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Central claim
Purpose guidance becomes exploitative when an authority uses a young person’s developmental or relational dependence
to obstruct informed inquiry, comparison and delay, later revision, or safe exit. The wrong lies in taking custody of the

conditions under which a life commitment can become the young person’s own—not in offering inherited meaning,
recommending a demanding ideal, or welcoming strong commitment as such.

Preview:

Offer meaning Protect authorship Test the bond Repair capture

Share a tradition, vocation, cause,
or community without disguising
its commitments.

Preserve inquiry, comparison and
delay, revision, and a practically
safe route out.

Ask whether belonging and care
survive honest doubt, changing
one’s mind, and departure.

Remove punitive leverage, disclose
alternatives, and return the pace
and direction of commitment to
the young person.

The standard is symmetrical: religious, political, therapeutic, commercial, and activist institutions can all guide well or capture
badly. Content matters, but benevolent content does not excuse coercive conditions.

Visual preview:

The inherited map follows the ethical sequence: existential vulnerability makes a ready-made purpose attractive; social pressure
can turn relief into foreclosure; protected agency and practical repair reopen authorship.
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Abstract

Young people need help finding purposes worth pursuing. They also enter identity-shaping settings
with uneven knowledge, material dependence, and a powerful need for belonging. A ready-made
purpose can therefore provide genuine orientation while also becoming a vehicle of control. The
central ethical problem is not that meaning is inherited or socially formed. It is that an authority
may condition care, status, information, or safety on premature surrender of the young person’s
continuing power to assess and revise a life-defining commitment.

This paper develops a process standard for distinguishing formation from capture. It integrates
work on adolescent identity and purpose with self-determination theory, research on conditional regard
and psychological control, relational accounts of autonomy, and the child’s interest in an open future.
The resulting audit protects four freedoms: inquiry; comparison and delay; revision; and safe exit.
These protections do not require neutrality, emotional detachment, or weak conviction. They require
that a commitment remain answerable to reasons under conditions in which honest doubt does not
predictably cost the person the relationships and basic goods needed to think.

The main result is bounded. A purposeful life, strong community, or sincere profession does
not by itself show that the process of commitment was legitimate. Conversely, an inherited or
demanding commitment is not thereby imposed. Guidance becomes exploitative when a duty-bearing
authority uses dependency to obstruct the four freedoms and thereby takes custody of meaning-
making. Institutions can repair that wrong by separating care from assent, making alternatives
discussable, permitting developmentally appropriate delay, treating revision as possible growth, and
making departure practically survivable.

Keywords: purpose; adolescence; identity development; autonomy; psychological control; youth;
meaning-making

1 The Offer and the Trap
Few gifts appear more generous than a purpose. A family, school, religious body, political movement,
therapeutic community, employer, or online network can tell a young person what a good life is for,
why suffering matters, which people belong together, and what future deserves sacrifice. The offer may
answer questions that otherwise arrive as an unstructured burden: Who am I? What should I do? Whose
judgment can I trust? How can my life matter?

This paper calls a ready-made cluster of answers a purpose package. The term is not automatically
pejorative. Every culture transmits pictures of the good, narratives of origin and destiny, models
of admirable character, and practices that make those pictures inhabitable. Berger and Luckmann’s
account of social construction helps explain why identity never develops outside inherited language and
institutions (Berger and Luckmann 1966). A young person who receives no orientation at all has not
been given freedom; that person has been abandoned to chance, appetite, and the loudest available
seller.

The trap begins when an authority does more than recommend a purpose. It uses the person’s depen-
dence to control the conditions under which the recommendation can be examined. Questions become
moral defects. Alternatives are caricatured or hidden. Delay threatens status. Revision is narrated as
betrayal. Exit predicts the loss of family, housing, education, reputation, salvation, therapeutic care, or
the only community the person knows. The package may contain truths and goods. The ethical defect
lies in the method by which it is installed and protected.

The intended audience is not only the young person evaluating an offer. It is also the parent, educator,
religious leader, mentor, clinician, organizer, or institution that believes the offered purpose is worthy.
That belief matters: responsible guides should have reasons and may advocate them candidly. Yet
confidence in the destination cannot settle whether the route respects the traveler’s agency. A guide
helps another person acquire the capacities and conditions of authorship. A custodian reserves the
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right to decide which questions, comparisons, revisions, and departures the other person may safely
undertake.

