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It

s director of the Polish Economic
Institute, | do not write prefaces to
our papers very often. | am making
an exception for this special paper, which analy-
ses the works of Pope John Paul Il from the point
of view of economic discourse. Too few people
are aware of how Karol Wojtyla's philosophy and
teaching touches on economic theory or shapes

how we should think about present-day social
and economic problems, as well as the role Piotr Arak
of the state and the market in alleviating them. Dlieie) @ s AElE (SEanaE tstives

This paper written for us by Joseph P. Rice has shown me how can we interpret the contem-
porary economic debate by framing it in the deeper context of what it means to be human, as well
as how we can use Wojtyla's teaching to pursue a more value - based version of capitalism -, one
that benefits people.

The social teaching of the Catholic Church, shared by John Paul Il, emphasizes that inter-
personal and business relations must be based on an understanding of their human dimension.
Dehumanised, the free market leads to pathologies. A healthy free market is founded on mutual
trust, honesty and cooperation - indispensable elements of social capital.

For the Pope, the Church's social doctrine is neither some kind of a "third way" between liberal
capitalism and Marxist collectivism, nor an alternative to other, less radically- opposed solutions:
it is an independent category. Nor is not an ideology either; rather, it is an accurate formulation
of the results of in-depth reflection on the complex reality of human existence in society - a local
and global community - carried out in the light of ecclesial faith and tradition. Its main goal is to
explain this reality by examining its conformity (or lack thereof) with what the Gospel teaches about
man and his temporal and transcendent vocation; it therefore seeks to guide Christian conduct.

In Capital in the Twenty-First Century, French economist Thomas Piketty analyses the accumu-
lation of wealth and inequality during periods of advanced capitalism - problems that many earlier
popes and saints considered harmful for the social fabric. Piketty describes forms of inequality
that were also noticed in Catholic social teaching. This paper confronts the works of John Paul Il
with great economic minds to seek much- needed inspiration for the renewal of the Western
economic model.

As you will see in this paper, for John Paul Il, an economic order based on an adequate under-
standing of what is good for humanity is the only model that guarantees opportunities for the just
and integral development and enrichment of nations. This message is very much desired by many
people in the aftermath of the COVID-19 health and economic crisis. We all need a better version
of ourselves and the economy. Maybe this time the works of John Paul Il could help design better
economic rules or at least help us understand what we have been doing wrong.
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Executive Summary

he year 2020 was a time of fear, in a context of hope. Dominated by a dangerous pan-

demic, it was also the 100th anniversary of the birth of Karol Wojtyta, the philosopher and

poet who, as Pope John Paul ll, began his pontificate with the words, “Do not be afraid!”
This short monograph looks to his writings to develop a useful program for economic, political,
and cultural renewal after the COVID-19 pandemic, in dialogue with a few contemporary eco-
nomic theorists, and to reinforce an adequate understanding of human freedom in the context
of an existential fear.

Wojtyta's perspective, steeped in the Polish Romantic tradition, and formed through his expe-
rience of two totalitarian systems, is one in which freedom can be used, or abused. The proper use
of freedom depends on an accurate perception of human dignity. Poland had fallen into partition,
in part, because of the liberum veto, which inhibited a governmental response. Nazism and Com-
munism represented an opposite extreme, reducing persons to isolated parts of a societal whole
that purported alone to give meaning to human life.

Wojtyta appeals to the experience of Adam, the first man: human freedom finds its meaning
in light of an original gift from the Creator requiring a creative response. Freedom is made for love,
and it is grounded realistically, in the truth of everyday human experience. Both individualist con-
sumerism and objective totalism substitute some form of ideology for this human truth. The result
is the dehumanization of a society, as humans are re-purposed for individual or collective ends.
When this happens, the solidarity in relation to a shared common good that should animate the
society can be lost. The value of a human life can be reduced to its potential for achieving ma-
terial goods or state priorities. Each perspective promises an illusory freedom. Only the human
conscience, discovered in solitude, can resupply the conditions for solidarity and dialogue to exist.

Otherwise, when the value of human life is reduced to anything less than its being “worth”
the love of God, human life and human work become exchangeable commaodities for individual or
societal advancement. In this context, humans become insecure; their fear of loss is manifested in
a desire to possess things, while never possessing themselves. John Paul calls for us to place our
security and hope in God, abandoning all fear, and calming unruly desires.

For Wojtyla every responsible action should culminate in a gift of self that expresses the grati-
tude that is owed to the Creator, in light of which the value of the human person is not quantifiable,
or reducible to terms of exchange. It is therefore a mistake to rely entirely on economic models that
see human interactions only in terms of exchange, ignoring the deeper communion that they are
meant to bring about. We can't see each other as neighbors, as long as we see each other primarily
in terms of economic exchange.

Wojtyta therefore describes a need to see through what is “exchangeable” to the depths
of the "non-exchangeable man," the full-valued human being who cannot be reduced to a com-
modity. This non-exchangeable man lives not to acquire things, but to realize himself as a person.
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Although he may exchange the finite products of his work in an economic context, he does not view
himself as exchangeable. His humanity is not something abstract for him, but his concrete potential
to participate in a community of justice and love.

The guiding principle in all spheres of society (political, economic, and cultural), must be the
truth about the transcendence of each human as a person. Otherwise, a society will fall into con-
flict, internally or externally. The formation of consciences to see this truth unites a society, and is
an indispensable condition of peace, as well as of economic freedom.

The pandemic represents, for some theorists, an opportunity to reorganize society to correct
systemic inequality. Inclusive economic models that promise sustainable growth by adding value to
an economy long into the future would be joined with other forms of social inclusivity to realize out-
comes that are more fair, and therefore more just. Applying John Paul's anthropological principle,
it would be important to measure such progress not merely quantitatively, but also qualitatively.

The pandemic has stressed economies, making weaknesses more apparent. Piketty, Mazzu-
cato, and Rodrik have highlighted some of these, proposing specific forms of public intervention or
structural corrections. The World Economic Forum has gone further, taking the lead in proposing
a radical, comprehensive “Great Reset” of all societal spheres, resolving inequities by preferring
“stakeholder” to “shareholder” capitalism, and reimagining families and other societal institutions.
All of these approaches seek to create a system that is both inclusive and sustainable.

Although John Paul does not offer specific economic advice, he does call for any economic
or social proposal to pass a twofold test: is it workable, given human nature, and is it just, not only
to other humans, but also to God? In light of that test, several principles for a post-pandemic
economy may be developed from John Paul's thought, beginning from the need for an adequate
anthropological vision, to a call not for a Great Reset of the terms of economic and social exchange,
formally imposed from above, but a Great Renewal of the solidary attitudes that foster just, work-
able relations, beginning in the subsidiary relations of the family, in which God and neighbor are first
discovered and loved. These principles are summarized here, and elaborated more fully in the text.

1. An adequate anthropology. We can’t build a human society if we don’t know what “human”
means.

2. The gift of self. God loves us, and creation, into existence. The purpose of human life is to
make a gift of ourselves and creation back to God, loving each other for His sake.

3. Godisthe Source and Purpose of every human life. Otherwise, humans become like things,
parts of a whole, and alienated from participation in community.

4. Society begins organically, from the family, not artificially, from the state. The state properly
serves the family, not the other way around.

5. Love requires equality, which requires a common good. Unless we understand the common
good properly, as a metaphysical, human good, we risk reducing social participation
to terms of material exchange.

6. God is the most important common good. Equality comes from Him. The state is not its
arbiter, but its legitimate defender.

7. Self-interest is a good thing, but only as long as it is rightly ordered to the love of God.
The integrity of the social order depends on it.
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8. Workis not a commodity, work products can be, in light of the common good.

9. Markets exist for persons, not persons for markets. Markets must therefore answer to,
and defend, the integrity of the family.

10. State interventions must respect the principles of solidarity and subsidiarity.

11. The state exists so that humans may flourish, not the other way around.

12. The rule of law is a condition of freedom, but only when laws are just expressions of the truth
about the human person. An unjust law is no law at all, but an act of violence.

13. “Building back” is not automatically “better”; it may suppose a disruption greater than
the pandemic itself, unless what is being built is an authentic human community.

14. Efficient economies are an illusion, unless they are effectively human economies.

15. Every society begins in a culture, from which its economics and politics proceed. A culture
creates conditions for human flourishing to the extent that it is centered on God.

16. A false choice between totalism and nihilism reflects a lack of hope and humility, which are
essential to see clearly where we are and where we need to go.

17. Itis therefore not a Great Reset that we need, so much as a Great Renewal.

Every social or economic model is based on certain assumptions, and is only as accurate
as its assumptions. Wojtyta focuses on the anthropological assumptions, tracing them to their met-
aphysical roots. Every man has a dimension that is exchangeable, for example, his work product,
and a dimension that is not, for example, the dignity with which he has performed the work.

John Paul calls us to transcend mathematical and empirical models to access their anthro-
pological and ethical foundations—to move from the exchangeable to the non-exchangeable
man. Economists need not do metaphysics to see that human experience transcends their ability
to model it.

The non-exchangeable value of the human person marks a way to a post-pandemic future
characterized not by grand schemes or great resets that reorder the material conditions of a soci-
ety, but of a great renewal of the spiritual heart of a civilzation.
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Abbreviations

CA - John Paul ll. 1091. Encyclical Letter Centesimus Annus (May 1, 1991).

DM- John Paul Il. 1980. Encyclical Letter Dives in Misericordia (November 30, 1080).

EE - John Paul ll. 2003. Apostolic Exhortation Ecclesia in Europa (June 28, 2003).

FC - John Paul ll. 1981. Apostolic Exhortation Familiaris Consortio (November 22, 1981).

GS - Second Vatican Ecumenical Council. Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World
Gaudium et spes (December 7, 1965).

LE - John Paul ll. 1981b. Encyclical Letter Laborem Exercens (September 14, 1981).

LF - John Paul ll. 1094. Letter to Families from Pope John Paul I, Gratissimam Sane (February 2, 1994).

RN - Leo XIlI. 1891. Encyclical Letter Rerum Novarum (May 15, 1891).

