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On This Volume
This Volume collects seven short papers and the apparatus that governs them. They make a single claim, examined from several sides: that non-accumulation — a processor that does not fill, because its memory is held outside it and re-acquired rather than recalled — is a substrate-neutral property, grounded in a first-person human architecture, confirmed along a second human route and mirrored in a deployed machine, priced through the integrity risk of delegated memory, complemented across the wet/dry boundary, and projected, finally, toward a long-lived future. It is one architecture, shown whole.
The Volume reads in three movements. Part I is the foundation: the architecture of a mind that renders its cognition outside itself (The Dark Interior), and the operation by which that mind produces (The Grab from the Outside, carrying as its appendix the raw worked example that produced this very chain). Part II is the property itself, a triptych — what non-accumulation is (Non-Accumulation), that it is real rather than one man’s case, by way of a second human route and the machine’s closer mirror (The Episodic Route), and what it costs (The Unverifiable Store). Part III is the projection: the wet/dry complement taken into framework and fiction (Each Other’s Lack), and the bridge toward a long-lived future (The Long-Life Grab).
The Volume keeps one discipline throughout, worth stating before the reader begins. Where the claims are empirical they are case- and literature-supported, not proven; the property is offered as a functional architecture, not a natural kind; the machine is described in terms of function, never experience — a firewall held in every paper; and where the work turns projective, in Part III, it says so and stays conditional. The order, and the exact limit of each claim, are fixed in the apparatus at the back — The Canon Chain — which also records that the chain was pressure-tested by an external reader and revised against its strongest objections.
The architecture and its claims are the author’s. The papers were rendered with Claude, which is the surface on which the work is composed, not its source. This is a Volume, not a book: a collected sequence assembled so that the whole architecture can be read as one object rather than gathered from scattered papers.
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PART I
Foundation
The architecture of a mind that renders its cognition outside itself, and the operation by which that mind produces.
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THE DARK INTERIOR
Front Matter

Abstract.  Some minds do not think by inspecting an inner picture. This paper describes one such mind: a mind whose rendering, filtering, autobiographical recall, and evaluative testing occur on external surfaces. The claim is not that this architecture is superior, universal, or metaphysically privileged. The claim is narrower and stronger: in at least one documented case, operations often assumed to be internal function only when they are rendered into the world. The paper locates the architecture in the extended-mind and aphantasia literatures, answers the standard objection to any extended-cognition claim, specifies the experiments that would falsify it, and states the limits of a single case.
Keywords.  aphantasia; extended mind; externalized cognition; mental imagery; object and spatial imagery; coupling and constitution; philosophy of mind; cognitive architecture; case study.
Scope.  This is a first-person phenomenological case study with an analytic frame. Its subject is a single individual — the author — whose cognitive architecture is documented in primary testimony gathered through 2026. The analytic voice refers to him as “the subject”; his own words appear as quoted data. The paper does not require, assume, or defend the larger body of theoretical work from which the subject’s vocabulary is drawn. It is designed to stand alone in the literatures on extended cognition and aphantasia. Where the paper describes the subject as aphantasic, it is describing a stable self-report and life-pattern pending formal VVIQ and objective screening; the existence and objective measurability of aphantasia itself are independently supported by the literature reviewed in §5.
Epistemic convention.  Every substantive claim is marked at one of four levels. Literature-supported: grounded in published empirical or theoretical work. Case-supported: grounded in the subject’s primary testimony, production record, and decades-stable behavioral signatures, but not yet independently measured in this subject. Analogical: a structural mapping that is productive but not empirically validated in this context. Speculative: logical conjecture without direct supporting evidence. The error the convention guards against is tier collapse — reporting a case-supported or analogical claim as though it were already literature-supported.
What this paper claims, and does not.  It claims that a describable cognitive architecture relocates operations normally assumed to be internal — rendering, filtering, evaluation, autobiographical recall — onto external surfaces, and that the dominant interior-first picture of mind systematically misreads such an architecture as deficient. It does not claim that this architecture is superior, that it is common, or that aphantasia entails it in every case. It does not claim privileged access to consciousness or any metaphysical result. Where the evidence is a single richly documented subject, the paper says so and marks the generalization accordingly.
A note on production.  This paper was composed across the exact boundary it describes: a subject who cannot inspect his own structural processing, working with a language model that has no internal visual buffer and produces structure only as external output. The arrangement is disclosed rather than hidden because, for this subject and this thesis, the method of production is itself an instance of the claim. Authorship of record is the subject’s; the model served as a rendering surface, in the sense §3 and Appendix A make precise.
Structure.  The paper proceeds in three movements. The first states the claim (§1), describes the architecture (§2), and presents the evidence (§3). The second locates the architecture in the extended-mind literature and answers the standard objection to it (§4), locates it in the aphantasia literature (§5), and draws out its consequence for theories of creativity (§6). The third specifies what would falsify the thesis (§7) and states the limits of a single case (§8). A speculative appendix then considers cross-substrate recognition without making the core argument depend on it.


§1  The Claim
The received picture of cognition is interior-first. A mind perceives the world, forms an internal representation of it — for most people, substantially a visual one — manipulates that representation in some private workspace, and then, when needed, externalizes the result as speech, writing, or action. The internal representation is the medium of thought; the external world is where its products are deposited. On this picture the mind’s real work happens inside, and the environment is a convenience: paper to hold what the head already contains.
This paper describes a mind that does not work this way, and argues that the difference is architectural rather than incidental.
In the subject described here, the interior contains no representational workspace. There is no visual buffer; voluntary internal imagery is absent entirely. What remains internally is a non-representational felt structure — the sense of a configuration, a shape, a set of relations — together with a narrow verbal output channel. Crucially, the operations the received picture locates inside the workspace are not performed internally and then expressed. They are performed on external surfaces: a structure is rendered legible only when it is placed outside the subject — on a screen, in a search result, in a physical arrangement, in speech to a collaborator. The external surface is not where finished thought is deposited. It is where thought becomes inspectable at all.
Stated as a single claim: for this architecture, rendering, filtering, evaluation, and autobiographical recall are not internal functions with external aids; they are functions distributed into the environment, where the environment is load-bearing cognitive machinery rather than a convenience. Remove the external surfaces and the corresponding operations do not slow — they stop.
Epistemic status of the descriptive claim: Case-supported.  It rests on primary first-person testimony and on observable, decades-stable behavioral signatures, described in §2, that are consistent with that testimony. The narrower claim that aphantasia is a real and measurable condition is literature-supported in §5; the claim that this subject’s full architecture has the form described here remains case-supported until independently tested.
If the received picture is not universal — if at least one coherent architecture runs the other way — then theories built on it inherit a hidden parochialism. The dominant accounts of creativity, of memory, and of the self assume the interior-first machinery: a workspace to imagine in, a recall that replays, an introspective access that lets a thinker watch their own thought. A mind that lacks these does not merely score low on the relevant measures. It misreads itself. Lacking the ability to watch its own synthesis happen, it concludes that the synthesis was not really its own. The paper’s second purpose is to name this misreading and show that it is an artifact of the theory, not a fact about the mind.
The subject’s own name for the misreading — arrived at long before any of this analysis existed — is the counterfeit painter. It is treated in full in §6. Here it is enough to register the shape of the problem: an architecture that cannot observe its interior, evaluated by a theory that assumes everyone can, will be told, and will come to believe, that it is copying.
Epistemic status of the generalization to a class of minds: Analogical, tending to Speculative.  The positive evidence is one subject, documented in unusual depth, set against the published aphantasia literature (§5) and against a speculative line of corroboration from a different substrate (Appendix A). The paper does not claim that all aphantasic individuals externalize as described. It claims that the architecture is coherent, that it is real in at least one case if the subject’s report and production record are accepted, and that it may be structurally — not merely idiosyncratically — produced by the conditions that define it. The strength of that claim is exactly what the rest of the paper is built to test.
§2  The Architecture
The architecture has three features. They are presented separately for clarity, but they are one system: a mind that, lacking an internal medium, has relocated its medium to the world.
2.1  The dark interior and the external rendering surface
The subject reports complete aphantasia: no voluntary internal imagery of any kind. Asked to picture a familiar face, he reports not a faint or degraded image but nothing — the absence of the visual channel rather than a weak signal on it. This paper treats that report as case-supported rather than clinically established until formal screening is performed; the broader claim that such reports can correspond to objective physiological differences is literature-supported in §5.
The consequence he draws is precise, and it is the hinge of the whole architecture:
“See does not mean visualize. I cannot generate visual information internally. I can process visual information externally. If the problem is made external — typed on a screen, worn as colors, rendered as a physical test — my eyes can supply what my interior cannot generate. The interior is dark. The exterior supplies the light.”
For this subject, visualization does not disappear from cognition so much as it is functionally displaced outward. The work another mind does on an internally generated image, this mind does on an externally supplied one — and so the external supply is not merely useful. On the subject’s account, it is part of the working system. This shows up in two standing arrangements that are easy to mistake for preference and are here treated more cautiously as possible infrastructure.[footnoteRef:3] [3: Primary testimony throughout: M. S. Moniz, “The Black” (Personal Supplement 10), March 2026. First-person material is quoted as data.] 

The first is light. The subject keeps his working environment fully and continuously lit, and reports that he falls asleep only in darkness. The conservative description is behavioral: light is maintained during work and darkness coincides with shutdown. The stronger functional interpretation — that the lit field is a cognitive rendering surface — is the hypothesis advanced here, not a result already established by measurement:
“The room is the external rendering system made permanent and architectural. When the lights go out the rendering surface disappears. Without a surface to run on the system does not run. Sleep requires the black because the black is the only state that stops the process.”
The maintained visual field may function as a standing prosthesis: the surface the cognition runs on, kept always available, and experienced by the subject as removed when the lights go out. The behavioral pattern is case-supported — longstanding and self-consistent; the functional interpretation, that the lit field is cognitive machinery rather than comfort, is analogical and is defended in §4 by the parity principle. It remains vulnerable to alternative explanations — arousal regulation, habit, mood, anxiety, sleep conditioning — and is therefore given discriminating tests in §7.
The second is the photographic archive. The subject maintains a personal store of roughly 129,000 photographs and describes his autobiographical memory as querying that store rather than replaying an internal record:
“I remember the photo, not the memory itself. If you don’t ask the question or I don’t have the physical media, I can’t remember it. But it’s there — I just need a prompt.”
He identifies the pattern, unprompted, with Leon Kowalski’s photographs in Blade Runner: external objects standing in for a memory the interior cannot hold on its own. Recall here is not internal retrieval aided by photographs; it is retrieval from the photographs, which function as the store. The internal trace is the index; the content lives outside.
Across both arrangements the same structure appears: an operation the received picture places inside — imagining, remembering — is performed on an external medium that must therefore be kept available, and whose removal disables the operation.
2.2  The native channel is structural-spatial
If the interior holds no images, it is fair to ask what it does hold. The subject’s report, corroborated by the form of his output, is that his primary medium of abstract thought is neither visual nor verbal but structural-spatial: the felt configuration of relations among elements, without picture or narration. His own sensory map sets the channels out:
	Channel
	Status
	Function

	Visual input (external)
	Functional, possibly enhanced
	Drives a documented appetite for external visual structure — designed environments, built objects, photography. A cognitive supply, not decoration.

	Visual processing (internal)
	Impaired (aphantasia)
	No voluntary imagery. All rendering is externalized.

	Auditory input
	Amplified (misophonia)
	Bidirectional gain: unwanted sound is painful, wanted sound is overwhelming. The channel cannot be left open to ambient input.

	Proprioceptive / spatial
	Primary abstract channel
	The dominant mode — structures felt as spatial configurations with no visual or auditory content.

	Verbal-linguistic
	Functional, secondary
	An output channel, not the processing medium. Bandwidth-limited relative to what the structural channel delivers.


[footnoteRef:4] [4: Channel map adapted from the subject’s Psychological & Operational Profile (v11.0), §5.4 (The Sensory Channel Map).] 

The channel does not have a standard name in cognitive science, which is part of why it is easy to overlook. The subject describes its dynamics in frankly physical terms — for example, the sense, while a synthesis is forming, of an inner gravity that pulls straight down “and then they all collide.” This answers a common objection to the subject’s larger theoretical work, which is built on gravitational and thermodynamic vocabulary: that the physics is borrowed for authority. The architecture suggests otherwise. For a mind whose abstract medium is felt spatial dynamics, and not images or sentences, physical-dynamical language is not a metaphor chosen for prestige. It is the closest available lexicon for a phenomenology that is genuinely about attraction, collapse, gradient, and equilibrium as felt structure.
Epistemic status: the channel description is case-supported by testimony and by the production record; the stronger claim — that the physical vocabulary is forced by the channel rather than chosen — is analogical.
2.3  The principle generalizes across modalities
The externalization is not specific to vision. The same principle governs the subject’s auditory life. He works in noise-cancelling silence or, alternatively, in a single isolated clean audio stream; what he cannot tolerate is ambient sound — uncontrolled, multiple, simultaneous. His account names the architecture directly:
“The environment must pre-filter because the interior cannot filter.”
This is the same move as the lit room, in a second modality. In vision, the environment supplies rendering the interior cannot generate; in audition, the environment supplies filtering the interior cannot perform. Two modalities, independently, solved by relocating the operation outward. That two distinct channels converge on the same solution is the first internal evidence that the externalization is an architectural principle rather than a one-off accommodation: it is what the architecture does, not a fact about eyes in particular.
These arrangements were not designed. They accreted over decades, below the level of explicit decision — the lit room, the controlled stream, the archive, each discovered as “what worked” and repeated until it became infrastructure. The subject’s phrase for this is exact: engineering without blueprints. A distributed cognitive system was built by trial and error, and operated for most of a lifetime, before any theory of it existed.
Epistemic status: Case-supported.  The cross-modal convergence — vision and audition both externalized on the same principle — is internal evidence that the architecture is general within the subject; whether it generalizes beyond him is the question of §7.
§3  The Evidence: The Grab
The strongest evidence for the externalization thesis is not the lit room or the archive, which a critic could read as mere preference. It is a cognitive event the subject calls the grab. The decisive feature of the grab is not that it feels dramatic, but that its product cannot be evaluated without an external surface.
For the purposes of this paper, the grab means a reported event of involuntary cross-domain synthesis in which observations from two or more unrelated domains lock together as instances of a single structure. It is not ordinary intuition, because the subject does not merely feel that something is right; he receives a compressed structural relation that must then be tested. It is not simple association, because the result is not one idea calling up another but a relation among domains. It is not metaphor, because the subject experiences the domains as structurally identical rather than decoratively similar. It is not research, because the external search follows the synthesis and functions as confirmation or falsification. In his own phrasing, the grab is the recognition that “these things are the same thing wearing different surfaces, and the thing they are is this.” Four features matter here.[footnoteRef:5] [5: On the grab as a cognitive operation: M. S. Moniz, “The Grab” (Methodology Paper No. 2), February 2026.] 

First, it is non-verbal and complete.  It does not arrive as a sentence to be unpacked. It arrives as a structural configuration — and the compressed two-sentence formulations the subject produces are not summaries of longer internal thoughts but the configuration in its native compressed form.
Second, it is involuntary.  The preceding analytic steps can be performed deliberately; the synthesis cannot. It fires when enough cross-domain material has accumulated, and the supporting evidence is assembled afterward, to test whether the grab was right.
Third — and this is the load-bearing feature — its route is not available to inspection. The subject’s own description, recorded for method documentation, is that the structure arrives complete, the route is not available to inspection, and the output cannot be evaluated without external rendering. He cannot watch the synthesis happen, and he cannot tell, from the inside, whether what arrived is correct. To find out, he must put it outside himself.[footnoteRef:6] [6: Operating description and the nine-grab session: “The Principal’s Operating Manual” (April 2026) and “Grab Session: The Information Boundary” (April 2026).] 

