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CONTROVERSY AROUND SOCIAL JUSTICE

The concept of social justice is not a simple narrowing of the concept of justice itself. Many researchers
see it as having a new quality of its own. For example, some radical liberals question the idea of social justice
to the point that when comparing it to “ordinary” justice, they bring up an analogy between a normal chair and
the electric chair. They are referring, of course, to the electric chair in the strict sense, i.e.: those that are used
for capital punishment. It is not difficult to note that, in this view, the use of this kind of justice is socially
harmful, as deadly for social and economic life, as is plugging in the electric chair.

That approach is, in fact, not entirely devoid of valid arguments. However, it raises the question of whether
these arguments are sufficient in the context of genuine concern for justice in public, national, social, and
economic life, which most people associate with social justice.
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Lit. 15.

SAn Ma3yp, uren Opoeny Omyig [layninis,0oyenm
IHancokuii ynisepcumem leana Ilasna I, Kpaxkis

CYHNEPEYKH 11010 MOHATTS “COIIAJBHOI CITPABEIJIMUBOCTI”

Tonamms “coyianvnoi cnpageonugocmi’” He AGNAEMbC 38YIAICCHUM NOHAMMAM ‘‘cnpageonusocmi’” K maxoi.
Bazamo 0ocnionukie pozensidaoms 6 HbOMY HO8Y 03HAKY, NPUMAMAHHY auule 0awitl KoHyenyii. Hanpuxiao, oesaki
paouxanvhi nibepanu cmasiamev nio CymMHie idero coyianvbHoi cnpasedaugocmi, nopisniorouu it 31 “seuuatinoin”’
CNpageonusicmio, NPOBOOAMs AHANO2II0 MIdIC NPOCMUM CIINbYeM Ma enekmpudHum cminoyem. Ilpu ybomy, macmocs
Ha y8asi, 36uyaliHO Jic, eleKMPUdHUIl Cmineyb 8 CIMPO2OMY CEHCI C108d, WO BUKOPUCTNOBYEMbCA 01 cmpamu. He
8AJICKO NOMIMUMU, WO 32I0HO 3 YICI0 MOYKOIO 30pY, GUKOPUCIIANHA MAKO20 POOY CNpAGeOIu8ocmi € coyianbHO
WKIONUBUM, OCKINbKU ABNACMbCA HACMINLKU CMEPMENbHO Hebe3neuHuM O COYidnbHO-eKOHOMIUHO20 JCUMMmS,
HACKIIbKU Hebe3neuHuM € “‘6MUuKanHa’ eleKmpuiuHo2o Cmiibys.

Taxuii nioxio, Hacnpagoi, He € no3basenull nioepyums ma apeymenmia. Ilpome, uHUKAE NUMAHHA, YU €
yi apeymenmu 0ocmamuimu 8 KOHMeKCmi CNpaglCHb020 PO3YMIHHA CRPABEOIUBOCHI ) 2POMAOCLKOMY,
HAYIOHANLHOMY, COYIATbHOMY A eKOHOMIYHOMY HCUMMI, AKe y Oinbuocmi 1oell acoyiroeEmbCs 3i COYiarbHO0
cnpaseonugicmio.

Knrouosi cnosa: cnpasednusicmo, 3axon boowcutl, coyianvna cnpasednusicms, cycniibCmeo, npagocyoosl.

An Ma3syp, unen Iaynunsi, doyenm
THanckuii ynusepcumem Heana Iasna I, Kpakos

CIIOPBI IO TOHSITUE “CONMUAJBHOM CITPABEJJIMBOCTH”

Tonamue “coyuanvhoii cnpaseonrusocmu’ He AGNAEMCA CYIUCEHHLIM NOHAMUeM “‘cnpagedaugocmu” Kax
maxkoeoti. Muozue ucciedogamenu paccmampugarom 8 Hem HOGblll NPUIHAK, NPUCYIYYIO MObKO OAHHOU KOHYenyuu.
Hanpumep, Hexomopbvie padukanvHvle 1ubepanvl Cmagsam nod COMHeHUe Uder COYUAIbHOU CHpasedIusoCcmu,
cpasrusas ee ¢ “00bIYHON " CNPABEOIUBOCMBIO, NPOBOOSM AHALOSUIO MENCOY NPOCMBIM CHIYIOM U eKMPUUECKUM
cmynom. IIpu smom, umeemcsi 6 udy, KOHEUHO dice, JNEKMPUYECKUTI CMYTI 8 CHIPO2OM CMBICILE CI08d, UCHONb3YEMC
ons KasHu. HempyoHno zamemums, umo co2iacHo 3moil mouke 3peHusl, UCnoib308aHue makoz2o pood
CRPABeOIUBOCHU ABNAEMCS COYUANLHO BPEOHbIM, NOCKOAbKY ABIAEMCA HACMONLKO CMEPMENIbHO ONACHBIM 05
COYUATLHO-IKOHOMUYECKOU HCUZHU, HACKONLKO ONACHO “‘6KII0UeHus” 371eKmpuiecko2o cmyid.

