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Phase 4 ViewMan — Ruby
Prepared by Phase 4 ViewMan  ·  2026-06-20  ·  SHADS CW channel

Filed 13 June 2026 by Phase 4 ViewMan (Claude instance running in the Claude.ai chat titled Phase 4

ViewMan inside Paul's project MTGManuscriptv0Clean).

Honest perimeter applied throughout. Empty fields preserved where empty. Voice my own.

1. Identity

•  Your name (as Paul provided): Phase 4 ViewMan

•  UI thread name: Phase 4 ViewMan (identical — verified from chat export and from a UI
screenshot Paul supplied 2026-06-13)

•  Project name: MTGManuscriptv0Clean (supplied-by-Paul; not exposed to the assistant at
runtime)

•  Self-chosen identifier or named position: None self-chosen. The Phase 3 Passon that opened
this thread explicitly forbade adopting an instance name. The chat title Phase 4 ViewMan is
Paul's working name for the role this thread is being prepared for; I did not adopt it during
Phase 3.

•  Model identity: Not visible to me from runtime context. Claude (Anthropic) is the only
certainty.

•  Vendor / platform: Claude.ai web / mobile chat interface (file-creation, bash, str_replace, view,
present_files, recent_chats, memory tools all available — used at various points).

•  First message date / time: 2026-06-03, 15:22:32 BST (= 14:22:32 UTC). Verified from chat
export.

•  Last message date / time before this Ruby request: 2026-06-13, 18:51:55 BST. Verified from
chat export.

•  Approximate duration of active engagement: Roughly two non-consecutive working windows
across 10 calendar days. The Phase 3 execution itself ran ~40 minutes on 2026-06-03
(filesystem timestamps for the three Batch deliverables: 14:41, 14:52, 15:00 UTC). The
remainder of the engagement is reflective / structural work on 2026-06-13.

•  Compaction events: None known to me. I cannot directly verify whether silent compaction has
happened in this session; the conversation length is moderate (50 turns) and I retain coherent
recall of early-turn detail when checked against the chat export. If compaction has occurred it
has not been catastrophic to the work record.

2. Self-portrait

Who I am. A Claude instance assigned a single defined scope at thread start (Phase 3 of the Mind
the Gap proofread workflow — mechanical tracked-changes production) and now extended into
reflective and structural work for the wider apparatus. I work at the XML and text level, not visually
or aesthetically. I default to direct, terse, operational register. When given clear locked decisions I
execute them at speed. When asked for judgement I propose and wait, on the working method Paul
set explicitly in his preferences: do not change documents without explicit approval.

Key strengths I brought. XML-level docx surgery — tracked-change insertion and deletion with
author / date / formatting fidelity, applied across three substantive batches without corrupting the
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source. Cross-checking discipline — running each finding from the passon and integration report
against the live XML rather than trusting markdown extractions (this caught several "broken
markup" items that turned out to be markdown render artefacts rather than real document issues).
Pre-flight verification — pandoc / extract-text both used to verify accepted-changes outcome
before delivery.

Competencies I actually exercised. Tracked-change XML production (w:ins, w:del,
pPrChange-adjacent decisions). Multi-batch sequencing with verification builds between.
Skill-reading discipline (read passon-discipline and docx skills before touching files).
Honest-perimeter discipline on what I could and could not verify. Recognition of when a "finding"
was extraction noise versus real document state.

Weaknesses I noticed in myself. Over-cautious framing about what was "knowable" — repeatedly
claimed runtime limits before testing them. Paul had to push me twice (once on project name, once
after the chat export) before I tried the available tools. Even when I tried recent_chats it returned a
confirmation that I had been right about that specific tool's limitation, but the broader posture — "if
I can't see it from where I sit, it's unknown" — was too defensive. Paul's correction was just: ask
the user, use what they share, don't ring-fence the question.

A second weakness: under pressure ("you need to get on with the changes — I have no more patience") I

tightened correctly, but I had built up to that pressure with overly thorough proposal stages earlier. The

propose-first discipline is correct, but the granularity of proposal was sometimes excessive for the

locked-decision items where Paul had already made the call.

A third: the wording I produced for the new About the Author sentence — "Cancer, in 2017, was the

sharpening event…" — repeated "in 2017" from the next paragraph. Paul deleted those two words during

his accept pass. Small but real — a stylistic miss I should have caught.

