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Statement: Business social responsibility should not be coerced; it is a voluntary decision that the entrepreneurial leadership of every company must make on its own. 










Introduction
Business social responsibility is comprised of three distinct responsibility areas – ethical, legal, and economic. It is a concept, which has been of concern to humans for several years. However, over the last couple of decades, it has become of a notable concern to the business world (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). Consequently, increasing interaction between society, businesses, and governments has been observed. Previously, most businesses on concerned with economic implications of their decisions. In the modern era, businesses are expected to reflect on their social, moral, ethical, and legal consequences. Additionally, over time, the problem has emerged whether business or corporate social responsibility should be a voluntary or mandatory phenomenon (Spence, 2016).
Nonetheless, CSR is going above legal obligations within activities and organisations as per their expectations and understanding of stakeholders by organisations working in the community. On this account, CSR is responsible for accountability and transparency to its stakeholders towards improved environmental and social performance in an ethical manner. This sensitivity of CSR focuses on ecosystem stability and accountability within the future and present organisations. That said, the present paper would discuss John Mackey’s statement and attempts to answer whether business social responsibility is a voluntary or mandatory decision. 

Reflection of the Statement
CSR is a notion whereby firms consider society’s interest by taking responsibility for the effect of their operations on the environment, communities, stakeholders, employees, and customers. This commitment is seen to extend beyond the rightful duty to comply with regulations and perceive firms voluntarily taking additional steps to enhance their employee’s quality of life and society, and the local community (Soundararajan, Jamali, & Spence, 2018). Mackey’s statement is the CSR debate that has begun during the early 20th century, in the middle of growing concerns regarding large corporations and their influence (Schawbel, 2013). This is because the nature and scale of CSR benefits for a firm can vary depending on its nature and are challenging to quantify. 
However, a large literature body exists that exhort enterprises to integrate actions beyond financial ones. Some organisations may incorporate CSR values without clearly defining a programme or team (Wang, Hsieh, & Sarkis, 2018). CSR’s business case will likely depend on these arguments within a company: A CSR initiative is perceived as assistance to recruitment, especially within graduate’s competitive market. It is worth nothing that potential recruits often ask regarding organisation’s CSR policy during an interview; here, having a comprehensive policy can offer a significant advantage. This phenomenon can be explained by seeking help from teleological theories of ethics, which governs the notion that good actions yield good results (Jackson, 2019). Based on this principle, CSR can help improve the company’s perception among its staff and stakeholders, especially when they can get involved via community volunteering, fundraising activities, or payroll giving. John Mackey’s statement asserts the concept that CSR should be voluntary and not mandatory. This makes sense as crowded, highly competitive marketplaces and organisations strive for distinct selling propositions that can distinguish them from their competition. 
On this account, business social responsibility can play a critical part in retaining customer loyalty based on distinctive ethical values (Pandey, Panda, Widmier, & Harvey, 2020). That said, business service organisations could also benefit from best practices and a high reputation for integrity. However, it is difficult to answer admit whether CSR is purely driven by the corporate members’ intentions to promote ethical conduct or is it merely an opportunity or distraction to distract or overshadow consumer and social perception based on organisational moral standing (Pandey, Panda, Widmier, & Harvey, 2020).
Nonetheless, the fact remains that in today’s corporate sector, there are many challenges, which impose restrictions on the potential profits and growth of an organisation. Exploitations, environmentally sensitive domains, globalisation, tariffs, and government restrictions are issues, which costing millions for firms. In some cases, it might be apparent that ethical implications are cost barriers, which potentially coerces businesses to discover alternative mean to change the points of views (Herrman, 2019). Making a voluntary decision regarding social responsibility can help gain public support that can serve as a strategic tactic to sustain a competitive advantage. Thus, business social responsibility opens a new horizon for better and safer opportunities for organisations and communities. Realising the significance of CSR and ethical conduct is one-way organisations can improve their performance and profitability. 

