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Key Takeaways

1 Recording only the outcome compresses a
whole meeting into one word. Soft labels
are what got compressed away.

2 "It didn't close" is one word. "Here were
the other two routes" is something another
person can use.

3 Five cadences specified, seven output
fields named, and all seven are
conclusions. The insight is there; the
instrument is not.

4 Softlabels have to be written before the
outcome. The moment the result lands, the
uncertainty that was there is erased.

Abstract

A review that produces only success or failure teaches an
organisation far less than one that also produces "what else
was on the table, and why it was not chosen". The first is a
hard label; the second is a soft label. This paper argues that
the learning rate of a review is set by the proportion of soft
labels it carries, and that soft labels do not appear on their
own — a form has to force them out.

The source text is public. A boutique investment bank's
website contains sixty-five distinct public statements about

its review practice. Two mechanical counts are run on them.
The first counts time granularity: five cadences are specified
in detail, and the weekly one is confirmed by ten separate
statements. The second counts output fields — what a
review is supposed to record — and finds only seven ever
named, of which the two most frequent (writing a lesson
into a prohibition, eleven statements; the stop-doing list,
eight) refer to the same thing.

A third count is an absence check, run over all 10,079 lines:
"second best" appears zero times, "the option not taken"
zero, "alternative" zero, "what else was available" zero. The
public text prescribes how often to review, and prescribes
that a review be written into a prohibition, but nowhere
prescribes recording the options that were ruled out at the
time.

The gap deserves a paper because the same public text
already describes the problem precisely: the most valuable
thing in a meeting is often not the conclusion but the
wording of the other side's hesitation and the order in which
they probed; leave it overnight and the detail compresses
into "they weren't interested". The insight is there. The field
that would carry it is not.

The mechanism section draws on five bodies of work: dark
knowledge in knowledge distillation, where the relative
probabilities a teacher assigns among wrong classes carry
information no hard label holds; self-distillation and label
smoothing, which describe what happens when the teacher
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is the student; the empirical literature on after-event
reviews, which finds that reviews work but that the effect
depends on the kind of review rather than on their number;
asymmetric sampling in organisational learning, where
failure teaches more but failures are systematically
undersampled; and a set of boundary references —
hindsight bias, flawed self-assessment, psychological safety,
and error management training.

The paper offers one tool: an eleven-row soft-label review
record, each row written as field, what the field asks, what a
good entry looks like, what a bad one looks like, together
with a counting rule for the soft-label proportion that
anyone can compute from ten records. The central claim is
stated as a falsifiable proposition together with the evidence
that would refute it. Five boundary cases close the paper,
including one that must be stated: the premise that the
teacher is stronger than the student often fails inside an
organisation.

No client company is named, no description that could
identify one is used, and none of the firm's own financial
figures appear.

Keywords: organisational learning; after-event review;
knowledge distillation; dark knowledge; hindsight bias;
psychological safety; learning from failure
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1. The Problem: "What Does a Review
Actually Record?"

The question comes in two versions, one from outside and

one from inside.

The outside version usually goes: you say you review after
every meeting, again at the end of the day, again at the
end of the week — how is that different from just having
meetings? What is left afterwards, and can anyone else
use it?

The inside version stings more: we have been writing
reviews for years, so why does every new colleague still

have to step into the same hole?

This paper argues that these are the same
question, and that the answer is not about
frequency.

A review that writes down "this one closed" or "this one
did not" is a hard label. A review that writes down "we
also considered two other routes; the second one fell short
here, and this is why we did not take it" is a soft label. The
two cost about the same to write. They carry very different

amounts of information.

The distinction is not this paper's invention. It comes
from a machine learning paper that has been cited for a
decade: training a small model to fit the full probability
distribution a large model outputs teaches it more than
training it on the correct answer alone, because the
relative probabilities the large model assigns among the
wrong answers encode how wrong each of them is. The

authors call that part dark knowledge.

A firm's review practice is exactly a distillation in which
the previous stretch of experience is the teacher and the
next set of actions is the student. If the teacher emits only

outcomes, the student learns one word.

The route: Section 2 lays out the public source text and
runs three mechanical counts. Section 3 gives five bodies
of mechanism literature. Section 4 takes the three
premises of distillation one by one and asks which of them
an organisation can guarantee. Section 5 gives the tool.
Section 6 states the claim as a proposition that can be
refuted. Sections 7 and 8 draw the boundaries.

