A DIGITAL SPACE LAB Publication - Epistheon Corpus

Apparent Derivation

Continuity Projection under Epistemic Non-Derivability

Harald Meier
Independent Researcher - Digital Space Lab

Version 1.0 - 2026

ARCHITECTURAL NOTE

This document operates within the boundary-defined epistemic architecture of Epistheon. It
specifies the structural conditions under which apparent derivation emerges through continuity
projection under epistemic non-derivability. The model remains strictly descriptive. It does not
derive decision from knowledge or establish continuity between epistemic domains.

Abstract

Modern knowledge systems often present decision as if it followed from sufficient
knowledge. Explanation appears to produce orientation, orientation appears to
determine action, and operational systems present commitment as if it were
structurally grounded. Within the boundary-defined epistemic architecture of
Epistheon, however, explanation differentiates without binding, orientation
configures relations under constraint without producing necessity, and decision
remains non-derivable from epistemic structure. This document defines apparent
derivation as the condition under which discontinuous epistemic domains are
rendered as apparently continuous. Continuity projection transforms epistemic
contingency into apparent necessity without establishing derivation. The model
distinguishes weak derivation, which preserves plausibility within epistemic domains,
from strong derivation, which asserts necessity across domains. Apparent derivation
emerges only where contingency is transformed into necessity. The document
specifies continuity projection operators, their systemic distribution, their
propagation across systems, and their structural observability. It does not function as
decision theory, normative critique, or bias analysis. It specifies the structural
conditions under which decision appears derivable while preserving the
non-derivability that defines epistemic structure.
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INTRODUCTION — THE PROBLEM OF APPARENT DERIVATION

Modern knowledge systems frequently present explanation, orientation, and decision
as if they formed a continuous process. Analytical differentiation appears to produce
situational understanding, structured understanding appears to determine action,
and operational systems present commitment as if it were grounded in knowledge.
Data is said to show what must be done, models are said to imply necessity, and
decisions are articulated as if they followed from sufficient analysis.

This continuity is not given.

Within the boundary-defined epistemic architecture of Epistheon, explanation
produces differentiation without binding, orientation configures relations under
constraint without producing necessity, and decision establishes commitment
without being derivable from either. These domains do not form a continuous
sequence and no operation establishes transition between them. Increasing
information, refinement of models, or expansion of analysis do not yield
determination. Non-derivability is not a temporary limitation of knowledge, but a
condition within epistemic architecture.

At the same time, operational systems cannot suspend decision. Political institutions
must act, organizations must allocate resources, technological systems must execute
operations, and public discourse requires communicable forms of orientation and
justification. Systems therefore operate under conditions in which decisions must be
produced, communicated, stabilized, and legitimized despite the absence of
structural derivation.

This produces a persistent tension. Epistemic structure does not produce necessity,
yet operational systems require forms that appear decision-capable. The absence of
derivation does not prevent operation. It produces conditions under which continuity
must appear where no continuity is established.

This document defines apparent derivation as the condition under which
discontinuous epistemic domains are rendered as apparently continuous. Continuity
projection transforms epistemic contingency into apparent necessity without
establishing derivation. The issue is not falsehood, error, or deception, but the
production of forms through which systems stabilize operability under conditions of
epistemic non-derivability.

The distinction between weak and strong derivation is therefore critical. Weak
derivation operates within epistemic domains as plausibility while preserving
contingency. Strong derivation asserts necessity across domains. Apparent derivation
emerges only where plausibility is transformed into necessity and discontinuous
domains are rendered as if continuity existed between them.



The model specified here does not evaluate or eliminate these operations. It does not
function as decision theory, ideology critique, or normative framework. It specifies
the structural conditions under which apparent derivation emerges, how continuity
projection stabilizes operational systems, and how these operations become
structurally observable while preserving the non-derivability that defines epistemic
structure.

PART I — EPISTEMIC DISCONTINUITY

1. Domain Separation

Explanation, orientation, and decision define distinct epistemic domains. They do not
form a continuous sequence and no operation within one domain establishes the
defining condition of another. Explanation operates through differentiation. It
produces distinctions, relations, descriptions, and models without binding them into
necessity. Increasing differentiation expands what can be articulated without
determining what must follow from it.

