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A B S T R A C T

In this article, grounded theory was used to develop models of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) that can
generate benefits for communities impacted by the Australian resource sector. Interviews were conducted with
community representatives who interacted with a range of resource companies located in three Australian
jurisdictions. Separate conceptual models were developed for Indigenous communities with legislated land
rights as opposed to local communities nearby resource development. This was because they had different
priorities in terms of model elements. Indigenous people sought to maintain cultural and environmental values
through CSR whilst accepting a need for some social change. These values were expressed in cases where leg-
islative frameworks enabled their protection and sufficient resources were available, such as financial capital,
policy commitments and stakeholder support. Local communities were seeking to maintain their viability and to
ensure companies were accountable for their impacts. CSR in this context relied on company policy and the
formation of voluntary partnerships which differed according to the organisation’s culture. In this paper, it is
argued that participatory CSR provided a mechanism to express community values linking it to perceptions of
empowerment and capacity to provide long-term value to communities. The study also helps identify where
improvements can be made to the Australian resource sector.

1. Introduction

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is framed around corporations’
responsibilities to local communities and wider society. Requirements for
CSR have expanded through time as societal expectations have changed and
they now incorporate a broad range of social, environmental and economic
issues (Carroll and Shabana, 2010).1 Furthermore, integral to achieving
these requirements is for companies to voluntarily go beyond minimum
regulatory compliance (Pojasek, 2011).

Traditionally, CSR has focused on the actions of the corporation, which
includes accounting for stakeholder expectations and addressing a triple
bottom line of economic, social, and environmental performance (Aguinis
and Glavas, 2012). However, there is an increased acknowledgement and
understanding of how wider institutional settings and processes shape CSR
(e.g. stronger regulatory regimes, and greater involvement of stakeholders)
(Crane et al., 2013). This paper views CSR as a process that includes

company practices as well as the actions and processes of key stakeholders,
including regulators and local communities.2

In the case of the resource sector, CSR involves balancing the benefits
versus the costs including the unintended negative impacts of development
(Söderholm and Svahn, 2015). From an international human rights per-
spective, governments are responsible for distributing the benefits gained
from resource extraction to communities through royalties (Oxfam
Australia, 2010). However, in practice governments do not necessarily re-
distribute benefits directly to impacted communities (Söderholm and
Svahn, 2015). For communities in close proximity to the development this
can lead to a reliance on companies to provide direct benefits including
infrastructure and service delivery which are traditionally provided by
governments (Cheshire et al., 2011).

In order to maximise benefits, CSR can be optimised by a strategic
approach which directs financial returns to communities, builds infra-
structure, develops human capital (skills and education) and supports
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broader strategic social and environmental programs (Davies et al.,
2012). This requires there to be an open dialogue between companies,
government organisations and communities, and recognition for the
need to build community-based assets (Owen and Kemp, 2012). How-
ever, the benefits of CSR can also be mitigated by issues such as ne-
gative off-site environmental impacts (particularly degradation of en-
vironmental conditions and water resources), poor mine-site
rehabilitation (Franks et al., 2010) and social costs such as increased
cost of living pressures, changes in the social fabric of communities, and
loss of labour and expertise from other industries (Cheshire et al., 2011;
Langton and Mazel, 2008).

An important and often under-examined area of research on CSR is how
it is conceptualised by impacted communities and how they incorporate it
into their world view. It is by nature a fluid concept without a rigid defi-
nition and is therefore often contested, with community perceptions not
necessarily aligning to corporate or other stakeholder views (Okoye, 2009).
Different conceptions of CSR can also lead to conflict within communities.
Examining community views on CSR helps to understand its broader so-
ciological impacts and community aspirations.

Within this, there is a benefit in understanding how communities
experience and respond to CSR including what can be considered a
model of success. This can help inform understanding of the level of
community acceptance of a resource development. Communities who
have positive experiences of CSR and see tangible benefits are more
likely to be supportive of the industry/corporation and grant a Social
License to Operate (social license) (Lacey et al., 2012). A social license
involves communities and stakeholders having a level of acceptance
and approval of a resource development so as to allow it to operate and
potentially make a profit (Idemudia, 2014; Thomson et al., 2010).

The research reported here therefore, asks the primary question:
‘What are the key elements of a CSR model that include communities’
perspectives on success, foster their involvement and cooperation with
companies, and facilitate contributions for wider community benefit in
Australia?’ It also asks whether there are key differences in how this is
framed depending on the specific cultural values of communities. The
paper aimed to achieve this through building two community models of
CSR utilising a grounded theory perspective, drawing upon the prac-
tical experiences of community leaders involved in CSR. The models are
discussed in detail including identifying the extent to which community
aspirations have been met. This sets the scene for identifying im-
provement opportunities for the sector and areas for future research.

2. Context

2.1. The role of communities in CSR

The role and influence of communities in CSR are impacted by the
political economy and associated stakeholder power dynamics. In
Australia, the state governments and resource corporations hold the
more powerful interests, being the key decision makers (Blackwell and
Fordham, In Press). This power originates from government regulation
of the development approval process including the development con-
ditions and companies setting CSR policies and the form of engagement
with local communities. In Australia, such interests can create a pro-
development context whereby economic interests can dominate devel-
opment agendas leading to environmental and social impacts
(Brueckner and Mamun, 2010; Mayes et al., 2014).

The relative power imbalance between communities and state/
corporations in Australia has led to communities (including Indigenous
traditional owners3) being unable to prevent developments on their
land, being decoupled from mining benefits and experiencing

significant environmental and cultural impacts (Langton and Mazel,
2008; Scrambary, 2013). This power imbalance is exacerbated in the
case of Indigenous communities because they have faced significant
previous disadvantage and a lack of access to resources, experience low
socio-economic conditions, and difficulty in integrating into main-
stream economies (Altman and Martin, 2009). Furthermore, the situa-
tion of Indigenous communities in close proximity to resource devel-
opment has been likened to a resource curse with low capacity to
improve the socio-economic conditions (Langton and Mazel, 2008).
This is attributed to poor institutional frameworks and inadequate
policy development to spread the benefits effectively to communities.

