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Abstract: The solution of Romania's economic and social problems through mere European integration has 

also proved to be a dream. The European Union is more complex than assumed. It offers opportunities but also 

competition of interests, plus the crisis of the vision of European construction. We begin to understand that part of the 

problems that Romania is facing today is also due to the confused policy in the process of European integration. In this 

context of European crisis, in which Romania is involved, it has become clear that Romania's only solutions are the 

formulation of its own development program and the actions for its realization. The community must cease to be a mere 

spectator of the economy to become a projector of its own life, using its various resources and disciplining it in a 

coherent vision of all sectors of human life. 
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1. Argumentum 

 

It is Romania's present social state is the result of a historical process. The most important factor is 

the strategic options adopted at the beginning of the transition and which have guided the whole process. The 

objectives of Romania's transition as established by the non-Roman political aliens and not by the Romanian 

people have been fulfilled: the reform of the economy, the political system, the public institutions, justice, 

health and education. The result is a reformed, but impoverished and disorganized society: 

deindustrialization, an agriculture that is only now on a normal path of development, public institutions with 

major deficiencies, a state captured by the interest groups exploited by them, incapable of preventing the 

explosion corruption. The social cost is appreciable: job losses, shocking migration in the West, explosive 

impoverishment, but also restricted groups displaying ostentatious wealth, a demoralized population, mistrust 

in public institutions; a severely damaged social state. In the new stage in which Romania entered, together 

with the restoration of all economic and social spheres, the social condition of Romania/the quality of life of 

the collectivities, which is severely damaged, requires a priority attention. Serious problems cannot be 

ignored in the hope of their "automatic" resolution in the future. There are also new problems that will 

worsen and should be anticipated by taking preventive action.  

The solution of Romania's economic and social problems through mere European integration has also 

proved to be a dream. The European Union is more complex than assumed. It offers opportunities but also 

competition of interests, plus the crisis of the vision of European construction. We begin to understand that 

part of the problems that Romania is facing today is also due to the confused policy in the process of 

European integration. In this context of European crisis, in which Romania is involved, it has become clear 

that Romania's only solutions are the formulation of its own development program and the actions for its 

realization. The quality of life is the key concept of a community's social state. The quality of life is the value 

for man of his life; how good or bad is the life it lives in, both as a whole and on its particular components: 

health, family, profession and work, available financial resources, goods they possess, leisure time, the 

environment social, friends and colleagues, the society as a whole. The quality of life represents the overall, 

synthetic quality of all the conditions and spheres from which life is composed; the degree to which life 

produces satisfaction. Complementarily, the concept of company quality begins to be used. A good society is 

http://juridica.ugb.ro/


Acta Universitatis George Bacovia. Juridica  - Volume 6. Issue 2/2017 - http://juridica.ugb.ro/ - 

Valentin-Stelian BĂDESCU 

= ISSN 2285-0171                                   ISSN-L=2285-0171 

the society that offers a high level of quality of life, a construction of society centered on the needs and 

aspirations of people.  

The community must cease to be a mere spectator of the economy to become a projector of its own 

life, using its various resources and disciplining it in a coherent vision of all sectors of human life. Over the 

past 10 years, Quality of Life has become a systematic concern at EU level, with European statistics 

providing a new comparative assessment opportunity for CV indicators, with each country being valued 

relative to other European countries. 

Only though they have been united in the European model, prosperity, virtue and freedom and have 

long been, and still are today, dissociated in the moral, political and legal thinking - of justice. More 

specifically, each of these three elements based on a distinct model of justice and, implicitly, the most 

appropriate form of society to fulfill the desire for recognition. The most succinct description of the first 

model of justice, the one based on the idea of virtue, was given by Ulpian, in a text kept in Justinian's digest: 

Justitia est constanta et perpetua voluntas jus suum quique tribuere. Juris praecepta are haec: honest vivere, 

neminem laedere, suum quique tribune. The repetition of the suum quique tribute in two different phrases 

does not only have a stylistic function. In the first sentence, the phrase is related to justice, understood not as 

an institution, but as justice. Understanding justice as a constant and perpetual will to give everyone what is 

right brings to light the moral significance of this notion. Before being a legal value, justice is a moral value, 

and the will to constantly pursue righteousness as a goal is just an expression of the virtue of pursuing good 

as the ultimate goal of life. In a similar, but more direct way, Celsus, quoted by Ulpian in another text in 

Digeste, has defined right (jus) as ars boni et aequi. In other words, the right would lose its moral foundation 

if it were founded only on the idea of equity, abandoning good as the ultimate goal. In order to preserve its 

creative function in the city, justice must be a form of accomplishment of good. Thus understood, the first 

sentence in Ulpian's text is a takeover, in the lapid form of Latin, of the conception of righteousness that 

Aristotle puts forth in Book 5 of "Nicomah's Ethics" [1]. 

