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REBATE MORERSIOR ATLAS OFFER STAGE
_ $200K
AUG 14 PATRICK BET-DAVID Atlas X pointer + Atlas/Whatever cross-
scheduled publicly announced p|atf0rm corroboration
FUNDRAISER $300K TRANSFER FINAL AUDIT
$53,191 UNRESOLVED PASSED WITH CORRECTIONS
$300K goal snapshot Wilson says sent V2.1 publication edition

V2.1 FINAL AUDIT STATUS

This edition supersedes V2 wherever they differ. It incorporates the full adversarial audit: corrected surveillance-video
procedural history; corrected Atlas/Whatever source-lineage language; added the alleged Discord admission as a separate
evidence category; separated political-motive enhancement from capital-eligibility theory; updated TPUSA current self-
reported scale; tightened evidence-independence language; removed the RealBayes argument-map source; distinguished
Wilson’s ~3.5-hour proposal from Owens'’s later no-fixed-time position; and refreshed the GiveSendGo snhapshot to $53,191 as
of 12 Aug 2026, 15:44 America/Mexico_City.

Cutoff rule: dynamic claims are frozen to the public record reviewed through 12 August 2026, 15:44 America/Mexico_City (UTC-6). The fundraiser total, debate
logistics, and payment documentation may change after publication. The exact final $300,000 contract/payment instrument remains unavailable in the reviewed
record. V2.1 incorporates the full adversarial audit and supersedes V2 wherever they differ.

Final audited edition | 12 Aug 2026 | Dynamic evidence snapshot: 15:44 America/Mexico_City | 1



PANGBURN ANALYSIS | WILSON vs OWENS | FINAL AUDITED EDITION V2.1

Report map and V2.1 final audit corrections

WHAT V2.1 CONSOLIDATES

One publication-grade master record combining (1) the debate chronology and all distinct money structures, (2) the full 20-
claim Wilson fundraising-video audit, (3) the complete pre-debate evidence forecast, and (4) the final adversarial audit
corrections. Interested-source repetition is never treated as independent proof; legal standards, evidentiary burdens, and
dynamic snapshots are explicitly separated.

Part Contents V2 purpose

| Chronology and complete money trail Reconstruct every distinct financial structure without adding superseded offers
together.

Il Andrew Wilson fundraising-video fact-check Twenty atomic claims, updated Atlas treatment, $300K provenance hold, fundraiser

terms, rhetoric/personal attacks.

1l Complete pre-debate evidence forecast The substantive Forecast V1 is reproduced in full, including evidence map, eight
decisive clashes, cross-examination questions, misinformation watchlist and
prediction.

[\ V2.1 synthesis, source register and adversarial audit ~ States what changed, what remains unresolved, and what evidence would overturn
the report.

Material corrections versus the earlier reports

Issue Earlier treatment

Brian Atlas ceiling $150K treated as the highest later stage then A $200K offer stage is supported by the Brian Atlas X-
documented. status pointer plus cross-platform corroboration from
Atlas’s own Whatever platform. These are the same
source lineage, not independent corroborators; exact
$200K payer composition/conditions remain a hold until
the post body is archived.

Wilson: “eventually raised  Qualified / not independently verified. MATERIALLY INCOMPLETE as a recap of the full

it to $150K" escalation: the $150K stage appears genuine, but a later
$200K stage predates Wilson's Aug. 11 video. Because
the $200K post body is not machine-readable here, V2.1
does not overstate the exact Atlas-only ceiling or
conditions.

Fundraiser snapshot $49,367 / later $50,001 in earlier snapshots. $53,191 displayed gross at 12 Aug. 2026, 15:44
America/Mexico_City; 17.73% of the $300K goal.

$300K transfer Claimed, not independently verified. Unchanged: no authenticated bank/wire/escrow/recipient record located.

Debate forecast Wilson evidentiary advantage, Owens rhetorical Unchanged on current evidence; forecast remains conditional on no major
openings. new authenticated evidence.

Surveillance procedure Earlier forecast said the defense “excluded” the Corrected: defense initially blocked an annotated/zoomed presentation;
enhanced version. unaltered footage was then admitted; later Judge Graf allowed an
edited/enhanced version to be shown in court outside the public
livestream. [S02-S03]

Evidence independence Earlier language sometimes called streams Corrected to “distinct, partially corroborating evidence streams” because
“independent.” many items arise from the same investigation and should not be
statistically or institutionally double-counted.

Digital evidence Discord was folded into generic message evidence. Added as a separate alleged admission: prosecutors presented a
Discord post attributed to Robinson stating “it was me at UVU yesterday”
about an hour before surrender. Authentication/context still matter. [S12]

Legal precision Political motive was loosely grouped with death-penalty ~ Separated: political motive chiefly bears on the victim-targeting

issues. enhancement; current capital-eligibility dispute separately concerns
alleged great risk of death to others. [S01; SO5]

TPUSA scale 3,500+ campuses from 2025 material. Updated: TPUSA currently self-reports presence on 5,000+ campuses;
this remains an interested organizational figure, not an independent
census. [V2-16]

Prediction source quality RealBayes listed as a third-party talking-point map. Removed. Owens’s own current YouTube streams/clips now establish

the themes she has emphasized; those first-party materials establish her
claims, not their truth. [S06-S07]

Final audited edition | 12 Aug 2026 | Dynamic evidence snapshot: 15:44 America/Mexico_City | 2



PANGBURN ANALYSIS | WILSON vs OWENS | FINAL AUDITED EDITION V2.1

PART I - Chronology and complete financial reconstruction

CORE FINANCIAL RULE

Do not add successive replacement offers together. $50K, $60K, $100K, $150K and $200K appear to describe an escalating
debate-offer ladder, not five simultaneously collectible payments. Likewise, Wilson's later standalone $300K challenge,
Owens’s temporary $500K counter, the proposed $500K-each structure, and Wilson’s $300K GiveSendGo are separate
financial episodes.

1. The dispute predates Joe Rogan

Wilson'’s criticism of Owens’s Charlie Kirk investigation was public before the August 5 Joe Rogan appearance. Secondary
reporting places the public challenge as early as March 2026, while Owens later said Wilson had been requesting a debate
“since May.” The reviewed record still does not contain a clean primary March challenge sufficient to lock March as the exact
start date. [V2-10; V2-14]

Publication-safe formulation: Wilson was publicly contesting Owens'’s Kirk claims by spring 2026 and, by Owens’s own later
characterization, had been directly seeking a debate since at least May.

2. Brian Atlas | Whatever: the expanding offer ladder

The earliest independently preserved Atlas offer is $50,000, followed by $60,000. Wilson’s later accounts place Atlas at $100,000
and then $150,000. A Brian Atlas X status supplied by the user is identified as a $200,000 offer, and Atlas’s own Whatever
platform separately describes an Owens-Wilson “$200K debate offer” stage. These latter two records are cross-platform
corroboration within the same Atlas/Whatever source lineage, not independent corroboration. [V2-06; V2-07; V2-08; V2-09]

Stage Amount Best evidence Pangburn status Key limitation
A $50,000 Contemporaneous report preserves Atlas’s original wording. SUPPORTED - VERY HIGH Primary post body not archived directly in this
[V2-09] report, but exact wording is preserved
contemporaneously.
B $60,000 Contemporaneous July 5 reporting of Atlas raising the offer by SUPPORTED - HIGH Replacement stage, not an additional $60K on
$10K. [V2-09] top of $50K.
C $100,000 Wilson’s Aug. 11 fundraiser-video chronology. [V2-03; U01] SUPPORTED ONLY BY WILSON- No Atlas-authored $100K post recovered.

SIDE ACCOUNT

D $150,000 Wilson fundraiser video + separate third-party clip preserving STRONGLY SUPPORTED Both direct statements are Wilson-side; Atlas-
Wilson’s direct statement and naming Brian Atlas and $150K. side post still not recovered.

[V2-08; U01]

E $200,000 Brian Atlas X status link supplied by user; STRONGLY SUPPORTED X post body is not machine-
Atlas’s Whatever channel also says the OFFER STAGE readable in the crawler; exact
$200K Owens-Wilson debate offer went wording, payer composition and
public. Same source lineage. [V2-06; V2-07] conditions must not be guessed.

The July 16 metadata point

The supplied X status ID (2077874736818954623) decodes under X/Twitter's standard Snowflake timestamp scheme to 16 July
2026 at approximately 21:55:16 UTC. That places the status well before Wilson’s August 11 fundraising video. This metadata
helps chronology; it does not reveal the post body or payment terms.

What the $200K evidence changes - and what it does not

The existence of a $200K debate-offer stage is now substantially better supported than in V1. The cautious remaining question is
who supplied the full $200K and under what exact conditions. Because the X body is not machine-readable in our archive, the
report does not silently convert “a Brian Atlas post about a $200K offer” into “Brian personally and solely committed $200K”
without preserving the exact wording.

