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Abstract
Corporate Social Responsibility continues to be an important topic in organisations worldwide. This paper considers the implementation of CSR by State Owned Enterprises (SOEs). In this type of organisation the state acts as a powerful stakeholder as it acts as representative, guarantor and shareholder of public interests. SOEs would seem to be an ideal testing ground for assumptions about CSR that have been imported from the (US) private sector, in particular how stakeholders can influence and be influenced by CSR policies. Against this background and drawing on diverse literature, this paper presents the features and challenges identified in the SOE sector in relation to CSR. It proposes a systemic view of CSR to identify relevant possibilities to help the advancement of CSR in this sector and from a perspective that considers the wider context of SOEs. Findings suggest that although senior SOE managers show awareness of and commitment to CSR principles through a number of fixed or static elements, there remains an imperative need to enhance their application of CSR in SOE plans, strategies and daily activities, in other words to adopt a more proactive, stakeholder aware and dynamic view of CSR. 
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1. Introduction 
Despite agreement on a broad definition of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), the meaning of corporate socially responsible behaviour can have different connotations according to the type of organisation, its geographical location(s), and the perceptions of its managers and stakeholders as well as particular circumstances at a certain time (Campbell, 2007; Dahlsrud, 2008). Different factors have been identified as influencing or being influenced by the adoption of CSR goals, strategies or elements (Li and Zhang, 2010). These include internal and external factors. Internally, the size of the organisation, the industry type, and the existence of corporate governance structures come to the fore, whereas externally environmental pressures (i.e. stakeholders, regulations or media demands) are also highlighted. Other factors seem to differentiate the implementation of CSR in developed and less developed regions of the globe (Chapple and Moon, 2005; Welford, 2005). In less developed regions, the organisational commitment of managers to ethics (their moral behaviour) can lead corporations to extend their existing business operations to serve marginalised communities and in this way pave the way to implement more sophisticated, standardised and internationally recognised CSR practices (Lindgreen et al., 2010).  This would contrast with more advanced economies where the view of an organisation as an ethical agent can enable managers to avoid responsibility (Maclagan, 1998).  There is a need to continue identifying factors and practices that influence and make CSR effective in different economic sectors and types of organisations, placing particular emphasis on how managers deal with stakeholders’ relations when it comes to putting into practice CSR policies and principles.  

The definition and adoption of CSR initiatives is influenced by a company’s immediate structure, contexts and mechanisms of responding to demands and pressures from the ‘outside’.  These elements also impact both the implementation strategies as well as the steering mechanisms to govern and maintain CSR actions (Wood, 2010). A key element that influences the development of CSR is how organisations make aware or include stakeholders in their CSR practices (Calabrese and Lancioni, 2008; Costa and Menicini, 2013; Aguinis and Glavas, 2012; Wood, 2010; Calabrese et al., 2013a, 2013b). Stakeholders can play different roles and be driven by different interests when it comes to supporting or taking part in CSR initiatives (Aguilera et al., 2007).  Stakeholders can also have different degrees of influence in organisational action (Mitchell, Aggle and Wood, 1997) and therefore they play a key part in supporting or undermining CSR initiatives (Maclagan, 2008; Calabrese and Lancioni, 2008; Costa and Menicini, 2013).  

Bearing in mind the above need, this paper presents an exploration of CSR in State Owned Enterprises (SOEs). In this type of enterprise/organisation public and private interests conflate (Roper and Schoenberger-Orgad, 2011), given that the public can act both as a shareholder as well as a user of an organisation’s products or services (OECD, 2005).  SOEs constitute an important sector in different countries, and their response to existing and future challenges can greatly influence the development (not only economic growth) of many regions in the planet. The choice of sector follows a twofold aim. First, SOEs should be an ideal testing ground for probing assumptions and theorisations of CSR that have been derived from studying private sector organisations.  Second, we would like to see how adopting a systemic view of CSR in which open interactions between organisations and their internal and external stakeholders (Cegarra-Navarro and Rodríguez-Carrasco, 2004; Preuss and Córdoba, 2009) could shed light on possibilities to advance our understanding of CSR.  Unfortunately there is not much literature relating to SOE in CSR.  This paper aims to open up a series of questions, possibilities and dilemmas on how best to evaluate CSR and take it forward in more day-to-day terms than is currently the case.  

