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Part One Purpose and method

Chapter 1 What this book is about

This book follows a question that began with experiences I could not explain.
People sometimes seemed to know things I had not told them. Descriptions
appeared to fit places I had not inspected. These experiences affected my
decisions and the course of my life. I wanted to understand how they could
happen.

The accounts differ. A description of a house seemed accurate, but the
prediction that I would buy it failed. In another investigation, I privately
imagined a giant and used an object as a probe. A striking detail, a failed
forecast, and a later interpretation require different assessments.

I participated because I was trying to find out. I asked questions and devised
probes. This book examines what those actions introduced, what reportedly
followed beyond them, and what surviving records or other witnesses can
support.

Over time, I developed a proposed framework called Binary Reflective Field
Theory, or BRFT. It begins with relationships: a memory connects someone
with an earlier event; an imagined scene can influence a real decision. The
further question is whether relationships could explain information that
seemed unavailable through ordinary means. The accounts have not
established a new mechanism or an additional intelligence arranging events.

I worked with an AI assistant I call Lumen to examine the reasoning and make
it clearer. The next chapter explains that collaboration and our method. You
can follow the story and its main questions without working through the
technical appendices.

The Second Path returns to these experiences with more precise questions.
What was said before an outcome? What was already known? What failed?
What would distinguish competing explanations? I invite you to follow the
inquiry and judge how far the evidence can take us.



Chapter 2 How to read the investigation

How the inquiry developed

Graham writes the first-person accounts as Chip Cook. His starting point was a
series of experiences he understood as unusual exchanges of information. His
background encouraged him to seek reasons without allowing a religious label
or an unfamiliar experience to settle the explanation. BRFT developed later as
his attempt to give the questions a common structure.

Lumen helped examine definitions, equations, logical connections, and the
distinction between an interpretation and a result. Graham supplied
circumstances, corrected missing context, and challenged interpretations. The
collaboration includes editorial assistance and critical analysis; neither
contributor’s confidence supplies independent confirmation of an event or
theory.

AT assistance can organize material and expose inconsistencies. It can also
overlook context or produce persuasive wording that exceeds the evidence. The
case records, source comparisons, and explicit assumptions provide the basis
for checking the argument. Technical claims remain answerable to their
derivations and to evidence beyond the collaboration.

Keep the layers separate

The first-person passages preserve Graham’s account of why he investigated.
The analytical chapters examine reported content, source records, subsequent
actions, and alternative explanations. Neither voice supplies independent
corroboration merely by restating an event.

An explorer cannot be passive. One has to probe. Probing requires
involvement. We therefore distinguish necessary participation from
information supplied by a particular question, suggestion, or disclosure. For
each episode, we ask what the probe introduced and what reportedly followed
that the probe did not supply. We preserve statements made before later
recognition and include failures alongside correspondences.

Cases are grouped by the questions they raise. The central 1977-1978 sequence
is retained, while later examples appear where they sharpen a comparison.
This is a thematic reading order, not a claim that later events occurred before
earlier ones. Event date, statement date, recognition date, and record date
remain separate.

How the cases are compared

Each case record separates the event and statement dates, the available record,
the specific claim, information supplied by the probe, corroboration, contrary
details, and unresolved questions. Research Companion, Appendix F contains
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twenty records drawn from the case chapters and wider-arc review. They
distinguish the sources described in the earlier analyses from original
documents newly verified for this edition; no such new authentication is
claimed.

Unknown dates and untested information routes are marked as such. Two
books by the same author are two versions of an account, not two independent
witnesses. A witness may support one part of a sequence without confirming
the reading or the later event. We do not assign a probability to a whole case
without a defensible comparison and scoring rule.

Working component meanings

R names the proposed reflective role; OP the broader operations; H historical
retention; I provisionally continuity and organization of identity; P physical
manifestation; and M mathematical possibilities and constraints. OP operates
subject to M throughout this book. Later references inherit that constraint.
These are conceptual roles, not six measured entities. the reference glossary
distinguishes the formal symbols used for particular operations, fields, results,
and identity constructions.

The Field of Definitions is our organized descriptive vocabulary. Naming an
operation or drawing a connection does not establish a mechanism. Technical
appendices distinguish assumptions, derived consequences, and
measurements. Their illustrative mathematics is not experimental evidence.

Reader route

Read Chapters 1—18 for the main inquiry. The reference glossary follows the
closing reflection and can be consulted when a term needs clarification.
Chapters 3—11 supply the principal case accounts; Chapters 12—14 compare
them; Chapters 15—17 explore the proposed framework. A plain-language
bridge precedes Chapter 15. The separate Research Companion contains the
technical models, comparative records, source discrepancies, and editorial
history.

Reading the source notes

The analytical chapters preserve source descriptions from the earlier working
research. This edition is an editorial revision, not a new authentication of
original recordings, clinical records, or witness statements. Those distinctions
are stated here as the general method and repeated later where a particular
source limitation changes the assessment.