ST - Aquinas, Thomas. Summa Theologiae.
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Introduction

he year 2020 marked the 100th anniversary of the birth of Karol Wojtyta, the future Pope

John Paul ll, at a moment when the world was reeling from the effects of a global war and

a deadly pandemic. 1920 was a moment of renewal for the Polish nation as it reestab-
lished the Polish state, defeated a foreign invader, and began to rebuild a society that had survived
more than a century of national partition by dint of its culture more than its politics. As we contem-
plate life after the COVID-19 pandemic, it may be useful to look to the principles that John Paul Il,
a philosopher and a pope, proposes as a foundation for economic, political, and cultural renewal.
| will present his ideas on economic renewal in light of some of his earlier work from his pre-papal
period. | will then use his ideas to engage recent proposals from the economists Thomas Piketty,
Mariana Mazzucato, and Dani Rodrik, before recommending a path forward from the COVID-19
pandemic. For simplicity, | will generally refer to John Paul Il as "Wojtyta," except when referring to
his papal teachings as such.

The Polish Romantic tradition that formed Wojtyta as a poet adopted a battle cry of soli-
darity: “For our freedom, and yours!" The post-pandemic renewal will require more than a matter
of economic or social theory; it will also seek a renewed sense of freedom. Living in fear, isolation,
and lockdown to control an invisible virus, people have felt less free, and they crave more than
a socio-economic solution. European Commission President Ursula von der Leyen redeployed
the archaic term respair, a return to hope after a moment of despair, to call for a Great Reset of all
social, economic, and political institutions (Meyers 2020). Her use of the term, if not her intent, calls
to mind John Paul Il's cry at the beginning of his pontificate: “Be not afraid!"

11
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Wojtyla’s Experience:
Fear as a Motive for Hope

homas Hobbes (1680) wrote, of his premature birth as the Spanish armada sailed against

England in 1588, that he and fear were born twins together. In 1920, Wojtyta was born into

a life of hope in Poland's recovered freedom. Despite losing his family, including a brother
who heroically gave his life as a physician during an epidemic, Wojtyta would persevere in hope
under Nazi and Soviet totalitarianism, in response to which his writings would constitute a primer
on the use and abuse of freedom (Wojtyta 1994, 485-90; Williams 1991 252, n. 74).

It is difficult to understand Wojtyta apart from his experience of totalitarian systems, which,
Hannah Arendt reports in The Origins of Totalitarianism (1973), destroy communities by isolating in-
dividuals in anxiety, loneliness, and fear. They reduce persons to interchangeable parts of a whole,
separating them from a consciousness of their origins and ends, insinuating false criteria into their
consciences, and rendering them rootless and superfluous apart from the state. The natural hu-
man perception of a transcendent dignity of each concrete person gives way to the ersatz value
of a humanity” universally conceived, in the face of which the freedom of the individual becomes
problematic, even an obstacle. Against this abuse, Wojtyta affirms human freedom and dignity,
recalling Adam, the first man, who receives the world as a gift, and transforms it with his given po-
tential. Totalitarian systems deny that humans are open to truth and freedom, insisting, ideologi-
cally, that we are merely parts of a rationalized whole from which we derive all of our value.

The totalitarian ideology provides a framework not only for social pressure to conform, but
also for a utopian future independent from actual experience. The ideology holds the system
together, relieving devotees from any burden of seeking the truth about a common good to unite
them. The ideological form of a system replaces the human content of a social community. The
resulting dehumanization of the society diminishes its sense of solidarity, preparing the way to state
control. The paradoxical antidote to the sense of rootlessness, superfluousness, and loneliness
that makes a society vulnerable to the appeal of such an ideology is the authentic solitude that is
an essential condition for dialogue.

Even as he opposes totalitarianism, John Paul Il implies in his social teachings that a similar
effect may even result from consumerism, a falsification of freedom that consists in persons defin-
ing their worth according to material possessions, and thus reducing themselves, in their own eyes
and the eyes of others, to the comparative value of whatever they seek to possess (CA 19). Thus
reduced, humans become exchangeable—a quantified resource, a measurable commodity. At the
same time, they may mistake this reduction for the essence of freedom. Once human work appears
not as a manifestation of subjective dignity, but as material for objective exchange, the community
of human subjects risks decaying into a rationalized social whole, objectified as much by its fear
of loss as by its desire to possess (CA 6, 31-32, 41; LE 7). John Paul II's answer to this danger is to treat
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fear not as a void, but as an occasion for hope, a relative certainty about the potential of human
agents to transform a society when they focus on who they are, rather than what they might have,
and on the true purpose of freedom, which is to love (cf. Wojtyta 1986, 120).

13
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The Value of Humanity:
the Gift of Self

or Wojtyta, human dignity finds its natural expression in participation in a community.
Authentic communities form in relation to common ends that recognize the non-ex-
changeable value of a human life, and they reflect and are founded in what he calls a mu-
tual “gift of self" (1986, 82-92; 1974, 168). Like Adam, humans can perceive creation as an original
gift, to which the only adequate response is give oneself away to God and others (1999, 265, 271).
Wojtyta often counseled married couples (Weigel 1999, 98-102, 215-19), and exemplifies self-gift in
acts of conjugal intercourse open to new life (1986, 205; 1980, 32), but he also locates this experi-
ence at the apex of every authentic act of a person (1994, 430-1). To give oneself away to another
person is to see both | and Thou in the presence of an Absolute Thou who confirms one's moral
participation in a social communion, a We (1994, 397-408). Borrowing from St. John of the Cross,
Wojtyta traces a paradigm of communion - participation - transformation: persons participate
in a common good through the self-gift of moral action, thus transforming themselves and their
communities (Wojtyta 2003, 106-7). All human acts disclose a personal structure of self-determina-
tion, self-integration, self-possession, self-dominion, and ultimately, self-gift. Morally good actions
intensify this structure, potentiating one for further self-gift (Wojtyta 1094, 151-53, 430-1).
For Wojtyta, this participation is always moral, never numerical. The gift of self is not reduc-
ible to quantity; it extends to the metaphysical depth of interpersonal love. Deep within, recalling
Augustine's profession,

My weight is my love: by that am | borne, wherever | am borne. By your gift, we are inflamed.. . .
(Augustine, Confessions, 13, 9, 10).

Wojtyta locates a “proper weight” of the person, the gift of a “nonexchangeable” core,
an “ultra-historical root element"—phenomenologically accessible, yet metaphysically profound—
disclosing the receptivity of a moral potential disclosed in conscience (Wojtyta 1999, 125, 128). Over
the exchangeable perspective of *having,” Wojtyta emphasizes the non-exchangeable perspective
of "being," a metaphysical recognition requiring a moral response (cf. CA 36). In the gift of self, what
one gives away is not one's own being (which already belongs to God), but one's moral potential,
dedicating both intellect and will to assist another person to reach moral fulfillment. One's moral
autonomy is preserved throughout, relative to God, who is the one last End of all (1974).

In his poetic and dramatic works, Wojtyta describes an intuition in the moral conscience
of God as the Source and End of one's being (Wojtyta 1999, 277; GS 13). The “given’ discloses
a transcendent Giver (cf. Schmitz 1980, 263-66). Performing good moral actions, one discovers
that other persons are a sign of the presence of God; on the one hand, there are humans who give,
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and receive—and on the other, a divine Giver, an absolute Person, who makes giving and receiving
possible. Conscience, where gift and Giver are perceived together, becomes synonymous with the
experience of being a person (1984, 90; 1994, 315).

In conscience, truth and goodness appear as non-negotiable. As values, truth and goodness
imply a concomitant intuition of the presence of an Absolute Person, or Source. This intuition is
there in all moral acts, but most clearly in religious acts and in conjugal acts open to life. In reli-
gious acts, God is perceived first as a transcendent Other, then as an Absolute Thou. In conjugal
acts, God is perceived as the Creator of a new life that may come to be. In each case, there is the
perception of a moral obligation, in the order of justice. In religious acts, that means orienting one's
life to God. In conjugal acts, that means spouses loving each other as persons, affirming the rights
of the Creator, and welcoming any child who may begin to exist through this particular act of inter-
course. Religious and conjugal acts give birth to families and communities, inform societies with
moral and personalistic content, and create a culture. Wojtyta posits a “law of the gift, written in the
being of the person’ (1974, 166). the gifts of life and freedom call us to give ourselves back to God
in response, so that religion and morality are “joined by a very profound bond" (1969, 247). that lies
at the foundation of a human potential that Wojtyta calls participation.

Participation is a personal potential to affirm God, and others. It is displayed in human actions
together with others whenever the acting person affirms the truth about the good (and about God),
and also affirms that same potential for this truth (and God) in the persons with whom one acts
(Wojtyta 1994, 302 n. 73, 392). In any moral action, one makes a gift of oneself by acting authenti-
cally, affirming the truth about the good; in actions together with others," the gift takes the form
of placing all of one's personal potential at the service of assisting others to make their own self-
gifts. In each case, one affirms human dignity as rooted in a moral and existential relation to God,
the Source and End of human life. A practical affirmation of the presence of God is thus the essential
context for acting authentically together with another person.

For autonomous persons to “give themselves away” seems paradoxical. As God is the last End
of all persons, however, the Kantian problem of a heteronomy of ends is resolved for Wojtyta when
one's moral acts affirm God (one's own last End) as the last End of another (Rice 2018). Nor must
this be a formally exclusive intention; the social or economic context may include other goods at
the same time. Wojtyta's gift of self follows a similar paradigm to Thomas Aquinas's love of friend-
ship (@amor amicitiae), which typically coexists with a rightly-ordered love of concupiscence (amor
concupiscentiae) (ST I-1I, 26, 4, corpus et ad 1; lI-ll, 23, 1). Aristotle argues that

(.) to love is to will the good for someone” (Rhetoric I, 4, 1380b 35). Aquinas clarifies that ,one
loves the good that is willed for the other with love of concupiscence, and that for which the good is
willed with a love of friendship” (ST I-Il, 26, 4).

For Wojtyta, even when there is an exchange of goods, something non-exchangeable is al-
ways expressed; the focus of the gift is not: what is exchanged, the fact of the exchange, or even
the reciprocity of the exchange—but the affirmation of the value of the other person for his own
sake—the basis of human community.