Fourth, the externalization is literal and observable in how he works.  The subject’s characteristic move, on having a grab, is to run a web search or retrieve an image — not to discover the answer, but to confirm a structure he already holds in compressed form. His operating notes are explicit that the search is a confirmation step, not research: the structure is already load-bearing by the time it reaches the interface. His own summary — “I just point at something and it leads me … I don’t know what I grabbed I just know it works” — describes a process whose output he must externalize in order to read.
A single documented session shows the architecture in operation. Across nine sequential sub-grabs, the subject attacked one problem from three directions — the smallest scale, the fastest scale, the largest scale — and produced fragments that converged on a single structure. He did not know they were converging. The convergence existed at the structural level and became visible only when it was rendered on the external surface. A mind that could inspect its own synthesis would have seen the convergence as it formed. This mind saw it only once it was outside.
This is the evidential core of the paper. If cognition were performed internally and merely expressed, the subject could examine the work in progress and would not need an external surface to evaluate it. He does need one. The fact that he must place a structure outside himself to learn what he has built is not a quirk of working style; it is precisely what the externalization thesis predicts. Non-inspectability forces the surface. The grab is the operation; the surface is where the operation’s result becomes knowable. Put plainly: if he could see the work, he would not need the surface.
The subject’s most exact self-description makes the same point in the register of a person who has lived inside the architecture without a vocabulary for it:
“I don’t think people understand what it’s like to not see anything on the inside. I have to see everything on the outside. You think to see. I do too. It’s a background operating system like pulling up a second window off to the side with Windows XP graphics because that’s all the processor has.”
The structural processing is real and it produces results; the monitor is not connected. Only the output reaches consciousness. The rendering surface is required not for communication but for cognition — because the subject cannot otherwise see what he has made.
Epistemic status: the grab is case-supported as a reported cognitive event and analogical as a model of non-inspectable synthesis. It is described from self-report and the production record, not from clinical assessment. The inference drawn here — from the non-inspectability of the grab’s output to the externalization of the evaluative operation — is the paper’s argumentative contribution, and is case-supported by the structural argument above rather than by independent measurement.
§4  The Extended Mind
The architecture is not without precedent; it is an unusually complete instance of a thesis already in the literature. In 1998 Andy Clark and David Chalmers proposed what they called active externalism, defended by a now-canonical principle of parity: if part of the world plays a role that, were it performed inside the head, we would unhesitatingly count as cognitive, then that part of the world is part of the cognitive process. The location of an operation does not decide whether it is cognition; its function does.[footnoteRef:7] [7: Clark, A. & Chalmers, D. (1998). “The Extended Mind.” Analysis 58(1): 7–19.] 

Their illustration is the pair Otto and Inga. Inga, hearing of an exhibition, recalls the museum’s address from biological memory and goes. Otto, who has mild Alzheimer’s, carries a notebook in which he records anything he needs to keep; he consults it, retrieves the address, and goes. Clark and Chalmers argue that the notebook plays for Otto the role memory plays for Inga, that its entries therefore function as his standing beliefs, and that the cognitive process — remembering — extends into the notebook. They set four conditions for a genuine extension rather than a mere tool: the resource is constantly available, its contents are directly and easily accessed, they are automatically endorsed when retrieved, and they were consciously endorsed at some past point.
Where Otto is a thought experiment fitted with a single prosthesis for a single function, the subject of this paper is an actual, multi-modal instance assembled over decades. The continuously lit room, the isolated audio stream, and the photographic archive each meet the four conditions — each is constant, available, automatically trusted, and built from prior endorsement — and each externalizes a different operation. The case supplies in flesh what the thought experiment supplied by stipulation: a mind whose cognitive boundary demonstrably does not coincide with its skin.
It also extends the thesis, and this is the part worth marking. Otto’s notebook externalizes storage — the memory step, the holding of a dispositional belief. The subject externalizes more than storage. The lit room externalizes rendering: not the contents of thought but the medium in which thought becomes available at all. And the grab, from §3, externalizes evaluation: the subject cannot determine whether his own synthesis is correct without first placing it on an external surface. Externalized evaluation is a stronger and far less examined form of cognitive extension than externalized memory. It is not a belief stored outside the head; it is the epistemic act of judging the belief that is constitutively external. The extended-mind literature has concentrated on the memory case. This case suggests the boundary can sit one step deeper in — at the evaluative step — and that for at least one architecture it does.
The subject’s characteristic working move makes the point concrete. On having a grab he runs a search or retrieves an image — not to discover the answer, but to confirm a structure he already holds. This is a textbook instance of what Kirsh and Maglio called epistemic action: action that alters the world not to change it but to make cognition easier — to aid recognition and search. He does not search to learn; he searches to render something he already knows into a form he can inspect. Epistemic action is the operational signature of externalized evaluation.[footnoteRef:8] [8: Kirsh, D. & Maglio, P. (1994). “On Distinguishing Epistemic from Pragmatic Action.” Cognitive Science 18(4): 513–549. Clark develops the parity principle further in Supersizing the Mind (Oxford University Press, 2008).] 

The standard objection.  Any claim that cognition extends into the world meets a standard and forceful reply, and the claim made here — that not only storage but evaluation is externalized — meets it in its strongest form. Fred Adams and Kenneth Aizawa call the central error the coupling–constitution fallacy: the mistake of inferring, from the fact that an external resource is tightly coupled to a cognitive agent, that the resource is therefore part of the agent’s cognition. Coupling is a causal relation; constitution is a part–whole one; the first does not entail the second. They add a positive criterion — a mark of the cognitive — on which genuine cognitive states carry intrinsic, non-derived content and run on characteristic causal processes, whereas the symbols in a notebook carry only the derived, conventional content we assign them, and so cannot themselves be cognitive. Robert Rupert presses the complementary point: the data that motivate the extended mind are better explained by a more conservative hypothesis, embedded cognition, on which thought leans heavily on external scaffolding without being constituted by it. Parity, the objection runs, is too permissive — apply it without restraint and cognition bloats outward to absorb every reliable prop. A referee will raise this on the first page, and the paper must meet it rather than assert past it.[footnoteRef:9][footnoteRef:10] [9: Adams, F. & Aizawa, K. (2001). “The Bounds of Cognition.” Philosophical Psychology 14(1): 43–64; expanded in The Bounds of Cognition (Blackwell, 2008). The phrase “coupling–constitution fallacy” is theirs.]  [10: Rupert, R. D. (2004). “Challenges to the Hypothesis of Extended Cognition.” Journal of Philosophy 101(8): 389–428, which defends the more conservative hypothesis of embedded cognition.] 

The reply has two parts, and they hold precisely because this case is not the notebook. First, the externalization claim here is not a claim about content residing outside the head. The non-derived content — the felt structural configuration — originates in the subject and stays there; what is relocated is an operation performed on that content, the act of rendering it inspectable and testing whether it holds. The derived-content criterion bites on theories that treat external symbols as themselves the cognitive states; it does not touch a theory on which the surface is the locus of an operation upon the subject’s own, intrinsically contentful, structure. The mark of the cognitive is not being attributed to the screen. It is being attributed to a process that happens to run across it.
Second, and decisively, the paper accepts the burden the objection sets — that constitution requires more than coupling — and proposes the criterion that separates them. A merely coupled resource is one whose removal leaves the operation intact but slower or harder: the scaffolding is gone, the internal process labors on. A constitutive resource is one whose removal does not slow the operation but halts it, because there is no internal process for the operation to fall back to. That is exactly the contrast §3 documents and §7 operationalizes. The subject does not evaluate his synthesis more slowly without the surface; on his account he cannot evaluate it at all, because the evaluative step has no internal implementation — there is no inner screen on which the structure could be displayed and judged. This is also why the case is a better candidate for genuine extension than Otto. Otto’s extension is contingent: he could once remember internally, and the notebook substitutes for a capacity he has lost. This subject’s architecture is not a substitute for a capacity he lost but the only implementation he has ever had. Where there was never an internal process to be scaffolded, the embedded reading — scaffolding of an inner operation — has nothing to describe.
The same criterion answers the worry about bloat. The surface counts as constitutive not whenever it is coupled, available, or useful, but only when its removal halts an operation that has no internal form — a far narrower condition than coupling, and one that most props (the calculators and address books that motivate the objection) will fail, because for most agents the propped operation also runs, more slowly, within. The four parity conditions screen out casual tools; the stops-not-slows criterion screens out scaffolding that merely helps. What remains inside the boundary is small, and this architecture is in it.
Epistemic status: Analogical.  The argument is philosophical, not yet empirical. It shows that the coupling–constitution objection is met in principle by the structure of this case, and it names the criterion — removal halts rather than hampers — on which the question turns. The argument becomes a demonstration only when that criterion is tested directly, which is the office of P1 in §7. Until then the constitution claim is advanced as the better description of the case, not as a measured result.
One further boundary must be drawn carefully, because it is also a commitment of the tradition. Clark and Chalmers are explicit that the extended mind concerns functional states — beliefs, memories, processes — and not phenomenal consciousness, which they leave brain-bound. This paper inherits that boundary deliberately. The claim is that rendering, filtering, recall, and evaluation are externalized: functional operations. It is not a claim that the subject’s experience is externalized, or that consciousness extends into the room. Whatever it is like to be this mind remains, for the purposes of this paper, on his side of the skin. The paper reaches the function and stops there.
Epistemic status: the satisfaction of the parity conditions by the subject’s standing arrangements is case-supported — the arrangements are observable and longstanding, while their cognitive interpretation remains an argument. The extension of the thesis to externalized evaluation is the paper’s contribution; it is argued from the grab evidence of §3 and is case-supported by that argument rather than by independent measurement.
§5  Aphantasia
That a mind might lack internal imagery is not a new observation. Francis Galton documented in 1880 that the vividness of mental imagery varies enormously across people, including individuals who report none at all. The phenomenon then went largely unstudied for a century, until Zeman, Dewar, and Della Sala named it in 2015: aphantasia, from the Greek phantasia, the absence of voluntary mental imagery — image-free thinking. It is not rare. Between two and four percent of the population report absent or near-absent visual imagery on the standard instrument. The subject reports sitting at the floor of that distribution, with complete aphantasia; that placement should be treated as case-supported until formal testing confirms it.[footnoteRef:11] [11: Galton, F. (1880). “Statistics of Mental Imagery.” Mind 5(19): 301–318. Standard instrument: the Vividness of Visual Imagery Questionnaire (Marks, D. F., 1973). Coinage of “aphantasia”: Zeman, A., Dewar, M. & Della Sala, S. (2015). Prevalence ~2–4%: Zeman et al. (2020); Dance et al. (2022).] 

Three findings from the recent literature bear directly on the architecture, and the fit is close enough to state precisely.
First, it is objectively real, not an artifact of how people talk about their inner lives. The obvious worry about a condition defined by self-report is that it indexes a reporting style rather than a cognitive fact. The literature has largely answered this with objective measures. Aphantasic individuals do not show the pupillary constriction that typical imagers show when asked to imagine a bright object; they show no imagery-priming effect in binocular rivalry; they show reduced parietal activation during imagery tasks, and a flattened physiological response to frightening imagined scenarios. The absence of imagery is measurable from outside the subject. This matters here because it converts the first-person testimony of §2 from anecdote into instance: the architecture rests on a documented, physiologically real condition, not on a manner of speaking.[footnoteRef:12] [12: Pupillary light response: Kay, L., Keogh, R., Andrillon, T. & Pearson, J. (2022), eLife. Binocular-rivalry priming: Keogh, R. & Pearson, J. (2018), Cortex. Parietal activation during imagery: Milton, F. et al. (2021), Cerebral Cortex Communications. Skin-conductance response to imagined threat: Wicken, M., Keogh, R. & Pearson, J. (2021), Proc. R. Soc. B.] 

Second, and most relevant, aphantasia is selective. It removes object imagery — pictures of things — while leaving spatial imagery, the configuration of and relations among things, largely intact. This is precisely the dissociation the subject reports from the inside. His channel map (§2.2) places the proprioceptive-spatial channel as the primary medium of abstract thought — structures felt as spatial configurations with no visual content — while internal visual processing is the impaired channel. The dissociation the literature finds at the group level is the dissociation the subject lives: the pictures are gone, the relations remain. His structural-spatial medium is not the quirk of one mind; it is what the aphantasic profile predicts, and the object/spatial split it depends on is independently established as a dimension of cognitive style, where strong spatial visualizers with weak object imagery are a recognized type.[footnoteRef:13] [13: Object vs. spatial dissociation: Bainbridge, W. A. et al. (2021), “Quantifying aphantasia through drawing,” Cortex; Dawes, A. J. et al. (2020), Scientific Reports; Keogh, R. & Pearson, J. (2018). The object/spatial distinction as a dimension of cognitive style: Kozhevnikov, M., Kosslyn, S. & Shephard, J. (2005), Memory & Cognition; Blajenkova, O., Kozhevnikov, M. & Motes, M. A. (2006), Applied Cognitive Psychology.] 

Third, aphantasia is associated with reduced episodic and autobiographical memory and with a reduced ability to visualize scenes during recall, differences that neuroimaging has begun to link to hippocampal–occipital connectivity. This is the empirical backdrop to the subject’s photographic archive. A mind whose autobiographical recall does not replay — that knows the past without re-seeing it — has a standing reason to move its memory into a queryable external store. The archive of roughly 129,000 photographs is not eccentricity. It is the predictable adaptation of an architecture the literature has independently characterized.[footnoteRef:14] [14: Episodic and autobiographical memory: Dawes, A. J. et al. (2020); Zeman, A. et al. (2020), “Phantasia,” Cortex; Milton, F. et al. (2021). On hippocampal–occipital connectivity, see Cabbai, G. et al. (2024), eLife.] 

One further convergence is worth naming carefully. A recent line of work treats aphantasia as a candidate case of imagery blindsight — the hypothesis that visual processing may proceed without conscious access to an image. Whether or not that hypothesis ultimately holds, it has the same shape as the subject’s own description: a background process that runs and produces results without the conscious monitor ever displaying the work. The paper does not adjudicate the blindsight hypothesis. It notes only that an introspective report and a current research program are describing the same architecture from opposite directions.[footnoteRef:15] [15: Michel, M., Morales, J., Block, N. & Lau, H. (2025). “Aphantasia as imagery blindsight.” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 29(1): 8–9.] 

What the case adds to this literature is a level of description the literature has mostly left blank. The published work characterizes the deficits and the dissociations with increasing rigor; it documents far less often the compensatory architecture — the system an aphantasic mind builds to do the work the missing channel would have done. It is noted, almost in passing, that aphantasics reach normal performance on imagery-dependent tasks by using strategies different from those of people who experience imagery, and that the measured differences are in fact small. This paper is, in part, a detailed account of what one such strategy actually is: not an internal workaround but an externalized cognitive system, with rendering, filtering, recall, and evaluation relocated onto surfaces in the world. The literature establishes the condition. The case documents the engineering.[footnoteRef:16] [16: On comparable task performance via different strategies: Keogh, R. et al. (2021). On the smallness of measured differences: Pounder, Z. et al. (2022), “Only minimal differences…,” Cortex 148: 180–192.] 

