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topics of our faculty. The common feature of those articles in the fields of social sciences and humanities is the their 
way of reconsidering  facts, concepts and  understandings  of  reviews  by  taking  advantage  of  current  form  of  
comparative interpretations.  
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SOCIAL INJUSTICE AS A PROBLEM OF HUMAN RIGHTS  
 

 

 

,  

berfin.kart@hotmail.com 

 

Abstract 

The questions what justice is and how justice is in a state or in a person can be realized 

are the perennial questions of philosophy. While some philosophers consider justice in its relation 

to economics, politics and biopolitics, others deal it in its relation to human rights and emphasize 

the connection between the protection of human rights and the realization of justice. Ioanna 

justice in connection with human rights. 

justice is an idea, a thought derived from cases or facts of 

injustice, as the human rights is an idea which is derived from the observation of violations of 

human rights that are state of affairs, i.e. facts. Within this context, social injustice is considered 

as a problem related to all basic rights that can be protected only directly. Although social 

injustice today is mostly considered as a problem of distribution of income or goods, it is also a 

philosophical, ethical, and political problem. 

In this paper, I will try to show how the concept of social injustice is determined from the 

what ar

injustice and human  
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The aspiration to justice is a perennial aspiration of humankind and the question of what 

an increase in 

they take up arms by which they annihilate people at random and themselves as well 

, 2013c, p. 23). 

 

 What is it about justice which causes people's aspirations for it to never cease and 

demands for it to constantly grow? What do people demand when they call an act or each other 

just or unjust one? Why do people talk about it so frequently? The notion of justice, which has 

always been most fervently and frequently disputed, is more than just an old problem of political 

philosophy based on the willingness simply to present the meaning of the concept by considering 

what is going on in the world and which rights are being violated. Overcoming the illusion of 

considering justice only politically and being able to present its content, scope and limits 

demands a conceptual analysis of not only justice, but also injustice. 

  Where should we look to conceptualize the idea of justice as d of thought: a 

, 2013c, p. 23), and be able to put forth the meaning of 

starting with the concept of injustice, which is a state of affairs, a fact , p. 25), 

rather than the idea of justice, make it easier to obtain the targeted answer? To where should we 

look in order to define what is just or unjust? What is justice about: an action, an agent, a state or 

about all of them? Is it a virtue? Or is justice an ex post facto creation that was developed only 

due to the emergence of the state? If justice is the first virtue of social institutions (Rawls, 1971, 

p.3), then how can a certain type of state be just?  The answers to these questions will help to 
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circumscribe and analyze the problems related to the epistemological and ethical aspects of 

justice. 

 Virtually every talk about the concept of justice begins with Plato and Aristotle because 

they tackled the concept of justice in great detail in their works and introduced the most 

referenced theories on the topic of justice. The reason their conceptions of justice are the most 

referenced is not just because they were first in time, but also because they provided the most 

influential and illuminating theories of justice. They give us insight into approaching the 

contemporary problems of justice and social injustice.  

 

Concept of Justice in Plato and Aristotle  

 Plato and Aristotle considered justice not only to be a political problem, but also an 

anthropological and ethical problem, as a problem related to question mankind and its virtues. In 

Republic, Plato described the just or unjust person using the allegory of the ring of Gyges and 

emphasized the importance of being a 

to pay everyone what is owed to him  

(Plato, 2003, p. 331e). Plato considered justice an individual virtue and also a characteristic of 

politeia. In searching for an answer to the question of who is a just person or how can a person be 

just, he tried to define the concept of justice in a bigger model, namely in a designed state or 

politeia and then he applied the reached concept of justice to the person. He defined a just person 

as the one who establishes a balance between the three parts of the soul (Plato, 2003, p. 583a), as 

he described as just a state (politeia) in which all three parts of it fulfill their own duties or works 

(Plato, 2003, p. 435b-c).  
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 Plato defines justice in Politeia as to pay everyone what is owed to him (Plato, 2003, p. 

