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1. Introduction 
 
 Aristotle was non-democratic and patriarchal in politics, but meta-ethically correct in 
thinking that to explore personal and political justice and kindness, one needs a ‘folk 
anthropology’1 for ethics, with a ‘thick vague’2 description of human well being, based 
on applying certain ‘marks of wellbeing’ (such as delight, ultimate/intrinsic finality, 
completeness, self-sufficiency, leisure, and permanence through cumulative perfection3) 
to listed ingredient goods. Aristotle’s list of ‘goods’ was based on a description of a 
hierarchically/architectonically ordered set of human capacities.4 Intellect and will are 
‘higher’ capacities;5 and have defining formal and perfecting objects/ends, like 
intelligibility/knowledge (intellect) and for will, desirability/wellbeing, including 
curiosity about ‘the highest good’. ‘Lower’ capacities are voluntarily operational 
capacities, like sense-perception and molar movement; and lower still are the enabling 
autonomic capacities like digestion, which must be tended but cannot be flexed. There are 
characteristic capacity-needs and virtues.6  
 
 The theoretic use of the definite description ‘the highest good’ (THG) within Neo-
Aristotelian Virtue Ethics (NAVE) has equivocal reference, both human and theistic.7 We 
can disagree about Aristotle’s particular theistic THG-truth-claims, but still want to know 
THG. Beside their private exercise, the main social domains of capacity-exercise are: 
family, market, organisational, and political arenas. Thus within the meta-ethics and ‘folk 
anthropology’ of NAVE one can apprehend/assimilate and abstractly rank goods, in 
different domains/contexts, via Ethics and Politics. In Ethics, a decision method can be 
identified to choose between ingredient goods, and apply moral principles and precepts 
through what is later called casuistry.8  THG has practical relevance to the human good in 
Ethics, and the common good in Politics. 
 
 Politics in NAVE is suspended from Ethics, and ethics from Philosophical 
Anthropology. Since Aristotle, post Enlightenment political philosophers like Rawls have 
avoided basing political justice on too detailed an anthropology, or anything as indefinite 
as faith, given that metaphysical/religious controversy allegedly decreases moral 
consensus and social tolerance. But we need an ontology/anthropology/ethics to spell out 
our ‘strong evaluations’ and define the limits of political tolerance.9 Fundamentalist 
religion can lead to decreased consensus and crusade/jihad/terrorism. But dogmatic 
atheism or agnosticism can lead to intolerant oppression of religious communities by the 
state in the name of alleged common goods/freedoms, and agnostic tolerance can lead to 
indifference to vice and oppression. Whoever defines the limits of moral privacy and free 
space – ‘the tolerable’ – and also wields coercive force to police it, will be a danger, 
whether religious or secular. Neither secular liberals/socialists nor religious 
communitarians have a clean slate here.10  
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2. Three rational applications of Why? 
 
 Three kinds of ‘rational applications of reason’ (the circularity is inevitable), 
designated R1-R3, are relevant to avoiding sharp conflict here.  Each arises from asking a 
why?-question in a cumulative fashion.  First, one can ask the question: why? about how 
the Universe works in a scientific way. The hypothetico-deductive and inductive methods 
yield laws governing its contents, and the appropriate taxonomies of entities in each 
discipline. Applied to cosmic, planetary, and human origins; to human ethical practices, 
including ‘phenomenologically apprehended’ human wants and needs; and ethical 
aspirations for wellbeing (folk anthropology), this scientific account yields Ontology, 
with its sub-ordered natural and social sciences like Anthropology. The ethical ‘practical 
science’ of wellbeing emerges, which grounds ‘right/duty’ discourse. Practical reason is 
not formal/demonstrative, but the descriptive premises about wellbeing, higher capacities’ 
goods, the collective goods (available only to mutual respect and restraint); and 
imperative principle ‘applications’, used in Ethics arguments, are seen as rational 
matters.11 Call this the R1 account. R1 is primarily focussed on the general, objective, 
replicable/confirmable, not the idiosyncratic individual or subjective experience, but it 
can give a partial account of particularity and advert to theoretical laws and practical 
precepts to make rational judgements on particulars.12  
 
 R1 leaves open a second meaningful question, (R2): ‘Why is R1 successful? Why is 
there something rather than nothing?13 Why are these ontological, anthropological/ethical 
findings in fact true, and known through physical laws, many of which seem to hold 
across the entire cosmos?’ Traditionally suggested answers, some based on ‘fine-tuning’ 
arguments, causality or analogy of attribution, have included the idea that it is due to 
creation by a necessary, intelligent, uncaused immaterial being, a God; and/or that 
intelligent life/free choice may be the entry point to a further life, within the disciplines of 
Natural Theology; or that it is due to chance. Natural theodicy argues God may be 
essentially good, without needing omni-benevolence, and some form of soul/body 
dualism and afterlife are at least coherent notions; for atheistic materialists, they are not.    
 