UPDATED WILSON RATING

Wilson says at 0:16 that Atlas “eventually raised it to $150,000.” That is now materially incomplete as a summary of the public
offer escalation because a $200K stage existed before the August 11 video. If the Atlas X post’s exact wording confirms that
Brian personally raised his own offer to $200K, the word “eventually” is factually wrong as an endpoint; if the $200K figure was
a combined pool, Wilson’s narrower claim about Atlas’s sole contribution may remain technically defensible.
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3. Wilson’s matching statement and the potential $300K combined stage

In a separate public clip—a third-party upload that preserves Wilson speaking directly—Wilson says: “Brian Atlas put up
$150,000 for Candace Owens to debate me about Charlie Kirk's murder on his platform. | said I'd match it if we did it on neutral
ground.” [V2-08]

Ordinarily, a match of $150K would imply up to $300K in combined commitments. But the public material reviewed does not
establish whether the two $150K amounts were payable to Owens, stakes on opposite sides, a combined purse, or differently
conditioned commitments. It must therefore be kept separate from Wilson’s later standalone $300K challenge.

4. August 5: Wilson’s separate $300,000 challenge goes national

On Joe Rogan Experience #2535, Wilson said: “Candace Owens. | offered her $300K to debate.” This was a separate Wilson-
side challenge that made the dispute nationally visible; it should not be conflated with the earlier Atlas ladder or the possible
$150K + $150K neutral-ground arrangement. [V2-04]

5. August 7: Owens raises the stakes to $500,000

Owens responded with a $500,000 proposal and attached a condition involving public acknowledgement by figures associated
with TPUSA. One contemporaneous report characterized the $500K structure as winner-take-all, but V2.1 does not treat that
payment mechanic as independently established because the underlying final contract/primary financial terms were not archived.
Wilson accepted the larger money in principle but rejected representing TPUSA and pushed for neutral ground and cross-
examination. [V2-11]

6. The proposed $1 million exposure and crowdfunding dispute

Wilson then discussed a structure in which each side would put up $500,000, creating $1 million in total exposure, and said he
was willing to crowdfund the increased amount. Owens rejected that crowdfunding move and returned to his initial $300,000.
This is why “Wilson needed crowdfunding to produce the original $300K” is not established by the negotiation record. [V2-12; V2-
14]

7. Venue, cross-examination, Rogan and Patrick Bet-David

The negotiation then shifted from money to rules. Wilson pushed for neutral ground, substantial cross-examination and a
proposition that required Owens to defend her own affirmative claims. Owens held to her studio and offered live fact-check
teams. Michael Knowles was discussed and later dropped out; both sides subsequently acknowledged a Joe Rogan offer to host
or moderate. Owens ultimately announced Patrick Bet-David as moderator. [V2-05; V2-13; V2-14]

At-a-glance integrated timeline

Date / phase Development Financial figure Evidence status
Spring 2026 Wilson challenges/criticizes Owens; exact first direct challenge date not - QUALIFIED
locked.
Jul. 5 Atlas offers $50K, then raises to $60K. $50K -> $60K SUPPORTED
Later July Wilson recounts $100K then $150K Atlas stages. $100K -> $150K PARTLY SINGLE-SOURCE
Jul. 16 Atlas X status supplied as $200K offer; Atlas’s $200K stage STRONGLY SUPPORTED
Whatever platform later describes a $200K offer stage. STAGE / SAME-LINEAGE
CORROBORATION / TERMS
HOLD
Aug. 5 Wilson says on JRE he offered Owens a separate $300K. $300K SUPPORTED as offer
Aug. 7 Owens counters at $500K; TPUSA-related condition; studio. $500K SUPPORTED
Aug. 7-8 Wilson discusses $500K each / crowdfunding; Owens returns to initial $1M total proposed SUPPORTED / superseded
figure.
Aug. 9-11 Venue/topic/moderator negotiations; Rogan offer discussed. $300K public figure STRONGLY SUPPORTED chronology
Aug. 11 Wilson says he sent $300K and staff confirmed. $300K sent (claimed) NOT INDEPENDENTLY VERIFIED
Aug. 12 PBD publicly announced; Friday event expected. $300K public figure STRONGLY SUPPORTED scheduling
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The money structures must remain separated

Structure Peak | stated Actor(s) Function V2.1 status
amount
Atlas / Whatever host $200K offer stage Brian Atlas / Whatever Third-party attempt to induce Owens-Wilson debate Superseded'
inducement . ) on/through Whatever. ! ’
source lineage; exact exact final terms
final payer structure held not fully archived
Wilson neutral-ground $150K match stated Wilson, contingent on Atlas $150K  Potential additional commitment if debate on neutral Public commitment;
“match” ground. mechanics unresolved
Wilson standalone $300K Andrew Wilson Direct challenge publicized on JRE. Final public figure later
challenge returned to
Owens counter $500K Owens counter-negotiation Temporary higher-stakes phase; one report described it as  Obsolete phase
winner-take-all, but exact mechanics remain unverified.
Wilson escalated structure $500K each / $1M Wilson/Owens proposed exposure  Crowdfunded increased stake. Obsolete phase
total
Wilson GiveSendGo $300K goa|- Andrew Wilson campaign Reimburse Wilson first if debate occurs; Kirk children Active at V2.1
’ contingency if not. ’
$53,191 geney cutoff
snapshot

Financial reconstruction conclusions

The public record is best understood as several distinct financial mechanisms, not one accumulating pot. Atlas/Whatever
repeatedly escalated an inducement to get Owens and Wilson into a debate; Wilson separately offered to match an Atlas stage
on neutral ground; Wilson later publicized a standalone $300,000 challenge; Owens temporarily countered at $500,000; a
$500,000-per-side / $1 million concept was then discussed and superseded; and the later GiveSendGo is a reimbursement-
oriented crowdfunding campaign. Adding successive superseded offers together would be financially misleading.

NO-SUMMING RULE

Do not report $50K + $60K + $100K + $150K + $200K as $560,000 of simultaneously collectible Atlas money. Those figures
describe an escalating offer ladder. Likewise, the possible $150K + $150K neutral-ground match structure must not be
conflated with Wilson’s later standalone $300K challenge.

The two remaining financial facts with the highest publication value are the exact payer/conditions in Atlas’s July 16 $200,000 X
post and independent documentary verification of Wilson’s claimed $300,000 transfer. Until those are obtained, V2.1 preserves
the strongest supported chronology without converting gaps into certainty.
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PART Il - Andrew Wilson fundraising video: full Pangburn
fact-check

OVERALL VIDEO VERDICT

MOSTLY ACCURATE ON THE PUBLIC NEGOTIATION CHRONOLOGY, BUT WITH TWO MATERIAL HOLDS: (1) the
$300,000 transfer and source remain independently unverified; and (2) the opening Brian Atlas recap now omits a later
$200,000 offer stage that predates the video. Several motive/TPUSA claims also overreach the evidence.

Primary transcript basis: user-supplied six-page capture of “The Andrew Wilson vs Candace Owens Debate Crowdfunding Video
(8/11/26)” plus the direct Crucible upload. Exact claim cues below follow the visible transcript; an obscured line near 1:39 is not
reconstructed. [UO1; V2-03]

o:00 Let me give everyone an update of exactly where we are. A few weeks ago, Brian Atlas, a friend of mine who runs the
Whatever podcast,

0:00 offered up $100,000 for Candace Owens to debate with me about the murder of Charlie Kirk on his platform.

016 He eventually raised it to $150,000, to which | said | would match it if we could actually debate on neutral ground.
023 | expressed this story recently on the Joe Rogan podcast.

027 Candace and her fans reactions were volatile to say the least. She issued a strange counter that | needed to pay her
035 $500,000 and that TPUSA needed to quote claim me.

042 Now, I don't work for TPUSA, so I couldn't grant that concession as it would have been a lie.

o048 She followed with an offer of me paying $300,000 to debate her at her home on the topic of if Tyler Robinson killed Charlie
Kirk and if he was a federal psy.

059 Obviously, this gives massive advantages to Owens, but I'm never one to back down from a debate challenge, even if | think
the terms are fundamentally unfair.

1:00 We entered into negotiations, and during those negotiations, Joe Rogan contacted us both, asking to host our debate. This
1:17 is perhaps something you guys don't know.

1220 Obviously, | thought that changed everything as that would guarantee the biggest platform for both of us to make our case
on neutral ground.

130 Unsurprisingly to me, Candace Owens declined. No control, you see. She insisted it be at her home still, even

L httns-/Auww voutithe com/wateh?v=sKsrRhHeifa&t=28s 16

Figure 1. Transcript evidence from the user-supplied capture. Pangburn Analysis does not infer wording hidden by the
browser overlay.

Updated twenty-claim ledger
[»] Time Claim cue Verdict Evidence note

AW-001 0:00 Brian Atlas runs Whatever and offered money for an Owens- SUPPORTED The Atlas debate inducement is
Wilson debate. . . .
publicly documented, including
contemporaneously preserved
Atlas wording at the early stages.

[V2-09]

AW-002 0:09 Atlas offered $100,000. UNRESOLVED / SINGLE-SOURCE  Fits a documented escalating ladder, but no Atlas-
authored $100K post was recovered.

AW-003 0:16 Atlas “eventually raised it to $150,000.” MATERIALLY The $150K stage is directly
INCOMPLETE / supported by Wilson. A later
QUALIFIED $200K offer stage predates Aug.

11, so “eventually” does not
capture the full public escalation.
Exact $200K payer composition
remains held because the post
body is not machine-readable.