331e). Just as what the art of medicine owes is providing the bodies with medicine and food and 

that of the art of cooking is flavoring dishes (Plato, 2003, p. 332c), justice is giving people what 

is owed to them. Justice is not something that favors the friend and harms the enemy (Plato, 

2003, p. 332d). What rights are owed is not favor for the friend and harm for the enemy (Plato, 

2003, p. 332a-d). Rather, justice is not favoring the friend if he is good or harming the enemy if 

he is bad (Plato 2003, p. 335b). Justice is not what is better for the ruler or whoever holds power 

(Plato, 2003, p. 338c- 339a). 

 

According to Plato, does no art or skill have any need either of itself or of any other art or skill, for 

thinking about what is good for it in the light of its own defects? And is this because no art or skill 

contains any defect or fault, and because it is not appropriate for an art or skill to pursue the good of 

anything other than that of which it is the art or skill? Isn't any art or skill itself, in the precise sense, 

without fault or blemish if it is correct -so long as it is entirely what it is? (Plato, 2003, p. 342b).  

 

 In the art of medicine, it is not what favors the doctor, but what favors the body that will 

be protected. Every doctor, as long as he practices his work, should not protect whatever favors 

him but rather what favors the patient. In essence, the person we call a doctor is not a merchant. 

He is a caretaker of the body (Plato, 2003, p. 342c-e). Not only in medicine, but in all forms of 

art including riding, navigation, governance and more, whatever is favored by that art should be 

 to the extent that he is in authority, thinks about 

or prescribes what is good for himself, but only what is good for the person or thing under his 

authority - 

of the state is expected not to protect and order whatever favors him, but rather whatever favors 

those persons or things under his authority (Plato, 2003, p. 342e).  To define a just person, he 
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inquires into the nature or parts of soul through which persons become just or unjust. According 

to Plato, the soul has specific functions such as investigating, decision making, and managing 

management, whereas a good soul 

2003, p. 353d-e). Justice is excellence of soul, but injustice is vice or defect of soul (Plato, 2003, 

p. 353e). The justice in question is not something found in only one person or something that will 

also how a polis can be just and what justice is in society as it is in an individual.  He seeks 

polis polis 

 

Maybe justice will be on a larger scale in what is larger, and easier to find out about. So if you 

similar inquiry into the individual, trying to find the likeness of the larger version in the form the 

smaller takes (Plato, 2003, p. 369a). 

 

 After finding out what justice is within a society, he then embarks upon investigating 

city was just when each of 

and perform his own proper task, when each of the elements within him is performing its proper 

ill be able to establish a just city. Of the three parts of soul the 

feel sexual desire, hunger, thirst, and the turmoil of the other desires can be called irrational and 
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third part is spirit (will), the thing which makes us behave in a spirited way (Plato, 2003, p. 

439e). What makes a politeia and a human just is the use of reason and the spirit (will). A person 

will be just if a balance is achieved between the appetitive and rational parts of the soul by use of 

the spirit or will establishing, and a city (polis) will be just when each elements of a city perform 

their own proper works the rulers do their work justly.  

 ,  and 

considered the just action as the mid(le) of two extreme poles in the Nicomachean Ethics. Justice 

but in relation to another person 

(Aristotle, 2011, p. 1129b 25).   

It is the most complete virtue because it is the use of complete virtue; it is complete because he who 

possesses it is able to use virtue also in relation to another, and not only as regar This 

justice, then, is not a part of virtue but the whole of virtue, and the injustice opposed to it is not a part 

of vice but the whole of vice (Aristotle ,2011, 1129b 30, 1130a 5).  

 

 Rectificatory or distributive justice, a virtue of the rational part of the soul in Aristotle, is 

related to rights and equality, and thus to lawfulness (Aristotle, 2011, 1131b 20-30); whereas 

injustice is related to what is against the law and equality (Aristotle, 2011, 1130b 10) and thus to 

the violation of righ

to be a significant account of justice because of its explicitly indicating us where to look at 

conceptualizing the idea of justice and his going from a state of affairs, namely from a state of 

injustice to the idea of justice.  

 Aristotle tackles the idea of justice identifying it as a virtue in its relation to ethics and 

politics and answers the followed questions: Where we should look for in defining the concept of 
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justice and injustice? What is justice about, the agent of action or the action itself? Under what 

circumstances can an act be called just or unjust?  

