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~ AT AGLANCE

CU RE CLA'M Organizations are increasingly interpreted
through public evidence before they get the

chance to explain themselves directly.

WHAT |'|' MEANS Machine-Readable Trust Infrastructure is the

disciplined use of truthful, current, structured,
= — internally consistent, provenance-supported
4 public information to improve the conditions
under which human and machine systems can
identify, interpret, retrieve, summarize, and
represent an organization.

, |N PLA'N LANGUAGE Make the right facts easier for people and systems
‘ { to identify, verify, and connect.
| WHAT |'|' |S NOT It is not a guarantee of ranking, recommendation,

citation, shortlist inclusion, procurement success,
contract award, or customer conversion.

WHY IT MATTERS In competitive and research-heavy environments,

clearer public evidence can reduce the
interpretive work required to understand, verify,
and carry an organization forward.
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Someone is looking for you.

They are at a screen.

They may know your name. They may only know

the problem they need solved. They may have been
referred to you, or they may be comparing you with
several firms they have never heard of before. In any
case, they are trying to decide:

Are you relevant to their current need?
Do you operate where they need you?
Do you actually provide the service?

« Are you credible?

«  Can they verify what you claim?

«  Should you remain on the list when compared
with the other options under consideration?

Now assume you are the best fit for the need.

Before anyone from your organization has a chance
to explain, correct, qualify, or add context, the
search has already begun. What survives that search
becomes part of the version of your organization
carried into the next decision.

In a competitive environment, being found is

only one step in the chain that leads to an actual
engagement. Every selection process has to

reduce a field of possibilities somehow—whether

a personis comparing several firms or a system is
assembling candidates from public evidence. Clear,
well-structured information can make organizations
easier to classify, verify, and carry forward.

A competitor does not necessarily have to be better
at the work to survive another step in the process.
Sometimes it only has to be easier to understand
from the evidence available.

YOU CAN BE FOUND AND
STILL DISAPPEAR FROM
CONSIDERATION.
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That does not mean every business lives or dies by
the internet alone. Many organizations still thrive
primarily through reputation, referrals, repeat
relationships, physical presence, direct experience,
and a handshake. They may be extremely well
understood by the people who know them. That
kind of trust is age-old and remains real. CMDR calls
it Analog Resolution: the clarity available through
direct human, relational, physical, and operational
experience.

What has changed is that a digital interpretive

layer now exists alongside it, and its importance is
growing. CMDR calls the clarity available through that
layer Digital Resolution. It asks a simple question:
how clearly can someone understand the organization
from the digital evidence available to them?

A half-century ago, no customer was asking a search
engine or language model to explain your company.
There was no ordinary public layer of map listings,
directories, search results, reviews, structured data,
cached pages, Al summaries, and machine-generated
comparisons mediating everyday discovery.

Today, a business can have little interest in its digital
presence and still be indexed, listed, reviewed,
summarized, compared, and represented by systems
beyond its control. Whatever your view of Al, bringing
itinto your organization is a choice; increasingly,
being interpreted by Al systems is not.

The moment someone outside the established
relationship network has to look you up, that digital
clarity becomes more consequential. It is not a
measure of the quality of the underlying business,
though it can reveal the condition of its digital
information infrastructure. An excellent company
can be difficult to resolve digitally, just as a highly
visible company can be weak in other important
areas. But when unfamiliar buyers, referral recipients,
procurement and sourcing teams, search systems,
or Al assistants have to work primarily from digital
evidence, that evidence can form a disproportionate
part of the decision environment.

This paper is about the infrastructure
behind that evidence.
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HOW A PICTURE FORMS

The organization knows itself.
The stranger does not.

Inside a company, context is everywhere.

Staff and management know which service name
replaced the old one, which office handles which
work, why a partner retired, which credential matters,
which business unit owns a capability, and which
document is obsolete. Outside the company, that
context has to be reconstructed.

The route into that picture depends on the task.
A customer might begin with a website and a map
listing, while a referral recipient searches the
company and checks the people attached to it.

