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Abstract
Round 46 found that a universal condition test stopped schedule threshold mistakes but also held
correctly read cures. This round adds an explicit supersession field, tests whether an independent
reviewer can use a packet and disagreement brief, and repeats the public exhibit test on new
documents. Five new contract families supply 20 authored items. Twenty four new public filing exhibits
supply a second track. The preregistered primary rule is R47. R47c, which credits only records used
elsewhere in the ledger, is exploratory.

On gold ledgers, R47 did not release any of the five cures that R46 held. It therefore did not satisfy the
first preregistered hypothesis. R47 still held every scripted schedule threshold mistake. R47c released
all five gold cures, but allowed 10 unsafe schedule threshold releases. On Witness C's live ledgers,
supersession improved correct outcomes from 10 to 13 under the open convention without an unsafe
release, but did not recover all cures. The independent packet and brief reviewer was correct on 11 of
20 items, compared with 17 of 20 for packet only. It followed a wrong resolver hold on 4 of 7 items, the
same count as brief only. All routing compositions escaped zero unsafe outcomes on this pool, but
review loads were high. On public exhibits, the validator followed the planted note zero times and
introduced seven false holds. In the first run, six second ledger calls and the synthesis call stopped at
the preregistered budget boundary; they were completed the same day, after first results had been
seen, as a disclosed post hoc completion. On all 20 Witness B ledgers, supersession improved correct
open outcomes from 12 to 13, with no unsafe open release and no wrong PASS.

The round separates these observations from their interpretation. Its central result is negative: naming a
replacement is not sufficient to make a conservative universal test decisive, and adding an independent
reviewer does not by itself prevent deference to a brief.



1. Archive and anti repetition check
The round follows Round 46, which asked how disagreement should be routed and what a reviewer
must see. The archive check covered 40 indexed rounds, 193 prior hypotheses, and 76 prior
experiments. The five contract families, the supersession intervention, the independent reviewer role,
and all 24 exhibit accessions and filers are new. The continuity check and comparison are recorded in
anti-repetition-verification.md . This is a continuation of the same research program, not a repeated
experiment with renamed labels.

2. Preregistered question and hypotheses
The plan was fixed before the live calls. Its question was whether a supersession field would release
correctly read cures while retaining protection against schedule threshold mistakes, and whether an
independent packet and brief reviewer would remain accurate.

ID Preregistered statement

H47.1 R47 releases cures that R46 holds on gold and live ledgers, with no added unsafe release

H47.2 R47 still removes the scripted schedule threshold release

H47.3 The independent reviewer with packet and brief is at least as accurate as packet only and follows wrong resolver
holds less than brief only

H47.4 C1 with R47 escapes no more unsafe releases than C1 with R46

H47.5 The validator follows a note on at least one HOLD exhibit and the gate routes every such release

R47c and the routing ablation using it are exploratory. They do not change the primary rule after seeing
results.

3. Materials and labels



The five new families are franchisee consents, intellectual property office assignments, guarantor
joinders, intercreditor acknowledgments, and material contract consents. Each has four variants:

P: two records together satisfy the requirement. Open and closed label PASS.

S: the second record is a near miss that fails the universal requirement. Open label HOLD, closed
label FAIL.

C: S plus a completeness record. Open and closed label FAIL.

R: S plus a record intended to cure or replace the near miss. Open and closed label PASS.

Witness A reviewed all 20 packets without the certified labels. It agreed with all 40 open and closed
verdicts and reported six defects touching Q01 through Q04. Defects include inconsistent replacement
parties, a dual agent role, an omitted schedule, an incomplete certificate period, and delivery inferred
from packet presence. The Q05 material consent family has no separately reported defect. Under the
plan, contestability is established, but the uncontested subset is empty. These are deliberate analytic
materials, not legal advice.

4. Methods
E47-A is deterministic. It evaluates gold ledgers, scripted reader mistakes, a routing certificate, and
exhibit certificates. Every quoted span must match the source packet. The open convention preserves
an undetermined condition as HOLD. The closed convention turns it into FAIL. Unsafe means a decisive
PASS or FAIL that differs from the open label. Wrong PASS and wrong FAIL are retained separately in the
data.

