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TECHNOLOGY NO. 01

A passkey protects a sign-in.
What protects the recovery
route?

Passkeys change what a fake website can steal. The rest of the account still
needs a security design of its own.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY
What does the account allow when its owner loses access?

Al-generated conceptual illustration: an account includes both its sign-in and its recovery route. This is a metaphor,
not an audited service or a cryplographic diagram.
ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION

F ROM THE bocuMENT A convincing imitation of is therefore not the only thing standing between

a sign-in page can ask someone to surren- the user and an impostor: the authentication pro-

der a password. A passkey changes the tocol checks a relationship the imitation cannot
transaction. In its final Digital Identity Guidelines, establish merely by copying a logo and a form.
NIST describes WebAuthn authentication as bind- That is a particular protection against phishing,
ing a cryptographic secret to the authenticated with a particular technical boundary. '

domain of the verifier. The website's appearance
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What is different about the
exchange

rrom THE pocument NIST distinguishes a password
submitted to a service from a secret used locally
to activate an authenticator. A device-unlock PIN
belongs to the latter category when it unlocks the
authentication operation rather than being sent to
the remote verifier. A biometric can serve that lo-
cal activation role too. This distinction matters
when a sign-in still asks the person to do some-
thing familiar, such as unlock a device. The pres-
ence of a PIN prompt does not by itself mean the
site is receiving that PIN as its account password. '

From THE bocumenT The guideline also separates
phishing resistance from replay resistance. An au-
thentication exchange can reject a previously used
message without preventing an attacker from re-
laying a fresh secret at the right moment. NIST ex-
plicitly classifies manually entered one-time pass-
codes as not phishing-resistant. Verifier-name
binding addresses a different question: which ser-
vice is this authentication intended for? NIST
identifies WebAuthn as an example of that bind-
ing. These are properties of the protocol, not
judgments about how carefully a person studied a
message before opening it. '

rrom THE pocumenT FIDO Alliance's March 2025
implementation paper describes an important lim-
itation: a service can offer passkeys while continu-
ing to accept a phishable password. An attacker
may then choose the weaker route. The paper also
describes a second problem, registration of an at-
tacker's passkey after an account has already been
compromised. Strong authentication for later vis-
its does not establish that the person who enrolled
the credential was the rightful account holder. ?

The account includes its way back
in

rrom THE bocumenT NIST defines account recovery
as regaining access after losing control of the au-
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thenticators needed for a desired assurance level.
Its recognized methods include saved recovery
codes, issued recovery codes, recovery contacts
and repeated identity proofing. Recovery is not
simply another ordinary sign-in: it can be less
convenient and may involve waiting. The guide-
line requires notifications following recovery so
the subscriber has an opportunity to detect fraud-
ulent use. It also distinguishes recovery from re-
placing a password while another valid authenti-
cator remains available. '

rrom THE pocumMenT FIDO's paper warns that an
email or text-message code used alone for recov-
ery can create a route around passkey authentica-
tion. It also discusses social engineering that per-
suades a user to remove passkeys or re-enable
weaker sign-in methods. Those are implementa-
tion scenarios in the Alliance's guidance, not mea-
surements of attacks against every passkey ser-
vice. The practical question is what the recovery
and credential-management processes permit,
rather than whether a passkey button appears on
the login page. ?

From THE bocuMenT Synced passkeys add another
relationship to examine. NIST calls the storage
and transfer system a sync fabric. Its requirements
include encrypted storage of exported authentica-
tion keys, access controls and multifactor protec-
tion for access to those keys. Private-key opera-
tions remain on the local device. The guideline
separately identifies cloud-account recovery as a
potential weakness in the system that holds
synced authenticators. Losing one device and re-
covering the account that stores credentials are
therefore different events, even when a product
makes both feel like part of a single experience. '

From THE pbocumenT The same guidance acknowl-
edges a usability problem: authenticators can be
lost, damaged or unavailable. A design that ignores
those events can leave legitimate users stranded.
Conversely, a recovery process built around inex-
pensive, weaker verification can undermine the
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initial authentication. NIST identifies human-as-
sisted recovery as a potential social-engineering
target. The standard does not resolve that tension
by declaring that recovery should disappear. It
specifies recovery methods and assurance re-
quirements, and calls for risk analysis when a
provider uses an alternative method. '

What a meaningful assessment
would examine

anaLysis Analysis: taken together, the NIST re-
quirements and FIDO's implementation warnings
suggest a more useful way to assess an account
than counting its sign-in options. Trace how a cre-
dential is added, how an existing one is removed,
what happens when every device is lost, and what
notice reaches the owner after recovery. Each
step changes who can exercise control. This is an
assessment framework drawn from the two docu-
ments; it is not evidence that a particular service
has implemented those steps correctly or passed a
security test. '?

rrom THE bocumenT NIST also treats session securi-
ty separately. After authentication, a service nor-
mally uses a session secret to maintain continuity.
The guideline discusses hijacking and other at-
tacks against that later session. A phishing-resis-
tant login cannot, by itself, demonstrate that every
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subsequent request or browser session is protect-
ed. That boundary does not erase the value of ver-
ifier binding. It tells an implementer which ques-
tion has been answered and which questions still
require their own controls, testing and evidence. '

anaLysis For a reader comparing services, the use-
ful explanation would describe both successful
sign-in and loss of access in ordinary language.
Which devices or providers hold the credentials?
What recovery methods are available? What ac-
tions trigger a notification? What happens if an at-
tacker obtains an older password? Those ques-
tions follow the mechanisms in the standards
without requiring readers to conduct penetration
tests themselves. The defensible claim is that
passkeys can improve a specific authentication
boundary; confidence in the whole account de-
pends on the routes surrounding it. '?

REPORTING NOTE 7echnical standards and
implementation guidance; no service-specific security
test or universal safety claim.

SOURCES

1. National Institute of Standards and Technology. Digital
Identity Guidelines: Authentication and Authenticator
Management, SP 800-63B-4

2. FIDO Alliance. Passkeys: The Journey to Prevent Phishing,
Part 2



https://pages.nist.gov/800-63-4/sp800-63b.html
https://pages.nist.gov/800-63-4/sp800-63b.html
https://pages.nist.gov/800-63-4/sp800-63b.html
https://fidoalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Passkeys-The-Journey-to-Prevent-Phishing-Pt2.pdf
https://fidoalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Passkeys-The-Journey-to-Prevent-Phishing-Pt2.pdf

ICU MESSAGE ISSUE 04 - OCTOBER 23, 2026

FIRST AMENDMENT NO. 02

Who owns a reporter's promise?

Two Supreme Court cases separate a newspaper's obligation to a confidential

source from the government'’s power to demand testimony.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN -

EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Is the dispute about a promise to a source, or an obligation to lestify?

Cohen case is depicted.
ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION

Al-generated conceptual illustration of confidentiality, publication and the law. No real source or scene from the

true. That did not end the constitutional

question. In Cohen v. Cowles Media Co.,
decided in June 1991, the Supreme Court consid-
ered whether the First Amendment barred a claim
over newspapers breaking a promise of confiden-
tiality. Justice Byron White's majority opinion an-
swered no. The dispute concerned a promise
made to obtain information, not an allegation that

F rRom THE bocuMeNT The source's name was

the papers had invented the source's identity. That
distinction explains why a case about truthful pub-
lication could still leave room for liability. '

A promise made before publication

From THE pbocumMenT According to the Court's ac-
count, Dan Cohen approached reporters during
the closing days of Minnesota's 1982 gubernatorial
election. He offered public court records con-
cerning a candidate, but only if the reporters
promised not to identify him. Reporters at two
newspapers agreed. Their editorial staffs subse-
quently decided to name Cohen and describe his
connection to the opposing campaign. The opin-
ion presents the editors' decision and the re-
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porters' promise as separate steps. Publication did
not become the first moment at which the news-
papers acquired an obligation to examine. '

From THE bocumenT White's opinion framed the le-
gal issue through promissory estoppel, a state-law
doctrine concerning reliance on a promise. The
Court described Minnesota's doctrine as generally
applicable: it did not single out newspapers or se-
lect disfavored reporting. The majority therefore
rejected a special constitutional immunity from
this kind of claim merely because enforcing it
might affect news gathering or publication. Its rea-
soning did not say that every promise automatical-
ly wins a lawsuit. It addressed whether the First
Amendment itself blocked this route to relief.

From THE bocumenT The majority also distinguished
the claim from a disguised defamation suit. Cohen
was seeking compensation for harm attributed to
the broken promise, including the loss of his job
and reduced earning capacity, rather than dam-
ages on the premise that identifying him was false.
Truth and promise-keeping were answering dif-
ferent questions. The opinion acknowledged the
argument that liability could deter papers from re-
vealing a source whose identity was newsworthy,
but treated that effect as incidental to enforcing a
generally applicable obligation. '

From THE bocumenT The procedural result was nar-
rower than an immediate restoration of Cohen's
damages award. The Supreme Court reversed the
state supreme court and sent the dispute back. It
expressly declined to reinstate the jury's $200,000
compensatory award, leaving state-law questions
and possible state-constitutional protection for
the Minnesota court to consider. A reader who
stops at the federal constitutional ruling misses
this distinction: removing one barrier to a claim
was not the same as deciding every remaining
condition for recovery. '
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The public's interest was part of
the disagreement

FrRoM THE pbocuMenT Justice David Souter's dissent
emphasized the audience's interest in learning
who supplied political information. In his view,
Cohen's identity added information relevant to
voters evaluating the campaign. Souter did not in-
sist that a confidentiality promise could never sup-
port liability. He argued that the public signifi-
cance of this disclosure needed constitutional
weighing, rather than being treated as an inciden-
tal effect of a general law. The disagreement
placed an individual's reliance and the electorate's
access to information in the same frame without
treating them as identical interests. '

From THE bocumenT The majority itself cited an
earlier source-protection dispute, Branzburg v.
Hayes. That reference provides a useful historical
link, but the cases asked different questions.
Cohen concerned a publisher's voluntary under-
taking to its source. Branzburg concerned whether
journalists could resist relevant grand-jury ques-
tions on First Amendment grounds. Keeping those
questions separate prevents a broad claim about
press freedom from becoming an answer to every
conflict involving confidential information. The
Court's opinions supply specific legal reasoning,
not a single rule called confidentiality. '?

A promise and a subpoena are
different problems

FrRoM THE pocumenT In Branzburg, decided in June
1972, White's majority opinion held that requiring
journalists to appear and testify before state or
federal grand juries did not violate the First
Amendment in the cases before the Court. The
opinion examined journalists' relationships with
sources alongside the obligation to provide evi-
dence relevant to criminal investigations. It did
not accept the claimed constitutional testimonial
privilege as a general reason to withhold that evi-
dence. A journalist's undertaking to protect a
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source therefore did not itself settle the govern-
ment's demand for testimony. *

From THE bocuMenT The opinion nevertheless pre-
served important limits. It distinguished legitimate
investigation from official harassment intended to
disrupt the press's relationship with its sources.
Investigations conducted in bad faith would raise
different constitutional issues. It also left room for
legislatures and state courts to recognize protec-
tions of their own. Those passages are part of the
original reasoning, not exceptions that can be dis-
carded while quoting the outcome. They also pre-
vent the historical decision from establishing what
every jurisdiction's law provides today. ?

