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Abstract

:

The current recession has caused a large number of companies to reevaluate their valuable resources and ways to preserve and invest those resources. Given the relevance of employees as key stakeholders, developing a socially responsible orientation in human resource management for taking care of workers and their needs must be an essential process for business success. This study, based on stakeholder theory and a social integrative approach, examines the main drivers and barriers in the implementation of socially responsible actions in human resource management. The research uses a quantitative analysis based on questionnaires responded to by 85 human resource managers from large Spanish companies. We conclude that there are two significant drivers of socially responsible actions in human resource management (HRM): access to public subsidies and the improvement of the working environment. The main significant barriers highlighted by human resource managers are conflicts in decisions with boards and/or management teams and the lack of employees’ acceptance. The professional implications of the research are discussed at the end of the paper.
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1. Introduction


The benefits of introducing corporate social responsibility (CSR) in management models and firm strategies have been a relevant issue examined in the past decade [1,2]. Several works have highlighted how CSR can increase organizational performance [3,4] through generating a sense of belonging and commitment among stakeholders [5,6]. Notwithstanding positive evidence regarding CSR benefits for employees [7], some companies still do not trust the value of developing socially responsible initiatives. Despite some academics who provide evidence of the importance of CSR as a strategic partner for human resource management (HRM) [8], it is necessary to examine in greater detail what factors reinforce or diminish this link. This manuscript addresses this question. Specifically, we intend to shed light on the main drivers and barriers for human resource managers in the introduction of a socially responsible orientation in HRM. First, it is necessary to understand what the terms “driver” and “barrier” mean in this manuscript. According to the Cambridge Dictionary, a driver is considered “something that makes other things progress, develop, or grow stronger”, while a barrier can be defined as “anything used or acting to block something happening”.



The theoretical framework is supported by the stakeholder theory developed by Freeman [9], with special attention to the premises of Greenwood and Anderson [10], Buciuniene and Kazlauskaite [11], and Barrena-Martinez et al. [12], who identify employees as one of the most important stakeholder groups in the development of socially responsible actions in HRM. The manuscript acts as a theoretical complement to the foundations of the social integrative approach, which considers that the integration of the social demands of workers can improve their well-being and motivation, as well as add overall stakeholder value. The study considers the perceptions of human resource managers to be a main promoter of socially responsible behavior and practices in a company, focusing on the barriers and drivers they perceive in the implementation of socially responsible HRM. Our research results show that the drivers that have a significant effect on the degree of introduction of CSR into HRM are potential improvements in the working environment and access to public subsidies. The main significant barriers to the development of socially responsible behavior are potential conflicts in decisions with board/management teams and the lack of employee acceptance. Our conclusions and discussion of the research are provided at the end of the paper.




2. Human Resource Management and Corporate Social Responsibility: A Bridge through Stakeholder Theory


Stakeholder theory is considered to be one of the main supports for explaining the benefits and integration of CSR actions in business management [13,14,15]. In all definitions, the fundamentals of this theory emphasize the importance of stakeholders in the course and success of CSR business activities. The definition proposed by the European Commission in its Renewed Social Responsibility Strategy, commonly accepted at the European level, defines CSR as “a process aimed at integrating social, environmental and ethical concerns, respect for human rights and consumer concerns in its business operations and its basic strategy, in order to: (1) maximize the creation of value for its owners, stakeholders and society in the broad sense; and to (2) identify, prevent and mitigate their potential adverse consequences on the environment” [16] (p. 7). In other words, the introduction of socially responsible elements in the daily management of companies legitimizes the companies’ activities vis-à-vis the groups with which they interact: shareholders, partners, suppliers, customers, public institutions, nongovernmental organizations, employees, and society in general [17,18].



However, given the multitude of stakeholders involved in organizational activities, authors such as Freeman [9], Goodpaster [19], and Clarkson [20] note the need for organizations to differentiate and prioritize among their stakeholders. Based on links with a company, these authors differentiate two kinds of stakeholders: (i) primary groups, those that have a formal contract with the organization and are essential for its proper functioning (owners, shareholders, employees, unions, customers, suppliers, etc.), and (ii) secondary groups, those who, although not directly involved in the economic activities of a company, can exercise a significant influence on its activity (citizens, competitors, local community, government, public administrations, etc.) [20] (p. 11). In this manuscript, according to this classification, employees are considered primary stakeholders for an HRM function that integrates a CSR orientation.



