A controlled predictive test: across this task grid, pre-merge functional disagreement predicted merge penalties; the selected weight-geometry baselines did not (three axes decorrelated by construction; 13 conditions x 3 seeds)

merge penalty (parent potential — merged)

(A) the framework-motivated predictor
Spearman p = 0.45 (p = 0.004, n = 39)
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(B) the geometry predictor — does it detect
incompatibility, or just task overlap?
Spearman p = 0.03 (p = 0.9, n = 39)
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(C) predictor league table (pre-merge only)
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