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Abstract 
 
This article first gives the definition of the New social responsibility as a new theoretical 
approach on societal and corporate level, aiming to implement the concept of “economic 
growth for all” and to gradually overcome income and social inequalities.  
Socially responsible concept of economic growth for all means, that welfare/wellbeing of the 
people should be an equally important factor to shareholder’s value added. 
Theoretical views and basic data on income and wealth global inequalities are presented, 
followed by socially responsible mechanisms through which income inequalities could be 
gradually reduced (economic democracy (ED), social economy (SE), and corporate social 
responsibility (CSR). 
The article further presents forms of employee financial participation (EFP) that includes 
individual ESO (employee stock ownership), ESPPs (employee stock purchase plans) and PS 
(profit sharing). EFP has been a feature in the EU for over 50 years. 
Following the article presents different approaches and forms (legal frameworks) of labour 
participation in governance (structural participation, referred also as industrial democracy) as 
a tool of new social responsibility and the diverse results across the EU.  
The article points out, that a significant proportion of Europe's economy is intended to make 
profits for people other than investors or owners (social economy, SE), accordingly, aiming at 
developing mechanisms to reduce income inequalities. 
Finally, the article presents CSR, a concept about which there is much disagreement and 
controversy. CSR is analysed as an economic and as a legal concept. 
 
Key words: social responsibility, income inequalities, economic growth for all, socially 
responsible mechanisms, economic democracy (ED), social economy (SE), corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) 
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NEW SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY  
 
The definition of the New social responsibility  
 
New social responsibility is a theoretical approach to societal and corporate governance, 
aiming to implement the widely supported, however never realised concept of “economic 
growth for all” and to gradually overcome income and social inequalities in contemporary 
societies. Economic growth is not an end in itself, it must be in the function of overall 
prosperity and social welfare, rather than infinite concentration of profits in the hands of a 
handful of rich people at the expense of low wages and low social welfare. Social 
responsibility is thus causally consequently connected with income inequalities with all their 
and its real causes. 
 
Social responsibility is the concept to be followed at state level (societal, state social 
responsibility) as well as on corporate level (corporate social responsibility). Social 
responsibility at societal level, also referred to as country social responsibility, is the ability 
of an individual country’s legislation to ensure a high level of social wellbeing, economic and 
environmental sustainability, without further deepening income inequalities and violating 
human (economic and social) rights. Out of the three pillars of sustainability - economic, 
environmental, and social, it refers solely to social sustainability, considering it as equally 
important as the environmental one.  
 
Social responsibility at corporate level is the attitude, a specific business approach (culture) 
of corporate leaders and owners, whereby companies integrate social and environmental 
concerns into their business operations. 
 
There is variety of socially responsible mechanisms through which income inequalities 
could be gradually smaller. The most important are those, empowering people, to enjoy the 
right to the fruits of their labour. Here we are in the vast fields of economic democracy (ED), 
social economy (SE), and corporate social responsibility (CSR)1.  
 
The global inequalities (income and wealth)  
 
Wealth and income (consequently social) inequality in the global society have been 
increasing in the last decades. It is especially visible at the last centile of income distribution. 
Income inequality is even nowadays far greater than at any time in the past. It is also 
affecting equality of opportunities: education, access to modern technologies, health, 
culture, employment opportunities (welfare) is constantly increasing.  
 
Precarious employment and massive violation of labour legislation is becoming more and 
more evidently the accompanying social phenomenon of modern capitalism. The unequal 
distribution of the benefits of economic growth proves that more and more income goes to 
capital in the form of rent, while wages stagnate, and poverty is increasing.  
 
Profit rates are higher than those of salaries or otherwise: capital income is rising faster or 
more than incomes from work. Respectively, the “formula” for more accurate and proper 
                                                 
1On the concept of social responsibility see the scientific monograph: Bohinc, Rado (2016): SOCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY. Ljubljana: Založba FDF: Ljubljana (in Slovenian) 
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assessment must include different income groups. Taxation system and social rights system 
can slightly mitigate the existing inequality but is unable to prevent it.  
 
The promise of digital technology, responsible for huge developments of knowledge and 
skill, is undermined by those foundations. Instead of offering a breakthrough, the uncritical 
adoption of existing ownership arrangements surrounding these technologies compounds the 
problem of economic inequality (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2016). 
 