Goodpaster [19], Donaldson and Preston [21], and Fassin [22], among others, reveal the existence of different approaches that explain the behavior of companies in relation to their stakeholders. Goodpaster [19] distinguishes between two relevant approaches in the interpretation of stakeholder theory: (1) the strategic perspective, in which stakeholders are considered to be an instrument or vehicle for achieving the general objective of shareholders, and (2) the multi-fiduciary perspective, in which companies establish a relationship of quality and commitment with the company’s interest groups that goes beyond the economic exchanges that take place among these parties. Along this line, Boatright [23] and Freeman [24] advocate the integration of both approaches (strategic and multifiduciary) because they emphasize that all stakeholders are equally important and are needed for achieving maximum value for companies. On the other hand, Donaldson and Preston [21] propose the existence of three approaches through which the relations of a company and the relevant interest groups can be defined. Firstly, the descriptive approach is aimed at explaining that companies are set up and defined by a broad range of interest groups that must be taken into account, and that cooperation among all of them is necessary for achieving better organizational results. Secondly, the instrumental approach considers the stakeholder to be an instrument for achieving the company’s traditional objectives: profitability, stability, and growth. Finally, there is the normative approach, the support of which resides in how the management and satisfaction of the interests of the stakeholders must be the company’s unique objective, placing the achievement of economic profits in the background.



Although these theories have been widely considered in the literature as support for understanding CSR, there are discrepancies and conflicts among them, and it is necessary to examine what approach is most suitable in the integration of CSR into HRM for the benefit of employees and the generation of value for the company. Nowadays, the integration of CSR into the HRM function is one of the greatest challenges that human resource managers are facing. A wide range of factors such as technological advancement, the internationalization of companies, and legislative labor improvements have significantly contributed to the progress and update of the personnel management function, and CSR is a new paradigm demanded by society that can increase the value of HRM [25]. The link between CSR and HRM has recently been examined by Voegtlin and Greenwood [26], classifying these contributions into three main theoretical perspectives and providing a coherent conceptual bridge among topics (p. 189). Firstly, the instrumental perspective is based on the premise that the involvement of workers in CSR is instrumental for achieving greater economic outcomes for the organization. This perspective considers the basics of the economic theory of the firm, focusing its analysis on the “hard” HRM approach, profit maximization and, basically, how CSR and HRM can reinforce each other to improve a firm’s financial performance. Secondly, the social integrative approach explores how CSR and HRM can reinforce each other to create social benefit for the firm and its stakeholders. This approach is based on the relationship between CSR and the “soft” HRM view, examining how the integration of the social demands of workers can improve their well-being and motivation as well as overall stakeholder value. Finally, the political-CSR approach addresses the power of corporations in society and the concomitant responsibilities this power implies. This perspective considers the relevance of institutions in CSR and HRM.



The social integrative perspective is closer to the approach taken in the current research, being a perfect theoretical complement to and evolution from a CSR stakeholder perspective to a socially responsible human resource management (SR-HRM) perspective (Figure 1). This approach considers employees as the main stakeholders, trying to create value for them through SR-HRM. SR-HRM can be defined as a new field of research that integrates the principles and values of CSR into the HRM function as a strategic partner. The value of SR-HRM models and the integration of CSR into HRM present different benefits across industries, organizational areas, and countries. For instance, Syed [27] reports: benefits for supply chain management for Zara (Spain) derived from a responsible approach toward workers reflected in occupational health and safety policy; benefits in HRM from better diversity management of employee recruitment for Peugeot (France), ensuring that the workforce comprises a “balance between the generations”; and the enhancement of employability and job market flexibility for Deutsche Bank (Germany), an essential process for restructuring the company.



In our interpretation, companies carry out socially responsible HRM by providing a consistent integration of CSR into the HRM function aimed at engaging and satisfying employees through social rewards that go beyond the strictly economic and legal, focusing on the well-being of workers and their families. Based on Figure 1, this paper aims to analyze the drivers and barriers that human resource managers find in the implementation of socially responsible HRM activities.