To conduct this exploration, some features of SOEs are highlighted and key challenges that SOEs face to adopt CSR are identified. A systemic view of CSR is proposed to identify and categorise static and dynamic elements of CSR in a sample of 102 SOEs.  Static elements refer to ‘reactive outputs’ of CSR, which in this case are conceived of as managers’ understandings of CSR.  Dynamic elements refer to potential activities which could help managers consider new possibilities to become CSR proactive. Insights obtained reveal further challenges but also opportunities for CSR development in this sector. Whilst SOE senior managers are aware of CSR and are committed to implementing some key but static elements of CSR, there remains an imperative need to further engage SOE stakeholders. The paper suggests some possibilities to continue developing CSR in the SOE sector, which can also inform future managerial action elsewhere. 

This paper is organised as follows.  A characterisation of SOEs is made considering the dual role of the public as a majority shareholder/stakeholder. Key challenges to implement CSR in the SOE sector are identified.  A systemic view of CSR is presented and advanced in relation to the challenges identified in terms of some static elements to be assessed via an empirical survey conducted on a sample of Spanish SOEs.  With the results of the survey, some possibilities to advance CSR through dynamic and proactive elements are proposed and discussed.
2. SOE in the context of public sector organisations
There is an increasing interest in mapping CSR as a systemic field of research and practice in which organisations respond to internal and external factors by adopting practices that have impacts within organisations and beyond (Wood, 2010; Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). This interest is compounded by a concern to understand how CSR can evolve from voluntary intentions or principles to embedded business practices (Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010). In a number of sectors CSR has becomes an interesting field of research and practice. This is the case with public service organisations (Ball and Grubnic, 2007; Ball and Bebbington, 2008). Surprisingly this sector has been isolated from CSR debates despite the fact that worldwide many public service organisations are responsible for a vast range of social and environmental issues (Wilson and Game, 2011). The world economic crises have added pressures to these organisations. Not only they do they have to become more efficient, transparent and accountable to citizens (Rocheleau and Wu, 2002; Piotrowski and Van Ryzin, 2007), but they also have to step in and buy private businesses in order to protect public interest. Public service organisations’ regard for the natural and social environments are two key issues to manage but they seem to have become less of a priority (Jones and Stewart, 2009). 
A particular type of public service organisation is that of State Owned Enterprises.  According to the OECD (2005), the term ‘SOE’ refers to enterprises or companies where the state has significant control through full, majority or minority ownership. Their main function is to accomplish public policy objectives (Cunningham, 2011), such as providing services to society (Heath and Norman, 2004) and not necessarily in order to make a profit (Ibid). The nature of ownership varies between countries and types of industry in which SOEs operate. In most cases, SOEs are involved in regional development or the supply of public goods and services (utilities) (OECD, 2005). Because of all these features SOEs deserve special attention in the global and current economic climate for two reasons. First, they represent an important part of many countries’ economies (OECD, 2005). Secondly, they are viewed by many as instruments that allow governments to correct market failures and/or to promote the production or creation of jobs (OECD, 2011). This also means that aspects of SOEs’ social responsibility principles and practices could become examples or role models for other organisations to follow (Heath and Norman 2004).
How can CSR be studied and evaluated in this type of organisations? Given that often ‘the public’ is an important SOE stakeholder, relationships with this and other stakeholders (the media, policy makers) become central to address the above question.  Two key considerations come to the fore. First, there is the idea that governments represent public interests  and SOE managers should be made accountable to identify and cater for them (Matten and Crane, 2003; Maclagan, 2008). Second, the ‘public’ as an important stakeholder should not only be made aware of CSR by senior management but also positively involved in core business activities (Calabrese and Lancioni, 2008). It becomes essential to study and evaluate how SOE managers conceive of CSR as well as to evaluate how prepared they are to inclusively plan, undertake and review CSR initiatives together with stakeholders. Derived from these considerations, in the next section key challenges to adopt CSR in SOEs are identified.  
3. CSR Challenges for SOEs
3.1.Managing diverse stakeholders and their interests 
The literature of CSR in SOEs is scarce and often confounded with that of marketing communications or public relations. A starting point to identify challenges involved in studying and evaluating CSR in SOEs is to adopt the idea that through time, different stakeholders have a different degree of salience and influence in organisational action (Mitchell, Aggle and Wood, 1997; Maclagan, 2008; Calabrese et al., 2013a, 2013b).  To evaluate this possibility Roper and Schoenberger-Orgard (2011) cite an example of a SOE in New Zealand. The company, a state-owned utility company, cut the provision of electricity to a poor customer family who did not pay their electricity bill. Their decision resulted in the death of one of the members of the concerned family who needed electricity for a life-preserving machine. At first, the company publicly tried to distance itself from both the decision and its consequences, but later on it had to acknowledge its mistake in order to save its public reputation, and with it protect its share price.  
The above example could well be regarded as one of (in)appropriate public relations management. However, it illustrates that up to that point that the ‘public’ and other stakeholders (i.e. the media) as a stakeholder was not much involved or affecting core business activity (it did not have much salience) and therefore was not appropriately identified and managed. But things changed. SOE managers not only have to consider this, but also that the public and other SOE stakeholders often and at the same time can have ‘overlapping or blurred interests’ (Roper and Schoenberger-Orgard, 2011, p.699) that need to be continuously accounted for and managed.   
Managing diverse stakeholders with dynamically changing interests and roles can pose a degree of complexity for SOE managers who want to advance CSR. A proposed strategy to address this is to reduce the degree of public ownership of SOEs and privilege the public role of shareholders (Heath, Norman, 2004).  Li and Zhang (2010) report a study of SOEs in China in which they find that concentration of ownership rather than its dispersion could help with addressing CSR goals more effectively. Heath and Norman (2004) advocate the power of a minority of SOE shareholders as a way to make CSR implementation efficient. However, the implementation of this strategy does not necessarily mean that a diversity of interests and groups of the ‘public’ are appropriately accounted for.  Neither does this mean that SOE stakeholders are involved to some degree in core business activities. Lack of involvement can become counterproductive to any CSR initiative (Calabrese and Lancioni, 2008). 
To Maclagan (2008), the literature of CSR does not offer much in terms of proposing dialogical perspectives with stakeholders. As Maclagan argues, CSR literature is “functionalist, managerial, manipulative and not befitting of serious discussion on corporate social responsibility as moral practice” (p.377, original italics). Care needs to be taken not only to consult, ‘manipulate’ or ‘co-opt’ stakeholders but to develop participative processes of dialogue with them.  The aim would be to debate ethical implications of corporate decisions for present and future generations.  
3.2. Discretion of managers 