 We can then ask a third level question: (R3): ‘If a personal God, and perhaps afterlife, 
may figure in the answer to R2’s question about R1’s result, what more specifically is this 
entity’s “will” toward humans? How is it to be ascertained and followed?’ and ‘What is 
this so-called “after-life”?’ Answers have traditionally been sought in a religious ‘grand 
narrative’, or ‘total interpretation’, sponsored by a religious culture or institution. For 
example, God’s will may be said to include Her partial self-replication in humans as 
potential ‘images’ of God. Religious Studies considers such data, captured in systems of  
beliefs like indigenous religions, shamanism/paganism, Hinduism, ‘greater/lesser vehicle’ 
versions of Buddhism, and the religions of the Bible or Holy Book (Judaism, Christianity, 
Islam); and of course in atheistic Buddhist narratives. Naturalistic a-theologies, and 
‘grand counter-narratives’, attempt to rebut the theistic ones point for point in their own 
counter-narrative about matter, chance, or infinity. Both sides reason, albeit 
informally/inconclusively. 
 
 The three applications of reason successively generate: (i) Ontology, Anthropology, 
and Ethics; (ii) Natural Theology/A-theology; and (iii) Faiths and Religious Studies of 
faiths/A-theologies. The theistic ‘grand narratives’ are the result of asking the R3 
question, applying R3, to the results of R2. They claim to yield a ‘reasonable’ faith, 
providing a ‘total interpretation’ of the meaning of life, and in most cases an account of 
the afterlife (Ward, 2008; Haldane, 2010; Cottingham, 2004).14 Within major religious 
cultures, there are overlapping calls to unconditional loving-kindness, and contemplative, 
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non-acquisitive, non-violent ideals. Less exacting ‘journeyman’ versions are also 
devised.15 R1 is only secondarily concerned with idiosyncratic/anecdotal cases and 
personal/private subjectivity and transcendental grounding of reason’s success. R2 takes 
them to be focal, and problematic for R1.  R2’s results are informal/analogical and less 
‘demonstrable’ than R1s, but reasonable. R3’s are less demonstrable than either. But truth 
can be rational yet indemonstrable: based on dialectical argument, appeals to experience, 
intuition of particulars, interpretation or testimony.16 Only if atheism or agnosticism were 
demonstrable by R1 would R2’s and R3’s questions, and answers, be irrational. No such 
purported demonstration succeeds. 
 
 As individuals settle on the result of their use of R1–R3 in establishing ‘the highest 
good’, THG, in NAVE, and its ultimate referent, thus disclosing what reason says is 
accessible as ‘the highest good’ of the power of intellect, we get various hybrids of 
NAVE – NAVE/R1–R3.  In NAVE/R1, which is common to all versions, but extended by 
NAVE/R2 and NAVE/R3, general imperatives include: ‘Do good and avoid evil’; ‘Do as 
you would be done by’; ‘Act reasonably/justly’; and ‘primary precepts’ forbidding 
murder, adultery, and stealing (allegedly self-evident to conscience).17 Precepts like 
‘murder is wrong’ are within the province of secular and General Ethics, including some 
principles of general justice. More particular rights/duties are domain-relative, specified 
in Special Ethics, such as professional codes. If added circumstances obtain, they are 
defeasible. On most important particular moral judgements (career/ spouse choice), there 
are only prima facie rules, and rules ‘underdetermine’ these choices. 
 
 If ‘reason’ is the highest differential human capacity, and can be applied to the 
universe as a whole, to ask questions about its ‘highest good’; its workings; its (and 
science’s) possible creation; and its creator’s possible benign goal, then natural theology 
and confessional religious belief should feature in discussing questions about the highest 
human good. If the quasi-personal creator’s goal for us turned out to be learning 
compassion, to imitate His/Hers, this might bolster the case for loving-kindness in relief 
of suffering/poverty. If there is a Providence with such a good will for humans, possibly 
there is a more than accidental connection between certain kinds of extra-ordinary 
kindness to the poor by many human agents, and their experience of/belief in higher than 
human powers/providence and revelation. The possibility of similar kind actions by non-
believers in supernatural/transcendent realities, theism and/or religion is not denied. Nor 
is a view about their comparative incidence asserted. But their rationale and scope may 
differ, as I suggest below.  
 
3. Justice: a multi-clause analysis 
 
 A deliberately vague and inclusive notion of justice, compatible with NAVE and 
other normative ‘theories’ follows.  The terms of the general ethical analysis of just 
relations, which can be applied to the question of duties (including to the present and 
distant needy), are as follows: 
 
In a just relation, the parties (individual or quasi-personal collective): 
 
(a) are free to pursue wellbeing, i.e. the satisfaction of their perceived needs of capacity 

provided they do no harm to others, and allow such freedom to others (positive 
freedom); 

(b) are free from deliberate harm by others (negative freedom), e.g. there is law and 
order;                      

(c) enjoy, favour, and display positive equality:  
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(i) equal respect for others;  
(ii) equal right to public information and decision-making necessary for (a) above;  
(iii) access to public positions is impartially administered e.g. not based on 

irrelevant criteria, but freedom from discrimination (negative equality); 
(d) expect/receive their ‘due’ response for desert /contribution to others;  
(e) are entitled to be enabled to reach basic threshold level of need-satisfaction as far as 

practicable without further injustice;18 
(f) follow some rational principle of equitable interpersonal responsiveness to good 

and bad acts of others, and ordered to wellbeing, such as e.g. the golden rule of 
reciprocity ‘Do as you would be done by’, in interpersonal exchanges.  