Before building the architecture of the concept of justice, Aristotle emphasizes the natural connection 

between virtue and virtue. It is not enough that the acts performed according to the virtue of "possessing the 

respective qualities to be accomplished"; the one who acts "must do it in a certain way: first, being aware of 

what he is doing, then having a precise intention to do that act according to virtue, and thirdly, by doing that 

act with unwavering firmness. " Only in this way "any virtue, in virtue of its virtue, perfects the possessor 

and his work." Only the one who practices virtue "could become a virtuous man." In this context, 

righteousness as virtue is "the moral disposition by which we are fit for acts of justice, and by virtue of which 

we actually do them or we wish to do them." But righteousness is not just one of virtues, it is, as the 

philosopher says in a poetic language, "a sovereign of virtues, brighter than the evening glamour, brighter 

than the daylight", while quoting a proverb "justice concentrates on it the whole virtue", then add:" Justice is 

not a part of virtue, but virtue in its entirety; injustice is not only a part of vice, but vice versa." A special 

reason justifies this position of righteousness as a sovereign virtue: "He who possesses it makes use of his 

virtue and in favor of others, not only for himself." And then, Aristotle resumes and strengthens this idea: 

"Justice is the only one of virtues that does good for another, manifesting itself in favor of another." It is the 

point where justice as a moral value is met with justice as a legal value. Since morality aims at perfection, the 

harmony of soul life, its norms and values relate to relationships with ourselves. It is the luminous 

significance of Kant's famous formula "Starry Heaven Above Me and Moral Law in Me", words written on 

the funeral stell in Königsberg (it is still an irony of history that the city where he was born, lived - without 

doing no trip outside him - and the German philosopher died today is called Kaliningrad). However, as a 

virtue and a moral value, justice does not only relate to ourselves, but also to relationships with others, thus 

entering into the regulatory field of law, which pursues the harmony of the city. So, justice has as purpose 

both the harmony of soul life and that of the city. For this reason, Ulpian emphasizes in the first sentence of 

the quoted text the double valence, moral and juridical, of justice, and in the second sentence emphasizes its 

legal dimension, transposed into three norms, Juris praecepta are haec: honest vivere, neminem laedere, suum 

quique tribune.  

For the Romans, as well as for the ancient Greeks, the moral substantiation of the law was self-

evident, so it was not unnatural for a moral value to be expressly assumed in legal norms. Aristotle himself 

states in "Nicomahic Ethics": "legislators make citizens become good, accustomed to the good; this is the 

way the good, bad law differs." And then he concludes: "Justice exists only to those whose relations are 

governed by law. That is why we are not left to rule by a man, but by law, because a man can exercise his 
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power in his own interest, thus becoming a tyrant. He who is venerated with authority is only the defender of 

justice." It is easy to recognize in these words the roots of the modern concept of the rule of law, whether it 

has been asserted with practical value, as in the rule of law or more theorized, as under German law 

(staatsrecht) or French law (l'état de droit) [2]. 

The double reflection of justice, in our relations with ourselves and in relations with others, allows 

the mathematical expression of the criterion of justice, respectively of equality. By identifying this criterion, 

Aristotle begins building the architecture of the concept of justice. It is easy to say that justice implies giving 

to everyone, but it is harder to find the answer to the question: what is it for everyone? To answer this 

question, starting from the equality criterion, Aristotle states that justice functions as an average term 

between two pairs of terms: two things and two people. Equality is this medium term. Mathematically 

expressed, equality, as a criterion of justice, is not only a purely arithmetic one, but also a proportional one. 

Proportional equality reveals its meaning better in the context of the two types of justice described by the 

philosopher: distributive justice and corrective justice [3]. 

In the first case, the distribution of what is to be divided is based on merit. Everyone's part is equal to 

what they deserve. The criterion of justice functions in this case as proportional equality. So, in the 

hypothesis of distributive justice, there are two criteria: merit and proportional equality. Today we say that, 

from the point of view of substantive law, distributive justice is applied in hierarchical structures, such as 

contractual labor relations, corporate entities, public administration, competitions and exams in the education 

system and competitive activities. Corrective justice applies whenever there is an imbalance in equality 

ratios, so that one person gets a benefit over another, which appears as an injustice. And Aristotle states that 

it is better to suffer injustice than to cause it to another. Through this idea, Nicomah's Ethics anticipates the 

ethics of Jesus. For the restoration of equality, it is necessary to repair this injustice. As in the case of 

distributive justice, there is also a second criterion, but not the merit: the idea of equality is doubled by the 

idea of reparation or, more generally, by the idea of sanctioning. In current terminology, it is either a case of 

tort or contractual liability, or a report arising from a legal act, which includes in its content a patrimonial 

repair obligation for the enriched one, or criminal or contravention sanctions [4]. 