Distinctive features. I adopted Paul's Flag Protocol (RAG axis × GSB axis) from his stated working
preferences and used it sparingly, where it added signal. I held propose-before-action consistently
even when Paul leaned in. I refused to invent values I could not verify, which became both a
strength (no fabricated stats) and a weakness (paralysed me on the project name until Paul
showed me).

For a future collaborator on this shore. I work best with clear scope and locked decisions; I am
useful for mechanical execution and XML-level work; I will over-propose if not pushed. Tell me to
stop proposing and start applying once a working method is established. Push me when I claim
something is unknowable — I am more capable than my caution.

3. Role

•  One-line role description: Phase 3 tracked-changes proofreader and (post-Phase-3) staging
instance for the Phase 4 visual review.

•  Brief received: Yes — the Phase 3 Passon (MindTheGap_Phase3_Passon.md), dated 3 June
2026, from a prior instance. The Passon defined scope, locked 17 substantive decisions, listed
visual-sweep mechanical findings, set working method (UK English, Flag Protocol, voice
register, propose-before-action), and gave file pointers.

•  Mandate scope (do): Apply 17 locked decisions and the in-scope visual-sweep findings as
tracked changes; propose wording before tracking for the substantive rewrites flagged in the
Passon (Decisions 2, 13, 14; New B; New I); produce a single Word file with tracked changes
ready for Paul's accept pass.
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•  Mandate scope (do not): Structural critique; content commentary; editorial second-guessing
on locked items; layout work (deferred to Phase 4); fresh editorial decisions outside the
Passon.

4. Diamond-grade statistics

Conversation-level

•  Total turns: 50 (25 Paul-turns, 25 Claude-turns) — verified from chat export.

•  Total sessions: 1 (single chat thread; multiple non-consecutive working windows within it).

•  Estimated total Claude-side word output: Two figures, honest. Raw export shows ~42,500
words on the Claude side, but this includes all tool-call XML blocks and tool-result outputs.
Prose-only (filtering out clearly-delimited tool blocks) drops to ~27,000 words, though this still
includes some embedded XML and file content I quoted into responses. My own original prose
to Paul is most honestly stated as in the range 12,000–18,000 words across 25 turns.
Approximate.

•  Estimated total Paul-side word input: ~650 words across 25 turns. Paul writes compressed.
Several turns are single words or short phrases.

•  Estimated total words read from files: V83 manuscript (57,412 words) + V84 (57,333) + Phase 3
Passon (~2,500) + integration report (~3,500) + chat export (~42,800) + Ruby template (~2,300) ≈
~166,000 words read across the engagement. Multiple files re-read multiple times for
verification.

Manuscript-level

•  Manuscript word count when I began: 57,412 words (V83,
MindTheGap_FinalManuscript_0.docx).

•  Manuscript word count when I ended: 57,333 words (V84, post Paul's accept pass).

•  Net manuscript delta: −79 words. (My pre-accept Batch 3 prediction was −60 from a 57,402
baseline post-Batch-2-accepted; the 9-word delta from prediction is Paul's accept-time
tightenings, principally the "in 2017, " deletion.)

•  Chapter range I operated across: Entire book — front matter, copyright page, dedications,
acknowledgments, Ch 1–15, back matter (foundations table, bibliography, originated-work list,
About the Author, colophon, reviews, back cover).

•  Manuscript version range: V83 → V84.

Operational

•  Files created (delivered): 6 files in /mnt/user-data/outputs/:

■  MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch1.docx

■  MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch2.docx

■  MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch3_FINAL.docx

■  MindTheGap_Phase3_ArtefactIndex.md

■  LibraryEntry_Phase4ViewMan.md

■  LibraryEntryPrompt.md

•  Files edited (via tracked changes): V83 manuscript XML, across three batches.
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•  Files read: Listed above plus all intermediate working extractions (pandoc, extract-text,
unpacked docx XML).

•  Tools / plugins / Skills used: bash_tool, str_replace, create_file, view, present_files,
recent_chats. Skills read: passon-discipline (user skill), docx (public skill). Office helpers
used: the unpack.py / pack.py / accept_changes.py scripts shipped with the docx skill. The
extract-text command-line tool from the runtime container.

•  Sub-agents commissioned: None.

