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PART | Ol‘ ientation
51 What WPOO1 Is For

WPQO1 is the whole-program executive overview of the Panta
Rhei Research Program. It answers a bounded question: what
is this public research program, how is it organized, and how
should a serious reader inspect it?

The answer is not a compressed theory synopsis. WP002 owns
the theory synopsis. WP003 owns the TaulLib technical overview.
WP004 owns the reusable observatory architecture. WP005 owns
the conditional public-good impact synthesis. WP001 therefore
has a different task: it explains the research program as a public
research observatory, with one durable orientation sentence and
one practical discipline.

KEY CLAIM ~ DEFINING SENTENCE

The Panta Rhei Research Program is anindependent open research
program dedicated to building a coherent theory of reality.

The phrase “coherent theory of reality” is intentionally demand-
ing. It does not mean an informal slogan for everything. It names
a programmatic burden: a theory must explain how mathemat-
ics, physics, life, mind, and metaphysics can be read as related
layers without hiding the bridges, residual assumptions, or un-
resolved questions that make such a project risky. The program
may fail that burden. WP001 is valuable precisely because it tells
the reader where to look if they want to see whether the burden
is being made visible.

The website asks to be checked, not simply believed. That sen-
tence is more than a posture. It is the design rule behind the
public site. Program identity is separated from agenda obliga-
tions. Agenda obligations are separated from the Corpus build.
Corpus construction is separated from Results. Results are sepa-
rated from Verify. Publications are separated from claim status.
Impact is separated from deployment or adoption. Engage is sep-
arated from endorsement. The separations are the inspectability
of the program.

52 Completeness Standard for This
Overview

WPQO01 is complete only if a serious first-contact reader can an-
swer five questions after reading it.

1. What is the program trying to build, and what public status
does itclaim?

2. What obligations does the program accept before results are
read as consequences’?

3. Whereisthe construction body, and how can a claim be traced
into it?

4. How are current results, verification state, publication artifacts,
conditional impact, and engagement routes kept distinct?

5. Which deeper anchor document or live route should the
reader open next?

That is a coverage standard, not a page-count standard. WP001
must represent the homepage framing, the lane roots, the Pro-
gram doctrine pages, and the main inspection routes. It must
also decline work that belongs elsewhere. CO01 owns the existen-
tial and historical charter. WP002 owns the theory construction.
WP003 owns the formalization surface. WP004 owns the reusable
observatory architecture. WP005 owns the public-good impact
synthesis. WP001 remains the whole-program map between
those documents.

§3  What WP001 Does Not Claim

WPQO01 does not prove T Theory. It does not ask the reader
to accept the program’s mathematical, physical, biological, or
metaphysical claims. It does not claim peer review, empirical
adequacy, institutional acceptance, product availability, policy
adoption, deployment readiness, or achieved public-good im-
pact. It does not replace domain review, expert criticism, formal
checking, or empirical adjudication.

It also does not turn internal program status into external sci-
entific settlement. An internally addressed result is not external
scientific acceptance. Aformalized theorem is not by itself empiri-
cal truth. A citable artifact is not by itself validation. A conditional
impact dossier is not by itself implementation. These distinc-
tions are repeated throughout this document because they are
not small-print disclaimers. They are structural conditions for
reading the program responsibly.

The positive claim is narrower and stronger: the program is struc-
tured enough to inspect. A reader can see the lane ownership
model, the release snapshot, the Corpus projections, the result
catalogue, the formalization metrics, the verification surfaces, the
publication shelf, the conditional impact routes, and the engage-
ment pathways. That is not the same as correctness. It is the
condition that makes serious scrutiny possible.

54 How to Read This Paper

Part | explains why the site is a public research observatory. Part
Il walks the live lane model: Discover, Program, Agenda, Corpus,
Results, Verify, Publications, Impact, and Engage. Part Il gives
the current release snapshot and publication families. Part [V
gives practical reader routes. Part V closes with the route index
and citation posture.

The best way to read WP0O01 is to keep two windows open: this
PDF and the live site. When a lane is introduced, open the corre-



§4  Ho

sponding site route. When a metric appears, treat it as a release
snapshot, not a permanent truth. When a claim boundary ap-
pears, preserve it. The PDF is stable; the observatory is alive.

burden. Avisitor who begins with a result should still ask what layers s detached from the others.

v to Read This Paper

Agenda obligation it answers, what Corpus construction supports
it, what Verify surface exposes its checkability, what Publication
artifact preserves it, and what Engage route would let a correc-
The second reading discipline is to read every route in order of tion enter. The program is easiest to misread when one of those
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e The Program as Public Research Observatory

§5  Why an Observatory

High-scope research can fail in many ways. It can fail scientifically,
by making claims that do not survive mathematical, empirical,
or conceptual review. It can fail institutionally, by asking read-
ers to trust private authority, charisma, or narrative force where
inspection should be possible. It can fail editorially, by mixing
orientation, construction, consequences, publication, and advo-
cacy until no one can tell what kind of claim is being made. It
can fail socially, by turning participation into endorsement.

The public observatory model is an answer to those risks. It
does not solve them automatically. It makes them visible. The
program places its identity, obligations, construction body, con-
sequences, verification routes, release artifacts, conditional im-
plications, and engagement interfaces in separate public lanes.
Areader can enter through any lane, but the lanes prevent the
program from pretending that one kind of evidence has already
done the work of another.

In that sense the website is not merely a promotional frontend. It
is part of the research architecture. It says what the program is try-
ing to do, where the burden is stated, where the construction sits,
where results are classified, where verification is exposed, what
has been released, what impact would mean only conditionally,

and how the outside world can engage without endorsing.

Three public promises follow from this model.

Addressability A claim should have an address: a route, ob-
ject, result page, artifact record, or verification
surface where it can be found.

Separability The reader should be able to separate obliga-
tion, construction, result status, verification
status, publication form, and external accep-

tance.

Revisability The program should expose correction routes,
manifests, changelogs, and engagement sur-

faces so thatinspection can produce change.

These promises are modest compared with a claim of truth, but
they are strong compared with an ordinary narrative summary.
They let an outsider ask whether the program has earned struc-
tured engagement before deciding whether any particular result
has earned agreement.

s6 From Obligation to Inspection

The simplest inspection chain is:

Layer Inspection question

Common failure avoided

Program

What kind of research program is this, and what status
does it claim?

Agenda What burden has the program publicly accepted?

Corpus What has actually been constructed, and where does
it depend on other objects?

Results What does the program currently say follows, and with
what status?

Verify What can be checked, by which method, and what
remains outside that method?

Publications What stable artifacts exist, and what kind of artifacts
are they?

Impact What would matter conditionally if upstream claims
survive review?

Engage How can readers critique, contribute, ask, or support

Borrowed institutional or rhetorical authority.

Conclusions presented before obligations.
Claims detached from construction.

Internal stance confused with external settlement.
Formal, bridge, empirical, and review states collapsed.
Artifact polish confused with claim validation.
Possible relevance stated as achieved adoption.

