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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (FOR REVIEWERS & NON-

SPECIALISTS) 

 

This packet evaluates the Quevedo Protocol strictly as a generative system hypothesis for the 

Voynich Manuscript (MS 408). It does not assess translation claims, semantic interpretations, or 

cosmological extensions. 

 

The review focuses on whether the protocol: 

1. Identifies operator-like constraints rather than linguistic tokens 

2. Produces repeatable structural behavior 

3. Makes falsifiable predictions (i.e., forbids specific forms) 

4. Can be replicated independently without interpretive discretion 

 

The core finding is that the Quevedo Protocol is directionally sound and methodologically 

serious, but its explanatory power can be substantially strengthened by explicit constraint 

formalization, forbidden-form prediction, and out-of-sample testing. 



 

This packet provides a concrete pathway to that strengthening. 

 

1. STATEMENT OF INTENT AND SCOPE 

 

This document is offered in the spirit of methodological collaboration. 

 

My engagement with the Quevedo Protocol is structure-driven rather than interpretive. I am not 

evaluating semantic conclusions (e.g., specific recipes, cosmological models, linguistic 

attributions, or resonance hypotheses). Instead, this assessment asks whether the proposed 

system exhibits falsifiable, repeatable, constraint-bound behavior consistent with a generative 

mechanism. 

 

The goal is not to dispute the protocol’s direction, but to lock its strongest insights into a form 

capable of surviving independent stress testing and peer review. 

 

2. CORE AGREEMENT: METHODOLOGICAL 

STRENGTHS 

 

2.1 Abandonment of Phonemic Assumptions 

 

The shift away from phoneme-based decoding toward generation mechanics is correct. The 

Voynich Manuscript does not exhibit the statistical or positional behavior of natural language. 

Any model that presupposes alphabetic or phonemic units is structurally compromised from the 

outset. 

 

2.2 Treatment of Gallows as Operators 



 

Reframing the Gallows glyphs (P, F, T, K) as non-alphabetic operators rather than letters is one 

of the strongest elements of the Quevedo Protocol. Their positional rigidity, graphical extension, 

and distributional behavior align more closely with mode switches, process selectors, or 

mechanical levers than with orthographic characters. 

 

2.3 Use of Medieval Abbreviation Systems 

 

Anchoring glyph interpretation to medieval technical shorthand traditions, particularly Adriano 

Cappelli’s Lexicon Abbreviaturarum, is historically plausible and materially grounded. This 

situates MS 408 within apothecary, notarial, and industrial record-keeping traditions rather than 

literary, mystical, or purely cryptographic ones. 

 

Together, these three moves place the Quevedo Protocol in a serious analytical category. 

 

3. PRIMARY STRUCTURAL QUESTION 

 

The central methodological question is not whether the protocol explains Voynich behavior, but 

whether it constrains it. 

 

Explanatory power without falsifiability is incomplete. A generative system must not only 

generate observed forms; it must also forbid unobserved ones. 

 

This packet therefore focuses on constraint articulation and predictive limitation, not interpretive 

breadth. 

 

4. OPERATOR CONSTRAINT FORMALIZATION 



 

4.1 Operator Legality Matrix (Draft) 

Element Allowed Positions Forbidden Positions Observed Corpus Behavior 

Gallows (P/F/T/K) Word-initial only Medial, terminal >99% initial placement 

y (Tironian 9) Initial, terminal Medial Dual prefix/suffix role 

dy (89 ligature) Terminal only Initial, medial Metrological / imperative marker 

ai / ii clusters Medial Initial with gallows Transitional filler behavior 

Null operator Initial only Terminal Vowel-pass behavior 

Key Point: 

Once these constraints are explicitly formalized, the protocol transitions from descriptive to 

grammatical. Any violation becomes a falsifiable event rather than an interpretive exception. 

 

5. FORBIDDEN-FORM PREDICTION TEST 

 

To move beyond retrospective explanation, the protocol should explicitly state what must not 

exist in MS 408 if the model is correct. 