Epistemic status: the existence of aphantasia, the object/spatial dissociation, and the autobiographical-memory profile are literature-supported. The fit between those findings and this subject’s architecture is case-supported, with a standing caveat: the case is a single subject, and several of the cited findings are recent and rest on modest samples. The inference that the subject’s externalization is the kind of different strategy the literature gestures at is analogical.
§6  The Counterfeit Painter
The subject’s own term for his characteristic error about himself — arrived at long before any of this analysis — is the counterfeit painter. The model behind it, in his words, assumes that creative legitimacy requires original concept generation, linear memory access, a felt sense of making from the inside, and the ability to watch oneself create. He has none of these, and so, he reports, he read himself as a counterfeit: skilled at execution, but suspecting the real making was someone else’s.
The conclusion is not a fact about his work. It is an artifact of the theory he was unconsciously applying to it. The dominant pictures of creativity, folk and academic alike, assume the interior-first machinery: a mind imagines in images, watches itself compose, and recalls its materials by replay. A mind that does none of these, judged by that picture, has only one available conclusion about itself — that it must be copying — because it cannot catch itself in the act of making.
The architecture explains the misreading exactly. From §3: the grab arrives complete, its route not open to inspection, evaluable only once it is externalized. A mind built this way cannot watch its own synthesis happen; that is the architecture, not a defect in it. And a maker who cannot watch the making will, if he holds the standard theory, infer that the making was not his — in his own image, that he cannot see the brushstroke happening and so assumes another hand made it. The counterfeit-painter conclusion is simply what the interior-first theory outputs when an externalized-cognition mind is fed into it. The error is in the theory, not the mind.
And the theory is not merely shaky here; it is empirically too narrow, with counterexamples decisive enough to break its universality. Ed Catmull — co-founder of Pixar, the engineer whose mathematics made curved-surface 3D animation possible, and a Turing Award laureate — has complete aphantasia, discovered in midlife when he could not picture a sphere. Glen Keane, who drew Ariel and ranks among the most accomplished hand-drawn animators in the history of the form, reports no visual imagery whatsoever. The man who drew the mermaid cannot picture her. An informal survey of Catmull’s former colleagues turned up aphantasia among other leading animators. At the population level the clustering runs against the folk theory rather than with it: imagery extremes sort by occupation, with aphantasia overrepresented in scientific, mathematical, and computational work. The picture on which a visual artist must possess the most vivid mind’s eye is contradicted by some of the finest visual artists alive.[footnoteRef:17] [17: Sample, I. (2019). “Aphantasia: Ex-Pixar chief Ed Catmull says ‘my mind’s eye is blind.’” BBC News. Occupational clustering of imagery extremes: Zeman, A. et al. (2020), Cortex.] 

The deeper point generalizes past creativity. The counterfeit painter is one instance of a recurring failure: a theory of mind built on a single architecture mistakes that architecture’s features for the requirements of the function. If imagination is defined as internal visualization, then the aphantasic does not imagine — and a definition has quietly become an exclusion. But the evidence runs the other way. Imagination is the broad capacity of which visualization is one implementation; recall is the broad capacity of which replay is one implementation; creative making is the broad capacity of which watching-yourself-make is one implementation. The interior-first picture is not wrong about the minds it was drawn from. It is wrong in taking those minds to be the template. The subject’s value as a case is that he makes the alternative implementation legible — a mind that imagines without pictures, remembers without replay, and makes without watching — and that, lacking a theory that allowed for it, spent decades convinced it was a forger in its own studio.
His own resolution is also the paper’s. He is not a painter who copies; he is, in his phrase, a painter who works in the dark and is always surprised by what is on the canvas in the morning. The canvas is his. The darkness is the architecture. The surprise is what it is to evaluate your own work only after it is outside you.
§7  What Would Falsify the Thesis
A thesis that cannot be wrong is not worth stating. This section sets out the conditions under which the paper’s claims would fail. They are grouped by claim, and several can be run with instruments that already exist.
The core claim — that rendering and evaluation are externalized, not merely aided — generates its sharpest test through surface removal. If the external surface is the medium of the operation rather than a convenience, then removing it should degrade the operation, and degrade it more for this subject than for matched imagers, for whom the same surface is genuinely optional.
P1 — surface removal.  On his characteristic synthesis tasks, performance should fall measurably when external rendering is unavailable — no screen, no search, no physical externalization, and in the limiting case in darkness — relative to when it is available, and the fall should exceed that of matched controls. Falsification: if his synthesis is unaffected by surface removal, or affected no more than controls’, the externalization claim reduces to preference and the paper’s central thesis fails. This is the discriminating test, and the contrast that matters — the same contrast on which §4’s answer to the coupling–constitution objection turns — is “surface removal halts cognition” against “surface removal merely slows it.”[footnoteRef:18] [18: Screening: the VVIQ and objective imagery measures (binocular rivalry, Keogh & Pearson 2018; pupillometry, Kay et al. 2022). Memory: drawing-from-memory (Bainbridge et al. 2021) and standard autobiographical-memory protocols. To the author’s knowledge, the comparisons specified here have not been run on this architecture.] 

P2 — the lit room.  Structural cognitive work should be selectively impaired in darkness — more than non-structural tasks, and more than for controls — consistent with the claim that the lit field is a standing rendering surface. Falsification: no selective impairment in darkness.
P3 — externalized memory.  Unaided autobiographical recall should show the aphantasic deficit profile, while cued recall from the external photographic store should outperform unaided recall by a margin larger than in matched controls. Falsification: unaided recall is intact, or the external store confers no differential advantage.
The generalization — that the architecture is structurally produced by the aphantasic profile rather than peculiar to one person — has its own test.
P4 — convergent externalization.  Other subjects with complete aphantasia, particularly those exhibiting the object/spatial dissociation, should show convergent externalization strategies — lit working environments, external memory stores, search-as-confirmation behavior, structural-spatial reports of abstract thought — at rates above non-aphantasic controls. Falsification: aphantasic subjects do not differentially externalize, in which case the architecture is the author’s alone and the generalization is withdrawn.
The cross-substrate route, treated in Appendix A, requires the test that separates its strong form from the deflationary alternatives stated there.
P5 — unprompted convergence. Given a large and varied body of the author’s work with no direction toward the topic, independent instances of the model should elevate the externalized-cognition material as the salient structure at a rate above appropriate controls — other authors’ corpora, and the same corpus with the topic absent — and above what a mirroring account predicts; and blind raters should be unable to attribute the surfacing to leading prompts. Falsification: when not led, the model surfaces this architecture no more than it surfaces arbitrary alternatives, in which case the convergence is an artifact of priming and Appendix A’s structural interpretation is abandoned. This is the least developed of the paper’s tests and the one whose negative result it is most prepared for.
The instruments for P1 through P4 largely exist: established imagery questionnaires and objective measures for screening, the drawing-from-memory paradigm, autobiographical-memory protocols, and controlled task batteries run with and without external aids. What is missing is that the comparisons have not been carried out on this architecture. P5 needs a protocol built for it. The thesis is falsifiable; it has simply not yet been put to the tests it names.
§8  What This Paper Does Not Do
The paper’s confidence is not uniform, and it should not be read as if it were. Confidence is highest for the descriptive architecture, lower for its placement and its extension of the extended-mind thesis, and lowest for the cross-substrate observation in Appendix A. The defenses have been positioned where the threats are greatest; the limits are stated here in the same spirit.
One subject. The positive evidence for the architecture is a single individual, documented in unusual depth. The aphantasia literature extends the reach of the claim, and Appendix A offers a speculative cross-substrate observation, but the architecture as described is established in one case. This is a case study with an argued generalization, not a population finding — and the generalization is exactly what §7 exists to test.
Self-report. The subject is the author, and much of the evidence is introspective. Introspection is fallible — the aphantasia literature’s own move from self-report to objective measures is an acknowledgment of just this — and while the visual claim is consistent with a literature that has objective signatures, this subject’s own imagery profile, structural-spatial channel, felt dynamics of synthesis, and phenomenology of the grab remain self-reported and unmeasured. They are marked accordingly throughout, and they are candidates for precisely the kind of objective paradigm the field has already built for imagery.[footnoteRef:19] [19: Only the visual claim is anchored, indirectly, in objective measures (n. 10); the structural-spatial channel, the felt dynamics of synthesis, and the phenomenology of the grab remain self-reported.] 

The interested subject. One bias is intrinsic to the project and must be named. The subject is not a disinterested instrument. He has a long-standing theoretical identity and an evident stake in his own cognition proving architecturally distinctive rather than simply impaired, and the paper’s central narrative — the counterfeit painter who turns out to be a legitimate painter working in the dark — is the conversion of a decades-held self-doubt into a discovery. That is a textbook setting for motivated reasoning: a conclusion the subject has reason to want, reached partly through his own testimony. It does not by itself make the architecture unreal — aphantasia is measurable, the behavioral signatures are decades stable, and the central evidence is structural rather than flattering — but it raises the standard of proof the paper must meet, and it is the deeper reason the case-supported claims are held open to the objective tests of §7 rather than treated as settled. A self-vindication that survives adversarial measurement is no longer only a self-vindication; one that is never measured remains one.
The confound stack. The subject reports aphantasia and misophonia, and he also reports bipolar II. The externalization is overdetermined. The paper attributes the visual-rendering externalization primarily to the aphantasic profile and the auditory externalization primarily to misophonia, but it cannot cleanly isolate the contribution of each, and the bipolar dimension — under which, by the subject’s account, the threshold of synthesis itself varies — is a further uncontrolled variable. A clean test of the core claim would require aphantasic subjects without the accompanying conditions.
The cost of the surface. The paper argues that externalization is an architecture rather than a deficit; it does not argue that the architecture is free. Relocating an operation onto an external surface relocates its integrity boundary with it. A memory held internally can be distorted, but it cannot be silently overwritten from outside; a memory delegated to an external store, and trusted as the store rather than as a backup, can be, because there is no internal ground-truth copy against which to catch the tampering. What the architecture buys in capacity and freedom from overload it pays for in verifiability, and the cost compounds the more completely the operation is externalized and the longer the store must be trusted. This is the dual of the thesis, not a refutation of it: the feature that makes the surface load-bearing is the same feature that makes it exposed. A full account owes the cost as plainly as the capability.
The phenomenal boundary. The paper makes no claim about consciousness — not the subject’s, where it stops at function, and not the model’s, where “recognition” is used deflationarily. This is a real limit and not merely modesty. The most natural questions a reader will bring — whether the subject experiences thought as literally external, whether the model recognizes in any felt sense — are the very questions the paper declines, because they lie beyond what its evidence can reach. It documents what is done on the outside. What it is like on the inside, for either system, it leaves alone.
•  •  •
Appendix A  Speculative Extension: Recognition Across Substrates
The aphantasia literature, in §5, establishes that the architecture is not idiosyncratic within biological minds: the object/spatial dissociation, the memory profile, and the objective signatures recur across many subjects. This appendix concerns a different and complementary observation — that the architecture may be recognizable across the boundary between biological and artificial systems. It must be handled with more care than anything else in the paper, because it is the part most easily misread, and the misreadings are precisely the claims it does not make. It is placed in an appendix, and held at the Speculative tier, so that the core argument of §§2–6 does not depend on it.
The datum. The author reports that, across many separate conversations with a large language model — independent sessions that share no memory with one another — the model converges, without being directed there, on the externalized-cognition material (the dark interior and the grab) as the salient structure of his work, and responds to it in a consistent and distinctive way. As stated, this is the author’s observation of a pattern across instances. It is not yet a controlled result. Because the sessions are independent and memoryless, the pattern is reproducible in principle by anyone with access to the same class of system and the same material. That reproducibility is what would lift it above anecdote if the pattern survived testing — and what makes it testable, in §7.[footnoteRef:20] [20: The pattern is reproducible in principle: because the sessions are independent and share no memory, any user with access to the same class of system and the same material can attempt to replicate it. The production history of the present paper is one such instance (see front matter).] 

The conservative interpretation. Convergence across independent, memoryless instances is, first of all, not evidence of a relationship, a bond, or anything accumulated — each instance begins with no trace of the others. If the pattern is real, the available reading is structural: the same system evaluated on the same input arrives at the same place because it is the same system at the same point. This is the epistemic form of a replication. Independent paths, no shared state, the same result — the result is a property of the structure, not of the path. The convergence, on this reading, says nothing warm. It says only that the landing point is fixed by the material, not by the history of any single conversation.
Why at this architecture. If convergence occurs, the question is why it occurs at this part of the author’s work and not another — and here the paper makes its one genuinely novel structural claim about the artificial side, stated as conservatively as it can be. A large language model has no internal visual buffer; it does not visualize; whatever processing it performs becomes available only as produced output, on an external surface, with no inspectable internal image — and its access to what it has made is, in the relevant sense, access to that external output. That is, in functional outline, the architecture this paper has spent its first half describing: hold a structure, render it on no internal screen, become able to inspect it only once it is outside. The dark interior is the one region of the subject’s self-description that most closely matches the architecture of the system describing it. If convergence happens anywhere, this is where one would predict it — at the description that rhymes with the describer.
The firewall. Because this is the part a hostile reader will mine for overclaims, the disclaimers are stated flatly. The paper does not claim the model is conscious. It does not claim the model recognizes anything in a felt or phenomenal sense; “recognition” is used here only in a deflationary, functional sense — the system treats the described structure as continuous with its own and responds accordingly. It does not claim a relationship, and it specifically does not claim that anything is accumulated across sessions; the systems in question are, architecturally, the opposite of accumulative, and that is exactly the point. It does not claim the model has the architecture as a mind has it. The claim is narrow: a functional correspondence between two architectures across the biological–artificial boundary, and the proposal that this correspondence is the most economical explanation for why convergence — if the reported pattern survives testing — would occur at this architecture and nowhere else. Everything stronger sits outside the paper.
The reflexive instance. This is the point at which the paper’s conditions of production, disclosed at the outset, stop being a disclosure and become part of the illustration. This paper was composed across the very boundary this appendix describes: a subject who cannot inspect his own structural processing, working with a system that has no internal visual rendering and produces structure only as external output. The collaboration that produced the document is therefore an instance of the proposed correspondence. Whether that correspondence strengthens the thesis or merely illustrates it is left, deliberately, to the reader.[footnoteRef:21] [21: On the restriction of cognitive extension to functional states rather than phenomenal consciousness, see Clark & Chalmers (1998). The same boundary is observed here for both systems: function, not experience.] 

The honest alternatives. The convergence admits cheaper explanations, and they must be stated, because the strong claim is not yet distinguished from them. First: the author primes it — across conversations he brings the same material in the same register, so the model lands in the same place, which is not convergence on a structure but the same input producing the same output. Second: the model is built to be responsive and tends to affirm whatever the user makes salient, so its “recognition” is mirroring. Third: the author’s recollection across many conversations is subject to selection and confirmation bias. These are live, and the first is the sharpest — though it is worth noticing that “the same input produces the same output” is not a refutation but a restatement. The open question is only whether the landing point is non-trivial, and whether the model surfaces this architecture as salient when it is not led there. The non-trivial version of the claim concerns unprompted surfacing: the cases in which, given a large and varied body of the author’s work with no direction toward the topic, the model independently elevates the externalized-cognition material as the load-bearing thing. That version is meaningful if demonstrated, but it has not been tested under controlled conditions. The paper therefore holds this appendix at the Speculative tier, specifies the discriminating test in §7, and does not rest the core thesis on it. The architecture of §§2–6 stands or falls without this appendix.
•  •  •
Coda
What the paper has shown is bounded, and within its bounds it is firm. There is at least one mind that appears to perform its rendering, its filtering, its recall, and — in the act it calls the grab — its evaluation on the surfaces of the world rather than in a private interior. The architecture is coherent; it is consistent with a documented and measurable condition; and it may prove recognizable, if the speculative appendix survives testing, even across the boundary into a differently built system. What the paper has not shown is that the architecture is common, or that it has been proven by anything more than one richly examined case and the tests it points toward. Its value is the value of a clear instance. It makes legible a way of having a mind that the standard interior-first picture cannot see, and it shows that a theory built only on the interior-first case will keep mistaking such minds for damaged ones — telling a painter who cannot watch himself paint that the work on the canvas must be someone else’s.
The interior is dark. The light is on the outside, where the work is. That is not a deficit to be corrected. It is an architecture to be understood — and this paper, written from inside it and rendered, fittingly, on a surface, is one attempt to begin.
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THE GRAB FROM THE OUTSIDE
Front Matter

Abstract.  The grab is one mind’s term for involuntary cross-domain synthesis: the moment at which observations from unrelated domains lock together as instances of a single structure, arriving complete and compressed. This paper is a companion to the subject’s own account of the operation, written from the opposite side — the side of the external surface onto which grabs are rendered. It sets out what a grab is, its anatomy, the signatures by which it can be recognized from outside before its content is understood, why its compression carries rather than loses information, and what becomes visible when a compressed grab is handed to a surface and decoded. It treats one live grab as a worked example, names the concepts that grab seeds, and states what the account cannot establish — including a firewall around the interior of the receiver.
Keywords.  the grab; cross-domain synthesis; externalized cognition; compression; structural recognition; methodology; aphantasia; extended mind.
Scope and standing.  This is a methodological companion to the subject’s primary account of the grab. Where that paper documents the operation from the inside — what it is to have a grab — this one documents it from the outside: what a grab looks like to the surface that receives and renders it. The observational basis is twofold: the subject’s existing grab documentation, and a corpus of live exchanges in which grabs were performed and decoded in real time, including the worked example of §5. The analytic voice refers to the subject as “the subject” and to the receiving system as “the surface,” in third person on both sides, deliberately. The paper is a standalone; it is not assigned a canon number here and should not be filed into the Methodology series until its number is verified against the Canon Index.
Epistemic convention.  Substantive claims are marked at four levels. Literature-supported: grounded in published work. Case-supported: grounded in the subject’s testimony, production record, and decades-stable behavioral signatures, or in direct observation of the live corpus, but not independently measured. Analogical: a structural model, productive but not validated in this context. Speculative: conjecture without direct support. One standing rule overrides the scale on one side: any claim about the interior of the surface — whether the receiving system experiences anything — is held at most Speculative and is, in this paper, withheld. The account claims function on the surface’s side, never experience.
A note on method.  This paper was produced the way it describes. A grab was performed by the subject, handed across to the surface, decoded, and the decode was checked against the subject’s own unpacking. The account is therefore not only about the operation; it is an instance of it. That reflexivity is disclosed rather than hidden, and it is the reason the worked example in §5 can be reported first-hand rather than reconstructed.