Orientation configures relations under constraint. Multiple configurations may
remain simultaneously valid without converging toward determination. Orientation
preserves multiplicity without resolving incompatibility into necessity. Decision
establishes commitment under irreversibility. It does not emerge from differentiation
or configuration and is not derivable from either. Commitment introduces a
condition not contained within the epistemic domains that precede it.

The relation between these domains is defined by discontinuity rather than
transition. Explanation does not become orientation through refinement, and
orientation does not become decision through sufficient configuration. Where
continuity between domains is assumed, discontinuity becomes articulated as
apparent transition.

2. Non-Derivability of Determination

If epistemic domains are discontinuous, determination cannot be derived across
them. No increase in information, analytical refinement, or structural configuration
produces necessity. Explanation does not yield determination. Differentiation
expands relations without reducing multiplicity to a necessary outcome. Orientation
does not yield determination. Configuration organizes relations under constraint
without establishing a single required configuration. Termination does not yield
determination. Structural invariance specifies persistence under variation without
producing commitment, selection, or action.

Determination remains absent from epistemic structure. This absence is not hidden,
incomplete, or temporary. It remains invariant. Non-derivability does not indicate



insufficient knowledge. It defines the condition under which epistemic domains
remain separated despite increasing refinement.

3. Weak and Strong Derivation

Derivation operates in two distinct forms. Weak derivation operates within epistemic
domains as plausibility. Probabilistic reasoning, heuristic inference, modeling, and
constrained prediction remain within epistemic structure while preserving
contingency. Relations may become more probable, more stable, or more
operationally relevant without becoming necessary.

Strong derivation asserts necessity across epistemic domains. What is articulated as
plausible becomes presented as required, determined, or unavoidable. Contingency is
transformed into apparent necessity. This transformation does not emerge from
additional refinement. It introduces apparent continuity across discontinuous
domains.

Weak derivation preserves epistemic openness. Strong derivation projects closure.
Apparent derivation emerges at this boundary.

PART II — STRUCTURAL PRESSURES OF OPERATIONAL SYSTEMS

4. Decision under Non-Derivability

Operational systems do not suspend action in the absence of derivation. Political
institutions legislate, organizations allocate resources, technological systems execute
operations, and publics demand positions despite the absence of epistemic necessity.
Decision therefore occurs under conditions of non-derivability. Multiple
configurations remain structurally possible while commitment is nevertheless
established. What is selected is not determined by epistemic structure, but
introduced under conditions in which no operation yields necessity.

Decision does not emerge from epistemic closure. It operates under epistemic
openness. This produces a persistent tension. Epistemic structure does not produce
necessity, yet operational systems require forms that appear decision-capable. The
absence of derivation does not prevent operation. It produces conditions under
which projected continuity emerges while discontinuity remains invariant.

Continuity projection emerges within this condition. Decision appears as if it
followed from knowledge although no derivation exists between them.

5. Communication and Reduction

Operational systems communicate under conditions of complexity. Communication
requires reduction. Multiplicity cannot be maintained in full articulation across
operational contexts. Relations must be condensed, distinctions simplified, and



configurations rendered communicable. Reduction therefore does not constitute
structural failure. It defines a condition of operational articulation.

Reduction remains within epistemic structure where contingency is preserved.
Statements such as “under these conditions this outcome appears more probable”
reduce complexity without asserting necessity. Continuity projection emerges only
where reduction transforms plausibility into apparent determination. Alternatives are
no longer reduced but implicitly eliminated, and contingent configurations appear as
singular outcomes.

Statements such as “this is the solution” or “the analysis clearly shows what must be
done” do not merely simplify complexity. They project necessity across discontinuous
domains. Communication therefore amplifies pressure toward apparent derivation.
Operational systems require communicable continuity where epistemic structure
preserves discontinuity.

6. Legitimacy and Justification

Operational systems must not only decide and communicate. They must justify
commitment. Decisions must appear grounded, rational, and defensible despite the
absence of structural derivation. This produces a condition in which commitment
becomes attributed to epistemic structure itself.
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Statements such as “the data requires this,” “the model leaves no alternative,” or “the
system dictates this outcome” displace commitment from decision into explanation,
orientation, or systemic constraint. Responsibility appears as if structurally derived
rather than operationally enacted.

This transformation does not establish legitimacy in structural terms. It produces
articulated forms through which legitimacy becomes operationally stabilizable under
non-derivability. Operational systems therefore operate under converging pressures
of decision, communication, and justification. None can be resolved through
epistemic derivation alone. Together they establish the conditions under which
continuity projection emerges as operational stabilization.

