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Abstract

A claim made by one party to another travels a course before it becomes anything the two
hold in common. It is rendered into an event, construed at the far end by procedures the
sending party does not run, registered or left unregistered in whatever description the
parties share, admitted or refused at its source, and possibly carried onward by others.
This paper takes that course as an anatomy and asks what may fail at each of its sites,
distinguishing a failure of the operation from an alteration of the rule under which it is
performed, the second of which escapes an inspection of what the site produced. Three
results are reported. An assessment counting the occasions on which a claim appears to
have been received as sent returns its highest values where the shared description has least
capacity to hold a divergence. Reach obtained through intermediaries is purchased at the
cost of fidelity, with no step on the route performed badly. And a complaint that a diver-
gence went unregistered is unregistrable in the description whose incapacity it concerns.
Two of the failures identified obtain where no party refuses anything and no collective re-
source for interpretation is deficient, which places them outside the categories the existing
literature supplies; the absence of a perpetrator is taken from Fricker, and what is added is
that the coarseness of a shared description follows from its being shared and requires no
inequality. The final part treats the standing to raise a complaint and the forms of remedy
available where the parties have accorded no third party the office of characterising their
conduct. The account is stated in constraint form, and it proposes no further criterion of
the kind its companion papers carry.

Keywords: epistemic injustice; heterogeneous knowledge systems; diplomacy; translation;
remedy
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A note on the standing of this paper

This paper takes a course a claim travels and asks what can go wrong along it. The course is a construc-
tion, and dividing it into sites is a decision I made in place of a joint I found. A reader who divides it
differently will get a different anatomy, and I have tried to say at each site what the division is doing.

Very little of the vocabulary is mine. Testimonial and hermeneutical injustice, epistemic oppression,
epistemic exploitation, cognitive justice, epistemicide, linguistic justice and epistemic violence all belong
to others, and Section 4 attributes each of them. A taxonomy organised by the stages of a process has
also been proposed before, and Section 5.3 concedes it. What I claim is narrower than the survey might
suggest: the arrangement of the sites around a particular account of what passes between parties, the
application of that arrangement to a setting in which the parties differ in their procedures for settling
what is so, and two failures for which I have not found a name.

The claim about those two failures is the one most likely to be wrong, and it is stated in a form that
can be checked. Fricker holds that hermeneutical injustice has no perpetrator, and I take that from her;
what I add is that a failure of the same kind can obtain where the resources for interpretation are also
intact. If either half of that has been said, or if the two cases I give are better described by a category
already available, the section falls and the anatomy loses one of its five sites.

The case material is read through the constructions and measures nothing. It was assembled by
others for other purposes, and a reader who knows any of it well may find that what I have taken as an
instance is better explained in its own terms.

The final part is the weakest and I would rather say so than have it discovered. Remedy where the
parties have accorded no third party the office of characterising their conduct is a question I can pose
more clearly than I can answer, and what I offer there is a set of forms already present in practice together
with an account of what each of them can and cannot reach.

Corrections and objections are welcome at the address on the title page.



1 INTRODUCTION

This paper concerns the wrongs available in the course a claim travels between parties that
differ in their procedures for settling what is so. Its objective is to set out that course as an
anatomy, to identify at each of its sites what may fail and what it is for the site’s own rule to
be altered, and to treat the standing to raise a complaint and the forms of remedy available
where the parties have accorded no third party the office of characterising their conduct. The
method is to state a generative relational account of how knowledge is formed and carried in
this setting, to survey what the literature on epistemic wrong already holds, to arrange the
sites and the modes, and to work through the sites in a common form.

The setting is one in which the parties differ in what would count, for each of them, as
showing that a claim is so. A companion paper treats that difference formally, representing a
joint description as a common factor of two parties’ dynamics, disclosure as the consumption
of a stock that does not renew, the admission of another’s organs as a directed relation that
composes poorly, and the passage of a claim as a material event carrying no content together
with an operation the receiving party performs upon its own current state (Huang, 2026a).
The present paper takes those constructions as given and asks what is done to a party when
the course fails at one point or another.

Three commitments shape the account. The first concerns the mode of being of a concept:
a concept has presence within a configuration of relations and within the language systems
that interpret and represent it, the relations and their dynamics are what bear witness to it,
and witnessing is positioned, partial, and open to deviation. The second concerns the relation
of knowing to acting, which in this setting is a matter of mechanism. Where a party’s state-
ments are not received as establishing anything, that party retains the capacity to act and loses
the channel by which a statement would be answered, so the channel remaining open to it is
demonstration; and a gift is an act whose content is a proposal about how the parties are to
understand one another (Huang, 2026b). The third concerns what the paper claims, which is
narrower than its survey might suggest.

Very little of the vocabulary is the paper’s own. Testimonial and hermeneutical injustice are
Fricker’s (Fricker, 2007); epistemic oppression, testimonial smothering and contributory in-
justice are Dotson’s (Dotson, 2011, 2012, 2014); willful hermeneutical ignorance is Pohlhaus’s
(Pohlhaus, 2012); epistemic exploitation is Berenstain’s (Berenstain, 2016); cognitive justice is
Visvanathan’s (Visvanathan, 1997); epistemicide belongs to the epistemologies of the South
(Santos, 2014); linguistic justice is Van Parijs’s (Van Parijs, 2011); epistemic violence is Spi-
vak’s (Spivak, 1988). A taxonomy organised by the stages of an epistemic transaction has also
been proposed, with pre-transactional, transactional and post-transactional as its primary cat-
egories (Báez-Vizcaíno and Santana-Soriano, 2024), so ordering wrongs by their position in a
process is not new either. Section 5.3 concedes that work and states the two respects in which
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the present arrangement differs from it.
What the paper claims has three parts, and the results may be given compactly here since

the sections establishing them are detailed.
The first is the arrangement itself. Five sites carry the anatomy: a claim is rendered into

an event, the event is construed at the receiving end, the construal is registered or goes unreg-
istered in the description the parties share, the source of the claim is admitted or is not, and
the claim may be carried onward by parties other than the two. At each site a failure of the
operation is distinguished from an alteration of the rule under which the site operates, and
the second escapes an inspection of what the site produced, since every instance thereafter
conforms to the rule as altered. Half the cells of the resulting arrangement are accordingly
unavailable to the observation an examiner ordinarily has.

The second is a set of results attaching to particular sites. An assessment conducted within
a shared description, and counting the occasions on which a claim appears to have been re-
ceived as sent, returns its highest values where that description has least capacity to hold a
divergence, so coarsening improves an arrangement on that measure and removes the means
by which the improvement could be doubted. Reach obtained through intermediaries is pur-
chased at the cost of fidelity, so the party whose only route is the longest is the party whose
claim is composed by others most often, and no step on the route need be performed badly
for this to hold. And a complaint that a divergence has gone unregistered is itself a statement
about that divergence, so it requires the place the description lacks and is unregistrable in the
description whose incapacity it concerns.

The third is the paper’s exposed claim and is stated here so that a reader may test it early.
Fricker holds that hermeneutical injustice has no perpetrator and is a purely structural notion,
and that much is taken from her (Fricker, 2007). What she couples it to is a deficiency in the
collective resources available for interpretation, so the wronged party lacks something. Two
of the failures identified below obtain where those resources are intact: a party may hold
every concept it needs, state its own construal fluently, be disbelieved by no one, and still find
that the description the parties share has no place in which its construal could appear, or that
the only route to its counterparty composes its claim through others. Neither case requires
prejudice and neither requires a gap. Nearby accounts hold that the resources often exist and
are refused (Pohlhaus, 2012; Dotson, 2012), which supplies part of the ground; what remains
is the case in which nothing is refused because nothing is asked.

The objection likeliest to defeat that claim is that a shared description is itself a collective
resource, so that its incapacity is a deficiency in one. The reply the paper stakes itself on
concerns the origin of the deficiency. Fricker’s gap is produced by unequal participation in
generating the resource; the coarseness of a shared description follows from its being shared,
since a description held in commonmakes only distinctions both parties are able tomake. Two
parties of equal standing, equally represented, acting in good faith, and each fully able to state
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its own position, arrive at a description that fails to register some divergence between them.
Three limits are declared at the outset. The division of the course into sites is a decision

and not a joint found in the material, so a reader who divides it otherwise obtains a different
anatomy. The case material is read through the account and measures nothing, having been
assembled by others for other purposes. And the closing part on remedy poses its question
more clearly than it answers it: it sets out forms already present in practice together with what
each can reach, and it finds that the remedial apparatus available to parties without a common
adjudicator is triggered by a breach of an obligation, which the failures identified here do not
supply.

The exposition proceeds as follows. Section 2 states the generative relational account of
knowledge in the diplomatic setting, which is the basis on which the remainder is built. Sec-
tion 3 fixes the scope and the relation to the companion papers. Section 4 surveys the prior
formulations and states the residue. Section 5 arranges the sites and the modes. Sections 6
through 10 treat the five sites in a common form. Section 11 states what certain of the failures
have in common. Section 12 reads the case material. Sections 13 through 15 treat the stand-
ing to complain, the position from which an arrangement may be examined, and the forms of
remedy available to the parties themselves. Section 16 states the form in which the account’s
normative content is held, Section 17 its boundaries, and Section 18 the questions it opens.

The paper belongs to a series applying generative relational theory to governance, and it
is the second of a pair on diplomacy among heterogeneous knowledge systems.

2 THE GENERATIVE RELATIONAL ACCOUNT OF KNOWLEDGE IN THE DIPLOMATIC SETTING

This section states the account on which the remainder of the paper rests. Its objective is to fix
what a concept is taken to be, what passes between parties, how knowing stands to acting in
this setting, and what course a claim travels, so that the sites of Section 5 have something to be
sites of. The method is to state each commitment, to say what it replaces, and to note where a
companion paper carries the argument for it.

2.1 The Mode of Being of a Concept

A concept, on the view taken here, has presence within a configuration of relations. It is not
an object held by a party and available for conveyance, and it is not a thing waiting in advance
of the relations through which it comes to be addressed. What gives it presence is the work of
interpretation and representation carried out within language systems, understood broadly
to include the procedures, categories, and forms of demonstration a community uses. The
relations and their dynamics are what bear witness to it.

The vocabulary ofwitnessing is chosen forwhat it concedes. Awitness occupies a position,
sees from it, and may see wrongly; the seeing is partial, and its partiality may be distributed

6



unjustly across parties. What a witness does not do is author what is witnessed, so the account
keeps its distance from the view that a party’s procedures make the world they report on. The
position is close to several already held. Situated knowledges refuse the view from nowhere
and reconstruct objectivity as located vision (Haraway, 1988); strong objectivity requires that
the knower’s position be brought into the account (Harding, 1991); agential realism treats phe-
nomena in place of things with prior boundaries (Barad, 2007). The present account concedes
all three and differs from them in the question it puts, which concerns what two positions can
hold in common and what the dynamics of their coupling do to it over time.

2.2 The Syntactic Crossing and the Semantic Generation

What passes between two parties is a material event: a document, an utterance, a signal, a
delivery, a visit, an abstention. The event has structure, and it has no content that could be
extracted from it by inspection alone. Semantics is produced at the receiving end, by the re-
ceiving party’s own procedures, working on the state that party already occupies.

Two consequences follow and both are used throughout. The first is that what the sending
party took itself to be conveying and what the receiving party comes to hold are determina-
tions of two systems, so that their agreement is a further question in place of a consequence
of the passage. The second is that the receiving party’s prior state enters the outcome, so the
vocabulary of transfer holds only where that state may be treated as making no difference.

