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Abstract

Ethical assistance is often discussed as if the identity, interests, communicative capacities, and
moral standing of the recipient were sufficiently settled before practical deliberation begins. Cases
involving heterogeneous subjects weaken that assumption. Human beings with atypical commu-
nicative access, nonhuman animals, artificial systems, and hypothetical alien subjects may present
different evidence of adversity, different forms of agency, and different grounds for moral consid-
erability. Building on a prior Generative Relational account of support-relevant recognition, this
paper develops a preliminary ethics of aid, volunteering, and support under such uncertainty. Its cen-
tral proposal is that ethical assessment should preserve the provenance of recognition, distinguish
uncertainty about adverse states from uncertainty about moral status and normative theory, and eval-
uate assistance through typed constraints on benefit, harm, communicative engagement, autonomy,
dependency, helper burden, third-party effects, and revisability. The framework treats revisable as-
sistance as a design property of ethical response under incomplete knowledge: interventions should,
where the relevant reasons support it, remain monitorable, contestable, corrigible, and capable of
responsible withdrawal or repair. Human, animal, artificial, and hypothetical alien cases function as
heterogeneous stress tests across different evidential, agential, communicative, and relational condi-
tions. The paper remains within normative ethics; humanitarian doctrine, legal standing, adjudicative
authority, and institutional responsibility are reserved for subsequent work.
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Discussion Paper Note

This manuscript is Paper XI in an extended Generative Relational research programme on heterogeneous
subjects, assistance, ethics, humanitarian protection, and jurisprudence. Its immediate predecessor, Suf-
fering Recognition in Aid, Volunteering, and Support among Heterogeneous Subjects, developed the
analytical interface through which possible adverse states become support-relevant under subjectivity,
communicative, and cross-domain uncertainty [6]. That paper established the recognition-to-response
boundary that supplies the starting point for the present manuscript.

Paper XI studies ethical justification and constraint once support-relevant recognition has entered
practical deliberation. Its object is a focused normative architecture for assistance with a bounded scope
relative to comprehensive moral theory. The paper asks how reasons for assistance should be interpreted
when the recipient’s subjectivity, interests, communicative signals, or moral status remain uncertain; how
aid, volunteering, and support can create benefits and burdens for recipients, helpers, and third parties;
and how assistance can remain revisable as evidence and relations change.

The division of labour with the later papers remains explicit. Paper XII addresses humanitarian
protection across heterogeneous subject classes. Papers XIII-X VI address legal subjecthood and respon-
sibility, adjudicative and enforcement authority, heterogeneous social-contract membership, and the ju-
risprudence of aid and humanitarian protection. The present paper therefore develops ethical reasons,
permissions, constraints, and obligations at the level needed for a preliminary normative ethics of assis-
tance. Positive law, legal competence, institutional jurisdiction, sanctionability, and public enforcement
remain objects of the later papers.
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1 Introduction

This paper develops the ethical layer of a broader inquiry into assistance among heterogeneous sub-
jects. Its role is to begin where support-relevant recognition ends: once an adverse condition has entered
practical deliberation as a possible reason for aid, volunteering, or support, ethical judgment must still de-
termine what kinds of response are justified, constrained, optional, required, revisable, or inappropriate.
The objective is to develop a typed normative interface for assistance under uncertainty about subjec-
tivity, interests, communication, moral considerability, consequences, and the normative standards by
which those consequences are assessed. The paper takes support-relevant recognition as an upstream
input and leaves comprehensive moral theory beyond its present scope. The method is constructive
and comparative. It draws on established debates about beneficence, moral uncertainty, care, relational
autonomy, and uncertain minds while preserving the Generative Relational commitment to ontological
suspension and historically revisable relational analysis.

Questions about assistance often appear simple when the morally relevant facts are stipulated in ad-
vance. A person is suffering, another person can prevent the suffering at modest cost, and the ethical
problem concerns whether intervention is required. Singer’s influential discussion of famine and pre-
ventable suffering provides a canonical strong-beneficence formulation of that family of problems [14].
Real assistance settings are frequently less determinate. The possible recipient may communicate only
partially; the observer may be uncertain whether an apparent adverse state corresponds to pain, prefer-
ence frustration, functional impairment, dependency failure, relational injury, or another kind of loss; and
the moral significance of those states may itself remain contested. These problems arise within familiar
human contexts, but heterogeneous-subject cases make the underlying assumptions unusually visible.

Consider four broad stress-test domains. A human recipient may possess clear moral standing while
lacking ordinary communicative access, leaving preferences or refusal difficult to interpret. A nonhuman
animal may present rich behavioral and physiological evidence of an adverse state while the extent or
form of relevant subjective experience remains uncertain. An artificial system may exhibit persistent self-
protective behavior, reports of distress, or functional disintegration while the relation between those man-
ifestations and phenomenal experience is disputed. A hypothetical alien subject may combine agency,
communication, embodiment, or vulnerability in ways that do not fit inherited human categories. These
cases contain several ethically material uncertainties that can coexist and move independently, including
questions about subjectivity, adversity, communication, interests, agency, and normative standing.

The preceding paper in this programme, Suffering Recognition in Aid, Volunteering, and Support
among Heterogeneous Subjects, developed a support-relevant-recognition architecture that keeps those
uncertainties separate [6]. It distinguished adverse-state recognition from subjectivity attribution, com-
municative interpretation, precautionary response, and later normative or legal conclusions. It also
treated aid, volunteering, and support as overlapping but non-identical analytical lenses on an assistance
episode. That separation is the starting point here. Paper XI asks what additional ethical structure is
required after a possible reason to assist has become intelligible.

1.1 Ethical uncertainty after recognition

The transition from recognition to ethics introduces at least three forms of uncertainty that should re-
main analytically distinct. First, empirical or interpretive uncertainty concerns what adverse state is
present, what the recipient is communicating, and what consequences a response may produce. Second,
status uncertainty concerns which properties or relations are morally relevant to the recipient’s consider-
ability, interests, claims, or standing within the ethical analysis. Third, normative uncertainty concerns
which moral principles, values, or priority rules should govern the response. Moral-uncertainty theory
explicitly addresses the problem of action when the agent is uncertain about what morality requires [8].
Heterogeneous-subject assistance can involve that problem together with unresolved factual and status
questions.

This distinction matters because one uncertainty cannot be allowed to do the work of the others.
Uncertainty about phenomenal consciousness, for example, does not establish the absence of ethically



relevant functional disruption, relational dependency, expressed preference, or vulnerability. Conversely,
evidence of functional disruption does not by itself establish full moral status, a duty to intervene, or
permission to override an apparent refusal. Danaher’s analysis of relationships with “unknown minds”
illustrates the wider ethical-epistemic problem: uncertainty about minds and moral standing can create
asymmetric risks, but a practical resolution still depends on how the relevant risks are specified and
grounded [4]. Birch’s precautionary treatment of animal sentience provides a domain-specific example
of the same broad need to decide under incomplete evidence while avoiding the claim that uncertainty
has a single universal ethical solution [1].

Paper XI therefore treats ethical assessment as a second-stage construction over the Paper X inter-
face rather than as an automatic continuation of recognition. Let Jx denote the carrier of provenance-
preserving support-relevant records supplied by Paper X, 5z a carrier of explicitly stated ethical bridge
packages, Cg a carrier of ethically relevant contexts, and U, a carrier of ethical assessment records. The
preliminary architecture is set-valued because live ethical interpretations can remain plural. Equation 1
states the interface.

EvalE:ij%EXCE:?%E. (1)

Equation 1 does not encode a substantive moral theory. Its analytical function is to prevent an il-
licit collapse between a recognition record and an ethical conclusion. An element of Jx may include a
recognized adverse-state family, support salience, defeasible response reasons, communicative interpre-
tations, uncertainty descriptors, feasible responses, and anticipated or realized relational consequences.
The bridge package carrier B g supplies the ethical commitments that connect those objects to a norma-
tive assessment. The context carrier Cr contains features whose ethical relevance depends on the se-
lected bridge, such as role, relationship, available alternatives, resource constraints, prior commitments,
third-party effects, or the recipient’s expressed or inferred preferences. Section 2, Ethical Interface from
Support-Relevant Recognition, will refine this architecture.

The use of a set-valued relation also expresses a substantive discipline. When several live ethical
specifications remain defensible, the framework should preserve that multiplicity until a further argument
resolves it. Moral disagreement or uncertainty is not automatically a defect in representation. MacAskill,
Bykvist, and Ord show that uncertainty among moral theories creates its own decision problem and that
the structure of comparison matters for what forms of aggregation or decision are available [8]. Paper XI
uses the narrower methodological lesson that ethical uncertainty should be represented explicitly when
it materially affects action, without committing the framework to one universal decision procedure.

1.2 Relational structure of assistance ethics

Assistance is an interaction that can change both the recipient and the relation in which the recipient is
situated. Ethical evaluation therefore needs more than a before-and-after measure of recipient welfare.
An intervention may reduce one adverse state while narrowing the recipient’s future options, increasing
dependency on the helper, displacing another support relation, creating new expectations, or altering who
controls access to resources and information. Conversely, assistance that appears modest in immediate
outcome may expand agency, reduce vulnerability to future harm, or improve communicative access.
These effects can be ethically relevant even when they resist reduction to one common scalar.

This relational emphasis is compatible with several established traditions without claiming identity
with them. Held’s account of care ethics treats caring relations, trust, mutual consideration, solidarity, and
the moral significance of particular ties as central ethical concerns rather than residual considerations after
abstract impartial reasoning [5]. Work on relational autonomy similarly examines how social relations
and conditions shape agency, self-conception, and the practical possibility of autonomous action [9].
Paper XI draws on those literatures as intellectual neighbors. Its distinctive task is to construct a bridge-
compatible formalism for heterogeneous assistance while retaining uncertainty about the nature of the
recipient and the correct ethical theory.



A relational perspective also helps clarify why aid, volunteering, and support should remain distin-
guishable. Aid can be typed by its response to an adverse state or need. Volunteering concerns the
participation mode and the helper’s relation to compulsion, compensation, role, and commitment. Sup-
port concerns the sustaining or enabling function of an ongoing relation. One episode may instantiate
several of these descriptions simultaneously, but the ethical questions need not coincide. The ethics
of responding to urgent need differs from the ethics of voluntary participation in an organization, and
both differ from the ethics of sustaining a long-term dependency relation. Paper XI therefore retains the
multi-axial typing inherited from Paper X and asks which ethical reasons and constraints attach to each
axis.

1.3 Revisable assistance

The paper’s central constructive proposal is to treat revisability as an ethically significant design property
of assistance under incomplete knowledge. Revisability concerns the capacity of an assistance process
to respond responsibly to new evidence, changing preferences, altered consequences, and shifts in the
relation between helper and recipient. Depending on the case, revisability may involve monitoring, op-
portunities for the recipient or a representative to contest the intervention, staged commitment, reversible
components, explicit review points, modification of goals, withdrawal, or repair after an intervention pro-
duces unexpected harm.

Revisability should not be treated as a categorical requirement that overrides every other ethical con-
sideration. Some emergency actions are time-sensitive and partly irreversible. Some forms of care derive
value from reliability and continuity, so excessive provisionality can itself be harmful. Some recipients
may reasonably prefer stable commitment over repeated reassessment. The ethical value of revisability
is therefore context-sensitive. The claim developed here is narrower: when material uncertainty remains
and assistance can alter the recipient’s options, dependencies, or relational environment, the degree and
form of revisability become legitimate objects of ethical assessment.

This proposal follows from the conjunction of two observations. First, heterogeneous-subject cases
make recognition and interpretation especially revisable. Evidence about animal sentience, artificial
consciousness, communicative competence, or unfamiliar forms of agency can change as scientific and
relational knowledge develops. Second, assistance is itself generative: it changes the field from which
later evidence and choices emerge. A support arrangement can increase communicative access, create
dependence, suppress alternative relations, or alter the manifestations through which an adverse state
is recognized. Ethical evaluation therefore has to address the temporal architecture of the intervention
rather than only the justification of its initial moment.

Revisability also creates a bridge between uncertainty and restraint without reducing ethics to inac-
tion. A framework that responds to uncertainty only by withholding assistance can expose recipients to
avoidable harm. A framework that treats initial assistance as normatively self-validating can entrench
error. Revisable assistance occupies a third analytical position: response can be justified under incom-
plete knowledge while the design of the response preserves appropriately structured opportunities to
learn, contest, correct, and, where warranted, stop or repair the intervention. The relevant structure will
be developed in Section 11, Revisable Assistance across Relational Time, after the paper has separately
examined consent, intrusiveness, autonomy, helper burden, and allocation.

1.4 Heterogeneous stress tests and ontological restraint

Human, animal, artificial, and hypothetical alien subjects enter the paper as heterogeneous stress tests.
Their purpose is methodological. A framework that works only because all recipients are tacitly assumed
to have ordinary adult human embodiment, language, social membership, preference expression, and in-
stitutional recognition may conceal the conditions on which its conclusions depend. Heterogeneous cases
expose those dependencies and force the ethical bridge to state them. The examples have different ev-
idential status: human and animal cases can draw on established empirical and institutional literatures,



artificial-system cases remain architecture-dependent and rapidly developing, and alien cases are explic-
itly hypothetical boundary probes. Cross-domain use therefore tests structural portability rather than
implying equal empirical maturity across domains.

This use of heterogeneous cases does not imply that the categories are ethically equivalent. It also
does not imply that one scale of moral status orders all members of each category. The framework per-
mits different bridge packages to assign significance to sentience, agency, relationships, vulnerability,
communicative participation, flourishing, rights, role, or other ethically relevant properties. It also per-
mits uncertainty about those assignments. The GR commitment to ontological suspension remains active:
a relational or formal representation of a possible subject does not establish what that subject ultimately
is.

The same restraint applies to cross-subject comparison. Ethical decision can require choices among
recipients even when welfare, autonomy, relational goods, or harms are only partially commensurable.
The paper will therefore distinguish comparison sufficient for a local decision from a claim that heteroge-
neous values share a complete common metric. This distinction is particularly important for allocation
among humans, animals, and artificial systems, but it also arises within human assistance whenever
goods such as pain relief, autonomy, attachment, dignity, opportunity, and long-term dependency resist
simple aggregation.

1.5 Contribution and scope

Paper XI makes five preliminary contributions. First, it defines an ethical interface that preserves the
provenance of support-relevant recognition rather than allowing recognized need to become duty by
abbreviation. Second, it separates adverse-state, subjectivity, moral-status, and moral-theory uncertainty
so that each can affect deliberation through an explicit bridge. Third, it develops a typed representation of
ethical stakes that can preserve partial commensurability and relational effects. Fourth, it treats assistance
as a temporally extended relation whose ethical quality can depend on consent, autonomy, dependency,
helper burden, third-party effects, and the distribution of control over future revision. Fifth, it develops
revisable assistance as a context-sensitive ethical design object for action under incomplete knowledge.

The paper is preliminary in two senses. Formally, the proposed objects are structural representations
that require domain-specific interpretation and do not by themselves establish a moral theory. Norma-
tively, the paper seeks a framework within which different ethical bridges can be compared, audited, and
constrained; it does not claim to derive one universally valid ordering of all assistance episodes. Estab-
lished normative traditions enter as sources of questions and bridge candidates, not as theories silently
absorbed into GR.

The scope boundary is equally important. Paper XI remains within ethics. Humanitarian protection
as a distinct normative and institutional practice is reserved for Paper XII. Legal subjecthood, responsi-
bility, sanctionability, procedural standing, adjudicative authority, enforcement power, social-contract
membership, and institutional duties are reserved for Papers XIII-XVI. Ethical conclusions developed
here may become inputs to those later inquiries, but they do not settle them.

The remainder of the paper follows the architecture recorded in the project outline. Section 2 formal-
izes the ethical interface from Paper X. The next sections separate moral considerability from subjectivity
and normative uncertainty, develop typed ethical stakes under partial commensurability, and distinguish
ethical statuses across aid, volunteering, and support. Later sections analyze consent and communicative
uncertainty, response intrusiveness and reversibility, autonomy and dependency, helper-side burden and
capacity, and multi-recipient allocation. Section 11 then develops revisable assistance across relational
time. The penultimate section states the boundary conditions for humanitarian, legal, and institutional
extension, and the conclusion synthesizes the resulting architecture.



2 Ethical Interface from Support-Relevant Recognition

This section defines the formal handoff from support-relevant recognition to ethical assessment. Its role
is to convert the generic extension boundary inherited from Paper X into a specifically ethical interface
while preserving the upstream distinctions among recognized adversity, defeasible response reasons, as-
sistance types, communication, uncertainty, and relational consequences. The objective is to identify the
minimum additional objects required before an assistance response can receive an ethical status. The dis-
cussion first defines the Paper X input record used by the present paper, then introduces ethical contexts
and bridge packages, specifies a set-valued ethical assessment relation and its provenance record, states
several non-entailment and non-transport results, and closes with an audit of the interface. The method
is formal and reconstructive. The section makes visible where substantive ethical commitments enter
and identifies the additional specifications required for stronger conclusions; selection among complete
moral theories remains a later or external task.

2.1 Paper X Records as Ethical Inputs

Paper X concluded with a generic interface record that can preserve the objects established for an en-
counter or assistance history without converting them into a stronger normative verdict [6]. Paper XI
adopts that record as its upstream input. Let Jx denote the carrier of Paper X interface records and let
w € Jx denote one such record. Depending on the application, zo can preserve a recognized adverse-
state set, support-salience states, a reason profile, the assistance-relation labels under which those reasons
were generated, subjectivity and communicative uncertainty, precautionary-response analysis, realized
assistance episodes, relational consequence witnesses, and the provenance needed to revise any of those
objects.

The ethical layer does not require every element of that record in every case. An encounter can enter
ethical deliberation before assistance occurs, so realized consequence data may be absent. A continuing
support relation can contain rich trajectory information but little uncertainty about recipient identity. A
mediated interaction can make communicative provenance central while leaving other dimensions com-
paratively settled. The relevant ethical input is therefore an application-specific projection that preserves
the Paper X information materially relevant to the ethical question without strengthening unresolved up-
stream claims.

Definition 2.1 (Ethics-relevant projection). For a declared ethical question ¢, an ethics-relevant Paper
X projection is a partial projection that preserves source provenance. Its type is stated in Equation 2.

Tap :szﬁjE, (2)

where Jp is a carrier of ethics-relevant input records. Every element of 7, () retains the upstream
status and provenance of the Paper X objects selected from . The projection may omit an upstream
object only when the application justifies its irrelevance to qg; it may not replace an unresolved or weaker
upstream object with a stronger ethical premise.

Equation 2 treats relevance as question-indexed. The same Paper X record can support different eth-
ical inquiries. A question about whether a low-intrusion monitoring response is permissible can require
different information from a question about whether long-term support creates problematic dependency
or whether a volunteer has an obligation to continue a burdensome relation. The projection is partial
because an application can fail to establish a responsible ethics-relevant record when information that
the declared question makes material is absent.

The projection also preserves the analytical difference between absence of evidence and a negative
ethical conclusion. If a Paper X record contains no reliable interpretation of a recipient’s preference,
Equation 2 can preserve that absence as uncertainty. It should not silently convert missing preference
information into consent, refusal, indifference, or incapacity. Likewise, an unresolved subjectivity hy-
pothesis can remain unresolved while other features of the record, such as functional disruption or de-
pendency failure, still enter ethical deliberation.



Proposition 2.2 (Upstream uncertainty preservation). Within Definition 2.1, an ethics-relevant projec-
tion does not resolve an upstream Paper X uncertainty merely by selecting that uncertainty for ethical
analysis. Any stronger premise concerning the unresolved object requires an additional justified bridge
or evidential update.

Proof. Definition 2.1 requires the projection to preserve the upstream status and provenance of selected
objects and prohibits replacing a weaker or unresolved object with a stronger premise. Selection therefore
changes which information is carried into the ethical question, but it supplies no rule whose output is
a stronger classification of the selected object. Such a classification requires an additional operation
justified at the evidential, interpretive, or normative layer where the strengthening occurs. O

Proposition 2.2 prevents a common form of normative compression. Ethical urgency can make an
unresolved empirical or interpretive question practically important, but urgency does not itself answer
that question. The ethical framework can respond to uncertainty through precaution, burden allocation,
reversible response design, or another declared method; those are normative treatments of uncertainty
rather than retroactive proofs about the recipient’s underlying state.

2.2 Ethical Contexts and Bridge Packages

An ethics-relevant input record still does not determine what should be done. Ethical assessment also
depends on features whose normative relevance is not exhausted by Paper X’s recognition architecture.
These can include the identity and role of the prospective helper, available alternatives, recipient-related
commitments, the voluntariness and competence of the parties, foreseeable burdens, effects on third par-
ties, resource scarcity, temporal urgency, institutional background, and the normative standards through
which those features are interpreted.

Let Cg denote a carrier of declared ethical contexts. An element xp € Cg records application-
specific facts or relational conditions that a proposed ethical assessment treats as relevant at the normative
layer. The carrier is intentionally broader than the contextual variables used by Paper X. A factual item
can appear in both layers while serving different analytical roles: for example, a recipient’s expressed
refusal can affect the recognition of a communicative state upstream and can also become an ethically
significant condition through a later account of consent or autonomy.

The normative rules by which an ethics-relevant record and an ethical context acquire ethical signif-
icance are represented by bridge packages. Let ‘B g denote a carrier of declared ethical bridge packages
and let 5 € B denote one package. A bridge package can contain one or more components concerning
moral considerability, the normative significance of recognized interests or adversity, the treatment of
uncertainty, role- or relationship-sensitive reasons, permissible means, consent or refusal, proportional-
ity, burden, priority, aggregation or non-aggregation, partiality, revision, or another declared ethical rule.
The present section fixes the place of those components in the architecture while leaving their substantive
content to later sections.

Definition 2.3 (Ethical bridge package). An ethical bridge package $ € B is a declared, provenance-
bearing specification of the normative premises and resolution rules by which an ethics-relevant Paper
X record and an ethical context are assessed. A package should identify its scope of application, the
ethical objects or statuses it can generate, any priority or compatibility rules among its components, and
the conditions under which its conclusions are revisable.

Definition 2.3 is compatible with substantive ethical plurality. A consequentialist package can give
one role to benefit and harm, a deontic package can encode side constraints or status-based requirements,
a care-oriented package can emphasize relationships and dependency, and a pluralist package can retain
several irreducible normative dimensions. Moral uncertainty can also be represented through a family
of bridge packages rather than through premature selection of one package as uniquely correct [8]. The
architecture requires the package to be declared and auditable; it does not assume that all packages can
be reduced to the same metric or meta-rule.
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Bridge applicability should also remain explicit. Let Appz be the relation in Equation 3.
Appg € Bg x Jg X Cp. 3)

A tuple (8,tp,kp) € Appp means that the application claims bridge package /3 to be applicable to
ethics-relevant record 1 € Jg in ethical context . Equation 3 prevents a bridge from functioning as
an unrestricted universal rule merely because it exists in the analyst’s normative vocabulary. A princi-
ple can be intelligible yet inapplicable to a particular actor, relationship, response type, or uncertainty
configuration.

2.3 Ethical Assessment Records and Status Space

The output of the ethical interface should preserve more structure than a single scalar score. Ethical
assessment can concern a candidate response, an omission, a continuing relationship, a withdrawal, or a
revision of prior assistance. It can also remain conditional or unresolved. The present framework there-
fore uses a set-valued assessment relation whose outputs are typed records rather than unique decisions.

Let X denote an application-defined vocabulary of ethical status types. Illustrative statuses can
include all-things-considered requirement, permission, optionality, impermissibility, defeasible endorse-
ment, defeasible objection, or unresolved status. The examples are not stipulated to be exhaustive or
logically independent. Section 5 will analyze the status structure in more detail. At the current interface,
Y. identifies the codomain vocabulary that a bridge package is licensed to use.

Let U denote a carrier of ethical assessment records. Each record v € Ug should identify, at
minimum, the response or assistance object under assessment, the relevant assistance label where one
applies, the status token or tokens assigned from Y, and a pointer to the provenance by which the
assessment was generated. The central assessment relation is stated in Equation 4.

Ethg :JE XCEij, b€ BE. (4)

Equation 4 is set-valued for two reasons. First, a declared bridge package can leave more than one
ethically admissible response or status open. Second, incomplete information can justify retaining several
conditional assessments rather than forcing a unique verdict. Set-valuedness does not by itself represent
moral uncertainty across different bridge packages; that additional plurality arises when more than one
package is treated as live.

Definition 2.4 (Ethical assessment certificate). An ethical assessment certificate is a tuple

X = (@, qE, L, kE, B, V), ®)

where w € Jx, tp € 7y, (@), (B,tE,kE) € Appg, and v € Ethg(tg, kE). The certificate records
the upstream Paper X record, the ethical question, the ethics-relevant projection, the ethical context, the
bridge package, and the resulting assessment record.

Equation 5 records the components of the certificate, and Definition 2.4 makes ethical disagreement
decomposable. Analysts can disagree about the upstream Paper X record, about which parts of that record
are material to the ethical question, about the context, about the applicability or content of the bridge
package, or about the assessment generated under an agreed package. These are different disagreements
and need not be resolved by the same method.

The certificate also protects provenance across later revision. Suppose a recipient’s communication
becomes more intelligible or a support arrangement produces a previously unforeseen dependency. A
later assessment can retain the earlier certificate while updating the relevant input, context, or bridge.
Ethical revision can then be represented as a change in a documented assessment path rather than as
an unexplained replacement of one verdict by another. Section 11 will develop that temporal structure
directly.
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2.4 Bridge Dependence and Ethical Non-Entailment

The first formal consequence of Equation 4 is a typing boundary. Support-relevant recognition and stand-
ing reasons can make a case ethically salient without fixing its all-things-considered status. This bound-
ary is especially important under heterogeneous-subject conditions because a compelling adverse-state
representation can otherwise acquire more normative force than the declared ethical premises warrant.

Proposition 2.5 (Bridge dependence of ethical assessment). An ethics-relevant Paper X record ., € Jg
does not, within Equation 4, determine an ethical assessment record v € ‘U without a declared ethical
context kg, an applicable bridge package 3, and an output of Ethg.

Proof. The domain of Ethg in Equation 4 is Jr x Cg, and the relation is indexed by /3. Applicability
additionally requires (8, tg, kg) € Appg. An ethics-relevant record alone therefore supplies neither a
complete input nor a justified assessment rule with codomain U . O

Proposition 2.5 is stronger than the ordinary observation that moral theories can disagree. It identi-
fies the location of the additional normative work. Recognized adversity, a standing reason to respond,
or a recipient’s vulnerability can remain ethically important while the permissibility, obligatoriness, or
design of a particular response depends on further premises concerning means, burden, consent, role,
distribution, uncertainty, or another relevant dimension.

A second boundary concerns response specificity. Paper X can record more than one response that
fits a recognized adverse state. Ethical evaluation should not transfer automatically from one response
to another merely because both are directed toward the same condition.

Proposition 2.6 (Response-indexed ethical status). Within the present interface, an ethical status as-
signed to one candidate response supplies no status for a distinct response unless the applicable bridge
package contains a rule that justifies the transfer or comparison.