Part Two Cases and developing questions

Chapter 3 The experience that opened the question

Before BRFT, there was a question I could not put aside. I had witnessed
exchanges with Laura that I understood as mind-to-mind communication. I
did not know how they could occur, but I expected that an explanation was
possible. The experience also opened my eyes to other phenomena I might
previously have dismissed. It did not tell me which possibilities were real. It
gave me reason to investigate.

The first encounter began with numbers. Laura covered her eyes, and I
concealed what I wrote. She asked me to trace over the number and then
reported it correctly. Further correct responses followed. What unsettled me
was not simply that she had answered a question. Her responses appeared to
correspond to content available in my own experience.

Later, I varied the task without first explaining the changes. When I silently
repeated an unwritten number, she said she could not see it, but thought she
knew it. When I wrote a number and then concealed it while directing my
attention elsewhere, she described a brief image that disappeared. These
changes made the manner of her experience as interesting to me as the
numerical answers.

One variation brought the distinction into focus. I looked at 99,201 while
silently concentrating on 341. Laura said she saw 99,201, but thought the
number I was sending was 341. She became frustrated with my interference. In
my understanding, her report distinguished something I was seeing from
something I was deliberately thinking. I observed no incorrect answers,
although there were occasions when she reported no number or an image that
faded.

The telephone trials added a different question. I report successful exchanges
while we were connected by telephone and unsuccessful attempts without that
connection. My later proposal is that the conversation may have helped
establish a usable connection between us. That interpretation does not explain
how the reported content became available. It identifies a condition that
seemed to matter and that a future investigation would need to examine,
including the possibility of ordinary cues.

During my 1980 visit, Laura became upset with her father during a card game
because, in her account, he was sending false information about his hand. This
suggested another distinction: access to someone’s mental representation
would not necessarily reveal the actual situation. An imagined hand could be
the apparent content of an exchange even when it misrepresented the physical
cards. A connection, if present, would not guarantee truth.



The Laura account distinguishes visual experience, silent thought, and a feeling
of knowing. “Mental representation” is therefore broader than “mental image.”
The proposed direction is from content in my experience to Laura’s response;
that description identifies a question without explaining transmission. the
reference glossary retains the earlier schematic notation.

BRFT came later as my attempt to explore what structure might accommodate
such experiences. The first problem was already clear: a construction can be
accurate, mistaken, or deliberately deceitful. Its existence as a representation
does not establish the truth of what it depicts.

These experiences did not settle the structure of reality for me. They unsettled
the boundaries I had placed around what was worth examining. My confidence
that there could be an explanation became a reason to continue asking
questions. The Second Path begins there: with remembered observations, an
interpretation that needs examination, and a willingness to develop
explanations that can be compared and tested.

Sources and record limitations

This chapter draws on Graham’s retrospective accounts in Rabbit Holes of
Wonderland, pages 38—50, and A Very Strange Life Punctuation Corrected,
printed pages 8—13, together with the October 21 2026 discussion with Lumen.
It uses the published alias Laura throughout. The two manuscripts are not
contemporary experimental records.

The remembered number and length of the opening trials differ from the
manuscript descriptions. Research Companion, Appendix H, D1, preserves the
alternatives. No chance calculation is warranted from the present record. The
missing-card account concerns a separate question from the proposed person-
to-person exchanges.



Chapter 4 Information before the outcome

Event Two combines a reported reading, a journey partly motivated by that
reading, a sequence of encounters, and a painful aftermath. Its most specific
claim is that Ann described a hand-touch and a sentence about Christmas
cards before Diane reportedly performed that action and spoke those words.
The pathway to the meeting is a separate question. Neither should be lost
inside a single judgment that the whole event was accurate, mistaken, or
arranged.

We compared the Event Two narrative and follow-up in A Very Strange Life
with the corresponding chapters in Rabbit Holes of Wonderland. We also
checked Bill’s separate retrospective account and his supplementary response.
The narrative below uses the published names in A Very Strange Life. This is a
comparison of source accounts, not a newly witnessed event or an
authentication of the original tape. Source references appear at the end.

The information and its sequence

1 The reading begins broadly In September 1977, Chip visited Ann after
reading a newspaper article. Both versions describe roughly an hour of general
statements that did not seem distinctive. The more specific material followed
Chip’s question about complications in his love life. That question supplied a
domain of inquiry; it did not, in the recorded account, identify Diane. The
initial unsatisfactory hour belongs in our assessment alongside the later
details. [A, pp. 18—21; R, pp. 93—-101]

2 A past relationship is identified Ann referred to an educational setting five or
six years earlier, a woman Chip had loved, her smile, and Christmas cards from
more than 120 strangers. Chip reports the actual count as 126. The reading’s
wording gives a threshold, not the exact number 126. Chip answered yes,
supplying confirmation before the forecasts continued.