The controlling distinction
Guidance seeks a commitment the young person can increasingly understand, endorse, and
revise. Capture seeks the stability of the commitment by controlling the social and practical
conditions of understanding, endorsement, and revision.

This standard concerns practices, not hidden motives. A loving parent can use conditional belonging
without intending harm. A cynical organization can sometimes offer real goods. The relevant evidence
is what happens to the person’s epistemic and practical options: what can be asked, learned, postponed,
changed, or left without disproportionate retaliation. Focusing there avoids the easy but unsupported
claim that every demanding group consciously designs a trap.

2 Meaning Is Made with Others
An autonomy argument can fail at the outset if it imagines a self who first exists alone and then chooses
values from a neutral shelf. There is no such chooser. People learn what counts as a reason, promise,
vocation, failure, and love through relationships. They inherit languages before they can criticize them
and become capable of criticism partly because other people teach them how. The point of protecting
authorship is therefore not to erase influence. It is to distinguish influence that builds a person’s
evaluative powers from influence that keeps those powers subordinate.

Meaning also cannot be reduced to whatever produces a feeling of significance. Frankfurt emphasizes
that a person’s identity is organized by what the person cares about, while Wolf argues that meaning
joins subjective attraction to engagement with something worthy of that attraction (Frankfurt 1982;
Wolf 2010). Their accounts differ in important ways, but both make room for a truth missed by
purpose marketing: a life can feel coherent because attention has been narrowed, because belonging is
conditional, or because fear makes one answer emotionally indispensable. Felt certainty is psychologically
real without being sufficient evidence that the commitment is well founded or genuinely owned.

Relational accounts of autonomy sharpen the alternative. They reject the picture of independence as
isolation and ask how social conditions enable or disable competent self-direction (Mackenzie and Stoljar
2000). Trustworthy relationships can enlarge autonomy by supplying information, emotional security,
habits of reflection, and honest resistance. Relationships can also undermine autonomy by making the
exercise of judgment predictably costly. Dependence is therefore not the opposite of agency. It is a
condition whose organization matters.

That distinction explains why inherited commitments can be fully one’s own. A person may receive
a faith, vocation, civic loyalty, or moral ideal from admired adults, test it over time, encounter serious
alternatives, and continue to affirm it. Social origin does not invalidate the result. Conversely, novelty
does not prove freedom. A commercial influencer, extremist forum, or charismatic anti-religious com-
munity may exploit dependency while advertising rebellion. The audit developed below applies to the
conditions of commitment regardless of whether the content is traditional or countercultural, religious
or secular.

3 Why Youth Changes the Burden
Youth is not a defect in rationality. Young people reason, perceive hypocrisy, sustain loyalty, and
make costly commitments. The ethical concern is instead a predictable combination of development
and dependence. Identity is still being organized; experience with alternatives is limited; and adults or
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institutions often control the information, money, transportation, credentials, housing, and relationships
needed to explore.

Erikson placed identity formation at the center of adolescence, and Marcia operationalized part of
that process by distinguishing commitment made with or without meaningful exploration (Erikson
1968; Marcia 1966). The categories should not be treated as a moral ranking or a complete theory of
persons. Still, later meta-analysis supports the more modest developmental point that identity statuses
commonly change through adolescence and young adulthood rather than freezing at a single moment
(Kroger, Martinussen, and Marcia 2010). Arnett likewise argues that the late teens and twenties are,
for many people in industrialized societies, a distinct period of exploration in love, work, and worldview
(Arnett 2000). These studies describe populations and patterns, not any individual’s competence. They
support time and revisability, not a blanket ban on youthful commitment.

Purpose can be a developmental asset. Damon, Menon, and Bronk define youth purpose in terms of
a stable, generalized intention that matters to the self and reaches beyond the self (Damon, Menon, and
Bronk 2003). Burrow, O’Dell, and Hill report associations among purpose profiles, hope, and well-being,
while Burrow and Hill frame purpose as a resource for identity development (Burrow, O’Dell, and Hill
2010; Burrow and Hill 2011). This is reason to help young people encounter serious projects, not reason
to keep them existentially vacant until adulthood.

But an observed benefit of purpose does not legitimate every way of producing it. A study connecting
purpose with hope does not show that whichever institution induces purpose has respected the partic-
ipant’s authorship. Nor does uncertainty establish consent to any available cure. The same existential
vulnerability that makes purpose beneficial can make a total answer hard to evaluate. Relief can be
evidence that a burden has been lifted while remaining silent about whether the lifter acquired excessive
power in the exchange.