Drawing on lessons from past experiences with SOEs in Canada, Heath and Norman (2004) also argue that the degree of discretion of SOE managers can become another challenge for CSR implementation in SOE (Calabrese et al., 2013b). Even if appropriate mechanisms for representation and management of public interests can be defined, SOE managers can always argue that their CSR attempts fail or are incomplete or unsuccessful. They can justify this on having to balance different demands, influences and expectations. This allows them to disguise their lack of interest, or their excessive focus on ‘securing’ economic gains at the expense of other CSR imperatives (i.e. environmental protection or social inclusiveness). Therefore and similarly to what could happen in the private sector, SOE managers’ intentions, decisions and responses need to be continuously assessed, monitored and made accountable.

However, managers’ decisions also need to be supported.  If the idea that SOEs are not citizen-like entities presented before is followed, managers need not only to be made morally responsible, but also encouraged to proactively engage in dialogue with stakeholders, many (if not all) of whom perceive things differently. For Maclagan (2008), it is not only managers from organisations who face moral dilemmas when it comes to putting in practice CSR principles. As he says: “Just as managers in hierarchical systems can face moral dilemmas reconciling different stakeholders demands, so decision makers in ‘civil society organisations’ must consider which specific interests to support, and whether or not to engage in particular actions, such as protests or boycotts, which may generate costs to others” (p.377).  Managers as stakeholders, in particular SOE managers, should be able to exercise their moral judgment not only in responding but also in proactively developing shared CSR understandings and commitments with others. In the current economic climate and in countries such as the UK, it is interesting to note how media attention is now on decisions and rewards for senior managers of privately and publicly owned banks (SOEs) to the potential exclusion of middle managers in this sector and elsewhere, many of whom are under pressure to reduce their budget deficits and who might be trying to act ethically. 
3.3. Accountability: community connections
The previous challenge of SOE manager discretion brings another challenge for CSR implementation of SOEs: how can CSR in SOEs be made accountable? A possibility is to make use of governance structures and mechanisms with a view to separating the regulatory role of the state from its ownership in companies and in order to make decision making less complicated, bureaucratic, blurred or inefficient (OECD, 2005). This possibility can be complemented with a continuous dissemination of online information to the ‘public’ about SOE compliance with CSR goals (Branco and Rodriguez, 2006). Information technologies can become a vehicle to facilitate the sharing and acquisition of knowledge pertaining to organisational practices with external stakeholders (Cegarra-Navarro and Rodríguez-Carrasco, 2004).   