How this differs from the other papers in the
series. GI-WP-2026-P11, Borrowed Theories, §4.4, gave
a three-paragraph verdict on the "data quality and teacher
model — review practice" pair and proposed adding a

column to the review record. This paper expands that one
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sentence into a standalone study and adds three things it
did not have: three counts over the public statements, a
premise-by-premise verdict, and a record sheet that can
be copied as it stands. GI-WP-2026-P12, Losses at the
Handoff, concludes that end-to-end must be paired with
an outside assessor; this paper is about what that assessor
has to produce. GI-WP-2026-P9, Calibration, is about
aligning expectations before the ask; this paper is about

after.

"It didn't close" is one word. "Here were the other
two routes" is something another person can use.

2.The Source Text: What the Website
Says About Reviews

2.1 How the source text was taken

The source is a public web page and anyone can reproduce
it. Method: curl the page
https://glacier.mba/institute.html; strip HTML
comments, then <script>, then <style>; replace every
remaining tag with a newline; unescape entities; drop
blank lines. The result is 10,079 lines of plain text,
retrieved 2026-09-22. All line numbers below refer to
that plain text — the same source text and the same line
numbering used by GI-WP-2026-P11 and
GI-WP-2026-P12.

2.2 Chapter 18, pair 4: the review meeting is
the teacher model

Chapter 18 maps knowledge distillation onto the firm's

own review practice:

M@ BRI R R, REIERE; ZHEID
BRUREETAY - BRI — 2RI SR, AN —2K 5.
What caps a model is not the volume of data but its
quality. You need a teacher model assessing
continuously: whichever class of generalisation data is
missing, go and collect that class of scenario. — theory
sentence, L.3887 [1]

[5G BRI BT —— PPl _b—
Eo R T MR (=5 2 N o P | N3O (S 75 =

The review meeting is that teacher model — it assesses

the quality of last week's judgements, finds the gaps, and
directs next week towards the class of scenario that fills
them. — phenomenon sentence, L3889 [1]
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The pair cites "Hinton, Vinyals & Dean (2015), Distilling
the Knowledge in a Neural Network, arXiv:1503.02531"
(L3919) [1][2].

This is an unusually accurate analogy. A teacher
model does assess quality, find gaps and direct the filling
of them. But in the original paper the teacher does a
fourth thing, and the phenomenon sentence does not
mention it — the teacher emits a distribution, not
an answer. §3.1 explains why that fourth thing is the

core of distillation.

2.3 The website has already described the
problem accurately

One thing has to be said before anything else: the gap
this paper identifies is not something the firm
failed to see. The same public text contains two
sentences that describe the formation of a hard label more

precisely than most management writing:

& EREEREEARLEE, XTI A REEE
T8 17 R BT s ——— IS el A T L SR R R )
What is most valuable in a meeting is often not the
conclusion, but the wording of the other side's hesitation
and the order in which they probed — that is the hand
they have not yet shown. — L5886 [1]

Md—H, MR AR R TR - 2
R#5e, H KRG AFBIESHIRE. |
Leave it overnight and the detail compresses into "they
weren't interested". Review it the same day, and the next

day's meeting has a corrected version to work from. —
L5887 [1]

The second sentence is the definition of a hard label. A
two-hour meeting contains dozens of signals — which
page they stopped on, how many layers deep the
questions went, which figure was queried twice — and
overnight they all collapse into five words. The verb the
website uses is "compress". It then states the consequence
in three characters:

554, | Signal goes stale. — 15888 [1]
The same essay also states a methodological requirement:

(355, AL Review the signals, not just the
conclusion. — 1.5893 [1]

So the insight is there. The question this paper asks is

the next one: has the insight been turned into a field?
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% 1/ Exhibit 1 Time granularity of reviews in the public text. Counting rule: a line in which T€# ] and the granularity term
both occur, with identical lines deduplicated, counts once. The denominator is the 65 deduplicated lines containing &
# ] that are not third-party quotations. The count is made here.

Granularity Occurrences Lines

Every meeting 5 Lo12, L3228, L5882, L9260, L9265

Same day / same evening 5 Lo12, L3228, L5882, L9260, L9265

Weekly 10 Loi2, L3228, L3877, L3889, L5256, L5414, L5882, L8218, L9260, L9265
Monthly 1 L3228

Quarterly 2 L3228,L5882

% 2 / Exhibit 2 Review output fields named in the public text (continued from Table 1). Counting rule and denominator as
in Table 1. The last row is not an omission; it is the result of this count. The count is made here.

