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Abstract

Every representation of a person by an institution transforms what it represents, and
every such transformation loses something. The observation is not by itself a com-
plaint, since a representation that lost nothing would be unusable, and a theory hold-
ing all such loss to be unjust would describe a world in which justice is unavailable.
This paper separates the two things that are ordinarily run together in the diagno-
sis. Information loss is a property of the map; alienation is a property of the relation
between a person and the use made of the map. The two are independent, and one
counterexample pair establishes it: exhaustive surveillance loses nothing and alienates
completely, while a nickname loses a great deal and alienates no one. On that sepa-
ration the paper builds a taxonomy of transformation over two axes in place of a list
of kinds, and states an admissibility condition: a transformation is inadmissible when
the distinction it destroys cannot be restored at the instance of the person it concerns.
The condition is defended against three objections. It is not procedural, since a nomi-
nal right of restoration that no attainable act would exercise fails it. It is not predictive,
since whether a route of restoration exists is a present structural fact and no forecast.
And it does not aggregate, since it is stated per person and admits no offsetting. The
condition is applied to evidence-based policy and to archival appraisal, and its limits
are stated: it is a necessary condition and never a sufficient one, and a transformation
may satisfy it and remain monstrous.

Keywords. alienation; representation; admissibility; restoration; evidence-based policy;
archival appraisal
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1 INTRODUCTION

An institution that acts toward a person must first represent that person. A hospital repre-
sents a patient as a record, a state represents a resident as an entry, an employer represents
a worker as a file, and a policy represents a population as a distribution. Each representa-
tion is a transformation of what it represents, and each transformation loses material that
the untransformed situation contained. The observation is old and it is usually offered as
a complaint.

Offered as a complaint it proves too much. A representation that lost nothing would
be the situation itself and would be useless for the purposes representations serve, since
what makes a representation intelligible is precisely that it has discarded almost every-
thing. The observation also proves too much in a second way. If every loss of this kind
constituted an injustice, then injustice would be the ordinary and unavoidable condition
of every institution that acts toward anyone, and a theory delivering that result has de-
scribed a world in which justice is unavailable and has thereby ceased to distinguish cases.
The companion paper of this series establishes that representational loss is systematic and
selective; it declines the question of when such a loss wrongs anyone. This paper takes up
that question.

The argument begins by separating two things that the received diagnoses run together.
Information loss is a property of a map: some distinctions present in the domain are absent
from the image, and the map cannot be inverted. Alienation is a property of the relation
between a person and the use made of a map: the person confronts a representation of
himself as something standing over against him, which he cannot reach, enter or answer.
These are ordinarily treated as one phenomenon, with loss taken to be the mechanism
and alienation its effect. They are independent, and a single pair of cases establishes the
independence. Exhaustive surveillance loses nothing whatever and alienates completely.
A nickname among friends loses almost everything and alienates no one. Since loss and
alienation vary independently in both directions, neither is a measure of the other, and a
diagnosis that treats them as one will misidentify both the cases it should condemn and
the cases it should permit.

The separation yields a taxonomy. Where the received treatments offer lists of kinds of
transformation, scale transition, datafication, measurement, institutionalisation, archiving,
this paper places transformations on two axes: what the transformation does to the distinc-
tions available, and whether it leaves a route by which the person concerned can reach the
representation made of him. The familiar kinds then appear as regions of that space in
place of species of a genus, and their normative differences follow from their positions.

On the second axis the paper states its condition. A transformation is inadmissiblewhen
the distinction it destroys cannot be restored at the instance of the person it concerns. Three
properties recommend the condition and are established in Part III. It is not procedural,
since a nominal right of restoration that no attainable act would exercise does not satisfy it;
what is required is that some attainable act of the person reach the representation, which is
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a condition of reachability and no condition of formal availability. It is not predictive, since
whether such a route exists is a present structural fact about an arrangement and requires
no forecast of what will follow; this is what allows the condition to survive the standing
difficulty about inferences to future states of open systems. And it does not aggregate,
since it is stated of each person severally and permits no shortfall borne by one to be offset
by a surplus held by another.

The debt this paper owes is stated at the outset and again at length in §3. The idea that
the fate ofwhat a person generates turns onwhether it returns to him, and that alienation is
the diagnostic for its failure to return, is Eglash’s [Eglash (2016)]. The extension attempted
here is from value to interpretation: where generative justice asks whether the value re-
turns to its generator, this paper asks whether the interpretation returns to the person in-
terpreted, whether he can re-enter the description made of him. The concept of alienation
on which that extension rests is Jaeggi’s, and her reconstruction of alienation as a failure of
appropriation carried out without appeal to any human essence is both the resource this
paper uses and the position from which it must differentiate itself [Jaeggi (2014)].

Two limits are fixed at the outset. The condition is necessary and never sufficient. A
transformation may leave every route of restoration open and remain monstrous in what
it does, and nothing in this paper licenses the inference from admissibility to justice. And
the condition is stated for representations made by institutions of persons; its extension
to the representation of groups, of the dead, and of parties who cannot act on their own
behalf raises problems this paper identifies and does not solve.

The argument proceeds in five parts. Part I fixes the object (§2) and states the prior
formulations (§3). Part II establishes the independence of loss and alienation (§4) and

constructs the taxonomy (§5). Part III states the admissibility condition (§6),
distinguishes reachability from formal availability (§7), and gives the stratification by
tense that fixes what binds now (§8). Part IV applies the condition to evidence-based
policy (§9) and to archival appraisal (§10). Part V records the positions declined (§11)

and the limits of the account (§12). PART I

THE PROBLEM OF ADMISSIBLE TRANSFORMATION

2 SCOPE OF THE CONDITION AND RESTRICTIONS PLACED ON IT

This section fixes what the paper is about. It states the object and the restrictions bounding
it, recordswhat is imported from companionwork, describes the usemade of casematerial,
and lists the positions declined in advance. The declinations are stated early so that a reader
can see the size of the claim before the argument for it.
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2.1 The object of the condition and its four restrictions

The object is a representational transformation: an operation bywhich a party or an institution
produces a representation of a person and acts on the representation in place of the person.
Four restrictions bound it.

The first is to transformations that are acted upon. A description that no one uses falls
outside the account, since the condition concerns the relation between a person and the
use made of a representation of him, and where there is no use there is no such relation.

The second is to persons as the subjects represented. Representations of groups, of the
dead, of future parties and of those who cannot act on their own behalf raise a distinct
problem, since the condition is stated in terms of an act available to the person concerned.
§12 records the extension as unfinished.

The third is to admissibility and never to justice. The condition sorts transformations into
those that may be performed and those that may not, and it supplies no ordering within
either class. A transformation may be admissible and bad, and the account says so.

