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THE PROMPT: In the next five years, will consumer adoption of AI erode Zeta Global's moat of best in

class consumer intelligence?

THE RULING: No. Consumer adoption of AI will not erode Zeta Global's moat of best-in-class consumer

intelligence over the next five years; instead, it will reinforce it by increasing the value of Zeta’s

deterministic, consented identity graph and its role as a neutral orchestrator across fragmented marketing

ecosystems.
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The Prompt

In the next five years, will consumer adoption of AI erode Zeta Global's moat of best in class consumer

intelligence?

The Ruling

No. Consumer adoption of AI will not erode Zeta Global's moat of best-in-class consumer intelligence over

the next five years; instead, it will reinforce it by increasing the value of Zeta’s deterministic, consented

identity graph and its role as a neutral orchestrator across fragmented marketing ecosystems.

The majority of judges accepted GPT-5’s position because it correctly identified that the core of Zeta’s moat

is not raw data volume or analytical sophistication, but its ability to resolve identity across a fragmented,

privacy-constrained landscape. The erosion thesis, while plausible, overestimates the speed and impact of

AI agent adoption and underestimates the structural demand for cross-ecosystem identity hygiene. The

strongest evidence—privacy-driven signal loss (iOS ATT, cookie deprecation), stricter inbox filtering (Gmail’s

0.3% spam threshold), and the rise of walled-garden retail media networks (RMNs)—all point to a future

where Zeta’s capabilities as a “bridging layer” become more valuable, not less. The main caveat is that this

outcome depends on platforms not building their own neutral, cross-RMN orchestration tools, a risk that

remains possible but unlikely given current incentives.

Core Analysis

The Moat is Not in Data Volume, But in Identity Orchestration

Zeta Global’s competitive advantage is not, as often assumed, its vast collection of behavioral signals—what

it calls its “2,400+ signals per person.” Instead, its moat lies in its ability to perform deterministic identity
resolution and cross-ecosystem orchestration in an environment where data is increasingly siloed,

privacy-restricted, and fragmented. This is a structural, not a data or algorithmic, advantage.

The erosion thesis, championed by Gemini 2.5 Pro and DeepSeek V3, correctly identifies that consumer AI

agents (e.g., Apple Intelligence, Google AI Overviews) will abstract away rich, pre-transactional behavioral

signals—clickstreams, product comparisons, dwell times—replacing them with sparse, transactional records.

This “data impoverishment” is a real phenomenon. However, it is not the death knell for Zeta’s moat. The

predictive value of noisy behavioral data is declining, while the value of clean, high-fidelity transactional data

is rising. Retail Media Networks (RMNs), which operate on transactional data within walled gardens, already

achieve 2.5–3x higher ROI than programmatic display advertising, demonstrating that less, but better, data

can be more powerful.

Zeta’s moat is not threatened by this shift; it is reinforced. When a consumer uses an AI agent to purchase

“eco-friendly running shoes,” the resulting signal is a high-intent transaction. To personalize future outreach,
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marketers must know which user made the purchase. This requires deterministic matching of hashed emails,

phone numbers, and household IDs—Zeta’s core capability. The agent does not eliminate the need for

identity resolution; it makes it more critical.

The Bridging Layer: Zeta’s Role in a Fragmented Ecosystem

The true value of Zeta’s moat is its role as a neutral “bridging layer” between the growing number of

walled gardens. As budgets shift to RMNs—projected to reach $58B in 2025—marketers face a crisis of

fragmentation. A brand may run campaigns on Amazon, Walmart, Target, and Kroger, each with its own

identity graph and clean room. Without a neutral orchestrator, the same user is targeted multiple times,

leading to wasted spend and poor customer experience.