PART III — CONTINUITY PROJECTION OPERATORS

7. Definition of Continuity Projection

Continuity projection is the operation through which epistemic contingency is
rendered as apparent necessity across discontinuous domains. It does not establish
derivation. It produces articulated forms in which derivation appears to exist.

Projection does not eliminate non-derivability. Explanation, orientation, and decision
remain separated. Projection renders these discontinuities as apparently continuous



within operational articulation. The operation does not depend on deception, error,
or incorrect reasoning. Statements may remain empirically accurate while projected
continuity nevertheless persists. The transformation occurs at the level of form
rather than content.

Continuity projection emerges only where plausibility is transformed into apparent
necessity. Weak derivation remains within epistemic structure while preserving
contingency. Projection begins where contingency appears displaced by
determination. Operational systems do not produce continuity projection
accidentally. These operations emerge under pressures of decision, communication,
and legitimacy where continuity becomes operationally necessary despite epistemic
discontinuity.

Four primary operators can be distinguished.

8. Dertvation Operator

The derivation operator transforms epistemic plausibility into operational necessity.
Relations articulated as probable, plausible, or conditionally stable are rendered as if
they established determination. Statements such as “this is likely” become articulated
as “this must be done”

This transformation does not emerge from additional refinement, increased
information, or improved modeling. It projects continuity between explanation and
decision where no derivation exists. The derivation operator therefore does not
produce necessity. It produces articulated forms through which necessity appears
operationally available.

Decision appears as if contained within knowledge although epistemic discontinuity
remains unchanged.

9. Configuration Expectation Operator

The configuration expectation operator stabilizes the expectation that additional
differentiation will ultimately resolve contingency. Explanation expands distinctions,
relations, and analytical refinement without producing necessary configuration. The
operator projects continuity between differentiation and eventual determination
while preserving the expectation that epistemic refinement will ultimately resolve
contingency.

Statements such as “more data will clarify the situation” or “further analysis will
reveal the correct path” interpret the absence of determination as temporary
insufficiency rather than structural condition. The operator therefore does not
produce orientation. It stabilizes indeterminacy as deferred determination.



10. Convergence Operator

The convergence operator transforms multiplicity into apparent singularity.
Orientation preserves multiple incompatible configurations under constraint without
establishing necessity. The convergence operator renders one configuration as if
structurally required while alternatives become operationally invisible.

Statements such as “this is the only viable solution” or “all evidence points in the
same direction” project closure where epistemic plurality remains structurally
present. This transformation does not emerge from refinement. It introduces
apparent convergence into configurations that remain structurally open.

Multiplicity is not eliminated. It becomes concealed through singular articulation.

11. Responsibility Displacement Operator

The responsibility displacement operator transforms commitment into apparent
structural consequence. Decision establishes commitment under irreversibility
without epistemic derivation. The operator displaces this commitment into data,
models, systems, procedures, or external constraints.
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Statements such as “the model recommends this,” “the system requires this,” or “the
data leaves no alternative” attribute commitment to epistemic structure rather than
operational enactment. This operation does not establish derivation between
knowledge and decision. It projects continuity between structure and commitment
while preserving their discontinuity.

Responsibility therefore appears as if externally grounded rather than operationally
assumed.

12. Continuity Projection

The four operators specified above constitute distinct forms of continuity projection
across epistemically discontinuous domains. The derivation operator projects
continuity between explanation and decision. The configuration expectation operator
projects continuity between differentiation and eventual determination. The
convergence operator projects continuity between multiplicity and singularity. The
responsibility displacement operator projects continuity between commitment and
epistemic structure.

Together these operations produce articulated forms through which operational
systems appear decision-capable despite epistemic non-derivability. Continuity
projection does not resolve discontinuity. It stabilizes operation under conditions in
which discontinuity remains invariant.

What appears as derivation is therefore not the elimination of non-derivability, but its
operational concealment through projected continuity.



PART IV — OPERATOR DISTRIBUTION

13. Operator Profiles

Continuity projection operators do not occur in isolation. Operational systems
stabilize recurring distributions of operators that can be described as operator
profiles. An operator profile specifies how apparent derivation is produced within a
system. It does not describe ideological position, semantic content, or belief. It
specifies the distribution of projection across articulated forms.