The fourth is to structure and never to outcome. Whether a route of restoration exists
is settled by the arrangement in force at the time of the transformation. Nothing in the
condition depends on what the transformation later produces.

2.2 Results imported from companion work

Four results are imported and used without re-argument.
From the companion paper on the legibility of contribution, the paper takes the result

that representational loss is selective in kind and not merely in quantity, together with its
consequence that the material a distant evaluator holds is systematically composed. That
paper establishes that a determinate class of material is lost; this paper asks when such a
loss may not be performed.

From Eglash’s generative justice, the paper takes the structure on which its condition
is modelled: that what a person generates should return to him, and that the failure of
the return is the site at which alienation is diagnosed [Eglash (2016)]. The extension to
interpretation is stated at §3 and is the paper’s own.

From Jaeggi’s reconstruction of alienation, the paper takes the definition of alienation
as a relation of relationlessness and its analysis as a failure of appropriation, together with
the methodological commitment that made the reconstruction possible, which is that the
diagnosis appeals to no antecedent account of a human essence [Jaeggi (2014)].

From the companion work on organisational rule interpretation, the paper takes the
result that interpretive authority extends to the rules governing challenges to its own ex-
ercise, which is the recursion that §7 must survive.

2.3 Case material and the disciplines observed in its use

Two extended cases are treated, in Part IV: evidence-based policy, and the appraisal of
records for archival retention. They are chosen because they lie at opposite ends of the axis
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the condition concerns. Evidence-based policy is a setting in which the transformation is
performed for the benefit of the represented parties and in which the route of restoration is
characteristically absent. Archival appraisal is a setting inwhich the profession performing
the transformation has developed an explicit doctrine about what must remain reachable,
and has done so under exactly the constraint of scarcity that is usually offered as a reason
for having no such doctrine.

Three disciplines are observed. Cases are organised by the structural feature at issue
and never by domain. Named institutions and named jurisdictions appear only where a
cited source names them. And constructed examples are marked as constructed at the
point of use.

2.4 Positions declined in advance

Four positions are declined and the declinations hold throughout.
The paper asserts no criterion of justice. Its condition is necessary and never sufficient,

and §11 gives the argument for keeping it so.
The paper asserts no prohibition on loss. Compression is what makes a representation

usable, and a recommendation to minimise loss would be a recommendation to make rep-
resentations unintelligible. The account has a floor and no minimum.

The paper asserts no quantity to be maximised, including no maximisation of restorabil-
ity, reversibility or transparency. The reason is given at §11 and is the same in form as
the reason given in the companion paper: an objective function over any such quantity
aggregates across persons, and aggregation permits the offsetting this account forbids.

The paper asserts no procedural machinery. The condition states what must remain avail-
able and stipulates no institutional apparatus for making it available. The reason is that an
institution which imports the apparatus of due process acquires along with it the recur-
sion recorded at §2.2, and the condition would then be satisfied by the appearance of the
machinery in place of the availability of the act.

3 PRIOR FORMULATIONS OF ALIENATION AND CONTESTATION

This section states the formulations already available for the phenomenon this paper treats,
and fixes for each what it settles and what it leaves open. The method is concession first,
as in the companion paper: each position is stated in terms its authors would accept before
any differentiation, and the differentiation is confined to what the present account can
establish. The section closes by stating the residue.

3.1 Objectification and alienation in Marx

The distinction the paper needs is already drawn in Marx’s early writings [Marx (1975)],
where objectification and alienation are separate. To externalise oneself in an object is the
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humanmode of activity and carries no defect: amade thing stands outside itsmaker neces-
sarily. Alienation arises where the externalised product confronts its producer as an alien
power, over which he has no command and which acts upon him. The defect lies in the
relation between producer and product, and never in the fact of externalisation.

The concession is full and the priority is Marx’s. The present paper adds no part of the
distinction and takes from it the structural point on which everything here depends: that
the mere production of a standing-apart representation cannot be the wrong, since it is the
condition of representation as such.

Two features of the classical formulation are set aside. The account is stated for pro-
ductive labour and its objects, where this paper treats descriptions of persons produced
by institutions. And the classical critique carries a philosophical anthropology in which
the alienated condition is a departure from a human essence, which the next subsection
removes.

3.2 Alienation as disturbed appropriation in Jaeggi

Jaeggi reconstructs alienation as a relation of relationlessness [Jaeggi (2014)]. On her for-
mulation alienation is not the absence of a relation but a relation itself, a deficient one,
and it consists in a disturbed appropriation of self and world: a failure to make one’s own
life one’s own. Overcoming alienation is correspondingly a relation, a relation of appro-
priation, and not a return to any undifferentiated unity. The reconstruction is carried out
without appeal to a conception of human essence, which is what allows the diagnosis to
survive the standard objection that alienation critique presupposes an account of what hu-
man beings really are.

This is the closest prior work to the condition of §6, and the concession is correspond-
ingly large. The appropriation test and the restoration condition have the same shape:
both ask whether the person stands in a relation to something of his that he can enter and
make his own, and both refuse to settle the question by reference to any antecedent ac-
count of what he essentially is. The methodological commitment is imported in full, and it
is what makes this paper’s condition compatible with the historicised treatment of criteria
described at §11.

The differentiation concerns the bearer of the failure. Jaeggi’s alienation is a condition
of a subject, diagnosed in his relation to his own life, roles, desires and world, and her four
cases are cases of a person’s relation to himself. The condition stated here is a property of
an arrangement: it asks whether an institution’s transformation leaves a route by which the
person concerned may reach the representation, and it is assessable without any determi-
nation of the person’s inner condition. The two come apart in both directions. A person
may be alienated in Jaeggi’s sense from a representation that he is fully able to contest, and
an arrangement may foreclose every route of contestation while the person concerned re-
mains, as a matter of his own self-relation, wholly untroubled. The present account speaks
to the second case and is silent on the first.
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3.3 The return of value in generative justice

Eglash’s generative justice [Eglash (2016)] supplies the structure this paper’s condition
imitates. Its diagnosis is that value alienated from its generators converts a circuit into a
one-directional flow, and its criterion concerns whether what a party generates returns to
that party.

The concession is complete and the debt is structural in place of incidental: the form of
the condition stated at §6 is the form of Eglash’s criterion, applied to a different object.

The differentiation is that object. Generative justice concerns the return of value. This
paper concerns the return of interpretation: whether the person represented can re-enter
the description made of him, whether or not any value has been extracted from him. The
two questions separate in the case that matters for the argument here. Where an institution
represents a person for his own benefit, extracts nothing, and confers a benefit upon him,
no value has failed to return, and the description may nonetheless stand over against him
in a way he cannot reach. §9 treats a whole class of such cases.

