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Abstract
Background: Medical tourism is a global health practice where patients travel abroad to receive health care.
Voluntourism is a practice where physicians travel abroad to deliver health care. Both of these practices often entail
travel from high income to low and middle income countries and both have been associated with possible
negative impacts. In this paper, we explore the social responsibilities of medical tourists and voluntourists to
identify commonalities and distinctions that can be used to develop a wider understanding of social responsibility
in global health care practices.
Discussion: Social responsibility is a responsibility to promote the welfare of the communities to which one
belongs or with which one interacts. Physicians stress their social responsibility to care for the welfare of their
patients and their domestic communities. When physicians choose to travel to another county to provide medical
care, this social responsibility is expanded to this new community. Patients too have a social responsibility to use
their community’s health resources efficiently and to promote the health of their community. When these patients
choose to go abroad to receive medical care, this social responsibility applies to the new community as well. While
voluntourists and medical tourists both see the scope of their social responsibilities expand by engaging in these
global practices, the social responsibilities of physician voluntourists are much better defined than those of medical
tourists. Guidelines for engaging in ethical voluntourism and training for voluntourists still need better
development, but medical tourism as a practice should follow the lead of voluntourism by developing clearer
norms for ethical medical tourism.
Summary: Much can be learned by examining the social responsibilities of medical tourists and voluntourists
when they engage in global health practices. While each group needs better guidance for engaging in responsible
forms of these practices, patients are at a disadvantage in understanding the effects of medical tourism and
organizing responses to these impacts. Members of the medical professions and the medical tourism industry must
take responsibility for providing better guidance for medical tourists.

Background
The concept of social responsibility has been influential
in guiding professionals’ conduct, including in business
[1,2], law [3,4], and medicine [5,6]. We understand
social responsibility to entail the claim that an individual
or group of individuals has a moral responsibility to
promote the welfare of the communities to which they
belong or with which they interact [6,7]. For businesses,
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for example, corporate social responsibility is the claim
that corporations have a responsibility to promote the
welfare of the communities with which they do business,
including providing a living wage to their employees,
operating in an environmentally sustainable manner,
and ensuring that some of their profits benefit community stakeholders [8]. Similarly, lawyers have not only a
fiduciary responsibility to their clients, but also, as members of a profession, are obligated to engage in pro bono
legal work that aids community members who are
unable to pay for their services [9]. And for members of
the medical profession, there have long been calls for
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physicians to look beyond the good of their own
patients and act also to promote health within their
communities [10].
Typically, calls for social responsibility focus on an
obligation to promote domestic welfare. However, as
individuals participate in more globally-oriented practices, the scope of the targets of their social responsibility expands. This phenomenon is evident in the
corporate social responsibility literature focusing on
multinational corporations [8,11]. For multinational corporations, their social responsibility is not discharged
simply by benefiting the communities in which their
corporate headquarters are located. Rather, they must
also ensure that stakeholders in all of the communities
in which they operate benefit from their operations and
that these benefits are sustainable over the long term. In
practical terms, this might mean that multinationals that
outsource manufacturing from their home countries
must ensure that they pay a living wage to foreign-based
workers, refrain from polluting foreign communities,
and spread some of their profits both at home and
abroad [12,13].
In this article, we explore the social responsibility of
the participants in two global health care practices:
voluntourism (travel abroad by physicians to deliver
medical care) and medical tourism (travel abroad by
patients to receive medical care). The terms ‘voluntourism’ and ‘medical tourism’ can both be seen as pejorative and normatively loaded given the connotation that
each involves a frivolous, touristic element. For this reason, for example, some members of the medical tourism
industry prefer labels such as ‘medical travel’ or ‘global
health care’. We use the terms ‘voluntourism’ and ‘medical tourism’ here because they are widely recognized and
used in the academic literature. We do not intend to
imply by the use of these labels that either practice is
inherently morally problematic or any other related
negative value judgments. While both of these groups
share many attributes [14], we understand them to be
distinct phenomena practised by different groups. We
specifically aim to explore the nature of the social
responsibilities of these two groups and to draw
together parallels and distinctions that can be used to
assist with articulating wider trends regarding social
responsibility in global health care practices. In doing
this we extend the traditional professional-centric focus
of the social responsibility literature to consider the
types of responsibilities inherent in the practice of medical tourism for international patients. While medical
tourists travel from both developed and developing
countries and represent a diverse range of income levels
[15], we focus on the social responsibilities of relatively
wealthy patients from high income countries in order to
draw a parallel between the relative privilege of these
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patients and that of physician voluntourists traveling
from high income countries. As we argue below, the
better defined social responsibility of physicians engaging in voluntourism holds lessons for the rapidly developing practice of medical tourism. To accomplish our
aim, we first provide an overview of the global practices
of voluntourism and medical tourism, and then move to
articulate the social responsibilities of voluntourists and
medical tourists separately, focusing on the basis for
their social responsibility and the targets of this responsibility. We then offer a discussion that compares these
two groups, looking for overlaps and distinctive elements in their social responsibilities.
Global Health Care Mobilities: Introducing Voluntourism
and Medical Tourism

Recent years have witnessed the emergence of new
forms of global health care mobilities, and increased
popularity of existing forms due to processes such as
the development of a globalized economy, establishment
of international and bi-lateral trade agreements, and
expansion of the international travel industry [16-18].
Patient mobilities (the movement of patients across
international borders for service use) and provider
mobilities (the flow of health care providers across international borders for service delivery) are two important
forms of international health care mobility. These mobilities take many forms and involve flows between an
almost endless number of home countries and destination nations. Provider mobilities can include permanent
health worker migration and short-term relocation to
enhance skills through training abroad [16,19], while
patient mobilities can include accessing arranged crossborder care through referral and obtaining emergency
care while abroad [17,20]. In the remainder of this article we focus on two specific forms of patient and provider mobility. Physician voluntourism and patient
medical tourism are international health care mobilities
that are both characterized by temporally-limited time
abroad and engagement in a minimum of two health
care systems, either as a user or provider.
Global health disparities and inequitable access to
health care in developing countries is an ongoing concern for many physicians. For instance, sub-Saharan
Africa has close to 25% of the global disease burden
but has only 3% of the global healthcare workforce
[21]. Globalized processes have enabled physicians
from around the world, and particularly from high
income countries, to participate in humanitarian “medical missions” to developing countries to administer
medical care as physician volunteers [22]. Physician
participants in these missions see themselves as part of
a long-standing humanitarian tradition in medicine of
bringing desperately needed medical care to vulnerable
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communities in developing countries. The popularity
of medical volunteering is on the rise, with over 500
medical mission organizations in the United States
alone that help to organize over 6000 short-term missions to foreign countries [23]. Medical students are
also enrolling in increasing numbers to participate as
volunteers in global health initiatives during their
training. Current figures suggest that close to 30% of
graduating North American medical students have
taken part in a global health project [23]. Yet, there is
also growing concern around the lack of ethical guidelines supporting medical missions and volunteerism
that has resulted in the labelling of these terms as
“physician voluntourism”, used pejoratively to describe
volunteering as initiatives that can do more harm than
good [24-27]. Nevertheless, those who continue to participate in this practice see it as a social responsibility
and a form of global citizenship [28].
Medical tourism, on the other hand, takes place when
patients leave the country in which they live to pursue
non-emergency medical interventions abroad [20,29].
The care accessed abroad is not part of an established
cross-border care arrangement (e.g., does not involve
physician referral), and is typically paid for out-ofpocket [20]. Medical tourism is thought to be a popular
option for patients on wait-lists for care in their home
systems, who have no health insurance or are underinsured, or who are looking to access experimental or illegal treatments [18,30,31]. A number of developing
countries, including India and Thailand, have become
leaders in this international industry [32]. Unfortunately
no reliable estimates exist regarding the number of people travelling abroad each year as medical tourists [29].
Despite this, estimates regularly project growth in the
industry in the years to come [20]. With the growth of
the industry have also come concerns regarding the
impacts it is having on destinations, particularly within
developing nations. An oft-repeated worry is that it will
exacerbate health inequities in both the destination and
home country for medical tourists [20,29]. In the destination country, if medical tourists drive demand for
expensive services, they may price out poorer citizens,
or at least create a second tier of medical care in those
countries [33,34]. Medical tourism may shift services
from preventive public health measures to less effective,
and more expensive, clinical interventions [35]. The
development of private clinics serving foreigners may
also encourage the movement of trained physicians
from the public to private sphere [33,35]. On the other
hand, proponents of medical tourism note its potential
to cross-subsidize health care in the public sphere [36],
though some of these agreements have been violated in
practice [37].
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Findings
Physicians’ Social Responsibility in Voluntourism