Taxoti nodx00, no cymu, He A61Aemcs NuuieH oCHO8anus u apeymenmos. OOHaxo, o3nukaem 6onpoc,
AGNAOMCA U IMU APSYMEHMbL OOCMAMOUHBIMU 8 KOHMEKCme HACMOAWe20 NOHUMAHUA CHPABeOIUBOCMU 6
00Uy ecmeenHHoM, HaAYUOHANbHOM, COYUANbHOU U IKOHOMUUECKOU JHCUZHU, KOMopoe y 0OonbuuHcmea nioel
accoyuupyemcs ¢ COYUAIbHOU CRPABeoIU8oCmoio.

Knrwuegvie cnosa: cnpageorusocmo, 3axkon Boocuil, coyuanvuas cnpagediugocms, obujecmao,
npagocyoue.

roblem setting. What is justice? Justice and people (a just person) or social institutions (just

(lat. iustitia) is one of the basic ethical laws, a just system, a just decision).

concepts that have defined meanings. It Justice means moral competence, and therefore
expresses the trait attributed to both actions (justice) an appropriate disposition of human will and attitude.
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CONTROVERSY AROUND SOCIAL JUSTICE

According St. Thomas Aquinas justice is constans et
perpetua voluntas ius suum cuique tribuendi'. One
may therefore define it as a constant and permanent
willingness to give to each man what he deserves.
This is an approach that generally corresponds to the
prevailing view. People seem have this view of justice,
assuming that this disposition refers to “everyone”.
In the Christian understanding “everyone” refers not
only to one’s neighbour, individuals and entire
communities, but also to God himself*.

In addition, a clear account of justice also implies
adequate understanding of the question of “what
belongs to someone”. It is primarily about the objective
good (not just moral) and the associated respect for a
person’s rights in the context of that good®.

In society, justice is associated with the distribution
of material goods by rules and criteria and is associated
with equal opportunities and rights of various entities
with regard to the law. Aristotle, guided by this kind
of intuition, distinguished two types of justice:
commutative (related to equalization) and distributive
(related to distribution). The first of these demands
that the price of goods is not lower than the cost of
production. The second kind of justice assumes that
anyone who participated in the production of the
goods, should obtain a part of the profit which is
proportional to their share of the work. In general,
however, three specific forms of justice are
distinguished: justice of exchange (lat. iustitia
commutativa), legal justice (lat. iustitia legalis) and
distributive justice (lat. iustitia distributiva)®.

The justice of exchange means equality of benefits
on the basis of reciprocity. It is based on the principle
of equivalence: a task performed should have its
equivalent, a commodity its price, a job its pay, those
who are equal should be treated equally and those
who are unequal in accordance with their degree of
inequality’. The integrity of contract justice is
safeguarded by the well-known golden rule: Do not
do to others what you would not have them do to you
or Treat others as you would have them treat you! Its

violation undermines the principle of reciprocity and,
consequently, a sense of justice.

Distributive justice is based on the proportionality
of provision. It is based on justice for all, which in
practice can be reduced to the fair distribution of
national income. This kind of distribution must be
accompanied by an appropriate attitude in those who
are responsible for its implementation. Transparency,
openness and truthfulness are important here®.

Legal justice organises the relations of individuals
to the community. In practice, this mainly deals with
the relations between citizen to and state. Loyalty
and obedience to the law constituted by the State’
are associated with the implementation of legal justice.
It should be immediately noted that although this kind
of justice can be and in practice is enforced by the
state, its implementation does not mean that one should
not follow one’s conscience. In essence, it does apply
toone’s conscience, but there may be situations which,
for moral reasons lead to “civil disobedience”.