Income inequality in OECD countries is at its highest level for the past half century.  Here 
are some numbers: 
-The average income of the richest 10% of the population is about nine times that of the 
poorest 10% across the OECD, up for seven times from 25 years ago (in Chile and Mexico 
more than 25 times) (OECD, 2015a). 
-Global wealth inequalities are extreme: the lower half of the global population collectively 
owns less than 1% of global wealth, by contrast the richest 10% owns half of all global assets; 
top 1% accounts for almost half of all the assets in the world (CREDIT SUISSE, 2014). 
-Income inequality is rising. A quarter of a century ago, the average disposable income of the 
richest 10% in OECD countries was around seven times higher than that of the poorest 10%; 
today, it’s around 9½ times higher (OECD, 2015b). 
-Income inequalities in OECD countries differ from Mexico with 0,459 to Finland with 0,256 
Gini coefficient (OECD, 2015a). Average wages in OECD countries are four times higher in 
the country with the highest wages (Luxemburg 62,580 USD) compared to the country with 
the lowest average wages (Mexico 15,230 USD). In the EU, Luxemburg is the highest, 
followed by the Netherlands (52,719 USD), while the lowest is Hungary (20,667 USD), 
followed by Latvia (21,113 USD) (OECD, 2015c). 
 
The eight richest people have assets that are equal in value to the remaining half of 
humanity (3.6 billion people) (Oxfam 2017). The richest 10% in OECD countries own 
half of all households, while the lower 40% owns only 3%. The top 1% owns 19%. 
 
Theory on income inequality 
 
Stiglitz (2012) states that we are paying a high price for our inequality—an economic system 
that is less stable and less efficient, with less growth, and less democracy. Unemployment—
the inability of the market to generate jobs for so many citizens—is the worst failure of the 
market, the greatest source of inefficiency, and a major cause of inequality. As of March 
2012, some 24 million Americans who would have liked a full-time job couldn’t get one. ‘In 
the United States, we are throwing millions out of their homes. We have empty homes and 
homeless people.’ 
 
Piketty (2014) shows, that the main driver of inequality is the tendency of returns on capital 
to exceed the rate of economic growth. Today this tendency, according to him, threatens to 
generate extreme inequalities that stir discontent and undermine democratic values. 
 
Galbraith (2012) notes, that in a deep sense inequality was at the heart of the financial crisis, 
claiming that the inequality statistic has shortcomings: it measures inequality in earnings (but 
not property incomes). 
 
Atkinson (2014) claims that, to reduce inequality, we have to go beyond placing new taxes on 
the wealthy; new policies, including the sharing of capital are needed. 

http://www.hup.harvard.edu/results-list.php?author=21646
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Rawls (2001), seeking ways to overcome injustice, caused by income inequalities, underlines 
the need to disperse the ownership of wealth and capital, and thus to prevent a small part of 
society from controlling the economy, and indirectly, political life as well. By contrast, 
welfare-state capitalism permits a small class to have a near monopoly of the means of 
production. 
 
Socially responsible concept of economic growth for all  
 
Socially responsible concept of economic growth for all means that welfare/wellbeing of 
the people should be an equally important factor to shareholder’s value added.  Namely, 
the employee share in national income has, according to OECD, steadily declined over the 
last 30 years. The ownership capital is highly concentrated in Europe and so is the income 
(Lowitzsch & Hashi, 2014). More equitable distribution supports social cohesion in the EU 
(Lowitzsch & Hashi, 2014), which is no more a part of social policy but a part of enterprise 
and labour policy.  
 
Therefore, instead of the present situation where effects of increased economic growth are 
directed mainly to the capital holders as distributed profits and less or nothing to labour 
income the mechanisms of ED, SE and CSR can substantially contribute to overcoming 
this trend.  
 
However, research on that in the last 50 and more years has not been primarily focused on 
income inequalities, but rather mainly to issues of agency problem, efficiency, productivity 
and competitiveness (Kruse, Blasi &  Freeman, 2010), identification with company (Blasi, 
Kruse & Bernstein, 2003), job satisfaction and motivation (Kruse, 2002), recruitment, 
absenteeism, income after retirement, business succession, employment risk, wage 
flexibility, economic resilience, business succession, managerial drawbacks, (Blasi, 
Freeman & Kruse, 2013). 
 