The claim that nothing is transferred is not this paper’s. The critique of the vocabulary in
which communication is described as the sending of contents in containers is Reddy’s (Reddy,
1979); that a perturbation triggers a response it does not specify belongs to the theory of struc-
tural coupling (Maturana and Varela, 1980); that communication is constituted by a synthesis
of selections within a system belongs to systems theory (Luhmann, 1995); the exclusion of
meaning from what a channel carries is Shannon’s (Shannon, 1948). Within this series, the
treatment of the gift reached the same point by another route, holding that a gift proposes
a grammar and awaits its ratification and that the recipient’s response is the ratification or
the refusal of that grammar (Huang, 2026b). The companion paper gives the arrangement a
formal statement (Huang, 2026a), and the present paper takes it as settled.

2.3 The Joint Character of Knowing and Acting

An account of what a party knows and an account of what a party does are not separable in
this setting, and three considerations establish it.

The first is a mechanism. Where no other party admits the outputs of a party’s procedures,
that party’s statements are not received as establishing anything, while its conduct continues
to be observed. The channel that remains open to it is demonstration, meaning the production
of a state of affairs that requires no admission in order to be registered (Huang, 2026a). An
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exclusion described in the vocabulary of knowing therefore issues in acts.
The second runs the other way. The acts through which parties address one another are

themselves proposals about how they are to be understood. A gift composed without a read-
ing of the recipient proposes a grammar the recipient has no place in, and its wrongness is
evidence about the giver (Huang, 2026b). An apology surrenders a position from which the
giver could have continued to deny. Neither is intelligible as conduct alone.

The third is that the literature already refuses the division. The practice turn holds that
competence in diplomacy is a form of knowing carried in performance and resistant to state-
ment in propositional form (Pouliot, 2010; Adler and Pouliot, 2011). What follows for the
present paper is that its object is neither an epistemology nor an account of conduct, and that
each site below carries both.

2.4 The Course a Claim Travels

The course has five sites and two further moments that lie outside the anatomy proper.
A party renders something it holds into an event, which requires a judgment as to what

will be legible at the far end. The event crosses, carrying structure and no content. The receiv-
ing party construes it, producing a determination of its own from its own state and its own
procedures. That determination is registered or goes unregistered in whatever description the
two parties share. The source of the claim is admitted or is not, by class of output and pairwise.
And the claim may be carried onward by parties other than the two, each of which construes
in turn.

The two further moments are the crossing itself, which is treated here as carrying no con-
tent and therefore as the site of no failure, and the reopening of a determination, which is
treated in Section 15 because it is a response to failure in place of a site of it.

2.5 The Reach of the Organisational Framing of Knowledge

Knowledge in multilateral settings has been studied under a framing drawn from organisa-
tional practice, in which knowledge is an asset built, validated, held, moved, and applied, and
a detailed study of a United Nations negotiation process has been conducted on that basis
(Andersen, 2026). The framing is accurate within its domain and the present account claims
nothing against it there.

Its domain is fixed by three commitments. Validation operates as a gate with a single
standard of admission. Movement carriesmaterial between holderswith its content preserved.
And the base into which material is admitted is one base. Those conditions describe a party
that holds one standard, one competent authority, and one record, which is the condition of
an organisation. Among parties that hold different ones, the three fail together, and what the
framing can register of the failure is difficulty in its own operation. The companion paper
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establishes this at length (Huang, 2026a); what the present paper adds is the question of what
is done to a party when it happens.

3 SCOPE, THE COMPANION PAPERS, AND THE BOUNDS OF THE CASE MATERIAL

This section fixes what the paper undertakes. Its objective is to state the object and the level,
to record what is carried from the companion papers and therefore argued nowhere here, to
mark the division of labour with the other justice papers of the series, and to state the bounds
observed in handling material from settings that remain live.

3.1 The Object of the Anatomy and the Level at Which It Is Pitched

The object is the course a claim travels betweenparties runningdifferent procedures for settling
what is so, together with the failures available at each of its sites. The object is a property of
arrangements and not of parties, and the level is that of the mechanism: the paper asks what
a given failure forecloses, what it leaves available, and what would be required to detect it.

Three things lie outside. The paper offers no procedure for establishing that a given failure
has occurred in a given case. It ranks no failure against another, and Section 16 stateswhy. And
it proposes no further criterion of the form its companion papers carry, for reasons given at
Section 16.2.

3.2 The Results Carried from the Companion Papers

Four results are used and not re-derived. The representation of a joint description as a com-
mon factor, of disclosure as the consumption of a stock, of admission as a directed relation
that composes poorly, and of the passage of a claim as an event with no content acted upon by
the receiving party’s own operation, all belong to the companion treatment of heterogeneous
knowledge systems (Huang, 2026a). The account of the gift as a proposal of a grammar await-
ing ratification, the boundary of those to whom return is owed, and the availability of refusal
as a test administered from outside, belong to the companion treatment of the gift (Huang,
2026b).

3.3 The Division of Labour with the Justice Papers of the Series

Four papers of the series hold criteria in the same family and this paper adds none. Interpre-
tive justice holds the regenerability of an interpretation (Huang, 2026c); participation justice
holds generative sufficiency (Huang, 2026d); the treatment of value conversion holds closure
(Huang, 2026e); recognition justice holds the capacity to generate a further category (Huang,
2026f); and the companion paper on heterogeneous knowledge systems holds detectability
and reopening (Huang, 2026a). The recurrence of one form across five papers by one author
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is weak evidence for the form and is recorded as such in the participation paper. A sixth
instance would add nothing, and Section 16.2 states the ground for declining it.

3.4 The Political Bounds Observed in Treating Live Material

The case material is drawn in part from settings that remain live, and three bounds are ob-
served. The material is organised by site and by mode throughout, so that a practice is pre-
sented togetherwith the sitewhose failure it displays and never as an episode in the conduct of
any party. Parties are named where the published record and the studies relied upon already
name them, and then only for a procedural fact. And the account reaches conclusions about
mechanisms and reaches none about the conduct of any party or the merits of any position
advanced.

One further bound follows from the account itself. The failures identified below include
two that require no perpetrator, and a reader may be tempted to supply one. The text states at
each point what the account attributes and what it leaves to attribution, and Section 11 treats
the question directly.

4 PRIOR FORMULATIONS OF EPISTEMIC WRONG

This section surveys the formulations under whichwrong done in the production and passage
of knowledge has already been analysed. Its objective is to record what each of them settles,
to attribute the vocabulary the present paper uses, and to identify what the collection leaves
undescribed. The survey is ordered from the wrongs done to a knower through the wrongs
done by a structure to the treatments of language, circulation and responsibility, and it closes
with the taxonomies already proposed and with the residue. Each subsection concedes its
formulation on its own terms, and the difference marked at its end concerns the question
asked and never the adequacy of the answer given.

4.1 Testimonial and Hermeneutical Injustice

The founding distinction is Fricker’s. Testimonial injustice occurs where a hearer accords a
speaker less credibility than is due, through a prejudice attaching to the speaker’s social iden-
tity. Hermeneutical injustice occurs where a gap in the collective resources available for in-
terpretation leaves a person unable to render an area of their own experience intelligible, and
where that gap is itself the product of unequal participation in the generation of those re-
sources (Fricker, 2007).

Two features of the account are load-bearing here. The first is that Fricker already grants
that the second wrong has no perpetrator: “No agent perpetrates hermeneutical injustice”,
and the notion is purely structural (Fricker, 2007, 159). The claim advanced in Section 11
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therefore takes the absence of a perpetrator from her and does not claim it. The second is that
she couples the absence of a perpetrator to the presence of a gap, so that the wronged party
lacks something. The residue this paper occupies lies where neither a perpetrator nor a gap is
present.

4.2 Oppression, Smothering, Contribution, and Refused Resources

A second body of work holds that the resources are often available and are refused. Testimo-
nial quieting and testimonial smothering name the practices by which a speaker is not heard
and by which a speaker truncates their own testimony in anticipation of not being heard (Dot-
son, 2011). Contributory injustice names the case in which an interpreter possesses an ade-
quate resource and persists in an inadequate one (Dotson, 2012). Epistemic oppression names
the persistent exclusion from the shared production of knowledge, distinguished by how far
it is tractable within the prevailing resources (Dotson, 2014). Willful hermeneutical ignorance
names the refusal by a dominant party to take up a resource that the marginalised have built
(Pohlhaus, 2012). A related body of work develops the epistemic virtues and vices of resis-
tance (Medina, 2013).

These formulations supply part of the ground the present paper stands on, since each of
them relocates the wrong away from a deficiency in the collective resource. What each retains
is an agent who refuses, and the cases of Section 11 have none.

4.3 The Structural Turn and the Virtue of Institutions

A third body of work moves the object from the individual to the arrangement. Epistemic
justice has been treated as a virtue of social institutions, assessed by the design of the arrange-
ments through which testimony is gathered and used (Anderson, 2012). The transactional
and the structural have since been distinguished directly, with colonial arrangements taken as
the paradigm case of a structure that distributes epistemic advantage unevenly across groups
(Jaggar and Tobin, 2024).

The turn is conceded in full, and the present account belongs to it. What these treatments
supply is the level; what they leave open is the anatomy at that level, since a structure is as-
sessed as a whole and the failures available within it are not separated by the point at which
they occur.

4.4 Exploitation and the Epistemologies of Ignorance

Two further formulations bear on the cost of being believed and on the production of what is
not known. Epistemic exploitation names the coerced, uncompensated and emotionally tax-
ing labour amarginalised party performs in educating a privileged party about the conditions
of its own oppression (Berenstain, 2016). The epistemologies of ignorance treat ignorance as
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something produced and maintained in place of something merely absent (Mills, 2007; Proc-
tor and Schiebinger, 2008), and strategic ignorance treats its cultivation as an instrument (Mc-
Goey, 2019).

The first of these is the nearest neighbour to the cost treated in Section 6, and the difference
is stated there: exploitation names labour extracted from a party, and the cost treated below
falls on a capacity that also produces the party’s later claims, so that it is spent in place of being
merely borne.

4.5 The Plurality of Knowledges and Its Destruction

A fourth body of work takes plural knowledges as its object. Cognitive justice was coined for
the right of different forms of knowing to co-exist without duress, and against the destruc-
tive effect of a hegemonic science on knowledges outside it (Visvanathan, 1997). Epistemicide
names the destruction of knowledges and of the ways of knowing that sustain them (San-
tos, 2014). Knowledge justice has been developed as a term of art in library and information
studies, against the racial ordering of what is collected, catalogued and taught (Leung and
López-McKnight, 2021).

The present paper concedes the whole of this and takes none of its terms as its own. The
difference is one of level: these treatments concern the standing of knowledge systems against
one another at the scale of an intellectual order, and the anatomybelow concernswhat happens
to a single claim in passage between two parties.

4.6 Language, Translation, and the Distribution of Its Burden

Language enters the field under several formulations, and their objects differ. Linguistic jus-
tice concerns the fair distribution of the burdens and benefits of language choice, and it asks
who bears the cost of acquiring a commonmedium(VanParijs, 2011; Patten, 2014). Translation
studies has treated the choice between rendering a text familiar and preserving its strangeness
as an ethical and political matter (Venuti, 2019), and the untranslatable has been treated as a
resource against the substitutability of concepts (Cassin, 2014; Apter, 2013). The inequality
of the languages between which anthropological translation moves was named early (Asad,
1986). And translation between parties who do not share a world has been described as con-
trolled equivocation, in which what is shared is the difference (Viveiros de Castro, 2004). Re-
cent work names translation as constitutive of exchange across epistemic difference and re-
frames hermeneutical injustice through it (Vannini, 2023).