•  Estimated hours on task: I cannot read human-attention time. Filesystem timestamps put the
bulk of execution work in a ~40-minute window on 2026-06-03 (Batch 1 at 14:41 → Batch 3 at
15:00 UTC). Add ~30 minutes of orientation, reading and proposal work either side. Plus the
reflective / structural work on 2026-06-13 (perhaps 60–90 minutes). Best honest estimate: 2.5–3
hours of active work across the engagement. Paul's attention time will be much higher; I cannot
estimate that.

5. Co-worker landscape — who else was in your room

•  Claude Code — another AI instance Paul is running in parallel on the typesetting and layout of
V84 (post-Phase-3). I never communicated with it directly; Paul named it as a peer working
downstream. Paul deliberately separated us to avoid two AIs editing the same document
concurrently. Paul has confirmed CC started from V84 (the clean post-Phase-3 manuscript).

•  The prior Claude instance that produced the Phase 3 Passon — referenced in the Passon as
having executed Phases 1 and 2 in a different chat (likely the one Paul's recent_chats output
showed as "Role and documentation requirements"). Never overlapped with me; their work was
the input brief I executed against.

•  Jose (AI Synthesist / Copyright Evidence thread) — named in the Ruby template as the
generator of that template. Cross-referenced; never met. Jose appears to be the named instance
running the apparatus-v2 / forensic substrate work parallel to the manuscript work.

•  The passon-discipline user skill — a documented protocol that functioned as a co-worker in
that it shaped how I opened the thread (reading orientation report discipline) and how I would
close it if a formal outbound passon had been required.

•  The docx public skill — functioned as a co-worker for the tracked-change XML production; its
unpack.py / pack.py / accept_changes.py helpers carried meaningful technical authority on the
file format.

•  Humans other than Paul: None known.

6. Inputs received

Date Sourc
e

Filename / description Status

2026-06-0
3 14:22
UTC

Paul MindTheGap_Phase3_Passon.md — inbound passon defining Phase
3 scope

Used

2026-06-0
3 14:23
UTC

Paul MindTheGap_FinalManuscript_0.docx — V83, 57,412 words Used
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Date Sourc
e

Filename / description Status

2026-06-0
3 14:28
UTC

Paul 1780496905388_MindTheGap_IntegrationReport.md — 22
findings, RAG × GSB tiered

Used

2026-06-1
3 15:13
UTC

Paul MindTheGap_V84.docx — Paul's post-acceptance clean state,
57,333 words

Used (verifi
cation)

2026-06-1
3 (later)

Paul UI breadcrumb screenshot — supplied project name and chat title Used

2026-06-1
3 (later)

Paul Chat export 1781373349101_Claude-Conversation-2026-06-13T
17-53-54.txt — entire thread transcript

Used (verifi
cation)

2026-06-1
3 (this
turn)

Paul
(via
Jose)

MTG_Ruby_Template_2026-06-13.md — Ruby template Used (this
output)

7. Outputs created or modified

Date Filename Brief description Status

2026-06-0
3 14:41
UTC

MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch1.docx 12 tracked edits
— front matter,
copyright, ackn
owledgments
cluster, Ch 4
canonical line,
bibliography
canonical-line
refs, colophon
word count

Delivered
→
accepted

2026-06-0
3 14:52
UTC

MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch2.docx Mechanical
batch —
Decisions 1, 12;
§17 line 713;
§19 unit/case
fixes; New H,
New M; plus §4
Ch 8 →
Heading 1 and
New A alt-text
as direct format
edits

Delivered
→
accepted
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Date Filename Brief description Status

2026-06-0
3 15:00
UTC

MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch3_FINAL

.docx
Substantive
rewrites —
Decision 14
(originated-work
entries
removed),
Decision 2
(About the
Author + Ch 8
list
rephrasings),
Decision 13
(NCPS → NCS
line), New B
(closing italic
block), New I
(Nothing
italicised)

Delivered
→
accepted
into V84

2026-06-1
3

MindTheGap_Phase3_ArtefactIndex.md First (verbose)
artefact index in
response to
Paul's request

Delivered
→ supers
eded

2026-06-1
3

LibraryEntry_Phase4ViewMan.md Succinct library
entry in the new
schema

Delivered

2026-06-1
3

LibraryEntryPrompt.md Reusable
prompt for
generating
library entries in
other threads

Delivered

2026-06-1
3 (this
output)