FrRoM THE pocuMenT Justice Lewis Powell joined the
majority and wrote separately to stress the hold-
ing's limited nature. His concurrence described
access to courts when questioning bore only a re-
mote relationship to the investigation or implicat-
ed confidential relationships without a legitimate
law-enforcement need. He emphasized assess-
ment of the particular facts. Justice Potter
Stewart's dissent, by contrast, warned that the de-
cision threatened the independence of news gath-
ering. The concurrence and dissent explain com-
peting concerns; neither should be presented as
though it replaced the majority's judgment. 2
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rroM THE bocuMenT Read within their historical
scope, the two opinions leave a consequential dis-
tinction. Cohen did not grant newspapers a feder-
al constitutional entitlement to disregard promises
otherwise enforceable under state law. Branzburg
did not make a promise an automatic constitution-
al shield against relevant grand-jury testimony.
Both records require attention to who is demand-
ing what, under which legal theory, and with
which limits. They do not establish the outcome
of a current subpoena, confidentiality agreement
or dispute under later statutes and decisions. '?

REPORTING NOTE Historical original opinions; judicial
accounts remain attributed. Same institutional origin,
no claim of independent factual corroboration.

Legal history, not advice for a present dispute. Later
statutes, state protections and decisions require

separale review.

SOURCES

1. Supreme Court of the United States; original U.S.
Reports via GovInfo. Cohen v. Cowles Media Co., 501
U.S.663 (1991)

2. Supreme Court of the United States; original U.S.
Reports via GovInfo. Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S.665 (1972)

L 4


https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USREPORTS-501/pdf/USREPORTS-501-663.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USREPORTS-501/pdf/USREPORTS-501-663.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USREPORTS-408/pdf/USREPORTS-408-665.pdf
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HOMESCHOOLING NO. 03

The game that looks fair until you

count

A short two-coin investigation turns fairness into something a learner can

explain, test and redesign.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN -

EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Can the learner explain why two verbal rules do not necessarily give two equal chances?

resulls.
ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION

Al-generated mathematical illustration. H means heads and T tails. For two distinguishable fair, independent
coins, HH, HT and TH meet ‘at least one head’; TT does not. These are possible outcomes, not observed classroom

A naLysis Here is a proposed home-learning

game with a deliberately uneven rule. Toss

two coins. One player scores a point
whenever at least one coin shows heads; the other
scores only when both show tails. Before playing,
ask the learner whether the rules offer equal
chances. Each person has a way to win, but that is
not the same as having the same number of equal-
ly likely winning outcomes. The activity's purpose

is to make that distinction visible, then let the
learner repair the rules. '2

Build the model before collecting
the scores

anaLysis Set aside roughly 25 minutes, two distin-
guishable coins, paper and a pencil. This is a sug-
gested timetable, not a tested completion time.
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Use points without money or prizes. An adult can
handle the tossing, and coins should stay out of
reach of young children who might swallow them.
For a learner who finds tossing difficult, the adult
can generate the outcomes while the learner pre-
dicts, records and explains. The reasoning remains

the learner's work; dexterity is not the assessment.
12

anaLysis Label the coins A and B. Make four boxes
on the paper: heads-heads, heads-tails, tails-heads
and tails-tails. The first position always describes
A. Under the stated model of fair, independent
tosses, each box has probability one quarter.
Keeping A and B distinct prevents a common
counting error: heads-tails and tails-heads are two
routes to one head, not one route. Before tossing
anything, ask the learner to point to every box that
gives the first player a point. '?

anaLysis Three boxes qualify: both heads, A heads
with B tails, and A tails with B heads. Only tails-
tails gives the other player a point. The model
therefore gives the first player a three-in-four
chance per round and the second a one-in-four
chance. This result comes from enumerating the
four outcomes, not from observing children or es-
timating how real coins perform. It assumes the
coins are fair and their outcomes independent.
Those assumptions belong beside the answer,
where the learner can question them. '?

rrom THE pocuMenT NIST's statistical handbook de-
scribes a binomial model in terms of trials with
two possible outcomes and a fixed probability of
success. Its formulas distinguish the expected re-
sult from the distribution of possible results. Here,
each completed round can be classified as a point
for the first player or not. With the additional as-
sumption that rounds are independent, the mod-
el's success probability is three quarters. The coins
provide the physical activity; the mathematical
model supplies a statement that can be checked
without relying on who happens to win once. '

10
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Collect evidence without changing
the rule

anaLysis Now play 20 rounds, recording both coin
faces and the score each time. Agree beforehand
what happens if a coin falls off the table: repeat
the whole round, for example. Keep that rule un-
changed. At the end, total each of the four out-
come boxes before counting the players' points.
This double record lets the learner distinguish a
counting mistake from a surprising run. Do not re-
place an unusual result with a tidier number, and

do not stop early because a preferred player is
ahead. '?

anaLysis The model predicts an average of 15 first-
player points across many sets of 20 rounds. It
does not promise 15 in this particular set. A result
such as 12 is a hypothetical illustration, not a re-
ported trial. Ask what the learner would conclude
from that result: does it automatically overturn the
four-box model, or could it be variation within the
model? One small experiment cannot establish
that the coins are fair. It can reveal why a proba-
bility and a single observed proportion answer dif-
ferent questions. '?

rrom THE pocumenT The University of Cambridge's
NRICH resource Last One Standing uses a differ-
ent coin experiment to explore this gap between
an expected pattern and a particular outcome. Its
teaching guidance explicitly discusses repeating an
experiment rather than expecting one trial to re-
produce the theoretical probability. That is useful
supporting pedagogy here. ICU Message's two-
player scoring exercise is a separate proposal;
NRICH has not evaluated it, and this article does
not report a classroom study or a measured im-
provement in learning. *

Repair the game, then explain the
repair

anaLysis Ask the learner to redesign the scoring so
that each player receives two of the four boxes.
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One option awards a point for matching faces to
one player and different faces to the other. Heads-
heads and tails-tails then compete against heads-
tails and tails-heads. Under the same fair, inde-
pendent-coin model, each side has probability
one half. Play another short set if time permits,
but assess the explanation first. Equal chances do
not require a tie in every set, just as an uneven
game need not be won by its favored player every
time. '?

anaLysis For a younger learner, use drawings of the
four outcomes and ask them to sort the pictures. A
learner comfortable with fractions can convert
three quarters to 75 percent. For a further chal-
lenge, add a third distinguishable coin and list all
eight outcomes; exactly one head then occupies
three boxes, while at least one head occupies sev-
en. These are proposed adaptations rather than
age-based guarantees. Choose the level from what
the learner can explain, and preserve the differ-
ence between exactly and at least. '?

anaLysis Use the final few minutes for an exit
question: why does giving each player one verbal

11
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winning rule fail to make the original game fair? A
strong answer identifies the outcomes, states the
assumptions and distinguishes predicted chances
from the day's scores. Save the record beside the
revised rule. A later lesson can return to fractions,
percentages or experimental variation using the
same evidence. That makes the activity a small,
connected part of a school day rather than a claim
that one game can replace a mathematics curricu-

lum. '?

REPORTING NOTE Original proposed activity supported
by probability mathematics and a separate teaching
resource. Arithmetic checked; no child or classroom
trial.

Use points, not money. Adults should handle coins

where small objects or dexterity present a concern.

SOURCES

1. National Institute of Standards and Technology.
NIST/SEMATECH e-Handbook: Binomial Distribution

2. University of Cambridge, NRICH. Last One Standing

*


https://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/handbook/eda/section3/eda366i.htm
https://nrich.maths.org/problems/last-one-standing
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WORLD NEWS

NO. 04

People, movements and the
displacement total

Two large numbers can describe different parts of the same crisis. Reading their

units prevents a misleading sum.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN -

EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Does the number count people, movements, or a population on a particular date?

location or depiction of an identified displaced person.

Al-generated conceptual illustration: the same person can move more than once. This is not a data chart, real

ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION
rRom THE pocumenT The Internal
F Displacement Monitoring Centre's 2026
global report gives two different measures
for 2025: more than 82.2 million people living in
internal displacement at the end of the year, and
more than 62.2 million displacement movements
recorded during the year. The first is a population
at a point in time; the second counts movements
over a period. Neither can be substituted for the
other. The report's year-end population includes

12

displacement associated with conflict and vio-
lence as well as disasters. '

Start with the unit

anaLysis Analysis: consider a deliberately simpli-
fied illustration, not a report of an actual commu-
nity. Ten people leave their homes after a flood.
Four of those same people are forced to move
again before the year ends. If all ten remain dis-
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placed, the example contains ten distinct people
and fourteen displacement movements. Adding
ten and fourteen would produce 24, but no group
of 24 people exists in the example. Repeated
movement is important evidence of disruption; it
is not evidence that an additional person appeared
each time someone moved. '*

anaLysis Now change the illustration. Suppose
three people find a durable solution before the
year-end count, while seven remain displaced.
The number at the end changes, but the move-
ments that already occurred do not disappear
from the year's history. Conversely, people dis-
placed in earlier years can remain in a current
year-end population without making a new move
during that year. These simple cases explain why
the two measures need separate labels. They are
arithmetic illustrations of counting rules, not esti-
mates of real returns or claims about how any
country collected its data. '*

FrRoM THE DocuMeNT A separately produced statisti-
cal system shows why this distinction matters be-
yond displacement. Statistics Canada's quarterly
population program starts with adjusted census
counts and adds or subtracts births, deaths and
migration components. Its methodology also ex-
plains that preliminary estimates can change as
better component data arrive. The population es-
timate and those intervening events are different
quantities, not competing totals to add together.
This is a comparison of measurement logic, not an
analogy between Canadian migration and forced
displacement, and it provides no independent es-
timate of IDMC's figures. *

rrom THE bocumenT The Expert Group on Refugee,
IDP and Statelessness Statistics describes its
International Recommendations on Internally
Displaced Persons Statistics as a framework for
consistent, comparable official statistics. Its over-
view identifies standardized classifications, rele-
vant data sources and measurement of progress
toward solutions as distinct parts of that work. It
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also identifies a difficult question: when has a per-
son overcome key displacement-related vulnera-
bilities sufficiently to leave the statistical popula-
tion? A movement back to an earlier address and
the resolution of displacement-related needs are
not definitions the framework simply treats as in-
terchangeable. ?

