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Introduction
It was believed that organizations with such higher social functions 
would automatically fulfil their social responsibilities without 
further scrutiny. However, this notion is being reconsidered. 
Technological developments, demographic trends, and the 
awareness that health is a fundamental right for all people have 
spurred an explosion in demand for health care services. At the 
same time, increasing costs, the technologization of the profession, 
the presence of private industry and fierce competition, constraints 
on public financial resources, management complexity, growing 
environmental concerns, and burgeoning regulations pose 
significant challenges to the quality of management of healthcare 
institutions and the coverage offered by a wide range of SRs.

One consequence of all this is the growing interest in SR in the 
healthcare industry. It should be seen as an opportunity for a 
fruitful exchange of views among all stakeholders, including 
academics and practitioners, the public sector and the private 
sector.

SR is not a univocal concept; SR means something, but it 
does not necessarily mean the same thing to everyone. This 
lack of consensus should not surprise us. The reality of human 
organizations is so diverse and changing so rapidly that there 
is no single way to be responsible to society [1]. However, it is 
equally clear that all human organizations have some form of SR.

The purpose of this paper is to consider what SR is and why it 
must be practiced by those who manage organizations. In the next 
section, SR is explained from the perspective of the management 
of an organization. In the next section, we discuss what moral, 

legal, and social responsibilities are. In addition, we will look at 
why SR is necessary for management before concluding.

Social Responsibility and Management
In this section, the analysis is based on three simple concepts
•	 a human organization (a business, a non-profit hospital, a 

sports club, a political party etc.) is “a group of people whose 
actions are coordinated to achieve a certain goal or result, 
and whose achievement concerns them all, even if it is for 
very different reasons” [2].

•	 managing an organization requires coordinating the actions 
of all these people in order to achieve these common goals.

•	 SR is “the responsibility of companies (and organizations in 
general) for their impact on society” [3].

Responsible organizations seek to achieve these common goals 
as they relate to everyone, taking into account their impact on 
society. Positive impacts are promoted, while negative impacts 
are avoided or offset. This concept is expressed in many of the 
definitions of SR that speak of “integrating social or ethical aspects 
into economic activities,” “meeting society’s expectations while 
achieving economic goals,” “engaging in open and transparent 
business practices that respect employees, communities, and the 
environment,” “integrating the needs of people, planet, and profit 
in business operations,” etc. Organizations must consider the needs 
of all stakeholders, both internal (owners, managers, employees) 
and external (customers, suppliers, communities).

Organizations with purely economic and social objectives, whether 
public or private, develop strategies, build structures, make policies, 
and take actions that affect many people and organizations. All of 
these will define SR according to their impact on society.
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Naturally, all of these require managers to guide, coordinate, 
and control them. The SR system must have a set of rules and 
regulations, i.e., management systems incentives, indicators, 
reports, audits, codes of conduct, training programs, etc. This is 
the instrumental aspect of SR.

SR is a set of individual and collective responsibilities that are 
shared, mutually supportive, and mutually beneficial: management 
and governing bodies, professional organizations (SR committees 
and SR or sustainability managers), middle managers and 
employees, and even suppliers, distributors, partners, and agents.

It is where decisions are made about what should be done, 
how it should be done, and by whom. SR usually begins with a 
commitment by senior management based on the organization’s 
mission, vision, and values. SR is a way of managing an 
organization, a continuous practice that is more or less embedded 
in the mission, strategy, policies, and day-to-day decision-making. 

From an external perspective, SR is part of an organization’s 
contribution to a prosperous and sustainable society. This 
contribution can be made in a variety of ways, ranging from the 
performance of traditional corporate functions (meeting needs and 
creating value and employment through the production of goods and 
provision of services), to the management of positive externalities 
(innovation and development) and negative externalities (related 
to the environment and climate change) of the company, to the 
moral and cultural transformation of the society with which the 
company interacts. There are many ways to do this. Its impact 
is measured primarily by its results (outcomes), for example, the 
triple bottom line but SR is more than these outcomes[4].

SR calls for organizations to be efficient, ethical, and responsible, 
both internally and externally. It is a series of processes, manifested 
above all in the changes that take place within the organization and 
within its people (changes in knowledge, competencies, attitudes, 
values, and virtues). External outcomes are merely the result of 
these changes, and perhaps not even the most important ones.

However, for a number of reasons, this ideal is unlikely to be 
achieved: the ability of SR to positively impact society is extremely 
limited and, in any case, unlikely to have any real significance: 
“There is little logical or empirical evidence that social activities 
on the part of companies are likely to be socially enhancing rather 
it is likely to be socially harmful” [5]. That is why, according to 
Visser “CSR as a business, governance, and ethical system has 
failed” [6].