The three-dimensionality of justice implies a certain
harmony in its functioning. Distributive justice,
implemented in accordance with the principle of
subsidiarity, should contribute to increase the common
good, so that the justice of exchange (or contract
justice) occupies the most space possible, and legal
justice does not have to be carried out beyond essential
measures®. Whatever the case, it must be emphasised
once again that justice is about “what is due” and
not, for example, about what feels good, is desired or
required by common courtesy.

The implementation of justice is usually
accompanied by a problem in the discernment of “what
is due”. Generally, one needs to accept the tacit
assumption that the question is “what is legitimately
due”. What does that mean? Legitimacy means
compliance with all applicable laws, which can be
assumed to be authentic laws, deserving to be called
a law. On the basis of Catholic social teaching, this
issue does not present much difficulty. If we accept
the Thomistic understanding of the law, or the almost
universal understanding of the meaning of law, this
issue could be summarized as follows:

! This view refers to the thinking of classical authors, showing particular resemblance to the definition of righteousness
given by Domitius Ulpian (d. 223), the Roman jurist and writer of the Empire era. See St. Thomas Aquinas, STh II—
II, g. 50, a. 2c, cit. after: Cz. Strzeszewski, Katolicka nauka spoteczna, Wydawnictwo KUL, Lublin 2003, p. 395.

2 Catechism of the Catholic Chuch, Libreria Editrice Vaticana, Cittf del Vaticano 1993, No. 1807.

3 Cf. J. Hoffner, Chrze$cijanska nauka spoleczna, trans. S. Pyszka, Wydawnictwo Apostolstwa Modlitwy (Ksigza

Jezuici), Krakéw [1999], pp. 55 — 56.

4 Cf. J. Majka, Filozofia spoteczna, Wroctawska Ksigegarnia Archidiecezjalna, Wroctaw 1982, pp. 175 — 176.
5 J. Mazur, Ad bonum per politicam. Wybrane zagadnienia z etyki zycia politycznego, Wydawnictwo KUL, Lublin

2011, p. 88.

¢ Cf. S. Kowalczyk, Idea sprawiedliwosci spolecznej a mysl chrzescijanska, Redakcja Wydawnictw KUL, Lublin

1998, pp. 139 — 146.
7Cf. i bid., pp. 124 - 131.

8 J. Mazur, Ad bonum per politicam. Wybrane zagadnienia z etyki zycia politycznego, p. 91.
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Law is defined as a reasonable regulation which
aims to achieve some good. If it is a regulation made
by God, then we are dealing with God’s law. This
law is has been definitively revealed or is a
consequence of nature, created by God. In the latter
case we are dealing with natural law. If the law is
regulation made by humans, then we are dealing with
human law, or the written laws of man. Its legitimacy
will depend on whether it is consistent with the law
of God or if'it does not conflict with anything in God’s
law. It must meet the same condition in relation to
natural law. If there is a mismatch or overt
contradiction, then human law becomes lawless. It
simply does not deserve to be called a law. It is an
“illegitimate” law. It is in this perspective that “what
is due” as the subject of justice means “what is due
according to the law” which does not in any way
oppose the God’s law.

Justice is of course the subject of lively debate
outside the field of Catholic social teaching’. It turns
out, however, that reflection on justice, including that
undertaken outside of Catholic social teaching, shows
surprising similarities, regardless ofits ideological basis.
In the literature of sociology or political science, which
is mostly based on the positivist paradigm of ethics
and law, justice is usually understood as an element
of purely external relations in the mutual co-existence
of individuals and social groups. An example of this
type of view is the theory of justice created by the
American political philosopher John Rawls. His concept
of justice as fairness is interesting, an attempt to
overcome utilitarianism, which was dominant in the
second half of the twentieth century'®.

In this paper, however, we are interested in a
particular type of justice which is designated by the
term social justice.

Attempting to define social justice. 1t should be
immediately noted that the idea of social justice, which
has been talked about in almost all arenas since the
mid-nineteenth century, still raises a lot of controversy.
The concept of social justice itself is certainly close
to distributive justice, which was known to Aristotle.
It also has a certain connection to criminal justice,
which in principle concerns the justification of
punishment and proportionality of the penalty to the
offense committed.

Socialjustice is generally defined as granting a man

that which, by virtue ofhis share of the work or merit,
is justly his due. In the legal sense, social justice is
giving every individual the rights he is due under the
rules of democracy. In terms of morality; it is primarily
justice related to the common good''.