Final audited edition | 12 Aug 2026 | Dynamic evidence snapshot: 15:44 America/Mexico_City | 6



PANGBURN ANALYSIS | WILSON vs OWENS | FINAL AUDITED EDITION V2.1

AW-004

AW-005

AW-006

AW-007

AW-008

AW-009

AW-010

AW-011

AW-012

AW-013

AW-014

AW-015

AW-016

AW-017

AW-018

AW-019

AW-020

Time

0:16

0:23

0:27-0:42

0:42

0:48

1:09

1:30

1:58

2:05

2:05

3:37

3:37-3:45

3:45

3:54-4:03

4:36-4:44

4:53

5:08-5:16

Claim cue

Wilson would match $150K on neutral ground.

He told the story on Joe Rogan.

Owens countered at $500K and attached a TPUSA-related

condition.

Wilson does not work for TPUSA.

Owens offered $300K for a debate “at her home.”

Joe Rogan contacted both sides and offered to host.

Owens declined the Rogan move and held to her venue.

A new moderator stepped in and an agreement was reached.

Wilson sent $300,000.

Owens's staff confirmed payment to Wilson's side.

Owens has aggressively targeted Erika Kirk and TPUSA.

Destroying TPUSA is Owens’s “stated goal.”

TPUSA is the largest conservative college/high-school outreach

program.

TPUSA is effectively the only organization in Wilson’s lifetime to

gain a conservative foothold in academia.

“Multitudes of millions of dollars” are on the line for these creators.

Many creators and private individuals offered to help with the

burden.

He already paid $300K; donations can help him bear the cost.

Verdict

SUPPORTED AS PUBLIC
COMMITMENT

SUPPORTED

SUPPORTED

QUALIFIED | SUPPORTED CORE

QUALIFIED

STRONGLY SUPPORTED

SUPPORTED

SUPPORTED

UNRESOLVED

UNRESOLVED

SUPPORTED CORE /
RHETORICAL WORDING
UNSUPPORTED

QUALIFIED | PLAUSIBLE

OVERSTATED / NOT
OPERATIONALLY
DEFINED

UNSUPPORTED

UNRESOLVED

PARTLY SUPPORTED /| CORE
UNRESOLVED

Evidence note
[V2-06-V2-08]

A separate public clip preserves Wilson saying this
directly; the upload is third-party and the financial
mechanics are not public. [V2-08]

JRE #2535 includes his $300K challenge. [V2-04]

Public negotiation record supports both elements.
[V2-11]

No basis found that he represented TPUSA for the
debate; he acknowledged one prior contract job.

[V2-11]

The $300K return and topic are supported; the
public term is her studio, not necessarily her
residence. [V2-12]

Both camps publicly acknowledged the Rogan
intervention. [V2-13]

Her public account is consistent; Wilson’s “control”
motive is separate inference. [V2-13]

Owens's official channel announces Patrick Bet-
David. [V2-05]

Wilson says so; no independent financial
instrument or recipient confirmation located. [U01;
V2-01; V2-13]

Private-communication claim; secondary coverage
repeats Wilson rather than independently verifying
staff confirmation. [V2-13]

Sustained public criticism is observable;
“terrorizing” is evaluative rhetoric.

No explicit Owens statement establishing that
declared objective was located.

TPUSA currently self-reports a

presence on 5,000+ campuses;
competing groups use different

“largest” definitions and metrics.
[V2-16-V2-18]

YAF has 60+ years of campus
activity and College Republicans
dates to 1892. TPUSA may be
unusually large/influential, but
“only ... foothold” lacks a defined
measure and erases older
conservative campus institutions.
[V2-17-V2-18]

No named creators, financial records, denominator
or calculation are supplied.

Plausible private-contact claim; not independently
testable from the public record.

The fundraiser is reimbursement-oriented if the
debate occurs, but the prior transfer remains
unverified. [V2-01]
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The central fundraising claim: did Wilson actually send $300,000?

“l went ahead and sent the $300,000”
2:05 | Andrew Wilson fundraising video [U01]

“I have already sent Candace the $300,000 and fulfilled my end of the contract with her.”
5:08 | Andrew Wilson fundraising video [UO1]

The GiveSendGo is internally consistent with those statements. It says Wilson “put up $300,000 of his own money” and that, if
the debate occurs, donations first reimburse him. [V2-01]

PROVENANCE FIREWALL

Wilson’s video and Wilson’s fundraiser are two public statements but one interested-source lineage. An article that repeats
Wilson’s statement is not independent proof of the underlying transaction. No authenticated bank record, wire receipt, escrow
statement, final payment contract, or direct recipient acknowledgement was located in the V2.1 review.

Pangburn verdict: “Wilson says he sent $300,000” is VERIFIED as his representation. “The $300,000 transfer is independently
established” remains UNRESOLVED. This is not evidence that he did not pay, and it is not a basis to call the campaign
fraudulent.

Was it really “his own money”?

The campaign uses that phrase, but public provenance remains incomplete. The reviewed record does not establish whether the
source was personal savings, business funds controlled by Wilson, a loan or line of credit, supporter funds, a third-party
guarantee, or a combination. [V2-01]

GiveSendGo snapshot and disposition rules

SoAL RAISED COMPLETION
53,191 17.73%
$300,000 ¥ °
displayed gross of goal
UsD
REMAINING 2.7% FEE ALONE PRE-$0.30 NET
$246,809 $1,436.16 $51,754.84
to goal before $0.30/donation illustrative, not exact

The GiveSendGo page displayed $53,191 raised toward a $300,000 goal at 12 August 2026, 15:44 America/Mexico_City
(UTC-6), and identified Andrew Wilson as fundraiser creator. This is a dynamic gross-raised snapshot, not a permanent figure or
proof of payout. [V2-01]

Outcome Published disposition Pangburn interpretation

Debate occurs Funds first reimburse Andrew for personal money he says he put Reimbursement campaign; donations can shift some/all economic
at risk. burden from Wilson to donors.

Debate does not occur Up to $300,000 raised will go to benefit Charlie and Erika Kirk's Conditional charitable beneficiary clause, not the unconditional
children. primary use.

Beyond reimbursement Excess supports continued efforts to challenge ideas through Future activity provision; not part of the debate purse unless
debate. contract says otherwise.

GiveSendGo lists 0% platform fees and standard third-party processing of 2.7% + $0.30 per donation, with currency exceptions.
Thus the displayed gross is not identical to the eventual net payout. [V2-02]

What the fundraiser is not

Claim Verdict Correction

“Andrew needs this fundraiser in order to come up UNSUPPORTED / MISLEADING The campaign says he already put the money at risk; the fundraiser
with the original $300K.” reimburses him if the debate happens.

“This is simply a $300K fundraiser for the Kirk QUALIFIED / MISLEADING The children provision applies if the debate does not take place;
children.” WITHOUT CONDITION reimbursement is first if it does.

“GiveSendGo is the debate escrow.” UNSUPPORTED The public campaign states intended uses; no debate-specific

independent escrow role is shown.
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Claim Verdict Correction
“$53,191 raised means Wilson has OVERSTATED Displayed gross, processing fees, settlement timing,
received $53,191 cash.” refunds/chargebacks and payout status are different variables.

TPUSA claims and rhetoric

Wilson’s strongest historical overstatement is the claim that TPUSA is effectively the only organization in his lifetime to gain a
conservative foothold in academia. TPUSA is indisputably large and currently self-reports a presence on 5,000+ campuses, but
Young America’s Foundation and College Republicans long predate it as conservative campus institutions. Because “foothold” is
not operationally defined, V2.1 classifies the wording as overstated rather than pretending a precise threshold exists. [V2-16-V2-
18]

His claim that destroying TPUSA is Owens'’s “stated goal” also conflates stated intention with Wilson’s inference. Sustained
aggressive criticism can be documented; an explicit declared goal to destroy the organization was not located.

Phrase Classification

“lunatic left” ideological insult / generalization
“Candace Owens cult” derogatory characterization
“sycophantic and cult-like following” derogatory generalization
“terrorizing” the widow evaluative/moral characterization
“her sick fans” personal attack on supporters
“they will stop at nothing” hyperbolic motive attribution

“No control, you see.” motive inference about Owens

These are tracked separately from misinformation. They become rateable only when they smuggle in external propositions, such
as a specific “stated goal” or a numeric financial magnitude.

Updated video-level verdict

FUNDRAISING VIDEO - V2.1 VERDICT

MOSTLY ACCURATE, WITH A MAJOR UNRESOLVED FINANCIAL CLAIM AND A MATERIAL ATLAS-CHRONOLOGY
OMISSION. Wilson’s public negotiation narrative largely matches the record. The strongest unresolved claim is that he
personally transferred $300,000. The strongest newly identified chronology problem is that his “eventually $150K” Atlas recap
does not capture the subsequently documented $200K offer stage that predates the video.
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PART lll - Complete pre-debate evidence forecast
(incorporated in full)

INCORPORATION NOTE
The substantive pre-debate forecast is incorporated here as the final audited edition. Unlike V2, V2.1 does not preserve every

sentence unchanged: the adversarial audit corrections are integrated directly into the forecast. The source labels [S01]-[S12]
remain for citation continuity, with [S12] reassigned from the removed RealBayes map to high-quality AP reporting of the

alleged Discord admission.