The ability of SRs to transform their enterprises from within also 
faces challenges, but at least it is a reminder that organizations 
have a responsibility to change their management processes, 
provided that managers recognize and accept that responsibility. A 
virtuous or responsible company is one that “recognizes that it is 
‘accommodating’ a practice, encourages the pursuit of excellence 
in that practice, recognizes that it is a wholly moral pursuit, and 
will pursue external goods to the extent necessary to maintain 
and support the development of excellence in that practice (and 
only to the extent that it pursuits” [7], is a corporate personality. 

A socially responsible organization is one that operates by applying 
standards of excellence. And this leads us to the ethical dimension 
of SR.

We consider three types of responsibility: moral responsibility, 
legal responsibility, and social responsibility.

Responsibility is a moral category and always arises from 
relationships with others: “To say that a person is responsible for 
an action is to say that it is appropriate to make that action the 
basis of that person’s moral evaluation” [8]:
•	 retrospective or ex post facto as attribution. In the past, the 

actor acted (or did not act) and responsibility is attributed 
to the actor for the act and its consequences, as well as its 
purpose and motive.

•	 prospectively or a priori, as an obligation. The subject has 
decided to act or is obligated to act and is prepared to accept 
present and future responsibilities, including the purpose of 
the obligation and the necessary or appropriate means to fulfil 
that obligation. This type is often associated with the agent’s 
role and function [9].

•	 responsiveness as an attitude. When an agent acts with 
prospective responsibility, the agent demonstrates a 
willingness to respond to the needs and demands of others. 
This rationale stems from the agent’s ability to make genuine 
moral decisions for himself or herself in such a way that others 
trust that the agent will fulfil his or her obligations and accept 
the consequences of his or her actions.

•	 as accountability. Attribution of responsibility means that 
an actor must be able to account for his or her actions and 
motives, the strategies they incorporate, the means used, 
and their consequences. Moral responsibility is something 
one owes to another person or community and is therefore 
subject to the normative standards that govern interpersonal 
relationships in that community and the scrutiny, evaluation, 
and sanctioning of those relationships. This type is a way 
of including the community in the above definition of 
responsibility.

Social demands in themselves do not create moral responsibilities 
arising from the obligation of justice. However, these demands 
serve to draw attention to the content of these responsibilities and 
give them a form that is appropriate to a particular place and time. 
For example, the obligation not to discriminate against employees 
based on race, gender, or religion will be set forth differently in 
different communities, but moral norms are generally and morally 
binding.

Legal responsibilities are based on compliance with the law. 
Ethics and law may or may not be moral obligations, as they do 
not share the same origin or scope:
•	 legal responsibility is based on standards of social necessity 

and effectiveness and not necessarily on moral principles.
•	 law is primarily concerned with consequences and not with 

intentions. On the other hand, in some ethical theories, 
intentions have an important place in moral responsibility.

•	 law does not encompass all moral obligations, nor should it, 
since to do so would be detrimental to freedom.

•	 the areas in which the two responsibilities apply are different.
•	 Legal responsibility tends to be passive and cannot easily 

adapt to new situations and problems.

Responsible organizations must follow the law, but SR is not a 
legal responsibility; it is not the law that binds SR; it is not the 
law that makes the organization responsible; it is not the law that 
makes the organization responsible; it is the law that makes the 
organization responsible.

Features of SR
The adjective “social” has many meanings. The moral responsibility 
referred to earlier is a social responsibility insofar as it arises from 
relationships between people. For example, the sale of a defective 
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product that may cause damage to consumers gives rise to an 
obligation to compensate for that damage. However, SR has a 
broader meaning. In the above example, it establishes a general 
consumer right to safe products and a responsibility that applies 
to all companies beyond the specific relationship between buyer 
and seller; SR is a responsibility to society as a whole (although 
it may be limited to a group of stakeholders), and this is reflected 
in many definitions of SR It integrates social and environmental 
considerations, contributes to a better society, respects people, 
communities, and the environment, treats stakeholders in a socially 
responsible manner.

Thus, when society expresses a request, demand, claim, or 
expectation, it is considered to form a potential or effective right 
that deserves social recognition. (Even if it is granted only to 
a particular group, there is support from the community.) The 
strength of these demands can come from a variety of sources, 
including coercion (by society or the state), ethics (because the 
rights granted imply moral obligations or because society assigns 
normative value to what is proposed), and expediency (because the 
organization agrees to negotiate its responsibilities). Society also 
demands that the organization be accountable for its commitments, 
the means it has used or will use to fulfil those commitments, and 
their consequences.

In short, SR as we see it today is the result of the coexistence of 
models in various stages of evolution. In some cases, SR addresses 
the ethical treatment of relationships between stakeholders, which 
is accepted by organizations with more or less certainty, according 
to criteria defined by justice, solidarity, and thoughtfulness.

At other times, SR is expanded beyond interpersonal relations to 
encompass a set of general responsibilities in which society plays a 
more important role; SR formulates its demands and expectations, 
identifies the rights that support those demands, and establishes 
pressure mechanisms to uphold them and to transfer responsibility 
for their realization to the organization.