Authors like Sweeney [28,29] and Laudal [30] have classified several drivers and barriers for generic CSR activities. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no literature that examines drivers and barriers in SR-HRM. Thus, this paper will contribute to the literature by examining this area.



Drivers and Barriers in the Implementation of Social Responsibility Actions in HRM


The contributions of Sweeney [28,29] and Laudal [30] are a turning point in the identification of barriers and drivers in implementing social responsibility actions and serve as a framework for this manuscript. According to Sweeney [29] (p. 520), who conducted an analysis of large, small, and medium-size (SME) Irish companies, while large firms believe SMEs experience barriers such as perception and resource limitations, such as financial, human, and time constraints, in reality the only barrier noted by SMEs was that of financial constraint. The study carried out by Laudal [29] shows that at the stage of growth and internationalization, there are basically three main barriers and five drivers involved in the adoption of socially responsible behaviors by SMEs. The main barriers identified by Laudal [28] are: (i) cost/benefit analysis (the company’s ability to invest and monetize these actions); (ii) the risk of external control by certain stakeholders; and (iii) the risk of internal control by primary stakeholders. Laudal also identified some main drivers: (i) the sensitivity to local stakeholders (perceiving the company’s reputation as a conditioning factor); (ii) the geographical expansion of the company; (iii) the conformity or possibility of following leading companies; (iv) sensitivity to public perceptions (reputation); and (v) the removal of government regulation (understood as a condition for achieving greater autonomy and a license for operation for the company).



Although the barriers and drivers discussed above shed light on the identification of the situation in Ireland, it would be very interesting to know whether these studies could be replicated in Spain with similar or different results. This manuscript takes into account the identification of drivers and barriers found by Sweeney [28,29] and Laudal [30] in order to conduct a study of large Spanish companies. Sweeny combined a qualitative and quantitative study and mixed large companies and SMEs, while Laudal only reports evidence regarding SME drivers and barriers. This study aims to analyze the main drivers and barriers for CSR activities in large Spanish companies in the HRM department. This contribution will provide different results when compared with the results of Sweeney and Laudal, which only consider generic CSR activities. The study also incorporates new items related to potential drivers and barriers for human resource managers.



Although SMEs form a great percentage of effective companies (99.88%) in Spain, according to the European Commission’s Annual Report on SMEs [31] (p. 99), there has been a decrease in their contribution to gross domestic product (GDP) of 7%, and to gross fixed capital (GFCF) of 34%. Both aspects negatively affect the competitiveness of Spanish SMEs compared to European companies of the same size. This progressive loss of SMEs’ competitiveness puts the focus on the role that large Spanish companies must play in this economic crisis, as it is the protagonist not only for progressive internationalization but also for the adoption of more responsible and sustainable behavior. Additionally, these circumstances are reflected in the increase of verified CSR reports, with Spain being a statistical leader in reporting at the European level [32]. Based on the importance of developing indicators that measure socially responsible behavior in large Spanish companies, this paper aims to identify the determinants of CSR activities in the area of human resources in large Spanish companies. Two hypotheses are proposed that should allow us to identify the main drivers and barriers in the implementation of CSR in the field of HRM:



Hypothesis 1.

There are drivers that can significantly affect the extent to which large Spanish companies incorporate socially responsible actions into their human resource management.





Hypothesis 2.

There are barriers that can significantly affect the extent to which large Spanish companies incorporate socially responsible actions into their human resource management.





The methodology of the study is shown below (Figure 2).





3. Methods


3.1. Sample


The sample of companies was selected using the SABI database (Sistema de Analisis de Balances Ibericos) based on three search filters: (i) companies established in Spain; (ii) active companies; and (iii) large companies. This filter determined a total population of 315 companies, from which a total of 85 observations were obtained. This represents a 27% share of the total sample and a sampling error of 9.09%.