Community connections are important to help SOEs play a dual role when required to respond to unexpected situations and to exhibit appropriate degree of transparency in what they do (Roper and Schoenberger-Orgard, 2011). However, the challenge here is that despite the availability of information on the World Wide Web (WWW), social media and knowledge management technologies it can still be difficult for SOEs to physically connect to their social communities of influence and to integrate them in core business activity whilst allowing them to exert accountability. Accountability in SCR requires engagement but there is a tendency to associate accountability with the static ‘output’ of CSR rather than the process to meet CSR goals (Córdoba and Campbell, 2008a, 2008b; Maclagan, 2008; Wood, 2010). In developing proactive CSR accountability, it is important then to enable managers and other stakeholders to surface different issues, to clarify expectations, to engage in mutual learning and to design and review appropriate structures and outputs to improve CSR practice. In this process not only managers but also stakeholders can be made responsible for CSR, something that the CSR literature that is mainly focused on functional outputs tends to oversee (Maclagan, 2008).  
Put together, the above constitute an interdependent set of issues. Better SOE stakeholder role identification and management would require supporting SOE managers’ discretion as well as making CSR activities accountable to different parties. Any possibility to measure stakeholder perspectives in CSR initiatives should then consider their engagement with processes in formulating and evaluating. In the next section a systemic view of CSR in SOEs is proposed to take this possibility forward. 
4. A systemic view of CSR in SOEs
The management of corporate social responsibility requires a radical change in management thinking and tools to support business activities (Calabrese et al., 2013b). An initial strategy to address the above challenges adopted by the authors of this paper was to look for an appropriate theory or set of theories to help explain them.  Recent reviews of the literature on CSR highlight a diversity of theories and approaches to understand and promote CSR with little connection about the effects of using one particular theory/approach over the aspects highlighted by other theories or approaches (Garriga and Melé, 2004; Aguinis and Glavas, 2012). Moreover, theories highlight different and isolated aspects that motivate, mediate or moderate CSR at different levels (institutional, organisational, individual). Mapping the different elements that should be addressed at different levels to improve CSR becomes a subjective exercise in which there can be different interpretations about how organisations (in this case SOEs) could culturally transit to embed CSR principles in core business activities (Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010), or even find space and time to reflect on the consequences of their activities beyond the organisational realm (Wood, 2010). 
An alternative strategy is to consider CSR elements and practices together not as a representation of the field
 w (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012) but as a form of inquiring system (Córdoba and Campbell, 2008b). This idea comes from the realm of systems thinking, in which the systems nature of the phenomenon under investigation is not ‘out there’ but in the very same enquiry that is carried out to find out about what people perceive as ‘problematic’ in such phenomenon (Checkland, 1981). For the field of CSR this means adopting a less functional/statically goal oriented view of it in terms of predictors, outcomes, mediators and moderators (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012) and promoting a more interpretive and negotiated perspective on what is considered CSR and how it should be developed (Preuss and Córdoba, 2009).  

Under this view, it is possible to conceive of CSR as having 1) a number of ‘fixed’ or hierarchically oriented elements which are oriented to reporting and compliance (i.e. codes of conduct, impact measures, policies, the espoused ‘ideas’ about CSR according to one’s role in the hierarchy) and 2) a number of dynamic elements in terms of cross-functional activities (i.e. internal and external dialogue, exploration and exploitation of possibilities, participative planning and problem solving, nurturing of communities of practice, training, communications, company visits and supply chain initiatives (Cegarra, 2004; Preuss and Córdoba, 2009; Haugh and Talwar, 2010).   How an organisation makes (or does not make sense) of both of these static and dynamic elements becomes the input for an inquiry into how CSR can be better advanced and thus evaluated. 

In developing this alternative and systemic view of CSR, some systems ideas are used. First, the different challenges identified can be conceived of and managed as a ‘system’, in other words they could be considered as inter-related, with any action in one of them affecting and being affected by actions on the others (Ackoff, 1981). Second, both static and dynamic CSR elements can be assembled as part of a human activity system, in which purposeful action to improve a situation can be designed, proposed and debated (Checkland, 1981). Third, system models of human activity perceived as relevant in a situation can be used to formulate questions in order to explore future possibilities to meet the achievement of CSR goals (Córdoba and Campbell, 2008b). Finally, questions should aim to support dialogue and reflection by CSR stakeholders, in particular enhancing the “ethical awareness of managers and thus helping their organisations adapt to the values and expectations of stakeholders in ‘turbulent’ times” (Maclagan, 2008, p.378; Calabrese et al., 2013a, 2013b).  
For the specific case of SOEs, a systemic view would focus on identifying inter-dependences between challenges (diverse stakeholders and interests, managers’ discretion, accountability) and explore how static (compliance and hierarchy based) and dynamic (process based) CSR elements that SOEs exhibit are (and should be) contributing to meet them. Systems models are built to facilitate identification of potential relationships between perceived static and dynamic SOE CSR. Discussion of model elements and connections can help stakeholders reflect on ethical implications of CSR practices and decisions. Any possibility for change resulting from reflection and discussion should be considered in terms of its cultural feasibility as well as its systemic desirability (Checkland, 1981). In this way, systems model-building can facilitate an enhanced understanding of how relationships with SOE stakeholders can be developed and or/maintained when pursuing CSR goals.   