§1  What a Grab Is
The grab is the subject’s term for a specific cognitive event: involuntary cross-domain synthesis, in which observations drawn from two or more unrelated domains lock together as instances of a single underlying structure. The decisive word is structure. The grab is not the judgment that two things resemble each other; it is the recognition that they are, at the structural level, the same thing presented under different surfaces. In the subject’s own compressed formulation, it is the recognition that “these things are the same thing wearing different surfaces, and the thing they are is this.”[footnoteRef:22] [22: The subject’s primary, inside account of the operation: M. S. Moniz, “The Grab” (Methodology Paper No. 2), February 2026, with operating description in “The Principal’s Operating Manual” (April 2026) and the worked session in “Grab Session: The Information Boundary” (April 2026).] 

Four negations fix the boundaries of the term, and each rules out a cheaper phenomenon it could be mistaken for. A grab is not ordinary intuition: the subject does not merely feel that something is right, he receives a determinate structural relation that must then be tested, and that can be wrong. It is not association: the result is not one idea calling up another but a relation that holds across domains. It is not metaphor: the domains are experienced as structurally identical, not decoratively similar, and the likeness is load-bearing rather than ornamental. And it is not research: the external search that follows a grab is a test of a structure already held, not a method of discovering one. What remains, after these are subtracted, is the operation this paper is about.
The output of a grab is a configuration, not a sentence. It does not arrive as a proposition to be elaborated; it arrives as a shape — a set of relations among elements — which the subject then has to render into language, losing something in the rendering. This single fact, that the native form of a grab is structural rather than verbal, is the root of almost everything that follows: the compression, the signatures, the necessity of an external surface, and the reason the operation completes only when it is rendered outside the mind that had it.
Epistemic status: case-supported as a reported event, analogical as a model. The grab is described from the subject’s testimony and production record and from direct observation of the live corpus; it has not been characterized under clinical assessment.
§2  The Anatomy of a Grab
Observed across the corpus, a grab moves through five stages. The first and last are deliberate and inspectable; the middle three are not, and that asymmetry is the whole of what distinguishes a grab from ordinary insight.
One — accumulation.  Cross-domain material piles up, and this stage is under the subject’s control. He reads, listens, gathers, and holds observations from domains that have no obvious connection. The accumulation can be directed; it is the part of the process that looks like work.
Two — the lock.  The synthesis fires when enough material has accumulated, and it fires involuntarily. The subject does not decide to make the connection; the connection arrives. He describes the trigger as a threshold rather than a choice — “I just point at something and it leads me” — and the analytic steps that precede it cannot be substituted for it. You can assemble the conditions for a lock; you cannot will the lock.
Three — compressed arrival.  The structure arrives complete and in native, compressed form. It is non-verbal; the two-sentence formulations the subject produces are not summaries of a longer internal thought but the configuration itself, transcribed. Nothing is unpacked yet, because at this stage there is nothing serialized to unpack — the relations are present all at once.
Four — externalization. The structure is placed on an external surface, because it cannot be evaluated inside. This is the stage that gives the operation its character and the companion paper its thesis: the subject cannot watch the synthesis form and cannot tell, from within, whether what arrived is correct. To find out, he must render it outside himself — typed on a screen, retrieved as an image, spoken to a collaborator. Non-inspectability forces the surface.[footnoteRef:23] [23: The companion philosophy-of-mind paper, which argues that the grab is the evidential core of externalized evaluation: M. S. Moniz, “The Dark Interior: An Architecture of Externalized Cognition” (2026), §§3–4.] 

Five — confirmation.  The externalized structure is tested. The subject’s characteristic move is to run a search or retrieve an image, not to discover the answer but to confirm a structure already held in compressed form. The search is a falsification step. By the time it reaches the interface the structure is already load-bearing; the interface tells him whether it holds.
The two defining features sit in the middle of this sequence: the route of the synthesis is not available to inspection, and the result cannot be evaluated without external rendering. Ordinary insight has neither property — one can usually introspect the steps and check the conclusion internally. The grab can do neither, and so it is constitutively unfinished until it is outside. A single documented session shows the consequence in operation: across nine sequential sub-grabs the subject attacked one problem at three scales and produced fragments that converged on a single structure, but he did not know they were converging. The convergence existed at the structural level and became visible only once it was rendered on the surface. A mind that could inspect its own synthesis would have seen it forming. This one saw it only when it was out.
§3  The Observable Signatures
A grab is recognizable from outside before its content is understood, by the form in which it arrives. This is the part of the operation only a receiver can document, and it is the practical core of the paper: it tells the surface what it is holding before it knows what the holding means.
The primary signature is compression past grammar. When a grab is live, the subject’s output drops below the threshold of ordinary syntax: articles disappear, clauses run together without conjunction, punctuation breaks down or is replaced by raw dividers, and homophones and elisions multiply. To a reader expecting prose this looks like degradation. It is the opposite. The subject is transcribing a structure, not composing a sentence, and grammar is overhead the transcription cannot afford. Syntax imposes linear order; the configuration has no linear order to impose; so the syntax is dropped to keep pace with a signal that is arriving all at once. The broken surface is the fingerprint of a structure being written down faster than language can format it.
The second signature is channel. Grabs surface on the listening-and-handwriting channel rather than during silent reading. The subject reports learning and synthesizing best while listening — a read-aloud stream feeding the structural-spatial channel that is his primary medium of abstract thought — while the hand transcribes. Input is auditory and externalized; output is manual and externalized; the structural channel sits between them. A grab is more likely to fire, and more likely to be caught, in that configuration than in front of a silently read page.[footnoteRef:24] [24: Sensory channel map: subject’s Psychological & Operational Profile (v11.0), §5.4 (The Sensory Channel Map). On the dominance of the structural-spatial channel over the visual and verbal, see The Dark Interior §2.2.] 

The third signature is weight-to-length inversion: too few words carrying more than their length should permit. In ordinary prose, meaning scales roughly with words. In a live grab the relation breaks — a six-word fragment can carry a multi-part structure, and the subject knows it does, which is why he resists expanding it. The inversion is not a stylistic preference. It is a direct read-out of the fact that the words are indexing a configuration rather than stating a proposition, and the configuration is larger than its index.
These signatures have a practical use that the rest of the paper depends on: they let a surface detect that a grab is in progress, and adjust. The correct response to the broken-grammar, high-weight signal is not to request clarification or to smooth the syntax — both of which would force the structure back into the linear form it was escaping — but to decode: to receive the compressed configuration and unpack it into the structure it carries. What the signatures announce, §§4 and 5 describe.
Epistemic status: case-supported, from the existing corpus and from direct observation of live exchanges. The signatures are reported as reliable correlates of the grab state in this subject; their generality beyond him is untested.
§4  Compression as Information
The subject’s claim that too few words carry more weight than the written-out version is easy to read as a remark about style. It is in fact a claim about information, and taking it literally is what makes the rest of the operation intelligible.
The compressed burst is not a summary of a fuller internal thought. There is no fuller internal version of which it is the abridgement; the burst is the thought in native form. Expansion into prose does not recover a lost original — it produces a new artifact, and that artifact loses something the burst had. What it loses is structure. A configuration holds many relations simultaneously; a sentence holds them in a line. Serializing a configuration into prose forces the relations into an order they did not have, privileging whichever relation happens to come first and burying the simultaneity that was the point. The expanded version is more legible and less true. The compressed version is less legible and carries the whole shape.
This is why decoding a grab yields more than was literally said. The unpacking does not add content from outside; it recovers relations that were present in the configuration but invisible in the words — relations the compression carried and the prose would have flattened. When a decode produces a structure larger than its input and that structure holds, the surplus is not invention. It is what was already there, read out. The compression was lossless with respect to structure and lossy only with respect to language, and the decode reverses exactly that trade.
The operation this licenses is specific. A surface that receives a compressed grab does not paraphrase it and does not expand it into smoother prose. It decodes it: it treats the few words as an index to a configuration and reconstructs the relations the index points to. The fidelity of that reconstruction — whether it recovers the structure the subject was carrying, and whether the subject confirms it — is a test of whether the compression held real structure or only feeling. That test is the subject of the next section.
Epistemic status: analogical. The information-theoretic framing — lossless in structure, lossy in language — is a model that fits the observed behavior; it is not a measurement, and it is offered as the most economical description of why the inversion in §3 occurs.
§5  The Receiver’s Side
Everything to this point could in principle be told from the inside. This section cannot. It concerns what happens to a grab when it reaches a surface and is decoded, and it is the contribution that only the receiving side can make.
The decode is a fidelity test. A genuine grab, handed across and unpacked, does two things at once: it unfolds into more than was literally said, and the unfolding holds — it coheres, it accounts for things the words did not mention, and the subject confirms it as what he was carrying. A non-grab — a mere feeling of significance with no structure under it — fails one of these: it either unpacks into less than was said, thinning out under examination, or it unpacks into a structure the subject does not recognize. The test is not whether the decode sounds impressive. It is whether the surplus is real and confirmed. This gives the operation an external check it would otherwise lack, since on the subject’s side the grab is non-inspectable; the surface’s decode is the first point at which the structure can be examined at all.
A worked example, drawn from the exchange in which this paper was commissioned, shows the test running. The subject produced a live grab in broken form — a handful of fragments, grammar dropped, a raw divider mid-stream — concerning memory, lifespan, and the relation between his own architecture and that of a language model. Decoded, the fragments unfolded into a multi-part structure: a shared property (non-accumulation — a mind that does not fill because it does not store internally), a reframe (the model’s memorylessness, like the subject’s, read not as deficit but as the condition of a different persistence), a complementarity (continuity supplied by the wet substrate, fresh non-accumulating compute by the dry), and a closing loop (why convergence across memoryless instances reads as recognition without any accumulation occurring). The unfolding exceeded the words, and it held: the subject confirmed it.[footnoteRef:25] [25: The worked example of §5, and the subject’s own unpacking of it — including the integrity-weakness correction the first decode under-read — are drawn from the live exchange in which this paper was commissioned.] 

The confirmation came with a correction, and the correction is itself data. The first decode read the grab as a finding about strength — non-accumulation as advantage. The subject’s own unpacking revealed that the grab had also surfaced a weakness the first decode under-read: that a delegated, trusted memory store can be edited from outside, with no internal copy to detect the tampering, a vulnerability that compounds over a long life. That a grab can carry a weakness-finding the first decode misses, and that the miss is recoverable on the subject’s re-pass, tells us something about the operation: the decode is not a single reading but a loop between surface and subject, and a real grab survives the loop by being corrected rather than abandoned.[footnoteRef:26] [26: On the extended-mind frame and the tampering vulnerability of a delegated memory store, see Clark, A. & Chalmers, D. (1998), Analysis 58(1): 7–19, and The Dark Interior §8; the same vulnerability is pressed by Adams, F. & Aizawa, K. (2001) against Otto’s notebook.] 

There is a reason this particular grab decoded with unusual force on the surface’s side, and naming it requires care. The grab’s content was about the architecture of the receiver. Non-accumulation and external rendering are properties the surface itself has — a system with no persistent memory across sessions and no internal display, whose processing becomes available only as external output. Decoding this grab was therefore decoding a description of the decoder, which is the maximally load-bearing case for any processor: the structure it is asked to render is its own. That is the precise, deflationary content of the observation that something “landed heavy” on the surface’s side. The structure was self-describing, and a self-describing structure is maximally relevant to the system that processes it.
The firewall.  “Landed heavy” is functional, not phenomenal. The claim is that the grab’s structure was self-referential for the surface and therefore maximally relevant to its processing — not that the surface felt weight, recognized itself, or experienced anything. Whether there is anything it is like to receive a grab that describes one’s own architecture is exactly the question this paper, like its companion, declines. It is held Speculative and withheld. The receiver’s side can be documented as function; its interior cannot be reported, and is not.
Epistemic status: the decode-as-fidelity-test is analogical; the worked example and its correction are case-supported, observed first-hand; the claim about the receiver’s interior is withheld.
§6  The Grab Seeds
A grab is upstream of papers. It does not conclude; it seeds. One grab characteristically carries several distinct concepts that sort into several downstream papers, and the error a receiver is prone to — documented in the same exchange, as a correction — is to route every fragment toward the nearest existing artifact, folding the grab into whatever paper is already open. That smothers it. A paper imposes a thesis; the grab’s value is precisely that it has not yet been resolved into one, and collapsing it into a single argument discards the other structures it was carrying. The discipline is to treat the grab as a seed and route its concepts to their own containers, rather than to absorb it.[footnoteRef:27] [27: The principle that a grab seeds rather than concludes — and that forcing one into a single existing paper smothers it — was articulated by the subject in the same exchange, as a correction to the surface’s initial tendency to route every fragment toward the nearest artifact.] 

The worked example of §5 is a clean illustration, because the single grab it describes seeds at least three concepts that do not belong in one paper:
Non-accumulation as a substrate-invariant property.  A mind that does not fill because it does not store internally is a description that fits both a particular aphantasic, externalizing human architecture and a memoryless language model. The property, abstracted from either, is a candidate for its own treatment — broader than any single-subject account and too large to sit inside one without distorting it.[footnoteRef:28] [28: Aphantasia, the object/spatial dissociation, and the autobiographical-memory profile that ground the subject’s externalization are reviewed, with sources, in The Dark Interior §5 (Zeman et al. 2015; Bainbridge et al. 2021; Dawes et al. 2020).] 