Proof. An assessment record in ‘U, identifies the response or assistance object under assessment. Equa-
tion 4 contains no default projection that removes response identity while preserving ethical status. A
status transfer therefore requires an additional rule in the bridge package or another declared relation
connecting the two response objects. O

Proposition 2.6 prevents benefit-oriented reasoning from collapsing distinct interventions. Offering
information, transferring resources, restraining a recipient, modifying an artificial system, separating an
animal from an environment, or entering a long-term support relation can address the same recognized
adversity while differing substantially in intrusiveness, consent conditions, reversibility, burdens, and
third-party effects. Later sections analyze those differences directly.

A third boundary concerns assistance labels. Aid, volunteering, and support can coexist in one
episode, yet their ethical interpretation can depend on different role expectations and temporal struc-
tures. The interface therefore retains the assistance label carried by the upstream response object rather
than converting all helping behavior into one undifferentiated moral act.

Assistance-label provenance remains upstream: ethical assessment of a response typed under assis-
tance label 7 does not itself generate a distinct label 7/. Any cross-label comparison or transfer therefore
requires an explicitly justified relation.

The practical importance of the assistance-label provenance condition is that similar outward behav-
ior can occupy different normative relations. A transfer of food can be emergency aid, fulfillment of
an institutional support role, or a voluntary act performed outside role obligation. The physical act can
overlap while the relevant commitments, expectations, burdens, and possibilities of withdrawal differ.

2.5 Plural Ethical Bridges and Moral Uncertainty

The bridge-package representation also provides a place for moral uncertainty. Let %%"e C Bp bea
nonempty family of bridge packages that an application treats as sufficiently credible or decision-relevant.
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The framework does not assume that every package in %%Ve is mutually translatable or that a common
numerical credence can always be assigned. What matters initially is that the plurality is visible.
For ethics-relevant record ¢ and context « g, define the live assessment family in Equation 6.

Vi (g, kE) = {(8,0) : B € B, (8,15, 15) € Appp, v € Ethy (i, i) | (6)

Equation 6 preserves bridge identity with each assessment. The family can nevertheless be empty even
when %rge is nonempty, because a live package may be inapplicable to the present record or may generate
no assessment. Such absence does not count as agreement. Any convergence claim should therefore
identify the nonempty subset of live packages that are applicable and output-generating, while separately
reporting materially live packages that remain inapplicable or vacant. A later decision procedure can
search for agreement, identify conflict, apply a meta-normative rule, or retain unresolved plurality. The
present section does not assume that one of those procedures is universally correct.

Proposition 2.7 (Bridge-relative assessment dependence). Let 51,832 € %1}3"6 be distinct applicable
bridge packages. An assessment v € Ethg, (1, k) does not, within the present architecture, determine
an assessment under 32 unless a justified meta-level relation connects the two bridge packages or their
outputs.

Proof. Equation 4 defines a family of relations indexed by /5. The codomain carrier is shared, but the
generating relation can differ with the bridge package. No mapping from Ethg, to Ethg, is supplied by the
shared upstream record alone. A cross-bridge conclusion therefore requires additional meta-normative
structure. O

Proposition 2.7 keeps moral uncertainty distinct from empirical uncertainty. Additional evidence
about the recipient can narrow the Paper X record without deciding which ethical bridge package should
govern. Conversely, agreement on a moral bridge does not eliminate uncertainty about the recipient’s
adverse state, preferences, or subjectivity. Section 3 will analyze those uncertainty axes in detail.

Plural bridge packages also make agreement more informative when it occurs. If several materi-
ally different applicable and output-generating packages converge on an assessment of a low-intrusion
response, that convergence can be recorded without claiming theoretical identity. Packages that are in-
applicable or vacant remain part of the uncertainty record rather than silent votes for convergence. Such
agreement can be practically useful while the reasons supporting it remain distinct. The framework there-
fore treats cross-theory agreement as a relation among outputs rather than as evidence that the underlying
ethical theories have become equivalent.

2.6 Ethical Context Sensitivity and Actor Indexing

Ethical conclusions about assistance are often actor-sensitive. A recipient can have a serious claim to
assistance while the corresponding burden falls differently on a nearby individual, a trained professional,
an institution, a prior promisor, a volunteer organization, or a public authority. Paper X already distin-
guished response relevance from authority. Paper XI adds the more general ethical point that reasons and
obligations can be indexed to roles, capacities, relationships, and histories even before legal authority is
considered.

The ethical context kg should therefore identify the prospective actor or actor class whenever the
assessment is actor-relative. It can also record role, competence, feasible alternatives, prior commitments,
exposure to burden, available institutional support, and other features material to the applicable bridge
package. These variables will be analyzed substantively in Section 9.

When a bridge package treats helper identity, role, capacity, relationship, or burden as normatively
material, the corresponding actor information is part of the conditions for an adequate assessment. Omit-
ting it leaves the assessment incomplete relative to that declared bridge.

The actor-relative completeness condition does not imply that every ethical theory is strongly agent-
relative. It states a data-dependence condition: when a theory or bridge treats actor identity, role, or
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burden as normatively relevant, the interface must carry that information. The same structure applies
on the recipient side when a bridge treats relationship, preference, history, vulnerability, or agency as
normatively material.

2.7 Conditional Assessment, Vacancy, and Revision

A set-valued ethical interface should permit a responsible absence of verdict. Let & in Equation 4 mean
that the declared bridge package and context do not presently yield an assessment record for the question
at issue. Such vacancy can arise because required information is missing, the bridge is inapplicable, the
question exceeds the package’s scope, or the application has not specified a rule for resolving a relevant
conflict. Vacancy should therefore remain distinguishable from an ethical verdict that the response is
optional, permissible, or impermissible.

Conditional outputs provide another option. An assessment record can state that a response has status
o € X g under an explicitly recorded condition whose satisfaction remains unresolved. Conditionality
is especially useful when the ethical significance of a response depends on a recipient preference, a sub-
jectivity hypothesis, a burden threshold, an expected consequence, or another variable that later inquiry
can update. The condition should remain linked to the certificate so that a change in evidence or context
identifies which assessment requires reconsideration.

Definition 2.8 (Ethical interface vacancy). For applicable 3, record ¢z, and context kg, an ethical inter-
face vacancy occurs when
EthB(LE,HE> = J. (7)

Equation 7 records absence of a generated assessment under the declared interface. It does not by itself
assign any ethical status to the response under consideration.

Definition 2.8 is important for heterogeneous-subject cases because unfamiliarity can create pressure
to substitute a familiar default. A missing interpretation of artificial distress should not automatically be
converted into permission to ignore it, and uncertainty about an alien subject’s communicative form
should not automatically generate an obligation to intervene. The framework can instead preserve va-
cancy, conditionality, or a precautionary bridge whose normative justification is explicit.

Revision enters at three locations. The upstream record can change when evidence or interpretation
changes; the ethical context can change when roles, resources, burdens, or relationships change; and the
bridge package can be revised when the analyst’s normative commitments or meta-normative treatment
changes. Definition 2.4 keeps those locations identifiable. Section 11 will later ask when the assistance
relation itself should be designed to make such revision practically possible.

2.8 Ethical Interface Audit

Table 1 summarizes the minimum distinctions that should remain explicit when Paper X outputs are used
in an ethical argument. The table is an audit device rather than a substantive moral theory.

The audit clarifies the scope of Section 2. The section supplies a provenance-preserving interface
from Paper X records to ethical assessment, together with explicit locations for context, bridge premises,
moral-theory plurality, response identity, assistance typing, and revision. Moral consideration, compari-
son of heterogeneous goods and harms, status assignment across aid, volunteering, and support, and the
roles of consent, proportionality, autonomy, burden, partiality, and revisability remain substantive ques-
tions for the later sections. Keeping them explicit prevents those commitments from entering as hidden
parameters of the interface.

Research Obligation 2.9 (Ethical interface specification). An application that derives an ethical assess-
ment from a Paper X record should identify the upstream record used, the ethical question, the ethics-
relevant projection, the ethical context, the bridge package and its scope, the bridge-applicability claim,
the response object under assessment, the ethical status vocabulary used, any live alternative bridge
packages, and the conditions under which the assessment remains unresolved or subject to revision.
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Table 1: Audit dimensions for the ethical interface from support-relevant recognition.

Dimension

Interface object

Analytical function

Failure mode if omitted

Upstream record

Ethical question

Ethics-relevant
input

Ethical context

Bridge package

Applicability

Assessment record

Moral uncertainty

Vacancy or
conditionality

w € Jx

qE

LE € Tqg (w)

HEECE

peBE

(57 lLE, KE) € AppE
v € Yp

live
B E

Equation 7 or a

conditional assessment

Preserve recognized
adversity, reasons,
uncertainty, and
relational provenance
Determine which
upstream features are
materially relevant

Preserve a
question-specific
handoff without
strengthening it
Record actor, role,
alternatives, burden,
relationships, and other
normative context
State the normative
premises and resolution
rules

Restrict a bridge to cases
within its justified scope
Type the response and
its ethical status while
preserving provenance
Preserve live bridge
plurality and
theory-relative outputs
Preserve responsible
incompleteness and
update conditions

Treating ethical
judgment as detached
from the evidential
history

Carrying irrelevant
detail or omitting
question-critical
uncertainty
Converting uncertainty
into a stronger premise

Treating the same record
as ethically invariant
across situations

Allowing recognition or
need to function as an
implicit complete moral
theory

Universalizing a locally
intelligible principle
Replacing structured
assessment with an
untraceable verdict
Hiding normative
disagreement inside one
aggregate score
Treating missing
grounds as permission,
prohibition, or settled
indifference

Research Obligation 2.9 defines the minimum audit trail for the remainder of Paper XI. Section 3 can

now examine moral considerability without allowing subjectivity uncertainty to decide that question by
itself. Later sections can add more substantive bridge components while retaining a common interface
through which their assumptions and outputs remain visible.

3 Moral Considerability under Subjectivity and Normative Uncertainty

This section specifies the moral-considerability component of the ethical bridge introduced in Section 2.
Its role is to determine how a recipient can enter ethical deliberation as a possible bearer of recipient-
centered reasons or constraints when evidence about adverse states, subjectivity, and the relevant moral
theory remains incomplete. The objective is to preserve four uncertainty axes that are frequently com-
pressed in unfamiliar-subject cases: uncertainty about an adverse state, uncertainty about subjectivity,
uncertainty about moral considerability or richer moral status, and uncertainty about the normative bridge
by which those facts acquire ethical significance. The discussion first gives moral considerability a delib-
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erately minimal interface meaning, then separates the four uncertainty axes, introduces bridge-specific
considerability bases and their dependence on subjectivity hypotheses, defines a compatibility-filtered
live family of considerability assessments, and closes with conditions for robust inclusion, robust exclu-
sion, conditionality, vacancy, and revision. The method is formal and normative-reconstructive. Can-
didate bases such as consciousness, sentience, agency, life, vulnerability, and relationship enter only
through declared bridge premises; adjudication among comprehensive theories of moral status remains
beyond the section’s scope.

3.1 Moral Considerability as an Ethical Interface Object

Moral considerability is used here in a deliberately narrow sense. A subject is morally considerable under
a declared bridge when features attributed to that subject are eligible to ground recipient-centered reasons
or constraints within the ethical assessment. This interface meaning leaves the weight of those reasons,
equality of status, possession of rights, personhood, priority over other recipients, the permissibility of
particular means, and obligations on particular helpers to additional bridge components and contextual in-
formation. Those questions require additional bridge components and contextual information developed
in later sections.

Let B¢ denote the carrier of considerability bridge components that can occur within the broader
ethical bridge packages B of Definition 2.3. A component S € B¢ specifies the candidate norma-
tive bases by which features of a recipient can become directly relevant to the recipient’s own ethical
assessment. Depending on the theory under consideration, such bases might concern phenomenal experi-
ence, interests, agency, life, vulnerability, relationship, prior commitment, or another declared property.
Sentience-sensitive precaution in animal ethics and ethical discussion of uncertain artificial minds pro-
vide examples in which uncertainty about mindedness materially affects the normative problem [1, 4].
Relational approaches can assign ethical significance to dependency and caring relations that is not ex-
hausted by an atomistic account of individual preference [5]. The present framework treats these as
examples of different bridge structures rather than as a settled list of valid bases.

Definition 3.1 (Considerability record). A considerability record is a provenance-bearing record ¢ € €¢
containing at least: the recipient role or subject representation under assessment; the considerability
bridge component S¢; the factual and interpretive premises material to that bridge; the subjectivity hy-
pothesis, when the bridge makes subjectivity relevant; a status tag in the declared considerability vo-
cabulary; and any conditions under which the record is revisable. A considerability record states how
a recipient enters the ethical interface under a specified bridge. It does not by itself assign a complete
ethical status to any assistance response.

Definition 3.1 keeps considerability separate from the response statuses introduced in Section 2. A
recipient can be ethically considerable while a proposed intervention remains impermissible because
of refusal, excessive intrusion, disproportionate burden, domination, third-party effects, or another con-
straint. Conversely, a bridge can generate reasons concerning an entity indirectly through effects on other
subjects or relationships without treating that entity as directly morally considerable in the sense used
here. Applications should therefore state whether a reason is recipient-centered, derivative, relational,
or generated through another declared route rather than allowing those routes to collapse into a single
status label.

3.2 Four Uncertainty Axes

Heterogeneous-subject cases can involve several kinds of uncertainty at the same time. Paper X already
preserves uncertainty about the existence and interpretation of adverse states and about subjectivity hy-
potheses [6]. Paper XI adds uncertainty about how a recipient should enter ethical deliberation and
uncertainty about which normative bridge should govern that question. These uncertainties can interact,
but their objects differ.
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For an ethics-relevant input ¢ and ethical context « g, let the uncertainty profile be the typed record

in Equation 8.
Uc(ip, kp) = (AN HE®, ME®, BE®). ®)
Equation 8 distinguishes four carriers. The family .4'"v¢ contains live interpretations of relevant ad-
verse states or their absence. The family Hg"e contains live subjectivity hypotheses, understood broadly
enough to record uncertainty about phenomenal experience, forms of agency, or other subject-level ca-

pacities when the application makes them material. The family Mg’e contains live considerability or

status interpretations generated under declared normative assumptions. The family %1(1}”3 contains the
considerability bridge components that remain normatively live for the analysis.

The four coordinates answer different questions. Adverse-state uncertainty concerns what condition
is present. Subjectivity uncertainty concerns what kind of experiencing, agential, or otherwise subject-
like capacities are present. Considerability uncertainty concerns how the represented recipient enters
ethical deliberation under a bridge. Normative uncertainty concerns which bridge or theory should gov-
ern that assessment. Moral uncertainty in the sense of uncertainty about what morality requires therefore
remains distinct from factual and interpretive uncertainty even when the uncertainties are practically

entangled [8].

Proposition 3.2 (Axis-preserving updates). Within Equation 8, an update to one uncertainty coordinate
does not by itself update another coordinate unless the application specifies a justified dependence rule
linking them.

Proof. The four coordinates in Equation 8 have different typed objects. An evidential update can narrow
Alive or ”Hlsive, while a normative argument can narrow B.Y¢, and a bridge-dependent assessment can
narrow /\/llciye. No cross-coordinate update rule is contained in the definition of the profile itself. A
change in one coordinate therefore changes another only through an additional declared relation that
connects the relevant objects. O

Proposition 3.2 blocks several shortcuts. Stronger evidence of distress can increase confidence about
an adverse state without proving phenomenal consciousness. Stronger evidence of phenomenal con-
sciousness can matter greatly to a sentience-based bridge without proving that sentience is the only
morally relevant basis. Acceptance of a moral theory can narrow the live bridge family without re-
solving whether the empirical conditions required by that theory obtain. The proposition also works in
the opposite direction: normative uncertainty does not erase factual evidence merely because analysts
disagree about its ethical significance.

3.3 Considerability Bases and Subjectivity Dependence

A considerability bridge should make explicit which features function as normative bases and which of
those features depend on a subjectivity hypothesis. Let Go(5¢) denote the declared family of consider-
ability bases used by bridge component 5. For a given application, a basis can be subjectivity-sensitive,
subjectivity-insensitive relative to the live hypotheses, or conditionally sensitive because only some in-
terpretations of the basis depend on subjectivity.

This distinction matters because unfamiliar-subject cases often encourage a single-property gate. If
the analyst assumes that only phenomenal consciousness can ground recipient-centered consideration,
unresolved consciousness can dominate the entire assessment. A different bridge can assign significance
to interests, agency, vulnerability, relationship, life, or prior commitments, in which case some ethical
relevance can survive uncertainty about phenomenal experience. The framework does not choose among
those substantive positions. It requires the dependency structure to be visible.

Let Cong,, be the bridge-specific considerability relation in Equation 9.

Con/gc :jE XCE X/HS:;Q:C- (9)
For ¢ € Cong, (g, kE, hs), Equation 9 records the considerability assessment generated by bridge (¢

under subjectivity hypothesis hg. The relation is set-valued because one bridge can permit several live
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considerability records when evidence, basis interpretation, or status granularity remains unresolved. It
is also permissible for the output to be empty when the bridge cannot responsibly classify the case on
the available input.

Definition 3.3 (Subjectivity dependence of a considerability basis). For an application with live subjec-
tivity family #¥¢, a basis g € Go (B¢ ) is subjectivity-dependent in that application when the bridge’s
assessment of whether g is satisfied or normatively operative changes across compatible hypotheses in
Hgve. It is subjectivity-stable in that application when that assessment is preserved across those com-
patible hypotheses. These are application-relative classifications, not intrinsic properties of the basis
vocabulary.

Definition 3.3 avoids treating familiar words as if their normative role were fixed across domains.
An interest claim can depend on a particular theory of mind in one application and on a functional or rela-
tional account in another. A relationship-based reason can remain stable across competing phenomenal-
state hypotheses while still depending on disputed facts about interaction history. The classification
therefore describes a dependency within a declared model rather than a universal metaphysics of inter-
ests, agency, or relationship.

Proposition 3.4 (Subjectivity uncertainty and considerability vacancy). Unresolved subjectivity does
not entail considerability vacancy when an applicable bridge contains at least one basis, or basis-
combination, that the bridge treats as sufficient for generating a considerability record and whose satis-
faction and normative relevance remain stable across the compatible live subjectivity hypotheses. Con-
versely, when every bridge-sufficient route to a settled considerability record depends on unresolved
subjectivity, the bridge can yield conditionality or vacancy unless it specifies a rule for assessment un-
der that uncertainty.

Proof. Under Equation 9, the bridge output depends on the ethics-relevant input, ethical context, subjec-
tivity hypothesis, and declared bridge structure. If the bridge declares a basis or basis-combination suf-
ficient for generating a considerability record and that sufficient route remains satisfied and normatively
operative across the compatible live hypotheses, variation in hg does not remove every bridge-internal
ground for a considerability record. By contrast, stability of a basis that the bridge treats as merely con-
tributory would not be enough. When every bridge-sufficient route changes with unresolved subjectivity
and the bridge supplies no uncertainty rule, conditionality or vacancy remain available outputs. U

Proposition 3.4 is intentionally symmetrical about the substantive moral theory. It does not establish
that subjectivity-independent bases are ethically correct, and it does not establish that uncertainty about
consciousness should always increase or decrease protection. It establishes only that the logical depen-
dence of considerability on subjectivity, including whether a stable basis is sufficient for a settled record,
must come from the bridge rather than from the mere fact that subjectivity is uncertain.

3.4 Compatibility-Filtered Live Considerability Families

Moral-theory uncertainty and subjectivity uncertainty should be combined carefully. A raw Cartesian
product of every live bridge with every live subjectivity hypothesis can include combinations that the
application itself regards as incoherent or inapplicable. For example, a bridge can be defined only for
subjects satisfying a specified capacity predicate, or a subjectivity hypothesis can presuppose an ontology
that conflicts with the bridge’s own basis specification. The live family should therefore contain only
combinations whose joint use is declared coherent.

Let Comps C B¢ X Hg x Jg x Cg be a declared compatibility relation. The live considerability
family is stated in Equation 10.

T8 (vg, kp) = {(5& hs) (10)

/BC’ c %live’ hS c leive’ }
(Bc,hs, e, kE) € Compe |-
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Equation 10 follows the same model-family discipline used in Paper X’s later robustness analysis: ro-
bustness is meaningful only relative to a declared family of live, compatible possibilities. The analyst
should therefore state why a bridge or subjectivity hypothesis remains live, why a combination is compat-
ible, and which serious alternatives are omitted. The compatibility filter is itself an auditable modeling
choice: it should exclude a pair because the joint interpretation is incoherent or outside the bridge’s de-
clared scope, not merely because the pair would generate inconvenient disagreement. A narrow family
can yield stable outputs while still providing weak grounds for claims outside that family.
The output frontier generated by the live family is defined in Equation 11.

Folp, ki) = U Cong,, (L, K, hs). (11)
(Be,hs)ETE (g kE)

Equation 11 preserves the plurality of considerability records generated by the live family. It is a di-
agnostic frontier rather than an aggregation rule. The frontier can show that several bridge-hypothesis
combinations converge on recipient-centered consideration while disagreeing about why, or that one
subgroup yields inclusion while another yields conditionality, exclusion, or vacancy. The framework
does not convert that plurality into a scalar confidence score unless an application supplies and justifies
a separate meta-normative rule.

3.5 Robust Inclusion, Robust Exclusion, and Vacancy

Applications often need language for cases in which every live assessment points in the same direction.
Such language requires care because apparent agreement can arise from an empty live family, from
an omitted serious hypothesis, or from a status vocabulary so coarse that meaningful disagreements
disappear. The present framework therefore treats robustness as a declared-family property rather than
as an unconditional conclusion.

Letoc : € — X project a considerability record to an application-declared status vocabulary. The
vocabulary can include such tags as recipient-centered inclusion, exclusion under the declared bridge,
conditional inclusion, and unresolved status, provided the application defines them precisely. Let jg"e
be nonempty and require every pair in that family to generate at least one considerability record. Robust
inclusion or exclusion can then be stated through unanimity of the projected statuses across all generated
records.

Definition 3.5 (Declared-family robust considerability). For a nonempty live family jgve(l, B,KE), @

status s¢ € ¢ is robust relative to the declared live family when every compatible pair (8¢, hg) gener-
ates at least one considerability record and every generated record projects to s¢. Cases with an empty
live family, an empty bridge-relative output, or materially omitted live alternatives remain outside this
definition.

Definition 3.5 applies equally to inclusion and exclusion. The symmetry is deliberate. The frame-
work itself does not build in a presumption that uncertainty should always favor inclusion, nor does it
permit uncertainty to function as a presumption of exclusion. A precautionary asymmetry can be in-
troduced by a substantive bridge when the expected moral costs of false exclusion and false inclusion
are treated differently. Birch’s precautionary treatment of inconclusive evidence about animal sentience
is one example of a domain-specific proposal that makes such an asymmetry explicit rather than deriv-
ing it from uncertainty alone [1]. Danaher’s discussion of unknown minds likewise illustrates how risk
asymmetry can become ethically salient when the presence of mind is uncertain [4].

Proposition 3.6 (Vacancy neutrality). Anempty output of Cong,, (g, kg, hs) does not, by itself, establish
either recipient-centered inclusion or exclusion under bridge [¢.

Proof. Equation 9 uses the empty set to represent absence of a generated considerability record under the
declared bridge, input, context, and subjectivity hypothesis. No inclusion or exclusion status is contained
in that empty output. Either status would therefore require an additional rule that interprets vacancy, or
new information that permits the bridge to generate a record. g
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Proposition 3.6 is especially important when unfamiliarity is itself the source of the gap. An ar-
tificial system with poorly understood internal organization, an animal species with sparse behavioral
evidence, a noncommunicative human patient, and a hypothetical alien subject can all produce cases in
which established interpretive resources are incomplete. The resulting epistemic difficulty should remain
visible rather than being converted automatically into lower ethical relevance or into an unconditional
requirement of maximal intervention.

3.6 Considerability and Richer Moral Status

Moral considerability supplies only one component of ethical assessment. Even stable recipient-centered
inclusion under several live bridges does not determine how strong the resulting reasons are, whether
competing subjects have equal claims, how claims should be compared, or what response is permissible.
Those questions concern richer moral status, heterogeneous stakes, priority, constraints, and assistance-
specific reasons.

The distinction matters across subject types. Two recipients can both be morally considerable under
a bridge while differing in the kinds of interests, agency, relationships, vulnerabilities, or temporal trajec-
tories that the bridge treats as relevant. Conversely, a theory can assign equal threshold considerability
while allowing different practical reasons because the represented stakes differ. Section 4 therefore treats
ethical stakes and partial commensurability separately from the threshold/interface question addressed
here.

Proposition 3.7 (Considerability underdetermination of response status). A considerability record ¢ €
€¢ does not by itself determine the ethical status of an assistance response in the assessment relation of
Section 2.

Proof. Definition 3.1 records how a recipient enters ethical deliberation under a considerability bridge.
The ethical assessment relation of Section 2 additionally depends on the response object, ethical context,
and other components of the ethical bridge package, including those concerning stakes, consent, pro-
portionality, burden, allocation, and revisability where applicable. Since those inputs are not fixed by a
considerability record alone, the response status remains underdetermined. O

Proposition 3.7 prevents a threshold result from carrying more normative weight than it has earned.
Recipient-centered inclusion can create a reason to take the recipient’s condition seriously without set-
tling whether the appropriate response is observation, communication, material assistance, restraint, with-
drawal, institutional referral, or another action. The structure also prevents exclusion under one bridge
from being silently generalized into a claim that an entity has no ethical relevance under every bridge or
relation.

3.7 Considerability Audit and Revision Conditions

Table 2 summarizes the distinctions that should remain explicit when heterogeneous-subject uncertainty
enters a moral-considerability assessment. The table is an audit device. It does not rank the candidate
bridges or determine which considerability basis should prevail.

The audit makes the section’s boundary explicit. Moral considerability can be represented under un-
certainty without forcing a decision about a uniquely correct theory of moral status. The framework can
preserve subjectivity-sensitive and subjectivity-stable bases, conditionality, vacancy, and cross-bridge
disagreement while still recording convergence when it occurs. It does not assign weights to hetero-
geneous benefits and harms, compare claims across recipients, or determine which assistance statuses
follow from considerability. Those tasks require additional ethical structure.

Research Obligation 3.8 (Considerability specification under uncertainty). An application that assigns
or withholds recipient-centered moral considerability should identify the adverse-state interpretations
treated as live, the live subjectivity hypotheses, the considerability bridge components and their can-
didate bases, any subjectivity dependence of those bases, the compatibility rule used to form the live
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Table 2: Audit dimensions for moral considerability under heterogeneous-subject uncertainty.