A caveat needs to be made at this point. Systems model-building under this perspective is subjective activity and therefore what is perceived by SOE managers and those interpreting their perceptions (researchers) does not offer a true, comprehensive or fully accurate picture of CSR in SOEs but rather a useful one (Checkland, 1981, 1995).  Ideally speaking, the models should be validated with managers and other stakeholders so that agreed (accommodated) action for improvement can be defined.  This is beyond the scope of the paper. Nevertheless the insights and questions derived from comparing models with SOE managerial perceptions can offer valuable insights as to how CSR is currently put into practice and how it can then be taken forward.
5. Empirical research

5.1. Sample and procedure

To develop a systemic view of CSR in SOEs as described above we have focused on the Spanish public administration and in the field of state-owned enterprises. This sector is relevant in view of recent legislative reform policies of the administrative structures in the  1990s and the process of decentralisation and outsourcing has been implemented in this country (Bastida and Benito, 2007). Besides, SOEs remain active in important sectors of the economy in many countries (OECD, 2005). Governments use SOEs to achieve social or political goals at the same time as strictly productive ones. Thus, SOEs, as well as producing a particular good or service, are required to achieve certain macroeconomic, social and political goals (Cunningham, 2011). The contact details of companies were obtained from the database of the Ministry of Economy and Finance of Spain and a total of 167 SOEs have been analysed.

5.2 Methodology

The methodology adopted in this paper is a combination of a survey and the use of conceptual systems models of human activity (Checkland, 1981).  The survey was the main instrument to collect managerial perceptions about CSR. It was designed and sent to senior managers or directors of Spanish SOEs. For the preparation and sending of the survey support from the Spanish Ministry of Labour and Immigration as well as agencies such as Environment GARRIGUES Lawyers and FORÉTICA was obtained. The survey’s objectives and an internet link were sent to all SOEs by email and post to the managers/administrators of the sample during the months of September and October 2013.  The messages posted explained the motivation for the survey (analyse, develop and strengthen strategies to position the organisation as a corporate social responsibility player); the completion requirements; the structure and instructions of the survey.  An email address and a telephone number were offered to answer any questions or queries from the respondents.  
The survey responses were made anonymous and designed using a Likert-type response. For the preparation of the survey we have relied on previous studies that analysed via surveys, the perception of the concept of CSR and management of managers based on criteria of social responsibility in private sector companies (Rahbek and Neergaard, 2009). The survey was completed via an online platform from October to December 2013 under a comprehensive monitoring and supervision of the questionnaires in order to achieve the maximum possible number of valid surveys. The responses of the survey reached a total of 102 valid responses equivalent to a response rate of 61%.
Given the data collection technique used in the preparation of this report, there is the possibility of a positive bias in the response rate because such methods could mean that only those companies who do know the CSR or have undertaken some kind of strategic approach to its management are those that responded to the survey. Comprehensive monitoring, training of senior SOE managers and additional support were used to reduce the bias.  
Questions.  The survey was divided into two sections.  The first one contained questions to ascertain the degree of awareness and knowledge of SOE managers about corporate social responsibility. First we asked managers if they had heard of the ‘concept’ of CSR. The evaluation of these answers followed the pattern of “I have heard of it and know clearly what is”; “I have heard of it and I think I know what is”; “I’ve heard of it but do not know what is” or “I do not know or have not heard of it”. Second, a number of aspects related to the concept of CSR were presented and valued to a greater or lesser extent (Welford et al., 2007; Pedersen and Neergaard, 2009; Rivera and Muñoz, 2010) (see figure 2). The evaluation of these items was based on a scale of 1 to 2 according to the degree of agreement or disagreement (where 1 = Disagree and 2 = Agree). 
The second section contained questions related to the potential influence of SOE stakeholders in CSR, sociocultural factors and challenges to find the company when implementing CSR principles and/or practices (Abdul and Ibrahim, 2002; Rahbek and Neergaard, 2009, Kehbila et al., 2009). The evaluation of these items is based on a scale of 1 to 2 according to the degree of agreement or disagreement (where 1 = Disagree and 2 = Agree). 
Survey answers enabled the validation and detailing of challenges as well as the identification of fixed and dynamic CSR elements.  