Conversely, there has also been a clear political agenda of com-
munity participation in resource development, with local communities
expected to integrate into buoyant regional economies stimulated by
global commodity demand (Altman and Martin, 2009; Mayes et al.,
2014). In the Indigenous case, this has been supported by legal re-
quirements for companies to formulate Indigenous Land Use Agree-
ments4 so as to provide financial compensation and a package of ben-
efits for Indigenous communities with lands under Indigenous
ownership or Native Title claim (see below).

Furthermore, communities are active participants in the resource
development process and can play a key role (Fordham and Robinson,
(In Press)), including participating in decision-making, delivering CSR
strategy and linking CSR programs to wider community interests
(Ruggiero et al., 2014). This participation is created through commu-
nities gaining legal rights, development of company CSR policies, in-
fluence of stakeholders and through protest, media pressure and public
scrutiny of companies’ actions (Altman and Martin, 2009; Trebeck,
2007).

In this paper, the parameters of success for communities in relation
to CSR are considered to be the ability for communities to understand,
engage and where possible be actively involved in CSR to help ensure
that the community receives long-term strategic benefits or at a
minimum the costs from resource operations are mitigated.

2.2. CSR context

To examine the context of CSR in the Australian resource sector, we
considered Carroll’s four dimensions: economic, legal, ethical and dis-
cretionary/philanthropic (Carroll, 2016). The economic dimension is
critical within this context for guiding CSR approaches and the level of
resources provided. Companies need to establish a business case for
CSR which is consistent with economic viability (and profit making)
and shareholder interests but also one that aligns with corporate values
and social license interests (Esteves, 2008). This includes the degree to
which corporations take into account local and stakeholder interests,
and in doing so address the social risks to the company’s operations
(Moffat and Zhang, 2014). Resource companies (and those typically
global) that have experienced significant difficulties with communities,
with impacts on their financial bottom line, often develop greater or-
ganisational capacity to address such risks (Harvey and Brereton,
2005).

Regulatory and legal frameworks are instrumental in shaping and
establishing CSR including determining how the benefits from resource
development flow to communities (e.g. royalty and compensation ar-
rangements and regulations that serve to mitigate impacts, particularly
environmental impacts). In Australia this legislation differs on a jur-
isdictional (state) basis. Although regulatory frameworks afford some
level of protection for cultural and environmental values (Gurin, 2009),
effective CSR strategy typically builds upon legislative frameworks
through company strategies which engage with stakeholders (Fordham
et al., 2017).

Key national, state and territory legislation such as the Native Title3 While this article uses ‘Indigenous’ as consistent with the international literature to
refer to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders in the context of Australia, it does so ac-
knowledging the wishes of local people to be referred to by the latter term rather than the
former. 4 All references in this article to ‘agreements’ refer to ILUAs unless otherwise indicated.
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Act 1993 and Land Rights Acts also provide key rights and opportunities
for Indigenous groups. This includes the right to say no to development
or to negotiate the conditions of development through agreements be-
tween the company and community affording the community vital
rights and privileges (O'Faircheallaigh, 2013). This legislation thereby
“facilitates the inclusion of Indigenous communities in mining nego-
tiations and the development of ‘special measures' to protect their ways
of life, livelihoods and traditional lands” (Langton and Mazel, 2008).
However, such agreements do not automatically guarantee that benefits
flow back to the recipient communities, with cases cited where poor
institutional and governance frameworks prevent this (Scrambary,
2013).

Ethical dimensions of CSR are also significant in self-regulated
models, such as in Australia where companies voluntarily address a
range of stakeholder needs including those of government and com-
munity (Bice, 2013). The company capacity to align with and con-
tribute to ethical goals related to natural resource management, en-
vironmental conservation, community development and human rights,
significantly impact on the nature of CSR and companies’ relationships
with communities. This is driven by the organisational culture and
positioning of the company, including the nature of the CSR policies,
which ranges from minimal compliance-based strategies to shared
value approaches (involving stakeholders/communities in business
processes for mutual benefit) (Porter and Kramer, 2007) to corporate
citizen approaches where companies can enact broader strategic goals
and use partnerships to connect with broader regional processes (Lacey
and Lamont, 2013).

Voluntary and discretionary aspects of CSR are shaped by the
company’s ethical approach, organisational values, scale of operation
and need to gain and retain a social license (Bice, 2013). This includes
direct company policies including not only community investment
programs but also partnership arrangements with stakeholders
(Fordham et al., 2017).

Operationally, CSR is delivered through resource companies or re-
sponsible agents forming linkages to communities and stakeholders to
work collectively on approaches and outcomes. An increasing focus is
on community relations through consultation, especially via develop-
ment approval processes, formation of community consultative com-
mittees and engagement on specific projects and through company staff
(Kemp and Owen, 2013).

Given the focus on communities, relevant CSR activities include
those that address externalities and capture ethical obligations with
voluntary commitment by corporations to local communities and sta-
keholders. This includes environmental activities,5 employment policies
(including local and Indigenous employment), contracting and business
development activities. However, it also involves wider operational
frameworks such as development of CSR policies, risk and impact mi-
tigation approaches, and capacity to evaluate company practice and
level of engagement with community and stakeholders. Most CSR ac-
tivities also include the divestment of corporate-derived resources (fi-
nancial, in-kind) to broader community investment (Blackwell and
Dollery, 2013).6 In practice, the quality of CSR programs varies de-
pending on the company culture and capacity, regulatory frameworks
and broader regional context including socio-economic conditions
(Buitrago-Franco and Ali, 2017; Jamali et al., 2017).

3. Approach

This study examines CSR from a process-orientated perspective as
described by Basu and Palazzo (2008). The basis of this is to understand

the sense-making processes (i.e., think, discuss and act) that guide how
the organisation (the resource company) and key stakeholders shape
CSR programs. This includes a focus on the sense making of local
communities who are embedded in resource development through their
physical proximity or by having land rights.

A grounded theory approach (Strauss and Corbin, 1994) was uti-
lised for this study based on data collected from semi-structured in-
terviews. Leaders of 13 Aboriginal communities with land care and
ownership interests and representatives (n=21) from 15 local com-
munities in close proximity to the resource development were inter-
viewed (n= 21). As reflected by their roles, these leaders7 had a high-
level sense of ownership over community issues, with 73% (n=30)
directly involved in CSR programs (Tables 1a, 1b and 2).

The study was designed to interview leaders from a cross-section of
community types (size, location, remoteness, company type)8 across
three Australian jurisdictions (South Australia, Western Australia and
Northern Territory). The number of representatives interviewed was
based on interviews being conducted until there was little new inter-
viewee information provided and there was a repetition of themes
(Charmaz, 2006).