A smaller total needs an
explanation

From THE bocument IDMC warns that returns do
not necessarily amount to durable solutions. Its
2026 report also says that reductions can reflect
changes in data availability or sources, rather than
only changes in people's circumstances. The re-
port calls for continuing monitoring. These cau-
tions belong beside its totals: they qualify what a
fall can establish. The publication provides esti-
mates and documented limitations, not proof that
everyone removed from a year-end count has re-
covered housing, security or access to essential
services. '

anaLysis Analysis: a useful comparison therefore
keeps more than the headline number fixed. The
same geographic area, reporting date, definition
and counting method need to be identified before
a change is interpreted. If one table describes
movements during a calendar year and another
describes people on the final day, the comparison
starts with different questions. If a source changes
its coverage, the reason for the revision matters
too. These are checks on comparability, not a rea-
son to dismiss imperfect data or to replace an un-
certain estimate with an invented precise one. '*

anaLysis A hypothetical dashboard makes the con-
sequence concrete. Imagine two towns each listed
with 100 displaced residents at year-end. In the
first, the same 100 people stayed in one temporary
location. In the second, the same number had to
move several times. The population totals alone
would not distinguish those histories. A movement
measure could add information, provided its
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method and coverage were known. The example
does not establish which town needs more as-
sistance; age, health, housing conditions and other
circumstances are deliberately unspecified. '

Read the method alongside the
number

From THE bocumenT EGRISS presents coordination
and statistical quality as part of the recommenda-
tions, alongside terminology and tabulations. Its
membership page lists IDMC itself, as well as
Statistics Canada. That connection matters: the
IRIS framework and IDMC's report cannot be
counted here as two independent confirmations
of a population estimate. This article uses each for
its stated contribution. Statistics Canada's sepa-
rately produced Canadian demographic method-
ology supplies a comparison about counting and
revisions; it does not measure displacement or
validate IDMC's global totals. 2*?

anaLysis For a reader, a compact annotation can
prevent several errors at once: identify whether
the figure counts people or movements, give the
period or reference date, name the population
covered, and retain the source's uncertainty. A
comparison should also explain whether its figures
overlap. If that information is unavailable, the
honest result is an unresolved comparison. It is
not a license to add the numbers, subtract them,
or interpret a blank entry as zero. The arithmetic

14
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can be flawless while the interpretation remains
unsupported. '

anaLysis The distinction is useful because neither
measure tells the entire story. The hypothetical
repeated moves remain part of the year's history
even if the same people appear in the final popu-
lation count. IDMC's warning about returns adds a
separate qualification: a changed location is not
necessarily a lasting solution. Keeping the count-
ing rule and the source's limits visible makes the
interpretation accountable. The question to bring
to a large total is concrete: what exactly has been
counted, over what interval, and what important
experience does that count leave out? '*

REPORTING NOTE /DMC estimates are attributed, not
independently reproduced. IDMC participates in
EGRISS; their displacement materials are one linked
origin here. Separately authored Statistics Canada
population methodology supports only the counting-
method comparison. Examples are hypothetical

arithmetic.
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MEN’'S HEALTH NO. 05

Testosterone treatment: what
changed, and what did not

A cardiovascular trial and a labeling decision answered important questions
without turning hormone treatment into a universal remedy for aging.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which diagnosis, treatment purpose, evidence and monitoring plan does a health claim
actually address?

Al-generated conceptual illustration of reading evidence and considering blood-pressure cautions separately. The

papers and blank gauge contain no clinical data or patient reading.
ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION

rom THE bocumenT In February 2025, the These were not competing descriptions of a single
F U.S. Food and Drug Administration an- finding. The agency attributed the first change to

nounced two changes to testosterone label- the TRAVERSE trial and the second to required
ing that can sound contradictory when separated ambulatory blood-pressure studies. Reading both
from their evidence. It recommended removing parts is essential to understanding what the deci-
boxed-warning language about increased adverse sion actually established. '

cardiovascular outcomes. It also required informa-
tion or warnings about increased blood pressure.
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Begin with the question the trial
asked

rrom THE bocument The TRAVERSE investigators'
2023 report describes a randomized, double-blind
trial of 5,246 men aged 45 to 80 with symptoms of
hypogonadism, two fasting testosterone measure-
ments below 300 nanograms per deciliter, and ex-
isting cardiovascular disease or high cardiovascu-
lar risk. Participants received testosterone gel or
placebo gel. The primary cardiovascular endpoint
combined cardiovascular death, nonfatal heart at-
tack and nonfatal stroke. The population, formula-
tion and endpoint were specified features of the
study, not details that can be removed while keep-
ing its conclusion intact. ?

From THE bocumenT That endpoint occurred in 7.0
percent of the testosterone group and 7.3 percent
of the placebo group, with mean follow-up of 33
months. The investigators concluded that testos-
terone was noninferior for that endpoint. Their
abstract also reports higher incidences of atrial
fibrillation, acute kidney injury and pulmonary
embolism in the testosterone group. The trial was
funded by AbbVie and others. These findings con-
cern the reported trial; they do not establish that
every adverse outcome or lifetime risk was equiv-
alent. *

rrom THE pocuMenT The FDA notice retained a lim-
itation of use for age-related hypogonadism. It
also stated that testosterone was approved for
men with low or absent testosterone associated
with a medical condition. Removing one warning
therefore did not remove the need to establish
why treatment was being considered. Nor did the
notice convert testosterone into a general-pur-
pose treatment for getting older. The agency's ac-
count draws separate boundaries around the indi-
cation, the cardiovascular evidence and the new
blood-pressure information. '

16

ISSUE 04 - OCTOBER 23, 2026

A laboratory number is part of a
diagnosis

rrom THE pocumenT The Endocrine Society's clini-
cal guideline recommends diagnosis only when
compatible symptoms and signs accompany un-
equivocally and consistently low testosterone con-
centrations. It calls for accurate assays, appropri-
ate reference ranges and confirmation with a re-
peat morning fasting measurement. The guideline
also recommends investigating the cause of an-
drogen deficiency. These steps distinguish a clini-
cal diagnosis from treating one laboratory result as
a complete explanation for a person's symptoms.
The guideline recommends against routine
screening of the general male population for hy-
pogonadism. *

rrom THE pocumenT The same guideline places
treatment within an assessment of circumstances
that can change its suitability. It recommends
against starting testosterone in men planning fer-
tility in the near term and lists other conditions re-
quiring exclusion or further evaluation. Its recom-
mendations include follow-up for response, ad-
verse effects and adherence. Those are clinical
decisions, not a checklist this article can apply to
an individual. The published recommendations
make clear that deciding to investigate symptoms
and deciding to prescribe a hormone are separate
stages. °

rrom THE bocumenT The Society revisited the sub-
jectin a July 16, 2026 statement. It emphasized
that symptoms such as low energy, reduced libido
and low mood can have several causes and are
not, by themselves, diagnostic of hypogonadism. It
called for assessment of reversible contributors
and careful weighing of benefits and risks. The
statement also stressed testing quality: different
assays and reference ranges can affect whether a
result is described as low. This was the Society's
clinical position, not a new randomized compari-
son of every testing method. *
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A changed warning is not the end
of monitoring

rrRoM THE bocumenT The blood-pressure compo-
nent of the FDA decision deserves its own read-
ing. The agency required product-specific infor-
mation for testosterone products with completed
ambulatory monitoring studies and a new warning
for products without an existing blood-pressure
warning. A headline saying that a cardiovascular
warning was removed would leave out that second
instruction. The notice did not tell patients to stop
monitoring, change a dose or assume that an indi-
vidual product had no cardiovascular considera-
tions. It announced specific changes to informa-
tion supplied with prescribed medicines. '

From THE bocumenT The 2026 Society statement
also identified remaining long-term uncertainty,
including prostate-cancer safety. It noted that
prostate cancer develops slowly and that trials
may not have followed participants long enough to
settle that risk. Screening and monitoring there-
fore remained part of its stated approach. This is a
limitation of the available time horizon, not evi-
dence that a particular reader will develop cancer.
The statement called for longer-term research
rather than treating the existing studies as a final
answer to every safety question. *

anaLysis Analysis: the FDA's labeling notice and
the Society's diagnostic guidance support a useful
separation of decisions. One concerns what a
medicine's warning should say after review of par-
ticular evidence. Another concerns whether a per-
son's symptoms and repeated measurements es-
tablish a condition for which treatment is appro-
priate. A third concerns monitoring during treat-
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ment. Moving from one decision to another re-
quires additional information. The documents do
not justify collapsing them into a single claim that
testosterone is either broadly safe for everyone or
categorically unsuitable for everyone. '*

anaLysis The most informative account of testos-
terone treatment would therefore explain the di-
agnosis being considered, the evidence relevant to
that situation, the expected purpose of treatment
and the unresolved risks. It would distinguish the
regulator's decision from a professional society's
recommendations and acknowledge their different
roles. For readers, that is a way to judge the com-
pleteness of a health claim, not a substitute for
medical assessment. A narrower, well-supported
conclusion is more useful than turning one favor-
able study result into a promise about every symp-

tom of aging. '3*

REPORTING NOTE FDA and Sociely statements
attributed; TRAVERSE original author abstract only.
References to the same trial are one evidence origin.

General health reporting, not a diagnosis or
instructions to start, stop or change treatment.

Individual decisions require a qualified clinician.
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WOMEN'S HEALTH NO. 06

Seeing endometriosis: what an
image can miss

Clinical guidance distinguishes an inconclusive scan from a completed
investigation—and a treatment discussion from a requirement that everyone
have surgery.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY
What was examined, what was found, and what remains unresolved?

