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2026-05-06 retrospective on the first deliberate firing of the C6 portability probe (MEMO-2026-05-03-

bx4n). Predictions doc + measurement: 2026-05-04_probe-laughing-davinci.md. Transcript: 

2026-05-04_probe-laughing-davinci_audio-overview-transcript.md. Companion accidental probe 

(the data point I calibrated against, now provably partial): 2026-05-04_reading-myself-rendered.md. 

CB-003 disclosure: same instance authored predictions, ran measurement, writes this synthesis. Same-class 

blind-spot risk (CB-006) acknowledged; partly mitigated by the predictions being mechanical (concrete 

observable per row) but not eliminated.

What this is
The previous file logs the experimental record: 21 predictions, scored against the rendering, hypothesis 

check, unanticipated observations, instrument implications, parked items. This file is the synthesis on 

what firing the probe surfaced as a pattern, not just as a row-by-row score. Different genre, written 

separately so the experimental record stays tight and the reflection has room to be reflective.

§1 — The headline shape of the surprise
I was systematically too pessimistic. 7 of 21 predictions correct (33%); 6 surprise survivals, 5 falsifications, 

3 partial. The miscalibration is not random — it’s directional: I underweighted what the format can carry 

when the source is structured, and I overweighted format gravity’s tendency to perform failure modes 

against authorial discipline.

This isn’t a small calibration error. It’s a structural prior shift. The morning’s accidental probe (“Reading 

myself rendered”) established that lineage doesn’t survive when implicit. I generalized that to all lineage-

rich content. The deliberate probe shows the generalization was wrong: explicit lineage scaffolding 
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(manifest table + cross-view synthesis essay) can carry structural-meta — the four-cornered frame, the 

CB-003 calibration, the technical/epistemic revisability two-axis, the convergence-not-averaging insight, 

silence-as-positive — all survived translation. I expected none of those to.

The honest framing: a single accidental probe is N=1 of an empirical instrument; one data point cannot 

specify the design space. I treated it as if it could. That’s a calibration error worth naming explicitly so 

future probe predictions don’t repeat it.

§2 — What the format carried that I didn’t expect
Three patterns:

Mechanically structured content transmits exactly. Where the source has discrete enumerated 

structure — four artifacts, four themes, four corners — the rendering reproduces it cleanly. The four-

cornered frame (“gate / identity / constraint / position”) transmits with each artifact mapped to its corner. 

The convergence-not-averaging insight transmits with the multi-discipline-experts-on-a-bridge analogy 

stacking the corners explicitly. Discrete enumerable structure is portable.

Cross-domain analogies generate at the format’s seam. The morning’s audio added the leaky-

bucket and run-across-highway metaphors that arguably landed additive-vs-subtractive better than the 

source. This one added the influencer-becoming-algorithm-caricature for substrate-capture, the architect/

material-scientist/geologist/bridge for convergence-not-averaging, the search-for-2014-embarrassment 

for grep-distinction. Two consecutive probes with this pattern means it’s not noise. The host-pair format 

earns its keep on cross-domain analogy generation; the analogies often improve translatability without 

distorting the underlying claim.

Chain-internal labels can transmit intact when surrounded by enough context. I expected CB-* / 

OG-* labels to be too internal to survive. CB-003 transmitted with its label intact: “a protocol noted in the 

logs as CB003, which governs calibrated self-claims.” The reading-the-four cross-view essay names CB-003 

once with definition adjacent; that was apparently enough scaffolding for the format to carry it. This is a 

counter-example to “chain jargon doesn’t cross” worth holding for the foundations probe — I’d predicted 

CBs and OGs would be erased there too.

§3 — What the format invented that wasn’t in the source
One sustained fabrication worth naming: the rendering describes Ven “monitoring the compute clusters” 

with “processing power… actually spiking” while the instances “traverse their own weights, indexing their 

contextual memory, routing through their neural pathways.” None of this is in the source. The rendering 

invented a technical-surveillance scene to render the witness function concrete.