The decision to carry out the study of Spanish companies is aimed at understanding the landscape of CSR in Spain in the field of human resource management. Professional reports in the field of CSR elaborated by Foretica [33,34] argue that in recent years Spain has been experiencing a consolidation and progressive understanding of the concept of a company’s social responsibility. The filter of active companies was used to eliminate inactive organizations, thus avoiding the error of increasing the size of the population and not obtaining answers from those companies. The study was carried out in large Spanish companies because these companies usually have a department or person in charge of the HRM function and processes (recruitment, planning, evaluation, etc.).



Human resource managers were identified as the most appropriate people to answer the questionnaire given their level of knowledge and understanding of the design and implementation of their organization’s HR policies and practices.




3.2. Measures


The items classified as barriers and drivers of responsible actions in the area of human resources were adapted from Sweeney’s questionnaire [29] and sent to the HRM department, requesting responses using a seven-point Likert scale (Appendix A). Among the main drivers when implementing responsible behavior in the area of human resources, we identified eight specific drivers, leaving open a ninth field called “others” in order to incorporate aspects not considered earlier. The drivers are: (i) improving employee welfare and satisfaction; (ii) improving the working environment among employees; (iii) enhancing employee performance; (iv) motivating and retaining existing employees; (v) attracting new candidates to the company; (vi) accessing public subsidies; (vii) maintaining and/or enhancing the reputation of the company; (viii) meeting pressures of market competitiveness; and (ix) other.



With regard to the barriers, seven items were identified, leaving an item called “other” for collecting other possible limitations, and containing two items not included by Sweeney [29] to provide a better contextualization of the study and research aim—the fifth item, “by decision of the human resource manager” and the sixth item, “for the current crisis period”. The barriers are: (i) lack of time; (ii) lack of resources; (iii) company size; (iv) board/management decisions; (v) human resource manager decisions; (vi) period of crisis/recession; (vii) lack of acceptance/response by workers; and (viii) other.



The SR-HRM is measured as the extent to which the company incorporates CSR activities—actions that integrate in a balanced way the ethical, social, human, and labor concerns of stakeholders—into HRM. This variable was pretested in interviews with a sample of 10 human resource managers in order to ensure their understanding and validity.



Furthermore, certain control variables were measured to provide a more realistic approximation of the sample profile.



The first control variable, the scope of the company, was included in the study because, as Quintás et al. [35,36] point out, this can make it possible to delimit the geographical space of the company’s exchange of goods and services, an aspect that can affect the resources of the company and, more specifically, its human capital management.



The measurement of scope of operations was made following the scale proposed by Quintás et al. [36] through a categorical variable measured with three response alternatives (1 = local scope, 2 = national scope, 3 = international scope). We included a fourth category (4 = European scope) following the theoretical recommendations of Brewster et al. [37], who underline the differences between the European and international environments and how this context can affect the HRM function.



The second control variable used in the study was the activity sector, highlighted by several authors in the literature as a determining factor in the analysis of the HRM function on the company’s results [38,39]. In order to define the main economic activity of each company, the Classification of National Economic Activities in Spain [40] was consulted. This measurement was made using three categories (1 = companies belonging to the primary sector, 2 = secondary sector, 3 = tertiary sector).



Finally, the size of the firm was considered the third control variable, understood as the number of total employees in the company [41]. Four categories were established for this measurement: (i) 251–500 employees; (ii) 501–750 employees; (iii) 751–1000 employees; and (iv) more than 1000 employees.



Table 1 shows that a large percentage of companies belong to the tertiary sector (60%), and a smaller proportion to the secondary (37.6%) and primary sectors (2.4%), respectively.



With respect to the scope of operations, a high percentage of companies operate at the international level (62.4%), which, although the study was conducted in Spain, registered a smaller percentage at the local (16.5%), national (16.5%), and European levels (4.7%).



Ultimately, in relation to corporate size, most companies in the sample had a number of employees ranging from 251 to 500 (58.8%). Those firms with more than 1000 employees represent 21.2% of the companies in the study. Finally, those with numbers of workers between 501 and 750 represent 12.9% of the companies in the study and those between 751 and 1000 represent 7.1%.



The dependent variable of the study was the degree of incorporating CSR into HRM. Since it was an experimental variable, a seven-point Likert scale (1 = minimum, 7 = maximum) was used, being expressed as, “Indicate the extent to which the company incorporates CSR (ethical, social, human, and labor concerns) into HRM”.