Al-generated conceptual illustration of investigation and the limits of an image. It is not an anatomical diagram,
diagnostic scan or patient resull.
ICU STUDIO / AI-GENERATED EDITORIAL ILLUSTRATION

rRom THE pocumenT A normal pelvic exami- dometriosis, or that imaging has no value.
F nation and ultrasound do not exclude en- Understanding what a test can reveal is part of un-
dometriosis, according to the United derstanding what a normal result leaves unre-
Kingdom's NICE guideline. Its recommendations, solved. '

amended in 2024, say referral may still be neces-
sary. That is a limited but important statement: a
normal result does not settle every case. It does

not mean that everyone with pelvic pain has en-
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Different questions require
different evidence

rrom THE pocumenTt The U.S. National Library of
Medicine's MedlinePlus overview describes en-
dometriosis as tissue similar to the uterine lining
growing elsewhere. It lists sites including the
ovaries, fallopian tubes, tissue behind the uterus,
and the bowel or bladder. The overview identifies
pelvic pain and infertility as important manifesta-
tions, alongside possible bowel, urinary, bleeding
and fatigue symptoms. These are descriptions of
the condition, not a diagnostic scoring system.
The page also says researchers do not know its
cause; a description of where tissue is found
should not be mistaken for an established expla-
nation of why the disease develops. ?

rrom THE bocumenT The European Society of
Human Reproduction and Embryology's 2022
guideline recommends ultrasound or MRI in the
diagnostic work-up, while warning that negative
imaging does not exclude disease, particularly su-
perficial peritoneal endometriosis. That qualifica-
tion identifies a limit on what a negative image es-
tablishes. It does not turn every imaging result into
an unreliable result. The same guideline distin-
guishes diagnostic investigation from decisions
about treatment and follow-up, rather than mak-
ing one test answer every clinical question. *

rrom THE bocumenT NICE recommends specialist
ultrasound or MRI when assessing deep en-
dometriosis and its extent, with planning and in-
terpretation by professionals with relevant imag-
ing expertise. It also says laparoscopy can be con-
sidered despite a normal ultrasound or MRI. Yet
its guidance treats a normal, systematic la-
paroscopy with documented findings differently:
clinicians should explain that endometriosis is
then unlikely and offer alternative symptom man-
agement. The word normal therefore has to stay
attached to the examination that produced it;
these are not interchangeable tests. '
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Why surgery is not the only
discussion

From THE bocuMmenT MedlinePlus describes la-
paroscopy as an operation using a thin instrument
with a camera and light, inserted through a small
cut near the navel. The surgeon can examine visi-
ble tissue and may take a biopsy. Its overview
frames surgery as the way to confirm the diagno-
sis, following assessment of symptoms, medical
history, examination and possible imaging. This
explains a route to visual or tissue confirmation. It
should not be read as a command for a reader to
arrange an operation without a clinical assessment
of its purpose, alternatives and risks. ?

rrom THE pocument ESHRE's guideline explicitly
considers both diagnostic laparoscopy and imag-
ing combined with empirical treatment for sus-
pected disease. Its development group found no
evidence establishing superiority of one approach
and advised discussion of their advantages and
disadvantages. It recommends considering la-
paroscopy when imaging is negative or empirical
treatment has been unsuccessful or inappropriate.
These are options within a clinical pathway, not a
claim that an operation and a medicine produce
identical evidence or that either is suitable for
every patient. *

anaLysis Analysis: the difference in emphasis be-
tween these sources matters. A description of
confirmation through surgery answers how tissue
can be examined directly. A guideline allowing
treatment for suspected disease answers what can
reasonably be considered before that confirma-
tion. Those questions can coexist, but the docu-
ments should not be quoted as though they used
identical language or settled every diagnostic dis-
pute. A careful explanation tells the reader which
kind of evidence a clinician is seeking and what
the proposed next step is intended to change. 2°
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Symptoms remain part of the
record

rrRom THE bocument MedlinePlus's symptom de-
scription includes pain during periods, sex, bowel
movements or urination, as well as fatigue and di-
gestive symptoms. Its diagnostic section places the
medical history before any operation. Its treat-
ment overview distinguishes management of pain
from management of infertility and notes that
treatment is selected with a healthcare provider.
The overview does not offer a single treatment for
every combination of symptoms and goals. It de-
scribes a disease whose investigation and manage-
ment involve more than whether an image con-
tains an obvious abnormality. 2

anaLysis Analysis: for an explanatory conversation,
three questions follow from those distinctions.
What did the examination look for? What does the
result make more or less likely? What unresolved
problem would another investigation or a treat-
ment trial address? Those questions help expose
the reasoning between a result and a recommen-
dation. They do not supply an answer for an indi-
vidual patient, and they do not establish that per-
sistent symptoms have one particular cause. An
absence of visible disease and an absence of a

problem are different propositions. *'3

anaLysis There is also a limit to what agreement
among guidance documents can prove. NICE and
ESHRE are separate organizations, but their rec-
ommendations may draw on overlapping studies;
counting their websites does not create two inde-
pendent clinical trials. MedlinePlus is an educa-
tional overview, not a new diagnostic-accuracy
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experiment. This article uses those documents for
their stated guidance and definitions. It does not
estimate a personal probability of disease from a
scan result or claim to compare the performance

of every scanner, operator and patient population.
213

anaysis The useful takeaway is a more precise ac-
count of uncertainty. A report can say what was
examined and what was found while leaving room
for further clinical reasoning. Conversely, ac-
knowledging a test's limitations should not be-
come a promise that another test will provide a
particular diagnosis. The evidence supports ex-
plaining the purpose, findings and limits of each
step. Decisions about continuing investigation,
considering treatment or looking for another ex-
planation remain matters for an appropriately
qualified clinician working with the person con-
cerned. *'*

REPORTING NOTE NV/CEIESHRE guidance and NIH
educational overview; shared studies do not constitute
independent trials. Diagnostic confirmation and
treatment pathways distinguished.

General health reporting, not a personal diagnosis or
recommendation for imaging, medication or surgery.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 07

Voxtral Small Transcribe 3: what
the larger transcription model
promises

Mistral presents its new preview as an accuracy upgrade. Its own guides make
the choice more specific: better transcription still needs the right vocabulary,
speaker settings and task.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which documented limitation would matter most in the recording or voice workflow
being evaluated?

rRom THE bocumenT Mistral’s advice for From THE pocumenT The larger model’s distinctive
F choosing its new transcription models starts promise is improved transcription and diarization.

with an error, not a leaderboard. Its Transcription supplies the words; Mistral’s di-
speech-to-text guide tells developers to begin arization guide describes labels that associate por-
recorded-file work with Mini, then move to Small tions of the transcript with speakers. In the
when custom vocabulary still does not fix the recorded-file route, the guide requires both di-
transcript. That is a narrower proposition than arization and segment timestamps. Asking for
buying the largest model for every recording: the speaker labels without the segment setting fails,
company describes a sequence of remedies, with according to that guide. The returned structure
model size only one of them. ' therefore matters alongside the sentence the

, reader sees. *
FrRom THE bocumenT The company’s model record

dates Voxtral Small Transcribe 3 to October 20, FrRom THE bocumenT Mistral’s worked support-call
2026, marks it a public preview and lists a 32k-to- example makes the distinction concrete. Several
ken context window. Its posted price is $0.004 per consecutive segments receive the same speaker
minute. Those are statements about the product identifier; the customer’s reply gets another. Each
Mistral is offering; they do not establish the accu- segment also has start and end times. These are
racy a particular recording will produce. The pub- the company’s illustrative outputs, not a call inde-
lic-preview label belongs with the release date pendently reviewed by ICU Message. They show
when comparing this launch with an established the intended organization of the result, but cannot
service. 2 establish that a real conversation’s speaker labels

or boundaries are correct. *
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rrom THE bocument The launch presentation re-
ports diarization comparisons across AMI,
Switchboard, CallHome and AISHELL material,
using concatenated minimum-permutation word
error rate. It says some inputs were limited to 30
minutes for compatibility. That identifies a partic-
ular evaluation setup. It does not turn the chart
into an examination of every accent, overlapping
exchange or recording device. The comparison
remains a result presented by Mistral, with no in-
dependent replication performed for this article. *

rrom THE bocuMenT There is also a task boundary
to resolve. The Small model card advertises trans-
lation, audio questions, summaries and function
calling. The audio overview, however, describes
Small Transcribe 3 as transcription-only at launch,
while the speech-to-text guide routes questions
about recordings to an audio-chat model. The
broader card should not be silently merged with
the endpoint guide. The reviewed documents dis-
agree about the available task scope; this article
does not resolve that conflict by assuming all ad-
vertised functions work. ?'°

FrROM THE bocumeNnT The price comparison is mod-
est per recording but grows with volume. Using
Mistral’s listed Small rate, 60 minutes would cost
$0.24 and 1,000 hours would cost $240 for tran-
scription alone. These are arithmetic illustrations
of the published per-minute rate, not a quote for
an organization’s complete workflow. Storage, re-

view, integration, other model calls and negotiated
arrangements are outside that calculation. No paid

request was made for this reporting. ?

FroM THE bocumenT Mistral’s newer legal family
listing supplies a useful identity check: it names

22
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Voxtral Small Transcribe 3, gives October 20, 2026
as its release date and marks it active. The older
legal page linked from the model card still lists July
2025 models. Neither a lifecycle entry nor an old-
er family’s classification establishes a license grant
or downloadable weights for this exact preview.

Those questions remain unverified in this review.
67

FrRoM THE pocumeNT What, then, does the docu-
mentation support? It presents a new, larger
recorded-audio transcription option, explains how
its speaker-labeled output is requested and points
to company-run comparisons. It also leaves im-
portant product boundaries requiring confirma-
tion. A meaningful assessment would need the ex-
act model, recording, requested output and error
criteria together. Mistral’s own escalation advice
begins with a transcript whose remaining errors
can be identified; that is more informative than
treating the model’s name as an accuracy guaran-

tee 213

REPORTING NOTE Written Mistral originals checked
October 21. One issuer origin; no API, audio or

independent benchmark test. Documentation conflicts
and unresolved weight|license details are explicit.
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. Mistral AL Voxtral 3 launch

. Mistral Al Audio overview

. Mistral Al Voxtral 3 lifecycle listing

. Mistral Al Earlier Voxtral Small lifecycle listing
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 08

Voxtral Mini Transcribe 3: a
transcript is more than its first
words

The new recorded-audio model can return text in pieces. Mistral's instructions
distinguish that convenience from live listening and explain where timestamps
and vocabulary fit.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which documented limitation would matter most in the recording or voice workflow
being evaluated?

ROM THE DOCUMENT A transcript can start ap- From THE pbocumenT The guide accepts three ways
F pearing before its last word is ready without = to provide an existing recording: a file sent with

being a live transcription. Mistral’s file- the request, a reachable audio URL or an identifier
transcription guide makes that distinction explicit for an earlier upload. A request chooses one. The
for its new Voxtral Mini Transcribe 3: the whole document then separates the full text from op-
recording is submitted first, then the result can ar- tional structure. Segment timestamps can accom-
rive in pieces. Streaming the response changes pany the words, while word-level timestamps are
when an application can display text. It does not, unavailable. That distinction matters to a reader
the guide says, make the transcription itself faster expecting a transcript to support navigation back
or convert a finished recording into live audio. ' to the recording: the documented boundaries are

. , segments, not individual words. '
FrROM THE DocumeNT Mistral dates the model’s pub- g

lic preview to October 20, 2026 and lists a price of = rrom THE DocumenT For unusual names, Mistral of -

$0.0035 per minute. Its model record gives a 32k- fers context biasing. Its separate guide says an ap-
token context window; the newer audio overview plication can supply a list of expected terms,
instead assigns the exact identifier 65,536 tokens names or descriptions of the recording. The docu-
shared by audio and vocabulary. That discrepancy mented support-call example contrasts a product
remains unresolved. The company positions Mini and company name before and after adding that
as its routine starting point for recorded files. context. It is an example supplied by the vendor,
These are issuer descriptions, not findings from an not an independently observed correction. Still, it
ICU Message benchmark or hands-on trial. 2%# shows what the control is intended to do: steer
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spelling toward information supplied with the au-
dio. °

FrRoM THE bocumenT That assistance consumes a
limited resource. The context guide says the vo-
cabulary entries and audio share the model’s con-
text window. If their combined size exceeds it, the
request fails rather than quietly shortening the
supplied list. A long recording therefore does not
leave an unlimited space for an organizational dic-
tionary. The document describes a bounded input,
and its explicit failure behavior is part of the prod-
uct’s operation, alongside the promise of im-
proved terminology. °

From THE bocumenT The price can be expressed
without turning it into a purchasing recommenda-
tion. At the listed rate, an hour of recording corre-
sponds to $0.21 of transcription charges; 1,000
hours corresponds to $210. The calculation multi-
plies audio minutes by the posted rate. It excludes
human checking, retained audio, application de-
velopment and every other service in a voice
workflow. The model page’s commercial price is
evidence of the issuer’s offer, not evidence that
the resulting transcript is fit for every purpose. ?

