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What	are	some	examples	just	law

What	are	some	examples	of	good	laws.		What	are	some	laws	that	should	exist.		Examples	laws.		What	are	some	examples	of	just	laws	today.		What	are	some	examples	of	just	laws.		

Dr.	King's	critics	claim	he	broke	laws	for	equality,	but	he	argues	there	are	both	just	and	unjust	laws,	citing	examples	like	desegregation	in	1954,	which	was	just,	while	segregationist	laws	are	unjust.	He	quotes	theologians	and	philosophers	who	say	unjust	laws	go	against	God's	law	and	moral	law,	making	people	morally	obligated	to	disobey	them.	King
believes	unjust	laws	degrade	humans,	impose	obligations	on	minorities	not	followed	by	the	majority,	and	create	inequality.	In	his	"Letter	from	Birmingham	City	Jail,"	Dr.	King	defines	just	laws	as	those	that	align	with	moral	law	and	uplift	human	personality,	while	unjust	laws	do	the	opposite.	Since	we	press	people	to	follow	the	Supreme	Court's	decision
against	school	segregation,	it	may	seem	confusing	for	us	to	deliberately	break	laws.	One	might	wonder	how	you	can	suggest	breaking	some	laws	while	obeying	others?	The	answer	lies	in	the	fact	that	there	are	two	types	of	laws:	just	and	unjust.	I'd	be	the	first	to	say	we	should	follow	just	laws,	not	only	because	it's	our	duty	but	also	because	it's	a	moral
responsibility.	On	the	other	hand,	we	have	a	moral	obligation	to	disobey	unjust	laws.	According	to	St.	Augustine,	an	unjust	law	isn't	a	law	at	all.	So,	what	makes	a	law	just	or	unjust?	A	just	law	aligns	with	God's	law	or	the	moral	code.	An	unjust	law	is	out	of	sync	with	morality.	In	terms	of	St.	Thomas	Aquinas'	view,	an	unjust	law	is	one	that	doesn't	stem
from	eternal	and	natural	law.	Any	law	that	enhances	human	dignity	is	just,	while	any	law	that	degrades	it	is	unjust.	All	segregation	laws	are	unfair	because	they	distort	the	soul	and	damage	personalities	by	giving	some	a	false	sense	of	superiority	and	others	a	false	sense	of	inferiority.	Segregation	replaces	"I-thou"	relationships	with	"I-it"	connections,
making	people	mere	objects	rather	than	individuals.	This	isn't	just	socially	or	economically	flawed;	it's	morally	wrong	and	sinful.	Paul	Tillich	said	sin	is	separation,	so	isn't	segregation	an	existential	manifestation	of	humanity's	tragic	isolation?	Just	laws	are	those	that	align	with	the	principles	of	morality	and	justice,	while	unjust	laws	go	against	these
fundamental	values.	This	distinction	is	not	only	supported	by	various	philosophers	but	also	reflects	the	universal	agreement	that	moral	and	spiritual	laws	should	supersede	human-made	codes.	The	preservation	of	human	dignity	and	personality	takes	precedence	over	power	and	economic	interests.	Therefore,	it	is	essential	to	question	whether	a	law	is
just	or	unjust	and	take	responsibility	for	getting	unjust	laws	overturned.	However,	determining	what	makes	a	law	"just"	can	be	complex	due	to	the	subjective	nature	of	values	and	the	potential	for	laws	that	benefit	the	majority	at	the	expense	of	individual	rights.	In	his	letter	from	Birmingham	City	Jail,	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.	argues	that	laws	are	just	if
they	promote	human	dignity	and	well-being.	He	agrees	with	John	Locke's	idea	that	any	law	that	uplifts	human	personality	is	just,	while	one	that	degrades	it	is	unjust.	King	sees	segregation	as	an	unjust	law	that	fails	to	protect	people's	fundamental	rights.	To	address	injustices,	King	outlines	four	steps	for	a	nonviolent	campaign:	collecting	facts	to
determine	the	existence	of	injustices	(which	he	has	done	in	Birmingham,	where	segregation	and	police	brutality	are	rampant),	negotiation	with	opposing	leaders	(which	has	been	unsuccessful	in	Birmingham),	self-purification	through	workshops	on	nonviolence,	and	direct	action	(public	marches)	to	highlight	injustice.	King	defends	his	actions	against