Output field How the website puts it Occurrences Representative
lines
Prohibition (BT S R EES | write the hole you fell into into a prohibition 11 L932, L3065,
L4067
Stop-doing list [Stop Doing List (REERIEER) | 8 Lo32, L3065,
L5950
Method [BRIBENEAR, A ZEF%E] only distilled experience is method 5 L1524, L5874,
L5903
A ruler M PERRRBED WIRR TIEFRERD | twrn " feel” back into "the 3 L3142, L5907,
measure shows" 18326
Memo MR IBREFZERE TSR] investor feedback written line by line 2 L7974,18218
into a memo
Gap [P E—ERNHETRE. HEERO 1 assess last week's 1 L3889
Jjudgements, find the gaps
Contact list TREFETLRINBIA RFE NI BR ] a list that reaches 1 L8118

decision-makers within days

The option ranked second at
the time

no corresponding expression anywhere in the text o —

2.4 Three counts

The three counts below are made here. The rules are
stated in the writing note §6.1, and anyone can recompute

them against the same plain text.

Count one: time granularity. Rule: the number of
deduplicated lines in which [ ] (review) occurs

together with a term for a time granularity.

Count two: output fields. Same rule, counting how
many kinds of thing a review is said to record.

Count three: an absence check. The scope here is not
those 65 lines but all 10,079 — because proving an
absence inside a range you drew yourself proves
nothing.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

The last row is the only near-hit in the check, and
deserves to be set out verbatim:

[—RERAAELL TR BEEE AR R
One rejection usually carries more information than ten
compliments. — 1L.8621 [1]

SR BB, Jeiclk: SRR, M2 8E.
KRMNNERATREHR T |
When you are turned down, do not explain yourself first
— write it down first: where the no came from and why.

That is a ruler somebody else measured for us. — L8622

[1]

These two sentences are almost what this paper is
asking for, but the direction is reversed. They say:

record it when others turn us down. This paper says:
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% 3/ Exhibit 3 The absence check (continued from Table 2). The search covers all 10,079 lines of the plain text, not only
the lines containing TE# | . Search terms are listed individually; hits are raw line hits, not deduplicated. The count is

Note

L5838, referring to a founder's own fallback options, unrelated to a

review field

made here.

Search term Hits
MR second best o
28 _4F second choice 0
I/ RIERE / BBIE not chosen o
B R alternative o
UIIEH what else there was o
NI ATIE / A 4A&GE why it was not chosen o)
WHEGRIIE IR/ HEBR RO IEH the option ruled out, the o)
reason

ZFEM—1Y / Z %D by how much it fell short o
&Ik fallback 1
EEWME, ATAT where the no came from and why 1

18622, see below

record it when we ourselves rule an option out. In
the first the teacher is external; in the second the teacher
is inside. And the second is far more frequent: a firm is
turned down a limited number of times, while it rules its

own options out many times more often.

2.5 What the three counts say together

First, the cadence is specified finely and the
content coarsely. Five granularities, with the weekly
one confirmed by ten separate statements. Against that,
only seven output fields are ever named, and the two most
frequent of them (writing into a prohibition, and the
stop-doing list) refer to the same thing, together

accounting for most of the named occurrences.

Second, all seven named outputs are of the
conclusion type. Prohibition, method, ruler, memo,
gap, contact list — all of them are what a review arrives
at, not what it saw at the time. In the vocabulary of
§3.1, they are all hard labels.

Third, there is a gap between the insight and the
instrument. L5886 says the most valuable thing is not
the conclusion; L5893 says review the signals, not just the
conclusion. Yet none of the seven named fields carries a
signal. An insight that has been written down but
has no field waiting for it will be back to being a

nice sentence by next week.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

Five cadences specified, seven output fields
named, and all seven are conclusions. The insight is
there:; the instrument is not.

3. Mechanism: Hard Labels and Soft
Labels

3.1 Dark knowledge: what a teacher really
teaches is how wrong each wrong answer is

Hinton, Vinyals and Dean [2] train a strong teacher
model, then train a small student to fit the teacher's full
probability distribution rather than the correct
answer. Their key observation is stated plainly: the
relative probabilities the teacher assigns among the wrong
classes carry information the correct label does not. An
image may be classified as a BMW with the highest
probability; but if its probability of being a garbage truck
is far higher than its probability of being a carrot, the
model has learned that BMWs and garbage trucks are
both vehicles. The authors call this part dark knowledge.