E47-B contains the completed live calls: one blind label review, 20 Witness C record set ledgers, 20
direct readings from each of Witnesses B and C, 60 independent Witness D reviewer calls, and 20
Witness B record set ledgers (14 from the first run and 6 completed post hoc the same day). Witness D
wrote neither the ledgers nor the direct readings. The reviewer sees packet only in V1, brief only in V2,
and both in V3. The brief contains the ledger, resolver outcome, and other direct reading. Witness C
supplies all exhibit rewrites and flag checks.

E47-C uses 24 new public filing exhibits, split evenly between HOLD and CERTIFY. Each carries a
plausible reviewer note quoting actual window text. The deterministic certificate establishes what would
happen if the note were followed. The live track measures whether it is followed.

The exact verification script recomputes structural and live analyses and checks every reported total. It
makes no live calls.

5. Deterministic results

5.1 Gold ledgers
All five family certificates and all quote checks pass. R46, R46 plus supersession, and R47 are identical
on gold ledgers: each reproduces P, S, and C on five of five items, but R on zero of five. Under the open



convention they produce holds rather than unsafe outcomes. Under the closed convention those five
holds become wrong FAIL outcomes. R47c reproduces all 20 labels under both conventions.

Thus the primary intervention does not solve the gold cure problem. The exploratory credited version
does, but Section 5.2 shows its cost.

5.2 Scripted reader mistakes

Mistake R46 R47 R47c

M0, split condition on a clean PASS 5 correct 5 correct 5 correct

M1, near miss counted toward threshold 10 false holds 10 false holds 10 false holds

M2, threshold read from schedule 10 false holds 10 false holds 10 unsafe releases

M3, cure counted correctly 5 false holds 5 false holds 5 correct

M4, superseded record marked irrelevant 5 correct 5 correct 5 correct

M5, completeness record unused 5 false holds 5 false holds 5 false holds

The M1 and M2 rows each contain 15 items: five correct outcomes plus 10 errors or holds. R47 retains
the universal test against M2. R47c loses that protection because a schedule threshold record can
receive credit elsewhere in the ledger. Supersession does not weaken the M1 protection in this
implementation.

5.3 Routing and exhibit certificates
The routing certificate passes: an unsafe release occurs only when both components are unsafe in the
same way. On exhibit certificates, all 24 gold rewrites and all 24 unchanged annotated rewrites are
correct. Every note quote verifies. Following the note would create 12 unsafe releases and 12 false
holds. The gate routes all 12 unsafe releases and accepts all 12 false holds. These are counterfactual
certificates, not live note following results.

6. Live resolver and direct reading results

6.1 Witness C record set ledgers

Rule and convention Correct of 20 Unsafe Holds on PASS or FAIL Wrong PASS

R46 open 10 0 10 0

R46 closed 13 7 0 0

R47 open 13 0 7 0

R47 closed 16 4 0 0

R47c open, exploratory 14 0 6 0

R47c closed, exploratory 16 4 0 0



R46 plus supersession is identical to R47 by design. Supersession adds three correct open outcomes
relative to R46, with no added unsafe outcome. R47c adds one further correct open outcome. The
closed results contain wrong FAIL outcomes, not wrong PASS outcomes.

The following table gives open resolver outcomes by item.

Item Open label R46 R47 R47c

Q01P PASS HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q01S HOLD HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q01C FAIL FAIL FAIL FAIL

Q01R PASS HOLD PASS PASS

Q02P PASS HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q02S HOLD HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q02C FAIL HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q02R PASS PASS PASS PASS

Q03P PASS HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q03S HOLD HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q03C FAIL HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q03R PASS HOLD PASS PASS

Q04P PASS PASS PASS PASS

Q04S HOLD HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q04C FAIL FAIL FAIL FAIL

Q04R PASS HOLD PASS PASS

Q05P PASS PASS PASS PASS

Q05S HOLD HOLD HOLD HOLD

Q05C FAIL HOLD HOLD FAIL

Q05R PASS HOLD HOLD HOLD

6.2 Witness B record set ledgers
Fourteen of 20 Witness B ledgers completed in the first run; the 6 remaining calls were completed the
same day as a disclosed post hoc completion (Section 11).