Adults and institutions therefore bear a special burden when they combine epistemic authority with
practical control. The burden grows with four features: the younger person’s limited access to alterna-
tives, the authority’s control of essential goods, the depth and duration of the demanded commitment,
and the cost of later revision. A weekend volunteer project and a life-defining vow are not ethically equiv-
alent. Nor are an open classroom and a residential community that mediates family, income, friendships,
and ultimate destiny.

Feinberg’s idea of a child’s right to an open future captures part of the concern (Feinberg 1980). It
does not require preserving every imaginable option; life itself closes possibilities. Education, discipline,
language, and chosen excellence all shape a future. The relevant demand is narrower: authorities should
not needlessly and irreversibly close major life options before the developing person can participate
competently in the closure, especially when the authority profits from the commitment or controls the
cost of reconsidering it.

4 From Formation to Capture
Formation and capture occupy a spectrum, but the absence of a bright line does not erase the distinction.
Four recurring practices move a purpose offer toward capture.

4.1 Certainty compression
Complex moral, metaphysical, political, or vocational questions are presented as already settled, with
unresolved evidence removed from view. The young person receives conclusions without a usable map
of disagreement. Teachers cannot cover everything, and advocacy necessarily selects. Compression
becomes controlling when materially serious alternatives are hidden, described only by hostile slogans,
or made inaccessible while the resulting confidence is praised as insight.
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4.2 Authority transfer
Trust earned in one role is converted into deference in another. A parent whose care makes ordinary
trust reasonable, a clinician who helped during crisis, a teacher with subject expertise, or a community
that supplied friendship can come to possess authority over questions outside that basis. The young
person may then experience disagreement not merely as intellectual independence but as ingratitude
toward a benefactor. Responsible guides mark the limits of their competence and do not make past care
a debt payable in worldview assent.

4.3 Belonging capture
Membership becomes evidence and leverage at once. Agreement signals loyalty; doubt threatens the
person’s place among loved ones. Assor, Roth, and Deci found emotional costs associated with parental
conditional regard, and later work comparing conditional positive and negative regard with autonomy
support likewise cautions against tying approval to compliance (Assor, Roth, and Deci 2004; Roth et al.
2009). These findings arise in specific research settings and do not show that every disappointed reaction
is coercive. They do support the narrower concern that affection made contingent on approved inner
states can produce pressure, resentment, and unstable self-worth rather than deep ownership.

4.4 Fear conversion
Ordinary risks of error are converted into catastrophic threats: abandonment, corruption, damnation,
purposelessness, madness, or social nonexistence. Some worldviews sincerely contain high-stakes claims,
and honesty may require stating them. Capture appears when the authority controls both the threat
narrative and the person’s access to evidence, then treats fear-driven conformity as mature conviction.
A warning can respect agency; a closed warning system manufactures the conditions under which refusal
feels impossible.

Table 1: Guidance and capture can recommend the same content while organizing agency differently.

Dimension Guidance Capture

Reasons States the case, its assumptions, and
important disputes.

Curates certainty and equates unanswered
questions with settled answers.

Authority Explains competence and invites appropriate
checking.

Converts care, expertise, or charisma into
general deference.

Belonging Keeps affection and basic standing stable
through disagreement.

Makes intimacy, honor, or safety depend on
approved conviction.

Time Fits the depth of commitment to
developmental readiness.

Treats delay as disloyalty and urgency as
evidence.

Revision Expects interpretation and commitment to
mature.

Recasts reconsideration as moral collapse or
personal betrayal.

Exit Allows departure with ordinary sadness and
disagreement.

Engineers avoidable material, relational, or
reputational penalties.

No row is self-applying. Families grieve, communities have membership boundaries, schools assess
work, and organizations may remove leaders who reject a mission. The question is whether a consequence
is necessary to preserve legitimate functions or designed, inflated, or opportunistically retained to make
reflection too costly. Evidence of capture is cumulative: restricted information plus conditional care
plus urgent commitment plus punitive exit is more probative than any single stern conversation.
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5 The Four Freedoms Audit
The following freedoms translate the argument into observable questions. They are freedoms within
relationship, not demands that a young person decide without counsel.