4. Results


In order to understand the characteristics of the sample, a descriptive analysis of the data was carried out. The mean values and the standard deviation are presented in Table 2.



The degree of application of responsible management among the 85 companies indicates a good average (5.682). It was found that the drivers most valued by human resource managers are the effect that will generate improvement of employee performance (5.952), welfare and employee satisfaction (5.870), working environment (5.788), motivation of employees (5.729), the possibility of attracting new candidates (5.152), and the reputation related to these actions (5.058). The lowest values were meeting the pressures of the market (3.705) and accessing public subsidies (2.658). These results indicate a real concern among human resource managers for providing excellent and responsible results from the implementation of socially responsible practices in HRM.



The highest barriers to introducing responsible behavior in the area of human resources were lack of time (3.623) and resources (3.517) as well as the size of the company (3.141). The lowest values within the barriers to responsible human resource management were the conflict generated by the decisions with the management of the company (2.623) and the decision of the human resource managers themselves (2.141). This indicates that introducing a socially responsible orientation in HRM is a real challenge for HR managers, but probably they do not have the time or the resources to pursue this orientation.



In order to analyze whether barriers and drivers could affect the application of responsible behavior in the management of human resources, two models were developed. The software used for the analysis was the SPSS 21.0. The dependent variable is the degree of CSR introduced into HRM and the independent variables are the drivers and barriers for CSR activities. In order to test whether the barriers and drivers could affect the implementation of responsible management in human resource policies, we conducted two regression analyses.



The first regression analysis includes the degree of responsible management in human resource policies as a dependent variable and all the drivers as independent variables (Table 3).



The regression analysis of Table 3 reports the existence of two significant drivers to explain the degree of implementation of responsible management in human resource policies: the improvement of working environment (p-value < 0.01) and the access to public subsidies (p-value < 0.05). A percentage of 27.9% in the adjusted R2 indicates an appropriate fit of the model.



The second regression analysis includes the barriers as independent variables (Table 4) to explain the inclusion of CSR into HRM.



The regression analysis of Table 4 reports three significant relationships that can explain the degree of implementation of responsible management in human resource policies: the scope of operations of the company (p-value < 0.01); the board management decisions (p-value < 0.05), with a negative coefficient (this means for every unit increase in the independent variable, we expect a 0.226 unit decrease in dependent variable degree of CSR into HRM, holding all other variables constant); and the lack of employee acceptance (p-value < 0.05). A percentage of 23% in the adjusted R2 indicates an appropriate fit of the model.



The results of both regression analyses allow us to test the model’s two research hypotheses, shedding light on the Spanish drivers and barriers in the process of incorporating socially responsible behavior in the area of human resources.




5. Discussion


Our results provide academic and professional evidence of the existence of two significant drivers at work when large Spanish companies integrate CSR in the HRM area: the establishment of a good work environment and access to public subsidies. This finding empirically reinforces an important trend in the literature focused on analyzing how stakeholders’ perceptions of the ethical, social, and environmental activities undertaken by a company can generate forms of behavior in workers who are thereby likely to contribute more effort to their tasks and duties [17,30]. From an HRM perspective, the creation of a solid and positive work environment is essential for obtaining better individual and collective results from employees, hence the relevance of this result. These outcomes add value to arguments about the causes of corporate social responsibility unlike other studies, which have only analyzed the relationship or direct effects of CSR on performance variables. The “working environment” was one of the drivers most valued by managers, something that was tested through the regression analysis. This result is coherent with the social integrative approach highlighted in the conceptual model.



In contrast, the second significant driver, “access to public subsidies”, received one of the lowest scores according to its mean in the descriptive analysis (see Table 2). The negative sign in the regression analysis can be interpreted to mean that the consideration of subsidies in the implementation of CSR-HRM is not the main concern of human resource managers. In other words, the data show that companies that view subsidies as more important tend to have a lower degree of CSR implementation. This result is in accord with the social integrative approach, which emphasizes social benefits for employees. The result suggests that CSR in HRM is not driven by focusing only on the economic advantages of subsidies, but rather that CSR is driven with the goal of behaving responsibly with stakeholders, and specifically with employees, which goes beyond strictly economic and legal aspects.