How participants defined their sense of community varied across the
study. Local communities identified with regional centres, small towns, or
broader rural areas. For Indigenous communities, family ties and relation-
ships to country were found to be ’at the heart of community’ (Hunt, 2013).
Indigenous people typically identified their community as a specific cultural
group having connection to a given region and with strong genetic affilia-
tions among members. However, due to the importance of Native Title
Claim processes, community also included cases where several cultural
groups had come together to form a Native Title claim (Table 1a).

Community localities were classified according to their level of re-
moteness with four key classifications reflecting increasing levels of re-
moteness9: inner regional, outer regional, remote and very remote (Tables
1a and 2). Rural is defined in this paper to include all four classifications.
During the interviews, community leaders were asked to describe their
understanding of CSR and how they perceived the progress of CSR pro-
grams in reference to this. They were also asked to explain their current
involvement and experiences with CSR and how this linked to their own
community vision. Thus, the data collection relied on interviewees de-
scribing their own experience, either through direct involvement in CSR
programs or through experiencing the impact of CSR on their communities.

The interview data were transcribed and placed into a qualitative
software package, Max QDA for analysis. Consistent with a grounded
theory approach, an inductive theme-based coding process was utilised
whereby the researcher builds code associations and hierarchies sup-
porting exploration and analysis of the data to produce theory gen-
eration (Blaikie, 2010; Lewins and Silver, 2014). This included cate-
gorising CSR themes into a four-level framework which helped support
a sense making but also a theory of change approach (Fig. 1).

Theory of change means constructing basic models of how and why
a particular intervention/impact works (Rogers and Weiss, 2007). In
this case, it involved identifying the specific aspects of CSR (e.g. values,
approaches, processes and outcomes10) which enable the key CSR

5 Environmental activities include biodiversity off-sets, mine-site rehabilitation and site
environmental management.

6 Community investment programs include including natural resource management,
education and skill building, business and social enterprise.

7 Indigenous leaders (15 males and 6 females) were either elected leaders through
Native Title claimant processes (n= 8), employees of Native Title Bodies (n= 4) or
traditional elders of a specific cultural group (n=9). Non-Indigenous leaders (11 males
and 9 females) including local government members (n= 12), leaders of key interest
groups (n= 6) and leaders of community consultative committees working directly with
resource companies (n= 2).

8 Resource companies ranged in size and included exploration and operating compa-
nies across the mining and oil and gas sectors.

9 Classifications are according to the Australian Standard Geographical Classification of
Remoteness Areas (ASGC-RA) (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011).

10 The framework included the community values introduced into CSR, the approaches
taken to deliver CSR programs, e.g. the form of interaction between company and com-
munity, the CSR processes required (legislative, company, collaborative) and the CSR
outcomes generated that impact on communities.
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outcomes to which communities relate and aspire through CSR. This
approach is also consistent with the needs of resource industry practi-
tioners who seek process-orientated models of CSR to help inform im-
provements of practice (G. Deans, Pers. Comms, (Hohnen and Potts,
2007).

Key themes for the model were initially identified by examining the
level of repetition of themes across transcripts (% total transcript,
number of occurrences) (Lewins and Silver, 2014) utilising Max-QDA.
The significance of themes was confirmed through qualitative textual
analysis of the interviews combined with relevant literature that ex-
plained why specific aspects were important. To help illustrate the
meaning of themes identified, direct quotes were also utilised in the
results section. In determining the final number of themes and elements
scoped for the models a system perspective was taken, that considers
the elements that are integral and inter-related in establishing CSR.

To assist in developing the model, an analysis of the co-occurrence
of themes within the transcript was undertaken in Max-QDA to identify
themes which respondents talk about in association (Lewins and Silver,
2014). Associations were investigated to gain understanding of theme
relationships and causation, e.g. one theme causing another.

4. Results: proposed Australian indigenous CSR model

From the initial thematic coding, it became clear that the principal
themes and how they inter-related differed markedly between
Indigenous people with land interests and local communities. For ex-
ample, themes such as empowerment and social change were unique to
Indigenous communities’ perceptions of CSR. Therefore, two distinct
CSR models were created: one for Indigenous people and one for local
communities.

4.1. Indigenous views on CSR

Indigenous leaders looked for participatory models of CSR in order
to protect key values of cultural heritage and environment, and creating
their community prosperity. This included a need to hold companies to
account for their behaviour and actions.

Second, they viewed CSR holistically, regarding it as broader than
corporate practice and thereby including legislative mechanisms as part
of CSR as well as looking for co-operative, multi-stakeholder ap-
proaches. Third, Indigenous leaders viewed CSR as a tool to empower
and develop their communities. This was in instances where they could
channel resources such as financial capital, company policy commit-
ments and in-kind support into their own business development and/or
community development but only when their own values were not
compromised.

4.2. Indigenous CSR model

To build an Indigenous CSR model, 20 key themes from the tran-
scripts were identified and grouped under the relevant headings
(Table 3).11 A summary of the model (Fig. 2), shows the key elements
and how they inter-relate. The model is then detailed below in two key
parts, firstly examining CSR values and approaches and then CSR pro-
cesses and outcomes.

4.2.1. Indigenous CSR values and approaches
Indigenous participants expressed CSR values of environmental

protection and stewardship, cultural heritage preservation and support
for strengthening community prosperity (Fig. 2 and Table 3). These
values were core to their understandings of CSR:

‘The companies need to be thinking about investing in something that will
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make a difference either to the health, wealth of the community or to the
environment’ (Male Indigenous leader).

Protecting cultural heritage values is integral to Indigenous well-
being and was a significant CSR theme (ranked third most important,
80% respondents, n= 16) (Table 3). Through inclusion and involve-
ment in company decisions about heritage clearances, this included the
ability for Indigenous communities to protect song lines and dreaming
trails, the physical protection of cultural objects and also the protection
of cultural values. Also, when Indigenous people were responsible for
site-based heritage clearances, this assisted Indigenous people gain
physical access to remote country and transmit cultural knowledge to
the younger generation.