Essentially, we are concerned with a just society
or state. A postulate of this kind of justice appeared
when the main institutions of social and economic
life began to decide on the distribution of burdens
and benefits in society. The proponents of social
justice seem to take the view that the role of these
institutions, especially the state, is to provide a specific
result in the distribution of goods (the most desirable
in society), which in turn assumes interference with
the freedom ofindividuals and regulation of the market
economy by the political community.

However, even at the outset, doubt arises regarding
what makes a society or state fair. Only individuals,
human persons can act fairly or unfairly. Does it make
sense to talk about just or unjust institutions? It is
clear that it is not institutions who sin, but individual
people, even if their iniquities are carried out within
the framework of institutions or through them.
However, institutions may be sinful or evil
organisations. Of course, they may also be, and indeed
should be, good organisations. Both the evil and the
good done in them are the work of specific people. It
seems that the point of social justice should be seen
from this perspective. It is simply justice that is
attributed to individuals and, as such, calls for
implementation in society, in its structures and
institutions in the state, which, thanks to this justice,
can be seen as fair'2.

With regard to social justice in general, it is
postulated that it would mean an economic system in
a given country which would create the opportunity
for equal access for all to basic material goods,
allowing each person to live in dignity. Equality of
this access should mainly take the form of equal
opportunities to attain it. In addition, social justice
also means consistently aiming to put an end to the
existence of social groups living in marginalized
poverty and deprived of real opportunities to improve
their situation'.

Social justice is closely linked to political justice,
which focuses on the common good in such a way
that it demands political commitment to the creation,
protection and expansion of it. It is dynamic due to

% See for example: A. Klose, Odpowiedzialno$¢ spoteczna dzisiaj, trans. Z. Kowalska, Wydawnictwo Naukowe PAT,

Krakow 1999, pp. 35 — 37.

10]. Rawls, Teoria sprawiedliwosci, trans. Panufnik, J. Pasek, A. Romaniuk, Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN, Warszawa

1994, pp. 23 — 28.
11 J. Hoffner, Chrzeécijanska nauka spoteczna, p. 60.

12 Cf. A. Swift, Political Philosophy: A Beginners’ Guide for Students and Politicians, p. 19.
13 J. Mazur, Ad bonum per politicam. Wybrane zagadnienia z etyki zycia politycznego, p. 95.
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the variability of living conditions in relation to politics.
It can be seen as a specific form of legal justice, as
well as a manifestation of distributive justice. The
virtue of prudence is essential in putting it into
practice'.

Throughout the modern and post-modern eras, the
otherwise clear concept of social justice has been the
subject of various forms of ideological manipulation.
For example, according to the Communist ideology,
social justice is almost synonymous with equality, while
liberal ideologies combine the idea of justice with
freedom.

At this point, it should be noted that many liberal
thinkers entirely reject the notion of social justice as
impossible to define. In their view, such attempts
usually lead to its over-interpretation that favour the
realization of a particular interest only'. Others
distinguish certain kinds of justice that are difficult to
define.

For example, Chaim Perelman (d. 1984), the
Belgian philosopher of law, when analyzing the
interpretations of social justice in political science,
identified the following criteria: 1. To each the same;
2. To each according to his merits; 3. To each
according to his works; 4. To each according to needs;
5. To each according to his position and 6. To each
according to the law'®. It is clear that some of the
criteria are almost utopian in nature, while others are
too subjective or are a kind of tautology'’.

The ideologisation of social justice can lead to
justice as such becoming a caricature. The criticism
of social justice made by the liberal thinker Friedrich
von Hayek (d. 1992) is interesting in this respect.

Controversial issues. The Austrian thinker
Friedrich von Hayek, an economist and political
philosopher, and a strong supporter of the principles
of'the free market, was skeptical of any ideas of social
justice. In his opinion, the notion of social justice is
an artificial structure which has no bearing in the reality
of social life. It is simply a mirage, an illusion, and he
did not hesitate to call it a categorical mistake. Any
attempt to define social justice must lead to the so-
called. categorical shift, the result of philosophical
errors'®.