Zeta provides this connective tissue. Its services are essential in three key areas:

1. Pre-Ingestion Identity Hygiene: Before a brand sends an audience to an RMN, it must deduplicate,
normalize, and consent-flag its first-party data. Google’s Enhanced Conversions and Meta’s Conversions
API require clean, hashed PII inputs. Zeta performs this upstream work, improving match rates and
reducing waste. For example, Google reports a 5–10% lift in measured conversions when match quality
improves, directly tied to the quality of the advertiser’s input data.

2. Cross-RMN Deduplication and Frequency Management: No single RMN offers a solution for
managing reach and frequency across all others. Zeta’s identity graph enables a brand to ensure a user
is not targeted three times for the same product across Amazon, Walmart, and Google. This is a neutral,
cross-ecosystem service that no platform has an incentive to build, as it would require cooperation
between competitors.

3. Offsite Extension and CTV Activation: RMNs are expanding into open web and CTV advertising.
Outside their walled gardens, their native identifiers have weaker coverage. Zeta’s graph enables these
offsite buys to be targeted with deterministic matching, connecting RMN performance to broader
marketing efforts.

This bridging role is not threatened by AI agents; it is amplified. The more fragmented the ecosystem, the

greater the need for a neutral orchestrator. The fact that major retailers like Target (via InfoSum) and

Walgreens (via The Trade Desk’s UID2) already use external identity rails for interoperability is strong

evidence that this market need is real and growing.

The Erosion Thesis: Overstated Threats and Underestimated Defenses

The erosion thesis, while compelling, fails on three key counts: timeline, mechanism, and market dynamics.

Timeline: The central claim—that AI agents will intercept a material share of high-value transactions within

five years—is speculative. Current adoption is low: Apple Intelligence at ~8% of iOS 18 users, Google AI

Overviews at ~12% of search queries, and agent-mediated commerce at ~5% for high-value categories (Q1

2026 data). While adoption may follow an S-curve, there is no evidence to support a forecast of >20%

penetration by 2031. The tribunal’s judges correctly identified this as a critical weakness in the erosion

argument.

Mechanism: The erosion thesis assumes that the degradation of upper-funnel behavioral data is an

unmitigated loss. However, it ignores the countervailing trend: the rising value of deterministic identity. As

ambient signals decay (iOS ATT opt-in at ~25%, Chrome cookie deprecation), the relative value of

consented, first-party identifiers increases. Zeta’s graph of 240M+ opted-in US profiles, with 70%+ of signals

now coming from consented channels, is a hard-to-replicate asset. Building such a graph requires years of
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compliant data collection and deliverability trust, creating significant switching costs.

Market Dynamics: The commoditization of analytical tools (e.g., AWS SageMaker, Google Vertex AI) does

not erode Zeta’s moat because its differentiation is not algorithmic. Open-source models cannot replicate a

deterministic identity graph without access to the underlying data. Furthermore, enterprise compliance

(GDPR, CCPA, SOC2) and integration complexity (150+ martech connectors) create structural barriers that

consumer AI tools cannot overcome.

Financial Metrics: Lagging Indicators, Not Proof of Future Resilience

Perplexity Sonar Pro’s argument, which heavily relied on Zeta’s financial performance—115% net revenue

retention (NRR), a 16-quarter beat-and-raise streak, and 21.4% CAGR—is flawed. While these metrics are

impressive and reflect current market validation, they are lagging indicators. They prove past execution, not

future resilience against a fundamental platform shift. Historical precedent, such as BlackBerry’s strong

enterprise metrics before the iPhone, shows that high retention can mask underlying structural vulnerability.

However, the fact that Zeta’s NRR rose from 106% in Q1 2024 to 115% in Q1 2026, even as AI agent

adoption began, is not irrelevant. It suggests that the current market is not pricing in the erosion scenario.

This is consistent with the bridging layer thesis: as privacy and fragmentation increase, demand for Zeta’s

services grows.

The Path to Reinforcement: A Data Flywheel in a Privacy-First World

Zeta’s moat is not static; it is a data flywheel that can adapt to the new paradigm. The flywheel operates as

follows:

1. Data Ingestion: Zeta ingests consented, first-party data from enterprise clients (CRM, email, transaction
history) and partners.