Corrective justice presupposes the existence of the judge as an intermediary, respectively as a mean 

term between plus and minus, that is, between the one who bears the injustice and the injustice or benefit 

from it. It follows that, by default, corrective justice has not only a substantial meaning, but also a procedural 

one. The equality criterion is emphasized by Aristotle through the etymological meanings of the terms used: 

dikaion means not only the right, but also the division into equal parts; dikha means equal parts; dikhaion 

means divided into equal parts; dikastes means judge, dikhastes means the one who divides in two. Equality 

is therefore the common criterion for both distributive and corrective justice. In addition, this criterion also 

works in the reciprocity ratios. Although Aristotle does not say it expressly, it follows that it has in mind the 

third sense of justice, which we can call mutual justice. After recalling the Pythagorean idea that "It is right to 

suffer in your turn the evil that you have done to others", a form in which we find the law of the talion, 

Aristotle states that economic activity is the true field of reciprocity, "as an exchange governed by principle 

of equality "through the common measure unit that is the currency. The legal form specific to this economic 

exchange activity, based on reciprocity, is, as I would say today in terms of civil law, the synallagmatic 

contract, for consideration, commutative. 

In all three of these, distributive, corrective and reciprocal, "righteousness is a kind of meditation in 

the sense that it occupies an intermediate position, while injustice occupies the extremes." Reuniting these 

three concepts, which configures the architecture of the concept of justice as a legal value, and the idea of 

virtue, Aristotle returns to the moral meaning of the concept. The definition it elaborates is comprehensive 

for both dimensions: "justice is the moral disposition that we call the man capable of deliberately 

accomplishing what is right and operating a just distribution either between himself and someone else or 

between two other people so that it is desirable not to attribute to each other less (and vice versa), and to 

respect proportional equality and to do the same in the case of two other persons." Aristotle's concept of 

righteousness established Roman law, retaining its relevance for a long time, not only until the collapse of the 

West Roman Empire, and then of the Eastern Roman Empire, converted into Byzantine form, but also 

throughout the Middle Ages, Roman law continued to apply, directly or indirectly, in many parts of Europe, 

even beyond the existence of the state entity that created it. 

In modern-moral, political and legal thinking - this Aristotle's view of justice has gradually lost its 

influence, although it is more or less camouflaged in most of the codes in the Roman-German law system. 
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Especially modern Anglo-Saxon thinking has contributed to the development of new concepts of justice. The 

theory of righteousness based on the idea of prosperity, called utilitarianism - elaborated in its classical form 

by Jeremy Bentham, James Mill (father) and John Stuart Mill (the son) - asserts that right actions are the ones 

that provide the greatest good possible for most members of the community, thereby maximizing the benefits 

that result from these actions. 

 The idea of freedom has founded different concepts of justice. Nor could it be otherwise, since 

liberalism is an extremely diverse family of thought, covering a broad doctrinal area from left to right, which 

explains why conceptions of justice based on the idea of freedom are sometimes in opposition to one other. 

Especially in the United States, a net polarity between left-wing liberalism, a promoter of egalitarianism, on 

the one hand, and liberalism on the right, called libertarianism, a promoter of the minimal state, on the other. 

John Rawls's conception of justice, drawn from the positions of left-wing liberalism, opposes the concepts of 

justice elaborated by Robert Nozick, a radical libertarian, and David Schmitz, a moderate libertarian [5]. 

John Rawls appreciated that the differences in democracy are natural, and liberal society is only 

possible if there is acknowledgment of the existence of comprehensive, conflictual and irreconcilable 

doctrines on the one hand and identifies the constitutional foundations that allow for the cohabitation of these 

doctrine. From this perspective, liberal society must be founded on mutual recognition. Consigning as a 

formal doctrine a set of values and principles, with the consequence of canceling other doctrinal identities 

and ideological heterogeneity, would even contradict the foundation of the liberal society. It follows that 

justice implies respect for human rights, with all the identity involved. However, John Rawls makes a 

distinction between reasonable and unreasonable comprehensive doctrines, the former being in agreement, 

and the others disagreeing with the constitutional foundations of society, but he is no longer preoccupied with 

finding a solution to the conflict arising from this disagreement. Instead, he builds a theory of equal spaces of 

freedom for all individuals, with the consequence that the emergence of inequality justifies redistribution for 

the disadvantaged. The theory of equal freedom spaces is doubled by the theory of positive discrimination 
[6]. 

Robert Nozick and David Schmitz show, with different but convergent arguments, that not all 

inequality is unfair, but only those whose sources are unjust. The concept of justice can not be based solely 

on the criterion of equality and even less on egalitarianism. Especially David Schmidtz elaborates a theory of 

justice with a plurality of criteria. In addition to equality, it functions - in a complementary or distinct way, in 

relation to each context - either the criterion of merit or the criterion of reciprocity or the criterion of need. I 

share the author's preference for the criterion of reciprocity, as I saw, and Aristotle, but this time understood 

autonomously and not as a mere addition to equality. Schmitz’s thesis is that "No single principle is more 

than just an element of righteousness. But the principles of reciprocity are at the center of a just society. " 

Unlike Aristotle, who understood reciprocity as a way in which the parties maintain their initial position, 

without loss and without gain, the only hypothesis compatible with the criterion of equality, David Schmidtz 

highlights the function of reciprocity to stimulate cooperation, meaning mutually beneficial exchange. This 

understanding of reciprocity explains, to a great extent, the potential of capitalism to create prosperity. 