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ON STATE LEVEL 
 
A huge gap between normative and real  
 
Legislation on the fields of ED, SE and CSR is crucial to overcome income inequalities and to 
high level of social responsibility on state level. However, there are enormous differences 
among countries in the world, referring to the question, how the legislation on this fields is 
designed and implemented. This is one of important reason for huge differences in income 
distribution among the states. And there are deeper, ideological reasons for socially 
irresponsible behaviour and performance on a state level. They have to do with relationship 
between capital and labour in the context of appropriation of profits and of governance rights. 
 
The world’s seemingly permanent cyclical economic crises, political instability, social 
inequalities, existential distress and uncontrolled migrations, massive violation of human 
rights, call for a thorough conceptual rethinking of how to reshape the existing global, capital-
based societal and corporate governance foundations which have basically unchanged 
dominated over the last decades and centuries. In a modern society, significant for huge 
developments of knowledge and technologies, both capital gain and human/social objectives 
should form the framework for democratic life and social welfare. New information & 
communications channels and therefore increasingly required higher skills and qualifications, 
shall more and more affect the balance between capital and labour. 
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Despite the fact that financial capital in the market power of an enterprise does not necessarily 
any more represent a dominant production factor and added value and despite that, on the 
contrary, contribution of human workforce (labour) to added value has been increasing 
substantially, the merely capital based appropriation and governance principle remains 
unchanged for centuries. The crucial, most prominent and decisive feature of the globally 
prevailing socio-economic system, derived from that principle is the fundamental division of 
people to those who are owners (employers) and those who are workers (employees). 
 
The world faces a huge gap between normative and real, between political and legal acts 
stipulating to individuals guarantees, freedoms and rights on one hand and the actual 
situation in real life on the other, especially between the normative scope of human rights 
law and the effective power of property rights. In the industrialized democracies, self-
governance is touted as a fundamental human right in the overall political sphere while 'work' 
is not even in theory organized on the basis of democratic self-governance. Legal and 
economic levers do not work in such a way that the former supports the other, but against 
each other, which in the humanity creates tensions that result in cyclical economic crises, 
social outbursts, unstoppable migrations, and global terrorism.  
 
In a globalized (cross-border, multi-national) economy, at the corporate level, legislation 
has difficulties in keeping up to such complexity of economic processes (founded on the 
interests and legitimacy of capital) between the developed and under-developed parts of the 
world. Lower standards of human (mainly economic and social) rights protection in countries 
with low GDP per capita, the predominant interests of capital and its legal strong protection 
against weak labour is causing massive human rights violations. Interests protected by 
property rights (corporate) legislation are much stronger than the interests protected by 
international human rights legislation.  
 
The non-binding recommendations of international organizations (UN, ILO, OECD, 
EU) concerning respect for economic and social rights as well as corporate social 
responsibility appears as too weak legal tools that could sufficiently confront the 
comprehensive and very powerful legal tools of international capital. Simultaneously, the 
protection against violations of human rights, and inherent responsibilities is neither properly, 
nor sufficiently, regulated in the countries, where violations occur nor where the business 
takes place.  
 
The scientific response to the above challenges and to preventing further deepening of 
income inequalities, are steps to move  

- Towards empowering people and  
- Overcoming the gap between the owners and employees  
- By developing new enterprise and cooperative forms and governance and 

appropriation concepts,  
- By increasing employee ownership and other economic democracy approaches in 

enterprises, 
- Which in turn will impact, in a natural way, the concept of social responsibility 

on societal and corporate level. 
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Employee financial participation (EFP) 
 
Employee financial participation (EFP) includes individual ESO (employee stock ownership), 
ESPPs (employee stock purchase plans) and PS (profit sharing). EFP has been a feature in the 
EU for over 50 years, supported in some EU member states through tax incentives and 
legislation; there is a wide divergence in approaches to be found in different countries. Few 
member states have extended employee ownership significantly, some of them less or 
nothing. UK and France are positive examples, granting generous incentives to EFP schemes. 
Still, 68% of EU companies have provided no form of EFP (European Commission, 2014).  
EU systematically follows EFP since 1991 (PEPPER Report I/91, PEPPER Report II/97, 
PEPPER Report III/2006, PEPPER Report IV/2009), Resolution of European Parliament 
(2014) on EFP.  
 