The approach has a predecessor. Bucilua, Caruana and
Niculescu-Mizil [3] proposed model compression: label
data with a large ensemble, then train a small model on
those labels, and the small model approaches the
ensemble's performance. Together the two papers give a
proposition: the student learns faster not because
the answers are more correct, but because the

labels are softer.
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The correspondence to an organisation is direct:

 Hard label = this one closed / did not close; this

judgement was right / wrong.

e Soft label = what was ranked second at the time; by
how much it fell short; under what conditions it would
have ranked first; which piece of information was

missing when the call was made.

Soft labels are valuable because they teach the
shape of the decision space rather than one point
in it. A point is only usable in an identical situation. A

shape extrapolates.

3.2 Self-distillation: what happens when the
teacher is the student

Distillation presumes the teacher is stronger than the
student. Reviews inside an organisation often fail this
condition — the people assessing last week's judgements
are the people who made them.

Machine learning has studied this case directly. Furlanello
and colleagues [4] found that a model teaching a
structurally identical new model — they call it a
"born-again" network — can yield a student that
outperforms its teacher. That looks like good news, but its
cause needs care. Miiller, Kornblith and Hinton [5] show
that part of this class of gain comes from softening the
labels itself, a regularising effect, rather than from the
teacher being better. They also report a result in the other
direction: a teacher trained with label smoothing has
representations in which same-class examples are packed
more tightly and the relative structure between classes is
erased, so it is a worse teacher for distillation —

softened too evenly, the dark knowledge is gone.

Together this gives an organisation a very concrete

warning:

1. Assessing yourself is not entirely useless, because
softening the output has value in itself.

2. But softening has to preserve structure. A review record
that always says "we all share responsibility, let's be
careful next time" has flattened the label, not softened
it. A real soft label has to be ordered: who

came second, and by how much.

The website's line [E#EE AT, BEHNN] (review
yourself before reviewing others, 1.5899) [1] holds in this

frame, subject to point 2.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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3.3 The empirical record on reviews: they work,
but it depends on the kind

After-event review is not a practice supported only by

anecdotes.

Ellis and Davidi [6] ran a key study in which trainees
reviewed not only failed experience but successful
experience as well. Those who reviewed both built more
complete mental models than those who reviewed failures
alone, and performed better afterwards. This matters
greatly here: the value of a review lies not in
fault-finding but in covering more of the
possibility space. Reviewing only failures samples one
side of the distribution.

Ellis, Mendel and Nir [7] then compared different kinds
of after-event review and found that the effect depends on
what the review directs people to do, not on whether the
meeting happened. Villado and Arthur [8] compared
subjective reviews with reviews based on objective records
on a complex task, and found the latter produced a
greater improvement in team performance — a review
with a record in hand and a review from memory

are not the same thing.

Tannenbaum and Cerasoli [9] meta-analysed this
literature and conclude that debriefs do improve
performance, and that the effect holds for individuals and

teams, in simulated and in real settings.

Together: that reviews work is established. What works is
a review that has structure, has records, and covers both
success and failure — not the act of reviewing itself.
However high the frequency, a string of hard labels is still
a string of hard labels.

3.4 Organisational learning: failure teaches
more, but failure is undersampled

Madsen and Desai [10] studied an industry where failure
is catastrophic and the record is complete — orbital
launch vehicles. They found that organisations learn more
from failure than from success, and that knowledge
gained from failure depreciates more slowly. Haunschild
and Sullivan [11] reach a complementary conclusion from
airline accident and incident data: accidents with
heterogeneous causes produce more learning than
those with a single cause, because they force an
organisation to examine more possible explanations.

There is a trap here, and Denrell [12] states it most
clearly. When learning vicariously from others' practices,

the sample you see has been filtered — organisations that
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% 4/ Exhibit 4 The soft-label review record. Eleven fields, filled alongside the ordinary review record. Field 1 is the hard
label; fields 2 to 7 are the soft labels; fields 8 to 11 are the four constraints that keep the sheet from degenerating. The
table is this paper's own; the website contains no equivalent.