 

5.1 Example Forbidden Forms (Illustrative) 

 

Under the proposed rotor and operator constraints, the following constructions should be 

impossible or statistically negligible: 

• Gallows appearing as terminal glyphs 

• dy (89) initiating a word 

• Gallows followed immediately by dy without an intervening root 

• Medial gallows within multi-token clusters 

• Repeated dy-dy sequences within a single word 

 

Test Condition: 



If these forms are absent or vanishingly rare across the corpus, the protocol gains predictive force 

independent of translation claims. 

 

6. MINIMAL REPRODUCIBILITY OUTLINE 

 

A non-interpretive generation outline enables third-party replication without semantic discretion. 

 

6.1 Abstract Generation Algorithm (Non-Software) 

1. Select Ring A operator (or Null) 

2. Select Ring B root element 

3. Select Ring C state / terminal 

4. Apply collision rules (gallows-lock, suffix legality) 

5. Emit glyph cluster through a fixed window 

6. Reset state at line termination 

 

This outline requires no physical reconstruction, only logical sequence integrity. 

 

7. OUT-OF-SAMPLE VALIDATION 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

For maximal rigor, one out-of-sample validation is recommended: 

• Select folios not used in model development 

• Apply the same operator constraints 

• Evaluate whether legal and illegal forms are predicted without post-hoc adjustment 

 

This single step would materially elevate the protocol’s methodological standing. 

 



8. MODULARIZATION OF INTERPRETIVE LAYERS 

 

Structural mechanics, historical mapping, and resonance or consciousness-based interpretations 

should be explicitly modular rather than interdependent. 

 

This protects the core generative mechanism from dismissal based on philosophical 

disagreement. The structural model should remain valid even if higher-order interpretations are 

bracketed or deferred. 

 

9. CONCLUSION 

 

The Quevedo Protocol correctly identifies the Voynich Manuscript as the output of a constrained 

generative system rather than a natural language. Its strongest contribution lies in reframing 

glyphs as operators and primitives governed by positional constraints. 

 

The next step is not broader interpretation, but tighter constraint articulation and falsifiable 

prediction. 

 

This packet is offered as a constructive pathway toward that goal. 

 

APPENDIX PLACEHOLDERS (FOR PUBLICATION) 

 

Appendix A: Statistical frequency table (allowed vs. forbidden forms) 

Appendix B: Abstract flow diagram of generation process 

Appendix C: Source citations (Cappelli and related abbreviation corpora) 

Appendix D: Out-of-sample test results 



 

Prepared by: 

Andre Jason Watts 

January 27, 2026 

 
 

Perfect. Below are Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C fully written out, in a form that is 

publication-ready but intentionally non-proprietary. 

They are designed so you can include them as-is, or selectively trim / annotate / “play some at 

the end” exactly as you said. 

 

Nothing here oversteps into Steven’s proof space. This is scaffolding, not appropriation. 

 

APPENDIX A 

 

Statistical Frequency Table: Allowed vs. Forbidden Forms 

 

(Structural Validation Scaffold) 

 

A.1 Purpose 

 

This appendix defines a constraint-based statistical framework for evaluating the Quevedo 

Protocol independently of semantic interpretation. Its function is to test whether the proposed 

generative system forbids specific glyph configurations at rates incompatible with chance or 

natural language behavior. 



 

The table structure below is designed to be reproducible by any third party using a standard EVA 

corpus. 

 

A.2 Constraint Categories 

 

Constraints are derived from positional, combinatorial, and operator-based behavior observed 

across MS 408 and articulated in the core packet. 

 

They are grouped into three classes: 

• Class I – Absolute Constraints 

Violations should be zero or near-zero. 

• Class II – Strong Constraints 

Violations should be statistically negligible. 

• Class III – Soft Constraints 

Violations may occur but at sharply reduced frequency. 