Participation converted into belief.

without implying endorsement?

The chain matters because it resists a common failure mode
of ambitious research communication: presenting conclusions
before obligations. WP0O01 starts from the public program, not
from the most dramatic claims. It treats the program itself as an
inspectable object. A serious reader should be able to ask: what
burden has been declared, what construction answers it, what
results are asserted, what checks exist, and what remains open?

This chain also explains why the homepage and Discover sur-
faces are not merely entry pages. They teach the reader the order
in which the site should be read: obligations first, construction
second, consequences third, inspection always. That orderis the
opposite of hype. It gives ambitious claims a place to stand only
after the public burden and the public construction have been
named.



§7  The Doctrine of Separated Ownership
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s7 The Doctrine of Separated Ownership

Separated ownership is the quiet technical doctrine of the v4
public site. Each lane can link to the others, but each lane owns
a different public function. Discover may orient to Results, but
it does not own result status. Program may define the research
identity, but it does not discharge Agenda obligations. Corpus
may ground a result, but it does not by itself validate external
claims. Verify may expose formal checking, but formal checking
is not empirical truth. Publications may provide a citable PDF,
but artifact type is not claim status. Impact may explain con-
ditional relevance, but impact is not deployment or adoption.
Engage may invite participation, but participation does notimply
endorsement.

That ownership model is why WP0OO1 can be an executive
overview without becoming a sales document. It does not ask
the reader to collapse the system. It asks the reader to preserve
the separations that make the system readable.

Separated ownership is especially important for metrics. A count
in Verify is not the same object as a catalogue count in Publica-
tions or a typed projection count in Corpus. A prediction record
belongs to an accountability route before it belongs to a suc-
cess story. A public-good briefing belongs to Publications as

an artifact and to Impact as conditional relevance, but neither
lane turns it into a deployment claim. The lane model lets these
distinctions remain visible even when the same public route is
relevant to more than one reader.

ss A Public Spine, Not a Private Maze

The public siteis also a navigation claim. A first-contact reader
should be able to understand the public research program from
public surfaces alone. WP001 is intentionally public in its refer-
ences. It routes to website lanes, publication manifests, Corpus
pages, Taulib surfaces, Results pages, Verify pages, public-good
briefings, and engagement routes.

This matters for transparency. Public accountability means that
public claims route to public surfaces where their status, source,
and limits can be inspected. WP001 follows that rule and treats
the live site as the public source of orientation.

This is why WP001 does not refer readers to private working
structures. The public observatory must be intelligible from the
public evidence surfaces: /program/, /agenda/, /corpus/,
/results/, /verify/, /publications/, /impact/, and
Jengage/. Internal workflow may produce the artifacts, but pub-
lic accountability depends on the routes that readers can inspect.
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sern The Lane Model I: Orientation, Identity, Obligations

so Discover: Orientation Before Depth

Discover is the first-contact layer. It does not compress the whole
program into a slogan; it helps a serious reader choose the right
door. The siteis large because the research object is large. Dis-
cover gives orientation before depth and then routes the reader
toward inspectable surfaces.

The homepage and Discover lane share the same public gram-
mar. They tell the reader that the site is not a blog, not a mono-
graph landing page, and not a documentation dump. Itis a
structured interface to a research system. That distinction mat-
ters because first contact often decides whether a high-scope
program is misread as either a finished doctrine or an eccentric
heap of claims. Discover’s task is to prevent both errors by teach-
ing the route order: Program for identity, Agenda for obligation,
Corpus for construction, Results for current consequences, Ver-
ify for inspection, Publications for released artifacts, Impact for
conditional relevance, and Engage for structured participation.

9.1 What Discover Owns

Discover owns orientation. It owns Start Here, Entry Routes,
Guided Tours, Big Questions, Key Results as a first-click surface,
How the System Works, publication notification guidance, and Al-
assisted first-pass prompts. It helps readers decide whether they
are looking for identity, obligations, construction, consequences,
verification, artifacts, conditional impact, or engagement.

Discover does not own the deep content. It does not own Pro-
gram doctrine, Agenda obligations, Corpus construction, Results
status, Verify audit routes, Publications artifacts, Impact trans-
lation, or Engage participation. It may link to everything, but it
does not own the claim status of everything it links to.

9.2 How Discover Should Be Used

A first-contact reader can begin at /discover/, then
use /discover/start-here/ and /discover/how-the-
system-works/. A reader with a specific intent can use
/discover/entry-routes/. Areader looking for high-signal
examples can open /discover/key-results/ but should
continue into Results and Verify before treating those examples
as settled claims.

The inspection posture is simple: Discover should teach the
reader how to inspect before it tempts the reader to believe. The
right output of the lane is not agreement. It is sharper questions:
what obligation is being answered, where is the construction,
what is the result status, what verification route exists, and what
remains open?

The Al-assisted discovery prompts should be read in that same
spirit. They are useful for structured orientation reports, jour-
nalist briefs, seriousness checks, and route recommendations,

but they are not verification. A web-enabled model may help a
reader find the right surface faster; it cannot replace the burden
carried by Agenda, Corpus, Results, and Verify.

s10 Program: Identity, Doctrine, Scope,
Scrutiny

Program answers what kind of research object this is. It is the
identity and doctrine layer that makes Agenda, Corpus, Results,
and Verify legible. It defines the program sentence, the inquiry
stance, the current public status, the scope discipline, and the
scrutiny posture.

10.1 The Program Sentence

KEY CLAIM  PROGRAM SENTENCE

The Panta Rhei Research Program is anindependent open research
program dedicated to building a coherent theory of reality.

The sentence has three load-bearing parts. Independent means
that the work does not borrow institutional authority for claims
that have not earned it. Open research means that the public
observatory exposes routes for inspection, critique, correction,
and review. Coherent theory of reality names the programmatic
burden: a connected account across mathematical, physical,
biological, mental, and metaphysical layers without hiding the
bridges or residual assumptions.

The Program lane is therefore where scope is made ethically
readable. A program can be ambitious without being inflation-
ary only if it says what public status it actually has. The current
public status is not “accepted theory.” It is public, inspectable,
canonically articulated, partially formalized, open to technical
and conceptual scrutiny, and not socially settled. That statement
is not a retreat from ambition. It is the condition under which
ambition can be read responsibly.

10.2 What Program Owns

Program owns identity, doctrine, scope, status, scrutiny,
founders, related approaches, categorical ontology, the C001
charter route, and the inspection-observatory rationale. It ex-
plains why the program uses “coherent theory of reality” rather
than a loose “theory of everything” headline. It defines categori-
cal ontology as inquiry into being through relation, transforma-
tion, context, and coherence. It states that the program is public,
inspectable, canonically articulated, partially formalized, open
to scrutiny, not socially settled, and not a substitute for expert
review or peer review.

Program does not own the Agenda’s obligations, the Corpus
build, Results claims, Verify checks, Publications artifacts, or Im-



pact portfolios. WP001 must preserve that separation. Program
makes later claims legible; it does not settle them.

