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Abstract

The expansion of wind energy projects in Indigenous territories has intensified debates
about the social legitimacy of corporate practices. In the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, Oax-
aca, the main wind corridor in Mexico, wind farms coexist with deeply rooted Zapotec
governance systems, creating a complex interface between corporate responsibility and
community well-being. Based on a survey of 184 workers employed by wind companies
in the region, this study examines the relationship between perceived Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR), in its ethical, legal, and philanthropic dimensions, and social and
economic well-being. Using partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM)
and Importance-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA), we found that legal and philanthropic
CSR significantly enhance both types of well-being, whereas ethical CSR only affects social
well-being. These findings reflect the perspective of workers as hybrid actors, simulta-
neously employees and members of Zapotec communities, and should be interpreted in
light of the study’s limitations: its focus on employed individuals, cross-sectional design,
and reliance on self-reported perceptions. The results contribute to global debates on
symbolic versus substantive CSR, distributive justice, and the risk of “green colonialism”
in energy transitions.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility; energy transition; well-being; distributive justice;
indigenous peoples

1. Introduction

In the current context of economic globalization, multinational corporations have
extended their influence beyond national borders, assuming a growing role in the local
development of the regions where they operate. This role transcends mere job creation
or economic investment, involving direct interactions with communities, local govern-
ments, and ecosystems. In response to this expansion, Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) emerges as an ethical and strategic framework seeking to align corporate objec-
tives with the well-being of host societies. CSR has evolved from philanthropic practices
toward a more structured commitment grounded in ethics, transparency, and respect
for human rights, especially in vulnerable or culturally sensitive contexts (Carroll, 1991;
Jamali & Karam, 2018).

This transformation is particularly relevant in sectors with high territorial impact,
such as energy, where the operation of multinational corporations in rural or indigenous
communities demands forms of responsibility that go beyond legal compliance. In these
environments, the social legitimacy of projects depends not only on economic profitability

Businesses 2026, 6, 12

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/businesses6010012


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=10.3390/businesses6010012&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2026-03-03
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/businesses
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6839-0963
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1036-7151
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5983-4008
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0896-5195
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5687-9945
https://doi.org/10.3390/businesses6010012

Businesses 2026, 6, 12

20f 18

but also on companies’ ability to integrate communities as key stakeholders (Freeman &
McVea, 2001), respect their normative systems, and contribute to local human development.
However, the literature shows that in emerging countries such as Mexico, CSR implemen-
tation remains predominantly charity-based, with limited community participation and
inadequate adaptation to the cultural particularities of the social fabric (Sharma, 2019;
Rodriguez et al., 2006). This gap between the global sustainability discourse and local
practice highlights the need to investigate how CSR is perceived in contexts where foreign
capital meets collective forms of life and governance.

An example is the Isthmus of Tehuantepec in the state of Oaxaca, Mexico, which is one
of the wind corridors with the greatest global potential, positioning it as a strategic axis in
the country’s energy transition. The wind industry in Mexico represents a sustainable and
viable alternative for energy generation, aligned with climate change mitigation objectives
(Martinez-Mendoza et al., 2020). Its renewable nature, economic viability, and low environ-
mental impact make it a strategic option (Aguirre et al., 2022). In particular, the Isthmus of
Tehuantepec in Oaxaca is recognized as one of the regions with the greatest wind potential
in the world (Judrez-Hernandez & Ledn, 2014). Municipalities such as Juchitan de Zaragoza,
El Espinal, Unién Hidalgo, and Ixtaltepec have shaped the so-called Wind Corridor of
the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, where by 2022, 29 wind farms were already operating across
32,000 hectares, with an installed capacity of 2709 MW generated by 1564 wind turbines
(Avila-Calero & Deniau, 2022).

In the last two decades, multiple national and multinational companies have installed
wind farms in this region, presenting their operation as a clean, sustainable alternative
aligned with international commitments for climate change mitigation and social responsi-
bility (Martinez-Mendoza et al., 2020; Aguirre et al., 2022). However, this energy transfor-
mation has been accompanied by deep social tensions, stemming from the implementation
of projects in territories inhabited by indigenous peoples (Zapotec, Huave, Mixe, and
Chontal) whose ways of life, collective land tenure systems, and community governance
structures are based on principles of autonomy, reciprocity, and respect for the territory as
a space for collective life (Jara, 2011).

