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Love Beyond Labels
The argument, its meaning, and its real-world consequences

Shared identity cannot substitute for adequate grounds of individual culpability. Wrongdoing
by some members of a group does not, by itself, justify condemning everyone who belongs to
that group.

The argument

A judgment condemning every member of a group requires adequate grounds
applicable to every member; wrongdoing by some members alone is insufficient to
condemn them all.

Therefore, shared group identity alone, without adequate grounds connecting every
member to the wrongdoing, cannot justify condemning every member.

These are the premise and conclusion of the argument. Here, “condemnation” means a
judgment of moral blame, not merely criticism, disagreement, dislike, or a decision to
maintain personal boundaries. “Adequate grounds” must support culpability, not merely
show that a person was present, affected, or associated with someone responsible.

What the name means—and what is established

“Love Beyond Labels” expresses an ideal of care for people across group identities, guided
by fairness and discernment. The argument establishes the narrower requirement of
adequate grounds for condemnation; it does not, by itself, prove a duty to love everyone.
“Beyond labels” means that identity alone cannot establish guilt, not that beliefs, choices, or
participation are irrelevant. Applied to hatred, it defeats this attempted justification: “Some
of them have done evil; therefore, I am justified in hating all of them as guilty or evil.” The
evidence offered does not support the accusation against everyone.

The argument does not establish that every conceivable form of hatred is morally wrong. To
establish a broader moral prohibition, further premises about hatred and moral justification
would be required. It does establish that guilt cannot be assigned to everyone merely
through shared identity, and that hatred cannot acquire an adequate guilt-based justification
from that unsupported assignment.

The scope of the condemnation must be supported by the scope of the grounds. Separate
investigations of every member are not always necessary: reliable common evidence may
establish everyone’s culpable participation. Conversely, an absence of sufficient grounds for
condemnation is not proof of innocence. It means that the condemnation has not been
justified.
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1. Race and ethnicity

A person cannot justify condemning every member of a race or ethnic group by pointing to
crimes, cruelty, dishonesty, or oppression committed by some members. A crime committed
by a Black person does not establish the guilt of Black people generally. Atrocities
committed by white people do not establish the personal guilt of every white person. The
same standard applies to Asian people, Indigenous peoples, Hispanic people, and every
other racial or ethnic population.

Even numerous examples do not automatically establish a claim about every member.
Evidence of a pattern and evidence of universal culpability are different things. Racial or
ethnic identity cannot carry someone else’s blame into an individual’s moral record.
Supported patterns can be investigated without treating identity as a verdict.

2. Religion and absence of religion

Abuse committed by a religious leader does not make every follower an abuser. Terrorism
committed in the name of a religion does not establish that every adherent supports
terrorism. Persecution committed by an atheist regime does not establish the culpability of
every atheist.

Jews, Muslims, Christians, atheists, and members of other traditions are all protected by the
same evidential standard: wrongdoing by particular members or institutions cannot simply
be transferred to everyone sharing their religious or nonreligious identity.

Beliefs, teachings, institutions, and practices remain open to criticism. Someone’s actual
endorsement of a harmful teaching or knowing facilitation of abuse can supply relevant
grounds for judgment. The grounds must concern what the person believes, supports,
enables, or does—not merely what others sharing a label have done.

3. Nationality, governments, and war

A government’s wrongdoing does not automatically establish the guilt of every citizen. A
population can include children, political opponents, persecuted minorities, people without
meaningful political power, and people actively resisting the government’s actions. Even
among supporters, knowledge, freedom of choice, and contribution can differ.

Russian nationality alone does not establish responsibility for the Russian government’s
conduct. The same standard applies to Americans, Chinese people, Israelis, Palestinians, and
every other population. People do not become personally guilty simply because a
government or armed group claims to act in their name.

This blocks collective guilt based on nationality alone as a sufficient justification for revenge
against a population. It does not settle every question about military action, sanctions, or
public policy. Those require additional arguments about responsibility, protection, necessity,
and foreseeable harm.
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4. Sex, gender, and sexual orientation

Wrongdoing by some men does not establish that all men are abusers, predators, or morally
corrupt. Wrongdoing by some women does not establish that all women are manipulative,
dishonest, or cruel. Misconduct by a heterosexual, gay, bisexual, or transgender person
likewise does not establish the guilt of everyone sharing that characteristic.