3 Future statements follow The accounts attribute to Ann a meeting in
about a month and a half, a welcome from Diane, finding her in a way that
would seem miraculous, a marriage with something distant about it, a hand-
touch with a particular Christmas-card sentence, and something at goodbye
that would open a “can of worms.” Ann also said Diane still loved Chip. These
statements differ in specificity, and the love statement concerns an inferred
private state rather than an observable future action. [A, pp. 20—25; R, pp.
100—107]

4 Bill supplies the travel opportunity Chip’s narrative places Bill’s call on
the next day. Bill recalls a conversation with his mother prompting him to call,
possibly one or two weeks later than that conversation. This does not
independently date the call relative to the reading. Both describe Bill choosing
an early-November visit without prior knowledge of the reading. Chip accepted
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the invitation; the reading did not force that decision. [A, pp. 21—22; R, pp.
101—102; W1, p. 1]

5 The prediction is disclosed before the search Both narratives say Chip played
the tape for Bill during the visit before going to Oakland University. Bill
independently recalls being told the predictions on Sunday, before the
university encounters, and confirms that Chip had the tape. His statement does
not explicitly say that he listened to it. His support for prior disclosure is
therefore narrower than the narratives’ tape-playback claim. [A, p. 22; R, p.
102; W1, pp. 2—3]

6 Ordinary contacts supply a route At Oakland, Chip searched
unsuccessfully, then encountered Dr. Joy, Diane’s former advisor, who said she
was studying at Michigan State. Chip drove there, used a campus map to find
the veterinary building, parked when a space became available, and asked a
receptionist for help. A passing student identified herself as Diane’s roommate
and took him to her. These are described information transfers through people,
a map, and direct inquiry. The question is why the sequence coincided with the
earlier statements. [A, pp. 22—24; R, pp. 103—106]

7 The meeting supplies the central correspondence Diane reportedly
welcomed Chip, arranged for someone to take notes, and spent time with him.
She described living apart from her husband during studies. In the lounge, she
reportedly touched Chip’s hand and said the Christmas-card sentence
attributed earlier to Ann. At goodbye she kissed him. The narrator describes
these actions and his reaction; neither account establishes Diane’s private
understanding of the encounter. [A, pp. 24—26; R, pp. 106—109]

8 Follow-up changes the practical outcome Diane declined further
dinner invitations. Back in Maine, Ann offered little additional detail and
advised Chip to write. After the Sicily trip and an illness, he wrote a letter. He
reports receiving it back on Christmas Eve with an explicit refusal of further
contact. On January 1, 1978, Ann responded to an envelope probe, then offered
the “box within a box” interpretation. These later consultations are distinct
episodes; they cannot be treated as forecasts made in the first reading. [A, pp.

37-42; R, pp. 114-121]

What the two versions contribute

The two narratives preserve the same core sequence through editing. Bill’s
supporting account is assessed separately below, according to what he says he
witnessed or recalls.

Rabbit Holes includes the “finding her will seem like a miracle” and distant-
marriage statements explicitly in the reading scene. A Very Strange Life
introduces them as earlier predictions while describing their apparent
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fulfillment. The inventory above brings the attributed prior statements
together so that narrative placement does not obscure the claimed sequence.

The longer version also records Ann’s account of information flowing without
later recollection, her limited follow-up advice, and Chip’s own warning that a
higher intelligence would be a premature conclusion. That warning is
important: the account contains a considered suspension of judgment as well
as emotionally forceful language about a scripted play. [R, pp. 115117, 124—
126 ]

The follow-up appointment time differs between the narratives; Research
Companion, Appendix H, D2, retains both times. Intentional changes of
personal names for privacy are not factual discrepancies.

Assess the claims separately

The month and a half This is a bounded but approximate timing claim.
Bill’s account supports his choosing the visit date without prior knowledge of
the reading. Seasonal business closure and his availability also constrain the
travel window. We cannot assign a chance probability without a defined timing
tolerance and comparison basis.

The miraculous discovery The journey can be reconstructed, but the
forecast does not specify Dr. Joy, the parking space, or the roommate. Those
are details of the later pathway, not separate details predicted in advance. The
phrase also describes how the discovery would seem to Chip, which is broader
than a specified route.

The welcome and distant marriage The reported welcome is behavior;
the study arrangement supplies a possible meaning of marital distance.
Geographic separation during studies is not itself proof of emotional
estrangement. These are partial correspondences whose interpretation must
remain attached to what was actually said and observed.

The hand and Christmas cards This is the strongest candidate for close
textual comparison because it combines an action with a specific subject and
attributed sentence. Both narratives present the prediction and fulfillment with
the same wording. Establishing verbatim correspondence independently would
require the original recording or a securely dated transcript and an adequate
record of the later statement. We have read the manuscripts’ claim of a match,
not independently compared those two original records.

