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Abstract 
This publication defines the conditions under which architectural derivation remains 
legitimate and the points at which derivation collapses into illicit extension. It 
introduces no methods, applications, or operational guidance. Its sole function is 
protective. By fixing explicit constraints on derivation, the text prevents epistemic 
architecture from being translated into procedure, recommendation, or authority. 
Derivation is treated not as continuation, but as a structural risk that must remain 
subordinate to the architecture from which it proceeds. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Epistemic failure does not appear as error in the ordinary sense. It does not require false 
premises, flawed reasoning, or malicious intent. In architectural contexts, failure occurs 
when a system continues to function formally while its epistemic role has shifted. The 
structure remains intact, but its function is altered. What persists is not orientation, but 
the appearance of it. 

This publication describes failure as a structural phenomenon. It does not evaluate 
decisions, actors, or outcomes. It does not propose remedies or preventive measures. Its 
purpose is diagnostic. It makes visible the recurrent patterns through which epistemic 
architectures lose legitimacy once their constraints are violated. 

Failure emerges where architecture is asked to do what it was designed to refuse. When 
boundaries are crossed, when termination is simulated rather than enacted, when 
non-operativity is replaced by implied guidance, epistemic systems do not collapse 
immediately. They drift. This drift produces stable but illegitimate forms that retain 
architectural language while exercising authority. 

The taxonomy articulated here classifies these breakdown patterns. It does not claim 
completeness, nor does it impose hierarchy among failures. Patterns overlap and may 
co-occur. Their order reflects typical progression rather than causal necessity. The aim 
is not prediction or control, but recognition. Failure can only be addressed where it is 
first identified as structural. 

PART I — FAILURE BY OVER-STRUCTURING 

Failure by over-structuring occurs when architectural articulation exceeds epistemic 
sufficiency. Structure is added not to clarify relations, but to stabilize interpretation. 
Distinctions proliferate. Constraints multiply. What was once a bounded architectural 
space becomes increasingly dense and internally resolved. 

In this mode of failure, architecture is mistaken for rigor. The addition of structure 
appears to increase precision, but in effect it narrows the field of legitimate 
interpretation. Tension is reduced in the name of coherence. Ambiguity is resolved in 
the name of clarity. Over time, the architecture begins to imply conclusions without 
stating them. 

Over-structuring does not announce itself as authority. It presents as refinement. Its 
effect, however, is directional. The more completely relations are articulated, the less 
room remains for epistemic withdrawal. What should remain open becomes implicitly 
settled. Failure emerges not through action, but through excess articulation. 
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PART II — FAILURE BY IMPLICIT AUTHORITY 

Implicit authority arises when architectural distinctions begin to function as reasons. 
Boundaries are cited to justify decisions. Constraints are invoked to legitimize 
outcomes. Architecture shifts from descriptive articulation to justificatory reference 
without explicitly assuming control. 

This failure mode is characterized by neutrality in tone and authority in effect. No 
recommendation is issued, yet certain interpretations appear structurally compelled. 
Responsibility is subtly displaced onto the architecture, which seems to demand 
compliance rather than invite orientation. 

Implicit authority is particularly resilient because it denies its own presence. By insisting 
on non-operativity while shaping judgment, it evades critique. The architecture remains 
formally intact, but its epistemic role has changed. What was meant to orient now 
governs. 

PART III — FAILURE BY PSEUDO-TERMINATION 

Pseudo-termination occurs when an epistemic system signals withdrawal while 
continuing to influence interpretation. Termination is declared, but not enacted. 
Architectural language recedes, yet its effects persist. 

In this mode, closure becomes performative. The system appears to end, but leaves 
behind stabilized meanings, preferred framings, or residual criteria. Responsibility is 
nominally returned, but epistemic authority remains operative in practice. 

Pseudo-termination is a critical failure because it obscures the boundary between 
orientation and execution. It preserves the appearance of restraint while sustaining 
control. Where termination is simulated rather than completed, failure is masked as 
fidelity. 

PART IV — FAILURE BY RE-OPERATIONALIZATION 

Re-operationalization marks the endpoint of epistemic drift. Architecture is explicitly 
repurposed for use. What was articulated as condition is translated into procedure. 
Non-operativity is abandoned in favor of applicability. 

This failure mode does not arise spontaneously. It is typically preceded by 
over-structuring, implicit authority, and pseudo-termination. Once 
re-operationalization occurs, the architecture no longer functions epistemically. It 
becomes an instrument. 
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At this point, continuity with the originating architecture is broken. The system may 
retain its terminology, but its function has changed. Failure is complete, even if the form 
remains recognizable. 

CLOSURE — FAILURE IS STRUCTURAL 

Epistemic failure is not an event. It is a condition that emerges when architectural 
constraints are violated and not restored. The patterns described here do not assign 
blame or prescribe correction. They render breakdown visible where it would otherwise 
appear as neutral operation. 

Failure is structural. It persists as long as the architecture remains in use beyond its 
legitimate scope. Recognition is the only function this taxonomy performs. What follows 
lies outside its authority. 

The taxonomy terminates here. 
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APPENDIX — CANONICAL FAILURE MODES 

1.​ Over-structuring beyond epistemic sufficiency 
2.​ Resolution of architectural tension 
3.​ Stabilization of interpretatiom 
4.​ Directional framing of architectural space 
5.​ Authority leakage through justification 
6.​ Implicit evaluation under neutral articulation 
7.​ Displacement of responsibility onto architecture 
8.​ Simulation of withdrawal 
9.​ Residual guidance after termination 
10.​ Functionalization of architectural distinctions 
11.​ Translation of condition into procedure 
12.​ Reintroduction of operativity 
13.​ Dependence on derivative articulation 
14.​ Loss of reversibility 
15.​ Replacement of orientation with control 

These modes are diagnostic. They do not authorize intervention. 
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