DEBATE MODERATOR EVIDENCE EDGE CONSENSUS ODDS

AUG 14 PATRICK WILSON LOwW
scheduled B ET-DAVI D pre-debate both likely claim victory

publicly announced

PREDICTION STATUS

This is a pre-debate analytical forecast, not a verdict on Tyler Robinson’s criminal guilt and not a claim to know what either
debater will say. The prediction is based on the current public debate terms, each side’s recent public framing, the official
charging record, and evidence aired at the preliminary hearing. New authenticated evidence could materially change the

forecast.

Legal posture: Robinson is charged and has not yet entered a plea. The preliminary-hearing evidence presentation is complete, but final arguments are scheduled for
Sept. 1 and the judge has not yet ruled whether the case will proceed to trial or on what charges. [S02; S05]
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Executive forecast

BOTTOM LINE

If the debate remains centered on the proposition that the presently available evidence is more consistent with Tyler Robinson
being the shooter than with Robinson being set up as a federal patsy, Andrew Wilson enters with the stronger evidentiary
position. Candace Owens has several legitimate lines of attack against overstatement of the State’s case - especially
inconclusive bullet-fragment ballistics, limits of surveillance identification, and the probabilistic nature of mixed DNA evidence -
but those weaknesses do not by themselves establish a federal setup. Her hardest task is affirmative: moving from anomalies
or investigative gaps to reliable evidence that federal actors framed Robinson.

The most likely substantive outcome is not “Owens has nothing” versus “the State case is airtight.” A more defensible forecast is
asymmetric: Wilson is likely to show that multiple distinct, partially corroborating evidence streams converge on Robinson, while
Owens is likely to show that some popular presentations of the case have been more certain than the underlying forensic record
warrants. These streams should not be treated as statistically or institutionally independent simply because they are different
kinds of evidence. The decisive question will be whether she can bridge uncertainty into evidence that specifically favors a patsy
theory. [S01-S05; S12]

The most likely rhetorical outcome is much closer. Owens has spent months developing a narrative ecosystem around video
anomalies, witness inconsistencies, institutional distrust, TPUSA, and federal conduct. She is likely to generate strong clips by
isolating uncertainties. Wilson is likely to perform better when he can force atomic claims, define burdens, and demand a causal
mechanism for the alleged setup. [S06-S10]

Pre-debate prediction matrix
Issue Assessment Why it matters

Strength of currently documented evidence WILSON ADVANTAGE - HIGH The State-side case contains surveillance, rifle recovery, DNA,

on the narrow proposition alleged admissions, family recognition, surrender, and
corroborating detail. Owens’s strongest public case presently
targets reliability and gaps rather than supplies a verified
federal-framing mechanism.

Formal cross-examination / burden control WILSON ADVANTAGE - HIGH Wilson’s likely best strategy is to separate “the State
overstates X" from “therefore federal agents framed

Robinson.”
Narrative control / memorable clips OWENS ADVANTAGE - Owens has greater incentive and experience in packaging
MEDIUM-HIGH anomalies into an accessible story and is debating from her

own long-running investigative frame.

Home-field / production familiarity OWENS ADVANTAGE - The debate is expected at Owens'’s studio; this can affect
MEDIUM pacing and comfort, though PBD moderation reduces pure
home-field control.

Chance of a clean consensus winner LOW The sides operate with different standards of proof and
audiences are highly polarized.

Most likely Pangburn post-debate verdict if WILSON STRONGER ON Owens can plausibly win several sub-issues without
no new evidence appears NARROW EVIDENTIARY establishing the stronger “federal patsy” proposition.
BURDEN
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What is actually being debated?

The proposition and the three burdens

Owens has publicly framed her side as the claim that, on the facts disclosed so far, there is more evidence Robinson was set up
as a patsy than evidence that he committed the crime. Wilson'’s public response is that the evidence is more compelling that
Robinson was the lone shooter and was not set up by federal actors. The negotiations also show a dispute about whether the
event is merely a critique of the State’s evidence or also a cross-examination of Owens’s own affirmative assassination claims.
[S08]

CRITICAL BURDEN DISTINCTION

Do not collapse three different questions: (A) TRIAL BURDEN - has the State proved guilt beyond a reasonable doubt? That
has not happened; Robinson has not entered a plea and no trial has occurred. (B) EPISTEMIC LIKELIHOOD - on the public

evidence presently available, which shooter hypothesis is better supported? (C) OWENS'S AFFIRMATIVE CLAIM - does the
evidence specifically favor a federal-patsy/frame-up explanation over ordinary alternatives? Owens can expose weaknesses

relevant to A or B without thereby establishing C. Separately, the current preliminary-hearing procedural standard is probable
cause, not proof beyond a reasonable doubt. [S01-S05]

Expected format

e In-person debate at Owens’s studio under the latest publicly described arrangement. [S08]

e  Patrick Bet-David publicly announced as moderator. [S09]

e Wilson proposed an approximately 3.5-hour structured format during one negotiation phase; Owens later said there should
be no fixed time limit and the debate could continue as long as necessary. Those were distinct proposals and should not be
blended into one term. [S08]

e Wilson requested meaningful cross-examination of Owens'’s claims and proposed a no-personal-attacks rule; it is not clear
that every requested enforcement mechanism survives into the final format. [S08]

e  Both camps have discussed live fact-checking teams. The practical influence of those teams will depend on whether the
moderator pauses for verification or merely allows competing citations.
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Evidence map: what Wilson is likely to build

Wilson’s best case is cumulative. He does not need every individual item to be decisive if several distinct, partially corroborating
streams point in the same direction. Many of these items arise from the same police/prosecutorial investigation, so V2.1 does not
double-count them as statistically independent. The charging information is an allegation document, not a judgment of guilt, but
much of its evidence has since been aired or tested in preliminary-hearing proceedings. [S01-S05; S12]

Evidence stream

Pre-debate strength

Important qualification

Surveillance sequence

Rifle recovery / escape path

DNA on rifle / towel / screwdriver

Alleged note and roommate texts

Alleged Discord admission

Roommate oral account

Family recognition / surrender

Ballistics - bullet fragment

Political motive

STRONG, WITH IDENTITY
LIMITS

STRONG

STRONG BUT PROBABILISTIC

VERY STRONG IF AUTHENTIC /

COMPLETE

VERY STRONG IF
AUTHENTIC / COMPLETE

STRONG BUT WITNESS-
DEPENDENT

MODERATE-STRONG

WEAK | INCONCLUSIVE

CONTESTED / LEGALLY
DISTINCT

Unaltered footage was admitted after the defense
initially objected successfully to an
annotated/zoomed presentation. Later, Judge Graf
allowed an edited/enhanced version to be shown in
court outside the public livestream. The rooftop
figure remains an investigator-identified sequence,
not a clean facial identification. [S02-S03]

Police say a bolt-action .30-06 rifle wrapped in a towel was
found in woods along the suspected escape path, with one
spent and three unspent rounds. [S01]

ATF and FBI DNA analysts, together with state
evidence-collection testimony, reported results
strongly associating Robinson with relevant
samples, including DNA associated with the rifle
and evidence recovered with or near it. Some
samples were mixed, and analysts appropriately
avoided absolute-identification language. [S02-S03]

Charging record describes a note and messages in which
Robinson allegedly admits the shooting and references
retrieving his rifle and engraved rounds. The defense can
attack authenticity, context, completeness, or witness
handling, but the content is unusually specific. [S01]

AP reports prosecutors showed messages attributed to
Robinson stating “it was me at UVU yesterday” roughly an
hour before surrender. This is a separate communications
channel from the roommate texts/note, but authentication,
account control and full context still matter. [S12]

Twiggs told prosecutors Robinson later confirmed the shooting
and expressed regret; Twiggs received immunity, which is a
legitimate credibility point for cross-examination. [S04]

Charging record says Robinson’s parents recognized the
released image, his father recognized the rifle, and
family/friend intervention preceded surrender. These are
prosecution allegations until adjudicated. [S01]

ATF testimony said the fragment recovered from Kirk's body
could not be conclusively tied to the suspected rifle. This is a
genuine defense point and should not be called a match. [S02]

Texts allegedly include “had enough of his hatred,”
but the defense says broader device searches did
not establish a developed political motive. Political
motive chiefly bears on the victim-targeting
enhancement. The current capital-eligibility dispute
separately concerns whether the shot knowingly
created a great risk of death to others. Both are
secondary to shooter identity. [S01; S04-S05]
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Wilson’s likely argument architecture

1. Convergence beats isolated anomaly

Expect Wilson to argue that Owens repeatedly evaluates one piece at a time - a blurry roof image, an inconclusive bullet
fragment, another person’s DNA, an odd gait - while ignoring the joint probability of the whole record. His likely refrain will be that
no single item needs to “prove” the case if surveillance, rifle recovery, DNA, alleged admissions, family recognition, and
surrender cross-corroborate one another.

