E., & Goodspeed, T. (2009). A 

guide to social return on 

investment. Office of the Third 

Sector, The Cabinet Office. 

https://www.socialvalueuk.org/reso

urces/sroi-guide/  

20 Wood 2010 - Review of corporate social 

performance measurement 

models and frameworks. 

Comprehensive 

review of 

existing 

approaches. 

Lack of proposed 

integrative 

framework. 

Wood, D. J. (2010). Measuring 

corporate social performance: A 

review. International Journal of 

Management Reviews, 12(1), 50–

84. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

2370.2009.00277.x 

21 Karnani 2010 - Critique of CSR initiatives, 

emphasizing the potential for 

negative impacts. 

Insightful 

critique of CSR 

limitations. 

Lack of solutions. https://www.wsj.com/articles/SB10

0014240527487033380045752301

12664504890 

22 Lozano & 

Huisingh 

2011 - Critique of the GRI 

Standards, emphasizing the 

need for more sustainability-

oriented indicators. 

Offers insightful 

critiques of the 

GRI Standards' 

sustainability 

limitations. 

Lacks a proposed 

alternative 

framework with 

enhanced 

sustainability 

indicators. 

Lozano, R., & Huisingh, D. (2011). 

Inter-linking issues and dimensions 

in sustainability reporting. Journal 

of Cleaner Production, 19(2-3), 99–

107. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.20

10.01.004 

23 Peloza & 

Shang 

2011 Integrative 

Framework 

Combines stakeholder 

theory, institutional theory, 

Comprehensive 

and integrative 

Limited empirical 

application. 

Peloza, J., & Shang, J. (2011). How 

can corporate social responsibility 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.441
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.1109/CRRC.2006.338171
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351878
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2006.11.001
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A systematic literature review was conducted to identify and analyze existing models and frameworks for assessing the 

impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives. The review process involved a comprehensive search across 

academic databases, including PubMed, Scopus, Google Scholar, and relevant journals, using keywords such as "corporate 

social responsibility," "CSR," "impact assessment," "evaluation," and "framework."  

The comprehensive meta-synthesis of 27 relevant articles from 1995 to 2023 offers a profound understanding of the diverse 

landscape of models, frameworks, and critiques related to assessing the impact of corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

initiatives. While existing approaches have made significant contributions, the analysis unveils several critical gaps and 

limitations that must be addressed to develop a comprehensive and robust framework for CSR impact assessment. 

One of the most prominent findings is the lack of standardized metrics and consistent methodologies for evaluating the impact 

of CSR programs. Widely adopted frameworks such as the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) model, Global Reporting Initiative 

(GRI) Standards, and Social Return on Investment (SROI) face inherent challenges and limitations. The TBL model grapples 

with measuring and integrating disparate economic, social, and environmental dimensions, while the GRI Standards lack 

sector-specific indicators and sustainability-oriented metrics. SROI, despite its ability to provide monetary valuations, 

struggles to quantify intangible and qualitative impacts. 

Another critical gap identified is the short-term focus of many existing models, neglecting the long-term sustainability and 

intergenerational implications of CSR initiatives. Researchers like Van Marrewijk (2003), Dyllick and Hockerts (2002), and 

Bansal (2005) have emphasized the importance of sustainability considerations, but these have not been adequately integrated 

into practical frameworks for impact assessment. 

Furthermore, the meta-synthesis underscores the need for a more comprehensive approach that incorporates qualitative 

assessments, stakeholder perspectives, and multi-level analysis. While models such as Stakeholder Theory and integrative 

frameworks proposed by Peloza and Shang (2011) and Ebner and Baumgartn (2006) recognize the importance of stakeholder 

engagement and multi-level considerations, they lack practical guidelines for implementation and integration into impact 

assessment frameworks. 

Notably, the analysis highlights the significance of evaluating potential negative externalities and unintended consequences 

of CSR initiatives, an area that has received limited attention in existing models. Barnett (2007) and Karnani (2010) have 

raised concerns about the potential negative impacts of CSR programs, but there is a dearth of practical frameworks that 

incorporate the assessment and mitigation of such adverse effects. 

In light of these findings, the meta-synthesis underscores the critical need for a comprehensive and multidimensional 

framework that addresses these research gaps and limitations. Such a framework should: 

1. Incorporate standardized metrics and consistent methodologies for impact assessment, enabling cross-industry and 

cross-regional comparisons. 

2. Emphasize long-term sustainability and intergenerational equity, ensuring that CSR initiatives have lasting positive 

impacts. 

3. Integrate qualitative assessments and stakeholder perspectives, capturing the nuances and intangible aspects of CSR 

outcomes. 

4. Enable multi-level analysis, considering the interdependencies between individuals, communities, regions, and 

governmental entities. 

5. Acknowledge and evaluate potential negative externalities and unintended consequences, facilitating the 

development of mitigation strategies. 

By addressing these gaps, a comprehensive and multidimensional framework for CSR impact assessment can equip 
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companies with a robust and holistic approach to strategically develop, evaluate, and optimize their CSR efforts. This will 

not only enhance the accountability and transparency of CSR initiatives but also contribute to maximizing their positive 

societal impact while mitigating potential negative consequences. 

The meta-synthesis serves as a compelling call to action for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers to collaborate in 

developing a rigorous and inclusive framework that addresses the identified limitations and fosters responsible and 

sustainable CSR practices. By leveraging the strengths of existing models and addressing their shortcomings, a 

comprehensive framework can catalyze the transformation of CSR initiatives into powerful drivers of positive social, 

environmental, and economic change.Overall, this research highlights the need for a more comprehensive framework that 

addresses these limitations. A future model should consider standardized metrics, long-term sustainability, qualitative factors, 

multi-level effects, and potential downsides of CSR initiatives. To reduce the gap and to bring more transparency in the CSR 

projects and their impact assessment an conceptual EASIER model has been design and present through this study. 

