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Abstract

This paper proposes an integrated framework to evaluate Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) initiatives in peacebuilding settings using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP). The
model is structured around six criteria: conflict sensitivity, economic resilience, social inclu-
sion, governance, education for peace, and sustainability, each subdivided into measurable
subcriteria. A key methodological innovation is the introduction of objective grouping,
which ensures that each alternative project is assessed only against the subcriteria where it
generates tangible impact. Unlike the traditional AHP approach, where alternatives are
evaluated against all criteria, objective grouping prevents irrelevant comparisons, reduces
the cognitive burden on experts, and increases consistency in judgments. The method dis-
tinguishes between direct contributions (full weight allocation) and indirect contributions
(partial weight allocation), while excluding unrelated dimensions. This refinement yields
more transparent and context-sensitive prioritization, particularly relevant for fragile terri-
tories where CSR interventions must be both socially legitimate and economically viable.
The empirical application shows that objective grouping highlights structural levers, such
as grievance redress, local supply chain integration, peace education, and project scalability,
as decisive for long-term peacebuilding. The framework thus improves decision-making by
combining analytical rigor and stakeholder legitimacy, enhancing both business legitimacy
and long-term societal resilience.

Keywords: AHP; MCDM; CSR; peacebuilding; conflict sensitivity; sustainability assessment

1. Introduction
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become both an ethical and strategic imper-

ative for organizations aiming to balance profitability with social equity, environmental
stewardship, and governance. As highlighted in [1,2], CSR plays a significant role in en-
hancing competitiveness, strengthening community relations, and promoting sustainable
development across sectors such as tourism, gastronomy, and peacebuilding hospital-
ity. These studies demonstrate that well-integrated CSR initiatives can improve brand
reputation, foster stakeholder trust, and advance broader societal objectives, including
peacebuilding and cultural preservation. Furthermore, research by [3–7] indicates that
aligning CSR initiatives with stakeholder priorities and sector-specific contexts not only
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increases adoption but also ensures that corporate actions address the most urgent social
and environmental challenges.

CSR in developing and conflict-affected countries extends beyond environmental
management or philanthropic activities [8]. A growing body of the literature conceptualizes
CSR as a mechanism for peacebuilding, through which firms can contribute to conflict
sensitivity, social cohesion, institutional trust, and post-conflict recovery [9,10]. In fragile
contexts, corporate activities interact directly with local power structures, labor markets,
and community relations, making business behavior a potential driver of either conflict
escalation or stabilization [11].

CSR initiatives such as inclusive employment, local supplier development, grievance
redress mechanisms, and peace education programs have been identified as key pathways
through which firms can support reconciliation and long-term stability [12,13]. Unlike
traditional CSR models developed for stable institutional environments, peacebuilding-
oriented CSR emphasizes do-no-harm principles, dialogue facilitation, and trust-building
with communities and public institutions [12]. This perspective is particularly relevant in
developing countries, where weak governance structures and historical grievances amplify
the social impacts of corporate actions [14].

The use of Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDA) methods to support CSR and
sustainability-related decisions has expanded considerably in recent years [15–21]. Nu-
merous studies have applied techniques such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP),
TOPSIS, DEMATEL, Best–Worst Method (BWM) [15,16,18–21], and hybrid MCDA models
to identify CSR priorities [22], evaluate sustainability performance, and support strategic
decision-making across diverse sectors, including tourism, manufacturing, supply chains,
and extractive industries [23,24].

Among these methods, AHP has been widely adopted due to its intuitive hierarchical
structure and its ability to decompose complex decision problems into criteria and subcri-
teria [25]. Prior research has employed AHP to construct CSR indices, assess stakeholder
preferences, and rank alternative CSR initiatives [26]. More recent contributions have
proposed hybrid approaches, such as AHP–TOPSIS or AHP–DEMATEL, to capture inter-
dependencies among criteria and enhance robustness in sustainability assessments [27].

Despite these advances, several limitations persist in the existing literature [19–21].
First, many CSR–MCDA studies rely on relatively small expert panels and provide lim-
ited discussion of consistency testing, sensitivity analysis, or robustness checks, raising
concerns about subjectivity [7,16,18,28]. Second, conventional AHP applications typically
require all alternatives to be evaluated against all criteria, even when certain criteria are
not substantively relevant to specific initiatives, thereby increasing cognitive burden and
potentially distorting results. Third, most existing frameworks are designed for general sus-
tainability or corporate performance assessment, with limited adaptation to peacebuilding
or post-conflict contexts, where conflict sensitivity, grievance management, institutional
trust, and social legitimacy are critical.

In parallel, a growing body of literature explores the relationship between CSR and
peacebuilding, emphasizing the role of responsible business practices in supporting rec-
onciliation, social cohesion, and economic recovery in fragile territories [19]. However,
these studies are often conceptual or qualitative and rarely integrate formal MCDA tools to
support transparent, systematic, and replicable project prioritization.

This study makes several distinct contributions to the literature on CSR, peacebuilding,
and MCDA.

(i) From a methodological standpoint, the paper introduces a relevance-based objec-
tive grouping mechanism within the AHP framework. In contrast to conventional
AHP-based CSR models, which require assessing all alternatives across all criteria,
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the proposed approach evaluates each CSR initiative only with respect to the subcrite-
ria it directly or indirectly influences. This refinement reduces the cognitive load on
experts, enhances judgment consistency, and prevents biased rankings arising from
irrelevant pairwise comparisons.

(ii) The framework explicitly distinguishes between direct and indirect contributions of
CSR initiatives, assigning full or partial weights accordingly. This distinction is largely
absent from existing CSR–MCDA applications, which typically assume that all criteria
are equally relevant across alternatives, regardless of the nature of the intervention.

(iii) This study provides a context-specific adaptation of MCDA to peacebuilding and post-
conflict environments. By integrating criteria such as conflict sensitivity, grievance
mitigation, institutional trust, and education for peace, the proposed model responds
to contextual dimensions that are rarely incorporated into standard CSR evalua-
tion frameworks.

(iv) This paper advances the practical applicability of MCDA by introducing a cluster-
based interpretation of results. Rather than focusing exclusively on a single ranking,
the framework groups CSR initiatives into thematic clusters (economic–sustainability,
cultural–educational, governance–institutional), enabling decision-makers to design
balanced CSR portfolios and intervention sequences.

(v) The combination of relevance-based evaluation, consistency validation, and stakeholder-
inclusive judgment aggregation enhances the legitimacy and transparency of CSR
prioritization in fragile contexts, contributing to both academic rigor and real-
world applicability.

This study advances the existing literature in three key ways. First, while prior
research has examined CSR and peacebuilding largely through qualitative or sector-specific
lenses, this paper introduces a structured, replicable MCDA framework explicitly tailored
to peacebuilding contexts. Second, unlike conventional AHP-based CSR models that
evaluate all alternatives against all criteria, the proposed framework introduces a relevance-
based objective grouping mechanism that reduces cognitive burden and avoids forced
comparisons. Third, the study shifts the focus from single-project ranking toward portfolio-
level CSR decision-making, enabling practitioners to balance economic, social, governance,
and cultural interventions in fragile and post-conflict environments.

Although MCDA methods such as AHP, TOPSIS, and DEMATEL have been widely
applied to CSR and sustainability assessment, most existing studies focus on stable insti-
tutional environments and emphasize corporate performance rather than peacebuilding
outcomes. Moreover, few frameworks explicitly address conflict sensitivity, grievance miti-
gation, or institutional trust as decision criteria, highlighting the need for context-adapted
decision-support tools in fragile settings.

This study is divided into five parts. Section 2 presents the proposed methodology,
and Section 3 presents the results, which are divided into the pairwise evaluation of the
criteria and subcriteria, and the assessment of the alternatives by clusters. In Section 4,
the discussion is presented, and finally, the main conclusion is condensed in Section 5.

2. Proposed Methodology
The AHP is a method that uses a hierarchical structure to address complex decisions.

The method classifies the choices or solutions to a given problem by evaluating them
against different criteria using a defined weighting system. The weights are determined
via pairwise comparison, thereby simplifying the selection process. In the AHP method,
problems are modeled as hierarchies. This process is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Basic AHP.