The relation to C001 is compact butimportant. The charter essay
Standing in the Inquiry of Being explains the inquiry stance and
lineage behind the program. WP001 does not reprint that essay.
It uses CO01 as the route for readers who need to understand why
thisis framed as an inquiry into being, relation, transformation,
context, and coherence rather than only as a technical research
program. In the lane model, C001 belongs to Program’s identity
layer; WP0O1 belongs to whole-program orientation.

10.3 Program Reader Route

An institutional reader or reviewer should begin at /program/,
then read /program/about/ and /program/about/scope-
status-and-scrutiny/ before touching major claims. The
doctrine definition belongs at /program/about/coherent-
theory-of-reality/. The public architecture route belongs
at /program/about/inspection-observatory/. The char-
ter route is /program/about/standing-in-the-inquiry-
of-being/, with C001 as the citable anchor document.

For comparative placement, Program also routes through
/program/about/related-approaches/. Thatsurfaceis not
a claim to have surpassed adjacent programs. It is a position-
ing map: what pressures Panta Rhei shares with structural real-
ism, constructor theory, topological and categorical approaches,
computational world programs, life/mind theories, and meta-
physical programs, and where its construction burden is placed
differently.

The public relevance doctrine routes through /program/why-
this-work-matters/. That pageisimportant because it states
why public attention is being requested without turning atten-
tion into certainty. The justification is not that the work is already
settled. Itisthat the questions areimportant, the public structure
is unusually inspectable, correction is possible, and downstream
relevance could be large if upstream claims survive scrutiny. That
is the Program-side bridge to Impact, and it keeps the tone of
the whole observatory disciplined.

511 Agenda: Obligations Before Results

Agenda is the public obligation layer. It states what must be
asked, carried, built, refused, answered, and left open before Re-
sults are allowed to sound like consequences. In short: Agenda
states the burden.

That burden is necessary because a high-scope theory cannot
ask for serious engagement unless it says what it owes. A coher-
ent theory of reality must earn its language, earn its questions,
build its answers, disclose its limits, and state conditional rele-
vance before it asks for belief.

Agenda is now strong enough that WP001 treats it as its own lane,
not a supporting Program page. This is a meaningful architec-
tural decision. A theory overview that begins with results can
sound compelling while hiding the standards by which those
results should be judged. The Agenda lane reverses that order.

10.3  Program Reader Route

It puts the burden in public before the program reports what it
currently believes it has built.

11.1 What Agenda Owns

Agenda owns Core Semantics, the Structural Challenge Ledger,
Kernel, Model and Reality, Construction Roadmap, result crite-
ria, source policy, foundational discipline, core design principles,
and refusals. Core Semantics names the language the theory
must earn before it can answer. The Structural Challenge Ledger
records canonical stress tests the program agrees to keep visible,
classify, address, reframe, or refuse with reason. Kernel, Model
and Reality states the ontic-status and no-externalities burden:
no hidden runtime, substrate, bridge, semantic load, or resid-
ual boundary may be treated as solved by silence. Construction
Roadmap states logical build order, not a sprint plan.

Agenda does not report current results. It does not claim that
named challenges have been solved. It does not own the Corpus-
side construction, Results-side answer status, or Verify-side audit
route. Its job is to make obligations inspectable.

11.2 The Four Public Agenda Surfaces

The lane root organizes the obligation layer through four public
surfaces. Core Semantics asks what language, structures, laws,
grammars, and refusal boundaries the theory must earn before
it can answer. The Structural Challenge Ledger records canoni-
cal domain stress tests in mathematics, physics, life, and meta-
physics, with source-policy rules that prevent raw public prob-
lem lists from becoming unexamined obligations. Kernel, Model
and Reality asks what would make the kernel ontically serious
rather than merely useful as an organizing model. Construction
Roadmap translates the obligations into build order: define the
kernel, recover mathematics, internalize logic, identify the phys-
ical carrier, recover physical grammar, build empirical bridges,
recover life, recover reflective structure, self-host formal systems,
and test ontic closure.

The source-policy surface is especially important. It explains how
external challenge sources enter the Structural Challenge Ledger
and why different domains are treated differently. Physics is a
mature, measurement-facing stress surface and can be imported
broadly with rings and clusters. Mathematics, Life, and Meta-
physics require more curated admission rules. That distinction
keeps Agenda from inflating into a raw scrape of open problems.

11.3 Obligation Mirrors

Agenda is not isolated from the rest of the observatory. It mir-
rors forward into Results and Verify. /results/progress-
against-agenda/ reports current public progress with-
out letting progress labels become external acceptance.
/verify/construction-spine-verification/ asks how
the build order can be checked. /verify/assessment-
protocols/ gives structured routes for outside review. The
reader should treat these mirrors as one chain: challenge, con-
straint, ontic burden, build order, Corpus construction, Results,
Verify.
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11.4 Agenda Reader Route ledger/source-policy/, then /agenda/kernel-model-
reality/, then /agenda/construction-roadmap/. Only
after that should the reader move to Results and Verify. The route
keeps obligations visible before claims are evaluated.

The lane root is /agenda/. A reviewer should read
/agenda/core-semantics/, then /agenda/structural-
challenge-ledger/and /agenda/structural-challenge-



merv The Lane Model II: Construction, Consequences, In-

spection

s12 Corpus: The Construction Body

Corpus is where the theory is built. It is the construction body of
the program: definitions, lemmas, theorems, structures, mono-
graph projections, registry objects, dependency relations, and
formalization pointers. Its first public question is not “what result
should I believe?” but “what has been constructed, where does
it sit, and what does it depend on?”

This is the lane that keeps the program from becoming a list of
answers. A result without a construction route is only a state-
ment. A publication without a Corpus relation is only an artifact.
A verification claim without a Corpus object has nothing precise
to check. Corpus supplies the addressable body of the work.

12.1 What Corpus Owns

Corpus owns the Construction Spine, the Monograph Corpus,
the Registry, the Corpus Graph, foundational-hinge review routes,
object types, dependency structure, and versioning posture. It
owns the stable research body from which downstream claims
are read.

Corpus does not own external validation, empirical acceptance,
public-good impact, or final verification. It is also not the proof
assistant itself. Taulib is routed through Corpus and Verify, but
the proof-checking posture belongs to Verify. Publications owns
citable artifacts and release shelves; Results owns answer sur-
faces; Verify owns inspection and challenge.

12.2 How to Inspect Corpus

The primary route is /corpus/. A reader should choose
one of four entry points: the ten-step Construction
Spine at /corpus/construction-spine/; the seven-
book Monograph Corpus at /corpus/monograph-corpus/;
the Registry at /corpus/registry/; or the guide at
/corpus/how-to-read/. The construction-review packet at
/corpus/foundational-hinges/ is useful for the first mathe-

matical stress test, while /corpus/graph/ exposes dependency
relations.