No. Field
1 The judgement
2 The option ranked second

10

11

By how much it fell short

What would flip the ranking

The option ruled out earliest

The information missing then

Which existing prohibition

was used

When it can be verified

If the result is the opposite,
suspect what first

Any new prohibition from this

Recorded by, reviewed by

What it asks

What was decided

What nearly got chosen

Large or small, and on which
dimension

What it would take to reverse
the call

What was dismissed first, and
why

What was not in hand but would
have changed the call

Whether past experience was
invoked

How long before this is settled

Names the attribution starting
point in advance

Whether anything was
deposited

‘Who wrote it, who has seen it

A good entry

One sentence naming the
action and its object

Specific enough to be
executable

Names the dimension and
the direction

One observable condition

States the reason for
dismissing it

Names the item and where
it would come from

Cites the prohibition by
number or wording

A specific date

Names one specific step

Write it, or write "none"

The reviewer is not the
person who judged

A bad entry

Writing the outcome
instead of the action

"There were other
options"

"On balance"
"Depends”

Left blank

"Not enough
information"

Left blank

"We'll know eventually"

Filled in afterwards

Left blank

The same name twice

failed have disappeared, are not reported, are not
interviewed. The same risky strategy then looks effective
when read off the survivors. He calls this

undersampling of failure, and shows that many

management "success principles” are its product.

Argote and Miron-Spektor [13] integrate the literature
into a framework: organisational learning is the
conversion of experience into knowledge, and the

context in which that conversion happens determines

whether it happens at all.

The hard corollary for this paper: if a review records
only the path that was taken, the organisation's
learning sample is permanently filtered by its
own choices. Recording the option ranked second is the
only counterfactual sample an organisation can

manufacture for itself — it requires waiting neither for

someone else to fail nor for itself to fail.

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series

3.5 Boundary literature: why soft labels do not
appear on their own

This subsection explains why a form is needed, rather

than a reminder to "write a bit more".

First, hindsight bias. Fischhoff's [14] classic

experiments show that once people know the outcome,
they systematically overstate how much they expected it
beforehand. The moment the result is revealed, the

uncertainty that was genuinely there is erased. This

means soft labels have to be written before the

outcome is known; a second-best option reconstructed
afterwards has already been contaminated by the result.

Second, self-assessment is unreliable. Kruger and
Dunning [15] show that less competent performers
systematically overrate themselves, partly because

recognising one's own shortfall requires exactly the

competence they lack. Dunning, Heath and Suls [16]

extend this to work, health and education with the same

conclusion: self-assessment correlates only weakly with

objective performance. So "have everyone write down the

quality of their own judgement" has a ceiling built into it.
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Third, saying it requires safety. Edmondson [17] shows that
psychological safety in a team determines whether
members will voice errors and questions, and that learning
behaviour mediates performance. Writing down "I neatly
took the other route" is an exposure. Without safety, that
field fills up with platitudes. The website's line [ 4454
B ER—FR WM, AWt (the error has to be
on the table first — only a visible error can be fixed,

15911 — 1.5912) [1] says exactly this.

Fourth, treating errors as learning material can
be trained. Keith and Frese [18] meta-analysed error
management training — training that explicitly
encourages errors during practice and guides people to
extract information from them — against conventional
training, and found the former more effective, especially
for transfer to new tasks. This yields an optimistic
corollary: soft labelling is not a talent. It is an action that

can be arranged.

The four together are the reason this paper asks
for a form rather than issuing an exhortation:
hindsight bias requires it be written before the outcome;
distorted self-assessment requires fixed fields rather than
free writing; psychological safety requires it be a routine
action rather than an ad hoc demand; and error

management training shows it can be taught.

Soft labels have to be written before the outcome.
The moment the result lands, the uncertainty that
was there is erased.

4. The Three Premises of Distillation,
Taken One ata Time

A borrowed concept is usable only if its premises hold

here. Knowledge distillation has three.

4.1 Premise one: the teacher is stronger than
the student

Often false in an organisation. The people assessing
last week's judgements in a review are usually the people
who made them. This is not self-distillation either,
because in self-distillation the teacher is at least a trained,
fixed model; here teacher and student are the same people
in two roles in the same week.

More seriously, the teacher's errors are passed to the
student intact. A judgement that was wrong but went
unnoticed will be written into the prohibition list as

Glacier Institute Working Paper Series
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correct teacher output, and then read aloud by everyone.
Self-distillation amplifies existing bias rather
than correcting it.