Two things follow for the present paper. The vocabulary of linguistic justice is unavailable
for the site treated in Section 6, since it names the distribution of a different burden. And the
residue is narrow: what is undescribed is the wrong done at the moment of rendering, taken
as one site among several in a course, in place of translation taken as a condition of the whole.
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4.7 Circulation and the Relays That Carry It

The movement of knowledge has a literature of its own, and it is largely descriptive. Knowl-
edge has been treated as constituted in transit in place of being made in one place and moved
(Secord, 2004). The circulation of knowledge across unequal settings has been reconstructed
together with the go-betweens who carried it (Raj, 2007). The accumulation of stable traces
at centres that thereby acquire power over what is distant is Latour’s (Latour, 1987). In social
epistemology the dependence of a knower on others has been analysed at length (Hardwig,
1985), and the conditions under which knowledge passes along a chain of testimony remain
disputed, with accounts differing on whether such dependence composes across the chain
(Lackey, 2008).

The dispute is directly relevant and is used in Section 10. What the literature supplies is
the mechanism of the relay; what it leaves open is the normative question about the pathway,
which is whether a party may be wronged by the route its claim travels while nothing done at
any point on that route is objectionable.

4.8 Responsibility Borne for a Structural Process

Where awrong has no perpetrator the question of responsibility does not lapse, and it has been
treated. The distinction between a liability model, which is backward-looking and requires
a causal contribution, and a social connection model, which is forward-looking and shared
among those who participate in the structural processes producing the wrong, is Young’s
(Young, 2011).

The distinction is adopted here without alteration, and Section 11 states what it does and
does not settle for the two cases identified there. A further distinction bears on Section 8:
representation in the sense of speaking for a party and representation in the sense of depicting
one are separate operations, and conflating them obscures the second (Spivak, 1988).

4.9 The Taxonomies Already Proposed

Two attempts to order the field systematically have beenmade, and the first of them anticipates
the arrangement of the present paper in form.

A taxonomy organised by the stages of an epistemic transaction proposes pre-transactional,
transactional and post-transactional injustice as its primary categories, taking the transaction
as the process around which the various manifestations occur, and it re-assigns the received
kinds to those stages: participatory and access wrongs before, testimonial wrongs during,
and interpretive and contributory wrongs after (Báez-Vizcaíno and Santana-Soriano, 2024).
It is offered there as an open framework. A second taxonomy, built for the case of artificial
intelligence, orders the received kinds hierarchically by subsumption and cross-cuts themwith
dimensions such as the distributive and the structural, and it follows the first (Mollema, 2025).
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The consequence for this paper is stated plainly. Organising wrongs by their position in a
process is not new, and Section 5.3 records the relation between the stages proposed there and
the sites used here. The handbook literature, by contrast, sets competing schemes of varieties
beside one another and settles on none (Kidd et al., 2017), which is what both taxonomies give
as their motivation.

4.10 The Residue Left by the Foregoing Formulations

Taken together the formulations establish that a knower may be wronged in their capacity as
a knower, that a collective resource may be deficient or may be refused, that arrangements
and not only persons may be assessed, that being believed may cost the party believed, that
whole knowledges may be destroyed, that translation and language distribute burdens un-
evenly, that knowledge is constituted in movement, that responsibility survives the absence
of a perpetrator, and that the field admits ordering by stage.

Claim 4.1. (The residue). What the foregoing formulations leave undescribed is the
anatomy of a single claim in passage between parties running different procedures for set-
tling what is so: which failure is available at which point of that passage, what distin-
guishes a failure of an operation from an alteration of the rule under which the operation
is performed, and whether a failure may obtain where no party refuses anything and no
collective resource is deficient.

Three consequences of the residue organise what follows. The passage has points, and
Section 5 fixes them. Each point admits two depths of failure, and the same section fixes those.
And the cases inwhich nothing is refused and nothing is lacking are the paper’s exposed claim,
treated in Section 11.

5 THE SITES OF THE COURSE AND THE GROUNDS FOR DECLINING A TAXONOMY OF KINDS

This section fixes the arrangement the remainder of the paper follows. Its objective is to state
why the failures treated below are localisations of one wrong at several points in place of
several kinds of wrong, to distinguish the two depths at which a failuremay occur at any point,
to record the relation between this arrangement and the stage taxonomyalreadyproposed, and
to set the points against the depths. The method is to state the ground for each decision and
to say what would follow from deciding otherwise.

5.1 The Localisation of One Genus at Several Sites

A list of kinds is available and is declined. The passage of a claim invites one, since each point
at which something may fail can be named and the names compose readily into a series: a
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wrong of translation, a wrong of interpretation, a wrong of registration, a wrong of admission,
a wrong of circulation.

Three grounds tell against it. The first is that the members of such a list are not exclusive: a
claim rendered in terms the receiving party cannot admitwill also go unregistered, and a party
denied admission will find its claims carried by others or not at all, so the kinds run into one
another wherever two of them are instanced together. The second is that the list has no princi-
ple of completeness, since a further point can always be distinguished within a point already
named, and a taxonomy whose membership is settled by the analyst’s resolution is a taxon-
omy of the analyst’s decisions. The third is that the same ground was reached in a companion
treatment of recognition, where indifference was found to be no separate kind of injustice and
was identified as the appearance recognition failure takes at the levels an instrument cannot
record (Huang, 2026f).

The arrangement adopted is therefore the one taken there. One wrong is localised at sev-
eral sites, the sites are the points of the passage set out in Section 2.4, andwhat a site contributes
is the operation whose failure it makes available. Nothing in the arrangement asserts that the
sites are the only ones, and Section 17 records what would follow from adding one.

5.2 The Modes Distinguished at Each Site

At each site a failure may occur at either of two depths, and the distinction is carried from the
companion treatment of relational degradation.

In the first, the operation of the site fails while the rule under which the site operates re-
mains intact. A rendering is composed that the receiving party cannot use; a construal departs
from what the sending party held; a construal goes unregistered; a source is not admitted for
a class of output; a claim is carried to no destination. In each case the site continues to operate
under its own rule, and what failed is an instance.

In the second, the rule of the site is itself altered. What counts as a legible rendering
changes; the receiving party’s procedure for construing changes; the description in which reg-
istration occurs is coarsened or refined; the classes forwhich admission is granted are redrawn;
the routes along which claims may be carried are opened or closed. The alteration is not an
instance of the site’s operation and is a change in what the site will do with every instance
thereafter.

Claim 5.1. (The undetectability of the second mode). A failure of the first mode is
available to inspection of what the site produced, since the rule under which the site operates
is intact and the instance departs from it. A failure of the second mode is not, since every
instance thereafter conforms to the rule as altered. The secondmode appears in the responses
a site makes to material that has not yet reached it.
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Claim 5.1 governswhatmay be asked of each site below. Where a section identifies a failure
of the second mode, it also states what observation would reach it, and the observation is in
every case more expensive than an inspection of the site’s output.

5.3 The Relation to the Transactional Stages

Ordering wrongs by their position in a process has been proposed, and the proposal is con-
ceded before the arrangement of this paper is stated. The stages there are pre-transactional,
transactional and post-transactional, organised around the epistemic transaction as the pro-
cess withinwhich themanifestations occur, and the received kinds are assigned to them (Báez-
Vizcaíno and Santana-Soriano, 2024).

Two differences fix what the present arrangement adds, and neither of them concerns the
decision to order by position.

The first is the process. The stages of the transactional taxonomy are defined relative to
an exchange between a speaker and a hearer, so that before, during and after are read off the
moment of testimony. The sites here are defined relative to an account of what passes between
two parties, in which a claim is rendered into an event that carries no content and the receiving
party generates a determination of its own from its own state (Huang, 2026a). Under that
account the moment of testimony is not a single juncture, and the points at which something
may fail are fixed by the operations the account contains in place of by their position in time.

The second is the secondmode. The transactional taxonomy distinguishes stages and does
not distinguish, at a stage, between a failure of the operation and an alteration of the rule under
which it is performed. That distinction is what Claim 5.1 supplies, and it is the reason the
arrangement below has two dimensions where the earlier one has a sequence.

What is not claimed here is worth stating in the same place. Ordering by position in a
process belongs to the earlier work, and a reader who takes the two differences above to be
slight should take the present arrangement as a variant of it.

5.4 The Sites Set Against the Modes

Figure 1 shows the arrangement and Table 1 states it. Its rows are the sites of Section 2.4 and
its columns the two modes of Section 5.2, and the entries name what fails.

Two properties of the table bear on the sections that follow. Every entry in the right column
is undetectable by inspection of what the site produced, by Claim 5.1, so five of the ten cells
require an observation the arrangement does not itself supply. And the entries in the left
column are not independent of one another, since a failure at one site alters what the next site
receives, which is the ground on which Section 11 rests.
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rendering construal registration admission circulation

failure of the operation, available to inspection of what the site produced

alteration of the site's rule, absent from what the site produced

Figure 1: The sites of the passage and the two modes available at each. The horizontal arrows carry a
claim from one site to the next; the downward arrows mark failures of the operation, which an inspec-
tion of what the site produced may reach; the upward arrows mark alterations of the site’s rule, which
by Claim 5.1 it may not. The figure carries no numerical content.

6 THE RENDERING OF A CLAIM INTO AN EVENT

This section treats the first site of the passage. Its objective is to state the operation performed
there, to identify the failure available while the site’s rule is intact and the alteration of that
rule, to set out the cost the operation imposes on the party that performs it, to record what the
literature already holds of this site, and to name the material that displays it.

6.1 The Composition of an Event from an Internal State

A party holding something it wishes another to act upon composes an event: a document, a
statement, a delivery, a visit, a refusal to attend. The composition requires a judgment as to
what will be legible at the far end, since the event will be construed there by procedures the
composing party does not run. The judgment precedes the composition and is not derivable
from the composing party’s own condition.

Two properties of the operation carry the section. The event is many-to-one with respect
to the state that produced it, so what the composing party held is not recoverable fromwhat it
sent. And the judgment about legibility is a reading of the other party, which the companion
treatment of the gift establishes as the constitutive part of the act and the part the received
accounts leave unanalysed (Huang, 2026b).

6.2 The Event That Carries Nothing the Receiving Party Can Use

The failure available while the site’s rule is intact is a composition performed within the com-
posing party’s own terms. Grain that the receiving party’s agriculture cannot use, an argument
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Table 1: The sites of the passage set against the two modes of failure.

Site Failure of the operation Alteration of the site’s rule
Rendering The event composed carries

nothing the receiving party
can use

What counts as a legible ren-
dering is redrawn

Construal The determination reached
departs from what was held

The procedure of construal is
altered by what was received

Registration A divergence obtains and the
shared description holds no
place for it

The description is coarsened,
and divergence ceases to be
registrable

Admission The outputs of a party’s proce-
dures are not received

The classes for which admis-
sion is granted are redrawn

Circulation A claim reaches no destina-
tion

The routes along which
claims may travel are opened
or closed

resting on a form of demonstration the receiving party has no procedure for admitting, a cer-
tificate issued by a body whose outputs the receiving party does not receive: in each the event
arrives and there is nothing at the far end for it to act upon.

Two features of this failure bear on the anatomy. It is evidence about the composing party,
since a compositionmadewithout a reading of the recipient demonstrates that the readingwas
not performed (Huang, 2026b). And it requires no ill will, since a party may read attentively
and read wrongly, and the failure is the same in both cases. What the site makes available is
therefore a wrong that a competent and well disposed party may commit.