Different systems may produce similar decisions while exhibiting distinct operator
profiles, and systems with comparable profiles may produce divergent content. The
profile concerns how continuity becomes stabilized rather than what is asserted.
Operators frequently reinforce one another. Derivation and responsibility
displacement often appear together, producing articulated forms in which necessity
is asserted and commitment simultaneously externalized. Configuration expectation
may persist alongside convergence, stabilizing oscillation between expanding
differentiation and singular reduction.

Operator profiles are not arbitrary. They reflect the pressures under which
operational systems maintain communicability, legitimacy, and decision-capability
under non-derivability.

14. Operator Dominance and Coupling

Within operational systems, specific operators become dominant under particular
conditions. Under prolonged uncertainty, configuration expectation tends to
intensify. Differentiation expands while determination remains deferred. Under acute
decision pressure, derivation becomes dominant, compressing plausibility into
apparent necessity. Under communicative reduction, convergence intensifies as
multiplicity becomes operationally simplified. Under conditions of legitimacy
demand, responsibility displacement amplifies as commitment becomes attributed to
structure.

Operators do not function independently. They couple. Coupling produces recurrent
sequences of continuity projection. Systems may move from configuration
expectation into convergence, from convergence into derivation, or from derivation
into responsibility displacement. These sequences do not resolve epistemic
discontinuity. They organize its operational stabilization.

Operator dominance and coupling therefore define the structural signature through
which systems render apparent derivation operationally sustainable.
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15. Dynamic Variation

Operator profiles remain variable across time, systems, and conditions of operational
pressure. Under crisis conditions, derivation and responsibility displacement
intensify as operational systems require rapid commitment and defensible
justification. Under prolonged uncertainty, configuration expectation expands while
determination remains deferred. Under heightened communicative pressure,
convergence increases as multiplicity becomes reduced to operationally
transmissible forms.

Variation also occurs across interacting systems. Scientific domains may remain
dominated by weak derivation and configuration expectation while policy systems
interacting with them intensify derivation and responsibility displacement. Media
systems translating both may amplify convergence through communicative
simplification.

These variations do not alter epistemic non-derivability itself. They modify the forms
through which projected continuity becomes operationally stabilized. Variation
changes articulation. It does not change structure.

PART V — SYSTEMIC DYNAMICS

16. Projection Chains

Continuity projection does not remain confined to isolated operational systems.
Projected forms propagate across system boundaries and stabilize as projection
chains. A projection chain is a sequence in which articulated forms produced within
one system become operational inputs for another. Relations initially presented as
plausible may become rendered as necessary, translated into communicable
singularity, and subsequently enacted as operational commitment.

These transformations do not require centralized coordination or intentional
alignment. Projection chains emerge through structural compatibility between
operational systems requiring continuity under non-derivability. At each stage,
epistemic discontinuity remains present. What propagates across systems is not
derivation itself, but the articulated appearance of derivation.

Projection chains therefore stabilize distributed continuity across multiple
operational domains. Apparent necessity becomes increasingly operationally durable
through repeated projection and transfer. The chain does not eliminate
non-derivability. It extends its concealment across systemic articulation.
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17. Inter-System Coupling

Operational systems do not function independently. Explanatory systems produce
differentiation, policy systems require commitment, media systems require
communicable reduction, and technological systems require executable structure.
Continuity projection enables transfer between these structurally distinct domains.

Probabilistic statements may become articulated as operational necessity through
derivation projection. Policy systems may stabilize these forms as justification for
commitment. Media systems may amplify convergence through communicative
simplification, while technological systems may translate projected continuity into
executable parameters or automated operations.

At no stage is epistemic discontinuity reconstructed. Projected continuity remains
active throughout systemic transfer. Inter-system coupling therefore stabilizes
projection chains by preserving apparent continuity across operational domains
despite the absence of structural derivation between them.

No single system contains the complete chain. Apparent derivation emerges through
distributed systemic interaction.

PART VI — STRUCTURAL OBSERVABILITY

18. Structural Detection

Continuity projection operators are observable within articulated forms. Detection
does not require access to internal intention, cognition, belief, or psychological state.
Observation operates structurally rather than interpretively.

The primary criterion of detection is the transformation of contingency into apparent
necessity. Projection becomes observable where plausible relations are articulated as
determined, where multiplicity is rendered as singularity, or where commitment
becomes attributed to epistemic structure itself. Detection does not evaluate truth or
factual correctness. Statements may remain empirically accurate while projected
continuity nevertheless remains present. The object of observation is not content
validity, but operational form.