This value, the worth, or dignity, of a human person, demands that all human action find its
fulfillment in the gift of self. Wojtyta contributed to the Vatican Il teaching that

15
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man, who is the only creature on earth which God willed for itself, cannot fully find himself except
through a sincere gift of himself (GS 24).

To see a human person apart from human dignity is to reduce the person to the status
of a thing. If a person is not “worth” the love of God, then the person will have to be judged as
“worth" something else. Whatever that other thing may be, it would be finite, and its value would be
fixed. The human person would be seen as exchangeable for that fixed value. For the Council, and
for Wojtyta, however, the worth of a human being is only able to be seen in light of his fundamental
relation to God, the Source and End of every human life.

In this context, freedom is more than mere rational choice; it is a potential for personal fulfill-
ment. Wojtyta's disciple Tadeusz Styczen summarized the awareness that accompanies the gift
of self not as cogito ergo sum (I think, therefore | am), but as gratias ago ergo sum (I thank, therefore
I am) (Styczen 2007). This awareness is the heart of Wojtyta's human ecology, in which the human
potential to order the world through knowledge, and create a just society through loving participa-
tion in a common good, is only properly realized in response to the prior, original gift of Creation
(John Paul ll 1989, 2, 7, 14). The gift of self discloses us as subjects of morality, acting together, and
open to transcendence. Our value as persons is truly non-exchangeable.

It is not only economic theorists, then, who rightly perceive a dimension of human failure in
economic models that submit everything, including human lives and values, to terms of exchange.
If Wojtyta is correct that a human person is first of all a subject of morality, not of economy, then,
when a human life is measured primarily according to terms of exchange, what should begin as
human communion, the natural participation at the root of a human economy, may end as an in-
human system of exchangeable men. An exchangeable man is a competitor, therefore a stranger,
thereafter a commodity; only one who is non-exchangeable, valuable in relation to God, can be
welcomed as neighbor. How we think about the value of each other is essential to our full partici-
pation in a truly human economy.

Wojtyta distinguishes between the exchangeable and non-exchangeable in human experi-
ence in his 1950 play Our God's Brother, a series of vignettes from the life of St. Adam Chmielowski,
a promising artist (like the young Wojtyta) who left all to serve the poor. The play is less the story
of Adam the man, and more an attempt “to penetrate man," that is, Adam the first man, the human
archetype. Wojtyta presents the interior life as a duality of experience, between a man exchange-
able like money, and a man in full possession of himself, and therefore non-exchangeable. Only the
non-exchangeable man is capable of self-gift. To live authentically is to possess the exchangeable
man through consciousness, and thus to separate him from the deeper self. Human value cannot
be justly quantified; the principle of social justice is founded in the interior life, where conscience
measures human value on a scale of justice to the Creator of all that is valuable (1999, 125-203).

The exchangeable man (roughly, homo economicus) values his potential as finite, like the
value of money. The non-exchangeable man is Augustine’s “inner man”:

Do not go outside, return to within yourself; truth dwells in the inner man, and if you find that
your soul is changeable, transcend yourself. But remember, when you transcend yourself, you are
transcending a soul that reasons. Reach, therefore, to where the light of reason is lit (De vera religione,
39, 72).
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The light of reason that confirms human freedom is discovered, for Wojtyta, in authentic
actions together with others for a true good.

Wojtyta experienced how Nazism and Communism falsified participation, treating humanity
as an abstraction. Nazism absorbed individuals into an unreal community; Communism “liberated”
workers from exploitation through a material praxis of sameness. Each devalued the person in iso-
lation from its origins and end in God, alienating the person from its transcendent purpose, defining
the person as a part of a whole, and reducing its value to terms of exchange. For Wojtyta, human
persons are concrete wholes in relation to the concrete whole of a community or society, to which
they are equal in value. Humanity, for Wojtyta, is never an abstraction.

What totalitarianism effects by force, consumerism achieves by seduction. A person fasci-
nated with consumption perceives his worth as dependent on whatever may be possessed or
enjoyed. In each case, the result is the alienation of the person, first from self-transcendence,
then from self-gift, and finally from participation in a community. Such a person lives as a stranger
among strangers. A consumerist society, not unlike its totalitarian analogue, fosters the perception
of human value according to finite terms of exchange, so that a person, no longer transcending the
social whole, becomes an interchangeable part of it.

The human failure of consumerism may become most evident when ordinary economic activ-
ity no longer benefits the rich in a way that also assists the poor, but leads to the manifest injustice
of the rich benefitting alongside the decline of the poor—starkly expressed in mathematical equa-
tions, and poignantly visualized in statistical models. The conjunction of the experience of a pan-
demic with a climate of systemic inequality has led to a call for a radical rethinking of our approach
to how we organize our society, economically, politically, and even culturally.

17
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Creating Equality
as a Condition of Love

t similar, critical moments in history, John Paul II's social teachings have inspired econom-

ic, political, and cultural commitment to the defense of human rights and human dig-

nity. These teachings incorporate insights from his earlier writings on the gift of self and
the primordial subjectivity of the family, which grow out of his formative experiences. John Paul Il
acknowledges Pope Leo XllI's concern with the industrial revolution, and its new forms of property
(capital) and labor (labor for wages), in service of productivity, efficiency, and profit. When human
work becomes a commodity, exchangeable for money, and removable from those who perform it,
market forces may tend to widen a gap between the wealthy rich and the working poor. If neither
law nor virtue intervene to moderate them, capital and labor may come into conflict, and injustice
may result (CA 13-15, 17).

Socialist theory sees this conflict as necessary, and proposes radical social change as a solu-
tion to the injustices that the conflict produces. The attraction of socialism is founded in a just anger,
provoked by seeing the unjust conditions of a working class in a particular light. Socialism proposes
to cure the injustice by reversing the positions of rich and poor; its engine, however, is envy, sorrow
at the good of another as opposed to one's own good. Love affirms the good that envy denies. Envy
sees the good of another as incompatible with one's own, and approaches founded on it impede
participation in a common good (CA 12-13; RN 4, 15).

John Paul Il proposes to build a civilization in which the common good creates conditions
of equality that facilitate love, the only adequate measure of justice. Envy is incompatible with love,
and one cannot cure economic injustice merely by reversing the positions of rich and poor. Faced
with injustice, love transforms opposition, leading to a dialogue about the common good, where
envy offers only a permanent class struggle. Constructive opposition serves human dignity and the
common good above self-interest; partisan opposition leads to class warfare, which reflects con-
tempt for the person and his relation to God, and elevates power and force above reason and law.

Socialist theory generally opposes capital, the means of production, or land to the free and
personal nature of human work, in a paradigm that John Paul Il sees as unjust and unworkable. For
John Paul Il, the legitimate task of the state with respect to the economy is not to control it, but to
protect its freedom and relative autonomy. “Real Socialism," the socialist state, increases the dose
of the remedy, with proportionate harm (CA 12-14).

In contrast to socialism, and to certain forms of state capitalism, democratic societies built on
principles of social justice work to defuse pressures of social inequality that can lead to revolution
or upheaval. John Paul Il advocates free markets, enterprise, stable currencies, social harmony,
economic growth, participation, and upward mobility as means to support the well-being of indi-
viduals and families, all the while preserving a preferential option for the poor. To accomplish this in
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a human way, free markets must serve the universal destination of material goods, assisting com-
munities in need, so that labor transcends the status of a commodity, recovering its own dignity,
and expressing its true human worth.

John Paul ll's economic, social, and political vision incorporates here the anthropology that he
developed in response to totalitarianism. The human person can never be reduced to a functional
part of a whole, nor can human action be understood apart from a personal freedom that exists
for the sake of the truth about the good. Misconstrued, freedom risks serving the pursuit of power.
The will to power, in turn, is disarmed by witnessing to the truth. The limit of human freedom is jus-
tice—to God the Creator, and to the neighbor, that is, to the human person seen in relation to God.

John Paul Il argues that, when man is reduced to a part of a social whole, he ceases to be
visible, even to himself, as the autonomous subject of his own actions, and a responsible partici-
pant in the social order. His relation to truth, and to goods that he freely chooses in relation to the
truth about himself, including the possibility of private property, becomes distorted. The person no
longer sees work as a way to realize his vocation, but begins to think of himself as dependent on
a socio-economic structure and on those who controlit. A human in this situation loses sight of his
dignity and the perspective that he needs to participate authentically in a truly human community.
John Paul lI's notions of private property, work, economy, and the state are derived from the notion
that each human person is created, for his own sake, in the image of God, who is his origin and his
transcendent destiny (LE 6, 9). This is the foundation of human dignity, and of man's inalienable
rights (CA 41-43).

The right to private property, which follows human dignity, and confirms the universal desti-
nation of earthly goods, can neither be denied, nor used to justify an inhuman economic system.
Associated rights derived from human dignity include freedom of association, a just (family) wage,
humane working conditions, limited hours, appropriate rest, provisions for the needs of women and
children, and the right to put one's family and faith before one's job. All of these rights flow from
the subjectivity of the human person, and of a human society (CA 6-10, 41-43).

The principle of subsidiarity, moreover, is essential for defending the subjectivity of soci-
ety, which reflects the primordial subjectivity of each human person in the family and the various
economic, social, political and cultural associations that he enters into in service of the common
good. The state intervenes indirectly, according to subsidiarity, and directly, according to solidarity,
in defense of human dignity. Following the principle of subsidiarity, however, it must never interfere
in a lower order community so as to deprive it of one of its essential functions—support and assist,
yes, but never interfere. National security states, for example, which oppose state socialism yet
exert similar social control, violate subsidiarity, destroy freedom, and deny human dignity (CA 12-15).

Solidarity implies civic friendship, social charity, and a civilization based on love. Because the
individual, the family, and the society are all prior to the state, the state may intervene to moderate
the contribution of each sector of social life—political, cultural, and economic—but only in defense
of the common good. The state exists to defend human rights, not to take them away.

Here, John Paul Il emphasizes, with Leo XIlI, that freedom is for love, and there is no true free-
dom apart from the truth about man. For a society to be truly free, its three mutually interdependent
spheres—politics, economy, and culture—must answer to the truth about man, individually, and to-
gether. The true value of both capital and human work cannot be known apart from the truth about
man, and conflicts between capital and labor call for just resolutions that affirm this central truth.
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John Paul Il speaks to this truth from the perspective of Christian humanism, affirming
the transcendent destiny of each concrete human person. From this transcendent destiny, the
dignity of the worker confers dignity upon work itself; more than mere sustenance, or self-preser-
vation, human work is a means of self-expression that reinforces the family and the common good
of a society (CA 31-32, 34-35).