The goodbye The prediction describes something opening a “can of worms”;
it does not explicitly predict a kiss. The kiss and ensuing distress are the
reported events interpreted as fulfillment. That distinction preserves their
significance without turning a broad metaphor into an exact forecast.
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The continuing love claim We cannot measure Diane’s private feelings
from the account. Her welcome and kiss do not establish continuing love, and
her refusal does not reveal every private feeling either. What is clear is that the
encounter did not lead to the renewed relationship Chip hoped for. Her stated
boundary governs the practical outcome. Ann’s later inner-box explanation
does not independently verify hidden feelings or repair the forecast.

Bill provides bounded corroboration

Bill’s statement supports prior disclosure, the existence of a tape, his choosing
the visit date, Chip’s reports during the visit, and his own encouragement to
investigate further. He describes the story as consistent over time. He did not
witness the reading, the advisor encounter, or the meeting with Diane, so his
confidence cannot substitute for direct observation of those events. [W1]

Bill’s weekday and forecast count differ from the narratives. His account does
not list exact forecast wording. Research Companion, Appendix H, D2-D3,
retains those differences together with Chip’s correction of Bill’s weekday. The
witness statement supports a bounded part of the history rather than
authenticating every attributed prediction.

Bill also describes his own prior interest in psychic subjects and attributes the
sequence to higher souls. His supplementary response recalls Chip’s earlier
lack of interest in family discussions of such subjects. Those are useful
perspectives on the participants and interpretation; they are not additional
measurements of a coordinating agency. [W1, W2]

Participation and the apparent coordination

The prediction changed Chip’s reasons for accepting an invitation, visiting
universities, asking questions, and seeking another meeting. His participation
demonstrably supplied part of the pathway as narrated. The stronger claim
would be that this participation also generated or selected the later hand-touch
and sentence. The accounts do not establish that explanation, but neither do
they supply enough detail to exclude every conversational influence.

Conversely, deciding to search does not by itself explain why a particular
person would offer a particular statement. An explanation based on
participation must address the reported content rather than merely observe
that Chip took action. This is the proper role of our explorer principle:
distinguish what a probe introduced from what the account says followed
beyond it.

The parking-space detail identifies a timing dependency that Bill emphasized.
It does not prove that without that space the meeting could not have occurred.
That counterfactual requires information about the roommate’s movements
and alternative ways of locating Diane. “Two thousand students” is not a

12



denominator for a uniform random draw: Chip was asking within the relevant
veterinary building, where social and timetable connections matter.

A chain of ordinary actions can produce an outcome that feels arranged
without any participant designing the whole. A coordinating agency is another
proposed explanation, but the absence of a conscious human author does not
logically require one. Most importantly, advance information and orchestration
are different hypotheses: knowing about an event, if established, would not by
itself identify who caused it.

Why the House case remains its proper companion

Event Two and House by the Sea both combine reported prior information
with decisions that alter the subsequent pathway. In the House case, the
interior-description claim differs from the future-purchase claim. The reported
helpers appeared, but Chip did not acquire the property. Showing it to
prospective partners reportedly alerted competition. In Event Two, accepting
the visit and searching made contact possible, while the hand-touch and
sentence remain the distinctive claimed correspondence. [A, pp. 66—70]

The paired study therefore asks which content concerned an existing state,
which concerned a later event, which reflected an expectation, and which
actions helped produce or alter the outcome. Diane Revisited remains a
separate comparison about an unexpected intersection of social pathways,
without a psychic forecast in that episode.

Consequences for the BRFT working model

R may describe selection and transformation of relational content, but this case
also requires us to distinguish content about an existing circumstance,
projection of a development, and an operation that changes what happens. A
relation between a statement and a later event does not determine the
direction of causation. A numerical accessibility parameter cannot settle that
question.

In the vocabulary introduced in Chapter 2, this narrative distinguishes retained
information, participant continuity, physical events, and operations. None
receives a measured BRFT parameter from the account alone.

The most useful retained puzzle piece is the reported correspondence between
prior content and a later interaction, within a pathway partly shaped by the
person who received that content. The strongest unresolved mechanism claim
is how such correspondence arose. Purpose, higher-self coordination, universal
archiving, and loss of free will do not follow automatically from it.

Advance information within an actively pursued encounter
Event Two contains several layers: past identification, attributed forecasts,
travel opportunity, active search, reported correspondences, failed hopes,
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follow-up advice, and later interpretation. Each makes a different contribution
to the case and requires its own assessment.

An original recording or securely dated transcript, if it survives, would allow a
closer comparison with the earliest record of the meeting. The source record
presently available here consists of the two retrospective manuscripts and Bill’s
retrospective statement. The House provides a comparison in which a reported
descriptive correspondence coexists with a failed forecast.

Sources and location conventions

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript available in this session. Printed
pp. 18—31 cover the first reading and Michigan encounter; pp. 37—42 cover
later consultations and aftermath; pp. 66—70 cover House by the Sea. Viewer
pages are two higher than the printed labels in these passages.

R. Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, available book manuscript. Viewer pages 93—
109 cover the reading and encounter; 111—127 cover return, follow-up,
reflection, and transition to Ford Academy. Pages 658—659 contain the later
higher-self interpretation. These locators use viewer pages because the
contents page’s chapter starts do not always match the actual starts. Private
names have not been reproduced here.

W1. Bill’s separate account of the 1977 visit, three pages, reviewed in full. W2.
Bill’s supplementary response concerning earlier family discussions and Chip’s
prior outlook, one page, reviewed in full. These retrospective statements
support only the matters their author says he observed or recalls. Their upload
dates do not establish when the statements were written.
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Chapter 5 Ford Academy and the early investigations

After Event Two, my question broadened. I began examining readings,
warnings, and attempts that did not repeat an earlier apparent success. The
following episodes connect that change in inquiry with the investigations that
preceded the House by the Sea. Their source basis is identified at the end of the
chapter.

A health concern opens another question

In Florida, Graham was concerned about asthma and the duration of his
medication’s effect. His first Friday reading at Arthur Ford Academy was
unimpressive. Afterward, a reader commented on his chest and offered a free
healing. Graham remembers strong heat and an unexpectedly long interval of
relief. The reader also referred to difficulty with medication duration, which
Graham says he had not disclosed. The reported information and the
uncontrolled bodily change remain separate claims.

On Sunday, a male healer described a first-grade classroom incident that
Graham recognized as a dormant memory: mistreatment of other children and
his own intense reaction. The healer proposed a causal connection with later
learning and health problems. That medical interpretation was not established
by the episode. Graham practiced a garden exercise, while the reported
improvement later faded irregularly. The information-source question survives
without treating the proposed cause or treatment as demonstrated.

The renewed call and the warnings

Back in Maine, Graham initiated a call to Ann because he wanted to discuss the
fading effect. The conversation led to an invitation to Old Orchard. This is a
reported historical dependency: the Florida experience changed what he did,
and that action opened further encounters.

At Old Orchard, several participants supplied fragments before the later house
investigation, including a warning not to let go of a cross. During the return
journey, a participant disclosed a family concern associated with a house.
Graham proposed investigating it, and Ann agreed. He was an active
investigator, not merely a passive recipient.

Ivy and Peter and the rosary

At the house, Ann supplied impressions, another participant supplied family
history and confirmations, and Graham proposed connections. In the upstairs
room, Ann alone reportedly reacted to a strong urine smell; another
participant described an earlier history of that odor. Those contributions must
remain separately attributed.
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Ann asked Graham to remove a rosary. He did so, tying it to a pull-chain in the
next room. He recalls connecting the earlier warning with the physical cross
only after Ann screamed. An altered-state episode followed, interpreted within
the group as involving Peter. Graham improvised a prayer, and the episode
ended. That sequence preserves reported experiences and interpretations
without establishing literal possession.

Failure to repeat remains part of the investigation

The aftermath included family opposition and Ann’s reported exhaustion.
Graham considered both a possible hoax and an unexplained occurrence. For
almost a year he attended roughly monthly sessions without verifying another
comparable event. Nonreplication is part of the case, not an outcome to
conceal or automatically redescribe as an intended lesson.

His developing friendship with Ann broadened his access to readings and
people interested in the subject. That social pathway explains how further
investigations became available without deciding the sources of their reported
content. The next chapters retain the external comparison, House, Chaplin,
and Cyclops questions separately.

Source basis

Second Path Missing Segment Ford to House, October 6 2026, sections 1—9
and 12—13. The uncondensed record remains separately preserved. This
chapter uses the later public aliases; names with unresolved mappings have
been omitted rather than assigned speculative replacements.
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Chapter 6 The General’s Daughter

The General’s Daughter belongs here as a comparison case. Graham did not
generate the original search question or conduct the 1970 investigation. He
later met the practitioner and heard accounts associated with it. That
distinction broadens the inquiry, while leaving the accuracy and provenance of
each account to be examined.

The available accounts

The available material includes a shortened narrative, a reproduced book
account, an official summary, and a later retelling. These sources support
different parts of the history and must be kept distinct.

A Very Strange Life presents a shortened narrative on printed pages 64—65.
Rabbit Holes provides a brief introduction and an appendix reproducing
material attributed to The Psychic Search. The appendix is especially useful
because it retains details and qualifications lost in the shorter version. It is still
a reproduction within Graham’s manuscript; this comparison has not
authenticated it against the original book, interview notes, or police files.