 
 The first four general clauses of this analysis can be grounded both in secular ethical 
theory and all versions of NAVE/R1–R3. The analysis captures a broad range of justice 
views in the clauses, drawing on Shaw and Barry (2004)19, Solomon (2000), Kymlicka, 
(1992), Campbell (2001) and Sterba (1988) without saying which clause prevails when 
they compete in a given case. Thus libertarians, communitarians, and liberals are equally 
concerned about justice, with contention over threshold need-satisfaction, principle (e), 
persisting.  
 
 Principle (f) must have some instantiation in a justice regime, but it need not be the 
same one at more specific levels. It can result in stretching the bounds of justice till it 
borders on benevolence /kindness. The ‘principle of interpersonal responsiveness’, a term 
of Pogge’s, must indicate how we deal with good or evil acts of others. The categorical 
imperative, ‘Do as you can consistently will others in like circumstances to do’, and 
‘Seek the greatest happiness of the greatest number’ are ‘omnibus’ responsiveness 
principles, abstract imperatives about general responses.20 The reciprocity of the Golden 
Rule, ‘Do as you would be done by’ or in negative form ‘Do not do as you would not 
wish to be done by’, is another example, almost as general and indefinite as the omnibus 
principles of Utilitarianism and Kant, but more focused on empathy than ‘the big two’.21 
They all qualify as responsiveness principles, but do not tell us much about specific 
justice. They govern justice in the wider sense, equivalent to ‘ethically right action’. 
Specific justice requires a more specific norm of responsiveness, targeted on responses to 
external social interactions involving specific harm or offence, rules for exchange, and 
methods of distributing goods. It typically includes just recompense and punishment 
(retribution); what is a fair deal (exchange); and who should get what share of any public 
benefits (distributive justice).22  One cannot wring a theory of special justice solely out of 
omnibus principles. 
 
 In the wider sense of indicating right behaviour, our acceptance of a particular variant 
of principle (f) can feed as an open-ended norm into our favoured analysis of specific 
justice. But there can be more specific responsiveness principles than ‘the big two’ and 
golden rule, which vary in content with NAVE/R1–R3, and suggest other norms of 
specific justice responsiveness to evil others. Some endorse most of the same actions as 
secular justice, but others express claims going beyond it, and treat both natural justice 
and benevolence as potentially incomplete. Let me explain.  
 
 Certain variants of (f), set out below, depend on going beyond secular considerations 
based on R1 to invoke transcendental entities like god and spirits. The (f) principle has 
several variants, depending on which entities, goods, powers, or ends are fed into this 
principle of responsiveness from the list of goods of human wellbeing (capacity-need-
satisfiers), as ethically virtuous, according to NAVE/R1–3. Some slightly different 
specific ingredient goods and norms result as referents of THG, and human wellbeing is 
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differently specified. ‘Justice’ as noted requires some equity principle to be supplied as 
principle (f). But it is partly variable as ‘what one can/should want’ is specified.  
 
 Secular justice exemplifies but does not exhaust responsiveness. As different entities 
are taken to be THG, and different capacities, values, and standards are understood to be 
implied in applications of the principle of interactive responsiveness, the justice spectrum 
can expand into limited benevolence, human kindness, and beyond that into self-
sacrificing agape/ahimsa. What for secular NAVE/R1 is charity, can be for NAVE/R3 
divine justice. Being inclusive as before, several candidate principles of personal 
interaction of increasing ethical demanding-ness are now reviewed. 
 
 Some candidates for just responsiveness principle (f) are: 
 
 (f)(i)  Tit for tat reciprocity 
 

    ‘Do good in return for good’, and ‘Do not exceed “tit for tat” in 
violent coercive retaliation’ for evil inflicted on one’s person (an eye 
for an eye).  

 
 (f)(ii)  Reasoned proportionality: Do/give what is due. 
             

                    In weighing freedom, equality and desert (a)–(d) above, seek a balanced 
response, following an impartial policy, give each person/case their ‘due’.  
We can argue e.g. that if people are stakeholders in an organization or 
state, they have justice rights to information, decisional power, and 
benefits, arising from the contribution they jointly make/fail to make. The 
‘proportion’ sought is between contribution (amount of merit/demerit) and 
response in terms of reward/punishment/violence. It grounds 
discrimination in both the use and means of violence. The proportionality 
conditions in just war theory exemplify this.23  

 
 (f)(iii)  Follow (f)(ii), but moderate justice with compassion and kindness – the 

Principle of Humanity/Compassion (Campbell, 2001), being willing to 
consider basal need-satisfaction and relief of suffering, as you would wish 
to be relieved of your suffering. This arguably implies: Show kindness 
and compassion to others, even strangers, when you can.24 I would want 
to be assisted when suffering, shown mercy when repentant, so … 

          
At this point, R2 and R3, if accepted, would kick in with their theistic ‘take’ on the value 
of the variable THG to ground NAVE/R2–R3, and suggest more radical responsiveness 
principles based on theological/religious reasons R2/R3.  
 