According to Fifth European Working Conditions Survey (2010); CRANET SURVEY (2010) 
on Comparative human resource management, International Executive report (2011) and 
European Company Survey (2013), all schemes have been increasing in last years (2009-
2014), most of them PS; however only 31,7% of all private companies in EU countries offer 
some form of ESO or PS schemes. Several studies show advantages of employee share 
ownership (ESO) as stabilizing factor at stock market, long-term shareholders’ commitment, 
reducing the impact of short-term focus of managers and shareholders.  
 
Since there are many angles to this issue (for instance taxation, social security and labour law) 
the Commission found it important to analyse this subject in more detail (Action Plan 
European company law and corporate governance - a modern legal framework for more 
engaged shareholders and sustainable companies /* COM/2012/0740 final */. The EU 
Commission (2012) believes that employees’ involvement in the affairs of a company may 
take the form of financial involvement, particularly to employees becoming shareholders. The 
Commission is committed to identify and investigate potential obstacles and to, subsequently, 
take appropriate action to encourage employee share ownership throughout Europe. 
Employee buyouts are considered also as possible solution for SME succession problem in 
EU countries.  
 
There are different approaches in EU countries referring to EFP for example: UK Companies 
Act of 2006 was amended in favour of ESP and in 2014 tax incentives were imposed for 
indirect ownership of employee shares (EOT). ESP were introduced in UK in 1950, while 
profit sharing appeared at the end of the 19th century. According to European Working 
Conditions Survey, 5% of British employees took part in employee share plans and 12% in 
profit sharing schemes in 2010. There are 4 main tax advantage plans: SIP (share incentive 
plan, 820 companies) and 3 share option plans, SRSU (Service Related Share Option 
Schemes, known as Saye schemes, 420 companies) for all employees, and SCOP (Company 
Share Option Plan, 1110 companies) and EMI (Enterprise Management Incentive, 8590 
companies) for selected employees (executives). 
 
French “FCPE de reprise” (employee buyout mutual fund) is very similar to US - UK 
ESOP. Both are ownership schemes via trust as intermediary, using borrowed funds on a 
leveraged basis, aiming to create employee ownership.  
 
Hungarian ESOP are US patterned, based on the Law on ESOPs of 1992, as privatization 
instruments, amended in 1995. The number of ESOPs then decreased from 300 to one fourth 
of that in the last 20 years. 
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Austrian Income Tax Law developed Employee Participation Foundation to hold and 
purchase shares, exercise shareholder’s rights and transfer returns to the employees. The 
beneficiaries of leveraged plans that can enjoy tax incentives are, in addition to employees, 
also retired employees and employee’s relatives. 
 
Economic democracy (codetermination, industrial democracy) 
 
New social responsibility also deals with different approaches and forms (legal frameworks) 
of labour participation in governance (structural participation, referred also as industrial 
democracy) and the diverse results across the EU. Different forms of so called structural 
participation (industrial democracy) can contribute substantially to empowering people to 
overcome income inequality. The concept of workers’ participation in management is based 
on human relations approach to management which brought about a new set of values in 
relation between employers and workers.  
 
There are several ways and forms of industrial democracy, like: collective bargaining, works 
councils, joint management councils and committees, board representation.  
 
There are several levels of workers’ participation as for example: information participation, 
consultative participation, associative participation, administrative participation and decisive 
participation.  

The degree of worker’s participation also known as labour participation or employee 
participation, or co-determination (Germany) or self-management (in former Yugoslavia) 
in the EU member states differs substantially. In Germany (Slovenia and some other 
countries) companies are required to have employee’s representatives in boards while, for 
example, in the UK there is no requirements whatsoever.  

For the European Company, worker participation is decided upon by negotiations between 
employees and management. If agreement cannot be reached, provisions contained in the 
Directive applies (Council Directive 2001). Theory (Müller-Jentsch, 2008) claim, that 
codetermination can contribute to achieving a positive balance of efficiency and interests 
since it has the potential to create trust, loyalty and motivation among employees instead of 
distrust, mobbing and quit-stay. It seems advisable to anchor the legitimacy of co-
determination in the normative framework of social market economy.  