Without truth, freedom leads to struggle, division, and war. In the service of ideology, freedom
leads to systematic injustice among persons and nations. To achieve lasting peace, John Paul Il
(2002) emphasizes building bridges among nations through the formation of consciences to rec-
ognize the truth about the transcendent destiny of the human person. True peace, more than an
absence of war, is a result not of military victory, but of removing the causes of war, and seek-
ing reconciliation. Likewise, economic freedom is more than an absence of poverty or inequality.
Addressing the root causes of social and economic fragmentation requires defending the common
good in light of the truth about the human person.
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Contemporary Responses

ddressing inequality, some theorists have proposed new ways to organize society. They

reject exclusive economic models that make the rich richer and the poor poorer. A wid-

ening gap indicates the inhumanity of the system, which must be reimagined or “reset.
For them, the present pandemic may be more an opportunity, and less a cause, in relation to the
new reality that they propose to bring forth.

Every economy requires certain factors to flourish, including growth, production, investment,
stability, and sustainability. If exclusive economic models generate inequality, benefitting the few
at the expense of the many, a sense of justice—as fairness—suggests a turn toward an inclusive
economy. Inclusive economies “work” so that all experience the benefits of a sustainable, rising
standard. Economic inclusivity also invites reflection on how to include other forms of social inclu-
sivity that affirm the value of a person as not to be diminished on account of any particular charac-
teristic, and even to be celebrated for it.

In an inclusive economy, the production of goods and services is a source of economic
opportunity (including jobs, wages, and investments) for all of its sectors and participants. Economic
activity adds value to the economy rather than extracting it, making it sustainable, as any other eco-
system. Sustainability takes into account future generations; long-term costs like health care and
retirement are factored across several lifetimes, and all participants enjoy a founded expectation
that the economy will function not just for itself, but also for them.

When money becomes a standard of absolute value, rather than a symbol of relative
exchange, the quantification of values more easily extends to the social, political, and cultural
spheres, and even to human life itself. In theory, economic systems based on enlightened self-
interest and the inherent rationality of market forces are supposed to support a mutually beneficial
participation of economic agents. When they contribute instead to material inequality, social isola-
tion, or the breakdown of communities, natural faith in them tends to wane, calling into question
the extent to which they tell the truth about the human person.

Within a society, poverty, measured relatively as inequality, may appear to increase, even
while, measured absolutely as a privation of material well-being, it may also decline. Such a vision
of poverty is not so much a question of whether one enjoys a higher standard of living than one's
parents, as whether one enjoys a realistic chance to increase one's standard relative to one's peers.
Upward mobility, a standard of hope in material progress, seems to decline for many as inequality
increases. Fewer people enjoy the kinds of opportunities of work and education that they seem to
require to advance. The perception of poverty becomes generational, even as objective well-being
may increase, if not for all, at least for many.

Nevertheless, for the marginalized members of a society, and for marginalized societies,
the experience of inequality can extend further than poverty to profound misery. At the peripher-
ies, there may be little hope for respair, and even less of a notion of what a respair might mean.
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The argument, then, is that the self-interest that should drive a liberal economy is no longer en-
lightened, if it ever was. Narrow self-interest constricts economic activity to benefit the few who
have the means to influence its direction and results. For those who lack the power and autonomy
to take advantage of an economic system, the experience is rather one of exclusion than inclusion.

The apparent solution, an inclusive economy, is typically proposed as affirming human dignity.
Its viability depends on whether its affirmation of human dignity tells the truth about man as a per-
son, in his origin and destiny. If justice is reduced to fairness, or numerical equity, that is a different
standard than justice conceived in relation to a transcendent Source of inalienable rights. A truly
inclusive economy will provide for more than a balanced human exchange; it will also accomplish
the social, political, and cultural goals associated with authentic human development. Thus it will
be an economy that fosters not only less tangible benefits like health, the arts, beauty, innovation,
learning, and creative expression, but also fundamental freedoms like the right to life, freedom
to form a family, freedom of speech, freedom of association, and freedom of conscience.

One vision of how to accomplish such a complex goal is to think in grand schemes that ad-
dress far more than the impact of a pandemic. An alternative vision, however, is one of fostering
organic growth, in which solidarity and subsidiarity mutually inform each other. In either case, an
economic vision predicated on an equitable distribution of growth (as well as on productivity and
sustainability) sounds eminently fair in its result (and therefore, in that sense, just). Whether it is
a workable vision, economically, depends not only on its mathematical formulae, but on its anthro-
pology: is it just, not only as an equation, but as an affirmation of the truth about the transcendent
dignity of the human person?
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Piketty: The Inherent Instability
of a Market Economy

iketty, together with Emmanuel Saez, Anthony Atkinson, and others, has researched the

question of income distribution and a rising gap between rich and poor. He supplements

his empirical findings on this income differential with a warning about the future of capi-
talism in light of political and social forces that may both exacerbate and result from a worsening
gap between inherited wealth and earned income. As long as r, the rate of return on capital invest-
ment, is greater than g, the rate of growth of an economy, those with inherited wealth will get richer,
and those who rely on wages and other sources of income will grow progressively poorer. Piketty
argues that the market economies on which democratic societies rely are balanced between pow-
erful forces of convergence and divergence. Since r can be greater than g for extended periods
of history, market economies contain within themselves the potential for their own destabilization.
When r > g, inherited wealth can grow faster than economic output or wages, but an economy that
begins to rely on such a foundation will rest on internal contradictions that may threaten political
and social stability (Piketty 2014, 570-77).

Graphically presented, Piketty's predictions are visually stunning, even alarming. Other econo-
mists, including Rodrik (2014), argue that Piketty assumes too much when he predicts thatr, g, and
other variables will follow his consistent trajectories. Other factors, including the ratios among capi-
tal, labor, and other resources, the rate of innovation, and even the relative growth rates of global
and national economies can affect the calculations. In the wake of the 2008 financial crisis, with
a declining middle class, a growing awareness of wealth and income differentials, and a pandemic
that has introduced uncertainty into the economic calculations of individuals and nations, Piketty's
arguments may resonate among those who see inequality as a pressing political, economic, and
moral issue.

Piketty's immediate solution, a wealth tax, or progressive tax on capital (with “confiscatory tax
rates” on incomes so high as to be “economically useless"), appears unworkable without a degree
of international cooperation and political integration that appears challenging to achieve. Europe,
for example, would have to function more like the United States or China, with a greater uniformity
in its political structure. Indeed, it is hard to see how, or why, such a move toward political integra-
tion should stop with Europe, and not continue to a greater degree of worldwide uniformity among
national political systems (Piketty 2014, 512-13).

Piketty argues that economists should not rely on mathematical models without also recur-
ring to cautious projections based on historical experience. Furthermore, economics is inextrica-
bly connected with politics, so that an analysis of the state, its taxes, its debt, and its possibilities
of redistribution becomes necessary before one can attempt a prescription that would be adequate
to his diagnosis (Piketty 2014, 32-33; 479-83).
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The rise of an economic social state proportionate to what Piketty proposes would take place
today in an atmosphere transformed by technology and political forces so as to permit a greater
degree of social and economic control. Piketty does not propose a return to the social welfare
states of the 20th century, but the application of “new instruments” to “financial capitalism that has
run amok” (Piketty 2014, 474).

Formerly, the transformation of economies was accomplished in the wake of wars or similar
upheavals, which tended to reset systemic tendencies toward income inequality. The COVID-19
pandemic seems to present a similar opportunity. Piketty does not propose a “great leap forward”
of the economic social state, which he argues has already occurred. Innovative regimes of taxa-
tion, spending, redistribution, and regulation can still be applied to achieve an economic and so-
cial balance to address current systemic inequalities. Redistribution need not imply direct transfer
of income or wealth, so much as increased support for replacement incomes and public services.
This modern notion of redistribution addresses various rights, and affirms a principle of equal ac-
cess to fundamental goods (Piketty 2014, 477; cf. 471-92).

Piketty advances a notion of rights that rests not so much on a vertically transcendent re-
lation to God, as on a desire for horizontal equality, moderated by a principle of common utility.
Rights (including to social goods like education, health, and retirement), and material advantages
ought be extended to all, as long as one does not disfavor the disadvantaged. Framed in this way,
some quantification of rights and duties would seem to be necessary. Mathematical formulae and
abstract principles, however, do not explain where to draw the line between objective merit and
pure luck; the extension of rights and privileges thus becomes a political question for a democratic
process, one in which the rules and institutions that govern democratic forms of participation, and
the “relative power and persuasive capabilities of different social groups” can matter as much as
the application of a purely economic theory (Piketty 2014, 479-81).

In essence, Piketty's argument is that the inequality of capital (wealth) and wages (labor) is not
an accident of early capitalist economies, so much as a property of all capitalist economies, which
has occasionally been accidentally impeded by other factors. Piketty's argument for the confisca-
tion of capital through a global wealth tax is well on the way to the scale of a global economic reset
(Piketty 2014, 515ff). The social and political variables that Piketty introduces into his equations still
fall within an essentially quantitative analysis, in which the state becomes an agent of economic,
and, therefore, political, social, and cultural change. The foundations of that change reflect an an-
thropology in which fairness and horizontal equality, mediated by a democratic process, constitute
the primary measure of human justice.
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Mazzucato: The State
as a Primary Entrepreneurial
Actor

azzucato has developed an eclectic theory challenging assumptions that government

is a generally unproductive participant in any economy. For Mazzucato, the financial

sector takes value out of the system, the innovative sector puts value into it, and gov-
ernment can play a crucial role. Mazzucato's approach is generally interventionist; she sees a need
for government to limit negative tendencies of capitalism, including a tendency to income ine-
quality. Capitalist economies that favor value extraction over value creation may lose clarity about
the origin of productivity and the distribution of income. Mazzucato thus proposes a new theory
of value, one that seeks to take into account the ways in which the public sector may assist in value
creation (Dallied and Mazzucato 2019, 330-31).

