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CSR AND VIRTUE ETHICS 
The Common Good of Firms, 

Markets, and Civil Society 

Germán Scalzo, Javier Pinto-Garay, and Kleio Akrivou 

The Dynamics of Virtue, the Common Good, and Corporate 
Responsibility in Virtue Ethics Applied to Business 

Virtue ethics has a longstanding tradition in moral philosophy, but only regained philosophical 
relevance in the second half of the 20th century (MacIntyre, 1981; Melé, 2012; Sison & Ferrero, 
2015). Since then, its application to the business world has increased significantly, even gaining 
ground over other, more mainstream approaches, namely deontology and utilitarianism (Koehn, 
1995; Ferrero & Sison, 2014). 

Virtue ethics in business (VEB) (Sison, 2010) has its origins in Aristotelian (Pinto-Garay, 
2019; Swanton, 2011, 2013) and Thomistic moral philosophy (Koehn & Wilbratte, 2012; Alves 
& Moreira, 2013; Grassl, 2010). For Aristotle, virtue is excellence that consists of “living or doing 
well” (Aristotle, 1995: 1095a) in accordance with rational activity; in other words, it corresponds 
to what is best in human beings.This excellence is attained based on personal traits, in particular, 
prudence or practical wisdom (phronesis), which refers to the habit of acting correctly (Solomon, 
1992; Moberg, 2007), especially in social matters. 

Virtue ethics focuses especially on the centrality of virtue as personal development (or vice as 
personal deterioration) through an agent’s performance (Fontrodona, Sison, & de Bruin, 2013) in 
order to attain the highest aim: happiness (eudaimonia, usually translated as human flourishing). For 
Aristotle, happiness is nothing more than the development of one’s natural capacities in a commu-
nity in order to attain a good life and determine the kind of person that one wants to be. Indeed, 
although there is diversity among virtue ethicists, their distinctive treatment of the idea of rightness 
makes virtue ethics different from other approaches in moral philosophy: “Virtue ethics tell us that 
what is right is to be a certain kind of person, a person of virtue” (Zwolinski & Schmidtz, 2013: 221, 
emphasis added). 

Virtue ethics, with an orientation towards happiness and excellence, has an intrinsically com-
munitarian or political nature (Sison, 2014). Personal flourishing (eudaimonia) underpins personal 
action but is only possible in community and finds its fullest meaning when it is directed towards 
the good of the community, that is, towards the common good. 

Personal flourishing or happiness is to be found in sharing a good life with family, friends, and 
fellow citizens (Aristotle, 1995: 1097b), not in isolation. Human excellence cannot exist without 
the participation and cooperation of others. Human goods such as friendship, education, work, 
health, or religion are achieved in human communities and only in this way do they help consti-
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tute flourishing (eudaimonia) (Sison & Ferrero, 2015).Thus, understanding virtue involves viewing 
human beings as political animals (zoon politikon) (Aristotle, 1995: 1095a). 

Accordingly, a community is able to achieve a special unity inasmuch as each of its members is 
devoted to finding his or her self-fulfillment through helping other members to fulfill themselves. 
This involves caring for them and helping them to grow in freedom and responsibility, as well as 
other aspects of human flourishing (Finnis, 1980). A catalyst for well-being, the common good 
combines personal, communal, and broader justice and responsibility to society (individuals, fami-
lies, intermediate communities, the state, etc.), as justice is essentially a personally and genuinely felt 
sense of duty to other people’s development and thriving when in direct or indirect relationships 
with them.Thus, a commitment to the common good is possible via personal virtue in terms of 
friendship and solidarity. These are not mutually exclusive, as Aquinas states: “He that seeks the 
good of the many, seeks in consequence his own good…because the individual good is impossible 
without the common good of the family, state, or kingdom” (2006: II–II, q.47, a.10, ad.2). 

Seeking the common good, as defined here, means prioritizing the well-being of others and 
the community’s thriving before considering any individual benefit that might derive from such 
collaboration. Before economic gain, efficient performance, fame, or power, communities (includ-
ing the business firm) exist based on the potential they offer their members and society to thrive. 
Therefore, virtue ethics upholds that the personal development of community members is more 
important than any other good that the firm can achieve and we must attend to it first. Only in this 
sense are virtue, happiness, and a good corporate character possible (Moore, 2002).Therefore, as 
we will see, when the firm establishes different forms of collaboration with its stakeholders, a com-
mon good approach identifies the firm as community. It also identifies effective, socially responsible 
action in that the intention behind it is not so much focused on strategic advantage as it is on the 
development of other people and communities within the firm’s regular activities. 