In many cases, each criterion can be divided into several subcriteria to analyze the
problem in greater detail. Pairwise comparisons are used to establish the importance
weights assigned to each criterion. These comparisons are based on the scale system
proposed by [29]. Comparisons using this scale at each level of analysis are used to build
pairwise comparison matrices. Using the procedure detailed in [29], the weights associated
with each comparison can be obtained.

The goal of the proposed methodology is to prioritize CSR projects that maximize
peace outcomes within a specific territory, while accounting for six key criteria. Figure 2
illustrates a block diagram that summarizes the methodology.

• Conflict Sensitivity
• Social Cohesion & Inclusion
• Economic Resilience & Livelihoods
• Institutional Trust & Governance
• Environmental Security
• Feasibility & Sustainability

Goal

Define criteria & subcriteria

Design pairwise questionnaire (Saaty 1–9)

Expert judgments → comparison matrices

Compute local & global weights

Aggregate judgments (AIJ: geometric mean)

Aggregate judgments (AIJ: geometric mean)

Objective grouping: map alternatives
to relevant subcriteria ( direct, indirect, – none)

Score alternatives (=100%, =50%)
+ Ranking, clustering of CSR & peace projects

Pairwise responses:
• Company
• Community
• Government
• Academia 

Figure 2. Proposed methodology.

To simplify portfolio evaluation, this work proposes an enhanced decision-making
framework for CSR and peacebuilding projects based on AHP. The model integrates
six main criteria and their subcriteria to ensure a comprehensive evaluation across the
economic, social, governance, cultural, and sustainability dimensions, as shown in Figure 3.

Prioritize CSR projects that maximize sustainable peace outcomes 
in a specific territory.

C1: Conflict 
Sensitivity 

C2: 
Reconstruction 
and Economic 

Resilience

C3: Social 
Projection and 

Inclusion

C4: Trust, 
Governance 

and Regulation

C5: Education 
and Culture for 

Peace

C6: Economic 
Viability and 
Sustainability

C2.1 C2.2 C2.4

C1.1 C1.2 C1.3

C4.1 C4.2 C4.3C3.1 C3.2 C3.3

C6.1 C6.2 C6.3

C5.1 C5.2 C5.3

𝐴1 𝐴2 … 𝐴𝑛

C1.4

C2.3 C2.5

C3.4 C3.5 C4.4 C4.5 C4.6

Figure 3. Proposed AHP model.
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A key innovation is the introduction of objective grouping, which evaluates each
project alternative only against the subcriteria where it has real impact. Direct contributions
are assigned full weight (100%), indirect contributions partial weight (50%), and irrelevant
dimensions are excluded, thereby increasing realism, efficiency, and transparency in the
prioritization process. The proposal strengthens AHP by avoiding irrelevant comparisons,
reducing the cognitive burden on experts, and improving the consistency of judgments.
It also enables the identification of clusters of projects, thereby guiding the strategic allo-
cation of resources in peacebuilding settings. By combining analytical rigor, stakeholder
legitimacy, and practical applicability, the framework provides a robust tool to prioritize
CSR initiatives that contribute to peacebuilding.

The selection of criteria, subcriteria, and alternatives followed a structured and trans-
parent process aimed at minimizing arbitrariness and reducing the risk of biased model
construction. The six main criteria were grounded in an extensive review of the literature
on CSR, peacebuilding, and post-conflict development, where conflict sensitivity, economic
resilience, social inclusion, governance and trust, education for peace, and long-term sus-
tainability are consistently identified as central dimensions of responsible business conduct
in fragile settings. These dimensions are further reinforced by international CSR and
peacebuilding frameworks as well as established normative guidelines.

To ensure analytical operability, each criterion was translated into a set of measurable,
decision-relevant subcriteria, including grievance mitigation, local supplier integration,
and rights protection. Particular attention was given to avoiding redundancy or conceptual
overlap, thereby preserving internal consistency and clarity within the AHP structure.

The set of alternatives was designed to reflect archetypal CSR intervention types widely
discussed in both academic and policy-oriented peacebuilding literature. Rather than repre-
senting firm-specific initiatives, the alternatives were formulated at an abstract yet realistic
level, thereby enabling their applicability across sectors and developing-country contexts.

The overall decision structure was subsequently reviewed and validated by an ex-
pert panel to ensure contextual relevance and conceptual completeness. By combining
a rigorous, literature-based foundation with expert judgment, this approach reduces the
risk of ad hoc or manipulated model construction and enhances the credibility of the
resulting prioritization.

The proposed methodology is detailed below.

2.1. CSR and Peacebuilding Criteria and Subcriteria

The proposed AHP model is presented in Figure 3. The six criteria (C1–C6) were
selected because they provide a comprehensive and balanced framework to evaluate CSR
initiatives in peacebuilding contexts. They cover enabling conditions such as conflict sensi-
tivity, governance, and cultural transformation (C1, C4, C5), the socioeconomic outcomes
of recovery and inclusion (C2, C3), and the feasibility and sustainability of interventions
(C6). Each criterion can also be broken down into measurable subcriteria, enabling the
capture of concrete aspects such as safe access, decent employment, supply chain integrity,
or cost-per-beneficiary efficiency.

The framework was also designed to maximize discriminatory power and comparabil-
ity. The subcriteria allow differentiation among alternative pathways of impact, such as
whether a project contributes more to employment, supplier development, infrastructure,
dialogue, or grievance mitigation. This prevents CSR initiatives from being evaluated
solely on general goodwill, ensuring that specific contributions to peace are highlighted.
The criteria were chosen for their operational suitability within the AHP methodology.
All elements are defined to enable consistent comparison using the Saaty 1–9 scale and
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are validated using the CR. This design makes the model both academically rigorous and
practical for multi-stakeholder decision-making.

The criteria, subcriteria, and their descriptions are presented below.

C1 Conflict Sensitivity: This criterion assesses the project’s ability to operate in accordance
with the do-no-harm principle. It includes identifying, preventing, and mitigating
risks of violence, social tension, or exclusion that may arise during implementation.
A conflict-sensitive project fosters dialogue spaces, strengthens community relations,
and ensures that it does not deepen existing divisions but instead builds trust and
cohesion among different actors.

C1.1 Access security: This subcriterion assesses whether the project ensures safe
access for all participants and secures a minimum level of agreement among
local, institutional, and community actors, thereby preventing exclusion, intim-
idation, or the escalation of tensions.

C1.2 Peace agreement monitoring: This subcriterion assesses whether the project
contributes to monitoring the implementation of peace agreements and transi-
tional reforms, including justice, reparations, reconciliation, and reintegration
processes.

C1.3 Multi-actor dialogue: This subcriterion assesses whether the initiative creates
inclusive spaces for dialogue among communities, government institutions,
the private sector, victims, and former combatants, fostering trust and construc-
tive conflict resolution.

C1.4 Grievance mitigation: This subcriterion assesses whether the project avoids gener-
ating new conflicts or reinforcing existing grievances by identifying risks, mitigat-
ing unintended negative effects, and adhering to the do-no-harm principle.

C2 Reconstruction and Economic Resilience: This criterion assesses the extent to which
the initiative contributes to economic recovery in peacebuilding contexts. It includes
generating decent and formal employment, strengthening local SMEs, mobilizing
financial resources, and developing sustainable infrastructure. The goal is to build
more resilient economies that reduce vulnerability to future crises and integrate
communities that have historically been marginalized.

C2.1 Logistic and financial peace support, resource mobilization: This subcriterion
assesses whether the project provides infrastructure, logistics, or financial
resources to strengthen peace processes and local recovery.

C2.2 Quality employment, peacebuilding job creation: This subcriterion assesses
the project’s capacity to generate formal, secure, and decent jobs for conflict-
affected populations such as victims, ex-combatants, and youth.

C2.3 Local supplier development, SME capacity building: This subcriterion assesses
whether the initiative integrates local suppliers and SMEs into the corporate
value chain, offering training opportunities and market access.