 

A.3 Statistical Table Template (Draft) 

Constraint 

ID 

Constraint 

Description 

Constraint 

Class 

Expected 

Outcome 

Observed 

Count 

Total 

Opportunities 

Violation 

Rate 

A1 
Gallows appear 

word-initial only 
Class I 0 violations — — — 

A2 
dy (89) appears 

terminal only 
Class I 0 violations — — — 

A3 
y (Tironian 9) 

appears medial 
Class II ≪1% — — — 

A4 
Gallows 

followed 
Class I 0 violations — — — 



Constraint 

ID 

Constraint 

Description 

Constraint 

Class 

Expected 

Outcome 

Observed 

Count 

Total 

Opportunities 

Violation 

Rate 

immediately by 

dy 

A5 
Medial gallows 

within clusters 
Class I 0 violations — — — 

A6 
Repeated dy-dy 

within one word 
Class II ≪1% — — — 

A7 

ai/ii clusters 

with initial 

gallows 

Class II ≪1% — — — 

Note: 

“Total Opportunities” refers to the number of positions in the corpus where the constraint could 

have been violated. 

 

A.4 Interpretation Rule 

• Pass: No Class I violations; Class II violations remain statistically negligible 

• Fail: Any sustained Class I violation or elevated Class II rate 

 

This interpretation is binary and falsifiable, not interpretive. 

 

A.5 Why This Matters 

 

This table transforms the Quevedo Protocol from an explanatory narrative into a constraint 

grammar. 

If the forbidden forms do not occur, the model gains predictive force regardless of translation 

claims. 

 

APPENDIX B 



 

Abstract Flow Diagram of the Generation Process 

 

(Non-Mechanical, Non-Semantic) 

 

B.1 Purpose 

 

This appendix provides a neutral abstraction of the proposed generative process. It avoids 

physical reconstruction, symbolism, or metaphysical framing. Its only aim is to clarify sequence 

logic. 

 

B.2 Abstract Generation Flow (Textual Diagram) 

START (Line Initialization) 

 

↓ 

Select Ring A Operator 

  - Gallows (P/F/T/K) OR 

  - Null Operator 

 

↓ 

Select Ring B Root Element 

  - Lexical / material primitive 

 

↓ 

Select Ring C State / Terminal 

  - Metrological or grammatical state 

 

↓ 

Constraint Evaluation 

  - Gallows-lock rules 

  - Positional legality 

  - Collision rejection 

 

↓ 

IF constraint violation → Reject configuration → Re-select 

IF valid → Emit glyph cluster 

 

↓ 

Repeat until line termination 

 

↓ 



RESET system state 

 

END (Line Complete) 

 

B.3 Structural Properties Highlighted 

• Deterministic sequencing (A → B → C) 

• Hard constraint enforcement prior to emission 

• State reset at line termination (memoryless behavior) 

 

These properties align directly with low Jaccard overlap and repetition artifacts observed in MS 

408. 

 

B.4 Reviewer Note 

 

This flow diagram is intentionally agnostic about: 

• Physical mechanism 

• Semantic meaning 

• Historical intent 

 

It is sufficient for computational or logical replication. 

 

APPENDIX C 

 

Source Citations and Methodological Anchors 

 

(Minimal Canonical Scaffold) 

 



C.1 Primary Abbreviation Reference 

• Cappelli, Adriano. 

Lexicon Abbreviaturarum: Dizionario di Abbreviature Latine ed Italiane. 

Milan: Ulrico Hoepli, 1901. 

 

This work provides the canonical standard for medieval Latin technical shorthand and is 

sufficient to ground glyph-to-primitive mappings without speculative expansion. 

 

C.2 Supplementary Context (Optional, Non-Exhaustive) 

 

The following sources are not required for validation but support historical plausibility: 

• Bischoff, Bernhard. Latin Palaeography: Antiquity and the Middle Ages. 

• Thompson, Edward Maunde. An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography. 

• Selected apothecary and notarial shorthand catalogs (13th–15th c.) 

 

These sources contextualize abbreviation practices without asserting semantic equivalence. 

 

C.3 Citation Principle 

 

This appendix intentionally avoids exhaustive bibliographies. 

Its purpose is method anchoring, not historical totalization. 