While they are often imperfect, communities in the form of firms/businesses/corporations can-
not escape their connection to the common good (Sison & Fontrodona, 2012, 2013).According to 
VEB, firms are intermediate associations because they perform roles in society that differ from the 
family and the political community (Sison & Fontrodona, 2012).Their purpose distinguishes them 
from other intermediate communities (sports associations, churches, or political groups) (Sison & 
Fontrodona, 2012); that is, they offer products and services to satisfy material needs and promote 
well-being (Kennedy, 2006) in a sustainable, productive, and profitable way (Melé, 2012). From 
the perspective of VEB, profitability is not a good in itself, but rather a condition for sustainability, 
and allows the firm to invest in its members’ development (Breen, 2007). In this sense, profits are 
aimed at, and consequently integrated into, the common god of the firm.Therefore, a well-run 
firm’s economic activity has an instrumental role oriented toward the goods of excellence, such as 
the development of knowledge, skills, and virtues among employees (Pinto-Garay & Bosch, 2018). 

When firms are described in terms of the common good, corporate responsibility to society 
becomes a matter of personal virtue and justice. Concerning the former, corporate responsibility to 
the common good is based on the moral status of persons as moral agents. In other words, the firm’s 
responsibility is based on its members’ personal capacity to assume responsibilities to society. In fact, 
those who deliberate with intelligence, honesty, and care find good reason to respect and promote 
the well-being not only of themselves, but also of their family members, of their neighborhood, 
and of their economic associates and associations (Finnis, 2011). 

The social excellence of the firm depends on the personal virtue of its members, which is, in 
fact, the primary basis for recognizing the possibility of a moral status when it comes to corporations 
(“moral personality”).This lens admits such a possibility because it elevates the social and moral 
bases of practices (Akrivou & Sison, 2016). However, it is secondary to the social and moral bases of 
persons, who are the main analogs of (moral) personhood.As social systems, imperfect communi-
ties are not autonomous in the fulfillment of their moral ends and purposes; they rely on good and 
ethical persons who critically exercise their moral faculties and develop as virtuous actors. 
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Secondly, corporate responsibility is a matter of justice. Responsible action is a basic moral duty, 
or, more precisely, a duty of justice, which is, by definition, the willingness to give to others what 
they have the right to receive.This right corresponds to any basic human good, that is, the basic 
aspects of human well-being (Finnis, 2011). In this sense,VEB enables broader well-being, and the 
common good combines personal, communal, and wider justice and responsibility to society (indi-
viduals, families, intermediate communities, the state, etc.), as justice is essentially a personally and 
genuinely felt sense of duty to other people’s development and thriving when in direct or indirect 
relationships with them.Therefore, a commitment to the common good is possible via personal 
virtue in terms of friendship and solidarity. A theory of the common good implies obligation to 
others by virtue of the common good that every rational person bears when personal fulfillment 
depends on the intention of achieving (so far as our resources permit) another person or group’s 
development for its own sake. 

Facing the Challenge of Identity and Individualism in a 
Contemporary Theory of Social Responsibility 

Interest in the idea of the firm’s social responsibility, along with extensive debate on its scope and 
definition, has grown in recent years (Garriga & Melé, 2004). Prior to this, the mainstream account 
of the firm, inspired by neoclassical economic theory, mainly assumed that the firm is a legal entity, 
a quasi-moral agent that acts within a market economy as a rational profit seeker with the only 
end of satisfying the needs of its immediate stakeholders, namely the firm’s shareholders (Jensen 
& Meckling, 1976).This predominant economic account of the firm naturally legitimizes agency, 
transaction-cost, and shareholder-centric views of the firm and governance (Eisenhardt, 1989; 
Jensen & Meckling, 1976). 

From within this perspective, shareholders and other stakeholders (internal and external) alike 
are understood as clearly rational, seeking to maximize their interests (Ross, 1973). Shareholders 
are solely seen as profit-seeking maximizers who only invest in firms in the belief that they repre-
sent the best possible return on investment for the financial capital invested. In addition, stakehold-
ers are understood as other related groups within the firm and outside of it that are in search of 
economic value production; they are also understood as self-interested maximizers, who are often 
guided by goals of satisfying needs that are seen as antagonistic and in conflict with the sharehold-
ers’ needs. 