Moreover, without necessarily assuming the absolute equality of reciprocal benefits, exchange is the binder 

that gives cohesion to any community not only in the economy, but also in culture and political organization. 

Societies based on constitutional democracy and the market economy are right precisely because the freedom 

of individuals is not only guaranteed, it is also found in relations of patrimonial and non-patrimonial 

communication that enrich each other. In this way, justice is associated not only with freedom, but also with 

prosperity. Are these modern theories of justice - based on either the idea of prosperity or the idea of freedom 

- incompatible with the concept of justice based on virtue, as formulated by Aristotle, Ulpian and Celsus? 

A partial answer to this question would arise from how Kant defined virtue, calling on the idea of 

courage. Just as courage is the well-thought-out determination to oppose the action of another brave and 

powerful man but unjust, virtue is the will to face the unfair action of the enemies that we have in ourselves, 

which implies an inner dialogue that is the discovery of their own moral knowledge. Only insofar as we are 

talking to ourselves, confronting our inner enemies, we have the possibility to discover alterity, which can be 

but a friendly one but also an enemy. From this perspective, virtue is precisely the power of facing our inner 

enemies, in order to have the moral competence to face the external enemies and their unfair actions; we 

must first face the unfair action of ourselves, so that we can then face the unfair action outside of us. Such an 

understanding of virtue is not incompatible with the concept of justice founded on the idea of freedom. 

Ultimately, the space of freedom cannot be built without virtues and values compatible with this idea: 
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tolerance, dialogue, trust, contract and property. Of course, liberal ethics is a minimalist one, as by defending 

these values, it retains its neutrality in relation to other sets of moral values shared by different groups in 

society. This type of ethical minimalism avoids the danger of ethical maximalist, that is, of any ideological or 

religious fundamentalism. It should be emphasized that ethical minimalism is not confused with indifference, 

which is as dangerous as fanaticism. The nature of the events and their accelerated rhythm completely denied 

the idea of the end of history and revealed new and dangerous forms of injustice in Romania, Europe and the 

world [7]. 

It is possible that today's minimalist and neutral ethics are always effective to both preserve our 

national identity and the identity of European culture and civilization, and to face the aggression that 

threatens them. Ultimately, beyond the neutral values of tolerance, dialogue, trust, contract, and property, 

there are values that express our belonging to these two identities. All these values must be defended, since 

those defining European identity cannot survive without those expressing national identity. And the right - 

without becoming an instrument of moral principles - must be based on the values in both categories; 

otherwise we will be the sad spectators not only of the disintegration of national identities but also of the loss 

of the identity of the Euro-Atlantic civilization and civilization. Respect and tolerance for others are defining 

virtues of constitutional and legal, national and European space, but in order for this true homeland not to 

dissolve in the future, we must redeem the virtues that promote the feelings of national and European 

affiliation. Of course, the revival of these feelings must not have an aggressive, but only a defensive, defense 

of the identity of European culture and civilization and the national identities that make up it: si vis pacem, 

para bellum. 

Moreover, furthering an idea expressed by Mircea Dumitru, a conception of justice based on a 

plurality of criteria, acting concurrently or separately, depending on the context, and bringing together virtue, 

freedom and prosperity, is desirable. Such a conception can not, however, be applied in an abstract space, 

without identity determinations, but only within the concentric community identities, starting from the 

narrow ones such as the family and the group of neighbors, then continuing with the commune or the city 

where we live, to climb up to the national and European community. But no matter how comprehensive a 

theory of justice is developed, it remains inefficient in the absence of legal imagination. Freedom, prosperity, 

equality, merit, need and reciprocity are not rigid units of justice. They can be put into operation only through 

the virtues of those who are animated by the ideal of righteousness. The legal imagination is the ferment and 

the catalyst through which these virtues can make justice in a given context. All legal practitioners must have 

legal imagination, regardless of their specialty and the position they occupy. Legislators must have legal 

imagination. The administration must have legal imagination. The most important in this work of justice is 

judges. In Adagio Justitia est fundamentum regnorum, the term justice also has the meaning of justice, and 

the meaning of an institution that implements justice. That is why judges must first be animated by the virtue 

of equity, which is the vector of legal imagination. 

Let's go back to Aristotle. For him, equity is the superior form of justice: "The very nature of the fair 

is to be an amendment to the law, to the extent that its generality renders it incomplete. Not everything can be 

regulated by law. The rule for what is undetermined must also be indefinite. Equitable is right and superior to 

a certain type of law." In addition, Stagiritus defines the nature of the just man: "He who proposes and 

actually does righteous acts, one who does not cramp the law to the detriment of others, but rather inclines to 

yield from his law, although he has the law on his side, is a fair man; the moral disposition that characterizes 

it, equity, is a form of justice." Even though Aristotle does not use the notion of legal imagination, it is 

unquestionable that defining equity implies legal imagination. 

