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Introduction
This report accompanies a poster created to provoke discussion around the issue of sexual harassment in the workplace. The poster was constructed from the viewpoint of employees experiencing sexual harassment and explores the surrounding themes of corporate social responsibility (CSR). These views are to be contrasted with that of Sports Direct and are critically examined using CSR models and theories. Corporate social responsibility. CSR is defined by Crane and Matten as the “responsibilities companies hold beyond simply making a profit” (Crane, Matten, 2009). 
This report will critically appraise the main ethical drivers of Sports Direct and aims to understand how they implement CSR within the context of their organisation. It will then lead on to formulate a discussion if it is the role of business to create a zero-tolerance approach to sexual harassment or whether it is the responsibility of the employee to enforce their personal boundaries. 
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Figure 1
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Source: (Freeman, 2010)
In stakeholder theory, as described by Edward Freeman, it is described that businesses have ethical, moral and social responsibility to any affected stakeholder (Freeman, 1984). This idea is led by Freeman’s ‘view of the firm’ which demonstrates the many outside influences on a business (See Fig 1). From this model, we can see that stakeholders becomes a wide ranging, far reaching group. Freeman further describes the management of stakeholders using stakeholder mapping (Freeman, 2010). We can further use Mendelow’s Matrix to understand the power and interest of key stakeholder groups. The matrix illustrates that Sports Direct employees are the lowest power and interest group, while shareholders hold the highest power and interest of the company. 
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Conversely stockholder theory, coined by Milton Friedman, absolves business of social responsibility to stakeholders; instead focusing on generating profits for stockholders (Friedman, 1970). This theory argues that a business, while treated as an individual, is not qualified to make socially responsible or ethical decisions – and therefore this kind of expectation is discriminating and undemocratic.
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Source: (Carroll, 2016)
Carroll describes expectations of CSR in his four-part pyramid model (Carroll, 1979). This model shows the expectations placed on a business in consecutive order, as a multi-layered concept. It defines CSR as including “economic, legal, ethical and =philanthropic expectations placed on organizations by society at a given point in time” (Carroll, Buchholtz 2009). This model is beneficial as it displays the structure of CSR and understands the expectations on a business from a wide perspective. However, it does not clarify how businesses should function if two or more responsibilities are conflicted (Crane, Matten 2009). 
From these models it is clear, that although stockholders have a key part to play in the purpose of business, that CSR is a concept which not only has a growing part to play in the modern economic society; but is also expected and demanded by stakeholders. Although it is arguable that stockholders have powerful roles within a business, stakeholder power cannot be overlooked.  There is potential to view CSR as a long-term investment within a corporation which subsequently achieves an “improved competitive context” (Porter and Kramer, 2006).
[bookmark: _Toc530140064]Sports Direct Examples
Sports Direct are currently fulfilling these economic responsibilities, reporting £117m pre-tax profit in 2017 however this profit margin was over 60% less year on year than 2016 (BBC, 2017). This has partially been attributed to CSR issues in which it was publicised to be poorly treating staff (Kollewe, 2018). However, by achieving profit in the face of ethical issues, Sports Direct have effectively achieved results in line with Stockholder theory. As per their mission statement Sports Direct aim to “deliver sustainable growth for our shareholders in the medium to long term” (Sports Direct, 2018). Their mission statement further enforces Sports Direct’s stockholder stance as it does not mention stakeholders such as employees. 
As for legal obligation as required by society, Sports Direct falls short. Firstly, revelations that the company has been paying some staff below minimum wage since 2012 (Goodley, 2018). Staff on zero hours contracts were also identified to be “forced” to work extra hours for free, or expect no further hours that week (Rodionova, 2016).
Allegations have also been made regarding managers asking for sexual favours in return for permanent contracts at Sports Direct (BBC, 2016). Sexual harassment is a form of illegal discrimination under the Equality Act 2010. Sexual harassment is also covered by the Protection from Harassment Order 1997 which means employers hold vicarious liability for employees committing offences under the act (ACAS, 2012). The actions of the company are in this context costing the company financially. Furthermore, Friedman’s interpretation of this specifically includes the business following the laws necessary in which to trade (Friedman, 1970).
Far from “avoiding harm”, Sports Direct warehouses had 110 ambulances called to them, with 50 cases being categorised as “life threatening” (Rodionova, 2016), implying that work conditions are having a detrimental effect on employees’ health. 
Sports direct aim to fulfil their philanthropic responsibilities by supporting the community around their large warehouse operation in Shirebrook. However, the company do not participate in philanthropic activity on a national level (Sports Direct, 2018).
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According to stockholder theory, it is the responsibility of business to make profit according to the law of the land. Enabling a culture of sexual harassment is both illegal and impacts profits. Tribunal payoffs are expensive (Citizens Advice Bureau. 2018), and the negative publicity impacts public perception which may reduce sales, affect investment and value of shares. The viewpoint that it is the responsibility of the employee to enforce their own personal boundaries is outdated, both in the perception of what is acceptable in a modern society and is negated by current legislation. Employers are vicariously responsible for the actions of their employees and can be prosecuted for their misconduct (ACAS, 2012). 
Ethically, business must “avoid doing harm” to their employees. Sexual harassment can have long term negative impact on the emotional and mental health and individuals (Lewis, Coursol, Wahl, 2001).
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To help avoid such unethical business situations in the future, the company should:
· Make it easier for employees to whistle blow and report inappropriate behaviour therefore increasing accountability.
· More transparency within internal candidate selection process to prevent abuse of employees.
· Lobby shareholders to adopt a zero-tolerance stance on unethical behaviour such as sexual harassment. 
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