2. The alleged admissions contain specific corroborating details

The charging information says the roommate received a note and messages in which Robinson allegedly claimed responsibility,
discussed a rifle left at a drop point, referred to his grandfather’s rifle, and mentioned engraved ammunition. Wilson will likely
argue that details later corresponding to the recovered rifle and ammunition are harder to dismiss as generic post-event chatter.
[SO1]

2A. The alleged Discord admission is a separate digital channel

AP reports that, about an hour before Robinson surrendered, prosecutors presented a Discord message attributed to his account
stating “it was me at UVU yesterday.” If authenticated and contextually complete, Wilson can argue this is materially important
because it is a separate communications environment from the alleged roommate note/text exchange. Owens’s strongest reply is
not merely “Discord can be hacked,” but a source-specific challenge: account authentication, device/account control, metadata,
message continuity, and what Discord itself supplied versus what investigators inferred. [S12]

3. DNA is not a television “match,” but it is still powerful

Wilson should be strongest if he states the forensic evidence conservatively: witnesses testified that relevant DNA profiles are
vastly more likely under models including Robinson than under unknown-person alternatives, with some samples mixed. That is
powerful inclusion evidence, but it does not by itself establish when or why DNA was deposited. [S02-S03]

4. Inconclusive ballistics is not exculpatory

Wilson will almost certainly emphasize that “inconclusive” means the bullet fragment cannot be attributed to or excluded from the
rifle with adequate confidence. Owens can fairly use this to rebut claims of a conclusive projectile-to-rifle match; she cannot fairly
translate it into “the rifle was disproven as the murder weapon.” [S02]

5. The patsy theory needs a mechanism

This may be Wilson’s decisive cross-examination lane: Who framed Robinson? Which evidence was planted or fabricated? Who
authored the alleged texts and note? How did the rifle, DNA, family statements, vehicle/surveillance sequence, and surrender
come to align? What reliable evidence links the relevant fabrication to federal actors? If Owens cannot answer at the mechanism
level, Wilson can argue that suspicion has been substituted for an explanatory model.
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Owens'’s likely argument architecture

Owens's recent first-party programming has concentrated on alleged holes in the Robinson narrative, purportedly new
rooftop/campus imagery, “other man” rooftop footage, alleged 4K-video anomalies, witness and institutional inconsistencies, and
the preliminary hearing. These titles and themes establish what Owens is emphasizing, not whether the underlying claims are
true. The exact exhibits she will bring are unknown; the following is a forecast based on her public emphasis. [S06-S07]

1. Rooftop identification and “where is the rifle?”

Expect Owens to replay surveillance and argue that the rooftop subject is not facially identifiable, that the weapon is not
consistently visible, and that the State’s interpretation of gait or concealed-rifle movement is inferential. Procedurally, the defense
initially persuaded the court not to use an edited presentation with added highlight circles/zoom because of bias concerns;
prosecutors then used unaltered footage. Later in the hearing, Judge Graf permitted an edited/enhanced version to be shown
inside the courtroom but outside the public livestream. Owens therefore has a legitimate cautionary point about visual
persuasion, but it would be inaccurate to say the enhanced version remained categorically excluded. [S02-S03]

2. DNA mixtures, transfer, and probabilistic language

Owens is likely to emphasize that DNA was mixed on some items and that Twiggs's DNA also appeared on evidence. She may
stress expert acknowledgements of human error and the fact that likelihood-ratio testimony does not mean “this person definitely
touched this object during the crime.” Those are valid forensic cautions. Her weak point will be if she treats the presence of
Twiggs's DNA as affirmative evidence Twiggs was the shooter without a comparative transfer/context analysis. [S02-S03]

3. The bullet-fragment result

This is probably Owens’s cleanest courtroom-derived fact: testing of the fragment recovered from Kirk’s body was inconclusive.
She can accurately attack anyone who described it as a conclusive ballistic match. The inference from “not conclusively
matched” to “therefore the recovered rifle was planted or unrelated” would require additional evidence. [S02]

4. Twiggs immunity and credibility

Owens can fairly argue that an immunized witness deserves careful scrutiny, particularly when the witness supplies incriminating
oral statements and participates in the chain of evidence. Wilson will answer that immunity does not itself falsify the messages
and that the alleged admissions contain details that can be checked against physical evidence. [S04]

5. Motive and investigative gaps

The latest defense filing disputes the political-motive enhancement and says device searches produced little beyond one alleged
“hatred” statement. Owens may use that to argue the public narrative about motive outran the record. That can succeed as a
critique of motive certainty while leaving shooter identity largely untouched. [S05]

6. Federallinstitutional distrust as the bridge

Owens is likely to place anomalies within a broader narrative of FBI, government, TPUSA, or elite misconduct. This can be
rhetorically powerful, but it is precisely where Pangburn standards require the strongest provenance firewall: prior institutional
misconduct or contradictory messaging is not, by itself, evidence that officials framed Robinson in this case.
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The eight decisive clashes

Wilson likely case

Owens likely case

Pangburn pre-debate
assessment

1. Burden

2. Surveillance

3. Rifle

4. DNA

5. Ballistics

6. Texts/note

7. Twiggs

8. Federal setup

Separate “State has gaps” from “feds framed him.”
Demand affirmative mechanism.

Continuous behavioral/vehicle/clothing sequence is
cumulative identity evidence.

Recovered on escape path with spent/unspent
engraved rounds and Robinson-linked DNA.

Very large likelihood ratios support inclusion; multiple
evidence surfaces.

Inconclusive fragment neither proves nor excludes
rifle; other evidence carries case.

Specific admissions and nonpublic details self-
corroborate physical evidence.

Immunity is a credibility issue, not a substitute for
contrary evidence.

Ask for names, acts, planted evidence, causal chain,
and direct federal link.

Argue the prosecution/media burden is overstated
and anomalies collectively make a patsy explanation
more plausible.

No facial ID on roof; weapon visibility
and gait interpretations are
disputable. Initial annotated/zoomed
presentation raised a bias objection,
although an enhanced version was
later shown in court outside the
livestream.

Challenge chain of custody, visibility before recovery,
and whether the rifle is independently tied to the fatal
projectile.

Mixed profiles, Twiggs DNA, transfer/human-error
possibilities; statistics are not absolute ID.

No conclusive bullet-to-rifle match; public
“overwhelming” narrative oversold.

Attack authentication, completeness, context, device
custody, and reliance on Twiggs.

Immunity and Twiggs DNA create
incentive/alternative-suspect questions.

Use anomalies, alleged hidden footage, inconsistent
witnesses, and institutional conduct to infer
orchestration.
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advantage if proposition stays
narrow.

Wilson has stronger
cumulative sequence
evidence; Owens has valid
identification/presentation
cautions. Do not say the
enhanced version was
permanently excluded.

Wilson advantage unless Owens
produces new authenticated chain
evidence.

Wilson advantage if he avoids
overstating the science.

Owens wins this sub-issue if
Wilson claims a match.

Potentially decisive for Wilson if
authenticity survives scrutiny.

Owens can create doubt;
affirmative shooter inference
remains harder.

Current public record strongly
favors Wilson on affirmative-
burden question.
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Likely cross-examination questions

Wilson’s highest-value questions for Owens

What is the single strongest authenticated piece of evidence that a federal actor framed Robinson, as opposed to evidence
that the State’s case has a weakness?

Which specific item do you allege was planted or fabricated: the rifle, DNA, texts, note, surveillance, family statements, or all
of them?

If the alleged texts are fake or manipulated, what is the evidence of fabrication, and how do you explain their specific
references to the rifle and engraved rounds?

What mechanism explains Robinson’s surrender and the charging-record account that his parents recognized him and the
rifle?

Does “inconclusive” ballistics mean the recovered rifle was excluded? If not, what positive inference follows from the result?
What DNA proposition are you making: that Robinson was not a contributor, that his DNA was transferred innocently, or that
the samples were fabricated?

How does Twiggs's DNA on shared or handled items establish that Twiggs committed the shooting?

What would falsify your patsy hypothesis?

Owens’s highest-value questions for Wilson

Can you identify Robinson’s face in the rooftop footage itself, rather than infer identity from a sequence of clothing,
movement and vehicle evidence?

Where is the rifle visibly and unambiguously shown before or during the shot in the unaltered surveillance record?

Do you agree the bullet fragment recovered from Kirk’s body did not conclusively match the recovered rifle?

Do you agree mixed DNA and likelihood ratios do not prove who handled an object at the time of the shooting?

Why is Twiggs’s DNA on relevant evidence not more significant, and how should his immunity affect confidence in his
account?

What independent authentication establishes the alleged messages and note beyond law-enforcement/prosecution
presentation?

The defense initially succeeded in blocking an annotated/zoomed surveillance presentation on potential-bias grounds;
unaltered footage was then admitted, and an edited/enhanced version was later permitted inside the courtroom outside the
public livestream. Which inferences depend on the annotations or enhancement rather than the unaltered footage?

If the evidence is “overwhelming,” which single evidence stream could be removed without changing your conclusion, and
how many weaknesses can accumulate before your confidence should fall?
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Live fact-check watchlist

MOST LIKELY MISINFORMATION FAILURE MODE

Both sides can lose accuracy by turning a qualified fact into an absolute. Watch for “DNA proves,” “ballistics matched,”
“ballistics disproved,” “there is no gun,” “the roof video clearly identifies Robinson,” “Twiggs’s DNA proves he did it,” or “the
defense conceded Robinson was the shooter.” Each formulation exceeds what the cited record presently establishes.