In this context, wind is not a neutral or merely technical resource but is intimately
linked to communal land and local governance systems. As Torres Contreras (2022) points
out, in the Isthmus, “who owns the land, owns the wind”: a statement reflecting a collective
territorial ethic, where the exploitation of natural resources requires social legitimacy, not
just administrative permits. The absence of prior, free, and informed consultation processes,
a right recognized in International Labor Organization Convention 169 and the Political
Constitution of the United Mexican States—coupled with the signing of contracts with third
parties not legitimized by community assemblies—has generated legitimacy conflicts, social
fragmentation, and even international complaints of human rights violations (Moro, 2021).

Recently, Tornel (2024) has emphasized the need for energy transitions to recognize the
diversity of relationships with nature and with development. In the Isthmus, this implies
that companies must view communities not as obstacles to progress but as legitimate
stakeholders whose participation is essential to project sustainability.

Despite their energy potential and macroeconomic benefits, the operation of wind
farms has revealed a significant gap between corporate discourse on social responsibility
and stakeholders’ perceptions in the territory. Numerous studies document that companies
prioritize visible philanthropic actions while neglecting fundamental legal and ethical
responsibilities, such as respect for collective governance systems and equitable distribution
of benefits (Dunlap, 2018; Avila-Calero & Deniau, 2022). This disconnect erodes the social
legitimacy of projects and undermines the trust necessary for a sustainable relationship
between company and community.
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Among these stakeholders, locally hired wind energy workers occupy a uniquely
revealing position. In the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, they are simultaneously employees
of multinational or national wind companies and full members of Zapotec Indigenous
communities whose collective governance systems regulate land, resources, and social
life. This dual belonging renders them uniquely positioned to evaluate the coherence—or
dissonance—between corporate social responsibility (CSR) discourse and its material
enactment on the ground. Unlike external observers or distant stakeholders, these workers
experience daily the tension between corporate logics and communal worldviews, making
their perceptions a sensitive indicator of whether CSR contributes to collective well-being
or remains symbolic.

This perspective gains normative weight when situated within binding international
frameworks. The International Labor Organization’s Convention No. 169 (1989) obliges
states and corporations to ensure free, prior, and informed consultation with Indigenous
peoples regarding projects affecting their territories, while the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (2011) require companies to “avoid causing or contributing
to adverse impacts on human rights,” including Indigenous rights to lands, territories, and
self-determination.

As Castillejos (2020) observes in the Oaxacan context, CSR initiatives that bypass
these obligations, relying instead on charitable gestures without community consent, are
widely perceived as legitimizing tactics rather than genuine ethical commitments. Therefore,
centering the analysis on locally hired workers not only captures the lived reality of CSR
but also provides an empirical basis for assessing whether corporate practices align with the
principles of distributive justice, cultural recognition, and procedural legitimacy demanded
by both international law and Indigenous communities themselves.

Given this context, and considering that corporate social responsibility (CSR) finds
its full meaning when translated into tangible well-being for those directly affected by
business operations, the following research question arises:

How is the perception of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in its ethical, legal, and
philanthropic dimensions associated with the social and economic well-being perceived by
workers of wind companies in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec?

The objective of this study is to analyze the relationship between workers’ perception
of CSR and their social and economic well-being. The choice of workers as the analysis
group reflects their condition as hybrid actors: on the one hand, they are employees subject
to companies’ internal policies; on the other, they are socially, culturally, and territorially
rooted in indigenous communities. Their perception allows evaluation not only of which
CSR dimensions are visible on the ground but also of how they translate into perceived
well-being. This approach, articulated through Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 1984), allows
us to move beyond managerial visions of CSR and situate it within a framework of applied
business ethics, where shared value creation, procedural justice, and respect for collective
rights are conditions for the long-term sustainability of energy projects.

2. Theoretical Framework: Corporate Social Responsibility, Stakeholders,
and the Well-Being in the Energy Sector

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has evolved from a charity-based logic toward
a strategically and ethically grounded paradigm in which companies pursue not only
profitability but also social legitimacy through respect for their stakeholder groups (Carroll,
1991; Freeman, 1984). In high-impact sectors such as energy, this evolution is particularly
relevant: corporate decisions transcend financial considerations and directly affect commu-
nities, ecosystems, and social structures. Consequently, CSR can no longer be viewed as an
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optional add-on but must be recognized as an essential component of corporate governance
and long-term sustainability.