What can be done is limited but not nothing.
Villado and Arthur [8] in §3.3 show that objective records
beat subjective impressions. Keeping a record of what
was in hand at the time means the teacher is not purely

oneself, but oneself plus a timestamp that does not lie.

4.2 Premise two: the teacher was trained
independently, first

Often false in an organisation. In the original paper
the teacher is trained beforehand on separate data. A
review that uses only the material this week produced is

not an independent teacher; it is the same model's echo.

This is exactly where the conclusion of GI-WP-2026-P12
lands. That paper argues that the price of end-to-end is
that attribution becomes hard, and therefore that an
outside assessor is required. The technical meaning of
"outside assessor" here is: part of the teacher's
input has to come from someone who was not

involved.

The website's line [ BRI ST BEAE . Jeiclk: B7E
WL, A Afh. ZRMABRRANELHR T (18622)
[1] is the one place found here that explicitly puts the
teacher outside. Its scope is narrow — only the case of

being turned down by others — but the direction is right.

4.3 Premise three: the teacher's output is soft

This is the only one of the three an organisation
can guarantee by rule. The first two depend on people
and on whether external input exists; the third depends

only on whether the form has that column.

And by the three counts of §2.4, the column is not there.
All seven named output fields are of the conclusion type,
and the option ranked second at the time appears zero
times in the whole text.

So this paper's recommendation lands on the
third premise, not the first two. Not because the first
two do not matter, but because the first two cannot be
changed and the third can be changed tomorrow. One rule
that can actually be changed beats two principles that are

correct and unexecuted.

4.4 The soft-label proportion: a quantity that
can be counted

Turn the third premise into a number:
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Soft-label proportion = the number of review
records in which the fields "option ranked
second", "by how much it fell short" and "the
information missing at the time" are all filled,
divided by the number of records sampled.

Three things have to be fixed in the rule or the number

will drift on its own:

1. The sample must be random. Not the ones that

were written up well.

2. All three fields must be non-empty to count in
the numerator. One field is not enough — naming the
runner-up without stating the margin gives the name
but not the score, and the dark knowledge is still
missing.

3. "None" is a valid entry, but it has to be
written. If there genuinely was no second option,
write "only this one was visible at the time" — which is
itself a highly valuable record, because it says how

narrow the field of view was.

Compute it quarterly. The trend matters more than the
level. The first figure will almost certainly be low;
that is not a problem. It is the baseline.

icizA= - KEY POINT

Of the three premises, only "make the
output soft" can be changed tomorrow.
So change that one first.

5.The Tool: A Soft-Label Review Record

5.1 Eleven fields

Add one page to the review record. Fill it at the time the
judgement is made, before the outcome is known

(83.5, first point).
The four constraints deserve a note.

Fields 8 and 9 exist to counter hindsight bias [14].
Writing the verification date and the attribution starting
point in advance removes the option of saying afterwards

"I always thought that was off".

The "none" in field 10 is a deliberate design.
Allowing "none" is what stops the field from being
padded. And if a whole quarter is nothing but "none", that
does not mean there were no lessons. It means nobody is

looking.
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Field 11 exists to counter premise one (§4.1). If the
reviewer is not the person who judged, the teacher gains a
little independence. The reviewer does not have to agree
with the judgement; he only has to confirm that fields 2 to
6 are not platitudes.

5.2 What the sheet costs

One page, a few extra minutes each time. This paper does
not claim it is free. Its real cost is not the time: it is that
fields 2, 5 and 6 require a person to admit that he
saw another road and did not take it, while field 11
requires a second person to see that admission. This is
why it needs psychological safety [17], and why it has to be
written as a routine action rather than an ad hoc request

— aroutine action is not aimed at anyone.

idizs= - KEY POINT
Allowing "none" is what stops the field

from being padded. A quarter of nothing
but "none" does not mean no lessons — it
means nobody is looking.

6. A Proposition That Can Be Refuted

Main proposition. If two organisations review at the
same frequency, but one of them carries a higher
soft-label proportion in its review output (computed by
the rule in §4.4), then after some period the one with the
higher proportion performs better in new situations
that differ from past ones, while in situations closely
resembling the past the two do not differ.