Closely associated with protecting culture in the transcripts was the
need to protect environmental values (50% of participants, n= 10)
(Table 3). Protecting environmental values is a key cultural responsi-
bility of Indigenous groups and is related strongly to maintaining
community and individual well-being (Trigger et al., 2014). Indigenous
participants reflected that they are morally required to ‘care for
country’ even if they are not directly responsible for the damage created
by resource companies. They were able to translate this value through
active involvement in CSR programs such as environmental monitoring
and management and mine-site rehabilitation programs (61% In-
digenous communities, n= 8).

Aboriginal leaders, including women, also emphasized the need for
CSR to enable their communities to grow and prosper (70% of parti-
cipants, n= 14) (Table 3).

‘The mining companies make a lot of profit. That is why I would like to
see more help for Indigenous people, to make the community stronger’
(Indigenous woman elder).

For the leaders involved in negotiating CSR arrangements with
companies this included placing direct moral expectations on compa-
nies to show responsibility towards communities in their decision-
making forming part of a social license (65% participants, n= 13):

‘That’s where you put it back on them. You actually make them tell us the
answer. If you are going to be in our region, tell us how you will leave a
lasting legacy’ (Indigenous male leader).

As outlined in Section 4.2.2, agreement making formed a core ap-
proach through which such aspirations could be expressed.

In operationalising CSR, four approaches were identified by parti-
cipants as they reflected on their CSR experiences: relationship
building, two-way communication, building accountability and devel-
oping cooperative strategies (Fig. 2). These themes were strongly as-
sociated within the transcripts, and which in combination appeared to
create the appropriate conditions for CSR.

The importance of relationship building and trust was conveyed by
50% of Indigenous participants (n=10) as core to facilitating CSR,

particularly their involvement in company operations. Examples were
cited where leaders had engaged strongly with company staff and key
stakeholders to gain the knowledge and resources to embrace new
opportunities and move beyond their ‘comfort zone’. For example, one
leader had formed a strong working relationship with a company CEO
to facilitate within an agreement a substantial seven-year mine servi-
cing contract which involved establishing a new Indigenous business.

For 45% of interviewees (n= 9), relationship building involved
cooperative engagement with those stakeholder with mutual interest in
protecting key environmental and social values. This provided the po-
tential for a unifying approach to CSR. In 77% (n=7) of cases this was
being delivered via Indigenous involvement in CSR through direct
collaborations with the company and/or broader multi-stakeholder
forums. For example, one interviewee participated on a basin-wide
water management group that dealt with catchment management issues
including resource development impacts. In the case of two Aboriginal
leaders collaborative approaches were a key aspirational aim but par-
ticipants had insufficient power to enact such approaches despite their
identified benefits (Franks et al., 2009).

Two-way communication and information exchange between com-
panies and Indigenous communities was also an important CSR theme
and was closely associated with building relationships and trust (ranked
5th, 45% of participants, n= 9). Participants could engage and be in-
volved in CSR when resource companies were willing to be transparent
in practice, to engage and listen to communities through face-to-face
communication. This enabled community views to be heard and in-
corporated into CSR. It also supported decision-making capacity in-
cluding the protection of Indigenous interests.

‘If you have a relationship with the company you will find out a lot more
of what they are doing, know where the opportunities lie, and then you
can offer suggestions’ (Male CEO Indigenous corporation)

To achieve this ‘interpreters’ were also required such as business
consultants who assisted translating and interpreting information be-
tween the senior company managers and communities, including
helping structure Indigenous feedback to resource companies.
Relationship-building and good communication met Indigenous as-
pirations when resource companies had organisational cultures that
encouraged openness, transparency and willingness to create forums for
communication. Examples were found across a range of company sizes
and types. Some Indigenous leaders (n=4) interviewed experienced
significant frustration in contexts where regulatory and governance
arrangements restricted engagement and decision-making to a few in-
dividuals of the community and who the leaders felt did not represent
broader community interests.

Accountability through CSR is where Indigenous people have the
capacity to hold companies to account for their actions and are involved
in influencing company/government decisions (ranked 10, 55% parti-
cipants, n= 11). This theme was expressed by those with legal power

Table 1b
CSR Initiatives available to Indigenous Communities Interviewed.

Indigenous
Community

Long-Term Investment
Program

Directly Involved
in CSR

Decision-Making
Body

Business
Development

Env/Land
Management

Mine-site
Rehab

Social Investment

1 No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
2 Yes Yes Yes Major Yes Yes Yes
3 Yes Yes Yes Major Yes Yes Yes
4 No No No Potential No No No
5 Yes Yes No Major Yes Yes Yes
6 No No Yes Minor No Yes Yes
7 Yes Yes Yes Minor Yes Potential Yes
8 Yes Yes Yes Major Yes Yes Yes
9 No No No No Yes Yes No
10 No No No No No No Yes
11 No Yes Yes No No No Yes
12 Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes

A.E. Fordham et al. The Extractive Industries and Society xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

5



to have some over-sight and be able to work directly with companies,
typically through Native Title Agreement Committees meeting at reg-
ular intervals to review company progress (n= 9). This capacity was
described by Indigenous people as facilitating their desire to protect
environment and culture (Fig. 2):

‘There are opportunities to prevent things going badly and going wrong.
There are procedures and processes that we can use to the best of our
ability to prevent catastrophe, destruction of culture and sites. We know
land is going to be destroyed, but we ask for restoration of country’
(Women Indigenous Traditional Owner leader)

Strongly associated with capacity for accountability were adequate
Indigenous governance structures so that Indigenous groups had sui-
table forums to engage with companies and hold them to account.

Within this accountability Indigenous communities were able to
autonomously improve CSR pathways. For example, an Aboriginal
Native Title claimant group independently improved the structure of an
educational fund within an agreement to improve outcomes for its
youth. In cases seen in this study and more generally where Indigenous
communities cannot legally hold companies to account, significant
degradation of environmental and heritage values can occur and also
poor capacity for CSR to contribute to community development ob-
jectives (Trigger et al., 2014).

4.2.2. Indigenous CSR processes and outcomes
Indigenous interviewees highlighted five principal processes in their

discussions of CSR which helped facilitate linkages to their own values
and aspirations (Table 3, Fig. 2).

