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SECTORAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CORPORATE SOCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITY OF ENTERPRISES 
 

The article examines sectoral differences in corporate social responsibility of private, state-owned and municipal 
enterprises. The study aims to identify the factors shaping these differences and to develop a differentiated approach to 
CSR formation. The research applies analysis and synthesis, a systems approach, systematization and generalization, 
comparative analysis, and structural-logical analysis. The results identify common CSR components and sector-specific 
priorities related to ownership, objectives, stakeholders, social obligations, financing and public accountability. A differ-
entiated approach is proposed that preserves common CSR principles while adapting priorities and implementation 
mechanisms to sectoral conditions. The practical value lies in supporting enterprises and public authorities in setting 
CSR priorities, improving implementation and assessing social outcomes. 

Keywords: social responsibility, corporate social responsibility, sectoral specifics, private sector, public sector, mu-
nicipal sector, stakeholders, differentiated approach, public accountability. 
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СЕКТОРАЛЬНІ ОСОБЛИВОСТІ СОЦІАЛЬНОЇ 

ВІДПОВІДАЛЬНОСТІ ПІДПРИЄМСТВ 
 

Стаття присвячена дослідженню секторальної специфіки соціальної відповідальності підприємств у сучас-
них умовах, коли вимоги до відповідального ведення господарської діяльності охоплюють не лише дотримання 
законодавства, а й ширше врахування суспільних інтересів. Актуальність дослідження зумовлена необхідністю 
врахування відмінностей між підприємствами приватного, державного та комунального секторів під час фор-
мування їх соціальних пріоритетів, оскільки уніфікований підхід не повною мірою відображає відмінності їх су-
спільного призначення, умов функціонування та характеру взаємодії зі стейкхолдерами. Метою статті є визна-
чення та систематизація секторальних особливостей соціальної відповідальності підприємств і формування 
підходу до її диференціації відповідно до специфіки секторів. 

Методичну основу дослідження становлять аналіз і синтез, системний підхід, систематизація та узагаль-
нення, порівняльний метод і структурно-логічний аналіз. Їх поєднання забезпечило розгляд соціальної відповіда-
льності як цілісної системи та дозволило зіставити особливості її формування у підприємств різних секторів 
за визначеними критеріями. 

Результати дослідження полягають у систематизації основних складових соціальної відповідальності та 
визначенні чинників, які зумовлюють їх різну пріоритетність у приватному, державному та комунальному сек-
торах. Запропоновано розглядати секторальну специфіку через взаємозв'язок форми власності, цілей діяльності, 
характеру соціальних зобов'язань, складу стейкхолдерів, джерел фінансування та рівня публічної підзвітності. 
Окреслено відмінності у змісті соціальної відповідальності: для приватного сектору визначальним є узгодження 
економічних інтересів із соціальними очікуваннями, для державного сектору посилюється суспільна та публічна 
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складова, а для комунального сектору пріоритет набуває задоволення потреб територіальної громади. На цій 
основі сформовано диференційований підхід, що передбачає збереження спільних базових компонентів соціаль-
ної відповідальності та адаптацію її пріоритетів і механізмів реалізації до секторальних умов. 

Практична цінність результатів полягає у можливості використання запропонованого підходу підприємст-
вами та органами управління для визначення пріоритетних напрямів соціальної відповідальності, удосконалення 
механізмів її реалізації, оцінювання соціальних результатів і підвищення ефективності взаємодії з основними 
стейкхолдерами. Подальше застосування такого підходу може стати основою для розроблення критеріїв оці-
нювання соціальної відповідальності підприємств з урахуванням їх секторальної належності. 

Ключові слова: соціальна відповідальність, корпоративна соціальна відповідальність, секторальна специ-
фіка, приватний сектор, державний сектор, комунальний сектор, стейкхолдери, диференційований підхід, пуб-
лічна підзвітність. 