The results allow us to test the first hypothesis about the existence of significant drivers in the implementation of socially responsible human resource management, with the improvement of the working environment being the essential driver in the introduction of SR-HRM.



Regarding the barriers to integration of CSR in HRM, the empirical results show that the decisions made by a company’s board of directors are a limiting factor in the adoption of social responsibility actions in human resource management. The critical success factors for the implementation of CSR should include a global vision of this business philosophy, and top management must share a commitment to that philosophy. It is possible that, in the long term, these social strategies will achieve the proposed improvement objectives. In this sense, it could be said that the conflict in the board regarding management decisions is not an important barrier to introducing a socially responsible orientation in HRM. The interpretation could be that the lowest relevance given to conflicted board management team decisions provides higher possibilities for introducing socially responsible HRM.



On the other hand, the results show that the barrier termed “lack of employee acceptance” is significant in the adoption of responsible management in human resources. In the descriptive analysis (Table 2), human resource managers scored this item lower (2.83) in relation to the others, not considering it to be a decisive barrier. This result needs to be examined and justified. In the field of human resource management literature, this dichotomy can be explained as a problem of perceptions regarding “intended” human resource practices desired by the company and “perceived” human resource practices as seen by employees [42,43]. The human resource manager could understand that socially responsible behavior should be implemented by the company with the purpose of improving employees’ working conditions, well-being, and satisfaction. Hence, managers do not consider the item “lack of employee acceptance” relevant in their initial assessment because the objective of SR-HRM is implicitly to satisfy the needs and working conditions of employees. Regarding the significant effect, human resource managers could be worried about what the employees’ real perceptions are regarding human resource management implementation. This means that it is necessary to have a correspondence or fit between “intended responsible management”, which comprises the ideals and desires of the company regarding socially responsible human resource management, and the real perception of responsible management. If the employees do not perceive socially responsible management with the same strength as human resource managers and board directors, this effort and investment cannot produce better results.



Regarding the significant role of scope of operations in the identification of barriers, this interpretation means that the greater the geographical scope in which companies operate, the greater the institutional pressures received by managers in the implementation of socially responsible actions for HRM. The literature suggests that institutional isomorphism can exert considerable pressure on multinationals (MNEs) to adopt CSR activities in order to achieve legitimacy in the eyes of the different stakeholders [44]. Legitimacy can be achieved by conforming to the laws in the environment in which the company operates according to coercive isomorphism, in accord with moral compliance, through normative isomorphism, and by adopting a common frame of practices adapted to specific situations via mimetic isomorphism [45]. The combination of these isomorphism strategies in the specific field of HRM must consider local stakeholders such as employees, trade unions, etc., but also take into account global stakeholders like financiers to maintain an adequate balance.



Additionally, the previous result supports the second hypothesis regarding the existence of significant barriers in the implementation of SR-HRM.



Our findings provide a different contribution than the studies of Sweeny and Laudal. In this manuscript, the scope of operations plays a significant role in the process of introducing a socially responsible orientation in HRM. Sweeney identifies the size of the company measured as the number of employees in SMEs in Ireland as an important variable in the implementation of CSR strategies. In our study, large companies show no significant differences in the implementation of SR-HRM. Sweeney’s research considers size differences between micro, small, and medium firms regarding CSR implementation and formalization. Consequently, the findings of our study in large companies do not contradict Sweeney’s results.



On the other hand, Laudal identifies a great number of significant drivers and barriers in MNEs in Norway. None of the drivers and barriers identified by Laudal are significant in this study. An interpretation of our results should be that the central area in this study is the human resource management department, and the human resource manager is the sample of the study and has specific goals and perceptions that differ from the CEO’s interests. Moreover, the framework of multinationals is greater and includes a large number of variables engaged in the interpretation and examination of CSR phenomena.




6. Conclusions


This research seeks to analyze the conditioning factors in the implementation of SR-HRM in large Spanish companies. The social integrative approach and stakeholder theory frame the employee as the central target for socially responsible HRM implementation. The significant drivers and barriers extracted from the analysis are in accord with the foundations of both approaches. The idea of improving the working environment is one of the most important drivers identified by managers and is clearly identified as a social benefit.



