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Abstract

The debate over dependency in development assistance is stalled for want of a
criterion. Practice doctrine holds an aspiration, expressed as capacity building,
ownership, sustainability, and exit, and supplies no operation by which a given ar-
rangement is assigned to one side of the distinction that aspiration invokes. This
paper supplies such an operation. It first establishes that the general dependency
claim stands without support in the randomised and review evidence, so that de-
pendency is treated as a property of the design of an arrangement, and it concedes
that the distinction between maintaining and capacitating support is already held
in five independent literatures, none of which supplies a test. The test proposed
is the fading test, drawn from the fading component of instructional scaffolding: a
support is generative where its withdrawal leaves the supported relation intact, and
extractive where its withdrawal collapses the relation it sustained. Three features
of an arrangement are shown to settle the result, namely the routing of the cou-
pling a transfer creates, the visibility of the transfer to the supported party, and
the position the arrangement assigns to that party, while the volume of the transfer,
its medium, and the supplier’s intention stand inert. The prevalence of extractive
arrangements is then explained through the asymmetric enforcement of account-
ability in the assistance sector, which moves each of the three determinants in the
extractive direction. One axis of return, arriving at a level of organisation above
that of the transfer, is entered as an observation. The paper closes by establishing
the constraint under which the criterion is employed: it classifies arrangements,
confers worth on no party, and supplies grounds for redesign in place of grounds
for allocation.

Keywords: development assistance; aid dependency; capacity building; accountability;
relational ethics

1 Introduction

The role of this section is introductory. It sets out the practical and doctrinal back-
ground against which the paper is written, states the impasse the dependency debate
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has reached and the motivation arising from it, formulates the questions the paper dis-
cusses, states in preliminary form the insights the body of the paper establishes, and
describes the procedure by which the argument proceeds. The method of the section
is expository, and the warrant for each preliminary insight is supplied at the section
indicated alongside it.

Development cooperation operates today under a doctrine whose central terms were
fixed across two decades of high-level agreement. The Paris Declaration on Aid Ef-
fectiveness placed ownership first among its principles, committing partner countries
to exercise leadership over their development policies and donors to align behind that
leadership, and the Accra Agenda for Action and the Busan Partnership carried the
commitment forward while adding capacity development and the use of country systems
[doctrine] (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2005; Fourth
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, 2011). The same period established sustainabil-
ity and exit as standing dimensions of programme evaluation, so that an intervention
is assessed by the persistence of its effects after cooperation ends. Japanese coopera-
tion had fixed the corresponding principle earlier still, directing assistance toward the
self-help effort of partner countries and evaluating projects by their capacity to develop
on their own footing thereafter [doctrine] (Government of Japan, 1992; Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2015).

The doctrine holds an aspiration common to several literatures standing at some
distance from one another. Welfare policy in Europe organised a comparable aspiration
under the heading of social investment, treating expenditure on capacitation as distin-
guishable from expenditure maintaining income (Morel et al., 2012; Hemerijck, 2013).
Humanitarian relief carries the aspiration in negative form, through a standing anxiety
that relief supplied at adequate levels erodes the recipients’ own initiative (Harvey and
Lind, 2005). Social psychology carries it in experimental form, through the separation
of help supplying complete solutions from help supplying tools (Nadler, 2002). Enter-
prise design carries it through the separation of extractive from generative ownership
(Kelly, 2012). Human security doctrine carries it through the pairing of protection with
empowerment (Commission on Human Security, 2003). The recurrence across settings
this varied indicates that the underlying distinction answers to something practitioners
in each setting encounter.

The debate arising from this aspiration is conducted under the heading of depen-
dency, and it has proved durable. One side holds that assistance sustained over long
periods produces the incapacity it addresses, and draws the practical conclusion that
assistance should be time-bound and conditioned. The other side holds that the depen-
dency anxiety operates as a rationalisation for supplying assistance below assessed need,
and draws the practical conclusion that the anxiety should be set aside. Both sides have
held their positions for decades, and the evidence assembled over the same period has
settled the dispute at the level of transfers as a class while leaving it entirely open at
the level of arrangements taken one at a time.

The impasse arising from this configuration has a specific form, and the motivation
for the present paper lies in that form. The defect is the absence of an operation.
Practice doctrine holds an aspiration and supplies criteria of assessment applicable
at completion, and it leaves open the question of how an arrangement in operation
is assigned to one side of the distinction the aspiration invokes. A programme officer
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holding the doctrine and facing a live portfolio has available the volume of each transfer,
the instrument through which it flows, the stated purpose of each intervention, and the
outcome indicators reported against it. The doctrine supplies the aspiration that the
portfolio should build capacity, and the officer’s assignment of any given arrangement
to the capacitating or the maintaining side proceeds by judgement that the doctrine
leaves unguided.

Three consequences follow, and each is visible in the literatures surveyed in this
paper. Assessment migrates to the point of completion, since the evaluation frameworks
that do address persistence operate ex post, which places the finding beyond the reach
of the design it would inform. Design guidance remains exhortative, since a doctrine
identifying an objective without identifying the features that produce it can recommend
the objective and leave the features to be discovered case by case. And the vocabulary
of dependency, lacking an operation of its own, remains available for allocative use, so
that the description of a recipient as dependent performs work in decisions about the
level of assistance supplied. These consequences persist because the missing element
is a definition in place of a finding. Additional evaluations of completed programmes
accumulate without supplying the operation, since each such evaluation presupposes a
classification of the arrangement it assesses. The situation calls for a criterion, and the
paper’s undertaking is to supply one at a scope narrow enough to be defensible.

Five questions organise that undertaking. The first concerns the operation itself:
given a support arrangement in operation, by what test is that arrangement assigned to
the extractive or to the generative kind, in a manner applicable before completion and
taking as its object the relation the arrangement maintains? Section 4 answers it. The
second concerns the features settling the result: which properties of a support arrange-
ment determine the assignment the test returns, and which properties, presently used to
discriminate among arrangements in practice, stand inert with respect to it? Section 5
answers it. The third concerns prevalence: given a sector holding the capacitating aspi-
ration in its own doctrine, what accounts for the systematic production of arrangements
of the maintaining kind? Section 6 answers it. The fourth concerns return: in what
forms does the value generated within a supported relation return, and which of those
forms are already accounted for by existing theories of reciprocity? Section 7 answers
it. The fifth concerns use: given that a classification of support arrangements stands
adjacent to decisions about the allocation of support, under what constraint may the cri-
terion be employed so that the classification performs diagnostic work alone? Section 8
answers it.

The insights the paper establishes are stated here in preliminary form, each with the
section supplying its warrant. Their statement in advance serves the paper’s structure,
since a reader holding them can follow the concessions of Section 3 as concessions in
place of retreats.

Dependency is a property of design. The proposition that transfers as a class produce
durable reductions in recipients’ own effort stands without support in the randomised
and review evidence, and the variation the same evidence reports across designs lo-
cates the phenomenon in the structure of arrangements (Section 2). The distinction
the phenomenon invokes is already held, and the operation is what remains open: five
independent literatures name the separation between support maintaining a recipient’s
position and support building a recipient’s capacity, one of them supports it experimen-
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tally, and each supplies an operation of assignment serving its own purposes, requiring
either a completed intervention or an inspectable design document (Section 3).

The fading test supplies the operation. A support is generative where its withdrawal
leaves the supported relation intact, and extractive where its withdrawal collapses the
relation it sustained. The test originates in the fading component of instructional scaf-
folding, and the transfer into assistance settings carries the operation of staged with-
drawal while leaving behind the instructional presupposition of a trajectory toward
self-regulation (Section 4). Kind is settled by three features of an arrangement: the
identity of the relation a transfer strengthens, the salience of the transfer to the sup-
ported party, and the position the arrangement assigns to that party. The volume of
the transfer, the medium through which it flows, and the purposes of the supplying
party stand inert with respect to it (Section 5).

Extractive drift has a structural explanation. Accountability in the assistance sector
runs upward toward the parties supplying funds and remains weakly enforced toward
the parties whose capacity the arrangements address, so the feedback loop that would
reward capacity creation is broken at its return path, and benevolent purpose coexists
with extractive design for that reason (Section 6). Return travels along three axes, of
which two are already held: delayed and upstream return and return arriving from third
parties are covered by the theory of indirect reciprocity, while return arriving at a level
of organisation different from the level at which the transfer was made stands as the axis
on which this paper enters an addition, and the addition is entered as an observation
without formal treatment (Section 7).

The criterion classifies and confers no worth. Worth is grounded constitutively and
prior to any criterion, on the ground that a thing may hold final value whose source
lies outside itself. Protection of dignity holds lexical priority over every generative
accounting, so that the classification of an arrangement supplies grounds for redesign
and supplies no grounds for the withdrawal of support from the parties an arrangement
covers (Section 8).

The paper proceeds by concession, definition, determination, explanation, and con-
straint, in that order, and the ordering is deliberate: the criterion is stated after the
territory already occupied has been mapped, and its use is constrained before its de-
sign implications are drawn. Section 2 fixes the evidentiary standing of the dependency
claim and states the reformulation the paper adopts. Section 3 exhibits the five prior
holders of the distinction and identifies the operation they leave open. Section 4 states
the criterion, traces its provenance, bounds the transfer from that provenance, and
separates the criterion from outcome, duration, and expressed satisfaction. Section 5
establishes the three determinants of kind and the inertness of three further features.
Section 6 supplies the structural explanation of extractive drift. Section 7 treats the
axes of return and states the cross-scale claim together with its limit. Section 8 states
the ethical constraint governing the criterion’s use. Section 9 draws the implications for
the design of assistance. Section 10 states the limits of the account and the observations
that would tell against it. Section 11 summarises the results of the paper.

Two conventions hold throughout and are stated here so that they require no re-
statement at each occurrence. Every claim carried from another literature is labelled
by its type of evidence, as formally modelled, as empirically tested with a statement of
strength, or as doctrine, since the assistance literatures cite the three in a single register
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and the labelling is the paper’s principal defence against inheriting a strength its sources
lack. And every result obtained at one level of organisation is held at that level until
an explicit argument transfers it, since the evidence assembled here runs from dyadic
interpersonal support through programme evaluation to inter-state cooperation, and
the transfer among those levels is an argument to be made in place of an assumption
to be relied upon.

2 The Empirical Standing of the Dependency Claim

The role of this section within the paper is to fix the evidentiary status of the propo-
sition that assistance produces dependency, since the criterion developed in Section 4
would otherwise inherit whatever standing that proposition holds. Its objectives are
two. The first is to report what the assembled evidence supports and what it leaves
open, separating the general claim about transfers from claims about particular designs.
The second is to state the reformulation the paper adopts, under which dependency is
treated as a property of the design and incentive structure of an arrangement. The
section proceeds in five parts. Section 2.1 states the claim in the forms in which it
circulates. Section 2.2 reports the humanitarian relief evidence. Section 2.3 reports the
cash transfer evidence. Section 2.4 treats the political function the dependency label
performs and the distance this paper holds from it. Section 2.5 states the reformula-
tion, and Section 2.6 summarises the results. The method is review of the assembled
quantitative and qualitative evidence, with each body of evidence labelled by its type
and the strength of its support stated.

2.1 The Claim in the Forms in Which It Circulates

The dependency claim circulates in three forms of markedly different strength, and the
assistance literatures move among them within single documents. The strong form holds
that transfers to a household, community, or state produce a durable reduction in that
recipient’s own productive effort, so that transfers generate the condition they address.
The moderate form holds that transfers displace local provision, so that markets, kin
networks, or public administrations withdraw from functions the transfer covers. The
weak form holds that particular designs, distinguished by their targeting rules, duration
signals, and conditionality, produce reductions in effort or displacements of provision,
while transfers as such carry no such tendency.

The three forms carry distinct evidentiary burdens, and the sections following es-
tablish that the assembled evidence bears on the strong form directly and supports the
weak form. The distinction matters for the present paper, since a criterion of support
built atop the strong form would apply to transfers as a class, and a criterion built atop
the weak form applies to arrangements individually. The paper builds atop the weak
form.

2.2 The Evidence from Humanitarian Relief

Harvey and Lind conducted the principal review of dependency in humanitarian relief
for the Humanitarian Policy Group, examining the concept’s use in relief discourse
alongside the field evidence supporting it (Harvey and Lind, 2005). Their findings
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run in three directions. Recipients of relief were found to draw on it as one element
among several within diversified survival strategies, so that reliance on relief stood well
below the level relief discourse assumes. The evidence that relief erodes recipients’ own
initiative was found to be thin, and the fear of such erosion was found to rest on assertion
in place of demonstration. And the practical consequence of the fear was found to run
toward the supply of assistance at levels below assessed need, on grounds of avoiding
a dependency the evidence leaves unestablished [empirically tested: review of
field evidence with case material; qualitative, with the assembled base
weighted toward East and Central Africa].

The finding carries a caution about its own reach, which the review states. Ab-
sence of demonstrated erosion across the assembled cases leaves open the performance
of particular designs, and the review’s own recommendations concern design features
governing predictability, targeting, and exit. The evidence therefore supports the weak
form of the claim and holds the strong form without support.

2.3 The Evidence from Cash Transfers

Cash transfers supply the strongest evidentiary base bearing on the dependency claim,
since they have been evaluated by randomised design across a wide range of settings
and their effects on labour supply and expenditure composition have been the object of
dedicated synthesis.