 
Problem Statement. Under current conditions, corpo-

rate social responsibility is becoming increasingly im-
portant as an integral component of enterprises’ business 
activities and their interaction with society. Changes in the 
economic environment, growing attention to the social and 
environmental aspects of business activities, the increasing 
role of stakeholders, and the need to ensure sustainable de-
velopment are expanding the scope of corporate social re-
sponsibility. It is no longer limited to voluntary social ini-
tiatives, charitable activities, or individual corporate pro-
jects but encompasses a set of responsible commitments to 
employees, consumers, local communities, the state, busi-
ness partners, and other stakeholders. Thus, corporate so-
cial responsibility is gradually becoming an integral com-
ponent of an enterprise’s operations and its interaction with 
both the external and internal environment. 

At the same time, the relevance of studying corporate 
social responsibility is reinforced by the need to consider 
the specific characteristics of enterprises operating in dif-
ferent sectors of the economy. A uniform approach to the 
development and implementation of corporate social re-
sponsibility cannot fully reflect the differences between 
private, state-owned, and municipal enterprises. Differ-
ences in ownership structures, business objectives, the na-
ture of social commitments, the composition and priorities 
of stakeholders, sources of financing, accountability mech-
anisms, and societal expectations determine the distinct 
content and priorities of corporate social responsibility 
across different sectors. 

The problem lies in the need to move from a unified 
understanding of corporate social responsibility toward a 
differentiated approach that takes into account the sector-
specific characteristics of enterprises. This necessitates 
systematizing the common and specific components of cor-
porate social responsibility in the private, state-owned, and 
municipal sectors, identifying the factors that shape these 
differences, and substantiating appropriate directions for 
its implementation. 

Analysis of Recent Research and Publications. Con-
temporary research on corporate social responsibility de-
velops along several interrelated directions. The stake-
holder approach views corporate social responsibility as a 
system of interaction between an enterprise and its employ-
ees, consumers, owners, the state, communities, and other 
stakeholders. Dmytriyev S. D., Freeman R. E., Hörisch J., 
and Zárate-Rueda R., Bautista-Zárate J. S., Beltrán-Vil-
lamizar Y. I. substantiate the relationship between stake-
holder theory and corporate social responsibility, 

emphasizing the need to take into account diverse societal 
interests in enterprise activities [11; 19]. Velte P. systema-
tizes contemporary research on CSR and its key determi-
nants, while Gillan S. L., Koch A., and Starks L. T. exam-
ine social responsibility in relation to corporate governance 
and the financial characteristics of enterprises [14; 18]. 

In Ukrainian research, corporate social responsibility is 
primarily examined in the context of sustainable develop-
ment, corporate governance, and practical mechanisms for 
its implementation. Zvarych R., Homotiuk V., Rivilis I., 
and Deineka Yu. define social responsibility as an instru-
ment of corporate management, whereas Resh-
midilova S. L., Hutsalo P., Poperechnyi M., and Bailo V. 
investigate its relationship with sustainable enterprise de-
velopment [1-3; 6]. Another important area is the develop-
ment of tools for assessing and disclosing information on 
social responsibility. Umantsiv H. and Poliovyk Ye. focus 
on sustainability reporting and non-financial reporting as 
instruments for ensuring transparency of socially responsi-
ble activities of enterprises [5; 9]. 

A separate research area comprises studies that link so-
cial responsibility to ownership structure and corporate 
governance characteristics. Ervits I. conducts a compara-
tive analysis of CSR reporting by private and state-owned 
enterprises, demonstrating the presence of both common 
and distinctive characteristics of their social activities [13]. 
Zhang T., Gu L., and Wang J. J. examine the impact of 
state capital on the social responsibility of private enter-
prises, while Kim J. and Jo H. link CSR to the type of con-
trolling owner and state participation [15; 20]. Liu T. and 
Sun Y. also establish a relationship between ownership 
structure and enterprises’ investments in social responsibil-
ity [16]. 