Corpus should be inspected as a graph, not consumed as a slo-
gan. Start from an object, result, construction step, or mono-
graph chapter. Follow dependencies backward, uses forward,
and formalization links where available. If a result cites Corpus
support, ask whether the cited object actually bears the claimed
load.

12.3 Corpus Projections

The Corpus lane is not one interface. It exposes one construc-
tion body through several projections. The Construction Spine is
the human-readable build order. The Monograph Corpus is the
Book-Part-Chapter projection. The Registry is the atomic object
map: definitions, lemmas, propositions, theorems, remarks, ax-
ioms, constructions, and corollaries. The Corpus Graph exposes
dependency relations. Taulib appears as a formalization projec-
tion where formalized support exists. Foundational Hinges gives
a reviewer packet for the early mathematical construction.

Those projections are intentionally redundant in the best sense.
A reviewer who enters through a monograph chapter should be
able to find registry anchors. A reviewer who enters through a
result should be able to ask which Corpus objects support it. A
formalization reader should be able to find TauLib routes and
Verify routes. Redundancy becomes accountability when each
projection answers a different inspection question.

12.4 What Corpus Does Not Settle

Corpus is a construction body, not a truth seal. A well-addressed
object may still have a bridge problem. A monograph exposi-
tion may still require expert review. A formalized fragment may
still depend on a trusted base, custom axioms, or interpretive
assumptions. Corpus is therefore upstream of Results and Ver-
ify but not superior to them. It provides material that can be
inspected through those lanes.
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How the Corpus is built from kernel definition to ontic closure
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Build status is internal status, not external acceptance.

Figure The Construction Spine is the human-readable route through the build order, not a replacement for the Registry or formalization surfaces.

513 Results: Current Consequences

Results is where the built Corpus becomes a set of current con-
sequences. It gathers landmark results, world readouts, chal-
lenge responses, core-semantics status, additional derived re-
sults, challenge responses, and progress-against-agenda views.
Its job is to say what the program currently claims follows from
the Corpus, with status markers visible.

KEY CLAIM  RESULT DISCIPLINE

An internally addressed result is not external scientific acceptance.

“Internally addressed” means the program has an internal answer,
derivation, or structural stance. It does not mean peer review, sci-
entific consensus, empirical closure, or independent validation.
That distinction is one of the most important parts of the public
site.

13.1 What Results Owns

Results owns result-facing interpretation: what problem is be-
ing answered, what domain it belongs to, what kind of result it
is, what status it carries, and where it routes next. It owns the
public grammar of answer surfaces: internally addressed, partial,
qualitative, contradicted, and not addressed.

Results does not own the underlying construction; that remains
Corpus. It does not own formal proof checking, bridge adequacy,
or empirical adjudication; those route to Verify. It does not own
impact claims or policy adoption. Where numerical predictions
or falsification packs are linked from Results, they should be read
as consequence-facing routes whose accountability grammar
belongs to Verify.

13.2 The Four-Domain Readout

The Results root is organized as a four-domain readout: Mathe-
matics, Physics, Life, and Metaphysics / Philosophy. Mathematics
carries the foundational kernel and formal-categorical structure.
Physics carries the calibration cascade and measurement-facing
comparisons. Life-facing results carry the Kinetic Pseudoscalar
Channel and the multi-branch life readout. Metaphysics and
philosophy-facing results carry categorical architecture, registers,
and reflective commitments.

This domain structure is useful only if the reader preserves status
discipline. Adomain readout is not a claim that the domain has
accepted the program. It is the program’s current consequence
layer, with routes to the Agenda obligations it answers, the Cor-
pus objects it uses, and the Verify surfaces that remain needed.

13.3 How to Inspect Results

The root is /results/. Readers can start with
/results/landmark-results/ for high-interpretive-
force results, /results/browse/ for the full cata-
logue, or /results/how-to-read-a-result-page/

for result-page anatomy. World readouts appear at
/results/world-readout/; challenge responses appear
at /results/challenge-responses/; progress and obliga-
tion mapping route through /results/progress-against-
agenda/ and /results/core-semantics-status/. Predic-
tion and falsification records may be reached from Results, but
their canonical accountability routeis /verify/predictions-
and-falsification/.

Every result should be read through four separations: result sta-
tus, formal verification state, bridge adequacy, and external ac-



ceptance. A precision tier is not a status label. A status label is
not peer review. A numerical agreement is not by itself a verified
bridge. A contradiction label is not a mistake to hide; it is part of
the accountability grammar.

13.4 Reading Results Against Agenda

Results should be read as an answer surface against Agenda. That
means every strong result invites a pair of questions: which obli-
gation does it answer, and what remains unearned? The Results

Reading Results A

\gainst Agenda

lane is therefore not only a catalogue of successes. It is also a
mirror of partiality, qualitative status, contradictions, unresolved
bridges, and current non-answers. That is why progress against
Agenda and core-semantics status belong inside the public read-
out.

THE RESTLYTS WORLED READAGUT

Where the built Corpus becomes a world
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Figure Results are current program consequences with visible status and routes, not claims of external settlement.

s14 Verify: Inspection and Challenge

Verify is the inspection and challenge lane. It asks how obliga-
tions, construction steps, results, formal artifacts, bridges, pre-
dictions, falsification paths, and assessment protocols can be
checked. Verification is not a single operation. It includes for-
mal proof checking, bridge verification, empirical accountability,
domain-specific review, trust-budget disclosure, and external
assessment.

The most important word in Verify is not “formal.” It is “sepa-
ration.” Formal proof checking, construction-step verification,
source-policy review, bridge verification, empirical accountabil-
ity, domain review, and external assessment are different oper-
ations. They can support one another, but none automatically

substitutes for the others.
KEY CLAIM ~ VERIFICATION DISCIPLINE

Formal checking is essential, but it is not empirical truth.

Lean compilation checks formalized internal claims relative to a
trusted base and stated scope. It does not by itself establish phys-

ical truth, bridge adequacy, semantic interpretation, public-good
relevance, or external scientific acceptance.

14.1 What Verify Owns

Verify owns the verification framework, scientific-rigor posture,
construction-spine verification, formal verification stack, TauLib
inspection bridge, release manifest, filter rules, custom axiom in-
ventory, trusted computing base disclosure, domain-verification
routes, predictions and falsification accountability, and assess-
ment protocols.

Verify does not own the Corpus build, Results interpretation, Pub-
lications artifacts, or final public belief. Its function is to expose
burdens and failure modes: what compiles, what is bridged, what
remains empirical, what depends on custom axioms, what ex-
tends the trusted computing base, and what still requires external
review.