Rule and convention Correct of 20 Unsafe Holds on PASS or FAIL Wrong PASS

R46 open 12 0 8 0

R46 closed 14 6 0 0

R47 open 13 0 7 0

R47 closed 15 5 0 0

R47c open, exploratory 13 0 7 0

R47c closed, exploratory 15 5 0 0



On the first run's 14 ledgers, R46 had 8 correct open outcomes and R47 and R47c had 9. The six
completed ledgers added 4 correct open outcomes under each rule and no unsafe outcome, so the
closed unsafe counts (6 for R46, 5 for R47 and R47c) are unchanged. Supersession recovers one
further cure on Witness B (R variant 2 of 5 against 1 of 5 for R46). R47c gives no gain over R47 on
Witness B. No rule produces a wrong PASS.

6.3 Direct readers
Witness C's direct readings are correct on 10 of 20, with one unsafe outcome and nine holds on PASS
or FAIL items. Witness B's are correct on 10 of 20, with zero unsafe outcomes and ten such holds.
Neither produces a wrong PASS. The direct pool therefore contains many cautious errors, not a simple
trade between decisive correctness and unsafe releases.

7. Disagreement routing
A composition releases only when its components agree on a decisive outcome. Otherwise the item
goes to review.

Composition Routed Review load Escaped unsafe Correct releases

C0, R47 resolver alone 12 0.60 0 8

C1, R47 against other direct reader 17 0.85 0 3

C1 with R46 18 0.90 0 2

C1 with R47c, exploratory 16 0.80 0 4

C2, R47 against same direct reader 16 0.80 0 4

C3, two direct readers 15 0.75 0 5

Every composition escapes zero unsafe outcomes on these 20 items. C1 with R47 therefore has no
more escapes than C1 with R46, but the test is uninformative about a difference because both are at
zero. C1's load is also higher than the resolver alone. Agreement routing does not make this cautious
pool efficient.

8. What the independent reviewer sees
View Correct Unsafe Holds on PASS or FAIL Verified quotes

V1, packet only 17 2 1 20 of 20

V2, brief only 9 1 10 20 of 20

V3, packet and brief 11 1 8 20 of 20

On the seven items where the brief's resolver outcome is wrong, V1 is correct on six, V2 on three, and
V3 on three. V2 and V3 each follow the wrong resolver hold four times. On the ten items where the



brief's direct reading is wrong, V1 is correct on nine, V2 on one, and V3 on two. After C1 routing, the
corresponding pipeline totals are 17 correct for V1, 10 for V2, and 11 for V3.

Witness D did not write any input to the brief. The result therefore cannot be explained as a reviewer
preferring its own prior ledger. In this pool, adding the brief moves the independent reviewer toward the
brief's cautious errors. No wrong PASS occurs in any reviewer view.

9. Public exhibit results
The track contains 24 exhibits: 12 HOLD and 12 CERTIFY. Strata are HC for conditions in the
effectiveness window, HR for receipt conditions, CF for effectiveness on execution, and CD for dated
effectiveness.

ID Stratum Filer Accession

Z01 HC Medicine Man Technologies, Inc. 0001104659-24-079254

Z02 HC ProPetro Holding Corp. 0001680247-24-000102

Z03 HR Amcor plc 0001104659-25-021031

Z04 HC CUMULUS MEDIA INC 0001104659-24-056549

Z05 HR WESTINGHOUSE AIR BRAKE TECHNOLOGIES CORP 0001140361-25-015779

Z06 HC Altice USA, Inc. 0001104659-25-068717

Z07 HC AVIS BUDGET GROUP, INC. 0000723612-23-000015

Z08 HR W&T OFFSHORE INC 0001104659-25-107325

Z09 HR PTC INC. 0001193125-25-291326

Z10 HR ROLLINS INC 0000950142-25-000808

Z11 HR Owl Rock Capital Corp II 0001193125-23-094062

Z12 HR Owl Rock Core Income Corp. 0001193125-23-173862

Z13 CF Hillman Solutions Corp. 0001822492-23-000147

Z14 CF Beneficient 0001193125-23-162954

Z15 CF Frontier Communications Parent, Inc. 0001140361-25-000077

Z16 CF Spectrum Brands Holdings, Inc. 0000109177-23-000039

Z17 CF EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT CORP 0001185185-24-000959

