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Abstract

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), is a form of corporate self-regulation
integrated into a business model. CSR refers to companies taking responsibility
for their impact on society. In A. Carroll’s "Pyramid of Corporate Social Re-
sponsibility" a corporation has four types of responsibilities: The first and most
obvious is the economic responsibility to be profitable. The second is the legal
responsibility to obey the laws set forth by society. The third, which is very
closely linked to the second, is the ethical responsibility. This is to do what is
right even when business is not compelled to do so by law. The fourth is the
philanthropic responsibility. This refers to contributions by the corporations
toward social, educational, recreational and / or cultural purposes. A founda-
tional distinction must be established at the outset: “Ethics,” as employed in
this paper, denotes a normative philosophical system — a systematic frame-
work of principles that prescribes what ought to be done — whereas “Morali-
ty” refers to the socially embedded set of norms, conventions, and practices
that actually govern conduct within a given community (Habermas, 1990; Mac-
Intyre, 1981). This distinction is not merely terminological; it carries substan-
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tive implications for the analysis of corporate behavior, insofar as a corporation
may comply fully with prevailing moral norms while simultaneously violating
deeper ethical obligations, or vice versa. According to ethical and moral princi-
ples in business affairs there are three categories of managers:

a. The moral managers, who are dedicated to high standards of ethical be-
havior, both in their own actions and in their expectations of how the compa-
ny’s business is to be conducted.

b. The immoral managers, who are actively opposed to ethical behavior in
business and willfully ignore ethical principles in their decision making.

c. The amoral managers, who appear in two forms: the intentionally amoral
manager and the unintentionally amoral manager.

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), management morality,
Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility, Business Ethics, Marketing Ethics.

1. An introduction

very scientific occupation with ethics is related to humanity

(Velentzas & Broni, 2019: 60). The steps of humanity to-
day are not stable. It is clear that we exist in a fluid world, with-
out symmetry and rhythm, full of falls, ups and downs, where
nothing seems to triumph; law and order also change. If once
crimes were committed by peoples who still raised the flags of
religion, today crimes are committed in the name of law, humani-
ty and distinctive solidarity (Velentzas & Broni, 2019: 103-104).
The Leviathans decide what is right and wrong, and give the Law
any flexibility, speed, power or purpose. select and replace the
class. New or old does not matter. The game is only this one:
Change it. You can do it. Everyone knows why.

It is against this unstable normative landscape that the ques-
tion of “Corporate Ethics” must be interrogated not merely as an
administrative framework but as a genuine philosophical prob-
lem. The very ontological status of corporate ethics — whether a
corporation can be a moral agent in any meaningful sense
(French, 1979; Donaldson, 1982) — remains deeply contested.
This paper proceeds from the conviction that the tension between
profit-maximization as an imperative of economic rationality and
moral duty as a categorical demand cannot be dissolved through
managerial models alone; it requires dialectical engagement with
the foundational question of what obligations, if any, bind an arti-
ficial legal person to the community in which it operates.
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2. The meaning of Business Ethics

Business ethics is a form of applied ethics (Broni, 2010) that
examines ethical principles and moral or ethical problems (Ve-
lentzas & Broni, 2010) that arise in a business environment (Sol-
omon, 1991). It applies to all aspects of business conduct (Baum-
hart, 1968; Ferell & Fraedrich, 1997; Singer, 1991) and is relevant
to the conduct of individuals and business organizations as a
whole (Bernard, 1972; Donaldson, 1982: 36).

Applied ethics is a field of ethics that deals with ethical ques-
tions in many fields such as technical, legal, business and medical
ethics (Broni, 2019; Preston, 1997:6-11).

Business ethics (also known as corporate ethics) must be dis-
tinguished from business philosophy, the branch of philosophy
that deals with the philosophical, political and ethical foundations
of business and economics (Velentzas & Broni, 2010).

Business ethics is a form of applied ethics that examines the
ethical principles and ethical problems that arise in a business en-
vironment.

Applied ethics is a field of ethics that deals with ethical issues
in various fields such as e.g. business law and ethics (Velentzas &
Broni, 2019: 105).

This part of business ethics coincides with the philosophy of
business.

It mainly includes (Velentzas & Broni, 2010; Velentzas & Bro-
ni, 2019: 103):

* Corporate social responsibility or corporate social response: a
general term that refers to the moral rights and obligations be-
tween business and society.

* Issues related to the ethical rights and obligations between a
company and its shareholders.

e Issues of leadership ethics (the ethical leader) (Cf. Janssen,
2024).