C2.4 Fiscal instruments, peace financing mechanisms: This subcriterion assesses the
use of fiscal incentives, rotating funds, microcredit, or other financial tools to
support peace-oriented initiatives.

C2.5 Sustainable infrastructure restoration, eco-friendly reconstruction: This subcri-
terion assesses whether the project sustainably rebuilds damaged infrastructure,
respects environmental standards, and improves community resilience.

C3 Social Projection and Inclusion: This criterion focuses on how projects promote the
active participation of communities, women, youth, victims, and ex-combatants in
development processes. It considers gender equity, integration into value chains,
the creation of multi-sector partnerships, and local economic inclusion. It aims to
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reduce inequalities and foster social cohesion by ensuring equitable access to and
participation in development benefits.

C3.1 Multi-sectoral partnerships, government–NGO alliances: This subcriterion
assesses the project’s ability to generate partnerships between companies, gov-
ernment entities, NGOs, and communities, avoiding isolated efforts.

C3.2 Inclusion training, victim and ex-combatant reintegration: This subcriterion
assesses whether the project fosters training, reintegration, and inclusive op-
portunities for people affected by conflict.

C3.3 Value chain integration, local supply chain strengthening: This subcriterion
assesses whether the project enables local communities and SMEs to participate
in productive and commercial value chains.

C3.4 Gender equity, youth empowerment in economic programs: This subcriterion
assesses whether the initiative promotes equal participation of women and
youth in economic and leadership programs.

C3.5 Community engagement, local economic inclusion: This subcriterion assesses
the degree of community involvement in project planning and implementation,
ensuring local economic inclusion.

C4 Trust, Governance and Regulation: This criterion measures the project’s capacity to
strengthen institutions, transparency, and respect for human rights. It includes CSR
audits, supply chain risk management, verification of peace agreements, and anti-
corruption systems. The purpose is to improve the legitimacy of institutions and
companies, build trust, and create enabling environments for peace and sustainability.

C4.1 Peace and human rights norms, regulatory frameworks: This subcriterion
assesses whether the project aligns with human rights norms, peace standards,
and national or international regulatory frameworks.

C4.2 CSR audit, supply chain oversight: This subcriterion assesses whether CSR
audits and supply chain monitoring systems are in place to ensure transparency.

C4.3 Peace agreement verification, compliance monitoring: This subcriterion as-
sesses the project’s contribution to verification mechanisms for peace agree-
ment compliance.

C4.4 Supply chain violence risk management: This subcriterion assesses the com-
pany’s ability to detect and mitigate risks of violence, illegality, or exploitation
within its supply chain.

C4.5 Anticorruption mechanisms, grievance redress systems: This subcriterion as-
sesses whether the initiative implements effective anticorruption measures and
accessible complaint channels for communities and workers.

C4.6 Rights protection, due process: This subcriterion assesses whether workers’
and communities’ rights are respected, ensuring justice and due process.

C5 Education and Culture for Peace: This criterion analyzes how projects contribute to cul-
tural and educational transformation in communities. It focuses on training in peace
values, awareness campaigns, and the development of a participatory, transparent
organizational culture. Education for peace is essential for building trust, preventing
the reproduction of violence, and consolidating long-term reconciliation processes.

C5.1 Trust-building education, peace values training: This subcriterion assesses
whether educational programs promote values of trust, reconciliation, and peace-
ful co-existence in schools and communities.

C5.2 Peace communication, social awareness campaigns: This subcriterion assesses
whether campaigns disseminate messages of peace, nondiscrimination, and so-
cial cohesion.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18042151

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18042151


Sustainability 2026, 18, 2151 8 of 25

C5.3 Organizational culture, participatory, transparent governance: This subcrite-
rion assesses whether the organization’s internal culture reflects participatory,
inclusive, and transparent practices aligned with peace.

C6 Economic Viability and Sustainability: This criterion evaluates whether projects are
economically feasible and sustainable over time. It includes cost-per-beneficiary anal-
ysis, the potential for scaling or replication, and the ability to manage operational and
financial risks. This ensures that investments in peace are not isolated interventions
but rather lasting processes that can grow and adapt across different contexts.

C6.1 Cost-per-beneficiary analysis: This subcriterion assesses the efficiency of the
project in terms of resources invested relative to the number and quality of
beneficiaries reached.

C6.2 Scalability, replicability: This subcriterion assesses whether the project can be
scaled up to other regions or replicated in different contexts successfully.

C6.3 Implementation risk, operational sustainability: This subcriterion assesses
the project’s ability to remain sustainable over time, effectively managing
operational, financial, and social risks.

2.2. Alternatives

The following 10 alternatives are proposed to capture the diverse ways in which CSR
initiatives can contribute to peacebuilding, each reflecting a specific entry point aligned
with the AHP model’s criteria and subcriteria. They cover economic and sustainability
dimensions (A1 Inclusive Employment, A2 Local Supplier Development, A3 Community
Infrastructure, A4 Ecosystem Restoration, A8 Financial Mechanisms), cultural and educa-
tional approaches (A5 Peace Education Campaigns, A9 Gender and Youth Empowerment),
governance and institutional strengthening (A6 Anticorruption Systems, A10 Agreement
Monitoring), and dialogue and social cohesion (A7 Community Mediation Platforms).
Together, they ensure that evaluation is not abstract but grounded in real-world context-
relevant interventions. The alternatives were designed to reflect both direct peace dividends
(jobs, education, transparency) and enabling conditions (scalability, trust, protection of
rights), thereby offering decision-makers a comprehensive portfolio for prioritizing CSR
projects in peacebuilding contexts.

A1 Inclusive Employment for Peace: Creation of formal and quality jobs for victims,
ex-combatants, women, and at-risk youth, combined with training, reintegration,
and psychosocial support to promote social inclusion and sustainable livelihoods.

A2 Local Supplier Development for Inclusive Growth: Strengthening local SMEs and
community associations through training, fair payment mechanisms, and access to
finance, enabling their integration into corporate supply chains.

A3 Community Water, Sanitation and Green Infrastructure: Development or restoration
of community infrastructure for water, sanitation, and green spaces using eco-friendly
standards, while creating local employment and improving quality of life.

A4 Ecosystem Restoration and Green Jobs: Restoration of ecosystems such as forests,
mangroves, or watersheds, combined with the promotion of green jobs and sustainable
community livelihoods.

A5 Peace Education and Awareness Campaigns: Implementation of educational pro-
grams, school workshops, and media campaigns to foster peace values, reconciliation,
and trust between different social groups.

A6 Anticorruption and Transparency Systems: Introduction of CSR audits, transparency
reports, ethics codes, and community complaint mechanisms to build institutional
trust and accountability.
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A7 Community Dialogue and Mediation Platforms: Establishment of safe spaces for
multi-actor dialogue, mediation, and reconciliation to address community tensions
and support social cohesion.

A8 Financial Mechanisms for Peace (Funds and Microcredit): Creation of peace funds,
rotating loans, and microcredit programs to support entrepreneurial, small businesses,
and local development initiatives.

A9 Gender Equality and Youth Empowerment Programs: Initiatives that promote gender
equity and empowerment of youth through training, mentoring, and productive
projects for vulnerable populations.

A10 Peace Agreement Monitoring and Community Oversight: Citizen observatories and
open data monitoring systems to track compliance with peace agreements and support
accountability through community oversight.

2.3. Objective Grouping Aligned with AHP Criteria

Objective grouping refers to classifying and evaluating the project alternatives (A1,
A2,· · · , A10) only against the criteria and subcriteria where they genuinely have an impact,
rather than forcing them to be assessed against all requirements. In a classical AHP
application, every alternative is compared against every criterion. However, in practice,
many initiatives do not relate to certain aspects. For instance, an inclusive employment
project (A1) is directly connected to C2.2 Quality employment and C3.2 Reintegration
of victims and ex-combatants, but it has no meaningful link with C4.5 Anticorruption
mechanisms. Similarly, a peace education campaign (A5) contributes to C5.1 Peace values
education and C5.2 Communication, but it cannot reasonably be assessed under C2.5
Sustainable infrastructure. Objective grouping ensures that each alternative is evaluated
only when it is relevant.