FALSE/OVERSTATEMENT

FALSE/OVERSTATEMENT

Potential debate claim Pangburn warning
“The bullet matched the rifle.” HIGH-RISK

“The bullet did not come from that rifle.” HIGH-RISK

“DNA proves Robinson fired the rifle.” OVERSTATED

“The DNA was weak / meaningless because = OVERSTATED

it was mixed.”

“The rooftop video facially identifies
Robinson.”

“No rifle appears anywhere in the evidence.” =~ OVERBROAD

“Twiggs had immunity, therefore he lied.” INVALID INFERENCE

“The defense now admits Robinson was the ~ UNSUPPORTED

shooter.”
“The defense presented a federal-patsy NOT SUPPORTED BY LATEST
theory in court.” AP SUMMARY

UNSUPPORTED AS STATED

Correction |/ context

ATF testimony described the relevant bullet-fragment
comparison as inconclusive. [S02]

Inconclusive is not an exclusion. [S02]

DNA strongly supports inclusion on items; it does not by itself
establish firing, timing, or exclusive handling. [S02-S03]

Some reported likelihood ratios were extremely large in
models including Robinson. Mixture complicates interpretation
but does not erase evidentiary weight. [S02-S03]

The public reporting describes identification through
movement sequence, clothing, shoes, vehicle and investigator
inference, not a clear facial ID on the roof. [S03]

The official record says a rifle-shaped item is seen after the
shot and a rifle was recovered on the suspected escape path.
Whether every visual interpretation is secure is a separate
question. [S01]

Immunity is relevant to credibility and incentive; it is not proof
of false testimony. [S04]

The latest filing focuses on capital eligibility and motive and
does not offer an alternative assassination theory; that is not
the same as a factual or legal admission of guilt. [S05]

AP says the defense challenged reliability but did not offer an
alternative assassination theory during the preliminary hearing.
[S05]
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What the actual defense strategy tells us - and what it does
not

The defense’s courtroom strategy is relevant because it is the adversarial legal team with direct access to discovery, experts,
and evidentiary procedures. During the preliminary hearing it attacked DNA reliability, the bullet-fragment ballistics, edited
surveillance, admissibility, witness presentation, political motive, and whether investigators sufficiently explored another
perpetrator. [S02-S05]

As of the latest AP report, the defense did not present an alternative assassination theory during the hearing, and its newest filing
attacks capital eligibility and political motive rather than asserting a federal frame-up. [S05]
DO NOT OVERREAD THIS

The defense’s choices do not prove Owens is wrong and do not constitute a concession that Robinson is the shooter. Lawyers
may reserve theories, pursue threshold motions, avoid prejudicing a jury, or focus on the legal issue before the court. The
limited inference is narrower: the public courtroom record currently supplies more developed support for challenges to
particular State evidence than for an affirmative federal-patsy mechanism.
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Debate dynamics: where each side is strongest

Andrew Wilson

Best when the conversation is atomized into one proposition at a time.

Likely to exploit burden shifts: “You showed uncertainty in X; where is the evidence for Y?”

Likely to use cumulative-evidence reasoning and demand a coherent alternative model.

Experienced in adversarial cross-examination and likely to press definitions aggressively.

Primary risk: overconfidence. If he calls probabilistic forensic evidence “proof,” treats the rooftop figure as visually certain, or
claims ballistics matched, Owens can score clean factual corrections.

Candace Owens

Best when she can control narrative sequence and rapidly stack anomalies, images, witness contradictions, and institutional
suspicion.

Likely to have a very large case file from months of programming and may introduce material Wilson has not seen.

Likely to frame official overstatement itself as evidence of something larger.

Strong broadcast instincts can make a narrow uncertainty feel globally destabilizing.

Primary risk: inferential overreach. A long list of unexplained or suspicious items is not automatically evidence of federal
fabrication, and quantity of anomalies cannot replace authentication or a causal chain.

Patrick Bet-David

PBD’s presence probably makes the event less like a tightly timed Oxford debate and more like a long-form evidentiary
confrontation. The central moderation challenge will be preventing the discussion from dissolving into dozens of unresolved
exhibits. The most valuable intervention would be to maintain a live claim ledger: claim, source, objection, resolution status, then
move on.
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Pangburn pre-debate scorecard

These are qualitative forecasts, not measured probabilities. They assess the likely debate performance under the currently stated
proposition and public evidence. They should be replaced by post-debate findings once the actual arguments and exhibits are
available.

Issue

Documented evidence breadth

Forensic nuance

Alternative hypothesis burden

Prepared case volume

Cross-examination

Narrative persuasion

Risk of factual overstatement

Most likely evidentiary winner

Assessment

WILSON - STRONG EDGE

CONTESTED

WILSON - STRONG EDGE

OWENS - EDGE

WILSON - STRONG EDGE

OWENS - EDGE

BOTH - HIGH

WILSON

Why it matters

Multiple distinct, partially corroborating evidence
streams currently point toward Robinson, but many
share the same investigative source lineage and
should not be double-counted as statistically
independent. Owens’s affirmative federal-link
evidence is not comparably developed in the public
record.

Owens has real openings on ballistics and mixed-DNA
language; Wilson can neutralize them by being precise.

To make a federal frame-up hypothesis better
supported than ordinary alternatives, Owens needs
evidence that discriminates in favor of fabrication or
federal involvement - not merely evidence that
produces generic uncertainty.

Months of daily case-focused content give her a deep bank of
clips, screenshots, timelines and witnesses, though
provenance quality varies.

His style is optimized for forcing commitments and exposing
burden shifts.

She is likely better positioned to make viewers feel the official
story is unstable even if the alternative remains under-
supported.

Wilson can overstate State evidence; Owens can overstate
what anomalies imply.

Conditional on no major new authenticated evidence and a
proposition requiring Owens to defend the federal-patsy claim.
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Best prediction

PANGBURN FORECAST

Wilson is more likely to win the debate on evidentiary merits if the moderator holds both sides to the narrow proposition and
requires Owens to affirmatively defend a federal-patsy explanation. Owens is likely to win several discrete fact-check moments
- most notably if Wilson overstates ballistics, surveillance certainty, or DNA - and may perform very well rhetorically. The most
probable substantive result is: Wilson demonstrates that the current public record is substantially stronger for Robinson’s
involvement than for a federal frame-up; Owens demonstrates that parts of the State/media presentation have been overstated
or remain legitimately contestable; Owens does not establish the affirmative federal-patsy claim unless she unveils new,
authenticated evidence with a direct causal link.

Predicted debate arc

1. Opening phase: Owens attacks the phrase “overwhelming evidence” with video and forensic anomalies; Wilson reframes
the issue around total evidence and burden.

2. Surveillance phase: Owens scores on lack of facial identification and edited-footage controversy; Wilson responds with
the broader movement/vehicle/clothing sequence.

3. Forensics phase: Owens emphasizes mixed DNA and inconclusive bullet fragment; Wilson wins if he concedes the limits
and argues cumulative inclusion rather than “proof.”

4. Digital evidence phase: Wilson likely applies the greatest pressure with the alleged note, roommate texts, and the
separately reported Discord statement attributed to Robinson roughly an hour before surrender. Owens must offer source-
specific authentication/context challenges or a coherent fabrication account rather than generalized distrust. [S12]

5. Twiggs phase: Owens attacks immunity, DNA presence and credibility; Wilson argues these are cross-examination
factors, not affirmative evidence that Twiggs or federal actors committed the shooting.

6. Patsy-mechanism phase: Wilson repeatedly asks “what exactly was planted, by whom, and what evidence shows it?” This
is likely the decisive segment.

7. Late-stage scope expansion: Owens may widen to TPUSA, Erika Kirk, FBI conduct, Israel, elite networks or other
surrounding claims. Wilson will try to bring the discussion back to what directly changes the Robinson proposition.

8. Ending: both sides claim victory. Wilson’s audience emphasizes burden and admissions; Owens'’s audience emphasizes
anomalies and institutional contradictions.

What could reverse this forecast?

Authenticated evidence showing a key admission message or note was fabricated, materially altered, or falsely attributed.
Authenticated chain-of-custody evidence demonstrating the rifle or DNA evidence was planted, contaminated in a case-
specific way, or improperly substituted.

Video clearly establishing that the rooftop shooter is a different identifiable person or that the prosecution’s movement
sequence cannot be the same person.

Direct documentary, electronic, witness, or financial evidence connecting federal actors to a plan to frame Robinson.
Conversely, additional independently authenticated admissions, device records, geolocation, toolmark evidence, or
surveillance continuity would strengthen Wilson'’s side further.

Final audited edition | 12 Aug 2026 | Dynamic evidence snapshot: 15:44 America/Mexico_City | 22



PANGBURN ANALYSIS | WILSON vs OWENS | FINAL AUDITED EDITION V2.1

Epistemic safeguards for watching the debate

Do not confuse these standards

A public debate is not a criminal trial. The State must ultimately prove guilt under the applicable legal standard at trial; a
preliminary hearing asks a different threshold question; a public analyst may compare which hypothesis is better supported by
presently available evidence. These standards should not be silently swapped.

Do not reward evidence volume without provenance

A folder of 200 screenshots can be weaker than one authenticated primary record. Every dramatic exhibit should be classified by
origin: court exhibit, law-enforcement release, original surveillance, first-hand witness, authenticated message, anonymous leak,
edited social-media image, or commentator reconstruction.