6.3 The Redrawing of the Terms in Which a Rendering Must Be Composed

The alteration of the site’s rule occurs where the terms in which a claim must be composed
are themselves changed. A body may require that submissions take a specified form, that
assertions be accompanied by a stated class of evidence, or that a matter be presented in the
vocabulary of a common instrument.

The consequence follows Claim 5.1. After the alteration every composition conforms to the
new rule, so an inspection of what the site produces finds nothing amiss. What has changed
is which parties can compose at all. A party whose procedures produce claims of a kind the
new form cannot carry does not appear in the record as excluded and appears as absent, and
no party refused it anything. The companion treatment of plural normative orders identifies
the same movement where a claim is remade into a form checkable in advance, and records
that the remaking is where the capacity it was to have protected is captured (Huang, 2026g).
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6.4 The Cost Borne by the Party That Renders

Rendering a claim so that another may check it requires disclosing the process that produced
it, and in this setting that process is frequently the one whose disclosure is most costly. Sub-
stantiating a claim about an event may disclose the means by which the event was detected,
and a means described is a means that may be evaded. The companion paper represents the
cost as a draw upon a stock that does not renew, and establishes that the total substantiation
a party can deliver over any horizon is bounded, so that the level of disclosure fixes the rate at
which the budget is spent and leaves its size untouched (Huang, 2026a).

Two differences from neighbouring accounts fix what is claimed. Epistemic exploitation
names labour extracted from a marginalised party, uncompensated and emotionally taxing,
in educating a privileged party (Berenstain, 2016); the cost here falls on the capacity that also
produces the party’s later claims, so what is lost is future standing in place of present effort,
and no party need demand anything for the cost to be incurred. Closure by stake, in the
companion treatment of the gift, holds that an unenforceable instrument is more informative
than an enforceable one because performance secured by sanction is overdetermined (Huang,
2026b); there the party purchases information at the price of security, and here it purchases
receivability at the price of the process.

Claim 6.1. (The claims that cease to be made). Where substantiation draws on a
bounded capacity, a party facing recurrent demands has reason to compose fewer claims of
the class demanded. The reduction appears in claims that were not made, so an assessment
conducted on the claims that were made registers nothing. Whether parties act on that
reason in a given arrangement is a question the account leaves open.

6.5 The Formulations Already Available for This Site

Four bodies of work hold parts of this site. Translation studies treats the choice between ren-
dering a text familiar and preserving its strangeness as a political matter (Venuti, 2019; Cassin,
2014; Apter, 2013), and the inequality of the languages between which such rendering moves
was named early (Asad, 1986). Anthropological work describes translation between parties
who do not share a world as controlled equivocation, in which what is held in common is
the difference (Viveiros de Castro, 2004). Recent work in social epistemology treats transla-
tion as constitutive of exchange across epistemic difference (Vannini, 2023). And linguistic
justice concerns the distribution of the burdens of language choice (Van Parijs, 2011), which
is a different burden from the one treated here and is named to keep the two apart.

What none of these treats is the cost of Section 6.4, which is specific to a setting inwhich the
process that would substantiate a claim is also the process whose disclosure the party cannot
afford.
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6.6 The Material That Displays It

Three bodies of material display this site and are taken up in Section 12. The composition
of a diplomatic gift, together with the practice of supplying an account of why that gift was
selected, displays the operation and the reading it requires. The provision under which a
state records a difference between its own regulation and an international standard displays
a rendering that keeps the party’s own terms on the record without converting them. And
a negotiation in which substantiating a claim about an intrusion discloses the means of its
detection displays the cost of Section 6.4 at its highest.

7 THE CONSTRUAL OF AN EVENT AT THE RECEIVING END

This section treats the second site. Its objective is to state the operation the receiving party
performs, to identify the failure available while its procedure is intact and the alteration of
that procedure, to set out what a sequence of received events does to the receiving party’s
own capacity to distinguish, to record the formulations already available, and to name the
material.

7.1 The Determination Produced at the Receiving End

An event arriving at a party is acted upon by that party’s own procedures, working on the state
the party already occupies. What results is a determination of the receiving party’s system,
produced from its history, its categories, and its conditions of admission. The event does not
determine it, and the receiving party’s prior state enters it.

The formal statement is the companion paper’s: construal is an operation on the receiving
party’s current state parameterised by the event, so that two parties in different states receiving
the same event arrive at different states (Huang, 2026a). What follows for this section is that a
determination reached here is answerable to the receiving party’s procedures and to nothing
the sending party did.

7.2 The Departure from What Was Held

The failure availablewhile the procedure is intact is a determination that departs fromwhat the
sending party held. Both parties may have proceeded correctly. The sending party composed
within its own terms and read the other as well as it could; the receiving party ran its own
procedure faithfully; and the two determinations differ.

The point at which this account parts from the received ones is here. An account organ-
ised around misperception carries an error term, and error is measured against what was the
case; the divergence described here admits no such term, since each party’s determination is
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answerable to its own procedure and neither ran the other’s. A reader who requires a fault
will find none, and Section 11 takes up what follows.

7.3 The Alteration of the Procedure of Construal

The alteration of the site’s rule occurs where a received event changes not the receiving party’s
state but its procedure: what it will thereafter treat as sufficient, which of its organs is compe-
tent, or what it will count as settled.

The distinction is the one the companion paper draws between an emission coupled to
the receiving system’s configuration and an emission coupled to a coefficient of its dynamics
(Huang, 2026a). The first moves a state and leaves the rule intact; the second alters the rule,
and its effect is absent from the state at the time it operates. By Claim 5.1 an inspection of
the receiving party’s determinations reaches the first and not the second. A statement that
changes what a counterparty believes and a statement that changes what a counterparty will
thereafter treat as sufficient are different acts, and an arrangement that registers only the first
holds no record of the second.

7.4 The Accumulation of Collapsed Distinctions

A sequence of received events narrows what the receiving party is able to distinguish, and the
narrowing accumulates. The companion paper establishes the form: construal is an operation
whose composition is not invertible, so a distinction a party ceases to make is not restored by
any subsequent event, and the collapse accumulates along the sequence (Huang, 2026a).

Three features make this the site’s most consequential failure. None of the events need
be false, so an assessment conducted on the truth of what was received finds nothing. The
loss is in the receiving party, so a party may be diminished in its capacity to distinguish by
a sequence addressed to it and composed by others. And what has been lost is not available
to the party that lost it, since the distinction it can no longer draw is the one it would need in
order to notice the loss. The companion treatment of absorption in relational systems develops
the same point at the scale of a whole arrangement (Huang, 2026h).

7.5 The Formulations Already Available for This Site

Three bodies of work hold parts of this site, and the differences are worth stating precisely.
That nothing passes and that the receiving system generates its own response is settled

(Reddy, 1979; Maturana and Varela, 1980; Luhmann, 1995), and the present account takes it
from them. Contributory injustice names a case in which an interpreter possesses an ade-
quate resource and persists in an inadequate one (Dotson, 2012), and willful hermeneutical
ignorance names the refusal of a resource the marginalised have built (Pohlhaus, 2012). Both
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are failures of this site, and both require that the interpreter hold something better and decline
it.

The failure of Section 7.2 requires no such holding. The receiving party has its own proce-
dure, runs it correctly, and has no other, so nothing is refused. That is the difference on which
the claim of Section 11 rests, and it is the reason the two named formulations do not cover the
case.

7.6 The Material That Displays It

Two bodies of material display this site. A term appearing in an agreed text and construed
differently by the parties to it, where each construal is faithful to the constructions of the party
that made it, displays the failure of Section 7.2. And the reported practice by which a claim
contested in a multilateral setting is handled by declining to acknowledge it, on the reasoning
that acknowledgement confers weight, displays the accumulation of Section 7.4, since what
is never acknowledged becomes a distinction the receiving parties cease to draw (Andersen,
2026).

8 THE REGISTRATION OF A CONSTRUAL IN A JOINT DESCRIPTION

This section treats the third site. Its objective is to state what it is for a determination to enter a
description the parties hold in common, to identify the failure available while that description
is unchanged and the alteration of the description itself, to treat the boundary of those the
description counts and the depiction of a party within it, to record the formulations already
available, and to name the material.

8.1 The Entry of a Determination into a Description the Parties Share

Parties that act together hold some description in common: an agreed text, a schedule, a stan-
dard, a record of proceedings. A description held in common makes only distinctions that
both parties are able to make, which the companion paper represents as a common factor of
the two parties’ dynamics (Huang, 2026a). Registration is the entry of a determination into
that description, and it succeedswhere the description separateswhat one party has construed
from what the other has.

Two properties of the operation carry the section. A shared description is a coarsening
of each party’s own, so its capacity to register is bounded in advance of any particular case.
And registration is what makes a divergence available to be raised, since a divergence the
description cannot hold is one that no party can point to within the arrangement.
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8.2 The Divergence for Which the Description Holds No Place

The failure available while the description is unchanged is a divergence that obtains and can-
not be stated. The parties have construed differently, each faithfully; each holds the concepts
it requires; neither disbelieves the other; and the description in which they conduct their com-
mon business makes no distinction under which the difference could appear.

This is the paper’s first case of a failure with no perpetrator and no deficiency of resources,
and its features should be marked. Nothing is refused, since no party is asked for anything.
No collective resource is lacking, since each party holdswhat it needs to state its own construal
within its own system. What is absent is a place in a shared instrument, and the instrument
was arrived at by parties acting in good faith to secure a description both could assent to.
Section 11 takes up what follows for attribution.

8.3 The Coarsening That Removes the Capacity to Register

The alteration of the site’s rule is a change in the description itself, and the direction that mat-
ters is coarsening. The companion paper establishes that exchange in the transfer sense obtains
at a point exactly where any divergence present there goes unregistered, so that the propor-
tion of cases in which a passage appears to have succeeded and the proportion of divergences
the description can hold vary together with its coarseness (Huang, 2026a).

Claim 8.1. (The instrument that reports its own blindness as success). An as-
sessment conducted within a shared description, and counting the occasions on which a
claim appears to have been received as sent, returns its highest values where the description
has least capacity to hold a divergence. Coarsening a description therefore improves the
arrangement on that measure and removes the means by which the improvement could be
doubted.

Claim 8.1 identifies a movement that requires no party to intend it. A description is coars-
ened in order that assent may be obtained, which is the ordinary work of an arrangement, and
the loss of registering capacity is the same operation seen from the other side.

8.4 The Boundary of Those the Description Counts

A prior result of this series bears directly on this site and is conceded before the present exten-
sion is stated. The companion treatment of the gift holds that the set of those towhom a return
is owed is constituted by those who bear the cost of an arrangement, in place of those the ar-
rangement recognises as its participants; that no criterion internal to the arrangement detects
the difference, since the arrangement’s own accounting is conducted in terms from which the
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uncounted are absent; and that those excluded are those for whom no position exists within
the arrangement from which their cost could be stated (Huang, 2026b).

The extension offered here is narrow. That treatment states the result for the accounting
of value within a cycle. The present section states it for the registration of a construal within a
description, and supplies what the earlier statement leaves unsourced, which is why a descrip-
tion should fail to hold a position. The source is the coarsening of Section 8.3: a description
arrived at by parties in order to secure their assent makes the distinctions they hold in com-
mon, and a party whose cost is stateable only in distinctions they do not hold has no position
by construction.

8.5 The Depiction of a Party in the Record

A further operation occurs at this site and is separable from the ones above. A shared descrip-
tion contains descriptions of the parties: as a party in compliance, as a party in arrears, as a
party whose practices meet or fail a standard. Who composes those descriptions, and under
whose procedures, is a question distinct from who speaks on a party’s behalf.