The specifics of the public sector are addressed in the 
studies by Nicolo' G. and Andrades-Peña F. J., who exam-
ine ESG disclosure practices of state-owned enterprises, 
and by Oliinyk M. V., who links the social responsibility 
of state-owned enterprises to ensuring the country’s eco-
nomic security [4; 17]. For the private sector, the findings 
of Duan W., Khurshid A., Rauf A., and Călin A. C. are im-
portant, as they demonstrate the impact of government sup-
port on the social responsibility of private enterprises [12]. 

Thus, the contemporary academic literature has devel-
oped a substantial theoretical and methodological founda-
tion in the field of corporate social responsibility. At the 
same time, most studies focus on individual determinants, 
such as stakeholders, sustainable development, corporate 
governance, reporting, or ownership structure. Sectoral 
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differences in corporate social responsibility based on a 
unified system of criteria remain insufficiently systema-
tized. In particular, further research is needed into differ-
ences in the objectives, priority areas, stakeholder compo-
sition, nature of social commitments, and mechanisms for 
implementing corporate social responsibility in enterprises 
operating in the private, state-owned, and municipal sec-
tors. This research problem determines the focus of the 
subsequent study. 

Purpose of the Article. The purpose of the article is to 
identify and systematize the sectoral characteristics of cor-
porate social responsibility of enterprises, particularly by 
identifying differences in its objectives, priority areas, 
stakeholder composition, nature of social commitments, 
and implementation mechanisms in the private, state-
owned, and municipal sectors. 

Research Methods. To achieve the purpose of the study, 
a combination of general scientific and specialized re-
search methods was employed. The methods of analysis 
and synthesis were used to examine the essence of corpo-
rate social responsibility, identify its main components, 
and generalize contemporary scientific approaches to its 
interpretation. The systems approach was applied to con-
sider corporate social responsibility as an integral charac-
teristic of an enterprise’s activities encompassing intercon-
nected economic, social, environmental, and ethical as-
pects. The methods of systematization and generalization 
were used to identify the factors determining the sector-
specific characteristics of corporate social responsibility, 
as well as to group its main areas and implementation 
mechanisms. The comparative method was applied to iden-
tify common and distinctive characteristics of corporate so-
cial responsibility in private, state-owned, and municipal 
enterprises according to unified criteria. The method of 
structural and logical analysis was used to establish the re-
lationship between ownership structure, the social purpose 
of an enterprise, stakeholder composition, and corporate 
social responsibility priorities. 

Presentation of the Main Research Results. Corpo-
rate social responsibility should be considered as a sys-
temic characteristic of an enterprise’s activities that reflects 
the voluntary and socially and institutionally driven con-
sideration of the economic, social, environmental, and eth-
ical interests of key stakeholders. This approach goes be-
yond the traditional understanding of business responsibil-
ity toward owners and employees and involves taking into 
account a broader range of stakeholders. Dmytriyev S. D., 
Freeman R. E., and Hörisch J. emphasize the close rela-
tionship between corporate social responsibility and the 
stakeholder approach, according to which an enterprise’s 
activities should take into account the interests of various 
groups associated with its operations [11]. A systematic re-
view by Zárate-Rueda R., Bautista-Zárate J. S., and 
Beltrán-Villamizar Y. I., as well as the study by 
Awa H. O., Etim W., and Ogbonda E., also confirms the 
central role of stakeholders in shaping the content of cor-
porate social responsibility [10; 19]. 

Based on a generalization of contemporary approaches, 
corporate social responsibility can be presented as a set of 
interrelated components characterizing an enterprise’s 

responsibility toward its main stakeholder groups. These 
include employees, consumers, owners, the state, local 
communities, partners, and the environment. Such a struc-
ture makes it possible to move from a general interpretation 
of corporate social responsibility to its specification 
through the main areas of interaction between an enterprise 
and society. 