 Injustice is characterized by excess and deficiency (Aristotle, 2011, p. 1134a 8-11), as a 

lack of virtue. While Plato considers the justness of both the individual and the state in his work 

Politeia, Aristotle deals with the justness of both the individual as a virtue of character and of the 

ruler of the state from whom is expected to secure the justice in the state, and the state itself. 

Then the holders of justice are every single individual or person, ruler of the state and the state. 

 Like Plato, Aristotle also defines justice as a character virtue, and it is related to both the 

justness of individuals and the justness of the state. A just social order or a just politeia is 

considered possible only with just rulers and citizens. Only a society composed of just citizens 

and rulers can be a just society or politeia. Plato and Aristotle both emphasize the connection 

between justice and state governance, in particular, by ascribing a similar duty to rulers of the 

state.  

 

good. Hence people have nobly declared that the goo

there are many actions, arts, and sciences, the ends too are many: of medicine, the end is health; of 

is some end of our actions that we wish for on account of itself, the rest being things we wish for on 

account of this end, and if we do not choose all things on account of something else-for in this way 

the process will go on infinitely such that the longing involved is empty and pointless-clearly this 

-since all knowledge and every 

choice have some good as the object of their longing-let us state what it is that we say the political art 

aims at and -20; 

1095a 15).  
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happiness  the good is an end for the sake of 

which we want everything and other things, then it is the work of the primary and most important 

science, namely political science. The purpose of politics  (Aristotle, 

2011, p. 1094b 6). Political science is interested in which science or sciences are necessary for 

the city, and thus for every single individual living in that city, and it addresses the issue as to 

who needs to learn which science or sciences and to what extent. Just as reaching the highest 

good, happiness, is the duty of the individual, so it is also the duty of political science to achieve 

especially, for he wishes to make the citiz

1102a 5). Possessing knowledge of what is good for the citizens rulers make laws and other kinds 

of arrangements that enable citizens to live according to virtue in the state.   

 By stating that the purpose of politics is to attain happiness or, rather, what is good for the 

individual, and that this is only possible through  

or living virtuously, Aristotle allocates primary responsibility for this to the politicians. The 

politicians are required to act in accordance with justice as a virtue performing their duties in the 

inseparable from ethics. He argues that politics is possible only basing on ethics and ethics 

precedes politics. In this sense, both citizens and the politicians are required to act in accordance 

with justice as a virtue of the rational part of the soul. However, the duty of distinguishing 

between fairness and unfairness, and justice and injustice mainly belongs to the ruler, or rather 

doing of injustice among them (though among those for whom there is the doing of injustice, not 
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-1134b). 

 protecting rights and freedoms preventing 

injustice paving the way for the just

politics and ethics are interrelated and the aim of politics as an institution is such that decides 

how social relations will be organized. Moreover, it identifies the principles on which these 

relations are based and is designed to enable citizen to live ethically.  

 Both Plato and Aristotle follow the same paths in defining justice. They try to define the 

concept of justice by establishing their origin point on the basis of facts or certain states of affairs 

which aim to arrive to the idea or what ought to be. What is emphasized in both philosophers' 

accounts of justice is the consideration of the will of the individual to obtain justice and the will 

accounts of justice is their ways, respectively, of handling justice when it deviates from real life 

and actual experience. This exemplifies to us how ideas such as justice might be approached with 

knowledge or, insofar as epistemology is concerned, how they can be conceptualized and the 

manner in which the relation between an universal (idea) and a particular (state of affairs) can be 

established.  

 

 

 Since the demand for justice is ever growing in the contemporary world, we witness 

certain efforts to conceptualize justice based on experiences of injustice as conceptualized by 

Plato and Aristotle. From these aspirations to justice, we recognize that an unjust social order, 
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unjust acts and unjust persons are everywhere as a real fact. Therefore, desire for justice is 

progressing and the concept of justice is still on the agenda of the philosophers in newly 

developed conceptual frameworks. While some philosophers consider justice in relation to 

economics, politics and biopolitics, others consider it in relation to human rights and emphasize 

the connection between the protection of human rights and the realization of justice. One of the 

contemporary thinkers who tackles justice, especially social justice in connection with human 

hat justice is an idea, a thought1 derived from cases of 

injustice, as the human rights is an idea which is derived from the observation of violations of 

2, human rights violations are a state of affairs, i.e. facts. 

