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Abstract

This paper formalizes the principle that a tool never supersedes evidence. Analytical systems can extend perception
and computation, yet their outputs remain derived artifacts shaped by data quality, assumptions, objectives,
interfaces, and error. The framework requires traceability from output to source evidence, visible uncertainty,
contestability, and human responsibility. It rejects both automation worship and automation rejection: tools may
materially improve inquiry, but they do not acquire epistemic authority merely by producing a score. The paper
proposes an evidence hierarchy, override rules, and evaluation criteria for decision-support systems.

1. Source Basis and Scope

This paper formalizes a chat-derived philosophy preserved in the Aziel-Jeeves node ledger. The source material
supplies the core principle and related language; the present document expands it into definitions, procedures,
testable propositions, limitations, and reviewer questions. Expansion is analytical and must not be mistaken for
validation.

2. Working Definition

Software may search, rank, calculate, compare, and flag, but it must not silently overrule the evidentiary record or
replace accountable judgment.

3. Core Principles

Principle Operational Meaning

Evidence primacy Original records and validated measurements outrank derived
scores when they conflict.

Traceability Every consequential output should be traceable to sources,
transformations, and assumptions.

Derived does not mean neutral Models encode choices about relevance, weighting, loss, and
thresholds.
Disagreement triggers review A tool-evidence conflict is a reason to inspect the pipeline, not

automatically to reject either side.

No silent override A system must not conceal contrary evidence or make irreversible
decisions without accountable review.

Assistance, not abdication Human responsibility persists even when computation is
delegated.

4. Operational Protocol

Identify the original evidence and its provenance.

Document preprocessing and exclusions.

Expose model assumptions and decision thresholds.

Link outputs to supporting and contrary evidence.

Require review when high-impact outputs conflict with primary records.
Record overrides and their reasons.

Measure calibration, false positives, and false negatives.

Retire or revise tools that repeatedly distort the record.
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5. Testable Propositions

P1
Reviewers can reconstruct an output from the preserved evidence.

P2

Contrary evidence remains visible.

P3
Tool confidence correlates with observed accuracy.

P4
Human override improves outcomes rather than merely protecting preferences.

6. Failure Conditions and Falsification

The framework should be revised, narrowed, or rejected where its categories cannot be applied consistently, where it
does not improve prediction or decision quality, where simpler existing methods perform equally well at lower cost,
or where its use produces the harms it was designed to prevent.

7. Limitations

® Primary evidence can itself be false or corrupted.
e  Complex systems may be difficult to explain fully.
*  Human reviewers are also biased.

¢ Evidence hierarchies vary by domain.

8. Ethical Safeguards

¢ Do not convert a conceptual framework into a diagnosis, legal conclusion, or coercive authority.
®  Preserve contrary evidence and failed applications.

e  Separate description from moral judgment.

* Require stronger review as consequences become more irreversible.

*  Permit affected persons to contest classification and use.

¢  Keep the author and the framework open to correction.

9. Discussion

The practical value of The Tool Never Supersedes the Evidence depends on whether it improves disciplined
observation, reproducibility, calibration, and accountable action. Its language is intentionally compact, but compact
language can conceal ambiguity. Review should therefore focus on whether the framework creates discriminating
tests and better records rather than merely memorable slogans.

10. Conclusion

The Tool Never Supersedes the Evidence is proposed as a working philosophy, not an established doctrine. Its core
instruction is: Software may search, rank, calculate, compare, and flag, but it must not silently overrule the
evidentiary record or replace accountable judgment. The framework earns retention only through clearer decisions,
auditable evidence, and outcomes that survive independent review.
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Appendix A. Reviewer Questions

e Is the core principle distinct from existing frameworks, or should it be treated as a synthesis?
®  Are the defined terms operational enough for independent use?

*  What observations would clearly count against the framework?

¢ Does the protocol improve outcomes relative to ordinary professional practice?

e Where could the framework create bias, coercion, or false confidence?

®  Which parts should be separated, merged, or removed?

¢  What empirical study would provide the strongest test?
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