Do not treat “unexplained” as “explained by my theory”

An anomaly can lower confidence in one hypothesis without raising a particular alternative very much. The alternative gains
substantial probability only when evidence is more expected under that alternative than under ordinary error, ambiguity,
incomplete investigation, transfer, or coincidence.

Do not let the moderator decide facts by applause

PBD can manage time and claims, but factual adjudication should remain source-based. The ideal post-debate process is to
extract every rateable claim, freeze the exhibits, verify each against primary records, and publish unresolved items rather than
declaring instant certainty.

POST-DEBATE PLAN

The strongest Pangburn follow-up will be a full transcript audit: exact quotation, timestamp, claim decomposition, evidence
citation, verdict, correction, personal-attack log, and a separate scoring section that avoids denominator games.
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Viewer quick-reference: strongest points on each side

WILSON: strongest likely points OWENS: strongest likely points

Multiple distinct, partially corroborating evidence streams.  Rooftop figure is not a clean facial identification.

Rifle recovered along suspected escape path. Initial annotated/zoomed surveillance presentation raised
Strong DNA inclusion evidence on multiple relevant items. a real bias issue; later enhanced footage was

Alleged note/roommate texts with specific case details. nevertheless shown in court.

Separate alleged Discord admission close to surrender. Bullet-fragment comparison was inconclusive.

Family recognition plus surrender sequence. DNA evidence is probabilistic and some items are mixed.
Owens must show more than case weaknesses to Twiggs had immunity and his DNA appeared on evidence.
establish a federal setup. Political-motive enhancement is more contestable than

shooter-identity evidence.
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Source register

Primary court and hearing sources carry the greatest weight. First-party Candace and Wilson materials are used to establish what the debaters have said or
emphasized, not to validate the truth of their underlying claims. V2.1 removes the prior third-party argument-map source and replaces it with high-quality reporting of
the separately alleged Discord admission.

[S01] Official charging information. Utah County Attorney, State of Utah v. Tyler James Robinson, Information / probable cause statement.
Source

[S02] AP - preliminary hearing wrap. Associated Press, testimony concludes in preliminary hearing; DNA and ballistics disputes; final
arguments Sept. 1, 2026. Source

[S03] KUER - surveillance and DNA. KUER / Salt Lake Tribune pool reporting on unaltered surveillance, campus movements, and DNA
testimony. Source

[S04] Reuters - roommate evidence. Reuters, July 9, 2026, reporting on Lance Twiggs interview, alleged admissions, immunity, and defense
alternative-perpetrator questioning. Source

[S05] AP - latest defense filing. Associated Press, Aug. 12, 2026, on defense arguments concerning death-penalty aggravators, motive, and
lack of an alternative assassination theory in the latest filing. Source

[S06] Candace Owens official YouTube. Candace Owens channel/stream index, including recent first-party episodes centered on rooftop
footage, “other man” footage, alleged 4K anomalies, campus images, the Tyler Robinson preliminary hearing, and the moderator announcement.
Source

[S07] Candace - show trial episode. Candace Owens, “I'M BACK! And The Tyler Robinson Show Trial Begins...” July 13, 2026; challenges the
“overwhelming evidence” narrative. Source

[S08] Debate scope public exchange. Times of India preservation of Owens/Wilson public terms exchange: Tyler Robinson evidence, Owens
claims, no time limit, cross-examination dispute. Source

[S09] Official debate announcement. Candace Owens, “The Great Debate: It's Happening,” announcing Patrick Bet-David as moderator.
Source

[S10] The Crucible channel. Andrew Wilson / The Crucible channel, current debate-response videos and fundraising video. Source

[S11] User-supplied Wilson source. User-supplied six-page capture of Wilson's Aug. 11 crowdfunding video transcript. Uploaded file:
wilson.pdf

[S12] AP - alleged Discord admission. Associated Press, July 9, 2026: prosecutors presented a Discord message attributed to Robinson stating
“it was me at UVU yesterday” roughly an hour before surrender; defense challenged public release and confession framing. Source

Publication note

This final audited pre-debate report is intentionally time-bounded to 12 August 2026, 15:44 America/Mexico_City. The debate itself may introduce new evidence that
is not presently public. Any post-debate Pangburn Analysis should supersede predictive language with exact transcript-based findings.
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PART IV - V2.1 final synthesis and adversarial audit

What the combined record now says

Question Best V2.1 answer Confidence
How did the money escalate? $50K -> $60K -> $100K (Wilson account) -> $150K -> $200K offer stage, followed by a separate HIGH on broad ladder;
Wilson $300K challenge, Owens $500K counter, proposed $500K each, and return to $300K. MEDIUM on exact
$100K/$200K payer
mechanics
Did Wilson need crowdfunding The public campaign says no: it is framed as reimbursement if the debate occurs. HIGH

for the original $300K?

Did Wilson actually send $300K?  He says he did; independent documentary verification remains absent. HIGH confidence in
UNRESOLVED
classification

Is the final $300K definitely No publication-safe basis located to state that as settled. HIGH
winner-take-all?

Who has the pre-debate Wilson, if the proposition stays narrow and Owens must affirmatively establish a federal-patsy setup. ~MODERATE-HIGH,
evidentiary edge? conditional
Where can Owens score? Ballistics overstatement, surveillance-identity limits, mixed/probabilistic DNA language, Twiggs HIGH

immunity, and motive overreach.

What would most change the Authenticated evidence of fabrication/planting, direct federal linkage, clear alternative-shooter video,  HIGH
forecast? or authenticated new admissions/device/geolocation evidence.

V2.1 prediction - best current forecast

PANGBURN PREDICTION

Andrew Wilson remains more likely to win on evidentiary merits if Patrick Bet-David keeps the debate centered on the narrow
hypothesis comparison and forces both sides to distinguish weaknesses in the prosecution case from affirmative evidence of a
federal frame-up. Candace Owens is likely to win several discrete fact-check exchanges if Wilson overstates ballistics, DNA or
visual identification and may perform very strongly rhetorically. On the current public record, however, the cumulative evidence
for Robinson’s involvement is substantially more developed than the authenticated evidence for a federal-patsy mechanism.
That forecast should be reversed if Owens unveils new authenticated evidence with a direct causal link.

Failure modes Pangburn should watch in the live debate

Failure mode Wilson risk Owens risk

Burden shifting Treating the State’s preliminary-hearing case as if it were Treating any unresolved anomaly as positive evidence for a
already a criminal conviction. specific federal setup.

Forensic absolutism “DNA proves,” “ballistics matched,” or clear rooftop facial ID. “Mixed DNA means meaningless,” “inconclusive means

excluded,” or Twiggs DNA proves alternative shooter.

Source laundering Using prosecution allegations as adjudicated facts. Using commentator reconstructions, anonymous leaks or edited
imagery as if primary authenticated evidence.

Scope expansion Overclaiming Owens’s broader Israel/TPUSA beliefs rather than ~ Expanding to every surrounding TPUSA/FBI/Israel suspicion
the agreed proposition. when direct relevance to the Robinson proposition is weak.
Rhetorical substitution Aggressive cross-examination standing in for proof. Volume of anomalies standing in for causal mechanism.
Moderator shortcut Treating a real-time ruling as final factual adjudication. Same; applause and “fact-check teams” do not replace source
audit.

Adversarial self-audit

Control V2.1 treatment
Transcript accuracy Exact visible Wilson transcript cues used; obscured 1:39 line not reconstructed.
Atlas $200K post Primary Brian Atlas X URL preserved; post body not quoted because the crawler cannot render it.

Atlas’s Whatever platform separately describes a $200K offer stage, but this is same-lineage
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Control V2.1 treatment

cross-platform corroboration, not an independent source.

Atlas endpoint claim V2.1 distinguishes “full public offer ladder” from “Atlas’s sole-source contribution,” preventing an unjustified false verdict if the
$200K was a combined structure.

$300K transfer No interested-source repetition is upgraded to independent verification.

Fundraiser total $53,191 is a dated snapshot captured 12 Aug. 2026 at 15:44 America/Mexico_City, not a
permanent figure.

Fee arithmetic 2.7% calculation separated from unknown per-donation fees and currency mix.

Prediction vs legal guilt Forecast concerns debate evidentiary merits, not a judicial finding of guilt.

Court evidence Charging allegations, preliminary-hearing testimony and defense challenges remain labeled according to legal posture.

Denominator control No headline “accuracy percentage” because the $300K transfer matters more than low-stakes chronology details.

Personal attacks Logged separately from misinformation unless they contain an independently rateable proposition.

Correction discipline Where sources cannot bear stronger certainty, V2.1 uses qualified/unresolved rather than inference inflation.

Surveillance procedure V2.1 preserves both steps: initial successful objection to annotated/zoomed footage, then later in-court display of an

edited/enhanced version outside the livestream.

Evidence independence Distinct evidence types are described as partially corroborating, not automatically independent; common investigative
provenance is acknowledged.

Digital admissions Discord is separately categorized from roommate note/text evidence and remains conditional on authentication/context.