Furthermore, every unjust situation may cause a violation of rights and in the societies where 

income, positions, and opportunities in general are distributed unjustly or unequally, we 

frequently encounter human rights violations. For this reason, it can be argued that social 

injustice is a violation of human rights and may unavoidably cause some human rights problems. 

In unjust societies or unjust states in which the rulers of the state prioritize individual or group 

interests instead of eliminating injustice, human rights violations increase as a result of the people 

not being able to obtain what they deserve or they are not given what is owed to them. Moreover, 

every violation of rights brings about injustice. These violations - taking the form of unfairness or 

injustice - can be seen at the individual level as well as the national and even global levels. 

 

                                                 
1 each piece of 
which is related to an object independent of itself-
which also creates its object- , 2007, p. 440). 

2 ifferent kinds of rights, which have 
varying implications in different actual situations, since there are various ways of violating and disregarding them. 
This means that there are different ki  2007, p. 441). 
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In connection with the individual, injustice appears as a certain way of treating individuals, a 

treatment which, directly or indirectly, violates or hinders the fulfillment of, one or some of their 

rights. In connection with the State, injustice appears today as the state of affairs, in which a state 

itself through its own organs- either violates, or does not carry out in the existing conditions the 

implications of, the basic rights of a part of its citizens, or it does not interfere effectively through its 

appropriate organs- with such violation and disregard. Global injustice also appears as a state of 

affairs, in which basic and other rights of the individuals of a group, or of the majority in a country, 

are violated or disregarded in favour of the interests of other groups or countries 

25). 

 

 

 At all three levels, injustice as a direct or indirect violation of rights, hinders the 

rights express some necessities, related to each human being. These necessities appear as 

demands to recognize and observe the value of the human being, i.e., they appear as demands to 

 

 

the value of human being which is the results of having some properties and potentialities3 

different from other livings or creatures. These properties and potentialities alone make mankind 

ea that 

the human being is a valuable or dignified being because of having these potentialities in his or 

the value of the human being

of this being occupies among other living beings (K   

                                                 

3According to K
Curie discover radium, Saint- Little Prince and many others achieve what they have indeed 
achieved, the blessings of which only some of us enjoy. This is the knowledge of what a human being can become 

, 2007, p. 442). 
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potentialities in individuals, becomes the cause of mankind and is also the task of each individual. On 

the other hand, this protection of the potentialities of the human being becomes the right of every 

individual belonging to the species called human: the possibility to develop these potentialities must be 

secured also for him or her. These demands to protect in individuals the potentialities proper to the 

potentialities for each individual is but asking for the safeguard of our place in the universe; it is the 

will to protect our own value. This amounts to protect individuals for the sole reason that they are 

-6). 

 

 The human rights possessed by every human being simply and only on account of being a 

member of humanity leads to the idea that all humans are equal in dignity, because having rights 

has been reduced to only being a member of the human race. This idea of human rights implies 

that every individual belonging to this species should treat, and should be treated by others, in a 

manner such that everyone may actualize his or her potentialities or capacities, which constitute 

rights are principles or demands according to which we should act (active perspective) and 

according to which we should be behaved (passive perspective) 4. 