Responsibility toward employees encompasses the pro-
vision of appropriate working conditions, decent remuner-
ation, social guarantees, professional development, non-
discrimination, safety, and opportunities for professional 
fulfillment. Employees are one of the key internal stake-
holder groups; therefore, an enterprise’s treatment of its 
workforce directly characterizes the level of its social ori-
entation. Under current conditions, this component is be-
coming particularly important, as corporate social respon-
sibility is increasingly integrated into the strategic manage-
ment system of an enterprise [14]. 

Responsibility toward consumers involves ensuring the 
quality and safety of products and services, providing ac-
curate information, respecting consumer rights, and pursu-
ing responsible pricing. For an enterprise, this component 
is not only an ethical obligation but also an important ele-
ment in building trust and long-term relationships with the 
market. Responsibility toward owners is associated with 
ensuring management transparency, efficient use of re-
sources, adherence to corporate principles, and considera-
tion of the long-term interests of owners. At the same time, 
corporate social responsibility is not opposed to the eco-
nomic performance of an enterprise but is increasingly 
viewed as a component of its long-term sustainability [18]. 

Responsibility toward the state is primarily manifested 
in compliance with legislation, timely payment of taxes, 
fulfillment of regulatory requirements, transparency of ac-
tivities, and participation in addressing socially significant 
issues. For state-owned enterprises, this component is of 
particular importance because their activities are associ-
ated not only with economic outcomes but also with the 
performance of public functions. Oliinyk M. V. links the 
social responsibility of state-owned enterprises, in particu-
lar, to ensuring economic security and performing socially 
significant tasks [4]. 

Responsibility toward the local community encom-
passes an enterprise’s participation in the socio-economic 
development of the territory, support for local initiatives, 
job creation, implementation of social projects, and inter-
action with local stakeholders. Sazonova T. O. and Shar-
lai M. V. consider social projects at the enterprise level as 
one of the practical mechanisms for implementing corpo-
rate social responsibility [7]. For municipal enterprises, re-
sponsibility toward the community is of particular im-
portance because their operations are directly related to 
meeting the needs of the population of the respective terri-
tory. 

Responsibility toward partners involves compliance 
with contractual obligations, good faith in business rela-
tions, transparency, prevention of corrupt practices, and the 
development of long-term partnerships. At the same time, 
responsibility toward the environment encompasses the ra-
tional use of resources, reduction of negative 
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environmental impacts, implementation of environmen-
tally friendly technologies, and consideration of environ-
mental risks in managerial decision-making. In contempo-
rary research, the environmental component is increasingly 
integrated with social and governance components within 
the ESG approach [14]. 

An important instrument for ensuring the systematic 
nature and transparency of corporate social responsibility 
is non-financial and sustainability reporting. Umantsiv H. 
considers sustainability reporting an important element of 
corporate social responsibility that facilitates communica-
tion between an enterprise and its stakeholders [9]. Po-
liovyk Ye. emphasizes the role of non-financial reporting 
in confirming the responsible nature of an enterprise’s ac-
tivities [5]. Thus, corporate social responsibility involves 
not only the implementation of relevant measures but also 
transparent communication with stakeholders regarding 
their results. 

At the same time, the identified components do not 
have equal importance for enterprises operating in different 
sectors. Contemporary studies demonstrate that corporate 
social responsibility depends on ownership structure and 
the nature of corporate governance. Ervits I., based on a 
comparison of private and state-owned enterprises, identi-
fies differences in corporate social responsibility practices 
and their disclosure [13]. Zhang T., Gu L., and Wang J. J. 
establish the influence of state capital on the social respon-
sibility of private enterprises [20], while Kim J. and Jo H. 
relate its characteristics to the type of controlling owner 
[15]. Liu T. and Sun Y. also confirm the relationship be-
tween ownership structure and enterprises’ investments in 
corporate social responsibility [16]. 

The identified components of corporate social respon-
sibility acquire different content and priorities depending 
on the sector in which an enterprise operates. The corporate 
social responsibility of private, state-owned, and municipal 
enterprises cannot be identical because their activities are 
carried out under different institutional, economic, and 
managerial conditions. What is common to enterprises in 
all sectors is the consideration of the interests of employ-
ees, consumers, owners, the state, the community, partners, 
and the environment; however, the relative importance of 
these components and the mechanisms for their implemen-
tation differ substantially [10-11; 19]. 