Accordingly, to maximize shareholders’ economic return, the firm must be managed efficiently, 
requiring the appointment of mature “professionals” who are expected to act with integrity as 
“good stewards” of shareholder interests (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997) and are seen 
as the nearly “exclusive” agents of shareholders (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Ross, 1973). Within 
the meaning-making that goes on in relation to the roles and identities of the senior and middle 
managers that run the firm’s operations on shareholders’ behalf, legitimacy is granted to them to 
independently author strategies, processes related to organizing, and actions aimed toward effi-
ciently “controlling” and regulating internal and external relationships so that they align with 
shareholders’ interests. Managers are seen as agents who operate to satisfy the needs and interests 
of the shareholders—the principals. Meanwhile, the firm’s human-social fabric is perceived as a 
nexus of contracts: the firm defines its relationship with its human “resources,” which the firm is seen 
to “possess” via the power of labor contracts. In addition, it promotes a management style based 
on technocratic, value-neutral, and rational behavior (Hendry, 2004; Akrivou, Orón-Semper, & 
Scalzo, 2018). 

In the second half of the 20th century, the scope of the firm’s responsibility began to expand 
and, together with the proliferation and evolution of this notion, divergent approaches (to the 
shareholder model of businesses) have emerged to explain corporate social responsibility (Garriga 
& Melé, 2004).Although these theoretical approaches are many and varied, they all share an explicit 
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consideration of stakeholders other than just shareholders. Indeed, stakeholder theory is one of the 
most salient and well-known approaches. 

According to stakeholder theory (Freeman, 2004, 2010; Freeman & Velamuri, 2008), a stake-
holder is any constituency that can be affected or can affect the achievement of the organization’s 
objective(s). Generally defined, these constituencies, persons, or groups, are identified by their 
interest in the corporation, whether or not the corporation has any corresponding functional inter-
est in them (Donaldson & Preston, 1995).This theory approaches organizational development with 
a focus on management rationality that attends to third parties related to the organization’s perfor-
mance.As corporations’ agents (Phillips, Freeman, & Wicks, 2003), top managers are duty-bound 
to use reasonable judgment to strategically ensure that their corporation remains in accordance 
with the interest of (at least its salient) stakeholders, defined as employees, financiers, customers, and 
communities (Freeman, 1994). 

However, groups or persons are not considered priority stakeholders per se: Stakeholder theory 
considers all constituencies to be in a synergic relationship geared toward the organization’s benefit 
(Phillips et al., 2003).This implies that a constituency is only a relevant stakeholder in relation to 
the organization’s development, for which managers are primarily responsible, when it turns out to 
be strategic. Beyond strategic importance, a person or group is irrelevant, instrumentally speaking. 
Every stakeholder (including shareholders) receives different treatment according to the context. 
None are important per se. 

Although later iterations of stakeholder theory included a social-moral principle for approach-
ing the well-being of constituencies related to the firm (Phillips et al., 2003; Donaldson & Preston, 
1995), it continues to consider the firm’s relationship to stakeholders in social-contractual terms 
(Hendry, 2001). In Freeman’s stakeholder theory, this social ethics is based on what he describes as 
Kantian capitalism (Evan & Freeman, 1988), which means that each constituency has the right not 
to be treated as a means to some end, and therefore should be able to participate in determining 
the future direction of the firm in which they have a stake (Evan & Freeman, 1988). 

As we will see, stakeholder theory contains many conceptual difficulties that are in contrast with 
a VEB approach to the social performance of firms.The first is related to stakeholder theory’s philo-
sophical background, namely Kantian capitalism (Bowie, 1998).As Wijnberg (2000) explains, this 
approach does not offer clear criteria for deciding if diverse stakeholders are being treated justly, 
or a useful foundation for managerial decision-making.This theory is too vague in its attempt to 
distinguish stakeholders and how they must be treated, considered, and respected.This, in fact, turns 
out to be a problem when defining the nature of the firm’s responsibilities to its constituencies. 

Phillips (1997) has identified this as the problem of stakeholder identity, that is, there are no crite-
ria for assigning stakeholders a status according to the kind of relationship that the firm maintains 
with them and, consequently, it is difficult to determine how to treat them in a responsible manner. 
In other words, the problem of identity results from the lack of a normative framework (Phillips, 
1997) that can explain the different kinds of duties and responsibilities to specific stakeholders, such 
as public authorities, customers, and owners. Since stakeholders are seen in an egalitarian sense, the 
theory lacks a practical principle according to which different constituencies demand, in justice or 
fairness, consideration of their different forms of well-being. 

