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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-
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CSR priorities, improving implementation and assessing social outcomes.
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CEKTOPAJIbHI OCOBJIUBOCTI COLIAZIbHOT
BIANOBIAANBHOCTI NIANPUEMCTB

Cmamms npucesiuena 00CIONCeHHIO CEKMOPAIbHOL cneyughiku coyianbHol 8i0n06i0anbHOCmi RIONPUEMCME Y CYUAC-
HUX YMOBAX, KOJU GUMO2U 00 8IONOBIOANbHO20 8e0eHHS 20CNOOAPCHLKOI OIIbHOCHI OXONIOIOMb He Juiie OOMPUMAHHS
3aKOH00A8CMBa, a Ul wupule 8paxy8anHs CyCnilbHUX iHmepecie. AKmyanrbHicms 00CAI0HCeHHs 3yMO8IeHA HeOOXIOHICMI0
8PAXY8AHHA BIOMIHHOCTEU MidC NIONPUEMCMEAMU NPUBATNHOZ0, 0EPAHCABHO20 Md KOMYHAILHO20 CeKMOpIi8 nio uac gop-
MYBAHHA iX COYiaNbHUX Npiopumemis, OCKintbKu yHighikosanuil nioxio He NOBHOI MIpOt0 8i00Opaxdcac 8ioMiHHOCHI iX Cy-
CRibHO20 NPUSHAYEHHS, YMO8 (DYHKUIOHYBAHHA Ma Xapakxmepy 83aemo0ii 3i cmetikxondepamu. Memoro cmammi € 8u3Ha-
YeHHSI Ma CUCMeMamu3ayis CeKMopPaiIbHUX 0codaU8oCmell CoYidIbHOI 8I0N0BIOATbHOCME NIONPUEMCTNG | POPMYBAHHS
nioxody 0o it ougepenyiayii 6i0no6iOHO 00 cneyu@iKu cekmopis.

Memoouurny 0cHO8Y 00CIONCEHHSI CMAHOBNAMb AHANI3 | CUHME3, CUCMEMHUL NIOXIO, cucmemMamu3ayis ma y3a2aib-
HEHHs1, NOPIGHIbHULL MEmOO | CIMPYKMYPHO-JI02IYHULL AHATI3. Ix noeonanns 3abesneuuno 03271510 COYIanNbHOL 8i0Nn06ioa-
JILHOCMI K YINICHOI cucmemu ma 00380JUI0 3icmasumu 0coonusocmi i popmy6anHs y niONpUEMCmMs PisHUX CEeKmopie
3a GU3HAYEHUMU KPUNEPIAMU.

Peszyromamu docnioscenns nonsieaioms y cucmemamusayii OCHOBHUX CKIAO08UX COYIANbHOI 8I0N0GI0aIbHOCHI ma
BUSHAYEHH] YUHHUKIG, SKI 3yMOGII0IOMb iX PI3HY NPIOPUMEMHICMb Y NPUBATMHOMY, 0EPHCABHOMY MdA KOMYHATIbHOMY CeK-
mopax. 3anponoHo8aHo po3eafa0amu CeKMopaibHy cneyugbiKy yepes 83a4€mo38'130K opmu enacHocmi, yineil OisibHOCHI,
xapaxkmepy coyianbHux 30008'13aHb, cK1ady CMeuxxonoepis, dxcepen (PIHAHCY8AHHA MA PiHA NYOAIYHOI NIO36IMHOCMI.
Oxpecnero 6iOMIHHOCII Y 3MiCMi cOYIanbHOI 8I0N0BIOATLHOCMI.: OISl RPUBAMHO2O CEKMOPY SUSHAYANHUM € Y320 0HCEHHS
EeKOHOMIYHUX [HMePeCi8 i3 COYIANbHUMU OYIKYBAHHAMU, OJisl 0ePIUCABHO20 CEKMOPY NOCUTIOEMbCA CYCNIIbHA ma nyOiuHa
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CKa0086a, a OISl KOMYHANbHO20 CeKMopy npiopumem Habyeac 3a00601eHHA nomped mepumopianvhoi epomaou. Ha yii
OCHO8I chopmosano ougepenyitiosanutl nioxio, wjo nepeddauae 36epedceHHs CRIIbHUX 6A308UX KOMINOHEHMIE COYiab-
HOI 6i0nosioanbHocmi ma aoanmayiio it npiopumemis i Mexanizmie peanizayii 00 CeKMopPaIbHUX YMOS.

Ipakmuuna yinnicms pe3yibmamis nois2ae y MONCIUBOCNI 6UKOPUCIAHHSL 3ANPONOHOBAHO20 NIOX0OY NIONPUEMCT-
6AMU MA OP2AHAMU YAPAGLIHHA OIS GUSHAYEHHSL NPIOPUMEMHUX HANPIMI6 COYIATbHOI 6i0N06i0anbHOCMi, YOOCKOHAICHHS
Mexanizmie ii peanizayii, OYiHIOBAHHS COYIANbHUX Pe3YIbMamie [ NiOGUWEHHS eqheKMUBHOCMI 83AEMOOIT 3 OCHOBHUMU
cmetikxonodepamu. Tlooanvuie 3acmocysants maxko2o nioxo0y ModHce cmamu 0CHO8010 OJid po3pobieHHs Kpumepiig oyi-
HIOBAHHA COYIANbHOI 8i0N08I0ANbHOCII NIONPUEMCME 3 YPAXYBAHHAM IX CEKMOPAIbHOI HAIEHCHOCHI.

Knwuosi cnosa: coyianvha 6i0nosioanvHicms, KOpROpAMUEHa CoyianbHa 8i0n08i0aibHiCmMb, CeKMopalbHa cheyu-
ika, npusamuul cekmop, 0epHcagHUll CEeKMop, KOMYHATbHULL CEKMOop, cmelxkxondepu, oughepeHyitioganuii nioxio, nyo-

AYHA NIO36IMHICMb.

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., Horisch J.,
and Zérate-Rueda R., Bautista-Z&rate J. S., Beltran-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 1.,
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-Pefia 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 Cilin 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 Hdérisch 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 Z&rate-Rueda R., Bautista-Zarate J. S., and
Beltran-Villamizar Y. 1., 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
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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
Cilin 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 Calin 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
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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

stakeholder interests

Criterion Private sector State-owned sector Municipal sector
Economic efficiency and compet- | Combination of economic .
. o L o - - Meeting the needs of the local
Main focus itiveness, taking into account activity with social and pub-

. . communit
lic functions Y

Employees, consumers, partners,

Main social priorities ; .
community, environment

Employees, society, con- Community members, employees,

sumers, state, environment

local infrastructure, environment

Legal requirements and voluntary

Nature of obligations ST
social initiatives

Legal requirements, public
functions and social obliga-
tions

Legal requirements, functional re-
sponsibilities and community
needs

Owners, employees, consumers,

Key stakeholders .
partners, community

State, employees, consum-
ers, citizens, communities

Local community, consumers,
employees, local self-government
bodies

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

Implementation mecha-
nisms

Social guarantees, public re-
porting, social programmes,
corporate governance

Provision of public services, local
programmes, community engage-
ment, social projects

Combining economic interests

Main emphasis . .
and social expectations

Social significance and pub-

Service accessibility and meeting

lic accountability 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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