Arguing that an obsolete paradigm for cooperation among the financial, innovative, and pub-
lic sectors of the economy can make it more difficult to see how to extract and create value while
generating sustainable economic growth and worthwhile jobs, Mazzucato proposes a new nar-
rative in which the state assumes an entrepreneurial role alongside individuals and companies,
distributing rewards according to actual risk. The entrepreneurial state fosters innovation through
strategic public investments in private business; as money follows money, business investment
tends to follow public investment. In support of her claim, Mazzucato cites the innovation deriva-
tive from investments in public endeavors like space exploration, and she proposes similar invest-
ment and innovation in support of the United Nations' seventeen Sustainable Development Goals
(2021b). For such an approach to work, the public sector needs to become more entrepreneurial in
its assumption of risk “as an investor of first resort, not just a lender of last resort.” In such a way, the
public sector may undertake a more creative role with respect to markets, exercising direct influ-
ence over them, rather than hoping for indirect results of ancillary policies (Mazzucato 2016; 2021).

Mazzucato advances that the public sector may take sides in an economy, picking winners
(and, possibly, losers) rather than aspiring to foster a level playing field. The relevant question
becomes not whether the state should intervene at all, but how it should best intervene to stimu-
late innovation and growth. This means flipping a narrative in which the state is a passive respond-
ent or primarily a guardian of fairness and fundamental rights, in favor of one in which the state
takes the primary initiative for the economy (Mazzucato 2016; 2021).

Four questions remaining to be clarified in Mazzucato's approach include how to use demo-
cratic processes to set directions for desired changes, how to build visionary public sector organi-
zations with an entrepreneurial spirit, how to assess the results, and how to distribute the rewards
of innovation to reflect an accurate distribution of risk (Mazzucato 2018; 2020; 2021). Ultimately,
Mazzucato (2016; 2021) foresees a new balance between the private, public, and financial sectors
that will result in a collective, yet entrepreneurial, approach to wealth creation. How such a balance
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will always conform to the truth about the human person is not entirely clear, to the extent that
the entrepreneurial choices of the state in favor of the principle of solidarity will be a matter for con-
tingent political determination that may or may not preserve the companion principle of subsidiarity.
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Rodrik: A Trilemma that
Threatens the Fairness
of the Global Economy

odrik is generally critical of globalization and unlimited free trade as indicative of an out-

sized corporate influence in capitalist economies. His pragmatic approach to economic

thinking seeks to inject a measure of moderation into tendencies that he sees as con-
tributing to an increase in economic inequality. Rodrik argues (2018, 66-67) that the modern global
economy presents a trilemma: globalization, the nation-state, and democratic governance are not
mutually compatible goals. In response, he calls for a rethinking of national and global economic
policies to reinforce democracy and economic inclusion.

Rodrik argues that a post-pandemic global economy will tend to favor the state over mar-
kets, national autonomy over globalization, and realistic over unrealistic expectations for economic
growth. For Rodrik, markets have not responded to the pandemic nearly as effectively as the state,
which could intervene in various sectors directly and forcefully to address moments of authentic
crisis. The specific occasions for its intervention were already inchoate before the pandemic began.
To a casual observer, however, the disruptions of the pandemic have been unusual: jobs have been
lost, incomes reduced, medical costs raised, and supply chains interrupted, in specific ways that
one would not ordinarily have expected; the solutions to which resourceful individuals and govern-
ments have recurred have also been unanticipated (2020; 2020a; 2020b).

Like other theorists, Rodrik sees opportunity as well as danger in the trends that he has identi-
fied. Although not caused by the pandemic, their profile was raised by the pandemic in a way that
may lead to political support for reinforcing them. A political tendency toward a stronger nation-
state at home balances a tendency toward global integration. An interventionist state could eas-
ily move toward an inclusive economy, emphasizing sustainability, full employment, and upward
mobility. At the same time, the pandemic has taught a lesson about the fragility of extended supply
chains and the advantages of economic independence. Although Rodrik acknowledges that these
trends may cause economic harm if taken to extremes, he also thinks that an approach based
on international cooperation could moderate the more destructive tendencies of self-interested
nation-states (2020; 2020a; 2020b).

The most challenging trend, that of low economic growth, is likely to affect the marginalized
above all. Unless advanced economies find ways to assist developing economies that are heav-
ily dependent on sectors negatively affected by the pandemic, these vulnerable economies may
flounder (Rodrik 2020; 2020a; 2020b).

The problem, for Rodrik, is not COVID-19, but preexisting social conditions that COVID-19
has made even more pressing. Each of the three trends that Rodrik identifies is a reflection

27



28

== Rodrik: A Trilemma that Threatens the Fairess of the Global Economy

of unsustainable economic conditions that were already present. For Rodrik, the pandemic does
not produce new economic problems, so much as wake the world up to problems that were al-
ready there, requiring a reassessment of expectations of growth, intervention, and autonomy in light
of previously unsustainable approaches (Rodrik 2020; 2020a; 2020b).

The anthropological success of such a reassessment may depend on the extent to which
the sustainability in question is that of a truly human ecology, in which the non-exchangeable man
takes precedence over all that is exchangeable. If what we are trying to sustain is a system cen-
tered only on maximizing possibilities for human enjoyment of the resources of the earth, and not
on their integration into an affirmation of the transcendent destiny of every human life, then we may
succeed only in sustaining the unsustainable, managing a human decline that has more to do with
losing sight of who we are, than with failing to coordinate what we have.



It

Wojtyla: A Return to
Metaphysical Foundations

rom Wojtyta's perspective, these proposals express an important truth: a rejection of mate-

rial inequality that is just, and morally necessary. Nevertheless, they may not go to the root

of the problem if they simply propose new ways of organizing human existence, equalizing
the terms according to which humans are still essentially exchangeable. For Wojtyta, inequality is
a symptom and cause of a larger, cyclical problem: a failure to love, to will the good of persons in
human activity, not as others, but as neighbors. Breaking the cycle of inequality requires address-
ing the truth about the human person in a way that is not mathematical, but deeply ethical. Unless
the root of the problem is addressed, a series of “resets” will become necessary, each time a new
way of organizing human exchangeability reaches its natural limits.

Mathematical models based on exchangeability are inherently attractive, however, because
they are, to paraphrase Aristotle, “clearest to us,” while the deeper questions of human life are not
clear to us at all, but “clearest in themselves'-i.e., they require more thinking, and a different kind
of thinking, but they also contain greater meaning (Aristotle, Physics 1 184a16ff.; Metaphysics
1980a21; 2 983a20ff; 1 1003a20ff).

Aquinas, in a commentary on Boethius's De Trinitate (lll, 5, 3, corpus; cf. ST |, 85 1, ad 1) discuss-
es three ways in which we think about things. The first two are the abstraction of universal concepts
(the properties of things), and formal concepts (the foundations of math and logic). Taken together,
these make the hard sciences possible, and contribute to our ability to do human sciences like
economics. At the third level, a comparison of concepts with each other and with experience gives
rise to an intuition of being, so that we can reflect on the meaning of existence itself, and on notions
convertible with being, like truth, goodness, and beauty. This last, metaphysical dimension is the
foundation for everything Wojtyta proposes, even as it remains foreign to contemporary philoso-
phers for whom “is" indicates a logical copula, and existence, a quantified fact.

In the Thomistic vision affirmed by Wojtyta, philosophy seeks to move from what is clearest
to us (the mathematized physics), toward a metaphysical vision that is clearest in itself, but not so
clear to us. Analytic philosophers counsel against this move, and enlightenment philosophers gen-
erally regard it with skepticism. Mathematical thinking is always, by far, the most satisfying; it leads
to a clear result that feels complete. We conclude that we know, as clearly as we can demonstrate
that two plus two is always four.

Nevertheless, mathematical reasoning can never fully explain the real existence of things, on
which goodness, truth, and human dignity are founded. This dimension of thought, which Wojtyta
once called *heroic thinking"—i.e., thinking something all the way through to the end—even all the
way to God as the Source of all things (Bannock 2000, 402; Wojtyta 1979, 463)—is a key, for him to
the formation of a truly human community in all areas, including that of economic life (CA 31). It is
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because the human sciences are "human’ that they can never be perfectly clear and distinct, but
this is a feature, not a bug. The human sciences are meant to be grounded in real, human experi-
ence, in an understanding of the purpose of human life that is ultimately metaphysical. For \Wojtyta,
the inner life of man is a spiritual life, focused on truth and goodness (Wojtyta 1986, 25), and no
human activity, including economic, political, or cultural activity, is fully understandable apart from
man's transcendent purpose. Economists need not engage in metaphysical analysis to recognize
the transcendence that is evident in human experience (Cf. Rodrik 2015, 25-29). As a philosopher,
Wojtyta argues that one can reason with confidence about all things human by thinking things
through to their transcendent, metaphysical foundations (Wojtyta 1994, 37; Wierzbicki 2005, 7;
Esposito 1983, 18).



Il

The Metaphysics of Authentic
Poverty and the Problem of
Economic Exchange

e may return now to consider Wojtyta's confrontation of social and economic

inequality in Our God's Brother, where the way of anger, in which exchangeable men

struggle for better terms of exchange, matures into a way of love, as non-exchange-
able men work together to affirm the truth about one another's common humanity (Wojtyta 1999,
185, 203). In this paradigm, personal conversion, manifested in a return to ethical and personal in-
tegrity, is a necessary condition for a truly human resolution of economic problems.

Wojtyta argues that it is faith, not ideology, that offers the only adequate response to so-
cial injustice (CA 46; Zieba 1994; cf. de Lubac 1993, 171-72). Humanity transcends history; humans
cannot be comprehended in light of it. To grasp the meaning of a human life means to recognize
its natural orientation to God in the "Adam"” experience: all that exists is a gift from God, and the
only proper response is to make a gift of oneself. In making this gift, one accepts responsibility
for other persons encountered in relation to God by virtue of their own transcendence and dignity
(Wojtyta 1999, 260-1, 265, 271, 274-77).

