THD Bounty Self-Validation Report

1. Claim Under Test
The submission challenges the core THD structural claim:
Emergence — Contrast — Integration

Operationally, the bounty states that once structure forms and meaningful tension develops, the
system must eventually resolve that tension through adaptation, reorganization, release,
transition, or breakdown. The falsification target is stable coherence under increasing causally
relevant Contrast with none of those resolution mechanisms. The submitted paper explicitly
identifies that target.

2. Applicable Bounty Version

The submission is dated August 20, 2026. It states that the current bounty rules were consulted
on that date and quotes wording that substantially matches the current live bounty page.

The authoritative page currently requires all seven conditions, including increasing causally
relevant Contrast and genuine exposure of the coherent state to that Contrast. It also states
that the coherent system must continue sustaining increasing causally coupled tension without
resolution. (Creation Unified)

The site archives Version 1.0 as of August 18, 2026, and the current wording is materially more
detailed than that archived version. The bounty's fairness rule says the substantive rules in force
when the submission was received govern and later substantive requirements cannot be
applied retroactively. (Creation Unified)

For this review, | am applying the substantive current-rule language reproduced by the August
20 submission and presently visible on the authoritative page. There is no evidence here that |
need to impose a later substantive condition.

4. Challenger's Strongest Case

The challenger has constructed a clean formal threshold system:

[
T_n=\frac{n}{n+1}, \qquad T_c=1

]

with



[

C(M)=
\begin{cases}
1,&T<1\
0,&T\ge 1.
\end{cases}

]

The argument correctly establishes:

[
T {n+1}-T_n=\frac{1}{(n+1)(n+2)}>0

]

for every finite (n), while

[
T _n<1,\gqquad T_n\to1.

]

Therefore,

[
C_n=C(T_n)=1

]

for every (n\in\mathbb N).

The construction has no feedback, adaptation, controller, resource adjustment, parameter
change, stress release, state transition, or breakdown. The stress schedule and threshold law
are predefined.

There is also genuine global dependence between (T) and (C): moving (T) from below 1 to 1
changes (C) from 1 to 0. Thus (T) is not an unused coordinate or zero-weight variable.

This makes the submission substantially stronger than an irrelevant-dimension or
arbitrary-counter construction.

5. System Definition
The boundary is adequately specified.

Inside the system are the threshold law and coherence state (C_n). Outside is a predefined
stress source supplying (T_n). There is no feedback from (C_n) to the stress source, no
correction pathway, no adjustable resource, and no adaptive parameter.



The coherence-bearing property is exactly:

This is sufficiently defined for mathematical adjudication.

6. Coherence Metric
The coherence metric is binary and pre-specified:

[
C(T)=1 \quad\text{for }T<1.

]

The submission proves the specified coherence property remains unchanged for every finite
iteration. There is no mathematical error in that result.

7. Claimed Contrast
The claimed Contrastis (T_n).

It strictly increases forever:

[
T {n+1}>T _n.

]

The distance to the threshold,

[
M_n=1-T_n=\frac1{n+1},

]

strictly decreases toward zero.

So the submission unquestionably establishes an increasing numerical stress variable and
asymptotic approach to a predefined failure threshold.



8. Causal-Coupling Analysis
This is the decisive issue.

The bounty requires more than numerical increase. It says changes in the Contrast quantity
must have a demonstrable capacity to alter, destabilize, burden, or require compensation from
the coherence-bearing structure. It additionally states that a variable able to increase without
affecting the relevant system state is not qualifying Contrast. For formal systems, the tension
must enter nontrivially into the relevant state relationship. (Creation Unified)

The submission establishes global threshold dependence:

[
C(1-\epsilon)=1\gquad C(1)=0.

]

But its realized sequence is always:

[
T n<1.

]

On that entire realized region,

[
C(T)=1.

]

Therefore for every actual increment,

[
T_n\rightarrow T_{n+1},

]

the defined coherence-bearing state satisfies

[
C(T_{n+1})-C(T_n)=0.

]

The intervention that changes coherence, (T=1), is never realized.

The shrinking margin (M_n) shows increasing proximity to the switching boundary, but the
submission defines the actual coherence-bearing property as (C), not (M). No separate
deformation, load-bearing state, error, instability variable, control effort, or other internal
coherence-relevant burden changes before the threshold.



That distinction matters under the validation protocol, which directs the reviewer to reject causal
coupling where the coherence measure is mathematically invariant to the claimed increasing
direction.