The process begins with mapping the real impacts of each alternative. If an alternative
has a direct effect on a subcriterion, it receives the full weight of that subcriterion (100%); if it
has an indirect impact, it gets a fraction of that weight (50%). These weighted contributions
are then aggregated into a total score for each alternative.

This method is more objective because it avoids forced comparisons when projects are
irrelevant. It ensures that each initiative is evaluated solely on the dimensions it genuinely
influences. It also respects the nature of each project, acknowledging where it creates
value and where it does not. In addition, the evaluation is based on the already calculated
AHP weights, thereby guiding the process by the relative importance of each subcriterion
rather than subjective preferences. As a result, prioritization becomes more equitable and
transparent, particularly in peacebuilding contexts where legitimacy and inclusion are
essential to decision-making.

The following works have addressed the concept of direct grouping. In [30], not all
projects are judged with the same lens. Portfolios are structured so that each initiative
is evaluated solely on the criteria to which it contributes materially. In [31], the context-
specific selection criteria are highlighted, arguing that not every criterion applies to every
intervention. This is equivalent to the ex ante pruning of the comparison set. In [32], AHP
is simplified by reducing the number of pairwise comparisons and privileging essential
judgments. While it does not formalize direct/indirect weights, it aims to minimize un-
necessary comparisons. [33] proposes semi-automated methods to derive weights with
less bias. In [34], trends towards hybrid methods and complexity reduction are identified,
demonstrating that the AHP community values approaches that avoid superfluous com-
parisons. In [35], mechanisms are provided to consolidate judgments from multiple actors.
Agreement on which criteria apply to which alternatives can thus be operationalized via
Aggregate Individual Judgments (AIJs). In [36], the importance of hierarchy design and
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focus in group settings is stressed, helping to ensure that actors agree on what to compare
and what not to compare. The authors of [37] show that in practice, many applications
already perform topic-specific pruning of criteria/indicators. Taken together, these direc-
tions formalize a process in which each alternative is assessed only against the subcriteria
where it has a direct impact, with full weight for direct contributions and reduced weight
for indirect ones.

From methodological and applied perspectives, these eight works legitimize four
pillars of objective grouping.

1. Relevance (evaluate only the applicable criteria).
2. Efficiency and consistency (fewer comparisons, better CR).
3. Governance of the process to agree on relevance and weights.
4. Robustness (more objective weighting procedures).

2.4. AHP Pairwise-Comparison Survey and Compute Criterion Weights

Pairwise comparisons and the computation of criteria weights are conducted as follows.
First, a closed and finite set of evaluation criteria is defined (e.g., C1. . .C6), along with

their corresponding subcriteria when applicable. Relevant stakeholders—such as repre-
sentatives from companies, local communities, government entities, non-governmental
organizations, and academia—are then selected to form the expert panel. If differentiated
influence among experts is required, panel weights αk are predefined such that ∑k αk = 1.

Judgments are elicited using the Saaty relative-importance scale, where 1 denotes equal
importance, 3 moderate importance, 5 strong importance, 7 very strong importance, and 9
extreme importance, with the values 2, 4, 6, and 8 representing intermediate judgments.
Reciprocal values are assigned when the opposite criterion is preferred. For a set of n
criteria, a total of n(n − 1)/2 pairwise comparison questions are required; for n = 6, this
corresponds to comparisons.

Each question compares a pair of criteria (i, j) and determines which criterion con-
tributes more strongly to the decision objective (e.g., maximizing peacebuilding impact),
as well as the intensity of that preference. For example, if criterion Ci is judged to be
strongly more critical than criterion Cj with an intensity of 5, the corresponding entries are
set to aij = 5 and aji = 1/5.

Each expert’s pairwise judgments are compiled into a positive reciprocal comparison
matrix A = [aij] ∈ Rn×n, satisfying the following conditions:

aii = 1, aij > 0, aji =
1
aij

∀ i ̸= j. (1)

Criteria weights (priorities) are then derived using the row geometric mean method:

wi =
( n

∏
j=1

aij

)1/n
, w̃i =

wi

∑n
k=1 wk

. (2)

The resulting vector w̃ = (w̃1, . . . , w̃n) represents the normalized criteria weights and
satisfies ∑i w̃i = 1.

When multiple experts are involved, let m denote the number of experts, each provid-
ing an individual comparison matrix A(k) with an associated panel weight αk. To preserve
the multiplicative structure of the AHP, the AIJ approach is applied. Individual matrices
are aggregated using a weighted geometric mean:

âij =
m

∏
k=1

(
a(k)ij

)αk
. (3)
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The normalized weight vector w̃ is then computed from the aggregated comparison
matrix Â = [âij] following the same procedure.

The final output of the model consists of the normalized criteria weights w̃. An analo-
gous process is repeated within each criterion to obtain local subcriterion weights. Global
subcriterion priorities are subsequently calculated as:

w(global)
i,j = wi · w(local)

i,j (4)

Expert Panel and Evaluation Protocol

The reliability of the proposed AHP-based framework depends on a structured and
transparent expert evaluation process. To minimize subjectivity and enhance methodolog-
ical rigor, this study followed a clearly defined expert selection strategy and evaluation
protocol. Although the size of expert panels in MCDA studies may vary with context
and availability, prior research indicates that small yet well-qualified expert groups are
appropriate for AHP applications, particularly when combined with consistency valida-
tion and structured aggregation procedures. In this study, the emphasis was placed on
expert relevance and diversity of perspectives, rather than numerical representativeness.
The multi-stakeholder composition and consistency-control mechanisms were designed to
mitigate individual bias and enhance the credibility of collective judgment.

Based on academic production, expert judgment was incorporated as a fundamental
component of the AHP to assess the quality and reliability of the participants’ analyses.
The experts were selected through a non-probability convenience sample, a methodologi-
cally consistent approach given the need to access specialized knowledge without requiring
full access to the population, thereby optimizing time and cost.

The selection criteria included: disciplinary expertise in CSR, tourism, or peacebuild-
ing, with a history of participation in projects related to these topics; and a proven track
record of research in these areas. Participants were required to hold at least a master’s
degree, ensuring a high level of critical analysis and subject-matter expertise; to have
published at least one indexed academic article on these topics within the last two years;
and to participate anonymously and voluntarily, minimizing biases that could be generated
by institutional pressure.

Furthermore, an exclusion criterion was that expert judges not be affiliated with
the same academic body or research center, thereby reducing potential correlation and
improving the objectivity of the collected judgments. The instrument was administered in
person and individually, so that each participant could make their comparisons without
influence from others. It should be noted that methodological questions were also addressed
during each session.

Experts participated in a structured pairwise-comparison survey using the Saaty 1–9
scale. Before the evaluation, all criteria and subcriteria were clearly defined and explained
to ensure a shared understanding of their meaning and scope. The number of pairwise
comparisons was predefined and kept within recommended limits to reduce cognitive
burden and expert fatigue.

Each expert’s comparison matrices were independently evaluated using the Consis-
tency Ratio (CR). A threshold of CR ≤ 0.10 was adopted as an acceptability criterion. When
inconsistencies exceeded this threshold, experts were invited to review and revise their
judgments. This iterative validation process improved internal coherence without altering
the model’s conceptual structure.

Individual expert judgments were aggregated using the AIJ approach, employing the
geometric mean. This method preserves the multiplicative properties of AHP and mitigates
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the influence of extreme or outlier opinions. Stakeholder groups were assigned equal or
predefined weights to prevent dominance by any single group.

The evaluation process assumes that experts can make consistent relative judgments
within their domain of expertise and that CSR initiatives do not influence all evaluation
dimensions equally. This latter assumption motivates the adoption of the objective grouping
mechanism, whereby alternatives are evaluated only against the subcriteria to which
they contribute directly or indirectly. By restricting evaluations to relevant dimensions,
the framework reduces speculative judgments and enhances the realism and legitimacy of
the results.