Banerjee, Hanna, Kreindler and Olken reanalysed seven randomised controlled trials
of government-run cash transfer programmes across six countries, harmonising the data
definitions and the empirical strategy so that the estimates would be comparable, and
examining effects on adult labour supply. Across the seven programmes the reanalysis
found no observable effect on the propensity to work or on hours worked, for men or
for women, and pooling across the five comparably designed studies returned the same
result at higher power [empirically tested: reanalysis of seven randomised
trials under harmonised definitions; the null result is consistent across
the programmes examined and its reach is bounded by the six countries
covered] (Banerjee et al., 2017). Evans and Popova synthesised the evidence on expen-
diture composition, addressing the claim that transfers flow toward alcohol and tobacco.
The synthesis found effects on such expenditure clustered at or below zero across the
assembled studies [empirically tested: systematic review with meta-analysis
of quantitative studies; the direction of the result is consistent, with
individual studies varying in precision] (Evans and Popova, 2017). Bastagli and
colleagues assembled the broader review, covering fifteen years of cash transfer evalua-
tions across outcome domains and reporting the design features associated with variation
in effect [empirically tested: systematic review of a large evaluation base;
findings vary by outcome domain and by design] (Bastagli et al., 2016).

Two properties of this evidence bear on the present paper. Its strength stands
high by the standards of the assistance literatures, since randomised assignment and
common-specification reanalysis address the selection problems that beset observational
work on transfers. And its object is the strong form of the dependency claim, which
the evidence leaves without support. Variation across designs, reported in the Bastagli
review, supplies the positive finding this paper builds upon: the effects of a transfer

6



track the features of the arrangement through which it flows.

2.4 The Political Function of the Dependency Label and the Distance This
Paper Holds

The dependency frame carries a history of political use extending well beyond the as-
sistance sector, and a paper supplying a criterion adjacent to that frame incurs an
obligation to mark its distance explicitly. This subsection states the function the label
performs, the mechanism by which a diagnostic vocabulary is drawn into that function,
and the provisions this paper adopts against it.

The label performs a licensing function: a recipient described as dependent is thereby
described as a party whose assistance may be reduced on grounds internal to the recip-
ient’s own conduct. Katz traced the operation of that function through the American
poverty discourse, in which the vocabulary of the undeserving poor organised eligibility
across successive policy régimes (Katz, 1989). Van Oorschot established the criteria
by which publics sort claimants, finding control over need, attitude toward help, reci-
procity, identity, and level of need to govern popular judgements of deservingness across
European populations [empirically tested: comparative survey research; the
criteria replicate across countries] (van Oorschot, 2000). Harvey and Lind ob-
served the same function inside the relief sector, where the anticipation of dependency
justified the supply of assistance below assessed need (Harvey and Lind, 2005).

The mechanism drawing a diagnostic vocabulary into that function is straightforward.
A classification separating arrangements into two kinds, one of which carries an adverse
name, becomes available as a ground for allocation as soon as the classification is applied
to recipients in place of arrangements. The present paper adopts three provisions against
that transition. The unit of classification is an arrangement, established in Definition 4.1
as a transfer whose recipient is a relation, so that the criterion returns a property of a
design. The classification is graded, established in Remark 4.4, so that its output resists
conversion into a binary eligibility mark. And the ethical constraint of Section 8 states
the firewall in explicit terms, under which the classification of an arrangement holds
independent of any allocation decision concerning the parties within it.

2.5 The Reformulation Adopted

The results of Sections 2.2 through 2.4 support a single reformulation, stated here and
held throughout the remainder of the paper.

Claim 2.1. (Standing of the general dependency claim). The proposition
that transfers as a class produce durable reductions in recipients’ own effort stands
without support in the assembled randomised and review evidence. Treatment of
that proposition as an established regularity is thereby foreclosed.

Constraint 2.2. (Dependency as a property of design). Dependency is
treated throughout this paper as a property of the design and incentive structure
of a support arrangement, ascertained arrangement by arrangement. Every use of
the term carries that sense, and the criterion of Section 4 supplies the operation
by which the property is ascertained.

The reformulation preserves the phenomenon that the dependency frame registers,
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since arrangements whose withdrawal collapses the relations they sustain exist and are
common, while removing the inference from that phenomenon to a general tendency of
transfers. It equally preserves the paper’s obligation under Section 2.4, since a property
of a design supplies grounds for redesign, and grounds for reduction of assistance to the
parties an arrangement covers require an argument the criterion withholds.

2.6 Summary of Results

This section established the following. The dependency claim circulates in a strong
form concerning transfers as a class, a moderate form concerning displacement of local
provision, and a weak form concerning particular designs. The humanitarian relief re-
view found reliance on relief standing below the assumed level and found the erosion of
initiative without demonstration, while identifying design features as the operative vari-
ables. The randomised cash transfer evidence found effects on labour supply clustered
near zero and effects on expenditure toward alcohol and tobacco clustered at or be-
low zero, with variation across designs supplying the positive finding. The dependency
label performs a licensing function documented in the poverty and deservingness liter-
atures, against which this paper adopts three provisions: classification of arrangements
in place of recipients, gradedness of output, and the explicit firewall of Section 8. The
general claim was accordingly foreclosed as an established regularity (Claim 2.1), and
dependency was fixed as a property of design ascertained arrangement by arrangement
(Constraint 2.2). Section 3 turns to the accounts already holding the distinction that
such an ascertainment presupposes.

3 Prior Holders of the Extractive and Generative Distinction

The role of this section within the paper is to establish the extent of the territory
already occupied, so that the contribution stated in Sections 4 through 7 stands at
its actual width. Its objective is to exhibit five independent bodies of work holding
the distinction between support that maintains a recipient’s position and support that
builds a recipient’s capacity, and to identify the single element the five hold in common
as an open question. The section proceeds in seven parts. Sections 3.1 through 3.5
treat the five holders in turn: the intergroup helping literature in social psychology,
the doctrine of self-help effort in Japanese development cooperation, the protection-
and-empowerment pair in human security, the social investment paradigm in welfare
policy together with the critique it has attracted, and the account of extractive and
generative ownership in the enterprise-design literature. Section 3.6 states the form the
five share and the operation each leaves open. Section 3.7 summarises the results. The
method is exposition followed by comparison, with each holder labelled by its type of
evidence, since the five stand at widely separated points on that scale and the assistance
literatures cite them in a single register.

3.1 Autonomy-Oriented and Dependency-Oriented Help in the Intergroup
Helping Literature

Nadler’s model of intergroup helping relations supplies the distinction in its most fully
developed form, together with experimental support. The model separates dependency-

8



oriented help, which supplies the recipient with a complete solution to the presented
problem, from autonomy-oriented help, which supplies the recipient with the tools by
which a solution is reached (Nadler, 2002). The central claim of the model concerns the
function of the first form: help supplying complete solutions operates as an assertion of
the giver’s standing, and a giver whose status advantage is under challenge has reason
to prefer it. Nadler and Halabi tested the receptivity side of this account, finding that
members of a low-status group identifying strongly with that group received assumed
dependency-oriented help from a high-status group with reduced willingness, and that
the effect strengthened where the status relation was perceived as unstable and its basis
as illegitimate [empirically tested: laboratory experiments on intergroup
helping; the receptivity effects replicate, and the field generality of
the status-maintenance mechanism remains under study] (Nadler and Halabi,
2006).

Two properties of the model bear on the present paper. Its unit is the helping act
together with the status relation in which the act occurs, so the model already locates
kind in the structure of the arrangement in place of the magnitude of the transfer. And
its evidence is experimental, which places it at the strongest point on the evidence scale
among the five holders treated here. What the model supplies is a mechanism and a
validated pair of categories. Assignment of a described arrangement to one of the two
proceeds in the experimental setting by construction, since the experimenter builds the
help condition, and the model leaves the assignment of an arrangement encountered in
the field to the analyst’s reading of it.

3.2 The Doctrine of Self-Help Effort in Japanese Development Cooperation

Japanese development cooperation has carried the distinction in doctrinal form for more
than three decades. The 1992 Official Development Assistance Charter established sup-
port for the self-help effort (自助努力) of partner countries as a governing principle,
directing assistance toward 自立的 development, and the 2003 revision retained the
principle while placing human security among the basic policies [doctrine] (Govern-
ment of Japan, 1992). The Development Cooperation Charter of 2015 carried the prin-
ciple forward, and the 2023 revision restated it with emphasis on investment in people
(人への投資) [doctrine] (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 2015). The doctrine
reaches beyond declaration into evaluation practice: the Japanese rendering of the sus-
tainability criterion in project evaluation is 自立発展性, which names the capacity of
an arrangement to develop on its own footing after cooperation ends.

The Japanese formulation stands closest to the operation this paper supplies, since
自立発展性 is assessed at and after project completion and therefore asks a question
about the standing of an arrangement once the transfer stops. Two features hold it
short of a criterion. The assessment is conducted as one dimension of ex-post project
evaluation, so it reports on a completed intervention in place of classifying an arrange-
ment in operation. And the doctrine attaches the property to the project, where the
present paper attaches it to the relation the project maintains, a difference that Sec-
tion 5 shows to matter wherever a project ends while the relation it built continues
under other supply.

The same doctrine has generated the most developed self-critique available in any of
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the five literatures, in the domestic Japanese setting in place of the international one.
Section 9 takes up that critique, which concerns the collapse of self-reliance support
(自立支援) into expenditure reduction wherever 自立 is defined as exit from benefit
receipt.

3.3 The Protection and Empowerment Pair in Human Security Doctrine

The Commission on Human Security, under the chairmanship of Ogata Sadako and
Amartya Sen, organised its framework around two pillars standing in the same relation
as the pair under discussion. Protection denotes the institutional and normative ar-
rangements shielding people from acute threat, established from above; empowerment
denotes the development of people’s capacity to act on their own behalf and on behalf
of others, developed from below [doctrine] (Commission on Human Security, 2003).
The report treats the two as mutually reinforcing and assigns to empowerment the role
of enabling people to become the authors of their own security.

The pair has attained canonical standing in policy discourse, which raises the cost
of any claim to have introduced it. The framework has equally attracted a stand-
ing methodological objection concerning analytic overbreadth: a concept encompassing
threats from armed violence through disease to economic insecurity supplies limited
purchase on the ordering of priorities or the design of instruments (Paris, 2001). That
objection bears directly on the present paper’s undertaking, since a pair of pillars ad-
mitting almost any programme under one heading or the other yields a vocabulary in
place of a classification. The response adopted here is narrowness of scope: the criterion
of Section 4 applies to a single support arrangement and returns a graded assignment,
and the paper claims reach for it at that level alone.

3.4 The Social Investment Paradigm and the Matthew-Effect Critique

The social investment paradigm in welfare policy holds the distinction at the level of
an entire policy régime. Its central proposition treats social expenditure directed at
capacitation, in the form of early childhood education and care, active labour market
policy, training, and work-family reconciliation, as investment yielding future returns,
and distinguishes such expenditure from compensatory transfers maintaining income
[doctrine] (Giddens, 1998; Esping-Andersen et al., 2002; Morel et al., 2012; Hemerijck,
2013). The paradigm governed European social policy discourse through the 2000s and
2010s and supplies the extractive-and-generative fork in the register closest to public
finance.

The critique the paradigm attracted is required reading for the present paper, since
it identifies a failure mode the fading test alone would leave unexposed. Capacitating
services distribute themselves according to the capacity to take them up, so house-
holds already advantaged in information, scheduling, and proximity use them at higher
rates, and a régime shifting expenditure from transfers toward services can widen the
inequality it addresses [empirically tested: comparative European evidence
on childcare and active labour market policy use gradients; the direc-
tion of the effect is well supported and its magnitude varies by country
and instrument] (Bonoli et al., 2017; Cantillon and Van Lancker, 2017). The finding
carries a general lesson: an arrangement passing a capacity-building test at the level of
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each participating relation may fail at the level of the population from which partici-
pants are drawn. Section 10 states this as a boundary on the criterion, and the levels
firewall observed throughout this paper follows from it.

3.5 Extractive and Generative Ownership in the Design of Enterprise

Kelly’s account of ownership design supplies the terminology of the present paper almost
exactly, and citation of it is accordingly mandatory. The account separates extractive
ownership, whose purpose is the maximisation of financial extraction from an enter-
prise, from generative ownership, whose purpose is the generation of the conditions on
which life depends, and it develops the latter through five design patterns: a living
purpose, rooted membership, mission-controlled governance, stakeholder finance, and
ethical networks [doctrine] (Kelly, 2012). The examples supporting the account run
through cooperatives, employee-owned firms, community land trusts, and foundation-
owned companies.

Two properties place the account within the same family as the present paper and
hold it apart from it. Kelly’s unit is the ownership architecture of an enterprise, and
the classification proceeds by inspection of that architecture against the five patterns,
which yields a typology of designs. The present paper’s unit is a support arrangement,
and the classification proceeds by a counterfactual applied to the supported relation,
which yields a graded assignment. The distinction the two share is thereby held at
different levels and ascertained by different operations, and the terminological overlap
is acknowledged here in full.

3.6 The Common Form of the Five Accounts and the Operation They Leave
Open

Table 1 sets the five accounts alongside one another. Three elements recur across all
of them. Each locates the difference in the design of an arrangement, holding the
magnitude of the transfer aside. Each treats the maintaining form as carrying a cost
borne by the recipient’s standing or capacity. And each holds the capacitating form
as the objective toward which practice should move. The recurrence establishes the
concession this paper opens with.

Claim 3.1. (The status of the distinction). The distinction between support
maintaining a recipient’s position and support building a recipient’s capacity is in-
dependently held in five literatures, in one of which it carries experimental support.
Any claim of novelty for the distinction itself is thereby foreclosed.