 (f)(iv)  (a) ‘Love God, and (b) Love your neighbour as yourself.’ Clause (a) 

requires R2 to ground God.25 If love is interpreted as being an attitude like 
Kant’s ‘good will’ such love may not be outside the scope of justice, 
conceived as (f)(iii)(a), but (f)(iv)(b) is slightly stronger than (f)(iii)(a), 
and God is an R2 deliverance.  

 
 (f)(v)  (a) ‘Suffer rather than inflict unjustly imposed harm’. As an 

unconditional policy (v)(a) asks us, with Buddha, Jain Hindus, Socrates, 
Jesus, Tolstoi, Gandhi, and M.L. King, to adopt self-suffering. 
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‘Socrates/Plato’ believed in a shaping, non-creating demiurge and an 
afterlife, so arguably belongs under NAVE/R2.  

    (b) Only non-violent resistance (satyagraha) or non-violent ju-jitsu is 
permitted. For Gandhi and King, peaceful means to just ends and 
outcomes are required. Principle (iv) and more clearly (v) go beyond the 
meaning of justice. Non-violence and non-attachment to temporal goods 
was reflected (in accord with (v) above) in the mendicant friars’ rejection 
of family, and their duty of non-violence, and was part of Gandhi’s 
ahimsa.  

 
 (f)(vi)  (a) ‘Render good for evil’ and (b) ‘Love your enemies’, ‘Forgive your 

enemies’ (Luke: 27-28; Matthew, 18; 21-35); Forgive the unjust 
sinner, not the deed. Here we are in R3 territory. 

 
 (f)(vii)  Love God and your neighbour (including the stranger) as He (Christ) 

has loved you (John 13:34). Christ’s invitation: ‘Do to others as I have 
done for you’ i.e. to lay down our lives for others, is clearly self-sacrificial 
and goes well beyond justice. Jesus expected to see the good thief 
crucified with him thereafter in paradise (eternity).  

 
 The response spectrum (f)(i)-(vii) runs from widely accepted abstract omnibus 
principles of general ethics to specific justice norms such as minimal reciprocity, through 
natural benevolence, to divine justice as requiring love and strong altruism. If, in the 
analysis of justice, we accept R1’s agnostic rejection of R3 above, as Aristotle would 
have, and only R1 and R2 are accepted, then agnosticism in confessional theology 
follows: a version of NAVE driven by R1 and possibly R2. Agape of types (f)(v)-(vii) – 
unconditional kindness and dedicated non-violent self-sacrifice for God’s sake – is not a 
reasonable responsiveness principle and not part of justice or ordinary kindness. The 
rationale of ‘agapistic’ heroes, as revealed in their autobiographies, is very often religious 
as well as naturalistic/nationalistic.26 They often knew they would be targeted for 
assassination but also vindicated in death, temporally in the actual improvements 
achieved by beneficiaries, and/or the fact their communities and loved ones would 
remember them; but also eternally, many believed in conservation of moral energy; 
and/or that they contributed to the relief of suffering/injustice through non-violence as 
self-avowed images of God, wanting friendship with God in a putative afterlife.  
 
 Not all apparent acts of moral heroism, secularly or religiously motivated, especially 
those consciously driven by non-violence, can be reduced to false risk assessment, over 
excitement, or to self-deception.27 Some people are not mistaken, carried away, or self-
deluded, but are consciously motivated by non-violent caritas and religious expectations 
of friendship with and gratitude to God. What they are doing is rational; and in that sense 
shows the potential of theism and religious belief for justice, love, and poverty-relief. 
Such agapistic people contribute much to poverty and injustice relief. This subgroup can 
exemplify a significant extension of the rationale for relief of suffering/poverty. As 
Anscombe suggests, their under-theorised status is traceable to Modern Moral 
Philosophy.28 
 