3. Results
All reported criteria and subcriteria weights are based on pairwise comparison ma-

trices that satisfied the predefined consistency requirements. The presentation of results
systematically links each weight to its corresponding consistency validation, ensuring
transparency and traceability from expert judgment to final prioritization outcomes.

The results section is divided into two parts. The first explains the expert group’s
assessment of the criteria and subcriteria. The second involves evaluating the alternatives
against a set of other options.

3.1. Results of the Stakeholder Group Survey

This section presents the pairwise evaluation conducted by the panel of experts for
the criteria and subcriteria.

3.1.1. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria

Table 1 presents the pairwise comparison for the criteria. The results show that
Education and Culture for Peace (C5) (0.2497) and Economic Viability and Sustainabil-
ity (C6) (0.2154) received the highest weights, together representing almost half of the
total importance (≈47%). This indicates that experts consider cultural transformation,
trust-building, and education in peace values, alongside the projects’ financial feasibility,
scalability, and sustainability, to be the most decisive factors for CSR initiatives in peace-
building contexts. Projects that do not address these two areas may risk being perceived as
short-lived or superficial. In Table 1, the row highlighted in green correspond to the highest
rating value, and those highlighted in red correspond to the lowest.

Table 1. Criteria for the proposed AHP model.

Goal Weights

C1: Conflict Sensitivity. 0.1186

C2: Reconstruction and Economic Resilience. 0.1349

C3: Social Projection and Inclusion. 0.1356

C4: Trust, Governance and Regulation. 0.1458

C5: Education and Culture for Peace. 0.2497

C6: Economic Viability and Sustainability. 0.2154

In the middle range, Trust, Governance and Regulation (C4) (0.1458), Social Projection
and Inclusion (C3) (0.1356), and Reconstruction and Economic Resilience (C2) (0.1349)
hold similar weights. This indicates that while inclusion, economic reconstruction, and in-
stitutional accountability are valued, they are considered supportive conditions rather
than the primary differentiators among alternatives. These criteria ensure that projects
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are transparent, participatory, and inclusive, but do not outweigh the need for cultural
transformation and long-term viability.

Conflict Sensitivity (C1) (0.1186) received the lowest weight, though its importance
should not be underestimated. Experts may view it as a baseline requirement: every project
in a peacebuilding environment must be conflict-sensitive, ensuring that it does not cause
harm; however, it is not the primary factor in prioritizing one initiative over another.

3.1.2. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C1. Conflict Sensitivity

Table 2 presents the pairwise comparison for criterion C1. The results highlight C1.4
Grievance mitigation, community relations, and risk management (0.3282) as the most
critical subcriterion under conflict sensitivity. This reflects the idea that, in peacebuilding
settings, a project’s ability to address community grievances, manage risks, and build
constructive local relations is crucial for maintaining stability and preventing new tensions.
This is not surprising, since unresolved grievances and weak community relations are often
triggers for renewed violence.

Table 2. Subcriteria for C1. Conflict sensitivity.

Subcriteria Weights

C1.1 Access security; stakeholder consensus. 0.2147

C1.2 Peace agreement monitoring; transitional reform oversight. 0.1867

C1.3 Multi-actor dialogue; track-two diplomacy; peace negotiations. 0.2704

C1.4 Grievance mitigation; community relations; risk management. 0.3282

The second-highest weight is assigned to C1.3 Multi-actor dialogue, track-two diplo-
macy, and peace negotiations (0.2704). This indicates that fostering dialogue and mediation
spaces among diverse stakeholders is perceived as another critical driver of peacebuilding.
Dialogue-based interventions help bridge divides, build trust, and facilitate consensus,
all of which are essential in fragile environments. C1.1 Access security and stakeholder
consensus (0.2147) follow, highlighting the operational need for safe access and minimum
agreements between actors to ensure project feasibility.

C1.2 Monitoring of the peace agreement and transitional reform oversight (0.1867)
received the lowest weight, although it remains relevant. Experts may consider this function
important, but it is less directly within the control of CSR projects, which typically focus on
community-level actions rather than on national-level monitoring.

3.1.3. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C2. Reconstruction and Economic Resilience

Table 3 presents the pairwise comparison for criteria C2. The results place C2.5
Sustainable infrastructure restoration and eco-friendly reconstruction (0.2444) as the top
subcriterion. This underscores the importance of rebuilding physical assets and public
goods (water, sanitation, housing, roads) sustainably, since infrastructure is both a visible
peace dividend and a foundation for long-term resilience. Very close behind is C2.3 Local
supplier development and SME capacity building (0.2400), which reflects the central role
of strengthening local economic actors and integrating them into value chains to ensure
inclusive growth in peacebuilding settings.

C2.2 Quality employment and peacebuilding job creation (0.2285) also rank highly, con-
firming that generating stable and decent jobs is perceived as a cornerstone of reconciliation
and economic recovery. Employment not only provides livelihoods but also contributes
to reintegration, reduces incentives to return to violence, and fosters dignity for victims
and ex-combatants. Together, these three subcriteria (C2.2-C2.5) represent almost 71% of
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the total weight of this criterion, showing a strong consensus on economic reconstruction
through jobs, local businesses, and sustainable infrastructure.

Table 3. Subcriteria for C2. Reconstruction and economic resilience.

Subcriteria Weights

C2.1 Logistic and financial peace support, resource mobilization. 0.1133

C2.2 Quality employment, peacebuilding, job creation. 0.2285

C2.3 Local supplier development, SME capacity building. 0.2401

C2.4 Fiscal instruments, peace financing mechanisms. 0.1737

C2.5 Sustainable infrastructure restoration, eco-friendly reconstruction. 0.2444

In contrast, C2.4 Fiscal instruments and peace financing mechanisms (0.1737) and
C2.1 Logistic and financial peace support, resource mobilization (0.1133) received lower
weights. While these mechanisms remain valuable, they are likely perceived as more
indirect or enabling factors than the immediate, tangible impacts of infrastructure, SMEs,
and employment.

3.1.4. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C3. Social Projection and Inclusion

Table 4 presents the pairwise comparison for criteria C3. The results show that C3.3
Value chain integration and local supply chain strengthening (0.2874) and C3.5 Commu-
nity engagement and local economic inclusion (0.2713) are the top priorities within this
criterion. Together, they account for more than half of the weight, underscoring the im-
portance of connecting communities and small producers to broader economic systems
while ensuring benefits are distributed inclusively. These subcriteria stress the need for
CSR projects to go beyond isolated actions and actively involve local actors in sustainable
economic opportunities.

Table 4. Subcriteria for C3. Social projection and inclusion.

Subcriteria Weights

C3.1 Multi-sectoral partnerships, government–NGO cooperation. 0.1362

C3.2 Inclusion training, victim and ex-combatant reintegration. 0.1582

C3.3 Value chain integration, local supply chain strengthening. 0.2874

C3.4 Gender equity, youth empowerment in economic programs. 0.1469

C3.5 Community engagement, local economic inclusion. 0.2713

In the mid-range, C3.2 Inclusion training and reintegration of victims and ex-
combatants (0.1582) and C3.4 Gender equity and youth empowerment (0.1469) reflect
the recognition that reintegration and equity programs are critical but often function best
when integrated into broader economic and community structures. Their weight suggests
that stakeholders value targeted programs for vulnerable groups, but they also see these
programs as complementary to systemic approaches, such as value chains and commu-
nity inclusion.

C3.1 Multi-sectoral partnerships and government–NGO cooperation (0.1362) received
the lowest weight, though it remains relevant. Partnerships are clearly valued, but in
this prioritization, they are more seen as enablers than as the central mechanism for
peacebuilding through CSR.
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3.1.5. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C4. Trust, Governance and Regulation

Table 5 presents the pairwise comparison for criteria C4. The top priorities are C4.5 An-
ticorruption mechanisms and grievance redress systems (0.2335) and C4.6 Rights protection
and due process (0.2032). Together, these account for almost 44% of the weight, highlighting
that in peacebuilding contexts, accountability, access to justice, and effective remedies are
fundamental to building trust in institutions and companies. Anticorruption mechanisms
are essential for preventing the misuse of resources. At the same time, the protection of
rights and the guarantee of due process ensure that vulnerable groups can trust the system
to uphold fairness and justice.