The most prominent was the formation of agreements between
Indigenous people and resource developers (ranked fourth, 80% parti-
cipants, n= 16) which also related strongly to the enactment of heri-
tage legislation (Fig. 2). These legal rights gave Indigenous groups the
capacity to build in accountability and be active decision makers in how
the funds and company resources are divested, including the capacity to
channel these into providing long-term benefit for communities. This is
illustrated by Indigenous communities with agreements (n=9), who
were able to cite examples of where these had led to tangible benefits to
their communities, in contrast to situations where these were not in
place. These benefits included investing in community priority projects,
establishing long-term investment programs, education and skill-
building programs and major business initiatives such as being directly
involved in mine-site rehabilitation. However, as investigated by
Scrambary (2013), agreements in themselves are insufficient, and de-
veloping community value requires having appropriate company policy
and leadership on behalf of communities/companies. This is to develop
strategies creating long-term benefit (Fordham et al., 2017).

Five Indigenous leaders, in communities where agreements were not in
place, viewed the reliance on legal arrangements as ethically incorrect. In
their view, CSR should be centred around robust, transparent company CSR
policy so as to create more equity between Indigenous groups in terms of
benefits received. In 30% of cases (n=6), heritage-based legislation was
seen as integral to CSR where it was comprehensive, as in South Australia.
Here comprehensive means that companies are required to develop cultural
heritage management plans and directly engage Indigenous communities in
monitoring and assessing cultural heritage clearances. According to four
leaders this led to Indigenous groups having substantial control and over-
sight over heritage clearance and protection strategies, including direct
oversight of company practice (e.g. site visits) and ensuring that develop-
ment avoids high-value sites. For the interviewees that were from groups
where there was less community involvement in heritage protection due to
weaker legislative arrangements, and there had been a significant breach of
heritage protection, there was a strong sense of grief and loss.

Creating social change for communities was also a significant CSR
theme (ranked 8th, 70% participants, n= 15), conveying how CSR can
change communities in low socio-economic circumstances and chal-
lenge current norms such as long-term unemployment and poorTa
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capacity to be integrated into local economies:

‘I think the community had a vision. They understood that East
Kimberley was very remote, and had a multilayer of dysfunction in fa-
milies and poor capacity to remain employed. The Traditional Owners,
particularly the old people, understood the importance of getting involved
in mainstream education and business opportunities’ (Male CEO
Indigenous corporation)

CSR initiatives that created social change included health programs,
skills and training, employment initiatives, business development and

formation of long-term investment strategies. e.g. a group investing
funds from land compensation and business enterprises into secondary
and tertiary educational funds. This is similar to Indigenous commu-
nities in British Colombia, Canada, where they have designed benefit
packages to facilitate long-term investment in communities (Söderholm
and Svahn, 2015). This is consistent with the idea that social change is
created when different stakeholders seek to define the interface and the
nature of CSR (Gond and Matten, 2010).

Finally, Indigenous leaders identified the importance of building
strong Indigenous governance structures, including skills in leadership,

Fig. 1. Diagram of key components of the
conceptual model.

Table 3
Key CSR themes ranked by order of importance in transcripts and incorporated into the ‘Indigenous’ Model of CSR (based on 20 interview transcripts).

Rank Type of CSR Theme Code Coded segments of all documents % Coded segments No. of Transcripts

1 Outcome Self-determination and empowerment 66 8.20 20
2 Outcome Create Viable Indigenous Businesses 57 7.08 12
3 Protect Values Protect Heritage and Culture 37 4.60 16
4 Value Native Title Legislation 33 4.10 16
5 Approach Two-Way Communication, information exchange Transparency 30 3.73 9
6 Approach Relationship Building and Trust 29 3.60 10
7 Outcome Create Long Term Value 27 3.35 15
8 Process Create Social Change 26 3.23 15
9 Outcome Educational Opportunities 26 3.23 13
10 Approach Accountability to CSR 26 3.23 11
11 Process Create Long-Term Investment 24 2.98 9
12 Outcome Employment Opportunities 23 2.86 15
13 Protect Values Protect and Care for Country 23 2.86 10
14 Protect Values Community Prosperity 23 2.86 14
15 Protect Values Company Morals Community Responsibility 22 2.73 13
16 Process CSR Company Policy 20 2.48 5
17 Process Heritage Legislation 18 2.24 6
18 Outcome Alternatives to Mining 18 2.24 10
19 Outcome Rehabilitate the Mine-site 17 2.11 11
20 Process Build Indigenous Governance 17 2.11 10

Fig. 2. Local Community Model of CSR (Arrows denote causation).
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finance and business management. When this occurred, it helped fa-
cilitate community consensus on the need to develop and implement
long-term CSR investment strategies such as creating educational
foundations. This accords with broader Australian studies showing that
appropriate governance structures are vital for implementing agree-
ments and linking CSR to community benefit (Trigger et al., 2014).

For Indigenous communities, the long-term CSR outcomes to which
they aspired or were achieving/working towards were related to the
value of creating community prosperity. Gaining empowerment and
self-determination from CSR was of primary importance (ranked 1st,
100% participants, n= 20) and a source of individual pride for those
participants who regarded their communities had achieved this
(n=11, 55%):

‘Empowerment is the word, self-management and empowerment for the
community in terms of economic opportunities, and sustainability in the
community to promote itself as a viable business and entrepreneur in the
future. That probably answers all your questions at once’ (Male
Indigenous Traditional Owner)

Broader studies of Indigenous benefit from mining also describe that
CSR benefits improve communities’ sense of direction and empower-
ment (Langton, 2014). In this study it gave Indigenous participants a
greater sense of control over their own community’s direction and ca-
pacity for self-reliance through economic development.

‘That is our dream, that is how we utilise what we have on our land and
our resources on our land to make our own economy’ (Female,
Indigenous Traditional Owner elder).

For the remaining Indigenous communities (n=4), it was an un-
realised aspiration because legislative frameworks had not given com-
munities rights to access financial resources and CSR initiatives at the
level required.

A range of CSR processes and outcomes were linked to creating a
sense of empowerment including the most dominant being the creation
of new business opportunities (ranked second, 60% participants,
n= 12). In some contexts this built skills and community capacity to
earn financial income now and into the future. Accessing employment
and educational opportunities also provided the precursor for a sense of
empowerment. However, this depended on Aboriginal people finding
culturally appropriate employment and educational opportunities.
Positive examples cited included participants working on country doing
environmental and cultural heritage monitoring and management.