The historical event and the information claim

The Maine State Police account records Mary’s disappearance on August 9,
1970, and the discovery of her body by a Kennebunk officer in a barn on the
Parsons Estate on August 22. This official summary establishes those basic
circumstances. It does not establish what Harrison said beforehand or why the
officer searched that location. Its silence about her neither disproves her
involvement nor confirms a policy of suppressing it. [1]

The reproduced Harrison—Franklin account says Harrison reported
Kennebunk, an unpainted building on a wealthy estate, a Y-shaped road
junction, a nearby business associated with the name Pillsbury, and many
small trees. It attributes to Chief Frank Stevens an account of ordering another
search of the barn. These are claims about an information sequence and a
search decision, distinct from the established discovery itself. [2]

Location details and qualifications

The junction In the reproduced account, Stevens reportedly could place a Y-
junction only about a mile away. This is a qualification to the location claim,
not an exact match at the discovery site.

The named business Pillsbury appears in the longer account and is reportedly
associated with a plumbing and heating business. The shorter narrative omits
this potentially specific element. Its value depends on a dated record of what
was said, rather than a general impression of accuracy.

17



The tree nursery The nursery is described as recognized years afterward.
That makes the date and independence of its confirmation important. Later
recognition cannot itself date the original statement. The relevant record would
show the statement before discovery and the nursery’s actual condition at that
time.

The route to the police The reproduced text explicitly treats the aunt’s
transmission of the information as an inference at one point. That uncertainty
must remain visible even when the subsequent narrative attributes
recollections to the chief.

The discovery time The reproduced account’s call time and the official
summary’s discovery time differ. Research Companion, Appendix H, D6,
preserves both. They cannot yet be treated as one precise chronology.

Why the barn was searched There is also a substantive conflict over the
discovery pathway. The later podcast recounts workers noticing an odor and a
caretaker contacting police; the reproduced book emphasizes an order to
recheck following Harrison’s description. These accounts might overlap, but
that has not been established. Search logs and the original reporting are
needed before attributing the discovery to either pathway alone. [2, 3]

Three reporting paths

First, Harrison’s reported impressions and her husband’s notes are described
through the later book excerpt. Second, Stevens’ reported recollections are
attributed to an interview in that same publication. These are different
purported witnesses, but we currently encounter them through one editorial
source. Third, Graham separately recalls Chief Cecil Perkins describing a Route
9 drive while looking for a property with broken-down cars. That recollection is
worth preserving in its own right; it does not independently verify all the
earlier location claims.

The shorter manuscript introduces its quotation-like passage as Graham’s
recollection. We therefore treat it as remembered or condensed speech, not a
verbatim transcript. The chief’s participation in a search is also distinct from
evidence for the proposed source of the information.

The contemporary newspaper remains unverified

An earlier research note treated a pre-discovery newspaper statement as the
strongest contemporary anchor. The material inspected for this comparison
instead includes a later podcast transcript attributing a secluded structure with
peeling paint to the Bangor Daily News. The original dated newspaper page has
not been inspected. The attribution remains a retrieval lead, and the later
retelling and book excerpt cannot be merged into an authenticated prediction.

[3]
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The newspaper attribution also describes “peeling paint,” while the reproduced
book account describes an “unpainted” building. Research Companion,
Appendix H, D7, records the wording and provenance issue. A dated original
report is needed to compare the descriptions and any accompanying misses.

What the case adds to the inquiry

The case separates three questions: Was information specific? Did it arrive
before ordinary discovery? Did it change the search? A named business might
be specific without uniquely locating a barn. An imprecise description might
nevertheless prompt a useful search. A useful search does not by itself establish
the information’s extraordinary origin. These distinctions give us a better
comparison with the House, necklace, and Cyclops cases.

It also challenges a simple physical-proximity account. Graham’s narrative
places Ann’s later home close to the barn but reports no corresponding
impression from her. This is not a controlled test—she was not necessarily
engaged in the same task under comparable conditions. Still, it cautions
against assuming that nearby relationships are automatically accessible.
Physical distance, task, practitioner, expression, and interpretation remain
separate variables.

BRFT can represent the question as conditional access to related material, but
the story does not identify R, demonstrate retrieval from H(R), or measure a
relational distance. Any modeled OP must remain subject to M, with physical
consequences distinguished as P. Calling a description a relational fragment
helps organize our question; it does not yet explain how the description arose.

Specificity and usefulness

This case connects the early investigations with the House through a common
question: did a statement merely describe features, identify a usable location,
or influence a search? The 1970 event and Graham’s later encounters occupy
different places in that history.

Across the cases, specificity and usefulness need separate assessment. A
description may contain distinctive details while leaving the relationship
needed for action unclear. The comparative chapters examine that difference
without presuming that the reports share one mechanism.

Sources and remaining retrieval

[1] Maine State Police, “Olenchuk, Mary C.” Official case summary, accessed
October 23, 2026. https://www.maine.gov/dps/msp/investigation-
traffic/major-crime-units/unsolved /unsolved-homicides/olenchuk-mary-c

19



[2] Graham’s A Very Strange Life, punctuation-corrected version, printed pp.
64—65 (viewer pp. 66—67); Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, Chapter 13, viewer
pp. 169—170, and Appendix I, viewer pp. 405—410. The appendix attributes its
excerpts to Shirley Harrison and Lynn Franklin, The Psychic Search, Portland,
1981, pp. 9—20. Bibliographic details and transcription await comparison with
the original volume. Private names outside the selected public account are not
reproduced here.