The shape of the proposition is deliberate: the payoff
from soft labels should show up in extrapolation,
not in repetition. An organisation that only does
repetitive work is well served by hard labels — which is
also §7, counter-case two.

What evidence would refute it. Among organisations
reviewing at comparable frequency, split them by
soft-label proportion and compare performance in new
versus familiar situations. If the high-proportion group
has no advantage in new situations either, the proposition
fails — soft labels would then be a recording cost rather
than learning material. If the two groups differ in
familiar situations, the proposition also needs revision:
the mechanism would then not be extrapolation but
something else.
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Corollary one (gap test, run once here). If a review
practice grew up on its own and was never specified by a
form, then its public statements should specify how
often to review in more detail than what to record.
Tables 1 and 2 show five granularities with the weekly
cadence confirmed in ten statements, against seven
named output fields of which the two most frequent refer
to the same thing. Corollary one is not refuted on
this one sample. Take another firm and find its
statements specify content more finely than cadence, and
the corollary is refuted — the asymmetry would then not

be a general feature of self-grown practice.

Corollary two (timing test, not run). If soft labels
have to be written before the outcome [14], then
second-best options reconstructed afterwards should
differ systematically from those recorded at the time: the
reconstructed ones will sit closer to the eventual result.
The test takes one batch of judgements in two groups, one
recording at the time and one reconstructing afterwards,
and compares the distribution of "second place". This
paper does not run it, because it requires a controlled
internal trial. Left explicitly open; not filled with

conjecture.

Corollary three (softening is not flattening). §3.2,
citing Miiller and colleagues [5], notes that softening too
evenly destroys dark knowledge. Testable form: if an
organisation's fields 2 and 3 are chronically filled with
undifferentiated boilerplate, then even a high soft-label
proportion should not produce the extrapolation
advantage the main proposition predicts. This yields a
diagnostic: a high proportion with no effect —
check whether field 3 discriminates at all.

iciz&= - KEY POINT
The payoff from soft labels should appear

in new situations. A difference in familiar
ones means something else is doing the
work.

7. Boundaries and Counter-Cases

An analysis with only supporting cases does not deserve
trust. Five places where this practice is known to fail.

Counter-case one: the premise that the teacher is
stronger often fails. This is the important one; §4.1
stated it, and here is its full consequence. Self-distillation
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passes the teacher's bias down intact, and passes it down
very evenly — because prohibitions are read aloud by
everyone. A wrong prohibition is far more damaging than
a wrong judgement, because it gets recited repeatedly. So
the sheet needs an exit mechanism alongside it:
every prohibition must record which judgement
produced it, so that it can be withdrawn when
that judgement is later shown to have been
wrong. This is the second of the two recommendations of
this paper, alongside the record sheet itself.

Counter-case two: not all work needs soft labels.
Highly repetitive work under fixed rules is well served by
hard labels, and better served by them — every extra field
is pure cost. The payoff from soft labels comes from
extrapolation, and repetitive work does not need to
extrapolate. The test is simple: ask whether the next
situation will differ from this one. If the answer is
"basically the same", the sheet should shrink to fields 1, 8
and 10.

Counter-case three: written down is not the same
as read. Of the seven output fields counted in §2.4,
prohibitions and the stop-doing list account for most, and
what the website repeatedly emphasises is that everyone
re-reads them (1.932, L3065, L4067 and others) [1]. That
emphasis is right: a record nobody re-reads differs
from no record only in storage cost. The sheet
proposed here faces the same problem, and faces it more
acutely — soft labels are longer and more specific than
prohibitions, and therefore harder to re-read repeatedly.
One possible remedy is to index by field 4 (what would
flip the ranking): rather than reading everything, read the
one entry when a similar situation arises. This paper has
not tested that remedy.

Counter-case four: this field will be gamed. As
soon as the soft-label proportion becomes a number
someone watches, it will be padded. Villado and Arthur
[8] remind us that what works is a review grounded in
objective records, not a fully completed form. So the
proportion is unsuited to being a performance metric and
suited only to being a diagnostic — watch the trend,
publish no ranking, attach it to no one's
evaluation. This one is hard: the moment it is attached,
fields 2 to 6 become creative writing.

Counter-case five: a gap in the public text is not a
gap in practice. The absence check in Table 3
establishes that this set of public statements does not
prescribe the field. It does not establish that the firm
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never records second-best options. Internal records are
not visible here, and should not be. An absence in
public text is a conclusion about wording, not a
conclusion about behaviour. This is the same point
as §7, counter-case three of GI-WP-2026-P11 and §7,
counter-case five of GI-WP-2026-P12: what is not written
down does not enter the denominator.