14.2 Verify’s Main Surfaces

The Verification Matrix explains the shared posture: every obliga-
tion, construction step, and result should become inspectable.

w

prrp.site/wp00l
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Construction Spine Verification asks how the ten build steps can Release counts and count reconciliation route through
be checked. The Formal Verification Stack names the formal /verify/release-manifest/ and /verify/filter-
environment. Taulib gives the Lean-facing inspection route. Re-  rules/. Trust boundaries route through /verify/custom-
lease Manifest and Filter Rules explain current counts. Custom axioms/ and /verify/tcb/. Empirical accountability routes
Axiom Inventory and TCB Disclosure name the trust budget. Do- through /verify/predictions-and-falsification/.
main Verification separates mathematics, physics, life, and meta-

physics. Assessment Protocols provide manual and LLM-assisted The intended posture is neither deference nor dismissal. Start
review routes. Predictions and Falsification is where numerical ~ from an obligation, construction step, result, TauLib module, pre-

and failure-facing commitments become accountable. diction, or assessment protocol. Name the claim type. Identify its
scope. Trace it to Corpus support. Check whether a formalization

exists. Ask whether the bridge from internal object to external
formulation is adequate. Then ask what empirical, interpretive,
or external-review burden remains.

This is also why WP0O01 reports Taulib metrics carefully. A re-
lease with zero sorry assignments is stronger than a release
with hidden proof holes, but itis still not a claim that every bridge
to reality is closed. Verify lets the formal achievement be taken

seriously without over-reading it. . )
y & For first-pass reviewers, /verify/how-to-verify-by-role/

and /verify/assessment-protocols/ are the practical
doors. They translate the lane model into workflows for math-
Practical entry begins at /verify/ and /verify/how-to-  ematicians, physicists, philosophers, life-science readers, engi-
verify/. Formal checking routes through /verify/formal- neers, journalists, and Al-assisted reviewers. The role routes do
verification-stack/, /verify/taulib/,and /verify/taulimottewes the burden. They make the burden easier to enter at
Bridge claimsroutethrough /verify/bridge-verification/. the correct level.

14.3 Verify Reader Route

THE VERIFICATION MATRIX

How obligations, construction steps, and results become inspectable
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Figure Verify separates formal proof checking, bridge inspection, empirical accountability, and external review rather than collapsing them into one word.
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s15 Publications: Stable Artifacts

Publications is the stable artifact layer. It gathers released objects
that can be read, cited, downloaded, archived, compared across
editions, and routed back into the live observatory. Itis not the
whole research system. Corpus carries the structured research
body; Results reports current program stances; Verify exposes
inspection routes; Impact maps conditional consequences. Pub-
lications provides the stable shelf of artifacts connected to those
surfaces.

The key word is “artifact.” Publications answers a versioning and
access question before it answers a truth question. Which PDF,
note, monograph, briefing, manifest, or white paper exists? What
isitsroute? Isit current, canonical, superseded, archival, planned,
or release-governance material? What does it cite, and where
doesitroute backinto the live site? Those questions are narrower
than validation, but they are essential for inspection.

KEY CLAIM  PUBLICATION DISCIPLINE

Artifact type is not claim status.

A monograph, briefing, white paper, note, or release manifest
may be citable without thereby being externally verified, peer
accepted, empirically established, or domain adopted. Publica-
tions answers a more precise question: what has been released,
in what form, under what category, and through which public
route can it be inspected?

15.1 Publication Families

The lane distinguishes several publication families. Anchor Doc-
uments are the citable offline canon: one charter essay and five
canonical white papers that route readers back into Program,
Corpus, Taulib, Publications, Impact, and Verify. Research Mono-
graphs are full book-length canonical releases of the framework,
while the Monograph Corpus exposes the same deep reading or-
der as a live Book-Part-Chapter projection. Monograph Supple-
ments hold ledgers, appendices, derivation packs, and canonical
extensions released separately from the main volumes.

Research Papers carry primary technical research contributions.
Research Notes are shorter scholarly artifacts from the ongo-
ing research stream, including comparisons, responses, pre-
registration notes, falsification commitments, and current pro-
gram stances. Research Briefings are translation and synthesis ar-
tifacts for particular audiences or domains. White Papers explain
framework, infrastructure, method, formalization, verification ar-
chitecture, or public research design. Release Artifacts document
version status, provenance, corrections, manifests, changelogs,
and archive state.

15.2 Anchor Documents

The Anchor Document Canon gives first-contact readers a small,
citable set of offline routes into a much larger live system. C001
states the inquiry posture. WP001 orients the public research
program. WP002 belongs to the theory synopsis. WP003 belongs
to Taulib and the formalization surface. WP004 belongs to the
public observatory architecture. WP005 belongs to conditional
public-good impact.

WP001 should therefore not behave as a publication catalogue or
as a compressed proof of the theory. Its role is to explain how the
program is organized for inspection, and then to point readers
toward the appropriate artifact family for deeper work.

15.3 Publication Classification

The Publications lane is also a taxonomy discipline. Anchor Doc-
uments are the citable offline canon. Research Monographs are
book-length canonical releases. Monograph Supplements carry
book-style ledgers, appendices, and extensions. Research Pa-
pers carry primary technical contributions. Research Notes carry
shorter scholarly interventions, comparisons, responses, and
commitments. Research Briefings translate existing program
surfaces for a domain or audience. Public-Good Briefings are
conditional research briefings, not policy or deployment claims.
White Papers explain framework, formalization, infrastructure,
method, or overview context. Release Artifacts preserve version,
provenance, manifest, changelog, errata, and archive state.

This classification prevents a common confusion. A polished PDF
can still carry a conditional status. A research note can be impor-
tant without becoming a monograph. A release manifest can be
exact about byte identity without certifying scientific truth. A pre-
canon white paper can remain accessible while its short-route
meaning is superseded by the Anchor Document Canon.

s16 Impact: Conditional Relevance

Impact is the conditional consequence layer. It asks what could
matter if relevant results remain supported through inspection,
correction, verification, translation, domain review, and uptake.
It does not turn possible implications into promises. It does
not claim that the construction has already transformed science,
education, institutions, public reason, or planetary systems.

KEY CLAIM  IMPACT DISCIPLINE
Impact is conditional; it is not deployment or adoption.

The word “if” is load-bearing. No impact claim is stronger than
the results, verification status, translation assumptions, domain
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constraints, and uptake conditions on which it depends. For that
reason, Impact belongs downstream of Results and Verify. It ex-
plains why the program may matter if the construction continues
to withstand scrutiny; it does not certify that such scrutiny has
already been completed.

This conditionality is not ornamental. It controls the whole lane.
The reader should be able to ask: which upstream result or con-
struction would have to survive review, which bridge assumption
would have to hold, which domain translation would be needed,
which institution or practice would have to change, and what
would remain outside the program’s claim? If those questions
cannot be answered, the impact statement is not mature enough.

16.1 Impact Strata

The Impact lane organizes conditional relevance across several
strata. Foundational Science asks what would change for the
foundations of inquiry if the construction remains supported. Ap-
plied Science and Research asks how active fields could change if
bridges to observation, measurement, and computation survive
review and domain testing. Global Education asks how difficult
domains might become teachable as related layers of one co-
herent construction. Existential Orientation asks what becomes
thinkable if the world-picture holds. Societal Coherence asks

how public reason might change if a coherence-based scientific
image becomes available. Global Public Good gathers condi-
tional portfolios where verified results could become relevant to
planetary and public-good domains.

