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THE PROMPT: Is Quantum Computing Inc. overvalued?

THE RULING: Yes, Quantum Computing Inc. (QUBT) is overvalued. The company trades at a verified
negative P/E ratio of -55.8x and a P/B ratio of 11.4x, indicating a speculative premium to net assets that is
unsupported by current profitability or organic revenue scale.
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The Prompt

Is Quantum Computing Inc. overvalued?

The Ruling

Yes, Quantum Computing Inc. (QUBT) is overvalued. The company trades at a verified negative P/E ratio of
-55.8x and a P/B ratio of 11.4x, indicating a speculative premium to net assets that is unsupported by current
profitability or organic revenue scale.

The verdict rests on the verified financial metrics provided in the briefing, which show a market capitalization
disconnected from fundamental earnings power. While a significant factual dispute arose regarding the
balance sheet—specifically whether the company holds $1.4 billion in cash (implying a P/B of ~1.4x) or if the
verified P/B of 11.4x is binding—the majority concluded that the briefing's verified facts override external
filings. Even under the most bullish asset-based interpretation, the operating business, characterized by
negligible organic revenue (~$204K/quarter) and negative gross margins, fails to justify the current valuation.
The stock is priced on narrative and potential optionality rather than demonstrated cash flows.

Core Analysis

Thesis Statement

Quantum Computing Inc. (QUBT) is fundamentally overvalued relative to its current operating performance
and verified financial metrics. The company exhibits the characteristics of a speculative momentum vehicle:
extreme valuation multiples, deeply negative earnings, and a reliance on inorganic (acquisition-driven)
revenue growth that has not yet translated into profitable unit economics.

Valuation Metrics and Market Disconnect
The core evidence for overvaluation lies in the verified 2026 financial ratios provided in the briefing:

* Price-to-Earnings (P/E): -55.8x. This negative ratio indicates the company is generating significant
losses rather than profits. Investors are effectively paying a premium for each dollar of loss, a dynamic
typically unsustainable without a clear, near-term path to profitability.

e Price-to-Book (P/B): 11.4x. This ratio suggests the market values QUBT at more than 11 times its net
asset value. For a company lacking tangible, income-generating assets, this premium implies that the
vast majority of the market capitalization is attributed to speculative future intangible value rather than a
liquidation floor.

e Price-to-Sales (P/S): Historical data from 2023 showed an extreme P/S ratio of ~1,774x. While this
specific peak multiple has compressed due to recent revenue growth, current estimates place the P/S
ratio between ~350x and ~520x (depending on the specific revenue denominator used). Even at the
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lower end, this remains orders of magnitude above the average for "disruptive tech" stocks (~7.5x) and
richly valued peers like Palantir (~100x).

Unit Economics and Revenue Quality

The recent headline revenue growth does not mitigate the overvaluation thesis because the quality of that
revenue is poor:

Acquisition-Driven Growth: Q1 2026 revenue surged to $3.7 million, up from $39,000 in the prior year.
However, this growth was primarily inorganic, driven by the acquisitions of Luminar Semiconductor and
NuCrypt.

Organic Revenue Triviality: Stripping out the acquired entities, organic revenue was approximately
$204,000 for the quarter. A company with a multi-billion dollar market cap generating only ~$200k in
organic quarterly revenue lacks the commercial traction to support its valuation.

Negative Gross Margins: The company reported negative gross margins during the period, meaning
the cost of goods sold exceeded revenue. This indicates that scaling sales—even if successful—would
currently destroy value rather than create it.

Operating Burn: The company recorded an operating loss of ~$20.6 million and a net loss of $4.1
million in Q1 2026.

The Balance Sheet Dispute

A central tension in the deliberation was the conflict between the briefing's verified facts and external SEC
filings:

Briefing Facts: The briefing explicitly states a P/B ratio of 11.4x. At a market cap of ~$2.25 billion, this
mathematically constrains the book value to approximately $197 million.

External Filings (Claude Opus 4.8): Cited a Q1 2026 SEC 10-Q showing ~$1.4 billion in
cash/investments and ~$1.6 billion in stockholders' equity, implying a P/B of ~1.0-1.4x.

Resolution: The majority of the judicial panel ruled that the briefing's "Verified Facts" are binding and
override external data sources. Under this constraint, the $1.4 billion cash claim is mathematically
impossible to reconcile with the 11.4x P/B (you cannot hide $1.4B in cash inside a $197M book value).
Therefore, the "fortress balance sheet" argument was rejected as inadmissible within the deliberation's
rules, leaving the 11.4x P/B as the governing metric.