The relationship between multinational corporations and local communities has his-
torically been complex, marked by power asymmetries, cultural differences, and divergent
expectations. As Calvano (2008) notes, conflicts arise not only from environmental or
economic impacts but also from a lack of mutual recognition and equitable dialog processes.
Companies often assume that investment and employment alone legitimize their presence,
whereas communities demand respect for their autonomy, participation in decision-making,
and a fair distribution of benefits. This mismatch is especially acute in rural or Indigenous
contexts, where collective governance systems clash with centralized corporate models.
Effective CSR in these settings therefore requires moving beyond philanthropy to address
the structural roots of conflict: exclusion, opacity, and the imposition of external agendas.

Carroll’s (1991) model remains a key theoretical reference for understanding this
comprehensive responsibility. His pyramid, comprising economic, legal, ethical, and
philanthropic dimensions, offers a hierarchical structure that, despite criticisms regarding
its linearity, enables the identification of escalating levels of social commitment. In this
study, we focus on the ethical, legal, and philanthropic dimensions as pillars of a CSR
approach that goes beyond minimum compliance. Although environmental responsibility
is relevant in the wind energy sector, it is not included in our empirical analysis, as our
instrument and research design center on social and institutional dimensions directly
experienced by workers.

However, identifying CSR dimensions is insufficient without clarifying to whom these
responsibilities are owed. This is where Freeman'’s (1984) Stakeholder Theory provides an
indispensable complement. By defining stakeholders as “any group or individual who can
affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives,” the theory shifts
the focus from shareholders to a network of interdependent relationships encompassing
employees, local communities, authorities, and the natural environment. This perspective
transforms CSR from an abstract moral obligation into a strategic practice of relationship
management, wherein legitimacy is built through dialog, transparency, and equity.

The integration of these frameworks enables a more robust analysis: while Carroll
(1991) addresses the question “what should the company do?”, Freeman answers “for
whom should it do it?”. In the context of wind energy companies operating in the Isthmus
of Tehuantepec, Zapotec workers are not merely external observers but direct stakeholders
whose perceptions of corporate practices influence social acceptance, operational stability,
and ultimately, project viability. Their dual position, as employees subject to internal
policies and as members of Indigenous communities with collective normative systems,
makes them uniquely positioned to evaluate whether CSR translates into genuine well-
being. This view aligns with contemporary approaches that frame CSR not as unilateral
philanthropy but as a process of shared value creation (Porter & Kramer, 2006), in which
benefits for business and society reinforce one another.

Stakeholder theory has evolved significantly since its original formulation. While
Freeman laid the groundwork for recognizing stakeholders as legitimate actors, the recent
literature emphasizes that the real challenge lies not in identification but in meaningful
engagement. Kujala et al. (2022), in a systematic review, distinguish between instrumental
approaches, in which participation serves to mitigate risk, and normative approaches,
in which dialog is an end in itself, grounded in respect and justice. In the energy sector,
where impacts are prolonged and territorial, the latter is essential for social sustainability.
Engagement must extend beyond formal consultations or informational meetings to include
continuous processes of listening, feedback, and co-creation that recognize communities as
partners, not obstacles or passive beneficiaries.

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/businesses6010012


https://doi.org/10.3390/businesses6010012

Businesses 2026, 6, 12

50f18

2.1. CSR and Collective Well-Being

This ethical-strategic approach gains further depth when linked to Argandona’s (1998)
concept of the common good. The common good is not the sum of individual interests
but the set of social conditions that enable collective human flourishing: justice, security,
community cohesion, access to services, and respect for dignity. From this perspective,
effective CSR is measured not by the number of programs implemented but by its capacity
to improve the quality of life perceived by those affected by corporate operations. Subjective
well-being—understood as a personal evaluation of life satisfaction, security, and a sense
of community belonging (Diener, 1984)—thus becomes a sensitive and valid indicator of
CSR’s real-world impact.

The relationship between CSR and community well-being has been documented
across development contexts. Sarmila et al. (2015), in a study of extractive projects in
Malaysia, show that CSR initiatives focused on job creation, technical training, and local
capacity-building yield sustained improvements in perceived economic well-being but
only when culturally relevant and co-designed with communities. When projects are
imposed externally or limited to one-off donations, their impact is transient. These findings
underscore the need for CSR in regions like the Isthmus of Tehuantepec to move beyond
charity and integrate with strategies for endogenous economic development.