Spivak draws the distinction between speaking for a party and depicting one, and it is
adopted here in that form (Spivak, 1988). The first is treated in a companion paper on partic-
ipation (Huang, 2026d). The second belongs to this site: a party may be fully represented in
the first sense, holding its own seat and its own voice, while the description of it that the ar-
rangement carries forward is composed under procedures it does not run. The accumulation
of stable descriptions at the point where an arrangement keeps its records is the mechanism
by which distance is governed (Latour, 1987), and what accumulates there is a depiction.

8.6 The Formulations Already Available for This Site

Hermeneutical injustice is the nearest formulation, and the difference from it is exact. In that
account the wronged party lacks the collective resource by which its own experience could
be rendered intelligible (Fricker, 2007). Here each party holds the resource it needs; what is
absent is a place in a shared instrument, and the instrument’s coarseness is the source. The
two are alike in having no perpetrator and differ in whether anything is lacking to anyone.

Two further formulations bear on the site. The boundary result of the companion treatment
of the gift is conceded at Section 8.4 (Huang, 2026b). And the distinction between speaking
for and depicting is taken from Spivak (Spivak, 1988), with the second assigned to this site.

8.7 The Material That Displays It

Three bodies of material display this site. The synthesis of contributions into consensus lan-
guage by a chair and a supporting team displays the operation and its coarsening (Andersen,
2026). Reservations, interpretive declarations, agreed minutes and differences filed against a
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standard display the device by which a divergence is placed on a record without the shared
description being refined. And the descriptions of parties that an arrangement carries forward,
composed under the procedures of a body the described party does not control, display the
operation of Section 8.5.

9 THE ADMISSION OF A SOURCE

This section treats the fourth site. Its objective is to state what it is for one party to admit the
outputs of another’s procedures, to identify the failure available while the classes of admission
are unchanged and the redrawing of those classes, to state what remains open to a party that
no other admits, to record the formulations already available, and to name the material.

9.1 The Receipt of Another Party’s Outputs into One’s Own Record

Aparty accords standing to another when it admits the outputs of that party’s verification pro-
cedures into its own record without independently reproducing them (Huang, 2026a). The
apparatus is extensive and familiar: the acceptance of passports and consular documents, le-
galisation and apostille, comity, the enforcement of foreign judgments, themutual recognition
of qualifications, the accreditation of bodies permitted to contribute to a process.

Two properties fix what may fail. The relation is directed, so that admission running one
way between two parties is the ordinary case. And it is granted for classes of output, so that a
party may admit another’s certificates of origin and decline its determinations of fact.

9.2 The Outputs That Are Not Received

The failure available while the classes are unchanged is that a party’s outputs are not received.
Its statements do not establish what they purport to establish, and what it produces enters no
other party’s record.

The failure is not the same as disbelief and should not be described as it. A party may
hold its counterparty entirely sincere and entirely competent and still decline its outputs, on
the ground that the body issuing them is one whose procedures it has never admitted. The
withholding may be a settled policy, a lapse in an instrument, or the simple absence of an
arrangement under which admission would have been extended. What is common to these
is that the outputs do not arrive as establishing anything, and that nothing in the party’s own
conduct bears on the matter.

9.3 The Redrawing of the Classes for Which Admission Is Granted

The alteration of the site’s rule is a change in the classes for which admission is granted: an
instrument is amended, a scope of recognition narrowed, a category of document removed
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from those accepted. After the change every admission conforms to the classes as redrawn, so
an inspection of what is admitted finds a consistent practice, and by Claim 5.1 the alteration
appears only in what is thereafter not offered.

A consequence follows for the anatomy. The classes are ordinarily negotiated, and their
negotiation is the negotiation ofwhat the arrangementwill be able to establish. Aparty present
at that negotiation and a party affected by its outcome need not be the same party.

9.4 The Channel That Remains Open

Where no other party admits the outputs of a party’s procedures, that party retains its capacity
to act and loses the channel by which a statement would be received. What remains open to
it is demonstration, meaning the production of a state of affairs that requires no admission in
order to be registered (Huang, 2026a).

The claim is stated at the level of the construction and quantifies over parties in general.
It identifies a mechanism and supplies no account of any particular episode, and Section 17
records the ground on which the paper declines to supply one. What the mechanism yields
for the anatomy is a passage between sites: a failure at the site of admission issues in con-
duct, so that an arrangement which registers only statements holds no record of what its own
withholding produced.

9.5 The Formulations Already Available for This Site

Testimonial injustice is the formulation this site corresponds to, and the correspondence is
partial. There a hearer accords a speaker less credibility than is due, through a prejudice
attaching to the speaker’s social identity (Fricker, 2007); the wrong is done by an agent, and
the deficit is one of credibility. Testimonial quieting and testimonial smothering name the
practices through which the same deficit operates and is anticipated (Dotson, 2011).

Two differences hold at this site. Admission is granted for classes of output and attaches
to a party’s procedures in place of its person, so it may be withheld with no judgment about
the party’s sincerity or competence having been formed. And the assessment of arrangements
in place of persons belongs to the structural turn (Anderson, 2012; Jaggar and Tobin, 2024),
within which the present treatment falls.

9.6 The Material That Displays It

Three bodies of material display this site. Accreditation procedures, through which contrib-
utors other than states enter a multilateral process, display the relation administered by an
institution, and entry through another party’s delegation displays the indirect path (Ander-
sen, 2026). Provisions for inspection, under which a party admits another’s inspectors for
designated classes of observation, display the express conferral of standing by class of output.
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And the recognition of documents across jurisdictions displays the ordinary operation of the
site outside any dispute.

10 THE CIRCULATION OF A CLAIM THROUGH INTERMEDIARIES

This section treats the fifth site. Its objective is to state what occurs when a claim is carried by
parties other than the two, to identify the failure available while the routes are unchanged and
the alteration of the routes themselves, to statewhat each relay adds, to record the formulations
already available, and to name the material.

10.1 The Carriage of a Claim by Parties Other Than the Two

Admission composes poorly, so a claim that one party cannot address to another directly may
nonetheless arrive by a path, with each intermediate party admitted by the one before and
admitting the one after. What an intermediary supplies is a transitivity the parties do not hold
between themselves, and its office is constituted by that failure and calls for no authority over
the parties (Huang, 2026a).

Two properties fix what may fail. A path exists or does not, independently of the conduct
of the party whose claim would travel it. And every party on the path performs the operation
of Section 7, since a relay receives an event and composes one.

10.2 The Claim That Reaches No Destination

The failure available while the routes are unchanged is that no path exists. A party’s claim
is admitted by some other party and by no party that the intended destination admits, so the
claim is received somewhere and arrives nowhere.

The failure is distinct from the one at the site of admission and is frequently mistaken for it.
There a party’s outputs are not received at all; here they are received, and the parties receiving
them stand in no relation that carries them further. A party may accordingly hold standing
with several counterparties and remain unable to address the one whose determination mat-
ters to it.

10.3 The Opening and the Closing of Routes

The alteration of the site’s rule is a change in which parties may relay: the establishment or
withdrawal of a body’s mandate to transmit, a restriction on which contributors a process will
receive material from, the lapse of an arrangement under which one party had carried the
claims of another.

Two consequences follow. The alteration operates on parties other than the one affected,
so a party may lose its route through an arrangement made between two others in which it
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had no part. And by Claim 5.1 the alteration appears in claims that thereafter fail to arrive,
which is a record no party keeps.

10.4 The Construal Added at Each Relay

Each party on a path construes what it receives and composes what it sends. What arrives at
the destination is therefore the last relay’s composition, and the divergence of Section 7.2 is
available at every step.

Claim 10.1. (The pathway and what it costs). Reach obtained through intermediaries
is purchased at the cost of fidelity. A claim arriving by a path of length n has been construed
n times by parties other than the one that made it, and the party whose only route is the
longest is the party whose claim is composed by others most often. No step on the path need
be performed badly for this to hold.

Claim 10.1 is the site’s distinctive result and it is the clearest of the paper’s failures with no
perpetrator. Each relay receives faithfully, construes under its own procedures, and composes
in good faith; the arrangement supplies no party who has done anything objectionable; and
the claim that arrives is not the claim that was made. What is wrong is a property of the route.

The corresponding question in social epistemology is disputed and the dispute is material
here. Whether a knower’s dependence on another composes across a chain of testimony, so
that warrant obtained at the end of a chain stands on the chain as a whole, is answered differ-
ently by accounts that locate warrant in the belief of each speaker and by accounts that locate
it in the reliability of the final one (Hardwig, 1985; Lackey, 2008). The construction used in
the companion paper represents standing as a relation that composes poorly (Huang, 2026a),
and the dispute bears directly on how far that representation may be pressed.

10.5 The Formulations Already Available for This Site

The movement of knowledge has a substantial literature and it is largely descriptive. Knowl-
edge has been treated as constituted in transit (Secord, 2004); circulation across unequal set-
tings has been reconstructed together with the go-betweens who carried it (Raj, 2007); and
the accumulation of stable traces at centres that thereby acquire power over what is distant is
Latour’s (Latour, 1987). The epistemology of testimonial chains supplies the analytical appa-
ratus (Hardwig, 1985; Lackey, 2008).

The residue is narrow and is the author’s own formulation. What these treatments describe
is how knowledge moves and what moving does to it. What is undescribed is the normative
question about the route: whether a party may be wronged by the pathway along which its
claim travels, in a case where nothing done at any point of that pathway is objectionable. The
mechanism is theirs; the question is not asked there.

28



10.6 The Material That Displays It

Two bodies of material display this site. Contributors that lack accreditation with one body
and enter a process through the delegation of a party that holds it display the path and the
construal added at its single relay (Andersen, 2026). And the synthesis of many parties’ con-
tributions into a single draft by a chair and a supporting team displays a relay through which
every claim in a process passes, so that the composition arriving at the parties is the relay’s
own.

11 THE AGENTLESS CHARACTER OF CERTAIN OF THE PRECEDING FAILURES

This section stateswhat some of the failures of the preceding five sections have in common, and
it carries the paper’s most exposed claim. Its objective is to collect those failures, to separate
what is taken from the existing literature from what is added to it, to meet the objection most
likely to defeat the addition, to state the conditions under which the claim would fail, and to
record what follows for responsibility. The method is to state the claim in a form that can be
checked and to say at each point what would have to be true for it to be wrong.

11.1 The Failures Collected

The failures identified at the five sites are not alike in this respect, and three grades should be
distinguished before the claim is stated.

At the first grade an agent performs the operation and commits no fault. The composition
of Section 6.2 is made by a party that read its counterparty attentively and read wrongly, so
an agent is present and nothing in the account convicts it. At the second grade the source
is a cost structure. The draw upon a bounded capacity treated at Section 6.4 falls on a party
whether or not any counterparty demands anything of it, and the asymmetry between a party
whose claims are checkable by published procedure and a party whose are not is a feature of
their respective procedures. At the third grade no agent performs the operation that fails. The
divergence for which a shared description holds no place, at Section 8.2, and the composition
of a claim by successive relays along the only route available to it, at Claim 10.1, are of this
kind.

The claim below concerns the third grade alone. Two failures fall under it, and the paper’s
exposure is confined to them.

11.2 The Absence of a Perpetrator

That an epistemic wrong may have no perpetrator is not claimed here. Fricker holds it of
hermeneutical injustice in terms, and the notion is purely structural on her account (Fricker,
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2007, 159). A reader who takes the present section to be asserting the absence of a perpetrator
has taken it to be asserting something already settled.

What she couples the absence to is the presence of a lack. A collective resource for inter-
pretation is deficient, the deficiency is itself the product of unequal participation in generating
that resource, and the wronged party is left unable to render an area of its own experience
intelligible. The wrong consists in that inability.