 A ‘map’ follows of the territory between natural justice and kindness; and religiously 
motivated justice and self-consciously dedicated love of sinners, enemies, and strangers –  
for God’s sake, with the known risk of loss of temporal happiness. The diagram29 
attempts to map these along the vertical axis. The horizontal axis represents the 
differences accorded to the scope of rationality/ontology.  It pictures the continuum from 
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naturalism to theistic and religion-friendly rationality. The diagonal embodies the 
suggestion that there is some correlation between the progressively expansive 
applications of reason, R1-R3, to include theism on the one hand, along the lower axis; 
and expansions in scope of justice and kindness ideals, along the vertical axis (i)–(vii) on 
the other. R3’s applications are the least cognitively demonstrable; and principle (f)(vii) is 
most morally demanding, but both can be rational. There can be ‘outlying’ individuals, 
acting under (f)(vii)’s non-violence on the basis of R1, without theistic beliefs or 
invocation of R3. But given their reliance on testimony, and/or successful ‘experiments 
with truth’, the heroism of most self-avowed non-violent religious individuals can best be 
rationally explicated/re-constructed by reference to a rational belief in R2/R3, not 
reductionist dismissal of their self-avowed moral psychology as irrational. 
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 The argument is not that we should all actually aspire to be R3/(f)(vii) types (non- 
secularists), or that secularists cannot act selflessly, but that the areas b and c describe real 
populations of individuals with non-demonstrable but rational beliefs in transcendent 
entities and ideals as described. Their beliefs are based on dialectical/pragmatic 
considerations, intuition/experience, or testimony-based arguments. These groups rely on 
a broader conception of reason, and challenge the limitations of the (f)(i)-(iii)/NAVE/R1 
moral horizon. They issue to everyone an ethical invitation to a more exacting moral ideal 
on indemonstrable but rational grounds. 
  
 Non-believers are justified in using naturalistically demonstrable R1 truths, 
theoretical and moral, to support naturalistic ethics and question/challenge/evaluate and 
reject if necessary alleged miracles, divine commands, or strong agapistic moral claims, 
based on R3. Many religious beliefs are demonstrably false or unethical. Others are 
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paradoxical (Abraham–Isaac case). The model only makes clearer how R2 and R3 enter 
our disagreements and can underpin self-commitments. It helps to see how one can 
ground such unconditional commitments/ideals, and argue tolerance for them. They are 
not demonstrably false. R3-based claims are embedded in ‘total interpretations’ ultimately 
based on unique experiences or testimony, giving them some rational credibility.30  The 
fundamentalist Islamists we now most fear cannot even be talked to if their religion is 
dismissed as irrational, not seen as dependent on R1 as a complement, permitting use of 
R1 as a possible corrective to extreme R3 claims. 
 
 Aquinas suggests there are natural/temporal and eternal/supernatural concepts of 
happiness, and correspondingly of both justice and charity.31  For the religious believer, 
what are, for secular-R1-reason, acts of charity, are seen as asked in divine justice. The 
line between justice, limited benevolence, and unconditional loving/virtuous kindness, 
will vary in reference or application as R1-R3 are taken to be normative. If you only pay 
your debts, etc. and do not adopt (f)(iv)–(vii), imitate Christ, and forgive your trespassers, 
you cannot be friends with the Christian God. There is a (weak) case in R1 and in R2 for 
‘conservation of moral energy’ and an afterlife, but if the law of karma is not R1-
demonstrable, based only on R3, it will not be sufficiently generalise-able for acceptance 
by most philosophers. On the basis of NAVE/R1, for strict prescriptive non-violence, 
non-attachment, or absolute/unconditional/perfect altruism, one still would require faith in 
an eternal cosmic just order of some kind, exemplified by beliefs such as those of 
Buddhism, Christianity, or a revelation passed through religious tradition, supported by 
religious institutions. I am assuming despite the good effects on wellbeing of altruism and 
forgiveness claimed to be empirically demonstrable by positive psychology and by Post 
and Nelmark32 and others, only naturalistic principles can be rationally argued on General 
Ethical grounds as part of justice 
 
 The Journal of Global Ethics concentrates largely on developing secular R1 rationales 
for duties of relief of extreme global poverty by institutions and states within the 
emergent discipline of Global Ethics. The ideals of the liberal agnostic enlightened West, 
omnibus imperatives, and universals like ‘autonomy’, ‘universalisability’, ‘rights’, 
‘freedom’, ‘justice’ and ‘equality’, all rightly get a good mention in its pages, and 
elsewhere (Singer, 1972; O’Neill, 1975; Raz, 1993; Nussbaum and Sen, 1996; Pogge, 
2002; Caney, 2005; Miller, 2007; Gould, 2006; Spence, 2007; Brock, 2009). The 
presumption in many submissions is that justice-based laws, principles, rules, and 
decision procedures/methods, are means to overall collective and individual wellbeing; or 
a moralised notion of wellbeing in consistency demands justice for all. If we can show an 
injustice in current world governance or state arrangements, and these arrangements 
contribute to the evil of extreme poverty, then there is an ethical duty in justice to give 
something to relieve the plight of the extremely poor. So far, the argument for this 
indefinite conclusion is sound. 
 
 But we can ask what the global world order is and what the consequent justice-duty 
is: whose is it (individuals, states, organisations)? Why? How? How much poverty is to 
be relieved? Only a few writers, like Nussbaum and Sen (1996), offer thick vague 
anthropologies; or like Galtung (1996), have treated rights as ‘multi-place relations’ 
involving a content, bearer, an ‘against whom’ party, and an enforcer.33  If I give you 
what I owe to you, I am not being kind or benevolent, and if I give you what I owe 
someone else, I am being unjust. On the other hand, if I give you what is due, and more 
than that to another for less work, I am not unjust (Vineyard Parable). To ascertain which 
situation obtains (whether I owe you and what), I must know if I am robbing Peter to pay 
Paul, as some think the UN did in creating Israel with Palestinian land. To judge, one 
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must have a viable international law and coherent global political ethics of ‘states’ rights’, 
and know the reasonable giving/justice options in context; our places and rights in our 
domains and sectors, like family, work, town or nation; whether we are in public space, or 
in a particular region of the globe. Arguably since we are all located in the largest domain 
– the Universe, we should know or have some rational belief about that, and the identity 
of THG.  
 
