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[bookmark: _GoBack]‘Business social responsibility should not be forced; it is a voluntary decision that the entrepreneurial leadership of every company must make on its own’
The business social responsibility states that a business should act in a way to benefit the society along with maximising the shareholder value. The social responsibility now days have become progressively significant to the customers and investors who strive for investments that are not just gainful but contribute to the welfare of society and environment. The business social responsibility should not be coerced as it is done in the interest of the society and environment as a whole. The social responsibility is applied to businesses and identified as Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). The CSR means to endorse policies that encourage ethical balance between dual obligations of endeavouring for profitability and benefiting community. The CSR policies are in the form of commission or omission. The commission can be donations of money, resources or time. The omission reflects taking green initiatives like reducing greenhouse gases, reducing wastages, emissions and more (Jamali, Karam & Blowfield, 2017). There are several organisations that have made social responsibility as an essential part of the business without compromising profitability. There are some leading organisations that are announced by Forbes, 2018 and have taken social responsibility top priority. These organisations are Google, Walt Disney Company and Lego. These organisations decided to do manufacturing from the plant-based sources only. 
The customers and investors are factoring in the commitment of the companies to be socially responsible for undertaking practices. The customers take such decisions before making an investment or purchase.  Embracing social responsibility by the companies maximises shareholder value. The companies being socially responsible leads to good business practices, being failure in doing so can have deadly effect on the balance sheet. Therefore, business social responsibility is a voluntary decision that must be taken by every company. The social responsibility is more effective when company takes it voluntarily. It boosts the morale of the company along with engaging employees and customers for a long time (Asmussen & Fosfuri, 2019). 
In the scenario of increasing globalisation, the customers have become increasingly conscious of the items purchased along with the way goods and services are produced. The approaches to social responsibility can be understood from the points given below: 
Obstructionist stance: An organisation undertaking an obstructionist stance towards social responsibility tries to defend economic priorities by hindering attempts which point out the dearth of the social responsibility of the organisation. An obstructive organisation does not give importance to social responsibility and does not make any effort. Such organisation focuses on making profits as most significant aspects of the organisation. Obstructionist stance is viewed immoral by some people as it can result in exploiting employees, polluting natural asset or deceiving customers (Chaudhri, 2016). When it comes to facing precise social demands, the obstructive organisations can deny any wrongdoing and can even use hurdles to delay intentionally or divert investigation of the practices. Obstructive organisations become socially irresponsible when it crosses ethical or legal lines. An example of obstructive approach can be viewed from the incidence when US was handling the Homestead strike of 1892. The management focused on opposing any business activity which threatened profits (Saeidi, et al. 2015). There were almost 3000 workers from Andrew Carnegie’s Homestead Steel Mill that went on strike for better wages and enhanced working conditions. The management decided to hire a private army to control the strike instead of coming to a mutually beneficial agreement. This conflict led resulted in the loss of nine workers and three detectives. Such incidents were not common and were the obstructionist view deliberated by the management in the 1800s. 
Defensive stance: The organisations taking a defensive stance towards social responsibility are not predominantly accountable. These organisations believe that nothing is done wrong by them in spite of the bad outcomes. The companies just do which is required by the law and nothing advanced (Shaukat, Qiu, & Trojanowski, 2016). Such organisations can be considered neutral and profit is more important motive for them than conducting activities in a more socially responsible manner. For instance, an organisation can generate more wastage than required, nut it can remove the wastage in a legal manner than dumping it illegally. The defensive organisations follow the law to make sure that it cannot be charged against illegal actions. The example of the defensive companies can be taken from Camel and Phillip Morris (Haroun & Zhang, 2016). These companies take a defensive stance on social responsibility and conduct activities like placing warnings on the packs. Such organisations would not put the warnings if there was no law. The nations where there is no law, the defensive companies go above and beyond selling their products even if signifies discarding warnings. Such companies do not deliberately advertise the risk comprised of the products in the fear of no sales (Kang, Germann & Grewal, 2016). 
Accommodative stance: The accommodating stance implies that an organisation believes social responsibility is significant and conceivably equally important to make a profit. In this approach, companies exceed the legal requirements with the commitment of being socially responsible to groups and individuals. The accommodative companies content to all the legal requirements and try to meet all the ethical standards. Such company does not have intention to hide their actions and remain open about the specific actions being taken. The companies have responsibility to balance out the commitments to people comprising customers, investors, other businesses and employees (Taghian, D’Souza & Polonsky, 2015). For instance, the reduction of the wastage created sourced products tested on the animals and paying workers fair pay. The accommodative companies even keep their records open to the public. Although such organisations are generally socially responsible, these can change the policies due to the criticisms being faced. Moreover, accommodative stance is a strategy used when organisation decides to accept responsibility for the specific problems and takes initiatives to overcome those (Crane & Glozer, 2016). The accommodating stance, organisations satisfy all the legal necessities with the attempt of meeting ethical standards. The organisations even go beyond the obligations in specific cases. These organisations even agree to participate in the social programs if these are worthy of support. The examples of the accommodative companies are Walmart, Google, and Disney which go above and beyond. These companies are recognised for offering great benefits to the personnel along with matching contributions made by the employees to the chosen charitable cause. Vodafone which is an African telecommunication company sponsors to the youth league in Pretoria, South Africa also signifies accommodative stance in this circumstance (Jamali & Karam, 2018). 