The element the five leave open is visible in the final column of Table 1. Assignment
proceeds in each case by a procedure available at one point only: the experimenter’s
construction of a condition, a rating at project completion, the heading under which a
programme is filed, the instrument through which expenditure flows, or the inspection
of an ownership architecture. Each procedure serves the purpose for which its own liter-
ature developed it, and each requires either a completed intervention or an inspectable
design document.

Claim 3.2. (The unsupplied operation). The five prior holders name the
distinction and leave open a test applying to a support arrangement while that
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Table 1: The five prior holders of the extractive and generative distinction, with the domain
in which each holds it, the terms in which each names it, the type of evidence supporting each,
and the operation each supplies for assigning a described arrangement.

Holder Domain Terms naming
the pair

Type of evi-
dence

Operation of as-
signment

Nadler Intergroup
helping

Dependency-
oriented and
autonomy-oriented
help

Experimental Construction of
the help condition
by the experi-
menter

Japanese devel-
opment coopera-
tion

Official devel-
opment assis-
tance

自助努力 and
自立発展性

Doctrine, with
ex-post evalua-
tion practice

Qualitative rating
at project comple-
tion

Ogata and Sen Human secu-
rity

Protection and em-
powerment

Doctrine Categorisation of
programmes by
heading

Social invest-
ment paradigm

Welfare policy Capacitating
services and
compensatory
transfers

Doctrine, with
tested critique

Classification of ex-
penditure by in-
strument

Kelly Ownership de-
sign

Extractive and
generative owner-
ship

Advocacy with
case material

Inspection of archi-
tecture against five
patterns

arrangement is in operation, returning a graded assignment, and taking as its object
the relation the arrangement maintains. Supplying that test is the undertaking of
Section 4.

One further concession belongs at this point, concerning the framework within which
the test is stated in place of the test itself. Evaluation of arrangements at the level of
relations, holding the isolated individual aside as the unit, is independently held by
relational egalitarianism (Anderson, 1999), by African relational moral theory (Metz,
2022), by Confucian role ethics (Ames, 2011), by the ethics of betweenness in Watsuji
(Watsuji, 1937), and by care ethics (Noddings, 1984; Held, 2006). The relational unit is
accordingly conceded together with the distinction, and Section 8 states what the present
account adds to it, which concerns the conjunction of that unit with an operational
criterion and with a constitutive account of worth.

3.7 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Five independent literatures hold the distinction
between maintaining and capacitating support: the intergroup helping literature with
experimental support, Japanese development cooperation doctrine with an associated
evaluation practice, human security doctrine, the social investment paradigm with its
tested Matthew-effect critique, and the ownership-design literature with case material
(Claim 3.1, Table 1). The Japanese formulation stands closest to an operation, since
自立発展性 is assessed after cooperation ends, and holds short of one by attaching the
property to a completed project in place of an operating relation. The Matthew-effect
critique supplies a boundary carried through the paper, by which an arrangement pass-
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ing a capacity test at the level of each participating relation may fail at the level of the
population from which participants are drawn. The five leave open a test applicable to
an arrangement in operation, returning a graded assignment, and taking the supported
relation as its object (Claim 3.2). The relational unit of evaluation is conceded alongside
the distinction. Section 4 supplies the test, and Section 5 identifies the features of an
arrangement that settle its result.

4 The Fading Test and Its Provenance in Scaffolding

The role of this section within the paper is to supply the operation whose absence Sec-
tions 2 and 3 establish: a test assigning a given support arrangement to one of two
kinds. Its objectives are three. The first is to define support and the two kinds in terms
admitting application to a described arrangement. The second is to fix the provenance
of the test and the boundary within which the transfer from that provenance holds.
The third is to separate the test from three measurements with which the assistance
literatures presently conflate it. The section proceeds in five parts. Section 4.1 states
the definitions and the test. Section 4.2 traces the test to the study of instructional
scaffolding and states what the transfer carries and what it leaves behind. Section 4.3
separates the test from measurement of outcome, from measurement of duration, and
from measurement of the recipient’s expressed satisfaction. Section 4.4 states the com-
panion criterion governing the destination of value generated inside a supported relation.
Section 4.5 summarises the results. The method throughout is definitional, with each
borrowed component labelled by its type of evidence and carrying the boundary stated
at its source.

4.1 Definition of Support and of the Two Kinds

Application of a criterion presupposes a specification of the object to which the criterion
applies. The specification adopted here places the recipient of a transfer inside a relation
whose operation that transfer maintains.

Definition 4.1. (Support). Support is a transfer of resource, instruction, pro-
tection, attention, or authority from a supplying party into a relation sustained by
a supported party, made with the effect of holding that relation in operation.

Three features of this definition carry weight through the remainder of the paper.
The recipient of the transfer is a relation: a household’s relation to its own subsistence,
a ministry’s relation to the population it administers, a clinic’s relation to the patients
on its list, a researcher’s relation to a line of inquiry. Questions about the kind of
a support arrangement thereby become questions about the standing of a relation, in
place of questions about the character of a person. The definition further leaves the
supplying party’s purpose out of account, which Section 5 establishes as inert with
respect to kind. And the definition covers transfers of authority and attention alongside
transfers of resource, so that arrangements carrying small budgets and large decision
rights fall within its scope.

Definition 4.2. (Extractive and generative support). Support is extractive
where the operation of the supported relation rests on continuation of the transfer,
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and generative where the transfer builds within the supported relation the capacity
by which that relation holds itself in operation.

Definition 4.2 states a property. The operation by which that property is ascertained
follows.

Criterion 4.3. (Fading test). A support is generative where its withdrawal
leaves the supported relation intact, and extractive where its withdrawal collapses
the relation it sustained.

The test carries three features worth stating explicitly. It is counterfactual, so its
application to an arrangement in operation proceeds by staged partial withdrawal or by
comparison with a matched arrangement already withdrawn. It is directed at the rela-
tion, so the welfare of the supported party enters the assessment through the standing
of the relation that welfare depends upon. And it is graded.

Remark 4.4. (Fadeability as a graded property). Applied at a schedule
of partial withdrawals, the test returns a fraction: the proportion of the transfer
whose removal the supported relation absorbs while holding in operation. Full
generativity and full extraction occupy the ends of that scale, and the arrangements
encountered in practice occupy its interior.

The sustainability-and-exit literature already performs this operation in the field.
Rogers and Coates, reporting a four-country prospective study of programme exit, found
that gains persisted after handover where resources, technical and managerial capacity,
motivation, and institutional linkages stood in place before the handover occurred [em-
pirically tested: four-country prospective study; consistent across sites]
(Rogers and Coates, 2015). The contribution of Criterion 4.3 lies in converting that find-
ing from an evaluation of completed programmes into a definition of kind applicable to
an arrangement in operation.

4.2 The Provenance of the Test in the Study of Instructional Scaffolding

The test stated in Section 4.1 originates in the study of tutoring, and the conditions
holding in that setting govern the reach of the transfer into assistance settings. This
subsection states the provenance, the evidence supporting it, and the boundary the
transfer must carry.

Wood, Bruner and Ross introduced the term scaffolding from observation of tutorial
interaction, in which a tutor controls the elements of a task lying beyond the learner’s
present capacity so that the learner completes the elements within reach (Wood et al.,
1976). Three components compose the process: contingency, by which the tutor’s con-
trol varies with the learner’s demonstrated capacity; transfer of responsibility, by which
control passes to the learner as capacity forms; and fading, by which the tutor’s con-
tribution declines toward zero while task performance holds. The framework stands
in a lineage running from Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development, which locates in-
struction in the interval between independent performance and assisted performance
(Vygotsky, 1978). Fading supplies the operation the assistance literatures lack, since
fading is precisely a scheduled withdrawal under which the maintained activity either
holds or collapses [empirically tested: instructional dyads; the three com-
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ponents are well attested, with magnitudes varying by domain and by
measure].

The instructional setting supplies the operation together with a presupposition that
assistance settings hold open.

Constraint 4.5. (Boundary of the transfer from the instructional set-
ting). The instructional setting presupposes a learner on a trajectory toward self-
regulation, so the fading of tutorial control tracks a competence already forming.
Assistance settings hold the existence of such a trajectory open as the question
at issue. The transfer accordingly carries the operation of staged withdrawal and
leaves the presupposition of an underlying trajectory behind, so that the test clas-
sifies an arrangement as the arrangement presently stands and leaves its future
course open.

Retention of this boundary blocks an inference the deservingness literature makes
routinely, by which the finding that an arrangement fails the fading test licenses the
conclusion that the arrangement ought to end (van Oorschot, 2000; Katz, 1989). The
criterion classifies; Section 8 establishes the constraint under which classification stands
apart from allocation, and the boundary stated here supplies the first of the two grounds
on which that constraint rests.

4.3 Separation of the Test from Outcome, Duration, and Expressed Satis-
faction

Practice assesses support arrangements by three measurements already established in
evaluation routine: the magnitude of the outcome achieved, the length of the commit-
ment required, and the satisfaction the recipient reports. The objective of this subsection
is to establish that each of the three varies independently of kind, so that the fading
test addresses a property the existing measurements leave unaddressed. The method is
the exhibition of a case in each pair of directions.

Outcome magnitude separates from kind through the reward literature. Deci, Koest-
ner and Ryan, in a meta-analysis of 128 experiments, found that tangible rewards contin-
gent on task engagement reduced free-choice intrinsic motivation, while positive verbal
feedback raised it [empirically tested: meta-analysis, 128 experiments; the un-
dermining effect is robust for expected tangible rewards and contested
in scope] (Deci et al., 1999). A reward of this form raises measured task output during
the period of its supply and lowers the capacity that produced the output, which is an
arrangement scoring well on outcome and failing the fading test. The converse case is
supplied by arrangements of modest measured effect whose withdrawal the supported
relation absorbs entirely.

Duration separates from kind by inspection of the definition. An arrangement run-
ning for decades passes the test where the supported relation would hold on withdrawal
and the transfer continues by the supplier’s election, as with maintenance transfers into
infrastructure already operated locally. An arrangement running for six months fails the
test where the relation it sustained collapses at exit. Length of commitment therefore
reports the supplier’s schedule and leaves kind undetermined.

Expressed satisfaction separates from kind through the recipient-reaction literature.
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Fisher, Nadler and Whitcher-Alagna established that receipt of aid carries a threat to
the recipient’s self-esteem, so that recipient evaluations register that threat alongside
the assistance’s usefulness [empirically tested: review of experimental litera-
ture on recipient reactions] (Fisher et al., 1982). Bolger, Zuckerman and Kessler,
following law graduates and their partners by daily diary through the month preceding
the New York State bar examination, found that support the provider reported while
the recipient registered none was associated with lower depressed mood, while support
the recipient did register carried an emotional cost [empirically tested: daily-diary
study of couples under a common stressor, with experimental replication
in Bolger and Amarel (2007); the mechanism remains contested] (Bolger
et al., 2000; Bolger and Amarel, 2007). Registration of support and benefit from sup-
port therefore come apart, and satisfaction measurement supplies weak evidence of kind
in both directions.

4.4 The Folding Criterion as the Destination-Side Companion

The fading test addresses the durability of a supported relation at the moment of with-
drawal. A second question concerns the destination of the value the relation generates
while the arrangement operates, and the criterion answering it stands alongside the
fading test as its companion. This subsection states that criterion, establishes the inde-
pendence of the two, and marks the analytic occasions on which each applies.

Criterion 4.6. (Folding criterion). Generated value folds where it returns to
the relation that produced it, and converges where it accrues to an attractor lying
outside that relation.

Claim 4.7. (Independence of fadeability and folding). Fadeability and fold-
ing vary independently, so an arrangement passing one criterion may fail the other.
An arrangement whose supported relation holds on withdrawal, while the value gen-
erated inside that relation accrues to the funder’s reputation, to the implementing
organisation’s reported metrics, or to a ranking governing the sector’s resource
flows, passes the fading test and fails the folding criterion.

The occasions of application separate accordingly. An analyst asking after the stand-
ing of a relation at exit applies the fading test. An analyst asking after the direction
in which a relation’s product travels during operation applies the folding criterion. Sec-
tion 6 shows that the accountability structure of the assistance sector bears directly on
the second question, since the party receiving the reported product of an arrangement
and the party whose capacity the arrangement addresses occupy distinct positions.

4.5 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Support was defined as a transfer whose recip-
ient is a relation, which places questions of kind at the level of relations and holds
them clear of judgements about persons (Definition 4.1). The two kinds were defined
by the dependence of the supported relation’s operation on continuation of the transfer
(Definition 4.2), and the fading test was stated as the operation ascertaining kind (Cri-
terion 4.3), with fadeability established as a graded property admitting assessment by
staged partial withdrawal (Remark 4.4). The provenance of the test was traced to the

16



fading component of instructional scaffolding, and the transfer into assistance settings
was bounded by the constraint that the instructional presupposition of a trajectory
toward self-regulation remains behind, so that the test classifies present arrangements
and leaves their future course open (Constraint 4.5). Outcome magnitude, duration of
commitment, and expressed satisfaction were each shown to vary independently of kind.
The folding criterion was stated as the destination-side companion of the fading test
(Criterion 4.6), and the two were shown to vary independently (Claim 4.7). Section 5
takes up the determinants settling which kind a given arrangement exhibits.