 Answers to some of the contextual, or circumstantial, questions are emerging. Others 
will come from one’s commitments and contractual relationships, and involuntarily 
incurred duties, as a child of parents, or as an Australian citizen. I can 
rationally/voluntarily choose to self-commit to marriage, career, profession, a reform 
movement/project, a God/or a religious institution on grounds other than R1-based duty, 
rules, or justice (a)-(d).  Such motives include a desire to leave a legacy (Covey, 1994), or 
make a contribution to the human project, or find and cherish someone or something 
worthy of our self-gift (Becker, 1974); or obey/please God in gratitude for graces. Duties 
are often relative to self-involvement in domains like families, work, markets, civil 
society and the state; and ultimately to what we take the highest good to be. For many, 
that is God. 
 
 For some, kindness and compassion do motivate poverty relief, but are not seen as 
duties or rule-governed in the same way as justice duties. It may be that we will tend to be 
more just if we are kind, and so we should be kind in part for justice’s sake (Kant’s 
‘imperfect duty’). But loving kindness, like heroism, can be supererogatory – distinct 
from following moral rules, and above the call of duty (Urmson, 1968; Chisholm, 1968). 
It does not preclude hope of reward/fulfilment. There is in loving kindness often an 
element of having a vision of/story about an enduring, good cosmic order or karma, with 
which one can blend; and within which one can locate a particular needy individual or 
group; and/or a sense of being passively moved or carried away by a non-romantic love or 
compassion to apply a principle of humanity beyond reciprocity; to give 
‘unconditionally’, in imitation of an exemplary/ideal prophet or avatar, not on the basis of 
desert, friendship, or expected reciprocity but gratitude for a divine gift. Some donors go 
beyond limited compassion and give from what Anders Nygren called agape – strong 
conscious non-attachment to temporal goods; consciously dedicated non-violent self-
sacrifice on behalf of others, motivated by love of God (1953).  
 
 Nygren contrasted agape with eros. Agape is unconditional love of strangers, sinners, 
and enemies; and forgiveness of enemies often requires non-violence and temporal self-
sacrifice, based on a philosophical anthropology open to theism or religion. Recipient 
worth is God-given with personhood, and good behaviour is not a condition of, or 
qualification for, compassion and receiving/giving aid. On the other hand, valid secular 
justice claims, though limited, are the most rationally secure. The above analysis of 
justice via (a)-(f)(ii) and compassion (f)(iii), using the Golden Rule will be enough, 
without reference to religious extensions, to ground some strong duties to the absolutely 
poor. 
 
 But who and which persons/institutions have the duty must be weighed against other 
moral/political considerations. Secular justice is not trumps. Justice-grounded compassion 
may be discharged via a modest 1% tithe, or actions which have nothing to do with 
philanthropic ‘giving til it hurts’. It may have more to do with actively rejecting 
philanthropy to enable justice. Singer would presumably welcome this expansionist 
justice approach, but his famous work (1972) did not refect this concern, and it is in any 
case a sketchy/incomplete, and empirically contestable development strategy.34 
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Improving the justice of the world order (Falk, 1995; Pogge, 2007) and world government 
arrangements, actively supporting organisations like Amnesty International, voting for the 
party most committed to foreign policy aimed at world economic reforms like Pogge’s 
resource tax, Tobin taxes, and reducing tax evasion, pollution and tyranny, will best enact 
justice, not ‘giving til it hurts’. That remedy is in any case hard to justify solely on 
enlightened self-interest NAVE/R1 grounds, and the courage of Gandhi or King, which 
might be required to pursue justice ‘even unto death’ against a venal state, is not 
obviously R1-rational.  
 
 Most aid-recipients are religious, and their donors are grossly unequal in wealth and 
status. Their relation is usually institutionally mediated by NGO professionals. Most 
NGOs target the ‘worthy’ poor, because institutional donors quite properly want 
‘conditionality’/accountability. Aristotle and other philosophers have given us 
descriptions of friendship and benevolence35, but these have tended to concentrate on 
friendships between virtuous persons, or fellow citizens, and less on distant others, 
strangers, or the welfare of the ‘unworthy’ poor, who it will be said have self-abuse to 
blame for poverty, even if that abuse is caused by the donors’ nation. Agape treats 
‘worthiness’ as irrelevant, and recrimination as secondary. But absolute agape and non-
violence is not R1-rational. The ideals in (f)(iv-vii), above, are rationalised on 
transcendental grounds. They are ethical strategies for individual, non-state actor 
adoption, targeting even the unworthy poor. But not for secular states/organisations 
founded on R1 alone.   
 