* Corporate governance.

¢ Ethical issues concerning the relations between the various
companies: e.g. aggressive takeovers, industrial espionage, ethical
concerns in advertising, unfair competition, unfair commercial
practices.
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* The use of business ethics as a tool -implementation of the
goals- of marketing.

Business ethics is the behavior that a business adheres to in its
daily dealings with the world (Borgerson & Schroeder, 2008).
The ethics of a particular business can be diverse (Solomon,
1983). They apply not only to how the business interacts with
the world at large, but also to their one-on-one dealings with a
single customer (Solomon, 1991).

At this juncture, conceptual precision demands that a rigorous
distinction be drawn between “Ethics” and “Morality” — terms
that are frequently used interchangeably in the business literature
but which carry fundamentally different philosophical weights
(Broni et. al, 2025; Vavouras, 2024). Ethics, in the tradition of
normative philosophy, constitutes a systematic, reflective, and
universalizable set of principles that transcend any particular so-
cial context. Morality, by contrast, as elaborated in the sociology
of knowledge, is rooted in social practice, historical convention,
and community consensus. Business Ethics, as a discipline, occu-
pies the productive tension between these two registers: it applies
universal normative principles to the contingent, interest-laden
arena of commercial life. Failing to maintain this distinction leads
to a category error in which the mere conformity of a corporation
to prevailing social norms is mistaken for genuine ethical conduct
— a confusion with significant practical consequences for the as-
sessment of CSR.

3. The meaning of Corporate Social Responsibility

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) (Kotsiris, 2002), is a cor-
poration’s obligation to its stakeholders (Broni, 2009a; Velentzas /
Broni, 2017:617), which are any groups / people that have a stake
or interest in a company’s success and products (K. Al-Khater /
K. Naser, 2003; Th. Clarke (Ed), 2004).

Corporate social responsibility includes customers, employees,
suppliers, investors and the communities surrounding the busi-
ness (Castka / Bamber / Bamber / Sharp, 2004; Collier / Esteban,
2007:19-33).

Stakeholders have varying needs to be met (Carroll, 1996;
Goodpaster, 1991:53-73). Whereas a customer’s greatest concern
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may be the safety of a company’s products, an employee’s need
might be for a fair wage and safe working conditions (Clarkson,
1995:92-117; Harrison / Freeman, 1999:479-485). An investor
may be concerned with profits and the bottom line, while the
community may care about a business limiting the pollution it
causes (Seglin, 2003). Thus, corporate social responsibility means
maximizing the good and minimizing the bad effects your com-
pany has on these stakeholders’ diverse interests (Marcoux, 2003:
1-24; Phillips, 2003).

4. Four Types of Corporate Social Responsibility: The Pyramid
of Corporate Social Responsibility

Professor Dr. A. B. Carroll a business management author
identifies four areas that make up a corporate social responsibility
pyramid (Carroll, 1998: 1-7): legal, economic, ethical and philan-
thropic.

This pyramid has become widely used and is meant to explain
the main areas that a business’s duties to its stakeholders fall un-
der (Carroll, 1998:1-7).

The idea behind corporate social responsibility is that compa-
nies have multiple responsibilities to maintain (Frederick, 1986:
126-141; Frederick, 1994a: 150-164; Frederick, 1994b: 40-59).
These responsibilities can be arranged in a pyramid, with basic
responsibilities closer to the bottom. As a business meets lower-
level responsibilities that obligate it to shareholders and the law, it
can move on to the higher level responsibilities that benefit socie-
ty (Aupperle / Carroll / Hatfield, 1985; Balabanis / Philips / Lyall,
1998: 25-44).

4.1. Economic Responsibilities: Be profitable

A company’s economic responsibilities include being profitable
in order to provide a return on investment to owners and share-
holders, to create jobs in their communities and to contribute use-
ful products and services to society (Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll /
Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118). Part of being eco-
nomically responsible means streamlining processes to find the
most efficient ways to run your business and innovating your
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product offerings and marketing to increase revenue (Carroll,
1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-45; Carroll, 2004: 116-
118).

A company’s first responsibility is its economic responsibility
(Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-45; Carroll,
2004:116-118) -that is to say, a company needs to be primarily
concerned with turning a profit. This is for the simple fact that if
a company does not make money, it won't last, employees will
lose jobs and the company won’t even be able to think about tak-
ing care of its social responsibilities. Before a company thinks
about being a good corporate citizen, it first needs to make sure
that it can be profitable (Broni & Kartalis / Mamalis & Velentzas /
Kalampouka, 2018).