Wojtyta thus leaves us with a choice between two paradigms: the first sees human life as
vertically and horizontally transcendent (1994, 164-5), where all things display life, to us and to
other persons, as a gift coming from God and returning to God, and the only proper response is to
make a gift of oneself to God and other persons in return for the original gift; the second sees life
as merely horizontally transcendent, so that man is positioned in nature with the power to affect his
environment, but has no responsibility to anyone or anything that is not derived from the authority
of reason. In the first paradigm, man as a person is the cultural center: everything is suffused with
a purpose that is knowable in light of man's relation to God. In the second, culture exists for human-
ity* as a species, nature itself is inert, and there is no transcendent purpose for anything apart from
that which humans give to it by imposing rationality on it.

The first paradigm calls for humans, stewards of creation, to exercise responsibility for them-
selves and each other, and for natural resources, in communion, participation, and personal trans-
formation. In this paradigm, we mediate between God and the world in a relation of human ecology
and spiritual availability that Wojtyta (1999, 258-97) calls the “radiation of fatherhood." The second
paradigm calls for humans to craft solutions rationalizing things and persons as elements in a grand
scheme that, by default, treats humans as strangers (not neighbors), treats communion as a ra-
tionally accepted burden, and prefers knowledge and the power associated with it to the wisdom
of a life well-lived.
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In fact, for Wojtyta, we can transform very little apart from ourselves, and never alone. Through
participation, the person is transformed slowly and often imperceptibly. Through our choices, we
become good (or evil), capable (or incapable) of participating together with others in a community.
We are each a blank slate, on which we inscribe a life that projects meaning for others, in dynamic
manifestation. Thus, in the play, Adam the protagonist experiences a human drama of self-creation
that arises from the way he acts together with others, learning to see them as neighbors, and no
longer as strangers (Wojtyta 1999, 125-203).

All of this requires humility. In the first paradigm, Adam initially steps into the radiation of fa-
therhood out of concern for the neighbor. Almost at once, he realizes his inequality to the task and
his need for God (the Source of humanity), which helps him to see how to return to the neighbor,
accepting other humans as gifts of God. All of this is possible only because Adam is becoming
aware to some degree of the presence of God in his life (Wojtyta 1999, 77-81). In the second para-
digm, reminiscent of Francis Bacon (1620, cf. 1603), the goal is not to affirm, but to control nature.
Everything, including persons, becomes an object to be assessed and categorized in relation to
one's own power and understanding. One does not feel unequal to the task of organizing other
persons, or, at least, one does so without considering a need to rely on God. Wojtyta sees this sec-
ond paradigm leading to the extremes of presumption or despair—the opposites of hope (Wojtyta
1999, 156-64).

In the play, Wojtyta moves beyond the question of income inequality to the deeper meaning
of poverty. The poverty of the exchangeable life asserts itself whether one has material wealth or
not. What matters is not just what one possesses, but whether one is possessed by it, whether one
views the world, and oneself, as for sale, or whether one possesses oneself at a non-exchangeable
depth. A truly human economy, then, should encourage the kind of spiritual poverty that lifts a man
up, and discourage the kind of impoverished spirit that degrades him. Constructing an economy
along the lines of exchangeability encourages an impoverished spirit, even in the midst of great
wealth. In conditions of such harmful spiritual impoverishment, material poverty (or wealth) be-
comes a means to nowhere. Instead of the solitude of a rich interior life, one encounters the lone-
liness of isolation and abandonment. Alienation follows, from oneself and others (Wojtyta 1999,
147-48, 159-61, 179-80).

In Wojtyta's description, socialism responds with a false utility, to balance a material equation.
Rationalist economic theories respond with a false confidence, postulating a series of market forces
that assist the meritorious poor who learn to avail themselves of them. Both misinterpret authen-
tic poverty, which consists in dependence on God. Socialism and market rationalism, in a reactive
sophistication that reduces poverty to a form of material inequality, are as incapable of depending
on God, as their devotees are of giving themselves away. They propose opposite solutions that
quantify the poor with a sterile, abstract love, reflecting an anxiety to flee even authentic poverty,
as though love could flow sufficiently from the intellect alone, and not from the will, or the heart.
In such a vision, poverty becomes a condition that afflicts strangers, not neighbors; comrades, or
rational actors, but not friends. One sees the acuteness of material poverty, and responds with
ideology; one sees classes, not persons; strangers, not neighbors. The non-exchangeable man
thus remains inscrutable to all systemic approaches based on human exchangeability (Wojtyta
1999, 125-203).
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The first vision sees persons, in through the eyes of love, as neighbors, and responds by giv-
ing all. The second sees human statistics, masking individual persons, and views disparity with cold
anger. The anger, Wojtyta emphasizes, must come, because it is just, as the disparities are real, but
it is not enough for a collective awareness of inequality to mature in anger as the only answer to
material poverty (Wojtyta 1999, 202-3). The creativity of anger extends only to strangers; it cannot
welcome persons as neighbors. Its love is the “love of the farthest” that loves humans for the class-
es to which they belong, not for their inherent value as persons (Nietzsche 1954, 174). The contrast,
for Wojtyta, is one between social change, channeling anger, and real social justice, motivated by
love. Inequality, social and economic disparity, is one problem, but there are two ways of seeing
the problem, and two responses, anger, or love. The way of anger is just, and therefore inevitable,
but the way of love is the way of greater freedom, both for the lover and the beloved (Wojtyta 1999,
202-3). Justice that is merely mathematical never rises to the measure of human value; justice is
confirmed by mercy, and both are known, and reconciled, in the constancy of the good, as a con-
sequence of a metaphysical vision of human value (DM 3-5, 7, 9, 12, 14).

Wojtyta sees state agencies as structured to meet material needs impersonally, without en-
gaging the humanity of those they assist (CA 48). Meeting immediate material needs is good, but
if it does not address the permanent need of persons to be loved, and this failure can feed soci-
etal pressures that lead to the disintegration of the social fabric. Assisting the poor is not a matter
of formal abstraction, but concrete realism. When the value of persons yields to abstraction, one
may ignore the concrete reality of the neighbor (Wojtyta 1099, 125-203; 1994, 331-32, 392; CA 13, 17).

Seeing only the exchangeable man promotes social discourse about the exclusion or inclu-
sion of the poor. Seeing through to the non-exchangeable man calls persons to love persons,
giving themselves from the depths of their own non-exchangeability. The exchangeable man has
no distinguishing properties; he is rootless and superfluous except as a human quantity. He does
not possess himself, and does not appear as a subject of individual or inalienable rights. The non-
exchangeable man is unique, and unrepeatable, commanding respect as a subject with a moral
claim to fulfillment. The paradigm of the non-exchangeable man rests on Wojtyta's earlier paradigm
of the gift of self. He develops this paradigm, as Pope, toward a conversion to a truly human ecol-
ogy. in which one receives the world as a gift from a generous Giver, and economic, political,
and cultural acts become authentic ways to affirm human values and renew human communities
(CA 37-39).

Both of these paradigms resolve, then, in a call not to mathematical reciprocity, but to a gift
of self, perceived as a hecessary response to the gift of human existence. It is this call that is re-
flected, for example, in the dying words of someone like Steve Jobs, who realized late the folly of
pursuing the exchangeable man at the expense of the non-exchangeable relationships in his life
(Whoriskey and Cha, 22 Oct. 2021, A10).
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Charting A Way Forward
After the Pandemic

very crisis contains an opportunity for reassessment and forward planning. Calls to

“Build Back Better" or engage in a “Great Reset" are neither good nor bad, in themselves,

although there is a danger of a logical fallacy by which slogans substitute for critical
thought. The question is rather how to think critically about the situation: what are the lessons
learned, and what remedies, if any, should be applied?

Piketty, Mazzucato, and Rodrik have proposed distinct analyses with separate solutions.
All seem to agree, however, that it is not enough to trust in the inherent rationality of market forces
and enlightened self-interest. Piketty indicates worsening inequality as inevitable for market capi-
talism, requiring state intervention. Mazzucato points to inefficient innovation, addressable by har-
nessing the power of the public sector. Rodrik identifies a trilemma of incompatible goals that skew
national and international policymaking. All three propose strong state intervention to correct faulty
economic structures.

In this context, the World Economic Forum proposes its “Great Reset" (2020): a comprehensive
remaking of society in its economic, political, and cultural spheres. It requires a rapid, joint effort
to rethink and restructure all aspects of all three spheres, in every country, at every level, and in
every activity, including education, political constitutions, labor relations, and implied social con-
tracts. (To address all of the implications of the Great Reset, even superficially, would exceed the
scope of this work; here, it will be sufficient to consider it as indicative of a tendency in social and
economic thought).

Recognizing that free-market economies tend to outperform the alternatives in creating
wealth and elevating standards of living, proponents of the Great Reset point to inequities and
injustices, often associated with capitalism, that lead to political polarization and distrust in the fair-
ness of economic systems. A consumer mentality, for its part, raises expectations as to what these
systems should produce, and how they should perform to the benefit of all. The WEF remedy is
that corporations serve not merely shareholders, but all stakeholders, including customers, com-
munities, and all persons or entities (even the natural environment) that contribute in any way to
generating or producing a marketable product or result.

This proposal of “stakeholder capitalism” is framed as an improvement on a classic free mar-
ket approach, blending individualistic and communitarian priorities toward a humanistic result.
The goal is overtly inclusive, not exclusive; the wealth that is generated should go first to sustain-
ing the system, to the good of all, before any of it is extracted for the benefit of a few. On its face,
the idea sounds promising, inherently noble, and ethically superior to more or less self-interested
forms of capitalism.
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It is not the place of the Church, and John Paul Il does not attempt, to provide specific eco-
nomic advice. John Paul II's interest is to offer guidance according to which proposed solutions
may be evaluated as according with the truth about man as such. From his writings on economy,
most of which address free markets in relation to socialist alternatives, we may usefully apply two
fundamental questions, which reduce to one fundamental principle.

The Great Reset proposal suggests a model in which the utility of private ownership will
be obviated by sustainable distribution. It also suggests reimagining institutions like marriage,
the natural family, social contracts, and cultural mores. Along with the three specific proposals
entertained earlier, it recalls elements of the socialism that John Paul Il addressed in his time, not
only economically, but also politically and culturally.

