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Corporate Social Responsibility in theory and practice.
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been progressing from an idea to theory to a legitimate business practice for many large and some smaller businesses for the past 30 years, as the stakeholder’s expectations now extend further than just the economic operations and move towards the ethical expectations of a company.
Fredrick (2008; p.3) defines that corporate social responsibility as being the process to which “a business firm, through the decisions and policies of its executive leaders, consciously and deliberately acts to enhance the social well‐being of those whose lives are affected by the firm's economic operations” meaning that businesses are using the social expectations of a company to improve their service provided for customers, as well as having a positive impact on the economic stability of a business. Corporate social responsibility was developed in the 20th century in the United States of America, in the early stages this was a basic understanding of corporate social responsibility which saw key themes emerge, these were the public trustee’s and stewards; according to Fredrick (2008) public trustee’s and stewards were responsible for balancing the expectations of employees, customers, owners and also manage the philanthropic social causes. These duties are completely voluntary, however it was seen that companies had a reciprocal responsibility to their customers, meaning that a company should give back to their consumers by supporting local charity’s to support the less privileged, this is known as philanthropy, an example of this would be Bill Gates the co-founder of Microsoft, according to Neate (2017) he created a foundation with his wife called The Gates foundation and to which he has donated 5% of his current $90bn fortune.
Carrol (1991) set out the different stages of corporate social responsibility, he suggests that together these responsibilities are the foundation of CSR. Carroll (1991) outlines the theory within the pyramid of corporate social responsibility which depicts the responsibilities that a business has, including: economic responsibilities, these focus on making a profit and gaining economic stability before anything else, legal responsibilities, that the organization must perform within the legal restrictions of their government and the jurisdiction of where the company is based, ethical responsibilities and the public the company is not bound by law to adhere to these responsibilities, however these acts improve the appearances of the company in the eyes of the stakeholders and the public, finally philanthropic responsibilities, this is where a company goes above and beyond their economic and legal responsibilities, this is done by taking part and supporting acts or programmes that promote positive gestures for example charitable donations.
However Schwartz and Saiia (2012) give an opposing argument taken from Milton Friedman’s theory ‘Friedman versus broad CSR’ who believes that the only focus of business or organizations is purely economic and that the organization does not take part in ethical and philanthropic responsibilities for the right reasons. Suggesting that companies go along with the expectations and the desires of society, however the company is focused on profit if whatever they are doing to make a profit is within the legal responsibilities of a company. Friedman’s logic sets out numerous arguments that support his theory, he suggests that even though companies and stakeholders can give to charity’s themselves, they would prefer to do it through the firm as it will expand the company’s social responsibility and by doing this it would then increase their own wealth.  
In support Mintzberg (1983) suggests that social responsibility supports itself due to the expectations of businesses, this has also been labelled as ‘social responsiveness’, this is the practice of actively extinguishing the problems within society, rather than expressing a concern and doing nothing to combat it. Crane, et al., (2008) illustrates that business, “is engaged in a war with the evils of our time, a war it must win”, this indicates that there is a large amount of pressure on businesses to tackle the problems that pose a threat to society, by referring to the problems as ‘a war’ it evokes the idea of empowerment in an economic sense, which is awarded if a corporation succeeds in addressing these problems, however by portraying corporate social responsibility in this way supports the view of Milton Friedman of corporate social responsibility being the result of a profit making strategy.
A core theme within corporate social responsibility is the theory of stakeholder management, stakeholders for corporations are critical for the development of strategy. If a corporation wants to achieve specific goals stakeholders must be taken into consideration when making any decision, yet what do corporations mean by the term stakeholders? According to Crane, et al (2008) a stakeholder is anyone who can be affected by the acts of a corporation or can be affect what a corporation intends to do, the term ‘anyone’ mostly relates to groups such as, customers/consumers, owners, activist groups/terrorist groups, suppliers, and many more. The greater the stake that a stakeholder holds within the organisation, depends on how the corporations acts affect them, which supports the fact that a corporation must take into consideration the views and opinions of their stakeholders when discussing and implementing company policies, it is therefore inappropriate and wrong to only take into account the opinions and feelings of board members and that the other groups of stakeholders should be just as entitled to convey their opinions and that these opinions should as well be taken into consideration. Mintzberg (1983; p33) states that if shareholders such as employee’s are treated well that the business will make more money through this, due to the companies employee’s being happy and putting all of their efforts into their work, also stating that “a better society produces a better environment for business”, this in addition supports Friedman’s theory of corporate social responsibility being solely for profit.