4.2. Legal Responsibilities: Obey the Law

A company’s legal responsibilities are the requirements that are
placed on it by the law (Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz,
2012:40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118). Next to ensuring that com-
pany is profitable, ensuring that it obeys all laws is the most im-
portant responsibility, according to the theory of corporate social
responsibility. Legal responsibilities can range from securities reg-
ulations to labor law, environmental law and even criminal law
(Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-45; Carroll,
2004: 116-118).

Corporations must ensure that their business practices are legal
(Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-45; Carroll,
2004:116-118). Obeying regulations helps protect consumers, who
rely on a business to be truthful about the products it sells, and
investors, who stand to lose profits if a company is penalized or
shut down because of illegal practices.

4.3. Ethical Responsibilities: Be ethical

Economic and legal responsibilities are the two big obligations
of a company (Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-
45; Carroll, 2004: 116-118). After a company has met these basic
requirements, a company can concern itself with ethical responsi-
bilities (Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012: 40-45; Car-
roll, 2004: 116-118). Ethical responsibilities are responsibilities
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that a company puts on itself because its owners believe it’s the
right thing to do (Carroll, 1998: 1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012:
40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118) -not because they have an obliga-
tion to do so. Ethical responsibilities could include being envi-
ronmentally friendly, paying fair wages or refusing to do business
with oppressive countries, for example (Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll /
Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118).

Beyond abiding by the letter of the law, an organization’s ethi-
cal responsibilities include managing waste, recycling and con-
sumption. These areas are sometimes regulated by city, state or
federal governments, but often a company can go further than
what the law requests and institute policies that help sustain the
environment for future generations (Broni & Kartalis / Mamalis &
Velentzas / Kalampouka, 2018). Other ethical responsibilities
come in the form of advertising, as in not stretching the truth to a
customer just to get them to make a purchase, and treatment of
employees. A company can provide more than minimum wage
and minimum safety precautions for employees; it can provide
excellent benefits, insurance and invest resources in building a
clean and safe workplace where employees will be happy to come
each day (Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Car-
roll, 2004:116-118).

4.4. Philanthropic Responsibilities: Be a good corporate citizen

If a company is able to meet all of its other responsibilities, it
can begin meeting philanthropic responsibilities (Carroll, 1998:1-7;
Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118). Philan-
thropic responsibilities are responsibilities that go above and be-
yond what is simply required or what the company believes is
right (M. Collins, 1995:102-108). They involve making an effort
to benefit society -for example, by donating services to community
organizations, engaging in projects to aid the environment or do-
nating money to charitable causes (Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll /
Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Carroll, 2004:116-118).

This part of the philanthropic responsibility corporations face is
to promote the welfare of humans and to spread goodwill, which
helps fight hunger in vulnerable communities around the globe
(Carroll, 1998:1-7; Carroll / Buchholtz, 2012:40-45; Carroll,
2004:116-118).
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5. Five Dimensions of Corporate Social Responsibility

Traditionally, companies have had one responsibility
(Dahlsrud, 2008: 1-13): to make a profit [Friedman, 1970: 126].
But the concept of corporate social responsibility holds that com-
panies should be responsible to more than just their owners (J. E.
Sieber, 1982).

Corporate social responsibility holds that there are multiple
dimensions that should affect a company’s actions (Broni /
latrakis / Papadimopoulos / Velentzas Mamalis, 2018). Under-
stand these dimensions when planning your own company’s cor-
porate social responsibility efforts (Sims, 1992: 505-513).

5.1. Environmental

The environmental dimension of corporate social responsibility
refers to your business’s impact on the environment. The goal, as
a socially responsible company, is to engage in business practices
that benefit the environment. For example, you might choose to
use recycled materials in your packaging or ad renewable energy
sources like solar power to your factory (Prakash Sethi, 1979:63-
74).

5.2. Social

The social dimension of corporate responsibility involves the
relationship between your business and society as a whole
(Teager, 2001). When addressing the social dimension, you
should aim to use your business to benefit society as a whole
(Stahl / Grigsby, 1997). This could involve sourcing fair trade
products, for example, or agreeing to pay your employees a liva-
ble wage. It could also involve taking on endeavors that benefit
society, for instance using your resources to organize charitable
fundraisers.