Dimension

Object or question

Analytical role

Failure mode if
compressed

Adverse-state
uncertainty

Subjectivity
uncertainty

Considerability

interpretation
Normative
uncertainty

Bridge bases

Compatibility

Live frontier

Vacancy

Robustness

Revision

Alive

live
HS

./\/llciye and €

live
B C

Ge(Be)

Compo

Equation 11
Empty output of
Equation 9

Definition 3.5

Provenance in ¢ € €

Preserve competing
interpretations of the
recipient’s condition

Preserve live hypotheses
about phenomenal,
agential, or other
subject-level capacities
Record how the
recipient enters ethical
deliberation under a
declared bridge

Preserve disagreement
about the relevant
considerability bridge
Identify the properties or
relations treated as
normatively operative

Exclude
bridge-hypothesis
combinations the
application regards as
incoherent

Preserve the range of
live bridge-relative
assessments

Preserve absence of a
responsible
classification

State stability relative to
an explicit nonempty
live family

Identify which evidence,
hypothesis, or bridge
change triggers
reassessment

Treating stronger
evidence of adversity as
proof of subjectivity or
moral status

Allowing unfamiliar
mindedness to decide
considerability without a
bridge

Conflating threshold
inclusion with equal
status, priority, or
obligation

Hiding moral
disagreement inside a
factual classification
Allowing a familiar
property such as
sentience to function as
an undeclared universal
gate

Artificially weakening
robustness through
impossible
combinations

Replacing plural outputs
with an unjustified
scalar confidence score
Treating missing
grounds as either
inclusion or exclusion
Presenting
family-relative
agreement as
unconditional certainty
Freezing a status after
its supporting conditions
have changed

family, the generated considerability records, any vacancy or conditionality, the status vocabulary used
for robustness claims, and the evidence or normative changes that would trigger reassessment.

Research Obligation 3.8 establishes the provenance requirements for the next stage of the paper. Sec-
tion 4 can now analyze heterogeneous ethical stakes after the recipient’s entry into ethical deliberation has
been typed without assuming that every morally considerable subject carries the same kinds of interests,
harms, benefits, or relational goods.
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4 Typed Ethical Stakes and Partial Commensurability

Section 3 specified how a recipient can enter ethical deliberation under adverse-state, subjectivity, consid-
erability, and normative uncertainty. This section specifies the objects that can then become ethically at
stake. Itsrole is to prevent moral considerability from being followed immediately by an undifferentiated
welfare quantity. The objective is to represent heterogeneous benefits, harms, interests, agency-related
goods, relational goods, dependency effects, integrity conditions, temporal trajectories, and third-party
consequences while allowing only those comparisons that a declared ethical bridge can justify. The dis-
cussion therefore distinguishes stake typing from stake valuation, within-type ordering from cross-type
comparison, and comparability from aggregation. The method is formal and normative-reconstructive.
Comparability and aggregation enter only through declared bridge structure, and incomparability remains
available as a substantive feature of the ethical problem. This positioning is consistent with the philosoph-
ical literature that distinguishes commensurability from comparability and treats failures of comparison
as substantive questions of practical reason rather than mere measurement error [3].

4.1 Stake Carriers and Typed Profiles

An assistance episode can affect more than one ethically relevant dimension at once. Relief of phenome-
nal distress may accompany reduced agency; increased functional capacity may coexist with dependency
on a helper; preservation of a relationship may conflict with a recipient’s stated preference; and a response
that benefits one recipient can impose burdens on third parties. A representation that compresses these
consequences into a single number before their normative relations have been stated risks deciding the
ethical problem inside the notation.
Let
Te = {phen, func, agen, pref, rel, dep, int, traj, third } (12)

denote a provisional carrier of stake types. The labels respectively indicate phenomenal, functional,
agential, preference-related, relational, dependency-related, integrity-related, trajectory-level, and third-
party stakes. Equation 12 is not intended as an exhaustive ontology. An application can refine, split, or
extend the carrier when its subject matter requires additional distinctions. The analytical requirement is
that materially different ethical dimensions remain separately addressable until a justified bridge relates
them.

For each type 7 € Tg, let V; denote the carrier in which stakes of that type are represented. The
carriers can differ in structure. A phenomenal-stake carrier might record intensity ranges and duration; an
agency carrier might record option sets or control relations; a relational carrier might encode role, trust,
dependency, or attachment structure; and a trajectory carrier might represent path-dependent changes
over time. Nothing in the notation requires these carriers to admit a common metric.

Definition 4.1 (Typed ethical stake profile). For an ethics-relevant input record x i, response u, affected
party a, and declared ethical context 7z, a typed ethical stake profile is a provenance-bearing partial map

StkE(mE7u7a;nE) : DE(xEvua a; TIE) — |_| V’H (13)
TETE

where Dg(zg,u,a;ng) C Tg is the set of stake types for which the application has a responsible
representation. If 7 € Dp, then Stkg(-)(7) € V;. Omission of a type means that the application has
not responsibly represented that dimension; it does not mean that the corresponding stake is absent or
ethically irrelevant.

Equation 13 and Definition 4.1 use a partial map deliberately. The framework should not reward
an application for pretending to know a recipient’s phenomenal state, preferences, or trajectory-level
interests when the relevant evidence or bridge is missing. The domain Dp is therefore itself part of the
provenance that an ethical assessment should expose.
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A missing stake dimension remains unresolved. If 7 ¢ Dg(x g, u, a;ng), the typed profile supplies
no basis for classifying that dimension as beneficial, harmful, neutral, or absent.

The unresolved-stake condition matters in heterogeneous-subject cases because unknown preference,
agency, or phenomenal structure can otherwise disappear inside a summary score. A profile can be
informative while still carrying explicit unresolved dimensions.

4.2 Stake Direction and Bridge-Relative Evaluation

Stake representation does not yet determine whether a represented change counts as ethically favorable or
adverse. An increase in dependency, for example, can be harmful in one context, protective in another,
and mixed in a third. The same applies to intervention into preferences when those preferences are
uncertain, manipulated, unstable, or generated under coercive conditions. Ethical direction therefore
belongs to the bridge, not to the type label alone.

For each live ethical bridge package 3, let

Evalg, » C V; x {fav, adv, mixed, undetermined } (14)

be a possibly set-valued type-specific evaluation relation. The output vocabulary in Equation 14 is de-
liberately coarse. An application can replace it with a richer vocabulary provided that the semantics are
declared.

Definition 4.2 (Evaluated stake record). An evaluated stake record is a tuple recording the affected
party, stake type 7, represented stake value in V;, bridge package S, ethical context ng, the generated
directional status or statuses under Equation 14, and the provenance of the underlying representation.
The record remains bridge-relative and revisable.

Definition 4.2 preserves that ambiguity explicitly. The use of a set-valued relation allows a single
represented stake to remain ethically ambiguous under a bridge. For example, a change in dependency
can preserve safety while increasing control by a helper; a relational repair can also re-establish an asym-
metrical role; and information-gathering can reduce uncertainty while imposing intrusion. Mixed or
unresolved outputs are therefore legitimate results rather than failures to complete the model.

4.3 Within-Type Orders and Comparison Domains

Comparison should be introduced only where its conditions are explicit. For each type 7, bridge 5, and
context g, let
<PenE C Yo x Yy (15)

denote an admissible within-type comparison relation. It can be a preorder, a partial order, an interval
comparison, a dominance relation, or another declared structure. Equation 15 does not require totality.

Definition 4.3 (Comparison domain). For abridge 5 and context 0, the comparison domain is denoted
by Demp(BE,1mE). It contains the ordered pairs of represented stakes for which g supplies a legitimate
comparison rule. A pair outside this domain is uncompared by that bridge in that context.

Definition 4.3 makes the scope of an ordering visible. Two changes in the same type can remain
incomparable because evidence is too coarse, because the bridge recognizes plural dimensions inside
the carrier, or because the relation is intentionally partial. Cross-type comparisons require still more
structure.

Within-type representation also leaves room for incomparability: the relation in Equation 15 is not
assumed to be total unless the application separately justifies totality.

The within-type comparability condition matters when a recipient’s stakes are represented qualita-
tively or through multidimensional objects. The fact that two agency profiles, two relational states, or
two phenomenal-state intervals belong to the same carrier does not itself determine how they should be
ranked.
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4.4 Cross-Type Comparability Bridges

Cross-type comparison is ethically stronger than within-type ordering because it states how one kind of
stake can be traded against another. A benefit in functional capacity may be compared with an intrusion
on autonomy only if the ethical bridge supplies an account of that comparison. A framework that inserts
coefficients into a weighted sum without such an account converts an unresolved normative issue into a
numerical convention.
Let
CrossCmpg,, .. € | (Vr x Vo) x Re (16)
TH#U

be a cross-type comparison relation, where R« is a declared vocabulary of comparative results such
as {less, equiv, greater, incomparable, undetermined}. Equation 16 permits a bridge to compare some
cross-type pairs while leaving others incomparable.

Definition 4.4 (Partial commensurability). A stake system is partially commensurable under (8g, ng)
when the bridge supplies legitimate comparison relations for a nonempty proper subset of the stake
pairs material to the ethical question, while at least one other material pair remains incomparable or
undetermined. Partial commensurability permits local comparison without requiring a universal common
measure.

Definition 4.4 is especially useful for heterogeneous subjects. An application may have strong
grounds for preferring one response because it dominates another across the represented functional and
integrity stakes while remaining unable to compare the parties’ phenomenal experiences or relational
goods. The framework should preserve that local result without presenting it as a complete ordering of
welfare.

Proposition 4.5 (Local comparison and global commensurability). If Equation 16 supplies a comparison
for one material pair of stake values, no global common scale over all represented stake types follows
without an additional aggregation bridge.

Proof. A single pairwise relation constrains only the pair on which it is defined. A global common
scale would require additional structure assigning jointly interpretable values or order relations across
the remaining stake carriers. That structure is not contained in Equation 16. O

4.5 Aggregation Bridges and Their Scope

Proposition 4.5 marks the boundary between local comparison and stronger aggregation. Some applica-
tions can justify stronger aggregation. A clinical protocol might use a validated multidimensional index
for a narrowly defined population and decision; a resource-allocation rule might deliberately aggregate
several dimensions under an institutional mandate; or a moral theory might provide a substantive ac-
count of trade-offs. Such cases should be represented as additional bridge commitments rather than as
the default form of ethical reasoning.

Definition 4.6 (Aggregation bridge). An aggregation bridge « g, defined on a declared domain D, is
a provenance-bearing rule

ag: [[ Vr-->Wa (17)

TED,

that maps specified combinations of typed stake values into an aggregate carrier W,,. The partial-function
symbol indicates that aggregation can be undefined for some profiles. The bridge must state its domain,
interpretation, dependence on the ethical context, and the normative grounds for treating the included
stake types as jointly aggregable.
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Equation 17 can encode a scalarization, lexicographic rule, threshold system, multidimensional dom-
inance criterion, or another declared structure. The framework does not privilege a scalar output. What
matters is that aggregation be identifiable as a substantive ethical bridge rather than concealed inside
notation.

Proposition 4.7 (Scalar output requires an aggregation commitment). A scalar ethical score for a typed
stake profile is justified by the present framework only when an applicable aggregation bridge has been
declared for the stake types included in that score.

Proof. Definition 4.1 assigns values to type-specific carriers and supplies no common codomain. A
scalar codomain therefore enters only through additional structure such as Definition 4.6. Without that
structure, scalarization is external to the represented stake profile. O

Proposition 4.7 does not deny the usefulness of quantitative ethics. It requires the quantification
step to disclose the bridge by which heterogeneous ethical dimensions become jointly measurable or
orderable.

4.6 Response Dominance under Incomplete Comparability

Incomplete commensurability does not imply that ethical choice must remain wholly indeterminate.
Some responses can be compared through a dominance relation that uses only declared comparable di-
mensions while preserving unresolved ones.

For two responses u, v, affected party set A, bridge Sz, and context 7z, define the material repre-
sented stake pairs

Puv(A; Be,me) ={(a,7):a € A, 7 € Dg(xg,u,a;ng) N Dp(zg,v,a;nE)}- (18)

Equation 18 supplies the common represented dimensions. Let Pgy° C Py, be the subset for which the
bridge supplies a legitimate comparison between the corresponding stake values.

Definition 4.8 (Qualified typed weak dominance). Response u typed-weakly dominates response v, rel-
ative to the declared bridge, context, and affected-party set, when four conditions hold. First, PP #+ 2.
Second, every comparison in that set is at least as favorable for « as for v under the declared compari-
son relations. Third, at least one comparison is strictly more favorable for w. Fourth, no material stake
known to be adversely affected by « is omitted merely because its type lacks a comparison rule. Any
unresolved material dimensions remain attached to the dominance record as open conditions.

The defeasibility of typed dominance limits the inferential force of Definition 4.8. Condition (iv)
prevents incomparability from being exploited strategically. A response cannot be declared dominant by
ignoring precisely those dimensions on which it may be ethically worse. The resulting dominance claim
is therefore explicitly qualified to the represented comparable dimensions. When an unresolved material
dimension could alter the all-things-considered ranking, the architecture records that open condition and
does not infer complete superiority from the local dominance result.

Typed weak dominance remains only one input to ethical assessment. It compares represented ma-
terial stakes within the declared domain while leaving consent, side constraints, role, helper burden,
third-party claims, proportionality, and unresolved dimensions independently operative.

4.7 Cross-Subject Comparison and Resolution Dependence

Cross-subject comparison raises an additional problem. Even if two stake carriers share a type label,
their representation can depend on species, architecture, history, embodiment, communication regime,
or analytical resolution. A functional disruption in a human, an animal, and an artificial system can be
represented as the same broad type while remaining structurally different enough that a common ordering
is unjustified.
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Let p, denote the declared representational resolution for affected party a. A cross-subject compari-
son bridge should therefore be indexed by the relevant resolutions:

XSCompZ‘I’E’ﬁ;’E C VPe, ng’b X Re. (19)

Equation 19 records that apparent type identity does not itself establish interpersonal, interspecies, or
cross-architecture comparability.
A shared type label does not establish cross-subject comparability. Subject- and resolution-indexed
carriers can differ in structure or interpretation, so Equation 19 requires an applicable comparison bridge.
The cross-subject comparability condition blocks a common shortcut in heterogeneous-subject rea-
soning: treating the shared word pain, preference, agency, or dependency as evidence that the underlying
ethical magnitude is already common across subjects.

4.8 Conflict Records and Ethical Deliberation under Incomparability

Ethical deliberation can remain structured even when full comparison fails. A useful output is then a
conflict record rather than a forced ranking.

Definition 4.9 (Ethical stake conflict record). An ethical stake conflict record x g identifies: the re-
sponses or states under comparison; the affected parties; the material stake types; the represented favor-
able, adverse, mixed, and unresolved dimensions; the within-type, cross-type, and cross-subject compar-
isons that are actually licensed; the stake pairs that remain incomparable or undetermined; any aggrega-
tion bridge applied; and the provenance and revision conditions of those judgments.

Definition 4.9 allows later sections to ask more precise questions. Section 5 can distinguish whether
a conflict supports a pro tanto reason, permission, obligation, or optionality. Section 6 can add consent
and refusal. Section 7 can examine whether one response is less intrusive or more reversible. Sections
8-10 can incorporate autonomy, dependency, helper-side burden, allocation, and third-party effects. The
present section therefore supplies a structured stake layer rather than a decision algorithm.

Table 3 summarizes the section’s discipline. The framework permits quantitative or aggregative meth-
ods when their ethical and representational bridges are explicit, but it also supports structured nonaggre-
gation. This flexibility is important because the ethical status of assistance should not depend on whether
every heterogeneous subject can be placed on a single welfare scale.

Research Obligation 4.10 (Stake typing and comparison provenance). An application that compares
ethically relevant consequences of assistance should identify the affected parties, represented stake types,
type-specific carriers, omitted or unresolved dimensions, bridge-relative directional evaluations, within-
type and cross-type comparison rules, any cross-subject translation or resolution assumptions, every
aggregation bridge used, the material incomparable stake pairs, and the evidence or normative changes
that would trigger reassessment.

Research Obligation 4.10 establishes the stake-level provenance required for response-status analy-
sis. Section 5 can now ask when the resulting typed and only partially comparable stakes support pro
tanto reasons, permissions, obligations, or optional assistance while preserving the analytical distinctions
among aid, volunteering, and support.
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Table 3: Typed-stake audit for heterogeneous assistance ethics.

Audit item Required object Analytical purpose Failure mode if
omitted
Stake type T€TE Keep ethically Prematurely treating
different dimensions heterogeneous goods
separately addressable  and harms as one
quantity
Representation Dg Record which Treating unknown
domain dimensions are stakes as absent
responsibly
represented
Type-specific carrier Vr Preserve the structure ~ Imposing a common

Bridge-relative
direction

Within-type
comparison

Cross-type
comparison

Aggregation bridge

Cross-subject bridge

Unresolved
dimensions

Revision conditions

Equation 14

Equation 15

Equation 16

Equation 17

Equation 19

Conflict record x g

Provenance of Stkg,

comparisons, and bridges

appropriate to each
stake

State why a
represented change is
favorable, adverse,
mixed, or unresolved
Permit local ordering
where justified

Make trade-offs
between different stake
kinds explicit

Declare when
multidimensional
stakes enter a common
output

Control interpersonal,
interspecies, and
cross-architecture
comparison

Preserve material
incomparability and
uncertainty

Trigger reassessment
when evidence or
normative
commitments change

metric through
notation
Building ethical
direction into
descriptive labels

Assuming totality
merely because values
share a type

Hiding trade-offs
inside coefficients or
informal intuition
Treating scalarization
as methodologically
neutral

Inferring comparability
from shared
vocabulary

Converting incomplete
comparison into an
unjustified ranking
Freezing a ranking
after its support has
changed

5 Ethical Statuses of Assistance across Aid, Volunteering, and Support

This section specifies the response-status layer that follows from the considerability and stake archi-
tecture developed in Sections 3 and 4. Its role is to distinguish the ethical force of reasons from the
all-things-considered status of a response while preserving the multi-axial assistance typing inherited
from Paper X. The objective is to formalize pro tanto reasons, permissions, requirements, prohibitions,
and optional assistance in a way that remains actor-, response-, context-, and bridge-relative. The dis-
cussion first introduces typed ethical reason tokens, then defines a feasible decision frame and its core
status record, analyzes response-level and assistance-level optionality, and finally examines how ethical



status behaves across the aid, volunteering, and support lenses. The method is formal and normative-
reconstructive. The section supplies structural relations among ethical statuses; it leaves the substantive
criteria concerning consent, proportionality, autonomy, burden, allocation, and temporal revision to later
sections.

5.1 Typed Pro Tanto Reasons and Their Provenance

Paper X already preserves defeasible response reasons together with the assistance lens under which they
arise. Paper XI requires a further ethical layer because a support-relevant reason can acquire different
normative force under different bridge packages. A recognized adverse state can, for example, support
an aid-directed reason to respond, while a helper’s prior commitment can support a role-sensitive reason
to continue a support relation. Neither reason is yet an all-things-considered verdict.

Let H g denote the carrier of prospective ethical actors and let X denote the carrier of candidate
responses represented at the resolution of the ethical question. Let T, = {aid, volunteering, support}
retain the assistance lenses inherited from Paper X. For each 7 € T, let R ;- be a carrier of ethical

reason tokens generated under that lens, and let Ry, := Urelsup RE -

Definition 5.1 (Typed ethical reason token). A typed ethical reason token r € YAg , records at least the
prospective actor, the response or response family toward which the reason bears, its assistance lens 7,
its direction as a reason in favor of or against the response, the ethically relevant source or stake on which
it depends, the bridge component that gives that source normative force, any unresolved condition on
which the reason depends, and its provenance to the ethics-relevant input record.

For an applicable bridge package /3, define the ethical reason-generation correspondence in Equa-
tion 20.
Rsng: Hp x Xg x Jg x Cg = Ry, (20)

Equation 20 is set-valued because several ethically relevant considerations can bear on one response and
because their directions can conflict. A response can therefore have both favorable and adverse pro tanto
reasons. The typed stake profile of Section 4 can supply the represented material on which such reasons
depend, while the bridge package determines which represented stakes, relationships, commitments, or
other features count ethically and how.

The distinction between pro tanto reasons and all-things-considered status is structurally important.
Strong beneficence arguments can assign substantial force to relieving serious adversity under specified
conditions [14], while care-oriented approaches can assign independent significance to historically con-
stituted relationships and dependencies [5]. The present architecture can represent both kinds of reason
without presupposing that they share one weight scale or that either class automatically determines the
final status of a particular intervention.

Proposition 5.2 (Reason-status separation). The presence of a favorable or adverse reason token in
Rsng(h,x, g, KE) does not by itself establish that x is permitted, required, prohibited, or optional for
actor h.

Proof. Equation 20 generates pro tanto reason tokens rather than all-things-considered response statuses.
A bridge package can additionally contain priority rules, side constraints, role conditions, burden limits,
consent conditions, comparison rules, or conflict-resolution rules whose outputs are not encoded by the
existence of any one reason token. A further status-resolution operation is therefore required. O

Proposition 5.2 blocks two opposite shortcuts. A favorable reason to assist does not establish an
obligation to perform a particular response, and an adverse reason against one mode of intervention
does not establish indifference toward the underlying adversity. The same adverse condition can support
continued ethical attention while a specific intervention remains impermissible or unresolved.
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5.2 Feasible Decision Frames and Core Ethical Status

All-things-considered status is assessed over a declared choice frame rather than over an abstract act in
isolation. Within the present response-status representation, positive response requirements are assigned
only over responses included in the declared feasible set. This is a modeling convention for the local
decision problem rather than a general thesis that impossibility cancels every morally relevant responsi-
bility: prevention, preparation, referral, repair, institutional design, or responsibility for making options
unavailable can require separate representation. Feasibility is itself application-relative and can depend
on competence, resources, time, physical access, institutional conditions, and the granularity at which
responses are represented.

Definition 5.3 (Ethical decision frame). For actor A, ethics-relevant record ¢, context s, and bridge
package f3, an ethical decision frame is a nonempty feasible response set

fﬁ(h | LE,K}E) g XE (21)

together with the resolution at which distinct responses are represented. The frame should include any
nonperformance, continuation, withdrawal, referral, monitoring, or composite option that the declared
ethical question treats as materially available. Absence of an explicit response need not be represented
by a universal “do nothing” element; the application should specify what nonperformance means in the
relevant context.

Definition 5.3 prevents an omission from functioning as a context-free zero act. Declining to initiate
aid, declining to volunteer, discontinuing long-term support, transferring responsibility to another com-
petent actor, and temporarily monitoring a recipient are ethically different possibilities even when each
can be described informally as “not acting.” The nonemptiness requirement means that this object rep-
resents a response-selection problem. If no response is responsibly represented as feasible at the chosen
resolution, the local frame is unavailable rather than empty by convention; the ethical question must be
widened to option creation, prevention, referral, institutional escalation, repair, or another appropriately
represented object before positive response selection is assessed.

Within a decision frame, let the bridge package generate a core response-status record as defined in
Definition 5.4.

Definition 5.4 (Core response-status record). A core response-status record for (h, g, kg, 3) is a tuple
Dg(h | vg,kE) := (Fp, P, Na,Us, Qg), (22)

where Pg, N, and Uy are pairwise disjoint subsets of 7 representing responses assessed as permitted,
prohibited, and unresolved, respectively, and where Q3 C Pj is either empty or a nonempty requirement
set. When Qg # @, ethical compliance requires selection of at least one response represented in Qg.
When Qg = o, the record generates no positive all-things-considered requirement within the declared
decision frame.

Equation 22 treats a nonempty requirement set as disjunctive: compliance requires selection of at
least one represented member. An actor can therefore be required to assist while retaining ethically per-
missible choice among several responses. Conjunctive requirements need a different representation. If
ethical compliance requires both x and y, the application should represent the conjunction as a compos-
ite response at the relevant resolution or as separate requirement clauses; writing Qg = {z,y} would
otherwise misrepresent the conjunction as a choice. A duty to respond to an urgent condition therefore
need not imply a duty to perform one specific intervention, while the chosen response granularity must
remain faithful to the logical structure of the requirement.

The record can remain partial. An application can have PgUN3UUz C Fp when the bridge package
does not classify every feasible response at the current resolution. Such unclassified responses remain
outside the generated status claims. The ethical-interface vacancy of Definition 2.8 therefore remains
available at the response-status layer.
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Proposition 5.5 (Permission and requirement structure). Within Definition 5.4, membership of x in Pg
does not establish membership in Qg, and membership in Qg need not make x the uniquely required
response.

Proof. Definition 5.4 requires only Qg C Pg. The inclusion can be strict, so permitted responses can
fall outside the requirement set. The requirement set can also contain several responses, in which case
compliance requires selection of at least one member while the architecture supplies no unique-response
requirement without additional structure. O

Proposition 5.5 is important for assistance ethics. A helper can have an obligation to secure a recip-
ient’s access to urgent assistance while retaining a choice among direct provision, referral, transfer to
a competent institution, or another response recognized by the bridge package as satisfying the require-
ment. The ethical object of obligation can therefore be coarser than the concrete response eventually
selected.

5.3 Response-Level Optionality and Assistance-Level Optionality

Optionality is often treated as the mere absence of an obligation. The present architecture uses a stronger
and more informative relation. A response counts as optional only when it belongs to a set of ethically
compliant alternatives within the declared decision frame. This preserves the difference between genuine
ethical choice and a case in which the framework simply lacks a verdict.

Define the compliant-response set in Equation 23.

Q[D’: Qﬁ#gv

23
Pﬁ, Qﬂzg. (23)

Ca(h | tp,kE) =

Equation 23 is defined relative to the status record in Definition 5.4. It does not convert unresolved or
unclassified responses into compliant alternatives.

Definition 5.6 (Response-level optionality). A response x € Cg(h | tg, KE) is response-level optional
in the declared decision frame when there exists a distinct y € Cg(h | tg, £E). A response z is uniquely
required at that resolution when Qg = {z}. If Qg3 = @ and Pg = {z}, then « is the sole presently
permitted response in the frame, but the record does not thereby generate a positive requirement to select
it.

Definition 5.6 permits a specific response to be optional even when assistance in a broader sense is
required. If Q3 = {x1, 22}, each response is an ethically compliant alternative, while the actor remains
required to choose some response from the requirement set.

The same distinction can be made at the assistance-lens level. For 7 € Tqyp, let ]-'E C Fp denote
the responses whose upstream assistance-label profile contains 7. Assistance under lens 7 is required in
the declared decision frame when a positive requirement exists and every response that can satisfy that
requirement carries the lens, as stated in Equation 24.

Reqlenss(7 | h,ip, k) <= Qp# @and Qp C Fj. (24)

By contrast, assistance under lens 7 is lens-level optional when both a compliant 7-typed response and
a compliant response outside that lens remain available, as stated in Equation 25.

Optlensg(7 | hyip k) <= CgNJFj # JandCg\ Fj # . (25)

Equations 24 and 25 make the granularity of optionality explicit. A particular intervention can be optional
while aid as a broader response class is required; conversely, aid can be optional even when one specific
non-aid response is required by a different ethical relation.
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Proposition 5.7 (Optionality under an empty requirement set). If Qg = &, the architecture does not
classify every feasible response as optional. Response-level optionality still requires membership in Pg
and the existence of a distinct compliant alternative.