A corporate buyer may be comparing suppliers
against a live requirement. A public-sector
procurement team may be conducting market
research to identify which firms appear relevant
before a solicitation is issued. A sourcing team may
be using SAP Business Network or another enterprise
procurement platform to find, match, and evaluate
suppliers using product or service categories,
service locations, certifications, and supplier

profile information.[12]

Search engines and Al assistants perform their

own versions of the task, working from imperfectly
worded queries and public evidence to infer which
entities, claims, and relationships belong together.

Each observer sees only part of the organization.
From those parts, they build a working picture.
CMDR calls that an Observer Model: the partial
understanding of an organization constructed from
the evidence available to a particular person, system,
or institution.
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The term matters less than the limitation it
describes. No outside observer begins with complete
knowledge; they infer from what is available.

Consider a firm whose current service page is
accurate, but an older PDF still describes the previous
offering. Its directory listing preserves an old
address; a professional profile is current but fails to
connect that person to the capability a buyer is trying
to verify; a government registry confirms the legal
entity but says little about what the company can
actually do. Nothing in that set has to be fraudulent or
wildly wrong, yet the picture an outsider assembles
from it can still be incomplete or even misleading.
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Science fiction has returned to this problem often,
in print and on screen. Stanistaw Lem'’s His Master's
Voice (1968) offers an unusually precise analogy.
Scientists confronted with an apparent signal from
space do not receive its meaning along with the
signal.[7]

They bring their own disciplines, assumptions,
theories, preconceptions, expectations, and
institutional pressures to the task of deciding what
the signal is and what it means.

The evidence is shared; the interpretations are not.

Different observers can construct competing
explanations from the same material because the
observer is part of the interpretive process.

Business interpretation is far less exotic, but the
underlying problem is familiar: a buyer, search
system, or Al assistant may retrieve several
accurate facts and still assemble the wrong

111117

picture if the relationships among those facts are
unclear, competing information obscures them, or
the observer’s own frame changes what appears
significant.[si9]

Receiving information and understanding it are

not the same event. A buyer may have the facts

and still build the wrong picture; a machine may
retrieve several sources and connect them badly;

a strong referral may still become difficult to verify
once it leaves the relationship that carried it. More
information is not automatically better information.

If new material introduces more terminology,
stale copies, weak attribution, duplicate profiles,
or conflicting descriptions, the organization may
become more visible while becoming harder to
resolve.

The principle is simple:

Evidence does not arrive already interpreted.
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MAKING THE ORGANIZATION EASIER TO RESOLVE

Machine-Readable Trust Infrastructure
turns that problem into a practical discipline.
Its governing idea is simple:

MAKE TRUTH
UNUSUALLY LEGIBLE.

Put another way, it is public evidence infrastructure:

the information and relationships that help an

organization remain understandable across human

research, search, and Al-assisted discovery.
That does not mean publishing everything.

IDENTITY

WHAT IS THIS?

Establishes what is being described and keeps names, locations,
people, services, capabilities, credentials, and evidence attached to
the correct entity.

SOURCE AUTHORITY

WHICH SOURCE GOVERNS?

Establishes which source is permitted or preferred to control a
fact when records disagree, overlap, or persist after the underlying
organization has changed.

PROVENANCE

WHERE DID IT COME FROM?

Makes origin and history inspectable: where information came from,
who produced it, when it was produced, and whether it has changed.

It means reducing avoidable ambiguity around the
things relevant observers actually need. In practice,
six functions recur. They are not six technologies or a
universal implementation checklist. They are parts of
one resolution problem:

RELATIONSHIPS

HOW DOES IT CONNECT?

Shows how elements belong together: which professional belongs to
which firm, which office serves which geography, which credential
supports which capability, and which document supports which claim.

CONTEXT

WHAT DOES IT MEAN HERE?

Gives a fact the surrounding information required for useful
interpretation. Accurate information can still produce the wrong
picture when scope, relationships, or intended meaning are unclear.