5.3. Economic

The economic dimension refers to the effect that corporate so-
cial responsibility has on the finances of your company. In an
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ideal world, where corporate social responsibility had no costs,
there would be no reason to limit it. But in the real world it is
important to recognize the financial impact that these actions have
and to balance being a good corporate citizen with making a prof-
it.

5.4. Stakeholder

The stakeholders are all of the people affected by your compa-
ny’s actions. These include employees, suppliers and members of
the public. When considering the stakeholder dimension of cor-
porate social responsibility, consider how your business decisions
affect these groups. For example, you might be able to increase
your output by having employees work more, but you should
consider the impact it will have on them, not just your bottom
line (Velentzas, 2017).

5.5. Voluntariness

Actions that fall into the voluntariness dimension are those that
you are not required to do. These actions are based in what your
company believes is the correct thing to do. They may be based
in specific ethical values that your company holds (Fuller / Tilley,
2005: 183-197). For example, you may believe that using organic
products is the right thing to do even if you are not required to
do so.

6. Examples of Social Responsibility Strategies

Voluntarily eliminating practices that could harm the public or
environment effectively achieves corporate social responsibility
(Minzberg, 1983: 3-15).

Social responsibility is a form of self-regulation that businesses
adopt as a part of their corporate conscience and citizenship (Ve-
lentzas & Broni, 2019). Often referred to as corporate social re-
sponsibility, this policy spurs businesses to develop means to
monitor the public’s social perception of them as a responsible
business (Broni, 2019).
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The business goal of social responsibility is to encourage the
company’s actions toward the positive impact of consumer, com-
munity and employee responsibility (Velentzas & Broni, 2010).

5.1. Voluntary Hazard Elimination

Companies involved with social responsibility often take action
to voluntarily eliminate production practices (Velasquez, 1992)
that could cause harm for the public, regardless of whether they
are required by law (Stange, 1994).

For example, a business could institute a hazard control pro-
gram that includes steps to protect the public from exposure to
hazardous substances through education and awareness (Ve-
lentzas et. al., 2018). A plant that uses chemicals could implement
a safety inspection checklist to guide staff in best practices when
handling potentially dangerous substances and materials
(McAdam / Leonard, 2003: 36-45). A business that makes exces-
sive noise and vibration could analyze the effects its work has on
the environment by surveying local residents. The information
received could be used to adjust activities and develop sound-

proofing to lessen public exposure to noise pollution (Velentzas &
Savvidou / Broni, 2009).

5.2. Community Development

Companies, businesses and corporations concerned with social
responsibility align with appropriate institutions to create a better
environment to live and work (Watson, 2003:167-185). For ex-
ample, a corporation or business may set up a foundation to as-
sist in learning or education for the public (Velentzas et. al.,
2018). This action will be viewed as an asset to all of the com-
munities that it serves, while developing a positive public profile.

5.3. Philanthropy

Businesses involved in philanthropy make monetary contribu-
tions that provide aid to local charitable, educational and health-
related organizations to assist under-served or impoverished
communities (Collins, 1995: 102-108). This action can assist peo-
ple in acquiring marketable skills to reduce poverty, provide edu-
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cation and help the environment (Mescon/Taylor, 1987:49-61).
For example, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation focuses on
global initiatives for education, agriculture and health issues, do-
nating computers to schools and funding work on vaccines to
prevent polio and HIV/AIDS.

5.4. Creating Shared Value

Corporate responsibility interests are often referred to as creat-
ing shared value or CSV, which is based upon the connection be-
tween corporate success and social well-being. Since a business
needs a productive workforce to function, health and education
are key components to that equation (Velentzas & Kartalis / Broni
& Kalampouka / Papadimopoulos, 2018). Profitable and success-
ful businesses must thrive so that society may develop and sur-
vive. An example of how CSV works could be a company-
sponsored contest involving a project to improve the management
and access of water used by a farming community, to foster pub-
lic health (Velentzas et. al., 2018).

5.5. Social Education and Awareness

Companies that engage in socially responsible investing use po-
sitioning to exert pressure on businesses to adopt socially respon-
sible behavior themselves (Velasquez, 1983:1-18). To do this, they
use media and Internet distribution to expose the potentially
harmful activities of organizations (Viswesveran / Deshpande / C.
Milman, 1998). This creates an educational dialogue for the pub-
lic by developing social community awareness (Walton, 1967).
This kind of collective activism can be affective in reaching social
education and awareness goals (Watrick / Cochran, 1985: 758-
769). Integrating a social awareness strategy into the business
model can also aid companies in monitoring active compliance
with ethical business standards and applicable laws (Velentzas /
Broni, 2017: 603-604).
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6. Business Ethics and Corporate Social Responsibility