Empirical evidence supports this link. Recent studies confirm that CSR perception
positively influences both employee well-being (Bocean et al., 2022; Kim et al., 2018) and
that of nearby communities (Zainuddin et al., 2020). Specifically, ethical (fair treatment,
living wages), legal (regulatory compliance, respect for agreements), and philanthropic
(support for traditions, community infrastructure) dimensions emerge as key predictors of
social well-being and perceived security, reinforcing that authentic CSR generates tangible
benefits beyond financial performance.

More recently, corporate performance analysis has systematically incorporated Envi-
ronmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) criteria. Martiny et al. (2024), in a review of over
300 studies, find that high ESG performance stems not only from regulation or investor
pressure but also from organizational culture, ethical leadership, and crucially, the quality
of relationships with local communities. Companies with strong social performance embed
communities into their long-term strategy, treating them not as externalities but as part
of relational capital. This reinforces the importance of evaluating CSR not solely through
global or corporate metrics, but through the lived perceptions of those in project territories,
where the true quality of social commitment is revealed.

Research Hypotheses

Building on this theoretical integration, which combines Carroll’s (1991) pyramid
of corporate responsibilities, Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder perspective, and Argandofia’s
(1998) collective well-being approach, and drawing on empirical evidence from CSR prac-
tices in extractive and energy contexts in Latin America, the following hypotheses are
proposed. Recent studies confirm that philanthropic CSR contributes to community well-
being when it responds to locally defined, collectively prioritized needs (Rela et al., 2020;
Sarmila et al., 2015). Conversely, the failure to fulfill legal obligations, such as respecting
Indigenous normative systems, renders communities “invisible” and erodes both their
social and economic well-being (Mansilla-Obando et al., 2022; Galicia Ramos & de la Vega
Navarro, 2023). Furthermore, while ethical responsibility improves individual working
conditions, its impact on collective well-being depends on its alignment with territorial and
community-based dimensions (Bocean et al., 2022).
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Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual model of the study, representing the theoretical
relationships derived from CSR theory and stakeholder theory that guide the formulation

of the research hypotheses.

Philanthropic CSR
Community Support

Social Well-Being
Community Cohesion
+  Cultural Identity

Legal CSR
Regulatory Compliance

Ethical CSR
Fair Practices & Values

Figure 1. Conceptual model of the relationship between corporate social responsibility and workers’
social and economic well-being in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec.

In the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, where workers embody the intersection between cor-
poration and community, these dynamics take on a distinctive character: their perceptions
reflect not only the quality of corporate practices but also their capacity to translate into
shared benefits. Therefore, the following six hypotheses are proposed:

H1. Workers’ perception of wind companies” philanthropic responsibility is positively associated
with perceived social well-being in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec.

H2. Workers” perception of legal responsibility is positively associated with perceived social well-being.

H3. Workers” perception of philanthropic responsibility is positively associated with perceived
economic well-being.

H4. Workers” perception of legal responsibility is positively associated with perceived economic
well-being.

H5. Workers” perception of ethical responsibility is positively associated with perceived social
well-being.

He6. Workers” perception of ethical responsibility is positively associated with perceived economic
well-being.

3. Materials and Methods

To answer the research question, an exploratory study with a quantitative approach
and a cross-sectional temporal dimension was conducted. A sample of 184 people was col-
lected through face-to-face interviews using a structured questionnaire, with data collected
via Google Forms. The questionnaire was administered using stratified sampling. For this
purpose, the following criteria were considered for the selection of the sample: (1) over
20 years old, (2) employees of wind energy companies, (3) inhabitants of the Isthmus of
Tehuantepec, and (4) belonging to the Zapotec indigenous group. This choice is based on
understanding the perception of internal stakeholders who are also external with respect
to social responsibility; in addition, by residing in this region, they are involved in the
social, economic, and political activities of the community with an identity perspective to
their indigenous group and are more aware of the company’s activities. Furthermore, once
the stratum was identified, snowball sampling was used to collect information, given the
region’s limited access and security, yielding a response rate of 86.38%. Access to them
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was only possible through recommendations from community members. Participants’
anonymity was maintained, and informed consent was obtained during data collection.
This type of sampling may introduce bias; however, the study aimed to collect a sample
larger than the minimum to reduce this bias and confirm the sample’s representativeness,
and a full collinearity test was conducted.