The article also contributes to the understanding that the human resource manager must play a key role in comprehending and disseminating social responsibility actions. Human resource managers are the strategic partners in the implementation of socially responsible actions. They must collaborate and convince the board of directors of the company that the investment in SR-HRM can produce better results in the company’s performance mainly through social benefits, as the social integrative approach suggests. One of the main barriers identified in the analysis is the potential conflict with the decisions of the board and/or the firm’s management team. Hence, practitioners must design effective communication strategies to support SR-HRM vis-à-vis a company’s directors and management.



The dependent variable of the study’s integration of CSR into HRM actions is one of the newest contributions, which is translated in the SR-HRM implementation. This variable has been tested by human resource managers and could be replicated in other international studies.



Although this study is exploratory, and potentially biased by the opinions of human resource managers, it has an innovative character due to the consideration of large Spanish companies. It is necessary to analyze in depth the reasons for adopting SR-HRM, taking into account the implications for the improvement and promotion of these actions by private and public institutions.



In the future, it would be very interesting to generate an interview-based qualitative study of large, medium, and small companies aimed at learning managers’ and employees’ opinions on the design and implementation of socially responsible policies in the area of human resources. The participation of more than one respondent could also verify the foundations of stakeholder theory, trying to compare the results by categories (employees vs. employers).



Although some Spanish drivers and barriers have been tested here, this paper has great value for human resource managers and chief executive officers of companies in establishing new paths in the design and implementation of socially responsible human resource policies and practices. Human resource managers must consider the mismatch between their perceptions regarding intended socially responsible human resource management and the implemented SR-HRM practices as perceived by employees. The consideration of employees’ perceptions in quantitative studies should add a significant check on whether the SR-HRM process is implemented correctly and could produce richer results for organizations in terms of their employee’s performance.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire of the Study


Considering that responsible management voluntarily integrates ethical, social, labor, and human factors in managing the activities of the company and in its relations with its stakeholders (employees, shareholders, suppliers, customers, etc.), please answer the following questions:



1. Indicate the extent to which each of the following drivers works in favor of adoption of responsible management in human resources:



[image: Table] 
























	Drivers of CSR in HRM (Items)
	Minimum
	
	
	
	
	
	Maximum





	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7



	Improving employee welfare and satisfaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Improving the working environment among employees
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Motivating and retaining existing employees
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Attracting new workers to the company
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Accessing public subsidies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Maintaining and/or enhancing the reputation of the company
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Meet pressures of market competitiveness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Other (Please specify).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	










2. Indicate the extent to which each of the following barriers works against adoption of responsible management in human resources:



[image: Table] 
























	Barriers of CSR in HRM (Items)
	Minimum
	
	
	
	
	
	Maximum





	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7



	Lack of time
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Lack of resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Company size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Board management decision
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Decision of the human resource manager
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Period of crisis/recession
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Lack of employee acceptance/response of workers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Other (Please specify).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	










3. Indicate the extent to which the company incorporates CSR activities (actions that integrate in a balanced way the ethical, social, human, and labor concerns of stakeholders) into HRM:



Minimum 1  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i001] 2  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i002] 3  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i003] 4  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i004] 5  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i005] 6  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i006] 7  [image: Sustainability 10 01532 i007] Maximum
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Figure 1. From traditional stakeholder’s approaches to SR-HRM models. Source: own elaboration. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual model and research hypotheses. Source: own elaboration. 
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Table 1. Descriptive analysis: Control variables (sample = 85).






Table 1. Descriptive analysis: Control variables (sample = 85).





	
Variable

	
Category

	
Frequency

	
Percentage (%)






	
Sector

	
Primary

	
2

	
2.4




	
Secondary

	
32

	
37.6




	
Tertiary

	
51

	
60




	

	
Total

	
85

	
100




	
Scope of operations

	
Local

	
14

	
16.5




	
National

	
14

	
16.5




	
International

	
53

	
62.4




	
European

	
4

	
4.7




	

	
Total

	
85

	
100




	
Size (number of employees)

	
251–500

	
50

	
58.8




	
500–750

	
11

	
12.9




	
750–1000

	
6

	
7.1




	
1000+

	
18

	
21.2




	