Business Responsibility Perspectives on CSR
The business responsibility perspective on CSR asserts that society and local community grants businesses an existence; thereby, companies have obligations and responsibility to society as a whole. Hence, while the efficacy perspective contends that it is socially responsible for increasing the overall return to the shareholder; the perspective of business responsibility asserts that it is socially irresponsible only to maximise the wealth of the shareholder, as shareholders are not the only entity who is responsible for the existence of businesses (Khoma, Moroz, & Horyslavets, 2018). 
From the business responsibility perspective, managers are required to consider the genuine concerns of society is other segments. These are groups or individuals, which are affected and have an interest in the organisational actions. These groups include society, communities, employees, and customers. Those with social problems perspective tend to concentrate on the extent to which organisations handle social issues. Still, perspectives within this group are diverse on whether to depend on mandatory or voluntary CSR techniques. Much argument has focused on the scope to which business responsibility must be mandated by regulations and laws or should depend on entirely voluntary efforts. 

Mackey’s Perception on Profit
Mackey is thinking only concerning maximising profits for potential investors. If prioritising customers and society assists in maximising profits for potential investors, it is acceptable. However, its corporate philanthropy develops goodwill and assists an organisation in concealing its self-interested goals to maximise benefits. Then it is also acceptable, albeit the statement indicates it as hypocritical. In its statement, Mackey is right to debate that maximising profit is intrinsically critical for society, but this paper believes that he is partially mistaken (Schawbel, 2013). While Mackey believes that taking care of business, employees, and customers, philanthropy is meant to stop increasing investors’ profits, I have a contradictory perception. Without high profitability, it is difficult to implement CSR practices. Just as people cannot operate without food, a business cannot operate without profits. In this regard, both corporations and capitalism are disliked, mistrusted, and misunderstood across the globe due to statement similar to Mackey’s on social and business responsibility. The capitalism enemies often use such forms of arguments to assert that capitalism is uncaring, selfish, greedy, and oppose the “Next Wave of Growth in Business and Carbon Disclosure”. If businesspeople and economist consistently acted and communicated on developing constituency’s value, most capitalism resistance would disappear.  One such example is Cypress Semiconductor, which won the “Second Harvest Food” competition, in Silicon Valley, for the most food donated per divisions, encouraging internal social events, company food drives, and employee involvement. It served as a substantial morale builder, good PR for the firm, attracted new employees, and offered benefits to the community. 
With that being said, some businesspeople asserts that a symbolic relationship exists between business and ethics, where ethics naturally stems from profit-orientated businesses (Whitehead & Price, 2001). There are both strong and weak versions of this approach. The weak version is conveyed generally in the assertion that good ethics yields good results, which indicates that moral practices of businesses and CSR approaches are beneficial. For example, making safe products are more profitable as it lowers the liability lawsuits of the product. Likewise, it might be in the best financial business interest to respect employees’ privacy, as it improves the employee’s morale; thereby, improves the efficiency of work. (Hartley, 2004), after illustrating twenty case studies, asserts that long-term businesses interests are realised by seeking and developing trusted public relations. 
However, this weak version, in light of utilitarian theory, has issues. First, most moral, and ethical business practices will yield economic benefits only in the long run. This offers little incentives for organisations, which are designed in the hope to achieve short-term benefits. Since more businesses compete for similar markets, short-time profits will likely dictate the company’s decisions regarding survival and CSR practices (Whitehead & Price, 2001). Secondly, in the end, some moral practices of business might not be economically viable. For example, retaining older workers might not make sense as replacing them with more efficient and younger employees can increase organisational performance, which will ultimately influence CSR decisions. Hence, any overlap, which exists between profit and morality, is incidental and limited. 
This profit’s approach strong version adopts a reverse approach and maintains that the profit motive will encourage a morally appropriate atmosphere. If employees demand privacy, or consumers demand safe products, they will work or purchase from only those businesses, which meet their requirements. Since this idea argues that the motivation for profit will encourage morality, this strong version to profit can be illustrated in the assertion that good business yields good ethic that is stark compared to the above assertion. Supporters of this perception, including Milton Friedman, asserts that this would happen if the governments enabled a free and competitive market. However, similar to the weak, the strong view has issues as it presumes that workers and consumers will stipulate the morally right thing. Customers may prefer fewer safe products if they are cheaper; thereby, negatively influencing the motivation to make decisions related to social responsibility practices. 