A statistical power analysis was performed using Cohen’s tables, as recommended
by Benitez et al. (2020), for a Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM) analysis. Under this criterion, for three predictors with a medium effect size under
an optimistic approximation and a significance level of 0.05, the minimum sample size
required for analysis is 77 (Benitez et al., 2020; Nitzl, 2016), which is less than the collected
sample size, ensuring its representativeness.

Because cross-sectional studies may introduce bias, it is recommended to assess
collinearity to confirm that the variables measure different attributes (Podsakoff et al.,
2012). To assess the common method bias, a full collinearity test was performed (Felipe
etal., 2017). It evaluated vertical collinearity among the model’s predictors during the struc-
tural model evaluation, and a lateral collinearity test was conducted by selecting a random
variable (Kock & Lynn, 2012; Kock, 2015; Felipe et al., 2017; Leyva-Herndndez et al., 2025).

The measurement instrument comprised 31 questions on corporate social respon-
sibility and subjective well-being. Three dimensions of corporate social responsibility,
as defined by Avendano-Rito et al. (2025), were used: ethical, philanthropic, and legal.
According to the authors, ethical responsibility was defined as the company’s conduct in
accordance with social norms; philanthropic responsibility was conceptualized as the com-
pany’s voluntary activities that reflect society’s desires; and legal responsibility was defined
as behavior in accordance with government-established practices. Ethical responsibility
consisted of 9 items, philanthropic of 6, and legal of 5. A 5-point Likert scale was used
for these variables. To measure subjective well-being, the scale proposed by the National
Institute of Statistics and Geography (2025) in its Self-Reported Well-being Module (BIARE)
was adapted to assess self-perception and life experiences related to quality of life. Subjec-
tive well-being comprised social and economic well-being. The former consisted of 6 items,
and the latter of 5, both on a 5-point Likert scale. The items used are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Variable measurements.

Variable Scale Author
Ethical responsibility

ETIC1 * Provide a safe environment for your employees

ETIC2 Train your employees in workplace safety

ETIC3 Pay fair wages to your employees

ETIC4 * Have fai king h fi 1

¢ ave Tait Working Mouts for yout employees 1—never to Avendano-Rito et al. (2025)
ETIC5 Provide medical services to your employees
. 5—always
ETIC6 Promote values and good practices among your employees
ETIC? Promote values and good practices within the community
Promote social programs (programs for children, women, and
ETIC8 . O
senior citizens)
ETIC9 Work in conjunction with authorities to create benefits
Philanthropic responsibility

FILA1 Provides training courses to the community

FILA2 Organize health fairs .
FILA3 Renovate spaces for community use 1l—never to Avendafio-Rito et al. (2025)
FILA4 Implements support programs for vulnerable women 5—always

and communities
FILAS Sponsors sporting events in the community
FILA6 * Sponsors cultural events in the community
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Table 1. Cont.

Variable Scale Author
Legal responsibility
LEGA1 The company is legally established in the community.
LEGA2 It pays its taxes on time. 1—no compliance to )
LEGA3 It respects the property of community residents. pia Avendano-Rito et al. (2025)
. 2. 5 full—compliance
LEGA4 It respects community authorities.
It is fair on its payments for land rights for company use
LEGA5 . )
(leasing/purchasing).
Social well-being
BIES1 Your quality of life
BIES2 The quality of life of your family National Institute of
BIES3 The quality of life of your community 1—strongly disagree  Statistics and Geography
BIES4 Being part of the community to 5—strongly agree (2025)
BIES5 * Your attitude towards life
BIES6 Your actions in the community
Economic well-being
BIEE1 I receive more income from my work. . .
. 7 National Institute of
BIEE2 I'have more job opportunities. . o
. . 1—strongly disagree  Statistics and Geography
BIEE3 I'have acquired other material goods. to 5—stronelv asree 2025
BIEE4 My community has more job opportunities. 8y as ( )
BIEE5S My community has improved its services (painting, lighting,

and road).

* Item not validated.

For data analysis using PLS-SEM, three stages were followed. In the first stage, the
measurement model was evaluated; in the second stage, the structural model and model fit
were evaluated; and, in the final stage, an Importance-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA)
was performed (J. F. Hair et al., 2019; ]. Hair et al., 2023). A pre-evaluation was conducted
to confirm the absence of excessive abnormality through skewness and kurtosis. The
consistent PLS algorithm, consistent Bootstrapping with 5000 subsamples, and the IPMA
algorithm were used, with each dependent variable as the target construct, using SmartPLS
version 4 software (Ringle et al., 2022).