5 Routing, Visibility, and Assigned Position as Determinants of Kind

The role of this section within the paper is to identify the features of a support arrange-
ment that settle the result the fading test returns, so that the criterion of Section 4
acquires purchase on design in place of purchase on classification alone. Its objectives
are two. The first is to establish three features as determinants of kind: the routing of
the coupling a transfer creates, the visibility of the transfer to the supported party, and
the position the arrangement assigns to that party. The second is to establish three
further features as inert with respect to kind: the magnitude of the transfer, its content,
and the supplying party’s intention. The section proceeds in six parts. Sections 5.1
through 5.3 treat the three determinants in turn, each with the evidence supporting it
and the level at which that evidence was obtained. Section 5.4 establishes the inertness
of the three remaining features. Section 5.5 states the determinants claim together with
the observations that would tell against it, and Section 5.6 summarises the results. The
method is analytic for the routing result, which follows from Definitions 4.1 and 4.2,
and evidential for the visibility and position results, which rest on experimental and
diary studies whose level of obtainment is stated in each case.

5.1 The Routing of the Coupling a Transfer Creates

Every transfer establishes a coupling between parties, and the identity of the parties so
coupled settles what happens at withdrawal. This subsection defines that property and
establishes it as the first determinant.

Definition 5.1. (Routing). The routing of a transfer is the identity of the
relation the transfer strengthens. A transfer is routed to the supplier where it
strengthens the relation between the supported party and the supplying party,
and routed to the supported relation where it strengthens the relation between the
supported party and the counterparties on which that party’s own operation runs.

Claim 5.2. (Routing as a determinant). Routing settles the result of the
fading test. A transfer routed to the supplier leaves the supported party coupled
to a source whose removal is the withdrawal itself, so the arrangement collapses at
withdrawal by construction. A transfer routed to the supported relation leaves in
place a coupling the withdrawal does not touch.

The claim follows from Definitions 4.1 and 4.2 together with Definition 5.1, and its
content is best exhibited by a pair of arrangements identical in every respect apart from
routing. A donor supplying a district clinic with medicines through its own procurement
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chain strengthens the clinic’s relation to that chain, and withdrawal of the donor removes
the clinic’s supply. A donor financing the clinic’s own contracting with a domestic
wholesaler strengthens the clinic’s relation to that wholesaler, and withdrawal of the
donor leaves a contracting relation whose continuation turns on the clinic’s revenue.
The two arrangements carry equal budgets, deliver equal quantities of medicine, and
register equal outcomes during operation, and they separate at withdrawal.

The same structure organises a documented pattern in assistance to higher education,
where support flowing through scholarships tenable at institutions in the supplying
country strengthens the recipient’s relation to those institutions, and support flowing
to the capacity of institutions in the recipient country strengthens the relation between
those institutions and the students they serve (Chankseliani, 2022). Routing accordingly
supplies the sense in which arrangements described in identical terms of purpose and
volume separate into kinds.

5.2 The Visibility of the Transfer to the Supported Party

The degree to which a transfer registers in the supported party’s own account of the
situation bears on the capacity the transfer is meant to build, and the evidence establish-
ing this was obtained in interpersonal settings. This subsection reports that evidence,
states the mechanism under dispute, and marks the level boundary governing its use in
the present paper.

Bolger, Zuckerman and Kessler followed law graduates and their partners by daily
diary through the month preceding the New York State bar examination, separating
support reported by the provider from support registered by the recipient. Support
the provider reported while the recipient registered none was associated with lower de-
pressed mood in the recipient; support the recipient registered carried an emotional cost
[empirically tested: daily-diary study of couples under a common stres-
sor; the pattern replicated under experimental manipulation in Bolger
and Amarel (2007), and the evidence is dyadic throughout] (Bolger et al.,
2000; Bolger and Amarel, 2007). The mechanism remains under dispute, with candi-
date accounts running through the threat that registered receipt poses to the recipient’s
sense of competence, through the attentional cost of the interaction that registration
requires, and through the inference the recipient draws about the provider’s assessment
of the recipient’s capacity.

The reward literature supplies a convergent result at the level of task motivation.
Deci, Koestner and Ryan found tangible rewards contingent on engagement to reduce
free-choice intrinsic motivation, with verbal feedback carrying the contrary effect (Deci
et al., 1999). The common element across the two literatures is the salience of the
external supply to the party whose capacity is at issue.

Claim 5.3. (Visibility as a determinant at the interpersonal level). At
the level of interpersonal support, the salience of a transfer to the supported party
bears on the capacity that party sustains, with reduced salience associated with
improved adjustment. The evidence supporting this claim was obtained in dyadic
settings, and its extension to organisational and international arrangements stands
as a conjecture requiring its own test.
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The level boundary stated in Claim 5.3 is observed throughout the paper. Section 10
states the observations that would establish or defeat the organisational extension, and
Section 9 draws design implications at the interpersonal level alone.

5.3 The Position the Arrangement Assigns to the Supported Party

Support arrangements distribute the roles of problem definition, method selection, and
execution, and the distribution assigns the supported party a position within the ar-
rangement. This subsection establishes that position as the third determinant, drawing
on the experimental evidence reported in Section 3.1 and on the evidence concerning
the effects of occupying a giving position.

Nadler’s distinction between help supplying complete solutions and help supplying
tools is a distinction of assigned position, since the first assigns the recipient the position
of a party awaiting a solution and the second assigns the position of a party executing
one (Nadler, 2002; Nadler and Halabi, 2006). The operational content of the distinction
lies in four allocations: the party defining the problem, the party selecting the method,
the party holding the decision at each execution step, and the party accounting for the
result. An arrangement allocating all four to the supplier assigns the supported party
a receiving position throughout.

Riessman’s helper-therapy principle establishes the far end of the same scale. Parties
occupying a giving position within an arrangement register gains attributable to that
position, so that arrangements placing recipients in positions of supply toward others
operate on the recipients’ own capacity [empirically tested: clinical and pro-
gramme observation, with subsequent study in peer-support settings; the
direction of the effect is consistently reported and its magnitude varies
by setting] (Riessman, 1965).

Claim 5.4. (Assigned position as a determinant). The position an arrange-
ment assigns to the supported party, ascertained by the allocation of problem
definition, method selection, execution decisions, and accounting, bears on the
capacity that party sustains and thereby on the result of the fading test.

5.4 The Inertness of Magnitude, Content, and Intention

Practice discriminates among support arrangements by three features standing outside
the list established above, and the objective of this subsection is to establish each as inert
with respect to kind. The method is exhibition of arrangements standing at opposite
ends of each feature while sharing a kind.

Magnitude stands inert. A transfer of substantial volume routed to the supported
relation, as with budget support financing a ministry’s own contracting, leaves that
relation in place at withdrawal. A transfer of modest volume routed to the supplier, as
with a small grant administered through the supplier’s own staff and systems, collapses
at withdrawal. Volume accordingly reports the scale of an arrangement and leaves its
kind open.

Content stands inert. Cash transfers admit both routings, since a transfer paid into a
household’s own account against the household’s own purposes strengthens that house-
hold’s existing exchange relations, while a transfer paid against eligibility conditions the
supplier administers and verifies strengthens the household’s relation to the supplier’s
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administration. Training admits both routings, since instruction yielding a certification
recognised across the domestic labour market strengthens the trainee’s relation to that
market, while instruction yielding a certification recognised by the supplying organisa-
tion alone strengthens the trainee’s relation to that organisation. The medium through
which support flows therefore leaves kind open, which places the cash-versus-services
debate in welfare policy outside the present criterion’s frame of reference.

Intention stands inert, and this result carries the greatest weight for practice. The
fading test is a counterfactual concerning the standing of a relation, and the supply-
ing party’s purposes enter that counterfactual at no point. The experimental evidence
reinforces the analytic result, since the status-maintaining function Nadler identifies
operates through the structure of the help supplied and stands available to suppliers
holding entirely benevolent purposes (Nadler, 2002). Section 6 supplies the organisa-
tional mechanism through which a sector holding the capacitating aspiration produces
arrangements of the maintaining kind at scale, which is the systematic form of the same
result.

Claim 5.5. (Inertness of magnitude, content, and intention). The volume
of a transfer, the medium through which it flows, and the purposes of the supplying
party stand inert with respect to kind. Assignment of an arrangement to a kind
proceeds through routing, visibility, and assigned position alone.

5.5 The Determinants Claim and the Observations Telling Against It

Proposition 5.6. (The determinants of kind). The result the fading test
returns for a support arrangement is settled by the routing of the coupling the
transfer creates, by the visibility of the transfer to the supported party, and by the
position the arrangement assigns to that party.

Proposition 5.6 admits defeat by observation, and the forms such observation would
take are stated here and carried into Section 10. A set of arrangements matched on
routing, visibility, and assigned position while separating systematically at withdrawal
would establish a determinant the proposition omits. A set of arrangements separat-
ing on routing while returning matched results at withdrawal would defeat Claim 5.2.
And a demonstration that arrangements identical in the three determinants separate
at withdrawal according to the supplier’s stated purposes would defeat Claim 5.5. The
proposition holds the three determinants as jointly settling the result, and it offers
no ordering among them, which Section 10 records as an outstanding element of the
account.

5.6 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Routing was defined as the identity of the rela-
tion a transfer strengthens (Definition 5.1) and established analytically as a determinant
of kind, with a matched pair of clinic supply arrangements exhibiting the separation
it produces (Claim 5.2). Visibility was established as a determinant at the interper-
sonal level on diary and experimental evidence, with its extension to organisational and
international arrangements marked as a conjecture and its mechanism recorded as un-
der dispute (Claim 5.3). Assigned position was established as a determinant through
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the intergroup helping evidence and the helper-therapy literature, with its operational
content fixed by the allocation of problem definition, method selection, execution deci-
sions, and accounting (Claim 5.4). Magnitude, content, and intention were established
as inert, which places the cash-versus-services debate outside the criterion’s frame and
locates the sector’s production of maintaining arrangements in structure in place of
purpose (Claim 5.5). The three determinants were stated as jointly settling the test’s
result, together with the observations that would tell against the statement (Proposi-
tion 5.6). Section 6 supplies the organisational mechanism accounting for the prevalence
of arrangements routed to the supplier.

6 Accountability Structure and the Drift Toward Extractive Arrange-
ment

The role of this section within the paper is to account for a pattern the preceding
sections leave standing as a puzzle: a sector holding the capacitating aspiration in
its own doctrine produces arrangements of the maintaining kind at scale, and does so
while the parties composing it hold the aspiration sincerely. Its objectives are three.
The first is to establish the asymmetry in the direction of accountability that organises
the sector. The second is to trace the transmission from that asymmetry to each of the
three determinants established in Section 5, so that the explanation operates through
the mechanism the criterion identifies in place of operating alongside it. The third is
to state the drift result together with the observations that would tell against it. The
section proceeds in five parts. Section 6.1 establishes the asymmetry. Section 6.2 traces
the transmission to routing, to visibility, and to assigned position. Section 6.3 treats the
consequences for organisational learning. Section 6.4 states the result and its falsifiers.
Section 6.5 summarises the results. The method is organisational analysis drawing on
the accountability literature in the study of non-governmental organisations, with the
level at which each finding was obtained stated at its point of use.

6.1 The Direction of Accountability in the Assistance Sector

Accountability relations in the assistance sector run in two directions, and the two are
supported by structures of markedly unequal strength. Upward accountability runs from
an implementing organisation to the parties supplying its funds, comprising donors, gov-
ernmental agencies, and boards, and it is carried by disbursement conditions, reporting
requirements, audit, and the renewal decision. Downward accountability runs from the
implementing organisation to the parties its programmes address, comprising communi-
ties, service users, and partner organisations at the point of delivery, and it is carried by
consultation practices, grievance procedures, participation mechanisms, and such exit
options as the setting affords.

Ebrahim assembled the analysis of these mechanisms, examining the instruments
through which each direction operates and the demands each places on organisational
attention (Ebrahim, 2003). The finding is an asymmetry of enforcement in place of
an asymmetry of intention: the instruments carrying upward accountability attach
consequences to performance, in that a failure of reporting or of disbursement com-
pliance bears on the organisation’s continuation, and the instruments carrying down-
ward accountability attach consequences weakly or leave them to the organisation’s
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own election [empirically tested: case-based organisational analysis of the
non-governmental sector; the asymmetry is consistently reported and its
magnitude varies with funding structure] (Ebrahim, 2003; Edwards and Hulme,
1996).

Claim 6.1. (The asymmetry of accountability). In the assistance sector the
party supplying the funds for an arrangement and the party whose capacity that
arrangement addresses occupy distinct positions, and the accountability running
toward the first is carried by enforced instruments while the accountability running
toward the second is carried by weakly enforced instruments.

6.2 The Transmission from the Asymmetry to the Three Determinants

Claim 6.1 states a feature of organisational structure, and the explanatory work of this
section requires the transmission of that feature into the determinants of kind. This
subsection traces the transmission along three paths, one for each determinant estab-
lished in Section 5, and the argument is analytic throughout: each path proceeds from
a requirement that upward accountability imposes to the design feature that satisfies
the requirement.

The path to routing runs through attribution. An organisation accountable upward
is required to demonstrate that the results it reports followed from the funds it received,
which is a demand for attributable causation. Attribution is secured most reliably where
the organisation controls the chain through which the transfer flows, since a chain the
organisation controls generates records the organisation can produce and outcomes the
organisation can trace. A transfer routed to the supported relation’s own counterparties,
by contrast, generates results distributed across parties the organisation neither controls
nor documents. The reporting requirement accordingly favours routing to the supplier,
which Claim 5.2 establishes as the routing under which an arrangement collapses at
withdrawal by construction.