3.4 The duty to hear the other side in natural justice

The requirement that a party be heard before a decision adverse to him is taken is among
the oldest in the law, and it is the closest ancestor of the condition stated at §6. Its content is
that the affected partymust have notice of what is alleged, an opportunity to answer it, and
a decision-maker obliged to attend to the answer; its scope has been extended well beyond
courts, and the modern treatment locates it within a general account of fair procedure
[Galligan (1996)].

The concession is unreserved and the priority is not in question. Condition 6.1 is a
generalisation of this requirement, and Test 7.1 is a statement of what the requirement
demands where the machinery of hearing is present and the substance is absent.

Two differentiations are available and both are narrow. The doctrine attaches to deci-
sions, and the condition here attaches to representational transformations, many of which
are performed without any decision being taken and without any adverse determination
being contemplated; the evidence-transfer case of §9 is of that kind. And the doctrine is
a requirement on procedure, which §7 argues is satisfiable while the substance fails; the
response given there is the two-clause test, and the test is offered as a reading of what the
duty to hear requires in place of a replacement for it.

3.5 Legality and congruence in Fuller

Fuller’s account of the internal morality of law states eight conditions a system of rules
must satisfy to be a legal system at all, among them that rules be promulgated, be prospec-
tive, be intelligible, and, the condition bearing most directly here, that there be con-
gruence between the rules as declared and the conduct of officials administering them
[Fuller (1969)].
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The concession is complete, and Fuller supplies the form of argument this paper uses:
a floor stated as a condition of the practice’s being what it claims to be, in place of a sub-
stantive standard imposed from outside it. The differentiation is that his conditions govern
rules and their administration, while the condition here governs representations and their
standing, and that congruence is a relation between two things an institution does, while
restoration at the instance of the person is a relation between an institution and a party.
His congruence condition is nonetheless the nearest structural precedent, and where an
institution’s declared procedure for correction diverges from what it will in fact answer,
the failure is Fuller’s and this paper’s at once.

3.6 Contestability in the design of automated decision systems

A literature in the design of automated decision systems holds that such systems should be
contestable by design, meaning responsive to human intervention across the system lifecy-
cle, and Alfrink and colleagues [Alfrink et al. (2023)] have assembled the sociotechnical
features that make them so. Related instruments give a person subject to an automated
decision a right to obtain human intervention and to contest the decision, and the legal lit-
erature treats that right as distinct from any right to an explanation [Bayamlıoğlu (2022)].

This is the closest prior owner of the return-path requirement in its applied form, and
the concession is unreserved. The features that literature identifies are the practical content
of what §7 calls reachability, and no part of that content is claimed here.

Two differentiations bound the relation. The first is derivation. Contestability in that
literature is a design desideratum, motivated by fairness, legitimacy and accountability
and justified by the harms that follow from its absence. The condition stated here is de-
rived from an account of what a representational transformation is, and it therefore applies
to transformations performed by no automated system at all, including the wholly human
ones treated at §10. The second is scope. That literature concerns decisions and the possi-
bility of disputing them; the condition here concerns distinctions destroyed in the representa-
tion, which may be destroyed without any decision being taken and which constrain every
decision taken later.

3.7 Recognition, epistemic injustice, and the interpretive resources of the subject

Two further bodies of work stand close enough to require positioning. Accounts of recog-
nition treat the subject’s standing as constituted through the acknowledgement of others,
and accounts of epistemic injustice treat the subject’s capacity to render his own experi-
ence intelligible as unequally distributed. Both identify wrongs that the present condition
would classify as failures of the return path, and both supply mechanisms this paper does
not attempt to replace.

The differentiation is the level at which the failure is located. Those accounts concern
what happens to a person within an interpretive economy. The condition here concerns a
property of a transformation, assessable before any particular person’s standing or resources
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are examined, and it is therefore usable in advance of the wrong occurring. The relation
between the two is that a transformation failing the condition is a standing precondition
for the wrongs those accounts describe, and this paper claims nothing stronger.

Claim 3.1. (The residue left by prior formulations). Existing formulations locate the defect
in the standing-apart of a product from its producer, in a subject’s disturbed appropriation of his own
life, in the failure of generated value to return to its generator, in the undisputability of an automated
decision, in the denial of a hearing, in the divergence of official conduct from declared rule, or in the
distribution of interpretive resources. Where nothing is extracted, where the subject is untroubled,
where no decision has yet been taken, and where the interpretive resources are ordinary, and where
every declared procedure for objection is available and is administered as declared, a transformation
may still destroy a distinction that the person it concerns has no route to restore. That configuration
is the object of this paper.

PART II

THE SEPARATION OF LOSS FROM ALIENATION

4 THE INDEPENDENCE OF INFORMATION LOSS AND REACHABILITY

This section establishes the paper’s hinge. Its objective is to show that information loss
and the availability of a route back are independent properties of a transformation, and its
method is a counterexample pair, a minimal construction over which both properties are
defined, and a proposition in three clauses whose third refutes any account that measures
admissibility by amount of loss. The section closes by recording what the independence
does not establish.

4.1 The counterexample pair

Consider two transformations.
An institution records every attribute of a person’s conduct, retains the record indef-

initely, admits no application to inspect it, and gives no account of the categories under
which the record is read. Nothing whatever has been discarded. The person can reach no
part of the representation that governs him.

A group of friends refers to one of their number by a nickname fixed years ago on an
occasion now half-remembered. Almost everything about the person has been discarded,
and the description that remains is inaccurate in most respects. The person may at any
time say that the name no longer fits, and the group will take up the objection.

The first loses nothing and alienates completely. The second loses almost everything
and alienates no one. Since the two properties vary in opposite directions across this pair,
neither is a measure of the other, and the diagnosis that treats loss as the mechanism of
alienation has misdescribed both cases.
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4.2 A construction over which both properties are defined

Let a population be described by d binary attributes, so that a person is a point x ∈ {0, 1}d.
An institution performs a transformation T that retains a subset R of the attributes and
discards the remainder. The fibre T−1(T (x)) is the set of persons the institution cannot
distinguish from x, and for a uniform population the information loss is the conditional
entropy H(X | T (X)), which equals the number of discarded attributes in bits.

Separately, the institution discloses a set D of facts about its own procedure: which
attributes it retained, and how the retained attributes were combined. Say that a return
route exists for x when the disclosure suffices for the person to determine which fibre he
has been placed in and to name an attribute of the placement he disputes, which holds
when R is recoverable from D.