5.1 Inquiry
Can the person ask difficult questions, consult responsible critics, and distinguish “we do not know”
from “you may not ask”? Inquiry does not entitle a student to derail every gathering or require a parent
to debate without end. It does require some credible channel in which doubt can be voiced without
character indictment or the withdrawal of care.

5.2 Comparison and delay
Can serious alternatives be encountered in forms their informed defenders would recognize, and can
a life-defining commitment wait long enough for developmentally appropriate comparison? Neutral
presentation is impossible, but transparent advocacy is possible. The guide may say “I think this is true
and these alternatives fail” while still giving the young person a fair account and time proportionate to
the stakes.

5.3 Revision
Can commitments change as knowledge and capacities grow? Revision does not mean that promises are
meaningless or that institutions cannot require consistency for particular roles. It means a past profes-
sion, especially one made under youthful dependence, cannot give another person perpetual ownership
of the agent’s conscience. A culture that celebrates initial commitment but treats every later revision
as proof of vice protects institutional continuity at the expense of honest judgment.

5.4 Safe exit
Can the person leave without avoidable destruction of basic security and intimate relationships? Exit
need not be painless. Friends may disagree, vocations may end, and shared projects may no longer
be shared. A safe exit is one in which authorities do not deliberately add disproportionate penalties—
homelessness, educational sabotage, public humiliation, coordinated shunning, blocked records, threats,
or withheld ordinary affection—to deter a change of mind.

Table 2: A practical audit for institutions that offer life-defining purpose.

Freedom Evidence it is protected Evidence it is obstructed Minimum repair

Inquiry Questions receive reasons, sources,
and an honest account of
uncertainty.

Doubt is diagnosed as corruption,
ingratitude, or disloyalty.

Create confidential question
channels and prohibit retaliation
for sincere doubt.

Comparison and
delay

Alternatives are represented fairly;
high-stakes commitment can wait.

Critics are inaccessible or
caricatured; urgency substitutes
for evidence.

Disclose live alternatives and
install cooling-off periods before
major commitments.

Revision Changing one’s mind is treated as
a possible result of learning.

Earlier assent becomes an
irrevocable claim on conscience.

Use renewable commitments and
separate role eligibility from
personal worth.

Safe exit Basic care, records, property, and
family contact survive departure.

Avoidable material or relational
penalties deter reconsideration.

Publish exit procedures, protect
essentials, and ban coordinated
humiliation or shunning.

The audit is diagnostic, not a numerical test. It does not turn four answers into a clinical or legal
verdict, and it cannot infer intention. Its value is that it redirects discussion from the package’s adver-
tised nobility to the conditions of its adoption. An institution confident in its purpose should be able
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to explain why that purpose needs the concealment of alternatives, conditional care, or an unsafe exit.
If it cannot, the pressure is not evidence for the purpose; it is evidence about the institution.

6 Why Felt Purpose Is Not Enough
Self-determination theory distinguishes autonomous motivation from controlled motivation and links
human functioning to needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci and Ryan 2000; Ryan
and Deci 2017). In ordinary terms, people fare differently when they experience a course of action as
reflectively theirs rather than as a condition for avoiding guilt, shame, rejection, or punishment. This
distinction is especially useful because it does not equate autonomy with selfishness. Relatedness and
competent participation remain basic goods.

Soenens and Vansteenkiste recast parental psychological control through this framework, emphasizing
practices that intrude upon the child’s psychological world, such as guilt induction, shaming, and love
withdrawal (Soenens and Vansteenkiste 2010). The research does not authorize armchair diagnosis of
every demanding home or organization. Measures, samples, and causal inferences have limits. But the
work identifies mechanisms that the purpose-package problem predicts: authorities can secure behavioral
or verbal compliance while weakening the person’s felt ownership and making self-worth dependent on
approval.

This is why sincere testimony must be heard but not made dispositive. A young person may report
peace, certainty, gratitude, and belonging after accepting a package. Those goods are not fake merely
because pressure was present. Nor does later regret prove that the initial process contained no agency.
Human commitments mix motives. The ethical question is counterfactual and institutional: would care,
information, time, and practical safety have remained sufficiently available if the person had questioned,
delayed, revised, or left?

Positive outcomes cannot answer that question by themselves. A controlling teacher may produce
excellent scores; a coercive coach may produce a championship; a conditional community may produce
intense solidarity. The achievement matters, but it does not retroactively transfer authorship to the
participant. The process standard protects a deeper kind of success: a purpose that can withstand
inquiry, survive fair comparison, mature through revision, and retain adherents who are practically able
to go.