Corporate social responsibility has become a key aspect in running any organisation, whether it is a profitable or non-profitable organisation. Water aid believes that without the efforts of similar organisations aiming to supply clean water, decent toilets and safe hygiene, extreme poverty will never end. By doing this water aid believe that supplying the most isolated communities with all of these basic human rights, they will be able to transform lives and unite countries and make them aware of the basic human right violations that they face so that access to clean water for everybody can finally be achieved. Water aid works in 37 countries and their main purpose is to provide water to the 10% of the world’s population who still live without access to a safe drinking water supply, they are aiming to achieve this by 2030 and as well as providing them with clean and safe drinking water they also aim to supply this population with accessible and working toilets and to educate them on correct sanitation and good hygiene to stop the spreading of disease and illnesses. 
In an annual report published in 2016/17 by Water Aid UK states that their total income gained from efforts in fundraising, money from individual supporters, governments and from corporate and trust supporters totalled £81.1 million. They also published their total expenditure for that year which was £87.5 million, as well as the percentage of that money which was spent delivering the services they provide which was 77% which left an extra 23% to be spent on fundraising.  Since Water aid were first established in the 1980’s they have successfully been able to provide 25.8 million people with clean water, 25.1 million people with decent toilets and 18.1 million people were reached with good and proper hygiene, out of these numbers the people reached in the years 2016-2017 with clean water was 956,000 people, people provided with working toilets totalled 1,159,500 people and good hygiene was provided to 1,653,000, this was all achieved with the budget from 2016 to 2017. 
However with these great success rates that have been published, how many of these water wells, toilets and good hygiene standards are actually sustainable and how many people have actually been able to benefit from this?
[bookmark: _GoBack]In an article published by Perkins (2008) which outlines the sustainability of bore holes and water supplies as well as giving an inside view on whether the water systems installed by charities like Water Aid are actually improving lives to the extent that companies advertise. After discussing the issues with experienced water engineer Bob Reed, he expresses that the digging of bore holes and mechanical water pumps are a wasted resource for these communities. Reed claims that alike the UK, sustainable and clean water is a service which is paid for and that within countries such as Africa this is no different, in order to keep the water source working there is a need for spare parts and a water engineer and these are both are only accessible with money. However in Ghana the bore holes and water systems which had been built were a success for a long amount of time, but this was down to the government funding and providing the spare parts and pay for water engineers plus the training of the local communities on how to maintain the water supply, but after a change in government, the poll tax was abolished, therefore the district lost their only source of income, which led to the decline of the water systems. Another article published by Kelly (2009) further states the amount of money wasted on unsustainable water supplies totals $360 million, this indicates that this money has been wasted on the building of water pumps and bore holes that have fallen into disrepair, leaving up to 50,000 water supply points built unusable. The article also summarises and identifies the problems of western countries travelling abroad and aiming to build water supply points with their experience, in communities who are not equipped or in any sound financial position to be able to maintain them, this indicates that companies must stand back and take these factors into consideration and review and change their strategies to which they supply water to these communities.
To conclude, corporate social responsibility is a key theme throughout both businesses and non-profitable organisations, it is critical for business leaders and trustee’s as it gives organisations a solid foundation to work on for developing strategies to maximise profits, through the evaluation of the expectations that society holds for large and small organisations a company is able to maximise their profits if each stage of CSR is accomplished, by supporting local communities and identifying the ethical needs from their shareholders, a company is able to run their business in both a financially sound and ethical way. However when organisations such as water aid develop strategies to achieve their aims, it is important to evaluate their strategies correctly before undertaking any action to achieve these aims, as Kelly (2009) reported the disrepair of 50,000 water supply points due to the failure of the organisations strategic planning and therefore seeing the waste of $360 million of shareholders money. So it is clear that even though corporate social responsibility is an important theory and has been used in organizations for the past few years, actions need to be taken to improve the use of this theory, by evaluating the use of planning used within an organisation.
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