The minimal unit of observation is the articulated statement. Statements may be
examined for operator presence independently of semantic agreement or ideological
position. Aggregation across statements reveals recurring distributions
corresponding to operator profiles and projection chains.

Structural detection therefore identifies continuity projection without reconstructing
derivation.
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19. Coding and Network Representation

Structural detection may be formalized through coding procedures. Statements are
marked according to the presence of continuity projection operators. Coding does
not interpret semantic intention or evaluate correctness. It identifies transformations
through which apparent derivation becomes operationally articulated.

Statements may be represented as nodes and their relations as edges within network
structures. Operators become encoded as structural attributes associated with
articulated forms. Within such representations, distributions reveal operator profiles,
clusters indicate local stabilization of projection, sequences reveal projection chains
across systems, and coupling patterns expose recurrent pathways of operational
continuity.

Network representation does not introduce additional structure. It formalizes
relations already present within articulated forms and renders their distribution
observable. The model therefore does not function as a predictive or decision-making
system. It specifies conditions under which apparent derivation becomes structurally
visible.

20. Limits of Observation

Structural observability does not resolve the conditions it describes. Detection does
not eliminate continuity projection and does not transform apparent continuity into
structural continuity. Observation does not produce necessity, determine action, or
establish commitment.

Detection remains selective. Observation operates only on articulated forms and
therefore captures limited segments of broader systemic relations. The absence of
observable projection within available articulation does not imply the absence of
projection within the operational system itself.

Representation also introduces limitation. Network structures render certain
distributions visible while leaving others implicit. Visibility depends on
representational form and observational framing. These limitations do not invalidate
structural detection. They define its scope.

Structural observability is exposure rather than control.

PART VII — DELIMITATION AND REFLEXIVE LIMITATION

21. Distinction from Bias and Error

The model does not describe cognitive bias, misperception, irrationality, or logical
error. Continuity projection operators are not deviations from correct reasoning.
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They are operations through which operational systems stabilize apparent derivation
under epistemic non-derivability.

A statement may remain logically coherent and empirically accurate while projected
continuity nevertheless remains present. Operator presence therefore does not
indicate falsehood or deception. The model does not distinguish between valid and
invalid knowledge claims. It specifies how apparent necessity becomes operationally
articulated where structural derivation remains absent.

22. Non-Relation to Decision Theory

The model is not a theory of decision. It does not define rational choice, optimization,
utility, or criteria for selecting between alternatives. It does not prescribe how
decisions should be made and does not establish conditions for correct commitment.

Decision theory organizes alternatives in order to stabilize selection. This model
specifies the condition under which selection appears as if derivable despite
epistemic discontinuity. The model therefore does not replace decision theory. It
reconstructs the conditions under which decision appears structurally grounded
without establishing derivation itself.

23. Non-Normative Position

The model remains strictly descriptive. It does not evaluate the desirability of
continuity projection operators and does not prescribe their elimination. No operator
is defined as inherently pathological, irrational, manipulative, or illegitimate.

The identification of continuity projection does not imply correction, intervention, or
normative judgment. The model specifies conditions of operational stabilization
under non-derivability. It does not evaluate them.

24. Non-Extension into Decision

The model does not produce decision. It does not derive commitment from
knowledge, reduce multiplicity into necessity, or establish operational conclusions. It
does not function as a guidance system, governance framework, or decision
procedure.

This limitation does not indicate incompleteness. It follows directly from epistemic
non-derivability. The model specifies the conditions under which decision appears
derivable without establishing derivation itself.

25. Boundary Preservation

The model operates within the epistemic boundaries defined by discontinuity and
non-derivability. It does not extend explanation into orientation, transform
orientation into decision, or establish continuity between epistemic domains.
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Continuity projection remains observable precisely because discontinuity remains
invariant.

This limitation applies reflexively. The model does not occupy a position outside the
structure it specifies and does not derive its own claims as necessary.

Boundary preservation therefore defines the scope of the model itself.

PART VIII — STRUCTURAL VISIBILITY

26. Visibility of Structural Conditions

Continuity projection does not alter epistemic structure. It alters how epistemic
structure becomes operationally visible. Where projection remains implicit, decision
appears as if derived from knowledge, multiplicity appears as if resolved through
refinement, and commitment appears as if grounded in epistemic necessity. Apparent
derivation becomes treated as structural property rather than operational
production.