Social economy 
 
A significant proportion of Europe's economy is intended to make profits for people other 
than investors or owners (social economy, SE), accordingly, aiming at developing 
mechanisms to reduce income inequalities. SE includes cooperatives, mutual societies, non-
profit associations, foundations, charities, and social enterprises.  
 
A cooperative is an autonomous association of persons united to meet common economic, 
social, and cultural goals. They achieve their objectives through a jointly-owned and 
democratically-controlled enterprise. EU economy - there are 250,000 cooperatives in the 
EU, owned by 163 million citizens (one third of EU population) and employing 5.4 million 
people. 
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Mutuals are enterprises providing life and non-life insurance services, complementary social 
security schemes, and small value services of social nature, to satisfy common needs while 
not making profits or providing a return on capital. They are managed according to solidarity 
principles between members. 
 
Associations and foundations are another type of social economy enterprises in Europe. 
Associations typically promote the trade or professional interests of their members, whereas 
foundations spend their funds on projects or activities that benefit the public. 
 
A social enterprise is an operator in the social economy whose main objective is to have a 
social impact rather than make a profit for their owners or shareholders. It operates by 
providing goods and services for the market and uses its profits primarily to achieve social 
objectives. Its management involves employees, consumers and stakeholders affected by its 
commercial activities. Social entrepreneurship2 has risen dramatically since the millennium. 
Implementation of SE at higher level would significantly contribute to SR.  
 
All this forms of social economy operate a very broad number of commercial activities, 
provide a wide range of products and services across the European single market and generate 
millions of jobs. Social enterprises are also the engine for social innovation.  
 
There are 2 million social economy enterprises in Europe, representing 10% of all businesses 
in the EU. More than 11 million people – about 6% of the EU’s employees – work for social 
economy enterprises. They have different legal forms and various objectives ranging from 
agriculture and banking to provision of employment and sheltered workshops.  
 
The primary objective of the traditional social economy enterprises is to serve the members 
and not to obtain a return on investment as the traditional mainstream capital companies do. 
The members act in accordance with the principle of solidarity and mutuality, and manage 
their enterprise on the basis of “one man one vote” principle. 
 
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ON CORPORATE LEVEL 
 
Theory and policy disagreements over Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
 
There is a wide divergence in approaches in different countries. Few member states have 
extended employee ownership significantly, some of them less or nothing. The degree of 
worker’s participation also known as labour participation or employee participation, or 
co-determination (Germany) or self-management (in former Yugoslavia) in the EU member 
states differs substantially. The primary objective of the traditional social economy enterprises 
is to serve the members and not to obtain a return on investment as the traditional mainstream 
capital companies do. The members act in accordance with the principle of solidarity and 
mutuality, and manage their enterprise on the basis of “one man one vote” principle. 
 
CSR in a broader sense - meaning the observance of income inequality, human rights, ethical 
labour, and employment practices is a specific business approach (culture) whereby 
companies integrate social and environmental concerns into their business operations. 
Guidelines and Principles that the EU Commission’s CSR strategy is built upon are: United 
                                                 
2 As a prominent social entrepreneur, Muhammad Yunus famously received the Nobel Peace Prize for 
his efforts in pioneering microcredit in developing countries in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. 
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Nations Global Compact, United Nations Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, 
ISO 26000 Guidance Standard on Social Responsibility, International Labour Organization 
Tripartite Declaration of Principles concerning Multinational Enterprises on Social Policy, 
OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises.  
 
CSR as an economic concept: CSR is a concept about which there is much disagreement 
and controversy. Levitt (1958) asserts that social concerns and the general welfare are not 
the responsibility of business, but of government; the business’s job is to “take care of the 
more material aspects of welfare so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to 
say, engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud. Carroll (2008) holds 
that the economic responsibility of business is to produce goods and services that the 
society desires and to sell them at a profit.  
 
The doctrine of profit maximization belongs to the classical economic view led by the 
Friedman where “there is one and only one social responsibility of business – to use its 
resources and engage in activities designed to increase its profits”.  On the other hand, 
opponents explain that the classical economic view fails to appreciate the long-term negative 
effects of the application of the maximization principle. In contrast, the opposite view applies 
the maximization principle for long-term benefits (Barnett, 2007).  
 
CSR as a legal concept; There is also disagreement in theory regarding the nature and scope 
of CSR as legal obligation. With respect to the scope of the legal responsibilities, there are 
claims for further expansion of regulation: more regulation is necessary for the 
implementation of CSR.  
 