The construction makes visible what the counterexample pair asserts. R fixes what
the institution can see. D fixes what the person can find out about what it saw. They are
separate choices, made by the same party, at different points, and neither constrains the
other.

Proposition 4.1. (Independence of loss and reachability). (i) There exist transformations
with zero information loss admitting no return route. (ii) There exist transformations with the
greatest information loss the construction admits, which is d−1 bits where one attribute is retained,
admitting a return route. (iii) At every level of information loss, both values of reachability are
available, so that pairs of transformations exist with identical loss and differing reachability. It
follows that admissibility is no function of the amount of loss, and no monotone transformation of
the amount of loss expresses it. The inference holds for any account on which the availability of a
return route is settled by what an institution discloses about its own procedure, independently of
how much it retained; where the two are coupled the conclusion would require a separate argument,
and §12 records that as unsettled.

4.3 Verification of the three clauses

The verification is verify/independence.py and is supplied with the paper. It takes d =

10 and samples twenty thousand designs, drawing a retained set and a disclosure set in-
dependently.

All four quadrants are occupied. The sampled designs divide into 1768 losslesswithout
a return route, 173 lossless with one, 14169 lossy without one and 3890 lossy with one.
Clauses (i) and (ii) are therefore satisfied on the construction, and Figure 1 places the four
cases discussed in this paper in the corresponding quadrants.

Clause (iii) is established exhaustively in place of statistically, by checking at each level
of loss whether disclosures exist making the retained set recoverable and disclosures ex-
ist making it unrecoverable. Both hold at all ten levels. Table 1 reports an explicit pair:
retaining three attributes of ten gives seven bits of loss under either disclosure, while the
disclosure {0, 1, 2, 5, 7} leaves a return route and the disclosure {0, 1, 5, 7, 9} does not.
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Table 1: Two designs with identical information loss and differing reachability, from
verify/independence.py. Ten binary attributes; the institution retains attributes {0, 1, 2} in both
cases, discarding seven bits. The disclosure determines whether the person can locate the fibre in
which he has been placed.

Design Retained R Disclosure D Return route
A {0, 1, 2} {0, 1, 2, 5, 7} available
B {0, 1, 2} {0, 1, 5, 7, 9} unavailable
Information loss H(X | T (X)) = 7 bits in both designs

One reported figure requires a caution. The sampled correlation between loss and
reachability over these designs is+0.27, and it carries no structural content. It is a property
of the measure placed over designs, since a smaller retained set is easier for a randomly
drawn disclosure to cover, and a different sampling scheme yields a different number. The
exhaustive result of the preceding paragraph is what establishes the proposition, and the
sampled correlation is reported here only so that a reader who computes it is not misled.

4.4 Consequences the independence carries and excludes

The independence carries one consequence of the first importance. Every proposal to di-
agnose the defect by the quantity discarded is unavailable, whatever the quantity. This
includes proposals framed in terms of information, in terms of the fraction of a person’s
attributes represented, and in terms of the fidelity of a representation to its object. By clause
(iii) two arrangements may agree exactly on any such quantity and differ on whether the
person concerned can reach the representation, and it is the second on which this paper
rests.

Three things are excluded. The independence establishes nothing about the frequency
withwhich the four quadrants are occupied in practice, and the sampledproportions above
are properties of a sampling scheme. It establishes nothing about the severity of the cases
in any quadrant, since severity requires an ordering the account declines to supply. And
it does not show that loss is unimportant. Loss is what §5 organises the first axis around,
and the companion paper is devoted to establishing that a determinate kind of loss occurs
systematically.

5 A TAXONOMY OF TRANSFORMATION OVER THE TWO AXES

This section replaces the received list of kinds of transformation with a taxonomy over the
two axes established at §4. Its objective is to show that the familiar kinds are regions of a
space in place of species of a genus, and its method is to state each axis with its levels and
then to locate the received kinds. The section closes by stating what the taxonomy leaves
out.
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Figure 1: The two axes and their occupancy. The left panel places the cases discussed in this paper in
the four quadrants formed by information loss and the availability of a return route. The right panel
reports, for twenty thousand sampled designs over ten binary attributes, the proportion admitting
and lacking a return route at each level of information loss; both values occur at every level.
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5.1 The first axis and its three levels

The first axis concerns what a transformation does to the distinctions available, and it di-
vides into three levels along the semiotic division of syntax, semantics and pragmatics.

At the syntactic level a transformation alters the form of a representation while the dis-
tinctions it carries are preserved: a record is re-encoded, a table is reshaped, a scale is
renamed. Losses at this level are recoverable by construction, since the operation is invert-
ible.

At the semantic level a transformation alters what the representation says: fibres are
merged, categories are coarsened, a continuous quantity is banded, a case is assigned to a
class. This is the level at which information loss in the sense of §4 occurs.

At the pragmatic level a transformation alters what the representation licenses: what
may be inferred from it, what may be done on its authority, and how it acts on the party it
describes. A representation unchanged in form and content may be moved from an advi-
sory role to a determinative one, and themovement changes nothing about the distinctions
carried while changing everything about their effect.

The three levels are ordered by the difficulty of noticing a change, and the ordering
matters for the second axis. A syntactic change is visible in the artefact. A semantic change
is visible to a party who holds the earlier categories. A pragmatic change may leave every
artefact identical.

5.2 The second axis and its two values

The second axis is the one the condition of §6 concerns, and it takes the two values estab-
lished at §4: a route by which the person concerned may reach the representation either
exists or does not. §7 shows that the axis requires a further distinction within the positive
value, since a route may exist formally and be unattainable in fact, and it is the attainable
case that the condition demands.
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5.3 The received kinds located in the space

The kinds ordinarily listed as species can now be placed.
Scale transition, in which a description of individuals is replaced by a description of a

population, is a semantic operationwhose reachability varies independently: a population
statistic may be published with the sampling frame and the individual right of correction,
or without either.

Datafication, in which conduct is converted into records, is characteristically syntactic
and semantic together, and it is the kind most often assumed to be alienating in itself.
The counterexample pair of §4 shows why that assumption fails, since datafication can be
lossless and the alienation attaches to the second axis.

Measurement and scoring are semantic at the point of construction and pragmatic in
effect, since a score alters what may be done to a person on its authority. The reactivity
documented in the sociology of quantification is a pragmatic-level phenomenon on this
taxonomy.

Institutionalisation, in which an informal understanding is replaced by a rule, is pri-
marily pragmatic: what changes is the standing of the description and the acts it licenses.

Archival retention and disposal are semantic at the point of appraisal and are the clear-
est case in which the second axis is explicitly designed for, which is why §10 treats the
profession’s own doctrine at length.