CSR Approach Should be Voluntary.
It is worth mentioning that corporations are social agents that belong to a universal business setting where their activities have environmental, social, and economic effects. Corporate activities and globalisation have crossed domestic state regulation bonds and substantially increase the challenges that governments must address regarding the local development, quality of life, and citizens’ needs (Jamali & El Safadi, 2019). The demand for organisations to become accountable for their conduct has been illustrated in the increasing number of reports concerning voluntary CSR (Jain, Keneley, & Thomson, 2015). However, concerns on credibility, quality, and extent of voluntary CSR have made itself prominent. The voluntary CSR, in short implies that CSR practice is a non-compulsory act, which goes beyond the self-interest of the company, guided by ethical values, or prescribed by legislation, and in which the role of government is minimum (Dentchev, van Balen, & Haezendonck, 2015). This means that corporations may not or may apply CSR practices in their operations due to the absence of CSR standards enforceability, which in turn indicates that organisations have increased flexibility in the way they wish to operate the business (Cometti & Seele, 2016). While some believe that, this is the most efficient and practical approach to CSR, such as John Mackey, others argue it to be useless. 
I believe that CSR should be a voluntary decision instead of mandatory. Drawing from the ethical theories in business, it is evident in Altruism that doing the highest good for others results in increased benefits. When organisations effectively communicate their CSR contributions, they enjoy the enhanced brand image, obtain increased financial performance, and gain legitimacy (Gatti, Vishwanath, Seele, & Cottier, 2019). When organisations voluntarily integrate CSR initiatives, they can reduce compliance cost and can function more efficiently. 
Interestingly, banks have also accepted voluntary CSR as a potential marketing tactic that differentiates their services and product in addition to several advantages, including improved attractiveness to inspect investors and customer retention (Jain, Keneley, & Thomson, 2015). Combining market and social pressures to safeguard a brand’s reputation and boldly seize cost-saving methods is the so-called CSR’s business case. 
Additionally, supporters of the voluntary CSR approach proclaim that managers and organisational leaders should be offered discretionary authority regards CSR implementations. They know how to identify and address local social problems while developing responses (Sheehy, 2012). This perception considers that organisational managers and leaders will pursue CSR activities as an inspiration, which will offer them personal satisfaction regarding their contribution to communities beyond a simple obligation to comply (Sheehy, Defining CSR: Problems and solutions., 2015).
It has also been discovered that organisations will integrate environmentally responsible initiatives in their operations once they discover that their livelihood relies on the ecosystems well-functioning. One such example is Coca-Cola, where the company relies on water (Lambooy, 2010). For Coca-Cola, it makes sense to integrate eco-friendly procedures, which effectively handle resources on which the business’s existence is dependent. Organisations could also be interested in employing CSR practices as self-regulation, enabling them to be more flexible in regulating their environment. In contrast, an enforced regulation structure tends to be rigid (Cometti & Seele, 2016). 
Moreover, multiple theories have outlined the need to implement voluntary CSR. For example, integrative theories believe that corporate management should consider social demands and issues and employ them in a way that organisation functions as per the social values (Garriga & Mele, 2004). 
On the other hand, political theories proclaim the unique businesses’ political role due to the absence of a lack of efficiency of lawful mechanism in safeguarding the community from corporate externalities (Gatti, Vishwanath, Seele, & Cottier, 2019). Finally, ethical theories argue that businesses are a significant part of communities; therefore, they are expected to contribute to the betterment and common good by providing services and goods, ensuring individual fundamental rights, and respecting the dignity of people. While voluntary approach has various benefits, it is considered outdated regarding Multinational Corporation’s modern behaviour. Although some organisations put in efforts to contribute to social welfare and be socially responsible, most firms are merely focused on increasing shareholder value and obtaining profits. Milton Friedman has classically represented this notion, stating that the only business social responsibility is to improve their profits (Friedman, 2007). 

Conclusion
The present paper has thoroughly discussed John Mackey’s statement, which argues that business social responsibility should be voluntary. CSR practices are a combination of numerous norms, which cover a broad range of problems. This makes it rather difficult to establish whether, as a whole CSR should be voluntary or mandatory, as we are discussing a plurality of problems, which need to be separately addressed. Irrespective of the debate, it cannot be denied that the voluntary CSR approach connects with values instead of regulations. Since values cannot be enforced, they can be awakened, taught, and promoted, which results in higher organisational performance, which ultimately leads to increased profits.  
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