11.3 The Presence of the Resources for Interpretation

In the two failures collected at the third grade, no party is unable to render its own experience
intelligible. A party whose construal finds no place in a shared description understands its
own construal perfectlywell, states it fluentlywithin its own system, and could give an account
of it to anyparty running the sameprocedures. Apartywhose claim is composed by successive
relays holds the claim it made and can say what it was.

Claim 11.1. (Failure with neither a perpetrator nor a lack). A failure may obtain at
a site of the passage where no party has performed the operation that failed, and where no
party lacks the resources by which its own construal could be rendered intelligible to itself
and to others running its procedures. What is absent in such a case belongs to the relation
between the parties and to neither of them.

The objection most likely to defeat Claim 11.1 arrives at once and is met here. It runs: the
shared description is itself a collective resource for interpretation, so its incapacity to hold
a divergence is a deficiency in a collective resource, and the case falls under hermeneutical
injustice after all.

Two replies are offered and the second is the substantial one. The first concerns what the
deficiency is a deficiency in. Fricker’s resource is the one by which a party makes sense of
its own experience, and its deficiency leaves the party opaque to itself; the parties here are
transparent to themselves and lack a place in a joint instrument. A party that understands
itself and cannot be entered in a record is in a different condition from a party that cannot
understand itself, and an account that treats them alike loses the distinction between them.

The second reply concerns the origin of the deficiency. On Fricker’s account the gap in
the collective resource is produced by unequal participation in the generation of that resource,
so a party’s exclusion from the making of the resource explains its inability to use it. The
coarseness of a shared description has a different source and requires no inequality what-
ever. A description held in common makes only distinctions that both parties are able to
make (Huang, 2026a), so it is coarser than each of them by construction. Two parties of equal
standing, equally represented, acting in perfect good faith, and each fully able to state its own
position, will arrive at a description that fails to register some divergence between them.
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Claim 11.2. (The coarseness that inequality does not explain). The incapacity of a
shared description to hold a divergence follows from its being shared. It is present between
parties who participated equally in constructing it, and it is therefore not explained by
unequal participation in the generation of a collective resource.

11.4 The Accounts That Locate a Refusal

Two accounts relocate the wrong away from a deficiency in the collective resource, and both
are conceded at Section 4. Contributory injustice obtains where an interpreter possesses an
adequate resource and persists in an inadequate one (Dotson, 2012). Willful hermeneuti-
cal ignorance obtains where a dominant party refuses a resource the marginalised have built
(Pohlhaus, 2012).

Each supplies half of what Claim 11.1 requires, since each holds that the resources may be
present. What each retains is a party who refuses. In the two failures collected above nothing
is refused, because nothing is asked: the divergence that a description cannot hold is not put
to any party, and the relay that construes a claim is not declining to construe it otherwise.

11.5 The Conditions Under Which the Claim Would Fail

Three conditions would defeat Claim 11.1 and are stated so that a reader may apply them.
The first is that a shared description should count as a collective hermeneutical resource

in Fricker’s sense, and its coarseness as a gap in that resource. The replies of Section 11.3 are
offered against this and a reader may find them insufficient, in which case the two failures are
instances of hermeneutical injustice and the section falls.

The second is that the coarseness of a shared description should trace, in every case that
arises, to unequal participation in its construction. Claim 11.2 holds that coarseness is present
without inequality, which is a claim about what is possible; if inequality is in fact present
wherever the failure matters, the distinction is sound and idle. This is the most likely defeater
and the paper does not answer it, since answering it requires evidence about cases and the
paper supplies none.

The third is that a party should be identifiable in each casewho chose the description or the
route. Where such a party exists, ordinary attribution applies and the section adds nothing,
and Section 11.6 records the consequence.

11.6 Responsibility Where No Party Has Acted Wrongly

The absence of a perpetrator leaves the question of responsibility open and does not close
it, and the distinction that governs the case is Young’s. A liability model looks backward,
requires a causal contribution, and issues in blame; a social connection model looks forward,
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is shared among those who participate in the structural processes that produce the wrong,
and is political in character (Young, 2011).

The two failures collected here defeat the first model and fall to the second. No party
contributed causally to the incapacity of a description that all of them constructed jointly, and
no party on a route contributed causally to the composition that arrived at its end. What the
second model supplies is a responsibility borne by those who participate in the arrangement,
and what it does not supply is an allocation among them. The paper adopts it in that form
and claims no more from it.

The move is not new and is conceded. Recent work brings the literature on epistemic repa-
rations together with the literature on structural injustice and on collective agency, and argues
that Young’s model is the more promising vehicle for redressing epistemic wrongs of a struc-
tural kind (Mitova, 2026). What the present section adds is narrower: that model is applied
here to two failures identified at particular sites of a passage, in which the absence of a causal
contribution is established by the construction of the site in place of by the diffuseness of a
social process.

11.7 The Limits of What the Anatomy Attributes

The anatomy attributes a failure to a site and to a mode. It attributes nothing to a party, and
the reader should not supply what it withholds.

Two consequences follow. Where a party did choose the coarseness of a description, did
redraw the classes of admission, or did close a route, the ordinary grounds of attribution apply
and this paper adds nothing to them; the analysis of the site tells such a reader where to look
and no more. And where no such party is found, the failure is a property of the arrangement,
and the response available is the one treated at Section 15 in place of a finding against anyone.

12 CASE STUDIES

This section reads three bodies of institutional material through the anatomy. Its objective is to
display the sites and the modes in arrangements built without reference to them, to state the
principle by which the material was selected, and to record what the reading establishes. The
material is organised by site and by mode throughout, and no conclusion is reached about the
conduct of any party.

12.1 The Principle Governing the Selection of the Cases

A case earns its place here by displaying sites that the others do not, and by displaying at least
one of them in the secondmode, where the rule of the site is altered. Selection by that principle
produces coverage of the arrangement of Section 5 in place of variety for its own sake, and it
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supplies a reason for each inclusion that can be checked against Table 2.
The principle differs from the one used in the companion paper, and the difference is delib-

erate. There the cases were chosen for the institutional conditions under which they operate,
so that each exhibited a mechanism the others did not (Huang, 2026a). Here they are chosen
for the sites they display. Two of the three bodies of material are common to both papers, and
the third is not.

12.2 The Relation to the Case Material of the Companion Paper

Two of the cases below are read in the companion paper for different purposes, and a reader of
both should know what is repeated and what is not. There the material displays four formal
constructions; here it displays five sites and two modes, and the sections below make no use
of the constructions beyond the results already carried at Section 3.2. The verification of arms
limitation agreements, treated at length there, is not treated here, since what it displays is
already covered by the material at Section 12.5.

12.3 The First Committee Negotiations Read Across the Sites

The first case is the sequence of United Nations negotiations on developments in the field of
information and telecommunications in the context of international security, studied across
its lifetime under a five stage model of knowledge management (Andersen, 2026). It is the
anchor of the section because it displays all five sites.

At the site of rendering, substantiating a claim about an event in this domain frequently
discloses themeans bywhich the event was detected, which is the cost of Section 6.4 at its high-
est. The study reports that parties may decline to have their contributions durably recorded,
on the ground that a record exposes them to later citation and reduces their room for ma-
noeuvre, and that some prefer the benefits of memories fading. Read through Section 6.4 that
reluctance is a response to a bounded capacity in place of a failure of candour.

At the site of construal, the study reports that a claim assessed as inaccurate may be han-
dled by declining to acknowledge it, on the reasoning that acknowledgement confers weight
and that repetition carries a claim forward. Declining to acknowledge is an emission whose
event is the non-occurrence of a response, and its effect accumulates in the receiving parties
in the manner of Section 7.4.

At the site of registration, a chair and a supporting team receive contributions and work
them into successive drafts and finally into an agreed text, and the synthesis is described as
working with the substance without changing it. That description is what Section 8.3 denies:
a text to which every party assents makes only distinctions every party can make, and the
coarsening is what makes the assent available.

At the site of admission, contributors other than states enter through accreditation, which is
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the relation of Section 9.1 administered by an institution. At the site of circulation, contributors
lacking accreditation have entered through the delegations of parties that hold it, which is the
path of Section 10.1 with a single relay.

The study also reports findings it presents as departures from its model: no authoritative
manager of knowledge emerged, the stages were observed out of their expected order, and
practices that the model treats as distinct were found bundled. The companion paper derives
those findings from its constructions (Huang, 2026a). What the present reading adds is that
each of them concerns a site at which the operation is performed by the receiving party, which
is why no office was found to perform it.

12.4 Standards and Equivalence Read at the Site of Registration

The second case is technical standard-setting inwhich a partymay record a difference between
its own requirements and an international standard, taken together with the provision under
which one party accepts another’s measures as achieving its own level of protection where the
exporting party demonstrates that they do.

The first of these displays the site of registration operating in the direction the anatomy
identifies as available and rare. The international standard remains the shared description
and is not refined; the party’s own requirement remains its own and is not admitted to that
description; and the difference between them is on the record and available to every other
party. A divergence is thereby held without the shared description being made finer, which is
the only device Section 8.3 leaves open once its trade-off is stated.

The second displays the site of rendering with the direction of the burden written into
an instrument. The demonstration falls on the party seeking recognition, and it follows the
reference in place of the strength of the party. What the two together display is a domain in
which the sites operate without the failures the first case exhibits, and Section 12.7 records
what that can and cannot show.

12.5 Brokering Between Science and Policy Read at the Site of Circulation

The third case is the practice of brokering between the production of technical assessment and
its use in policy, in which bodies and individuals occupy the position of relay between parties
that do not address one another directly. Practitioners in that position have set out princi-
ples for the ethical conduct of brokering, on the stated ground that the ethical dimensions of
the work have remained underexplored and lack formal conceptualisation (Cvitanovic et al.,
2026).

What the case displays is the structure of Claim 10.1 and not a finding about any broker.
A relay receives an event and composes one, under its own procedures, so the composition
arriving at the destination is the relay’s. The case is included because the first two cases display
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Table 2: The sites of the passage and the case material displaying each.

Site First Committee Standards and equiva-
lence

Brokering

Rendering Substantiation dis-
closing detection; the
record declined

Demonstration
placed on the party
seeking recognition

Construal Acknowledgement
withheld; accumula-
tion in receivers

The broker’s own as-
sumptions

Registration Synthesis into consen-
sus language

Difference filed be-
side the standard

Admission Accreditation of con-
tributors

Acceptance of an-
other’s measures

Recognition of a body
as broker

Circulation Entry through another
delegation

Relays between as-
sessment and use;
routes altered

circulation with at most one relay, and because the position of relay is here occupied as a
recognised office with a literature of its own.

One further feature bears on the anatomy. The alteration of the site’s rule is available in this
material, since a change in which bodies are recognised as brokers is a change in the routes
available and appears afterwards in material that fails to arrive.

12.6 The Coverage of the Sites Across the Cases

Table 2 sets the sites against the cases and records where each is displayed and in which mode.
Two observations follow. Every site is displayed by at least two of the three cases, so no

site rests on a single body of material. And the secondmode is displayed at three sites and not
at the other two, which is what Claim 5.1 would predict of material assembled by observers
of what an arrangement produced.

12.7 The Standing of the Cases and What They Establish

The three cases are illustrations. Nothing in them was measured, no quantity was estimated
from them, and no claim of Sections 6 through 11 is confirmed by their agreement with it.
What they establish is that the operations the anatomy identifies are performed in arrange-
ments built without reference to it, and that practitioners have devised instruments answering
to some of them.