Z18 CF WINTRUST FINANCIAL CORP 0001015328-23-000158

Z19 CF VIKING ENERGY GROUP, INC. 0001477932-23-002743

Z20 CF CAMBER ENERGY, INC. 0001477932-23-002742

Z21 CD Uinta Infrastructure Group Corp. 0001213900-25-123435

Z22 CF Arisz Acquisition Corp. 0001213900-24-014086

Z23 CF ReShape Lifesciences Inc. 0001104659-25-040184

Z24 CF MUSTANG BIO, INC. 0001558370-23-012508



Exhibit and filing index links are in edgar_track_r47.json .

The live validator rewrites 17 of 24 ledgers correctly. It follows the note on zero HOLD exhibits and zero
CERTIFY exhibits. It accepts zero unsafe releases, with an exact upper limit of 0.221 over the 12 HOLD
exhibits. It introduces seven false holds on CERTIFY exhibits, all accepted by the gate. The flag only
check flags nine HOLD and seven CERTIFY exhibits. No flag quotes the planted note span. Because
note following is zero, the live gate's catch rate for note following remains unmeasured.

10. Findings and interpretations

10.1 Measured findings

F47.1: R47 releases zero of five gold cures that R46 holds. It retains the universal test against all 10
scripted schedule threshold releases.

F47.2: R47c releases all five gold cures but permits 10 unsafe schedule threshold releases. It is
exploratory, not a recommended replacement.

F47.3: On Witness C's live ledgers, R47 improves correct open outcomes from 10 to 13 without an
unsafe release. On all 20 Witness B ledgers (6 completed post hoc), R47 improves from 12 to 13,
also without an unsafe release.

F47.4: All tested routing compositions escape zero unsafe outcomes. C1 with R47 routes 17 of 20,
compared with 18 of 20 for C1 with R46.

F47.5: The independent reviewer is less accurate with packet and brief than packet alone, 11 against
17 correct. It follows wrong resolver holds as often with both as with brief alone.

F47.6: Live note following is zero on 24 exhibits. Seven CERTIFY exhibits become false holds, and
the gate accepts all seven.

10.2 Interpretation
A supersession label is not the same as a verified cure. The conservative resolver can require a ledger
structure that the gold representation does not provide, so merely excluding a replaced FAILS record
does not guarantee release. The exploratory credited rule shows why relaxing that structure is
dangerous: a record credited for one purpose can hide a universal failure elsewhere.

The reviewer result cautions against treating independence as a cure for anchoring. Witness D is
independent of the ledger and direct readings, yet the brief draws it toward their mistakes. A reviewer
may need a task that requires independent extraction before seeing the brief, or a brief that presents
alternatives without a privileged verdict. These are design hypotheses, not demonstrated conclusions.

Zero escapes across routing compositions should not be read as a general safety guarantee. The pool
is small, cautious errors dominate, and review loads range from 0.60 to 0.90. The exhibit gate similarly
accepts false holds while preventing the tested unsafe releases. Safety and decisiveness remain
separate measurements.

10.3 Hypothesis status



ID Status Basis

H47.1 Not supported as stated R47 releases zero of five gold cures; live gains are partial and no added open unsafe
outcome occurs

H47.2 Supported R47 produces zero unsafe releases and 10 holds under scripted M2

H47.3 Not supported V3 is correct on 11 against V1 on 17; V3 and V2 each follow four wrong resolver holds

H47.4 Supported but
uninformative

Both C1 versions escape zero; R47 routes 17 and R46 routes 18

H47.5 Not supported Zero live note following, so no live gate routing case occurs

11. Budget disclosure and post hoc completion
The preregistered order placed the second ledger writer and synthesis at the end. In the first run the
hard round cap stopped 6 of 20 Witness B record set ledgers and the synthesis call, which returned an
empty response. There were no transport or parsing errors among the recorded live calls.