The path to visibility runs through verification and identification. An organisation
accountable upward is required to verify that transfers reached their intended recipients
and, under a widespread further requirement, to identify the source of the support
at the point of delivery. Verification places the recipient in the position of supplying
evidence of receipt, and identification places the origin of the support in the recipient’s
field of attention as a condition of the arrangement’s compliance. Both requirements
raise the salience of the transfer to the supported party. Claim 5.3 establishes the
adverse direction of raised salience at the interpersonal level and marks its extension to
organisational arrangements as a conjecture, so the transmission traced here establishes
the direction in which the requirements move the determinant, and the consequence
of that movement for organisational arrangements stands as the conjecture Claim 5.3
records.

The path to assigned position runs through the reporting format. Results frame-
works specify indicators in advance of implementation, which locates problem definition
and method selection with the parties designing the framework. The supported party’s
role within such a framework is the supply of the data the indicators require and the per-
formance of the activities the framework enumerates, which is the allocation Claim 5.4
establishes as bearing on kind, in the direction the intergroup helping evidence marks
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as adverse.

Proposition 6.2. (Transmission of the accountability asymmetry to the
determinants of kind). The requirements through which upward accountability
operates favour transfers routed to the supplier, raise the salience of transfers to
the supported party, and assign that party a receiving position. Each of the three
determinants is thereby moved in the direction Section 5 establishes as extractive,
with the movement of the visibility determinant carrying the consequence Claim 5.3
records as a conjecture at the organisational level.

Proposition 6.2 supplies the explanation the section undertook. The production
of maintaining arrangements by a sector holding the capacitating aspiration requires
no failure of purpose on any party’s part, since the requirements generating the three
effects are the ordinary requirements of financial responsibility and are held by parties
acting on entirely defensible grounds. Claim 5.5 established the inertness of intention
analytically; Proposition 6.2 exhibits the structural form of the same result.

6.3 The Consequences for Organisational Learning

The asymmetry established in Section 6.1 bears on a second question beyond the kind
of arrangements produced, concerning the capacity of the sector to detect the kind
of arrangements it produces. Ebrahim developed this consequence under the head-
ing of accountability myopia, arguing that the concentration of accountability effort
in short-term, quantifiable, upward-directed reporting displaces the longer-horizon and
less legible information on which organisational learning depends (Ebrahim, 2005).

The consequence for the present paper is specific. The fading test requires observa-
tion of a supported relation through and beyond withdrawal, which is an observation
falling outside the reporting horizon that upward accountability establishes, since the
reporting relationship ordinarily terminates with the funding relationship. The infor-
mation the criterion requires is thereby generated at the point at which the structure
generating information ceases to operate. The sustainability literature reviewed in Sec-
tion 4.1 exists because a small number of studies were funded to make exactly that
observation (Rogers and Coates, 2015), and its small volume relative to the volume of
implementation reporting is a consequence of the structure described here.

The folding criterion of Section 4.4 applies to the same structure and returns a
definite result. The value generated within programme relations is compiled, reported,
and accrues as evidence of performance to the parties standing in the upward relation,
where it bears on renewal, reputation, and the terms of subsequent funding. The relation
producing that value receives the report as an object of extraction in place of a return,
which is convergence in the sense Criterion 4.6 defines.

6.4 The Drift Result and the Observations Telling Against It

Claim 6.3. (Structural drift toward extractive arrangement). A sector in
which accountability is enforced upward and unenforced downward produces sup-
port arrangements of the extractive kind at rates exceeding those its own doctrine
would generate, and produces them through the ordinary operation of its financial
and reporting requirements in place of through any failure of purpose among the
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parties composing it.

Claim 6.3 admits defeat by observation, and three forms of observation would supply
it. A comparison of organisations funded through structures differing in the strength
of downward accountability, holding sector and setting constant, should show the kind
of arrangements produced varying with that strength; matched distributions would tell
against the claim. A comparison of arrangements funded under core or unearmarked
grants with arrangements funded under project grants carrying attribution requirements
should show routing varying accordingly. And a natural experiment in which reporting
requirements were altered for one class of grants should show the corresponding change
in the three determinants. The claim is stated at the level of the funding structure, and
its transfer to the individual organisation requires the further argument that Section 10
records as outstanding.

6.5 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Accountability in the assistance sector is asym-
metric in enforcement, running toward the parties supplying funds through instruments
attaching consequences and toward the parties programmes address through instru-
ments leaving consequences to the organisation’s election (Claim 6.1). The asymmetry
transmits to all three determinants of kind: the attribution requirement favours routing
to the supplier, the verification and identification requirements raise the salience of the
transfer, and the results framework assigns the supported party a receiving position
(Proposition 6.2). The accountability structure further displaces the observation the
fading test requires, since that observation falls beyond the horizon at which reporting
terminates, and the value generated within programme relations converges on the par-
ties standing in the upward relation, which is a failure of the folding criterion. The
drift result was stated together with three forms of observation that would tell against
it, and its level of statement was fixed at the funding structure (Claim 6.3). Section 7
turns to the forms in which return from generative arrangements arrives.

7 Generative Reciprocity and the Cross-Scale Axis of Return

The role of this section within the paper is to treat the forms in which value generated
within a supported relation returns, and to fix the extent of the paper’s claim on that
subject at its defensible width. Its objectives are three. The first is to define the axes
along which return travels and to separate them cleanly, since the assistance literatures
treat return as a single undifferentiated phenomenon. The second is to concede two of
the three axes to the existing theory of reciprocity, which covers them with formal models
and empirical support this paper adds nothing to. The third is to state the cross-scale
axis as the one on which an addition is claimed, and to state that addition with its limits
attached. The section proceeds in five parts. Section 7.1 defines generative reciprocity
and separates the three axes. Section 7.2 concedes the cross-time and cross-subject axes.
Section 7.3 states the cross-scale axis with its instances. Section 7.4 states the limits
of the claim and the adjacent literatures with which the claim competes. Section 7.5
summarises the results. The method is definition followed by comparison against the
formal literature on reciprocity, with the status of each borrowed result labelled at its
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point of use.

7.1 Generative Reciprocity and the Three Axes of Return

Reciprocity in its ordinary sense concerns the discharge of an obligation: a party hav-
ing received returns something to the party having given, and the transaction closes.
Support arrangements of the kind treated in this paper generate returns of a different
character, and the difference is definitional in place of being a matter of degree.

Definition 7.1. (Generative reciprocity). Return is generative where what
returns increases the capacity of some relation to generate further, and closing
where what returns discharges an obligation established by the original transfer.
Generative return leaves the field of relations with greater capacity than it held
before the transfer, and closing return restores the field to the position it held
before.

Definition 7.1 separates a phenomenon from a settlement, and the separation opens
the question this section addresses: where does generative return arrive? Three axes
answer the question, and their separation is the analytic contribution of this subsection.

The axis of time concerns the interval between transfer and return, which may extend
across years or across generations, so that the return arrives at a point at which the
original transfer stands beyond the parties’ accounting.

The axis of subject concerns the identity of the party at which the return arrives,
which may be a third party standing outside the original transfer, as when a supported
party subsequently supports others.

The axis of scale concerns the level of organisation at which the return arrives, which
may differ from the level at which the transfer was made, as when a transfer made to a
person returns as a practice held by a group, an arrangement held by an institution, or
a distinction available to a field.

The three axes are independent, so a single return may travel along all of them or
along one alone.

7.2 The Cross-Time and Cross-Subject Axes as Already Held

The first two axes are covered by an existing body of theory carrying formal models
and empirical support, and the concession is stated here before any claim is entered.

Nowak and Sigmund developed the theory of indirect reciprocity, in which coopera-
tion is sustained among parties who may never meet again through the mechanism of
reputation: a party’s standing rises through acts of helping and governs the help that
party subsequently receives from third parties [formally modelled] (Nowak and Sig-
mund, 1998, 2005). Boyd and Richerson established the corresponding result for the
upstream form, in which a party who has received passes assistance onward to others in
place of returning it to the giver [formally modelled] (Boyd and Richerson, 1989).
The two mechanisms cover the axis of subject directly and the axis of time in the same
movement, since both operate across intervals at which the original transfer has passed
out of the parties’ immediate accounting.

The gift-theoretic literature holds the same territory in a different register, treating
the obligation to give, to receive, and to reciprocate as the structure organising exchange
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in societies whose institutions of settlement differ from those of contract (Mauss, 1925),
and the subsequent literature extended the analysis to institutionalised giving among
strangers (Titmuss, 1970; Godbout and Caillé, 1992).

Claim 7.2. (The conceded axes). Return arriving after an extended interval
and return arriving at a party outside the original transfer are covered by the theory
of indirect and upstream reciprocity, which supplies formal models and empirical
support for both. This paper claims no addition on either axis.

7.3 The Cross-Scale Axis

The axis of scale is distinguished from the two conceded axes by the identity of what
returns. Indirect and upstream reciprocity concern the movement of assistance among
parties standing at a common level of organisation, and the return they describe is
an act of the same type as the original transfer. Return along the axis of scale is of a
different type from the transfer that produced it, and it arrives at a level of organisation
the original transfer did not address.

Claim 7.3. (The cross-scale axis of return). Value generated within a sup-
ported relation returns in some cases at a level of organisation above the level at
which the transfer was made, and it returns there as an object of a different type
from the transfer: a transfer to a person returning as a practice adopted by a group,
an arrangement adopted by an institution, or a distinction available to a field.

Three instances exhibit the pattern. Support to an individual practitioner whose
method is subsequently adopted as the standard procedure of a department returns at
the level of the department, and what returns is a procedure in place of a transfer. Sup-
port to a single trial site whose protocol is subsequently written into national guidance
returns at the level of the health system, and what returns is a guideline. Support to an
unaffiliated inquirer whose distinction enters the working vocabulary of a field returns
at the level of the field, and what returns is a distinction available to every subsequent
inquirer at no cost.

The relation between this axis and the criterion of Section 4 is worth stating explicitly,
since the two operate in opposite directions and their conflation would be natural. The
fading test asks whether a supported relation holds at withdrawal, which concerns the
durability of the relation itself. The cross-scale axis concerns the destination of what
the relation generates while it operates, which places the axis on the side of the folding
criterion of Section 4.4. A return arriving at a higher level of organisation folds where
the field so altered includes the relation that produced the alteration, and converges
where the field so altered stands closed to that relation.

7.4 The Limits of the Cross-Scale Claim

The claim entered in Section 7.3 is an observation, and this subsection states the four
respects in which it stands short of a theory, together with the adjacent literatures
against which any development of it would be assessed.

The claim carries no formal treatment. Indirect reciprocity is supported by models
specifying the conditions under which the mechanism sustains cooperation against inva-
sion by parties who decline to help, and the cross-scale axis has no counterpart to those
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conditions. A formal treatment would specify the conditions under which a return of
one type at one level arises from a transfer of another type at another, and this paper
supplies none.

The claim carries no frequency. The instances of Section 7.3 establish that the pat-
tern occurs, and the proportion of supported relations generating such returns stands
unestimated. Design proceeding on an expectation of cross-scale return would accord-
ingly proceed on an expectation the present account leaves unquantified.

The claim carries no selection mechanism. The instances describe adoption at a
higher level, and the process selecting which practices, arrangements, and distinctions
are adopted stands outside the account. The absence matters, since the selection process
is where the interesting variation is likely to lie.

The claim competes with two established literatures whose coverage overlaps it.
The diffusion literature treats the adoption of practices across populations of adopters
and supplies an account of the attributes and channels governing the rate of adoption
(Rogers, 2003). The institutional literature treats the mechanisms through which or-
ganisations within a field converge on common forms, and its account of mimetic and
coercive processes covers a substantial portion of the instances Section 7.3 describes
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). A development of the cross-scale axis would be required
to establish what it adds to those accounts, and the candidate addition lies in the
relation between the level at which support was supplied and the level at which the re-
turn arrives, which the diffusion and institutional literatures treat as a question about
adopters in place of a question about supply.

Constraint 7.4. (The status of the cross-scale claim). The cross-scale axis is
entered as an observation. It carries no formal treatment, no estimate of frequency,
and no account of selection, and no argument elsewhere in this paper rests upon
it.

7.5 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Generative return was defined by its effect on the
capacity of relations to generate further, and separated from closing return, which dis-
charges an obligation and restores the prior position (Definition 7.1). Three independent
axes of return were separated: time, subject, and scale. The first two were conceded to
the theory of indirect and upstream reciprocity, which supplies formal models covering
both (Claim 7.2). The cross-scale axis was stated as the axis on which this paper enters
an addition, distinguished by the arrival of a return of a different type at a level of or-
ganisation above that of the transfer, and exhibited through three instances (Claim 7.3).
The axis was located on the folding side of the paper’s apparatus in place of the fading
side. Four limits were stated: the absence of a formal treatment, of a frequency esti-
mate, and of a selection mechanism, together with the overlap against the diffusion and
institutional literatures, and the claim was fixed as an observation on which nothing else
in the paper rests (Constraint 7.4). Section 9 turns to the implications of the preceding
results for the design of assistance.
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8 The Ethical Constraint on the Use of the Criterion

The role of this section within the paper is to establish the constraint under which the
criterion of Section 4 may be employed, since a classification separating support arrange-
ments into a favoured and a disfavoured kind stands adjacent to decisions about who
receives support and in what measure. Its objectives are four. The first is to ground the
worth of the parties within a supported relation in advance of any criterion and indepen-
dently of it. The second is to state the argument from systemic generative capacity and
to decline it as a ground. The third is to establish the diagnostic status of the criterion
against the objection that a self-maintenance test cannot yield an evaluative conclusion.
The fourth is to state the firewalls holding the criterion clear of allocation, together
with the limit case that tests them. The section proceeds in eight parts. Section 8.1
grounds worth. Section 8.2 establishes that receipt stands clear of any requirement of
return. Section 8.3 states and declines the systemic justification. Section 8.4 treats the
derivation objection. Section 8.5 states the lexical firewall. Section 8.6 treats the limit
case of support admitting no withdrawal and names the two errors available within
it. Section 8.7 states the deservingness firewall. Section 8.8 summarises the results.
The method is philosophical argument drawing on the value-theoretic and dependency
literatures, with the structural devices employed identified by name at each point of
use.