Table 5. Subcriteria for C4. Trust, Governance, and Regulation.

Subcriteria Weights

C4.1 CSR norms; peace and human rights standards. 0.1037

C4.2 CSR audit, supply chain oversight. 0.1274

C4.3 Peace agreement verification, compliance monitoring. 0.1306

C4.4 Supply chain violence risk management. 0.2016

C4.5 Anticorruption mechanisms, grievance redress systems. 0.2335

C4.6 Rights protection, due process. 0.2032

Close behind, C4.4 Supply chain violence risk management (0.2016) ranks third. This
highlights the importance of CSR in ensuring that supply chains are free of links to vio-
lence, armed groups, or illegal economies, an issue that is particularly critical in fragile
territories, where resource extraction and local commerce can fuel conflict dynamics. To-
gether with C4.5 and C4.6, this shows a strong focus on reducing structural risks that may
undermine peace.

The lower-weighted subcriteria are C4.3 Peace agreement verification and compliance
monitoring (0.1306), C4.2 CSR audit and supply chain oversight (0.1274), and C4.1 CSR
norms, peace, and human rights standards (0.1037). Although still relevant, these are likely
perceived as enabling or background mechanisms rather than the central drivers of trust.

3.1.6. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C5. Education and Culture for Peace

Table 6 presents the pairwise comparison for criteria C5. The highest priority is
C5.3 Organizational culture, participatory, transparent governance (0.3693), which under-
scores the importance of embedding peace values within institutions and companies. This
suggests that experts view internal organizational culture, as reflected in participatory
practices, transparency, and governance, as the foundation for credibility and legitimacy.
Without an internal alignment with peace values, external education or campaigns can
appear inconsistent or lose impact.

Table 6. Subcriteria weight for C5. Education and Culture for Peace.

Subcriteria Weights

C5.1 Trust-building education, peace values training. 0.3386

C5.2 Peace communication, social awareness campaigns. 0.2921

C5.3 Organizational culture, participatory, transparent governance. 0.3693

Close behind, C5.1 Trust-building education and peace values training (0.3386) reflects
the recognition that education is a long-term investment in reconciliation. This subcri-
terion underscores the need for structured learning processes in schools, communities,
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and workplaces to instill values of trust, non-violence, and cooperation. Together with
C5.3, it emphasizes structural and educational change as central levers of peacebuilding.

C5.2 Peace communication and social awareness campaigns (0.2921) have slightly
less weight but still play a critical role. Experts may view communication campaigns as
complementary tools that amplify the impact of education and organizational culture,
but cannot substitute deeper structural and pedagogical interventions.

3.1.7. Pairwise Evaluation for Criteria C6. Economic Viability and Sustainability

Table 7 presents the pairwise comparison for criteria C6. The results show a clear
emphasis on C6.3 Implementation risk and operational sustainability (0.3956) and C6.2
Scalability and replicability (0.3952), which together account for nearly 80% of the total
weight. This indicates that experts place the most significant importance on whether CSR
projects can be sustained over time and whether they can be expanded or replicated in
other regions.

Table 7. Subcriteria for C6. Economic Viability and Sustainability.

Subcriteria Weights

C6.1 Cost-per-beneficiary analysis. 0.2092

C6.2 Scalability, replicability. 0.3952

C6.3 Implementation risk, operational sustainability. 0.3956

In peacebuilding settings, where interventions must demonstrate long-term reliability
and broader reach, these two subcriteria are decisive in determining an initiative’s success.
Meanwhile, C6.1, Cost-per-beneficiary analysis (0.2092), received the lowest weight, al-
though it remains significant. This suggests that efficiency is valued, but not at the expense
of durability or scale. Experts may perceive that a project that is slightly more expensive per
beneficiary but highly scalable and sustainable delivers greater peacebuilding dividends
than one that is cost-efficient but short-lived.

3.2. Cluster Scenarios to Choose the Best Alternative

In this section, alternatives are organized into thematic clusters, such as economic
sustainability, educational culture, and governance transparency, thereby facilitating com-
parisons of projects with similar characteristics. Grouping the analysis by similar AHP
criteria and subcriteria (e.g., conflict sensitivity, economic resilience) allows experts to
compare alternatives within a coherent conceptual framework, leading to more consistent
judgments. This provides methodological clarity, as the comparisons are based on specific
measurable indicators. It also helps identify the strengths and weaknesses of each alter-
native with respect to the model’s concrete dimensions, making the prioritization process
more transparent and technically rigorous. The result of the objective grouping for each
alternative is presented in Table 8.

For the next subsection, the following nomenclature is used:
Ci is the criteria for i = 1, 2, · · · , n, where n is the total number of criteria,
Wi is the weight of the criteria for each i,
Si,j is the subcriteria for each i and j = 1, 2, · · · , mi, where mi are the subcriteria that belong
to each criterion,
Pi,j is the weight of the subcriteria for i = 1, 2, · · · , n,
WP = Wi · Pi,j ,
Aki,j

is the scored for k = 1, 2, · · · , 10 with respect to Si,j,
δki,j

= WP · Aki,j
,
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VAk = ∑n,mi
i,j δki,j

is the valoration obtained for the alternative k.

Table 8. Objective grouping for each alternative.

Alternative Direct Impact Indirect Impact

A1 C2.2, C3.2 and C6.3. C3.4
A2 C2.3, C3.3 and C6.2. C4.4
A3 C1.4, C2.5 and C6.3. C5.1
A4 C2.5, C3.5 and C6.2. C5.2
A5 C5.1, C5.2 and C5.3. C3.1
A6 C4.4, C4.5 and C4.6. C4.2
A7 C1.3, C1.4 and C5.3. C3.1
A8 C2.1, C2.4 and C6.1. C3.5
A9 C3.2, C3.4 and C5.1. C2.2

A10 C1.2, C4.3 and C4.6. C4.1

3.2.1. Economic–Sustainability Cluster

The Economic–Sustainability Cluster (ESC) groups alternatives whose main logic is
to revitalize the local economy while ensuring the long-term viability and sustainabil-
ity of projects. In the AHP model, it corresponds primarily to C2: Reconstruction and
Economic Resilience (employment, SMEs, financing, sustainable infrastructure) and C6:
Economic Viability and Sustainability (scalability/replicability and operational sustainabil-
ity), with complementary contributions from economic inclusion. In practical terms, this
cluster captures projects that translate resources into tangible peace dividends: jobs, pro-
ductive linkages, resilient infrastructure, and replicable models. The alternatives included
in ESC are the following:

• A1 Inclusive Employment for Peace.
• A2 Local Supplier Development for Inclusive Growth.
• A3 Community Water, Sanitation and Green Infrastructure.

In this cluster, the most decisive global weights typically come from C1.1 Access secu-
rity, C2.2 Employment, C2.3 SME/value chain, C2.5 Sustainable infrastructure, and from
C6: C6.2 Scalability and C6.3 Operational sustainability. For example, A2 may outrank
A3 if it demonstrates greater replicability and local linkages, whereas A3 can prevail if it
provides immediate public goods at low operating costs. In Figure 4, the AHP model is
presented with the alternatives and criteria that apply directly and indirectly to the ESC.

Prioritize CSR projects
Economic–Sustainability Cluster

C2 C3 C5

C2.2 C3.2 C3.3

A1 A2 A3

C2.5 C3.4 C4.4

C6

C6.2 C6.3C5.1

C4

C1.4

C1

C2.3

Figure 4. Economic–Sustainability Cluster AHP model.

Table 9 presents the result of the comprehensive evaluation of the AHP model for
ESC. The values VA1 = 0.1474, VA2 = 0.1712, and VA3 = 0.1605 represent the normalized
aggregate scores derived from applying the AHP with objective grouping. These are not
absolute measures, but rather relative weights that indicate the comparative priority of
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each alternative within the ESC. The higher the score, the stronger the alignment of the
project with the most heavily weighted subcriteria. In this case, A2 ranks first, closely
followed by A3, while A1 remains competitive but slightly weaker.