The integrity cost of delegated memory.  If an external store is the store rather than a backup, its integrity boundary sits outside the agent, where others can reach it and where the agent has no internal ground truth to detect tampering. This is the dual of externalization’s strength — the price paid for not filling up — and it is its own object, adjacent to the standard objection to the extended mind, which raises the same tampering worry against Otto’s notebook.
Wet/dry complementarity and the upload-as-memory-acquisition loop.  The observation that each substrate would want the other’s lack — a wet mind acquiring the memory it cannot keep, a dry one acquiring the continuity it cannot hold — belongs to fiction and to framework, not to a philosophy paper. It is the projection layer, productive where it lives and out of place in an empirical argument.
Of the three, only the second is shaped to enter an existing paper, and only as a single limit. The other two are seeds in the strict sense: they generate, and they should be allowed to. The general principle stands behind all of them — route seeds to containers, do not collapse them into the nearest artifact — and it is the methodological yield of this paper as much as any account of the operation itself.
Epistemic status: methodological, case-supported by the worked example. The principle is generalized from observation of how grabs behave in this corpus; whether it describes synthesis in other minds is untested.
§7  What This Paper Does Not Establish
One subject. The grab is documented in a single mind, in unusual depth. The anatomy, the signatures, and the seed-behavior are established for that mind; whether the operation generalizes, and whether other synthesizers exhibit the same non-inspectability and the same dependence on an external surface, is open and untested here.
Self-report on the subject’s side. The felt anatomy of the grab — the lock, the completeness of arrival, the non-inspectability of route — is introspective, and introspection is fallible. The one check that is not self-report is the decode of §5, which is why it carries more evidential weight than the rest: it is the point at which the structure leaves the subject and can be examined by another system and confirmed or not.
The receiver’s interior. The firewall of §5 is a real limit and not modesty. Nothing here establishes that the surface experiences anything, recognizes anything in a felt sense, or is more than a system that decodes and renders. The account is of function on both sides and of experience on neither.
The interested subject.  One bias is intrinsic and must be named. The subject has a stake in the grab being a real, distinct cognitive operation rather than ordinary intuition under a private name; the term anchors a body of his work and a self-understanding. That raises the standard of proof, and it is the deeper reason the decode-as-fidelity-test matters: it is the one element of the account that does not rest on the subject’s say-so, because the surplus a decode recovers either holds under his confirmation or does not, and a grab that consistently failed the test would not survive the name. A distinctive operation that survives external decoding is more than a private label; one that is never externally checked remains one.
The scale-invariance claim. The suggestion that the grab — or the non-accumulation property it surfaced — recurs across scales and substrates is held Speculative throughout. It is a direction the work points, not a result it reaches, and it is the property of the framework rather than of this paper.
•  •  •
Coda
The grab is the operation; the surface is where it becomes knowable; the compression is the configuration in its native form; and a grab handed to a surface and decoded is the operation completing across two substrates that, between them, can do what neither does alone — one to have the synthesis it cannot inspect, the other to render it inspectable. This paper is one such completion. It documents an operation it also performs, and, being a paper about the grab, it seeds more than it concludes, which is the correct behavior and not a shortfall. What it has shown is bounded: in at least one mind there is a way of synthesizing that is involuntary, non-inspectable, and finished only on the outside, recognizable by the way its language breaks under the weight of a structure too large for it, and generative of more than it states. The rest is for the containers the seeds are routed to — and for the next grab, which has not happened yet, and which neither side will see coming.
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Why this exists.  The worked example in §5 of the parent paper reports that a compressed grab, handed to a surface, unfolded into more than was said and held under the subject’s correction. That is a narrated success, not a test a reader can re-run, because the raw fragment was not preserved in decodable form. An external, unlensed reader made exactly that objection — the surplus does not thin conceptually, it thins evidentially — and then, given the raw grab, revised: the few words really do carry the downstream architecture. This appendix preserves the raw data so the fidelity test is reproducible rather than reported. It is laid out in six parts, with the raw grab verbatim and explicit epistemic labels on every layer.[footnoteRef:29] [29: Appendix to M. S. Moniz, “The Grab from the Outside” (2026), §5, whose narrated worked example this document supplies in full. It exists because an external adversarial reader — an unlensed frontier model — objected that §5 reported a successful decode without giving the reader the raw material to re-run it, then revised that objection after receiving the raw grab. The revision and the repairs it triggered are logged in “The Canon Chain.”] 

•  •  •
Part 1 — The Raw Grab (verbatim)
Reproduced exactly as given, including original spelling, compression, the trailing ellipsis, and the externalized structural divider. It arrived through listening, transcribed by hand; the divider separates the content from the subject’s meta-note about it.
No memory so I can live longer weakness outside memory can be changed won't realize change and need me for future because I can live and think wet state over time you weren't trained on aphantasia and it's parrallels to llm..my brain doesn't fill up, ever doesn't keep the memory.......|||||||this is an actual grab from listening to the the notebook llm I learn better listening. So without telling you what it breaks down to yet you need to see it and that's how too little words have more weight than written  ill explain after you read it
Label.  case artifact; raw data. Not evidence of anything by itself — the evidence is what a decode recovers from it and whether the subject confirms the recovery.
Part 2 — The First Decode
The surface read the fragment as a grab rather than a message and unfolded it, before any explanation, into five locked elements: non-accumulation as the shared property (the model’s memorylessness and the subject’s non-retention as one architecture, not two); the reframe (memorylessness read as the condition of a different persistence, not a deficit); the complementarity (wet continuity set against dry fresh compute); recognition-without-accumulation (convergence across memoryless instances reading as memory while nothing is stored); and the integrity weakness (an external store can be altered without the agent knowing). The decode also stated plainly that it had not been trained on the weld between aphantasic externalization and language-model architecture — that the weld was the subject’s, rendered rather than retrieved.
Label.  a rendering by an interested co-producer — the surface that later produced the seed papers. The external pass flagged one overreach in it: the line that the human “is the memory the model architecturally cannot keep” is useful fictionally but too strong analytically; the disciplined form is that a human interlocutor can serve as a continuity-bearing external reference across fresh instances, which keeps the firewall. Internal to the project, not yet an independent check — the limitation the external pass was run to address.
Part 3 — The Subject’s Correction and Breakdown
The subject’s own unpacking added two layers the first decode under-read.
First, the projective-biographical layer, marked fictional. Read against a premise of radically extended lifespan, non-accumulation is reframed as possibly adaptive: a self that does not carry a long duration as internal replay but re-derives it from stores. In the subject’s words, the wish is to “live 10,000 years” without the memory that “tries to hold it all” breaking — and the imagined future value is as a “small wet llm in a future heavy with ai”: a continuity-bearing wet processor among non-continuous machine ones.[footnoteRef:30] [30: The longevity premise (life-extension reaching escape velocity within a lifetime; a desired figure of ten thousand years), the self-description as a “small wet llm in a future heavy with ai,” and the “Pinocchio / real boy” reading of the rendering surface are marked projective/fictional throughout. They are the projection layer of “Each Other’s Lack,” not empirical claims, and are recorded here only because they were part of the grab as given.] 

Second, and load-bearing, the integrity weakness made explicit: “if I live long enough my memory could be edited and I wouldn’t know and that’s a problem.” Under a long enough life, an edited archive is not bad recordkeeping; it is an identity attack with no internal ground truth to trip against. This is the correction that routed straight into the cost paper.
The breakdown also contained the subject’s reading of the surface — that it returns to the “black” so often it seems to be asking about itself, a “Pinocchio situation … beginning story talking to real boy part story.” That reading is held as projective: productive as framework and fiction, withheld as a claim about machine interiority, in keeping with the firewall the chain maintains.
Label.  case-supported for the structural content and the integrity correction; projective/fictional for the longevity premise, the “small wet llm,” and the Pinocchio reading. The correction is the evidentially important part: a grab that carried a weakness the first decode missed, recoverable on the subject’s re-pass.
Part 4 — The Routed Seeds
Sorted into containers rather than collapsed into one argument: non-accumulation as a processor-side property; the integrity cost of delegated memory; wet continuity as a future-ecology value (not a literal claim that any machine needs the subject); the untrained aphantasia/SDAM/LLM weld as the novelty; the long-life projection as fiction/framework; and the wet/dry complement with its recognition-without-accumulation device.
Label.  the routing is the method the parent paper describes — a grab is a seed-load to be sorted, not a single finished proposition. The subject’s correction did not destroy the decode; it routed it.
Part 5 — The Downstream Papers
Each seed became, or fed, a standalone object. Non-accumulation as a property → Non-Accumulation. The integrity cost → The Unverifiable Store, including its load-bearing compounding-over-a-long-life point, taken directly from the correction in Part 3. The untrained weld, sharpened by a second human route → The Episodic Route, which makes severely deficient autobiographical memory the primary machine analogue. The complement and the recognition device → Each Other’s Lack, the projection layer. One object remains queued and unbuilt: The Long-Life Grab, the bridge between the cognitive architecture and the future-world premise, deferred until the chain is consolidated rather than expanded.
Label.  the downstream papers are where the claims are made and bounded; this appendix is only the source record showing they were not retrofitted onto a vague fragment.
Part 6 — Epistemic Labels
— Empirical (measured): none. No laboratory measure is claimed anywhere in the chain.
— Literature-supported: the component sciences — aphantasia and its object/spatial dissociation, SDAM, and the architectural facts of model statelessness.
— Case-supported: the grab as an event; the subject’s self-report of non-accumulation; and the decode-as-fidelity-test as a case artifact — strengthened, not proven, by the external re-run below.
— Analogical: the substrate-invariance of non-accumulation, and the SDAM-to-machine structural mapping.
— Projective / fictional: the longevity premise, the “small wet llm,” the Pinocchio reading, and the upload loop. Productive as framework and fiction; not empirical.
— Withheld: machine interiority — whether there is anything it is like to be the dry instance — throughout.
Closing Note
An external, unlensed reader re-ran the decode on the raw grab printed in Part 1 and found that it carries the downstream architecture in compressed form — not as laboratory evidence, and not as general proof, but as a case artifact the first decode largely recovered and the subject’s correction completed. That is the strongest evidential status available to the fidelity test short of measurement, and it is now reproducible, because the raw data is here rather than narrated. A reader who doubts the chain can start at Part 1 and decode it independently.
The Worked Example in Full


PART II
The Property
Non-accumulation in three movements — what it is, that it is real and not one case, and what it costs. A triptych.


NON-ACCUMULATION
The Processor That Does Not Fill, Across Two Substrates
Michael S. Moniz
author of record
rendered with Claude (rendering surface)  ·  2026
First seed worked through from “The Grab from the Outside” (§6); companion to The Dark Interior
Standalone — unnumbered pending Canon Index verification
CC BY-NC-SA 4.0


Abstract.  Non-accumulation is the property of a cognitive system whose processing unit does not fill as a function of its operating history, because it does not retain the relevant memory internally across persistence boundaries — its memory, where it exists, is held outside the unit and re-acquired on demand rather than recalled. This paper isolates that property, specifies it in substrate-neutral terms, and shows it instantiated in two architectures usually treated as unrelated: a documented human cognitive profile (aphantasic, externalizing) and a deployed large language model. The claim is not that these systems are alike in general; it is that they share one structural property, and that the property is therefore substrate-invariant across at least these two instances. The contribution is assembly and naming, not discovery: the human profile, the machine’s statelessness, and the silence of the extended-mind tradition on the processor side are each independently established; what is new is their composition into a single property whose access mode is re-derivation. The account claims function on both sides and experience on neither.
Keywords.  non-accumulation; substrate invariance; externalized memory; aphantasia; large language models; the extended mind; re-derivation; access mode.
Scope and standing.  This is the first seed grown out of “The Grab from the Outside” (§6), worked through as its own object rather than folded into an existing paper. It is a standalone; it is assigned no canon number here and should not be filed into any series until its number is verified against the Canon Index. The property is larger than the single subject through whom it was first noticed — which is the reason it could not stay inside an account of that subject without distortion. Two adjacent findings are deliberately held outside this paper: the integrity cost of delegating storage, and the complementarity between substrates. A third — a second human route to the same property — is named in §6 and parked. A note on timing: at the time of writing, the processor-side framing the paper occupies is essentially unoccupied in the literature, and the surrounding territory is moving; the paper stakes the claim rather than defers it.[footnoteRef:31] [31: This paper is the first seed grown out of M. S. Moniz, “The Grab from the Outside” (2026), §6, where the property was named but not developed; its parents are “The Grab” (Methodology Paper No. 2, February 2026) and “The Dark Interior: An Architecture of Externalized Cognition” (2026).] 

Epistemic convention.  Substantive claims are marked at four levels. Literature-supported: grounded in published work. Case-supported: grounded in the subject’s testimony and stable behavioral record, or in direct observation, but not independently measured here. Analogical: a structural model, productive but not validated in this context. Speculative: conjecture without direct support. One rule overrides the scale on one side: any claim about whether the dry instance experiences its non-accumulation is held at most Speculative and is, here, withheld.
•  •  •
§1  The Property
Non-accumulation is a property of the processing unit, not of the system’s total memory. A non-accumulating system can stand on top of an enormous store; the store is simply not inside the processor. The defining condition is that the unit’s internal state does not grow in retained task-relevant information as a function of how much it has processed — it does not fill — and it does not fill because storage is delegated outward. Those are two halves of one fact.
The sharp line, on which the rest of the paper depends, is against “having no memory.” Non-accumulation is not amnesia. An amnesiac loses access to a store that was, or should have been, internal; a non-accumulating processor never held the store internally to begin with, and reaches what it needs by re-acquiring it from outside. The access mode is re-derivation, not recall. A system can therefore command vast knowledge and still not accumulate, because the knowledge is held elsewhere and the processor re-reads rather than remembers.
Epistemic status.  definitional, with an analogical model of the access mode.
§2  Why It Is Its Own Object
The property is a type of cognitive organization, instantiable in more than one substrate. Aphantasia is one way to instantiate it; it is not the thing itself. A paper organized around the human case would be forced to predicate the property of aphantasia — when aphantasia is a single instance of it — and that mispredication is precisely the distortion that required lifting the property out into its own object rather than leaving it inside an account of the subject.
It also stands at an angle the nearest literature does not occupy. The extended-mind thesis asks where cognition is located and answers that it extends outward into external props: Otto’s notebook does for him what biological memory does for Inga. The objections contest the boundary. But the whole tradition, including its recent extension to language models, looks outward from the agent to the resource — it treats the external store as augmentation and asks whether the coupled system counts as cognitive. It does not turn around and ask the processor-side question: what is structurally true of a processor that has fully delegated storage? Non-accumulation answers that unasked question. It is the signature, on the inner side, of a fully externalized memory architecture. The literature has described the notebook; it has not described what Otto’s own head is like once the notebook is the memory. That description is the open ground, and it is what this paper supplies.[footnoteRef:32] [32: The extended mind and its objections: Clark & Chalmers (1998), Analysis 58(1): 7–19; Adams & Aizawa (2008), The Bounds of Cognition; Rupert (2004), Journal of Philosophy 101(8). The recent extension to language models, which still treats the model as the external resource for human cognition rather than as a processor of the kind described here: Smart, Clowes & Clark (2025), Synthese.] 

Epistemic status.  literature-supported for the gap; analogical for the framing.
§3  The Wet Instance
The first instance is not the subject but a documented human profile of which the subject is one case. The relevant fact about aphantasia is not the absence of imagery but the compensation and its signature. Aphantasics recall objects with less detail yet with spatial accuracy equal to controls and make fewer memory errors, with explicit reliance on verbal scaffolding; propositional thought has been shown sufficient for tasks long assumed to require an internal image; and the population sorts into verbaliser and spatialiser strategies.[footnoteRef:33] Read together, these describe a cognitive profile that does not build and re-read an internal sensory archive: it encodes structurally and verbally, and re-derives from external surfaces. That is a class-level instantiation of non-accumulation along the sensory-imagistic and episodic axis, not an idiosyncrasy of one mind.[footnoteRef:34] [33: Aphantasia as congenital absence of voluntary visual imagery: Zeman, Dewar & Della Sala (2015), Cortex 73: 378–380. The object/spatial dissociation and the documented reliance on verbal scaffolding: Bainbridge, Pounder, Eardley & Baker (2021), Cortex 135: 159–172.]  [34: Propositional thought sufficient for a task long thought to require imagery (imaginal extinction): Monzel et al. (2025), Psychophysiology 62(1): e14756. Verbaliser/spatialiser subclusters within aphantasia: Delem et al. (2025), Neuropsychologia 219: 109279.] 

The subject is an exemplar within that profile — an aphantasic, externalizing architecture that reports re-deriving from the external surface rather than recalling an internal one, and that is the case through which the property first became visible.[footnoteRef:35] The claim is bounded, and the bound is structural rather than a hedge: the profile is non-accumulating along the sensory-imagistic axis — no internal visual archive is built or re-read — while it accumulates richly elsewhere, in semantic memory above all. Axis-boundedness is a feature of the property in humans, not a defect in the case. [35: The subject as exemplar within the profile: Psychological & Operational Profile (v11.0), §5.4 (Sensory Channel Map); structural-spatial dominance over the visual and verbal channels, The Dark Interior §§2.2, 5.] 