Proactive stance: Just like the accommodative stance, proactive stance is used by the companies to make social responsibility a priority even if the profits have to cut off. A proactive stance is the highest degree of social responsibility which is taken by the company. The proactive stance is just opposite of the reactive one and includes taking actions for the advance situation taking place in future. Proactive organisations try to remain ahead of the curve in the case of social responsibility (Chell et al. 2016). Such organisations do not give preference to the criticism. The proactive companies can make mission statement an ethical part and try to avoid any destruction to the environment and employees. These companies can go out of their comfort for instituting new recycling programs. The companies offer a living wage and benefits to all the employees along with the donation of the profits to NGOs or charity. The customers also trust much to proactive companies. Such companies taking social responsibility consider centre activity. The proactive behaviour states to recognising and exploiting opportunities against the potential problems and threats. The proactive also means initiating actions to deal with the events within the organisation. When it comes to customer service, an organisation can take proactive action to recall a product if any problem is found (Liang & Renneboog, 2017). The company does not make customers wait and for their reactions towards issue. The example of proactive can be understood from the Ronald McDonald House program commenced by McDonald’s. Such houses can be utilised by the families at the minimum cost during their sick children are getting medical treatment closely. This program of McDonald’s was widely commended. Another example of proactive is The Toro Company, Lexmark Manufacturing, and Dixon Industries Inc. The companies communally reduced almost 62,000 defective commercial riding mowers. Such companies functioned directly with the dealers, customers, and suppliers during the recall campaign to proactively set or replace the defected units which are already in the market. Nike can be taken as another example taking proactive stance. The company responded to the criticisms regarding labour conditions in the organisation’s supply chain. The company took proactive stance on the labour issues as a part of the social responsibility and responded by criticizing the labour conditions of the supply chain. Nike even decided to be offensive in the form of responding to the criticism regarding the labour conditions. The company finds it a better option and identified that waiting can mean facing forced requirement. Kingfisher owns British chain B & Q, effectively executed a proactive stance for the wastage reduction, chemicals, and green issues in the year 2007. The company decided aim for the waste reduction and utilisation of certified timber (Wickert, Scherer & Spence, 2016). So it sourced majority of the timber from the sources which Forest stewardship Council has qualified. The policies of Kingfisher on the chemicals in 2007 necessitated operating companies to have an action plan by the end of 2008 to recognise products comprising specific chemicals along with functioning with the vendors on the plans to remove or substitute them. 
The ethical challenges in different organisations can be analysed by proposing solutions. The ethical challenges in organisations can be prevented by implementing ethical conduct as norm. It can also help in engaging employees and guarding reputation of the organisation. 
Establish a strong foundation: Once the company identifies the need can put in place resources to guide them by forming a strong ethics and compliance program. The ethics and compliance program is deliberated as a powerful tool in reducing pressure to compromise standards and observations of misconduct. The strong foundation includes several elements like written standards of ethical office conduct, training on the standards, and systems to discipline violators. It also includes the resources of the company which offer advice concerning ethics and compliance issues (Dyck, et al. 2019). The elements also include performance evaluations of ethical conduct and means to report potential violations privately or secretly. When it comes to proposing solutions for ethical challenges these elements are not enough. The ethics and program should be a vibrant, united element of work along with the way it is done. It should also be made sure that employees know to support their efforts in upholding ethics and compliance standards in the work. The effective ethics and compliance program includes rewarding for the ethical standards, freedom for asking questions to the management, positive feedback for the ethical conduct and employee’s willingness to pursue ethics advice (Grayson & Hodges, 2017). 
Building a culture of integrity: A culture of integrity should be built from the top down. The organisations can diligently construct ethics and compliance program for the routine operations. It is likely to have strong ethics culture. It has been observed that effected ethics and compliance program helps in constructing a culture of integrity in which all the employees are committed to doing appropriate things. Here leaders can be a powerful tool in driving corporate culture (Frynas & Yamahaki, 2016). The leaders can promote strong ethics by discussing the significance of ethics, keeping employees informed for the issues, recognising reward ethical conduct, along with the conduct of moral ethics both personally and professionally. The ethical leadership undertakes things like character as dominant and leadership at all levels. The ethical behaviour of the employees can be promoted by shaping them through the beliefs (Petrenko, et al. 2016). 
Keeping a value focus in moments: The ethics are all about choices whether big or small. The companies with integrity keep values at lead in ordinary and extraordinary moments. it is required to reflect corporate value in the process which drives the everyday life of the organisation (Yakovleva, 2017). It includes reward systems, HR policies, and their execution, hiring and retention, performance management and promotion decisions. When the ethical challenges are taking place in the organisation, the organisation should identify the ethical dimensions of the current situation along with the teaching moment it signifies (Frynas & Stephens, 2015). 
Assess needs and resources: For starting a good plan, successful ethics and programs should be executed. The ethical challenges can be sorted by identifying the common ethical challenges, the greatest areas of risk values important to the organisation along with the employees. The organisation is required to know the ethics and compliance resources which can be beneficial for the personnel. An organisation can overcome ethical challenges with the strengths and areas of vulnerability. The risk assessment should be done with internal efforts through gap analysis and program assessment. The focus groups in the organisation are capable of providing a snapshot of ethics in the organisation (Zhu, Liu & Lai, 2016). 
Adopting a code of ethics and safety program: A business code of ethics can be helpful in outlining conduct of the employees on issues like values, ethics, diversity, environment and customer service. The ethical challenges can be solved by going one step further and changing the governance document comprising commitment to the social and environmental goals. A safe workplace and safety program can help in forming the consistent systems safeguarding employees. Such program can ensure compliance with the government legislation on safety (Harjoto, Laksmana & Lee, 2015). 
Commit more than financial resources: Offering money is the easiest thing when comes to ethical challenges. It takes comparatively less time to write a check and requires more effort in the form of time. Having great people in the organisation working on the cause creates a sense of purpose (Lins, Servaes & Tamayo, 2017). The customers can also point to the demonstration of real commitment to the specific cause with real commitment. 
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