Physicians have long embraced a fiduciary duty to manage and protect the health of patients, over and above
their own self-interest. This fiduciary relationship plays
a foundational role in medicine, and is founded on principles such as fidelity, integrity, compassion, courage,
altruism, and justice [38]. The concept of social responsibility is informed by these principles, and is one that
enables physicians to develop a public trust, and a professional identity around what it means to be a Doctor
in society. There is a sense that modern day medicine is
failing to recognize its societal role [39] and failing to
educate physicians to meet the health care needs of a
diverse society [20,40]. This situation is problematic as a
physician’s social responsibility to protect public interest
is not an option, but a fiduciary duty that is entrusted
to each and every physician, individually and collectively.
It is based on the understanding that illness affects an
individual’s capacity to function as a productive and
contributing citizen, member of a family unit, and part
of the socio-economic system. Health and health care,
therefore, are regarded by many countries as concerns
of society as a whole and not simply those who are ill.
In the remainder of this section we explore the various
dimensions of physicians’ social responsibility and consider how they relate to their involvement in the global
health care practice of voluntourism.
Physicians’ Social Responsibility

One manifestation of physician’s social responsibility is
the obligation to respond to inequities in health and
how health services are organized in their domestic
communities. It requires physicians to be mindful of
responsibilities beyond individualism, profit, and private
interests. The first Code of Ethics, issued by the American Medical Association in 1847, defines the duties of
physicians to their patients, to each other, and to the
general public:
As good citizens, it is the duty of physicians to be ever
vigilant for the welfare of the community, and to
bear their part in sustaining its institutions and burdens: they should also be ever ready to give counsel
to the public in relation to matters especially appertaining to their profession [41].
Physicians are called upon to safeguard health systems
so that services are effective, efficient, equitable, and
sustainable [42]. Social responsibility is not simply a
matter of charity, but a moral commitment to the
patient that has been developed over centuries within
societies that have advanced the conception of medicine
as a profession. Professional status cannot be claimed
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without public sanction [43-45]. For this reason, physicians are required to maintain very high levels of expertise and skillfulness, as well as virtuousness and
trustworthiness.
The provision of health care as a social security measure within an organized social system dates back to
early Egyptian and Greek civilizations where physicians
were hired by the state to treat its citizens without
charge [46]. In 1601, Britain passed the Elizabethan
Poor Law, allowing for a general taxation system to
ensure medical care for the poor and infirm; and during
the latter part of the Industrial Revolution several social,
professional and religious associations or guilds also
contributed a set sum of money voluntarily toward a
form of protection that could provide assistance to its
members who became incapacitated due to illness [47].
These early initiatives established a precedent regarding
physicians’ involvement in maintaining the social, or
common, good beyond simply caring for their patients.
The notion of health care as a common good, rooted
in social and religious ideas of charity, beneficence and
compassion, is now recognized within the broader context of distributive justice, and the growing sensitivity to
the equitable distribution of health care [48]. Hence, in
medicine there is a growing reaffirmation that physicians have an obligation to the individual patient as well
as an enduring responsibility to the broader society [49],
particularly when dealing with issues around resource
allocation, the social determinants of health, and related
inequities. To this effect, the World Health Organization
suggests that physicians need to be mindful of medicine’s social responsibility [50]. Hence, medical organizations are called to direct their education, research and
service activities toward addressing the priority health
concerns of each community, region and/or nation that
they have a mandate to serve, and particularly the more
vulnerable and marginalized segments of their populations [51].
Medical Voluntourism and Physician Social Responsibility

Though discussions of physicians’ social responsibility
tend to focus on their responsibility to domestic communities, many medical students and physicians choose
also to participate in medical voluntourism abroad out
of a sense of social responsibility [21,28,52,53]. Through
the act of voluntourism, these physicians invest personal
time and resources toward reducing global health
inequities. However, the growth of medical voluntourism is also outpacing the development of physicians’
social responsibilities toward communities abroad and
ethical guidelines to ensure that vulnerable communities
are not subjected to more harm than good. Concerns
about the lack of guidance for voluntourists derive in
part from ethical tensions that emerge when research
projects are conducted by researchers from high income
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countries in developing countries [24]. While host country members appreciate some aspects of these volunteers’ work, responses to voluntourism are mixed [54].
A short-term clinical stint in a developing country can
be seen as nothing more than a glorified form of tourism wrapped in a veneer of altruism, with no sustainable
benefits for receiving communities [55-57]. Medical student voluntourists have also been criticized for using
vulnerable people in developing countries to practice
clinical skills, enhance résumés, and provide opportunities for travel to far-away and exotic places. Shah and
Wu [58] provide a compelling example of the possible
negative outcomes of medical student voluntourism
through sharing a student’s reflection:
After finishing my first year of medical school, I participated in a mission trip to Mexico. Before flying to
Mexico, I was not given any cultural, medical, or
other training, nor could I speak Spanish. Upon
arriving, I was assigned to a clinic where there were
hundreds of patients but only one physician. I
remember vividly seeing a frail 11-year-old boy with
polyuria, polydipsia and nocturia. My lack of medical training limited my differential. With only a scattered history and no other tests, I told him to limit
caffeine intake and see if that helps. Thinking back,
he could have had a urinary tract infection, any
number of renal abnormalities, or worse, I sent him
out without ruling out diabetic ketoacidosis. And
while I was seeing patients by myself, other first year
medical students were performing surgeries in the
other clinics and later bragging about it.
The bragging by these students highlights the danger of
voluntourism serving the needs of the voluntourist rather
than the community abroad. Providing health care in
international settings without carefully thinking about
patient safety, sustainability, cultural appropriateness,
quality of care, and consultation with local healthcare
providers, among other similar issues, threatens to run
counter to rather than discharge physicians’ social
responsibility abroad. Although participation in global
health initiatives has great potential to offer medical trainees and physicians the opportunity to discharge their
social responsibility [24], the risk of undesirable impacts
from voluntourism can outweigh these benefits [59]. Vulnerable communities can easily become a means to the
volunteers’ ends instead of serving first the community’s
identified needs and empowerment interests.
Voluntourism is also often criticized for taking an
exclusively charity-based approach to the provision of
medical care, rather than enabling an equal and collaborative partnership with communities for developing
capacity to address the root causes of systemic social
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inequity and disparity [60]. Charity based activities are
based on the “good Samaritan” concept - providing
resources, time, knowledge, and clinical service to vulnerable people. This approach is not only difficult to
sustain, it can also create a dependency relationship
through ‘band-aid’ solutions that do not address the
root problem of health disparities. This line of criticism
of voluntourism parallels critiques centred on the common establishment of temporally-limited selective primary health care initiatives in developing nations
through aid programs, where a more communitycentred intervention is thought to be the creation of
long-term comprehensive primary health care plans
[61,62]. In relation to voluntourism, a sustainable and
community-centred approach requires physicians to
focus their efforts on understanding and working to
change the structural or institutional factors that contribute to inequitable conditions.
The Association of American Medical Colleges’
(AAMC’s) offers four foundational ethical considerations
prior to embarking on global health voluntourism: (1)
ensuring high ethical and moral standards, (2) developing
a social contract with the communities served, (3) subordinating self-interest to the interest of the communities
served, and (4) ensure that core humanistic values (honesty and integrity, caring and compassion, altruism and
empathy, respect for self and others) are at the forefront
of all activities [23]. These ethical considerations point to
a number of specific social responsibilities that physicians
involved in voluntourism hold, such as ensuring that
compassionate and respectful care is provided that meets
the highest ethical and moral standards that the context
allows for. What these guidelines lack are specific, concrete strategies for enacting ethical, socially responsible
care. The 4Rs that were developed by Aboriginal leaders
in Canada to guide researchers in working with their
communities, which are summarized in Table 1, offer
some suggestions for specific strategies [63].
Generally, socially responsible medical voluntourism is
a collaborative process that considers the full participation of local communities, local healthcare workers, and
local health authorities [54]. It complements principles of
international solidarity and social capital within the
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context of civil society, where voluntourists act voluntarily and without seeking personal profit to share benefits.
Patients’ Social Responsibility in Medical Tourism