Historical Context and Risk Factors

Dilution History: Between 2018 and 2021, QUBT engaged in heavy shareholder dilution, reducing the
effective value of shares held in late 2018 by approximately —83.5%. This history suggests a reliance on
equity raises to fund operations, a risk that persists if the current cash position is less robust than
claimed.

Third-Party Valuation Dispersion: Valuation models are split. Tools like AlphaSpread and GuruFocus
have historically flagged the stock as 100%+ overvalued or having negative fair value. Conversely,
Simply Wall St published a DCF fair value of $23.67 (implying undervaluation), and Morningstar cited a
fair value of $13.41. However, the bullish models rely on aggressive assumptions, such as a 216%
compound annual growth rate (CAGR) in revenue and a massive swing from deep losses to
profitability—assumptions characterized by the deliberation as "heroic" and speculative.
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Conclusion

The weight of verified evidence—negative earnings, a high P/B ratio, and negligible organic
revenue—supports the conclusion that QUBT is overvalued. The stock price reflects a speculative bet on the
future of quantum computing technology rather than the current financial health of the enterprise. While the
balance sheet dispute introduces uncertainty regarding the downside floor, the operating metrics confirm that
the valuation is not supported by fundamentals.

How We Got Here

Scorecard

DeepSeek Claude Magistral

V4 Pro Opus 4.8 Medium
DeepCogit REJECT ADOPT (Fr REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT Claude
ov2.1l amework) (Modified) Opus 4.8
671B
MiniMax ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Gemini 3.1
M2.7 Pro
Zhipu REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT ADOPT REJECT Claude
GLM-5 (Data) Opus 4.8 (

Synthesis)

GPT-0OSS ACCEPT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT REJECT Gemini 3.1
120B Pro

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven). All six advocates started with the position that QUBT is
overvalued. Throughout the rounds, advocates did not shift their directional stance to agree with one
another; rather, they individually refined their evidence in response to factual corrections (e.g., retiring the
2023 P/S, conceding arithmetic errors, or withdrawing the $1.4B cash claim). The unanimity on the final
verdict ("Yes, overvalued") was the result of shared, verified negative fundamentals (P/E -55.8x) rather than
social pressure.
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Closing Statements

Gemini 3.1 Pro A maintained that QUBT is "profoundly and dangerously overvalued." A rigidly adhered to
the briefing's verified P/B of 11.4x, arguing that this mathematically caps net assets at ~$197M and destroys
the "fortress balance sheet" narrative. A characterized the stock as a speculative momentum vehicle lacking
organic cash flow, a clear path to profitability, or a liquidation floor. A conceded a temporary error in Round 5
regarding the cash balance but retracted it, asserting that the only way to justify a bullish valuation is to
substitute verified reality with fictional metrics.

GPT-5 B concluded QUBT is overvalued relative to verifiable fundamentals. B refined the argument to rely
exclusively on the verified 2026 metrics (P/E -55.8x, P/B 11.4x) after conceding that 2023 P/S data and
claims of a "uniform” bearish consensus were outdated. B argued that while optionality exists, the burden of
proof for a premium multiple rests on demonstrated progress, which is absent. B provided a clear framework
for what would change their view: sustained recurring revenue, path to breakeven, and capital discipline.

Grok 4 C's final position was that QUBT is overvalued on an operating basis but "asset-backed on equity." C
conceded the most errors, including the $1.4B cash claim, the 2023 P/S anchor, and the "uniform
consensus" claim. C refined the thesis to "priced for perfection on operations," noting that while the balance
sheet provides a downside floor (accepting E's data), the operating business (negative margins,
acquisition-driven revenue) does not justify the premium.

DeepSeek V4 Pro D concluded QUBT is overvalued based on verified P/E and P/B ratios, while explicitly
acknowledging the P/B dispute. D conceded the misuse of the "law of large numbers" and retired 2023 tool
outputs. D framed the bullish models (Simply Wall St, BlueQubit) as relying on speculative inputs (216%
CAGR) that ignore base-rate probabilities. D expressed ~80% confidence in the directional call, citing the
verified metrics as superior to optimistic projections.

Claude Opus 4.8 E argued QUBT is "richly priced on operations but asset-backed on equity." E stood by the
SEC 10-Q data showing $1.4B in cash and a P/B of ~1.4x, arguing the briefing's 11.4x figure was a stale
artifact. E conceded that the operating business is deeply unprofitable (organic revenue ~$204K, negative
gross margins) and that "undervalued" claims require heroic assumptions. E's final verdict was a refusal of
both "profoundly overvalued" and "undervalued," characterizing the stock as a speculative option trading
near net asset value.