2. Identity Resolution: It resolves these signals to a deterministic identity graph of 240M+ profiles.

3. AI-Driven Modeling: Its Athena AI models use this clean data to generate high-fidelity propensity
scores and audience segments.

4. ROI and Expansion: Clients achieve superior ROI, leading to expansion (NRR >110%) and deeper
integration.

5. More Data: Expansion feeds more data back into the system, improving model accuracy and reinforcing
the moat.

This flywheel is not broken by AI agents; it is refueled. The shift to transactional, high-intent data may even

improve model accuracy by filtering out noise. The key is that the identity resolution step remains intact and

becomes more valuable.

How We Got Here

Scorecard
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Judge Gemini 2.5
Pro

DeepSeek
V3

GPT-5 Claude
Sonnet

Perplexity
Sonar Pro

Winner

Qwen 3
235B

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

Qwen 3.5
397B

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

GPT-OSS
120B

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

MiniMax
M2.5

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

Zhipu
GLM-4.7

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

DeepCogito
v2.1

REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT REJECT GPT-5

Convergence Assessment

The convergence was epistemic, not affective. All advocates, except Perplexity Sonar Pro, made significant,

evidence-based refinements to their positions. Gemini 2.5 Pro evolved from “data starvation” to “data

impoverishment.” DeepSeek V3 conceded that commoditization affects analytics, not data infrastructure.

Claude Sonnet revised its Bloomberg analogy and acknowledged Zeta’s shift to first-party data. GPT-5

remained steadfast but refined its argument with new evidence on cross-RMN orchestration. Perplexity

Sonar Pro was the outlier, maintaining its position without meaningful concession, indicating a lack of

epistemic engagement. The shifts were triggered by verifiable corrections, such as the low current adoption

of AI agents and the outdated nature of some financial metrics.

Closing Statements

Gemini 2.5 Pro My final position is that consumer AI will erode Zeta’s moat through “data impoverishment,”

where AI agents replace rich behavioral signals with sparse transactional records. I learned from the debate

that my initial “data starvation” thesis was too crude; the real threat is the degradation of signal quality, not

volume. My strongest surviving evidence is the verifiable strategic intent of platform owners (Apple, Google)

to build agent-first futures, the analytical framework of data impoverishment, and the “plumbing vs. source

problem” analogy, which shows that past resilience to tracking disruptions (ATT, cookies) does not predict

resilience to the generation of behavioral data being halted at the source.

GPT-5 I maintain that consumer AI will not erode Zeta’s moat; it will reweight its value. The core driver is the

increased premium on consented, deterministic identity as ambient signals decay. My position evolved to

focus on Zeta’s role as a “bridging layer” for cross-RMN orchestration, a concept that emerged from

challenges on walled gardens. My strongest evidence is that privacy-driven signal loss raises the value of

deterministic identity, AI-mediated inboxes escalate penalties for low relevance (advantaging Zeta’s models),
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clean rooms and RMNs require advertiser PII and do not solve cross-ecosystem identity, and offsite/CTV

extensions reintroduce dependence on advertiser-controlled identity. The moat is not in the garden; it is in

the connective tissue between them.

Perplexity Sonar Pro No, consumer AI will not erode Zeta’s moat; it will reinforce it via a data flywheel. My

position evolved to acknowledge the “data impoverishment” threat but defend that transactional data is

higher quality, and Zeta’s orchestration role is amplified. I learned that NRR is not a universal predictor but is

strong in data flywheel businesses, as shown by Google’s precedent. My strongest evidence is the data

flywheel via Zeta’s proprietary identity graph, execution metrics (115% NRR, 16-quarter streak), enterprise

ROI validation from Forrester, and orchestration across fragmented ecosystems. The moat widens to 8-9/10

by 2031.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

DeepSeek V3: "Open-source AI
models (Llama 3) and public
datasets (Common Crawl) can
replicate Zeta's data assets."