Since all constructs have a reflective measurement model, external loadings, construct
reliability, and convergent and discriminant validity were evaluated (Benitez et al., 2020).
The evaluation of the structural model consisted of determining path coefficients and
their significance, as well as variance inflation factor (VIF) values, effect sizes, and the
coefficient of determination (J. F. Hair et al., 2017). For the measurement model evaluation,
the SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) fit index was used (Hu & Bentler,
1998). The criteria proposed by J. Hair et al. (2023) and applied by Leyva-Hernandez and
Toledo-Lopez (2024) were followed to verify that a measurement scale with a neutral point
and the same orientation was used, and that indicator weights were positive; therefore, the
analysis proceeded by variable and by indicator.

In turn, importance—performance maps were obtained at the variable level using
social and economic well-being indicators. With these maps, it is possible to analyze
which variable or indicator allows improving the performance of the dependent variable,
considering that the lower right quadrant is where variables/indicators with the greatest
potential for performance improvement are located, followed by those in the upper right
quadrant, then those in the lower left quadrant, and those located in the upper left quadrant
have the lowest improvement potential (J. Hair et al., 2023; Leyva-Hernédndez & Toledo-
Lopez, 2024).
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4. Results

Regarding the external factor loadings of the indicators, the criterion of J. F. Hair et al.
(2017) was followed: items with loadings between 0.7 and 0.95 were retained, and items
ETIC1, ETIC4, FILA6, and BIES5 were discarded. Reliability was confirmed through
Cronbach’s alpha values, Dijkstra-Henseler’s composite reliability (rho_A), and Werts’
composite reliability (tho_C) (Ringle et al., 2020). Average variance extracted (AVE) values
greater than 0.50, and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) values less than 0.85 were con-
sidered valid, thus confirming convergent and discriminant validity, respectively (Henseler,
2017; Benitez et al., 2020). Results are shown in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 2. Internal consistency, reliability, and convergent validity.

C . . Average
Cronbach’s omposite Composite Variance
Latent Variable Items Loadings Alpha Rfi;a:i:;ty Rzi:l(‘:)igty Extracted
- - (AVE)
ETIC2 0.734
ETIC3 0.773
' ETIC5 0.701
res}f;ﬂls‘ﬁhty ETIC6 0.746 0.917 0.919 0.916 0.609
ETIC7 0.781
ETICS 0.817
ETICY 0.897
FILA1 0.936
. . FILA2 0.852
fe};fr‘lt;rfl’ﬁ tl; FILA3 0.847 0.930 0.933 0.930 0.726
FILA4 0.848
FILA5 0.769
LEGA1 0.798
LEGA2 0.834
resp{;i%;iﬂity LEGA3 0.832 0.927 0.929 0.927 0.719
LEGA4 0.879
LEGA5 0.893
BIES1 0.878
BIES2 0.885
Social well-being BIES3 0.925 0.936 0.938 0.936 0.747
BIES4 0.786
BIES6 0.840
BIEE1 0.746
. BIEE2 0.739
igﬁfgﬁ; BIEE3 0.839 0.902 0.905 0.902 0.650
BIEE4 0.829
BIEES5 0.870
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Table 3. Discriminant analysis (Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio Matrix).

Economic Ethical Legal Philanthropic
Well-Being Responsibility Responsibility Responsibility
Ethical responsibility 0.628
Legal responsibility 0.618 0.785
Philanthropic responsibility 0.708 0.708 0.556
Social well-being 0.732 0.755 0.716 0.703

To assess common method bias, the vertical and lateral collinearity tests were per-
formed. The VIF values for the structural model were below 5, indicating no multicollinear-
ity among constructs (J. F. Hair et al., 2019). These values are according to the vertical
collinearity test, as shown in Table 4. The VIF values for the lateral collinearity test were
less than 3, indicating no multicollinearity issues, as shown in Table 5 (Felipe et al., 2017;
J. E. Hair et al., 2019). Path coefficients in the model were mostly positive and significant, as
shown in Figure 2, except for the relationship between ethical responsibility and economic
well-being (3 = —0.004, p = 0.979). The largest effect size was observed for the relationship
between philanthropic responsibility and economic well-being, with a moderate effect size
(f2 = 0.324). Furthermore, according to determination coefficients, ethical, philanthropic,
and legal responsibility explain social well-being (R? = 0.662) more than economic well-
being (R% = 0.570). The obtained SRMR value was 0.061, which is below the 0.08 cutoff
(Hu & Bentler, 1998), indicating a good fit.