As a result, SRs demand that organizations be held accountable for 
their actions. This model is a natural continuation of the previous 
model insofar as society identifies its needs and ethical rights. 
Furthermore, it adds a social dimension to what was previously 
a very private relationship.

Managers Position in SR
In postmodern societies, the list of rights and, with them, the list 
of types of SR has grown considerably longer; the foundations 
of SR have become less ethical and include mechanisms of 
negotiation and manipulation by interest groups and corporations. 
This changes the binding basis of SR and can create instability 
in the relationship between companies and stakeholder groups. 
The objective of achieving a fair and efficient relationship - where 
both parties find common ground - gives way to the possibility of 
consequentialist conflicts, in which stakeholders seek to obtain the 
maximum possible rents from the company, while the company 
seeks to protect itself and preserve its advantage. Sometimes the 
goal is to turn SR into a set of regulations aimed at exploitation 
and control, administered by a group of stakeholders rather 
than the state. All of these options are currently the subject of 
academic debate and practitioner implementation and criticism. 
As already noted, SR is not a univocal concept applicable to all 
organizations in all situations and at all points in time. There 
are several reasons for this: there is no single conception of a 
company or organization; the issues to be addressed are different 
in each case; anthropological, sociological, political, and economic 

assumptions are different; and in such issues, no one has all the 
necessary information, no one can predict the decision-making 
Because no one can predict all outcomes, and because freedom 
of spontaneous action is always required, it is considered prudent 
to leave room for the agent to act.

The so-called business case claims that SR has a positive impact 
on financial results, but there is still a long way to go to prove 
this, and the results of empirical studies on the subject are unlikely 
to motivate business managers. We have already explained 
that for many companies, the social case (social demand) has 
become an exercise in cost-benefit analysis that may be useful 
when negotiating with stakeholder groups but does not motivate 
company management.

However, there are still two other reasons in favour of the full 
implementation of SR within an organization. The first is the case 
of management; SR is a management practice par excellence [10]. 
Socially responsible managers seek to consider all the impacts 
of their decisions on society, internal and external stakeholders, 
and the managers themselves. They seek to understand their 
stakeholders, their interests, their concern for the company, and 
their short- and long-term reactions. The manager takes a long-term 
view and has good risk management skills. He or she develops a 
culture based on dialogue and acts before problems arise.

There is an ethical theory that explains people’s moral learning 
and how it shapes their answers. It is virtue ethics, which 
addresses not only the external consequences of decision-making 
(a company’s external justification of its responsibilities), but 
also the improvement of people’s moral qualities (management 
excellence from within).

There are four aspects to the demonstration of virtue[11]:
•	 Cognition: a virtuous person “correctly perceives a situation, 

i.e., notices and properly considers the salient features of 
the situation” [12]. The person grasps the ethical content of 
an issue on a concrete level, rather than on an abstract level 
through the application of certain general principles, in the 
present situation and for the particular people affected by it.

•	 Emotion: virtue is “the disposition to act in a particular 
way as well as to feel in a particular way”. This dimension 
reinforces the previous one. The problem is not to keep the 
agent unmoved; rather, the agent’s feelings drive him to act.

•	 Motivation: virtue is a disposition that depends on the agent’s 
motivation; the agent is determined to act decisively in the 
particular situation in which he is placed, even if the chosen 
decision is unattractive to him [2].

•	 Action: virtuous people carry out their chosen actions because 
they have the willpower necessary to overcome short-term 
pressures and temptations to stray from the path [1].

In summary, ethical managers become better managers because 
they develop habits that enable them to make better decisions, 
both now and in the future, avoid negative learning, and, whenever 
possible, promote positive learning, both in themselves and in the 
organization and those who depend on the manager The main 
reason that managers always try to act ethically and responsibly is 
that it means that they are striving to be good managers, and this 
includes moral and SR concepts such as duty, professionalism, 
excellence, citizenship, and ethical culture are included [13-15].

Conclusions
The concept of SR was first developed in corporations, and then 
became entrenched in nonprofit organizations and health care, 
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where it has a distinctive social purpose SR is at the interface 
between the organization and society. From the outside, it relates 
to an organization’s impact on society. From the inside, SR is 
about the company and its role in society, and how the resulting 
acceptance of responsibility affects the way the company is 
managed [16-17].

The “responsibility” component of SR is an ethical, retrospective, 
prospective, and attitudinal concept that relates to SR’s role in 
management. The “social” component originally referred to 
obligations arising from interpersonal relationships but has since 
evolved in a direction that implies a more active involvement of 
society in identifying problems and proposing solutions. This 
process risks becoming an interventionist, consequentialist, and 
confrontational approach, and furthermore, does not provide useful 
ideas for outstanding organizational management. There are two 
keys to this function that mutually reinforce SR. Namely, SR 
as a means to superior organizational management and SR as a 
virtue-based ethical responsibility.
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