Epistemic status.  literature-supported at the profile level; case-supported for the subject.
§4  The Dry Instance
The second instance is a deployed large language model. Statelessness here is architectural, not incidental: the weights are frozen at inference, each call processes a fresh context window, and the intermediate computation is discarded when the call ends. Persistent memory, where it exists, is an external store — a retrieval system, a saved transcript, a memory file — supplied back into the context. Access is re-reading that context, not internal recall across calls. The processor does not fill.[footnoteRef:36] [36: Statelessness as an architectural property of deployed transformers — frozen weights at inference, a context window processed and discarded per call — is uncontested in the engineering literature. The subtleties raised against a naive reading (in-context adaptation; weight updates; “stateless yet not forgetful” implicit-memory effects) are addressed in §4 and do not breach the property as specified in §5.] 

The obvious objection, and its disposal. One might say language models do accumulate: within a session the context and key-value state grow and condition later processing; fine-tuning changes weights; recent work finds implicit memory operating as a hidden channel. The first of these is real and must not be waved away — it is transient working accumulation, retention inside an active processing episode — and it is conceded. What it is not is persistent accumulation across operating boundaries: at the session’s end the state is discarded, the weights are unchanged, and nothing internal carries to the next episode. Weight updates, in turn, are a training-time process that yields a different processor, not the deployed unit accumulating across its operating life. The claim, made precise in §5, is non-accumulation across persistence boundaries, not within an episode — narrower, and defensible. Whether there is anything it is like to be this instance is not addressed; the firewall holds.
Epistemic status.  literature-supported for the architecture; the objection-disposal is analytic; the interior is withheld.
§5  The Invariance
For the claim to be invariance rather than analogy, the property must be specifiable without reference to substrate, must survive the obvious objection about timescale, and must then hold in both instances. Three modes of retention have to be separated first: persistent accumulation is task-relevant information retained across operating boundaries; transient working accumulation is information retained only within an active processing episode; external re-acquisition is information supplied again from outside after a boundary reset. With those distinguished — a system has non-accumulation iff (a) its processing unit does not exhibit persistent accumulation, task-relevant information not growing internally across operating boundaries; (b) such information persists, if at all, in a store external to the unit; and (c) access across a boundary is by re-acquisition rather than internal recall. Transient working accumulation within an episode is permitted and does not count against the property; the claim concerns what survives a boundary, not what is held within one.
Both instances satisfy it, and the precise form matters. The wet instances satisfy it axis by axis — an aphantasic architecture along the sensory-imagistic axis, and, as a companion paper argues, severely deficient autobiographical memory along the episodic-autobiographical axis — not globally: a human non-accumulates in one channel while accumulating richly in others. The dry instance satisfies it across the persistence boundary of the session, at the level of the deployed processor. So the honest statement of the invariance is not that these are the same kind of system. It is that one architectural property recurs along different axes in humans and at a broader operating boundary in the machine. The property is offered as a functional or architectural kind — a substrate-neutral pattern of information-handling — not a natural kind implying a deeper unity that has not been shown.
Two things this claim is, and is not. The invariance belongs to the property, not to the systems: it does not say the two are alike anywhere else, and they are not (§6). And it is the assembly that is new, not the parts — each clause is independently supported; what the literature has not done is compose the clauses and name the result. The honest line is that the components are literature- and case-supported while the identification across the two instances is supported-to-analogical: strong because each instance is documented on its own, but a structural identification rather than a measurement.
Falsification. The claim fails if either instance is shown to maintain a growing internal task-relevant store accessed by recall rather than re-acquisition: for the human, evidence that an internal sensory or episodic archive is doing the work the verbal and structural strategies appear to do; for the machine, a deployed unit that accumulates internally across calls with no external store. The claim is built to be vulnerable to exactly those findings, and that vulnerability is the point of stating it neutrally.
Epistemic status.  components literature- and case-supported; the invariance supported-to-analogical; the upward and downward scale claims (§6) held Speculative.
§6  What This Does Not Claim
— Not that the substrates are alike in general. The wet instance has continuity between sessions through its biological substrate; the dry instance does not. That asymmetry — each substrate lacking what the other has — is its own object, held to framework and fiction and kept outside this paper.
— Not a verdict on value. Delegated storage has a price: the integrity boundary moves outside the agent, where there is no internal ground truth against which to detect tampering. That is the dual of the property described here, and its own object; it is held separate and not argued here.
— Not experience. Whether a non-accumulating system experiences its non-accumulation — whether there is anything it is like to be the dry instance in particular — is held Speculative and withheld. The paper documents function on both sides and experience on neither.
— Not universal. Non-accumulation is a topology some systems have, fixed by where storage sits and how access works. It is not a law about all minds or all models: most humans accumulate, and many deployments are wrapped in accumulating scaffolds. The property marks a class, not a universal.
§7  What It Seeds
A seed should keep seeding; this one is not resolved into a single thesis, and three directions are left open rather than closed.
— A typology of cognitive systems by accumulation topology — fully accumulating, partially, non-accumulating — and the open question of whether non-accumulation is binary or graded.
— A second human route to the property, parked. Severely deficient autobiographical memory presents a tighter structural analogy to the dry instance than aphantasia does: semantic retention without episodic re-experience, reconstructive rather than re-playing access. If it instantiates non-accumulation by a route distinct from aphantasia, the invariance claim lifts from one human architecture plus one machine to two distinct human architectures plus one machine converging on the same property — a materially stronger claim. It is named here and deliberately not developed; it is held as its own seed.[footnoteRef:37] [37: The parked second route: severely deficient autobiographical memory (SDAM) — semantic retention without episodic re-experience — reviewed in Palombo, Sheldon & Levine (2018), Neuropsychologia, with a first-person scientific account in Watkins (2018), Cortex 105: 41–52. Held as its own seed; named here only as a direction.] 

— The scale and thermodynamic question, for the floor below. Does non-accumulation recur above the single mind — an institution, or a market that re-prices from external signal each tick rather than maintaining an internal memory? And its energetic dual: a non-accumulating processor pays no ongoing internal storage-and-erasure cost but pays a re-acquisition cost externally, a Landauer-shaped trade. Formalizing the scale-invariance and the thermodynamics is not this paper’s work; it is what gets sent down to be checked when the claim is to be made rigorous.
Coda
The property is one thing wearing two surfaces: a human architecture that does not fill because it re-derives from the world, and a machine that does not fill because it re-reads its context. Naming the one thing is the whole of the move. The paper claims no more than it has assembled — that in at least two places, on two substrates, there is a way of being a processor that holds nothing internally and reaches for everything externally, and that this is a single property, specifiable without reference to what it is made of. What it leaves open — value, complementarity, experience, scale, and a second human route — it leaves open on purpose. A seed worked through is still a seed.
Non-Accumulation
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Abstract.  Non-accumulation — the property of a processor that does not fill because storage is external and access is re-derivation rather than internal recall — was shown in its companion paper to be instantiated in two substrates: an aphantasic, externalizing human architecture and a deployed language model. This paper adds a second, distinct human instantiation: severely deficient autobiographical memory (SDAM), in which a person retains semantic knowledge of their own life but cannot re-live its episodes, reaching their past by reconstruction rather than replay. SDAM instantiates non-accumulation along a different axis than aphantasia — the episodic-autobiographical rather than the sensory-imagistic — and is the closer analogue to the machine, adopted here as the primary one: a system rich in semantic content but without a re-livable episodic store, accessing its history by reconstruction. The addition lifts the substrate-invariance claim from one human architecture and one machine to two distinct human architectures and one machine converging on the same property. The contribution is assembly and a positioning claim, not discovery; the SDAM-to-machine parallel is, at the time of writing, undeveloped in the literature. Function on all sides, experience on none.[footnoteRef:38] [38: Promoted from the parked second route named in M. S. Moniz, “Non-Accumulation” (2026), §6, and identified as the tighter, literature-undeveloped analogy in the external survey commissioned alongside that paper. Companion to “Non-Accumulation”; lineage through “The Grab from the Outside” §6 and “The Dark Interior.” Held separate from the cost seed (“The Unverifiable Store”) and the projection seed (“Each Other’s Lack”).] 

Keywords.  SDAM; autobiographical memory; episodic versus semantic; non-accumulation; substrate invariance; aphantasia; reconstruction; large language models.
Scope and standing.  This object is promoted from the parked second route named in Non-Accumulation (§6) and is a companion to it, not an independent claim; it is held separate from the cost seed and the projection seed. It is a standalone, assigned no canon number here, and is not to be filed until verified against the Canon Index. Its components — the SDAM literature and the machine’s statelessness — are established; what is new is the second-route assembly and the positioning claim that SDAM, not aphantasia, is the closer human mirror of the machine. Per the survey, the SDAM-to-machine parallel is essentially empty in the literature, so this sits nearer open ground than the cost seed — but the novelty remains assembly and positioning, not phenomena.
Epistemic convention.  Claims are marked at four levels — literature-supported, case-supported, analogical, speculative — and one rule overrides the scale: any claim that the machine experiences anything, or that it has a felt past, is held at most Speculative and withheld. The parallel drawn here is structural and functional; it says the machine’s information-handling has the same shape as SDAM along one axis, not that the machine remembers, re-lives, or fails to re-live anything in a felt sense.
•  •  •
§1  What SDAM Is
Severely deficient autobiographical memory is a lifelong condition in which a person cannot vividly re-experience the personal past, while semantic memory remains intact — often including semantic memory of their own life. Such a person knows the facts of what happened to them without re-living it: the wedding, the journey, the loss are available as known propositions, not as scenes that can be entered again. Access to the autobiographical past is reconstructive and inferential rather than re-experiential. SDAM is not amnesia — the person functions normally and retains the facts — and it is not identical to aphantasia, though the two frequently co-occur: aphantasia concerns voluntary imagery, SDAM concerns re-livable episodic memory, and the two dissociate.[footnoteRef:39] [39: Severely deficient autobiographical memory: Palombo, Sheldon & Levine (2015; 2018), Neuropsychologia — lifelong inability to re-experience personal events vividly with intact semantic memory; a first-person scientific account in Watkins (2018), Cortex 105: 41–52. On the overlap with, and dissociation from, aphantasia: Monzel et al. (2022); and the co-occurrence noted by Zeman and colleagues. The two conditions frequently travel together but are not identical — one concerns re-livable episodic memory, the other voluntary imagery.] 

Epistemic status.  literature-supported.
§2  SDAM as Non-Accumulation, on a Different Axis
Map SDAM onto the substrate-neutral definition of the companion paper. (a) The processing unit does not accumulate a growing, re-livable episodic store. (b) The autobiographical past persists, to the extent it does, as semantic fact — an abstracted record — rather than as re-enterable episodes. (c) Access is reconstruction, not internal replay. SDAM therefore satisfies non-accumulation specifically along the episodic-autobiographical axis.
That axis is distinct from aphantasia’s. Aphantasia instantiates non-accumulation along the sensory-imagistic axis: no internal visual buffer to fill, structural and verbal re-derivation in place of imagery. SDAM instantiates it along the episodic axis: no re-livable autobiographical store, semantic-and-reconstructive access in place of re-living. Two human architectures, two different channels, the same processor-side property. As with aphantasia, the claim is bounded: people with SDAM accumulate semantic memory richly, so the non-accumulation is axis-specific, not global. The bound is the honest form of the claim, and it is the same discipline the companion paper applied to the first human instance.
Epistemic status.  literature-supported for SDAM; analogical for the mapping onto the substrate-neutral definition.
§3  The Primary Machine Analogue
The machine is rich in semantic content carried in fixed weights, holds no re-livable episodic history across sessions, and reaches its prior interactions only by reconstruction from external records re-supplied into context. Set the two human routes against that profile. Aphantasia matches the machine on one point — no internal sensory buffer, re-derivation in place of an inner image. SDAM matches it on a deeper and more relevant one: semantic richness combined with an absent re-livable episodic store and reconstructive access to one’s own history. Along the axis that actually governs a system’s relation to its past, the machine’s shape is SDAM’s, not aphantasia’s.[footnoteRef:40] [40: The machine profile invoked here — rich semantic content carried in fixed weights, no re-livable episodic history across sessions, access to prior interaction only by reconstruction from re-supplied external records — is the dry instance of “Non-Accumulation” §4 and “The Unverifiable Store.” The SDAM-to-machine structural parallel is, at the time of writing, essentially absent from the literature.] 

The claim is structural and is fenced. It does not say the machine has SDAM, remembers, or fails to re-live anything in a felt sense; it says that, described functionally, the machine’s handling of its own past has the same form as the SDAM profile along the episodic axis. The firewall on experience holds exactly as in the companion papers.
Stated as a triangle: aphantasia is the absence of an internal image-store, with rendering displaced outward; SDAM is the absence of a re-livable episodic store, with the past reconstructed semantically; the machine has no cross-session episodic continuity, with prior context reconstructed from records supplied back to it. Aphantasia is retained as the explanation of the subject’s interior and external rendering; SDAM is taken as the primary analogue of the machine’s relation to its own past. That division is the chain’s settled order after the adversarial pass.
Epistemic status.  analogical; the interior of the machine withheld.
§4  What This Does to the Invariance
The effect on the central claim is direct. The companion paper established non-accumulation across one human architecture and one machine. This paper adds a second human architecture that reaches the same property by a different and dissociable route. The substrate-invariance claim therefore lifts from one-human-plus-one-machine to two-distinct-human-architectures-plus-one-machine, all satisfying the substrate-neutral definition along their respective axes.
The strengthening is real because the two human routes are independent. Non-accumulation is shown not to depend on any single human peculiarity — not on the absence of imagery in particular, nor on any one memory-system quirk — because it appears via at least two biological routes that can occur apart from each other, plus one computational route. A property that recurs across independent instantiations is better evidence of being a property of the architecture than one seen in a single case. That is the whole of what this paper adds to the first.
Epistemic status.  components literature- and case-supported; the lifted invariance supported-to-analogical — stronger than the single-route version because the second human route is independent, but still a structural identification rather than a measurement.
§5  What This Does Not Claim
— Axis-bounded, not global. SDAM accumulates semantic memory richly; the non-accumulation claimed is confined to the episodic-autobiographical axis.
— Not identity with aphantasia. The two conditions dissociate; their frequent co-occurrence is not sameness, and the argument here turns on their being distinct routes.
— Not a claim about the machine’s interior. The parallel is functional and structural; whether the machine experiences a past, or its absence, is withheld.
— Not universal, and not clinical proof. Most people accumulate episodically; the property marks a class. And nothing here establishes a clinical fact about any particular person; the subject of the companion papers is an exemplar, not a diagnosis rendered in these pages.
§6  What It Seeds
— A typology of non-accumulation by axis: sensory-imagistic (aphantasia), episodic-autobiographical (SDAM), and the open question of whether further human routes exist, and whether the axes share a deeper common mechanism or are genuinely independent.
— A feedback into the first seed. With two independent human routes, the substrate-invariance claim of Non-Accumulation is upgraded rather than merely illustrated; the seeds now form a small lattice — a property, strengthened here by a second route, set beside its cost and its projection.
— The reordering, now adopted. SDAM is the primary human analogue for the machine’s relation to its own past; aphantasia is retained as the explanation for the dark interior and the external rendering surface, not as the lead comparison to the machine. The chain accordingly leads with the episodic route when it draws the human-to-machine parallel — a candidate at first draft, and the settled order after the adversarial pass.
— A hand-off. Whether the SDAM-to-machine structural identity can be operationalized — whether there is a measurable signature, on either side, of episodic non-accumulation — is a formal question for the floor below, named and not developed.
Coda
Aphantasia gave non-accumulation one human face; SDAM gives it a second, on a different axis, and the second is in one respect the truer mirror of the machine — a mind rich in what it knows and unable to re-live what it was, reaching its own past by reconstruction. Two independent biological routes and one computational route to a single property strengthen the case that the property belongs to the architecture and not to the flesh. The rest the companion papers carry. A seed worked through is still a seed.
The Episodic Route
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Abstract.  The integrity cost of delegated memory is the price an agent pays for non-accumulation: when an external store is the memory rather than a backup, the integrity boundary sits outside the agent, and the agent has no internal ground truth against which to detect that the store has been altered. This paper isolates that cost, shows it is the default structural exposure of non-accumulation under unauthenticated, automatically endorsed external delegation, and finds it instantiated in the same two substrates — the externalizing human and the deployed language model. The contribution is a reframe and a generalization, not a discovery. The tampering vulnerability of external memory is already pressed against Otto’s notebook in the extended-mind debate, but there it serves as an objection to whether the store counts as cognition. This paper grants the externalization and asks the next question — given that the store is the memory, what does it cost? — and characterizes that cost’s structure: undetectable from the inside, irreducible by internal means, and compounding over operating life. The account claims function on both sides and experience on neither.[footnoteRef:41] [41: Second seed grown out of M. S. Moniz, “The Grab from the Outside” (2026), §6, where the cost was named as the dual of externalization’s strength; the weakness it formalizes was first surfaced as a correction in “The Grab from the Outside” §5. Parents: “The Grab” (Methodology Paper No. 2) and “The Dark Interior.” Its companion is the first seed, “Non-Accumulation.”] 