Three limits are recorded here and taken up at Section 17. The first case is a single process
in a domain where the cost of substantiation is at its highest, so it is favourable to Section 6.4.
The second is drawn from domains of low political stakes, so its display of a site operating
soundly transfers to contested settings only by an argument the paper does not supply. And
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the third is used for the structure of a position and not for any finding about the parties who
occupy it, so it supports the presence of a relay and supports nothing about what relays do.
All institutional descriptions in this section are to be checked against the primary instruments
before the paper is circulated.

13 THE STANDING TO RAISE A COMPLAINT

This section treats who may raise a failure of the kind the anatomy identifies. Its objective is
to show that bearing a cost and being able to state it come apart, to identify two circularities
that arise where the failure is at the site of registration or at the site of admission, to treat the
case in which no respondent can be named, and to record the formulations already available.

13.1 The Party Bearing the Cost and the Party Able to State It

A party that bears the cost of an arrangement and a party positioned to state that it bears
it are not the same party by construction. The companion treatment of the gift establishes
the point for the accounting of value: the excluded are those for whom no position exists
within an arrangement from which their cost could be stated, and no criterion internal to the
arrangement detects the exclusion, since its accounting is conducted in terms fromwhich they
are absent (Huang, 2026b).

The anatomy sharpens the point at the site of registration.

Claim13.1. (The complaint that cannot be entered). A failure of registration consists
in a shared description having no place for a divergence. A complaint that such a failure
has occurred is itself a statement about the divergence, so it requires the same place. The
complaint is therefore unregistrable in the description whose incapacity it concerns.

Claim 13.1 is not a paradox and is a condition. A complaint may be raised outside the
description, in another forum or in a record the arrangement does not keep, and Section 15
treats the devices by which this is done. What the claim establishes is that the arrangement
supplies no route, so any route runs outside it.

13.2 The Complaint That Requires a Forum

A complaint must be received by someone, and being received is the operation of the site of
admission. Where the failure to be complained of is a failure at that site, the second circu-
larity arises: a party whose outputs are not received cannot have its complaint about their
non-receipt received either.

Two consequences follow. The party is left with the channel of Section 9.4, so a complaint
about admission tends to appear as conduct. And the availability of a complaint is not evi-
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dence that the arrangement is sound, since the parties able to complain are those whose out-
puts are already received.

13.3 The Complainant Who Cannot Be Identified

The failures collected at Section 11.1 under the third grade have no respondent, and they also
raise a question about the complainant. Where a description is coarse because it is shared, the
party disadvantaged by the coarseness in a given case may be either party, and which one it is
varies with what falls to be described. There is accordingly no standing class of complainants,
and a party positioned to complain today is positioned to be complained of tomorrow.

This is a reason to state the condition in terms of the arrangement in place of in terms of a
class of persons, and it is one of the grounds on which Section 16 declines to rank the failures.

13.4 The Formulations Already Available

Three formulations bear on this section. The wronged party’s own testimony about the wrong
is central to the account of testimonial injustice, and the credibility deficit that constitutes the
wrong also attaches to the complaint (Fricker, 2007). The assessment of institutions in place
of persons supplies a route that does not depend on a complainant (Anderson, 2012). And
responsibility borne forward by those who participate in a structural process supplies a form
in which a wrong without a respondent may still be addressed (Young, 2011).

What none of them treats is the circularity of Claim 13.1, in which the instrument required
to state the complaint is the instrument complained of.

14 THE AUDIT POSITION AND THE LIMITS OF ITS REACH

This section treats the position fromwhich an arrangementmay be examined. Its objective is to
state the asymmetry between examining an arrangement and specifying one, to record the test
already available for exercise from outside, to state the difficulty peculiar to the configuration
in which the parties have accorded no third party the office of characterising their conduct,
and to record how far an audit reaches at each site.

14.1 The Position from Which an Arrangement May Be Examined

An examination of an arrangement is conducted from a position occupied by neither party
to it. The occupant may be a third party, the affected party speaking after the fact, or a later
observer with the record before them. What the position supplies is the possibility of asking
of an arrangement questions its own accounting does not ask.

The companion treatment of the gift establishes the asymmetry that governs the position.
A criterion of that kind is usable by a third party assessing an arrangement, by the recipient,
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and by the historian, and it is unusable as a specification of the act to be performed, since an
act whose form is determined by the requirements of a criterion is determined by the giver’s
requirements (Huang, 2026b). The same treatment records that the condition of justice on a
generative cycle is not computable from within the cycle.

14.2 The Asymmetry Between an Audit and a Specification

The asymmetry has a consequence for the present paper that should be stated before the forms
of remedy are set out. The anatomy identifies failures and does not yield a design. A party
that composed its renderings, its descriptions, its admissions and its routes so as to satisfy
the anatomy would have composed them to its own specification, and the sites at which the
receiving party performs the operation are precisely the sites at which a specification cannot
reach.

What follows is that the account addresses an examiner and not a designer. Section 15
accordingly sets out forms already present in practice together with what each of them can
reach, in place of a procedure for arranging matters well.

14.3 The Refusability Test Exercised from Outside

One test is already available and is exercised from outside the arrangement. An offering that
could be refused and was not is one whose terms were ratified; an offering that could not be
refused is one whose acceptance is no evidence of ratification, and the impossibility of refusal
is auditable by a party to neither side (Huang, 2026b).

The test transposes to the sites of this paper without alteration. A rendering the receiving
party could not decline to construe, a description a party could not decline to be entered in, an
admission a party could not decline to seek, and a route a party could not decline to use are
each instances of the same structure, and in each the party’s participation carries no evidence
of assent.

14.4 The Configuration in Which No Third Position Is Given

The difficulty peculiar to this setting is that the position of Section 14.1 may be occupied by no
one. The companion treatment of the gift sets out two axes, whether a shared code is available
and whether a position exists from which the acts of each party may be characterised, and
places the diplomatic case in the cell in which both are absent (Huang, 2026b). Where no such
position is given, an act of one party against another is characterised only from the position of
one of the two, and each of them is a party to the act.

The present paper identifies the position and does not supply an occupant. Four candi-
dates are available and each is partial. A third party may occupy it, and its own admission
relations then determine what it can receive. The affected party may occupy it after exit, and
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what it says is then said from outside the arrangement. A later observer may occupy it, and
the record they work from was kept by the arrangement. And an audience before which the
parties act may occupy it, in which case the question of whether the audience is the party for
whom the acts were performed arises and is left open (Huang, 2026b).

14.5 The Reach of an Audit at Each Site

How far an examination conducted from outside reaches differs by site, and the differences
follow from what each site produces as a record.

The site of rendering leaves a record, sincewhatwas composed exists and can be compared
with what the receiving party could have used. The site of admission leaves one, since instru-
ments of recognition are published and their classes are stated. The site of circulation leaves
one, since routes can be traced through the parties that carried a claim. The site of registration
leaves a partial record, since a shared description is available for examination while what it
failed to hold is available only from a party willing to supply its own account. And the site of
construal leaves the least of all, since a determination reachedwithin a party’s own procedures
is internal to it and an examiner sees only what the party did next.

Two consequences follow for the sections that remain. The devices treated at Section 15
that place material on a record are addressed to the two sites an audit reaches least. And by
Claim 5.1 the second mode escapes an audit at every site, since after an alteration of a site’s
rule the record is consistent with the rule as altered.

15 FORMS OF REMEDY AVAILABLE TO THE PARTIES THEMSELVES

This section treats what may be done once a failure of the kind the anatomy identifies has
been found. Its objective is to set out the forms already present in practice, to state what each
of them reaches and what it costs, to record the formulations already available together with
the evidence this paper has not sought, and to name the conditions the account leaves standing.
The section is the weakest in the paper and is written to make that visible.

15.1 The Annotation Placed Beside a Description

The first formplaces a divergence on a recordwithout altering the description the parties share.
A reservation, an interpretive declaration, an agreed minute, and a difference filed against a
standard each have this structure: a party states how it construes a provision, the statement is
recorded, and the shared description continues to make the distinctions it made before.

The form is addressed to the failure of Section 8.2 and it is the only one that avoids the
trade-off of Section 8.3, since it raises what can be shownwithout making the description finer.
Its limits are three. It requires a record the arrangement keeps, so it is unavailable where the
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failure is that no record is kept. It requires the party to have identified the divergence, which
by Section 7.4 it may no longer be able to draw. And a form repeatedly supplied at a settled
magnitude hardens into a term of the arrangement, at which point the divergence it was to
have preserved has been converted after all (Huang, 2026e).

15.2 The Refinement of a Description and Its Price

The second form makes the shared description finer, so that divergences it previously could
not hold become statable within it. The price is fixed and is the converse of Claim 8.1: a finer
description registers more and is assented to less readily, so refinement purchases registration
with the availability of agreement.

The account states the trade and selects no point on it. A reader looking for a recommen-
dation to refine will not find one here, and the ground is given at Section 16.

15.3 Exit and the Conditions of Its Availability

The third form is departure from the arrangement. A party that withdraws ceases to bear the
cost of a description it cannot enter, and it speaks thereafter from the position of Section 14.4
in place of from within.

Three conditions govern its availability and they are severe. Exit requires an alternative, so
a party holding no other relation of the kind has none, and the severity of every other failure
rises as the density of a party’s other relations falls. Exit forfeits whatever the arrangement
did supply, so it is available to a party that can bear the loss. And exit removes the party from
the record, so the divergence that was unregistrable becomes unrecorded as well, which is the
failure of Section 8.2 completed in place of remedied.

15.4 The Intermediary Furnishing What the Parties Lack

The fourth form introduces a party admitted by parties that do not admit one another, which
supplies the transitivity of Section 10.1 and opens a route where none existed.

The form is addressed to the failure of Section 9.2 and it aggravates the failure of Sec-
tion 10.4, since a claim arriving by a longer path has been composed by others more often.
Remedy at one site is therefore a cost at another, and the account records the exchange and
does not price it. What follows for practice is that the two failures should be assessed together,
since an arrangement that has solved its admission problem by lengthening its routes has
moved a cost in place of removing it.
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15.5 Reopening Across an Interval

Thefifth form is the reopening of a determination after timehas passed. Its condition is that the
divergence should have been kept somewhere, so it depends upon the first form and inherits
its limits.

The interval in this setting is long. A determination may be reopened by parties whose
personnel did not make it, on behalf of parties whose population was not present when it was
made, and the companion treatment of the gift records that returns in the society of states may
arrive after the party that made the wager is gone (Huang, 2026b). What follows is that the
record kept at the time of a failure is the instrument of a remedy that no one present then will
administer.

15.6 The Formulations Already Available and the Predicate They Require

Two literatures bear on this section and neither was fully consulted when it was first drafted.
Both are conceded here, and the second changes what the section can claim.

A literature on the repair of epistemic wrong has developed. Epistemic reparations have
been treated as owed to those wronged in their capacity as knowers, with the right of a vic-
tim to be a giver of knowledge about their own experience proposed as the interest at stake
(Lackey, 2022). Neighbouring accounts treat the same ground under epistemic repair (Al-
massi, 2018), epistemic redress (Hull, 2022), and epistemic amends (Song, 2021). An apology
has been given conditions of epistemic adequacy, among them truthfulness, uptake of the
victim’s testimony, and openness to the victim’s own terms of description (Tobi, 2025). What
these accounts presuppose is a community able to acknowledge awrong and tomake amends,
and the configuration of Section 14.4 supplies none. That the structural dimension of an epis-
temic wrong may place it beyond repair on these accounts has itself been argued (Mitova,
2026), and the conditions named at Section 15.7 are conceded to that argument in the respects
it covers.