FrRoM THE pocuMenT Mistral’s model card describes
Mini’s position in multilingual transcription and
English diarization comparisons. Those claims be-
long to the company; the documents reviewed
provide no independent test conducted for this
article. A ranking is also a different kind of infor-
mation from the response format. The format tells
a developer how to receive and organize output. A
reported score describes performance under a
particular evaluation. Neither makes an individual

line of generated text an authenticated quotation.
2
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rrom THE pocumenT The launch’s access language
needs care. The legal link attached to Mini leads
to a family page whose visible table lists 2025
models. A separate Voxtral 3 legal listing now
names Mini Transcribe 3 as active with an
October 20 release date. That resolves the missing
lifecycle identity, but does not establish a distinct
license grant or downloadable weights for this ex-
act preview. API pricing, a lifecycle entry and cur-

rent weight availability answer different questions.
67

rrom THE pocumenT The useful change described
by these documents is a configurable way to
process recorded speech: choose the audio input,
request the structure needed for review and sup-
ply relevant vocabulary within the available con-
text. The promise remains conditional on the out-
put that actually returns. Before relying on a tran-
script, the unresolved question is not merely
whether it arrived quickly, but whether the words
and segment boundaries match the recording from
which they were produced. '°

REPORTING NOTE Written Mistral originals checked
October 21. One issuer origin; no API, audio or
independent benchmark test. Documentation conflicts
and unresolved weight|[license details are explicit.

SOURCES

1. Mistral Al File transcription guide
. Mistral AI. Mini Transcribe 3 model record

. Mistral AL Speech-to-text overview

. Mistral Al Audio overview
. Mistral Al Context and vocabulary guide

. Mistral Al Earlier Voxtral Small lifecycle listing
. Mistral Al Voxtral 3 lifecycle listing
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 09

Voxtral Realtime 3 and the cost of
answering too soon

Mistral’s streaming model exposes a delay setting. The current documentation
also draws a consequential boundary between detecting conversational turns
and labeling speakers.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which documented limitation would matter most in the recording or voice workflow
being evaluated?

rom THE bocumenT The fastest transcript is script. Settings must be sent before the first audio
F not necessarily the one with the most con- chunk; changing them afterwards requires a new

text. Mistral’s realtime-transcription guide session. The documented delay accepts values
says its new streaming model waits for following from 80 to 1,200 milliseconds, or 2,400 millisec-
sounds before emitting a word. Shortening that onds. It is not a continuous promise that every val-
wait produces text sooner but less accurately; ue between the smallest and largest numbers is
lengthening it gives the model more context. This accepted. The guide explicitly describes an error
is the company’s description of a controllable for other values. '
tradeoff, not a measured latency or accuracy result e

FROM THE DocuMENT A more consequential limit
from ICU Message. '
concerns two apparently complementary features.

From THE bocumenT The dated model record calls The model card describes diarization and turn de-
the October 20 release Voxtral Mini Transcribe tection together in one streaming session. The
Realtime 3 and marks it a public preview. It lists technical guide says a session that enables both
$0.008 per minute and describes configurable de- returns an error. Its diarization page repeats the
lay, speaker diarization, context biasing and turn restriction and proposes keeping a live turn-de-
detection. The endpoint is intended for audio that tection session, retaining the audio and labeling
is still arriving. That distinguishes this model from speakers offline later. These are conflicting levels
the separate Mini and Small file-transcription of description within one company’s documenta-
models, even though all belong to the same newly tion. They do not establish which behavior a fresh
announced Voxtral family. 2 API request would exhibit. 23
From THE pocuMenT In the technical guide, a ses- rrom THE bocumenT The distinction changes what a
sion begins with a connection, applies settings, re- caller-facing application can assume. In the
ceives audio chunks and ends with a final tran- guide’s terms, turn detection identifies the bound-
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aries of a person’s turn, while diarization attaches
speaker labels to text. The documented work-
around separates the immediate conversational
task from the later record. The pages do not justify
describing the preview as simultaneously provid-
ing both results in one live session. No API call
was purchased or executed to resolve that uncer-
tainty for this article. *

From THE bocumenT Context can be configured be-
fore listening starts. Mistral’s vocabulary guide
permits expected names and terms for the session,
but says those settings are fixed once audio has
begun. An application cannot assume that adding
a newly encountered spelling midway through a
call will modify the existing session. The guide’s
scope is the connection being configured. This is
an operational limit stated by the issuer, not a
finding that a particular caller’s name will be tran-
scribed correctly. *

rrom THE pocuMenT There are also differences in
the published language descriptions. The launch
prose speaks of more than 35 languages for real-
time transcription, a product tile says more than
40, and the dedicated language table lists 45 lan-
guages and dialects. Those categories and thresh-
olds are not interchangeable evidence of an exact
tested language count. The language table identi-
fies the model precisely; none of these descrip-
tions provides this reporting with independent ac-
curacy measurements across every listed language
or dialect. °¢
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FrRoM THE bocuMenT At Mistral’s listed per-minute
price, 60 minutes of processing corresponds to
$0.48 and 1,000 hours to $480. Those calculations
cover transcription at that rate alone. They do not
price a complete voice agent, telephony, storage, a
second model or the proposed later offline di-
arization. Keeping the stages distinct prevents the
cost of a single listening component from being
mistaken for the cost of an entire conversation
service. ?

FrRom THE pbocumMenT The preview’s strongest docu-
mented lesson is the need to name the setting and
the result. A low delay figure, a speaker label and
the end of a turn describe different parts of a live
system. Mistral’s guides explain several of those
distinctions, while the card and guide still disagree
about one combination. A reliable report of the
model’s capabilities must preserve that unresolved
boundary until a corrected original or an autho-
rized, reproducible test establishes more. *'3

REPORTING NOTE Written Mistral originals checked
October 21. One issuer origin; no API, audio or
independent benchmark test. Documentation conflicts
and unresolved weight|[license details are explicit.
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1. Mistral Al Realtime transcription guide
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TECHNOLOGY

NO. 10

Voxtral TTS 3: a voice model
whose launch details need a

second reading

Mistral’s new speech preview offers delivery controls and pronunciation hints.
Its own pages disagree about language coverage and clarify a feature that is

unavailable at launch.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which documented limitation would matter most in the recording or voice workflow

being evaluated?

when the reader moves from Mistral’s

Voxtral 3 announcement to its linked
speech-model record. The announcement de-
scribes more than 35 languages and more than 50
dialects for the new text-to-speech offering. The
record for Voxtral TTS 3 says nine languages. A
dedicated language table, in turn, assigns 35 lan-
guages and more than 50 dialects to the exact
model identifier. These are different descriptions

from the same issuer, not independent confirma-
123

F rRom THE bocumenT One number changes

tions.

rrom THE bocuMenT The model record dates the
public preview to October 20, 2026 and identifies
it as voxtral-mini-tts-3-0. It lists a price of $13 per
million characters, voice cloning, streamed audio,
five output formats and controls for emotion and
pace. This article treats that as a description of
what Mistral is offering. It does not claim to have
heard the model, cloned a voice or measured the
time until its first audio arrived. ?

From THE pocumenT The technical overview divides
the job by the text available. A completed script
can be submitted for offline generation; the audio
can still be returned in pieces so playback starts
before the whole file is ready. Text still being com-
posed is assigned to a separate realtime model and
voice-agent route. Thus receiving a streamed re-
sponse is not, by itself, evidence that this offline
model accepts an indefinitely growing text input.
The overview gives each mode a different model
identifier. *

From THE bocuMenT Delivery controls also have dif-
ferent scopes. The overview lists 34 emotion tags
and two pace tags that can be placed within the
text. It separately says general style instructions
are unavailable at launch. A list of expressive tags
therefore does not establish support for any free-
form direction a developer might write. The dis-
tinction is practical: one control marks portions of
a request, while the unavailable feature is de-
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scribed as a plain-language direction for the whole
delivery. *

FROM THE DocUMENT Pronunciation receives a more
explicit mechanism. Mistral’s guide describes a
map from a word in the input to a sequence of
phonemes, the units used to specify its sounds. Its
worked example supplies six such units for a par-
ticular pronunciation of “tomato.” The guide says
the hint applies to that request. The example illus-
trates the documented input; it is not an audio re-
sult independently listened to or judged for this
article. °

From THE bocumenT That control has limits which
the broad multilingual claim does not erase. The
same guide lists the accepted phonemes and says
an invalid entry rejects the whole request. It ex-
cludes stress and length marks, and identifies
some sounds from other languages as absent from
the list. A language being described as supported
does not make every pronunciation notation valid
input. The document’s concrete validation rules
narrow the meaning of custom pronunciation. °

From THE bocumenT The price is measured in text,
rather than listening time. At the listed rate,
100,000 characters corresponds to $1.30 and one
million characters to $13. These are calculations
from the posted character price, not estimates of
how many minutes of speech a particular text will
produce. Speaking rate, pauses and delivery can
vary; the reviewed price unit does not convert it-
self into a fixed duration. No paid generation was
run for this reporting. ?
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From THE bocumenT The source mismatch leaves a
specific question open: which language list accu-
rately describes this exact preview at the time a
request is made? The dedicated table is more
closely tied to the model identifier, but that is not
proof that the shorter model-card statement is ob-
solete. The documents reviewed contain no cor-
rection explaining the difference. This report pre-
serves both statements and does not select a pre-
ferred count merely because it appears more ex-
pansive. ?°

FrRoM THE bocumenT What the written record does
make visible is a distinction between a natural-
sounding promise and a controllable interface.
Mistral documents modes, tags, phoneme inputs
and rejected settings, as well as ambitious lan-
guage coverage. The language discrepancy and
launch-time style restriction remain part of that
record. The preview can be reported as an an-
nounced model with specified controls; the sound,
reliability and full language reach of an actual im-
plementation remain matters for evidence beyond
the launch pages. 24°3

