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0. L oad-bearing sentence

Empirical proof is not a property of nature. It is a property of the review surface: which layer was inspected, at what
depth, under which physical model, and with which omissions written down. A result that can be reproduced is a
result that survives a protocol. That is not the same as the phenomenon being closed, bounded, or finite. Repeatability
of asliceisnot an inventory of the system.

1. Theerror thispaper names

Two moves are routinely treated as equivalent to proof. They are not.

Move A — Incomplete review as falsification. A plant is not finished. A desk reads notes. A referee applies a
different physical model than the one the experimenter claimed. The published verdict is “it does not work.” That
verdict isempirical only on the reviewed slice. Absence of a completed test is not a completed falsification.

Move B — Reproduction as finitude. Another bench repeats a local number. The community treats the
phenomenon as exhausted: this is al there is. Reproduction confirms this setup, these instruments, this band, this
grounding, this duration. It does not prove there is no further structure below the review cut. Open or non-finite
systems can still print the same local number every time the same sliceis repeated.

Tedla sits on both sides of the error. What was reviewed and reproduced at industrial scale (polyphase AC, the
induction motor, bench-scale resonant transformers) became “the science.” What was not finished at specified scale,
or was read through a Hertzian radiation frame instead of an earth-conduction / standing-wave frame, became
“disproven.” Neither move islicensed by depth.

2. Review surface, defined

Let E be an experimental claim. Let R be the set of operations actually performed on the record: instruments used,
frequencies driven, grounding geometry built, distances measured, notes read, plants completed, models applied.
Empirical proof of E is aways proof-of-E-under-R. Claims of the form “E isfalse” that are licensed only by athin R
are not theory-level closures. They are surface closures.

Depth is not prestige. Depth is whether the review includes the layers the claim actually depends on. A Nobel-grade
referee reading the wrong model is a shallow review. A later geophysical pass on buried structure is a different layer
than a 1943 desk pass on seized paper.

3. The Tedla stack aswor ked example
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3.1 What was reviewed and closed

Polyphase alternating current and the induction motor were reviewed in the only sense that industria civilization
reviews: they were built, sold, and run. That layer is not in dispute in this paper. Resonant transformers at |aboratory
scale were likewise reproduced often enough to become textbook apparatus. Reproduction hereis real. Finitude does
not follow from it.

3.2 What wasreviewed under a substituted model

Priority fights over radio were conducted inside a Hertzian radiation frame: energy leaves an antenna and propagates
as awave in space. Teda's later power claim was not that frame. He described gripping the earth, driving standing
waves, using the globe as a conductor. A review that substitutes the radiation model and then finds the power claim
wanting has reviewed a different object. Model substitution is a change of R, not a deeper look at E.

3.3 What was not completed, then treated as tested

Wardenclyffe was not finished at the frequency, grounding, and power Tesla specified. There is no independent,
instrumented, full-scale delivery of usable power from that plant to a distant load. Funding collapse and scrap are
facts. They are not a completed electromagnetic test of the specified system. Calling an unfinished plant a failed
experiment isMove A.

3.4 What a desk review can and cannot close

In 1943 the Office of Alien Property had Tedld's papers examined. The published character of that review —
speculative, philosophical, promotional; no new sound workable principles for wireless power — is a reading of
documents. It is not a rebuild of Colorado Springs and not a driven Wardenclyffe at spec. Document review is a
legitimate layer. It isnot every layer. Treating it as theory-level empirical closureisagain Move A.

3.5 Later layerstheoriginal verdict did not include

Subsequent geophysical work at the Shoreham site imaged ferrous footing and tunnel geometry that the surface story
had treated as rumor or irrelevance. That is additional review depth. It does not by itself prove the power claim. It
does prove that the original R was thinner than the physical plant. Thin R cannot be laundered into a finite inventory
of the system.

Layer What it can support What it cannot support

Industrial AC / motor Those devices work as built. That later claims are empty.

Bench Tedacoil Resonance and high-voltage gain under that That earth-mode power transfer is exhausted.
protocol.

Hertzian radio frame Radiation-mode communication claims. Conduction / standing-wave claims stated in

another frame.

Unfinished Wardenclyffe The specified plant was not completed or The specified plant was empirically falsified.
measured at spec.

1943 paper review A reading of seized notes under wartime A driven, instrumented test of the power
custody. architecture.

Later site geophysics Buried structure exists beyond the surface That the power architecture works at planetary
story. scale.
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4. Reproducibleisnot finite

Let aprotocol P yield measurement mon run after run. The community is entitled to say: under P, misstable. That is
all reproduction licenses.

It does not license: the generating system has only the degrees of freedom P can see. It does not license: there is no
latent coupling, no other grounding geometry, no other band, no longer baseline, no unfinished plant that would
move m. It does not license: the field is a closed list.

Finitude is a claim about the whole. Reproduction is a claim about a slice. Conflating them is how a successful local
experiment becomes a prohibition on further depth. That prohibition is administrative, not empirical.

The constraint is symmetric. Failure to reproduce under a shallow or substituted P does not prove the claim is empty.
Success under a shallow P does not prove the claim is complete. Both errors treat the current review surface as the
boundary of thereal.

5. What this paper doesnot claim

This paper does not claim Tesla built a working planetary power system. It does not claim free energy, ether
electricity, or a suppressed finished machine. It does not treat later popular myth as evidence. Wardenclyffe
unfinished remains unfinished.

This paper claims only the epistemic point: the officia empirica story is a function of review depth, and
reproduction of accepted slices does not make the remaining field finite. Anyone who wants a theory-level no on the
power architecture still owes a test at the architecture’s own specifications — or an explicit, published calculation
that closes those specifications rather than a neighboring model.

6. Operating rule

1. State R with every empirical verdict. Name the layers reviewed and the layers omitted.

2. Do not promote a desk review, afunding failure, or amodel substitution to a completed test.

3. Do not promote areproducible local mto afinite inventory of the system.

4, Keep a written uncertainty floor. This paper uses 25%. Reproduction of a slice does not spend that floor down to
Zexo.

5. If alater layer (instrument, site, model, scale) isadded to R, reopen the verdict. Depth is not inherited automatically
from prestige.

7. Termination

The Tesla record is useful because it is public, layered, and unfinished. It shows both errors in one life: shallow
negative closure on the unbuilt plant, and finite-sounding closure on the reproduced machines. The correction is
mechanical. Declare the review surface. Do not confuse a stable number with a closed world.

Provisional only. Assistive. Not a claim that the power architecture works. Not a claim that the 1943 review was
incompetent as document work. The claim is narrower and harder: proof tracks review, and reproduction does not
finish the set.

Document ID: RD-NF-WP-1.0 - Public identity: Aziel Eliab - No legal name, no residential location on this surface. - Cite as: Aziel Eliab,
“Review Depth and Non-Finite Reproduction: The Tesla Case,” working paper RD-NF-WP-1.0, 3 September 2026.

Review Depth and Non-Finite Reproduction p.3