De Schutter (2008) argues that CSR ‘cannot be simply assumed, but should be affirmatively 
created by a regulatory framework for CSR’. Theory mostly deals with so called business 
case rather than identify the components of a regulatory framework for CSR.  However, the 
so-called ‘business case’ for CSR is not strong enough; the forces of market will not suffice to 
encourage companies to behave responsibly, over and above their obligation to comply with 
their legal obligations. The two opposing camps continue to present their arguments to justify 
the need for the expansion or contraction of the legal requirements imposed on business.  
Advocates of regulation question the ability of the free market mechanism to support CSR 
activities (e.g. Valor 2008; Williamson et al. 2006).  
 
The fundamental thesis—that corporations are responsible toward a number of 
constituents—continues to intrigue, challenge, and divide scholars and practitioners alike 
(Ghobadian 2015). The concept of corporate responsibility has moved a long way over the 
past six decades, since Bowen’s book titled Social Responsibilities of the Businessman 
(Bowen1953) in the early fifties starting a modern era of research put the question: What 
responsibilities to society may businessmen reasonably be expected to assume? Following 
Bowen, the discussion focused on economic responsibilities (M. Friedman (1962); Hayek 
(1944), responsibilities toward society (Davis (1973), McGuire (1963), concerns for ethical 
issues. 
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With respect to the nature of the legal obligations, there are views that the legal responsibility 
of business constitutes binding obligations, sanctioned by damage liability and even by 
penal sanctions. On the other hand, there are views that legal framework of CSR should not 
be binding, but mere soft law as recommendations or code of ethic.  
 
CSR research and practice rest on a basic paradox between a liberal notion of voluntary 
engagement and a contrary implication of socially binding responsibilities. Institutional theory 
examines CSR as mode of economic governance, beyond CSR as the voluntary behaviour 
of companies; it explores how the boundaries between business and society are constructed in 
different ways, and improves our understanding of the effectiveness of CSR within the wider 
institutional field of economic governance (Brammer 2011). According to EC definition CSR 
is a specific business approach (culture) whereby companies integrate social and 
environmental concerns into their business operations, and into their interactions with their 
stakeholders on a voluntary basis. CSR in this broader sense means the observance of human 
rights, ethical labour, and employment practices, the consideration of environmental 
issues, and the combating of bribery and corruption (EU, 2011). Implementation of CSR in 
real life could have thus contributed substantially to higher social sustainability of human 
society. 

Social Responsibility, brief historical overview 

History of CSR is the history of modern capitalism. It starts with the Adam Smith's Wealth of 
nations (Smith 1776a) and Theory of moral sentiments (Smith 1776b) and Hayek’s Scientism 
and study of society (Hayek 1944) in early forties. Friedman's Capitalism and freedom is the 
first serious critique of the CSR concept in the sixties (Friedman 1962). Friedman held, that 
management has one responsibility and that is to maximize the profits of its owners or 
shareholders. Friedman argued that social issues are not the concern of business people and 
that these problems should be resolved by the unfettered workings of the free market system. 
Further, this view holds that, if the free market cannot solve the social problems, it falls not 
upon business. Further milestones are Multiple-constituency approach (Connolly, Conlon & 
Deutsch 1980), Stakeholder theory (Freeman 1984) and Triple bottom line of 
responsibility (Elkington 1997).  

At this first stage the idea related to a social contract between business and society as an 
implied set of rights and obligations, sometimes referred to as social contract theory (e.g., 
Eells & Walton); business has the ability to act as a moral agent in society, reflecting and 
supporting values (moral agency theory, French 1979). In the 1970s, the debate focused in 
public policy processes (Preston & Post 1975) and corporate social responsiveness (i.e., the 
capability and willingness of business to respond to and anticipate various social and societal 
demands and pressures) (Sethi 1975).  

The concept of corporate social performance dominated in the 1970s and 1980s. Carroll 
developed four responsibility aspects: economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary (Caroll 
1979). From the 1990s onward, the integration of stakeholders in theories become dominant 
in the research (Andriof & Waddock 2002; Freeman 2004; McWilliams & Siegel 2004) and 
the language corporate social responsibility substituted corporate social responsiveness.  