First and foremost, sector-specific characteristics are 
determined by ownership structure. For a private enter-
prise, corporate social responsibility is largely shaped by 
the interests of owners, economic performance, and the ex-
pectations of key stakeholders. For a state-owned enter-
prise, greater importance is attached to performing socially 
significant functions and ensuring the efficient use of pub-
lic resources. In the municipal sector, particular importance 
is given to responsibility toward the local community be-
cause the activities of such enterprises are directly related 
to meeting the needs of the population of the respective ter-
ritory. Differences in the corporate social responsibility of 
private and state-owned enterprises are confirmed, in par-
ticular, by the comparative study conducted by Ervits I. 
[13]. 

Differences in the objectives of activities are equally 

important. A private enterprise is primarily oriented toward 
creating economic value and generating profit, a state-
owned enterprise combines economic objectives with the 
performance of public functions, while a municipal enter-
prise is largely focused on meeting the essential needs of 
the local community. Therefore, for example, responsibil-
ity toward owners may have greater priority in the private 
sector, whereas responsibility toward the state and the 
community becomes more significant in the state-owned 
and municipal sectors. Oliinyk M. V. relates the social re-
sponsibility of state-owned enterprises specifically to their 
public role and ensuring the country’s economic security 
[4]. 

Significant differences are also determined by sources 
of financing. Private enterprises implement social initia-
tives mainly through their own resources and revenues gen-
erated in the course of their activities, whereas state-owned 
and municipal enterprises may use budgetary funds and 
other forms of public support. Accordingly, for the latter, 
corporate social responsibility is complemented by respon-
sibility for the efficient and transparent use of public re-
sources. The study by Duan W., Khurshid A., Rauf A., and 
Călin A. C. confirms the importance of government sup-
port for shaping socially responsible behavior among pri-
vate enterprises [12]. 

The nature of social commitments also differs. In the 
private sector, a significant proportion of social initiatives 
may be implemented on a voluntary basis, including social 
projects, employee support, community initiatives, and 
charitable programs [7]. For state-owned and municipal 
enterprises, some social functions directly derive from 
their purpose and legally defined tasks. Therefore, the bal-
ance between mandatory and voluntary components of cor-
porate social responsibility differs across sectors. 

The composition of key stakeholders and the level of 
state regulation also differ. For a private enterprise, key 
stakeholders may include owners, employees, consumers, 
partners, and investors. For a state-owned enterprise, gov-
ernment authorities and society acquire greater importance, 
while for a municipal enterprise, the local community is the 
central stakeholder. At the same time, state-owned and mu-
nicipal enterprises are characterized by a higher level of 
public accountability, which affects requirements for trans-
parency and information disclosure. Accordingly, sustain-
ability reporting and non-financial reporting are important 
not only as communication tools but also as mechanisms 
for enterprise accountability to stakeholders [5; 9]. 

In the private sector, these characteristics acquire a spe-
cific meaning because an enterprise operates under condi-
tions of market competition and independently determines 
the priorities of its activities. Accordingly, the corporate 
social responsibility of a private enterprise is formed as a 
combination of the economic interests of owners and the 
need to take into account the expectations of employees, 
consumers, partners, the community, and other stakehold-
ers. It can be viewed not only as a set of social initiatives 
but also as a component of enterprise management that af-
fects its reputation, stakeholder trust, and long-term sus-
tainability [3; 14]. 

An important characteristic of the private sector is that 
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a significant proportion of socially responsible activities 
are formed on a voluntary basis. Enterprises independently 
determine the areas of their social programs depending on 
their own resources, strategic priorities, and stakeholder 
expectations. Such areas may include employee develop-
ment, ensuring appropriate working conditions, supporting 
social and charitable projects, participating in local com-
munity development, environmental protection, and re-
sponsible treatment of consumers [7]. At the same time, the 
voluntary nature of certain initiatives does not imply the 
absence of mandatory components of corporate social re-
sponsibility associated with compliance with labor, tax, en-
vironmental, and other legislation. 