critics	who	called	them	"unwise"	and	notes	that	he	rarely	responds	to	criticism,	but	feels	compelled	to	address	it	in	this	case.	Dr.	King	described	a	four-step	approach	to	achieving	freedom	through	nonviolent	means.	He	emphasized	the	importance	of	facing	potential	consequences,	including	jail	time,	as	a	result	of	peaceful	protests.	Direct	action	was
the	final	step,	aimed	at	creating	tension	that	forces	people	to	confront	the	issues	at	hand,	ultimately	leading	to	negotiation	and	resolution.	Dr.	King	noted	that	he	is	not	afraid	of	nonviolent	tension,	as	it	can	bring	new	understandings	and	solutions.	By	outlining	these	steps,	he	demonstrated	how	those	who	are	oppressed	can	make	peaceful	progress
toward	freedom.	By	addressing	critics	who	deemed	his	efforts	"unwise	and	untimely,"	Dr.	King	highlighted	the	injustices	faced	by	African	Americans	in	Birmingham,	including	segregation,	brutality,	and	unfair	treatment	by	the	courts.	He	also	acknowledged	that	leaders	in	the	community	had	attempted	to	negotiate	with	city	officials	but	were	met	with
refusal.	The	self-purification	step	involved	questioning	one's	own	actions	and	intentions,	considering	how	others	might	perceive	them,	and	being	prepared	for	potential	consequences.	Ultimately,	Dr.	King	saw	nonviolent	tension	as	a	necessary	means	for	growth,	capable	of	bringing	people	from	darkness	to	understanding	and	brotherhood.	The	goal	of
our	bold	action	plan	is	to	generate	a	critical	situation	that	will	inevitably	lead	to	negotiations.	King	emphasizes	the	need	for	nonviolent	protests,	which	dramatize	the	issue,	making	it	impossible	to	ignore,	and	are	essential	for	moral	growth.	He	argues	that	direct	action	creates	a	sense	of	urgency,	forcing	communities	to	confront	and	address	issues	of
inequality.	King's	"Letter	from	Birmingham	Jail,"	written	in	1963,	is	a	thorough	and	well-reasoned	discussion	of	civil	rights.	In	response	to	criticism	from	white	clergymen,	King	explains	the	rationale	behind	his	nonviolent	direct	action	approach.	He	outlines	four	steps:	gathering	facts,	negotiation,	self-purification,	and	direct	action.	King	emphasizes
that	his	campaign	is	nonviolent,	distinct	from	other	civil	rights	groups	advocating	violence.	In	Birmingham,	we	have	gone	through	all	these	steps.	King	highlights	that	when	injustice	is	uncovered,	the	only	remedy	left	to	the	disadvantaged	is	direct	action.	He	recounts	attempts	to	address	inequality	in	Birmingham,	including	negotiation,	broken
promises,	and	emphasizes	that	successful	negotiations	cannot	occur	without	direct	action:	Nonviolent	direct	action	seeks	to	create	a	crisis	and	establish	creative	tension	that	forces	a	community	that	has	consistently	refused	to	negotiate	to	finally	engage	in	meaningful	dialogue.	King	concludes	by	referencing	his	critics,	stating	he	has	never	engaged	in
a	"well-timed"	protest.	He	argues	that	the	African-American	community	has	waited	340	years	for	civil	freedoms,	and	the	time	for	waiting	is	long	over.	Approved	by	eNotes	Editorial	The	issue	at	hand	demands	attention	so	much	that	it	cannot	be	ignored	anymore.	According	to	King,	this	"creative	tension"	is	a	desperate	attempt	by	the	community	to
solve	problems	like	bus	boycotts	and	sit-ins	which	harm	the	economy.	He	describes	it	as	a	necessary	"constructive	nonviolent	tension	for	growth."	In	his	view,	this	growth	means	achieving	ethical	and	moral	equality	in	the	city	where	inequality	cannot	exist.	King	believes	that	direct	action	is	the	only	way	to	bring	about	change	by	forcing	the	White
majority	to	negotiate:	freedom	can	never	be	given	by	the	oppressor;	it	must	be	demanded	by	the	oppressed.	Discrimination	based	on	race	doesn't	only	harm	African	Americans;	it	also	has	negative	consequences	for	white	people	who	are	forced	to	uphold	unjust	laws,	regardless	of	their	personal	beliefs.	Similarly,	lawmakers	perpetuating	these