Secondly, from a VEB perspective, stakeholder theory’s most significant limitation pertains to its 
inability to overcome the problem of individualism in social relationships.The driver that inspires 
cooperative relationships between firms and different stakeholders does so based on self-interest, 
which implies an instrumental, rational, and fragmented conception of the good. The common 
good is not integrated into this theory, nor into the theory of management and productive work. 
For VEB, the common good as an ethical principle of individuals inspires relationships within the 
practical setting of productive work that, in turn, emerges from the genuine virtue of fellowship 
rather than from self-interested, individualistic choices on the part of groups inside and outside of 
the business. 
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As MacIntyre (1981) explains, following Aristotle, the virtue of friendship is the bond of human 
community, and individualism is at odds with fellowship.Thus,VEB implies requirements related to 
just service, generalized well-being, and the social bases of firms.Therein, the basic requirement of 
practical reasonableness favors and fosters the common good of one’s communities.That principle 
is closely related both to the basic value of friendship and to the principle of practical reasonable-
ness, which excludes arbitrary self-preference in the pursuit of the good (Finnis, 1980). 

Yet, friendship must be compatible with one’s responsibilities—most obviously with what one 
owes to others as their due (Finnis, 1998)—and respect one’s own limitations and capacities, as well 
as each person’s origins, interdependencies, and commitments. Hence, pointing to the horizon of 
integral human fulfillment and universal friendship is not to suggest that practical reasonableness 
demands one leave behind particular, limited relationships with one’s family, neighborhood, work-
place, city, country, or friends (Finnis, 2011). 

Firms’ Responsibilities According to Virtue Ethics 

As mentioned, every human society—families, companies, local communities, and nations—have 
different forms of common good (Argandoña, 1998; Sison & Fontrodona, 2012) and the firm’s 
social responsibilities vary according to each context.This means that, even though every constitu-
ency must be treated responsibly and in light of its well-being, that well-being is tied to particulari-
ties that constitute different ways of understanding the common good, as Aquinas himself argued. 
Following Aristotle, he distinguished different forms of justice according to which people, and now 
corporations, have responsibilities to specific third parties in a differentiated manner. 

To approach the firm’s responsibility towards society (stakeholders and persons more broadly 
who partake in the common good) within VEB, the conceptual framework for the firm–market– 
society relationship based on virtue, the common good, and justice demands that we distinguish 
stakeholders and, consequently, offer different kinds of (fair) treatment to them. This is not just 
another practical criterion for ethically and fairly managing stakeholders, but rather a philosophical 
approach that differs significantly from Kantian capitalism (Evan & Freeman, 1988), as well as from 
the utilitarian ethics of capitalism. 

Thus, when considering Aquinas’ account of justice, corporate responsibility can be defined as 
(1) distributive justice for internal stakeholders or collaborators, (2) commutative justice for com-
mercial stakeholders, and (3) social justice for civic stakeholders. As we will see, the definition of 
corporate social responsibility based on VEB distinguishes three kinds of stakeholders. 

Corporate Stakeholders 

As Sison and Fontrodona (2012, 2013) explain, those who make up a firm are not just employees 
who provide intellectual and productive work, but also investors or shareholders, that is, those who 
supply the needed financial resources for the firm to operate. In fact, financial provision is a form of 
work and managers establish a particular kind of relationship with financial stakeholders in terms of 
fiduciary duties of fairness, loyalty, and honesty (Goodpaster, 1991; DeMott, 1988).Therefore, cor-
porate stakeholders, represented by workers and investors (Sison & Fontrodona, 2013), constitute 
the common good of the firm as a community of work (Solomon, 1992; Melé, 2012). 

Thus, shareholders, managers, professionals, and employees assume their respective rights and 
duties as members of the same community (Argandoña, 1998). In this sense, Melé explains that 
the common good as an organizational principle entails cooperation to promote conditions that 
enhance opportunities for human flourishing among all members of a given community. Profits 
and economic resources constitute an instrumental dimension of the firm’s common good, and are 
necessary conditions for the community’s members to thrive.Thus, an essential part of the firm’s 
common good is its members’ fulfillment (Argandoña, 1998). 
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In this way, the firm’s responsibility to these internal stakeholders—its community of work— 
can be defined as supporting work in such a manner that each member of the organization has 
the chance to improve as a human being through his or her engagement in productive activities. 
Personal fulfillment is then the common good of the firm and it is achieved when each and every 
member of the group shares, participates, and takes part as a group (Sison & Fontrodona, 2013). 