Proof. When Q3 = @, Equation 23 gives C3 = Ps. Responses in N, Up, or the unclassified part
of Fz are therefore excluded from the compliant set. Definition 5.6 also requires a distinct compliant
alternative. The absence of a positive requirement is consequently weaker than optionality. O

Proposition 5.7 also distinguishes optionality from ethical-interface vacancy. A framework that can-
not determine whether an intervention is permissible has not thereby shown that the intervention is freely
optional.

5.4 Aid-Directed Reasons and Actor-Specific Obligations

The aid lens is directed toward recognized adversity. Its ethical relevance therefore often begins with
recipient-centered stakes and the reasons generated by preventing, mitigating, repairing, or relieving an
adverse condition. The strength and actor distribution of those reasons remain bridge-dependent. Serious
adversity can generate a strong pro tanto reason for aid while the identity of the actor who should bear
the corresponding burden remains unsettled.

Let R ,iq denote the aid-typed reason carrier from Definition 5.1. A favorable token in this carrier
can be recipient-centered while its assignment to a particular actor depends on proximity, competence,
prior undertaking, institutional role, feasible alternatives, burden, or another condition represented by the
bridge package. Section 2 already requires actor-relevant contextual completeness when those variables
are material.

Proposition 5.8 (Aid-directed reason and actor-specific obligation). A favorable aid-typed reason con-
cerning response class X C Xg does not by itself establish Reqlens;(aid | h, ¢, k) for a particular
actor h.

Proof. The aid-typed reason token records normative force in favor of an aid-directed response. Lens-
level requirement in Equation 24 is defined through the actor-specific requirement set, which depends on
the complete status-resolution record for ~. The reason token alone supplies neither that actor-specific
resolution nor the condition that a positive requirement exists and every requirement-satisfying response
is aid-typed. O

Proposition 5.8 preserves a useful distinction between the claim that assistance is ethically called for
and the claim that one identified person is obligated to provide it. Later analysis of helper burden, role,
capacity, and institutional distribution can refine the second claim without erasing the first.

5.5 Volunteering as Participation Mode and Ethical Status

Volunteering presents a different structural problem because the label primarily types the helper’s par-
ticipation mode. Paper X intentionally separated that classification from the adverse-state orientation
of aid and the sustaining function of support. Paper XI retains the separation. Ethical status can attach
to entering, continuing, modifying, or leaving a voluntary participation relation, but ethical obligation
should not be used as an automatic classifier of whether the participation is voluntary.

The distinction is clearest when moral requirement and external compulsion are separated. A person
can regard assistance as morally required while still entering an activity without institutional coercion.
Conversely, an unpaid compulsory assignment can fail an operational volunteering criterion even when
the assigned conduct is ethically justified. The participation classifier and the ethical status record there-
fore answer different questions.

Proposition 5.9 (Ethical obligation and volunteering classification). Whether a response is ethically
required for actor h within Dg(h | tg,kE) does not by itself determine whether the corresponding
assistance episode satisfies the operational volunteering criterion inherited from Paper X.
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Proof. The core status record in Definition 5.4 is generated by an ethical bridge package, whereas Paper
X classifies volunteering through a participation descriptor and an operational voluntariness criterion.
The present architecture supplies no default identification between ethical requirement and the participa-
tion variables used by that classifier. A relation between them requires an application-specific rule. [

Proposition 5.9 also protects the meaning of optional volunteering. An activity can be optional at
the ethical response level while carrying significant favorable reasons, and a volunteer can acquire role-
sensitive reasons after undertaking a commitment even when the initial participation was optional. Those
later reasons arise from changed relational context and history; they should not be projected backward
as proof that the initial act was obligatory.

5.6 Support Relations, Continuity, and Role-Sensitive Reasons

Support is typed through a sustaining relational function. Its ethical status can therefore depend on tempo-
ral and relational information that is less central to one-off aid. A support relation can create expectations,
dependencies, trust-related conditions, coordination structures, or reliance that alter the ethical context
of later decisions. The present section records these status consequences only at a structural level. Later
sections on autonomy, dependency, and revisable assistance will analyze the relational and temporal
mechanisms in detail.

Role-sensitive reasons can be represented through the source field of Definition 5.1. A support-
typed reason token is role-sensitive when its normative bridge explicitly depends on an actor’s prior
undertaking, continuing relationship, institutional role, reliance generated by earlier conduct, or another
historically constituted relation represented in xg. Such a reason can coexist with impartial or recipient-
centered reasons without being reduced to them.

Proposition 5.10 (Temporal reassessment of support status). An ethical status assigned to initiating or
performing a support response at one point in a relational history does not by itself determine the ethical
status of continuing, modifying, or withdrawing that support at a later point.

Proof. The response-indexing result in Proposition 2.6 distinguishes different assistance objects, while
the ethical context can change with reliance, dependency, burden, alternatives, recipient preference, and
institutional conditions. Continuation, modification, and withdrawal therefore require their own ethics-
relevant inputs and status-resolution records unless an applicable bridge supplies a justified persistence
rule. O

Proposition 5.10 avoids treating a support relation as ethically permanent merely because its initiation
was justified. It also avoids the opposite inference that initial optionality guarantees costless withdrawal
at every later time. Historically generated reasons can change the ethical decision frame without con-
verting every expectation into an obligation.

5.7 Status Transport across Co-Instantiated Assistance Lenses

One episode can satisfy several assistance criteria simultaneously. The ethical status of the underly-
ing conduct can therefore be evaluated while several lens-specific reason profiles remain active. Co-
instantiation, however, does not make those reason profiles interchangeable. A reason to relieve an ur-
gent adverse state, a reason concerning voluntary participation, and a reason to sustain a support relation
can differ in source, temporal horizon, actor indexing, and conditions of defeat.

For response z, let A(z) C T, denote the assistance labels inherited from the upstream Paper X
record. Define the lens-restricted reason profile in Equation 26.

Rsng(h, 2,1, kE) == Rsng(h, z,1p, kg) NRE 1, T € A(x). (26)

Equation 26 permits one response to carry several typed reason profiles without merging them.
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Proposition 5.11 (Cross-lens status transport). If response x is co-instantiated under assistance lenses
7 and 7', a pro tanto reason or lens-level requirement associated with T does not thereby establish the
corresponding reason or requirement under 7’.

Proof. The lens-restricted reason profiles in Equation 26 belong to distinct components Rg ; and R, .
Lens-level requirement in Equation 24 is likewise tested against distinct response subsets /; and ]:E/-
Co-instantiation identifies one response as satisfying both assistance criteria but supplies no translation
rule between the corresponding reason sources or requirement predicates. O

A familiar practical pattern illustrates Proposition 5.11. An actor can have an obligation to ensure
urgent aid while retaining ethical discretion about whether to participate personally as a volunteer. A vol-
unteer can have reason to complete a promised shift without thereby acquiring an indefinite obligation to
sustain a long-term support relation. A support provider can be required to arrange a safe transition when
withdrawing while retaining no obligation to preserve every historical feature of the support arrangement.
Each inference depends on the relevant lens, actor, response class, and bridge.

5.8 Status Audit for Heterogeneous Assistance

Table 4 summarizes the response-status distinctions developed in this section. The audit is deliberately
structural. It identifies the objects that later substantive sections must constrain rather than assigning one
universal status rule to heterogeneous assistance.

Table 4 also clarifies the limits of the current section. The framework can distinguish reason, per-
mission, requirement, prohibition, optionality, and unresolved status without yet determining which con-
crete response belongs in which set. That substantive classification depends on the additional ethical
dimensions developed in the later sections on consent, response design, autonomy, helper burden, and
multi-recipient allocation.

Research Obligation 5.12 (Assistance-status provenance). An application assigning ethical status to aid,
volunteering, or support should report the prospective actor, candidate response, feasible decision frame,
assistance-label profile, typed pro tanto reasons and their sources, bridge package, permitted, prohibited,
unresolved, and required-response sets where generated, the level at which optionality is asserted, any
actor- or role-sensitive premises, and the evidence, relational changes, or normative changes that would
trigger reassessment.

Research Obligation 5.12 completes the response-status layer. The subsequent analysis of consent,
refusal, preference, and communicative uncertainty can now constrain these statuses without treating
communication as transparent or assuming that a missing communicative signal resolves the ethical
question.
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Table 4: Ethical-status audit across aid, volunteering, and support.

Audit item Required object Analytical purpose Failure mode if omitted

Pro tanto reason r€Re, Preserve source, Treating one ethically
direction, assistance relevant consideration
lens, actor, and as a final verdict
provenance

Decision frame Equation 21 State the feasible Comparing a response
alternatives and with an undefined or
response resolution infeasible omission

Permission and Ps, N3 Distinguish allowable Inferring permission

prohibition
Unresolved status

Requirement set

Response optionality

Lens optionality

Actor/role
provenance

Temporal provenance

Ug or interface vacancy

Qp

Definition 5.6

Equation 25

h, kg, reason source

Updated ethics-relevant
record and context

from excluded
responses

Preserve incomplete
normative assessment
Represent disjunctive as
well as unique
obligations

Identify genuine
compliant alternatives

Separate optionality of
aid, volunteering, or
support from optionality
of one response
Localize duties and
role-sensitive reasons

Reassess continuation,
modification, and
withdrawal

from absence of a duty
or from benefit alone
Converting uncertainty
into optionality
Treating a duty to assist
as a duty to perform one
specific act

Equating “not uniquely
required” with
“optional”

Transporting status
across assistance lenses

Assigning a general
need directly to one
helper

Treating an earlier
support status as
permanent

6 Consent, Refusal, Preference, and Communicative Uncertainty

This section develops the communicative constraint layer of the ethical framework. Its role is to connect
the response-status architecture of Section 5 to recipient-linked communication without treating decoded
meaning as a complete ethical authorization. The objective is to distinguish communicative reconstruc-
tion, preference evidence, ethically operative consent or refusal, decision-relevant agency conditions,
mediation, and temporal revision. The discussion first identifies the upstream communicative material
that can enter ethical assessment, then defines preference records and response-indexed engagement sta-
tus, analyzes decision-relative agency conditions and silence, separates mediation from representation,
and finally specifies how communicative information can constrain an existing response-status record.
The method is formal and normative-reconstructive. The section remains within ethics: legal capacity,
legally valid consent, guardianship, representation authority, and institutional power remain outside its
scope.

Paper X already supplies the immediate epistemic architecture. Recipient-linked traces can have
communicative standing while their meanings remain multiple or unavailable; mediation retains prove-
nance; and semantic convergence alone does not establish valid consent or refusal [6]. Paper XI therefore
begins after semantic reconstruction. The normative problem is whether a reconstructed request, accep-
tance, refusal, condition, withdrawal, or preference has the ethical force attributed to it in the assistance
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decision. Manson and O’Neill’s communication-oriented account of informed consent is useful for posi-
tioning this problem: consent is not merely the possession of information or the observation of a signal,
but involves communicative transactions whose normative significance depends on the conditions under
which they occur [10]. The present section generalizes that structural lesson cautiously beyond conven-
tional biomedical settings without assuming that one human consent model applies unchanged to every
heterogeneous subject.

6.1 Communicative Reconstructions as Ethical Inputs

The ethics-relevant projection of Definition 2.1 can preserve communicative material from Paper X to-
gether with its uncertainty and provenance. Let & denote an application-defined carrier of recipient
engagement states relevant to ethical assessment. Elements may represent, for example, acceptance,
decline, request, pause, condition, withdrawal, deferral, or another engagement state appropriate to the
communicative repertoire and ethical question under study. The carrier is application-defined because
a fixed human speech-act vocabulary can be too narrow for nonhuman, artificial, heavily mediated, or
otherwise unfamiliar communicative forms.

For ethics-relevant record ¢ g, let g};"e(b ) C &g denote the nonempty family of engagement states
retained by the upstream communicative reconstruction when such a family is available. Each retained
state should preserve its communicative provenance, including any source trace, mediation step, de-
coding regime, and unresolved semantic alternatives inherited from Paper X. If no engagement state
is responsibly retained, the ethical layer records communicative vacancy rather than inserting a default
state.

Definition 6.1 (Ethical communicative input). An ethical communicative input for an assistance question
is a provenance-bearing pair
y
Ip(r) == (9 (r),CE™" (tr)), (27)

where GIY¢(.p) is the retained engagement-state family and C39™™ (. ) is the associated family of com-
municative provenance records. When the upstream reconstruction yields no responsible engagement
state, the first component is recorded as unavailable rather than interpreted as acceptance, refusal, or
indifference.

Equation 27 does not introduce a second semantic decoder. Its function is to expose, at the ethical
layer, what communicative claims are actually being used and through which evidential route they en-
tered the analysis. The same reconstructed state can acquire different ethical significance under different
bridge packages, and several live states can remain relevant when semantic multiplicity persists.

Proposition 6.2 (Semantic reconstruction and ethical authorization). Membership of g in Q%VE(L i) does
not by itself establish ethically operative consent, refusal, withdrawal, permission, or prohibition con-
cerning a response x € Xg.

Proof. Definition 6.1 preserves engagement states reconstructed upstream. The core response-status
record in Definition 5.4 is generated only after application of an ethical bridge package to an actor-,
response-, and context-indexed decision problem. No rule in Equation 27 maps an engagement state
directly into Pg, N3, Ug, or Q. A further normative bridge is therefore required. [

Proposition 6.2 preserves the boundary established in Paper X while making its ethical consequence
explicit. Reliable communication matters because it can constrain ethical reasoning. Reliability of com-
munication and normative force remain different questions.

6.2 Preference Records and Their Sources

Preference is one possible object of communicative reconstruction, but preference should not be used
as an undifferentiated substitute for welfare, interest, consent, or autonomy. A recipient can prefer a re-
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sponse that is harmful under another ethically relevant description; a preference can concern only one fea-
ture of a complex intervention; and a preference attributed through inference can have a different prove-
nance from one expressed directly through a stable communicative channel. Heterogeneous-subject
cases make source and scope especially important because the analyst may rely on behavior, learned
interfaces, caregivers, technical logs, model-mediated translations, or historically observed choice pat-
terns.

Let & p be an application-defined carrier of preference-source types. Typical source tags can distin-
guish direct recipient expression, mediated recipient expression, behavioral or historical inference, and
representative or proxy attribution. These tags describe provenance routes; they do not rank their ethical
authority in advance.

Definition 6.3 (Preference record). A preference record is a tuple

PE ‘= (T7X7O-P75P7XP)7 (28)

where r identifies the recipient role, X C X is the response family to which the record refers, o p is the
reconstructed preference orientation at the application’s declared resolution, sp € & p records its source
type, and x p preserves the evidential and communicative provenance together with any unresolved con-
ditions.

Definition 6.3 makes preference response-relative. A recipient can favor pain relief while declining
a particular delivery method, welcome short-term assistance while resisting a long-term support arrange-
ment, or accept one data-sharing condition while declining another. Treating those positions as one
global preference would erase ethically material structure.

Preference provenance remains ethically material whenever the bridge treats source, mediation, re-
liability, coercion, representation, or uncertainty as relevant. Two records can therefore share the same
represented orientation while differing in ethical significance because their source types or provenance
differ.

The preference-provenance condition is particularly important when a helper or institution speaks
about a recipient. A carefully informed proxy report can be ethically important, while its evidential
route remains distinguishable from recipient expression. The distinction supports auditability without
treating mediation or representation as intrinsically unreliable.

6.3 Response-Indexed Consent, Refusal, and Withdrawal

Ethically operative consent and refusal are response-indexed statuses generated through substantive
bridge conditions. Their content can depend on what is being proposed, the resolution at which the
proposal is represented, what information and alternatives are materially available, how the recipient’s
engagement was reconstructed, and which decision-relevant agency conditions the bridge treats as nec-
essary. The framework therefore avoids assigning a global binary label such as “consenting subject” or
“refusing subject.”

Let Z%lg be an ethical engagement-status carrier containing at least statuses corresponding to ethi-
cally operative consent, ethically operative refusal, withdrawal, conditional engagement, and unresolved
status, while allowing applications to use a more detailed vocabulary. For recipient role r, response =,
bridge package 3, ethics-relevant record ¢, and context g, define the response-indexed engagement-
status correspondence in Equation 29.

EngStatg(r,z | 1p, kE) = X5°. (29)

Equation 29 is set-valued because the available communicative and normative material can leave more
than one status live. A bridge can also generate a conditional status when the ethical force of engagement
depends on an unresolved premise.
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Definition 6.4 (Ethically operative engagement status). An element of EngStatg(r,z | tg, k) is an
ethically operative engagement status only when the bridge package states the conditions by which the
recipient-linked communicative record bears on response x, including any materially relevant conditions
concerning information, voluntariness, decision-relevant agency, scope, mediation, and temporal valid-
ity. The status is an ethical construction and does not establish legally valid consent, legal incapacity,
guardianship, or institutional authorization.

Definition 6.4 is intentionally bridge-relative. Different ethical theories can disagree about the con-
ditions under which consent changes the permissibility of an intervention, whether refusal functions as
a side constraint, and which exceptions can defeat or limit that constraint. The interface makes the dis-
agreement visible rather than resolving it by terminology.

Engagement status is response-specific and party-specific. A status generated for recipient role  and
response x does not transfer automatically to a materially distinct response y, even when both address
the same adverse state, and it does not authorize ethically material effects on a distinct affected party r’
without a separate bridge addressing that party’s standing and stakes.

The response-specific engagement condition also applies across temporal stages. Consent to initiate
a short-term response need not establish consent to continue an expanded or materially altered support
relation. Sections 5 and 6 therefore converge on the same structural requirement: ethical status should
track the response actually under assessment.

6.4 Decision-Relevant Agency Conditions

Ethical analysis often needs some account of whether recipient engagement is sufficiently connected to
the decision under consideration. A universal human clinical-capacity checklist would be too narrow for
the present framework and could silently convert unfamiliar agency into incapacity. Paper XI therefore
represents decision-relevant agency conditions abstractly and locally. An application can specify which
capacities, forms of understanding, stability, voluntariness conditions, or communicative abilities matter
to a particular ethical bridge while leaving other architectures possible.

Let ©®p be a carrier of declared decision-relevant condition profiles. Define the assessment corre-
spondence in Equation 30.

DecRelg(r,z | tg, kg) = {adequate, limited, unresolved}. (30)

The bridge package determines which profile in ® g is relevant and how the available evidence bears
on the three statuses in Equation 30. The labels are ethical-analytic statuses at the declared response
resolution; they are not diagnoses or legal determinations.

Definition 6.5 (Agency adequacy). A decision-relative assessment is a provenance-bearing output of
Equation 30. Itidentifies the response, the agency conditions selected by the bridge package, the evidence
and communicative record used, and any uncertainty that prevents a stronger classification.

Definition 6.5 keeps the agency assessment tied to the declared decision. The relational-autonomy
literature provides one reason to resist purely atomistic treatment of such conditions: agency can depend
on social relations, opportunities, supports, and constraints rather than solely on an internal property
of an isolated chooser [9]. In the present framework, communication support, accessible explanation,
time, translation, trusted mediation, or alteration of the decision environment can therefore change a
decision-relative assessment without implying that the recipient’s underlying identity has changed.

Decision-relevant agency assessments remain local to the declared response and decision conditions.
A limited or unresolved output therefore does not establish global absence of agency, global inability to
communicate preferences, or the same assessment for another response.

The locality of agency assessment prevents a difficult communication episode from becoming a to-
talizing judgment about the recipient. It also permits assistance to improve the conditions of later choice,
for example by supplying an accessible interface or reducing a distress state that obstructs engagement,
provided the ethical justification of that preliminary assistance is independently established.
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6.5 Silence, Ambiguity, and Temporal Revision

Paper X assigns silence no default semantics. The ethical layer retains that result. A missing or ambigu-
ous communicative signal can arise from inaccessible channels, latency, fatigue, strategic withholding,
technical failure, environmental constraint, unrecognized expression, or absence of a communicative act.
Ethical reasoning therefore requires a declared bridge before silence can acquire any consequence for
permission, prohibition, delay, monitoring, or further engagement.

Proposition 6.6 (Communicative vacancy and ethical status). When the ethics-relevant input contains no
responsibly retained engagement state for response x, the architecture does not classify that vacancy as
consent, refusal, withdrawal, or indifference. Any ethical consequence assigned to the vacancy requires
an explicit bridge component.

Proof. Definition 6.1 records communicative vacancy as absence of a retained engagement state. Equa-
tion 29 generates ethically operative engagement statuses only through bridge-relative assessment. Since
no default mapping from vacancy to an engagement status is defined, the listed classifications cannot fol-
low from vacancy alone. O

Proposition 6.6 preserves vacancy as a communicative uncertainty rather than an ethical verdict.
Ambiguity can also persist after several engagement states have been retained. An ethically conservative
bridge can respond by delaying an irreversible intervention, seeking another communication channel,
narrowing the intervention, or using a staged response; another bridge can assign different priorities
under urgency. Those downstream response-design questions belong primarily to Section 7. The present
section supplies the communicative condition that makes the unresolved status visible.

Engagement status is also temporal. A recipient can revise a preference, withdraw earlier consent,
add a condition, or communicate a clearer refusal after an intervention has begun. Let ¢ index ethically
material decision times. A response history should preserve the sequence of generated engagement-status
sets

{EngStat57t(r, Tt | LEg, /-@E’t)} (31)

teTp '

Equation 31 makes later engagement an update to the ethical record rather than a retroactive claim that
earlier communication never occurred.

Proposition 6.7 (Temporal persistence requires a bridge). An ethically operative engagement status at
time t does not by itself persist to a materially changed response or context at time t' > t. Persistence,
expiry, or continuing force requires a bridge-relative rule whose scope includes the relevant change.

Proof. Equation 31 indexes engagement status by response, ethics-relevant record, context, and time. A
material change can alter any of these arguments. Equality of outputs across times therefore requires an
additional persistence rule rather than following from the earlier status by type alone. g

Proposition 6.7 is central to revisable assistance. A support relation can begin under ethically op-
erative consent while later becoming contested, burdensome, or materially different. Conversely, an
initially unresolved communicative situation can become clearer through improved access or familiarity.
Ethical assistance should be able to register both directions of change.

6.6 Mediation, Proxy Input, and Representational Provenance

Heterogeneous assistance frequently relies on mediation. An interpreter can translate recipient expres-
sion; a caregiver can report historical preferences; a technical system can convert signals into an acces-
sible representation; and another person or institution can sometimes be asked to speak for a recipient.
These roles should remain distinguishable because they alter the provenance and potentially the ethical
force of the information entering the decision.

Let G p in Definition 6.3 include source tags that distinguish recipient-linked expression from proxy
or representative attribution. A mediation step preserves recipient-linked source provenance when the
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mediated output is treated as a transformation of the recipient’s expression. A proxy report, by contrast,
can be evidence about a recipient’s historical preferences or interests even when it is not itself a recipient
expression. A representative judgment adds a further normative question: under what ethical conditions
may one actor’s decision stand in for another recipient’s currently unavailable decision? Paper XI can
represent that question, while legally valid representation remains reserved for later jurisprudential work.

Definition 6.8 (Ethical representational bridge). An ethical representational bridge is a component of 3
that specifies when and with what scope a proxy or representative input may alter the ethical assessment
of a response for recipient role ». The bridge should identify the source of representational standing, the
decision domain, the evidential basis used to reconstruct recipient-related values or interests, conflicts
of interest, and conditions for review or replacement.

Definition 6.8 does not assume that representation is always required when direct communication is
unavailable. Some cases can support low-intrusion assistance without a representative; other cases can
require stronger safeguards because the intervention is invasive, durable, identity-shaping, or difficult to
reverse. The relevant standard remains response- and bridge-dependent.

Proposition 6.9 (Mediation and representation roles). A mediator who makes recipient-linked expression
accessible does not thereby acquire ethical representational standing, and a representative input does
not thereby become identical to recipient expression.

Proof. Mediation concerns a provenance-preserving transformation of communicative material. Defini-
tion 6.8, by contrast, concerns normative standing to supply an input that can alter ethical assessment on
behalf of the recipient. The two roles therefore belong to different bridge conditions, and the architecture
supplies no default identification between them. O

Proposition 6.9 supports a more precise treatment of communication support. Improving access
to recipient expression can reduce the need for proxy inference. Where proxy or representative input
remains necessary, its distinct provenance can still be ethically assessed rather than hidden inside an
apparent first-person preference.

6.7 Communicative Constraints on Response Status

The response-status record of Section 5 can now be refined by engagement information without giving
communication unlimited normative force. Let Dg(h | tg, k) be the core record from Equation 22.
Define a communicative-constraint operation by Equation 32.

Congomm(pﬁ(h | LE, '%E>7FE<LE)) = @TEefp’ (32)

where ’DESP is the carrier of revised response-status records of the same general form as Definition 5.4.
The bridge package determines whether and how an ethically operative consent, refusal, withdrawal,
conditional acceptance, preference, or communicative vacancy changes the permitted, prohibited, unre-
solved, or requirement sets.

Proposition 6.10 (Consent and all-things-considered permission). Even when EngStatg(r,z | tp, k)
contains ethically operative consent to response x, the communicative-constraint operation does not by
itself establish that x belongs to the all-things-considered permitted set.

Proof. Equation 32 refines a core response-status record whose classification can depend on stakes, pro-
portionality, helper-side constraints, third-party effects, role, burden, and other bridge components in
addition to communicative engagement. Consent can satisfy or remove a consent-sensitive constraint
while another independently operative constraint still supports prohibition or unresolved status. Hence
consent alone is insufficient for the complete permission claim. O
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Proposition 6.10 treats consent as one ethically material constraint rather than a complete verdict.
The converse structure also requires care. An ethically operative refusal can have strong or even decisive
force under some bridge packages, while another package can recognize narrowly specified conditions
under which competing reasons limit that force. The present architecture does not insert a universal
override rule in either direction. It requires the applicable bridge to state the scope and defeasibility of
the refusal-sensitive constraint.

Proposition 6.11 (Preference evidence and response obligation). A preference record favoring response
x, including a directly expressed and communicatively robust preference, does not by itself establish that
actor h is ethically required to provide .

Proof. Definition 6.3 records a recipient-related preference and its provenance. Actor-specific require-
ment belongs to the requirement set Qg of Definition 5.4, which can also depend on role, feasibility,
burden, alternative helpers, competing claims, and other bridge components. The preference record
alone does not supply those conditions. O

Proposition 6.11 protects preference sensitivity from becoming preference absolutism. It also pre-
serves a place for preferences in cases where subjectivity remains uncertain. A stable, recipient-linked
pattern of engagement may matter ethically under an applicable bridge without proving a complete theory
of consciousness, welfare, or obligation.

6.8 Consent and Communication Audit

Table 5 summarizes the communicative distinctions that should remain visible when assistance status is
constrained by recipient engagement.

Table 5 clarifies the section’s boundary. The framework can preserve recipient-linked engagement,
preference, consent-sensitive and refusal-sensitive constraints, decision-relative agency conditions, and
mediation provenance without deciding the proportionality or intrusiveness of the intervention itself. A
response can therefore be communicatively acceptable while remaining ethically problematic for an-
other reason, or communicatively unresolved while a bridge still permits a narrowly precautionary and
reversible response under specified conditions.