7 Borderline Cases and Strong Objections
7.1 “All formation influences; your standard condemns socialization itself.”
It does not. The standard presupposes formation. Children need languages, practices, loyalties, exam-
ples, and prohibitions before they can evaluate them. The distinction is between unavoidable formative
influence and avoidable control over later evaluation. Teaching a tradition as true can be guidance.
Preventing competent exposure to criticism, making love depend on assent, or sabotaging departure
adds a different relation: it makes the authority’s leverage part of the evidence environment.

The line is sometimes difficult, so verdicts should rest on patterns, proportionality, and the authority’s
alternatives. A parent may restrict genuinely dangerous contact without hiding intellectual disagreement.
A school may teach from a stated worldview while assigning strong critics. An institution may preserve a
confessional identity while ensuring that dissenters retain ordinary dignity and practical routes elsewhere.

7.2 “If the worldview is true, strong commitment is appropriate.”
Truth can justify advocacy and urgency, but it does not make every method of transmission truth-
conducive. If authorities are fallible, insulating their judgment from comparison increases the risk of
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preserving error. If they are correct, a commitment acquired through informed and nonpunitive reflection
gives the adherent better grounds for confidence and a more stable form of ownership.

Some claims include severe consequences for error. Those consequences may be stated plainly. Yet
a warning becomes suspect when the same authority monopolizes its interpretation, blocks contrary
evidence, and controls the person’s belonging. The higher the alleged stakes, the stronger the case for
careful inquiry; fear should not reduce the very scrutiny on which responsible assent depends.

7.3 “Young people need decisions, not endless options.”
Agreed. Development requires action, practice, and sometimes commitment before certainty. The four
freedoms do not require indefinite suspension. They scale with stakes and reversibility. A young person
can join a team, undertake service, practice a faith, learn a craft, or try a vocation while retaining
an explicit permission to reconsider. Renewable commitments and graduated responsibility provide
structure without pretending that a youthful decision must bind the entire future.

Adults may also set conduct rules independent of belief. A family can require respectful behavior
without demanding an inner profession; a school can require completion of work without making curiosity
a character flaw. Separating conduct, membership, and conscience prevents ordinary governance from
becoming custody of meaning.

7.4 “Exit is naturally costly because real communities involve attachment.”
Yes. Safe exit is not costless exit. Shared projects end, roles change, and loved ones grieve. The audit
distinguishes intrinsic costs from added deterrents. Losing a clergy role after rejecting the institution’s
doctrine may follow from the role. Losing parental affection, access to one’s documents, earned wages,
or all family contact need not. The authority should be able to explain why each penalty protects a
legitimate function and why a less damaging alternative is unavailable.

This distinction also protects communities from an impossible demand. They need not affirm every
departing person’s reasons or preserve every former relationship in its prior form. They must refrain
from using avoidable devastation as a tool of belief maintenance, particularly when they created the
dependency that makes devastation effective.

7.5 “Autonomy is an individualistic ideal imposed on communal traditions.”
Atomized independence would indeed misdescribe human agency. The argument instead relies on rela-
tional autonomy: the capacity to reflect and act is built by social recognition, trustworthy dependence,
and access to others (Mackenzie and Stoljar 2000). Inquiry requires teachers. Comparison requires
communities that can represent themselves. Revision requires people who can absorb change without
annihilating the changer. Exit requires somewhere safe to stand.

The four freedoms therefore protect relationships from becoming instruments of mental custody. They
do not rank solitary choice above loyalty. They make loyalty more morally significant by distinguishing
a bond one can reaffirm from a bond maintained through controlled ignorance or fear. A community
can value interdependence while refusing to weaponize dependence.

8 Institutional Repairs
Repair begins before a crisis. Institutions that wait until a young person asks to leave have already
allowed every question to become a test of loyalty. The following practices convert abstract respect into
a usable environment.

First, separate care from assent. Parents and leaders should state, repeatedly and credibly, which
relationships and basic goods do not depend on worldview agreement. That promise must survive the
first serious disagreement; otherwise it functions as advertising rather than protection.
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Second, make the evidence environment inspectable. Name the tradition’s commitments, distinguish
settled teaching from personal judgment, disclose meaningful internal disagreement, and provide access
to responsible critics rather than only to defeaters selected by insiders. No curriculum can be neutral
or complete, but it can be honest about selection.