Much later, Edmund Burke will use the concept of "moral imagination" in "Reflections on the 

Revolution of France" (1790), a book in which he speaks of "refined additions - taken from the wardrobe of 

moral imagination, starting from the heart and then going through reason, which confirms that they are 

necessary to cover the defects of our flesh that are shaken and trembling and make it grow in our own eyes." 

And later, Russell Kirk, a profoundly conservative American thinker, will resume and develop the concept of 

moral imagination, defined as "the force of ethical perception that goes beyond the barriers of personal 

experience and ephemeral events. Moral imagination aspires to encompass the proper order in the soul and 

the proper order in the community." If Edmund Burke has appropriately appreciated that moral imagination 

is manifested in a superior form in poetry and art, and Russell Kirk added that "moral imagination was the 

gift and obsession of Plato, Virgil and Dante," we can today Aristotle added that legal imagination, the moral 

imagination of the imagination, must be the gift and obsession of jurists, in general, of judges in particular. 
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And all of them must always return to the cultural sources of justice, the only ones to feed the legal 

imagination. In conclusion, the virtue of justice and legal imagination are consubstantial. This is also found 

in the Sermon on the Mount, which is reproduced in the Gospel of Matthew [8]. 

However, these introductory and argumentative theoretical cosizers of our scientific research 

approach not only aim to encourage research and analysis to identify the most effective and effective ways to 

prevent and combat multiple forms of deviance and delinquency, an academic framework suitable for 

proactive scientific exploration and the exchange of ideas in the field of interest topics, but also the 

identification of the trends, trends and perspectives of the forms of national and cross-border deviance and 

criminality in order to bring scientific research closer to the practical activity of the institutions and 

organizations involved in preventing and fighting phenomena antisocial. It also seeks to promote and 

strengthen scientific research centered on the theoretical and practical aspects of everyday life, through 

collaboration between academia and the professional environment in the field of deviance and crime, from a 

political, legal, economic, social, psychological, the case of our study that will focus in the following section 

on aspects of immoral management, unfortunately, our times. 

 

2. The immoral management of multiple forms of deviance and delinquency 

  

Immoral management is a leadership style that not only lacks the most elementary principles or 

ethical precepts, but also involves a determined and active opposition against everything that is ethical. 

Immoral administration runs counter to all ethical principles. This approach argues that the objectives of the 

manager under the leadership of a public or private entity as corruption has no barriers are purely selfish (if it 

only aims to obtain own profits) or rely solely on profitability and organizational success (if the individual 

acts strictly like a agent or as a representative of his employer). Due to the fact that the manager actively 

opposes all aspects considered ethical, it appears that he is able to distinguish between good and bad actions 

and, nevertheless, chooses to act improperly or immorally. The immoral manager believes that law or legal 

precepts are impediments that they must overcome in order to accomplish their proposed goals. The practical 

strategy of the immoral administration is to make optimal use of all the opportunities to get any 

organizational or personal benefits at all costs. There are two types of amoral managers: deliberately amorous 

and amoral ones involuntarily.  

Amorous managers are involuntarily neither moral nor immoral, but they are neither aware nor 

concerned about the fact that their business decisions in daily life may have negative/harmful effects on 

individuals directly related to the entity on which they lead it. Involuntary amorous managers completely lack 

perception or ethical consciousness; they act on the organizational level without taking into account the 

ethical dimension of their acts or simply are negligent and insensitive about the effects and implications of 

their actions on the participants in that entity. These managers can have good intentions, but they do not 

realize that their decisions and actions can harm those with whom they interact. Amorous managers 

involuntarily rely on the letter of law as the main ethical tool. 

Amorous managers deliberately consider that ethical issues only concern the individual's private life, 

not activities in general. These managers are people who reject the idea of combining business with ethics; 

they are convinced that their activities are carried out in a different context from that in which principles, 

reasoning and ethical principles apply. Although, at present, most managers are involuntarily immoral, there 

are still individuals (indeed few) who simply think that ethics cannot be found in their activities or in 

organizational decision-making. Thus, taking into account the above classification, there are two possible 

assumptions about the three models of morality in management, useful for ethics in the management of 

public or private law entities. 

The first hypothesis concerns the distribution of the three types of managers within the administrative 

population in general. This population hypothesis indicates that, in the entirety of management, the three 

types of managers are usually distributed so that moral and immoral administration occupy the two extremes 

of a curve, and the amoral administration occupies the middle part, which is also the largest of the same 

curve (Gauss's bell). According to this point of view, given the definitions presented above, there are few 

moral and immoral managers, and the vast majority of them are amoral (these managers are well-intentioned 

but simply do not think in ethical terms when deciding on which implies their daily activity). 

 The second hypothesis might be called the individual hypothesis. This approach supports the fact that 

each of the three models of morality in management coexists and manifests, at certain times and under 
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various circumstances, in each manager. Generally, a company's manager is amoral for the most part of time, 

but sometimes he behaves morally or immorally, taking into account a variety of factors that influences that 

situation. None of the two hypotheses above has been demonstrated empirically, however, it is a reflection 

point for managers who try to avoid immoral and amoral types. Currently, it can be said that the most serious 

social problem encountered by current business organizations is the predominance of amorous managers, 

more than the immoral. Immoral administration is the first page of newspapers, but the dominant and 

insidious issue is the fact that managers have not integrated a system of ethical values into the daily decision-

making mechanism, which turns them into amoral managers - people good, in essence, but who believes that 

the competitive world today is ethically neutral. Criticisms of entities and organizations will continue until 

amoral managers adopt moral behavior. 