5.3. Conceptual model building
Several systems-based methodologies use systems models to represent situations as well as formulate possibilities for improvement. Within soft systems methodology (SSM, Checkland 1981), a conceptual systems model is a set of activities designed to support purposeful human action (Checkland, 1981). Conceptual models structure stakeholders’ perceptions about a situation in the form of models of human activity.  Data gathered in various ways is then shared and interpreted in order to identify relevant issues, formulate activities and causal relationships among them and assess possibilities for future action.  Data can be used to inform the understanding and reflection of those researching a situation or be used to facilitate direct intervention in it (Checkland and Winter, 2006).  
To build the model the data obtained from the survey was first triangulated – before the definitive version of the questionnaire was distributed, we had a pretest of the survey as the previous research (Hunt et al., 1986). The answers were first classified according to the three challenges identified (different roles of SOE stakeholders with interests, SOEs’ managers’ discretion and accountability). Answers to selected questions as well as relevant literature were used to inform the definition of three (3) different models.  Models can be issue-based or activity based, depending on what is perceived as relevant to be improved (Checkland, 1981).  The three models generated were:

· A system to establish and manage diverse CSR stakeholder roles and interests
· A system to develop discretion of SOE managers in proactively dealing with CSR

· A system to establish CSR accountability mechanisms. 

To begin the modelling process, a root definition was written for each model.  This is a short description of the purpose, means and ends of the desired activity (Checkland, 1981).  Models reflect what is stated in a root definition via human activities (normally represented as ‘verbs’). The mnemonic CATWOE (Clients, Actors, Transformation or main activity, Worldview or weltanschauung, Owners and Environment of the System) was used to expand the definition and identify the main elements of each system. Activities of monitoring and taking action to improve the activity were added to the model as recommended by Checkland (1981). Models were connected to each other to facilitate identification of inter-dependences between challenges and activities to address them.  
The insights provided by each model are derived from reflecting on what models suggest could be done to advance CSR practice and evaluation in relation to what the current situation is as perceived by the managers (survey results). The insights were then used to formulate a number of questions to continue enquiring into CSR as well as suggesting some possibilities for improvement. In the next section initial insights of the survey are presented.  

6. Insights
6.1. Initial interpretation of survey results
According to the data of Figure 1, a high percentage of public managers have heard about the concept of CSR and believe or say they believe they know what it means (91%). Therefore, although such aspects do not have a long history in the field of public sector, this does not mean they are issues that have been left in SOEs.  
In fact, as reflected in Figure 2, and as happens in private firms (Rahbek and Neergaard, 2009), the issues that most public companies associate with CSR are mostly linked to a series of goals and means for development sustainable that are generally accepted: ethics and corporate transparency, the contribution to economic development and wealth distribution in the environment, social action, dialogue with stakeholders, environmental management and responsible criteria voluntary integration in the company strategy. So, in general, for public sector companies CSR goes beyond strict compliance with legal obligations. They also consider that CSR is important for their business and activity and, therefore, deny it is a phenomenon outside the company or having to do merely with the image. Also they are opting against defining CSR as a ‘fad’.
On the other hand, Figure 3 shows that the relevant interest groups are the employees together with customers/consumers. Then follow, in this order, community, media, citizens, providers, government, shareholders and finally the trade unions. These results differ from those obtained in the private sector, because although the main interest groups are employees and customers, these results differ in the positioning of the shareholders (higher position in the private sector) and the media, among others (see for example the research of Rahbek and Neergaard, 2009).
In the opinion of public managers, sociocultural factors may influence socially responsible practices of the company, namely, the influence of the behaviour of superiors (58%) with peers (29%). The following factors are related to education and training, that is, influences, although to a lesser extent, the training received in school and / or college (20%) and education of the family (16%). Finally, also there are influential  the common practices in the company (15%) and traditional beliefs and customs (8%). A a factor almost nonexistent in public companies who refer to the religious training of employees (1%) (Figure 4).
Based on the data shown in Figure 5, we observed that one of the biggest barriers when implementing CSR policies in public companies is the lack of resources and the limitation of these (25%). Subsequently, they are also important barriers to the lack of continuous absence of strategy in relation to CSR and the lack of commitment of the authorities on which it depends (15%). Moreover, the inadequate training in CSR issues and lack of information (13%), lack of pressure from interest groups (11%), excessive paperwork and lack of specialist leaders in these tasks (105) prevent the implementation of CSR criteria. Finally, less important barriers are the insufficient motivation and benefits provided by CSR and low awareness of issues related to CSR by employees (6%).
6.2. Insights and questions from conceptual models
The initial findings also suggest that despite managers’ knowledge about CSR (Figures 1 and 2) and their varied intentions and possibilities to put them into practice (Figure 2), their discretion to act ethically (and presumably responsibly) can be inhibited by a number of important factors as discussed above.  These factors are related to managers’ internal organisational environment (i.e. peer behaviour, corporate strategy, education, lack of leadership, Figure 5) as well as their external environment (i.e. absence of pressure from interest groups, lack of commitment of authorities on which an organisation depends, Figure 5). This, added to the diversity of stakeholders that managers consider when thinking about CSR (Figure 3), would make further adoption of CSR in principle problematic in the long term with a view to making it more proactive than reactive.
The conceptual models that are proposed (Appendix 1 and Figures 6, 7 and 8) highlight a number of possibilities to address the challenges identified and embed CSR more fully in the SOE context.  These are discussed as follows:
The different roles of CSR stakeholders and their associated interests about CSR should be continuously clarified and managed.  The diversity of stakeholders and notions associated with CSR as perceived by SOE managers can become an opportunity rather than a constraint.  Managers’ awareness about stakeholders could be taken forward to develop continuous and joint activity with them according to the adequacy of such activities and their ethical implications in relation to the “wider problem at hand” (Wood, 2010). To assess stakeholder relationships, Maclagan’s (2008) description of types of Organisational-Environment stakeholder relationships (marketplace relationships, bargaining and negotiating, co-optations, coalitions) suggests that not all relationships are conducive to developing a shared and ethical responsibility and that therefore managers need to carefully ascertain and develop those which are considered to be conducive to develop a collective sense of ‘shared’ responsibility.  
In relation to the conceptual model of Figure 6, the following questions can be used by SOE managers and CSR researchers to inform future activities:

· What pressures and possibilities on how to work with stakeholders can be identified from the (internal, external) environment and which ones could be taken forward to develop CSR practices? 

· How important is/should it be to identify different goals about CSR and roles of stakeholders associated with them?  How feasible is (and should it be) to influence corporate strategy? 

· Which relationships and which stakeholders should be developed and why?
· How should potential conflicts between stakeholders be dealt with (for instance when the same stakeholders are in different roles/relationships)?  

· What other perspectives need to be considered to provide answers to the above questions?  

Following from the above, and in relation to the second challenge identified (discretion), managers can enhance their own capacity to develop relationships with stakeholders and to act when facing dilemmas. As perceived by SOE managers (Figure 4), this capacity is influenced by their own education and background as well as by ‘external’ factors (e.g. upper management support and leadership).  The conceptual model suggests that managers could use the variety of stakeholders that they consider important for CSR opportunities to develop such capacity.  Capacity building requires commitment, resource investment as well as nurturing via cross-functional strategies (i.e. learning communities of practice) within and beyond the physical realm of SOEs (Cegarra-Navarro and Rodríguez-Carrasco, 2004).  Development of this type of ‘proactive’ CSR discretion capacity would require managers to conceive of the diversity of perceived internal and external challenges for CSR in SOE, the different CSR notions/stakeholder roles and interests and the resulting relationships being developed (model 1). Development of managers’ CSR discretion should contribute to make SOEs become agents of change in the wider of society (Ackoff, 1981).  
The conceptual model in Figure 7 suggests the following questions should be addressed:
· What demands and opportunities are being imposed upon SOE managers to enhance their discretionary capacity in relation to CSR?  

· How are plans or initiatives to encourage SOE managers to develop their sense of responsibility being prioritised, resourced, managed and accounted for (model 3)? 
· How can current and new CSR oriented relationships with stakeholders be used to develop managers’ discretion (model 1)? 
· How can the development of managers’ CSR discretion be related to the achievement of organisational strategic goals? 
From the above two models, it becomes clear that activities managing stakeholders and developing discretion require adequate resource allocation and alignment with SOE corporate strategies. The effectiveness of these activities needs to be continuously ascertained and improved. Establishing CSR accountability mechanisms (Figure 8) should be seen as the result of adequate, effective and meaningful stakeholder engagement, enabling managers to exert their responsibility towards SOEs as well as learning to improve.   
The conceptual model of Figure 8 suggests additional questions such as:  
· How are possibilities for accountability being ascertained and decided upon in SOE?

· How important is communication for CSR accountability in SOEs?

· How integrated are accountability activities with core SOE organisational activities, managers’ capacity development (model 2) as well as in the development of relationships with stakeholders (model 1)?  

· Are accountability activities/mechanisms being properly resourced? 

· On what grounds are stakeholder relationships being accounted?  

· What relationships exist between accountability and corporate strategy?  