 The current literature has too little to say about these differences and connections 
between individual, organisational, and state duties, and their connections are under-
theorised. Only a secular rational defence of some form of strategic non-violence for 
states is plausible under NAVE/R1 given the threat of nuclear annihilation of the species. 
Absent state nuclear disarmament, a more exacting moral approach to confront nuclear 
and chemical arms would need to show the sort of personal courage the Berrigan brothers 
and some Buddhists have shown. Theirs was grounded in the believed veracity of the 
relevant scriptural accounts of transcendental experience/revelation handed down by a 
Church, or a law of karma or ‘conservation of moral energy principle’, and/or a 
transcendental account of the human spirit, re-incarnated or not.  
 
4. Conclusion 
 
 In an increasingly borderless world, it may be wiser not to hang the whole case for 
poverty relief on secular justice and targeted ‘conditionalised’ state and organisationally 
based required donation to the ‘worthy poor’. There are real but conditional, secularly 
based, justice-duties of persons, organizations, and states to the extremely poor, and 
grounds for peaceful humanitarian interventions on behalf of justice. But according to 
NAVE/R1, they will tend to be conditional: agent/subject-, domain-, institution/state- and 
circumstance-relative. Often the worthiness and good response of the recipients matters. 
Omnibus principles alone do not generate concrete rights against all others, in abstraction 
from (f) capacity, agency, and context. Nor do secular reciprocity-responsiveness 
principles (a)-(f)(i)-(iii) of NAVE/R1 ground a positive universal ‘right of need 
satisfaction’ or its pursuit, creating in all others an abstract or concrete duty of someone to 
deliver the object of the right; or warrant that abstract rights can be pressed, without 
circumstances supplied, against anyone particular or everyone on an on-going basis. 
Absent world community, it would be an impossible overload. Only vigorous institutional 
reform and circumscribed compassion/benevolence of type (f)(ii)-(iii) is a duty of natural 
justice, and limited benevolence, not giving til it hurts, continuous care, or unconditional 
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love. NAVE/R1 will support Golden Rule-based justice and compassion, and ad hoc 
‘good Samaritan’ actions.  NAVE/R1 and development theory support vigorous 
international organizational justice on the Falk and Pogge ‘World Order’ models, plus 
limited benevolence like modest tithing. But if you were to look to your comparably 
important moral duties, giving till it hurts might be of low import.   
 
 R2- and R3-based moralities claim to re-occupy the ‘moral free space’ left by 
NAVE/R1, providing a theistic/religious motive for unconditional aid. But they also 
exhibit descending demonstrability in their truth claims, along with this ascending moral 
exactingness in their ideals. To R2 and R3 supporters, building a ‘law-like’ component 
into the definitions of ‘reason’ restricts reason arbitrarily and underplays certain human 
propensities associated with conscience: guilt, forgiveness, redemption, and loving 
kindness. For theistic R3 types, like Smart (1958), Hick (1989), Swinburne (1996), 
Haldane (2002), Yandell (2003), Ward (2008) and Cottingham (2004), THG refers 
ultimately to the entity named as uncaused in R2. This referent of THG is placed within 
the best ‘total interpretation’ or most reasonable ‘grand narrative’ or ‘total interpretation’ 
through R3, mediated by R2, and is not accessible by R1.  
 
 Thus is in the end a leap of faithful reason, perhaps spurred by Augustine’s cor 
inquietum, is required. However consistent with reason, or based on reasonable faith, 
unconditional love (agape/caritas) does require an absolute loving God, revealed in faith 
experience, to enable believers, powered by divine grace and R2-R3, to perform 
caritas/agape driven acts.  And there’s the rub: as Dostoevsky says in Winter Notes on 
Summer Impressions, in a sly dig at Tolstoi on universal love: ‘You cannot make rabbit 
soup without rabbits’. 
 
 

Notes 
 
1 On ‘folk psychology’, see Searle (1992), and Taylor (1964, 1989). The idea is that the 

explanandum of human life, as experienced phenomenon, can be described in capacity 
language, and includes ‘strong evaluations’. Folk anthropology precedes its own detailed 
scientific explanation, and before that explanation is irreducible to purely physical terms.   

2 See M. Nussbaum’s ‘Aristotelian Social Democracy’ on ‘thick vague descriptions’ of human 
ends in Douglas and Mara (1990) and Walzer (1994). Roughly, ‘thick’ descriptions are for 
Nussbaum partially comprehensive trans-cultural descriptions of the ends of humans, and 
specific as opposed to abstract. 

3 On marks of happiness, see Ardagh (1999, 2000). 
4 On the idea of architectonic capacities/arts and ontological/explanatory/value hierarchies, see 

Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I, 75-89, Lawrence (2006) and Polanyi (1968). A capacity can 
outrank another regarding order A, (final, formal, or efficient causality), but be outranked in 
order B, material causality.   

5 In ontological power as measured by scope of operation across time and space, voluntary 
flexibility, and finality. We tend to prefer loss of a limb to loss of our minds. 