Relevant CSR processes that linked to creating empowerment for
communities included agreement making, building Indigenous gov-
ernance and developing long-term investment strategies. These con-
tributed to building capacity in CSR and helped formulate long-term
solutions for communities. Aboriginal people were also looking for CSR
actions/programs to create lasting benefits typically through a com-
munity development approach (ranked 7th, 75% participants, n= 15).
This links to CSR strategies which create social change and support
communities in their future directions. For example, business devel-
opment was utilised as a tool by a business development manager to
show to Indigenous youth and inspire them to develop careers.

For half of the participants (n=10) this meant creating futures that
were independent from resource development, including initiatives
such as tourism, land management including Indigenous rangers, mine-
site rehabilitation, environmental monitoring, management, and busi-
ness development. Four leaders saw greater potential for companies to
support initiatives such as bush-foods enterprises to create livelihoods.

Connected to this, Indigenous participants described how mine-site
rehabilitation was a key CSR outcome that linked to their aspiration of
caring for country (55% participants). For six groups this had come to
fruition through their direct involvement and these community leaders
expressed being comfortable with the level of mine-site rehabilitation
undertaken. This illustrates a shared value approach, where the com-
munity benefits they acquired include skills and knowledge transfer,

expression of cultural values, business development and the ability to
see the landscape restored. This participatory approach may not be
realistic in all cases. However, in contrast, for groups that had seen the
degradation of their land through mining and subsequent poor re-
habilitation, the results were devastating leading to personal feelings of
distress and depression.

Consistent with the need for social change, improved employment
and educational outcomes were also critical CSR outcomes particularly
for Indigenous women (ranked 9th, 55%). Women wanted to see a fu-
ture for their youth and to arrest their socio-economic decline.

5. Local Community Model of CSR

5.1. Local community views on CSR

For local community leaders, CSR values related to securing a viable
future for their communities, but in a form that balances environ-
mental, social and economic interests. Reflecting on the issue of the
power imbalance between the state/corporations and local commu-
nities, CSR was strongly defined by how the company/government in-
teracts with the community. This included a need for two-way com-
munication and engagement facilitating cooperative action including
having the communities’ views and concerns addressed.

Overall, CSR also needed to address the requirement to adequately plan
for the future in order to achieve long-term value, economic development
and support alternative ventures to mining. However, embedded in this was
the need for a clearly defined process to address the risks and opportunities
of resource development and build in accountability.

5.2. Local Community Model of CSR

To build a local community CSR model for the Australian context,
15 key CSR themes from the transcripts were identified and grouped
under the identified CSR headings (see Table 4, Fig. 3). Identified
themes under CSR values and approaches are described first followed
by the key CSR processes and outcomes developed.

5.2.1. Local Community CSR values and approaches
A key driver for engagement in CSR (65%, n=13) was the desire to

keep local communities viable into the future. Participants discussed
significant challenges facing their communities, mirroring broader
trends across Australian rural communities. This included preventing
the further loss of skills and expertise in the community, arresting po-
pulation decline (particularly of young people), and improving em-
ployment and business opportunities (Beer, 2012).

In response to these challenges, the majority of community leaders
interviewed were willing to host resource developments in their region
if they were constructive and could help build community assets:

‘Most people are supportive of mining and oil and gas development. They
all can see for the survival of the town we need it’ (Community leader
major town).

This included maximising the benefits from resource development
by channelling CSR into initiatives producing longer-term sustainability
and assisting community adaptation post-mine closure:

‘When you look at especially post-mining, some mining companies close,
and the communities are absolutely and totally devastated. I guess I am
coming from more of a focus on post-mining and that sustainability
should be the CSR focus’ (Male local government CEO small town)

However, for community leaders hosting resource developments
there was a strong expectation that companies would act morally and
behave appropriately within the region to promote community pros-
perity and development (80%, n=16). One female community leader
hinted as much during an interview:

A.E. Fordham et al. The Extractive Industries and Society xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx
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‘If they are good social citizens, there is a clear responsibility to be
genuine about the input they have, genuine with the community for a very
long time, across the generations’ (Female community leader, rural
community)

Community participants also described how local resource compa-
nies that could demonstrate the capacity to engage and relate to com-
munity aspirations were better accepted within the locality and there-
fore more likely to gain a longer term social license.12

Of the local community leaders interviewed, 55% (n= 11) were
looking for CSR to protect environmental values and follow a triple
bottom line approach. This included developing CSR in terms of re-
gional development issues, approval of development, resolving conflicts
of land use and the potential degradation of environmental and natural
values. Rural livelihoods in such contexts are highly dependent on
maintaining natural resources to support alternative enterprises, espe-
cially tourism and primary production (Davies et al., 2012). However,

the capacity of community leaders to exert power and protect these
values varied. Generally, those embedded in decision-making bodies
regarding development/CSR, such as government authorities/boards or
company consultative committees, showed capacity to have influence.
For example, a community chair of a natural resource management
group engaged resource companies in strategic natural resource pro-
grams.

Community leaders emphasized that the approaches taken to CSR
are instrumental because they facilitate community participation and
buy-in (Table 4, Fig. 3). This includes the highest ranked theme of the
study, two-way communication, engagement and consultation with
communities, particularly through direct interpersonal relationships
between company staff and communities (ranked 1st, 85% partici-
pants). Half of the community leaders (n=10) considered that this
two-way communication had been achieved, leading them to better
understand company practice, the direction of CSR and to identify
collaborative opportunities. This was achieved via community con-
sultative committees, one-on-one engagement with CSR staff and multi-
stakeholder forums. This provided a sense of inclusion and sharing of
mutual goals with companies:

Table 4
Key CSR themes ranked by order of importance in transcripts and incorporated into the ‘local Community’ Model of CSR (based on 20 interview transcripts).

Rank CSR Type Code Coded segments of all
documents

% Coded segments of all
documents

No. of Transcripts

1 CSR Approach Two-Way Communication, information exchange
Transparency

57 7.43 17

2 CSR Outcome Alternative Livelihoods to Mining 45 5.87 14
3 CSR Value Company Shows Ethical Behaviour 40 5.22 16
4 CSR Outcome Create Long-Term Value 37 4.82 17
5 CSR Value Triple Bottom Line and Environmental Protection 35 4.48 11
6 CSR Process Community Investment Program 37 4.82 17
7 CSR Process Risk Opportunity Processes 34 4.43 17
8 CSR Approach Work cooperatively 32 4.17 12
9 CSR Outcome Local community development 31 4.04 12
10 CSR Value Maintain Community Viability 28 3.65 13
11 CSR Outcome Employment 24 3.13 13
12 CSR Process Planning for the Future 23 3.00 11
13 CSR Process Embed Company in Community 21 2.74 9
14 CSR Approach Community Accountability 19 2.48 8
15 CSR Outcome Economic Development 19 2.48 12

Fig. 3. Local Community Model of CSR (Arrows denote causation).