Research Obligation 6.12 (Consent and communicative provenance). An application that uses consent,
refusal, withdrawal, preference, proxy input, or communicative vacancy to alter an assistance status
should report the recipient role, response and decision resolution, upstream communicative record, live
engagement states, preference source and scope where applicable, the ethical bridge by which engage-
ment acquires normative force, any decision-relevant agency conditions, mediation or representational
steps, temporal validity or revision rules, and the precise change made to the response-status record.

Research Obligation 6.12 completes the communicative constraint layer. Section 7 can now examine
intrusiveness, proportionality, reversibility, and information effects while treating consent and refusal as
typed ethical inputs rather than as transparent solutions to every intervention problem.
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Table 5: Audit of consent, refusal, preference, and communicative uncertainty.

Audit item Required object Analytical purpose Failure mode if omitted
Communicative I'e(p) Preserve live Treating a decoded
input engagement states and signal as a complete
communicative normative authorization
provenance
Preference record Equation 28 State response scope, Collapsing preference,
orientation, source, and  welfare, consent, and
uncertainty interest into one
variable
Engagement status Equation 29 Type consent, refusal, Treating the recipient as
withdrawal, globally consenting or
conditionality, or refusing
unresolved status at the
response level
Decision-relative Equation 30 Localize agency Converting local
agency conditions to the communicative
decision and bridge difficulty into global
incapacity
Temporal record Equation 31 Preserve revision, Treating earlier

Mediation/proxy
provenance

Status constraint

Source tag and
representational bridge

Equation 32

withdrawal, and
changing
communicative access
Distinguish translation,
inference, proxy input,
and representation
Show how
communication alters
an existing
response-status record

engagement as
permanently dispositive

Making third-party
speech appear identical
to recipient expression
Treating consent as
complete permission or
preference as an
actor-specific duty

7 Intrusiveness, Proportionality, Reversibility, and Information Effects

Sections 5 and 6 establish actor- and response-indexed ethical status together with communicative con-
straints. The present section adds a response-design layer. Its role is to evaluate ethically material prop-
erties of an intervention itself once a candidate response has entered the feasible decision frame. The
objective is to represent intrusiveness, proportionality, reversibility, and information effects without as-
suming a universal welfare metric or treating one design property as automatically decisive. The analysis
proceeds structurally and normatively: it first defines a provenance-bearing response-design record, then
separates intrusiveness from harm, formulates proportionality under partial commensurability, treats re-
versibility as path- and horizon-relative, represents information effects on later recognition and decision,
and finally constrains the response-status record developed in Section 5.

Paper X already records reversibility, interference, information preservation, and delay as response
properties relevant to precautionary reasoning under recognition uncertainty [6]. The present section
inherits that descriptive discipline while adding an ethical question: under a declared bridge package,
how should those properties alter the assessment of a response relative to its likely benefits, adverse
stakes, available alternatives, communicative conditions, and uncertainty? The answer remains bridge-
dependent. Precautionary literature can motivate attention to asymmetric error and reversible action
under uncertainty, but it does not by itself provide a complete ethics of intervention [1].
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7.1 Response-Design Records and Provenance

Let 1 be a prospective actor, z € Fg(h | tg, k) aresponse in the feasible decision frame of Equation 21,
and let » denote the recipient role at the declared analytical resolution. A response-design assessment
should preserve the distinction between what the response is expected to do, how it acts upon the recipient
or surrounding relation, how durable its changes may be, and how it changes later access to information.

Definition 7.1 (Ethical response-design record). An ethical response-design record for (h,z,r) is a
provenance-bearing tuple

AFS(h,z,7 | 1, kE) = (P, Prpg, Revf, Infof, Horg, ma), (33)

where @ is the typed intervention footprint, Prpg is the ethical proportionality assessment, Revg is the

ethically interpreted reversibility record, Infog is the information-effect record, Horg states the relevant
temporal horizon, and 7a records evidential and normative provenance.

Definition 7.1 is intentionally modular. An application can leave one component unresolved rather
than assigning a convenient default. The record also remains response-specific. A minimally intrusive
monitoring response, a temporary restraint, a software rollback, a transfer of care, and a long-term support
arrangement can concern the same adverse state while carrying very different design properties.

An unresolved design component receives no favorable default. Missing assessment of a material
dimension therefore remains an explicit limitation of Adﬁes. Relevant dimensions include intrusion, pro-
portionality, reversibility, information effects, and temporal horizon.

The unresolved-design condition prevents sparse evidence from making an intervention appear ethi-
cally cleaner than the evidence supports.

7.2 Intrusiveness as a Typed Intervention Footprint

Intrusiveness concerns how a response enters, constrains, modifies, monitors, occupies, or reorganizes
a recipient’s bodily, computational, agential, informational, relational, or environmental domain. Intru-
siveness should be distinguished from harm. A highly intrusive emergency procedure can be beneficial
overall, while a superficially low-intrusion response can generate substantial harm through neglect, delay,
or information distortion.

Let K be an application-declared carrier of intrusion types. Typical entries may concern bodily
or system integrity, control over action, access to information or privacy, modification of environment,
occupation of relational roles, duration of imposed conditions, or another domain made material by the
ethical bridge. Define the footprint relation in Equation 34.

Os(h,z,7 | 1g, k) C Rp x I (34)
B

where ‘Iiig“ is an application-specific value carrier for the represented degree, scope, or form of intru-
sion. Equation 34 permits ordinal, categorical, interval, or richer values; a common cardinal unit is not
required.

Definition 7.2 (Material intrusion domain). The material intrusion domain ﬁ‘ga};(h, x,r) is the subset
of intrusion types that the applicable ethical bridge treats as potentially relevant to the assessment of
response x for recipient role r in context (tg, k).

Definition 7.2 avoids requiring every application to evaluate every possible intrusion type. It also
makes selective attention auditable: excluding a privacy, bodily-integrity, relational, or control dimen-
sion requires a scope decision rather than silent disappearance.

Proposition 7.3 (Intrusiveness and adverse outcome). A response can be comparatively more intrusive
while producing a more favorable stake profile, and it can be comparatively less intrusive while produc-
ing a less favorable stake profile. The intervention footprint therefore does not determine the ethical
stake profile defined in Section 4.
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Proof. Equation 34 represents the manner and scope of intervention, whereas Definition 4.1 represents
ethically relevant consequences or conditions across typed stake dimensions. The framework supplies
no identity map between the two carriers. Their comparative orderings can therefore diverge. O

Proposition 7.3 is particularly important under emergency or protective conditions. Ethical restraint
cannot be reduced to selecting the response with the smallest intervention footprint if that response inad-
equately addresses a serious adverse state.

7.3 Ethical Proportionality under Partial Commensurability

The term proportionality is used here in a general normative-ethical sense. The section does not im-
port a specific legal, humanitarian, or institutional proportionality doctrine. Ethical proportionality asks
whether the burdens, intrusions, risks, and adverse stakes introduced or sustained by a response are jus-
tified, within the applicable bridge, by the ethically relevant benefits, protections, risk reductions, and
available alternatives. Because Section 4 permits only partial commensurability, proportionality cannot
generally be represented as a ratio between two universal cardinal quantities.

Let B := {supported, defeated, unresolved} be a three-valued proportionality-status carrier. De-
fine the bridge-relative proportionality relation in Equation 35.

Propf (h, =7 | g, kE) = P (35)

The relation may depend on the typed stake profile of Section 4, the material intrusion domain of Defi-
nition 7.2, the feasible alternatives in the ethical decision frame, uncertainty carried from Paper X, and
any communicative constraints generated in Section 6.

Definition 7.4 (Ethical proportionality specification). An ethical proportionality specification states the
response and comparator set, the stake dimensions treated as material, the intrusion dimensions treated
as material, the comparison relations or aggregation bridge used where any are available, the uncertainty
treatment, and the normative bridge by which those elements support, defeat, or leave unresolved the
proportionality of the response.

Definition 7.4 makes explicit that proportionality is a structured judgment, not a free-standing nu-
merical property of z.

Proposition 7.5 (Local proportionality and global aggregation). If Propg (h,z,r | tg,kE) contains
supported, the framework does not thereby entail a complete scalar ordering of every stake, intrusion,
recipient, or feasible response in the decision frame.

Proof. Definition 7.4 permits local comparison through the partial comparison and aggregation struc-
tures developed in Section 4. Proposition 4.5 already establishes that local comparison does not generate
global commensurability. The proportionality judgment therefore remains relative to the declared mate-
rial dimensions and comparison structure. O

Proposition 7.5 allows ethical deliberation to reach a response-specific judgment even when some
values remain incomparable. Where the unresolved dimensions are themselves material to the verdict,
unresolved remains an available outcome rather than being converted into an artificial score.

7.4 Reversibility, Recovery Paths, and Path Dependence

Reversibility is often attractive under uncertainty because it can preserve opportunities to correct an in-
tervention. Its ethical significance nevertheless depends on what can be reversed, over what horizon, at
what cost, and with which residual effects. Restoring a technical state does not necessarily restore a rela-
tionship, expectation, preference, trust condition, biological state, or distribution of options. Conversely,
an intervention can be partly irreversible while remaining ethically justified when delay would expose
the recipient to grave and otherwise avoidable harm.
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Let Zg be an application-declared carrier of ethically relevant post-response states at the chosen
resolution. For an initial state 2, a post-response state z,, and horizon 7', let %pﬁath(zm, 20; T') denote the
family of represented recovery paths from z, toward a declared reference neighborhood of zy. Define
the ethical reversibility record by Equation 36.

Revg(l‘ | 20, T) := (%%ath(zx, 20; T'), Resp, Cost”, Uncg‘v), (36)

where Resg records material residual effects, Cost%ev records ethically relevant burdens or costs of rever-

sal, and Uncrﬁev records uncertainty about the recovery representation.

Definition 7.6 (Ethically material reversibility). A response has ethically material reversibility at horizon
T only relative to a declared set of state dimensions whose recovery, residual effects, reversal burden,
and uncertainty are treated as material by the applicable ethical bridge.

Definition 7.6 blocks a purely technical notion of rollback from substituting for a broader ethical
analysis. Reinitializing software, removing a device, ending a temporary arrangement, or stopping med-
ication can restore some represented variables while leaving other consequences in place.

Proposition 7.7 (Technical rollback and ethical reversibility). The existence of a technically available
operation that restores one represented state component does not by itself establish ethically material
reversibility under Definition 7.6.

Proof. Equation 36 also tracks the recovery path, residual effects, reversal burdens, and uncertainty
across the dimensions declared material by the ethical bridge. Restoration of one component supplies
only one part of that record. g

Proposition 7.7 is relevant across heterogeneous subjects. A temporary physical intervention can
alter trust or dependency; a reversible configuration change can alter learned behavior, data exposure, or
social expectations; and a formally reversible institutional arrangement can create reliance that makes
later withdrawal ethically consequential.

7.5 Information Effects and Epistemic Feedback

Assistance changes what can be learned later. A response can reveal information by testing a hypothesis,
preserve information by avoiding destructive modification, obscure information by suppressing observ-
able manifestations, or contaminate later inference because the intervention itself changes the system
whose condition was being interpreted. These effects matter ethically when future recognition, consent,
reassessment, or correction depends on the information environment.

Let Qiigfo be an application-adaptable carrier whose available tags include generation, preservation,
obscuration, contamination, redirection, and unresolved information effects. Define the information-
effect record in Equation 37.

Infog(a: | 1p, kp) C B0 plnfo, (37)

where Digfo identifies the evidential or interpretive object affected, such as an adverse-state indicator,
communicative trace, preference signal, behavioral pattern, system state, or another declared observation
channel.

Definition 7.8 (Epistemic side effect). An epistemic side effect is a material change produced by response
x in the availability, interpretability, reliability, or provenance of information relevant to subsequent
ethical assessment.

Definition 7.8 treats information change as ethically relevant without assigning it universal priority
over direct benefit. Some ethically justified interventions necessarily alter the evidence-generating pro-
cess. The important requirement is that the alteration remains visible when later assessment relies on the
affected evidence.
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Information preservation is context-sensitive rather than lexically prior. A response that preserves
evidence can still permit serious preventable harm or impose other ethically material burdens, so in-
formation preservation must be assessed through the applicable bridge together with the other design
dimensions.

The context-sensitive information condition parallels the treatment of reversibility. Epistemic pro-
tection can be important under uncertainty while remaining one element of a multidimensional ethical
design problem.

7.6 Response-Design Constraints on Ethical Status

The response-design record can now constrain the core status record without replacing the independent
communicative and relational dimensions developed elsewhere in the paper. Let @ESP be the carrier of
response-status records introduced with Equation 32. Define the response-design constraint operation in
Equation 38.

Cont* (Ds(h | 1, k), AL (h, 2,7 | 15, 1) ) = D, (38)

Equation 38 permits the bridge package to move a response among permitted, prohibited, unresolved,
or requirement-relevant sets when the declared intrusion, proportionality, reversibility, or information
conditions warrant such revision.

Proposition 7.9 (Proportionality support remains an incomplete permission condition). Even when the
proportionality relation in Equation 35 supports response x, the response-design constraint operation
does not by itself establish all-things-considered permission to perform x.

Proof. The proportionality relation evaluates only the dimensions declared in its ethical proportionality
specification. Section 6 can independently impose consent-, refusal-, preference-, or agency-sensitive
constraints, and later sections add autonomy, dependency, helper-side, allocation, and temporal consid-
erations. The response-design layer therefore supplies one class of constraints rather than a complete
ethical verdict. O

Proposition 7.9 prevents the language of proportionality from becoming a shortcut around other nor-
mative conditions.

A similar caution applies to minimal intrusion. Define no universal rule requiring the feasible re-
sponse with the smallest footprint. Lower intrusion can be ethically attractive when candidate responses
are otherwise suitably comparable, but a less intrusive response can be ineffective, slower, less protec-
tive, more burdensome over time, or epistemically worse. Any least-intrusive-response principle must
therefore enter as an explicit bridge with a stated comparator domain and defeat conditions.

Design comparisons are alternative-relative: adding or removing feasible responses can alter judg-
ments of comparative intrusion, proportionality, or reversibility even when the intrinsic description of
response x remains fixed.

The alternative-relative design condition is especially important for institutional settings, where fea-
sible alternatives depend on available personnel, technology, timing, resources, and coordination. The
ethical design judgment should be updated when that feasible set changes materially.

7.7 Response-Design Audit

Table 6 summarizes the response-side ethical objects introduced in this section. The table is intended as
an audit interface rather than a universal decision rule.

Table 6 also clarifies the boundary of Section 7. The response-design layer can identify ethically
material intrusion, proportionality, reversibility, and information effects without yet resolving how as-
sistance changes autonomy, dependency, or domination within the ongoing relation. Those relational
consequences require the separate analysis developed in Section 8.

45



Table 6: Audit of intrusiveness, proportionality, reversibility, and information effects.

Audit item

Required object

Analytical purpose

Failure mode if omitted

Design record

Intervention
footprint
Proportionality
specification
Reversibility record

Information-effect
record

Status constraint

Alternative set

Equation 33

Equation 34 and material
domain
Definition 7.4

Equation 36

Equation 37

Equation 38

Fp(h | g, kE)

Preserve response-side
ethical provenance

Type the scope and
manner of intrusion
State material stakes,
intrusion dimensions,
comparators, and bridge
Track recovery paths,
residual effects, reversal
burden, and uncertainty
Track changes to later
evidence and
interpretation

Show how design
properties revise
response status
Localize comparative

Treating one favorable
property as a complete
verdict

Collapsing intrusion
into harm or benefit
Hiding a global metric
or undeclared
comparison rule
Equating technical
rollback with ethical
restoration

Treating
post-intervention
observations as if
unaffected by the
intervention

Treating proportionality
or low intrusion as
complete permission
Treating

alternative-relative
judgments as intrinsic
properties

design judgments

Research Obligation 7.10 (Response-design provenance). An application that uses intrusiveness, pro-
portionality, reversibility, or information effects to alter the ethical status of a response should report the
actor and recipient roles, response and feasible alternative set, typed intervention footprint, material stake
and intrusion dimensions, comparison or aggregation relations actually used, temporal horizon, recovery
and residual-effect assumptions, reversal burdens, information effects on later evidence, unresolved de-
sign components, the normative bridge that gives those properties ethical force, and the precise change
made to the response-status record.

Research Obligation 7.10 completes the response-design layer. Section 8 can now examine autonomy,
dependency, and relational non-domination with the intervention footprint and response-status record
already separated from the longer-run relational structure they may alter.

8 Autonomy, Dependency, and Relational Non-Domination

Section 7 evaluates ethically material properties of candidate interventions. The present section adds a
relational-structure layer. Its role is to assess how assistance changes the recipient’s effective options,
decision conditions, dependencies, exposure to another party’s discretionary control, and capacity to con-
test or revise the relation over time. The objective is to distinguish autonomy from independence, depen-
dency from subordination, and interference from domination while preserving the response-specific and
bridge-relative status architecture developed in Sections 2—7. The method is relational and normative-
reconstructive: it first represents decision-domain autonomy and effective options, then types depen-
dency configurations, tracks assistance-induced relational change, introduces a non-domination-sensitive
control-exposure record, and finally constrains the ethical response-status record through explicit rela-
tional safeguards.
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Relational approaches to autonomy motivate treating agency as partly constituted or enabled by social
conditions, relationships, and available supports rather than as an isolated internal property [9]. Care and
dependency scholarship likewise resists treating dependency as an anomalous departure from a default of
complete independence and instead asks how dependency relations distribute vulnerability, responsibility,
and support [5, 7]. Republican accounts of freedom as non-domination add a distinct concern: a relation
can be ethically problematic because one party has a capacity for arbitrary interference even when overt
interference is infrequent [12]. The present section uses these literatures as conceptual positioning rather
than as a claim that one substantive theory governs every heterogeneous-subject case.

8.1 Decision-Domain Autonomy and Effective Options

Autonomy claims should be indexed to a decision domain rather than assigned globally to a recipient. A
recipient can have substantial control over one domain while depending heavily on assistance in another,
and assistance can alter the conditions of choice without changing every aspect of agency.

Let ® 4 denote an application-declared carrier of decision domains and let d € ® 4. For recipient
role r, ethical record ¢, context x, and bridge package (3, define the represented effective-option set
by Equation 39.

O%ff(r,d | tg,kE) C (’)gorm(r,d | g, KE), (39)

where (’)g)rm records options that are formally or nominally available and (’)eﬁff records those represented
as meaningfully exercisable under the conditions made material by the bridge.

Definition 8.1 (Autonomy profile). For decision domain d, an autonomy profile is the provenance-
bearing record
Autg(r,d | tg, kE) = (O%ff,Acc5, Infs, Execg, Reviseg, Taut), (40)

where Accg records access conditions, Infs relevant informational or interpretive support, Execg practical
execution conditions, Reviseg opportunities to revisit or alter the decision, and 7, records provenance
and unresolved components.

Definition 8.1 is deliberately plural. An application can treat communication access, physical mo-
bility, software permissions, environmental support, trusted mediation, or another condition as material
when the bridge justifies doing so. The profile does not define autonomy through the cardinality of an
option set alone.

Proposition 8.2 (Formal availability underdetermines effective autonomy). The presence of an option
in (’)g’rm does not by itself establish that the option contributes to the effective autonomy profile in Equa-
tion 40.

Proof. Equation 39 permits formal options to fail the bridge-relative conditions for meaningful exercise,
while Definition 8.1 separately records access, information, execution, and revision conditions. Formal
availability therefore supplies only one part of the autonomy assessment. O

Proposition 8.2 prevents nominal choice from functioning as a complete autonomy test. It also allows
assistance to increase autonomy by making previously nominal options effectively usable.

8.2 Dependency Configurations and Ethical Neutrality of the Label

Dependency concerns a relation in which access to an ethically material good, function, capability, pro-
tection, interpretation, or resource depends materially on another party, system, institution, or arrange-
ment. Dependency can support flourishing, safety, communication, or agency; it can also create fragility,
asymmetry, lock-in, or exposure to another party’s control. The ethical significance therefore lies in the
configuration rather than in the word dependency itself.
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Let Q%ep be an application-declared carrier of dependency objects, such as care, mobility, commu-
nication, access credentials, maintenance, interpretation, protection, data, income, or another ethically
material function. Define a dependency record by Equation 41.

reconf

Depy(r < ¢ | tg, kE) := (Srcg, Subg, Exitg, Costs ,Hordﬁ'”’p,wdep), (41)

for q € Qdep, where Srcg identifies the dependency source or sources, Subg records substitutability or

alternative provision, Exitg relevant exit or reconfiguration possibilities, Cost/rgeconf burdens of changing

the dependency arrangement, and Hordﬁep its represented temporal horizon.

Definition 8.3 (Material dependency configuration). A material dependency configuration is a set of
dependency records from Equation 41 whose objects and relational features are selected as ethically
relevant by the applicable bridge package.

Definition 8.3 permits multiple simultaneous dependencies and reciprocal dependence. It also per-
mits the relevant source to be distributed, for example across a household, institution, service stack,
model-maintenance chain, or network of caregivers.

Proposition 8.4 (Bridge-relative ethical valence of dependency). The existence or increase of a depen-
dency record in Equation 41 does not by itself entail an adverse ethical judgment.

Proof. The record represents source, substitutability, exit conditions, reconfiguration burden, and hori-
zon without assigning a favorable or adverse direction. Ethical direction arises only through an applicable
bridge together with the typed stakes and relational conditions of the case. g

Proposition 8.4 preserves the possibility that reliable dependency can be enabling. A communication
aid, trusted caregiver, technical maintainer, or institutional support system can increase dependence on
a relation while expanding effective options and reducing other vulnerabilities.

8.3 Assistance-Induced Relational Change

Assistance can alter autonomy and dependency simultaneously. The relevant ethical object is therefore
a before—after relational change rather than a static label attached to the recipient or helper.

For response = and a declared before-state ¢( and after-state ¢;, define the relational change record
by Equation 42.

A?’D(x; r,d,q) == (Auttﬁo, Aut%l, Depg’, Deptﬁl, Unc?’D, TAD)s (42)

with all components indexed by the relevant recipient, domain, dependency object, context, and bridge
even where those indices are suppressed for readability.

Definition 8.5 (Relational autonomy gain). A response z produces a relational autonomy gain in domain
d only relative to an applicable bridge that treats the represented change from AuttﬂD to Auttﬁ1 as favorable
after considering the material dimensions and unresolved components declared for that domain.

Definition 8.5 avoids identifying autonomy gain with simple option-set expansion. Better informa-
tion, accessible interfaces, reduced coercive pressure, increased execution capacity, or stronger opportu-
nities for later revision can matter even when the formal option set is unchanged.

Proposition 8.6 (Dependency growth can coexist with autonomy gain). Within the architecture of Equa-
tions 40 and 41, an assistance response can increase a material dependency while also producing a
relational autonomy gain.

Proof. The dependency and autonomy records have different typed components. A response can increase
reliance on a support source while also expanding effective options, access, information, execution ca-
pacity, or revisability. No definition identifies increased dependence with reduced autonomy. g

Proposition 8.6 is important for both human and nonhuman assistance. Dependence on communica-
tion technology, medication, a caregiver, technical infrastructure, or an interpretive interface can increase
while the recipient acquires greater practical control over other domains of life or interaction.
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8.4 Control Exposure and Non-Domination-Sensitive Assessment

Dependency becomes a distinct ethical concern when it places material aspects of a recipient’s options or
conditions under another party’s discretionary control. Republican non-domination theory provides one
influential vocabulary for distinguishing freedom from the mere absence of current interference [12].
The present framework adopts only a narrower structural lesson: assistance ethics may need to track
capacities for discretionary control in addition to realized interference.

Let ¢ denote a potential controller role and d a decision or life domain. Define the control-exposure
record by Equation 43.

Ctrg(c ~ 1, d | Lp, kE) = (Capg“, Discg, Trackg, Contestg, Exitg, Reviewg, mq), (43)
where Capiﬁrlt records a represented capacity to alter the recipient’s option or condition set, Discg the
degree to which that capacity is discretionary under the declared bridge, Trackg whether its exercise is
constrained to track specified recipient-relevant interests or procedures, and the remaining components
record contestation, exit, and review safeguards.

Definition 8.7 (Non-domination-sensitive concern). A non-domination-sensitive concern is generated
when an applicable ethical bridge treats some configuration in Equation 43 as a material adverse relational
stake independently of whether the relevant interference has already occurred.

Definition 8.7 does not impose republican theory as a universal assistance ethic. It makes visible a
class of bridge structures in which exposure to discretionary control matters prospectively.

Proposition 8.8 (Interference and domination-sensitive exposure). A response can involve realized in-
terference without generating a non-domination-sensitive concern, and a relation can generate such a
concern without any realized interference during the observed interval.

Proof. Realized interference concerns an event or intervention footprint, whereas Definition 8.7 con-
cerns the structure of a represented control capacity and its safeguards. The two objects can therefore
vary independently under an applicable bridge. g

Proposition 8.8 prevents the ethics of assistance from equating all intrusive action with domination
or all peaceful dependency with freedom from domination. Emergency restraint can involve serious in-
terference under tightly constrained authority and review, while a seemingly benevolent support relation
can create durable control over communication, mobility, data, access, or future options without frequent
overt interference.

8.5 Relational Safeguards and Dependency Governance

When assistance generates valuable but asymmetric dependency, the ethical question can concern gov-
ernance of the relation rather than elimination of the dependency. Relevant safeguards can include trans-
parency, contestability, substitutability, distributed provision, role limits, review, appeal, time limits, exit
support, data portability, communication access, or another mechanism justified by the bridge.
Let 6551 be an application-declared carrier of relational safeguards. Define the safeguard profile in
Equation 44.
Safefs'(z,r) C & x VE, (44)

where Q]SEafe records the represented presence, strength, accessibility, or unresolved status of each safe-
guard at the declared resolution.

Definition 8.9 (Relationally safeguarded assistance). Assistance is relationally safeqguarded relative to
bridge 5 when the safeguards that [ treats as material for the resulting autonomy, dependency, and
control configuration are represented as sufficiently satisfied or otherwise appropriately addressed under
the bridge’s declared standard.
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Definition 8.9 is intentionally conditional. Some urgent or short-lived interventions can be ethi-
cally justified with few formal safeguards; some durable support arrangements can require substantial
contestability and review. Heterogeneous-subject cases can also require different mechanisms because
communication, identity persistence, substitutability, or institutional structure differs across domains.

Lower represented dependency has no automatic ethical priority. A preference for the less dependent
arrangement requires an explicit bridge because alternatives can differ in effective autonomy, safety,
burden, reliability, proportionality, reversibility, and control exposure.

The dependency-comparison condition complements the least-intrusion caution of Section 7. Eth-
ical assistance can seek to reduce avoidable lock-in or discretionary control without presupposing that
independence is always the dominant good.