Evidence that should trigger a V3 correction

A screenshot or machine-readable archive of Brian Atlas’s July 16 X post establishing the exact $200K wording and payer
structure; an Atlas-authored $100K or $150K post; a bank/wire receipt, escrow confirmation or direct Owens acknowledgement
of the $300K transfer; the final signed debate/payment agreement; a material change to the GiveSendGo terms; or new
authenticated case evidence unveiled before the debate.
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Unified V2.1 source register and provenance notes

The forecast section uses [S01]-[S12]. The integrated chronology/fundraising sections use [V2-xx] labels retained for citation continuity. V2.1 updates the descriptions
below where the final audit changed source quality, dynamic snapshots, or provenance interpretation. Primary records are preferred; participant statements establish
what was said, not automatically the underlying financial fact.

[U01] User-supplied primary capture. wilson.pdf - six-page browser capture of The Crucible fundraising video transcript and page metadata. Uploaded in
this conversation

[V2-01] Primary / interested. GiveSendGo - Andrew Wilson vs Candace Owens Debate: campaign terms, $300K goal, $53,191 gross-raised
snapshot captured 12 Aug. 2026 at 15:44 America/Mexico_City, reimbursement/Kirk-children contingencies. Open source

[V2-02] Primary platform documentation. GiveSendGo Pricing and Fees: 0% platform fee; standard 2.7% + $0.30 per donation; currency exceptions.
Open source

[V2-03] Primary participant channel. The Crucible - The Andrew Wilson vs Candace Owens Debate Crowdfunding Video (8/11/26). Open source
[V2-04] Primary media record. PowerfulJRE - Joe Rogan Experience #2535 - Andrew Wilson, Aug. 5, 2026. Open source

[V2-05] Primary participant channel. Candace Owens / Candace Clips - The Great Debate: It's Happening; Patrick Bet-David announced as moderator.
Open source

[V2-06] Primary X pointer supplied by user. Brian Atlas X status 2077874736818954623, identified by the user as the $200,000 offer post. Body not
machine-readable in this review. Open source

[V2-07] Primary / same Atlas source lineage. Whatever - “Candace Owens vs Andrew Wilson DRAMA?!...” Description says the $200K debate
offer went public. Useful cross-platform corroboration of Atlas/Whatever’s own account, not independent corroboration. Open source

[V2-08] Public clip I third-party upload preserving direct Wilson speech. “Someone offered $150k for Candace Owens to debate me...” The clip
preserves Wilson stating that Brian Atlas put up $150K and that Wilson would match on neutral ground. This is direct evidence of Wilson’s
statement, not independent Atlas-side confirmation.Open source

[V2-09] Contemporaneous secondary / preserves Atlas quote. Hindustan Times, Jul. 5, 2026: Atlas initial $50K wording and increase to $60K. Open
source

[V2-10] Contemporaneous secondary. Hindustan Times, Aug. 8: public challenge chronology and final-offer dispute. Open source

[V2-11] Contemporaneous secondary / preserves posts. PRIMETIMER, Aug. 7: $500K counter, studio, TPUSA condition, Wilson response. Open
source

[V2-12] Contemporaneous secondary | preserves negotiation. Times of India, Aug. 12: crowdfunding phase, return to initial $300K, studio and fact-
check teams. Open source

[V2-13] Contemporaneous secondary / bilateral statements. PRIMETIMER, Aug. 12: Rogan offer and Wilson’s claim the $300K was sent/staff-
confirmed. Open source

[V2-14] Contemporaneous secondary / topic and terms. Times of India / related public-term coverage used for proposition and cross-examination
dispute. Open source

[V2-15] Official legal record. Utah County Attorney - State of Utah v. Tyler James Robinson, Criminal Information / probable cause statement. Open
source

[V2-16] Primary organizational self-description. Turning Point USA current first-party material says the organization has a presence on 5,000+
campuses nationwide. This is a self-reported scale figure, not an independent census. Open source

[V2-17] Primary organizational self-description. Young America’s Foundation - About Us: 60+ years; 2,000+ campus contacts. Open source
[V2-18] Primary organizational self-description. College Republican National Committee - history and nationwide chapter organization. Open source

[V2-19] High-quality hearing coverage. Associated Press - testimony concludes in preliminary hearing; DNA likelihood-ratio testimony and inconclusive
bullet-fragment ballistics. Open source

[V2-20] Local public-media / hearing coverage. KUER / Salt Lake Tribune pool - unaltered surveillance admitted; movement sequence and edited-
footage bias objection. Open source

[V2-21] High-quality hearing coverage. Reuters, Jul. 9 - Lance Twiggs interview, alleged admissions, immunity and defense alternative-perpetrator
questioning. Open source

[V2-22] High-quality current legal coverage. Associated Press, Aug. 12 - latest defense filing on death-penalty aggravators, motive and current legal
posture. Open source

[V2-23] High-quality hearing coverage. Associated Press, July 9, 2026 - alleged Discord admission attributed to Robinson
roughly an hour before surrender, plus defense objections to confession framing/public release.Open source

Final publication note

THE PANGBURN TEST

A skeptical reader should be able to reconstruct every material conclusion, see which source lineage supports it, identify
where the evidence is direct versus interested or derivative, and locate every unresolved proposition. V2.1 therefore prefers a
documented uncertainty to a rhetorically satisfying but unproven certainty.

This report is time-bounded to 12 August 2026, 15:44 America/Mexico_City (UTC-6). The August 14 debate may introduce new primary evidence and will supersede
predictive sections with a transcript-based post-debate audit. V2.1 is the final audited pre-debate master edition.

Final audited edition | 12 Aug 2026 | Dynamic evidence snapshot: 15:44 America/Mexico_City | 28


https://apnews.com/article/charlie-kirk-shot-defendant-roommate-hearing-319ab579594aa6591820e7b06e595cf9
https://apnews.com/article/2e486bce004797c86f0bab4533a96a6f
https://www.reuters.com/legal/government/roommate-charlie-kirk-killing-suspect-make-first-public-statement-2026-07-09/
https://www.kuer.org/news/2026-07-07/charlie-kirk-tyler-robinson-preliminary-hearing-day-2
https://apnews.com/article/5c31058e15ea28fe1551b5bcf4cf92d3
https://www.crnc.org/
https://yaf.org/about-us/
https://www.tpusa.com/charlieletter/
https://atty.utahcounty.gov/cms/uploads/TJR_Information_49872215e3.pdf
https://atty.utahcounty.gov/cms/uploads/TJR_Information_49872215e3.pdf
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/us-streamers/candace-is-unwilling-to-stand-by-candace-owens-debate-controversy-takes-explosive-turn-as-andrew-wilson-demands-she-defend-her-own-claims-instead-of-changing-the-focus/articleshow/133044251.cms
https://www.primetimer.com/news/did-joe-rogan-offer-to-moderate-the-debate-between-candace-owens-and-andrew-wilson-podcasters-drama-explained
https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/us-streamers/andrew-wilson-vs-candace-owens-what-are-the-final-terms-of-their-300k-debate-explained/articleshow/133076635.cms
https://www.primetimer.com/news/andrew-wilson-responds-to-candace-owens-counter-offer-to-debate-him-over-charlie-kirk-for-500k-refuses-the-condition-to-speak-on-tpusas-behalf
https://www.primetimer.com/news/andrew-wilson-responds-to-candace-owens-counter-offer-to-debate-him-over-charlie-kirk-for-500k-refuses-the-condition-to-speak-on-tpusas-behalf
https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/us-news/candace-owens-andrew-wilson-feud-deepens-as-final-offer-raises-charlie-kirk-debate-stakes-i-ll-accept-initial-300k-101786144875383.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/us-news/candace-owens-faces-fresh-scrutiny-after-60-000-debate-challenge-from-andrew-wilson-over-charlie-kirk-assassination-101783268916195.html
https://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/us-news/candace-owens-faces-fresh-scrutiny-after-60-000-debate-challenge-from-andrew-wilson-over-charlie-kirk-assassination-101783268916195.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rQej9uZEBQ0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4_iTI--SsLw
https://x.com/BrianAtlas/status/2077874736818954623?s=20
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9qi7a_R8rfA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6SxEj1cujQE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sKsrRbHcj5g
https://www.givesendgo.com/pricing-and-fees
https://www.givesendgo.com/andrew-wilson-vs-candace-owens-debate

	Pangburn Analysis - Final Audited Edition V2.1
	Report Map and V2.1 Final Audit Corrections
	Part I - Chronology and Complete Financial Reconstruction
	Brian Atlas / Whatever Offer Ladder
	Integrated Timeline
	Financial Structures and Conclusions

	Part II - Andrew Wilson Fundraising Video Audit
	Twenty-Claim Forensic Ledger
	The $300,000 Transfer Claim
	GiveSendGo Audit
	TPUSA Claims and Rhetoric

	Part III - Complete Pre-Debate Evidence Forecast
	Executive Forecast
	Proposition and Burden Framework
	Evidence Map
	Wilson's Likely Argument Architecture
	Owens's Likely Argument Architecture
	The Eight Decisive Clashes
	Likely Cross-Examination Questions
	Live Fact-Check Watchlist
	Defense Strategy and Debate Dynamics
	Pangburn Pre-Debate Scorecard
	Best Prediction
	Epistemic Safeguards
	Viewer Quick Reference and Forecast Sources

	Part IV - V2.1 Final Synthesis and Adversarial Audit
	Adversarial Self-Audit and V3 Triggers
	Unified Source Register and Provenance Notes