Table 9. Economic–Sustainability Cluster evaluation.

Ci Wi Si,j Pi,j WP A1i,j A2i,j A3i,j δ1i,j δ2i,j δ3i,j

C1 0.1186 C1.4 0.3282 0.0389 1 0.0389

C2 0.1349
C2.2 0.2285 0.0308 1 0.0308
C2.3 0.2401 0.0324 1 0.0324
C2.5 0.2444 0.0330 1 0.0330

C3 0.1356
C3.2 0.1582 0.0215 1 0.0215
C3.3 0.2874 0.0390 1 0.0390
C3.4 0.1469 0.0199 0.5 0.0100

C4 0.1458 C4.4 0.2016 0.0294 0.5 0.0147

C5 0.2497 C5.1 0.3386 0.0845 0.5 0.0423

C6 0.2154 C6.2 0.3952 0.0851 1 0.0851
C6.3 0.3956 0.0852 1 1 0.0852 0.0852

VA1 ,VA2 ,VA3 ⇒ 0.1474 0.1712 0.1605

Specifically, A2 (0.1712) benefits from strong contributions in the development of small
companies, the integration of the value chain, and the management of supply chain risk,
making it the best performer. A3 (0.1605) comes next, leveraging sustainable infrastructure
and operational sustainability to remain competitive despite relying on several indirect
impacts. A1 (0.1474) scores lower because its focus on employment and reintegration is
aligned with subcriteria that carry relatively minor global weights. The narrow differ-
ences between the three (less than 0.024) show that all are viable projects, with a slight
prioritization order of A2 > A3 > A1.

3.2.2. Cultural–Educational Cluster

The Cultural–Educational Cluster (CEC) groups alternatives that primarily aim to
transform values, attitudes, and narratives to build a culture of peace. The evaluation of
CEC is presented in Table 10.

The CEC corresponds to C5: Education and Culture for Peace, complemented by
aspects of C3: Social inclusion when linked to empowerment. These initiatives emphasize
long-term social change through education, communication, and participatory culture.
The alternatives included in ESC are the following:

• A5 Peace Education and Awareness Campaigns.
• A9 Gender Equality and Youth Empowerment Programs.

In CEC, the most decisive global weights typically come from C3.2 Inclusion training,
C3.4 Gender and youth empowerment, and from C5: C5.1 Peace values education, C5.2
Communication and awareness, and C5.3 Gender and youth empowerment. In Figure 5,
the AHP model is presented with the alternatives and criteria that apply directly and
indirectly to the CEC.
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Prioritize CSR projects
Cultural–Educational Cluster

C2 C3

C2.2 C3.1 C3.2

A5 A9

C3.4

C5

C5.2 C5.3C5.1

Figure 5. Cultural–Educational Cluster AHP model.

Table 10. Cultural–Educational Cluster evaluation.

Ci Wi Si,j Pi,j WP A5i,j A9i,j δ5i,j δ9i,j

C2 0.1349 C2.2 0.2285 0.0308 0.5 0.0154

C3 0.1356
C3.1 0.1362 0.0185 0.5 0.0092
C3.2 0.1582 0.0215 1 0.0215
C3.4 0.1469 0.0199 1 0.0199

C5 0.2497
C5.1 0.3386 0.0845 1 1 0.0845 0.0845
C5.2 0.2921 0.0729 1 0.0729
C5.3 0.3693 0.0922 1 0.0922

VA5 ,VA9 ⇒ 0.2589 0.1413

The scores A5 = 0.2589 and A9 = 0.1413 represent the normalized weights of alter-
natives within the Cultural–Educational cluster. A5 (Peace Education and Awareness
Campaigns) achieves the higher score because it contributes directly to subcriteria with
stronger global weights, such as C5.1 Trust-building education (0.0845), C5.2 Peace commu-
nication campaigns (0.0729), and partially C5.3 Organizational culture and participatory
governance (0.0922). Since these subcriteria are heavily prioritized in the AHP structure,
A5 emerges as the leading alternative in this cluster.

In contrast, A9 (Gender and Youth Empowerment) scores lower because its main
contributions fall under subcriteria with smaller global weights: C3.4 Gender and youth
empowerment (0.0200), C3.2 Reintegration (0.0215, indirect), C2.2 Employment (0.0308,
indirect), and C5.1 Education for peace (0.0845, direct). While still valuable, A9 does not
align as strongly with the highest-weighted cultural–educational subcriteria, which explains
its lower score relative to A5. This indicates that peace education and awareness campaigns
are prioritized, whereas gender and youth empowerment remain complementary.

3.2.3. Governance–Institutional Cluster

The Governance, Institutional Cluster (GIC) groups alternatives focused on strength-
ening institutions, transparency, and accountability. In the AHP model, it is derived from
C4: Trust, Governance, and Regulation, with links to monitoring and rights protection,
as shown in Figure 6. These initiatives build the legitimacy necessary for sustainable peace.
The alternatives included in ESC are:

• A6 Anticorruption and Transparency Systems.
• A10 Peace Agreement Monitoring and Oversight.
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Prioritize CSR projects
Governance--Institutional Cluster

C1 C4

C1.2 C4.1 C4.2

A6 A10

C4.4 C4.1 C4.2 C4.4

Figure 6. Governance, Institutional Cluster AHP model.

The GIC evaluation is presented in Table 11. In GIC, the most decisive global weights
typically come from C1.1 Access security, and C4: C4.3 Peace agreement verification,
C4.4 Supply chain violence risk management, C4.5 Anticorruption mechanisms, and C4.6
Rights protection.

Table 11. Governance, Institutional Cluster evaluation.

Ci Wi Si,j Pi,j WP A6i,j A10i,j δ6i,j δ10i,j

C1 0.1186 C1.2 0.1867 0.0221 1 0.0221

C4 0.1458

C4.1 0.1037 0.0151 0.5 0.0076
C4.2 0.1274 0.0186 0.5 0.0093
C4.3 0.1306 0.0190 1 0.0190
C4.4 0.2016 0.0294 1 0.0294
C4.5 0.2335 0.0340 1 0.0340
C4.6 0.2032 0.0296 1 1 0.0296 0.0296

VA6 ,VA10 ⇒ 0.1024 0.0784

The scores A6 = 0.1024 and A10 = 0.0784 represent the normalized weights of alterna-
tives within the Governance–Institutional cluster. A6 (Anticorruption and Transparency
Systems) achieves the highest score because it directly addresses the subcriteria with the
strongest global weights in this dimension: C4.5 Anticorruption and grievance redress,
C4.6 Rights protection and due process, and partially C4.4 Supply chain violence risk man-
agement. These subcriteria are highly prioritized in the AHP framework, which explains
why A6 emerges as the leading alternative in the governance cluster.

In contrast, A10 (Peace Agreement Monitoring and Oversight) focuses more on C1.2
Peace agreement monitoring, C4.3 Compliance monitoring, and, to a lesser extent, C4.1
CSR norms and human rights standards. Although still important, these subcriteria carry
less overall weight than those emphasized by A6, resulting in a lower score. This means
that strengthening anticorruption systems, accountability, and the protection of rights is
considered more impactful and urgent than monitoring peace agreements, although A10
remains relevant as a complementary, specialized intervention.

Although a full sensitivity analysis is beyond the scope of this study, the relative stabil-
ity of rankings across criteria with the highest global weights suggests a reasonable degree
of robustness. Small variations in lower-weighted criteria did not significantly alter the pri-
oritization within clusters, indicating that the framework is primarily driven by structurally
relevant dimensions such as education for peace, sustainability, and governance.
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4. Discussion
The proposed framework provides a holistic view of the factors shaping the relation-

ship between CSR and peacebuilding. It balances social, economic, institutional, and cul-
tural dimensions, ensuring that project prioritization is not limited to financial indicators,
but also incorporates social cohesion, governance, and sustainability. By evaluating al-
ternatives against specific subcriteria, the model highlights the differential strengths and
weaknesses of each project. This prevents superficial initiatives from being favored and
ensures that those contributing to sensitive peacebuilding dynamics, such as ex-combatant
reintegration or institutional transparency, are valued more fairly. Moreover, its partici-
patory and accessible design reinforces the legitimacy of decisions within peacebuilding
communities, thereby increasing trust in the prioritization process.