In this sense, MacIntyre offers a useful definition:“The common goods of those at work together 
are achieved in producing goods and services that contribute to the life of the community and in 
becoming excellent at producing them” (2016: 170).Thus, the firm’s responsibility to these stake-
holders, that is, the community of work, is defined as the duty to provide good and collaborative 
work.This duty is a matter of justice and, when it comes to collaborators, corporate responsibility 
implies an exclusive criteria of justice defined as distributive-contributive, that is, a fair relationship 
between a community and the individual in much the same way that the whole is related to its 
parts (Aristotle, 1995: 1131a, 1131b;Aquinas, 2006: II-II, q.61). 

Distributive justice delivers common goods in a proportional manner: 

something is given to a private individual, in so far as what belongs to the whole is due 
to the part, and in a quantity that is proportionate to the importance of the position of 
that part in respect of the whole. 

(Aquinas, 2006: II–II, q.61, a.1–a.2) 

If justice implies distributing the community’s common goods, then we can say that, for the firm, 
such a process of distribution involves compensation because the employee has merit according to 
which he or she can demand the benefit of a portion of the corporation’s common goods. 

As Sayer (2009) explains, the solely distributive perspective describes individuals merely as 
recipients, rather than active contributors whose good depends on what they can contribute to the 
firm.Work is largely understood in a negative manner, as a burden, and a means to an end, rather 
than as a source of meaning and fulfillment. But reformulating work in an Aristotelian manner, 
Sayer continues, implies emphasizing the importance of self-fulfillment and well-being, and real-
izing that doing is more important than having, that what we do is what we become. 

Doing a good job—that is, being productive and thriving throughout our daily activities—is 
possible only to the extent that the firm facilitates related resources and opportunities.Thus, con-
tribution to the firm’s common profit is a duty of justice when personal thriving at work is made 
possible in part based on the firm’s benefits. Justice in contribution is defined in relation to what 
people are expected and able to contribute in terms of work (Gomberg, 2007), not what they must 
receive.Thus, distributive justice must be intrinsically considered in relation to each member’s con-
tribution, that is, just compensation cannot be fully understood in terms of distribution, but rather 
first needs a counterpart in contribution. Otherwise, we would not be able to fully understand the 
nature of work or how it constitutes the common good of the firm. Responsible employees must 
seek to improve, that is, offer better results for the sake of the firm’s common good. In short, the 
firm’s responsibility to collaborators is defined as facilitating fair collaboration among the com-
munity members in terms of contribution and distribution. 

Commercial Stakeholders 

Commerce is intrinsically linked with the common good of the firm and society. Commercial 
activity—selling and buying products or services—plays a very important role in public service 
when it supplies the goods necessary for life (Aquinas, 2006: II–II, q.77, a.4). It provides the neces-
sary criteria for the acquisition of material goods and the development of virtues oriented towards 
the common good. Commerce differs from constituting a community of work, just as the form of 
the common good and justice therein also differ. 
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According to VEB any form of commercial activity is essentially a matter of profit and justice. 
To achieve a common good, firms need to incorporate commercial justice into virtuous prac-
tices (Arjoon, 2008; Macdonald & Beck-Dudley, 1994) because that common good can only be 
achieved through just and fair practices. Otherwise, decision-making turns into practical acumen 
or, more specifically, business cunning. 

Now, the criteria for considering a commercial activity as just or fair are not simply associated 
with voluntary engagement, but also with proportionality in the benefits that both parties freely 
attain through the transaction (Finnis, 2011). Freewill and proportionality are, therefore, essential 
features of commutative justice. Following Aristotle,Aquinas states that commutative justice takes 
place through the interchanges and trade-offs between two persons (Aquinas, 2006: II-II, q.61, a.1); 
a type of justice can be seen in trading, usufruct, money lending, deposits, or rent (Aristotle, 1995: 
1131a), that is, in all actions that manifest exchange (Aquinas, 2006: II–II, q.61, a.2). 

However, justice in commercial relationships goes beyond the mere commutative fairness of 
reciprocation (Dierksmeier & Celano, 2012). In other words, the scope of commercial justice is 
not limited to proportionality; for a transaction to be totally fair from a VEB and common good 
perspective, the personal thriving and well-being of the related constituencies must be consid-
ered, that is, a truly common good in market relationships, no matter whether they are sporadic 
or permanent. Only when the process of decision-making considers how the satisfaction of real 
human needs can achieve real benefit and mutual development—known as goodwill, good faith, or 
benevolence (Aquinas, 2006: II–II, q.23, a.1)—can justice in commerce be achieved. 