MAINTENANCE

DOES IT STAY TRUE?

Keeps the evidence environment current as the organization changes.
Without ownership and upkeep, yesterday's accurate representation
can become tomorrow’s ambiguity.
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Technology can support these functions without
replacing them. Structured data can make identities
and relationships more explicit to machine systems.
Canonical pages can reduce ambiguity.

Authorship, dates, and versioning can improve
attribution and distinguish current material from
superseded copies. Internal links can connect
claims to supporting evidence, while content
credentials can carry provenance information about
a digital artifact.

None of those mechanisms creates truth.

No single mechanism—structured data, canonical
pages, links, authorship, versioning, or content
credentials—is Machine-Readable Trust
Infrastructure by itself.

Google’s structured-data quidance reflects that
boundary. Structured data is meant to describe
visible content and relationships; it cannot be
treated as a hidden layer for making unsupported
claims, and correct implementation does not
guarantee a particular result in Google Search.[314]

The same limit applies to provenance. The W3C
PROV framework provides a way to describe the
entities, activities, and agents involved in producing
information.[s5]

C2PA provides mechanisms for attaching origin and
history information to digital content, while explicitly
warning that provenance alone cannot establish
whether the content itself is true or factual.(s]

Cinema offers a complementary model in Close
Encounters of the Third Kind. At the landing site
beneath Devils Tower, communication begins with

a simple five-tone pattern. The signal is repeated,
answered, and translated across forms—sound, hand
signs, coloured light—without losing the recognizable
structure that allows each side to connect one
expression to another.[10]11]

Its usefulness here is not the five notes themselves,
but the persistence of a stable pattern across
different representations. The film turns
communication into something almost architectural:
signal, pattern, reference, recognition, connection.
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TRACEABILITY CAN
SUPPORT VERIFICATION,
BUTONITSOWNIT IS
NOT VERIFICATION.

Organizations exist in a much less spectacular
version of that environment. A name appearsona
website, an address in a directory, a capability ina
supplier profile, a credential in a biography, an entity
inaregistry, a claimin a white paper. Each is a signal.

If those signals conflict, float without context, or
attach to the wrong entity, adding more of them may
only create more uncertainty. When the important
signals reinforce one another and resolve against

a stable frame, an unfamiliar observer has a better
chance of recognizing what they belong to and what
they mean.

Consistency matters more than signal volume.

The goal is not maximal synchronization, but enough
alignment for the decisions that matter.
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WHEN THE EVIDENCE HAS TO COMPETE

Public information becomes commercially important
when an observer has to decide what to carry
forward.

Sometimes the decision is almost invisible: a
customer closes one of three tabs, a referral
recipient calls the firm whose services are easiest to
understand, or a partner decides which organization
feels safe to introduce. In more formal settings, the
same filtering pressure appears in supplier research,
pre-solicitation market scans, and evaluation work
that has to connect claims to the correct entity,
people, locations, registrations, and supporting
evidence.

Formal procurement decisions are governed by

the applicable process, solicitation, evidence, and
evaluation criteria. Public web evidence does not
prove eligibility, determine scoring, or reveal a
private shortlist. But public evidence can still shape
how easily an organization is discovered, classified,
verified, and understood before or around those
formal steps.

In competition, that friction becomes comparative:
one organization may simply require more
interpretive work than another. Suppose several
organizations appear capable of meeting the same
need. One has clear entity information, current
service descriptions, relevant proof, understandable
relationships, and sources that agree with one
another. Another may be just as capable but
requires the buyer or sourcing team to reconcile

two addresses, interpret an ambiguous service
description, decide which PDF is current, and infer
whether a credential belongs to the firm or only to an
individual.

The second organization has not necessarily failed.
The first is simply easier to carry forward.

Consideration is cumulative. A business can survive
discovery and still weaken at verification, then
survive verification and weaken again at comparison.
It may be relevant but difficult to classify, or credible
but poorly connected to the exact need under review.
There is no universal customer journey, and no public
observer can see every private buying decision. The
recurring pattern is simpler: at each step, some
options remain easier to resolve than others.