These questions can inform further thinking and research on CSR in SOE.  The activities suggested by models can also be used to develop further empirical understandings of how CSR is being conceived; how it is linked to corporate and personal development strategies; and how forms of CSR accountability can be made more inclusive of stakeholders (managers included) so that CSR practices have better chances of being adopted at different managerial levels, across departments and in conjunction with external practices. The door is open to continue exploring the dynamics of CSR.  We hope this paper has shed light on how CSR can be better assessed as well as further developed in this particular sector of SOEs and elsewhere.  
7. Conclusions 
This paper has presented an exploration of Corporate Social Responsibility in State Owned Enterprises (SOEs). SOEs deserve special attention because they generally remain linked to local social initiatives and are committed to the development of the region (Joseph, 2000; Spence and Schmidpeter, 2003). In addition, SOEs play an important part in the wealth of many countries and so their responses to CSR demands need to be studied in more depth (OECD, 2005). 

The results show that public managers have a clear understanding of the static aspects of the CSR but must  show commitment to CSR actions. In this regard, public managers must undertake proactive measures which can include aspects of CSR in SOEs’ strategy because this will drive the future development of concrete actions in this area. In fact, public managers consider that CSR goes beyond strict compliance with the legal obligations being essential to the development of its member companies and their activities. However, it is not enough to have an understanding of the static aspects of CSR. This knowledge must be put into practice in a more proactive way (dynamic). To this end, and based on the model of systems thinking, this paper highlights the need to include CSR in their strategic plans to transform their daily activities in the near future.

To carry out this strategic investment by public managers on issues of CSR, a set of actions to address a cultural change in organisations seems to be necessary. One main action should be to focus on human resources.. On the one hand, public managers must take actions to increase the level of awareness of the need to incorporate CSR into all activities of an organisation, which could be useful to increase the skill level of workers in the field of CSR. It leads to decisive politics in human resource management through the investment in employee training and in recruiting new staff to present these capabilities already. Moreover, the allocation of strategic responsibilities within an organisation in terms of CSR, will result in a personal involvement of employees in achieving a good execution of CSR. Finally, public managers must convince the authorities of the need to develop actions in this area and their incorporation into all actions carried out in any area of the organisation. Strong convictions of public managers and CSR outcomes could be two key tools for justifying this need.

Nonetheless, human and financial resources for social and environmental improvements are needed to undertake this cultural change. Otherwise, CSR will only remain at the theoretical level within a company (Rahbek and Neergaard, 2009). Furthermore, public managers must solve other different barriers, including their own personal profiles or the environment in which they are involved, such as the behaviour of their peers, their education profile or the lack of leadership. Finally, public managers also consider a major barrier the lack of commitment by the authorities on which they depends and the absence of a continuing strategy of CSR in the company.

These findings and implications of our study are relevant because the values ​​of senior management have a significant footprint in the business and decision-making (Agle et al., 1999). So it is hard to imagine that CSR is part of organisations without the active support of the managers (Harris and Crane, 2002). Nonetheless, as highlighted in previous literature, stakeholders can also play a key role in supporting CSR initiatives (Maclagan, 2008; Calabrese and Lancioni, 2008; Costa and Menichini, 2013). In this regard, the findings of our paper indicate that internal stakeholders (employees and customers) of the SOEs are exerting greater pressure followed by community and government. Therefore, when implementing CSR policies public managers should take the pressure caused by internal stakeholders to make the leap of quality and cultural change discussed above and should note these stakeholders as a challenge within of their company.

In general, while public sector managers are aware of the concept of CSR, the results have indicated the need to advance the study of CSR in the public sector field. Then, we tried more clearly to define the relevance of systems thinking in the implementation of CSR in the SOE sector, and propose a conceptual model of CSR to help present and future managers. The systems thinking approach can help us to construct models that facilitate the understanding of CSR and public relations firms with different stakeholders. Thus, models are proposed to improve CSR in public companies. Though they are based on criteria and subjective elements, they can help organisations to reflect on and address issues of CSR for later inclusion in business activities (Maon, Lindgreen and Swaen, 2010). These models show that public managers have to evaluate the different interests of different stakeholders taking the influence of each of them as an opportunity for continuous improvement. In addition, public managers must be able to respond to such challenges and develop proactive CSR policies allocating resources for such purposes. Accountability is proposed as a mechanism that highlights the effectiveness of socially responsible activities being the result of an adequate participation of stakeholders.

Finally, future research and analysis suggest future managerial action in CSR issues in other countries and areas of action relying on the proposed models. It would also be interesting to know what policies and criteria are currently applying CSR public managers in their companies as well as the causes and factors that could make public companies more socially responsible. We hope other researchers continue the discussion and development of ways to conceptualise this emerging area of research worldwide.
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