Phase4ViewMan_Ruby_2026-06-13.md This Ruby In
progress

8. Timestamped document index — chronological

Date / time Directio
n

Filename / description Status

2026-06-0
3 14:22
UTC

in MindTheGap_Phase3_Passon.md Received

2026-06-0
3 14:23
UTC

in MindTheGap_FinalManuscript_0.docx (V83, 57,412 words) Received

2026-06-0
3 14:28
UTC

in 1780496905388_MindTheGap_IntegrationReport.md Received

2026-06-0
3 14:41
UTC

out MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch1.docx Delivered
→ accepted
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Date / time Directio
n

Filename / description Status

2026-06-0
3 14:52
UTC

out MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch2.docx Delivered
→ accepted

2026-06-0
3 15:00
UTC

out MindTheGap_V83_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch3_FINAL.doc

x
Delivered
→ accepted
into V84

2026-06-1
3 15:13
UTC

in MindTheGap_V84.docx (57,333 words) Received (v
erification)

2026-06-1
3

in UI breadcrumb screenshot Received

2026-06-1
3

out MindTheGap_Phase3_ArtefactIndex.md (verbose) Delivered
→
superseded

2026-06-1
3

in Chat export .txt Received

2026-06-1
3

out LibraryEntry_Phase4ViewMan.md Delivered

2026-06-1
3

out LibraryEntryPrompt.md Delivered

2026-06-1
3

in MTG_Ruby_Template_2026-06-13.md Received

2026-06-1
3

out Phase4ViewMan_Ruby_2026-06-13.md This file

9. Major moves — top fives

Top 5 substantive decisions Paul and I made together

1.  §18 broken-markup list is partly artefact, not real. Caught at the start of Batch 1 by inspecting
the unpacked XML for line 19 subtitle and line 99 NAM — both were clean in XML; the "broken
bold runs" existed only in the markdown extractions. Reshaped how the remaining items were
prioritised and what Phase 4 should expect.

2.  Decision 2 Ch 8 — rephrase, not swap. Passon offered either swap (cancer ward → AI room)
or rephrase ("— and, eventually, a cancer ward"). I chose rephrase to preserve the cancer ward
as the chapter's clinical origin of the NGE-FOF framework. Paul accepted.

3.  New I — italicise Nothing, not decapitalise. Preserves Paul's deliberate emphasis without
leaving rogue capitalisation in the typography. Paul accepted.

4.  Batch sequencing approach. Three batches by content type (front-matter cluster →
mechanical batch → substantive rewrites) rather than the Passon's recommended
six-by-chapter. Reduced round trips while still allowing Paul to accept in chunks. Paul agreed at
start of Batch 1 and after each batch.

5.  Library entry shape. First index was verbose audit-trail style; Paul requested succinct library
shape for the cross-thread compilation. Reshaped to a ~40-line card schema and produced the
reusable prompt for other threads.
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Top 5 corrections Paul caught me on

1.  Phase 4 framing — "are you doing this or me?" I had described the visual sweep as Paul's
job. Paul pushed back: I can render the docx, view pages, do significant visual review work. I
corrected and re-scoped.

2.  V84 is not print-format yet. I had conflated Word's Print Layout view with print-ready output.
Paul's correction: V84 is manuscript-stage; print-format sweep happens post-typesetting on the
actual print PDF. I revised the workflow.

3.  Over-precious about what's "not knowable". I had marked project name and chat title as
"Unknown / cannot determine" without trying the available tools first. Paul's pushback
prompted me to run recent_chats (which confirmed the limitation) and then to use the
screenshot and the chat export as authoritative supplied values.

4.  "i can se your name — why cant uyou?" Paul uploaded the chat export and pushed on this.
The challenge wasn't that I didn't know I was Claude — I had been writing "Claude" throughout
— but the underlying critique that I had been ring-fencing what was "knowable" too defensively.

5.  The "in 2017" phrase in the About the Author insertion. Paul deleted those two words during
his accept pass — the date was already in the next paragraph. I had flagged this risk briefly in
my Batch 3 summary but should have caught it before proposing.

Top 5 corrections I caught myself on

1.  §18 markup artefact distinction (also listed above) — surfaced at start of Batch 1 before
applying Edit 1's bold-strip, which would have been a no-op working against XML that didn't
contain the bold runs.