12 Longer-term social license can support expansion of a mine or implementation of a
new development within the region.
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‘We get updates from company x on what is happening and the mine
processes, and we also have the opportunity to raise any issues. A topical
one is what will be the effect of dust and salt on cropping land around the
mine’ (Female local government member)

As illustrated in this quote, communication also helped identify and
address the impacts and risks of resource development. However, 40%
(n=8) of interviewees cited examples of poor communication between
company/government and the community, leading to a lack of the
power to influence CSR and an inability to raise significant community
concerns, at both a company and broader regional development level.
There were examples of where the community was not considered
within the company’s sphere of social license and therefore community
views were of limited interest to the company.

In terms of CSR, there was a high focus on forming voluntary, co-
operative relationships with resource companies and stakeholders to
secure resources and strategic approaches (ranked 6th, 65%). This also
reflects non-Indigenous communities’ limited rights to legal compen-
sation, and lack of capacity to derive direct benefits from royalty ar-
rangements (Blackwell and Dollery, 2013). For example, collaborative
community investment programs delivered community aspirations at a
range of levels13 when they were linked to long-term infrastructure,
livelihood creation or protection of natural assets. Resource companies
entering cooperative strategies ranged in size, but generally had a
culture of providing community benefit.

5.2.2. Local Community CSR processes and CSR outcomes
The CSR process that was most discussed and of highest salience to

community leaders was addressing the risks and opportunities of re-
source development (ranked 7th, 85% participants):

‘Part of the company’s moral obligation is understanding the social im-
pacts. The company can turn around and say that’s not our problem or
they can turn around and be socially responsible and say we can do
something’ (Male, community leader small remote town)

This was often discussed in association with participants’ direct
experience of the negative impacts of resource development (80%,
n=16), conveying a concern and sense of ownership for such impacts.
This accords with cases where communities have been dis-enfranchised
through CSR because, despite positive benefits from social investment,
these have been outweighed by deleterious impacts on communities,
such as environmental degradation (Brueckner and Mamun, 2010;
Idemudia, 2014).

In cases where strategies to address risks and opportunities were for-
mulated in a transparent way and/or in collaboration with communities
(50%, n=10), this led to an acceptance of development by community
leaders, particularly for those with triple bottom line viewpoints. This in-
cluded approaches such as briefing communities on future risk management
strategies, involving communities in environmental monitoring to manage
environmental risk, and planning with the community to address the risks
and opportunities of new resource developments. These mechanisms were
through informal processes rather than formal social impact assessment
processes. That is, no community members interviewed showed exposure to
or familiarity with social impact assessment or described having seen them
utilised as a tool to formulate CSR strategies.

In accordance with maintaining community viability, an emerging
CSR theme for community leaders was ‘planning for the future’ in order
to ensure that CSR strategies would lead to long-term positive benefits
(55%, n=11). Developing long-term outcomes from CSR can be a
community preference but requires significant intent, up-front planning
and multi-stakeholder participation (Buitrago-Franco and Ali, 2017;
Söderholm and Svahn, 2015; Veiga et al., 2001). In cases where

planning for the future was seen (n=7), it was delivered through
community consultative committees or multi-stakeholder forums.
Companies that supported these strategies were well-regarded by the
community as this provided the basis for delivering strategic CSR out-
comes. However, there were further leader aspirations (n=4) for im-
proving the quality of regional planning processes and the integration
of company strategies within this. For example, a regional economic
leader expressed:

‘What the X Region would like to see is the contribution of Company Y to
the delivery of a regional strategic plan’ (Male regional development
community leader).

More recognition is now being given to the importance of regional
planning to support CSR (Davies et al., 2012; Franks et al., 2010).

Community leaders (45%, n=9) also scoped CSR as going beyond
compliance, involving the company viewing themselves as part of the
community, being embedded in it and taking ownership of issues (Fig. 3).
That is, the company becomes involved in community activities and func-
tions, and participates in an open, transparent and responsible way. For
example, a chair of a group of CEOs within a regional area viewed this
concept as ‘defining’ high-level CSR and therefore appropriate company
behaviour. This approach also involves companies providing in-kind sup-
port and provision of expertise to communities (Fordham et al., 2017).

A key process that facilitated community benefit through CSR was
direct company investment in local communities to undertake priority
community and stakeholder-based projects (85%, n=17) (Table 4).
This facilitated strategic investment in community priorities such as
environment, education, health, culture and broader activities occur-
ring within the region, particularly when tailored by companies to key
criteria of impact and long-term benefit. For half of the communities
interviewed (n=10) community investment from resource develop-
ment was highlighted as providing an important role in the community,
including provision of essential services and creating new enterprises
and initiatives. However, in three communities interviewed, there was
a perception by leaders that investment had not been strategic enough
to lead to the desired long-term benefit.

Despite community leaders highlighting the benefits of company-
based community investment, they were often frustrated at the lack of
overall regional investment and were looking for company resources to
be combined with other sources, e.g. government royalties, to expand
investment streams. Furthermore, there was also significant potential
for corporate investment, particularly for shared infrastructure, to
contribute to economic development as highlighted by local govern-
ment representatives.

The key CSR outcomes identified by community leaders were or-
ientated towards creating long-term value and supporting community
livelihoods. For 70% of community leaders (n= 15, ranked 2nd) CSR
meant creating projects, skills and enterprises that can generate wealth/
income and potentially last after mining has finished. Similarly, in in-
ternational contexts such as Canada, Chile, Papua New Guinea and
Colombia communities are looking for CSR approaches that build
community livelihoods rather than just employment (Buitrago-Franco
and Ali, 2017; Söderholm and Svahn, 2015).