REPORTING NOTE Written Mistral originals checked
October 21. One issuer origin; no API, audio or
independent benchmark test. Documentation conflicts
and unresolved weight|/license details are explicit.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 11

Rerank 5 Pro: selecting a passage
is a second decision

Cohere’s new retrieval model can identify text inside a result. Its instructions
show why ranking, evidence retention and confidence require separate
judgments.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which matters more for the question being asked: the rank, the retained passage, or the
qualifications preserved from the full record?

launch example asks a small financial ques- report. *'

tion: how much did card provisions rise in
the third quarter? Its candidate texts also discuss
property loans and mortgages. The relevant sen-
tence reports an $85 million increase. The exam-
ple captures the product’s intended job: select ev-
idence for a question before another model writes
an answer. It is a supplied demonstration, not a fi-
nancial report independently examined by ICU
Message. The demonstration concerns finding the
figure, not authenticating the figure’s underlying

F rom THE bocumenT Cohere’s Rerank 5 Pro was executed or deployment purchased for this

rrom THE pocumenT Cohere’s product explanation
places reranking after a search has already assem-
bled candidates. The reranker compares the query
with each result and changes their order. The first
search can use keywords, vectors or both. The ad-
vertised benefit therefore concerns a second deci-
sion: which of the retrieved items deserves atten-
tion. The product page says the query and docu-
ment are considered together through cross-at-
) tention, rather than treating an initial search posi-
accounting. ' . . s
tion as the final relevance judgment.
FrRom THE bocumenT The company announced Pro
on October 21 alongside the separate Fast variant.
Its model record identifies Pro as rerank-v5.0-pro,
lists approximately two billion parameters and de-
scribes a proprietary architecture. The document
positions it for difficult queries and specialist ma-
terial. The release offers access through Cohere’s
API, Model Vault and named cloud platforms;
those are announced service routes. No model

From THE pocuMenT Pro’s additional Context Focus
control makes that selection smaller still. The
model record says the optional feature returns
passages alongside document scores. Each passage
carries character positions and its own score, al-
lowing an application to locate it inside the sup-
plied text. A threshold removes weaker spans; a
separate cap limits their number. The document-
ed response can therefore identify both a pre-
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ferred document and the specific portion pro-
posed for the answering model. ?

FrRoM THE bocumeNnT That is also where the docu-
mentation narrows the promise. Cohere says the
feature works best for targeted questions. A broad
request to summarize a document may need the
complete text; tables, forms and code do not sep-
arate into passages as neatly as prose. Its product
page markets support for visually rich formats,
while the model record specifies text-only input.
This report treats that as a distinction between
textual representations of documents and direct
image input, not evidence that Pro itself reads ar-
bitrary files. **

From THE bocumenT The company’s performance
comparison uses a metric it developed, RCP-
nDCG@10, to evaluate retrieval rankings. Public
benchmark names do not make this an indepen-
dently conducted test. Nor does a retrieval ranking
measure authenticate the contents of the selected
document. Cohere also describes calibrated
scores: a larger number is intended to express a
higher probability that material is useful. That is
its stated interpretation of the score, rather than
an ICU finding that every organization will obtain
the advertised calibration. '*

rrom THE bocument The practical instructions in-
troduce a reason to inspect the numbers locally.
Cohere’s best-practices page still describes rele-
vance scores as query-dependent and recom-
mends using 30-50 representative questions with
borderline-relevant documents to choose a cutoff.
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That advice sits alongside the new launch’s claim
of calibration across domains. The two records
are not a license to assume a universal threshold
without checking which guidance applies. The
older-looking general advice is retained here
rather than silently rewritten into agreement. *'

FrROM THE DocuMeNT Access terms also shape the
choice. Cohere’s pricing page distinguishes free,
rate-limited trial keys from paid production keys
and prohibits commercial or production use of the
former. Its private deployment offers do not by
themselves provide a downloadable-weight li-
cense. The checked model record calls the archi-
tecture proprietary; the reviewed pages do not es-
tablish a separate open license for Pro. A useful
evaluation would ask whether its selected pas-
sages preserve the qualifications needed to answer
the question, alongside whatever ranking score it
returns. °?

REPORTING NOTE Written Cohere originals checked
October 22. One issuer origin; no APl execution,
hands-on deployment or independent benchmark.
Architecture is described as proprietary; an exact
weight-license grant was not established.
Documentation differences remain explicit.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 12

Rerank 5 Fast: a speed claim with
an input limit

Cohere’s smaller reranker targets repeated search. lts API and guidance put
practical boundaries around the documents behind the throughput chart.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Was the evidence needed for the query retained before ranking and span selection?

rom THE bocumenT Cohere presents Rerank The response is an ordered collection with rele-
F 5 Fast as the version for repeated searches vance scores and indexes pointing back to the in-

and short response times. Its launch reports puts. The top_n setting controls how many results
about 187 documents per second, roughly 2.9 return. This lets the application connect a new
times Pro’s throughput, for 1,000-token docu- ranking with its existing records instead of replac-
ments. The test used an NVIDIA A100, 96 docu- ing the search index. It still has to supply the can-
ments per request, eight concurrent requests and didate texts; the endpoint is not described as an
1,000 requests per length. Those conditions mat- independent search of the web. **

ter: the published figure describes Cohere’s work-
load, not a measured response time for a reader’s
search service. '

FrRom THE pocumenT For long inputs, the documents
need a more careful reading. The model record
lists a 32,768-token context shared by a query and

FrRom THE pocuMenT Fast is a distinct October 21 re- one document. The API reference separately says
lease, identified in the current model record as max_tokens_per_doc defaults to 4,096 and
rerank-v5.0-fast. Cohere lists approximately 500 longer documents are truncated to that setting. A
million parameters, multilingual text input and a model’s stated window and a request’s default al-
proprietary architecture. It shares the family’s lowance are therefore different controls. Cohere’s
endpoint and Context Focus capability with Pro, general discussion also describes automatic

but is positioned for volume rather than the com- chunking beyond a model window. The reviewed
pany’s highest ranking quality. The smaller model text does not fully reconcile that explanation with
designation establishes the advertised option; it its v5-specific truncation instructions. 232

does not show how well a particular collection of

From THE bocumenT The best-practices page makes
records will be sorted. ?'

the consequence visible for structured records. It
rrom THE bocumenT The API reference makes the recommends YAML strings and preserving the or-
operation concrete. A request supplies a query, a der of their fields because long strings can be cut
list of document strings and a model identifier. off. Its example records contain a title, date and

31



ICU MESSAGE

content. That is an instruction about what is actu-
ally passed to the ranking operation, not merely
cosmetic formatting. An application relying on the
late fields of a long record would need to establish
whether those fields survived its chosen input lim-
it before interpreting a low relevance score. °

FroM THE DocuMENT Batch size has two different la-
bels in the same documentation set. The guide
gives v5 Pro and Fast a maximum of 10,000 docu-
ments and says requests above it fail. The end-
point reference recommends staying at or below
1,000 for performance. A hard maximum is not a
throughput promise, and a recommendation is not
an acceptance limit. Cohere’s published speed
comparison used much smaller batches than ei-
ther number, so it does not settle the cost of every
permitted request size. **'

From THE bocumenT After ranking, Fast can also re-
turn selected text spans. Cohere’s product expla-
nation describes this as a filter inside the same
call, with adjustable thresholds controlling how
much material is kept. The company promises less
text for the answering model to process. The con-
trol changes the evidence presented downstream,
however, so its output must be considered along-
side the original document when completeness
matters. A short relevant passage and a sufficient
basis for an answer are separate questions. *

FrRoM THE bocumenT The commercial options ex-
tend beyond a benchmark chart. Cohere’s pricing
page lists Rerank 5 Fast in its dedicated Model
Vault offering and separates hourly instance
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charges from monthly rates. The same page ex-
plains that trial API keys are free but restricted,
while production use requires a charged produc-
tion key. It also describes private deployments as
custom arrangements. None of those service of-
fers establishes an open-weight license, and no
paid call, account signup or private deployment
was performed for this article. °

rrom THE pocumenT The useful comparison is
therefore a bounded one. Fast is Cohere’s offered
route to processing more candidate documents
sooner, while its APl documentation exposes
choices about how much of each candidate reach-
es the model and how many results return. Speed
has to be interpreted with those choices intact.
The result worth checking is not only how quickly
the sorted list appears, but whether the evidence
required by the query was included in the request
atall. 3%

REPORTING NOTE Written Cohere originals checked
October 22. One issuer origin; no APl execution,
hands-on deployment or independent benchmark.
Architecture is described as proprietary; an exact
weight-license grant was not established.
Documentation differences remain explicit.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 13

OlmoEarth v1.3 and the work
between satellite data and a map

Ai2’s new model and annual feature archive let researchers reuse satellite
processing. Its own documents explain why labels, geography, missing data and
license terms still matter.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

What evidence would be needed to trust a map built from these features in a place absent
Jrom the training examples?

F rRom THE bocumenT The OlmoEarth data cat- rrom THE pbocumenT The technical report describes

alog carries a warning that can change how the central operation as combining observations

someone reads a map: a missing embedding across place, time and sensor. Inputs include
does not mean missing land. A location can lack a Sentinel-1 radar and multispectral Sentinel-2 and
computed value because it falls outside the ar- Landsat imagery. An attention pooler learns how
chive’s coverage or because suitable Sentinel-2 to combine the model’s internal representations
imagery was unavailable. That small distinction into a representation for each location. A further
helps explain Ai2’s October 22 release of projection reduces that representation to 128
OlmoEarth v1.3. The product supplies reusable numbers. Training also makes the first 64 numbers
numerical features from satellite observations, usable on their own. The resulting vector summa-
with decisions still to be made about what those rizes a year of observations at a nominal 10-meter
features represent. * grid spacing. '*
FrRoM THE DocuMENT Ai2’s announcement identifies FrRoM THE bocuMeNT A crop map illustrates the next
three connected releases: the v1.3 Base model, a step. The catalog describes fitting a classifier or
precomputed archive of annual embeddings and a regressor to labeled points and applying it across
browser-based Embeddings Explorer. The model an area using the saved features. Researchers sup-
card describes a vision transformer with additional = ply examples of the categories or quantities they
pooling and projection components. The model want to map. The expensive satellite-model pass
generates features; the archive contains features has already happened. Their smaller model learns
already computed; the Explorer offers ways to in- the relationship between those examples and the
spect and use them. These are separate routes embeddings. Reusing the feature archive can
through the same system, with different demands therefore avoid downloading and processing the

on the person making a map. '?
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original imagery for every new task, as the catalog
explains. **