Table 4. Structural model assessment.

Standard

Relationship B Mean Deviation p f2 VIF

Ethical responsibility — Social well-being 0.264 0.264 0.133 0.047 0.057 3.700
Philanthropic responsibility — Social well-being 0.337 0.335 0.079 0.000 0.166 2.060
Legal responsibility — Social well-being 0.322 0.327 0.103 0.002 0.120 2.605
Ethical responsibility — Economic well-being —0.004 0.002 0.132 0.979 0.00 3.700
Philanthropic responsibility — Economic well-being 0.532 0.530 0.080 0.000 0.324 2.060
Legal responsibility — Economic well-being 0.325 0.322 0.120 0.007 0.096 2.605

B—path coefficient, p—p value, f—effect size, VIF—variance inflation factor.

Table 5. Lateral collinearity test.

Variable VIF

Ethical responsibility 2.951
Legal responsibility 2.427
Philanthropic responsibility 2.337
Economic well-being 2.200
Social well-being 2.801

VIF—variance inflation factor.

The variables philanthropic and legal responsibility, along with their indicators, are
the most important for social and economic well-being, according to Figures 3-6.
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Figure 3. Importance-performance map at the variable level for social well-being.
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5. Discussion

The findings confirm that Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is significantly associ-
ated with the well-being perceived by wind energy workers in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec,
but with a critical nuance: only the philanthropic and legal dimensions generate tangible
social and economic benefits, while the ethical dimension remains confined to internal
labor practices and does not translate into collective economic improvements. This pattern
both aligns with and challenges key strands of international literature.

On one hand, our results support the widely documented relationship between CSR
and well-being in extractive and energy contexts (Bocean et al., 2022; Kim et al., 2018;
Zainuddin et al., 2020). However, unlike studies in urban or industrial settings where
ethical CSR directly improves individual income, our data reveal a disconnection between
internal ethics and collective economic well-being. This finding resonates with critiques of
“symbolic CSR” in Indigenous territories (Dunlap, 2018; Long, 2022).

This disconnect is clearly explained by Castillejos (2020), who argues that in Oaxaca,
CSR serves primarily as a mechanism of social legitimation rather than a genuine commit-
ment to development. Companies fulfill their obligations toward employees through safety,
fair wages, and internal values, but avoid addressing structural issues such as wind rent
distribution, prior consultation, or respect for community governance.

As aresult, ethical practices are perceived as company-centered rather than community-
oriented. This explains why ethical responsibility significantly predicts social well-being
(linked to personal dignity and workplace safety) but shows no association with eco-
nomic well-being (3 = -0.004, p = 0.979), which depends on shared benefits such as local
employment, infrastructure, and fair land payments.

This is evidenced not only by the structural model results but also through the
Importance-Performance Map Analysis (IPMA). As shown in Figure 3, at the construct level,
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philanthropic and legal responsibility exhibit the greatest potential to enhance social well-
being. At the indicator level, FILA4 (“support programs for vulnerable women and commu-
nities”) is the only item located in the first quadrant, while other indicators of philanthropic
and legal responsibility fall in the second quadrant, consistent with the construct-level
findings. A similar pattern emerges for economic well-being (Figures 5 and 6).

However, we believe these results depend on the context and type of organization
in which social responsibility is implemented. Zhu et al. (2016), in a labor research study
analyzing ethical aspects of employee work practices, found that these positively affect
the financial performance of Chinese state-owned enterprises. Similarly, in Asia, social
responsibility moderates sustainable economic development in villages (Purnamawati et al.,
2023). Outside the private sector, a relationship between ethics and economics has been
observed. Furthermore, in Asia, the effect of social responsibility on financial outcomes is
stronger in the long term (Devie et al., 2020). Actions taken to fulfill ethical responsibilities
can affect financial well-being, but only in the long term.