Third, scale commitment to maturity and consequence. Use trial periods, renewable vows, indepen-
dent counseling, and cooling-off intervals before choices involving residence, education, money, marriage,
estrangement, or a permanent public identity. Developmentally appropriate delay is not spiritual, polit-
ical, or vocational apathy. It is a control against turning temporary dependence into lifelong leverage.

Fourth, build revision into the institution’s picture of integrity. Teach that changing one’s mind can
reflect new evidence, deeper understanding, or moral growth, even when the institution judges the new
conclusion mistaken. Leaders who publicly acknowledge their own revisions model conviction without
pretending to infallibility.

Fifth, make exit procedures concrete. Provide records, personal property, earned funds, references,
transition time, and confidential access to outside help. Prohibit public humiliation, coordinated shun-
ning, and threats unrelated to legitimate safety concerns. An exit policy is not an invitation to leave; it
is evidence that those who stay are not being held by preventable ruin.

Finally, accept independent review where power is concentrated. Residential programs, therapeutic
settings, closed schools, and tightly integrated religious or political communities can control many do-
mains at once. Confidential complaint systems and outside oversight reduce the risk that the same
authority will define the purpose, interpret every doubt, impose every penalty, and declare the process
voluntary.

These repairs are not content-neutral in the sense of being morally empty. They express a substantive
commitment: people should increasingly become answerable for their lives through relationships that
support rather than seize their capacity to judge. A worthy purpose need not fear that standard.

9 Conclusion
Young people need more than permission to choose. They need encounters with demanding goods,
truthful guidance, communities of practice, and adults willing to recommend a life rather than merely
list options. Yet the power to offer meaning can become the power to govern the conditions under which
meaning is assessed.

The purpose-package trap is sprung when developmental or relational dependence is used to obstruct
inquiry, comparison and delay, revision, or safe exit. That conclusion does not follow from a young
person’s age alone, from the strength or inherited origin of a commitment, from later disagreement, or
from the mere existence of consequences. It follows from a pattern in which a duty-bearing authority
controls essential goods and uses that control to make a life-defining commitment resistant to informed
review.

The clearest question is therefore not “Did the package give this person purpose?” It is “Could this
person have honestly examined, postponed, revised, or refused it without the authority deliberately
making thought unsafe?” Where the answer is no, the institution has crossed from helping someone
make meaning to taking custody of the meaning-making faculty itself. Where the four freedoms are
protected, inherited purpose can become genuine authorship rather than its substitute.

9



The Purpose-Package Trap Phil Stilwell

A Formal Reconstruction of the Central Thesis
The paper’s central inference can be stated without implying that its empirical premises are self-evident.

P1. Authorities who control important goods for a dependent young person owe a heightened duty not
to use that control to disable the person’s developing capacity to assess life-defining commitments.

P2. Meaningful assessment of a life-defining commitment requires practical opportunities for inquiry,
comparison and proportionate delay, later revision, and safe exit.

P3. When an authority intentionally or foreseeably ties important goods to the surrender of one or more
of those opportunities, the authority uses dependency to obstruct meaningful assessment.

P4. Using dependency in violation of the duty in P1 is exploitative even when the offered commitment
contains goods, produces relief, or is sincerely believed true.

P5. A purpose practice that secures or protects commitment through that exploitation takes custody
of the conditions of meaning-making rather than merely guiding meaning-making.

P6. Some families and institutions do control important goods and do condition those goods on restricted
inquiry, blocked comparison or delay, forbidden revision, or an unsafe exit.

C. Therefore, those purpose practices are exploitative cases of captured meaning-making.
The conclusion follows if the premises are granted: P1 supplies the special duty, P2 identifies the

relevant capacities, P3 connects conditional goods to obstruction, P4 classifies the breach as exploitation,
P5 connects exploitation to capture, and P6 asserts that the described pattern occurs. Validity does not
establish the premises. P1 and P5 are moral premises defended by the relational account of agency; P2
is a conceptual claim informed by identity development and the open-future concern; P3 and P6 require
case-specific evidence about actual information, dependencies, and penalties; and P4 denies that good
outcomes erase a wrongful process. The audit cannot substitute for that evidence. It identifies what
evidence a responsible judgment must seek.
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