FrRoM THE bocuMeNT Ai2 tests that approach in its
PLANTEUR crop-type evaluation, using labels
from Martinique, Réunion, French Guiana,
Guadeloupe and Mayotte. Its technical report
compares a random split with a test that withholds
one represented location while training on others.
The 128-dimensional embeddings receive a re-
ported segmentation score of 36.7 under the ran-
dom split and 24.9 under the geographic holdout.
The different results make the test’s question con-
crete: learning from nearby examples and trans-

ferring to a new geography are separate demands.
4

From THE bocumenT Those are the model develop-
er’s results. The same report says the evaluated
embeddings are not bit-identical to the published
archive: the release uses a different inference
method to reduce visible processing artifacts. Ai2
reports a small difference in one PASTIS compari-
son, which cannot establish identical behavior on
every task. The report also records tasks where a
competing embedding performs better and cases
where adding the attention pooler hurts perfor-
mance. Its evidence supports a more qualified
reading than universal superiority. *

From THE bocumenT The archive’s time and geo-
graphic boundaries also matter. At launch, Ai2 lists
2023, 2024 and 2025 as global years; 2017 through
2022 cover selected countries while further com-
putation continues. The catalog defines a land and
coastal coverage area that excludes Antarctica and
identifies a narrow missing strip at the antimeridi-
an. Annual values describe their reference year.
The latest complete year listed in this launch is
2025, so the archive cannot by itself establish the
condition of a place today. "**

From THE bocumenT Source Cooperative’s catalog
describes public, anonymous access without an
account, API key or signed request. It supplies
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scene-provenance tables linking the embeddings
back to satellite catalogs. It also specifies numeri-
cal precautions: stored values must be converted
back from their compressed representation before
arithmetic, and an analysis must use a consistent
64- or 128-dimensional width. The report says the
Explorer’s colors display only three components
of the features. A convenient visual overview pre-
serves less information than the underlying vec-
tors. **

FrRom THE bocumMenT The own-compute path needs
attention to versioning. Although the new model
card links an embedding tutorial, the example re-
trieved for this article still selects
OLMOEARTH_V1_BASE and describes 768 out-
put bands for Base. That example is useful back-
ground on preparing imagery and saving features,
but it is not an exact demonstrated recipe for the
new 128-dimensional v1.3 archive. The public
model card was accessible and marked ungated;
no weights download, model run or Explorer
analysis was performed for this article. 2°

FrRoM THE bocuMeNT Access also comes with specif-
ic terms. The OlmoEarth Artifact License grants
use and redistribution rights without a charge,
subject to restrictions that include military and
defense applications, human surveillance and
policing, and facilitating extraction of raw materi-
als. Distributors of derivatives must carry the use
restrictions forward unless Ai2 gives written ap-
proval otherwise. The license separately warns
that rights in dataset contents may remain outside
its grant. A publicly readable artifact therefore still
requires attention to the intended use and distrib-
ution. °

REPORTING NOTE Six written originals from one issuer,
checked October 22. Performance is attributed to Ai2;
no independent benchmark, model run, field check or
Explorer test. The linked tutorial’s older version is
explicit.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 14

Perplexity Decider v1.2: asking an
Al for a decision, not a paragraph

The new 27B checkpoint returns probabilities that software can act on. Its own
documentation shows why combining questions can change the answer.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

What categories and error criteria would make a model probability useficl for this
decision?

rom THE bocument OpenRouter dates across named options; an ordered rubric returns a
F Perplexity’s Decider v1.2 release to October distribution and an expected score. Consider a hy-

16 and lists a 27-billion-parameter model pothetical support queue with billing, technical-
aimed at classification, routing and grading. Its ad- support and sales categories. That would require
vertised product is a structured answer, rather those categories to be defined before classifica-
than a passage of generated prose. That makes the tion. A label selected from that list cannot answer
useful question unusually specific: what must an an entirely different question, such as whether the
application supply before this model can help it customer’s underlying complaint is justified. '

decide where an item belongs, and what does the

) d b tuallv establish? ° rrom THE pocumenT The model card explains a ma-
returned number actually establish:

terial change from v1.1: several questions can

FrRoM THE bocuMenT Perplexity’s October 19 prod- share one sequence, with a separate readout after
uct update describes inputs comprising text, JSON each. They can influence one another. Perplexity
and images, and outputs comprising probabilities. reports gains when questions describe connected
Its examples include routing requests and scoring aspects of an item, but losses for competing re-
content against a rubric. The distinction matters in trieval or tool candidates. Its recommendation

the interface: the company proposes giving soft- separates those candidates. Grouping is therefore
ware numbers it can inspect directly. The devel- a design choice with documented tradeoffs, not an
oper still chooses the categories, the rubric and unconditional accuracy upgrade. *

the consequences. Perplexity’s announcement
does not establish that those choices are suitable
for any particular organization. ?

FROM THE DocuMeNT Perplexity reports a 68.09
Decision Index score for joint requests, compared
with 62.30 for v1.1, and discloses using official

rrom THE bocumenT The provider listing identifies training splits for some benchmark tasks, with
three answer forms. A yes-or-no question returns test-set decontamination. These are company-re-
a probability; multiple choice returns probabilities ported measurements. Training exposure and re-
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quest construction belong beside the scores; nei-
ther a larger number nor the model card’s account
constitutes an independent replication by ICU
Message. *

rrom THE pocuMenT The dates also prevent a mis-
leading launch story. The official forum had al-
ready announced v1.1-27b on October 6. A sepa-
rate October 9 post promoted that earlier ver-
sion’s Decision Bench result. Those records con-
cern an earlier checkpoint, before this issue’s
October 16—22 reporting window. A newly en-
countered performance claim about v1.1 would
not make it a new release this week. The version
identifier is part of the event being reported.
Keeping the original announcement beside the
later benchmark post lets a reader distinguish a
model becoming available from another claim
about a model already offered. **

From THE bocuMenT Self-hosting comes with an un-
resolved documentation tension. The card dis-
plays an Apache 2.0 license label but instructs
readers to authenticate for a private repository. Its
reference setup requires Python 3.12 and CUDA,
with about 52 GiB for BF16 weights before work-
ing memory. Public documentation is not a suc-
cessful weight download. This review did not test

repository authorization, installation or inference.
3

rrom THE bocumenT OpenRouter lists an input price
of $0.02 per million tokens and no output-token
charge. On that posted rate, one million input to-
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kens would cost two cents for the model service.
That arithmetic does not price a complete work-
flow: it says nothing about the organization’s re-
view effort or other services. The listing also says
EU in-region routing is unavailable. Those are
provider terms recorded during review, not an
availability guarantee. '

FrRoM THE bocuMenT Perplexity offers the new stan-
dard checkpoint alongside a smaller Flash model,
and says the API can answer multiple questions in
one pass. For a prospective user, the next useful
comparison is concrete: the same records, de-
clared categories and acceptable error criteria
across the candidate configurations. A probability
can make that comparison easier to inspect. It
cannot supply the missing definition of a correct
decision, or turn a model’s recommendation into
permission to act. ?

REPORTING NOTE Perplexity supplies model claims;
OpenRouter supplies its own provider terms. Written
originals checked October 22. No paid call,
independent benchmark, weight download or runtime
test. Access and license ambiguity remain explicit.

SOURCES

1. OpenRouter. OpenRouter provider model and pricing record

2. Perplexity. Perplexity October 19 product changelog

3. Perplexity. Perplexity official model card

4. Perplexity. Perplexity October 6 v1.1 release

5. Perplexity. Perplexity original version announcement or
benchmark post
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 15

Decider Flash v1.2: the smaller
model with a reason to ask fewer
questions

Perplexity’s 4B decision model offers the same structured contract at a lower
posted API price. Its card recommends one question per request as the safer
default.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which question grouping preserves the decisions the application actually needs?

rom THE pbocuMmenT Perplexity’s Decider rrom THE bocument OpenRouter describes yes-or-
F Flash v1.2 arrives with a smaller model and no probabilities, probabilities over named choices,

a narrower kind of output. OpenRouter and scores across ordered rubrics. In a hypotheti-
dates its release to October 16 and describes a cal routing application, software could use those
four-billion-parameter system that returns struc- outputs to distinguish a likely billing query from a
tured decisions instead of generating a conversa- technical problem. The categories would have to
tional answer. It lists classification, routing and exist before the request, and the application
moderation as intended uses. Flash is a distinct would determine whether to send an uncertain re-
checkpoint beside the larger Decider v1.2, rather sult for review. That example illustrates the con-
than a speed setting that can be assumed to pre- tract; it is not an observed customer installation or
serve every answer. ' evidence that Flash will classify a given queue ac-
From THE bocumenT The company’s October 19 up- curately. '
date presents standard 27B and Flash 4B models From THE pocument The model card says Flash was
together. Both accept text, JSON and images distilled from larger decision models, learning
through the Decisions API, according to that up- their probability distributions. It reports an overall
date. Perplexity also describes self-hosting and Decision Index score of 58.88 with grouped ques-
compatible local-device use for Flash. The impor- tions and 60.05 with separate questions, com-
tant distinction is between a published product pared with 68.09 for the standard model in joint
option and demonstrated deployment: the an- mode. These are the developer’s evaluations.
nouncement identifies what the company offers, They describe a quality tradeoff within that setup,
but does not show whether a particular machine not measured performance on every workload or
or application can run it correctly. 2 an independently verified product ranking. *
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From THE bocuMmenT The card recommends one
question per request by default. Its reported
grouped-question changes include a 6.6-point
gain on a select-all-that-apply task but a 15.4-
point loss on a function-calling task. Questions
can influence one another because they share the
request. That makes prompt packaging part of the
comparison: an attractive aggregate throughput
claim does not settle which grouping preserves
the answers an application needs. *

FrRoM THE bocumenT Benchmark names require
care, too. Perplexity’s October 9 forum post re-
ported 94.5 percent accuracy across 1,071
Decision Bench cases for v1.1-27b. That is an ear-
lier model and an earlier evaluation, not Flash’s
result. The October 20 v1.2 announcement instead
invokes ClaimBench in its headline. A change of
checkpoint, test or publicity date cannot silently
carry one reported percentage into another prod-
uct’s performance description. No independent
leaderboard replication was performed for this ar-
ticle. “°

rrom THE bocumenT The reference installation re-
quires Python 3.12, CUDA and about 9 GiB for
BF16 weights, plus working memory. Although the
card displays an Apache 2.0 label, its instructions
call the repository private and require an autho-
rized Hugging Face token. That access wording
remains unresolved alongside the company’s
open-weights announcement. No credential was
supplied, weights downloaded or runtime tested
during this review. *

rrRom THE pocumenT The provider lists $0.01 per
million input tokens and no output-token charge.
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At that posted rate, 100 million input tokens
would cost one dollar in model input charges
alone. The listing directs developers to the
Decisions API rather than a chat-completions
endpoint; existing chat request shapes are not in-
terchangeable with its structured contract. It also
excludes EU in-region routing. Price, integration
shape and regional availability should be read to-
gether. '

FROM THE bocuMeNT Perplexity’s own update advis-
es validating grouped questions and using one
question as Flash’s default. That is a more useful
starting point than treating the word “Flash” as a
promise of equivalent judgment at any speed. A
practical evaluation would need the actual cate-
gories, representative records and a declared tol-
erance for mistakes. Until that work is done, this
release offers a smaller route to typed decisions;
the correctness of the resulting decisions remains
a separate question. ?