According to Hayek, in these kind of attempts,

the essence of justice is shifted from the category of
actions to the category of the community. There is
no such thing as a just or unjust society. The attribute
of justice applies onlyto the behaviour ofthe individual.
Only the individual may be fair or unfair, if he acts in
a way that is accordingly just or unjust. This feature
cannot be attributed to society. Why? In a community
offree individuals, a situation is always the unintended
result of combined actions undertaken by these entities
within a game of free social forces. For this reason,
one cannot say whether the situation, the distribution
of free, often unintended forces, is fair or unfair.
Society is not an individual entity capable of action.
Only members of the society have this ability.
Therefore, it cannot be assessed in terms of justice
or injustice, and thus the veryidea ofjustice associated
with a just society loses its meaning, and becomes a
mirage and a delusion®.

It is not difficult to see in Hayeky s reasoning an
obvious issue that raises questions, namely: is the
distribution of social forces —usually this is about the
distribution of potential within the framework of the
free market — really something that is unintended by
anyone? Even if this was true, then is nobody is
responsible for this distribution? Moreover, if indeed
no-one bears responsibility for this distribution of
individual potential, can it really be said that no one is
responsible for the results of actions that were
unintended?

Hayek was convinced that it is impossible to
identify any operable social entity that would be
responsible for the distribution of potential. He simply
believed in the power of the “invisible hand” of the
free market. In this regard, it is difficult to talk about
a distribution of potential (resources) that could be
associated with justice or social injustice. However —
as experience tells us — individuals can have a real
impact on the distribution of this potential. Moreover,
they may jointly decide that they accept or do not
accept the results of a particular distribution of goods.
Such a decision is about justice, it is somehow part of
the problem of justice. In it you can see a
manifestation of social justice.

An example might be a government policy that
leads to such an increase in unemployment, that it
becomes a social issue. The government should

14 J. Hoffner, Chrze$cijafiska nauka spoleczna, p. 60; cf. J. Mazur, Ad bonum per politicam. Wybrane zagadnienia z

etyki zycia politycznego, p. 97.

15 Cf. R. Szarfenberg, Krytyka i afirmacja polityki spotecznej, Oficyna Wydawnicza ASPRA-JR, Warszawa 2006, pp.

81 — 85.

16 Ch. Perelman, O sprawiedliwosci, trans. W. Bienkowska, Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, Warszawa 1959;
The same, Ethique et droit, Université de Bruxelles, Bruxelles 1990.

7 Cf. S. Kowalczyk, Idea sprawiedliwos$ci spotecznej a mysl chrzeécijanska, pp. 88 — 112.

18 Cf. A. Swift, Political Philosophy: A Beginners’ Guide for Students and Politicians, pp. 28 — 29.

1 See F. von Hayek, The Mirage of Social Justice, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London 1976.
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foresee the social consequences of its policies.
Unemployment is obviously associated with the
deepening of social inequality, and the impoverishment
ofalarge part of society, which is an injustice, because
usually, the unemployed do not receive what they
rightfully deserve by virtue of participation in the
common good. The responsibility for this situation
lies not only with the government but also with the
MPs who voted for the adoption of laws supporting
government policy, and the voters, who of course
have an impact on the balance of power in parliament.
Therefore, contrary to what Hayek said, there is a
relationship between the distribution of wealth in
society and individual actions (decisions) that are taken
jointly in the social and political sphere. These actions
should be fair and, as such, constitute the image of
social justice.

Although Hayek’s argument is not difficult to
challenge, objections to the principle of social justice
as it is understood now are not easy to remove. The
basic problem lies in the distinction between ordinary
justice and social justice. In this difference liberal critics
see probably a little perversely an opportunity to
associate social justice with a kind of injustice (if social
justice is not usual justice, it could be the opposite,
that is, injustice, after all, there is only one kind of
justice).

Itis worth briefly looking at the difference. If justice
is defined as the will to “give to each what he
deserves”, then social justice is the will to give social
groups what they deserve. Social justice is concerned
with addressing the needs of groups rather than
individuals. This idea enforces a collectivist approach
to reality. At this point, there is a danger that in the
framework of collectivist thinking, a person may not
be regarded as an independent entity, a person, but
instead will play the role of a component of a group
that is trying to undertake “justice-related” actions.

What might these justice-related actions be? In
practice, they amount to exerting pressure on public
authorities by certain social groups to settle their own
interests at the expense of other groups or society as
a whole. The problem is that the claims of groups
that lobby are such that their implementation by public
authorities has a considerable resemblance to what
might be described as a robbery of their fellow citizens.
It differs from an ordinary robbery only that in it is
legal, because it is carried out in the majesty of the
law.