5.4 Positions the taxonomy leaves out

The taxonomy is a taxonomy of transformations and no taxonomy of wrongs. Nothing
follows from a transformation’s position in the space about how bad it is, and the account
supplies no ordering within either axis.

The taxonomy does not partition. A single institutional operation ordinarily performs
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic transformations at once, and the levels are aspects under
which one operation may be considered.

The taxonomy is silent about the party performing the transformation. Whether a
transformation is performed by an official, an algorithm, a committee or a community
makes no difference to its position in the space, and §3 records the literature that treats

one such party specially. PART III

THE ADMISSIBILITY CONDITION

6 THE CONDITION ON RESTORATION AT THE INSTANCE OF THE PERSON

This section states the paper’s condition. Its objective is to fix the condition precisely
enough that a reader can apply it to an arrangement, and its method is to state it, then
to derive its three advertised properties, then to record what it is a condition on. The sec-
tion closes with the limit that governs every later use of it.
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6.1 The condition

Condition 6.1. (Admissibility of a representational transformation). A representational
transformation is inadmissible in respect of a person when the distinction it destroys cannot be
restored at that person’s instance. Restoration at a person’s instance requires that some act available
to him bring the destroyed distinction back within the operation of the representation that governs
him.

Three terms carry the weight. The distinction it destroys is fixed by the first axis of §5:
the transformation merged cases that were previously separable, or withdrew a licence to
draw a difference. At that person’s instancemeans that the initiative lies with him, so that an
arrangement in which the distinction may be restored only when the institution chooses
to restore it does not satisfy the condition. Available to him is the demanding term and is
treated at §7.

6.2 The property of standing per person

The condition is stated of each person severally, and it admits no aggregation. An arrange-
ment satisfying it formany and failing it for one has failed it, and no surplus of restorability
held by others repairs the failure.

This property is deliberate and it is the reason the account declines an objective function
at §11. A quantity of restorability summed or averaged over a populationwould permit the
shortfall borne by one person to be offset by a surplus held by another, and the offsetting is
exactly what the condition exists to forbid. The point holds whatever quantity is proposed
and is not a scruple about measurement.

6.3 The property of requiring no forecast

Whether an act available to a person would bring a destroyed distinction back within the
operation of a representation is a question about the arrangement in force. It is settled by
what the arrangement provides, by what the person may do under it, and by what the in-
stitution is bound to do in response. Each of these obtains at the time of the transformation.

The property matters because the alternative conditions all require an inference this
account cannot license. A condition holding that a transformation is inadmissible when
it will later cause harm, or when the destroyed distinction will later prove to have been
needed, requires an inference to a future state of an open social system, and no warrant
supports such an inference at the horizons in question. The difficulty is Hume’s and it
is not softened by care. Condition 6.1 is structural precisely so that the difficulty cannot
reach it, and this is a design choice made in view of the objection and not an accident of
formulation.
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6.4 The property of being separable from the attitude of the institution

The condition says nothing about how the institution regards the person. An institution
may satisfy it while holding him in contempt, and may fail it while acting throughout in
his interest. §9 treats a case of the second kind at length, since the setting there is one in
which the transformation is performed for the benefit of the parties represented.

The separability is what makes the condition applicable from outside. A test requir-
ing access to an institution’s regard for a person would be unavailable to anyone but the
institution, and would be satisfied by its own account of itself.

6.5 The limit that governs every use of the condition

Condition 6.1 is necessary and never sufficient. A transformation may leave every route
of restoration open and be monstrous in what it does, and a reader who infers from ad-
missibility to justice has made an inference the account forbids. What the condition sorts
is what may be performed; among the transformations it permits, it supplies no ordering
whatever.

The limit is not a hedge. It follows from the argument of §4, which established that
the second axis is independent of the first: since the condition is stated on the second axis
alone, it is silent about everything the first axis carries, and the first axis carries most of
what makes a transformation good or bad in its effects.

7 REACHABILITY DISTINGUISHED FROM FORMAL AVAILABILITY

This section fixes the demanding term in Condition 6.1. Its objective is to show that a
formally available route of restoration does not satisfy the condition, and its method is to
state the failuremode, to give the test that separates the cases, and to place the result against
the precedents that state it in other vocabularies. The section closes with the recursion the
test must survive.

7.1 The failure mode

An arrangement may provide, in terms, that a person may object to the description un-
der which he has been placed, and may provide a channel through which the objection is
received, and may record the objection when it is made, while no objection he could for-
mulate would alter the description. Every formal element of restoration is present and the
destroyed distinction is beyond recovery.

The mechanism is familiar in several settings. Where a description absorbs every act
that would count against it, so that compliance confirms it and protest confirms it and
silence confirms it, the description cannot be defeated by any conduct available to the per-
son. And where a value has been adopted widely enough within a collective that non-
convergence costs recognition, formal revisability survives while substantive revisability
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has ended, since the parties whose agreement would be required have been constituted by
the structure whose revision is at issue.

7.2 The test that separates the cases

The separating test asks a question about attainability, not about provision.

Test 7.1. (Attainability of restoration). A route of restoration is attainable for a person when
there exists an act available to him whose performance would defeat the standing description of him,
and when performing it would place the institution under an obligation to answer. A route that is
provided and that no available act would exercise is formal and does not satisfy Condition 6.1.

One feature of the first clause requires comment, since it appears to conflict with the
property claimed at §6.3. The clause is counterfactual in form: it asks whether some avail-
able act would defeat the standing description. That counterfactual is settled by the ar-
rangement in force, in the way that whether a key would open a lock is settled by the key
and the lock, and it makes no claim about a future state of an open system. This is nar-
rower than the unqualified statement made at §6.3, and an arrangement whose response
to a given act is genuinely indeterminate is one on which the test returns no verdict.

The two clauses are separate and both are required. The first fails in the absorption
case, where acts are available and none defeats the description. The second fails where an
act would defeat the description if answered and the institution is under no obligation to
answer, which is the position of a person whose objection is received, filed and left.

7.3 Precedents for the test in other vocabularies

The test is not new and it is worth showing how old it is, since the age is evidence that it is
tracking something.

Peirce’s first rule of reason is that inquiry must not be blocked, and his account of truth
as the opinion on which investigation would finally settle makes the availability of further
inquiry constitutive in place of instrumental [Peirce (1898)]. On that account an arrange-
ment foreclosing further inquiry into a description has done something to the description’s
standing and not merely to the convenience of those subject to it.