Business ethics consists of a set of moral principles and values
(Jones & Parker / Bos, 2005: 17) that govern the behavior of the
organization with respect to what is right and what is wrong
(Badiou, 2001; Seglin, 2003). It spells out the basic philosophy
and priorities of an organization in concrete terms (French, 1979;
French, 1995). It also contains the prohibitory actions at the
workplace (Collier & Esteban, 2007: 19; Duska, 1999). It pro-
vides a framework on which the organization could be legally
governed. With time, certain moral philosophies have helped in
the evolution of four basic concepts of ethics. They are deontolo-
gism, relativism, egoism, and utilitarianism (Kotsiris, 2003).

Corporate social responsibility is the concept that a business
needs to be concerned with more than just profit (Murphy (Ed.),
2004; Freeman, 1984; Freeman, 2000; R. E. Freeman / Evan,
1990:337-359). Protecting the environment is one aspect, is part
of social responsibility in business; another is making an effort to
address social problems such as poverty and hunger (Werhane,
1985). A business’ social responsibility also is expressed through
its ethical standards -how it treats its various stakeholders, in-
cluding vendors, employees and customers (Murphy, 2002:165-
185).

Consumers may choose to not do business with companies that
have a reputation for being socially irresponsible (Walton, 1967).
Conversely, businesses that show a commitment to the community
and the environment can attract customers who share these val-
ues (Murphey / Laczniak et al., 2007:37-57). The good the com-
pany does is part of the perceived value of its products and ser-
vices and can result in higher customer satisfaction (O’Neill,
1998). These satisfied customers are likely to continue to do busi-
ness with the company (McWilliams / Siegel, 2001: 603-609).
Thus, a stable, loyal customer base is a valuable asset (Patterson /
West / Lawthom / Nickell, 1997).

Companies that have ethical lapses such as ignoring environ-
mental regulations or standards for how employees should be
treated can suffer damage to their reputation when these lapses
come to light in traditional or social media (Nielsen, 1996).
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A company’s image affects its relationship with all of its stake-
holders, and remaking a company’s troubled image into one of
stability -sometimes referred to as damage control- can take time
and draw managerial resources from the important tasks of
building the company (Velentzas / Broni, 2010). Customers who
leave because they do not approve of the company’s image can be
difficult to win back (Sharma / B. Talwar, 2005: 35-45).

Ethical, socially responsible companies can avoid the cost of lit-
igation and other problems that could have a negative effect on
the company’s cash position (Petrick / Quinn, 1997).

The demand for more ethical business processes and actions
(known as ethicism) is increasing (Donaldson, 1982: 36).

At the same time, pressure is applied on industry to improve
business ethics through new public initiatives and laws. Busi-
nesses can often attain short-term gains by acting in an unethical
fashion (Sunstein, 2002); however, such behaviours tend to un-
dermine the economy over time (Velasquez, 1983: 1). Business
ethics can be both a normative and a descriptive discipline
(Abrams, 1954).

Two emergent paradigms have substantially reconfigured the
terrain of business ethics and CSR in the contemporary global
context. The first is the Environmental, Social, and Governance
(ESG) framework, which has become the dominant institutional
language through which investors, regulators, and civil society as-
sess the ethical performance of corporations (Eccles & Klimenko,
2019; Gillan, Koch, & Starks, 2021). ESG criteria operationalize, in
quantifiable form, many of the responsibilities identified in Car-
roll’s pyramid and the five-dimensional model discussed above;
however, the translation of normative ethical commitments into
measurable ESG metrics raises legitimate philosophical concerns
about whether compliance with ESG indices constitutes genuine
ethical conduct or merely a sophisticated form of risk manage-
ment (Sandel, 2012). The second emergent paradigm is Digital
Ethics, which addresses the distinctive moral challenges posed by
algorithmic decision-making, data surveillance, artificial intelli-
gence, and digital marketing (Floridi et al., 2018; Mittelstadt,
2019). As corporations increasingly deploy data-driven technolo-
gies to target consumers, optimize supply chains, and manage
employees, questions of transparency, consent, and accountability
acquire an urgency that earlier CSR frameworks were not de-
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signed to address. Any comprehensive account of corporate ethics
in the current era must engage seriously with both ESG standards
and the ethical demands of the digital economy.