Painful experiences can explain distrust or fear, but an explanation of a feeling is not proof
that an accusation against everyone is true. People can maintain boundaries and take
precautions without declaring every member of a demographic guilty. The principle
concerns justified condemnation; it does not require indiscriminate trust.

5. Political parties, movements, and voters

A leader’s corruption does not automatically make every party member equally corrupt. Nor
does a voter necessarily endorse every statement, policy, or act of a candidate they
supported. Sharing a political label, endorsing a harmful proposal, knowingly enabling
wrongdoing, and personally carrying it out are different connections.

Political affiliation can nevertheless involve morally relevant choices. Knowingly supporting
an abusive policy, financing political violence, or helping conceal corruption may provide
grounds for criticism. Such conduct must be assessed on its evidence and circumstances.
Affiliation neither invariably establishes guilt nor invariably lacks evidential relevance.

6. Organizations formed around wrongdoing

The principle still applies when an organization is criminal, violent, or openly hateful. Calling
an organization evil does not eliminate the need to establish a person’s relationship to its
wrongdoing. Relevant questions include whether the person actually belongs, joined
knowingly, participates voluntarily, understands its aims, or has left it.

Where reliable evidence establishes that every member knowingly and voluntarily
participates in a wrongful undertaking, there may be grounds to condemn every member for
that participation. The principle permits this conclusion; it prohibits reaching it without
adequate grounds. Membership may be informative when its established conditions
themselves involve culpable conduct.

Shared culpability also does not establish identical culpability. Organizers, willing
participants, and coerced participants can warrant different judgments. A hypothetical
group stipulated to contain only evil beings does not defeat the principle: the stipulation
supplies the grounds within the hypothetical. It does not license unsupported accusations
against actual people.
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7. Family relationships and ancestry

Children do not inherit their parents’ moral guilt. A spouse does not become an accomplice
merely through marriage. A sibling does not become responsible simply through kinship. If
relatives conceal a crime or participate in abuse, their own conduct can establish
responsibility; the relationship alone cannot.

Inherited guilt must also be distinguished from questions about inherited property,
continuing advantages, restitution, or responsibilities to repair present injustice. Those
questions require their own arguments. A person might have an obligation to return
something wrongfully held without being personally guilty of the original taking.

8. Professions and institutions

Misconduct by some police officers does not establish that every officer commits or endorses
misconduct. Abuse by some physicians, teachers, clergy, care workers, or business
executives does not establish universal professional guilt.

Institutional responsibility can extend beyond the direct perpetrator. Supervisors who
knowingly conceal abuse, colleagues who deliberately assist it, and officials who culpably
ignore duties may bear responsibility for their own conduct or omissions. The principle
protects against unsupported blame; it does not protect complicity from investigation.

Institutional rules and incentives may also warrant criticism. A system can need reform
without every person employed within it being equally blameworthy. Responsibility for
changing a system is not necessarily identical to personal guilt for every harm it has caused.

9. Immigration and treatment of outsiders

A crime committed by an immigrant does not make every immigrant guilty or dangerous.
The same reasoning applies to refugees, tourists, newcomers, and foreign students. A
concern warranting investigation or a policy response does not establish that everyone in
the relevant category deserves condemnation.

Public decisions cannot acquire an adequate guilt-based justification by assigning an
offender’s guilt to unrelated people who share an immigration status or origin. Whether a
particular policy has other adequate justifications is a separate question.

10. Wealth, poverty, and social class

Exploitation by some wealthy people does not establish that every wealthy person is
exploitative. Fraud by some people receiving assistance does not establish that every
recipient is dishonest. Poverty does not establish laziness, and wealth does not establish
either virtue or corruption.

Economic arrangements can be criticized for their effects, fairness, or incentives. Particular
people can be judged for how they acquire wealth, treat others, or discharge
responsibilities. Economic classification alone does not settle those judgments.
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11. Age, disability, and health conditions

Misconduct by a young person does not establish the moral deficiency of all young people.
Wrongdoing by an older person does not establish that older people generally deserve
condemnation. A harmful act committed by someone with a disability or diagnosis does not
establish the guilt or malicious character of everyone sharing that condition.