Longino’s conditions for the objectivity of a knowledge-producing community include
not only the existence of venues for criticism but the uptake of criticism, and she states the
second condition separately because the first is satisfiablewithout it [Longino (1990)]. Up-
take is the second clause of Test 7.1 in another vocabulary, arrived at from the epistemology
of science and directed at a different problem.

The design literature on contestable systems specifies the practical features by which
responsiveness to dispute is achieved [Alfrink et al. (2023)]. Test 7.1 states what those
features must accomplish and leaves their specification to that literature, which is ahead
of this paper on the practical question.
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7.4 The recursion the test must survive

An institution holding interpretive authority over a description ordinarily holds authority
also over the rules governing challenges to that description, and over the rules governing
challenges to those rules. The regress is real, and it is what defeats every attempt to satisfy
Condition 6.1 by installing machinery.

The test survives the recursion because its clauses are stated over acts and answers and
not over procedures. Whether some act available to a person would defeat the standing
description of him is a question about the description and the acts, and it can be asked
at any level of the regress without being answered by the presence of a procedure at that
level. An institution that has installed a complete apparatus of review, and under which
no act available to a person would alter what is said of him, fails the test at the first clause,
and the completeness of the apparatus is no part of the answer.

This is the reason §2 declines to specify procedural machinery. The account states what
must be attainable and holds that the arrangements by which it is made attainable are
various, historically formed, and outside its competence to design.

8 THE STRATIFICATION OF THE CONDITION BY TENSE

This section answers an objection that the preceding two sections invite. Its objective is to
show that the account’s deferral of the substantive question to later assessment is forced
in place of chosen, and its method is to apply the standard decomposition of properties of
infinite behaviours. The section closes by stating what binds now.

8.1 The objection from deferral

The objection runs as follows. An account that assesses transformations by whether they
remain open to later restoration has deferred the question that matters. Someone is gov-
erned now by a description that is wrong now, and to be told that the description remains
open to future revision is to be told that his case will be considered by parties not yet in ex-
istence. The account protects the interests of future interpreters and abandons the person
in front of it.

The objection is serious and it is not answered by insisting that revision is valuable. It
is answered by showing that the account contains a component binding in the present and
by identifying which component that is.

8.2 The decomposition that fixes the two components

Properties of infinite behaviours divide exhaustively. A safety property asserts that nothing
of a specified kind ever occurs, and it is refuted by a finite prefix of a behaviour, so that a
violation is detectable at a determinatemoment. A liveness property asserts that something
of a specified kind eventually occurs, and no finite prefix refutes it, so that satisfaction is
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settled only in the limit. Every property of infinite behaviours is the intersection of a safety
property and a liveness property [Alpern & Schneider (1985)].

The decomposition applies here directly. That a route of restoration is attainable is a safety
property: it is violated at the moment an arrangement forecloses the route, the violation
is present in the finite record up to that moment, and no later development is needed to
establish it. That the description is eventually corrected is a liveness property: no finite record
settles it, and it is the component the account defers.

8.3 The consequence for what binds now

The consequence is that the deferral is partial and its boundary is fixed by the decompo-
sition in place of by preference. Condition 6.1 is a safety property and binds at every mo-
ment, including the moment at which a person is governed by a description he disputes.
What the account defers is the liveness component, which is the substantive question of
whether the descriptionwas right, and that component is deferred because no finite record
settles it and not because the account declines to answer it.

The objection of §8.1 is therefore correctly aimed at an account that retained only the
liveness component, and such an account would indeed have nothing to say to a person
suffering now. The present account retains a safety component and states it as a demand
on the arrangement in force: the person must, now, be able to make himself an object that
must be answered. Whether the answer he receives is correct is a further question, and it
is one on which this paper is silent by design.

8.4 Restrictions placed on the stratification

The decomposition establishes that the two components are exhaustive and disjoint in
form. It establishes nothing about their relative importance, and a reader who holds the
liveness component to be the one that matters is not contradicted by anything here.

The decomposition is applied to an arrangement and not to a person’s experience.
That a violation is detectable in a finite record does not entail that anyone detects it, and
§12 records the absence of an observer as an open problem the account shares with its

companions. PART IV

THE CONDITION AT TWO SITES

9 EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY AND THE TRANSFER OF A FINDING

This section applies Condition 6.1 to evidence-based policy. Its objective is to show that
the condition identifies a defect in a setting where the transformation is performed for the
benefit of the parties represented and where all the ordinary explanations of representa-
tional wrong are absent, and its method is to describe the transformation, to concede what
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the existing critical literature already establishes, and then to apply the condition and the
test. The section closes with what the application does not show.

9.1 The transformation performed in evidence-based policy

A trial establishes an effect in a study population. The finding is rendered as an estimate
with an interval, and the estimate is transferred to a target population where a measure
is adopted on its authority. A person in the target population is then treated under a rule
whose warrant rests on what happened to other persons elsewhere.

Located in the taxonomy of §5, the operation is semantic and pragmatic together. It is
semantic because the fibres of the study population are merged into a summary quantity
and the conditions under which the effect obtained are dropped from the transferred item.
It is pragmatic because the estimate moves from a report of what occurred to an authority
for what is to be done.

9.2 The findings of the existing critical literature on evidence transfer

Cartwright and Hardie [Cartwright & Hardie (2012)] establish the point on which every-
thing here depends, and the priority is theirs. A trial showing that a policy worked some-
where does not support the expectation that it will work here. What produced the effect
there was the policy together with a set of support factors that played a positive causal role,
and the transfer is warranted only where the corresponding factors obtain in the target
situation. Their horizontal search asks whether those factors are present here, and their
vertical search asks at what level of abstraction the causal description should be pitched so
that it picks out something that will play the same role.

Two consequences of their account are conceded outright. Thematerial lost in the trans-
fer is not incidental detail; it is the material on which the warrant of the transfer depends.
And the loss is invisible in the transferred item, since an estimate carries no record of the
support factors that were present when it was produced.

The present account adds nothing to this diagnosis. What it adds is a question the
diagnosis does not raise.

9.3 The condition applied

Cartwright and Hardie address the policymaker. Their remedy is that the party perform-
ing the transfer should conduct the two searches before relying on the estimate, and the
remedy is correct. Condition 6.1 asks a different question: whether the person in the tar-
get population, treated under the rule, holds a route by which the dropped material can
be brought back within the operation of the rule that governs him.

In the ordinary case he does not, and the reason is structural in place of accidental.
The support factors dropped in the transfer are properties of the study situation, and the
person is in the target situation. He is in a position to know that the rule fits his case
badly and in no position to name the factor whose absence accounts for the misfit, since
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the record of which factors were present is held where the trial was conducted and the
transferred estimate carries none of it. His objection therefore takes the form of a report
that the measure is not working for him, and a report of that form is answered within the
regime by the observation that the measure works on average.