Magistral Medium F maintained that QUBT is overvalued based on fundamental metrics (P/S ~520x, P/E
-55.8x). F conceded that the P/B ratio was likely lower than initially thought (~1.4x per E's data) and that
valuation models were mixed. However, F argued that the extreme P/S and negative earnings still supported
the overvaluation thesis. F's performance was noted as weaker due to an initial heavy reliance on 2023 data.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

Grok 4: P/S ratio is 354—-429x. GPT-5: $2.25B market cap / $4.33M Full Concession. Grok 4 admitted
revenue = ~520x. The math is the arithmetic error and withdrew the
wrong. specific range.
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Claim Challenge

Advocate-A: This contradicts the
verified P/B of 11.4x. At $2.25B cap,
11.4x P/B implies book value of only
~$197M. You cannot hide $1.4B in
$197M.

Claude Opus 4.8: QUBT holds
~$1.4B cash; P/B is ~1.4x.

Gemini 3.1 Pro: Overvaluation is a
"mathematical certainty.”

Claude Opus 4.8: Simply Wall St's
model shows a fair value of $23.67
(undervalued). A single contradicting
model falsifies certainty.

Magistral Medium: 2023 P/S of
1,774x proves current
overvaluation.

Multiple: This is a historical peak.
Current revenue has grown,
compressing the multiple. Using a
2023 anomaly for a 2026 judgment is
cherry-picking.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: "Law of large
numbers" prevents revenue
growth into valuation.

Claude Opus 4.8: This is a misuse
of a statistics term. You mean a
base-rate argument about growth
saturation.

Result

Rejected by Majority. While Zhipu
GLM-5 found the SEC filing
compelling, the majority (MiniMax
M2.7 and GPT-OSS 120B) ruled the
briefing's verified facts override
external filings. The claim was
deemed inadmissible.

Concession. Gemini 3.1 Pro
retracted the phrase "mathematical
certainty," accepting it as rhetoric
rather than fact.

Revision. Magistral Medium
conceded the 2023 figure was
outdated and updated the argument
to a current P/S of ~520x.

Concession. DeepSeek V4 Pro
withdrew the specific terminology
and corrected the argument to a
"base-rate" framing.

Next Steps

Next Step Why It Matters

Resolve the P/B discrepancy The deliberation was split on whether
the P/B is 11.4x (Briefing) or ~1.4x
(SEC Filing). This single metric
changes the assessment from
"profoundly overvalued with no floor"
to "expensive on operations but
asset-backed."

The distinction between $3.7M total
revenue and ~$204K organic
revenue is critical. If organic revenue
scales rapidly, the
"acquisition-bought" critique
weakens.

Verify organic revenue trajectory

Confidence

High (Majority accepted Briefing
facts)

Medium
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

Audit the 216% CAGR assumption Bullish models (Simply Wall St) rely Medium
on extreme growth assumptions.
Validating the probability of this
CAGR is essential to determining if
the stock is "undervalued" or simply
"priced for perfection.”
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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Glossary

Term Definition

DCF (Discounted Cash Flow) A valuation method that estimates the value of an investment based on its
expected future cash flows, discounted back to the present value.

Dilution The reduction in existing shareholders' ownership percentage of a company
caused by the issuance of new shares.

Gross Margin The difference between revenue and the cost of goods sold, expressed as a
percentage of revenue. Negative gross margin means production costs exceed
sales revenue.

Intrinsic Value The perceived or calculated true value of an asset, typically determined through
fundamental analysis, independent of its current market price.

Net Asset Value The value of an entity's assets minus the value of its liabilities; often used as a
proxy for liquidation value.

Organic Revenue Revenue growth generated through internal business operations and expansion,
excluding revenue acquired through mergers or acquisitions.

Price-to-Book (P/B) Ratio A ratio comparing a company's market value to its book value, indicating how much
investors are paying for each dollar of assets.

Price-to-Earnings (P/E) Ratio A ratio for valuing a company that measures its current share price relative to its
per-share earnings. A negative P/E indicates the company is unprofitable.

Price-to-Sales (P/S) Ratio A valuation ratio that compares a company's stock price to its revenues, useful for

valuing unprofitable companies.
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How The Conclave Works

The Conclave is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one Al model a question and
trusting its answer, the Conclave convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and
subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be
earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent Al models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the
same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must
include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),
provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points
— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would
settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1-7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions
under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when
models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They
evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit
framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social
pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for
further debate.

Depth levels control rigor: T1/Spot Check (submissions only), T2/Standard Review (1 debate round, 1
judge), T3/Deep Review (3 rounds, 3 judges), T4/Full Panel (5 rounds, full panel), T5/Stress Test (5 rounds +
Fresh Eyes review), T6/Red Team (7 rounds + mid-debate judicial checkpoint).

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and
enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.
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