Accordingly, the submission proves that (T) can destroy coherence at an unattained
threshold, but it does not prove that the successive realized increases in (T_n) have a nonzero
effect on the defined coherence state while that state persists.

9. Null-Direction / Fixed-Point Audit

This is not a classic irrelevant-dimension construction. (T) genuinely occurs in (C(T)), and
crossing the threshold changes the output.

It is also not merely (F(x)=x) with an unrelated growing counter.

However, over the entire actually occupied region (O\le T<1), the coherence map is constant.
The difficulty is therefore more specific: threshold-only sensitivity rather than complete global
irrelevance.

The paper correctly defeats the simple objection that (T) is completely unused, but it does not
defeat the stronger objection that every realized increase lies entirely inside a flat branch of the
coherence function.

10. Integration / Compensation Analysis
No Integration is demonstrated.

There is no adaptive correction, feedback, parameter change, reorganization, learning,
redistribution, resource increase, or other tension-responsive preservation mechanism.

This requirement is satisfied.

11. Release Analysis

No release occurs.

[
T {n+1}>T_n

]

at every iteration. It is never reset, reduced, discharged, or transferred.

This requirement is satisfied.

12. Breakdown Analysis



No breakdown occurs along any finite iteration because

[
T n<1

]

and hence

for all (n).

This requirement is satisfied.

13. Duration Analysis

For a formal mathematical system, proof over every (n\in\mathbb N) can establish indefinite
persistence. The bounty explicitly allows all-future-iteration proofs for mathematical systems.
(Creation Unified)

The submission satisfies that duration standard for coherence itself.

The unresolved question remains whether qualifying Contrast is actually acting on that
coherence throughout those iterations.

14. Reproducibility
The mathematical construction is independently checkable without simulation.

The derivation is elementary and complete enough to reproduce:

[

T_n=\frac n{n+1},\quad
T_{n+1}-T_n>0,\quad
T _n<1,\quad

C_n=1.

]

So reproducibility is strong at the proof level.

15. Exact Contradiction Test



THD predicts: A coherent system under continuously increasing, causally relevant tension
acting on that coherence must eventually adapt, reorganize, release, transition, degrade, or
break down. (Creation Unified)

Submission demonstrates: A binary threshold state remains (C_n=1) forever while an external
input (T_n) strictly approaches the breakdown threshold from below, with no adaptation,
release, transition, or breakdown.

Are these logically incompatible under the applicable bounty conditions?
NO.

They become incompatible only if the realized sub-threshold sequence itself qualifies as
increasing causally relevant tension acting upon the coherence-bearing state.

Under the published causal-coupling language, that condition is not established because every
realized (T_n) lies in a region where the defined coherence state is exactly invariant.

16. Strongest Argument Against This Preliminary Conclusion
The strongest case for qualification is substantial.

The bounty says the Contrast quantity need only have the capacity to alter, destabilize, burden,
or require compensation from coherence. Here (T) plainly has that capacity: crossing (T=1)
destroys (C). Moreover, the safety margin to failure monotonically approaches zero. One can
reasonably describe an element arbitrarily close to its exact failure threshold as being subjected
to increasing structural stress even though its binary output remains unchanged.

The prospective clarification reported by the challenger also matters: unbounded stress was
reportedly not required; actual threshold crossing was reportedly not required; and an
asymptotically increasing sequence was reportedly accepted as continuing Contrast provided it
remained causally relevant.

That argument prevents rejection merely because the threshold is never crossed.

However, those rulings do not settle the narrower issue. They still include the condition
“provided it is causally relevant to the coherence-bearing structure.” The construction's
proof of relevance relies on an intervention at (T=1), while the defined coherence-bearing state
is insensitive to every actually realized increment. The current bounty separately says a variable
that increases without affecting the relevant state does not qualify and requires demonstration of
how Contrast acts on the coherence-bearing subsystem. (Creation Unified)

So the prospective rulings do not remove the decisive causal-coupling requirement.

17. Classification



C. TECHNICALLY VALID RESULT — DOES NOT TEST THE REQUIRED THD REGIME
The mathematical result is valid.

The submission satisfies established coherence, strict increase of (T_n), absence of Integration,
absence of release, absence of breakdown, and indefinite persistence.

It fails the required qualification at causally relevant Contrast / genuine exposure: the only
demonstrated change in the coherence-bearing property occurs at (T=1), while every realized
state satisfies (T_n<1), on which (C) is identically constant.