Test 7.1 fails at both clauses. No act available to him defeats the standing description,
since the description is an average to which his individual case is not a counterexample.
And the regime is under no obligation to answer a report of that form, since it has already
discharged its evidential burden by the trial.

9.4 The features of the case that make it useful

Three features make this a strong case for the condition in place of a convenient one.
The transformation is performed for the benefit of the parties represented. Nobody

is extracting anything from them, and the policymaker’s motive is to help. So the case
cannot be redescribed as a wrong of exploitation, and the diagnoses that locate the defect
in extraction have no purchase.

The parties conducting the transfer are frequently the most methodologically scrupu-
lous available, and the regime exists because earlier practice was insufficiently evidenced.
The defect is therefore not a failure of rigour, and it survives every increase in rigour of the
kind the regime itself recognises.

The interpretive resources of the person are ordinary and adequate. He understands
what a trial is, what an average is, and what it means for a measure to be adopted on
evidence. So the case is not a case of hermeneutical injustice, and Claim 3.1’s residue is
exhibited here in a setting no existing account claims.

9.5 Positions the application does not support

The application does not condemn evidence-based policy, and no such conclusion follows
from anything in this paper. The condition sorts arrangements and not practices, and the
same practice conducted with a route of restoration in place satisfies it.

The application does not supply the route. What would satisfy Condition 6.1 here is
an arrangement under which the person may raise a claim of the form that a named factor
present in the study situation is absent in his, and under which the regime is bound to
answer that claim. Whether such an arrangement is feasible, and at what cost, is a question
this paper does not settle and §11 explains why.

The application asserts nothing about the correctness of any particular transfer. Con-
dition 6.1 is a condition on admissibility, and a transfer may be admissible and wrong or
inadmissible and correct.
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10 ARCHIVAL APPRAISAL AND THE DOCTRINE OF WHAT MUST REMAIN REACHABLE

This section treats a profession that has developed an explicit doctrine about the object
of Condition 6.1, under the constraint of scarcity that is usually offered as the reason for
having no such doctrine. Its objective is to show that the condition has been worked out
in practice in one field and to take from that field what a general account can use, and its
method is to state the appraisal problem, the doctrines developed in answer to it, and the
points at which those doctrines meet and diverge from the condition. The section closes
with the limit the field itself records.

10.1 The appraisal problem

An archive cannot keep everything. It must decide, at the moment of accession and under
a fixed budget, which records to retain and which to destroy, and the decision is made
before anyone knows what future users will ask. The problem has the structure of the
objection this paper’s companion answers at the level of rate and distortion: scarcity fixes
the quantity retained, and something further must fix the selection.

Destruction is irreversible in the strict sense. A record not kept cannot be reconstructed
later at any cost, since the material that would support the reconstruction is the material
destroyed. Appraisal is therefore a decision under uncertainty with an irreversible arm,
and the profession has known this longer than any other.

10.2 Doctrines developed in answer to the problem

Three developments in the field bear on the condition.
Schellenberg [Schellenberg (1956)] organised appraisal around the values a record car-

ries, distinguishing the primary value it holds for the originating body from the secondary
value it may hold for later users, with retention decided by the second where the first has
lapsed. This locates the decision in a judgement about future use, which is the structure
Condition 6.1 declines.

Cook’s macro-appraisal [Cook (1992), Cook (2005)] reverses the object of judgement.
In place of appraising records, it appraises the functions, processes and relationships that
generated them, and retains records as evidence of those. The reversal matters here be-
cause it moves the criterion from a forecast about future interest to a structural feature of
the present: which functions were exercised, by which bodies, in relation to which parties.

Upward’s records continuum [Upward (1996)] reconceives the record as something
that continues in use in place of passing through a life cycle terminating in an archive. The
framing is close enough to the present account’s that the coincidence is worth stating: a
record on that view is constituted by its continued availability for further use, which is the
object Condition 6.1 protects, arrived at from the requirements of recordkeeping practice.
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10.3 Points at which the doctrines meet the condition

Two points of contact are substantive.
Macro-appraisal’s shift to functions and relationships is the same move Condition 6.1

makes in shifting from the content lost to the route that remains. Both replace a judgement
about what will later matter with a judgement about a present structural feature, and both
do so for the same reason, which is that the first judgement requires an unavailable infer-
ence.

Harris [Harris (2007)] establishes that appraisal decisions determinewhose account of
a past can later be raised, and that the parties least represented in the record are ordinarily
those least able to contest their absence. That is Condition 6.1 stated for a collective subject
and over historical time, and this paper’s restriction to individual persons at §2 means the
collective case is conceded and not treated.

10.4 Points at which the doctrines diverge from the condition

Two divergences are equally instructive.
Archival appraisal is performed by a custodian on behalf of future users, and the initia-

tive lies with the custodian throughout. Condition 6.1 requires that the initiative lie with
the person concerned. The condition is therefore more demanding in one direction than
the professional doctrine, and the difference is not a criticism of the doctrine, since a person
cannot exercise an initiative in respect of a record made a century after his death.

Archival practice necessarily makes a judgement about what will later be of interest,
even under macro-appraisal, since the functions chosen for documentation are chosen on
some view of what will matter. Condition 6.1 makes no such judgement and can make
none. This is a limitation of the condition and not of the practice: a working archive must
decide, and a condition that refuses forecasts supplies no decision procedure.

10.5 The limit the field records against itself

The field’s own literature records that appraisal criteria have changed repeatedly, that
records destroyed under one set of criteria were wanted under the next, and that no set
of criteria has proved stable. The observation is the strongest available evidence for the
expected-learning premise on which the option-value argument of the companion paper
rests, and it is evidence produced by practitioners against their own instruments.
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It is also the strongest available caution against this paper’s own condition. If a
century of professional attention under exactly this constraint has produced no stable
criterion, the presumption is against any general condition stated from outside the

practice, and §12 records the point as a standing objection the account does not answer.
PART V

THE BOUNDARIES OF THE ACCOUNT

11 POSITIONS DECLINED AND THE GROUNDS FOR DECLINING THEM

This section argues the four declinations announced at §2. Its objective is to show that
each rests on a ground and no evasion, and its method is to state for each what the account
would have to establish in order to assert the contrary, and why that is unavailable. The
section closes with the declination whose ground differs in kind from the other three.

11.1 Grounds for declining a criterion of justice

To move from Condition 6.1 to a criterion of justice, the account would need a bridge from
admissibility to rightness. It has none, and Proposition 4.1 explains why. The condition
is stated on the second axis, the two axes are independent, and the first axis carries the
material that determines what a transformation does to a person. An account restricted to
the second axis therefore cannot expresswhat the first axis settles, and this is a consequence
of the paper’s own central result in place of a limitation adopted for caution.