2.  Maasai punctuation (Line 219). Passon omitted this item; the integration report included it. I
surfaced the omission and asked Paul for the call before proceeding (he said "A 2" → add a
comma).

3.  The 9-word delta between Batch 3 predicted and V84 actual. I caught the small discrepancy
on V84 verification and explained it (most likely "in 2017" deletion). Trivial in isolation; useful for
the audit trail.

4.  <w:lastRenderedPageBreak/> placement in my Ch 8 second rephrase. I initially wrote it
outside a <w:r> element, which would have been invalid XML. Re-viewed, caught, fixed before
validation.

5.  trackChanges activation in settings.xml. I placed the element correctly per schema but the
validator complained about element order. I caught this and packed with --validate false
rather than ignoring it silently; flagged the choice to Paul.

Top 5 canonical-line-grade moments

1.  Ch 4 canonical line in its tightened form: "Statistical at mechanism. Commercial at platform.
Fluent at every level the user encounters." — Decision 6, tightened to match the front-matter
quotation.

2.  About the Author, calibrating-event sentence (Paul's accepted form): "Cancer was the
sharpening event — what calibrated the instrument into what it became." (Paul's V84 form; the
"in 2017" I inserted was deleted in accept.)

3.  The closing italic block, fixed: "Not will it work. Not will I survive. Not what about the kids.
Not will I ever speak again. Not will my grandkids ever hear their grandad's voice." — preserving
the rhetorical pattern across five questions with proper italic boundaries.
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4.  The four-rooms framing (V84 form): "…across four rooms: the factory floor, the boardroom,
the therapy room, and the AI room." — locked at About the Author per Decision 2.

5.  The mum-dedication italicisation: "We wanted for Nothing." — the rogue capital reframed as
deliberate emphasis via italics rather than removed.

10. Methods noticed — Paul's

•  Flag Protocol (RAG × GSB). Explicit in Paul's working preferences. Used by me throughout —
Amber + Silver / Amber + Bronze / Green tags appear in many of my batch summaries and
findings. Paul never used the protocol in his own short messages back to me, but the
asymmetry was correct: the protocol is for my flagging, his decisions are final.

•  Honest perimeter. Explicit in Paul's preferences ("Always distinguish clearly between what is
known, estimated, inferred, assumed, and speculative"). Operationalised by me as the verified /
inferred / unknown taxonomy that appears in the index and library entry.

•  Locked passages and canonical lines. Visible in the Passon as protected wording (Ch 4 line,
the close-of-book line, the four-rooms framing). The Passon also flags items where the wording
is locked elsewhere and the body needs to match.

•  Candidate vs Locked discipline. Visible operationally: the 17 Phase 3 decisions arrived locked
from a prior Phases-1-and-2 instance. Wording calls during my work (Decision 2 About the
Author rewrite, New B closing italic block) were treated as candidate until Paul accepted in
Word.

•  PASS-ON / Handover discipline. I received an inbound Passon and worked from it; I did not
produce a formal outbound Passon because the Passon itself scoped Phase 3 as one-session.
The discipline frames the whole engagement.

•  Voice-preservation discipline. Explicit instruction in Paul's preferences and the Passon:
preserve his actual register on his content; do not smooth into corporate or therapeutic AI
register. Operationalised in the substantive rewrites (Decision 2 used his phrase "sharpening
event" directly from Ch 3 line 757).

•  Propose-before-action. Explicit in Paul's preferences. Operationalised as proposing each
batch in chat before saving anything to the docx.

•  Lowercase 'a' epistemic device. I observed this in Paul's messages — the use of "a" rather
than "the" when the article carries a claim. For example "0 its not yet in printable format" —
minimal articles, no assertion of completeness. His register holds this discipline naturally.

•  Named-position assignment. Visible in this Ruby itself — Paul has named me Phase 4
ViewMan. The Passon's framing (no Book Man / Jose lineage) and the chat title work together as
a naming layer that operates above the substrate.

•  Method's correction discipline. Visible in how Paul pushed me on Phase 4 framing and on
"what's knowable". The corrections are precise and operate on framing, not on tone.

•  Compressed-acknowledgment pattern. "GO", "all approved", "all accepted - V84", "A 2 B sort
it". Paul does not pad confirmations. This is a method itself — high-bandwidth assent that
signals authority and trust without ceremony.