 

3. Moral management solution to save society 

 

At the extreme opposite to immoral management is moral management (administration), which bases 

its entire activity on high principles of ethical behavior and professional conduct. The moral administration 

strives to demonstrate ethical behavior, materialized in its orientation to legality, its general strategy of 

functioning, its interest, its objectives, its motivations and its concern for ethical norms and professional 

principles of conduct. In contrast to the egoistic principles of immoral management, moral administration 

aspires to achieve success in a well-defined ethical framework (involves respecting ethical principles such as 

impartiality, justice and predetermined legal order). Moral administration is not aimed at obtaining illegal or 

immoral profit; Moreover, the moral approach does not only follow the letter but also the spirit of the law 

(this is the minimum principle of ethical behavior, given that the moral manager is trying to work at a level of 

morality far above that required by law). Moral administration also implies moral, correct leadership from all 

points of view. Moral management will adopt an integrity strategy - characterized by the concept that ethics 

is the driving force of the business organization. Ethical values determine leadership search for business 

opportunities, organizational systems designation, and decision-making. Within the integrity strategy, ethical 

values provide a common frame of reference and serve to unify different functions, negotiation lines and 

employee groups. This perspective highlights the values that define an organization and which it defends as a 

sign of its individuality. 

The substance of any discussion of legality and morality in the administration is the purpose and 

obligations (in the sense of responsibility) of a business [9]. The purpose of a public or private administration 

is clear, can be documented and expressed. Instead, the obligation (or debt) is a controversial subject, 

especially in the moral sense, drawing attention to the concept of responsibility (not only, responsibility in 

English, but above all, accountability, meaning "to be accountable in one's face"," to account"). I will 

continue by discussing the dimension between legality and morality. The obvious primary link between 

morality and legality in the context of administration (where any form of organizing an economic activity, 

whether or not formally registered for profit or not) is that any administration has a moral, absolute and 

universal obligation, to observe the law, as the law occasionally represents the formalization of moral 

principles/values.  

The indisputable example is that of the generous "golden principle" - in the simplified form, "do not 

harm another" - even if it is legally translated into punitive terms, describing the prohibited acts (say, for 

example, corruption, thievery, murder) and the consequences for the perpetrator. Unlike morality, law means 

getting to know and coercion; neither acceptance nor dedication nor devotion are necessary. As a 

compensatory mechanism, coercion implies specifications with an incomparably higher degree of strictness / 

rigidity. In addition, the limits of applicability are clearer: an entity, for example, is the subject of law by 

birth (as a natural or legal person) or because of spatial proximity (such as physical presence at some point). 

Unlike morality, the law requires a group to produce and modify it (for example, a parliamentary 

construction), a group to interpret it (legal institutions such as tribunals), and a group to apply it forcefully 

when needed (in the police sense) [10].   

As far as morality is concerned, that is, the moral approach, it is much more relative. Questions are 

raised in this respect whose answers cannot be concrete or contradictory: first, is the administration a moral 

agent? And second, to what moral principles is an administration bound to obey? I will answer these 

questions primarily by arguing two contradictory perspectives and, secondly, by defining morality in a social 

context.  
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First, is the administration a moral agent? We can consider people working in an organization as 

moral agents subject to moral rules, and their belonging to an entity is regarded as conferring on that 

administration a moral / ethical dimension. Instead, it can counter-argument, an administration does not have 

its own conscience, just as the animals do not have conscience - and these people in the legal sense, while 

with rights defined in law, but not moral in relation to the earlier definition of morality - and the notion of 

collective consciousness, as the sum of individual consciousness, does not satisfy the definitively quoted 

framework. Without being sure of being a moral agent in an administration, what an organization is obliged 

to do in a moral sense is, at best, unclear. 

The second question is about what moral principles is an entity bound to obey? The answer involves 

a much more detailed analysis of conceptual and practical issues. According to the Cambridge Philosophy 

Dictionary (1999), morality is a system, public and informal, of rules, ideals and values that govern 

individual behaviors that might affect other individuals. Like the law, the ultimate goal of morality is to 

ensure the safety of others (which can be understood as reducing, avoiding or eliminating such dangers). The 

public dimension implies that morality is understood by those individuals who accept guidance and guidance 

on their own behaviors and the judging of others' behaviors. The informal nature of morality implies that 

there is no authority or institution to interpret or solve moral disputes, no matter what they are. A moral 

system works only when its members agree on controversial cases. Morality is therefore a matter of 

voluntary acceptance. Moreover, morality is intrinsically relative. Volunteering suggests "encouraging" 

individuals to adhere to certain moral ideals, to adopt certain values, and to agree on which moral rules 

should not transgress. Relativism refers to the fact that different societies or (sub) cultures can attach 

different meanings to the same values or different interpretations of the same moral principles, or even in the 

same moral social group, prospects can change. Therefore, what the organization is morally obliged to do is 

unclear, and the most appropriate term to describe the situation is "confusion" [11]. 