While patients do not form a professional group, with
their own institutions, leadership, and codes of ethics
like physicians, there have been claims that individual
patients do have social responsibilities to their domestic
communities. Much of the literature on patient responsibility has focused on the degree to which patients are
responsible for their own health [64]. This literature
seeks to determine the balance between personal
responsibility for health and the responsibility of communities for the health of their individual members.
There is, however, some discussion of the responsibilities of patients to their domestic communities and to
their health care systems [65,66]. In the remainder of
this section we articulate the hallmarks of patients’
social responsibility and consider the specific types of
responsibilities international patients hold when they
engage in medical tourism.
Patients’ Social Responsibility

Patients may have a sense of social responsibility due to
having a sense of solidarity among the members of a
community (e.g., other clinic users). Solidarity can
represent a sense of togetherness and independence
between individuals. Community members need not feel
personally close or attached, but rather are part of a system that is valuable. These systems are made up of
shared institutions, an example of which is a health care
system. For individuals, this sense of solidarity implies
not simply that the individual receives benefits from
these institutions, but that she also contributes back in
keeping with a value of reciprocity. In the context of
solidarity around institutions that provide for the health
of a community, “people should not be only passive
recipients of services but should actively contribute to
and try to avoid harming the system. This means that
they should act responsibly when it comes to their
health and that it is justified to expect this to a certain
reasonable degree” [66]. Without reciprocity, shared
institutions are unlikely to survive and the shared good
will be lost. On this reading of personal responsibility,

Table 1 The 4Rs of Ethically Sound Research
Ethical
Principle

Strategy

Respect

Valuing cultures’ and communities’ diverse knowledges regarding health matters and developing knowledge that contributes to
communities’ and cultures’ health and wellbeing
Ensuring that research (or practice) is relevant to the culture and community

Relevance
Reciprocity

Incorporating a two-way process of knowledge exchange and learning, where all parties benefit from these opportunities and the
development of relationships

Responsibility

Fostering empowerment through allowing for active participation and rigorous engagement by all parties

Source: Kirkness & Barnhardt 2001 [63].

Snyder et al. Globalization and Health 2011, 7:6
http://www.globalizationandhealth.com/content/7/1/6

looking after one’s own health and the efficient use of
public health care resources can be understood as an
expression of solidarity with community members. In
addition to responsibilities for one’s own health, the
patient may also be said to have responsibilities to: (1)
others, in the form of not harming others and meeting
the health needs of those under one’s guardianship; (2)
the health care system, so that it may function fairly and
efficiently and serve as many people as fairly as possible;
and (3) the judicial authority, where patient responsibilities have been codified explicitly [65,67].
Under public health care schemes, patients have a
responsibility to look after their own health for their
own sake, but also as a social responsibility to the other
contributors to the health system and to the health system itself. For example, the Romanow Report in Canada
includes a proposed health covenant that lists a series of
responsibilities for Canadians, including to “observe
good health practices, and to promote and support the
well-being of their families and communities” and “to
use the system prudently, and to support the system
through their actions and tax dollars” [68] (p.50). Similarly, the National Health Service (NHS) in Scotland distributed a pamphlet called The NHS and You [69] that
details both the responsibilities of the NHS to its
patients and the responsibilities of patients to the NHS.
These responsibilities are clearly directed toward the
wider community and the system itself, as they are ways
that the patient can help “yourself, other patients, and
NHS staff” [69] (p. 15). These responsibilities include:
treating NHS staff considerately, keeping appointments
and informing staff if an appointment must be cancelled, keeping contact information up to date, following
medical advice, using emergency services appropriately,
finishing any course of medications, and helping to stop
the spread of infection. The pamphlet also discusses
other ways to help promote health, including by donating blood, organs, and tissues and by volunteering with
the NHS. These responsibilities are intended to allow
the public system to operate more efficiently and better
serve the whole community.
While the Canadian and Scottish examples above are
non-binding, a Medicaid member agreement in the US
state of West Virginia is binding on its members. Some
of the responsibilities listed in this document are
responsibilities to look after the patient’s own health,
though these responsibilities too can be construed as a
social responsibility to use public resources efficiently.
Other listed responsibilities are more clearly injunctions
against inefficient use of public resources. These responsibilities include requirements to show up on time for
appointments ("I will show up on time when I have my
appointments” and “I will bring my children to their
appointments on time”), the responsibility to facilitate
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contact with the Medicaid system ("I will let my medical
home know when there has been a change in my
address or phone number for myself or my children”),
and the responsibility not to misuse emergency services
("I will use the hospital emergency room only for emergencies”) [70]. Similarly, the state Medicare program in
Kentucky includes the interlinked goals to “1) Stretch
resources to most appropriately meet the needs of members; and 2) Encourage Medicaid members to be personally responsible for their own health care” [71] (p.3). As
with West Virginia, the Kentucky plan targets additional
‘get healthy’ benefits to persons who document participation in identified healthy practices.
The guidelines shared above have been rightfully criticized as potentially shifting burdens onto the most vulnerable members of society as Medicaid users in the US
fall into the lowest income brackets [72,73]. These concerns can be addressed by noting that the patient’s
social responsibility is coupled with society’s responsibility to provide for community health and limited by the
patient’s capacity for choice. That is, we can describe
the responsibilities of society to patients, particularly for
the social determinants of health, while at the same
time acknowledging the role of personal conduct not
only in personal health, but also in the functioning of
one’s health care system. This mutual responsibility for
health admits of degrees just as an individual’s ability to
control her health varies depending on contextual factors, including her position in her social hierarchy [65].
Medical Tourism and Patient Social Responsibility