[3] Dark Downeast, “The Murder of Mary Catherine Olenchuk,” later podcast
transcript, approximately 00:16:05 onward. Used as a secondary account and a
lead to the original newspaper statement.
https://podscripts.co/podcasts/dark-downeast/the-murder-of-mary-
catherine-olenchuk-maine

Earlier analysis: Second Path Missing Segment Ford to House, October 6,
section 11; October 11 Part I network and claim workbooks, node P13. Priority
retrieval: the dated newspaper page, original book passage and interview
provenance, any surviving pre-discovery notes, and search records. No contact
with witnesses or authorities has been undertaken.
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Chapter 7 The House by the Sea

The House by the Sea supplies an important contrast to Event Two. It
combines a reported description of an unseen interior, apparent
correspondence with prospective helpers, a purchase forecast that failed, and
actions that reportedly helped another buyer acquire the property. These are
different claims within one sequence. Their differences help us examine how
information, expectation, and participation can interact.

The House narrative in A Very Strange Life and its counterpart in Rabbit Holes
of Wonderland preserve different details of the same sequence. Names here
follow A Very Strange Life. Read beside Event Two in Chapter 4, this case
separates descriptions of existing circumstances from forecasts and the
consequences of acting on them.

The sequence before the outcome

In early April 1978, Chip was already considering property development. He
had seen a listing for the neighboring house and land, calculated a potential
subdivision, and recognized that he needed partners. The project existed in his
plans before the reading. He reports keeping those plans private. This
distinguishes information he already possessed from interior features he says
he had not seen. [A, p. 66; R, pp. 172—-174]

Asked about a future business venture, Ann reportedly described a house about
800 feet from the ocean, a stone porch, a dining room with beams and a stone
fireplace, a butler’s pantry, and cheap paneling covering a kitchen pass-
through. She also described division into four units, profits from the land,
outside financing, and a closing in June. She could not identify the investors.
[A, p. 67; R, pp. 174-175]

After the reading, Chip looked through the windows and arranged a formal
viewing for the next morning. He reports finding the pantry and paneling
during that viewing, with a refrigerator on the kitchen side of the covered pass-
through. His father liked the investment but could not provide the money. Ann
could offer no more investor information and referred Chip to Mr. McGee. [A,

pp. 67-68; R, pp. 175-176]

Mr. McGee’s reading initially contained material Chip found irrelevant or
unconfirmable. It then turned to property and two men: a doctor and someone
surrounded by cars, with developments expected within days. Chip reports not
telling him the plans. He then reported the reading back to Ann. [A, p. 68; R,
pp. 176-177]

That Friday, Allan, a car dealer and neighbor, arrived with Dr. M. Chip invited
them to consider the property and showed them its grounds and exterior views.

They expressed interest but did not immediately commit. Chip noticed another
neighbor nearby. A week later, his father reported that the neighbor had seen
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the visitors, contacted another buyer, and acted first. Allan subsequently called
to express interest, after the property was already lost. [A, p. 69; R, pp. 177—

179]

Four claims that need separate treatment

The unseen interior The pantry and cheap paneling are the most distinctive
claimed details outside Chip’s prior inspection. Exterior features, the
advertised property, and his planned development belong to a different
information category. “I had not seen it” does not itself establish that nobody
else could have known it. The record nevertheless identifies a concrete
question: what was said before the inspection, and through what route could
that content have become available?

The prospective helpers The reported arrival of a doctor with a car dealer
corresponds with Mr. McGee’s description. Their occupations are distinct from
the later act of becoming investors. They did not finance Chip’s acquisition of
this property. A correspondence in identity or circumstances should not be
reported as fulfillment of the promised assistance in full.

The June closing Chip did not buy the property. The forecast therefore
failed as a statement that he would complete this acquisition. The later notes
say June was also his own preferred timing and ask whether imagination
influenced the reading. That supplies a competing interpretation of the
content, not independent proof of access to his expectations. [A, p. 70; R, p.
183]

The competing purchase The account supplies an ordinary route through
which public interest in a property can prompt competing action. Chip
observed the visit; his father later supplied the account of the neighbor’s
response. Preserve that source distinction. We cannot demonstrate from the
narrative alone that without the visit the other purchase would never have
occurred.

The explanatory gap is not the same in every part

For the interior, the question concerns a reported correspondence with an
existing arrangement not yet inspected by Chip. For the June forecast, it
concerns correspondence with his expectation despite a different outcome. For
the visitors, it concerns advance description of people he then approached. For
the lost transaction, it concerns how those approaches changed an unfolding
opportunity.