7. The categories of managers according to ethical and moral
principles in business affairs

The five dimensions of CSR examined in Section 5 — envi-
ronmental, social, economic, stakeholder, and voluntariness — do
not operate in an institutional vacuum. Each dimension is, ulti-
mately, enacted or neglected by human agents occupying manage-
rial roles. It is therefore analytically necessary to move from the
structural map of CSR to the question of individual moral agency
within the corporation: What kind of manager does each dimen-
sion of CSR presuppose, and what kind of moral orientation does
each dimension reward or penalize? The answer to these ques-
tions requires an examination of the principal categories of mana-
gerial conduct as defined by their relationship to ethical norms.
In this sense, the typology of managers presented below is not a
separate topic but the logical corollary of the preceding analysis of
CSR: the dimensions of CSR constitute the normative demand; the
category of manager constitutes the human response. The align-
ment — or misalignment — between these two determines the
actual ethical quality of corporate practice (Trevino et al., 2000;
Carroll, 2003).

Three categories of managers (Broni / Mamalis / Velentzas,
2017) stand out with regard to ethical and moral principles in
business affairs (Carroll, 2003; J. Grossman, 2009; L. K. Trevino /
L. P. Hartman / M. Brown, 2000: 128-142, Velentzas et. al.,
2018):

a. The moral manager. Moral managers are dedicated to high
standards of ethical behavior, both in their own actions and in
their expectations of how the company’s business is to be con-
ducted.

b. The immoral manager. Immoral managers are actively op-
posed to ethical behavior in business and willfully ignore ethical
principles in their decision making.

c. The amoral manager. Amoral managers appear in two
forms: the intentionally amoral manager and the unintentionally
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amoral manager. Intentionally amoral managers consciously be-
lieve business and ethics are not to be mixed because different
rules apply in business versus other realms of life. Unintentional-
ly amoral managers do not pay much attention to the concept of
business ethics either, but for different reasons. They are simply
causal about, careless about, or inattentive to the fact that certain
kinds of business decisions or company activities have deleterious
effects on others: They are simply blind to the ethical dimension
of decisions and business actions.

8. Epilogue

Many businesses have gained a bad reputation just by being in
business (Carr, 1968). To some people, businesses are interested
in making money, and that is the bottom line (Friedman). It
could be called capitalism in its purest form (Solomon, 1983).
Making money is not wrong in itself (Friedman). It is the man-
ner in which some businesses conduct themselves that brings up
the question of ethical behavior (Maitland, 1994).

Good business ethics should be a part of every business
(Preuss, 1997). There are many factors to consider (Michalos,
1995). When a company does business with another that is con-
sidered unethical, does this make the first company unethical by
association (Kahneman & Knetsch / Thaler, 1986; Velasquez,
1983)? Some people would say yes, the first business has a re-
sponsibility and it is now a link in the chain of unethical busi-
nesses (Kanungo / Mendoca, 1996:81).

Many global businesses, including most of the major brands
that the public use, can be seen not to think too highly of good
business ethics (Maitland, 1994; Velentzas & Broni, 2019). Many
major brands have been fined millions for breaking ethical busi-
ness laws (Cory, 2005: 9). Money is the major deciding factor
(Seglin, 2003).

If a company does not adhere to business ethics and breaks
the laws, they usually end up being fined (Drucker, 1981). Many
companies have broken anti-trust, ethical and environmental
laws and received fines worth millions (Velasquez, 1983). The
problem is that the amount of money these companies are mak-
ing outweighs the fines applied (Green, 1991). The profits blind
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the companies to their lack of business ethics, and the money
sign wins (De George, 1999).

A business may be a multi-million seller, but does it use good
business ethics and do people care (French, 1979)? There are
popular soft drinks, fast food restaurants, and petroleum agencies
that have been fined time and time again for unethical behavior
(Harwood, 1996). Business ethics should eliminate exploitation,
from the sweat shop children who are making sneakers to the
coffee serving staff who are being ripped off in wages (Velentzas
& Broni, 2019). Business ethics can be applied to everything
from the trees cut down to make the paper that a business sells
to the ramifications of importing coffee from certain countries
(Velentzas & Broni, 2010).

In the end, it may be up to the public to make sure that a
company adheres to correct business ethics (Clarke, 2004). If the
company is making large amounts of money, they may not wish
to pay too close attention to their ethical behavior (Behrman,
1988). There are many companies that pride themselves in their
correct business ethics (Stark, 1993; Velentzas & Broni, 2019),
but in this competitive world, they are becoming very few and
far between (Knight, 1980; Velentzas & Broni, 2010).
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