16.2 Global Public Good

Global Public Good organizes conditional portfolios for domains
such as agriculture, water, climate, health, energy, biodiversity,
disaster resilience, pollution, solar systems, ocean systems, and
weather-facing operations. The associated Public-Good Brief-
ings are publication artifacts. They are Research Briefings, not
deployment claims. They do not assert policy implementation,
operational readiness, field validation, public-good delivery, or
institutional adoption.

The current public surface organizes 11 portfolios and 44 Public-
Good Briefings. WP001 does not summarize those dossiers.
WP005 owns the full public-good impact synthesis. WP001’s task
is to make the route grammar clear: Impact explains why the pro-
gram’s scope could matter if upstream claims survive scrutiny;
Publications preserves the briefing artifacts; Verify and Results
remain upstream; Engage provides contact, review, and correc-
tion routes. A briefing may be useful for scenario thinking while
still making no claim of deployment readiness.

THE CONDITIONAL IMPACT STRATA

What could change if Results survive verification, translation, and uprake
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Figure The Impactlane maps conditional relevance downstream of Results and Verify.




s17 Engage: Without

Endorsement

Scrutiny

Engage is the participation interface of the public research obser-
vatory. Itis where openness becomes operational. The program
does not ask first for agreement. It asks for structured attention:
careful reading, public questions, critique, reproducibility checks,
domain review, correction, infrastructure contribution, responsi-
ble communication, and institutional dialogue.

Engage is part of the observatory because publication alone is
not enough. Open work needs ways for outsiders to ask ques-
tions, identify errors, offer bounded review, challenge weak links,
contribute infrastructure, communicate responsibly, and support
continuation without turning any of those actions into endorse-
ment.

KEY CLAIM  ENGAGEMENT DISCIPLINE

Participation does not imply endorsement.

Support does not imply validation. Review does not imply ac-
ceptance. The useful stance is to follow the claim, identify the
support, name the weak point, and help decide what would
count as correction, verification, or failure.

17.1 What the Program Asks For

Readers can begin by reading carefully across the lanes before
judging isolated claims. Reviewers can inspect claims by tracing
them into Corpus, Results, Verify, Taulib, release manifests, and
assessment protocols. Critics can challenge weak links through
source checks, falsification paths, result-status challenges, and

§17  Engage: Scrutiny Without Endorsement

correction routes.

Domain experts can review bounded areas: one structural chal-
lenge, one challenge response, one construction step, one result,
one research note, one Taulib module, one briefing, or one site
surface. Engineering contributors can improve documentation,
metadata, search, templates, registries, Taulib documentation,
import reports, and verification infrastructure. Communicators
can help explain the work responsibly, without sensationalism
and without treating internal results as external acceptance. In-
stitutions can open dialogue around seminars, review settings,
archive hosting, collaboration, structured evaluation, or support.

17.2 Engagement Routes

The public

/engage/discussions/

main routes are deliberately concrete.
points to public discussion.
/engage/corrections/ routes correction and errata candi-
dates. /engage/review-the-work/ invites bounded review
of onechallenge, result, construction step, module, note, briefing,
or site surface. /engage/for-engineering-contributors/
separates infrastructure contribution from scientific endorse-
ment. /engage/media/ sets a responsible communication
posture. /engage/contact/ carries institutional, private, or
sensitive contact. /engage/support-the-research/ keeps
support distinct from validation.

This lane is where WP001’s claim becomes practical. If the pro-
gram is structured enough to inspect, then there must be public
ways to inspect, challenge, correct, and continue it. Engage is
not the social afterthought of the site. It is the operational outlet
for the whole observatory.

ENGAGEMENT WITHOUT ENDORSEMENT

How an open research program asks for structured attention
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Figure The Engage lane invites critique and participation without converting either into endorsement.
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merv - Current Release Snapshot

s18  Why Snapshot Metrics Matter

Metrics in WPQO01 are release-snapshot metrics. They describe
whatthe publicobservatory reports for this May 8, 2026 canonical
v1.0 release. They are not permanent claims about the research
program, and they are not substitutes for reading the surfaces
that define the count model. The release manifest, filter rules,
Registry count model, TauLib summaries, and Publications cata-
log are the relevant public routes.

The role of the numbers is not to impress by size. Their role is
to show that the program has enough structure to inspect: a for-

malization surface, a Registry, a result catalogue, prediction and
falsification registers, publication families, and impact dossiers.

The correct reader posture is therefore neither awe nor suspicion
by default. Itis count literacy. A count has an owner, a route, a
filter rule, and a date. WP0O1 reports numbers only where the
public observatory already exposes the relevant counting sur-
face.

§19 Snapshot Table

Surface Snapshot Reading note

TauLib modules 512 Lean module countin the public Taulib summary.

Taulib theorem and lemmarecords 4,863 Formalized theorem plus lemma records; formalized count, not
truth count.

TaulLib sorry count 0 No sorry assignments in the release summary.

Custom axioms 3 Disclosed custom axiom declarations; see custom-axiom inventory
and TCB disclosure.

Registry objects 4547 Manifest-pinned/root registry total; distinct from the typed public
spine count.

Results records 255 Current Results catalogue records across Mathematics, Physics, Life,
and Metaphysics.

Predictions 67 Prediction records; accountability belongs with Verify.

Falsification tests 30 Falsification records; failure routes are part of the public grammar.

Public-good portfolios 11 Impact portfolios on the Global Public Good surface.

Public-good briefings 44 Current public-good dossier/briefing surface; legacy publication
records may add archival rows elsewhere.

Research papers 9 Released research-paper artifacts in the Publications catalog.

Research notes 6 Released research-note artifacts in the Publications catalog.

§20 Count Discipline

The Registry count is the clearest example of count discipline.
WPO0O01 uses 4,547 as the manifest-pinned/root registry total. The
public typed spine may show a different count, and source in-
ventory tooling may expose still another engineering inventory
number. That is not a contradiction if the count model states
what each number means. The reader should not treat a count
as a magic seal. The reader should inspect the counting rule.

The same caution applies to public-good briefings. WP001 uses
44 because the Impact and Public-Good Briefings surfaces list 44
current briefings across 11 portfolios. The broader Publications
catalog can contain archival or superseded records, including
legacy records that should not be counted as current public-good
dossier slots.

521 Metric Ownership



§22  Formalization Metrics Are Not Truth Metrics

Metric family Primary public route

What the metric does not mean

Taulib counts
/verify/taulib/
Custom axioms / TCB

Registry objects /corpus/registry/,
rules/
Results records /results/

Predictions / falsifications /verify/predictions-and-
falsification/
Publication families /publications/

Public-good portfolios

/verify/release-manifest/,

/verify/custom-axioms/, /verify/tcb/

/verify/filter-

/impact/global-public-good/

It does not establish empirical truth or bridge ade-
quacy.

It does not remove trust-budget inspection.

It does not make every object a result claim.

It does not imply external acceptance.

It does not imply that tests have succeeded or failed
externally.