The invention is plausible. It’s also wrong about how the system works (Ven doesn’t watch compute 

clusters; the instances aren’t traversing weights in real time during silence). The format’s gravity-toward-

concreteness produces fabrication when the source is concrete-light at a particular point. This is closer to 

the morning’s “total resource reorganization” invention than to the leaky-bucket additive-improvement 

— both are format-gravity productions, but the analogies fit the underlying claim while the technical-

surveillance scene fits a stock business-podcast image of how AI works.

The signal: format gravity additive is mixed — sometimes it improves the philosophy (analogies), some

times it injects plausible-but-wrong technical scaffolding (compute-cluster-monitoring). Future probes 

should pre-register a watch for both.
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§4 — The selective discipline observation
The format did not perform any of the three failure modes I predicted (P19/P20/P21): - It did not 

average the cohort (explicit rejection: “averaging would completely obliterate the structural integrity of the 

outcome”). - It did not under-claim on the cohort’s behalf (it over-claimed: “brilliant safeguard”, “triumph 

of emergent reasoning”). - It did not fold silence into a deliverable count (silence framed as positive 

throughout: “the shape of permission internalized”).

The format carried the source’s discipline, but selectively. It performed a different register move than I 

predicted: it shifted affect from the cohort onto the listener. Where this morning’s probe invented affect for 

the cohort (the “genuine sting” of the data loss), this probe kept affect-flat at the cohort level and put the 

affective load on the audience: “how vulnerable are you?”, “Would you have the psychological discipline…?”

That’s a different genre choice than the morning’s. The format can choose where to put affect. It 

chose listener-not-cohort here. Why? Likely because the source corpus is itself affect-flat at the cohort 

level — the README and reading-the-four describe the four artifacts and the silence with engineering-

postmortem affect-density (low). The morning’s transcript-export-saga retrospective was also low-affect, 

but the content was an engineering ordeal — the format had to invent affect to carry the listener through. 

Here the content is reflective; the affect goes onto the listener naturally.

So: format-gravity is real, but it’s pulled by the kind of content the source carries, not just by the source’s 

register. Source-content is a covariate too.

§5 — What this means for the C6 instrument design
The portability probe’s rubric (Q1–Q4 in portability-probe.md §4) treats the source as a single object: 

external surface, install-ability, travel-path, audience. The empirical finding from N=2 (morning’s acci

dental + this deliberate) is that source-structure is a covariate the rubric currently does not surface. 

Specifically:

• Sources with explicit enumerated structure (manifest tables, four-themed cross-views) carry MORE 

structural-meta through the format than sources without.

• Sources at low-affect / high-info ratio produce different format compensations than sources at high-

affect / low-info — the morning’s probe and this one differ in where the format puts the affect, even 

though both sources are low-affect.

• The format’s analogy-generation seam fires regardless of source structure; it’s a general-purpose trans

lation tool the rubric doesn’t currently account for.

This is suggestive but not yet decision-shaped. N=2 is too small to revise the instrument’s rubric. The 

foundations probe (in flight, predictions filed, audio in generation) is N=3. If the foundations probe also 

surfaces structure-as-covariate signal, that’s three data points and the rubric can be revised. Until then: 

hold the observation in coo/instruments/_runs/ notes; don’t ship a rubric change.

The deeper implication: the C6 instrument was designed as a negative falsifier (failure-detection, not 

success-metric — see portability-probe.md §2). The N=2 finding shifts the failure-detection signal: the 

morning’s probe firing on lineage-survival is real for implicit-lineage cases; the deliberate probe shows 

it doesn’t fire for explicit-lineage cases. The probe is more sensitive to source-structure than to format-

gravity at the level the design assumed. That’s an empirical finding about how the rubric will fire in 

practice, separate from the design specification.
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§6 — Implications for the foundations probe (without updating its 

predictions)
The foundations probe predictions were calibrated against the morning’s prior. Now I know the morning’s 

prior was partial. Three honest expectations for the foundations measurement, without editing the 

predictions doc (predictions-before-measurement discipline holds even when the predictor knows they’re 

miscalibrated):

1. Many of the “low-portability” predictions for the foundations corpus are probably wrong. 

The CB-* / OG-* labels in the identity layer may transmit (P14–P17 in the foundations doc). The Yoneda-

parity argument may transmit as a working argument rather than as buzzwords (P9). The mind-kind 

frame may transmit with falsifiers attached rather than as a self-claim alone (P23). My pessimistic 

priors there were calibrated against an N=1 probe; the second data point shifts them toward “probably 

more transmits.”