Corporate scandals and collapses (Enron in 2001 and WorldCom in 2002) triggered the 
development of reporting guidelines (Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), Dow Jones 
Sustainability Indices (UN Global Compact); followed by Financial crisis, global recession 
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of 2008 influenced substantially contemporary discussion. New ideas were developed, like 
Social entrepreneurship (Arend 2013),  

Shared value/hybrid organizations (Porter and Kramer 2011) and Base of the pyramid 
(Ansari, Munir, & Gregg 2012), Kolk, Rivera-Santos, & Rufín 2014). Non-market strategy 
approach (Lawton & Rajwani 2015) and psychological approach to CSR strengthened: 
CSR was researched as function of human motivation rather than as a factor of 
corporate outcomes (Money, Pain, & Hillenbrand 2015).  
 
Poor implementation of the Corporate social responsibility concept  
 
The implementation of the CSR concept, measured by its contribution to achieving the 
economic, social and environmental goals of the EU, as framed in the Lisbon and Gothenburg 
Agendas, is poor. The main reason for the poor implementation is that CSR is not legally 
binding and that it has not entered yet to EU and national company and labour legislations. 
The implementation of CSR, ED and SE varies enormously among countries over the world, 
including EU. Due to its voluntary concept, SR has always been politically “wishful” 
orientation, never seriously tried to be enforced (with rare exceptions) by compulsory legal 
rules3.  

The EC in 2012 indeed revised the definition of CSR, thereby transforming it into a 
responsibility of enterprises with regard to their impact on society. However, the new 
definition was neither implemented in corporate or social legislation nor in the EU binding 
rules. On the other hand, pressure has been mounting for businesses to articulate their vision, 
values, and policies related to CSR, causing an increasing disparity between governments and 
large businesses, in which governments encounter more and more constraints while 
businesses become increasingly powerful (Ghobadian et al 2015). 

The term CSR is overlapping with concepts such as corporate citizenship, business ethics, 
stakeholder management and sustainability, corporate social performance, balance and 
accountability (Dahlsrud 2006). Broad definition of CSR includes businesses’ fulfilment of 
economic, legal, ethical and discretionary/philanthropic responsibilities. Academically, 
CSR is often used as a comprehensive term to describe a variety of issues relating to the 
responsibilities of business (Hillenbrand, Money, & Ghobadian 2017).  Waddock (2004), for 
example, defines CSR as “the degree of (ir)responsibility manifested in a company’s 
strategies and operating practices as they impact stakeholders and the natural environment 
day-to-day”.  

CONCLUSIONS 
 
New social responsibility is a new theoretical approach on societal and corporate level, 
aiming to gradually reduce income inequality by developing and further improving concepts 
as economic democracy, social economy and corporate social responsibility. Socially 
responsible concept of economic growth for all means, that welfare/wellbeing of the people 
should be an equally important factor to shareholder’s value added. The world’s seemingly 
permanent cyclical economic crises, political instability, social inequalities, existential 

                                                 
3 COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE 
COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE 
COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for Corporate Social 
Responsibility (COMMUNICATION on CSR 2011) 
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distress and uncontrolled migrations, massive violation of human rights, call for a thorough 
conceptual rethinking of how to reshape the existing global, capital-based societal and 
corporate governance foundations. The scientific response to the above challenges and to 
prevention of further deepening of income inequalities, are steps to move towards 
empowering people and overcoming the gap between the owners and employees. 
 
As concerns economic democracy, there is a wide divergence in approaches to be found in 
different countries. Few member states have extended employee ownership significantly, 
some of them less or nothing. The degree of worker’s participation also known as labour 
participation or employee participation, or co-determination in the EU member states 
differs substantially.  
 
The primary objective of the traditional social economy enterprises is to serve the members 
and not to obtain a return on investment as the traditional mainstream capital companies do. 
The members act in accordance with the principle of solidarity and mutuality, and manage 
their enterprise on the basis of “one man one vote” principle. The part of social economy in 
the GDP of the country differs among countries substantially. 
 
CSR in a broader sense - meaning the observance of income inequality, human rights, ethical 
labour, and employment practices is a specific business approach (culture) whereby 
companies integrate social and environmental concerns into their business operations. 
However, it is obvious from the theory, that there is a serious misunderstanding what CRS 
should be in real life, ethical issue, marketing tool or legally binding obligation.  
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