8.6 Relational Constraints on Ethical Response Status

The autonomy, dependency, control, and safeguard records can now constrain the response-status archi-
tecture of Section 5. Let D5 again denote the carrier of response-status records. Define the relational-

constraint operation by Equation 45.
Cong’l (Dﬁ(h | LE,HE),AQ’D, Ctrg,Safe%d) = D" (45)

Equation 45 allows an applicable bridge to revise a response’s permission, prohibition, unresolved status,
or requirement relevance when relational effects are ethically material.

Proposition 8.10 (Recipient benefit and relational permissibility). A response that is represented as
beneficial on one or more typed stake dimensions does not thereby remain permissible after the relational-
constraint operation in Equation 45.

Proof. Typed benefit and relational control are separate components of the ethical architecture. A re-
sponse can generate favorable stakes while also creating material control exposure, lock-in, loss of ef-
fective options, or inadequate safeguards under the applicable bridge. The relational layer can therefore
alter the status record independently of the favorable stake assessment. O

Proposition 8.10 captures a recurring assistance problem: help can improve a recipient’s immediate
condition while producing a relation that becomes ethically difficult to contest, revise, or leave.

Relational safeguards supply one component of ethical assessment rather than a complete verdict;
communicative, response-design, helper-side, allocation, and temporal constraints remain independently
operative.

The partial role of relational safeguards keeps non-domination-sensitive analysis within the modular
architecture of Paper XI.

8.7 Autonomy, Dependency, and Non-Domination Audit

Table 7 summarizes the main distinctions required before relational changes are used to alter an assistance
status.

Table 7 also marks the boundary of this section. It does not decide how much burden a helper must
bear to sustain an autonomy-supporting or non-dominating arrangement. Nor does it decide who should
supply alternatives when reducing control exposure requires additional resources or institutional coordi-
nation. Those questions belong to Section 9.

Research Obligation 8.11 (Provenance for relational-assistance claims). An application that uses auton-
omy, dependency, control exposure, or non-domination-sensitive considerations to alter the ethical status
of assistance should report the decision domain, effective-option criteria, dependency objects and sources,
before—after relational comparison, relevant control capacities, declared safeguards, unresolved compo-
nents, applicable bridge package, and the precise status change produced by the relational-constraint
operation.

50



Table 7: Audit of autonomy, dependency, and relational non-domination.

Object Required representation Failure avoided

Autonomy Decision domain, effective Treating nominal choice or one local difficulty
options, access, information, as a global autonomy verdict
execution, revision

Dependency Object, source, substitutability, Assigning dependency an automatic adverse or
exit, reconfiguration cost, horizon favorable valence

Relational change Before/after autonomy and Equating increased dependence with reduced
dependency records with autonomy
uncertainty

Control exposure Capacity, discretion, tracking, Equating absence of overt interference with
contestability, exit, review absence of domination-sensitive risk

Safeguards Material safeguards and their Treating beneficial support as relationally
represented accessibility or acceptable without governance analysis
strength

Status update Explicit relational bridge and Smuggling autonomy or non-domination claims
resulting status change into the ethical verdict without provenance

Research Obligation 8.11 completes the relational-structure layer. Section 9 can now evaluate helper-
side voluntariness, role, burden, and capacity without treating recipient autonomy as equivalent to helper
self-effacement or assuming that ethically valuable support can be sustained without limits.

9 Helper-Side Voluntariness, Role, Burden, and Capacity

This section develops the helper-side constraints that complement the recipient-centered and relational
analyses of Sections 6-8. Its role is to determine when an ethically salient need, a permitted response, or
even a requirement that assistance occur can be assigned to a particular prospective helper as a personal
performance requirement. The objective is to keep competence, role, voluntariness, burden, sustain-
ability, and referral or institutional alternatives separately represented before they modify the response-
status record of Section 5. The discussion first defines a provenance-bearing helper condition record,
then analyzes competence, role sources and conflicts, local participation voluntariness, typed burden
and sustainability, substitution and referral, and finally a helper-side constraint operation. The method is
normative-reconstructive and formal. Thresholds of acceptable burden and standards of role obligation
remain bridge-relative and application-specific.

9.1 Helper Condition Records and Assignment of Assistance

The ethical architecture has so far allowed reasons and response statuses to be indexed by an actor. Sec-
tion 9 makes the content of that actor index explicit. A recipient-directed reason to secure assistance
can remain ethically significant even when no particular prospective helper has yet been identified as
the appropriate performer. Conversely, a particular helper can have role-sensitive reasons that are not
exhausted by the magnitude of the recipient’s adversity.

Let jﬁcbimd be a carrier of helper-condition records. For prospective helper h € H g and candidate
response x € X, define the helper-condition construction in Equation 46.

HCs(h,z | tg, k) :== (Cmpg, Roleg, Volg, Burg, Susg, Altg) € H5, (46)

where the six components represent, respectively, competence, role sources and conflicts, local partici-
pation voluntariness, burden, sustainability over the relevant horizon, and materially available referral,
delegation, substitution, or institutional alternatives. Equation 46 is a representation schema rather than
an empirical measurement model. An application may instantiate only the components material to its
ethical question, but unresolved components should remain visible when they can affect the verdict.
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Definition 9.1 (Helper-specific assignment). A helper-specific assignment is a bridge-supported claim
that a particular prospective helper h, or a declared class of actors containing h, bears a response-relevant
ethical reason, permission, requirement, or constraint concerning x. The assignment records the bridge
component through which recipient-directed reasons, role sources, competence, burden, or other helper-
side conditions become actor-specific.

Definition 9.1 separates the ethical claim that assistance is called for from the further claim that
one identified actor should personally supply it. Strong beneficence can generate demanding reasons
to respond to serious adversity under specified conditions [14]; relational and care-oriented approaches
can also assign significance to existing responsibilities, dependencies, and practices of care [5, 7]. The
present framework treats the actor assignment as an additional normative step rather than presupposing
one universal distribution rule.

Proposition 9.2 (Recipient-directed reasons and personal assignment). A favorable reason for assis-
tance to occur does not by itself establish a helper-specific assignment requiring a particular actor h to
personally perform a particular response .

Proof. A recipient-directed reason can be generated before the helper-condition record in Equation 46 is
resolved. Helper-specific assignment additionally depends on bridge-sensitive facts such as role, compe-
tence, feasible alternatives, burden, and conflicts among responsibilities. The recipient-directed reason
therefore underdetermines the personal assignment. O

Proposition 9.2 is especially important in multi-actor settings. A hospital, public agency, family
member, volunteer group, software operator, or nearby bystander can each occupy a different normative
position even when each encounters the same adverse state.

9.2 Competence and Response-Specific Capacity

Helper capacity is response-specific. A prospective helper can be competent to communicate, monitor,
transport, refer, or provide ordinary support while lacking the technical, legal, physical, informational, or
institutional capacity required for another intervention. Treating helper capacity as a global trait would
therefore reproduce the same overgeneralization that Section 6 rejected for recipient decision-relevant
agency.
Let Qg be an application-declared carrier of competence dimensions. Define the competence profile
in Equation 47.
Cmpg(h,x) C CH x G, (47)

H .
where 0, ™" records the represented adequacy, inadequacy, or unresolved status of each competence
dimension for response = under bridge £.

Definition 9.3 (Competence envelope). For helper &, bridge 3, input record ¢z, and context xg, the
competence envelope .Fgmp(h | tg, kE) is the subset of the ethical decision frame whose responses meet
the competence conditions that 5 treats as necessary for responsible personal performance at the declared
resolution.

Definition 9.3 does not imply that every response inside the competence envelope is permissible
or required. Consent, proportionality, relational safeguards, burden, and allocation can still change the
status. The envelope only identifies responses for which the relevant competence condition is represented
as satisfied.

Proposition 9.4 (Competence limits personal performance requirements). If x falls outside f;mp(h |

LE, kg ) because a competence condition required by [3 is represented as unsatisfied, then a requirement
that assistance occur does not, on that basis alone, establish a requirement that h personally perform .
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Proof. The competence envelope is defined relative to conditions that the bridge treats as necessary for
responsible personal performance. A broader requirement that assistance occur can remain satisfiable
through another response, another competent actor, referral, delegation, or an institutional route. Personal
performance of x therefore requires additional justification. O

Proposition 9.4 also blocks a dangerous interpretation of urgency. Greater urgency can strengthen
the reason to secure competent assistance without making an unqualified intervention by an unqualified
helper ethically preferable.

9.3 Role Sources, Commitments, and Role Conflict

Roles can alter who is expected to respond and what burdens are ethically relevant. Roles can arise
from institutional office, prior commitment, professional practice, family or care relations, voluntary
undertaking, contractual arrangement, emergency assignment, or another historically constituted relation
recognized by the applicable bridge. The present framework does not assign a fixed ethical force to the
category role; it records the source and lets the bridge determine its normative significance.

Let £ be a carrier of represented role sources. Define the role record in Equation 48.

Roleg(h, z) C £ x il (48)

where the value component records the relevance, strength, scope, or unresolved status assigned to a role
source for the ethical question concerning .

Definition 9.5 (Role-conflict record). A role-conflict record Confg (h) is a provenance-bearing set of
pairs or larger families of role-sensitive reasons or requirements that cannot all be satisfied within the
declared feasible decision frame and time horizon without an additional priority, delegation, sequencing,
or loss-allocation rule.

Definition 9.5 is deliberately broader than a conflict between formal offices. A caregiver’s com-
mitment to one dependent person can conflict with another care obligation; a volunteer can acquire a
responsibility through undertaking while retaining responsibilities elsewhere; an institution can face si-
multaneous duties toward several recipients or staff.

Proposition 9.6 (Role-sensitive reasons and helper burden). The existence of a bridge-supported role-
sensitive reason does not by itself establish that every burden required to perform the role-associated
response is ethically acceptable for the helper.

Proof. Role source and burden are separate components of Equation 46. A bridge can treat a role as
normatively significant while also imposing limits based on competence, cumulative burden, compet-
ing responsibilities, safety, sustainability, or available substitution. The role-sensitive reason therefore
underdetermines the acceptable burden. O

Proposition 9.6 prevents role language from functioning as an unlimited transfer of recipient need
onto a particular helper.

9.4 Participation Voluntariness and Ethical Optionality

Paper X’s assistance taxonomy treats volunteering as an operational dimension of participation, while
Section 5 distinguishes ethical optionality from obligation. Helper-side analysis requires a further local
object: the conditions under which a helper’s participation is sufficiently voluntary for the ethical ques-
tion at issue. Moral requirement, operational volunteering classification, and participation voluntariness
are therefore separately typed.
Let Q]g’pan be a carrier of participation-voluntariness conditions. Define the local record in Equa-
tion 49.
Volg(h, z) C P 5 qthpart (49)
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where the represented conditions can include, when ethically material, coercive pressure, material depen-
dence, information concerning the undertaking, possibilities of refusal or exit, institutional retaliation,
relational pressure, and unresolved influences on the participation decision.

Definition 9.7 (Ethically relevant participation voluntariness). Participation in response x is ethically
voluntary relative to  when the voluntariness conditions that § treats as material are represented as
sufficiently satisfied for the specific participation decision under review. The judgment is local to that
decision and does not establish global independence from social, relational, or institutional influence.

Definition 9.7 permits different ethical questions to use different thresholds. A minor informal un-
dertaking, high-risk emergency service, long-term caregiving arrangement, and institutionally organized
volunteer programme can require different information, exit, or anti-coercion conditions.

Proposition 9.8 (Participation voluntariness and ethical optionality). Ethically voluntary participation
under Definition 9.7 does not establish that the response is ethically optional, and an ethically required
response can in principle be performed through voluntary participation.

Proof. Voluntariness concerns the conditions of the actor’s participation decision, whereas optionality
concerns the all-things-considered status of the response within the decision frame. A response can be
required while its performer acts willingly and without the disqualifying pressures represented by the
relevant voluntariness bridge. Conversely, a response can be optional while participation is produced
through ethically problematic coercion or pressure. U

Proposition 9.8 also preserves the operational distinction emphasized in Section 5: a moral require-
ment does not automatically become external compulsion, and the absence of external compulsion does
not establish moral optionality.

9.5 Typed Burden and Sustainability over Time

Helper burden is multidimensional and temporally structured. Time, material resources, physical effort,
emotional or cognitive load, opportunity costs, risk exposure, relational strain, and cumulative depletion
can matter differently across assistance settings. A single burden score would therefore reproduce the
scalarization problem addressed for recipient stakes in Section 4.
Let ‘Bg be an application-declared carrier of helper-burden types. Define the typed burden profile
in Equation 50.
Burg(h, z; o, t1) C B x gihb™ (50)

where the value carrier can preserve direction, magnitude class, uncertainty, concentration, recurrence,
or another representation justified by the application. The time interval [¢o, ¢;] makes cumulative and
continuing burden explicit.

Definition 9.9 (Helper sustainability record). A helper sustainability record Susg(h, x; to, t1) represents
whether continued or repeated performance of x, under the expected assistance trajectory, remains com-
patible with the competence, burden, role, safety, and recovery conditions that 3 treats as material over
the declared horizon.

Definition 9.9 makes sustainability distinct from minimal burden. A demanding response can be sus-
tainable when time-limited, supported, rotated, or institutionally resourced; a seemingly modest response
can become unsustainable through repetition or cumulative role conflict. Care ethics and dependency-
oriented work provide reasons to treat the conditions that sustain care as ethically relevant rather than as
an invisible background resource [5, 7].

Lower helper burden alone does not establish ethical superiority. Burden must be compared together
with recipient stakes, competence, proportionality, reversibility, relational effects, role fit, third-party
effects, and success conditions under an applicable bridge.
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Proposition 9.10 (Burden-sensitive assignment with persistent recipient reasons). A bridge can judge
the burden or sustainability of personal performance by helper h sufficient to modify or defeat a helper-
specific assignment while leaving the underlying recipient-directed reason for assistance intact.

Proof. Recipient-directed reasons and helper-specific assignment are distinct under Proposition 9.2. Bur-
den and sustainability enter the helper-condition record rather than the representation of the recipient’s
adversity itself. A burden-sensitive bridge can therefore redirect, qualify, or defeat personal performance
without concluding that the recipient no longer has an ethically salient claim or need for assistance. [J

The helper-burden comparison condition and Proposition 9.10 jointly provide the structural basis for
burden-sensitive referral and institutional substitution.

9.6 Referral, Delegation, and Institutional Alternatives

Assistance ethics can distinguish the responsibility to secure an ethically adequate response from the
responsibility to personally perform it. This distinction becomes especially important when competence,
burden, role conflict, or sustainability makes direct performance by one actor inappropriate while other
competent actors or institutional routes remain available.

Let Ag be a carrier of helper-side alternatives. Define the alternative relation in Equation 51.

Altg(h,z | 1p, k) C AL, (51)

where an element of .Ag can represent, at the declared resolution, referral, delegation, escalation, transfer,
shared performance, rotation, resource mobilization, institutional provision, or another ethically relevant
alternative to unilateral personal performance.

Definition 9.11 (Adequate substitution route). An alternative a € Altg(h,z | tg, kg) is an adequate
substitution route when the applicable bridge represents it as capable of discharging the relevant recipient-
directed or role-sensitive requirement to the required degree while satisfying any competence, timeliness,
continuity, communicative, and relational conditions material to that requirement.

Definition 9.11 prevents referral from becoming a purely formal exit. A nominal referral that is
inaccessible, incompetent, untimely, or predictably discontinuous need not count as an adequate route.

Proposition 9.12 (Securing assistance and personal performance can diverge). A bridge can require
helper h to secure an adequate assistance outcome while permitting h to satisfy that requirement through
an adequate substitution route rather than personal performance of x.

Proof. Definition 9.11 allows the requirement to be attached to an assistance outcome or compliant
response family rather than to one performer-response pair. When an adequate route is available, the
requirement can remain satisfied even though the helper does not personally perform z. O

Proposition 9.12 also gives institutional alternatives a precise place in the ethics. Institutions can
redistribute competence, continuity, burden, and accountability rather than merely standing as larger
versions of individual helpers.

9.7 Helper-Side Constraints on Response Status

The helper-condition record can now constrain the response-status architecture of Section 5. Let CD;SSP

denote the carrier of response-status records. Define the helper-side constraint operation in Equation 52.
Confl (Ds(h | e, k), HCs(h,x | 1 k) ) = D (52)

Equation 52 permits competence, role, voluntariness, burden, sustainability, and adequate alternatives to
alter the permission, prohibition, unresolved, or requirement structure for the actor-response pair while
preserving the provenance of the change.
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Table 8: Audit of helper-side voluntariness, role, burden, and capacity.

Object Required representation Failure avoided

Assignment Actor, response, bridge source, Treating recipient need as self-assigning to one
and assignment route helper

Competence Response-specific competence Converting urgency into authorization for
dimensions and unresolved incompetent personal intervention
components

Role Role source, scope, conflicts, and  Treating role language as an unlimited burden
priority conditions transfer

Voluntariness Local participation conditions, Equating voluntariness with ethical optionality
pressure, information, refusal,
and exit

Burden Typed, temporally indexed Treating helper cost as one context-free scalar

burden with uncertainty and
cumulative effects

Sustainability Horizon, recurrence, recovery, Inferring sustainable care from one feasible
support, and role interaction episode

Alternatives Referral, delegation, substitution, — Treating personal performance as the only way
shared provision, and adequacy to discharge assistance reasons
conditions

Status update Helper-condition record, bridge, Hiding helper-side constraints inside an
and precise response-status unexplained final verdict
change

Helper-side acceptability is one component of the all-things-considered assessment; recipient-side
communication, response design, relational safeguards, allocation, third-party effects, and temporal re-
visability remain independently operative.

Proposition 9.13 (Recipient autonomy and helper-side burden). An assistance arrangement that im-
proves recipient autonomy or reduces recipient control exposure does not by itself establish that the
burdens or role demands imposed on a particular helper are ethically acceptable.

Proof. Recipient autonomy and helper conditions are represented by distinct records and enter the status
architecture through distinct constraint operations. A relation can be autonomy-supporting for the recip-
ient while being unsustainable, coercive, competence-mismatched, or excessively burdensome for one
helper. An additional bridge-sensitive helper-side assessment is therefore required. O

The partial role of helper-side acceptability and Proposition 9.13 make the modular and relational
symmetry of the framework explicit without assuming equal or directly commensurable stakes between
helper and recipient.

9.8 Helper-Side Ethical Audit

Table 8 summarizes the distinctions required before a recipient-directed reason is assigned to a particular
helper as a personal performance requirement.

Table 8 also marks the boundary of Section 9. It does not decide how scarce helper capacity should be
allocated among several recipients, how partiality toward existing relations should interact with impartial
need, or how burdens imposed on third parties should enter the decision. Those questions belong to
Section 10.

Research Obligation 9.14 (Provenance for helper-specific ethical assignments). An application that
assigns an assistance reason, permission, prohibition, or requirement to a particular helper should re-
port the recipient-directed reason or role source, response-specific competence conditions, role and con-
flict record, voluntariness conditions where material, typed burden and sustainability horizon, materially
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available substitution routes, unresolved components, applicable bridge package, and the precise status
change produced by the helper-side constraint operation.

Research Obligation 9.14 completes the helper-specific layer. Section 10 can therefore analyze par-
tiality, impartiality, multi-recipient conflict, and third-party effects without treating helper capacity as
infinitely divisible or assuming that every recipient claim can be satisfied independently of competing
claims on the same actors and institutions.

10 Partiality, Impartiality, Multi-Recipient Conflict, and Third-Party Ef-
fects

Section 9 completed the helper-specific layer by distinguishing recipient-directed reasons from personal
assignment, competence, role, burden, sustainability, and substitution. The present section addresses the
allocation problem that arises when several recipients or affected parties make ethically relevant claims
on a shared set of helpers, resources, time, institutional capacities, or mutually incompatible responses.
Its role is to represent conflict among such claims without presupposing a universal interpersonal welfare
scale. The objective is to distinguish relationship-sensitive partial reasons, impartial or agent-neutral
considerations, feasible allocation plans, opportunity costs, third-party effects, and ethically unresolved
selection. The discussion proceeds from allocation frames to plan-level comparison, then to displacement
and third-party effects, and finally to selection rules and status constraints. The method is formal and
normative-reconstructive. The framework permits local comparison and justified priority rules while
preserving incomparability wherever the applicable ethical bridge supplies no common ordering.

Questions of partiality and impartiality have an established place in moral philosophy. Scheffler
argues that coherent morality can recognize relationship-, project-, and membership-dependent reasons
without reducing morality to those reasons [13]. Scarcity also makes plural allocation principles prac-
tically salient. Persad, Wertheimer, and Emanuel, for example, distinguish several ethically relevant
allocation principles in the specific context of scarce medical interventions rather than treating one prin-
ciple as sufficient for every case [11]. These sources position the present section. The formalism below
does not adopt either account as a universal bridge.

10.1 Allocation Frames and Feasible Plans

An allocation problem requires more structure than a collection of independent actor-response judgments.
The same unit of helper time, material resource, institutional access, or mutually exclusive response can
be claimed by several recipients. Let )Jr denote an application-declared carrier of prospective direct
recipients or claimants at the resolution of the allocation question. Let 1z denote a carrier of allocation
plans. A plan may assign responses, resources, helper effort, timing, or institutional capacity to one or
more members of V.

Definition 10.1 (Allocation frame). For ethical bridge 3, ethics-relevant input ¢z, and ethical context
kg, an allocation frame is a tuple Ag(.g, k) that records at least the live claimant set, materially avail-
able resources and helper capacities, temporal horizon, mutually exclusive or jointly feasible response
relations, institutional constraints represented as ethically relevant, and the set of plans admissible for
further ethical assessment.

Let Hg‘“ (tg,kE) C Ilg be the feasible-plan set induced by the allocation frame. Equation 53 records
the construction.
P|an5(LE,I£E) :Hfﬁeas(LE,I{E) - HE. (53)

Equation 53 is deliberately broader than a budget constraint. Feasibility can depend on helper compe-
tence from Section 9, temporal ordering, response incompatibility, communicative conditions, safety
limits, continuity requirements, or another feature represented in the ethical context. The feasible-plan
set may be empty. Such allocation-feasibility vacancy means that the declared frame currently contains
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no jointly executable plan; it is not a reason to treat one claimant as having prevailed. The analysis must
then reopen feasibility, timing, resource creation, institutional escalation, or the framing of the allocation
problem.

Proposition 10.2 (Independent permissibility under joint feasibility constraints). Two recipient-specific
responses can each be ethically permissible when assessed in isolation while no feasible allocation plan
contains both responses jointly.

Proof. Individual response status is indexed to a decision frame. When two responses compete for the
same nondivisible resource, helper, time window, or incompatible institutional pathway, the joint plan
can fall outside Hf;as even though each response belongs to the relevant recipient-specific permission set.
Joint feasibility therefore requires the allocation frame in Definition 10.1. O

Proposition 10.2 marks the transition from assistance ethics for one recipient to allocation ethics
among several claims. Scarcity is represented by the feasible-plan set rather than inferred from the
moral importance of any individual claim.

10.2 Partial Reasons and Impartial Claims

The framework treats partiality and impartiality as different possible sources of ethical reasons. It does
not assign either source lexical priority. A bridge can recognize relationship-sensitive reasons arising
from care, undertaking, membership, prior support history, dependency, or another ethically relevant
relation, while also recognizing reasons connected to need, equal consideration, urgency, avoidance of
severe harm, or another agent-neutral or wider-scope consideration.
Let R2°C be a carrier of allocation-relevant reason tokens. Define the allocation-reason construction
in Equation 54.
ARsng(h,y, 7 | tg, kE) C REC, y € Vg, me g™, (54)

A token in Equation 54 records the claimant, actor or institution to whom the reason bears, plan or plan
component, reason source, partiality or impartiality classification where that classification is material,
bridge component, scope, competing reasons, and provenance.

Definition 10.3 (Relationship-sensitive partial reason). A relationship-sensitive partial reason is an
allocation-relevant reason whose normative force depends, under the applicable bridge, on a represented
relationship, undertaking, role history, membership, attachment, or other relation-specific feature linking
an actor or institution to a claimant.

Definition 10.4 (Impartial allocation reason). An impartial allocation reason is an allocation-relevant
reason whose stated normative ground does not depend on preferential attachment to the particular
claimant, although its content can still depend on ethically relevant claimant-specific features such as
need, urgency, vulnerability, or the magnitude and type of a stake.

Definitions 10.3 and 10.4 classify reason sources rather than complete moral theories. A single plan
can be supported by both kinds of reasons, and a bridge can represent conflicts within either class.

Proposition 10.5 (Scope of relationship-sensitive priority). The presence of a relationship-sensitive par-
tial reason favoring claimant y does not by itself establish that every feasible plan favoring y outranks
every plan favoring an unrelated claimant.

Proof. Definition 10.3 identifies the source of a reason. Its weight, scope, defeaters, interaction with
impartial reasons, and applicability to the competing claims remain bridge-dependent. Equation 54 there-
fore supplies no unrestricted priority rule from source classification alone. g

Proposition 10.5 is especially important for long-term support relations. Existing relationships can
generate ethically material expectations or reasons while severe claims by outsiders can remain indepen-
dently relevant. The framework keeps both sources visible for later comparison.
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10.3 Multi-Recipient Claims and Partial Comparison of Plans

Section 4 already permits typed stake profiles, partial comparison, and explicit aggregation bridges. Al-
location reuses that architecture at plan level. For plan 7 and affected party a, let Stkf;(LE, T,a;KE)
denote a plan-level typed stake profile constructed under the same typing discipline as Definition 4.1.
The profile can incorporate constituent response effects, interaction effects among plan components, and
opportunity-sensitive consequences. It is not assumed to equal a sum of recipient-specific response pro-
files. A plan can affect several parties through different stake types and need not admit a single aggregate
value.
Let jaBHOC be a bridge-relative relation over feasible plans, as stated in Equation 55.

j%lloc C ngas % Hfﬁeas_ (55)

The relation can be partial. Its comparison domain and normative basis must be declared. It can draw
on typed stake comparisons, recipient-directed reasons, relationship-sensitive reasons, impartial reasons,
consent constraints, helper-side conditions, and other components already developed in the paper.

Definition 10.6 (Allocation frontier). When the feasible-plan set is nonempty, the allocation frontier is
the subset of feasible plans for which the applicable allocation relation supplies no feasible plan repre-
sented as strictly preferable while preserving every material comparison condition required by the bridge.
It is denoted by Fronts(tg, kE).

Definition 10.6 is a nondominance concept relative to the declared bridge, not a theorem that fron-
tier plans are all-things-considered permissible. Frontier nonemptiness is also not automatic: an empty
feasible-plan set, or a comparison relation with unresolved or cyclic strict-preference structure, can leave
no admissible frontier for selection at the declared resolution. Such a case remains an allocation defect
or unresolved frame, not permission to choose arbitrarily. Consent, third-party constraints, unresolved
comparison, or another independent condition can still exclude a frontier plan.

Proposition 10.7 (Local allocation comparison preserves global incomparability). A bridge can rank
two feasible allocation plans for a specified conflict without establishing a complete ordering over ngas
or a universal interpersonal welfare metric.