discriminatory	systems	must	confront	the	moral	burden	of	their	actions	and	decide	whether	they	can	justify	knowingly	supporting	injustice.	The	existence	of	such	laws	in	any	state	is	a	stain	on	American	democracy	as	a	whole.	King	emphasizes	that	individuals	and	groups	are	interconnected,	and	an	injustice	in	one	place	can	have	far-reaching
consequences,	emboldening	others	to	perpetuate	similar	injustices	elsewhere.	He	urges	his	audience,	mostly	white	pastors,	to	recognize	their	role	in	the	Civil	Rights	struggle,	emphasizing	that	it	is	not	just	about	African	Americans	but	also	about	preserving	justice	and	equality	for	all.	We	often	view	ourselves	as	separate	from	others	around	the	world,
but	this	notion	of	isolation	doesn't	hold	up	to	scrutiny.	As	King	pointed	out,	we're	connected	to	everyone	else	through	our	shared	humanity.	We	live	in	the	same	world,	and	what	happens	in	one	place	can	have	far-reaching	effects	everywhere	else.	Think	of	pollution	-	a	factory	emitting	toxins	in	one	part	of	America	poses	a	threat	to	air	quality	globally.
Not	only	do	the	pollutants	spread	across	borders,	but	they	also	shape	attitudes	about	environmental	responsibility.	If	we	allow	injustices	to	occur	without	opposition,	it	creates	an	environment	where	people	feel	it's	acceptable	to	act	unjustly	towards	others.	This	attitude	can	spread	until	eventually,	it	threatens	our	entire	society.	King	emphasizes	the
importance	of	opposing	injustice	wherever	it's	seen,	not	just	because	it	might	harm	us	directly	but	also	because	it	sets	a	dangerous	precedent.	If	we	don't	stand	against	injustices	in	various	places	and	situations,	we	risk	creating	a	world	where	such	actions	become	more	common	and	widespread.	Thus,	he	advocates	for	direct,	nonviolent	action	to
combat	racial	injustice.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.	willingly	accepts	the	label	of	"extremist"	because	he	believes	that	Jesus	was	an	extremist	for	love,	and	one	cannot	be	too	extreme	in	this	direction.	He	defines	a	just	law	as	one	rooted	in	natural	morality	and	unjust	laws	as	those	with	no	such	origin.	King	sees	himself	as	an	extremist	in	service	to	love,
goodness,	and	truth,	like	Jesus	Christ.	In	his	Letter	from	Birmingham	Jail,	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	appeals	to	the	concept	of	natural	law,	stating	that	a	just	law	is	a	man-made	code	that	squares	with	the	moral	law	or	the	law	of	God.	An	unjust	law	is	a	code	out	of	harmony	with	the	moral	law.	In	considering	the	morality	of	laws,	it's	crucial	to	examine
those	that	impose	punishments	for	perceived	immoral	behaviors	like	homosexuality	or	blasphemy.	Within	the	United	States,	varying	state	laws	present	a	different	scenario,	as	it's	challenging	to	argue	that	such	legislation	is	grounded	in	natural	law.	Individuals	may	obey	unjust	laws	due	to	social	pressure	and	fear	of	punishment.	In	his	letter	"Letter
from	Birmingham	City	Jail,"	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.	emphasizes	that	simply	because	authorities	act	nonviolently	does	not	necessarily	make	their	actions	moral.	He	highlights	the	importance	of	evaluating	the	motivations	behind	an	action,	stating	that	it's	only	morally	justifiable	to	be	nonviolent	if	one's	goals	are	worthy.	King	critiques	the	idea	that
the	Birmingham	police	were	truly	nonviolent,	pointing	out	their	treatment	of	African	Americans.	He	notes	how	they	deployed	dogs	against	unarmed	protesters	and	mistreated	elderly	men	and	young	boys.	Although	the	police	exercised	restraint	during	recent	protests,	King	argues	that	this	does	not	justify	their	actions	as	moral.	He	emphasizes	that
using	moral	means	to	preserve	immoral	ends	is	wrong.	As	the	police	aimed	to	maintain	segregation,	an	inherently	evil	system,	their	nonviolent	behavior	in	public	did	not	redeem	their	overall	immorality.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.'s	letter	from	Birmingham	jail	highlights	the	distinction	between	"just"	and	"unjust"	laws.	He	defines	a	just	law	as	one	that