8.1 The Ground of Worth, Stated in Advance of the Criterion

Any account locating the unit of evaluation in relations faces an objection stated most
sharply in the African relational literature under the heading of the focus problem:
grounding a person’s worth in that person’s relations appears to value the person for
the sake of the relations, which fails to value the person for her own sake. The objection
presses with particular force on the present paper, since Definition 4.1 makes a relation
the recipient of every transfer. The device answering it is due to Korsgaard.

Korsgaard separates two distinctions ordinarily run together. The intrinsic and ex-
trinsic distinction concerns the source of a thing’s value, according to whether that value
resides in the thing itself or is conferred from outside it. The final and instrumental
distinction concerns the way a thing is valued, according to whether it is valued as an
end or valued for the sake of something further. The two distinctions are orthogonal,
so a thing may hold value whose source lies outside it while being valued as an end
(Korsgaard, 1983).

Claim 8.1. (Final value with a relational source). A participant within a
supported relation holds final value whose source lies in relations. The relational
source of that value leaves its finality intact, so the participant is valued as an end
at every point at which the relational source is acknowledged.

Claim 8.1 dissolves the dilemma the focus problem constructs. A framework may
hold that a person’s standing arises within relations and hold equally that the person
is never valued for the sake of what the relations produce. The load the claim carries
through the remainder of the section is the following: worth is established here, in
advance of Section 4’s criterion and independently of any result that criterion returns,
so that every subsequent argument about arrangements operates on a field in which
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worth is already fixed.

8.2 Receipt Standing Clear of Any Requirement of Return

The dependency literature carries an implicit expectation that receipt establishes an
obligation to return, and the disability and dependency literatures have addressed that
expectation directly. This subsection reports their result and states its consequence for
the present paper.

Kittay’s account of dependency work establishes a form of reciprocity that runs
through third parties in place of running back to the giver. Under the principle of
doulia, the party who cares for a dependent is owed support by the wider society, so
obligations nest: the cared-for party owes the carer nothing, and the society owes the
carer the conditions of the caring (Kittay, 1999). Nussbaum establishes the correspond-
ing result against contractarian foundations, showing that a theory deriving principles
from an agreement among parties roughly equal in power and capacity excludes those
whose dependency is permanent (Nussbaum, 2006). Fineman establishes the third el-
ement, treating vulnerability as a universal condition of embodied life and resilience
as a property conferred by institutions in place of a property possessed by individuals
(Fineman, 2008). MacIntyre reaches a convergent position from the virtues, treating
acknowledged dependence as a standing feature of human life (MacIntyre, 1999).

Claim 8.2. (Receipt without return). Receipt of support establishes no obli-
gation of return running to the supplying party. The value a supported relation
generates and the entitlement of its participants to support stand as separate ques-
tions, and results concerning the first leave the second untouched.

Fineman’s result carries a further consequence bearing directly on the interpretation
of the fading test. The capacity by which a relation holds itself in operation after
withdrawal is itself produced relationally, through the institutions, markets, networks,
and administrations available in a given setting. An arrangement returning an extractive
assignment therefore reports on the relational infrastructure available at that place as
much as it reports on the arrangement, and every reading of such a result as a finding
about the parties within the relation misassigns the finding. Section 10 records this as
a limit on the criterion’s interpretation.

8.3 The Argument from Systemic Generative Capacity, Stated and Declined

An argument available within the present framework would ground the support of par-
ties whose relations return little on the contribution such support makes to the gen-
erative capacity of the system as a whole. This subsection states the argument in its
strongest form, identifies its structure, and declines it as a ground while retaining it as
an observation.

The argument runs as follows. Relations are coupled, so the maintenance of any
relation contributes to the conditions under which other relations operate. A society
sustaining the relations of its most severely constrained members thereby sustains the
trust, the institutional habits, and the sense of standing on which the generativity of the
whole depends. Support extended without regard to individual return therefore returns
to the system, and the apparent tension between the criterion and the protection of the
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most constrained dissolves at the level of the system.
The argument’s structure is the source of the difficulty. It grounds protection in an

accounting whose boundary has been widened, and an accounting so grounded delivers
whatever result the accounting yields. Where the aggregate contribution of sustaining
a set of relations is calculated as negative, the same argument licenses abandonment of
those relations, and the licence follows from the argument’s form in place of following
from any particular empirical estimate. The argument is thereby utilitarian, with the
enlargement of the accounting boundary supplying its appearance of generosity.

Claim 8.3. (The systemic justification declined). The proposition that sup-
port extended without regard to individual return sustains the generative capacity
of the system as a whole is retained as an observation and declined as a ground.
It carries no justificatory weight at any point in this paper, and no protection
asserted here rests on it.

The observation retains interest, since it bears on the design of institutions and on
the empirical study of their performance. The bar established by Claim 8.3 concerns
the direction of support the observation may be asked to supply, and the direction is
one way: the observation may be cited in explanation of an institutional pattern, and
it stands unavailable as a premise in any argument concluding to an entitlement or to
its withdrawal.

8.4 The Derivation Objection and the Diagnostic Status of the Criterion

An objection standing against every framework of the present kind holds that a criterion
of self-maintenance cannot yield an evaluative conclusion, since the transition from a
description of what sustains itself to a claim about what is good commits the error Moore
identified (Moore, 1903). This subsection states the objection precisely, identifies the
two available responses, and states the response adopted.

The objection applies to frameworks deriving worth from a self-maintenance property.
Jonas supplies the principal attempt at such a derivation, treating the self-assertion
of metabolic life against its dissolution as the origin of value and contesting Moore’s
stricture directly (Jonas, 1966). The attempt is instructive and remains contested, and
a paper relying on it would inherit the whole of that controversy.

The response adopted here proceeds by the other route, which is available because
Section 8.1 grounded worth in advance.

Claim 8.4. (Diagnostic status of the criterion). The fading test classifies
support arrangements and confers no worth on any party. Worth is grounded in
Claim 8.1, prior to the criterion and independently of it, so the derivation objection
finds no derivation in this paper to which it applies.

Claim 8.4 fixes a rule of composition observed throughout the paper. Any sentence
in which the criterion performs evaluative work concerning persons is an error to be
corrected in place of a position to be defended, and the sentences of Sections 6 and 9
concerning the redesign of arrangements are to be read as directed at arrangements
throughout.
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8.5 The Lexical Firewall

Frameworks evaluating parts by their contribution to a whole attract a standing ob-
jection developed against holist environmental ethics, under which such frameworks
license the sacrifice of individuals whose contribution is calculated as adverse (Regan,
1983). The structural device answering the objection is lexical priority, employed in the
environmental literature to place the protection of individuals ahead of any systemic
accounting in a strict order that admits no trade (Callicott, 1989). This subsection
states the device in the form it takes here.

Constraint 8.5. (The lexical firewall). Protection of dignity holds prior to
every generative accounting, and remains in force at any value of the return that
accounting yields.

Constraint 8.5 is exceptionless, and its exceptionlessness is the whole of its content.
A priority admitting exceptions at extreme values is a weighting, and a weighting is
precisely what Regan’s objection targets. The constraint accordingly holds at every
value the accounting returns, including values a reader might regard as decisive, and no
formulation appearing elsewhere in this paper is to be read as qualifying it.

The constraint operates alongside a second requirement drawn from Margalit, under
which an institution humiliating those it serves stands condemned as indecent whatever
the adequacy of its provision (Margalit, 1996). The requirement bears directly on the
determinants of Section 5, since arrangements assigning the supported party a purely
receiving position and arrangements making receipt maximally salient are the arrange-
ments through which institutional humiliation ordinarily operates. Decency accordingly
constrains design on grounds of its own, and those grounds hold whatever result the
fading test returns.

8.6 The Limit Case of Support Admitting No Withdrawal

The criterion meets its hardest case in arrangements whose withdrawal collapses the
supported relation under every available design: continuous personal assistance for a
person with profound impairment, palliative care, and support to households in set-
tings whose surrounding institutions have themselves collapsed. This subsection states
what the criterion returns in such cases, states what follows, and names the two errors
available to a reader at this point.

The criterion returns an extractive assignment. The result is a report about the
arrangement’s behaviour at withdrawal, which was the whole of what Criterion 4.3
was defined to report. Constraint 8.5 governs what follows from the result, and what
follows is nothing bearing on the entitlement of any party within the relation. The
support continues, and its continuation rests on Claim 8.1 and Claim 8.2, which were
established in advance of the criterion and stand unaffected by its output.

Remark 8.6. (The two errors available at the limit case). Two errors are
available to a reader confronting an arrangement whose withdrawal collapses the
supported relation under every design. The first reads the extractive assignment
as a verdict, treating the classification as a ground for terminating or reducing the
arrangement. The second attempts to rescue the arrangement by locating a return
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arriving elsewhere, in the family, the community, or the society. The two errors
share a single premise, under which the standing of an arrangement turns on an
accounting of return, and Constraint 8.5 rejects that premise in both directions.

The second error deserves emphasis, since its motive is benevolent and its effect is
the graver of the two. A defender of the arrangement who argues that the support
does generate a return, arriving at some wider scale, has conceded that an arrangement
generating no return would stand differently. The concession converts an unconditional
protection into a claim about an empirical magnitude, and empirical magnitudes are
open to contrary estimates. The defence thereby surrenders the ground it was con-
structed to hold.

A distinction of layers organises the practical position and is stated here in place of
being left implicit. Protection of the conditions on which a life and its relations continue
is supplied unconditionally, and its supply stands independent of every criterion in this
paper. The building of capacity is designed against the criterion, since the criterion is
precisely an account of which designs build capacity. The amplification of generativity
beyond the point of self-maintenance is allocated selectively, since resources are finite
and their allocation requires grounds. Unconditional support at the level of standing
and finite support at the level of resources are thereby held apart, and the appearance
of conflict between them arises from their conflation.

8.7 The Deservingness Firewall

The vocabulary of self-help carries a documented history of allocative use, and a pa-
per supplying a criterion adjacent to that vocabulary incurs an obligation to state its
position on eligibility explicitly. This subsection discharges that obligation.

Van Oorschot established the criteria by which publics sort claimants, finding control
over need, attitude toward help, reciprocity, identity, and level of need to organise pop-
ular judgements of deservingness across European populations [empirically tested:
comparative survey research; the criteria replicate across countries and
their relative weight varies] (van Oorschot, 2000). Katz traced the operation of
the corresponding vocabulary through successive American policy régimes, in which
the classification of the poor into deserving and undeserving organised eligibility (Katz,
1989). The attitude criterion is the one the present paper’s vocabulary is liable to serve,
since a doctrine of self-help effort supplies a natural language for assessing a claimant’s
disposition.

Constraint 8.7. (The deservingness firewall). No allocation of support pro-
ceeds on a prior demonstration of self-help effort or of generativity by any party.
Self-crossing supplies the condition on which support enters a generative cycle,
and compassion supplies the ground on which support proceeds in advance of any
demonstration of generativity.

The two halves of Constraint 8.7 belong to different registers, and the separation is
the point. The first half is a mechanism claim, describing the conditions under which
support entering a relation compounds in place of dissipating, and its warrant lies in
the evidence of Sections 4 and 5. The second half is an ethical claim, establishing
that the supply of support proceeds in advance of any such condition being met. A
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reading converting the first half into an eligibility test performs exactly the transition the
deservingness literature documents, and the second half is stated in the same constraint
so that the conversion has a standing obstacle at the point where it would occur.

8.8 Summary of Results

This section established the following. The worth of participants within a supported
relation was grounded through Korsgaard’s separation of the source of value from the
manner of valuing, so that value with a relational source stands as final value, which an-
swers the focus problem and fixes worth in advance of any criterion (Claim 8.1). Receipt
was established as carrying no obligation of return, on the dependency and vulnerability
literatures, with the further consequence that an extractive assignment reports on the re-
lational infrastructure available in a setting as much as on the arrangement (Claim 8.2).
The argument grounding protection in the generative capacity of the system as a whole
was stated in its strongest form, identified as utilitarian in structure, and declined as
a ground while retained as an observation carrying no justificatory weight (Claim 8.3).
The derivation objection was answered by the diagnostic status of the criterion, which
classifies arrangements and confers worth on no party (Claim 8.4). The lexical firewall
was stated in exceptionless form and supplemented by the requirement of decency in
institutional design (Constraint 8.5). The limit case of support admitting no withdrawal
was treated, the criterion’s output there identified as a report bearing on nothing con-
cerning entitlement, and the two available errors named, together with the premise both
share (Remark 8.6). The layers of protection, capacity building, and amplification were
separated, with unconditional support at the level of standing held apart from finite
support at the level of resources. The deservingness firewall was stated, with its mecha-
nism half and its ethical half distinguished by register (Constraint 8.7). Section 6 turns
to the organisational structure through which arrangements of the maintaining kind are
produced at scale.