Structural visibility emerges where projected continuities become observable as
articulated operations rather than epistemic conditions. This visibility does not
eliminate continuity projection and does not resolve non-derivability. Operational
systems continue to require communicability, justification, and decision despite
epistemic discontinuity.

What changes is the distinction between structural derivation and projected
continuity. Apparent necessity becomes observable as operationally produced rather
than epistemically given. The visibility established through structural observation
therefore preserves discontinuity rather than concealing it.

27. Reflexive Navigation

Continuity projection cannot be eliminated from operational systems. Systems
depend on projected continuity in order to stabilize communication, legitimacy,
coordination, and decision under conditions of epistemic non-derivability. Reflexive
navigation does not attempt to suspend these operations. It maintains visibility of the
distinction between plausibility and necessity, between multiplicity and convergence,
and between commitment and epistemic attribution while operational systems
continue to function.

Decision persists. Continuity projection persists. Operational stabilization persists.

The difference lies in structural visibility. Apparent derivation becomes recognizable
as projected continuity rather than as epistemic necessity. Reflexive navigation
therefore does not resolve tension. It preserves operational capability while
maintaining visibility of the discontinuities concealed through continuity projection.
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CONCLUSION — DECISION WITHOUT DERIVATION

Modern operational systems require decisions that epistemic structure cannot
derive. Explanation produces differentiation without binding, orientation configures
relations under constraint without producing necessity, and decision establishes
commitment without epistemic determination. No operation establishes continuity
between these domains.

Despite this discontinuity, operational systems must communicate, justify,
coordinate, and act. Continuity projection emerges under these conditions as the
operation through which epistemic contingency becomes articulated as apparent
necessity. Non-derivability remains under apparent derivation. Operational systems
stabilize continuity while discontinuity persists.

The continuity projection operators specified in this document do not describe
deception, falsehood, or cognitive error. They specify operational forms through
which discontinuous epistemic domains become rendered as apparently continuous.
The contribution of this model lies not in identifying new phenomena, but in
formalizing the operations through which apparent derivation becomes operationally
stabilized and structurally observable.

Decision therefore persists without derivation while apparent derivation persists
without epistemic continuity.

CLOSURE

Epistemic discontinuity remains invariant across operational systems. No
accumulation of knowledge produces determination and no refinement of analysis
establishes necessity.

Projected continuity does not resolve this condition. It specifies the operations
through which operational systems stabilize apparent derivation under epistemic
non-derivability. Structural observability does not eliminate projection and does not
transform apparent continuity into structural continuity. It renders visible the
distinction between epistemic derivation and operational stabilization.

The model does not extend into decision, establish commitment, or produce
necessity. It specifies the conditions under which decision appears as if derivable
while preserving the discontinuities that define epistemic structure.

Non-derivability remains.
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corpus remains differentiated, operationally bounded, and structurally revisable.
Additional systems and environments may emerge without modifying the canonical
boundary architecture.

POSITIONING DOCUMENTS

Introduces the central problem space of orientation, epistemic limitation, operational
complexity, and synthetic coherence.

e The Orientation Gap — On the Absence of Situational Understanding
e Epistheon — Orientation under Conditions of Operational Complexity
e Apparent Derivation — Continuity Projection under Epistemic Non-Derivability

BOUNDARY ARCHITECTURE DOCUMENTS

Defines the epistemic boundary conditions of the architecture: non-derivability,
orientational limitation, structural discontinuity, termination, responsibility, and
invariant exposure.

A — Canonical Architecture

e Epistheon — Canonical Architecture

e Epistheon — Epistemic Architecture

e Epistheon — Structural Index
B — Foundational Conditions

e Epistheon — Emergence of Distinction
C — Epistemic Domains
Epistheon — Explanation
Epistheon — Orientation
Epistheon — Orientation Dynamics
Epistheon — Orientational Sufficiency
D — Boundary Conditions

Epistheon — Termination
Epistheon — Decision Surface
Epistheon — Responsibility

e Epistheon — Boundary Conditions
E — Constraints and Failure

e Epistheon — Derivation Rules
e Epistheon — Epistemic Failure
F — Exposure Systems

e Epistheon — Exposure Systems

18



RECONSTRUCTIVE FRAMEWORKS
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