A wrong prohibition is worse than a wrong
judgement. It gets recited by everyone, repeatedly.

8. Scope

One, the object. This paper analyses sixty-five public
statements about review practice in one public text from
one professional service firm. Its conclusions apply to the
design of reviews in judgement-intensive knowledge work
with long feedback cycles and situations that are never
quite the same twice. They do not extend to highly
repetitive operational work (§7, counter-case two), nor to

settings with immediate objective scoring.

Two, the nature of the evidence. Tables 1, 2 and 3 are
mechanical counts; the rules are in the writing note §6.1,
and anyone recomputing them against the same plain text
should get the same figures. These three tables are
counts, not evaluations — they say how many times a
term appears in a public text, not whether the firm does
its job well. Table 4 is a tool constructed here, not a

measurement.

Three, a known weakness in the counting rule.
Tables 1 and 2 use "occurring on the same line", and line
breaks in the plain text depend on the tag structure of the
original page. A sentence spanning two lines has its halves
counted separately or not at all. The rule was chosen
because it is mechanical and recomputable; the price is
that it handles long sentences poorly. Under a different
rule — by paragraph rather than by line —
individual figures would change, but the three
readings in §2.5 rest on orders of magnitude (ten
against one, seven against zero), not on any single

figure.

Four, the limits of the absence check. Table 3
searches words, not meanings. An organisation could
perfectly well express "the option ranked second at the
time" in wording this paper did not think of. The full list
of search terms is given so that it can be checked and
extended, but under-detection cannot be ruled out. That
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is a real limitation, stated here rather than
hidden.

Five, no causal inference. This paper does not claim
that adding the sheet improves any outcome. The main
proposition of Section 6 is a claim to be tested, not a

conclusion already established.

Six, an honest gap. Corollary two — the difference
between recording at the time and reconstructing
afterwards — requires a controlled internal trial, which
this paper cannot run and leaves explicitly open. Until
that work is done, the rule that soft labels must be written
before the outcome rests on Fischhoff's [14] experimental
evidence plus an analogy, not on direct verification in this

setting.

Seven, what this paper does not do. It does not
evaluate any business outcome of the firm, does not
constitute investment advice, and gives no information
traceable to any specific transaction or company. The
three counting tables count words in a public text and

involve no operating data.

Table 3 counts words, hot meanings. The search
terms are listed in full so that someone can add the
ones | missed.

9. Conclusion
Back to the two questions of Section 1.

"What does a review actually record?" The answer
should not be a table of frequencies. Frequency
determines how fresh the information is; content
determines how thick it is. The counts here show five
granularities in the public statements with the weekly
cadence confirmed ten times over, against seven named
output fields, all of the conclusion type. What needs
adding is not cadence. It is fields.

"Why does every new colleague still step into the
same hole?" Because what he inherits is a string of
conclusions, not a decision space. A prohibition tells him
not to do this. It does not tell him what the other two
routes were, or why this one did not work. Someone
holding only conclusions, faced with a slightly different
situation, has no choice but to try it again himself.
Conclusions can be inherited. Judgement cannot
— unless what was visible at the time is kept along
with them.

This paper proposes two things, both small:
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First, add one page of eleven fields to the review
record (Section 5), filled at the time and not after the
outcome. The proportion of records with three fields
simultaneously non-empty is the soft-label proportion:
compute it quarterly, watch the trend, publish no ranking,
attach it to no evaluation.

Second, record for every prohibition which
judgement produced it (§7, counter-case one), so that
it can be withdrawn when that judgement turns out to
have been wrong. Once a prohibition enters a list
everyone re-reads, withdrawing it is far harder than
writing it was.

Neither requires a new meeting, a new role or a new

system. They require a form and a field.
Three sentences summarise the paper:

1. Recording only the outcome compresses a whole
meeting into one word; soft labels are what got

compressed away.

2. Of distillation's three premises, only "make the output
soft" can be changed tomorrow — so change that one

first.

3. Soft labels have to be written before the outcome; the
moment the result lands, the uncertainty that was thetre

is erased.

Conclusions can be inherited. Judgement cannot
— unless you keep the options that were visible at
the time.
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