If Piketty's Capital in the Twenty-First Century may provide an outline for the economic profile
of the Great Reset, Rutger Bregman's Humankind (2021) has been proposed as its cultural mani-
festo. To a cynical, Hobbesian version of social contract theory, Bregman generally prefers Rous-
seau's state of nature, egalitarian, pacific, and unspoiled by an invention of private property that has
led humans to hierarchy, patriarchy, and conflict. Bregman re-imagines a human future founded in
a restored narrative of cooperation, to address urgent, make-or-break problems like climate change
and inequality. In Bregman's paradigm, contemporary achievements make sense only as the de-
velopment of prior achievements, the realization of gifts from our ancestors. Building on a finding
that human history displays a tendency toward positive cooperation, albeit impeded by mistaken
theories and policies, Bregman proposes a vision of hope that consists in the rejection of cynicism
and a choice of optimism about the potential of humans working together. Nevertheless, this vision
is essentially horizontal. It embraces humanity as a species, whose ultimate purpose is not even
its own flourishing, but the flourishing of a sustainable ecosystem. Such a vision denies the vertical
transcendence to which human intellect and will are manifestly ordered.

John Paul Il asked two questions of a social proposal: is it workable, and is it just? He answered
these questions not as a matter of economic theory, but as a matter of anthropology: Can such
a system attain the aims that it sets for itself, given human nature, and can it do so in a way that
respects the truth about the human person, in justice to the Creator? (Cf. CA 12-13).

These proposals reimagine not just economic policies, but aspects of human ecology.
so that man begins to exist less in relation to God, and more in relation to the state, or even the nat-
ural environment. They are attractively expressed in a humanistic form. John Paul Il insists that the
form of humanism is not enough; it is the content that matters more. Instead of a secular, horizon-
tal humanism, John Paul Il proposes a theistic humanism, vertically and horizontally transcendent,
recalling Europe's Christian roots, in which theistic anthropology opens itself to the transcendent
theanthropy of the God-man (John Paul Il 2003; EE 4, 7, 9. 12, 19, 21, 25, 59, 60, 120).

In that light, we may identify certain principles for a post-pandemic economy, founded in the
non-exchangeability of the human person, who is called to make a gift of self through the eco-
nomic activity that brings him his daily sustenance.

1. The only adequate anthropological foundation of any society is the human person in
relation to its transcendent destiny. No solution that fails to build on this foundation can
be essentially just or entirely workable, even if it causes accidental improvement in some
particular area.
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Authentic participation fosters and incorporates the perspective of a gift of self that
recognizes persons as inherently valuable. The original gift is not given from man to man,
but from the Creator to creation, and to man within it. The gift implies a Giver, and there is
no true humanism without God. To reset the given without returning to the Giver is to lose
sight of the gift. Social participation is therefore not reducible to patterns of exchange, in
which persons are valued as economic, political, or cultural actors without reference to their
ultimate dignity.

Authentic communities affirm the origins and ends of human persons in a dialogic relation
to the divine. Totalitarian systems treat humans as interchangeable parts, rootless and
superfluous except as ordered to the social whole, and substituting sameness for equality,
and isolation for solitude (Arendt 1973, 475, 477). Against these falsifications, the principle
of dialogue, founded on solidarity, subsidiarity, and responsible opposition to falsehood
preserves the social conditions for participation in the community (Wojtyta 1994, 323-29).

The subjectivity of a society depends not on the state, but on the primordial subjectivity
of the family. The state derives its legitimacy from the family, and the nation in relation to
the family, and it can neither define them nor supplant them. Human persons are not parts
of a society, but wholes in relation to its common good (John Paul II 1994, 6; 1985; cf. Maritain
1966, 33; cf. 31 ff.; 59 ff; cf. FC 17, 46).

The common good creates conditions of equality that make love possible (Wojtyta 1986, 31;
cf. 2003, 210). It must first be understood metaphysically, not analytically, lest the conditions
of equality be reduced to a horizontal dimension that is not perfective of humans.

Equality is a condition not imposed upon society by men, but derived from the common
good, and ultimately, given by God. The state is not the arbiter of equality, but it is its
legitimate defender.

The non-exchangeable coexists with the exchangeable. Human cooperation will never
be entirely free from self-interest. The stability of the social order requires harmonizing
personal interests with those of the society. Suppressing self-interest leads to bureaucratic
inefficiency and the kind of utopian thinking that can tempt those in control to use violence
and deceit to obtain their ends, seeking to create an earthly paradise.

Human labor is not a commodity. It is not exchangeable, even while one may exchange some
of its effects for the sake of the individual and common good (CA 4, 19, 34).

Markets exist for the sake of the human person. Market logic about market forces ought
not reduce human needs to commodities. In defending the common good, the state rightly
orders human and natural environments to a truly human ecology, rejecting tendencies to
market idolatry. The purpose of an economy is to promote human development in light of the
truth about the human person, which is best grasped in light of the primordial subjectivity
of the family.

All state actions, even to reduce inequality and assist the participation of those on the
peripheries of a society, imply a balance of benefit and risk. The principle of solidarity
protects those on the margins from the sole mercy of market forces, but its human
application requires the principle of subsidiarity. The state stands ready to assist, but it is
not legitimately the protagonist of human development (CA 15).

The principal task of the state is to guarantee conditions for human development that
include individual freedom, private property, a stable currency, and efficient public services.
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The state protects the exercise of certain rights, like the right to work, and can even intervene
to break up monopolies or to substitute temporarily when social or entrepreneurial systems
are not functioning well, as long as it respects the principle of subsidiarity (CA 48).

The rule of law is an essential component of a free society, provided that law answers to
the truth about the human person. Law exists for the common good, not for private, or even
public, advantage. Unjust laws are not laws at all; justice is more than fairness (CA 44).

“Building back” is not automatically “better,” but may suppose a disruption greater than
the pandemic itself. Although each person, family, and nation—including the poor and
disadvantaged—is the primary agent of its own development, assistance from other persons,
families and nations may be welcome and appropriate (CA 43). The advancement of the poor
is not a burden, but an opportunity—for the moral, cultural, and economic growth of all.

The true efficiency of any economy depends not, primarily, on abstract planning or the
solving of technical problems, but on the affirmation of human dignity, and of rights like
private initiative, private property, economic freedom, freedom of conscience, and cultural
self-determination. Human freedom cannot be suppressed without leading a society and its
economy into progressive disorganization and decline.

Culture is the sphere in which man asks about the meaning of life, and the mystery of God.
A post-pandemic social structure that forgets God forgets man, embraces presumption, and
invites catastrophe.

The idea that humankind’s sole alternatives are the success of a grand scheme or an
impending catastrophe for humanity mirrors extremes of presumption and despair, and may
indicate a social proposal formulated in fear and hubris rather than hope and humility.

Ultimately, what is most needed in any age is not a Great Reset of the social fabric, but
a Great Renewal of the charity that makes social life possible (CA 48, cf. 20-21).
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A Motive for Hope

e may apply these principles to some of the solutions proposed to resolve systemic

inequality in a more inclusive post-pandemic economy, such as a universal basic

income, a just wage and benefits, regulation of tax havens, and substantial relief for
debts arising from pandemic-related expenses. Even if these are workable solutions, such a call
for inclusion might represent an incomplete call for participation if it does not consider the ultimate
destiny of the human person. The problem of inequality is not so much one of economic exploita-
tion (which is real, and concerning), but one of human alienation. Resolving alienation is not reduc-
ible to equalizing what persons have, although that may result in a more just distribution of goods;
a fully participatory society requires communion in relation to a transcendent common good, from
which equality itself must be understood. When r is greater than g, the analysis of inequality ought
to begin from the true good of the person, so that the person is not reduced to an occasion, or
means, to the end of a functioning economy, a reversal of true means and ends. Likewise, the gift
of self cannot be absorbed within the logic of an abstract plan for organizing a more perfect society,
as the human person exists not for society, but for God, and for his own sake in relation to God and
others. In fact, both society and the state exist to assist the fulfillment of the transcendent destiny
of the human person. Persons experience alienation when they refuse to transcend themselves in
a gift of self; societies experience alienation when they organize themselves according to principles
that make solidarity based on the gift of self more difficult to achieve.

Human economic activity, in the vision of Karol Wojtyta / Pope John Paul ll, ought first to
be organized around the achievement of truly human goods, and only then according to models
founded in the mathematical assessment of statistical outcomes. This is the way of love, built on
the way of conversion to a human ecology. Authentically understood, it offers a practical framework
for reinterpreting and reimagining economic activity, so that a more just, and more authentically
human economy and society may result. Merely mathematical models need not, necessarily, be
discarded, but they may need to be rethought, so as to be informed by a vision of what is truly good
for the human community in light of its common good and ultimate purpose.

In a climate of objective inequality and cultural change, the COVID-19 pandemic has exacer-
bated social conditions of isolation and fear that make it harder to achieve workable and just solu-
tions to human problems. Communication without closeness is strangely impersonal, and social
distancing may reflect a love of the farthest that categorizes persons, more than a love of neighbor
that welcomes them. The human call to social communion requires a special effort to see the other
as a neighbor, a Thou.

Hope for an eventual respair rests, then, not only on human resilience, but on a shared human
purpose: the common good, founded in the subsidiary life of the family. Along with proposals for
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what some are calling a fourth industrial revolution as a way to resolve income inequality, the pan-
demic has actually reproduced some conditions that recall life before the first industrial revolution.
Working remotely recalls something of the cottage industry: not only the economic model, but the
cottage itself. Life at home has had an opportunity to reassert itself in relation to work and social
life. Anecdotally, one hears of families sitting together to dinner more often than before, as external
activities cease to compete for their attention. A longing for meaningful human contact also helps
us to reset our priorities with respect to how we value the presence of other persons in our lives.
Evidently, there are also objective dangers for communities in the social situation of the pandemic.
A digital workplace may seem attractive for its relative freedom, and yet also dehumanizing, as it
deprives its participants of the immediacy of personal presence. A fear of invisible contamination,
expressed in the partial covering of human faces, deprives us of a form of personal disclosure that
is a naturalinvitation to empathy. Nevertheless, like Camus's Plague (1948), our pandemic also con-
tains within it the material for a call to a renewed vision of hope in the transcendent destiny of each
human person, as we unite in common action not against each other, but for the common good.