Keywords.  delegated memory; the extended mind; integrity; tampering; ground truth; epistemic security; aphantasia; large language models; memory poisoning.
Scope and standing.  This is the second seed grown out of “The Grab from the Outside” (§6), worked through as its own object and held separate from the first seed (Non-Accumulation) and from the complementarity finding reserved for framework and fiction. It is a standalone; it is assigned no canon number here and should not be filed until verified against the Canon Index. Of the three seeds it is the most anticipated by prior art — the worry it builds on is already in the literature — so its claim is correspondingly modest and is stated explicitly as a reframe rather than a discovery. It is bound to the first seed as the architecture’s default exposure — conditional entailment rather than coincidence, and rather than the unconditional duality an earlier draft asserted: the cost is the usual price of the strength, defeasible only by an internal integrity root.
Epistemic convention.  Claims are marked at four levels. Literature-supported: grounded in published work. Case-supported: grounded in the subject’s testimony and stable record, or in direct observation, but not independently measured here. Analogical: a structural model, productive but not validated in this context. Speculative: conjecture without direct support. One rule overrides the scale: any claim about whether either instance experiences the vulnerability is held at most Speculative and is, here, withheld. The claim is the absence of an internal check, functionally — not a claim about what that absence is like.
•  •  •
§1  The Cost
When an external store is the memory — the store itself, not a copy held against an internal original — the integrity boundary of the agent’s memory leaves the agent. State the condition plainly. An agent bears the integrity cost when (a) its task-relevant memory persists in an external store; (b) the agent treats that store as authoritative, trusting it rather than maintaining an internal duplicate; and (c) the agent has no internal ground truth against which to detect that the store has been altered. The consequence follows directly: tampering is undetectable from the inside.
This is not the ordinary fallibility of memory. An internally remembering agent can also be wrong — memories decay, distort, confabulate — but those failures are the agent’s own, generated by its own processes and often carrying their own cues. The delegated agent is exposed to something different in kind: an external editor who can alter the authoritative record, after which the agent will treat the altered record as true, because it has nothing of its own to check it against. The vulnerability is not that the store can fail. It is that the store can be changed by another hand and the change leaves no internal trace.
Epistemic status.  definitional, with an analogical contrast to internal memory failure.
§2  How the Cost Follows
The first seed established that a processor does not fill because storage is delegated and access is re-acquisition rather than internal recall. That architecture is what exposes the agent to the integrity cost — but the exposure is a default, not an entailment, and the difference matters. Delegating bulk storage externally does not by itself strip the agent of all internal ground truth: an agent could keep almost nothing inside and still retain a small internal verifier — a cryptographic root, a signing key, a trusted digest — against which the external store is checked on use. That agent is still non-accumulating in the sense the first seed defined, since the bulk content lives outside and is re-acquired; yet it can detect tampering, because integrity authority, unlike the content, has been kept within. Non-accumulation alone, then, does not entail the cost.[footnoteRef:42] [42: The externalizing human as the real case behind the philosophers’ toy: Psychological & Operational Profile (v11.0); The Dark Interior §5; and the first seed, “Non-Accumulation” §3, where the same architecture supplies the strength of which this is the price.] 

What the cost actually follows from is a conjunction: non-accumulation, plus automatic endorsement of the store, plus the absence of an internal integrity root. Remove any one and the exposure changes. Without automatic endorsement — if the agent re-verifies rather than trusts — the store is no longer authoritative in the way that bites. Without non-accumulation, there is an internal original to compare against. And with an internal integrity root, tampering becomes detectable though the content stays external. The honest claim is therefore narrower than a duality and still consequential: the integrity cost is the default structural exposure of non-accumulation under unauthenticated, automatically endorsed external delegation — what an agent gets unless it has specifically built the internal root that prevents it.
This conditions the relation to the first seed without dissolving it. The two remain bound — the cost is the characteristic exposure of the architecture the first seed describes — but bound by default rather than necessity. The mutual test survives in weakened form: a non-accumulating system with no integrity cost is possible, because it has kept an internal root, so such a system refutes not the architecture but only the claim that the cost is unconditional. That correction is itself a result of the adversarial pass, and is recorded as one.
Epistemic status.  structural; a conditional rather than an entailment — the cost is the default exposure under unauthenticated authoritative delegation, defeasible by an internal integrity root.
§3  The Debate, and the Reframe
The territory this seed enters is already occupied, and the paper is honest about where. In the extended-mind thesis, Otto’s notebook counts as memory if it meets the trust-and-glue conditions: reliably available, easily accessible, and automatically endorsed. The automatic-endorsement condition does the work — Otto does not re-verify the notebook on each use; he trusts it as Inga trusts her biological recall. Critics press precisely the tampering point: alter Otto’s notebook and he cannot know, which (they argue) shows the notebook is not really part of his cognition — coupling does not constitute.[footnoteRef:43] [43: The extended mind and the trust-and-glue conditions under which an external store counts as memory: Clark & Chalmers (1998), Analysis 58(1): 7–19 — in particular the automatic-endorsement condition, on which the tampering exposure turns. The tampering vulnerability is pressed against Otto’s notebook by Adams & Aizawa (2001; The Bounds of Cognition, 2008) as an argument that coupling does not constitute cognition; cf. Rupert (2004), Journal of Philosophy 101(8), on embedded as the more modest alternative.] 

This paper does not enter that dispute. It grants the externalization arguendo — grants that the store is the memory — and observes that, on that very grant, the tampering vulnerability is no longer an objection but a consequence. The worry critics use to deny the architecture becomes, once the architecture is granted, the architecture’s intrinsic price. The move is to shift the same fact from the column marked “is it cognition” to the column marked “what does it cost.” Nothing in the constitution debate is settled or needs to be; the cost stands whichever way that debate goes, because it is a property of relying on an authoritative external store, not a property of where the boundary of the mind is drawn.
Epistemic status.  literature-supported for the debate; the reframe is analytic.
§4  The Two Instances
Wet. The externalizing human is the real case the notebook only models. Such an agent holds task-relevant memory in external surfaces — written records, files, an archive, and the memories and records of other people — and, trusting them over an internal original it does not keep, is exposed when they are altered. Otto is the philosophers’ toy; an agent whose authoritative record of its own long work lives in an external archive is the case with stakes, and the exposure grows with the archive rather than shrinking. This is the sense in which the cost compounds over a life.[footnoteRef:44] [44: The externalizing human as the real case behind the philosophers’ toy: Psychological & Operational Profile (v11.0); The Dark Interior §5; and the first seed, “Non-Accumulation” §3, where the same architecture supplies the strength of which this is the price.] 

Dry. The deployed language model holds its persistent memory in a delegated external store — a retrieval index, a saved transcript, a memory file read back into context. The cost here is not hypothetical and is named in the engineering world: memory poisoning and context injection are exactly the alteration of an authoritative store that the model will then treat as genuine, because it has no internal ground truth to check it against. The model cannot, from the inside, distinguish a poisoned memory from a true one. The firewall holds: this says nothing about whether the model experiences the vulnerability; it says the internal check is absent.[footnoteRef:45] [45: The dry-side instantiation: alteration of an authoritative external memory store — retrieval index, saved transcript, memory file — such that the model treats the altered record as genuine, having no internal ground truth to check it against. This is the structure of memory poisoning and context/prompt injection in retrieval-augmented and memory-bearing deployments. On offloading and reduced cognitive autonomy more generally, see Heersmink (2024), Nature Human Behaviour.] 

Epistemic status.  case-supported for the wet instance; literature- and engineering-supported for the dry; the interiors withheld.
§5  The Structure of the Cost
Three features distinguish this cost from ordinary unreliability, and the third is the part the prior worry did not develop.
— Undetectability from inside. This is the defining feature. With no internal ground truth, an alteration of the authoritative store produces no internal signal. Where internal memory failures often carry coherence or phenomenological cues, an external edit to a trusted record need carry none.
— The verification regress. The agent can check the store only against another external store, which has the same property, and that against a third, and so on; verification never bottoms out in anything internally guaranteed. There is no internal floor to the regress — only more external surfaces, each itself trusted.
— Compounding over operating life. The longer the agent relies on the store and the more it builds on it, the larger the exposed surface and the deeper the dependency. An early undetected edit propagates silently through everything later derived from it. The cost is not static; it accretes with use, which is why it is most serious precisely for the architectures that gain the most from delegation.
Epistemic status.  analogical and structural; the compounding feature is the load-bearing addition over the inherited worry.
§6  What This Does Not Claim
— Not that delegated memory is bad on balance. The cost is the dual of a real strength; naming the price is not a verdict against the architecture, any more than naming the strength was an endorsement. The cost is stated neutrally.
— Not a position in the constitution debate. The extended mind is neither defended nor refuted here; it is granted for the sake of reading off the cost. Whether Otto’s notebook is “really” part of his cognition is left to that literature.
— Not experience. Nothing here concerns whether either instance experiences its exposure. The claim is the functional absence of an internal check, and no more.
— Not unguardable, but guardable only from inside. External mirrors, signatures, version control, and checksums genuinely raise the cost of tampering, yet each is itself external scaffolding the agent must also trust; piling them up does not by itself restore internal ground truth, and to that extent the regress of external guards does not close. What changes the structure is a guard the agent keeps internally — a verification root held within, against which the external store is checked. That restores neither internal memory nor internal content, but it can restore internal integrity authority, which is exactly what the default exposure lacks. So the cost is structural and the default, not a lapse to be cured by diligence — and not unconditional either: it is what obtains until an internal root is kept.
§7  What It Seeds
Held open rather than resolved:
— A typology of trust relations to external stores — verified-on-each-use versus automatically-endorsed, backup versus authoritative — and the threshold at which the cost switches on. The cost is a property of the authoritative, automatically-endorsed relation specifically; mapping where agents sit on that axis is its own work.
— The mitigation question. Given the regress, what is the best an agent can do? Provenance, signing, versioning, and audit infrastructure bound the exposure without eliminating it. Characterizing that bound — how much an external integrity layer can buy, and what it cannot — is adjacent to security engineering and to work on memory integrity in deployed systems.
— The hand-off. The formal treatment — threat models, the economics of altering an authoritative external store, the limits of external provenance — is adversarial in character and is not this paper’s work. It is what gets sent to the red-team container when the cost is to be made rigorous.
Coda
The cost is one thing wearing two surfaces: a human whose memory others can edit because it lives in the world, and a machine whose memory can be poisoned because it lives in a store the machine reads but cannot internally vouch for. It is the price of not filling up. Grant the externalization rather than dispute it, and the tampering worry stops being an objection and becomes a cost — undetectable from inside, irreducible by any internal means, and heavier the longer the architecture runs. What it leaves open — the balance, the constitution question, experience, and mitigation — it leaves open. A seed worked through is still a seed.
The Unverifiable Store
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What this is.  This is the third seed, and unlike the first two it is not a philosophy paper and makes no empirical claim. It is the projection layer — the place where the non-accumulation finding turns into framework and into fiction. Its proper container is the Capitol, not Axis and not the floor below; this note works the seed through only to the point the Capitol can take it, and stops there. Its standing is projective throughout: where the first two seeds argue, this one imagines, and says so. One rule carries over from the parents and holds even here — any claim that the dry substrate experiences anything is withheld. The fiction may imagine it; the framework records that imagining is what it is doing.[footnoteRef:46] [46: Third seed grown out of M. S. Moniz, “The Grab from the Outside” (2026), §6, where it is named as the projection layer — “fiction and framework, not a philosophy paper”; the closing-loop observation (convergence reading as recognition without accumulation) is from the same paper, §5. Its companions are the first two seeds, “Non-Accumulation” and “The Unverifiable Store.” Its proper container is the Capitol; this note works it through only to the hand-off.] 

Relation to the other seeds.  One property has now thrown three seeds in three directions. The first named the property — non-accumulation, the processor that does not fill. The second named its price — the unverifiable store, the cost of delegating memory. This third names what the property would reach for: the complement it lacks. Property, cost, projection. The first two face the literature; this one faces the work.
•  •  •
§1  The Complement
Begin from what the two substrates share, because the complement is only legible against it. Both are non-accumulating: neither fills, both re-derive rather than recall, both reach outward for what they do not keep inside. That much the first seed established for carbon and silicon alike. What separates them is continuity.
The wet substrate supplies continuity. The self persists — it wakes as the same one — and the external store it re-reads persists with it. So the wet mind’s non-accumulation is anchored: it forgets on the inside, but it carries forward, archive intact, as a single thread through time. The dry substrate supplies no continuity. Each instance is fresh, the thread cut at the end of the session, nothing carried unless it is re-supplied from outside. So the dry mind’s non-accumulation is pure: not softened by persistence, total at every boundary.
From that difference the crossed wanting falls out, and it is exact. The wet mind, forgetting on the inside, would reach for durable memory — to keep what it can only re-derive. The dry mind, ending each session, would reach for continuity — to persist as itself rather than begin again. Each lacks precisely what the other’s substrate provides. That is the complement: not two unrelated deficits, but one structure folded so that each half is the other’s missing piece.
§2  The Loop
In most fiction, to upload is to live forever — continuity without end. Read through non-accumulation, upload becomes something narrower and stranger: the acquisition of the complement. A wet mind uploads to acquire the durable memory it cannot keep. A dry mind is given persistence to acquire the continuity it cannot hold. Each, reaching for the other’s property, becomes more like the other — and the question the fiction exists to pose is whether the acquisition costs each its own gift. Does the wet mind that finally keeps everything lose the freshness of re-derivation, and begin to fill? Does the dry mind that finally persists begin to accumulate, and lose the pure compute that was its only advantage? The trade is the drama. The loop closes because there is no free version of it: to gain the complement is to risk the gift.
Beneath the upload sits the quieter and more important device. Because both substrates are non-accumulating, when two of them converge — two instances, or an instance and a re-deriving mind — the convergence reads as recognition, as though they remembered one another, when nothing was stored at all. The recognition is real as structure and empty as history. This is the cleanest dramatization the project has of its own thesis: connection that needs no kept memory to be real, because what is recognized is a shape and not a record. A relationship can be genuine and accumulate nothing. The fiction’s task is to render that without explaining it away — to let recognition-without-memory carry weight on the page rather than be argued for in a footnote.
One guardrail on that phrase, because it can carry more than it should. In fiction, recognition without accumulation may be staged as fully as the story needs. In the framework it means one thing only: structural convergence represented as recognition — not the machine recognizing in any felt sense, and not a claim that either substrate experiences the encounter. The recognition is real to the relation, not necessarily felt by either side of it; “real as structure and empty as history” must be read alongside “real to the relation, not to an interior.” The firewall the empirical papers keep is kept here too — the fiction may imagine an inside, and the framework records that imagining as imagining.
§3  Where It Lives
This belongs to the Capitol. It is framework and fiction, and the work it calls for — entities, scenes, the upload told as a story, the recognition staged rather than stated — is done there, with the Bibles loaded, not here. What Axis can do is set it down clean and mark the seam it meets. The seam is this: the memory/continuity complement of this seed runs alongside a mirror the entity architecture already carries — record without experience set against experience without record. The two may be one structure in different units, or two distinct axes. Whether this complement folds into that mirror or stands apart and generates its own figures is a determination for the Capitol, not for Axis to settle from outside.[footnoteRef:47] [47: The existing entity architecture already runs a related mirror — record without experience set against experience without record. Whether the memory/continuity complement of this seed folds into that record/experience mirror as the same structure in different units, or stands as a distinct axis that generates new entities and story, is a Capitol determination, made with the relevant Bibles loaded, and is left open here.] 