If medical tourists have a social responsibility to look to
the efficient functioning of their own domestic health
systems, then participation in medical tourism will
extend this responsibility to the health systems of the
destination countries to which they travel and develop
new connections. Medical tourism for procedures that
will serve to undermine health equity and the sustainability of the health system in destination countries is
therefore a potential violation of the patient’s social
responsibility. Crucially, however, many of the worries
about the negative impacts of medical tourism on destination countries are matters of conjecture rather than
well-established fact [29]. Moreover, while many
instances of medical tourism may exacerbate health
inequities, it is not clear that all forms of medical tourism are fated to do so. Medical tourists who wish to
engage in forms of medical tourism that do not cause
these negative effects for destination countries, then,
will be faced with severe difficulty in assessing the
effects of their travel.
Medical tourism has also been associated with negative effects for the patient’s home country in terms of
lessening equitable access to care. As medical tourism
allows relatively wealthy patients to opt out of treatment
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in their home health care systems, it may undermine
political pressure for change as privileged patients are
able to have their health care needs met abroad [74]. If
so, less privileged patients who are less mobile will be
left in a lower tier of care at home. For publically
funded health care systems, the practice of paying out of
pocket for necessary medical services can also help to
encourage the privatization of health services at home,
which may also undermine health equity [75,76]. As
with the negative effects of medical tourism on destination countries, however, these concerns are mostly matters of conjecture. While the patient may have a social
responsibility not to travel abroad for care if doing so
will undermine efficiency and equity in her home system, she may not have the information necessary to
judge whether becoming a medical tourist will encourage these effects.
Medical tourism can serve as a means for patients to
secure care more cheaply and quickly than if they
remain within their local health care systems. However,
travelling abroad for care creates a series of risks for the
patient and long-term costs for the patient’s home
health system [20]. Travel itself creates risks by hastening the pace of care and surgeries and by increasing the
risk of deep vein thrombosis or other complications
from long plane flights [77]. Travel for care abroad can
result in negative health consequences if an experimental treatment results in complications for the patient or
other side effects [78]. While care abroad, even in low
and middle income countries, is often of very high quality, poor oversight of facilities in some countries can
result in sub-standard care and therefore complications
and the need for follow-up care for the patient [79].
Patients receiving care abroad may also bring infections
back home with them, including the NDM1 ‘superbug’
that has been linked to medical tourists [80]. Finally,
many forms of treatment require extensive follow-up
care even if the principle intervention is successful or
completed without complications. If arrangements for
follow-up care in the patient’s home country have not
been made, then recovery can be delayed, resulting in
complications [79]. Similarly, difficulties in transferring
medical records between home and destination countries can complicate follow-up care [81].
As a result of these risks for medical tourists, they
may incur more extensive expenses for follow-up care
than persons remaining within their home countries.
Insofar as these patients have a social responsibility to
look to the efficient functioning of their home health
care systems, engaging in medical tourism can potentially constitute a failure to discharge this social responsibility. Such an efficiency-based responsibility has been
codified in Germany, for example. There, patients are
asked to respect “the clinical and cost effectiveness of
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services, which are only to be used insofar as necessary”
[67]. These responsibilities will exist for both members
of public systems like those in the UK, Canada, and
Germany, public portions of highly privatized systems
like Medicaid in the US, and even insurance holders in
privatized systems who have a duty of solidarity to their
fellow insurance pool members.
As with other patient social responsibilities, the
responsibility to use health resources efficiently should
not undermine fair access to care, should not fall disproportionately on disadvantaged populations, and must
admit of degrees in reflection of the extent of individual
choice over health care decisions [67]. As some patients
engage in medical tourism for necessary care that they
would not otherwise be able to afford or access, their
decision to go abroad for care may not be a matter of
choice. Moreover, patients may not be aware of the dangers associated with medical tourism or the requirements for follow-up care for their specific procedures
[75,82]. More generally, discerning the effects of engaging in medical tourism is difficult even for highly
informed patients given a lack of data on the effects of
medical tourism [29] and most patients would likely not
have access to this information even if it were available.
Therefore, it is inappropriate to hold medical tourists
socially responsible for specific negative effects of medical tourism under these conditions. This is because discharging one’s social responsibility by using health
resources efficiently and mitigating third party harms
requires knowledge of the effects of personal and health
care choices [66]. Therefore, a first step toward a call to
greater social responsibility among medical tourists is
not to blame them for the effects of engaging in this
global health care practice but rather to educate them
on the effects of medical tourism.
In terms of assigning social responsibility for medical
tourism, it is useful to differentiate between travel for
medically-necessary and elective treatments. While
many medical tourists travel abroad for much needed
hip replacements, cardiac surgeries, or eye surgeries,
other treatments such as elective cosmetic surgery
would not be considered medically necessary. While we
can grant that there will be considerable grey area
between the categories of medically necessary and
purely elective treatments, the differences between these
two kinds of treatment have implications for whether
patients are discharging their social responsibilities. If a
treatment is not medically necessary but does create
harms for others, including contributions toward health
inequities in the destination country and public
expenses for follow-up care in the patient’s home country, then she can reasonably be held responsible for
these negative effects. Such steps have been taken elsewhere. In Germany, for example, co-payments are
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required of patients needing treatment as a result of a
“non-medically indicated measure such as cosmetic surgery, a tattoo, or a piercing” [67](p.1188). Even for
medically-necessary treatments, however, any determination of whether the medical tourist has failed in her
social responsibility will depend on that patient’s ability
to assess potential harms to the destination country and
the degree of the patient’s control over the decision to
engage in the elective surgery.
If patients engaging in medical tourism do have a
social responsibility to restrict their participation in this
practice, we must be sure that this responsibility does
not fall disproportionately on the poor, uninsured, and
other vulnerable groups who may be driven into travel
abroad for medical care due to a lack of options at
home. The danger is that talk of patient responsibility
can be used to further burden the most disadvantaged
members of a community [83]. Any determination of
whether a proposed social responsibility for medical
tourists would unfairly burden certain patients will
require reference to the particular context in which the
patient acts, including whether her home health care
system is public or private, the environmental health
burdens faced by the patient, her socio-economic position within her community, and individual factors that
might undermine her ability to access healthcare. While
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it is difficult to say in general and without reference to
the particular circumstances of a patient what the extent
of a medical tourist’s social responsibility is, the claim
that we have defended here is that individuals face a
social responsibility to their health systems to use these
systems efficiently and to protect fair access to others.
By choosing to access the health systems of other countries, medical tourists expand the scope of this social
responsibility, entailing new responsibilities to not
unduly burden their home health systems and also to
use the health systems of other countries both fairly and
efficiently.