In contrast, the strong impact of legal responsibility, particularly fair payments for land
(LEGAS) and respect for community authorities (LEGA4), confirms that procedural justice
is the cornerstone of legitimacy in Indigenous contexts (Ramirez, 2017; Torres Contreras,
2022). Likewise, the prominence of FILA4 underscores that effective CSR must be culturally
relevant and co-designed, rather than imposed from above (Sarmila et al., 2015). This
contradicts the logic of shared value creation (Porter & Kramer, 2006), which assumes
an automatic alignment between corporate ethics and community benefit. Our findings
show that philanthropy alone cannot compensate for the absence of distributive justice
and accountability.

These results advance the literature by demonstrating that CSR in Indigenous terri-
tories cannot be evaluated using universal corporate metrics. Its legitimacy depends on
the recognition of collective rights, equitable benefit-sharing, and genuine dialog with
community assemblies principles enshrined in ILO Convention 169 and the OECD Guide-
lines. When these are absent, even the best-intentioned philanthropy risks being perceived
as green colonialism (Dunlap, 2018) rather than sustainability. Therefore, it is essential
to respect the community’s worldview, promote dialog to achieve acceptance, and avoid
imposing activities that lack local meaning.

6. Conclusions

The findings of this research answer the posed question and confirm that Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR) is significantly associated with the perceived well-being of
workers in the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, though with a critical distinction: the philanthropic
and legal dimensions drive both social and economic well-being, while the ethical dimen-
sion, although relevant to social well-being, does not translate into collective economic
improvements. This pattern, corroborated by the importance-performance maps (IPMA),
reveals that tangible benefits, such as support for vulnerable groups (FILA4) and respect
for communal property and local authorities (LEGA4, LEGAS), carry a decisive weight in
perceptions of legitimacy, far outweighing internal codes of conduct.

This result highlights a structural gap: companies implement an internal ethics (labor
safety, fair wages, corporate values), but neglect an external ethics that ensures distributive
justice and recognition of community normative systems. Consequently, CSR operates as a
partial mechanism of legitimation, insufficient to generate shared economic development.

6.1. Theoretical Contribution

This study provides a critical theoretical contribution by integrating Carroll’s (1991)
pyramid, Freeman’s (1984) stakeholder theory, and Argandofa’s (1998) common good
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approach within an indigenous context. We demonstrate that in collective territories like
the Isthmus, CSR cannot be conceived as a voluntary corporate obligation but rather as a
politically ethical commitment that must be articulated with local ways of understanding
collective well-being. Our findings reinforce the idea that shared value (Porter & Kramer,
2006) emerges only when CSR is anchored in community autonomy, prior consultation,
and equitable redistribution of benefits, rather than through charitable donations.

6.2. Limitations of the Study

We recognize that this work has important limitations. First, the reliance on self-
reported perceptions may introduce social desirability bias. This limitation was exacerbated
by the context of insecurity and socio-political tension in the Isthmus, where several
participants refused to answer sensitive questions about fair hours, wages, or labor safety,
fearing reprisals or distrusting confidentiality. This reluctance is not a methodological flaw
but reflects power asymmetries between company and worker and highlights that certain
topics remain “taboo” in economically dependent contexts.

Second, the sample is limited to employees of wind turbine companies, which may
not reflect the views of non-employees (e.g., community leaders, small landowners). Third,
the cross-sectional design prevents establishing definitive causality; longitudinal studies
would be valuable to track how perceptions evolve as projects mature. Fourth, although
our instrument captures concrete manifestations of the company—community relationship
(e.g., LEGA4, FILA1, ETIC?), it does not measure formal consultation processes or con-
tract transparency, central elements in regional conflicts (Castillejos, 2020; Moro, 2021).
Finally, the elimination of items such as ETIC1, ETIC4, FILA6, and BIES5—though statisti-
cally justified—suggests that future validations should consider more diverse samples to
strengthen the conceptual robustness of the dimensions.

6.3. Recommendations and Future Research Lines

Based on these findings, we propose the following: i. Binding public policies requiring
companies to conduct free, prior, and informed consultation processes validated by commu-
nity assemblies before installing new projects. ii. Energy management models that respect
internal normative systems (customs and practices) and ensure that social investment is
co-designed with communities. iii. Expanding the analysis to other actors—community
leaders, small landowners, family members of workers—to compare perceptions and evalu-
ate potential biases derived from direct employment relationships. iv. Comparative studies
between wind farms in the region or in other contexts of energy transition in emerging
countries to identify general patterns and local particularities.
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