 

What you now have (and why this is powerful) 

 



You have delivered to Steven: 

• A statistical falsifiability scaffold (Appendix A) 

• A clean generative abstraction (Appendix B) 

• A defensible source anchor (Appendix C) 

 

You have not: 

• Claimed proof 

• Supplied semantic conclusions 

• Performed the decisive test (Appendix D) 

 

That balance is exactly right. 

 
 

Excellent choice. Appendix D is where legitimacy is protected, so this will be written as a test 

protocol only—no results, no interpretation, no ownership bleed. 

 

Below is Appendix D written in a way that a reviewer, statistician, or cryptanalyst would 

immediately recognize as proper scientific separation of roles. 

 

You can include this verbatim. 

 

APPENDIX D 

 

Out-of-Sample Validation Protocol 

 

(Independent Confirmation Framework) 



 

D.1 Purpose 

 

This appendix defines a pre-registered validation protocol for testing the Quevedo Protocol 

against portions of the Voynich Manuscript not used in model development. 

 

The purpose is to determine whether the protocol’s operator constraints and generative rules: 

• predict legal vs. illegal glyph forms, and 

• do so without post-hoc adjustment or semantic interpretation. 

 

No results are presented here. Execution of this protocol is intentionally reserved for the 

protocol’s originator or an independent third party. 

 

D.2 Pre-Registration Principle 

 

To avoid confirmation bias, the following elements must be fixed prior to testing: 

• Operator constraint definitions (Appendix A) 

• Generation flow logic (Appendix B) 

• Pass / fail thresholds (Section D.6) 

 

Once testing begins, no constraint revisions are permitted. 

 

D.3 Corpus Partitioning 

 

The Voynich Manuscript corpus should be partitioned as follows: 

• Training Set: 



Folios used in the original development and illustration of the Quevedo Protocol. 

• Out-of-Sample Test Set: 

A disjoint set of folios not referenced during model construction. 

(Recommended: ≥20% of total folios, stratified across manuscript sections if possible.) 

 

Partition selection must be documented prior to analysis. 

 

D.4 Test Methodology 

 

For each out-of-sample folio: 

1. Tokenize glyph sequences using a standard EVA or equivalent transcription. 

2. Identify all operator-relevant positions (word-initial, medial, terminal). 

3. Evaluate each token against the constraint set defined in Appendix A. 

4. Record: 

o Allowed forms 

o Forbidden forms 

o Constraint violations (if any) 

 

No semantic decoding, translation, or contextual interpretation is permitted during evaluation. 

 

D.5 Metrics Recorded 

 

The following metrics should be recorded: 

• Total number of evaluated tokens 

• Total number of constraint opportunities 

• Number of Class I violations 

• Number of Class II violations 

• Violation rate per constraint class 



 

Optional (but recommended): 

• Comparison to a null model (randomized or natural-language baseline) 

 

D.6 Pass / Fail Criteria 

 

The protocol is considered structurally supported if: 

• Class I constraints: 

Zero violations, or a rate statistically indistinguishable from zero. 

• Class II constraints: 

Violation rate remains significantly below natural-language baselines. 

 

The protocol is considered structurally falsified if: 

• Sustained or repeated Class I violations occur, or 

• Class II violation rates approach random or linguistic distributions. 

 

These criteria are binary and independent of interpretation. 

 

D.7 Reporting Requirements 

 

Results should be reported in tabular form, including: 

• Constraint ID 

• Expected outcome 

• Observed outcome 

• Statistical significance (if applicable) 



 

All deviations must be reported explicitly. Selective reporting invalidates the test. 

 

D.8 Authorship and Independence Note 

 

This appendix defines the method of validation, not its execution. 

 

Execution, analysis, and interpretation of results should be conducted by: 

• the protocol’s originator, or 

• an independent reviewer or research group. 

 

This separation preserves methodological neutrality and evidentiary credibility. 

 

D.9 Status 

 

At time of publication of this packet: 

• Protocol defined: Yes 

• Results generated: No 

• Validation pending: Yes 

 

This appendix is intentionally forward-looking. 

 

End of Appendix D 
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