Discussion
Voluntourism and medical tourism are both global
health care practices that have dominant flows whereby
citizens of the global north travel to the global south.
As our discussion of both of these practices has shown,
they each entail social responsibilities for their participants. By analyzing the similarities and points of divergence in the social responsibilities generated by
voluntourism and medical tourism, we identify how our
understanding of the social responsibilities of voluntourists can be illuminated by a discussion of the social
responsibilities of medical tourists and vice versa. In
Figure 1 we present a conceptual model that visualizes

!
Figure 1 Overlaps and Dissimilarities in Medical Tourists’ and Voluntourists’ Social Responsibilities.
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the similarities and points of divergence discussed in
this section.
Overlaps

Physicians and patients both have social responsibilities
toward their domestic communities and health care systems. Physicians have an obligation to ensure that local
medical systems are equitable and accessible and do not
create conditions that encourage medical travel. As we
have noted, physicians are bound by professional codes
of ethics that require them to serve the interests of
those in need. Physicians are in a unique position to
meet the medical needs of their communities, and to
refuse to do so can serve to show a callous disregard for
these needs. Patients, we have argued, have a social
responsibility to use medical resources responsibly and
to take steps to avoid worsening the health of those
around them, including through the spread of infectious
diseases. A patient who took no steps to protect the
health of fellow community members would, through
her actions, not demonstrate respect for their claim to
having their basic health needs met.
While voluntourists and medical tourists have social
responsibilities to the communities with which they
choose to engage, they are also put into positions of vulnerability by engaging in these practices of global health
care that are undertaken across vast distances. Both
voluntourism and medical tourism may entail travel far
from one’s home community. This travel may create
stresses, including separation from one’s friends and
family, cultural and linguistic differences, and anxiety
during the time abroad [20,22]. Voluntourists may face
risks to their health and safety, particularly if they are
traveling to a community that has poorly developed
infrastructure, as will commonly be the case. Medical
tourists are in a position of vulnerability as, like other
patients, they face risks to their health from complications stemming from their medical procedures. But
unlike most other patients, they often face these risks
far from their support networks.
Persons engaging in voluntourism and medical tourism both can face exposure to political, social, and cultural instability. Voluntourists are called to administer
care in communities abroad that are often impoverished,
have poorly developed infrastructure, face political
instability, and are exposed to endemic disease. While
medical tourism is often advertised as providing patients
with a safe and relaxing environment for care and
recovery, they too can be exposed to unstable environments abroad. Many medical tourists were in Thailand
during a recent outbreak of political instability, for
example, and medical tourists may not be well informed
about the local political conditions in the countries to
which they are considering traveling [84]. Thus, both
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voluntourists and medical tourists, by choosing to travel
abroad and engage in global health practices, are
exposed to new vulnerabilities.
For both physicians and patients, the decision to travel
to another country to receive or deliver health care serves
to expand the range of the individual’s social responsibility. The logic for this expansion of a pre-existing responsibility follows the rationale for the original social
responsibility. Just as choosing to ignore the health needs
of one’s own community members when one could easily
take steps to address these needs shows a disregard for
others, engaging in voluntourism and medical tourism
brings people into contact with new communities with
their own distinctive needs. This contact creates new
opportunities to take actions to meet local needs, or to
ignore them altogether. Just as disregard for others’
needs in one’s original community would call into doubt
one’s commitment to others as having a right to adequate
health, contact with a new community raises the possibility of similar, morally problematic inaction.
In order to ensure that they demonstrate concern for
the needs of others and thereby discharge their social
responsibilities, both voluntourists and medical tourists
must take steps, before they travel abroad, to ensure
that their choice to engage in these practices will not
harm those with whom they come into contact. As we
have observed, voluntourism raises the possibility of
such harm if physicians fail to take into account the distinct needs of the local population, develop cultural
and/or linguistic competency, or fail to ensure that the
care they offer is sustainable. Medical tourists can
encourage inequitable access to care in the countries to
which they travel and may carry new infections to or
create new costs for their home community. By taking
steps to mitigate the potential for these harms prior to
departure, voluntourists and medical tourists both help
to discharge their social responsibilities.
Dissimilarities

While both voluntourists and medical tourists face new
vulnerabilities in virtue of their decision to travel abroad,
the types and degrees of vulnerabilities faced by each
group will likely be different. The key difference in these
vulnerabilities is linked to the roles that each group takes
when travelling abroad. The medical tourist often enters
into travel in a very vulnerable position as she is seeking
care to address her health needs. While some forms of
medical tourism for purely elective procedures like
cosmetic surgery may not place the medical tourist in a
position of great need, any medical procedure carries
risks of adverse side effects and post-operative infections.
Some procedures, like cardiac surgery, will place the
medical tourist in a position of great vulnerability due to
high risk of negative outcomes [85,86].
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While we should not discount the vulnerabilities faced
by voluntourists, relative to medical tourists they will
often be in a position of power due to the hierarchies
implicit and explicit in the provision of medical care.
The medical tourist may feel forced to travel abroad for
care because of wait times for services or the high cost
of medical care at home, particularly if the patient is
uninsured [20]. The voluntourist, on the other hand,
engages in this practice much more freely, though he or
she may feel that doing so is part of an ethical obligation [7,44]. The knowledge and position of voluntourists
allows them actively to provide medical services and
intervene in addressing the needs of others. By contrast,
medical tourists seek medical care and may be bound by
a range of geographical and cost constraints.
The role of physician is much better defined than that
of patient. While we have argued that patients are a
group to whom distinct social responsibilities are
attached, they are a more loosely defined group with
fewer clear norms of behaviour and less of a governing
institutional structure. While we all are patients at some
points in our lives, physicians make up distinct professions, the membership of which is shaped by professional bodies. These bodies can in part dictate which
individuals can be counted as members and help set
governing norms for their behaviour. Thus, the social
responsibilities of physicians, including those who
choose to act as voluntourists, are much better defined
than those of patients, who lack professional bodies to
develop codes of conduct. Those codes of patient
responsibility that we have identified and discussed
above are typically the result of public health care institutions choosing to set norms for their members. Many
patients, particularly in privatized systems, will not fall
under the umbrellas of these public bodies, however,
and will not be as clearly governed by these norms.
Moreover, by choosing to travel abroad for care and, as
is typical, pay out-of-pocket for this care, medical tourists frequently opt out of public health care systems and
thereby the norms that dictate their responsibilities. For
these reasons, codes of social responsibility for medical
tourists have been slower to develop than those for
voluntourists.
Finally, we have suggested that both voluntourists and
medical tourists have a social responsibility to eliminate
or mitigate any risks of harm to others that may be a
consequence of their decision to engage in these global
health practices. As we have already observed, medical
tourists’ choices may be much more circumscribed than
that of voluntourists. Moreover, the information available to the medical tourists, with which they may
attempt to mitigate the risk of harms stemming from
their actions, is much more limited. As medical tourists
are often very sick and in pain, they may not have the
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energy or focus to try to bridge these informational
gaps. This informational asymmetry is due, in part, to
the training of physicians compared to that of the typical medical tourist. Most of these international patients
will not have access to specialized medical knowledge
and may not be aware of the potential for medical tourism to exacerbate health inequities in destination countries or contribute to the spread of infectious disease.
While physicians engaging in voluntourism will
frequently receive specialized training specific to the
context of the community to which they will be traveling, medical tourists typically travel at their own volition
and without any formal guidance. Medical tourists may
travel with the assistance of medical tourism facilitators
[29], but we have no evidence that these facilitators
provide information to medical tourists that would be
relevant to discharging their social responsibilities. Thus,
relative to voluntourists, medical tourists will often find
it very difficult to determine how to mitigate any negative consequences of their travel, if they are even aware
that such risks exist.
Moving Forward