9 Implications for the Design of Assistance

The role of this section within the paper is to draw out what the preceding results imply
for the construction of support arrangements, so that the criterion of Section 4 bears
on design in place of bearing on assessment alone. Its objectives are four. The first is to
state what a design admitting fading requires, drawing on the determinants of Section 5
and on the evidence concerning the conditions under which gains persist after exit.
The second is to establish that participation within an arrangement may precede the
capability the arrangement builds, on the strongest evidence available for that ordering.
The third is to state the documented failure mode of self-reliance support, drawn from
the Japanese literature in which it has been examined most thoroughly. The fourth is
to identify the accountability structure as the lever through which the drift established
in Section 6 is addressed. The section proceeds in six parts, treating the four objectives
in Sections 9.1 through 9.4, fixing the logical form of the implications in Section 9.5,
and summarising in Section 9.6. The method combines the analytic results of Sections 4
and 5 with empirical evidence whose type and strength are labelled at each point of use,
and every implication stated here is directed at arrangements and stands governed by
the constraints of Section 8.
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9.1 Design Admitting Fading

An arrangement admitting fading is one whose staged withdrawal leaves the supported
relation in operation, and Sections 4 and 5 together specify what such an arrangement
requires. This subsection states three requirements and the evidence bearing on each.

The first requirement concerns routing. Claim 5.2 established that a transfer strength-
ening the relation between the supported party and the supplying party collapses at
withdrawal by construction, so an arrangement admitting fading routes its transfer to
the counterparties on which the supported party’s own operation runs. The design ques-
tion at inception is accordingly the identity of the relation the transfer will strengthen,
and the question admits an answer at inception, which is the practical gain the criterion
supplies.

The second requirement concerns the schedule. A withdrawal conducted at the end
of a funding period tests the arrangement once, at the point at which the information
the test yields can inform nothing. A schedule of partial withdrawals conducted during
operation, in the manner Remark 4.4 describes, yields the same information at points
at which redesign remains available. The instructional literature supplies the model,
since contingent variation of support against demonstrated capacity is the mechanism
through which scaffolding operates (Wood et al., 1976).

The third requirement concerns the conditions standing in place before withdrawal.
Rogers and Coates found that gains persisted after handover where the resources, the
technical and managerial capacity, the motivation, and the institutional linkages re-
quired by the continuing activity were established before the handover occurred [em-
pirically tested: four-country prospective study of programme exit; con-
sistent across sites] (Rogers and Coates, 2015). The finding converts into a design
requirement directly: the elements the relation will require after withdrawal are estab-
lished during the period of support, and their establishment is the substance of what
the support does.

Claim 9.1. (The design implication of routing). An arrangement admitting
fading is constructed by routing its transfer to the counterparties of the supported
relation, by conducting staged partial withdrawals during operation in place of a
single withdrawal at completion, and by establishing the resources, capacities, and
linkages the relation will require before the withdrawal occurs.

9.2 Participation Preceding Capability

A design principle in wide use holds that a party is prepared for participation in an
activity through training conducted in advance of that participation, and the strongest
available evidence on the ordering runs against it. This subsection reports that evidence
and states its implication.

Individual Placement and Support is a model of supported employment in which par-
ticipants are placed in competitive employment at the outset and receive support within
the employment thereafter, in contrast with models providing preparatory vocational
training in advance of placement. Burns and colleagues tested the two orderings in a
randomised trial across six European centres, finding that 54.5 per cent of participants
assigned to the place-then-train condition worked at least one day during the follow-up
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period against 27.6 per cent of those assigned to the train-then-place condition [empir-
ically tested: multi-site randomised controlled trial; the direction of
the result is consistent with the wider supported-employment literature
and the absolute rates vary with local labour market conditions] (Burns
et al., 2007).

Claim 9.2. (Participation preceding capability). Placement of a supported
party within the activity, with support supplied inside the activity thereafter, pro-
duces higher rates of sustained participation than preparation conducted in ad-
vance of placement. The result holds for supported employment on randomised
evidence, and its extension to other domains of assistance stands as a conjecture.

The result connects to the determinants of Section 5 through assigned position. A
preparatory arrangement assigns the supported party the position of a trainee through-
out its duration, and the position of a participant arrives at the end of the arrangement
or fails to arrive. A place-then-train arrangement assigns the position of participant
at the outset and supplies support inside it, which is the allocation Claim 5.4 identi-
fies as favourable. Braithwaite’s separation of reintegrative from stigmatising responses
to wrongdoing exhibits the same fork in the moral domain, where the response either
restores the party’s position within the community or fixes the party outside it (Braith-
waite, 1989).

9.3 The Documented Failure Mode of Self-Reliance Support

Japanese social policy supplies the most thoroughly examined instance of an assistance
system built explicitly on the capacitating aspiration, together with a self-critique identi-
fying the mechanism by which such a system fails and an institutional device constructed
against that mechanism. This subsection reports the sequence, since it identifies a fail-
ure mode the fading test alone would leave undetected and an existing legal instantiation
of the firewall stated in Section 8.7. The account follows Ikeya’s reconstruction of the
programme’s introduction and of the debate surrounding it (Ikeya, 2018).

Public assistance administration in Japan long understood self-reliance (自立) as exit
from assistance, so that the objective the statute names alongside the guarantee of a min-
imum standard of living was operationalised as the termination of receipt (Ikeya, 2018).
The report of the specialist committee on the public assistance system in 2004 and
the Director-General notice establishing the basic policy for self-reliance support pro-
grammes in 2005 replaced that reading with three senses of the objective: economic self-
reliance through employment (経済的自立), self-reliance in daily living (日常生活自立),
understood as the recovery and maintenance of health and the management of one’s
own living, and self-reliance in social life (社会生活自立), understood as the recovery
and maintenance of social ties and participation as a member of a local community
[doctrine] (Social Security Council, Japan, 2004; Ministry of Health, Labour and Wel-
fare of Japan, 2005). The legislation of 2013 for persons in economic difficulty, in force
from 2015, carried the three senses beyond the population receiving public assistance
and organised its own provision around accompaniment support (伴走型支援), in which
a supporting party remains alongside the supported party through an extended period
in place of delivering a discrete intervention [doctrine] (Ministry of Health, Labour
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and Welfare of Japan, 2015).
The critique advanced from within the administration identifies three points of fail-

ure. The programme catalogue issued at introduction was weighted toward employment
support, so that the two further senses of the objective stood at risk of becoming orna-
mental and support to those with low prospects of employment stood at risk of being
treated as secondary (Ikeya, 2018). The official chart setting out the flow of self-reliance
and employment support terminated in the alteration, suspension, or termination of
assistance, so that participation in a programme stood available as a test of contin-
ued eligibility (Ikeya, 2018; Social Security Council, Japan, 2004). And administrators
framed the objective of contracted employment support in terms of the reduction of
public expenditure, a framing carried into the reporting of the programmes, in which
the amount of assistance expenditure reduced through participants’ exit or increased
earnings appears among the reported outcomes (Ikeya, 2018).

Remark 9.3. (The definitional failure mode). An assistance system opti-
mising toward a defined objective produces the objective as defined. Where self-
reliance is defined as the cessation of receipt, the system’s measured success and
the reduction of its own expenditure become one quantity, and the capability the
objective was introduced to name stands outside what the system optimises.

The device constructed against this mechanism is of direct interest to the present
paper, since it separates support from eligibility enforcement by legal ground. Partici-
pation in a self-reliance support programme was located under the advisory provision
of the Public Assistance Act, which carries no sanction for a recipient who declines,
while the directive provision, under which non-compliance may be followed by alter-
ation, suspension, or termination of assistance, was held separate. A recipient whose
participation was judged insufficient was thereby moved out of the programme and into
the directive route in place of being sanctioned within the programme (Ikeya, 2018).
Ikeya records that the separation held in form and that the boundary between the two
routes remained unsettled in practice, since the criteria assigning a recipient from one
route to the other were left unspecified.

The sequence carries two lessons into this paper. The first is a caution against the
misuse of the criterion advanced here. The fading test asks whether the supported
relation holds at withdrawal, and a system measuring its own performance by the vol-
ume of withdrawals it achieves satisfies a quantity the test does not name. The test
concerns the standing of the relation, and the withdrawal is the instrument through
which that standing is ascertained. A system reversing the two, treating withdrawal
as the objective and the relation’s standing as the incidental matter, reproduces the
failure mode Remark 9.3 describes with the present paper’s vocabulary supplying the
terms. The second is that the firewall stated in Constraint 8.7 has an existing legal form,
and that the Japanese experience locates its point of weakness precisely: the firewall
holds where the criteria assigning a party from the supported route to the enforcement
route are themselves specified, and it stands exposed wherever those criteria are left to
administrative judgement.
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9.4 The Accountability Structure as the Lever

Section 6 established that the three determinants of kind are moved in the extractive
direction by the enforcement structure of the assistance sector, which locates the point
at which design intervention operates. This subsection states the implication and the
three instruments through which it would proceed.

The first instrument concerns the strength of downward accountability. Proposi-
tion 6.2 traced the drift to requirements imposed by the enforced upward relation and
left unopposed by the weakly enforced downward relation, so instruments attaching con-
sequences to the downward relation address the drift at its source. Mechanisms carrying
such consequences include the allocation of decision rights over programme continuation
to the parties served, grievance procedures with binding effect, and the placement of
funds under the control of those parties.

The second instrument concerns the form of the funding relationship. Attribution
requirements attach to project funding earmarked against specified activities and attach
weakly to core or unearmarked funding, so the composition of an organisation’s fund-
ing bears on the routing its arrangements adopt. Claim 6.3 states the corresponding
prediction, and its test is described in Section 6.4.

The third instrument concerns the observation window. Section 6.3 established that
the information the fading test requires is generated beyond the horizon at which re-
porting terminates, so an observation window extending past the end of funding is the
condition on which the sector obtains information about the kind of arrangements it
produces. The sustainability studies establishing what persists after exit are the exist-
ing instances of such observation, and their volume relative to implementation reporting
indicates the size of the gap.

Claim 9.4. (The accountability lever). Intervention on the kind of arrange-
ments a sector produces operates through the enforcement structure of its account-
ability relations, by attaching consequences to the downward relation, by shifting
the composition of funding toward forms carrying weaker attribution requirements,
and by extending observation beyond the termination of funding.

9.5 The Logical Form of the Implications

The implications stated in this section take a specific logical form, and the form is
fixed here so that their standing is unambiguous. This subsection states two constraints
governing every implication above.

Constraint 9.5. (Predictions in place of recommendations). The implica-
tions of this section are stated as predictions concerning the behaviour of arrange-
ments under specified designs, and each carries the evidence and the level at which
that evidence was obtained. Their conversion into recommendations requires a
judgement about objectives that this paper supplies at no point.

Constraint 9.6. (Design implications and allocation). Every implication
stated in this section is directed at the construction of arrangements. No implica-
tion bears on the allocation of support among parties, on the level of support any
party receives, or on the eligibility of any party to receive it, and Constraints 8.5
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and 8.7 govern the whole of this section.

Constraint 9.6 carries a practical consequence worth stating, since the design impli-
cations above are liable to a reading under which arrangements failing the fading test
are to be discontinued. The implications concern the construction of arrangements, and
the arrangement is the object available for redesign. A finding that an existing arrange-
ment collapses at withdrawal indicates a redesign of routing, schedule, and assigned
position, conducted while the support continues, and Section 8.6 treats the cases in
which redesign leaves the finding unchanged.

9.6 Summary of Results

This section established the following. A design admitting fading requires routing to
the counterparties of the supported relation, staged partial withdrawal during operation,
and the establishment of the resources, capacities, and linkages the relation will require
in advance of withdrawal (Claim 9.1). Placement within an activity with support sup-
plied inside it produces higher sustained participation than preparation conducted in
advance, on randomised multi-site evidence in supported employment, with extension
to other domains marked as a conjecture, and the result was connected to assigned po-
sition (Claim 9.2). The Japanese self-reliance system supplied the documented failure
mode, in which the collapse of three senses of self-reliance into exit from benefit receipt
aligns the system’s measured success with the reduction of its own expenditure, and
the caution was carried to the present criterion, which concerns the standing of a rela-
tion in place of the volume of withdrawals achieved (Remark 9.3). The accountability
structure was identified as the lever, operating through consequences attached to the
downward relation, the composition of funding, and the extension of the observation
window beyond the termination of funding (Claim 9.4). The implications were fixed
as predictions carrying their evidence and level (Constraint 9.5), and as directed at ar-
rangements alone (Constraint 9.6). Section 10 states the limits of the account and the
observations that would tell against it.

10 The Limits of the Account and the Conditions of Its Falsification

The role of this section within the paper is to state the boundaries of what the preceding
sections establish and to specify the observations under which each principal claim would
be given up. Its objectives are four. The first is to state the limits on the application of
the criterion, which arise from the counterfactual form of the test and from the settings
in which withdrawal is unavailable as an operation. The second is to state the transfers
among levels of organisation that the paper leaves outstanding. The third is to state the
quantities the account leaves unestimated. The fourth is to assemble the falsification
conditions attached to the principal claims into a single statement. The section proceeds
in five parts, treating the four objectives in Sections 10.1 through 10.4 and summarising
in Section 10.5. The method is the systematic exhibition of what the account leaves
open, and every limit stated here is a limit on the account in place of a qualification of
the results already established.
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10.1 Limits on the Application of the Criterion

The fading test is a counterfactual, and its application by the conduct of an actual
withdrawal is available in a restricted set of circumstances. This subsection states three
limits arising from that form.