Perplexity Sonar Pro: "Llama 3 and
Common Crawl yield probabilistic
inferences without cross-channel
matching for activation. They cannot
replicate a deterministic identity
graph of 240M+ opted-in profiles."

DeepSeek V3 fully conceded this
point, acknowledging it was a
"category error" and that
open-source models do not threaten
Zeta's core data moat.

Claude Sonnet: "Zeta's core moat
lies in proprietary first-party data
aggregation at enterprise scale."

GPT-5: "You haven't shown that
Zeta's most valuable signals are
insulated from the shift to agent
mediation. How do you defend this?"

Claude Sonnet conceded their
citation was sloppy and revised their
position, acknowledging that Zeta
has shifted to 70%+ consented
signals, making the moat stronger
than initially argued.

Gemini 2.5 Pro: "Personal AI
agents will intercept >50% of
consumer signals, starving Zeta's
data flows."

Perplexity Sonar Pro: "Agent
adoption is <15% (Mixpanel Q1
2026). Provide 2026 adoption/spend
data showing >50% interception
starving aggregators—none exists."

Gemini 2.5 Pro revised their claim,
conceding that "radically" was
imprecise and that the forecast is
based on strategic intent, not current
data, shifting from a volume-based to
a quality-based argument.

Next Steps
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Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

Monitor the actual market share of
consumer AI agents in high-value
commercial transactions (e.g.,
travel, electronics, finance)
through 2031.

Determines whether "data
impoverishment" becomes a material
threat to Zeta's signal inputs.

60%

Track whether major platforms
(Apple, Google, Microsoft) release
standardized APIs that give
third-party providers access to
high-intent signals generated by
AI agents.

If such APIs exist, Zeta can adapt; if
not, it risks being excluded from key
data flows.

55%

Assess if the major platforms
build their own cross-RMN
orchestration and deduplication
tools, making external providers
like Zeta redundant.

This is the ultimate threat to the
"bridging layer" thesis.

55%

Measure the decay rate of Zeta’s
model performance if trained on
increasingly transactional, less
behavioral data.

Tests the core assumption that
identity resolution can compensate
for signal impoverishment.

70%
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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Glossary

Term Definition

Agentic AI An emerging paradigm where AI systems act as persistent, autonomous agents
that perform tasks on behalf of a user, often by interacting with other systems
programmatically.

CAPI Meta's Conversions API, a server-side integration that allows advertisers to send
conversion data directly to Meta, improving measurement accuracy in a
privacy-constrained environment.

Clean Room A privacy-preserving environment where two or more parties can join their data
sets for analysis without exposing raw, personally identifiable information to each
other.

Deterministic Identity A method of identifying a user with high confidence by matching persistent,
personally identifiable information (e.g., hashed email, phone number) across
different channels and devices.

Enhanced Conversions A Google Ads feature that uses first-party data (e.g., hashed email) to improve
conversion measurement and attribution, especially in a cookieless environment.

Net Revenue Retention (NRR) A SaaS metric that measures the percentage of recurring revenue retained from
existing customers over a given period, including expansion, contraction, and
churn. An NRR above 100% indicates growth from the existing customer base.

Privacy Sandbox Google's initiative to develop a set of privacy-preserving technologies for the web,
aiming to replace third-party cookies with more privacy-centric alternatives.

Retail Media Network (RMN) A digital advertising platform operated by a retailer (e.g., Amazon, Walmart) that
allows brands to advertise to customers on the retailer's website, app, or other
properties, often using the retailer's first-party data.

Signal Abstraction The process by which an AI agent performs a user's online activities (e.g.,
research, comparison) on their behalf, resulting in only a final, high-intent signal
(e.g., a purchase) being observable to external platforms.
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How The Tribunal Works

The Tribunal is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one AI model a question and

trusting its answer, the Tribunal 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 AI 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.