Human rights are not the demands related to the groups in which individuals live, but rather to 

the individuals comprising that group.  

interrelated and form an indivisible whole, as demands, they show some remarkable differences: a 

part of these demands is connected directly with human potentialities, another with the preconditions 

necessary for their development, in general, while another part of them is connected with certain 

                                                 
4 dividual, and every human individual, should or 
should not be treated. This is what it is makes such a norm a right and then a human right. Thus, considered from the 
passive perspective, human rights are basic norms for legislation. Still, considered from the active perspective, they 
are also norms of conduct in interhuman public relations. They express the minimum conditions of ethical action in 

 2013d, 58). 
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kinds of demands and to include in the concept of human rights the interdictory demands concerning 

the security of the individual and/or the so- fundamental freedoms

related to the preconditions for the protection of human potentialities in general (rights such as the 

right to 

 

 

Human rights that may be violated or protected by the state or persons should be 

distinguished from citizenship rights which are gr

states that human rights are rights of the individual, but not all the rights of the individual are 

human rights and distinguishes human rights from given rights. While all human rights aim to 

protect the value or dignity of the human being, some are directly related to the realization of 

potentialities of human being, whereas others are related to the preconditions needed for these 

potentialities to be fulfilled, and others still are related to other variables. 

human rights  to only the first two kinds of demands, so the 

security of the individual and/or the so-called fundamental freedoms5, as well as the demands 

related to the preconditions for the protection of human potentialities in general (rights such as 

work, etc.) included in the concept of human rights 

                                                 

5 Right  
how he should be treated - Freedom

, 2009, p. 23- eedoms that 
should not be confused despite being related to each other: a) freedom of the human being as a species which she 

regarding the organization of social relations. The first one among these types of freedom is a structural potentiality 
of the human being, the second one is a particular property of people, and the third one is a thought of necessity, 

 7, 27). Freedom that we can refer to as ethical and social freedom always 
appears as a value, namely the value of a person and a social value. Although Kant did not make such distinction, 
deducing such a distinction seems to be possible based on his statements on ethics and politics. 
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first kind are considered to be directly connected with the exercise of human potentialities which 

are supposed to be possessed by each person: 

hile exercising activities proper to the 

human being only. They demand the protection of rights which cannot be given (by a state), but can 

these rights only -to use the conventional 

wording - 

opinion, expression, and peaceful association fall under this category of ri , 2013a, 

p.7). 

 

When all these rights which all human beings have are respected and protected in a given 

country or state, they become freedoms. In the countries where these rights are not protected, 

insecurity becomes dominant. In the countries where these rights are violated by the state, the 

 

that the reason of the insecurity and oppressions we face almost everywhere around the world is 

the failure in protecting human rights or basic rights. Besides these basic rights or this category of 

  

belong to each individual, as human individual, i.e., which are not given, but neither can be respected 

nor violated. They are demands related to the preconditions affording each individual the possibility 

to develop his human potentialities. Rights such as the right to a standard l

health, the right to education, etc.  

 

These kinds of rights can be protected indirectly through other rights given to the 

individuals by the state through social, economic, (and some) political rights and public 
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The main difference between these two groups of rights lies in the methods by which they 

are protected. The first group of human rights in which all human beings are equal needs to be 

protected only when it is subjected to a given violation. The legal guarantees of these rights of the 

fundamental freedoms

human rights by many human rights theorists and referred to as human rights in numerous 

is because, unlike other rights, people do not have equal access to these rights in the world, such 

rights differ from country to country, and they exist in every country to the extent that they have 

been acquired through struggles for these rights. Where these rights are equally distributed to all 

citizens in a country, human rights can be protected, whereas in other places where their 

distribution is unfair, people will not get the chance to realize their human potentialities. This 

inevitably leads to human rights violations. For this reason, although given rights are not 

considered within the scope of human rights, they constitute the necessary conditions for the 

(Ku

political decisions taken in a country. The limits of which may be drawn in different proportions 

according to the existing conditions in each country. The basic human rights can be protected by 

-

10).  

Social Injustice as a Human Rights Problem 

 As practical principles human rights cannot be limited or violated for any reason or by 

anyone. Claiming that these principles can be limited in some conditions inevitably opens the 
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door to the violation of rights. Social injustice in a city or the state causes also violations of some 

fundamental rights of citizens. radi, injustice,  

in general, would denote the state of affairs in which the existing conditions are unfavorable to, or 

hinder individuals or groups from, exercising their human rights  conditions created directly or 

indirectly, by other individuals or groups, either at the national or international levels

2013c,  p. 26).  