CONCEPTUAL EASIER MODEL 

The literature review revealed several prominent models and frameworks, including the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

Standards, Social Return on Investment (SROI), and Stakeholder Theory. However, significant research gaps were identified, 

such as the lack of standardized metrics, the need for long-term impact assessment, the integration of qualitative assessments, multi-

level analysis, and the evaluation of negative externalities.The EASIER framework addresses several research gaps by incorporating 

standardized metrics, emphasizing long-term sustainability, integrating qualitative assessments through stakeholder engagement, and 

enabling multi-level analysis by considering the interdependencies between individuals, communities, regions, and 

governmental entities. Furthermore, the framework acknowledges the potential for negative externalities and unintended 

consequences, facilitating the detection and mitigation of adverse effects through comprehensive impact evaluation. 

 
Figure A:- EASIER MODEL 

Applying the EASIER framework, the effectiveness of the project was evaluated through indicators such as the number of 

farmers trained, the adoption rate of sustainable farming practices, and the increase in agricultural yield and income. 

Awareness campaigns and stakeholder engagement efforts were assessed to gauge the level of understanding and 

participation among local communities.The sustainability dimension was analyzed by examining the long-term strategies 

implemented, such as the establishment of farmer cooperatives, access to micro-financing, and the integration of regenerative 

agricultural techniques. Impact measures included improvements in soil health, water conservation, and the overall 

socioeconomic well-being of rural communities.Efficiency was evaluated by assessing resource allocation, cost-

effectiveness, and the optimization of inputs (e.g., training resources, agricultural inputs, and infrastructure development). 

The relevance dimension considered the alignment of the CSR initiative with the specific needs of rural communities, the 

company's core competencies in agriculture, and the ability to create measurable impacts on food security and rural 

livelihoods.Through this comprehensive evaluation, the company gained insights into the strengths and areas for 

improvement within their CSR program, enabling data-driven decision-making and strategic adjustments to enhance the 

initiative's overall effectiveness and impact.Another case study involved a technology company's CSR project focusing on 

digital literacy and skill development for underprivileged youth in urban slums. The EASIER framework was applied to 

assess the project's effectiveness in improving digital literacy rates, employability, and overall socioeconomic empowerment 

of the target beneficiaries.Awareness campaigns were evaluated to gauge the level of understanding and participation among 

local communities and stakeholders. Sustainability measures included the establishment of community-based learning 

centers, partnerships with vocational training institutes, and the development of self-sustaining revenue models. 

Impact indicators encompassed the number of youth trained, employment rates, and improvements in household income 

levels. Efficiency was assessed through optimized resource allocation, cost-effective delivery of training programs, and the 

leveraging of technology for scalability.The relevance dimension considered the alignment of the CSR initiative with the 

specific skill requirements of the local job market, the company's expertise in technology, and the ability to create sustainable 

employment opportunities for underprivileged youth. 

Through the EASIER framework's comprehensive evaluation, the technology company gained valuable insights into the 

project's strengths, challenges, and areas for improvement, enabling data-driven decision-making and strategic adjustments 

to optimize the initiative's impact and long-term sustainability. 
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RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

The EASIER framework offers a comprehensive and multidimensional approach to evaluating the impact of CSR initiatives, 

addressing critical research gaps and limitations identified in existing models. By incorporating standardized metrics, 

emphasizing long-term sustainability, integrating qualitative assessments through stakeholder engagement, and enabling 

multi-level analysis, the EASIER model provides a robust and holistic methodology for companies to strategically develop, 

evaluate, and optimize their CSR efforts. 

To address these gaps, this paper proposes the EASIER framework, a conceptual model for CSR impact assessment that 

encompasses six key dimensions: 

1. Effectiveness: Evaluating the extent to which CSR projects achieve their desired goals and objectives, considering 

factors such as stakeholder engagement, project reach, and sustainability. 

2. Awareness: Assessing the understanding of the importance and potential benefits of CSR projects among 

stakeholders, including employees, communities, and the broader public. 

3. Sustainability: Examining the long-term viability and resilience of CSR initiatives, ensuring they address present 

needs while considering future implications and intergenerational equity. 

4. Impact: Measuring the tangible changes and outcomes resulting from CSR projects, encompassing social, 

environmental, and economic aspects. 

5. Efficiency: Evaluating the optimal utilization of resources (financial, human, and material) in achieving the 

desired outcomes of CSR projects. 

6. Relevance: Assessing the alignment of CSR projects with stakeholder needs, core business strengths, and the 

ability to create measurable, positive impacts. 

The EASIER framework addresses several research gaps by incorporating standardized metrics, emphasizing long-term 

sustainability, integrating qualitative assessments through stakeholder engagement, and enabling multi-level analysis by 

considering the interdependencies between individuals, communities, regions, and governmental entities. 

Furthermore, the framework acknowledges the potential for negative externalities and unintended consequences, facilitating 

the detection and mitigation of adverse effects through comprehensive impact evaluation. 

CONCLUSION 
The proposed EASIER framework offers a comprehensive and multidimensional approach to evaluating the impact of CSR 

initiatives, addressing research gaps and limitations of existing models. By incorporating standardized metrics, emphasizing 

long-term sustainability, integrating qualitative assessments, enabling multi-level analysis, and acknowledging potential 

negative externalities, the EASIER model provides a robust and holistic methodology for companies to strategically develop, 

evaluate, and optimize their CSR efforts. Ultimately, the framework aims to enhance the accountability, effectiveness, and 

positive societal impact of corporate social responsibility initiatives. 
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