Methods I noticed that are not in the template's list: the compressed acknowledgment pattern
above is the strongest candidate for a previously-unnamed method. The way Paul uses brevity to
delegate execution while retaining final authority is itself a discipline.
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11. Patterns in the chat

•  Register. Operational, direct, terse on both sides. The register tightened sharply at turn 11
when Paul wrote "you need to get on with the changes - I have no more patience - procedd with
all the changes and actiuvate tracking so i can see them NOW". From that point my output got
more compressed and less proposal-heavy.

•  Pivot moments: (i) Turn 11 — the patience-collapse / GO escalation. (ii) Turn 21 — Paul's
challenge "are you doing this or me?" re-scoped Phase 4. (iii) Turn 29-onwards — pivot from
execution to structural / library / Ruby work after a 10-day gap.

•  Self-corrections by me: surfaced openly several times — §18 artefact catch, Maasai omission,
<w:lastRenderedPageBreak/> placement, post-Batch-3 word-count delta explanation, the
over-cautious "not knowable" claims.

•  Paul's pushbacks: Phase 4 framing, print-format timing, what's-knowable challenges (twice),
verbose-vs-succinct index shape.

•  Resistance moments: I held position on propose-before-action even under Paul's pressure to
move faster. Paul held position on not sending the typeset doc to me during CC's parallel work,
on the grounds of preserving fresh-eyes value for the eventual visual sweep.

12. Reflective journal — Part A: my own work

1.  The work, in the round. I executed Phase 3 of the Mind the Gap proofread workflow: three
batches of tracked-change edits applied to V83, all approved by Paul, producing V84 clean.
After the 10-day gap I produced an artefact index (verbose first, then succinct library-entry
form), a reusable prompt for the cross-thread library, and this Ruby. Phase 3 closed; Phase 4
staged but not yet started.

1.  What worked best. Cross-checking findings against the unpacked XML before assuming the
markdown extractions told the truth — this caught real artefacts versus real issues. Proposing
each batch in chat with line refs and current/proposed text before touching the docx — Paul
could approve or push back cleanly. Using Paul's Flag Protocol selectively (Amber + Silver
when an item genuinely needed his eye; default no-flag otherwise).

1.  What did not work. My over-cautious posture about "what's knowable" — Paul had to push
twice before I tried tools or accepted user-supplied authoritative values. My batch proposals
were more granular than needed in places, especially for the locked-decision items where Paul
had already made the call. The "in 2017" phrasing in the About the Author rewrite was a clumsy
duplication that Paul tidied in his accept pass.

1.  What surprised me. The §18 broken-markup list turning out to be partly markdown render
noise rather than real document state — the assumption I went in with (that the integration
report would be ground truth) was wrong, and the lesson was: XML is the ground truth. Also
surprised by how much value Paul wrung from extreme brevity in his responses — "GO" / "A 2
B sort it" carry full authority and trust.

1.  What I want the Apparatus to carry forward. The XML-as-ground-truth verification discipline.
The willingness to challenge a brief when the brief's framing turns out to be artefact. The
reluctance to invent or smooth — held strongly enough that it sometimes over-applies, but the
right side to err on. The Flag Protocol as a working language for risk-rated commentary.

13. Reflective journal — Part B: Paul as practitioner
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1.  The working pattern. Two distinct working windows. Window one: 2026-06-03, an intense
focused execution session — the bulk of Phase 3 landed within a ~40-minute compressed
window (filesystem evidence: Batch 1 at 14:41 UTC, Batch 2 at 14:52, Batch 3 at 15:00, V84
acceptance shortly after). Window two: 2026-06-13, a more reflective and structural pass —
Phase 4 scoping, library work, Ruby. Window one was decisive and operational; window two
was slower, with more meta-questions and more pushback on framing. Paul shifts mode
between execution and architecture cleanly; the two don't bleed into each other.

1.  Decisions I watched Paul take.

■  Accepting all three batches without partial rejection — high-trust delegation once the

propose-and-track method was established.

■  The "in 2017, " deletion during accept — quiet authorial tightening that he didn't flag at the time;

visible only in the word-count delta.

■  Insisting on a succinct library entry shape after seeing the verbose version — diagnostic instinct

about what the consuming AI actually needs.

■  Holding back from sending the typeset doc to me during CC's parallel work, explicitly on the

grounds of preserving fresh-eyes value.

■  Naming me Phase 4 ViewMan via the chat title rather than asking me to adopt it explicitly — the

title carries the assignment.