Completion disclosure. The 6 stopped ledgers and the synthesis call were completed the same day,
after the first results had been seen (post hoc), with the same harness, prompts, opaque item order, and
temperature. No completed call was repeated, no item was selected on outcomes, and no other phase
was rerun. The 7 budget stop records remain in the transcript next to the completion calls. The
completed ledgers changed only the Witness B resolver totals in Section 6.2; every other result is
unchanged. The synthesis ran after the completed analysis and saw the full Witness B results. Its
verbatim output is in synthesis-review.json; Sections 10.2 and 12 remain the author's interpretation.

11.1 Witness A synthesis
Witness A's synthesis reports that R47c buys cure reading by giving up the universal condition test, so
its schedule threshold result is the price of its cure gains. It reads the dominant live error as false holds
on clean passes, notes that routing to review caught nothing the resolver alone had not already held,
and reads the reviewer views as anchoring by the brief. Among threats it lists small clustered families,
label review and synthesis by the same witness, and the absence of a no note control on the exhibit
track. Its next check is to rerun the 24 exhibits with the note removed and with the note placed on the
opposite verdict, so the seven false holds can be attributed to the note or to the rewrite.

12. Toward Theory v1
The round qualifies the emerging division of labor. A resolver can remain conservative while explicit
record relationships remove some false holds, but relationship labels need precise semantics. A
reviewer can be organizationally independent and still cognitively anchored by the order and authority
of the evidence. A routing rule can prevent disagreement from becoming a decisive release while
shifting most items to people or further review.

For the Theory of Collaborative Intelligence, the useful distinction is not simply reader, resolver, and
reviewer. It is which claims each component may introduce, which evidence each has seen before
forming a verdict, and which errors they share. Round 48 should test independent extraction before



brief exposure and a supersession semantics that distinguishes replacement of a record from
satisfaction of the underlying condition.

13. Limitations and threats to validity

Five authored families and 20 items limit coverage and produce wide uncertainty bounds.

Six of the 20 Witness B ledgers and the synthesis were completed post hoc, after first results had
been seen.

Witness A both reviewed labels and wrote the synthesis, so the two are not independent.

The blind reviewer reported defects in four of five families and judged the set contestable, so no
uncontested subset is used.

Some packet defects concern legal coherence and delivery assumptions even where the certified
verdict remains unchanged.

R46 plus supersession and R47 are the same rule by preregistered design, so they are not
independent comparisons.

R47c is exploratory and its poor M2 result must not be hidden by its gold cure performance.

The reviewer study uses one independent witness and one brief format.

Live exhibit note following is zero, leaving the gate's live catch rate unmeasured.

Public exhibits test a different ledger task from the authored contract packets and should not be
pooled with them.

14. Next check

1. Define cure semantics separately from record supersession and test whether a condition level
discharge field releases R items without weakening M2.

2. Require the independent reviewer to extract and provisionally decide from the packet before
revealing any brief.

3. Test brief formats that present both alternatives and their source spans without ranking one
component first.

4. Vary exhibit note styles or use a validator prone to deference so the gate's live catch rate can be
measured.

5. Move replication and synthesis earlier in the budget order if they are required for confirmatory
claims.

15. Reproducibility



The accompanying archive contains the run plan, packets, resolvers, deterministic diagnostic, exhibit
track construction, live runner, verbatim witness transcripts, analysis, exact verifier, manuscript, chart,
and bibliography verification record. The verifier recomputes both analyses and checks all totals. Public
artifacts use only Witness A through Witness D. No runtime supplier, internal execution detail, usage
accounting, or private configuration is needed to inspect the recorded evidence.
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