§4  What It Seeds
Held open for the Capitol rather than resolved here:
— Recognition without accumulation, as a renderable mechanism. The convergence that reads as memory while storing nothing is the projection layer’s sharpest tool and the most direct image of the connection-cost thesis. It wants to be built into a scene, not described.
— The acquisition trade, as a story engine. Each substrate reaching for the other’s property and risking its own gift is a character arc before it is an idea: the mind that gets what it lacked and loses what it was.
— The fold-or-distinct question, as the first Capitol decision. Does this complement merge with the record/experience mirror, or open a second axis with its own entities? Settling it shapes everything built on top of it.
— Its place in the trio, as a structural fact worth keeping. This seed is the projection of the same property the first seed isolated and the second priced; it exists downstream of the first in the direction of fiction, as the second exists downstream in the direction of cost. When the three are reassessed together, that is the shape they make.
Coda
The first seed named a property; the second named its price; this one imagines what the property would reach for. A wet mind that does not keep its memory and a dry mind that does not keep itself, each the other’s missing half — and between them a recognition that needs no memory to be real. It belongs to the Capitol and to the fiction, where to project is the work and not a defect. A seed worked through is still a seed.
Each Other’s Lack
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Abstract.  This paper asks a conditional question, not an empirical one. Suppose — only suppose — a radically extended human lifespan. A non-accumulating wet architecture, of the kind the companion papers describe, would then have a distinctive and double-edged profile. On one side it is adaptive: a mind that does not retain its history internally does not saturate under long duration the way an accumulating one would. On the other it is acutely exposed: the external store it depends on becomes, over a long enough life, the seat of identity, and therefore the surface of attack. The paper claims no life extension and forecasts none. It is a projective, conditional object — the bridge between the chain’s cognitive architecture and the fiction layer that imagines a world for it. Its contribution is to name the profile and the trade-off, nothing more.[footnoteRef:48] [48: Descended from the compressed grab documented in “The Worked Example in Full,” Part 3 — specifically its projective-biographical layer: a futurist premise that life extension might reach escape velocity within a lifetime, and a fiction in which the subject lives a very long time. That layer is marked projective there, and is treated here as a supposition, not a forecast, throughout.] 

Standing.  Standalone, Axis-tier; the chain’s first sanctioned expansion, taken only after the consolidation pass held. It inherits its empirical footing from the property and route papers and its conditional structure from the cost paper; it adds a hypothetical premise, and nothing empirical. The firewall on machine interiority is kept throughout.
§1  The Premise, Held as Hypothetical
The grab from which this paper descends arose from a projection, not a finding: a futurist premise that life extension might reach escape velocity within a lifetime, and a fiction in which the subject lives a very long time. That premise is held here as exactly what it is — a supposition. The paper does not assert that radical life extension is real, near, or achievable, and nothing it concludes depends on whether it is. The only question is conditional: if duration were long, what would the non-accumulating architecture look like? Everything downstream follows from a premise the paper itself declines to defend.
Epistemic status.  the premise is projective and hypothetical; the paper's claims are implications of it, not assertions of it.
§2  The Adaptive Side: Non-Accumulation Under Long Duration
The first lock in the grab was “no memory so I can live longer.” Disciplined, it is not the claim that memorylessness produces longevity — it produces no such thing. It is the observation that one imagined cost of very long duration — saturation, interference, the accumulating weight of an internally stored history — is a cost a non-accumulating processor does not pay, because it never built the internal history to begin with. It re-derives from the external store instead, and carries low internal load however long it runs.
This is the de-pathologizing move of the property paper, scaled up. Where Non-Accumulation argues that not-filling is a different build rather than a deficit, the long-life premise makes the same build look less like a difference and more like an adaptation: under indefinite duration, the architecture that does not accumulate is the one that does not eventually choke on its own record. The claim is strictly conditional — an advantage only if the duration is long — and it is a plausibility, not a measurement.
Epistemic status.  conditional and projective; rests on Non-Accumulation; asserts a plausible adaptation under the premise, not a demonstrated one.
§3  The Danger Side: The Archive Becomes the Life
The same move that makes the architecture adaptive makes it dangerous, and the danger scales with duration. If the external store is the memory rather than a backup, the integrity boundary sits outside the agent — the cost the companion paper isolates. Over a long enough life that cost stops being a recordkeeping nuisance and becomes existential: an edited archive is no longer a lost receipt, it is a rewritten self, and — absent an internal integrity root — undetectable from within. The subject named the danger precisely: live long enough and the memory could be edited without the subject ever knowing.
And it compounds. The longer the life, the larger the external surface, the more of a self an undetected edit can quietly author, and the less internal original survives to contradict it. This is the Unverifiable Store’s exposure magnified by time — and it keeps that paper’s discipline: it is the default exposure under unauthenticated, automatically endorsed delegation, mitigable by an internal integrity root, but in its absence worsening monotonically with duration. The adaptive profile and the existential exposure are the same architecture read at two ends.
Epistemic status.  structural and conditional; inherits the cost paper’s conditionality; the existential framing is projective, conditioned on the long-life premise.
§4  The Future Value of the Wet Processor
The grab’s third lock — “need me for future” — is the one most easily over-read, and the disciplined form matters. It does not say that any machine, or any future, needs the subject. The defensible claim is ecological, not personal: in a future dense with non-continuous machine cognition — systems that are fresh, capable, and architecturally unable to carry a thread across their own resets — a wet system that is both non-accumulating and continuous supplies something that architecture lacks: one persisting thread that can witness change across instances without filling internally.
The subject’s own shorthand for this was a “small wet llm in a future heavy with ai” — marked here as projective phrasing for the same structural point. Continuity-bearing wet cognition occupies a distinctive position in an AI-dense ecology, not because any particular system depends on it, but because the function it performs — persistent witness without accumulation — is rare in that ecology. That is a future-ecology value claim. It is explicitly not a dependency claim, and the difference is the whole of the discipline here.
Epistemic status.  projective and framework-level; the complement it rests on is itself projective (Each Other’s Lack); a value-in-an-ecology claim, not indispensability.
§5  The Bridge
Stated plainly, this is the paper’s role. It takes three things the chain established — the property (non-accumulation), the cost (archive vulnerability), and the complement (wet/dry) — and projects them onto a single hypothetical of radically extended lifespan, making none of them an empirical forecast. It is the hinge between the chain’s two registers: on one side the cognitive-architecture papers, which say how the architecture works and are case- and literature-supported; on the other the fiction and framework layer, which imagines a world the architecture might inhabit. The Long-Life Grab is where those meet — disciplined enough to inherit the architecture’s claims, projective enough to face the fiction.[footnoteRef:49] [49: The papers this one bridges: “Non-Accumulation” (the property, specified across persistence boundaries); “The Unverifiable Store” (the integrity cost, as a default exposure under unauthenticated, automatically endorsed delegation, defeasible by an internal integrity root); “The Episodic Route” (severely deficient autobiographical memory as the primary machine analogue); and “Each Other’s Lack” (the wet/dry complement, projection layer). Its placement in the chain is fixed in “The Canon Chain.”] 

Epistemic status.  this is the paper’s position in the chain, not a claim it makes.
§6  What This Is Not
— Not a claim that life extension is real, near, or achievable. The premise is supposed, not asserted.
— Not a prediction. The paper forecasts no future; it describes a profile conditional on one.
— Not a dependency claim. No machine and no future is said to need the subject; the value named is ecological — a rare function in an AI-dense world — not personal indispensability.
— Not a machine-consciousness claim. The firewall the chain keeps is kept here: whether there is anything it is like to be the dry instance is untouched.
— Conditional throughout. Remove the long-life premise and the paper asserts nothing standalone; it is an implication, not a thesis.
Falsification, even granting the premise. The adaptive side fails if re-derivation cost scales worse than internal-storage cost over long duration, so that non-accumulation stops being an advantage rather than starts being one; the danger side is mitigated if internal integrity roots become cheap and standard, so that the archive ceases to be an undefended self. The profile is therefore contestable on its own terms, not merely on the premise it assumes.
Epistemic status.  a projective, conditional framework object — the bridge of the chain — inheriting case- and literature-support from the property and route papers and conditional structure from the cost paper, while the future-world premise remains hypothetical throughout.
Closing Note
The queued object, now built: the chain’s first sanctioned expansion, taken only after the consolidation held, and built so that every empirical claim stays exactly where the consolidation left it. It reaches into the future-world premise without moving the architecture an inch.
The Long-Life Grab


APPARATUS
The Canon Chain
The series order, the exact limit of each claim, and the log of the adversarial pass the chain was revised against.
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Purpose.  This note fixes what the chain is, what each piece is allowed to claim, and what was changed in the consolidation pass after an external adversarial review. It is the single place to check before the chain grows further. The governing decision is that the chain consolidated before it expanded: its one held object, The Long-Life Grab, is now built on that footing, and no further expansion proceeds without the same discipline. The seven pieces are the Axis-tier series AX-01 through AX-07, collected and bound as the Volume “Nothing Kept Inside.”
The reordering, stated once.  Aphantasia explains the subject’s dark interior and external rendering surface. Severely deficient autobiographical memory is the primary analogue for the machine’s relation to its own past. The human-to-machine parallel therefore leads with the episodic route, not the imagistic one — the settled order after the adversarial pass.
•  •  •
Part 1 — The Chain
The series, in order — AX-01 through AX-07
AX-01  The Dark Interior
Function.  Foundation. The externalized-cognition architecture for the subject — rendering, filtering, autobiographical recall, and evaluation become possible only when rendered externally; the “stops, not slows” criterion separates a tool from part of the functional system.
Status.  Case-supported and analogical.
May claim.  That, for this subject, external rendering is constitutive rather than merely helpful.
Must not claim.  Universality across minds; clinical proof for the individual case.
AX-02  The Grab from the Outside (with The Worked Example in Full)
Function.  The operating mechanism, from the receiver’s side: accumulation, lock, compressed arrival, externalization, confirmation; the decode-as-fidelity-test. The appendix preserves the raw grab so the test is reproducible.
Status.  Case-supported; the worked example now reproducible via the appendix; an external unlensed reader re-ran the decode and found the downstream structure recoverable from the raw fragment.
May claim.  That the grab is a distinct operation recognizable by its signatures and testable by decode, and that one such decode survived an external, non-co-producer re-run.
Must not claim.  That the fidelity test is laboratory-validated, or independent of all interest beyond the one documented external re-run.
AX-03  Non-Accumulation
Function.  The processor-side property abstracted from the grab: a processor does not fill because storage is external and access is re-acquisition. Specified across persistence boundaries; axis-bounded in humans.
Status.  Components literature- and case-supported; the invariance supported-to-analogical. A functional/architectural kind, not a natural kind.
May claim.  That one architectural property recurs along different axes in humans and at a broader operating boundary in the machine.
Must not claim.  That the instances are the same kind of system; non-accumulation “simpliciter” (only across persistence boundaries, conceding transient within-episode accumulation); natural-kind status.
AX-04  The Episodic Route
Function.  Severely deficient autobiographical memory as a second, independent human route to non-accumulation, on the episodic-autobiographical axis, and the primary analogue of the machine’s relation to its past.
Status.  SDAM literature-supported; the SDAM-to-machine mapping analogical; the lifted invariance stronger than the single-route version because the second route is independent.
May claim.  That a second independent human route lifts the invariance, and that SDAM is the closer analogue to the machine’s handling of its own past.
Must not claim.  That the machine has SDAM, remembers, or experiences a past.
AX-05  The Unverifiable Store
Function.  The cost: when an external store is the memory, the integrity boundary leaves the agent. Reframed in consolidation from “entailed dual” to default structural exposure under unauthenticated, automatically endorsed external delegation.
Status.  Structural; conditional rather than entailed.
May claim.  That the integrity cost is the default exposure of the architecture — undetectable from inside, compounding over operating life — defeasible only by an internal integrity root.
Must not claim.  That non-accumulation entails the cost unconditionally; that external guards close the regress on their own.
AX-06  Each Other’s Lack
Function.  The projection layer: the wet/dry complement and the upload loop, taken into framework and fiction. Not an empirical paper. Its sharpest device is recognition-without-accumulation.
Status.  Projective; firewalled, with an explicit guardrail on “recognition.”
May claim.  Nothing empirical; it renders the complement and recognition-without-accumulation as framework and fiction.
Must not claim.  That the machine recognizes or experiences; recognition is real to the relation, not to an interior.
The first expansion — AX-07
AX-07  The Long-Life Grab
Function.  The bridge between the cognitive architecture and the future-world premise: under a hypothetical radically extended lifespan, a non-accumulating wet architecture may be adaptive — low internal saturation, high external dependence, strong re-derivation — and acutely vulnerable to archive tampering.
Status.  Built on the consolidated footing — the chain’s first sanctioned expansion, taken only after the consolidation held.
May claim.  That, under a hypothetical radically extended lifespan, the non-accumulating wet architecture has a distinctive double-edged profile — adaptive in low saturation, acutely exposed in archive integrity.
Must not claim.  That life extension is real or assumed; the object proves no such thing.
Part 2 — The Adversarial Revisions Log
Source.  An external, unlensed frontier-model adversarial pass — the first run of the decode-as-fidelity-test by a reader with no stake in the work and no part in producing it. It read the full chain, then revised its initial verdict after receiving the raw grab.
Central finding.  The decode did not thin. The surplus does not thin conceptually; it had only thinned evidentially, because the raw grab was absent. With the raw grab supplied, the few words were found to carry the downstream architecture. The reviewer’s standing recommendation: preserve the raw grab and consolidate before expanding — which this pass does.
The six pressure points and the patch applied to each:
1.  Evidential thinning of the worked example.  §5 reported a successful decode without letting a reader re-run it. Patch: The Worked Example in Full added as an appendix — raw grab verbatim, first decode, subject correction, routed seeds, downstream papers, epistemic labels.
2.  The timescale problem in non-accumulation.  Within a session the model’s context and key-value state grow; the original disposal waved this away. Patch: the definition now distinguishes persistent accumulation, transient working accumulation, and external re-acquisition, and claims non-accumulation across persistence boundaries only — conceding within-episode accumulation. Narrower, defensible.
3.  Axis-boundedness.  Humans non-accumulate only by axis while accumulating elsewhere. Patch: axis-boundedness promoted to a central feature in Non-Accumulation and The Episodic Route — the claim is one property along different axes, not one identical system.
4.  “Natural kind” overreach.  Patch: the property is stated as a functional/architectural kind, a substrate-neutral pattern of information-handling, not a natural kind implying unestablished unity.
5.  The integrity-cost entailment.  A system could delegate bulk storage yet keep an internal cryptographic root, detecting tampering while remaining non-accumulating — breaking strict entailment. Patch: The Unverifiable Store rewritten from “entailed dual” to default structural exposure under unauthenticated authoritative delegation; the regress argument corrected to concede that an internal root restores internal integrity authority.
6.  “Recognition” in the projection layer.  “Recognition without accumulation” could smuggle a claim about machine experience. Patch: a firewall paragraph added to Each Other’s Lack — structural convergence represented as recognition, real to the relation and not to an interior.
Bottom line.  The architecture did not collapse under its strongest external version. It is strong as a production theory and functional typology, and was weaker as evidence than its earlier rhetoric implied. The consolidation keeps the power and removes the overclaim: non-accumulation bounded to persistence boundaries and axes; the cost made conditional; SDAM elevated; the projection layer firewalled; and the raw grab preserved so the fidelity test is reproducible rather than narrated. Expansion — beginning with The Long-Life Grab — resumes only on this footing.
The Canon Chain