Inequality is more than an economic problem. In Our God's Brother, Wojtyta argues that it cor-
rupts the social order, leading to polarization, marginalization, and a general failure of participation.
In such a context, a just anger is an appropriate engine of change (Wojtyta 1999, 202-3). Justice
is more than fairness, however, and grand schemes and great resets based on horizontal assess-
ments of human work and worth will never build a truly human social order. They can accomplish
good things, but they are unjust, and unworkable, to the extent that they see human persons
through a prism of exchange. Wojtyta proposes a way of love that addresses human persons not as
economic or political ciphers, but as full participants in subsidiary communities founded on vertical
transcendence. These are non-exchangeable humans, free men and women, made for love. The
post-pandemic world will be ready for a great renewal: a renewal in charity, in which an aware-
ness that what a human person is worth is the entirety of the divine gift—deserving, in response,
all of the love of which the world and each of us is capable—may inform the way we think about
the value of things, the value of each other, and the reason of being of our economic, political, and
cultural institutions.

39



It

References

Aquinas, T., In Boethii de Trinitate.

Aquinas, T., Summa Theologiae.

Arendt, H. (1973), The Origins of Totalitarianism, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, New York.

Aristotle, Metaphysics.

Aristotle, Physics.

Aristotle, Rhetoric.

Augustine, Confessions.

Augustine, De vera religione.

Bacon, F. (1620), Instauratio Magna.

Bacon, F. (1603), Temporis Partus Masculus, sive Instauratio Magna Imperii Humani in Universum.

Boniecki, A. (2000), The Making of the Pope of the Millennium: Kalendarium of the Life
of Karol Wojtyta, Marian Press, Stockbridge, Massachusetts.

Bregman, R. (2021), Humankind: A Hopeful History, Bloomsbury Publishing, London.

Camus, A. (1948), The Plague, The Modern Library, New York.

Deleidi, M., Mazzucato, M. (2019), Putting Austerity to Bed: Technical Progress, Aggregate
Demand and the Supermultiplier, ,Review of Political Economy", Vol. 31, No. 3.

Esposito, C. (1983), L'esperienza dell'essere umano nel pensiero di Karol Wojtyta,

(w:) Buttiglione, R. (ed), La filosofia di Karol Waojtyta: Atti del Seminario di studl,
Universita di Bari, 25-26 gennaio 1983, Centro Studi Europa Orientale, Bologna.

Hobbes, T. (1680), The Life of Mr. Thomas Hobbes of Malmesbury, Written by Himself in a Latine
Poem, And Now Translated into English.: Printed for A.C., London.

Jan Pawet Il (1980), Encyklika Dives in Misericordia, 30.11, DM.

Jan Pawet Il (1981a), Adhortacja apostolska Familiaris Consortio, 22.11, FC.

Jan Pawet Il (1981b), Encyklika Laborem Exercens, 14.09, LE.

Jan Pawet Il (1985), Apertura dell/Anno Internazionale della Gioventu, Incontro di Giovanni
Paolo Il con i giovani in Piazza San Giovanni in Laterano, Anno Internazionale della Gioventu,
30.03.

Jan Pawet Il (1989), Message of His Holiness Pope John Paul Il for the Celebration of the World
Day of Peace, 1 January 1990: Peace with God the Creator, Peace with All of Creation.
Vatican City, 8.12.

Jan Pawet Il (1991), Encyklika Centesimus Annus, 1.05, CA.

Jan Pawet Il (1994), Letter to Families from Pope John Paul I, Gratissimam Sane, 2.02, LF.

Jan Pawet Il (2002), Message for the 50th Anniversary of the Permanent Mission of the Holy See
to the United Nations Organization for Education, Science and Culture (UNESCO), 11.12.

Jan Pawet Il (2003), Address of John Paul Il to the Cardinals, Papal Household and Roman Curia, 22.12.



—
References  mmm

Jan Pawet Il (2003), Adhortacja apostolska Ecclesia in Europa, 28.06, EE.

Leon XlIl (1891), Encyklika Rerum Novarum, 15.05, RN.

de Lubac, H. (1993), At the Service of the Church: Henri De Lubac Reflects on the Circumstances
That Occasioned His Writings, Ignatius, San Francisco.

Maritain, J. (1966), The Person and the Common Good, University of Notre Dame Press,

Notre Dame.

Mazzucato, M. (2016), An Entrepreneurial Society Needs an Entrepreneurial State,
.Harvard Business Review", 25.10.

Mazzucato, M. (2018), The Entrepreneurial State: Debunking Public vs. Private Sector Myths, Penguin
Books, Westminster.

Mazzucato, M. (2020), The Value of Everything: Making & Taking in the Global Economy.,

Public Affairs, New York.

Mazzucato, M. (2021a), From Moonshots to Earthshots, ,The Daily Star", Beirut, 4.02.

Mazzucato, M. (2021b), Mission Economy: A Moonshot Guide to Changing Capitalism,
Harper Business, New York.

Meyers, J. (2020), Post-pandemic: How to rebuild resilience and trust, World Economic Forum Global
Agenda, 19.11, https:.//www.weforum.org/agenda/2020/11/top-quotes-on-building-
-resilience-and-restoring-confidence/

Nietzsche, F. (1954), The Portable Nietzsche, Viking, New York.

Piketty, T. (2014), Capital in the Twenty-First Century, Harvard University Press (Belknap),
Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Rice, J.P. (2018), Not Merely as a Means, Nor Merely as an End: Wojtyta's Reformulation
of the Categorical Imperative and the Human Aperture to Hope, ,On Hope, Philosophical
News", New Series, No. 17.

Rodrik, D. (2014), Piketty And The Zeitgeist, ,Social Europe’, 16.05.

Rodrik, D. (2015), Economics Rules: Why Economics Works, When it Fails, and How to Tell
the Difference, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Rodrik, D. (2018), Straight Talk on Trade: Ideas for a Sane World Economy, Princeton,

Princeton University Press, New Jersey.

Rodrik, D. (2020), Project Syndiicate, 12.05, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/
three-trends-shaping-post-pandemic-globaleconomy-by-dani-rodrik-2020-05

Rodrik, D. (2020a), Will COVID-19 Remake the World?, Project Syndicate, 6.04.
https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/will-covid1g-remake-the-world-
-by-dani-rodrik-2020-04

Rodrik, D., Stantcheva, S. (2020b), The Post-pandemic Social Contract, Project Syndicate, 11.06,
http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/new-social-contract-must-targetgood-job-
creation-by-dani-rodrik-and-stefanie-stantcheva-2020-06

Schmitz, K.L. (1980), The Given and the Gift: Two Different Readings of the World,

(w?) Zycinski, J M. (red.), The Human Person and Philosophy in the Contemporary World:
Proceedings of the Meeting of the World Union of Catholic Philosophical Societies, Cracow,
23-25 August 1978, vol. I-Il., The Pontifical Faculty of Theology, Krakow.

Second Vatican Ecumenical Council (1965), Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World

Gaudium et spes, 7.12, GS.

41



42

—
= References

Styczen, T. (2007), Gratias Ago Ergo Sum: Zy¢ to Dziekowaé: «To Live» Means «To Thank»,
Instytut Jana Pawta II, KUL, Lublin.
Weigel, G. (1999), Witness to Hope: The Biography of Pope John Paul I, Harper Collins
(CLiff Street Books), New York.
Whoriskey, P. Eunjung, A.C. (2011), Book takes a more candid look at Steve Jobs,
,The Washington Post", 22.10.
Wierzbicki, AM. (2005), Una filosofia capace di pensare la storia, ,Il nuovo Areopago’, No. 4.
Williams, G.H. (1981), The Mind of John Paul II: Origins of His Thought and Action, The Seabury
Press, New York.
Wojtyta, K. (1969), Problem teorii moralnosci, (w:) W nurcie zagadnieri posoborowych, T. 3,
Wydawnictwo Siostr Loretanek-Benedyktynek, Warszawa.
Wojtyta, K. (1974), O znaczeniu mitosci oblubienczej (na marginesie dyskusji), ,Roczniki Filozoficzne',
vol. 22, nr2.
Wojtyta, K. (1976), Osoba: Podmiot i wspolnota, ,Roczniki Filozoficzne”, vol. 24, nr 2.
Wojtyta, K. (1979), Aby Chrystus sie nami postugiwat, Wydawnictwo Znak, Krakow.
Wojtyta, K. (1980), Personalistyczna koncepcja cztowieka, (w.) Specjalistyczne aspekty problemu
antykoncepgji, Wydawnictwo Studium Przywydziatowe Teologii Rodziny w Krakowie, Krakow.
Wojtyta, K. (1984), The Way to Christ: Spiritual Exercises, Harper Collins, San Francisco.
Wojtyta, K. (1986), Mitos¢ i odpowiedzialnosé. Zrédta i monografie, nr 111; Cztowiek i moralnosé, nr 1,
Wydawnictwo Towarzystwa Naukowego Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego, Lublin.
Wojtyta, K. (1994), Osoba i czyn, oraz inne studia antropologiczne, wyd. 3, Cztowiek i moralnosc, nr 4,
Wydawnictwo Towarzystwa Naukowego Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego, Lublin.
Woijtyta, K. (1999), Poezje i dramaty, Wydawnictwo Znak, Krakow.
Wojtyta, K. (2003), Doctrina de fide apud S. Joannem a Cruce, Pontificia Studiorum Universitas
a Sancto Thoma Aquinate in Urbe, Facultas Theologiae, Dissertatio ad lauream,
Rome, 1948 (mps). Latin text in La dottrina della fede in S. Giovanni della Croce (Italian
facing text translated by Massimo Bettetini. Milan: Bompiani Testi a Fronte, Libreria Editrice
Vaticana, Vatican City.
World Economic Forum (2020), The Great Reset, https://www.weforum.org/great-reset/
Zieba, M. (1994), The Temple in the Polis: Faith is not Ideology, ,Crisis", styczen.



Polish Economic Institute

The Polish Economic Institute is a public economic think-tank dating
back to 1928. Its research spans trade, macroeconomics, energy

and the digital economy, with strategic analysis on key areas of social
and public life in Poland. The Institute provides analysis and expertise for
the implementation of the Strategy for Responsible Development and
helps popularise Polish economic and social research in the country
and abroad.

—— [T

s Economic
s [Nstitute