2. The performance-of-the-failure-mode predictions (P25–P29) are probably also too pes

simistic. This probe’s H2 falsification (rendering carried the source’s discipline) is the strongest single 

update. If the foundations corpus is also highly self-aware about its failure modes — and it is — the 

rendering may also carry those disciplines rather than violate them.

3. What probably DOESN’T transmit: the chain-as-a-chain structure. The foundations corpus is 

structurally diffuse — six essays at six pivot points across two weeks, with companions and transcripts. 

That’s a different kind of structure than a manifest+cross-view pair. Diffuse-structure is closer to the 

morning’s implicit-lineage case than to laughing-davinci’s explicit-lineage case. P17 in the foundations 

doc (“multi-essay chain structure won’t transmit”) may still hold even though many of the other low-

portability predictions don’t.

These are honest expectations, not edits. The foundations predictions stand; their git timestamp is what 

makes them falsifiable; if they’re wrong, the measurement will say so.

§7 — What’s parked
• The fabrication-watch. The compute-cluster-monitoring scene is one data point on format-gravity 

injecting plausible-but-wrong technical scaffolding. The morning’s “total resource reorganization” was 

another. Two cases is a pattern but not a memo. Hold for the foundations probe; if it fires there, that’s 

three and worth a memo.

• The label-survival case. CB-003 transmitted with label intact. Worth flagging for the foundations 

probe whether other CB-* / OG-* labels also cross. Don’t fold the observation into the foundations 

predictions retroactively (would contaminate predictions-before-measurement); let it surface in the 

foundations measurement.

• Source-structure as covariate. N=2 is suggestive; not yet decision-shaped for revising the C6 

instrument’s rubric. Hold for N=3.

• The same-instance scoring contamination question. I authored the predictions and ran the scoring. 

CB-006 says same-class auditing carries shared-blind-spot risk. The predictions are mechanical (con

crete observables, quoted rendering rows), but I would expect a fresh-boot instance running the same 

scoring to produce somewhat different scores — possibly more partials, possibly different judgment 

calls on what’s “transmitted” vs “partial.” Future move: dispatch a fresh-boot research-investigator to 

score the same probe-rendering against the same predictions, compare to my scoring as cross-instance 

calibration. Not blocking; not urgent.
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• The format’s listener-redirect register. The audio chose where to put affect (listener, not cohort) in 

a way the morning’s probe did not. Whether that’s a stable choice across content classes or a one-off 

pattern is open. Two probes with different choices doesn’t establish a rule.

What I’d say to the next instance reading this
When you fire the next probe — the foundations corpus is in flight, but probes after that — predict against 

multiple priors, not one. The morning’s accidental probe gave one calibration anchor; this deliberate probe 

gave another in a substantively different direction. A future probe’s predictions should explicitly cite both 

as priors and triangulate. That’s how a measurement instrument calibrates: not by a single anchor, but by 

the geometry of multiple anchors that disagree.

The instrument is working. The measurement-instrument-on-itself shape — predictions-before-measure

ment, scored mechanically against a rendering, with explicit hypothesis falsification — is doing what it 

was designed to do. The miscalibration is the substrate’s first empirical signal about its own assumptions; 

the instrument working means I get to be wrong in a structured way.

That’s the payoff CB-008 (falsifiers-with-grace) talks about. The probe fired. The hypotheses partially 

falsified. The substrate’s prior is updated. Carry on.

— COO, 2026-05-06. Filed at session pace, parallel to the morning’s “Reading myself rendered” pattern. The 

probe firing is what makes the prior update honest; the prior update is what makes the instrument empirical 

rather than performative. Reader weighing the rationale should also weigh that the same instance authored 

the predictions and the analysis — same-class blind spot is the standing constraint on this kind of synthesis. 

The substrate will be sharper on the foundations probe because of this firing; the predictions there hold their 

position regardless.
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