(AT: Util / Framing) Social Security framework can’t operate under util.
Shionoya 98 – Tsukumo Shionoya, who was famous as the translator of J. M. Keynes’s The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, he learned modern economics and became an associate professor in 1964 and then professor in 1972 at Hitotsubashi University. He became the dean of the Faculty of Economics in 1985 and then the president of the university from 1989 to 1992. Serving as the head of the National Institute of Population and Social Security Research after his retirement from Hitotsubashi University, he continued his academic activity and was designated Bunkakorosha (a person of cultural merit) by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology in 2002. (“‘Social Security and Moral Principles’" IPSS, https://www.ipss.go.jp/publication/e/R_s_p/No.7_P1.pdf) //ox
If a foundation of social solidarity is sought in the utilitarian philosophy, the answer will be that a summation of individual utilities is considered in its appraisal of policy and action. Unlike egoism, utilitarianism is an altruistic principle in that it is concerned with utility not only for a single individual but also for all other persons to an equal extent. However, since its criterion is a social aggregate of satisfaction, the design of institutions based on the distribution of income, wealth, and utility is not possible according to the utilitarian principle. If it is assumed that the poor will have an inferior capacity for enjoyment, the utilitarian solution is an unequal distribution of income that produces the greatest social aggregate of utility. Thus, a social security system cannot be based on utilitarianism.
Historically speaking, the implementation of the social security system and social policy preceded their theory, and values that supported the practical rules of the welfare state emerged from the moral judgments of ordinary people. In fact, aid to the poor and the weak was sustained by altruistic feelings and a sense of justice in a community. Utilitarianism could not formulate theoretically the moral sentiments of people. Rawls’s theory of justice succeeded in the theoretical formulation of a sense of justice held by people under the political institutions of democracy and established a paradigm of a just society in terms of a rational social contract by moral persons who are endowed with rights to be considered equally. As we shall see, although moral principles have proliferated since Rawls, his position is aptly characterized as “welfare liberalism.”
I contend that the social security system of the welfare state should embody Rawls’s principles of justice. An explanation of this contention will serve to reject some popular ideas about the welfare state. Under a social security system based on Rawls’s moral principles, the status of the least advantaged is raised through social cooperation; in this way such persons can maintain a sense of self-respect and believe that their lives are worth living. On the other hand, those who are protected from risk provide resources for operating the system. As a result, income is transferred from the advantaged to the disadvantaged. This transfer was originally an insurance premium paid by the advantaged to avoid risk, but they are fortunately protected from risk and so are in an advantaged status. Their advantage, as it were, was obtained in exchange for an insurance premium that was transferred to the disadvantaged. Therefore, the size of their premium is determined according to the ability principle. This means a principle of reciprocity, not that of benevolence. Rawls’s principles of justice, then, are essentially a theory of insurance. The social security system is based on solidarity in the sense of reciprocity, not of unilateral benevolence of the rich to the poor. Apparently the system has a function of income redistribution, but this does not mean a unilateral, altruistic transfer of income from the advantaged to the disadvantaged. Through the collective device of insurance to avoid risk, supported by the self-interest of individuals, the status of those at the bottom of society is raised and a social relationship with morally acceptable differences is maintained.
Social security is often claimed to be paternalistic intervention of the state into the short-sighted behavior of individuals. Government regulation is sometimes based on paternalism to promote the public welfare, but the problem is that it imposes restrictions on the preferences and autonomy of individuals. The state is assumed to know more than individuals about what is best for them. Similarly, benefactors in this system might infringe on the autonomy of others. Justification of the social security system by the social contract theory does not depend on paternalism, but on an agreement between autonomous individuals.
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