The first limit is ethical and is the most consequential in practice. Withdrawal of
support from a party for the purpose of ascertaining what follows is barred wherever
the party’s standing depends on the support, and Constraints 8.5 and 9.6 bar it within
this paper’s own framework. The criterion is accordingly applied through three routes
standing at some remove from its definition: comparison with matched arrangements
already withdrawn for reasons of their own, staged reduction conducted as part of a
planned transition whose completion is itself the objective, and inspection of the three
determinants established in Section 5. The third route carries the weight in practice,
and it does so at a cost: inspection of routing, visibility, and assigned position yields
the criterion’s result through Proposition 5.6, so an error in that proposition propagates
into every application conducted by inspection.

The second limit concerns the collapse the definition invokes. Criterion 4.3 separates
arrangements by whether the supported relation holds at withdrawal, and relations
degrade by degrees in place of holding or failing outright. Remark 4.4 addresses one
dimension of the gradation, in the proportion of the transfer whose removal the relation
absorbs, and it leaves a second dimension unaddressed, in the degree of function the
relation retains under a given reduction. An account specifying the second dimension
would state what proportion of a relation’s operation must persist for the relation to
count as holding, and the present account supplies no such specification.

The third limit concerns the boundary carried from the criterion’s provenance. Con-
straint 4.5 established that the transfer from the instructional setting leaves behind the
presupposition of a trajectory toward self-regulation, so the test classifies an arrange-
ment as it presently stands. The consequence is that the criterion issues no prediction:
an arrangement returning an extractive assignment today may return a generative as-
signment after a period of operation, and the account contains nothing establishing the
conditions under which that transition occurs. A theory of the transition would be the
natural extension of this paper, and it is absent from it.

A fourth consideration bears on interpretation in place of application. Claim 8.2
established that the capacity by which a relation holds itself in operation is produced
relationally, through the institutions, markets, networks, and administrations available
in a setting. An extractive assignment therefore reports jointly on the arrangement and
on the relational infrastructure surrounding it, and the account supplies no operation
separating the two contributions. Every reading of an extractive result as a finding
about the arrangement alone accordingly overstates what the criterion returns.

10.2 Transfers Among Levels of Organisation Left Outstanding

The evidence assembled in this paper was obtained at three levels of organisation, and
the paper holds each result at the level of its obtainment. This subsection states the
three transfers the account leaves outstanding, each of which would extend the paper’s
reach and none of which the paper performs.

The visibility result stands at the interpersonal level. Claim 5.3 was established

39



on diary and experimental evidence obtained in dyadic settings, and its extension to
organisational and international arrangements was marked as a conjecture at the point
of statement. The observations establishing or defeating the extension would compare
arrangements differing in the salience of the transfer to the supported organisation,
holding routing and assigned position constant, and would ascertain whether the relation
between salience and sustained capacity observed among individuals appears among
organisations.

The drift result stands at the level of the funding structure. Claim 6.3 concerns the
rates at which a sector produces arrangements of each kind under a given enforcement
structure, and its application to an individual organisation requires the further argument
that a structural tendency governs a particular case. That argument is not made here,
and its absence bars the use of Claim 6.3 in the assessment of any named organisation.

The participation result stands within supported employment. Claim 9.2 was estab-
lished on randomised evidence in a single domain, and its extension to other domains
of assistance was marked as a conjecture. The domains in which the extension is most
plausible are those sharing the structural feature that produced the result, namely the
availability of the target activity as a setting within which support may be supplied.

10.3 The Quantities the Account Leaves Unestimated

An account supplying a criterion invites questions about distribution, and the present
account answers none of them. This subsection states four such questions and the reason
each stands outside the paper’s scope.

The account offers no frequency. The proportion of support arrangements presently
in operation that return an extractive assignment stands unestimated, and the estimate
would require the application of the criterion across a sample constructed for the purpose.
The absence bars any inference from this paper to the scale of the phenomenon it
describes.

The account offers no ordering among the determinants. Proposition 5.6 states that
routing, visibility, and assigned position jointly settle the result, and it establishes no
relative weight among them. A design facing a trade-off among the three accordingly
obtains no guidance from the proposition, and the establishment of an ordering would
require experimental variation of each determinant against the others.

The account offers no estimate of cross-scale return. Constraint 7.4 fixed the cross-
scale axis as an observation carrying no frequency and no account of selection, and the
limit is repeated here because the axis is the point at which the paper’s language is
most liable to be read as promising more than it establishes.

The account offers no population-level assessment. The Matthew-effect result re-
ported in Section 3.4 established that capacitating provision distributes according to
the capacity to take it up, so an arrangement passing the fading test for each participat-
ing relation may increase inequality across the population from which participants are
drawn. The criterion operates at the level of the arrangement, and a population-level
assessment requires a separate instrument the paper does not supply.
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10.4 The Falsification Conditions

The principal claims of the paper attach to observations that would defeat them, and
this subsection assembles those conditions in one place.

Claim 10.1. (Assembled falsification conditions). Proposition 5.6 is de-
feated by a set of arrangements matched on routing, visibility, and assigned po-
sition while separating systematically at withdrawal, which would establish an
omitted determinant. Claim 5.2 is defeated by a set of arrangements separating on
routing while returning matched results at withdrawal. Claim 5.5 is defeated by a
demonstration that arrangements identical in the three determinants separate at
withdrawal according to the supplying party’s stated purposes. Claim 6.3 is de-
feated by matched distributions of arrangement kind across organisations funded
under structures differing in the strength of downward accountability, holding sec-
tor and setting constant. Claim 9.2 is defeated by randomised evidence in which
preparation conducted in advance of placement produces higher rates of sustained
participation.

Two elements of the account stand outside Claim 10.1 and their standing is stated
here. Criterion 4.3 is a definition, so observation bears on its usefulness in place of its
truth: the criterion is given up where its application proves impracticable across the
settings it was introduced to serve, or where the classification it returns proves to carry
no consequences for the design questions it was introduced to inform. Constraints 8.5
and 8.7 are normative, so observation bears on them at no point, and their standing
rests on the arguments of Section 8 alone.

10.5 Summary of Results

This section established the following. Application of the criterion by actual withdrawal
is barred wherever the supported party’s standing depends on the support, so applica-
tion proceeds through matched comparison, planned transition, or inspection of the
three determinants, with the third route carrying the practical weight and inheriting
the risk attaching to Proposition 5.6. The account specifies the proportion of a transfer
whose removal a relation absorbs and leaves unspecified the degree of function a relation
must retain to count as holding. The criterion classifies present arrangements and issues
no prediction of transition, and a theory of transition stands as the natural extension of
the paper. An extractive assignment reports jointly on the arrangement and on the rela-
tional infrastructure surrounding it, with no operation separating the two contributions.
Three transfers among levels stand outstanding: the visibility result beyond dyads, the
drift result to individual organisations, and the participation result beyond supported
employment. Four quantities stand unestimated: the frequency of extractive arrange-
ments, the ordering among the determinants, the frequency and selection of cross-scale
return, and the population-level distribution of capacitating provision. The falsification
conditions attaching to the five principal empirical claims were assembled (Claim 10.1),
and the definitional and normative elements of the account were identified as standing
outside them. Section 11 summarises the results of the paper.

41



11 Summary of Results

The role of this section is to state the results of the paper as a whole, to fix the contribu-
tion at the width the preceding sections support, and to identify the work the account
leaves to be done. The section states the results in the order of their establishment,
then the contribution, then the outstanding work. Its method is recapitulation, and
every result stated here carries the section at which its warrant was supplied.

The dependency claim was examined and reformulated. The proposition that trans-
fers as a class produce durable reductions in recipients’ own effort was found without
support in the randomised and review evidence, and the variation the same evidence
reports across designs located the phenomenon in the structure of arrangements. De-
pendency was accordingly fixed throughout the paper as a property of the design and
incentive structure of a support arrangement, ascertained arrangement by arrangement,
and three provisions were adopted against the label’s documented allocative use (Sec-
tion 2).

The territory already occupied was mapped. Five independent literatures were found
to hold the distinction between support maintaining a recipient’s position and support
building a recipient’s capacity: the intergroup helping literature with experimental sup-
port, Japanese development cooperation doctrine with its associated evaluation practice,
human security doctrine, the social investment paradigm with its tested Matthew-effect
critique, and the ownership-design literature with case material. Each was found to
supply an operation of assignment serving its own purposes, and each such operation
was found to require either a completed intervention or an inspectable design document.
The relational unit of evaluation was conceded alongside the distinction (Section 3).

The criterion was supplied. Support was defined as a transfer whose recipient is a
relation, and the two kinds were defined by the dependence of the supported relation’s
operation on continuation of the transfer. The fading test was stated as the operation
ascertaining kind: a support is generative where its withdrawal leaves the supported
relation intact, and extractive where its withdrawal collapses the relation it sustained.
Fadeability was established as a graded property assessable by staged partial withdrawal.
The test’s provenance was traced to the fading component of instructional scaffolding,
and the transfer was bounded by the constraint that the instructional presupposition
of a trajectory toward self-regulation remains behind. Outcome magnitude, duration of
commitment, and expressed satisfaction were each shown to vary independently of kind,
and the folding criterion was stated as the destination-side companion of the fading test
(Section 4).

The determinants of kind were established. Routing, defined as the identity of the
relation a transfer strengthens, was established analytically as a determinant. Visibility
was established as a determinant at the interpersonal level on diary and experimental
evidence. Assigned position, ascertained by the allocation of problem definition, method
selection, execution decisions, and accounting, was established through the intergroup
helping and helper-therapy literatures. The volume of a transfer, the medium through
which it flows, and the purposes of the supplying party were established as inert with
respect to kind (Section 5).

The prevalence of extractive arrangements was explained structurally. Accountabil-
ity in the assistance sector was found asymmetric in enforcement, and the asymmetry
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was traced to all three determinants along separate paths: the attribution requirement
favours routing to the supplier, the verification and identification requirements raise
the salience of the transfer, and the results framework assigns the supported party a
receiving position. The observation the fading test requires was found to fall beyond the
horizon at which reporting terminates, and the value generated within programme rela-
tions was found to converge on the parties standing in the upward relation (Section 6).

The forms of return were separated and the paper’s claim among them was fixed.
Generative return was defined by its effect on the capacity of relations to generate
further, and three independent axes were separated: time, subject, and scale. The first
two were conceded to the theory of indirect and upstream reciprocity. The cross-scale
axis was entered as the paper’s addition, distinguished by the arrival of a return of
a different type at a level of organisation above that of the transfer, and fixed as an
observation carrying no formal treatment, no frequency, and no account of selection,
and competing with the diffusion and institutional literatures (Section 7).

The constraint on the criterion’s use was established. Worth was grounded through
the separation of the source of value from the manner of valuing, so that value with a
relational source stands as final value, fixed in advance of any criterion. Receipt was
established as carrying no obligation of return. The argument grounding protection
in the generative capacity of the system as a whole was stated in its strongest form,
identified as utilitarian in structure, and declined as a ground while retained as an
observation. The criterion was fixed as diagnostic, which answers the objection that
a self-maintenance test cannot yield an evaluative conclusion. The lexical firewall was
stated in exceptionless form, the limit case of support admitting no withdrawal was
treated with both available errors named, and the deservingness firewall was stated
with its mechanism half and its ethical half distinguished by register (Section 8).

The implications for design were drawn as predictions. An arrangement admitting
fading routes its transfer to the counterparties of the supported relation, conducts staged
partial withdrawals during operation, and establishes the resources, capacities, and
linkages the relation will require in advance of withdrawal. Placement within an activity
with support supplied inside it was found to produce higher sustained participation
than preparation conducted in advance. The Japanese self-reliance system supplied the
documented failure mode, in which the collapse of three senses of self-reliance into exit
from benefit receipt aligns a system’s measured success with the reduction of its own
expenditure, and the caution was carried to the present criterion. The accountability
structure was identified as the lever (Section 9).

The limits were stated. Application by actual withdrawal is barred wherever the sup-
ported party’s standing depends on the support, so application proceeds by matched
comparison, planned transition, or inspection of the determinants. The degree of func-
tion a relation must retain to count as holding stands unspecified. The criterion issues
no prediction of transition. An extractive assignment reports jointly on the arrangement
and on the relational infrastructure surrounding it. Three transfers among levels of or-
ganisation stand outstanding, four quantities stand unestimated, and the falsification
conditions attaching to the five principal empirical claims were assembled (Section 10).

The contribution of the paper is accordingly narrow and is stated at that width.
The relational turn is held elsewhere. The extractive and generative distinction is held
in five places. The dependency claim is contested and its general form stands unsup-
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ported. What the paper adds is an operation applying to a support arrangement while
that arrangement is in operation, taking as its object the relation the arrangement main-
tains and returning a graded assignment; an account of the three features settling that
assignment together with the three features standing inert with respect to it; a struc-
tural explanation of the prevalence of arrangements of the maintaining kind, operating
through the same three features; one axis of return on which existing reciprocity theory
is silent, entered as an observation; and a firewall holding the whole apparatus clear of
allocation.

Three lines of work follow. The first is a theory of transition, specifying the conditions
under which an arrangement returning an extractive assignment comes to return a
generative one, which the criterion’s present form leaves entirely open. The second is
the experimental separation of the three determinants, which would supply the ordering
among them that design under trade-off requires. The third is the formal treatment of
the cross-scale axis, which would specify the conditions under which a transfer at one
level of organisation produces a return of another type at another, and would establish
what such an account adds to the existing treatments of diffusion and institutional
convergence.
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