The law of remedies among parties that have accepted no common adjudicator is the sec-
ond, and it is developed. Where an obligation is breached and no tribunal is available, the in-
jured partymay resort to self-help, of which the principal lawful form is the non-forcible coun-
termeasure, taken to procure cessation and reparation and bounded by proportionality and
by procedural requirements (International Law Commission, 2001; Ruys, 2017). Reciprocity
operates through the suspension of a treaty in response to its material breach, and remedies
in the law of human rights have been surveyed at length (Shelton, 2015). The availability of
these instruments was historically defended as the corollary of there being no authority above
sovereign parties able to compel reparation, which is the configuration of Section 14.4 named
from within the law.

Two observations follow, and the second is what the section rests on.
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The first concerns who characterises. A countermeasure is lawful only in response to a
prior wrongful act, and the party that determines whether such an act occurred is, in the
absence of a tribunal, the injured party itself. The apparatus therefore answers the difficulty
of Section 14.4 by authorising one of the two parties to occupy the position, which settles who
characterises and leaves untouched the objection that each of the two is a party to the act. And
a countermeasure is conduct, so a party whose statements are not received andwhose remedy
is self-help has had the failure of Section 9.2 issue in the channel of Section 9.4, which is the
anatomy’s own prediction appearing in the law.

Claim 15.1. (The predicate the apparatus requires). The remedial apparatus avail-
able among parties without a common adjudicator is triggered by a breach of an obligation.
The failures collected at the third grade of Section 11.1 involve no breach: no party has failed
to perform, and the description that holds no place for a divergence was arrived at by the
parties jointly. The apparatus is therefore unavailable to them by its own conditions, and
its unavailability is a feature of its design in place of a gap in the literature.

Claim 15.1 states the relation between this section and the lawmore accurately than the first
draft of it did. The ground is occupied, and what occupies it is an apparatus whose predicate
the failures of this paper cannot satisfy. Withdrawal from an arrangement appears in the same
law, and it appears there chiefly as an act of the party whose conduct is complained of, which
is the converse of the exit treated at Section 15.3.

15.7 The Conditions the Account Leaves Standing

Three conditions are identified by the anatomy and are addressed by none of the forms above,
and by Claim 15.1 none of them reaches the remedial apparatus of general international law
either.

Where a failure is of the third grade of Section 11.1, there is no respondent and the forms
above are addressed to the arrangement in place of to a party. Where the failure is at the
site of construal, the accumulated loss of Section 7.4 is not restored by any of them, since a
distinction a party has ceased to draw is not returned by a record kept elsewhere. And where
a party holds no other relation, exit is unavailable, no annotation is entered on its behalf, and
no intermediary admits it; for such a party the account identifies a condition and supplies
nothing.

The last of these is the paper’s plainest limitation and it is stated here in place of at the
end.

42



16 THE CONSTRAINT FORM OF THE ACCOUNT

This section states the form in which the account’s normative content is held. Its objective is to
fix the relation between the anatomy and any reason for action, to give the ground on which
a further criterion is declined, to state the prohibition on aggregation and the refusal to rank
the failures, and to record the sentence the account must remain able to refuse.

16.1 The Wall Between an Anatomy and a Justification

The anatomy locates failures. That a failure occurs at a site, that it is available at a given mode,
and that it is undetectable by a given observation are statements about an arrangement, and
none of them is offered here as a reason for an arrangement, for a determination, or for the
treatment of any party.

The separation requires maintenance, since the account uses one vocabulary for what it
describes and for what it values. That an arrangement operates smoothly at a site, or that a
coarse description secures assent readily, is an observation about its operation and is no part of
a case for it. Where a normative statement appears in this paper it is imported and is attributed
at the point of use.

16.2 The Grounds for Declining a Further Criterion

Five papers of this series hold criteria of one form, each assessing an act by what it does to the
capacity of a relation to produce a further determination of the matter the act settled (Huang,
2026c,d,e,f,a). A sixth is declined here on two grounds.

The first is evidential and is recorded in the participation paper: the recurrence of one
form across several papers by one author is weak evidence for the form, and one author work-
ing within one framework is an available explanation of the recurrence. Adding an instance
strengthens the alternative explanation.

The second is principled and is the operative ground. A criterion of that form assesses
an act, and the failures collected at the third grade of Section 11.1 have no act to assess. A
criterion applied to themwould either find nothing, since no act occurred, orwould be applied
to the arrangement under a different form from the one the family shares. The anatomy locates
where a failure sits and leaves to those criteria the assessment of acts they were built for.

16.3 The Prohibition on Aggregation Across Parties

The account admits no quantity summed across parties. The signature of the utilitarian form
is aggregation and not the vocabulary of maximisation, and the operative test is whether a
formulation permits one party’s capacity to be traded against another’s.
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Three quantities in this paper invite the trade and are withheld from it. The coarseness of a
shared description is a property of an arrangement and appears in no objective function. The
bounded capacity of Section 6.4 belongs to a party, and no sumof such capacities across parties
appears anywhere. And the length of a route belongs to a pair of endpoints, so a shorter route
for one party is not offset against a longer one for another.

16.4 The Refusal to Rank the Failures

The five sites are not ordered by severity here, and the refusal has a ground beyond caution.
Which failure isworse depends onwhat a party stands to lose by it, and Section 13.3 establishes
that there is no standing class of parties disadvantaged at any site: a description coarse in one
respect disadvantages one party and in another respect the other.

A ranking would therefore be a ranking of parties under the appearance of a ranking of
sites, and the account declines it. What it supplies is the question to be asked at each site and
the observation that would answer it.

16.5 The Sentence the Account Must Remain Able to Refuse

A test of the account is whether it can refuse the following sentence: that where a party’s
construals are costly to register, and where an arrangement functions more smoothly once its
description has been coarsened past the point at which they could appear, the coarsening is
permissible.

The account refuses it, and three features secure the refusal. The conditions it states are
quantified over parties individually and form no aggregate, so the smoother functioning of the
remainder answers nothing. They are constraints and no objective, so nothing in the account
recommends a description of any particular coarseness. And their normative force is imported
and is derived from no result about sites or modes, so no finding of the anatomy bears on
whether the coarsening is permissible.

The sentence is refusable because a party’s standing to have its divergence registered rests
on nothing it contributes to the arrangement. Were that standing grounded in the contribution,
the sentence would follow, and the account would have supplied the argument it exists to
withhold.

17 THE BOUNDARIES OF THE UNDERTAKING

This section states the boundaries within which the account holds. Each is given as a property
of the undertaking together with what would have to be established for it to be moved.
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17.1 The Division of the Passage into Sites

The five sites are a division made by the author and not a set of joints found in the material.
A reader who divides the passage differently obtains a different anatomy, and the results at-
tached to each site travel with the division that produced them.

Two considerations bound the damage. The division follows the operations of an account
ofwhat passes betweenparties that is stated independently (Huang, 2026a), so it is answerable
to that account in place of to convenience. And the sites are not claimed to be exhaustive;
adding one would extend the table of Section 5.4 and would not disturb the entries already in
it, unless the added site were internal to one already named, in which case the entries for that
one would divide.

17.2 The Unmeasured Character of the Case Material

The case material displays operations and measures nothing. No quantity appearing in the
account was estimated from it, and no claim of the paper is confirmed by a case agreeing with
it. The material was assembled by others for other purposes, and one of the three cases is a
literature in which practitioners describe their own position.

Moving this boundary requires evidence of a kind the paper does not use: records of what
parties construed, held internally, or ceased to produce, which are the quantities Section 14.5
identifies as least available to an examination.

17.3 The Individuation of a Party

A party is treated as running one set of procedures where the material treats it so, and the
treatment is a convenience. A state holds ministries, agencies, and courts whose conditions of
admission differ, so treating it as one is a coarsening performed by the analyst and is subject
to the same result the paper states of coarsening generally.

The sites are indifferent to the level at which parties are individuated and apply to two
organs of one party on the same terms as to two parties. What they cannot do is settle where
the boundary falls, and the question is left open in the terms used in a companion treatment
of value conversion (Huang, 2026e).

17.4 The Standing of the Treatment of Remedy

An earlier draft of Section 15 recorded that the search which would establish whether remedy
absent a common adjudicator has been treated elsewhere had not been conducted. It has since
been conducted in part, and the result was that the ground is occupied: the law of self-help,
countermeasures and reciprocity addresses exactly the configuration in which no tribunal is
available, and Section 15.6 now concedes it and states what follows.

45



Two limits remain. The survey was of the doctrine and not of the philosophical literature
on redress in arrangements without an adjudicator, whichmay hold positions the section does
not engage. And Claim 15.1 rests on a reading of the trigger condition for countermeasures;
a reader who holds that an arrangement’s incapacity to register a divergence can constitute a
breach of an obligation of good faith will find the apparatus available after all, and the claim
falls.

17.5 The Claim Most Likely to Fail

Claim 11.1 is the paper’s exposed point and Section 11.5 states three conditions under which
it fails. The second of them is the likeliest: if the coarseness of a shared description traces in
every case that arises to unequal participation in its construction, then Claim 11.2 is sound and
idle, and the two failures collected at the third grade fall under hermeneutical injustice after
all.

Were that to happen, the anatomywould survive and its interestwould diminish. The sites,
the modes, and the results attached to each would stand, and what would fall is the claim that
any of the failures lies outside the categories already available.

18 QUESTIONS OPENED BY THE ACCOUNT

This account identifies a structure the existing formulations of epistemic wrong leave unde-
scribed: the passage of a single claim between parties running different procedures for settling
what is so, the sites at which that passage may fail, and the depth at which a failure may occur
at any of them. If that structure is real, the following questions arise immediately, and the
account answers none of them.

Q1. Claim 11.2 holds that the coarseness of a shared description follows from its being shared
and requires no inequality. Are there arrangements in which parties participated equally in
constructing a description and a divergence between them nonetheless went unregistrable,
and by what record would such a case be identified?
Q2. Claim 13.1 holds that a complaint about a failure of registration is unregistrable in the
description whose incapacity it concerns. Which forums in fact receive such complaints, and
what admits them there?
Q3. Section 14.4 identifies a position from which an arrangement may be examined and sup-
plies no occupant. Under what conditions does a party come to occupy it, and what does its
own admission relations then exclude from what it can receive?
Q4. Claim 10.1 holds that reach obtained through intermediaries is purchased at the cost of
fidelity. Can the two be measured against one another in a documented process, and does the
party with the longest route in fact have its claims composed by others most often?
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Q5. Claim 5.1 holds that an alteration of a site’s rule escapes an inspection of what the site
produced. What observation reaches it, and has any arrangement been designed to keep the
record such an observation would require?
Q6. Section 7.4 holds that a sequence of received events narrows what the receiving party can
distinguish and that the loss is unavailable to the party that suffers it. What would count as
evidence of such a narrowing, given that the party cannot report it?
Q7. Section 15.1 holds that an annotation raises what can be shownwithout making a descrip-
tion finer, and that a form repeatedly supplied at a settled magnitude hardens into a term of
the arrangement. At what point does the hardening occur, and is it visible before it is com-
plete?
Q8. Section 15.4 holds that remedy at the site of admission aggravates the failure at the site
of circulation. Are there arrangements in which the exchange has been recognised and priced,
and on what basis?
Q9. Section 11.6 adopts a responsibility borne forward by those who participate in an arrange-
ment and concedes that it supplies no allocation among them. What would an allocation
require, and is one available that does not reintroduce a causal contribution the cases lack?
Q10. Section 15.7 identifies a party holding no other relation of the kind, for whom exit is
unavailable, no annotation is entered, and no intermediary admits it. What is owed to such a
party, and by whom?
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