In short, the firm’s responsibility to commercial stakeholders must be directed toward achieving 
proportionality and fairness, all while respecting commercial associates’ need to achieve the mate-
rial conditions for thriving based on exchange. In this sense, responsible dealings on the market are 
not just voluntary, but also provide better living conditions as long as both parties are profitable; 
otherwise, commerce ceases to exist as such. 

Civic Stakeholders 

Finally, we must examine how social constituencies are different from collaborators and commer-
cial stakeholders.VEB scholars suggest the possibility of linking the common good of the firm and 
the broader common good at a higher level of political-social organization (Dierksmeier, 2011), 
which requires us to conceive of businesses as imperfect human communities (McCall, 2016). 

Via the pursuit of virtuous governance, this theory connects economic and business theory with 
society, borrowing from Aristotelian and Thomistic ethics the concept of humanity’s social nature 
(Sison,2016). Every person’s, and consequently every community’s, natural inclination toward inte-
grating a broader common good beyond the immediate community can be understood through 
Aristotle’s description of human beings as political animals (Aristotle, 1995: 1095a) who practice 
a communal way of life in cities that, as Aquinas explains, demands justice and law (Dierksmeier 
& Celano, 2012). Corporations—as parts of a broader and superordinate political order—bear a 
responsibility that aims at the greater common good of the city (polis) (Sison & Fontrodona, 2012, 
2013).This theory, which establishes material and financial interests beyond the maximization of 
profits for shareholders, sets normative requirements for corporations at the service of society in 
the form of social justice (Dierksmeier & Celano, 2012). 

A responsible relationship—or social justice—between firms and civic society has two aspects: 
first, the common good of broader political communities requires corporations to accept that their 
own interests are subsidiary to the broader political order’s prosperity (that of the polis) and, second, 
firms cannot deny their responsibility to civic stakeholders and non-economic constituencies as 
society depends on corporate contributions. 

The idea of a subsidiary relationship, according to which firms are beneficiaries of society, is derived 
from Catholic social teaching (Sison & Fontrodona, 2011; Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, 
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1986) and its contribution to VEB (Cremers, 2017; Naughton & Laczniak, 1993; Sison, Ferrero, & 
Guitián, 2016).According to this teaching, all intermediate institutions need the social order and the 
state not just to thrive—making security, legality, and justice available—but also to even get their start 
because society provides the resources needed for firms’ creation. In this sense, firms must incorporate 
a responsibility to sustain civic society (Flannery, 1960) beyond work and commerce and in terms of 
civic behavior (corporate compliance).That is, they must contribute to future generations through envi-
ronmental and work–family-balance policies, and sustain common social expenses by means of their 
tax-based economic contribution (Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace, 2004). 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, we aimed to reflect on the notion of business responsibility through a virtue ethics 
and common good approach.We first addressed different approaches to defining the scope of the 
firm’s responsibility towards its stakeholders and society.These competing theories of the firm rely 
on contrasting assumptions about human agency, which give rise to competing understandings of 
the nature of the firm, and its role in human perfection. 

In opposition to mainstream theoretical approaches, the neo-Aristotelian common good of 
the firm theory (Sison, 2016) is characterized by (1) the attainment of material conditions for 
the development of a joint activity, (2) the coordination of actions towards achieving a result, (3) 
human development for each community member through individual action, and finally (4) each 
member’s own personal development (Finnis, 1980). 

Certainly, a common good approach to social justice on the part of firms understands social 
relationships as essentially voluntary commitments and duties to others, with said duties being a 
matter of justice and commitment to the common good of stakeholders and communities.This 
chapter concluded by briefly introducing, from a virtue ethics approach to corporate social respon-
sibility, three forms of duties and social responsibilities towards stakeholders, including those who 
make up the firm, those who have a market-based relationship with it, and constituencies that are 
related to the firm in a non-instrumental way as part of society’s civic sphere. 

Questions 

(1) How can corporate environmental policies be addressed from a VEB perspective? 
(2) Do tax-avoidance policies constitute bad practice even though they are not illegal? Why or 

why not? 
(3) How might VEB consider the relationship between the firm and unions? 
(4) From a VEB perspective, describe the balance between employees and shareholders that cor-

porate governance must manage. 
(5) What does VEB have to say about usury and consumerism? 
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