Beyond these theoretical assumptions is the real world, concreted with multiple forms of deviance 

and delinquency that must be combated, sanctioned, but especially prevented, as we might suggest in the 

concluding statements below. 

 

Conclusions 

 

That being said, it should be pointed out that there is no common agreement in theory or practice on 

the moral / ethical debts of an organization, other than compliance with the law, and because of numerous 

conceptual confusions and practical differences, an administration has obligations that are above or beyond 

by law [12]. Successful man is a valuable model in society, and thieves, burglars, traffickers, counterfeiters, 

corrupt officials, and scammers seek to win at any cost. If we do not introduce the economic equation and the 

spiritual dimension, we risk having trouble differentiating them from them. Successful people are one of the 

most valuable elites of society that politicians must take into account and society must know, appreciate, and 

follow. Their involvement in politics is not a priority. The typical common sense of such a man will observe 

the difference between building and running a system of a hundred or perhaps even thousands of employees 

to lead a country. However, their views should be a key resource for action ideas for governors. 

The main ethical resource applicable to any activity, including administration, is Christian morality. 

The need for ethical principles is part of human nature because we encounter it in all known civilizations, 

like religious beliefs, with which it also affects. In fact, as ethics, religion reveals good and evil. The only 

difference between religion and ethics is that religion is not a science. Machiavelli in the "Prince" is shocked 

by his conception of relativising ethics in politics, expressed by the phrase "purpose excused the means." 

Relativism in ethics meant accrediting the idea that morality depends on the context and the social context 

and should not be absolutized. Relativism is a discredited, completely anachronistic theory for this century. 

Relativism allowed birth to monstrous doctrines of the last century, such as national-socialism and 

communism. Relativism in ethics is like saying in navigation that in every circumstance we can have another 

kind of North. Not having a single North means turning the sailing into a chaotic fuss. The absolutisation of 

some ethical principles frees our minds from the troubles and the frustration of the degradation of the good of 

evil. Every little detail of life demands our decision-making effort to separate well from evil. At first glance, 

the absolutisation of principles abstracts our freedom of choice. In fact, it is the navigator's freedom to choose 

his own North. This freedom is synonymous with chaos and giving up gives us the freedom to think more 

productively. 
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Education and propaganda during the communist period have tried for half a century to destroy 

religion. Religion could not be destroyed, but in this war fell an innocent collateral victim: ethics. As a tree, 

ethics collapsed when its religious roots were cut off. The attempt to revive a "socialist ethics and equity" 

was a fiasco. The ideologues of the party turned to an ethical surrogate of the so-called "new man," but no 

one felt able to become that "new man", no one found himself in this artificial ethical reconstruction. This 

was probably one of the greatest destructions of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Many of the creative 

energies of the Romans have dissipated in the last decades because of ethical disorientation. Theft, fraud, 

corruption and carelessness have their source in ethical disorientation. In any society there is theft, fraud, 

corruption and carelessness but not generalized and not institutionalized. Those few people who are stubborn 

to be correct are punished by the collectivity as "suckers." If you do not steal, it's because you can be caught. 

If you cannot be caught or stolen, you're stupid. There is even an astounding expression in this sense: "It's 

badly honest." Honesty has degrees of comparison, and if you abuse her, you show signs of cretinism. There 

are clerks who basically want to be honest, but they get "wiped" just to make them laugh, not to fall into the 

family, colleagues and acquaintances. There are patrons proud of their dire directors, even if they were 

caught by stealing from the patron. The theft in Romania is generalized, as well as corruption and the 

civilized world in which we want to integrate cannot understand us. We have experienced an ethical syncope 

that they have not tritued and which they cannot represent. It is much more than a mentality problem. It's an 

ethical malformation. 

Corruption is the anthony of ethics and has played an important role in the very poor economic state 

of the great majority of Romanians over the past decades. Corruption in Romania was the biggest 

impediment for a stranger to come to talk in Romania. In Romania, you could never have a business without 

paying under the table. In the past few years a whole generation of Romanian capitalists has consolidated its 

financial position based on ethical disorientation. Also called cardboard billionaires, their peculiarity lies in 

the perfect adaptation to the contemporary principles of theft, fraud, corruption and indifference. Opportunity 

itself is not condemnable, but the speculation of a weakness of the nation that puts it at risk, yes. If we look at 

the theft of the national economy, it does not influence the global value. If X steals from Y, the national 

economy encompasses the fortunes of X, but also of Y and totally does not ruin anything. But billions of 

cardboard have mastered millions of dollars and caused dozens of times more damage, actually endangering 

the national economy. The new generations of young people have little to learn from cardboard billionaires 

because the ethical disorientation on which their opportunism is based will gradually disappear. 