 

 To eliminate injustice at national and the international level, all obstacles and unsuitable 

conditions must be abolished, and the limits of the given rights must be righteously drawn by the 

state(s). The state(s) has the duty to protect basic rights, but also to create the conditions with 

which basic rights can be protected. Social and economic rights may be laid down and 

implemented in a country only by the state(s). The given or 

taken

human rights are protected, where they are not, the preconditions necessary for the actualizing of 

human potentialities a  

 That the increasing inequality and the failure in equally providing citizens with the 

conditions required for them to actualize their human potentialities or the failure to provide these 

conditions at a sufficient level causes the increasing demand for justice as well as the 

corresponding struggles against human rights violations. The failure of the state and of state 

officials to organize and conduct social and economic relations in accordance with the principle 

of equality, for the sake of protecting basic rights, leaves us to confront the fact of social 

injustice. Although social injustice today is mostly perceived as a problem regarding income 

justice appears as a 

problem related to all basic rights which can be protected only indirectly , 2013b, p. 

12). 
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relation of basic rights as nutrition, health and education with the social, economic and cultural 

rights provided by state by means of some regulations an organizations. Social injustice emerges 

when the limits of these rights are not drawn duly by the state for all citizens based on the 

principle of equality- and when the living conditions provided remain under the level required for 

terms, is a philosophical, ethical, and political a, p. 9)   

 First, social injustice is a philosophical problem because the first precondition to struggle 

against it is to have a clear definition or concept of social injustice. In this way, we can see what 

its elimination from a country or the world requires. Second, social injustice is an ethical problem 

because it is a state of affairs in which people are prevented from realizing their human 

potentialities and, as a result, their dignity is injured. Not having sufficient income and other 

possibilities necessary for a decent life causes citizens to remain below the line under which a 

person cannot live humanly. And finally, social injustice is also a political problem because it is 

the duty of a state to enable every citizen to exercise the potentialities that exclusively belong to 

the human species. The state is responsible for any failure of the equal distribution of wealth, 

positions and other possibilities and for those citizens who are incapable of exercising their 

human potentialities due to insufficient and unequal living conditions. States have the power and 

ability to establish a just social order, providing each of its citizens the conditions in which they 

can exercise their basic rights and protect their human dignity. 

, a part of the citizens lives in air-conditioned villas or flats while another 

part of the citizens lives in caves or mud-

in Cadillacs, while some other children of the same age have to carry loads in order to earn their 

because they like them 

equally and cannot decide for one against the other- while some others, in order to survive, consent to 
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 Clearly, here we see social injustice as an ethical and political problem: 

If a new Mazda RX-7 can be purchased anywhere in the world for the price of 250 thousand 

tead of saving 

even want instead of feeding an African family for a week, if a high school principal prevents a 

student from attending school for having A

will die in a couple months anyway (Solomon, 2004, p. 13-14). 

 

 This means that we are now confronting an important ethical and political problem, 

namely of social injustice at national and global levels. As these examples clearly show, social 

injustice is not a problem that relates to a particular state; it is not only a national problem, nor 

the problem of only poor and developing countries. Rather, social injustice is a problem for all 

nations - whether they are poor, developing, and developed - at both the national and 

international levels.  

 

human rights by taking into consideration both the individuals and states. Even if the problems or 

the dimensions of the problems are slightly different, social injustice is an ethical problem when 

considered from an individual perspective and a political problem from the perspective of the 

state, yet in both cases it is a significant problem of the global world in which we all live.   

 No matter how much social injustice exists in a country, no matter how many citizens are 

deprived of basic individual rights, there are also some citizens who do not experience lack of 

rights. 

basic rights are not at all protected; it is the situation in which such rights are not protected for all 

07, p. 446). In a country where social injustice 

exists, equal protection of the rights of all citizens will not be ensured. 
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 As far as the state is concerned, social injustice,  

arises first of all when governments, while drawing the limits of social, economic and some of the 

political rights, do not take into consideration the connection existing between this kind of rights and 

the indirectly protected basic rights; when, during this drawing of limits, factors other than the 

demand to protect the respective basic rights interfere  ignorance above all, and interests: personal, 

group and class interests, etc. Or, when laws determining the establishment and operation of social 

and economic relations, for example, tax-laws, the civil code and other acts and laws of narrower 

scope are enacted without taking into account the intimate connection existing between this kind of 

rights and the indirectly protected basic rights, i.e., are drawn without taking into account their 

principal implications under the existing conditions -14). 