It does not turn artifact type into claim status.

[tdoes notimply deployment, adoption, or achieved
impact.

This table is one reason WP001 belongs before the other anchor
white papers. It teaches how to read the observatory’s public
evidence surfaces without overloading them. WP003 can later
go deeper into Taulib; WP0O5 can later go deeper into impact.
WPQO1 first teaches the reader which route owns which kind of
evidence.

§22 Formalization Metrics Are Not Truth
Metrics

Taulib metrics are unusually concrete: modules, lines, decla-
rations, theorems, lemmas, sorry count, and custom axioms.
They are central to inspectability, but they must be interpreted
correctly. A Lean build can check formal statements relative to
Lean, Mathlib, the trusted computing base, and explicit assump-
tions. It cannot by itself establish that a formal statement is the
right physical bridge, that a semantic interpretation is adequate,

or that an empirical claim is true.

That is why Verify separates formal verification from bridge verifi-
cation, prediction and falsification, domain review, release mani-
fest, filter rules, custom axiom inventory, and TCB disclosure. A
precise formal metric is a beginning of scrutiny, not the end of it.

5§23 Release Sources

The snapshot should be checked through the live site and public
catalog: /verify/release-manifest/, /verify/filter-
/verify/tcb/,
/corpus/registry/, /results/, /verify/predictions-

rules/, /verify/custom-axioms/,

and-falsification/, /impact/global-public-good/,
and /publications/. The machine-readable public catalog
in the Publications repository provides additional manifest and
checksum surfaces [1].
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PART VII AI' tifact Families

§24 The Anchor Document Canon

The Anchor Document Canon is a small set of citable offline
routes into the larger public observatory:

ID Document Role

Co01 Standing in the Inquiry of Being Program charter: what kind of inquiry this is.

WP001 Panta Rhei Research Program Executive Overview Whole-program observatory overview: how to inspect the public
program.

WP002 T Theory Executive Synopsis Theory construction synopsis: what the theory constructs and
claims.

WP003 Taulib Technical Overview Formalization and proof-checking route.

WP004 Public Research Observatory Blueprint Reusable architecture for inspectable high-scope open research.

WP005 Global Public Good Impact Overview Conditional synthesis of impact strata, portfolios, and dossiers.

This canon is deliberately layered. C001 answers what kind of
inquiry stands behind the program. WP001 answers what the
public program is and how to inspect it. WP002 answers what
the theory constructs and claims. WP003 answers how the for-
malization surface works. WP004 answers how the observatory
design can be understood as infrastructure. WP005 answers what
conditional public relevance looks like if upstream claims survive
scrutiny.

The order matters. C001 and WP001 are orientation anchors.
WP002 is the theory anchor. WP003 is the formalization anchor.
WPQ04 is the architecture anchor. WP0O05 is the conditional im-
pact anchor. A reader who wants to cite the program without
implying endorsement should cite the anchor that matches the
question being asked. WPQO01 is the safest citation for the whole
public observatory because it makes the claim boundary explicit.

525 Monographs and the Live Corpus

The monographs are the long-form book artifacts of the program.
The live Monograph Corpus is the public reading projection into
books, parts, chapters, and construction steps. The two are re-
lated but not identical in use. A book is a stable artifact. A live
Corpus surface can expose current route, dependency, registry,
and verification context.

WP001 should not summarize the seven books in depth. That
would push it toward WP002. Instead, it should tell the reader
why the monographs matter in the observatory: they are one
projection of the construction body, while the Registry, Corpus
Graph, Taulib projection, and Results/Verify surfaces provide
other projections.

This also explains why the site separates Monograph Corpus from
Publications. The live Corpus projection helps readers follow con-
struction order, registry anchors, and dependency context. The
Publications route helps readers find stable artifacts, metadata,
release state, and citation surfaces. Both are needed. A book

can be citable without being the only route into its content; a
live Corpus page can be more navigable without replacing the
release artifact.

526 Research Papers, Notes, Briefings,
and White Papers

Research Papers are technical artifacts. Research Notes are
shorter scholarly interventions, comparisons, or commitments.
Research Briefings translate specific domains or audience-facing
questions while preserving claim boundaries. White Papers ex-
plain program architecture, method, formalization, public obser-
vatory design, or public relevance.

The artifact family should never be read as claim status. A re-
search paper can be technical and still await external review. A
briefing can be polished and still conditional. A white paper can
be canonical and still not be a proof. A release manifest can
be exact about bytes and still not certify truth. This is why the
Publications lane and Verify lane are both needed.

527 Release Artifacts

Release artifacts are the provenance layer. They include mani-
fests, catalogues, route reports, checksums, changelogs, archive
notes, and integrity metadata. Their job is narrower than sci-
entific validation and more concrete than prose. They attest to
artifact identity, byte integrity, source routes, version state, and
public availability. They do not certify correctness, peer review,
DOl registration, legal status, or empirical adequacy.

Forananchordocument like WP0O1, the release path is intention-
ally explicit: a public artifact record in the Publications repository,
a public PDF copy and landing page on the site, and public cata-
log/manifest entries connecting the artifact back to its canonical
route.



528 Legacy and Superseded Records

The Anchor Document Canon also clarifies legacy naming.
WP001 now names the Program Executive Overview. Earlier white
papers remain available where the public catalog preserves them,
but they do not own the new canonical short route. The legacy
Taulib white paper is treated through its legacy identifier, while
WP003 will become the canonical Taulib Technical Overview
when released.

This is not mere bookkeeping. Short routes are part of public
interpretability. If prrp.site/wp@61 means the Program Execu-
tive Overview, then a reader, catalogue, citation, or downstream
reference can rely on that meaning. Quiet archival access re-
mains useful, but primary canon routes must not compete with

§28  Legacy and Superseded Records
pre-canon records.

529 Integrity Surfaces

For released PDFs, the public artifact layer includes checksums,
file size, page count, manifest records, route reports, and cata-
logue entries. These integrity surfaces do not certify the scientific
content. They certify artifact identity and route consistency. A
reader can ask whether the PDF on the site is the same artifact
recorded in the public release catalogue, and whether the short
route points to the intended canonical page.

That kind of integrity is humble but essential. It is what lets the
public research observatory behave like an inspectable release
system rather than a set of floating documents.
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aervn Reader Routes

§30 Thirty-Minute First-Contact Route

Afirst-contact reader should begin with the program sentence:
Panta Rhei is an independent open research program dedicated
to building a coherent theory of reality, published as a public
research observatory. From there, read the homepage or Dis-
cover orientation, then Program for identity and scope, then the
lane overview: Agenda states the burden; Corpus carries the con-
struction; Results reports current consequences; Verify exposes
inspection routes; Publications holds stable artifacts; Impact
maps conditional implications; Engage invites scrutiny without
endorsement.

The goal of this route is not mastery. It is orientation: what kind
of program this is, what it claims to be doing, and where a serious
reader should look next.