Assessments of needs, capabilities, or risks require relevant evidence and are different from
moral condemnation. Needing support or presenting a particular risk is not synonymous
with being blameworthy. Group membership does not remove the need to distinguish these
questions.

12. Personal betrayal and everyday relationships

Betrayal by several friends, partners, coworkers, or neighbors can provide reasons to
reconsider relationships and boundaries. It does not establish that everyone sharing those
people’s identities deserves condemnation. One dishonest coworker does not make the
entire staff dishonest; several cruel classmates do not make every student cruel.

An unfaithful partner does not establish the unfaithfulness of everyone of that sex. A hostile
neighbor does not establish the hostility of everyone in the neighborhood. People can protect
themselves without claiming knowledge of everyone’s guilt. Withholding access to one’s
private life and declaring someone morally culpable are different decisions.

13. Online outrage and reputational punishment

A scandal involving one member of a community does not justify accusing every member of
complicity. Membership in the same forum, following the same public figure, appearing in a
photograph, or sharing an employer does not by itself establish approval of wrongdoing.

Silence does not automatically establish agreement. In some circumstances, knowledge and
a specific duty to act could make a person’s silence culpable, but this requires supporting
grounds. Campaigns to shame, exclude, or punish associated people cannot be justified
merely by saying that they belong to the same circle.

14. Collective retaliation and punishment

If shared identity alone does not establish shared guilt, then shared guilt cannot serve as an
adequate justification for retaliation against everyone merely sharing that identity. This
undermines the guilt-based rationale for ethnic revenge, religious persecution, family
vendettas, and punishing unrelated people for another person’s misconduct.

A further moral premise is needed to conclude that a particular punishment or exclusion is
wrong—for example, that punishment requires adequate grounds of culpability. The present
argument supplies the crucial finding that identity alone has not established that culpability.

Punishment must also be distinguished from protective action. Evacuating everyone from a
dangerous building affects everyone without accusing anyone of wrongdoing. A measure
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applying to a group is not necessarily collective condemnation. Its justification must be
assessed according to the kind of action it is.

The strongest challenges and the replies

“But there is a documented pattern.” A pattern may justify investigating causes or
assessing a relevant risk. It does not automatically establish every member’s guilt.
Probabilistic expectations and judgments of moral culpability must not be treated as
identical.

“But they chose to join.” Voluntary membership can matter, especially where joining
involves knowing support for wrongdoing. The relevant grounds are then the person’s
informed choice and contribution, not a transfer of unrelated members’ guilt. Evidence must
establish the conditions that make the choice culpable.

“But everyone benefits.” Benefit, knowledge, endorsement, participation, and
responsibility to make repairs are distinct. A person’s benefit may raise further moral
questions, but benefit alone does not establish personal guilt for every act that produced it.

“But you cannot investigate every person.” Practical difficulty does not convert
insufficient grounds into sufficient grounds. Common evidence can support a universal
judgment when it genuinely covers everyone. Otherwise, the conclusion must remain
narrower or uncertain.

“But my hatred is a feeling, not an accusation.” The argument directly evaluates
judgments and their justification. It does not prove that an involuntary emotional response is
itself a deliberate wrongdoing. It challenges the claim that an emotion aimed at everyone is
warranted because everyone shares guilt established only for some.

The exact boundary of the principle

If “indiscriminate hatred” means hating everyone as guilty or evil without adequate grounds
covering everyone, the argument exposes the unsupported judgment on which that hatred
rests. If it means hating every member even where every member’s culpability has been
adequately established, this argument alone does not settle whether that hatred is justified.

It does not demand affection, forgiveness, reconciliation, or trust. It does not prohibit
criticism of ideas, condemnation of institutions, or accountability for culpable participants. It
does not prove that an uncondemned person is innocent, and it does not claim that everyone
who is guilty is equally guilty.

The same standard applies to majority and minority groups, powerful and vulnerable groups,
and groups one likes or dislikes. No identity creates an exemption from the requirement for
adequate grounds.

Do not turn another person’s wrongdoing into someone’s guilt merely
because they share a group identity.