Itis easyto see this in a specific example. Consider
the situation of a man addicted to alcohol. Not having
the means to live, because everything has been
allocated for the purchase ofalcohol, driven by hunger
he breaks into a private shop to get something to eat.
Even if account is taken of all the extenuating

Mormons i punok Ne§ (139), 2016

circumstances, namely the fact that this man was in
dire need and that he became an alcoholic for reasons
attributable partly to his environment, it has the
hallmarks of an act of theft, robbery of someone’s
property. Depending on the value of the food taken,
law enforcement bodies qualify this act as a
misdemeanor or a felony.

Some liberals note a paradox here. It is known
that people with alcohol problems are provided with
social care. The state spends money generated from
taxes, which are compulsory, paid by citizens under
threat of a fine. In this example, the robbed store
owner also pays taxes and does so under the threat of
criminal sanction. Now, the paradox lies in the fact
that if the state takes the grocer’s money (in the form
of'tax) to spend partly on benefits for the alcoholic, it
isan act of charity, social equalisation. It is the practical
implementation of social justice. But when the
alcoholic takes the equivalent of the shopkeeper’s
money in the form of food, it is no longer a
manifestation of social justice, but simply robbery,
theft of another’s property. In other words, if this
man, in a life and death situation, takes what he needs
from a wealthier person, it is seen as stealing, but if
the state takes these means and gives them to those
in need, then it is seen as social justice.

This liberal observation of course has its
weaknesses. It does not include, for example, the fact
that the wealth of some is often achieved at the
expense of the poverty of others. Sometimes the
wealth of individuals is built on the work of many
impoverished people, who have their working
conditions and pay dictated to them by the rich, because
they have to earn enough to survive. Therefore, so-
called social equalisation is justified by ordinary justice.
The wealthy should participate in the process of
assisting the poor, especially those who are exposed
to a life which undermines their human dignity. This
alignment can be done as charity. However, in the
realities of the modern world, charity alone is not
enough. It must be accompanied by state activity in
the form of various institutions and solutions that
provide citizens with social support. There is no doubt
that this type of activity fits the principles of social
justice.

However, there is a danger that this concern for
social justice may not have anything to do with ordinary
justice, and could even resemble injustice. If, for
example, taxes are so high that they will bankrupt
many businesses, it must be questionable whether the
state social spending is fair. What is the good in giving
one person what rightfully belongs to them by virtue
of their human dignity (eg. benefits for those living
below the subsistence level), if another loses the
possibility of employment, something to which they
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have a natural right (the right to work)? In addition,
the distribution of wealth in society, which is an
expression of the principle of social justice (and
defined as social justice) may be openly unfair. An
example is funding initiatives from the state budget,
from taxpayers’ money, which taxpayers do not agree
with for ethical or political reasons. Do not refunds
of abortifacients or funding of in vitro treatments
awaken in most taxpayers a sense of injustice?

The Christian point of view. Today, social justice
is ideologised by the New Left. In turn, extreme
liberals question its legitimacy. The Catholic Church
also expresses an opinion on this issue. According to
the Church’s teaching, itis a virtue and social principle.
As such, it is inscribed in the social message of the
Gospel.

In general, social justice can be seen as the virtue
of rational social action. It is particularly important in
the area of political life. In the political arena, social
justice is simply political order that is based on the
principle of equality before the law, legal security, the
guarantee of fundamental rights, political equality and
civil rights®. It turns out that citizens have widespread
expectations and aspirations related to this political
order. A sense of social justice is what probably
absorbs their minds and hearts most in politics.
Besides, there is almost universal consensus that the
duty of every political community is to seek not only
the common good, but also justice, which de facto is
identified with social justice.

The problem of social justice appears to be
inseparably associated with politics, which is
understood in Catholic social teaching as the prudent
concern for the common good. In this perspective,
we can talk about fair politics. The reflections of
Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger are extremely interesting
in this regard. In his view, the essence of morally just
politics is in a quest for the common good which is
rational. Politics is a field generally reserved for the
exercise of reason. This is not so much reason as
shaped by technology, but rather moral reason, or
rational judgment on what serves justice and peace,
and therefore also morality, that is, to everything that
triggers good?'.

According to Joseph Ratzinger, later Pope Benedict
XVI, rational judgment must be constantly made and
protected from the attitudes, structures and
circumstances that weaken its ability. In particular, it

should be protected from the bias that may accompany
power. Bias favours the formation of various myths
that appear to be the implementation of social justice,
but in fact are masks and costumes for power®.