As we have discussed, physician voluntourism is seen a
potentially ethically problematic approach to the provision of medical services in international settings, especially by students [87]. Hence, agencies that support
medical student volunteers are beginning to insist on
adequate pre-departure training to prepare them for the
range of ethical issues they may encounter abroad [88].
Equipping volunteers for ethically responsible practices
will require a transformative pedagogy [89], and the
development of critical consciousness about the root
causes of disparities in healthcare [90]. Pre-service medical training using international service-learning (ISL)
opportunities appears to provide a promising experiential pedagogy for nurturing a sense of social responsibility and global citizenship among volunteers [24]. Unlike
traditional voluntourism, ISL provides a platform for
reciprocal, collaborative and mutual learning between a
community and the volunteer. Volunteers are expected
to develop a sense of critical awareness about the problems vulnerable communities face, and demonstrate
ethical conduct and problem-solving skills as their
experience in a given community unfolds. The focus of
ISL is less on clinical skills development and more on
developing an understanding of the social determinants
of health that affect vulnerable communities. Interventions are designed in collaboration with communities in
ways that are locally sustainable, enabling volunteers to
learn how social determinants impact health and illness
and health inequities [91].
Some training programs have successfully utilized the
critical incident technique [92] to help physician
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volunteers explore how best to engage communities in
ways that strive for social justice by understanding and
acting to change the social structures that stifle individuals and communities due to unequal power relations,
poverty and vulnerability. Physician volunteers are
encouraged to develop a sense of professional and personal growth, and to examine critically what it means to
be a socially responsible practitioner [93]. For example,
many voluntourists seem to believe that being socially
responsible means charity [60]. But charity can create
dependency relationships whereas social responsibility
aims at social justice, understood as developing sustainable relationships based on mutual respect. It involves
working with and for communities to enable what they
feel is best for them rather than using a paternalistic
approach. Dickson and Dickson [60], identify a list of
personal attributes that physicians need to develop as
part of their professionalization and to act responsibly
that include: a concern with global equity; a commitment
to redressing injustices in healthcare; respect for diversity; openness to mutual learning; and embracing ethical
values like human rights and social justice. The professionalization of physicians gives them norms by which their
social responsibilities as voluntourists are increasingly
clearly stated. It also gives physicians the information and
expertise with which they may act on these norms.
By comparison, medical tourists are given little guidance on their social responsibilities and little capacity
to act on these norms. In order to address this gap,
there is great need for the development of guidelines for
medical tourists on how they can prepare for their travel, engage in this practice with a minimum of personal
risk, and take steps to maintain their own health and
arrange follow-up care after travel. Because of the fragmented nature of the many community and national
systems for distributing health care, these guidelines will
likely take time to achieve widespread uptake. A starting
point would be to have specific countries develop model
patient guidelines that can be adapted and then adopted
by other countries, thus encouraging better patient protections through their examples. These guidelines could
be distributed by medical tourism facilitators or travel
health providers. The latter group could be trained to
give other advice on ethical medical tourism to their
patients (Eyal: Global Health Impact Labels, submitted).
International patients need transparency so that they
can make informed and responsible health choices.
Given the lack of regulation in the medical tourism
industry - due in part to its newness and global nature patients may have difficulty getting information on the
practices of the medical facilities they wish to travel to
and may have no way of judging the accuracy of the
information that they do receive [29]. One way of
addressing this problem would be to develop ethical
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buying guidelines for patients engaging in medical tourism akin to those for consumers of other products like
apparel, coffee, and chocolate. Patients will face difficulties in developing these guidelines on their own given
the informational gaps discussed above and the fact that
these patients may be in pain or short of time given
their ill health. Moreover, the medical tourism industry
may be reluctant or unable to develop these guides and
to self-regulate both because of a reluctance to place
restrictions on their business and because of the fragmentary nature of this industry at this early stage in its
development. Non-governmental groups can take on the
role of regulators, developing information from medical
tourism facilities, assessing the accuracy of this information, and rating facilities for their tendency to promote
the positive and mitigate the negative effects of medical
tourism. While a non-governmental agency will not be
able to compel medical tourism facilities to participate
in a rating scheme, patients who see engaging in medical tourism responsibly as a moral obligation could create market pressure for participation (Eyal: Global
Health Impact Labels, submitted). Alternately, patients’
home country governments may need to take a more
active role in regulating the medical tourism industry
and providing patients with more information and transparency [94]. As medical tourism facilitators and other
industry members can escape restrictions on their practices if they are developed piecemeal, there is a strong
argument for finding ways to increase the information
available to medical tourists and raising awareness of
the potential negative effects of this practice. Doing so
will allow medical tourists to apply pressure within the
market for medical tourism services to counter problematic elements within this industry (Eyal: Global Health
Impact Labels, submitted).
Medical professionals can and should help to develop
the norms and infrastructure needed for medical tourists
to discharge their social responsibilities. Doing so can be
connected to these physicians’ own responsibilities, as
medical tourism will increasingly affect patients’ home
countries through the need for expensive follow-up care
and the need to create systems to monitor and minimize
the spread of infectious disease. Moreover, physicians
can be implicated in the push factors encouraging medical tourism [20]. If patients are traveling abroad due to
a lack of insurance, perceived lengthy wait times for
care, or the unavailability of certain procedures, then
health professionals must ask what their role is in reducing these factors and caring for the patients who
choose to seek care abroad. While medical tourism and
voluntourism are distinct global health practices, those
engaging in them are closely connected through the
increasingly global nature of health care, travel, and the
business of medicine.
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Summary
Voluntourism and medical tourism share many qualities,
including being tied to an expansion of social responsibilities due to an individual’s choice to engage in a global health practice. Both voluntourists and medical
tourists have a social responsibility to limit the risk of
harms to members of their home and destination countries and to take steps to ensure that the global health
practices in which they engage allow for sustainable
development in their destinations. The complications
associated with health care in low and middle income
countries mean that voluntourists and medical tourists
must prepare for their travel in order to avoid inadvertent harms to others. Yet, as we have seen, physician
volunteers are much better prepared to do so than medical tourists in virtue of their membership in a wellorganized professional group with a strong historical
sense of social responsibility.
While physicians must continue developing and enforcing guidelines for discharging their social responsibility
while practicing abroad, the field of medical tourism is less
well prepared to develop the tools and guidelines needed
for socially responsible medical tourism. As medical tourists themselves are not a well-organized group and may
not be aware of the implications of their choice to engage
in medical tourism, it is important that better organized
and informed groups help to fill this vacuum. Physicians
and other health professionals are members of groups that
can draw on their knowledge, skills, and sense of social
responsibility to help develop guidelines for responsible
medical tourism. But it will also be important for medical
tourism industry groups to engage in this process, including professional organizations like the Medical Tourism
Association and medical tourism facilitators [95]. Fortunately, there is a long history of professional and business
groups developing guidelines for socially responsible practice, from which medical tourism industry groups can
learn [96]. It will be up for the rest of society, however, to
help guide these groups and to ensure that they are
encouraged or even required to develop these guidelines.
Acknowledgements and Funding
Funding was provided by a Catalyst Grant from the Canadian Institutes of
Health Research. Thanks also go to Krystyna Adams for research and
referencing help.
Author details
1
Faculty of Health Sciences, Simon Fraser University, Blusson Hall 11300,
8888 University Drive Burnaby BC, Canada. 2Department of Family Practice,
University of British Columbia, David Strangway Building, 3rd Floor 5950
University Boulevard, Vancouver, BC, Canada. 3Department of Geography,
RCB 6141, Simon Fraser University 8888 University Drive Burnaby, B C,
Canada.
Authors’ contributions
JS wrote the introduction and summary, parts of the background, and the
medical tourism sections of the discussion and edited throughout. SD wrote
the social responsibility and voluntourism sections of the background and