Two things follow. A transformation may satisfy Condition 6.1 and be gravely wrong,
and no inference from admissibility to justice is available anywhere in this paper. And a
transformation may violate Condition 6.1 and be, on balance and in its effects, better than
an available alternative that satisfies it; the condition sorts what may be performed and
supplies no ordering among the transformations it permits.

11.2 Grounds for declining a prohibition on loss

A prohibition on loss would prohibit representation. §4 established that compression is
what makes a representation usable, since a representation retaining every distinction
present in its object is that object and serves none of the purposes representations serve. A
recommendation to minimise loss is therefore a recommendation to approach unintelligi-
bility, and it is unavailable to any account that expects institutions to act.

The account has a floor and no minimum, and the distinction is worth stating plainly.
A floor is a constraint that some arrangement must satisfy. A minimum is a point on a
scale toward which arrangements are to be moved. Condition 6.1 is the first and never the
second, and it is compatible with a transformation that discards nearly everything.
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11.3 Grounds for declining a quantity to be maximised

The account recommends no maximisation of restorability, of reversibility, or of trans-
parency. The reason holds for each and for any further quantity proposed in their place.

An objective function over such a quantity ranges over the persons affected and there-
fore aggregates. Aggregation permits a shortfall borne by one person to be compensated
by a surplus held by another, and Condition 6.1 exists to forbid exactly that compensa-
tion, since it is stated of each person severally. A maximisation recommendation would
accordingly contradict the condition it was intended to serve, and the contradiction is for-
mal in place of practical: it obtains under every substitution of the maximand, including
maximands defined over the very property the condition names.

A second reason is available and is weaker, and it is recorded so that the first is not mis-
taken for the only one. Transparency in particular has been shown to be satisfiable in ways
that leave the substance untouched, and a regime maximising a measure of transparency
may perform worse under Test 7.1 than a regime that publishes less and answers more.

11.4 Grounds for declining procedural machinery

This declination follows from §7 and is the one most likely to be read as an evasion.
An institution holding interpretive authority over a description holds authority also

over the rules governing challenges to it. Any machinery specified from outside is there-
fore administered by the party whose description is at issue, and the specification of ma-
chinery supplies that party with a determinate account of what compliance consists in.
The predictable result is an arrangement complete in every specified feature under which
no act available to a person alters what is said of him, which is precisely the failure Test 7.1
was constructed to detect.

The account therefore states what must be attainable and leaves the arrangements by
which it is made attainable to the settings in which they are built. This is a limitation and
the account does not disguise it: a condition that specifies nomachinery gives an institution
seeking to comply nothing to build. §12 records the point, and §3 records that the design
literature on contestable systems is ahead of this paper on exactly that question and should
be read alongside it.

12 LIMITS OF THE ACCOUNT AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER WORK

This section states what remains unsettled. Its objective is to place the account’s weak-
nesses on the record in a form a critic can use, and its method is to separate limits internal
to the condition from limits on its application and limits it shares with its companions. The
section closes with the directions left open.
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12.1 Limits internal to the condition

The condition supplies no observer. Whether an act available to a person would defeat the
standing description of him is a fact about an arrangement, and the account says nothing
about who is positioned to determine it. The party best placed to answer is ordinarily the
institution, and the institution is the party whose arrangement is under assessment. This
is a serious gap and the account does not close it.

Two features of the apparatus are less settled than the body of the paper implies. Test
7.1 is counterfactual in its first clause; §7.2 gives the reason this is compatible with the
no-forecast property, and where an arrangement’s response to an act is genuinely inde-
terminate the test returns no verdict, which is a gap of unknown size. Proposition 4.1(iii)
assumes that what an institution discloses about its procedure is settled independently of
how much it retained, and arrangements coupling the two would require a separate argu-
ment this paper does not supply.

The condition individuates distinctions loosely. Condition 6.1 speaks of the distinction
a transformation destroys, and in an arrangement of any complexity a transformation de-
stroys many distinctions at once, of which some are restorable and some are not. A fully
specified version would quantify over the destroyed distinctions and state which of them
the condition ranges over, and this paper does not supply that specification.

The condition is stated for persons. §2 restricted it accordingly, and §10 showed what
the restriction costs: the archival case concerns records that will govern parties not yet
born, for whom no act is available at the time of the transformation and who therefore fall
outside the condition entirely. Any extension to collective and future subjects requires a
different account of whose instance is in question, and the extension is not attempted here.

12.2 Limits on the application of the condition

The two cases of Part IV are treated analytically and no empirical claim is made about ei-
ther. The evidence-based-policy case describes a structure and reports no study of how
regimes actually respond to individual objection, and the archival case relies on the pro-
fessional literature’s own account of its practice.

The condition has been applied to no case in which it is satisfied. Every worked ap-
plication in this paper identifies a failure, and an account that has exhibited only failures
has not shown that its condition is satisfiable at reasonable cost. This is a defect in the
presentation and a direction for further work.

12.3 Limits the account shares with its companions

The strongest objection to this paper is stated at §10.5 and is not answered there or here. A
profession has worked on the object of Condition 6.1 for a century, under exactly the con-
straint of scarcity that makes the problem hard, and has produced no stable criterion. The
presumption that follows is against any general condition stated from outside a practice,
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and this paper offers no reason to think itself an exception beyond the narrowness of what
it claims.

The account also inherits the difficulty about historically formed criteria. Condition 6.1
is offered as a condition, and the position taken throughout this series is that criteria of
assessment are themselves formed within history and revisable. The consistent form of
the claim is therefore immanent: the condition is offered as one the practices it addresses
already avow, in the doctrines of review, of appeal, of correction, and of contestation they
maintain and fail to honour. Whether that reading holds for each practice addressed is a
question this paper raises and settles for none of them.

12.4 Directions the account leaves open

Three directions follow.
The first is the observer problem of §12.1, which is the most damaging of the internal

limits and which the companion papers of this series also record. An account stating what
must be attainable, with no party positioned to determine whether it is attainable, has
stated a condition that cannot be applied by anyone but the party it constrains.

The second is the extension to collective and future subjects, for which the archival lit-
erature is the natural starting point, since it is the body of work that has taken the question
of parties not yet born most seriously.

The third is the formal treatment. Condition 6.1 speaks of a route back, and a route
back is a structure over transformations in place of a property of any one of them. The
formal apparatus adequate to that, and to the related question of what survives a change
of interpretive frame, is developed in the third paper of this series.
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