The beginning of the XXI century is not free from
political myths. For example, time after time there
are attempts to confer the status of myth on real
values. Contemporary political myths treat true values
unilaterally and somewhat selectively. This applies
particularly to such values as progress, science and
freedom, which dominate the social consciousness.
They are explained and understood in a biased way,
like myths. Therefore, Ratzinger issued an insistent
call to modern man, who is mentally in postmodernity,
to free himself from political myths. This is necessary
to “bring reason to reason”. Only then we can talk
about politics as rational and thus morally fair®.

The basis of morally just politics are values.
Catholic social teaching clearly emphasizes that the
most important values are the highest values which
apply to everyone, regardless of various majority
decisions defining axiology on the basis of statutory
law. These values are not difficult to discern by
reference to natural moral law.

Here, again, it is worth paying attention to the
words of Benedict XVI, which are contained in his
encyclical Caritas in veritate. He wrote: “In all
cultures there are examples of ethical convergence,
some isolated, some interrelated, which are an
expression of the one human nature, willed by the
Creator; the tradition of ethical wisdom knows this as
natural law. This universal moral law provides a sound
basis for all cultural, religious and political dialogue,
and it ensures that the multi-faceted pluralism of
cultural diversity does not detach itself from the
common quest for truth, goodness and God. Thus
adherence to the law etched on human hearts is the
precondition for all constructive social [and political]
cooperation”*,

Thus, in this light, giving to each what is rightfully
his, and therefore, according to natural law, seems to
be a universal principle, acceptable to all people of
good will and possible to implement not only the lives
of'individual people, but also in the context of human
communities, institutions, social structures, states and
the international community.

By itself, justice in social life, however, is not
enough. It must be replenished by social love, which
in practical terms means solidarity. In other words,

20 B. Sutor, Etyka polityczna. Ujecie cato$ciowe na gruncie chrze$cijanskiej nauki spotecznej, p. 154.
21 Cf. J. Ratzinger, Europa. Jej podwaliny dzisiaj i jutro, trans. S. Czerwik, Wydawnictwo Jednos¢, Kielce 2005, pp.

58 — 59.
2 Cf. ibid.
# Cf. ibid.

2 Benedict XVI, Encyclical Letter Caritas in veritate (June 29, 2009), 59.
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social justice needs social love. The practice of these
two social virtues, as well as their implementation as
social policy is the way to social peace.

Those who point to the need for globalization of
social justice for peace and even development are
right in many ways. It seems that this kind of
globalization will be possible only when the
understanding of social justice is free of ideological
manipulation, and its practical application is based
upon that which the ethical wisdom common to all
men calls natural law.

But there is another question. Does globalization
of justice have a chance of success in the current
situation of pluralism, which embraces almost the
entire post-modern world? Luckily the Christian view
of social justice provides an incentive for optimism.
The wisdom of the Catholic Church comes to our
aid. The Catechism of the Catholic Church contains
a certain passage relating to this: “Society ensures
social justice when it provides the conditions that allow
associations or individuals to obtain what is their due,
according to their nature and their vocation. Social
justice is linked to the common good and the exercise
of authority”?.

The Catechism of the duty of social justice in a
broader context reveals the truth about man. It reminds
us that justice this can only be achieved by respecting
the transcendent dignity of man, which essentially
means a special respect for the dignity of every human
person. Respect for this dignity implies a further issue,
namely the rational recognition of the equality and, at
the same time, the differences between people. This,
in turn, points to the need for solidarity, which, as a
kind of friendship or social love, is a requirement of
human brotherhood, and in particular Christian
brotherhood?.

Finally, it is worth appreciating the importance of
social justice in the lives of individuals and
communities; an importance whose deepest
justification is the truth about man created in the image
and likeness of God, endowed with an immortal
spiritual soul, redeemed within the mystery of death
and resurrection of Christ and called to participate in
God’s happiness?’.

Conclusions. Social justice, despite attempts to
ideologise it or to totally eliminate it in favour of
concern for “ordinary” justice, appears to be a moral

and social imperative. It is essential to strive for just
politics, ajust state, just, governments, just institutions,
just social structures, because only then can there be
fertile ground on which everyone can receive what he
deserves. Conversely, if each person receives what is
his due, it is an expression of a just society, and therefore
one in which social justice is respected.
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