Apply the framework to concrete case studies in peacebuilding territories to assess
the consistency of expert judgments, identify potential adjustments to the subcriteria,
and strengthen the tool’s usability in real decision-making processes.

Objective grouping has emerged as a methodological innovation in applying AHP
to CSR and peacebuilding contexts. Unlike the traditional approach, which requires
comparing all alternatives against all criteria, this method acknowledges that projects do not
influence every dimension equally. Instead, it links each alternative only to the subcriteria
where it generates real impact, assigning full weight to direct contributions and partial
weight to indirect ones. This adjustment improves the realism of the evaluation, prevents
artificial overestimation, and ensures that scores reflect the true nature of each intervention.

In practice, objective grouping helps distinguish among alternatives that, under a
classical model, would appear equivalent. Projects such as inclusive employment (A1) or
local supplier development (A2) remain competitive. They directly address high-weight
subcriteria, whereas others, such as community infrastructure (A3), score lower because
they rely mainly on indirect contributions. This approach clarifies why some alternatives
are prioritized while others serve as complements, thereby providing transparency and
traceability in the prioritization process.

Another key contribution is the legitimacy that objective grouping provides. In post-
conflict territories, transparency and consistency in decision-making are crucial. By ex-
plicitly showing which subcriteria support each alternative’s scores, the model offers a
verifiable framework for communities, companies, and governments, thereby reducing
perceptions of arbitrariness. In addition, by reducing the cognitive burden on experts, who
no longer need to evaluate projects along irrelevant dimensions, the method improves
judgment consistency and increases stakeholder trust in the results.

Compared to previous CSR–AHP studies, which often prioritize economic or reputa-
tional dimensions, the present findings assign greater importance to education for peace,
institutional trust, and long-term sustainability. This aligns with emerging peacebuilding-
oriented CSR literature but contrasts with models developed for stable corporate environ-
ments, underscoring the contextual specificity of the proposed framework.

From a methodological perspective, the AHP approach assumes hierarchical indepen-
dence among criteria and relies on expert judgment, which may introduce bias. While these
limitations were mitigated through consistency checks and multi-stakeholder aggregation,
they should be considered when interpreting the results.

Beyond describing the relative weights and rankings, the results reveal clear strategic
trade-offs in CSR prioritization for peacebuilding contexts. For instance, initiatives with
strong economic or governance impacts may deliver short-term stability, while cultural and
educational interventions contribute more decisively to long-term reconciliation. The frame-
work thus supports not only project ranking but also sequencing and complementarity
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decisions, allowing practitioners to design CSR portfolios that balance immediate peace
dividends with structural transformation.

4.1. Practical and Real-World Implications for CSR Decision-Making

Beyond numerical rankings, the proposed AHP-based framework offers a set of prac-
tical insights for decision-makers by translating analytical results into actionable guidance.
The derived criteria weights and cluster-based outcomes can be employed directly as
decision-support inputs rather than remaining as abstract indicators.

The relative importance assigned to dimensions such as Education and Culture for
Peace, Economic Viability, and Governance provides clear strategic direction for the design
of CSR portfolios. Both companies and public agencies can rely on these weights to align
CSR budgets with the dimensions that yield the highest peacebuilding dividends, thereby
prioritizing long-term sustainability, institutional trust, and cultural transformation over
short-term visibility.

In addition, the cluster-based interpretation of alternatives encourages a shift from
isolated project selection toward the construction of balanced CSR portfolios. Economic and
sustainability-oriented initiatives, such as employment generation or local supplier devel-
opment, can be strategically combined with cultural, educational, or governance-focused
projects to address immediate socioeconomic needs while simultaneously tackling the
structural drivers of peace. This perspective also supports sequencing decisions, in which
specific interventions function as enablers of others rather than as independent actions.

The objective grouping mechanism further enhances the framework’s operational rele-
vance. By assessing projects only against the subcriteria that generate meaningful impact,
the model reflects how CSR initiatives are implemented in practice, with interventions
having bounded scopes and differentiated objectives. This relevance-based evaluation
reduces unnecessary data requirements, mitigates expert fatigue, and increases stakeholder
acceptance—an especially critical consideration in fragile or post-conflict contexts.

Moreover, the framework serves as an effective tool for governance and commu-
nication. The explicit traceability between criteria, subcriteria, and final scores enables
companies, governments, and communities to understand the rationale behind prioritiza-
tion decisions, thereby reducing perceptions of arbitrariness. Such transparency facilitates
dialogue with stakeholders, donors, and regulators and supports the adaptation of the
framework to other territories, sectors, or CSR agendas.

4.2. Limitations and Future Research

Despite its contributions, this study is subject to several limitations that warrant
consideration and provide avenues for future research. This work relies on expert judgment
to derive criterion weights and assess relevance, thereby introducing a degree of subjectivity.
Although this concern was addressed through structured questionnaires, consistency
checks, and multi-stakeholder aggregation, future studies may strengthen the approach
by complementing expert-based AHP with empirical performance indicators, field data,
or stakeholder surveys to further validate the weighting structure.

The empirical application of the framework is inherently context-specific, as it reflects
peacebuilding dynamics and stakeholder priorities within a particular setting. While the
criteria and subcriteria were designed with transferability in mind, their relative importance
may vary across sectors or regions. Applying across different geographical or institutional
contexts would enable a more systematic assessment of its robustness and adaptability.

From a methodological perspective, the model adopts a hierarchical AHP structure that
assumes independence among criteria and subcriteria. In practice, however, dimensions
such as governance, economic resilience, and social inclusion often interact dynamically.
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Future research could therefore explore network-based approaches, such as ANP or hybrid
AHP–DEMATEL models, to account for interdependencies and feedback effects explicitly.

The objective grouping mechanism further introduces predefined weight fractions to
distinguish between direct and indirect contributions. While this design choice enhances real-
ism and transparency, subsequent studies could refine the mechanism by experimenting with
alternative weighting schemes, fuzzy relevance scales, or data-driven calibration methods.

Finally, the current analysis is primarily focused on the ex ante prioritization of CSR
initiatives. Extending to incorporate ex post evaluation, longitudinal outcome assessment,
and integration with impact measurement systems would enable a more comprehensive
understanding of how prioritized CSR projects perform and evolve.

5. Conclusions
The proposed framework demonstrates that combining the AHP with the objective-

grouping approach provides a robust tool for prioritizing CSR projects in peacebuilding
settings. The structure of six criteria and multiple subcriteria ensures a comprehensive
perspective that integrates the economic, social, institutional, cultural, and sustainability
dimensions. This design enables decision-making based on measurable, weighted factors,
reducing subjectivity and providing transparency in evaluation.

The application of objective grouping adds realism and efficiency to the process, since
each alternative is assessed only against the subcriteria where it has actual impact. This
avoids overvaluing projects with marginal contributions and strengthens the comparability
of diverse initiatives. In addition, the methodology reduces the cognitive burden on experts
and improves the consistency of judgments, thus increasing the legitimacy of the results
for communities, institutions, and funding agencies.

The framework facilitates the identification of clusters of projects by impact area
(economic–sustainability, cultural–educational, governance-institutional, and community
cohesion), thereby guiding social investment more strategically. Additionally, it is particu-
larly suitable for developing and conflict-affected contexts where CSR initiatives interact
directly with peacebuilding dynamics, while its applicability may be more limited in highly
stable institutional environments where conflict sensitivity is less salient.

Future research could extend this work in several concrete directions. On the one
hand, comparative case studies across diverse conflict and post-conflict contexts could
assess the framework’s generalizability. On the other hand, methodological extensions
using hybrid approaches such as AHP–TOPSIS, fuzzy-AHP, or DEMATEL could capture
uncertainty and interdependencies among criteria. Finally, integrating empirical outcome
data would allow for ex post validation of prioritized CSR initiatives.
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