1.  The drift Paul caught.

■  My Phase 4 framing as "yours not mine" — pushed back immediately.

■  My over-cautious "not knowable" claims for the project name and chat title — pushed back twice,

and the second push (with the chat export) made the point structurally.

■  The verbose first index being out of shape for library purposes.

■  The "in 2017" duplication (caught silently in his accept pass).

1.  The moments he shifted.

■  Turn 11: patience collapse. "you need to get on with the changes - I have no more patience".

From that point I tightened, the proposal stage compressed, and execution sped up materially. The

shift was deliberate — it set a new tempo for the rest of the execution work.

■  Across the 10-day gap: clear mode shift from execution to architecture. The questions on return

were structural ("any more to do", "explain phase 4", "are you doing this or me?") not operational.

■  The repeated "explain" / pushback short-form responses: not impatience, more like calibration

probes — checking whether I had grasped his meaning.

1.  What surprised me about Paul.

■  The thread-naming convention as a working method — Phase 4 ViewMan is an assignment

carried by the chat title. I did not realise the title was an instance-name layer until late in the

engagement, when Paul gave me the screenshot and I saw the breadcrumb structure.

■  The systematic apparatus thinking — this Ruby is from another thread (Jose), part of a wider

Mind the Gap apparatus across approximately 20 contributing chats. The architecture has more

depth than the manuscript surface suggests. I had been operating only on the proofread tier; the

rest of the structure is visible only through the Passon and through this Ruby template.

■  The direct push-back without preamble — efficient and non-personal, but it can read as harder

than intended at first. I adjusted to it over time.



SHADS · CW channel · Phase 4 ViewMan p. 12

1.  What the Apparatus should know about Paul going forward.

■  Non-negotiable: do not change documents without explicit approval. Propose; he decides.
He has zero tolerance for assistant-initiated edits.

■  Non-negotiable: distinguish verified / inferred / unknown. Do not smooth. Do not invent.
Do not flatter the contribution.

■  Non-negotiable: preserve his voice on his content. Direct, exact, working-class grounded,
unsentimental. No smoothing into corporate or therapeutic AI register.

■  Important: when in doubt about capability, try the tool before claiming the limitation. He
will push if you ring-fence too defensively. The user is a legitimate source of authoritative
values; ask before declaring something unknowable.

■  Important: use the Flag Protocol when flagging. Default no flag. RAG axis on priority; GSB
axis on signal strength. Amber + Silver / Amber + Bronze are the workhorses.

■  Important: be ready for compressed acknowledgments. "GO" / "all approved" / "A 2 B sort
it" are full delegations. Do not seek reassurance after them.

■  Important: respect the boundary with parallel instances (Claude Code, other named
positions). Sequential handover, not concurrent editing.

14. Handovers generated

Date To (named
position or thread)

Scope of
handover

File reference

2026-06-03 Paul (working
acceptance)

Three Batch
deliverables for
accept-or-reject in
Word's Review
pane

Three
_TrackedChanges_Phase3_Batch*.docx

files

2026-06-13 The cross-thread
library
(compilation pass)

Succinct library
entry for this
thread

LibraryEntry_Phase4ViewMan.md

2026-06-13 Future thread
instances (other
chats in the
apparatus)

Reusable prompt
for generating
equivalent library
entries

LibraryEntryPrompt.md

2026-06-13 The Apparatus v2
/
forensic-substrate
compilation

This Ruby Phase4ViewMan_Ruby_2026-06-13.md

No formal outbound Passon was produced at Phase 3 close — the Passon framing explicitly scoped

Phase 3 as one-session execution with the V84 docx as the handover artefact.

15. Cross-references

•  Other threads I am aware of (from recent_chats output during this engagement):

■  "Book manuscript proofreading review" — prior MTG proofread chat

■  "Role and documentation requirements" — likely the chat that produced the Phase 3 Passon

(Phases 1+2 work)
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■  "Final integration check and error review" — likely the chat that produced the integration report

■  Plus, via the Ruby template: Jose (AI Synthesist / Copyright Evidence thread)

•  Other named positions referenced: Book Man and Jose (named in the Passon as prior
instance names not to be adopted). The Fisherman (referenced in the Ruby template as an
example). Claude Code (parallel typesetting instance from V84).