The specificity of the private sector is also manifested 
in the relationship between social and economic responsi-
bility. Social measures require the use of enterprise re-
sources, so their implementation should be consistent with 
the enterprise’s financial capabilities and strategic objec-
tives. At the same time, socially responsible behavior can 
generate economic effects through increased employee 
loyalty, consumer trust, enterprise reputation, and the sus-
tainability of business partnerships. The relationship be-
tween social and economic outcomes is one of the areas of 
contemporary research on corporate social responsibility 
[14; 18]. 

Owners and ownership structure play an important role 
in shaping the social responsibility of private enterprises. 
Zhang T., Gu L., and Wang J. J. establish the influence of 
state capital on the social responsibility of private enter-
prises, indicating that social behavior depends not only on 
market incentives but also on the nature of ownership [20]. 
Kim J. and Jo H. also relate CSR characteristics to the type 
of controlling owner [15]. At the same time, Liu T. and 
Sun Y. demonstrate the importance of ownership structure 
for the scale of enterprises’ investments in social responsi-
bility [16]. Thus, even within the private sector, corporate 
social responsibility can differ substantially depending on 
ownership structure and the corporate governance system. 

Another specific feature is the influence of the state on 
the socially responsible behavior of private businesses. De-
spite their private ownership, enterprises operate within a 
regulatory and institutional environment established by the 
state. Duan W., Khurshid A., Rauf A., and Călin A. C. 
demonstrate that government subsidies can influence the 
level of social responsibility of private enterprises [12]. 
This means that corporate social responsibility in the pri-
vate sector is shaped not only by the internal motivation of 
an enterprise but also by external incentives and societal 
expectations. 

Unlike the private sector, the social responsibility of 
state-owned and municipal enterprises is largely deter-
mined by the public significance of their activities. Such 
enterprises operate not only to achieve economic results 
but also to perform tasks related to meeting public needs. 
Therefore, corporate social responsibility in the state-
owned and municipal sectors is more closely integrated 
into the functional purpose of an enterprise and is associ-
ated with the provision of public services, employment, ac-
cess to essential goods and services, appropriate working 
conditions, and consideration of the interests of local 

communities. 
For state-owned enterprises, a decisive factor in corpo-

rate social responsibility is the combination of business ac-
tivities with the performance of socially significant func-
tions. A state-owned enterprise is influenced by the state as 
its owner, and its activities are associated with a broader 
range of public interests than those of a private enterprise. 
This necessitates consideration not only of the interests of 
employees, consumers, and partners but also of the inter-
ests of the state and society as a whole. Accordingly, the 
social responsibility of state-owned enterprises encom-
passes employment provision, compliance with labor and 
social guarantees, proper performance of socially im-
portant functions, responsible use of state property and re-
sources, and transparency of activities [4; 13]. 

An important characteristic of the state-owned sector is 
a higher level of public accountability. Whereas in the pri-
vate sector the main mechanisms for monitoring enterprise 
activities are owners and the market environment, state-
owned enterprises are additionally accountable to the state 
and society. This increases the importance of management 
transparency, disclosure of information about enterprise 
activities, compliance with established procedures, and 
control over resource use. Studies of ESG disclosure prac-
tices by state-owned enterprises also demonstrate the im-
portance of corporate governance in shaping responsible 
behavior among enterprises with state participation [17]. 

Another characteristic is that the social responsibility of 
state-owned enterprises may be less voluntary in nature 
compared with the private sector. Some social functions di-
rectly derive from the nature of the enterprise’s activities, 
government decisions, regulatory requirements, and the 
need to meet public needs. Therefore, corporate social re-
sponsibility in this sector is formed as a combination of le-
gally established obligations, the functional tasks of the en-
terprise, and voluntary social initiatives.  