Eight local community leaders felt that CSR had facilitated the support
of community livelihoods, particularly in relation to tourism enterprises,
primary production and natural resource management. This included four
cases where the CSR programs were instrumental in supporting the future
direction of small towns including through strategies to diversify econom-
ically or through single targeted enterprises, e.g. tourism. The aspirations of
the remaining communities (n=7) were not being met either by direct
company involvement or through government support despite these leaders
having relatively strong visions of what was required. For example, a key
vision was to see better economic opportunities emerge from resource de-
velopment rather than experiencing poor local financial flows to commu-
nities due to fly- in and fly-out arrangements:

13 Local initiatives included environmental, health and education projects whereas
those at the regional scale included infrastructure and service provision, e.g. shared rail
and port facilities.
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‘It is absolutely critical that a community such as town X can maximise
opportunities to ensure the resource companies leave lasting benefits’
(Female, local government member, regional town).

Shorter-term CSR outcomes which linked to creating long-term
benefit included economic development (60%, n= 12) through local
employment and business development and linking community in-
vestment to community development approaches (60%, n=12). When
local economies directly benefited from resource extraction, typically
due to company policies encouraging local employment and procure-
ment, this was associated with greater levels of community acceptance
of companies. In contrast, for communities where minimal economic
benefits were perceived, community leaders were dispassionate about
the presence of companies and cynical about the merits of new devel-
opments.

6. Discussion and Conclusion

The grounded theory analysis was applied to develop two con-
ceptual models of CSR from a community perspective. The variability
between models reflected differences in communities’ cultural views
and community aspirations but also alternative pathways to CSR be-
cause the institutional/legislative mechanisms were different for
Indigenous communities versus locally impacted mixed communities.
CSR was a topic of high relevance and significance to community lea-
ders. Defining the required elements for CSR was shaped by community
leaders’ experiential knowledge including the benefits and costs to
communities.

The models express a range of community views and priorities in
relation to CSR. Views on CSR differed according to the individual’s
personal values, political agendas, and role and responsibility. Common
issues such as environmental protection, long-term sustainability and
facilitating community development were spread across key re-
presentatives of both groups.

The CSR models developed followed a collaborative and participa-
tory approach whereby communities have significant buy-in and in-
volvement in CSR. This includes advocating approaches and processes
that increase community representation and its power base.

In international contexts within the resource sector, a participatory
approach has also been linked to more effective CSR with greater ca-
pacity to meet broader community outcomes and create positive im-
pacts (Buitrago-Franco and Ali, 2017; Idemudia, 2014; Owen and
Kemp, 2012). However, this requires tailoring CSR to the local context
and sharing of power, which necessitates the development of appro-
priate local governance processes. It is also predicated upon active,
involved communities with appropriate leaders and strong ownership
of issues, and therefore may not be realistic in all contexts. However, it
was a consistent community aspiration seen here.

The benefit of a participatory approach for resource companies is
that community-generated CSR can be integrated into their direct
business interests, in a sense creating shared value and benefit (Esteves,
2008). It also strengthens company reputation, helps to secure a social
license and meets wider society expectations around sustainability and
human rights (Pesmatzoglou et al., 2014). In these participatory models
CSR acted as a vehicle for communities to participate and express key
values when these communities had sufficient power. These values
connected to sustaining of ecosystems, resources and communities. So,
studying CSR through community perspectives provides insights on
how sustainability issues can be incorporated into CSR, an aspect often
neglected in CSR research (Hahn et al., 2017).

Overall, CSR approaches such as two-way communication and en-
gagement and holding companies to account were found to be im-
portant, confirming the findings of Moffat and Zhang (2014). For ex-
ample, it is difficult to build CSR for Indigenous leaders without the

capacity to form close working relationships, trust and accountability
connected to ties to their traditional land. Similarly, for local commu-
nity leaders, CSR is also difficult to deliver unless companies show ef-
fective two-way communication, engagement and transparency of their
practices. These attributes also directly impacted on companies’ re-
putations and level of community acceptance consistent with interna-
tional studies where an open, less controlled and more power-sharing
approach to CSR led to higher levels of community cooperation in de-
veloping countries (Idemudia, 2014).

These models also demonstrate the importance for CSR to provide
long-term benefit to communities. In the Indigenous case this was
through promoting empowerment and self-determination following a
social change and community development approach. For local com-
munities, it meant supporting visions of future viability through de-
veloping alternative futures to mining in the locality. These outcomes
were profound and deeply personal, including going to the core of how
Indigenous people they perceived themselves and their own capacities.
For local communities strongly connecting to their visions for the fu-
ture.

The models were developed to highlight community aspiration in
CSR, but the study found these were not always achievable. The
Indigenous case relied heavily on legislative frameworks which re-
cognised Indigenous rights whereas for local communities, it relied on
companies voluntarily supporting community aspirations in accordance
with social license and ethical standards. However, the study clearly
showed examples of where aspirations had been met and under what
circumstances, thereby potentially helping other communities/agents
to map out pathways for success.

Achieving these models required companies with a strong con-
nectedness to local communities, extending to a shared responsibility
and sense of moral obligation. Companies needed commitment in their
interaction with communities and capacity to develop strategic CSR
(Buultjens et al., 2010). They also needed to account for community
needs but also skilled enough to meet this goal within a viable business
framework (Harvey, 2014).

Moreover, the further applicability of these models is limited unless
there are additional institutional supports and improvements in the way
CSR is delivered. The current emphasis in Australia on regulation at the
approval stage including a focus on dealing with environmental impacts
ex ante may miss opportunities to support the development of positive
CSR programs during the mine-life cycle to foster community benefit.
Instead, incentive-based mechanisms with companies rewarded for
good practice could help provide further alignment to models such as
described in this paper.

Furthermore, lack of consistent legislative frameworks across jur-
isdictions and communities also reduces the CSR models’ applicability.
This would require further policy development underpinning capacity
to support CSR, fully considering development agendas within strong
triple bottom line approaches and better support for community ben-
efits of localities that are often marginalised politically and are located
away from capital cities (Blackwell et al., 2015). The question then
becomes: Who will give communities a voice?

There is further research scope to refine the models presented and
unpack their contents and test their broader applicability. Such models
could form the basis of a localised approach which identifies the CSR
pathways required to meet key community aspirations. It could also
form a mechanism for a community to benchmark its CSR benefits
against others and look at ways to improve outcomes. It is postulated
that the conceptual models will be applied to enable cooperation be-
tween communities and companies, so that communities can leverage
positive benefits from corporations. This then facilitates an improved
understanding of how CSR works and the different pathways to help
maximise benefits from corporate involvement in rural communities.
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