Proof. Equation 55 is a relation on the declared comparison domain and need not be total. Section 4
also allows stake pairs and cross-subject comparisons to remain incomparable. A local ranking therefore
supplies only the ordering licensed by the bridge for the plans and dimensions at issue. g

Proposition 10.7 permits concrete allocation decisions under partial commensurability while pre-
serving the manuscript’s earlier refusal to treat heterogeneous recipients as points on a universal welfare
scale.

10.4 Opportunity Cost and Displaced Claims

An allocation plan changes the space of remaining feasible assistance. The ethical significance of this
change cannot be represented solely by the gains of the recipients included in the chosen plan. Opportu-
nity cost is therefore recorded through foregone feasible alternatives and displaced claims.

For feasible plan 7, define its opportunity set in Equation 56.

Opps(m | tE, kE) = {7r’ € I1§* : 7’ becomes unavailable after commitment to 7r} : (56)
The definition is path- and horizon-sensitive. A plan can consume a nonrenewable resource, occupy

helper capacity during a critical window, create a continuing support commitment, or alter an institution’s
future response capacity.
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Definition 10.8 (Displaced claim record). For plan 7, a displaced claim record identifies any claimant
whose materially supported assistance option is removed, delayed, weakened, or made less feasible by
the commitment to 7, together with the affected stake types, time horizon, comparison status, causal
route of displacement, and provenance.

Proposition 10.9 (Recipient benefit underdetermines allocation acceptability). A plan that confers sub-
stantial benefit on its direct recipient can remain ethically unresolved or disfavored when its opportunity
set contains alternatives associated with materially competing claims.

Proof. The direct recipient’s favorable stake profile represents only one component of the plan. Equa-
tion 56 and Definition 10.8 add the claims made infeasible or less feasible by the same commitment.
Without a bridge comparing or otherwise governing those claims, the direct benefit does not settle the
allocation judgment. g

Proposition 10.9 prevents a favorable direct-recipient outcome from concealing the opportunity cost
created by the same plan.

This result is structurally continuous with Section 9: helper sustainability and alternatives shape the
opportunity set rather than appearing as after-the-fact exceptions to a recipient-centered verdict.

10.5 Third-Party Effects and Role Multiplicity

Allocation can affect parties who are neither the intended recipient nor the helper whose action is being
assessed. Family members, dependants, other care recipients, bystanders, counterparties, future users of
a depleted resource, institutional staff, or members of a relational network can acquire ethically material
stakes. Heterogeneous-subject cases can add further forms of indirect dependence, including artificial
systems sharing infrastructure, animals dependent on a common caregiver, or mixed human-machine
groups whose functioning depends on a common resource.
Let Z%ff denote a carrier of affected-party role records. Define the affected-party construction in
Equation 57.
Affs(r | g, kp) C Z3. (57)

Each record identifies the party, its role or roles in the allocation problem, the causal or relational pathway
through which 7 affects it, the represented typed stakes, and any unresolved standing or comparison
condition.

Definition 10.10 (Third-party effect). A third-party effect is a materially represented change in the stake
profile of a party who is not the intended direct recipient of the plan component under evaluation, where
the change enters ethical assessment through an applicable bridge rather than through recipient classifi-
cation alone.

Definition 10.10 remains role-sensitive because the same entity can occupy several roles. A helper
can also be a dependant of another recipient; an institution can be both resource allocator and affected
party; a family member can be an indirect beneficiary, a burden bearer, and a future claimant. Equation 57
therefore records roles separately from party identity.

Third-party relevance requires a represented pathway rather than a generic assertion that others are
affected. Material assessment therefore records the affected party, the causal or relational pathway, the
typed stake change, and the applicable bridge.

The third-party pathway condition protects the analysis against two opposite errors: ignoring diffuse
effects because they fall outside the intended recipient-helper dyad, and invoking unspecified third parties
as a rhetorical reason to override a well-supported recipient claim.
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10.6 Selection Rules under Residual Allocation Indeterminacy

A partial allocation relation can leave several plans on the frontier. Residual indeterminacy can arise from
symmetric claims, incomplete comparison, morally plural reasons, or limited evidence. A selection rule
is then an additional normative object rather than a hidden implementation detail.

Let 6%1 be a carrier of selection rules. Define a selection bridge in Equation 58.

Selg(Frontg(LE,ﬁE),s> = Frontg (g, kE), s € 6%1. (58)

Equation 58 is invoked only when the supplied frontier is nonempty. A rule s can represent random-
ization, rotation, first-come ordering, priority by an ethically specified feature, deliberative selection, or
another procedure whose applicability is separately justified. An empty frontier requires repair of the
allocation frame or comparison structure rather than application of a selection rule.

Random selection has a longstanding place in philosophical discussions of fair allocation [2]. Within
the present framework, randomization acquires ethical force only after the eligible frontier and the reason
for equal or lottery-based chances have been specified. A lottery cannot repair an allocation frame that
has already excluded a materially relevant claimant without justification.

Proposition 10.11 (Procedural neutrality requires a justified eligibility set). A formally symmetric se-
lection rule does not by itself establish ethically impartial treatment when the frontier or eligibility set
supplied to that rule was generated through an unjustified exclusion, comparison, or priority assumption.

Proof. Equation 58 operates on the frontier produced by earlier feasibility and ethical comparison stages.
Symmetry of the rule s therefore concerns only the plans or claimants admitted to that domain. Ethical
evaluation of the upstream eligibility construction remains independently necessary. O

Proposition 10.11 also applies to deterministic tie-breaking. Procedural regularity should preserve,
rather than conceal, the normative assumptions that define who or what enters the selection domain.

10.7 Allocation Constraints on Ethical Response Status

The allocation layer can now constrain the response-status architecture from Section 5. Let CDrEESP retain

the carrier of response-status records introduced in Section 9. Define the allocation constraint operation
in Equation 59.

Coné (Dﬁ(h ‘ LE,I{E),ng(LE,RE),ﬂ'> = @ESD. (59)

Equation 59 allows multi-recipient claims, partial and impartial reasons, opportunity costs, third-party
effects, and justified selection procedures to alter the ethical status of actor-response pairs represented
inside plan 7 while preserving the provenance of that change.

Allocation acceptability contributes one class of constraints to ethical status rather than a complete
verdict; communicative, response-design, relational, helper-side, and temporal constraints remain sepa-
rately operative.

The partial role of allocation acceptability keeps allocation adequacy inside the modular status archi-
tecture rather than turning a successful allocation comparison into a complete ethical verdict.

10.8 Allocation and Third-Party Ethical Audit

Table 9 summarizes the information required before a multi-recipient assistance conflict is reduced to
one chosen response or recipient.

Table 9 preserves the distinction between deciding which claims can be jointly satisfied and deciding
how an assistance relation should evolve after a plan is chosen. The latter problem is temporal: evidence,
preferences, burdens, consequences, dependencies, and available alternatives can change after assistance
begins.
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Table 9: Audit of partiality, allocation conflict, and third-party effects.

Object

Required representation

Failure avoided

Allocation frame

Partial reasons

Impartial reasons

Plan comparison

Opportunity cost

Third parties

Selection rule

Claimants, capacities, resources,
horizon, incompatibilities, and
feasible plans

Relation-specific source, scope,
actor, claimant, and bridge
Need-, equality-, urgency-, or
other bridge-defined source and
scope

Typed stakes, comparison
domain, partial ordering, and
unresolved dimensions
Foregone plans, displaced claims,
horizon, and causal route

Party identity, role multiplicity,
pathway, typed stakes, and
standing conditions

Eligible frontier, rule, normative

Treating recipient-specific permissions as jointly
executable

Converting attachment or role into unrestricted
priority

Treating impartiality as an unspecified demand
for identical treatment

Smuggling a universal interpersonal welfare
metric into allocation

Counting benefits of a chosen plan while hiding
excluded alternatives

Restricting ethical effects to the intended
recipient-helper dyad

Treating a lottery or tie-breaker as self-justifying

justification, and provenance fairness
Status update Allocation frame, chosen plan, Hiding allocation assumptions inside a final
bridge, and precise verdict

response-status change

Research Obligation 10.12 (Provenance for multi-recipient allocation). An application that allocates
assistance among competing recipients should report the allocation frame, feasible-plan set, recipient-
and relation-sensitive reasons, impartial reasons where applicable, typed stake comparisons, material in-
comparabilities, opportunity costs, displaced claims, third-party pathways, helper-side constraints, any
selection rule, unresolved components, and the precise response-status changes generated by the alloca-
tion constraint operation.

Research Obligation 10.12 completes the cross-recipient layer. Section 11 can therefore analyze
revisable assistance across relational time with a plan record that already exposes who was included, who
was displaced, which third parties were affected, and which allocation assumptions should be reopened
when the factual or normative context changes.

11 Revisable Assistance across Relational Time

This section develops the temporal layer of the ethical architecture. Its role is to determine how an as-
sistance assessment should evolve after a response has been initiated, continued, modified, or allocated
within a changing relational environment. The objective is to formalize monitoring, update triggers,
corrigibility, cessation, withdrawal, repair, and learning while preserving the provenance of earlier as-
sessments. The discussion first defines time-indexed assistance records and trajectories, then separates
monitoring from surveillance-like intrusion, specifies bridge-relative update triggers, distinguishes revis-
ability from reversibility, represents modification and cessation pathways, introduces repair and learning
records, and finally defines a temporal constraint operation on ethical response status. The method is
normative-reconstructive and formal. Revisability is treated as a context-sensitive design property whose
ethical importance depends on the stakes, uncertainty, intervention footprint, relational structure, feasible
alternatives, and practical capacity for justified change represented in the application.
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11.1 Time-Indexed Ethical Records and Assistance Trajectories

The ethical status of an assistance episode can change even when the initial response remains physically
similar. New evidence can alter the recognized adverse state; the recipient can revise or withdraw a
preference; helper competence or burden can change; dependencies can deepen; third-party effects can
appear; and an allocation decision can cease to fit the available resource environment. A temporal ethics
therefore requires a record of both the current assessment and the path through which that assessment
was reached.

Let T be an application-declared temporal index set and let t € T . Define a time-indexed ethical
assistance record in Equation 60.

ERg(h,x) := (D@t, Engg ¢+, RDg 1, Relg+, HCp ¢, Allocg ¢, Realt), (60)

where the components record, respectively, the current response-status record, communicative engage-
ment conditions, response-design conditions, relational conditions, helper-side conditions, allocation
conditions, and realized consequences or observations material to the ethical question. Equation 60 is in-
tentionally modular: an application need not populate every component when a component is immaterial,
but unresolved material components should remain explicit.

Definition 11.1 (Assistance trajectory). For an initiated or continuing assistance episode, an assistance
trajectory is a provenance-preserving sequence or partially ordered history 7%, of time-indexed ethical
assistance records, interventions, observations, and revision decisions up to time ¢. The trajectory pre-
serves enough ordering and source information to reconstruct which later judgments depend on which
earlier evidence, bridge, and response choice.

Definition 11.1 extends the static ethical interface without implying that every application requires
continuous monitoring. The temporal resolution should match the intervention and the ethically material
rate of change. A short emergency response, a recurring care relation, a long-term volunteer programme,
and a software-mediated support arrangement can require very different temporal granularities.

Proposition 11.2 (Initial ethical status underdetermines later ethical status). An ethical status assigned
to response x for actor h at time tq does not by itself determine the status of continuing, modifying,
or repeating x at a later time t; when one or more bridge-material components of Equation 60 have
changed or become newly unresolved.

Proof. The status record at £ is generated relative to the evidence, communicative conditions, response
design, relational configuration, helper conditions, allocation frame, and bridge package then represented.
A bridge-material change in any such component can alter an input to the ethical assessment at ¢;. Per-
sistence of the earlier verdict therefore requires an additional temporal persistence condition rather than
following from the earlier verdict alone. O

Proposition 11.2 is especially important for support relations. Permission to initiate support and
permission to continue support are separate ethical questions when the relationship itself changes the
recipient’s options, dependencies, expectations, or exposure to helper discretion.

11.2 Monitoring, Observability, and Ethical Cost of Reassessment

Revisability requires some route through which ethically material change can become available to de-
liberation. That route can involve direct communication, recipient-initiated reporting, periodic review,
observation of adverse-state indicators, helper-side burden review, third-party reports, technical diagnos-
tics, or another context-appropriate mechanism. Monitoring is itself an intervention and can therefore
carry privacy, intrusiveness, burden, distortion, and power effects.

Let O7°" be a carrier of ethically material observables and )i a carrier of monitoring arrangements.
Define the monitoring relation in Equation 61.

Mong (H&,.m) = OﬁEJ C OF™", m e Mg. (61)
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Equation 61 treats monitoring output as a set-valued, provenance-bearing input rather than as transparent
access to the recipient’s internal state. Its interpretation remains subject to the evidential and commu-
nicative constraints inherited from Paper X and Sections 2 and 6.

Definition 11.3 (Ethically adequate monitorability). An assistance arrangement is ethically monitorable
relative to bridge 5 and question gp when there exists at least one feasible monitoring arrangement
that can make the bridge-material changes specified for ¢z sufficiently available for reassessment while
satisfying the response-design, communicative, relational, helper-side, and third-party constraints that 3
treats as material to monitoring itself.

Definition 11.3 prevents monitorability from being reduced to data collection. A technically rich
stream of observations can remain ethically inadequate when it is excessively intrusive, systematically
inaccessible to the recipient, unreliable for the relevant subject type, or controlled by an actor whose
incentives or discretionary power undermine the review process.

Proposition 11.4 (Ethical value of monitoring intensity). Increasing the quantity or frequency of moni-
toring information does not, by itself, establish a more ethically adequate revisability arrangement.

Proof. Definition 11.3 evaluates both the availability of bridge-material information and the ethical prop-
erties of the monitoring arrangement. Additional monitoring can improve observability while simultane-
ously increasing intrusion, burden, dependence, chilling effects, or control exposure. Ethical adequacy
therefore depends on the joint record rather than information quantity alone. O

Proposition 11.4 also applies to artificial or highly instrumented systems. Greater telemetry can
increase epistemic access without settling whether collecting, retaining, interpreting, or acting on that
telemetry is ethically appropriate.

11.3 Update Triggers and the Materiality of Change

Continuous full reassessment is often neither feasible nor ethically desirable. A revisable arrangement
therefore requires bridge-relative criteria for deciding which changes reopen which parts of the assess-
ment. These criteria are update triggers rather than universal thresholds.

Let ﬂgg be a carrier of update-trigger types. Define a trigger relation in Equation 62.

Trigs (Hey, OF 1 ar) = Us, C ULE. (62)

Candidate trigger types can include materially changed evidence of adversity, new evidence concerning
subjectivity-relevant conditions, changed preference or engagement, withdrawal of consent, altered in-
tervention effects, emerging dependency or control exposure, helper incapacity or unsustainable burden,
new third-party effects, resource scarcity, availability of a safer substitute, or failure of an expected ben-
efit. The bridge determines which of these changes are material to the ethical question at the declared
resolution.

Definition 11.5 (Targeted reassessment scope). For trigger set U, the targeted reassessment scope
Q5 (Up+) is the set of ethical questions, bridge components, and status fields that the declared temporal
bridge requires to be reopened because of those triggers.

Definition 11.5 allows ethical revision to remain modular. A change in helper scheduling capacity
need not automatically reopen the recipient’s moral considerability record; a newly clarified recipient
refusal can require immediate reconsideration of continuation without requiring the entire allocation
theory to be rebuilt from the beginning.

Reassessment may be locally scoped when the bridge specifies that an update affects only a proper
subset of the ethical assessment. Unaffected records can remain in force with their provenance unless
another declared dependency requires reopening them.
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The locally scoped reassessment condition prevents revisability from becoming a requirement for
perpetual total reconsideration. It also preserves a traceable difference between a genuinely new ethical
judgment and a later judgment that merely inherits earlier components whose supporting conditions
remain materially stable.

11.4 Revisability, Reversibility, and Corrigible Assistance

Reversibility in Section 7 concerns whether consequences of an intervention can be undone, mitigated, or
restored relative to a declared baseline and horizon. Revisability concerns whether the ethical course of
assistance can be reconsidered and responsibly changed as information and relational conditions evolve.
The two properties therefore have different objects.

Definition 11.6 (Revisable assistance). An assistance trajectory is revisable relative to bridge 5 when
its ethically material state can be monitored at an adequate resolution, bridge-specified update triggers
can reopen the relevant assessment components, and at least one feasible revision pathway exists for
implementing a justified change in the assistance arrangement when such a change is generated, including
an identifiable actor or institution with the practical capacity and bridge-relevant standing to initiate or
carry out that pathway.

Let B'2¥ be a carrier of revision pathways. Define the revision-pathway relation in Equation 63.
Pathis" (Mg, Us.e. QF) = PEY C BE"- (63)

A pathway can include modification, substitution, reduction, escalation, referral, redistribution of roles,
renegotiation of support conditions, added safeguards, temporary suspension, cessation, or repair. Equa-
tion 63 does not make every pathway ethically available; each pathway remains subject to the relevant
response-design, engagement, relational, helper-side, allocation, and third-party constraints. A merely
nominal pathway that no appropriately situated actor can activate within the material horizon does not
satisfy Definition 11.6.

Definition 11.7 (Corrigibility of an assistance arrangement). The corrigibility of an assistance arrange-
ment is the bridge-relative capacity of the arrangement to detect materially relevant grounds for revision,
transmit those grounds to actors with appropriate standing or practical capacity, and implement a justified
revision without requiring ethically disproportionate new harms or disabling the very channels needed
for contestation and correction.

Corrigibility in Definition 11.7 is relational rather than merely technical. A system can contain a
physical stop mechanism while remaining poorly corrigible if the recipient cannot invoke it, the relevant
helper cannot act on it, or institutional incentives systematically prevent justified correction.

Proposition 11.8 (Revisability and reversibility are analytically independent). High technical or practi-
cal reversibility of a response does not establish high ethical revisability, and limited reversibility does
not by itself establish ethical unrevisability.

Proof. Reversibility concerns the undoing or mitigation of consequences relative to a baseline and hori-
zon, whereas Definition 11.6 concerns monitorability, update triggers, reassessment, and feasible ethical
revision pathways. A response can be technically reversible while its material effects remain unobserved
or correction authority is inaccessible. Conversely, an irreversible medical, relational, or infrastructural
change can still admit later monitoring, compensatory adjustment, role revision, safeguards, or repair.
Neither property entails the other. O

Proposition 11.8 prevents a common design shortcut in which the presence of an “undo” operation
is treated as sufficient evidence that an intervention remains ethically open to correction.
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11.5 Modification, Cessation, Withdrawal, and Repair

Revision can preserve, alter, or end an assistance relation. These possibilities should remain separately
typed because their ethical conditions can differ. Recipient withdrawal of consent or engagement was
introduced in Section 6; helper withdrawal or institutional cessation introduces additional questions con-
cerning reliance, notice, handoff, residual duties, and foreseeable transition effects.

Let 2'5¥ be a carrier of temporal assistance actions. At the present resolution, an application can
distinguish continuation, modification, substitution, suspension, cessation, handoff, and repair within a
context-specific subset .A%e‘g C A2, This action vocabulary is application-level rather than a universal
taxonomy. More specialized domains can refine the action set when clinically, technically, culturally, or
institutionally relevant distinctions matter.

Proposition 11.9 (Cessation permission and transition responsibility). A bridge-supported permission
for actor h to cease personally performing response x does not by itself establish permission to terminate
every transition, handoff, notice, mitigation, or residual-support measure that the same bridge treats as
material to responsible cessation.

Proof. The helper-side analysis in Section 9 separates personal performance from referral, delegation,
substitution, and institutional alternatives. A temporal bridge can therefore permit cessation of one actor-
response assignment while still generating reasons or requirements concerning transition management.
Personal cessation and relational abandonment consequently have different conditions. O

Proposition 11.9 is especially relevant where earlier assistance has generated reliance or reconfigured
the recipient’s options. Ethical permission to withdraw from a role can coexist with transition-sensitive
reasons to reduce avoidable disruption.

Definition 11.10 (Repair record). A repair record is a provenance-preserving representation of realized
assistance-related harm, missed safeguard, relational disruption, mistaken interpretation, unjustified ex-
clusion, or other bridge-recognized defect together with the parties affected, causal or relational pathway,
remaining stake profile, feasible repair responses, and unresolved responsibility questions.

The repair record does not presuppose that every adverse outcome creates a duty of repair by the
original helper. It supplies the structured input through which later ethical or institutional analysis can
determine whether acknowledgement, restoration, compensation, role correction, renewed support, apol-
ogy, procedural change, or another response is warranted. Walker’s account of moral repair provides a
useful external point of comparison because it treats repair as a response to damaged moral relations and
distinguishes reparative practices from the mere relief of harmful consequences [15]; the present record
is broader and remains agnostic about whether the underlying defect constitutes wrongdoing.

Proposition 11.11 (Relation between repair and restoration). Ethically adequate repair need not repro-
duce the relational or material state that existed before the assistance episode.

Proof. The earlier state can be unavailable, undesirable, or itself ethically defective. Definition 11.10
therefore evaluates remaining stakes, affected parties, pathways, and feasible responses rather than iden-
tifying repair with literal return to a prior baseline. g

Proposition 11.11 is compatible with the relational character of assistance. Some harms can be miti-
gated only through a new arrangement whose structure differs from both the pre-assistance relation and
the harmful intermediate state.

11.6 Learning, Provenance, and Revision Memory

Revisability also has an epistemic dimension. An assistance trajectory can reveal that an evidential proxy
was unreliable, a communication bridge excluded a mode of expression, a burden estimate was systemati-
cally low, an allocation assumption displaced a recurring claimant, or a safeguard failed under conditions
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not previously represented. Learning becomes ethically relevant when such information changes later
assessments or the design of future assistance.
Let £ be a carrier of revision-learning records. Define the learning extraction in Equation 64.

Learng (Mg, PiY) = L C L5 (64)

A learning record can identify revised evidential reliability, changed bridge applicability, newly material
stake types, recurring control exposure, burden patterns, allocation failures, or other explicitly supported
lessons. The record should preserve the case conditions under which the lesson was generated.

Proposition 11.12 (Temporal scope of ex post learning). Information gained from an assistance episode
can improve later ethical assessment without retroactively establishing that the earlier intervention was
ethically justified under the information and bridge conditions then available.

Proof. Ethical justification at an earlier time is indexed to the evidence, alternatives, bridge package,
uncertainty, and feasible safeguards available at that time. Later learning changes the epistemic state for
subsequent assessment. It does not alter the provenance of the earlier decision or erase defects in the
earlier justificatory record. O

Proposition 11.12 is important when assistance functions partly as an information-generating inter-
vention. Epistemic benefit can be ethically relevant while remaining distinct from ex post rationalization
of avoidable harm or unjustified experimentation.

11.7 Temporal Constraints on Ethical Response Status

The temporal layer can now constrain the ethical response-status architecture developed in Section 5.
Let ’D?p retain the response-status carrier. Define the temporal constraint operation in Equation 65.

Conj <Dﬂ’t(h | e, “E)v%(?:tvuﬁ,t,?g’%g) = D" (65)

Equation 65 permits monitoring results, material change, reassessment scope, and feasible revision path-
ways to modify the status of continuation, modification, substitution, suspension, cessation, or repair
while preserving the earlier trajectory as provenance.

Revisability supplies a temporal condition rather than a complete ethical verdict. The content of
any revision remains constrained by considerability, typed stakes, communicative engagement, response
design, autonomy and dependency, helper-side conditions, allocation, and any applicable downstream
bridge.

The partial role of temporal revisability also clarifies the status of the paper’s central proposal. Re-
visable assistance is ethically important in contexts where uncertainty, relational change, intervention
effects, or long temporal horizons make later correction materially relevant; it is not an automatic re-
quirement of identical form or intensity for every assistance episode.

11.8 Revisable-Assistance Audit

Table 10 summarizes the temporal information required before an assistance relation is described as
ethically revisable at a declared resolution.

Table 10 preserves the distinction between assistance that can physically change and assistance whose
ethical architecture supports responsible change. It also supplies the temporal record needed for the
extension boundary developed in Section 12, where humanitarian, legal, and institutional domains can
determine which monitoring, review, withdrawal, repair, or accountability structures they independently
require.
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Table 10: Audit of revisable assistance across relational time.

Object

Required representation

Failure avoided

Temporal record

Monitoring

Update trigger

Reassessment scope

Revision pathway

Cessation transition

Repair

Current status, engagement,
design, relation, helper,
allocation, and realized effects
Material observables, source,
frequency or trigger, access, and
monitoring costs

Change type, bridge materiality,
threshold or condition, and
provenance

Components to reopen and
components provisionally
retained

Feasible modification,
substitution, handoff, suspension,
cessation, safeguard, or repair
routes

Notice, reliance, handoff,
substitution, residual stakes, and
affected parties where material
Realized defect, pathway,
affected parties, remaining stakes,

Treating initiation-time ethics as permanently
fixed

Equating more surveillance or telemetry with
better ethical review

Reopening everything continuously or
overlooking material change

Losing modularity and historical provenance
during revision

Calling assistance revisable when no actor can
implement justified change
Equating permission to stop personal

performance with permission to abandon

Treating repair as automatic restoration to a
prior state

and feasible repair responses
Case conditions, evidential or
bridge revision, limits of transfer,
and provenance

Learning record Turning ex post learning into retroactive

justification

Research Obligation 11.13 (Provenance for temporal revision). An application that characterizes an as-
sistance arrangement as revisable should report the temporal resolution, current ethical record, monitor-
ing arrangement and its costs, update triggers, targeted reassessment scope, feasible revision pathways,
responsible actors, cessation or handoff conditions where material, repair records, unresolved compo-
nents, and any learning transferred into later assessments. The application should also identify which
parts of the record remain provisional because no ethically adequate monitoring or revision pathway is
available.

Research Obligation 11.13 completes the temporal ethics layer. Section 12 can therefore specify the
boundary at which these ethical records become inputs to humanitarian, legal, or institutional analysis
without treating ethical monitorability, revisability, repair, or actor assignment as sufficient grounds for
legal status, authority, enforcement, or institutional jurisdiction.

12 Boundary Conditions for Humanitarian, Legal, and Institutional Ex-
tension

This section specifies the downstream interface of the ethical architecture developed in Sections 2—11. Its
role is to identify which ethical outputs can be exported into humanitarian, jurisprudential, adjudicative,
contractual, and institutional inquiry while preserving the additional premises required by each domain.
The objective is to preserve boundary discipline while specifying the ethical records that later theories
can inherit. The discussion first defines a provenance-preserving ethical export record, then introduces
domain-indexed extension bridges, and subsequently states the distinct interfaces for humanitarian pro-
tection, legal status, adjudicative and enforcement authority, social-contract membership, and legally or
institutionally structured assistance. The section closes with cross-domain translation rules and an exten-
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sion audit. The method is formal and normative-architectural: downstream domains may inherit ethical
reasons, constraints, uncertainty records, and relational histories, and their concepts of status, authority,
jurisdiction, doctrine, procedure, enforceability, and institutional responsibility enter through separately
specified bridges.