This specificity distinguishes state-owned enterprises 
from private businesses, where a significant proportion of 
additional social measures is determined by strategic deci-
sions of owners and management. 

Municipal enterprises have a similar public orientation, 
but their social responsibility is primarily formed at the 
level of the local community. Their activities are directly 
related to meeting the needs of the population of a specific 
territory, which gives the community a particular position 
among key stakeholders. Depending on their area of activ-
ity, municipal enterprises may provide housing and com-
munal services, public amenities, transportation services, 
water supply, heat supply, waste management, and other 
socially significant services. Therefore, their social respon-
sibility is directly related to the accessibility, quality, and 
continuity of the respective services. 

The specificity of the municipal sector is also mani-
fested in the close relationship between an enterprise and 
the local community.  

Unlike a private enterprise, for which the community 
may be one of several external stakeholders, a municipal 
enterprise effectively performs functions directly aimed at 
meeting the needs of that community. Therefore, its social 
responsibility should include not only its treatment of 
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employees and consumers but also ensuring access to ser-
vices for the population, taking into account the social 
needs of particular groups of citizens, maintaining local in-
frastructure in an appropriate condition, and participating 
in addressing socially significant problems within the ter-
ritory. 

At the same time, the social responsibility of municipal 
enterprises cannot be considered solely as the performance 
of a social function without taking economic results into 
account. An enterprise must ensure the rational use of fi-
nancial and material resources, maintain an appropriate 
level of efficiency, and ensure the sustainability of its ac-
tivities.  

Therefore, as in the state-owned sector, the social re-
sponsibility of municipal enterprises is formed at the inter-
section of economic, social, and public interests. Of partic-
ular importance is the balance between the economic ca-
pacity of an enterprise and the accessibility of services for 
the population. 

Thus, state-owned and municipal enterprises share a 
common feature that fundamentally distinguishes them 
from the private sector: their social responsibility is asso-
ciated not only with the voluntary choice of an enterprise 
but also with its public purpose.  

At the same time, there are significant differences be-
tween them. For state-owned enterprises, the dominant as-
pects are interaction with the state, performance of nation-
wide or strategically important functions, and public ac-
countability. For municipal enterprises, the central im-
portance lies in the needs of the local community, the ac-
cessibility and quality of local services, employment, and 
the development of local infrastructure. 

The identified characteristics of corporate social re-
sponsibility make it possible to compare enterprises ac-
cording to key criteria that characterize the differences be-
tween the private, state-owned, and municipal sectors (Ta-
ble 1). 

 
Table 1 

Comparative Characteristics of Corporate Social Responsibility of Enterprises in Different Sectors 
Criterion Private sector State-owned sector Municipal sector 

Main focus 
Economic efficiency and compet-

itiveness, taking into account 
stakeholder interests 

Combination of economic 
activity with social and pub-

lic functions 

Meeting the needs of the local 
community 

Main social priorities Employees, consumers, partners, 
community, environment 

Employees, society, con-
sumers, state, environment 

Community members, employees, 
local infrastructure, environment 

Nature of obligations Legal requirements and voluntary 
social initiatives 

Legal requirements, public 
functions and social obliga-

tions 

Legal requirements, functional re-
sponsibilities and community 

needs 

Key stakeholders Owners, employees, consumers, 
partners, community 

State, employees, consum-
ers, citizens, communities 

Local community, consumers, 
employees, local self-government 

bodies 

Implementation mecha-
nisms 

Social programmes, employee de-
velopment, charity, non-financial 

reporting 

Social guarantees, public re-
porting, social programmes, 

corporate governance 

Provision of public services, local 
programmes, community engage-

ment, social projects 

Main emphasis Combining economic interests 
and social expectations 

Social significance and pub-
lic accountability 

Service accessibility and meeting 
community needs 

Source: compiled by the authors based on [3-4; 7;13-14; 17]. 
 