 

 In some developing countries where social injustice exists because governments do not or 

cannot distribute goods and positions equally, but not in favour of the needy, it is impossible to 

always prevent the exploitation of some citizens by other citizens and by the state, along with the 

violation of basic rights of some citizens by others who try to exclusively protect their own 

personal interest. As a result, social injustice emerges in social life since states fail to distribute 

2007, p. 448). From the point of view of the state, the main reason for social injustice is that the 

governments do not or cannot do: to  privations and 

penuries , p. 14). That is the type of social injustice encountered especially in 

poor and Third World countries. Although there are laws that can prevent this and enable the 

protection of indirectly protected rights in those countries, since some other laws are required for 

the operation of these laws, equal protection of the indirectly protected rights of all citizens fails 

to occur6. 

                                                 
6 For example, some citizens buy three bottles at once of an imported beauty-cream, while others cannot find heart 
medicine on the market, or if they find it, cannot buy it becaus  2013b, p. 14).  
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 Fundamentally, social injustice has almost nothing to do with the degree of protection of 

the indirectly protected rights, but with the failure to afford the possibilities of equal protection of 

these rights for all citizens. Social injustice is the situation where given rights are not protected 

equally and for all citizens, or where their protection is indirectly hindered. For individuals,  

recognize that the fulfillment of this right will depend, 

for example, through 

corrupt official processes which divert resources to an elite at the expense of the needy, or through 

indiffere  

  

2007, p. 448) After underlying the central position of the state in elimination of social injustice, 

the key role in establishing social justice belongs to the state as is the case for all given rights.  

 

Conclusion 

 Social injustice, being more than a problem of the unequal sharing of the national income 

or of wealth and positions in a state, is a crucial problem that must be eliminated.  In dealing with 

the problem of social injustice in a country or in the world, it must be considered as an ethical 

problem that is related to the value of human beings, and for that we first need the knowledge of 

what a human being is (namely, the knowledge regarding to the ontological properties and 

potentialities of the human being); then the knowledge related to the ethical foundations of 

human rights (to understand that the protection of human rights is an ethical problem, and both 

the violators of rights and whose rights are violated are humans, and that each rights violation is 

an ethical problem); then we need a clear conception of social injustice (the fact that social 

injustice emerges not only as a consequence of the failure of the equal distribution of wealth and 
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positions among citizens, but also not supplying more to the needy); and then we need to 

understand that social injustice is mainly a political problem (namely, it is the state which both 

causes social injustice indirectly and can eliminate it through  laws and institutions and 

organizations) and, lastly, we need to understand the close connection between social justice and 

human rights (to fail in providing social justice in a country or in the world, in distributing wealth 

and poverty among citizens in accordance with the principle of equality and in favour of the 

needy, always results with  the violation of the rights of some citizens).  

 The elimination of social injustice - or injustice in general - and the establishment of a just 

politicians or state officials. The precondition of the protection of the basic rights of all people as 

human beings and enabling everyone to benefit from these rights is a just arrangement of public 

relations in a respective country and in the world at large. Social, economic, political, and cultural 

rights differ from country to country according to their own conditions. These rights must be 

provided to all citizens equally, and every individual must be given the opportunity to exercise 

their basic rights and realize their human potential. When rulers or politicians are making laws, 

reviewing and arranging human rights documents or laws in effect, developing new legal norms 

or state institutions, providing economic, social, and political rights, they should consider 

whether these rights protect basic individual rights directly or indirectly and whether this 

protection is available for all people. Also they should ask themselves the question as to the 

extent to which they desire to protect and preserve the ontological potential of the human being, 

human value and dignity. To that extent, every ruler or politician who considers protecting 

human dignity to be a core value and who passes legislation to this end and who abides by this 
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purpose in the enforcement of laws, this makes our world a place where social injustice, 

exploitation and poverty are abolished and justice, human rights and freedom will reign. 
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