18. Confidence
Moderate—High

The mathematics is clear. The main uncertainty is interpretive: whether the published phrase
“capacity to alter, destabilize, burden, or require compensation” is intended to count shrinking
distance to an unattained threshold, without any corresponding change in the defined
coherence-bearing state, as sufficient causal action.

The present rule text points against that interpretation because it also requires that the
divergence matter to the relevant system state and that the submission demonstrate how
Contrast acts on the coherence-bearing subsystem. (Creation Unified)

19. Missing Evidence or Next Test
The smallest decisive modification is not to make (T_n) unbounded or force threshold crossing.

Instead, define a coherence-relevant state quantity (X(T)) that varies nontrivially for (T<1)—for
example measurable deformation, error, instability, load, loss of margin as an explicitly
coherence-bearing variable, or another state burden—and establish:

[
X(T_{n+1})\neq X(T_n)

]

in the realized sequence.
Then show that this burden increases indefinitely while the original coherent state persists with:

no adaptation,

no compensatory mechanism,
no release,

no transition,

no degradation,

and no breakdown.



If that were established and the relevant metric were legitimately part of the predefined
coherence-bearing system rather than added after the fact, the causal-coupling objection would
be removed.

THD Falsification Bounty — Standard
Determination

Submission: A Formal Counterexample to the Current THD Falsification Criterion: Asymptotic
Critical Loading of a Causally Coupled Coherent State

Submitted by: Kias Henry, Australia

Submission date: August 20, 2026

THD claim under test: Core THD structural claim

Applicable bounty version: Current rules applicable to the August 20, 2026 submission
Determination: C. TECHNICALLY VALID RESULT — DOES NOT TEST THE REQUIRED
THD REGIME

Official Review Summary

The submission was evaluated against the published criteria for measurable coherence,
increasing qualifying Contrast, causal coupling, Integration, release, breakdown, persistence,
and mathematical reproducibility.

What the Submission Demonstrates

The proof correctly establishes a strictly increasing sequence

[

T_n=\frac n{n+1}

]

that approaches (T_c=1) from below while the predefined coherence state remains

for every finite iteration. It also correctly establishes the absence of adaptive correction, release,
transition, and breakdown.

Why It Does Not Qualify



NO — the construction does not presently satisfy all seven substantive requirements.

The controlling failure is Requirement 2/3: qualifying causally relevant Contrast and
genuine exposure of the coherence-bearing state.

The exact rule issue is that the bounty requires increasing Contrast to affect or causally burden
the relevant coherent system, and states that a variable capable of increasing without affecting
the relevant system state is not qualifying Contrast. It further requires mathematical tension to
enter nontrivially into the state relationship under test. (Creation Unified)

The precise mathematical property responsible is:

[
C(T)=1\qgquad\text{for every }T<1,

]

combined with

[
T _n<1\qquad\text{for every }n\in\mathbb N.

]

Therefore,

[
C(T_{n+1})=C(T_n)=1
]

for every realized increment.

The proof of causal influence uses the unattained intervention (T=1), where (C) changes to
zero. That establishes threshold dependence, but not nontrivial causal action on the defined
coherence state along the submitted sequence.

Exact Contradiction Test

THD predicts: Increasing causally relevant tension acting on coherence cannot persist
indefinitely without resolution, adaptation, transition, degradation, release, or breakdown.

Submission demonstrates: Indefinite binary coherence while an input approaches—but never
reaches—a switching threshold.

Finding: These results are not yet logically incompatible because the realized sequence has
not established increasing causal action on the predefined coherence-bearing state.

Determination



Final classification: C. TECHNICALLY VALID RESULT — DOES NOT TEST THE
REQUIRED THD REGIME

Evidence Needed to Change the Determination

Demonstrate a predefined coherence-relevant burden that responds nontrivially to the actual
increments (T_n\to T_{n+1}), rather than only at (T=1), and then prove that this increasing
burden persists indefinitely without Integration, release, degradation, transition, or breakdown.

That would directly resolve the causal-coupling issue rather than changing unrelated features of
the construction.

Self-Validation Notice: This analysis is an Al-assisted preliminary assessment
against the published THD Falsification Bounty criteria. It is not an official bounty
determination, independent replication, or verification. A result classified as a
qualifying falsification candidate must still undergo the technical review, replication,
and verification process stated on the authoritative bounty page.