The comparison results presented in Table 1 indicate 

that the common basis of corporate social responsibility 
across all sectors is the consideration of the interests of em-
ployees, consumers, partners, the community, and the en-
vironment. At the same time, the nature and priority of 
these components are determined by sector-specific char-
acteristics. 

For the private sector, the key feature is the combina-
tion of the economic interests of owners with the social ex-
pectations of stakeholders. The state-owned sector is char-
acterized by a stronger public dimension and public ac-
countability, as corporate social responsibility is associated 
with the performance of socially significant functions. The 
municipal sector is primarily characterized by an orienta-
tion toward directly meeting the needs of the local commu-
nity, particularly by ensuring the accessibility and quality 
of socially significant services. 

The comparative analysis demonstrates that the for-
mation of corporate social responsibility should be based 
on a differentiated approach that takes into account owner-
ship structure, business objectives, stakeholder 

composition, the nature of public commitments, and the 
level of public accountability. This approach involves pre-
serving the common basic components of corporate social 
responsibility while simultaneously establishing different 
priorities and implementation mechanisms for the private, 
state-owned, and municipal sectors. 

For the private sector, the basis for developing corpo-
rate social responsibility should be the integration of social 
objectives into the enterprise strategy. The appropriate pri-
ority areas include employee development, ensuring decent 
working conditions, responsible treatment of consumers, 
environmental responsibility, community support, and the 
development of partnership relations. An important mech-
anism is the combination of voluntary social initiatives 
with economic incentives, particularly through the devel-
opment of reputational capital, increased employee and 
consumer loyalty, and strengthened long-term enterprise 
sustainability [3; 14; 18]. 

For the state-owned sector, a differentiated approach 
should involve strengthening the public dimension of cor-
porate social responsibility and integrating it into the 
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corporate governance system. The main areas should in-
clude ensuring social and labor guarantees, performing so-
cially significant functions, responsible use of public re-
sources, transparency of activities, and public reporting. Of 
particular importance is the assessment of the social out-
comes of enterprise activities alongside economic indica-
tors, which corresponds to the specifics of state ownership 
[4; 17]. 

For the municipal sector, a differentiated approach 
should be based on orienting corporate social responsibility 
toward the needs of the local community. Key areas should 
include the accessibility and quality of socially significant 
services, employment provision, proper maintenance of lo-
cal infrastructure, environmental safety, and consideration 
of the needs of socially vulnerable population groups. Di-
rect interaction between the enterprise, the community, and 
local self-government bodies is an important mechanism 
for developing corporate social responsibility. 

Thus, a differentiated approach does not imply the de-
velopment of three separate models of corporate social re-
sponsibility but rather the adaptation of a unified system of 
its basic components to the specific characteristics of each 
sector. For private enterprises, the key aspect is the combi-
nation of economic efficiency with the social interests of 
stakeholders; for state-owned enterprises, the focus is on 
ensuring public interests and public accountability; and for 
municipal enterprises, on meeting the needs of the local 
community and ensuring access to socially significant ser-
vices. 

Conclusions. Corporate social responsibility is a 

systemic characteristic of an enterprise’s activities, the 
content of which depends on the enterprise’s public pur-
pose and operating conditions. Its sector-specific charac-
teristics are shaped by ownership structure, business objec-
tives, the nature of social commitments, stakeholder com-
position, and the level of public accountability. 

For the private, state-owned, and municipal sectors, the 
common principle remains the consideration of the inter-
ests of key stakeholders; however, their corporate social re-
sponsibility priorities differ. In the private sector, these pri-
orities are associated with combining social and economic 
interests; in the state-owned sector, with public signifi-
cance and public accountability; and in the municipal sec-
tor, with meeting the needs of the local community. 

Therefore, corporate social responsibility should be de-
veloped on the basis of a differentiated approach whereby 
common principles and basic components are adapted to 
the specific characteristics of the respective sector. This en-
sures that an enterprise’s social activities correspond to its 
public role and provides a basis for more effective interac-
tion with key stakeholders. 
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