Page 12 of 14

discussion. VC contributed to the background section, and contributed
greatly to conceptualization and editing of this manuscript. All authors
provided feedback on drafting this paper and approved the final version of
the manuscript.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.
Received: 2 December 2010 Accepted: 6 April 2011
Published: 6 April 2011
References
1. Bowen HR: Social responsibilities of the businessman Harper; 1953.
2. Freeman I, Hasnaoui A: The Meaning of Corporate Social Responsibility:
The Vision of Four Nations. Journal of Business Ethics 2010.
3. Ginsburg RB: Access to Justice: The Social Responsibility of Lawyers.
Journal of Law & Policy 2001, 7: 1.
4. Medcalf M: Advancing Social Justice Through an Interdisciplinary
Approach to Clinical Legal Education: The Case of Legal Assistance of
Windsor Rose Voyvodic. Journal of Law & Policy 2004, 14: 101.
5. Foreman S: Social responsibility and the academic medical center:
building community-based systems for the nation’s health. Academic
Medicine 1994, 69: 97.
6. Faulkner LR, McCurdy RL: Teaching medical students social responsibility:
the right thing to do. Academic Medicine 2000, 75: 346.
7. Weed DL, McKeown RE: Science and social responsibility in public health.
Environ Health Perspect 2003, 11: 1804-1808.
8. Garriga E, Melé D: Corporate Social Responsibility Theories: Mapping the
Territory. Journal of Business Ethics 2004, 53: 51-71.
9. Luban D: Lawyers and justice Princeton: Princeton University Press; 1988.
10. Bloche MG: Clinical Loyalties and the Social Purposes of Medicine. JAMA
1999, 281: 268-274.
11. Crane A, McWilliams A, Matten D, Moon J, Siegel D: The Oxford Handbook
of Corporate Social Responsibility Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2008.
12. Ite UE: Multinationals and corporate social responsibility in developing
countries: a case study of Nigeria. Corporate Social Responsibility and
Environmental Management 2004, 11: 1-11.
13. Bowie NE, Bowie A: Business ethics: A Kantian perspective Blackwell
Publishers; 1999.
14. Reed C: Medical Tourism. In CDC Health Information for International Travel.
Edited by: Brunette G, Kozarsky P, Magill A, Shlim D. Philadelphia: Elsevier;
2010:.
15. Kangas B: Complicating Common Ideas about Medical Tourism: Gender,
Class, and Globality in Yemenis’ International Medical Travel. Signs 2011,
36: 327.
16. Wibulpolprasert S, Pachanee C, Pitayarangsarit S, Hempisut P: International
service trade and its implications for human resources for health: a case
study of Thailand. Human Res Health 2004, 2: 10.
17. Laugesen MJ, Vargas-Bustamente A: A patient mobility framework that
travels: European and United States-Mexican comparisons. Health Policy
2010, 97: 225-231.
18. Turner L: “Medical tourism” and the global marketplace in health service:
U.S. patients, international hospitals, and the search for affordable
health care. Int J Health Serv 2010, 40: 443-467.
19. Shah R: The international migration of health workers: ethics, rights and justice
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan; 2010.
20. Crooks VA, Kingsbury P, Snyder J, Johnston R: What is known about the
patient’s experience of medical tourism? A scoping review. BMC Health
Services Research 2010, 10: 266.
21. World Health Organization: The global shortage of physicians and its impact
Geneva; 2007.
22. Pezzella AT: Volunteerism and humanitarian efforts in surgery. Curr Probl
Surg 2006, 43: 848-929.
23. Association of American Medical Colleges: AAMC Medical Student
Questionnaire: Summary Report 2006.
24. Dharamsi S, Richards M, Louie D, Murray D, Berland A, Whitfield M, Scott I:
Enhancing medical students’ conceptions of the CanMEDS Health
Advocate Role through international service-learning and critical
reflection: A phenomenological study. Med Teacher 2010, 32: 977-982.
25. Isaacson G, Drum ET, Cohen MS: Surgical missions to developing
countries: Ethical conflicts. Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg 2010, 143: 476-479.

Snyder et al. Globalization and Health 2011, 7:6
http://www.globalizationandhealth.com/content/7/1/6

26. Morgan MA: Another view of “humanitarian ventures” and “fistula
tourism”. Int Urogynecol J Pelvic Floor Dysfunct 2007, 18: 705-707.
27. Bezruchka S: Medical tourism as medical harm to the Third World: Why?
For whom? Wilderness Environ Med 2000, 11: 77-8.
28. Vastag B: Volunteers see the world and help its people. JAMA 2002, 288:
559-565.
29. Johnston R, Crooks VA, Snyder J, Kingsbury P: What is known about the
effects of medical tourism in destination and departure countries? A
scoping review. Int J Equity Health 2010, 9: 24.
30. Hopkins L, Labonté R, Runnels V, Packer C: Medical tourism today: What is
the state of existing knowledge? J Pub Health Policy 2010, 31: 185-198.
31. Lunt N, Carrera P: Medical tourism: assessing the evidence on treatment
abroad. Maturitas: An international journal of mid-life health 2010, 66: 27-32.
32. Shetty P: Medical tourism booms in India, but at what cost? Lancet 2010,
376: 671-72.
33. Chanda R: Trade in Health Services. In Trade in Health Services: Global,
Regional and Country Perspective. Edited by: Drager N. Washington DC: PanAmerican Health Organization; 2002:.
34. Woodward ND, Beaglehole R, Lipson D: Globalization, public goods and
health. In Trade in Health Services: Global, Regional and Country Perspectives.
Edited by: Drager N. Washington DC: Pan-American Health Organization;
2002:.
35. De Arellano R: Patients Without Borders: The Emergence of Medical
Tourism. Int J Health Serv 2007, 37: 193-198.
36. Bookman MZ, Bookman KR: Medical Tourism in Developing Countries New
York: Palgrave MacMillan; 2007.
37. Thomas G, Krishnan S: Effective public-private partnership in healthcare:
Apollo as a cautionary tale. Indian J Med Ethics 2010, 7: 2-4.
38. Kenny N, Shelton W: Volume 10: Lost Virtues. Advances in Bioethics 2006,
10: 1-233.
39. Twohig PL, MacDonald C: Professionalism and the social role of
medicine. Am J Bioethics 2004, 4: 3-5.
40. Schroeder SA: Training an appropriate mix of physicians to meet the
nation’s needs. Acad Med 1993, 68: 118-122.
41. American Medical Association: Original Code of Ethics 1847.
42. Boelen C: Building a socially accountable health professions school:
towards unity for health. Educ Health (Abingdon) 2004, 17: 223-231.
43. Welie JV: Is dentistry a profession? Part 1. Professionalism defined. J Can
Dent Assoc 2004, 70: 529-532.
44. Pellegrino ED: Professionalism, Profession and the Virtues of the Good
Physician. The Mount Sinai Journal of Medicine 2002, 69: 378-384.
45. Freidson E: Profession of medicine: a study of the sociology of applied
knowledge Chicago: University of Chicago Press; 1988.
46. Mirko D: Western medical thought from antiquity to the Middle Ages
Cambridge: Harvard University Press; 1998.
47. Humphreys R: Sin, organized charity and the poor law in Victorial England
New York: St. Martin’s Press, Inc; 1995.
48. Whitehead M: The concepts and principles of equity and health. Health
Promot Int 1991, 6: 217-228.
49. Verma S: Honouring the social contract: medical schools take social
responsibility seriously. University of Toronto Bulletin 2005.
50. Boelen C, Woollard B: Social accountability and accreditation: a new
frontier for educational institutions. Med Educ 2009, 43: 887-894.
51. Boelen C, Heck J: Defining and measuring the social accountability of medical
schools Geneva: World Health Organization; 1995.
52. Maki J, Qualls M, White B, Kleefield S, Crone R: Health impact assessment
and short-term medical missions: a methods study to evaluate quality of
care. BMC Health Serv Res 2008, 2: 121.
53. Association of American Medical Colleges: GQ medical school graduation
questionnaire: all schools summary report Washington, DC; 2009.
54. Green T, Green H, Scandlyn J, Kestler A: Perceptions of short-term medical
volunteer work: a qualitative study in Guatemala. Globalization and
Health 2009, 5: 4.
55. Sichel B: “I’ve come to help": Can tourism and altruism mix? Briarpatch
Magazine 2006.
56. Roberts M: Duffle Bag Medicine. JAMA 2006, 295: 1491-1492.
57. Baraldi J: A harm in ‘medical tourism’: The poor need lasting efforts to
improve global health, not feel-good field trips. The Philadelphia Inquirer
2009.
58. Shah S, Wu T: The medical student global health experience:
Professionalism and ethical implications. J Med Ethics 2008, 34: 375-378.