That is why discoverability alone is too narrow a goal.
Being found gets the organization into view; clear
evidence helps it remain intelligible as the decision
becomes more specific.
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IMPROVE THE EVIDENCE, NOT THE VERDICT
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At that point, a reasonable objection appears: if
clearer public evidence can influence interpretation,
where does optimization end and manipulation
begin?

Designing truthful business information so search
and Al systems can retrieve and interpret it is not,
by itself, manipulation. The distinction lies in what is
being changed.

An organization can deliberately make its public
evidence clearer without manufacturing a result.
That may mean correcting obsolete records,
describing a service more precisely, linking
professionals and credentials to the right entity,
identifying the authoritative source for a fact,
publishing dated methodologies, making authorship
visible, or adding structured data that accurately
describes the visible page. It may also mean
publishing useful evidence that a buyer or machine
system can later retrieve and inspect.

These actions are intentional. They may influence
interpretation because the evidence becomes easier
to use. That is not the same as trying to force the
conclusion: Improve the evidence, not the verdict.

The boundary is easiest to see at the extremes.
Hidden instructions are not evidence, fake citations
are not authority, and invisible model-facing claims
are not transparency. Unsupported review markup
does not create reputation, and synthetic consensus
does not create trust.

Google’s current guidance on Al features follows

the same general direction. It does not prescribe

a special markup system or writing format for Al
visibility, and it warns against creating large volumes
of query-variant content primarily to manipulate
search or generative results.[1]2]

That boundary matters for human readers too. A
public white paper should remain useful if no Al
system ever retrieves it. A service page should
survive inspection by a skeptical buyer. A capability
claim should remain defensible when a buyer or
sourcing professional follows the source.

The organization does not own the observer’s
conclusion. It can only improve the evidence available
to the observer.

Do not command the model. Inform the model.



DATA SYSTEMS
SEMANTICS

CMD

1111711 WP-001

SEC 05

WHEN EVIDENCE HAS TO TRAVEL WITHOUT YOU

For much of business history, people carried the
context. A trusted introducer could vouch for a
company, a salesperson could explain what a service
really meant, and a long local reputation could
answer questions before they were ever written
down. Imperfect documentation mattered less when
the surrounding relationships supplied the missing
understanding.

Those mechanisms still matter, but the information
often has to travel without them. It appears

in search results, referral checks, supplier
research, government and corporate procurement
environments, professional directories, Al answers,
and side-by-side comparisons assembled by people
who may never contact the organization unless the
public evidence first gives them a reason to.

A business does not have to become “digital-first”
or replace relationships with automation, nor does
it need to treat every buyer like an algorithm. It
does need to recognize that unfamiliar observers
increasingly encounter a digital version of the
organization whether the organization intended to
create one or not.

Strong Analog Resolution can sustain a business for
years. Strong Digital Resolution helps that strength
travel farther.

Machine-Readable Trust Infrastructure is the
discipline of making that digital evidence clear
enough, connected enough, current enough, and
inspectable enough to support interpretation without
pretending to control it.

A useful assessment therefore asks:

«  Can an unfamiliar observer tell who the
organization is?

Can they tell what it actually does?

«  Can they distinguish the relevant entity,
location, person, or service?

Can they connect important claims to
credible evidence?

«  Can they tell which sources are current?

«  Can they verify what matters without
excessive correction or guesswork?

«  Can the organization remain understandable
as the task moves from discovery into
qualification, comparison, verification,
supplier research, or procurement?

These are not marketing promises. They are
questions about whether the public evidence is doing
its job. The organization knows itself. The person

at the screen does not. What happens between
those two positions is increasingly part of business
infrastructure.

Better evidence improves the basis for decisions. It
does not determine the decision.

MAKE THE TRUTH EASIER TO FIND—AND HARDER TO MISUNDERSTAND.
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