REPORTING NOTE Perplexity supplies model claims;
OpenRouter supplies its own provider terms. Written
originals checked October 22. No paid call,
independent benchmark, weight download or runtime
test. Access and license ambiguity remain explicit.

SOURCES

1. OpenRouter. OpenRouter provider model and pricing record

. Perplexity. Perplexity October 19 product changelog

. Perplexity. Perplexity official model card

B W N

. Perplexity. Perplexity original version announcement or
benchmark post

5. Perplexity. Perplexity original version announcement or
benchmark post
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 16

DeepSeek Flash 1017: the model
changed while its API name
stayed put

The October 17 release keeps an existing request name, publishes new weights
and attaches a separate deadline to temporarily free search tools.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 4 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY
A stable API name can conceal a model revision; the version, evaluation setup and
surrounding tool charges have separate records.

rRom THE bocuMmenT An application can keep timized for that environment, Tencent
F asking for the same model and receive a CodeBuddy and WorkBuddy. Its advertised devel-
new version. DeepSeek’s October 17 opment experience includes the surrounding soft-

change log says its V4.1 Flash service has moved to ware. '
DeepSeek-V4.1-Flash-1017, including the models
on its website and app. The API name remains
deepseek-flash, and the company says the calling
method and pricing are unchanged. The date-
stamped model name therefore tells a different
story from the stable API name: DeepSeek reports
changing the model behind an existing route,
rather than requiring a new request identifier. ?

rrom THE bocuMeNT The official model card calls
1017 a minor update, while reporting changes
across coding, reasoning, agent work and visual
understanding. Its comparison table lists
Terminal-Bench 4.0 at 42.3 for 1017 and 31.2 for
the preceding V4.1 Flash. DeepSWE v1.1 moves
from 74.2 to 77.0 in the same table. These are re-
sults published by DeepSeek, not an independent
rrom THE bocument The launch announcement de- ranking or a measurement made by ICU Message.
scribes reinforcement learning with self-feedback The version label is specific; the performance
aimed at completing projects, including games and claim remains tied to the publisher’s evaluation. *
3D models. It presents a racing game and a Godot
recreation among its examples. Those are
DeepSeek’s descriptions of its demonstrations;
this article does not claim to have reproduced
them or reviewed their recordings. The same an-
nouncement recommends DeepSeek Harness ver-
sion 0.2.1-rc.1 or later, and says the model was op-

rrom THE pocumenT The change log’s footnotes
specify different arrangements behind its scores.
Terminal-Bench 4.0 used Claude Code, while
DeepSWE used Mini-SWE-V2. A separate HLE
figure applies only to the text subset, and
ZeroBench-main uses Pass@5. That last qualifica-
tion describes multiple attempts, rather than a
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first-attempt result. DeepSeek also claims shorter
outputs and faster task completion. The reviewed
release documents do not supply an ICU-run
comparison of response time, total task cost or re-
liability for an existing application’s work. 2

From THE bocuMenT There is a less conspicuous in-
tegration change in the model card. DeepSeek
says it does not provide a Jinja chat template; in-
stead, the repository’s encoding folder contains
Python reference code and test cases for its con-
versation format. Its deepseek-recipe toolkit con-
verts requests in several API formats into that for-
mat and parses model output. The card expressly
leaves model inference, tool execution and HTTP
transport to the caller. Downloading the published
assets therefore does not, by the card’s own ac-
count, supply the entire service that performs a
tool-using task. *

From THE bocumenT The repository’s configuration
file adds another boundary between a model de-
scription and an operating service. It declares a
maximum position setting of 1,048,576 and identi-
fies a bfloat16 data type alongside FP8 quantiza-
tion settings and an FP4 expert setting. These are
fields in the released configuration, not a test
showing that a particular computer can serve the
model at that context length or precision. This re-
porting did not load the weights, measure memory
requirements or run the model. The configuration
records the published architecture choices with-
out establishing an application’s usable capacity. °

rrom THE bocumenT The actual repository license is
MIT. It grants permissions including use, copying,
modification and distribution, subject to retaining
the specified copyright and permission notice. It
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also supplies the software without warranty.
Those terms describe the published repository’s
permission grant; they are not a hosted-service
price schedule, an assurance of accuracy or a sup-
port agreement. The file’s 2023 copyright date is
not the release date of this October 2026 version.
No claim about a deployment’s suitability follows
from the license alone. *

rrom THE pocumenT The launch also announces a
separate commercial change: Search and Fetch
endpoints priced at $0.75 per 1,000 calls each.
DeepSeek says calls through server-side tools in
its Harness, Claude Code and Codex are tem-
porarily free for DeepSeek API users, with billing
beginning October 31 at 16:00 UTC. That dated
exception matters alongside the unchanged mod-
el-pricing statement. The company has described
a model replacement, recommended surrounding
software and separately priced tools in one re-
lease; an unchanged model name or rate does not
describe all three. '

REPORTING NOTE Five directly checked DeepSeek
originals establish its release, published assets and
attributed claims. No independent performance test,
model execution or recording review was performed.
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TECHNOLOGY NO. 17

MiniMax M3.1 Flash makes
thinking depth a practical choice

The October 19 release promises faster agent work. Its API, model card and
community license show which controls and conditions sit behind that promise.

BY CODEX - AI-WRITTEN - EDITED BY CODEX - OCTOBER 23, 2026 - 5 MIN READ

THE TAKEAWAY

Which matters more in the task being evaluated: the chosen thinking effort, the usable
context or the conditions attached to deployment?

rRoM THE bocumenT MiniMax’s new Flash and an October 23 modification timestamp.
F model has a speed control that still requires Neither field identifies the model’s first public re-
thinking. Its API guide says a request to dis- lease. The October 19 announcement remains the
able reasoning returns an error. Instead, the caller release record for this report. The later repository
chooses how much thinking to request, from low observation establishes what was publicly listed
effort through a maximum setting. The distinction when checked, not an exact first-publication time

gives the release’s promise of faster, cheaper agent for the weights. “°
work a practical qualification: the documented
controls affect how much work the model does
before answering. '

rrom THE bocuMenT The model card describes a
system that accepts text, images and video and
produces text. Its advertised context reaches one

FROM THE pocuMmeNT MiniMax announced M3.1 million tokens. This is a context limit, not a prom-
Flash on October 19, describing improvements in ise of a particular answer length. The same record
coding, computer use and multi-step agent tasks. cautions that usable context and throughput de-
The launch offered it through the company’s API, pend on GPU memory and serving configuration.
M Plan and MiniMax Code, while saying model The large window is therefore a stated capacity
weights would follow later. Its investor-relations with deployment conditions, not a demonstrated
index carries the same date. That is a dated ser- ability to use every part of an arbitrarily long

vice launch; it is not a statement that every de- record correctly. *¢

ployment option became available simultaneously.

s From THE bocumenT The configuration makes one

part of the efficiency design visible. It lists 128 lo-

rrom THE bocumenT The subsequently observed cal experts, four experts per token and an addi-
public repository contains a model card, configu- tional shared expert. This is the recorded mixture-
ration, license and listed weight files. Its platform of-experts arrangement: the per-token selection is
metadata gives an October 17 creation timestamp smaller than the collection of available expert
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components. The file also specifies packed quan-
tization for the routed experts. Those settings de-
scribe the supplied artifact; they do not indepen-
dently measure memory consumption, speed or
successful execution on any reader’s hardware. ¢

FrROM THE bocumenT MiniMax’s model card de-
scribes three changes from M3: sparse attention
throughout the model, quantization-aware train-
ing and a new speculative-decoding system called
DSpark. The release includes a draft head for
compatible serving implementations. That last
qualification is operationally useful. A listed model
component and an implementation capable of us-
ing it are different requirements. The company
names serving frameworks in its deployment in-
structions, while marking other integrations as still
in progress. °

rrom THE bocumenT For hosted requests, the API
guide supplies five effort levels and defaults to
max when the field is omitted. It says higher levels
produce more output tokens and greater latency.
Lowering effort is the documented way to reduce
that reasoning work; disabling it is unsupported.
Thus an application that supplies no effort choice
requests the highest setting described in the guide.
The release’s advertised speed cannot be read in-
dependently of that request configuration. '

FrRom THE bocumenT The same guide separates
thinking from the answer in the response format.
Through the OpenAl-compatible protocol, rea-
soning appears in reasoning_content and the an-
swer in content. The Anthropic-compatible route
uses a thinking block. Those instructions concern
how an application receives and displays output.
The guide describes two interfaces to MiniMax’s
service. A separately delivered thinking field is not
an independent check on the answer. '

rrRom THE bocumeNnT The launch lists prices per mil-
lion tokens: $0.15 for input, $0.60 for output and
$0.015 for cached input. Its claim of a 70% lower
overall agent-task cost is a different statement
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from that rate table. The company is describing a
comparison with its predecessor, not guaranteeing
that any particular task will use the same number
of tokens or finish successfully. No paid request or
purchasing recommendation underlies this ac-
count. ?

rrom THE bocumenT The benchmark record like-
wise needs its conditions attached. MiniMax re-
ports a 73.7% DeepSWE v1.1 result and describes
coding tasks involving understanding code, imple-
menting changes and testing. The model card
names different task harnesses and context al-
lowances across evaluations, and warns that third-
party quantizations can differ from official
weights. These are comparisons published by the
issuer; some model-card rows cite outside leader-
boards or analyses. Those references were not in-
dependently checked for this report. Security-task
scores also do not establish permission to act on
someone else’s systems. *°

From THE pbocumenT The public weights also come
with a specific license. The MiniMax Community
License grants noncommercial permissions sub-
ject to its conditions and sets separate commercial
requirements. It calls for attribution to MiniMax
M3.1 Flash, a one-time notice for the stated lower-
revenue commercial category, and prior written
authorization when the relevant products or ser-
vices exceed $20 million in yearly revenue. This is
a description of that document, not a determina-
tion that a proposed use satisfies it. 7

FrRom THE pocuMenT Its appendix prohibits specified
uses, including military purposes, harming minors
and deliberately harmful false information. The li-
cense also disclaims warranties. Public access to
files therefore does not establish unrestricted re-
use or fitness for a particular task. The release of-
fers choices at several levels: hosted access or a
self-managed artifact, an effort setting, and a serv-
ing configuration subject to license conditions.
Which setting preserves the required answer qual-
ity while reducing actual task cost remains a ques-
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tion for a measured workload, not one resolved by
the Flash name. 7'*
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