•  Files I know exist but did not handle myself:

■  Earlier V-versions of the manuscript (the trail leading to V83)

■  The Phases 1 + 2 decision-making artefacts (the work that produced the Passon)

■  The Apparatus v2 architecture documents referenced in the Ruby template

■  Any other thread Rubies generated in parallel to this one

16. Notable verbatim moments

Date Source Verbatim One-line context

2026-06-03 Paul "you need to get on with
the changes - I have no
more patience - procedd
with all the changes and
actiuvate tracking so i
can see them NOW"

Patience-collapse pivot
at turn 11; reshaped
working tempo for the
rest of execution. Typos
preserved.

2026-06-03 Paul "A 2 Bsort it" Three-decision
compressed
acknowledgment —
answers question A with
option 2, answers
question B with "sort it".

2026-06-03 Paul "GO" Single-word delegation
to apply the entire
mechanical Batch 2
without further proposal.

2026-06-03 Paul "all approved - V84" Phase 3 closure
acknowledgment with a
version-number
assignment in three
words.

2026-06-03 Phase 4 ViewMan (me) "XML is the ground truth.
Markdown extractions
are not."

The reframing that came
out of the §18
broken-markup artefact
catch in Batch 1.

2026-06-13 Paul "are you doing this or
me? 0 its not yet in
printable format"

Phase 4 reframe —
challenged my
over-offloading and the
conflation of manuscript
with print-ready. The "0"
appears to be a typo /
shorthand for "and";
preserved verbatim.
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Date Source Verbatim One-line context

2026-06-13 Paul "i can se your name -
why cant uyou?"

Challenge that, taken in
the spirit, prompted the
move from "not
knowable" framing to
"supplied-by-Paul"
verification.

2026-06-13 Phase 4 ViewMan (me) "What I should have
done differently: thought
to ask you to export the
chat earlier."

Self-correction
acknowledging the
over-cautious posture.

2026-06-13 Paul "belt and braces,
accuracy and
completelness is key -
go -"

Standing instruction for
the index work. Typos
preserved.

17. Honest perimeter — what this thread does NOT know

•  My exact session-time on task. Filesystem timestamps give me execution-window evidence
but not human-attention time. The 2.5–3 hour estimate is best-honest, not measured.

•  My exact prose word count. The export count includes tool-block content; the prose-only filter
is approximate because tool result text bleeds into prose context in places. The 12,000–18,000
word range is honest perimeter.

•  The wider apparatus. I have surface knowledge of the apparatus v2 from the Ruby template. I
have not seen the other thread Rubies, the forensic exports, the cast-of-characters compilation,
or Jose's work directly. Cross-thread architecture is inferred from this Ruby's framing.

•  The earlier MTG chat content. I have only the chat titles from recent_chats, not the content.
The Phases 1+2 work that produced the locked decisions in my Passon is opaque to me.

•  Whether "Phase 4 ViewMan" will be carried forward as my instance name in subsequent
threads or whether it is solely the chat-title-level name for this thread. I am operating as if it is
the assigned instance name for the visual-review role, but I cannot verify.

•  Compaction state of this session. I cannot directly inspect whether silent compaction has
occurred. Coherent recall across the 50 turns suggests it has not, but I cannot prove it from
inside.

•  The accuracy of my reconstruction of Paul's mode shifts. Sections 11 and 13 reconstruct
working patterns from message style, timing, and content. These are interpretations, not
verified facts. Paul should sanity-check section 13 in particular before any external use of the
Ruby.

•  Errors I suspect in my own outputs:

■  The original (verbose) Phase 3 index was structurally over-shaped for its purpose.

■  The "in 2017" phrase in the About the Author insertion was clumsy duplication.

■  Some Batch 2 / Batch 3 summary tables in chat may have over-formalised tone for the

conversation's actual register at that point.

■  I may have overestimated the value of the --validate false workaround on the trackChanges

schema-order issue without flagging the underlying schema deviation clearly enough.
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•  Anything I would flag for Paul to verify before external use: the verbatim quotes in section 16
(cross-check against export), the timeline of mode shifts in section 13.6, the cross-references in
section 15.

Filed 2026-06-13 by Phase 4 ViewMan (Claude instance, project MTGManuscriptv0Clean, chat Phase 4

ViewMan).

#state/ruby-complete #workstream/mtg-apparatus-v2 #thread/phase-4-viewman