12.1 Ethical Export Records for Downstream Inquiry

The preceding sections generate several kinds of ethical information. A downstream theory can require

some of them without requiring every component of the complete Paper XI architecture. A compact

export object is therefore useful provided that compression preserves unresolved fields and provenance.
Let €x be the carrier of ethical export records. Define the export record in Equation 66.

EOth(h, QZ) = (MCBJ, SP@t, D,&t, Eng@t, RDth, Re|ﬁ7t, HC@t, A”OCB?t, Rev57t, HBJ) S ex, (66)

where the components preserve, respectively, the relevant moral-considerability record, typed stake pro-
file, response-status record, communicative-engagement record, response-design record, relational au-
tonomy/dependency record, helper-side record, allocation record, revisability record, and provenance
package. Equation 66 is an interface schema: an application can export only the components material
to the downstream question, while omitted material components should be marked as unavailable or
unresolved rather than silently treated as satisfied.

Definition 12.1 (Ethical export record). An ethical export record is a question-indexed, provenance-
preserving projection of the Paper XI assessment architecture that retains the ethical conclusions, uncer-
tainty fields, material constraints, relational history, and source path required by a declared downstream
domain.

Definition 12.1 makes the export question-indexed because humanitarian protection, legal subject-
hood, adjudicative authority, contract membership, and institutional responsibility can require different
subsets of the same ethical history. The record therefore carries an explicit destination tag and does not
operate as a universal summary score.

Proposition 12.2 (Export preserves unresolved ethical conditions). When an ethically material field
remains unresolved in the source assessment, projection into an ethical export record preserves that
unresolved status unless a downstream extension bridge supplies additional premises that bear on the
same field.

Proof. Definition 12.1 requires a provenance-preserving projection. Replacing an unresolved source
field with a resolved downstream value during projection alone would add information that is absent
from the source record. Resolution can occur only through an additional bridge whose premises and
domain are separately represented. O

Proposition 12.2 prevents downstream vocabulary from laundering uncertainty. A legal, humanitar-
ian, or institutional label can add a new domain-specific classification, yet the earlier uncertainty about
subjectivity, communication, stakes, burden, or relational consequences remains visible whenever that
uncertainty is still material.

12.2 Domain-Indexed Extension Bridges

An ethical export record supplies structured inputs rather than a complete downstream verdict. Each
downstream field requires its own sources of normativity, factual predicates, institutional or jurisdictional
conditions, and procedural rules.

Let ' = {HUM, JUR, AUTH, NOMOS, AIDLAW} be the present carrier of downstream exten-
sion domains. The notation uses HUM for humanitarian protection, JUR for jurisprudential status, AUTH
for adjudicative and enforcement authority, NOMOS for social-contract membership and shared norm
formation, and AIDLAW for legal and institutional duties concerning aid or protection. The carrier is
programmatic rather than exhaustive.
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Definition 12.3 (Extension bridge package). For downstream domain d € DS, an extension bridge
package A ; is a declared set of domain-specific normative sources, factual predicates, classification rules,
institutional or jurisdictional conditions, procedural requirements, uncertainty policies, and revision rules
that determine how an ethical export record may bear on a downstream question.

Definition 12.3 makes the extension package domain-specific: a legal bridge cannot be substituted
for a humanitarian or contractual bridge merely because the underlying ethical record is shared. Let )4
denote the output carrier appropriate to domain d. The generic extension relation is stated in Equation 67.

Ext}, (EOp¢(h, x), ka, 4a) = Var € D, de D%, (67)

where k4 is the downstream institutional, historical, or jurisdictional context and g is the declared do-
main question. Equation 67 is set-valued because a downstream inquiry can remain plural, conditional,
contested, or unresolved.

Definition 12.4 (Extension certificate). An extension certificate records the ethical export record, down-
stream domain and question, extension bridge package, context, material additional premises, generated
downstream output set, unresolved fields, and the provenance of every domain-specific classification
introduced during extension.

Definition 12.4 provides the traceability needed when an ethical assessment is reused in a later pa-
per or applied setting. The certificate permits a reader to distinguish inherited ethical premises from
conclusions generated only after humanitarian, legal, contractual, or institutional assumptions enter the
analysis.

Proposition 12.5 (Downstream verdicts require domain-specific extension). An ethical export record
can constrain or inform a downstream assessment while leaving the downstream verdict underdeter-
mined whenever the applicable extension bridge package, context, or domain-specific premises remain
unspecified.

Proof. Equation 67 generates outputs only after the ethical export record is combined with Ay, x4, and
qq- Definition 12.1 contains ethical rather than domain-complete humanitarian, legal, adjudicative, con-
tractual, or institutional predicates. The downstream output therefore depends on premises additional to
the ethical record. O

Proposition 12.5 establishes the common boundary condition for Papers XII-XVI. Ethical relevance
can travel across the interface; domain closure does not.

12.3 Humanitarian Protection Interface

Paper XII concerns humanitarian assistance and protection across heterogeneous subject classes. Paper
XI can contribute ethically structured information about adverse stakes, moral considerability, urgency-
sensitive reasons, response design, communicative conditions, helper constraints, allocation, and revis-
ability. A humanitarian theory must additionally specify the grounds and scope of humanitarian protec-
tion as a distinct normative practice.

Let $x be a carrier of humanitarian-extension records. Define the humanitarian input projection in
Equation 68.

Hin; := Projyum (EOs.(h, 2)) € Hx. (68)

Equation 68 can preserve, among other fields, the represented adverse condition, uncertainty over sub-
jectivity or suffering, recipient-centered reasons, urgency, intervention footprint, communication con-
straints, allocation context, and revision history. The humanitarian bridge must then state which beings
or relations can enter the protective domain, which adverse conditions trigger humanitarian salience,
which forms of assistance or protection are admissible, and how impartiality, urgency, access, security,
and uncertainty are handled in the relevant context.
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Ethical reasons to protect can enter humanitarian analysis while humanitarian protection status and
humanitarian response requirements remain dependent on a declared humanitarian extension bridge with
its own eligibility, priority, response, institutional, and uncertainty conditions.

The humanitarian-extension condition leaves Paper XII free to ask whether heterogeneous subjects
can enter humanitarian protection through shared, translated, or plural protective grounds. It also per-
mits Paper XII to distinguish humanitarian protection from the broader ethical category of assistance
developed here.

12.4 Legal Status, Responsibility, and Procedural Standing Interface

Paper XIII concerns legal subjecthood, responsibility, sanctionability, and procedural standing. These
dimensions should enter the downstream interface separately because an ethical assessment can support
different conclusions for each one.

Let the jurisprudential output carrier be structured as in Equation 69.

Vyur C L x £ 5 gstand o gresp 5 gsanc, (69)

where the factors are placeholders for legal subjecthood, legally relevant capacity, procedural standing,
responsibility-bearing status, and sanctionability. Equation 69 states an interface separation rather than
a substantive jurisprudential theory.

Legal subjecthood, capacity, procedural standing, responsibility, and sanctionability remain sepa-
rately derived downstream coordinates. The ethical export record contains no default equivalence rule
among them.

The separate jurisprudential derivation condition is especially important for heterogeneous subjects.
Ethical considerability can coexist with limited legal capacity; procedural standing can be represented
through another actor while subjecthood questions remain contested; responsibility-bearing status can
vary independently from the availability or appropriateness of sanctions. Paper XIII can therefore inves-
tigate these combinations without inheriting a single all-purpose status from Paper XI.

Communicative engagement also requires a legal bridge. Ethical consent, refusal, preference, or
withdrawal from Section 6 can be relevant to legal capacity and legally operative authorization, yet the
legal effect of such communication depends on the applicable legal context, capacity standard, represen-
tation rule, formal requirement, and procedure.

12.5 Adjudicative and Enforcement Authority Interface

Paper XIV concerns the authority to interpret, judge, sanction, or enforce against heterogeneous subjects.
Paper XI supplies ethically relevant information about competence, burden, role, contestability, relational
control exposure, and corrigibility. Authority adds a distinct institutional dimension concerning who may
exercise which form of legal or quasi-legal power over whom and under what conditions.

Define an authority-skeleton record in Equation 70.

AR := (CL,OZ,Z,O',], e S07p)7 (70)

where « is the putative authority holder, « the adjudicative or enforcement act, z the target or affected
party, o the claimed source of authority, 5 the jurisdictional or institutional scope, x the relevant com-
petence or expertise conditions, ¢ the procedural conditions, and p the available review or contestation
structure. Equation 70 is a downstream interface skeleton; Paper XIV must give the coordinates their
substantive jurisprudential content.

Proposition 12.6 (Authority requires source, scope, and procedure). Ethical competence, epistemic su-
periority, benevolent purpose, or expected recipient benefit can be relevant to evaluating an authority
arrangement while remaining insufficient, within the present architecture, to establish adjudicative or
enforcement authority without a separately grounded source, scope, and procedure.
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Proof. The helper-side competence record in Section 9 concerns whether an actor can ethically and
practically perform a response. The authority skeleton in Equation 70 additionally contains source, ju-
risdictional scope, procedural conditions, and review. The ethical competence field therefore occupies
only one coordinate of a richer downstream authority record. O

Proposition 12.6 keeps questions about human, artificial, and hybrid adjudicators open. Higher pre-
dictive accuracy or technical expertise can matter greatly while leaving legitimacy, jurisdiction, due
process, contestability, and allocation of legal power as separate questions.

12.6 Membership, Representation, and Shared Nomos Interface

Paper XV concerns social-contract membership, representation, mediation, and shared norm formation.
Paper XI can contribute ethical records of considerability, communication, dependence, autonomy, bur-
den, allocation, and temporal revision. Contractual or nomos membership introduces a different question:
how a subject or represented interest participates in the formation, acceptance, interpretation, or contes-
tation of shared norms.

Let the social-contract extension carrier be structured as in Equation 71.

@NOMOS C mmember x EPT ¢ ‘ﬁmEd % mpamap X mcontest’ (71)

where the factors mark membership, representation, mediation, participation in norm formation, and
contestation. Equation 71 leaves open whether a particular theory requires all of these dimensions or
gives them equal standing.

Ethical inclusion and membership in a shared nomos remain distinct. Moral-considerability and
stake records can place a subject within ethical deliberation while membership, representation, mediation,
participation, and contestation remain unresolved until a social-contract extension bridge is supplied.

The nomos-membership extension condition permits a later social-contract theory to recognize eth-
ically material subjects whose participation must be mediated, represented, or institutionally translated.
It also keeps representation separate from communicative interpretation: the ability to decode expression
does not itself confer authority to represent a subject in norm formation.

12.7 Legal Duties and Institutional Responsibility for Assistance

Paper XVI concerns legal duties, permissions, standing, rescue or protection obligations, and institutional
responsibility for aid. Paper XI supplies a developed ethical architecture for reasons, actor assignment,
helper constraints, allocation, and revisability. Legal and institutional responsibility requires additional
specification of the source, bearer, beneficiary, trigger, content, scope, defenses, enforcement structure,
and remedy associated with a duty or permission.

Define a legal-assistance duty skeleton in Equation 72.

LD := (07, br, VL, L, €L, WL, O, €Ly (L), (72)

where o, denotes the legal or institutional source, by, the duty bearer, vy, the beneficiary or protected
interest, 77, the triggering conditions, ¢y, the content of the duty, wy, its scope, d;, applicable defenses
or limiting conditions, €;, enforcement or review arrangements, and ;7 remedies or consequences as-
sociated with breach. Equation 72 is intentionally schematic because the relevant content can differ
substantially across legal orders and institutions.

Proposition 12.7 (Enforceable assistance duties require legal-institutional specification). An ethical obli-
gation to assist, secure assistance, monitor, repair, or manage a transition can provide a normative input
to legal or institutional analysis while leaving the existence and content of an enforceable duty dependent
on the legal-assistance extension bridge and its source, bearer, scope, procedure, and remedy structure.
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Proof. The ethical requirement sets of Section 5, helper-side assignments of Section 9, and temporal
responsibilities of Section 11 are defined inside an ethical bridge architecture. Equation 72 adds legal or
institutional coordinates that the ethical record does not supply. An enforceable duty therefore requires
the additional downstream bridge. O

Proposition 12.7 also preserves the possibility that institutional design assigns responsibility differ-
ently from interpersonal ethics. An ethical reason for assistance can support institutionalization precisely
because no single individual is an appropriate or sustainable duty bearer; conversely, an institution can
possess a formal mandate while the ethical quality of a particular implementation remains open to as-
sessment under the preceding sections.

12.8 Cross-Domain Translation and Extension Conflicts

Later work may need to translate outputs among humanitarian, legal, contractual, and institutional do-
mains. Such translation requires its own bridge because semantically similar terms can have different
criteria, sources, and consequences across domains.

For distinct domains d, d’ € ’D“—XXI, define the cross-domain translation relation in Equation 73.

Tr@d_)d/ (yd7 Rd, 'V”'d’) = yg’ g @d/’ (73)

where ©4_,  states the source meaning, target meaning, admissible correspondences, information losses,
and conditions under which the translation is warranted. Equation 73 prevents a humanitarian, ethical,
legal, or contractual term from being transported solely because the same ordinary-language expression
appears in both domains.

Definition 12.8 (Extension conflict record). An extension conflict record preserves a case in which two
or more domain-specific assessments generate materially different permissions, requirements, statuses,
priorities, or institutional responses for the same underlying assistance episode, together with the bridge
packages, contexts, and unresolved translation questions responsible for the divergence.

Definition 12.8 makes cross-domain disagreement an analyzable output. An ethically favored re-
sponse can face legal prohibition; a legally permitted intervention can remain ethically objectionable;
humanitarian urgency can exceed current institutional authority; or an institution can hold a formal re-
sponsibility while the ethically appropriate mode of implementation remains contested. The framework
records these divergences before any conflict-resolution theory is introduced.

Proposition 12.9 (Cross-domain consistency requires additional coordination rules). Agreement among
separate ethical, humanitarian, legal, contractual, and institutional assessments is not guaranteed by
shared input facts; coordinated cross-domain conclusions require additional translation or conflict-
resolution rules when the relevant bridge packages differ.

Proof. Each domain generates outputs through Equation 67 using its own extension package and context.
Equation 73 introduces an additional bridge for translating one domain output into another. Shared
facts therefore constrain several assessments without forcing their normative or institutional rules to
coincide. O

Proposition 12.9 is a boundary result rather than a theory of legal-moral conflict. The relevant coor-
dination problem belongs to the later domain papers once their substantive bridge packages have been
developed.

12.9 Downstream Extension Audit

Table 11 summarizes the intended handoff from Paper XI to Papers XII-XVI. The table identifies what
can be inherited from the ethics paper and what each downstream inquiry must still supply.
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Table 11: Boundary audit for downstream humanitarian, legal, contractual, and institutional extension.

Downstream Ethical material available for Additional bridge requirements = Downstream objects

paper export reserved for later theory

XII Considerability, adverse Humanitarian protective Humanitarian
stakes, urgency-sensitive domain, eligibility, protective protection status and
reasons, response design, grounds, priority, admissible protection-specific
communication, allocation, means, access, uncertainty, response requirements
revisability institutional context

XIII Considerability, Legal source, status criteria, Legal subjecthood,
agency-related records, capacity rules, representation, capacity, standing,
communication, relational procedural doctrine, responsibility,
consequences, provenance responsibility and sanction sanctionability

criteria

X1V Helper competence, role, Source of authority, Adjudicative and
non-domination-sensitive jurisdiction, competence enforcement authority
control exposure, standard, procedure, expertise
contestability, corrigibility allocation, review and

enforcement rules

XV Considerability, Membership criteria, Contract membership,
communication, representation authority, representation,
autonomy/dependency, mediation rules, participation mediation, shared
mediation-relevant structure, norm-formation Nomos
provenance, contestability procedure

XVI Ethical reasons and Legal or institutional source, Legal duties,
obligations, actor assignment,  duty bearer, beneficiary, trigger, permissions,
helper constraints, allocation, content, defenses, standing, rescue/protection
temporal duties, repair enforcement and remedy obligations, standing,

institutional
responsibility

Table 11 shows that the ethical architecture functions as a structured input layer rather than a sub-
stitute for the later theories. The same ethical record can legitimately feed several papers because each
paper asks a different domain question and adds a different bridge package.

Research Obligation 12.10 (Provenance for downstream extension). Any downstream use of a Paper
XI ethical assessment should report the exported ethical fields, unresolved source conditions, destination
domain and question, extension bridge package, institutional or jurisdictional context, additional factual
and normative premises, generated domain-specific outputs, cross-domain translations if any, and the
precise provenance path by which the downstream conclusion was obtained.

Research Obligation 12.10 completes the boundary layer. Paper XI can therefore close with an ethics
of assistance that is sufficiently structured to support humanitarian, jurisprudential, adjudicative, contrac-
tual, and institutional research while keeping the substantive conclusions of Papers XII-XVI open for
independent argument.

13 Conclusion: Ethical Assistance under Heterogeneous Subject Condi-
tions

This concluding section synthesizes the ethical architecture developed in Sections 2—12. Its role is to
identify what the framework has established, clarify the limits of those results, and specify the form in
which the analysis can support subsequent humanitarian, jurisprudential, and institutional work. The
synthesis is conceptual and introduces no new normative bridge, formal object, or domain conclusion.
Three contributions organize the result. First, ethical assessment is treated as a provenance-preserving
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transition from support-relevant recognition rather than as an automatic consequence of perceived need
or suffering. Second, assistance is evaluated through typed and only partially commensurable stakes dis-
tributed across recipients, helpers, third parties, and relationships. Third, the ethical quality of assistance
extends through time, so monitoring, correction, withdrawal, handoff, repair, and learning can become
part of the assistance relation itself.

The starting point is the interface developed in Section 2. A support-relevant recognition record
can supply ethically material evidence and defeasible reasons while preserving the uncertainty, interpre-
tive conditions, and relational history under which those materials were generated. Ethical judgment
then requires additional bridge premises concerning moral considerability, stakes, response status, com-
munication, intervention design, relational autonomy, helper-side conditions, allocation, and temporal
revision. This architecture places normative responsibility on the transition between descriptive or in-
terpretive inputs and ethical conclusions. A serious adverse condition can generate urgent reasons for
attention while leaving open which responses are permissible, which actor bears responsibility, whether
communication authorizes the proposed intervention, and what later revision may be required.

Section 3 extends that discipline to heterogeneous subjects. Subjectivity uncertainty, adverse-state
uncertainty, uncertainty about moral considerability or status, and uncertainty among normative theo-
ries occupy different analytical axes. Their separation matters because heterogeneous cases frequently
provide uneven evidence across those axes. Evidence that an artificial system has persistent goals, that
an animal exhibits pain-related behaviour, or that a human recipient communicates atypically can mat-
ter ethically without resolving a general theory of consciousness or personhood. Conversely, uncertainty
about phenomenal experience does not by itself erase functional, agential, relational, dependency-related,
or trajectory-level stakes when an applicable ethical bridge treats those dimensions as material. Moral
considerability therefore functions in this paper as eligibility for recipient-centered ethical reasons or
constraints under a declared bridge, while richer conclusions concerning equal status, rights, priority,
personhood, or legal subjecthood remain separately argued questions.

The typed-stake architecture of Section 4 provides the corresponding evaluative restraint. Ethical
stakes may concern phenomenal experience, functioning, agency, preference, relationships, dependency,
integrity, trajectories, or affected third parties, and an application can leave a dimension unresolved when
adequate representation is unavailable. Comparability is likewise local and bridge-dependent. Some
stakes may support within-type comparison, some may support carefully specified cross-type or cross-
subject comparison, and others may remain incomparable or only conditionally aggregable. The frame-
work therefore treats partial ordering and unresolved conflict as legitimate outputs. A scalar score can
still be useful in a particular application, but its aggregation rule carries substantive normative commit-
ments and requires its own justification.

Sections 5 and 6 translate those stakes into response-sensitive ethical assessment. Reasons, permis-
sions, prohibitions, obligations, and optionality are indexed to actors and feasible responses rather than
attached globally to an episode. This permits disjunctive obligations: an actor can be required to se-
cure some adequate form of assistance while retaining discretion among several compliant responses. It
also preserves the analytical differences among aid, volunteering, and support. An ethical reason that
aid should occur does not automatically establish a duty to volunteer personally or to maintain an open-
ended support relation. Communication then modifies this status architecture through separately justified
interpretations of preference, consent, refusal, withdrawal, and decision-relevant agency. Recipient ex-
pression can have substantial ethical force while remaining distinct from a complete all-things-considered
verdict.

The response-design analysis in Section 7 adds the ethical properties of the intervention itself. In-
trusiveness, reversibility, information effects, and proportionality are assessed in relation to the repre-
sented stakes, alternatives, uncertainty, and temporal horizon. Proportionality is consequently a struc-
tured bridge-relative judgment rather than a hidden benefit—harm ratio. Reversibility is also broader
than technical rollback: restoration, mitigation, compensation, relational repair, and the persistence of
irreversible effects can matter differently across applications. These distinctions are particularly impor-
tant when the available intervention is epistemically useful but itself intrusive, or when urgent action can
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reduce one form of adversity while narrowing later options.

Section 8 situates these response properties within the assistance relation. Autonomy is represented
through effective options and the conditions for accessing, understanding, executing, and revising them;
dependency is represented through its object, source, substitutability, exit conditions, reconfiguration
burden, and temporal horizon. The framework therefore permits ethically valuable dependency. A re-
cipient may rely more heavily on care, communication infrastructure, medication, technical systems, or
trusted support while gaining effective options and practical agency. The corresponding ethical concern
is the configuration and governance of the dependency, including whether it creates avoidable lock-in
or discretionary control. Non-domination-sensitive analysis adds contestability, review, substitutability,
exit support, role limits, and related safeguards where those considerations are material.

The helper-side analysis in Section 9 prevents the recipient-centered framework from assigning as-
sistance responsibility without regard to the actor who must carry it. Competence, role, voluntariness,
burden, sustainability, delegation, referral, and institutional alternatives remain separately represented.
A reason that someone should receive assistance may survive even when a particular helper lacks the
competence, role basis, sustainable capacity, or ethically acceptable burden required for personal per-
formance. The appropriate conclusion can therefore concern securing assistance, referral, shared pro-
vision, escalation, or institutional substitution rather than direct personal intervention. This distinction
also protects long-term support relationships from ethical models that implicitly treat helper capacity as
inexhaustible.

Scarcity and plurality broaden the same architecture in Section 10. Allocation concerns feasible
plans whose components compete for time, resources, personnel, institutional access, or compatible re-
sponse pathways. Relationship-sensitive partial reasons and impartial allocation reasons can both enter
the assessment with explicit provenance. Opportunity costs, displaced claims, third-party effects, and
role multiplicity remain visible rather than disappearing into a single recipient-level comparison. When
the declared comparison structure leaves several plans on an allocation frontier, a further selection bridge
may be required. Lotteries, rotation, priority rules, or other selection devices therefore receive normative
significance from their justified role in the allocation problem rather than from formal symmetry alone.

Section 11 gives the paper its temporal emphasis. Assistance is often initiated under incomplete
knowledge and then changes the evidence, expectations, dependencies, capacities, and relationships
through which later ethical judgment occurs. Revisability captures whether that evolving course remains
ethically capable of monitoring, contestation, reassessment, modification, substitution, suspension, ces-
sation, handoff, or repair. It is distinct from reversibility: a consequence can be difficult to undo while the
assistance process remains corrigible, and a technically reversible intervention can be ethically difficult
to revise when relevant signals, authority, capacity, or channels of contestation are absent. Revisability
is therefore proposed as a context-sensitive design property of assistance under uncertainty, with its im-
portance determined by the stakes, uncertainty, temporal horizon, intervention structure, and applicable
normative bridge.

This temporal view also changes the ethical meaning of withdrawal and repair. Permission for a
helper to cease personal performance need not erase transition-sensitive reasons created by prior reliance
or commitments. Notice, handoff, substitution, mitigation, and repair can remain material even where
continued personal provision is no longer required. Repair itself need not restore an earlier state. The
earlier configuration may be unavailable or normatively undesirable; repair can instead address realized
harm, altered dependencies, damaged relationships, lost options, or failures of communication and gov-
ernance. Learning from the trajectory is similarly prospective. Evidence gained through assistance can
improve later recognition or design, while the informational value of that learning does not retroactively
justify an intervention whose earlier ethical basis was inadequate.

Across these analyses, heterogeneity is managed through typed distinctions and provenance rather
than through a single universal subject model. Human beings, nonhuman animals, artificial systems, and
hypothetical alien subjects function as stress tests for the portability of ethical concepts. The framework
does not assume that these subject classes share the same consciousness architecture, interests, commu-
nication channels, vulnerabilities, agency, or social relations. It asks which ethically material properties
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can be responsibly represented in a given case, which bridges make those properties normatively relevant,
which comparisons are justified, and which uncertainties remain open. The same discipline also applies
within familiar human contexts, where communication, dependency, cognition, institutional position,
and access to representation can vary substantially.

Several limitations remain substantial. The formalism is a structural representation rather than an
empirical decision instrument, and its objects require domain-specific operationalization before applied
use. Many bridge packages introduced in this paper are schematic carriers for normative premises rather
than defended comprehensive moral theories. The framework preserves disagreement among ethical
theories but does not supply a universal metatheory for resolving that disagreement. It also does not
establish a general measure for cross-subject welfare, consciousness, agency, burden, or relational value.
The usefulness of a typed architecture depends on the adequacy of the types supplied by an application;
poorly chosen categories can obscure relevant experience or reproduce existing institutional biases even
when the formal provenance record is complete. Ontological suspension therefore remains important:
the framework organizes relational and normative inquiry without claiming to settle the ultimate nature
of consciousness, suffering, personhood, or moral reality.

The boundary architecture in Section 12 preserves these limitations when the analysis moves into
other normative domains. Paper XI can export ethically structured records concerning considerability,
stakes, permissions, obligations, communication, autonomy, helper assignment, allocation, and revis-
ability. Humanitarian protection status, legal subjecthood, legal capacity, procedural standing, respon-
sibility, sanctionability, adjudicative or enforcement authority, social-contract membership, and legally
enforceable assistance duties require additional domain-specific sources and bridge premises. An ethi-
cal obligation can therefore matter to later legal or institutional analysis without itself constituting law;
ethical considerability can matter to humanitarian protection without defining its protective domain; and
ethical competence can matter to adjudication without conferring jurisdiction or public authority.

The resulting proposal is a preliminary ethics of assistance for conditions in which the relevant sub-
jects, experiences, interests, communications, and normative standards can remain partly uncertain. Its
central methodological commitment is to preserve uncertainty while retaining its practical and ethical
significance. Support-relevant recognition can generate reasons for attention; typed ethical bridges can
transform those reasons into constrained response assessments; relational and helper-side analysis can
distribute responsibility across participants and institutions; allocation can represent conflicts among
several affected parties; and revisability can keep assistance answerable to what is learned through time.
Within these limits, aid, volunteering, and support can be studied as ethically structured relations whose
justification depends on the quality of their recognition, response design, distribution of burdens and
powers, and capacity for responsible revision.
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