aligns	with	moral	law	or	God's	law,	whereas	an	unjust	law	is	out	of	harmony	with	these	principles.	He	draws	parallels	with	the	Roman	Empire's	philosophy,	which	made	a	clear	distinction	between	Ius	Gentium	(universal	practice)	and	Ius	Naturalis	(natural	law	or	moral	law).	While	slavery	was	practiced	universally	under	Ius	Gentium,	the	Romans
considered	it	morally	wrong	under	Ius	Naturalis.	King	further	explains	that	any	law	uplifted	human	personality	is	just,	while	any	law	degrading	human	personality	is	unjust.	He	emphasizes	that	individuals	have	both	a	legal	and	moral	responsibility	to	obey	just	laws	and	disobey	unjust	ones,	using	the	example	of	Nazi	laws	during	World	War	II.	He
argues	that	such	laws,	like	those	forcing	people	to	turn	in	hidden	Jews,	are	morally	wrong	and	that	individuals	have	a	moral	duty	to	ignore	them.	His	views	align	with	my	own	understanding	of	justice	and	morality.	As	a	law	student,	I	can't	help	but	ask	questions	about	the	feasibility	of	ignoring	unjust	laws.	The	notion	that	judges	should	decide	what
laws	are	just	and	unjust	raises	concerns	about	consistency	and	fairness.	If	different	people	have	varying	interpretations	of	'just'	and	'unjust',	shouldn't	they	be	given	equal	authority?	Granting	such	power	to	individuals	with	differing	views	could	lead	to	the	erosion	of	democratic	institutions,	as	seen	in	the	experience	of	occupied	countries	like	the
Netherlands	during	World	War	II.	In	a	constitutional	democratic	system,	judges	are	responsible	for	interpreting	laws	in	line	with	the	country's	moral	and	natural	law,	as	codified	in	the	Constitution.	However,	this	does	not	mean	that	judges	have	unchecked	authority	to	declare	laws	unjust.	Rather,	they	work	within	the	framework	established	by	the
people	through	their	elected	representatives.	While	it	is	essential	for	citizens	to	uphold	the	law,	it	is	equally	important	to	recognize	the	limitations	of	such	a	system.	In	times	when	democratic	principles	are	being	challenged,	as	was	the	case	during	the	civil	rights	movement	led	by	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.,	it	is	crucial	that	the	judiciary	plays	its	role	in
upholding	moral	and	constitutional	standards.	In	this	context,	the	Supreme	Court's	ability	to	test	laws	on	their	constitutionality	and	morality	serves	as	a	vital	check	on	the	power	of	the	majority.	This	ensures	that	even	if	a	law	passes	through	Congress,	it	is	subject	to	scrutiny	by	the	courts	and	can	be	deemed	unconstitutional	or	unjust.	The
unconstitutionality	of	segregation	was	clear,	yet	it	persisted	for	decades.	This	failure	to	uphold	constitutional	principles	raises	questions	about	the	nature	of	our	democracy.	In	a	constitutional	democracy,	every	branch	is	responsible	for	defending	the	Constitution's	principles.	However,	when	these	principles	are	absent	or	disregarded,	the	duty	to	obey
laws	no	longer	applies.	According	to	Dr.	Martin	Luther	King	Jr.,	individuals	have	a	responsibility	to	re-establish	constitutional	norms	in	such	cases.	For	law	students	and	professionals,	this	means	fighting	unjust	laws	through	legal	means	initially.	If	legal	efforts	fail	due	to	breach	of	the	Constitution	by	all	branches,	it	may	be	necessary	to	disobey	these
unjust	laws	in	any	way	possible.	While	I'm	unsure	if	my	perspective	will	alienate	me	from	legal	circles,	I	believe	that	standing	up	for	our	Constitution	and	justice	system	is	essential.	It's	crucial	to	maintain	a	healthy	conscience	and	uphold	what	is	right.	If	we	agree	with	this	perspective,	the	present-day	consequences	are	clear.	We	must	be	prepared	to
challenge	unjust	laws	and	stand	up	for	our	constitutional	principles	when	they're	being	eroded	or	disregarded.