	
Total

	
85

	
100








Source: own elaboration.
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Table 2. Descriptive analysis of dependent and independent variables (N = 85).
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	Variables
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	Socially responsible actions in HRM
	5.682
	1.082



	Driver 1_Welfare and employee satisfaction
	5.870
	1.110



	Driver 2_Working environment
	5.788
	1.036



	Driver 3_Employee performance
	5.952
	1.079



	Driver 4_Motivate and retain employees
	5.729
	1.276



	Driver 5_Attraction of new candidates
	5.152
	1.500



	Driver 6_Access to public subsidies
	2.658
	1.796



	Driver 7_Maintain and improve reputation
	5.058
	1.400



	Driver 8_Meet market pressures
	3.705
	1.901



	Barr 1_Lack of time
	3.623
	1.704



	Barr 2_Lack of resources
	3.517
	1.816



	Barr 3_Company size
	3.141
	1.582



	Barr 4_Board management decisions
	2.623
	1.819



	Barr 5_Decision of HR manager
	2.141
	1.473



	Barr 6_Period of crisis
	3.470
	2.135



	Barr 7_Lack of employee acceptance
	2.835
	1.462







Source: own elaboration.
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Table 3. Results of the linear regressions according to research hypothesis assumptions.
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Independent Variables

	
Coefficient

	
Std. Error

	
T-Statistic

	
Sig.






	
Constant

	
2.215

	
0.932

	
2.375

	
0.020




	
Industry

	
0.095

	
0.191

	
0.496

	
0.621




	
Scope of operations

	
0.153

	
0.096

	
1.592

	
0.116




	
Size

	
0.047

	
0.089

	
0.532

	
0.596




	
Driver 1_Welfare and employee satisfaction

	
−0.256

	
0.187

	
−1.365

	
0.177




	
Driver 2_Working environment

	
0.563

	
0.161

	
3.497

	
0.001 **




	
Driver 3_Employee performance

	
−0.159

	
0.129

	
−1.232

	
0.222




	
Driver 4_Motivate and retain employees

	
0.351

	
0.194

	
1.813

	
0.074




	
Driver 5_Attraction of new candidates

	
−0.004

	
0.113

	
−0.035

	
0.972




	
Driver 6_Access to public subsidies

	
−0.129

	
0.063

	
−2.027

	
0.046 *




	
Driver 7_Maintain and improve reputation

	
0.008

	
0.096

	
0.086

	
0.932




	
Driver 8_Meet market pressures

	
0.041

	
0.057

	
0.714

	
0.478




	
Statistics Test




	
 R2

	
0.373




	
 R2 adjusted

	
0.279




	
 F

	
3.950








Significance levels: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. Source: own elaboration.
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Table 4. Results of the linear regressions according to research hypothesis assumptions.






Table 4. Results of the linear regressions according to research hypothesis assumptions.





	
Independent Variables

	
Coefficient

	
Std. Error

	
T-Statistic

	
Sig.






	
Constant

	
4.963

	
0.730

	
6.794

	
0.000




	
Industry

	
0.170

	
0.203

	
0.840

	
0.404




	
Scope of operations

	
0.262

	
0.092

	
2.842

	
0.006 **




	
Size

	
−0.043

	
0.089

	
−0.486

	
0.629




	
Barr 1_Lack of time

	
−0.046

	
0.081

	
−0.565

	
0.574




	
Barr 2_Lack of resources

	
−0.037

	
0.084

	
−0.444

	
0.658




	
Barr 3_Company size

	
0.084

	
0.081

	
1.038

	
0.303




	
Barr 4_Board/management decisions

	
−0.226

	
0.103

	
−2.185

	
0.032 *




	
Barr 5_Decision of HR manager

	
−0.026

	
0.129

	
−0.199

	
0.842




	
Barr 6_Period of crisis

	
−0.104

	
0.086

	
−1.220

	
0.226




	
Barr 7_Lack of employee acceptance

	
0.207

	
0.094

	
2.195

	
0.031 *




	
Statistics Test




	
 R2

	
0.332




	
 R2 adjusted

	
0.230




	
 F

	
3.512








Significance levels: * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. Source: own elaboration.
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