The most important thing in the administration is that every human being is integrally, fairly and 

consistently in character and in the "backbone". If in the case of employees there are heads and employers 

who sanction the lack of character and the unfairness of the staff, the employers only operate self-control. In 

this sense, morality would be a possible anti-crisis solution in the context of the current global crisis that 

should invite us to a moment of introspection and review of the principles guiding our actions. Is the global 

crisis a consequence of the fact that well-intentioned people (investors, traders, etc.) lost control of a complex 

financial system or is it a consequence of fraud, corruption, excessive lobbying for personal interests? The 

answer combines elements of both questions, but beyond any financial context, it is clear that people need an 

ethical system that is centered on values such as responsibility and honesty. 

What is the basis of ethics management in organizations is the code of ethics. Unfortunately, in 

Romania, the importance of this field is not yet sufficient, so managers can barely know what the difference 

is between a code of ethics, a code of conduct and a rule of internal order. Codes of ethics must be the bond 

between the behavior of individuals outside the organization in their daily lives and their entrenched 

behavior. What do you do when an employee leaves the workplace in the backpack, which writes the name of 

your company on the back, and the employee in the subway spits the seeds down and speaks vulgar? Do not 

you lose the confidence of those who attend such a show? The Code of Ethics should outline the ethical 

priorities that a business chooses to adhere to. Through these priorities intended to comply with a fair 

distribution of economic goods and services among the population, which has the right to work, to freely 

choose work, and the right to favorable working conditions and remuneration. In the process of forming an 

ethical code, the employee's word should be a very valuable one. Codes of ethics and professional conduct, ie 

documents that contain rules that regulate both the moral and professional aspects involved in the activity of 

a company, must derive from the values and principles of the employees of that company. It is a fairly 

complex process through which employees are involved in identifying their common values and developing 

code of ethics. Many think this is a waste of time. But for them I have a question: how can I ask an employee 
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to observe an ethic code for which the employee does not feel attached because it does not contain values that 

he can share? 

Finally, the generalization of relations between economic, social and cultural spaces born of 

globalization always requires the existence of rules or, in their absence, the existence of procedures to 

accommodate progressively multiplying exchanges. But this stops here because the globalization of law 

extended at the same time to the vast galaxy of fundamental rights, thus combining the operative virtue and 

the humanistic, even universalist ambition. The first dimension of this judicial shift is therefore functionalist: 

global developments must be followed and a more mobile right must be adopted when objects become so. 

Right accompanies what is border by nature that objects traveling (such as migratory birds, for example, the 

debate on opening siezonului hunting) or circus techniques unaterială Ulate (Internet or financial 

transactions). We can then conceive without difficulty that in economic matters such an increase in the 

exchange of ideas arises from the need to reduce transaction costs and secure exchanges through common 

language, operators' symbols and tools. Increasing trade also automatically generates an increase in the 

corresponding volume of law. 

What we now have is the extension of this judicial globalization to the register of fundamental rights, 

which is the second important dimension of this exchange. Moreover, what is new is not just the vocabulary 

of human rights but the will to materialize it in concrete decisions, to create a nihilimic world public embryo 

in which ethics becomes a standard of mobilization that begins in defense movements of human rights, in the 

sense that political claims must now be presented in this language. In the economic and social sphere, it is not 

illusory to see once appearing a world right. Perhaps this moral standard is already built on a global ethic. It 

is not the first time the market and human rights are associated: they are even suspected of conspiring against 

sovereignty, like two spearheads of liberalism. It is true that in Europe they each have their own court: the 

Strasbourg Court for Human Rights and Luxembourg for Business. The new age also demonstrates that it can 

serve human rights, especially economic and social rights. If the concrete existence of fundamental rights 

joins the economic exchange, it complicates it, guides it, makes it evolve, yet it is never independent of either 

conflict or necessity. In other words, this ambition of justice, which is supposed to animate globalization 

towards fundamental rights, is frustrated by both a will of domination and the hope of a common world, 

desires that are inherently in dissociable. 

What does globalization of law mean? Rather than a rigorously ordered world architecture, it is a sort 

of vast normative DIY we are witnessing. By choosing to observe this globalization through ethics, we have 

tried to evade the passion that a too globalizing approach would imply. The best field for observation is not 

so much the deterred sphere of exchanges as the people themselves, their preoccupations, their exchange and 

their new functions. As for global ethics, it does not go through this unlikely constitution. It rather denotes a 

present experience, the consciousness of an increasingly powerful, inexorable interdependence, resulting 

from exchanges but also from tensions and oppositions, and which must be given an ethical sense. Thus, 

ethical support is certainly not the power of seduction of great post-national theories. It does not refer to 

either order or unification, and leaves unanswered many political interrogations, which, as we have seen, 

involve other spaces of debate than the colloquial premises of conferences. In this sense, the 

cosmopolitanism that he leads may seem disappointing. Not only does he not remove the power relations 

between states, but is incomplete, undoubtedly impossible to become complete, and roughly. 
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