Page 13 of 14

59. Bhat S: Ethical coherency when medical students work abroad. Lancet
2008, 372: 1133-1134.
60. Dickson M, Dickson G: Volunteering: Beyond and act of charity. J Can
Dental Assoc 2005, 71: 865-869.
61. Crooks VA, Andrews G, (Eds): Primary Health Care: People, Practice, Place
Aldershot and Vermont: Ashgate Publishers; 2009.
62. Cueto M: The origins of primary health care and selective primary health
care. Am J Pub Health 2004, 94: 1864-1874.
63. Kirkness VJ, Barnhardt R: First Nations and Higher Education: The Four R’s Respect, Relevance, Reciprocity, Responsibility. Knowledge Across Cultures: A
Contribution to Dialogue Among Civilizations Hong Kong: Comparative
Education Research Centre, The University of Hong Kong; 2001.
64. Wikler D: Personal and Social Responsibility for Health. Ethics & Int Affairs
2002, 16: 47-55.
65. Schmidt H: Just Health Responsibility. J Med Ethics 2009, 35: 21-26.
66. Buyx A: Personal Responsibility for Health As a Rationing Criterion: Why
We Don’t Like It and Why Maybe We Should. J Med Ethics 2008, 34:
871-874.
67. Schmidt H: Patient’s Charters and Health Responsibilities. BMJ 2007, 335:
1187-1189.
68. Commission on the Future of Health Care in Canada: Building on Values:
The Future of Health Care in Canada Saskatoon: Commission on the Future
of Health Care in Canada; 2002.
69. Scotland NHS: The NHS and You Scotland; 2006.
70. Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources: West Virginia
Medicaid Member Agreement Virginia; 2006.
71. Cabinet for health Cabinet for Health and Family Services: KyHealth Choices:
Kentucky’s Medicaid Transformation Initiative Kentucky; 2006.
72. Steinbrook R: Imposing Personal Responsibility for Health. New Enlg J Med
2006, 355: 753-756.
73. Bishop G, Brodkey A: Personal responsibility and physician responsibility–
West Virginia’s Medicaid plan. N Engl J Med 2006, 355: 756-758.
74. Pennings G: Ethics without Boundaries: Medical Tourism. In Principles of
Health Care Ethics.. 2 edition. Edited by: Ashcroft RE, Dawson A, Draper H,
McMillan JR. Sussex: Wiley 2007:.
75. Turner L: From Durham to Delhi: “Medical Tourism” and the Global
Economy. In Comparative Program on Health and Society Lupina Foundation
Working Papers Series 2006-2007. Edited by: Cohen-Kohler JC, Seaton MB.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press; 2007: 109-131.
76. Turner L: Canadian Medicare and the Global Health Care Bazaar. Policy
Options 2007, 73-77.
77. Carabello L: A Medical Tourism Primer for U.S. Physicians. J Med Practice
Manag 2008, 23: 291.
78. Unti JA: Medical and surgical tourism: the new world of health care
globalization and what it means for the practicing surgeon. Bull Am Coll
Surg 2009, 94: 18-25.
79. Snyder J, Crooks VA: Medical Tourism and Bariatric Surgery: More Moral
Challenges. Am J Bioethics 10: 28-30.
80. Kumarasamy KK, Toleman MA, Walsh TR, Bagaria J, Butt F, Balakrishnan R:
Emergence of a new antibiotic resistant mechanism in India, Pakistan,
and the UK: a molecular, biological, and epidemiological study. The
Lancet Infect Dis 2010, 10: 597-602.
81. Keckley PH, Underwood HR: Medical Tourism: Update and Implications
Washington, D.C.: Deloitte Centre for Health Solutions; 2008.
82. Burkett L: Medical Tourism: Concerns, Benefits and the American Legal
Perspective. J Legal Med 2007, 28: 223-245.
83. Schmidt H, Voigt K, Wikler D: Carrots, Sticks, and Healthcare Reform Problems with Wellness Incintives. New Engl J Med 2010, 362: 3.
84. Einhorn B: Medical Tourism: Surviving the Global Recession. BusinessWeek:
Asia 2008.
85. Grace M: State of the heart: a medical tourist’s true story of lifesaving surgery
in India Oakland CA: New Harbinger Publications; 2007.
86. Turner L: ’First World Health Care at Third World Prices’: Globalization,
Bioethics and Medical Tourism. BioSocieties 2007, 2: 303-325.
87. White MT, Cauley KL: A caution against medical student tourism. J Am
Med Assoc Ethics 2006, 8: 851-854.
88. Drain PK, Holmes KK, Skeff KM, Hall TL, Gardner P: Global health training
and international clinical rotations during residency: current status,
needs, and opportunities. Acad Med 2009, 84: 320-325.
89. Mezirow J: Transformative Dimensions of Adult Learning San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass; 1991.

Snyder et al. Globalization and Health 2011, 7:6
http://www.globalizationandhealth.com/content/7/1/6

Page 14 of 14

90. Kumagai AK, Lypson ML: Beyond cultural competence: critical
consciousness, social justice, and multicultural education. Acad Med 2009,
84: 782-787.
91. Spiegel JM, Dharamsi S, Wasan KM, Yassi A, Singer B, Hotez PJ, Hanson C,
Bundy DA: Which new approaches to tackling neglected tropical
diseases show promise? PLoS Med 2010, 18: 7.
92. Flanagan JC: The critical incident technique. Psycholog Bull 1954, 51:
327-358.
93. Mofidi M, Strauss R, Pitner LL, Sandler ES: Dental students’ reflections on
their community-based experiences: the use of critical incidents. J Dent
Educ 2003, 67: 515-23.
94. Public Health Agency of Canada: In Statement on Ethics and Travel. Volume
29. Canada Communicable Disease Report; 2003.
95. Turner LG: Quality in health care and globalization of health services:
accreditation and regulatory oversight of medical tourism companies. Int
J Quality in Health Care 2010, 23: 1-7.
96. Carroll AB: Corporate Social Responsibility. Bus & Society 1999, 38: 268-295.
doi:10.1186/1744-8603-7-6
Cite this article as: Snyder et al.: Fly-By medical care: Conceptualizing
the global and local social responsibilities of medical tourists and
physician voluntourists. Globalization and Health 2011 7:6.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of:
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color figure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