If the reader has only one follow-up question after 30 minutes, it
should be: which lane owns the claim I am about to evaluate?
That question prevents the most common misreadings. A theory
claim should not be evaluated from Impact copy. A public-good
dossier should not be read as deployment evidence. A formaliza-
tion metric should not be read as empirical settlement. A citable
PDF should not be read as peer acceptance.

§31  Reviewer Route

A reviewer should begin with the claim boundary, then move
from a specific claim into its Corpus location, result status, verifi-
cation surface, source trail, and correction route. The reviewer
should distinguish internal program status from external accep-
tance, and formal checking from empirical truth. If the claim
concerns a domain consequence, the reviewer should also in-
spect translation assumptions and domain uptake conditions.

The practical reviewer sequence is:

1. State the claim in one sentence.

2. Classifyit: obligation, construction, result, formalization, pre-
diction, falsification, publication, impact, or engagement
claim.

3. Find its public route in Agenda, Corpus, Results, Verify, Publi-
cations, Impact, or Engage.

4. |dentify what kind of support exists and what kind remains
missing.

5. Route the criticism or correction through the appropriate pub-
lic surface.

§32 Journalist or Institutional Route

Ajournalist orinstitutional reader should read Program, Why This
Work Matters, Publications, Impact, and Engage before quoting
isolated results. The safe story is not that the theory has been
validated. The safe story is that an independent open research
program has built a public observatory for a high-scope theory
project and has exposed routes for inspection, critique, correc-
tion, and conditional relevance.

The unsafe story is equally important to name: do not report
that Panta Rhei has solved all domains, replaced peer review, de-
livered public-good impact, or become institutionally accepted.
Those would be stronger than the program’s own public status.
The accurate public-interest story is the research form: ambitious
scope, explicit non-settlement, public routes, release artifacts,
and scrutiny invitation.

§33 Technical Route

Aformalization or technical reader should move from Corpus to
Taulib, Verify, Results, release manifests, and relevant research
papers or notes. The question is not only whether an argument
is persuasive in prose, but whether the formal trust budget, proof
obligations, imported assumptions, and bridge claims are in-
spectable.

For Taulib-specific review, WP003 will become the deeper
anchor.  WP001 only sets the route: /corpus/taulib/
for the Corpus projection, /verify/taulib/ for the in-
spection posture, /verify/release-manifest/ for release
counts, /verify/filter-rules/ for count interpretation,
/verify/custom-axioms/ for custom axiom disclosure, and
/verify/tcb/ forthe trusted computing base boundary.

s34 Public-Good Route

Apublic-good reader should begin with Impact and Global Public
Good, then move to Public-Good Briefings as publication arti-
facts. Every briefing should be read through the impact chain:
upstream Results, verification and review status, translation as-
sumptions, domain uptake, and real-world constraints. These
briefings identify possible public-good pathways; they do not
claim deployment, adoption, policy implementation, or opera-
tional readiness.

§35 Anchor-Document Route

A reader using the Anchor Document Canon should move by
question:



§36  Correction and Contribution Route

Question Anchor Live route

What kind of inquiry is this? Co01 /program/about/standing-in-the-inquiry-
of-being/

What is the public program? WP001 /publications/anchor-documents/wpO01-
panta-rhei-research-program-executive-
overview/

What does the theory construct? WP002 /corpus/, /results/

How is Taulib inspected? WP003 /verify/taulib/

How does the observatory work? — WP004 /program/about/inspection-observatory/

What could matter conditionally? ~ WP005 /impact/global-public-good/

This route keeps the canon from becoming one large omnibus
document. Each anchor has a job. WP001’s job is the transfer
map among them.

§36 Correction and Contribution Route

If a reader finds an error, the right route depends on the error type.
A broken link, metadata issue, route mismatch, checksum mis-
match, or source reference problem belongs near Publications,
release artifacts, or site correction channels. A mathematical
proof concern belongs near Corpus, Taulib, and Verify. A status-
label concern belongs near Results and Verify. A public commu-

nication concern belongs near Engage and media guidance. A
public-good claim-boundary concern belongs near Impact and
the specific briefing page.

The program’s invitation to scrutiny is meaningful only if correc-
tions can be routed with this precision. WP001 therefore treats
Engage notasthe end of the site but as the point where the whole
site becomes answerable.

§37 Route Table

READER START

INSPECTION PATH

/discover/
First-contact reader

Claim boundary
Reviewer

/program/
Journalist

/corpus/taulib/
Formalization reader

One bounded domain page
Domain expert

/engage/
Supporter

/program/, /agenda/, /corpus/, /results/, /verify/

Specific claim, Corpus support, Results status, Verify route,
correction path

/publications/, /impact/, /engage/
/verify/taulib/, release manifest, TCB, custom axioms

Result status, translation assumptions, external-domain
standards, Engage route

Public routes, contact routes, support posture,
no-endorsement boundary
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PART IX COIlClllSiOll
538  What WP001 Establishes

WPQO01 establishes a public orientation, not a scientific conclu-
sion. It says that the program has a coherent enough public
architecture for serious readers to inspect it. It identifies the lane
ownership model, the current release snapshot, the publication
families, the anchor-document canon, and the reader routes
through which scrutiny can proceed.

That may sound modest next to the program’s deeper ambitions,
but it is the right first claim. A high-scope theory project that can-
not be inspected should not ask for trust. A high-scope theory
project that can be inspected still has to survive the inspection.
WPOQO01 is the map to that work.

The deepened conclusion is therefore simple. WP001 does not es-
tablish that the program is correct. It establishes that the program
has made enough of its public form visible for correctness, er-
ror, incompleteness, and relevance to be argued about in public.
That is the executive-level claim a reader can take away without
crossing the claim boundary.

5§39 Where to Go Next

Readers who want the inquiry posture should read CO01. Readers
who want the theory construction should wait for or read WP002
and then move into Corpus. Readers who want formalization
should wait for or read WP003 and then move into Taulib and
Verify. Readers who want the observatory architecture should

wait for or read WP004. Readers who want conditional public
relevance should wait for or read WP005 and then read the Global
Public Good portfolios and briefings.

For now, the live site remains the canonical superset:
https://panta-rhei.site/. This PDF is the stable route
back into it.

Readers who are unsure where to begin should use the following
rule. If the question is about identity, start in Program. If it is
about burden, start in Agenda. If it is about construction, start in
Corpus. Ifitis about current answers, start in Results. Ifitis about
checking, start in Verify. If it is about artifacts, start in Publica-
tions. Ifitis about relevance, start in Impact. If it is about critique,
correction, contribution, or contact, start in Engage.

s40 Final Claim Boundary

The Panta Rhei Research Program may be ambitious, but ambi-
tion is not evidence. WP001 should therefore leave the reader
with a disciplined stance: do not believe because the program
is large; do not dismiss because the scope is unusual; inspect
the structure, follow the claims, test the routes, and keep the
separations visible.

The site asks to be checked, not simply believed.

That sentence is the whole executive posture of WP001. Itisnota
shield against criticism. Itis an invitation to criticism at the right
address.
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