6 E.g. intellect has knowledge of truth as perfecting object; the intelligible as formal object; 
education as need; and wisdom as a virtue. 

7 ‘Good’ exemplifies equivocation by reference to a paradigm; see Metaphysics 1003a, 1-20 on 
the term ‘health’. Broadie (2007) restricts THG to a kind of human life, or standard or ‘maker’ 
of virtuous life, not a theoretical metaphysical entity. Lawrence (2006) goes with 
Politics/Eudaimonia, but allows free time for contemplation broadly conceived.  But ‘God or 
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reason’ are clearly also said to be THG in the text at Nichomachean Ethics, 1096a15-1096b3; 
and contemplation of God the highest activity in Books VI and X at 1177a2ff. 

8 On casuistry, see Toulmin and Jensen (1988), Keenan and Shannon (1995), and Ardagh 
(1999).  

9 See Taylor (1989). On limits of secular ethics, see Taylor (2008); the argument against Hume 
and Kant, see Yandell (1990). I follow G.E. Anscombe (‘Modern Moral Philosophy’ in G. 
Dworkin and Thompson (1968)) in rejecting the ‘ethics without metaphysics’ approach of 
Kant and Mill, but not her interpretation of Aquinas on natural law as divine command theory. 
See Irwin (2006). 

10 E.g. Crusades, Inquisitions, the Holocaust, Communist Gulags, Cambodia, Iraq. Discarding 
religious ethics has not increased consensus, and has led to some spectacular atheistically 
driven ‘Great leaps forward’ and ‘Final Solutions’ for material uplift enabling genocides.  

11 See e. g Franklin (2009).  
12 Historically, Scotism, Pierce, and Existentialism have tried to redress this nomological bias by 

privileging the individual. 
13 See e.g. Kretzmann (1999), Swinburne (1996), and Yandell (2002). 
14 This third sort of confessional revelation-based religious belief can be subtracted from the 

core first order NAVE account based on R1. 
15 See N. Smart’s extensive work on dharma/bhakti, and lesser/greater vehicles, and Yandell’s 

complementary studies. 
16 C.A.J. Coady (1992). On idiosyncratic subjective relations, intuition of the person as 

individual, see Kierkegaard and Buber; on dualism, see Chisholm (1991). 
17  One might be offered a dialectical argument, parallelling a reductio ad absurdum of the 

Principle of Non-Contradiction in theoretical matters. 
18  This clause is contested by libertarians. See Rawls (1970) on the difference principle and 

Nussbaum and Sen (1996). 
19   Chapter 3, Justice and Distribution, in Shaw and Barry (2004). 
20  Respect for persons as ends can offset abusive uses of the greatest happiness principle against 

minorities. See Walsh (1997).    
21  The Golden Rule ideal is curiously understated in Aristotle’s ethics outside the context of 

friendships. See Wattles (1996). 
22  Marx’s ideal ‘primitive communism’, in which there was no freedom, no surplus, no violence, 

and no alienation, is an over-simplified myth, but there is evidence that intra-tribal ethics can 
and did precede inter-tribal ethics, and that communal ethical judgments were made and 
enforced prior to the technological age. 

23  The resultant ‘Proportionate retribution’ principle is broadly reflected in the ‘just war’ 
tradition recognized by states. When offended or harmed, first seek peace, non-violence and 
non-retaliation, not the law courts or armament, but acknowledge the necessity of limited 
force (police or state coercive force, including lethal force, and invasion if necessary) to 
assure clause (b) above. 

24  This ‘can’ is left indefinite. It is compatible with ‘without sacrificing anything of comparable 
moral importance’, of Singer. 

25 According to Aquinas, these are alleged first general precepts of natural law, though also 
found in the Bible. 

26 See King, M.L. (1958). Stride Towards Freedom: the Montgomery Story. Boston, MA: 
Beacon Press on agape.  On Gandhi: Gandhi, M. (1960). All men are brothers. (K. Kipani, 
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Ed.). Continuum. Impacts on satyagraha (truth force) and ahimsa (non-violence); and on non-
violence, An Introduction to Non-violence, T. Weber and R. Burrowes, (1991). 

27 Possibly, non-belief in transcendence of any kind even renders some extreme altruistic ‘self-
endangerment to be R1-rationally’ problematic.   

28 See Anscombe (1968).  
29 Suggested by my colleague Morgan Luck (without agreement with my thesis). 
30  I have in mind everything from fire–walking to the experiences of mystics, near-death 

experiences, psychic/mediums, and alleged ghost sightings. (For a selection, see Tart (2009), 
and Almeder (1992). 

31  See D. Bradley (1997).   
32  Post and Nelmark (2007), Broadway Books. 
33 God, the state, or the UN. See Galtung (1996). 
34  In an excellent paper, Scott Wisor has raised difficulties for Singer’s ‘shallow pond baby 

rescue’ argument as a development duty trigger. See Wisor (2010). 
35  See Aristotle’s Rhetoric 1385 a-1386b11 and books 8 and 9 of Nichomachean Ethics. 
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