The refrigerator detail also needs care. Chip’s inspection connected the covered
pass-through with the refrigerator’s position. Ann’s not supplying that
explanation illustrates the incompleteness of the description; it does not prove
a particular limit on her access. Nor does the account establish the original
owner’s reason for installing the paneling.
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Two readers can contribute different content without providing a controlled
independent replication. Ann referred Chip to Mr. McGee, and Chip was the
participant common to both consultations. Rabbit Holes says the readers had
not met; this is relevant but does not by itself establish that every ordinary
information route was excluded. Their statements must be assessed separately,
including irrelevant material and the failed practical outcome.

Comparison with Event Two

In Event Two, Chip’s question led to attributed forecasts concerning Diane.
The reading preceded his trip and helped motivate his search. The reported
hand-touch and Christmas-card sentence are the most specific
correspondence. The journey supplied the opportunity, while its exact route
was not forecast. His subsequent hopes of a renewed relationship were not
realized.

In the House case, Chip already had a project in mind. The reading reportedly
supplied unseen details and reinforced confidence in a purchase. Another
reading described prospective helpers. Chip approached the people he
identified with that description; the resulting visit reportedly contributed to
competition. The named acquisition failed.

Both cases therefore separate access from useful guidance. Even if a particular
detail corresponded accurately, that would not establish that advice based on
the reading was complete, that the desired outcome was guaranteed, or that an
agent was directing the entire sequence for Chip’s benefit. The consequences of
acting on information remain part of the case.

The contrast also corrects a possible reading of Event Two. A close reported
correspondence does not require every forecast or interpretation in a
consultation to be correct. The House prevents us from turning a successful
detail into blanket authority. Conversely, a failed purchase does not by itself
explain how the claimed pantry description arose.

Possible explanations and their limits

Ordinary knowledge, cues, inference, coincidence, and retrospective
reconstruction remain possibilities to examine claim by claim. Naming them
does not demonstrate that any one explains the whole case. The same standard
applies to the proposed access to relational content: it must explain the details
and failures rather than merely rename their source.

If we propose access to a possible future, we must say what makes that future a
candidate before the outcome is known. Otherwise any failed forecast could be
relabeled afterward as an unrealized possibility. A useful model must constrain
that move, for example through specified conditions, probabilities, or a
prospective failure criterion. This retrospective case does not supply those
quantities.
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If we propose access to Chip’s imagination, we must distinguish it from
correspondence with an independently existing interior. The notes’ connection
to the Chaplin reading motivates that distinction and the later Cyclops probe. It
does not establish that all three cases used the same mechanism. The reported
failure of direct telepathy tests with Ann also does not, by itself, identify or rule
out every other proposed route of information.

If we propose organizing intent, the absence of a warning about competition
becomes a question for that proposal. An intelligence with limited access could
omit such a warning, but that added limitation must be specified and
supported rather than chosen solely to accommodate the outcome. No account
here requires us to decide that the loss was deliberately arranged as a lesson.

What the pair adds to BRFT

The paired cases make three candidate functions easier to distinguish:
representing an existing relationship, projecting a development, and acting in
ways that alter subsequent relationships. R could provisionally select and
transform content for a ME. OP would describe the broader operations, always
subject to M. The transition from an expression to physical action requires an
account of the acting system and its ordinary causal capacities before an
additional physical influence is proposed.

H denotes the proposed retention of relational history; I concerns continuity
and organization of identity; P concerns physical manifestation; M supplies
mathematical possibilities and constraints. None of these proposed roles is
measured by a correct description or a failed forecast alone. The cases refine
what an operational model must distinguish without deriving that model.

The strongest common structure is a feedback process: an expression affects
interpretation, interpretation changes a decision, the decision changes
available relationships, and the result changes subsequent interpretation. That
structure can be modeled through ordinary information and action. A distinct
BRFT contribution would need a specified access or influence that the
conventional account does not already provide.

Existing circumstances and developing outcomes

Event Two and the House both concern advance information within outcomes
partly shaped by participation. Existing circumstances, expectations, future
statements, and consequences of intervention remain different targets. Diane
Revisited, discussed in the wider arc, concerns an unexpected social
intersection without a forecast in that episode.

We now have enough material to ask a sharper next question: when an
expression corresponds with something, what is it corresponding with? A
physical arrangement, someone’s present representation, a projection, and a
later event are different targets. The representation comparison places Laura’s
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false-card-hand case beside Chaplin and Cyclops to examine that question,
preserving their different procedures and evidential limits.

Version notes and source locations

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript. House narrative and
retrospective notes, printed pp. 66—70, viewer pp. 68—72. Event Two is
analyzed separately in Information Before the Outcome. All personal names in
this section follow A.

R. Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, book manuscript. House narrative, viewer pp.
172—179; Road to the Cyclops, pp. 181—183. The retrospective notes explicitly
connect the June forecast to Chip’s imagined timing. Private-name mappings
have not been reproduced.

The versions differ over acreage, June wording, and the basis of the return
estimate. Research Companion, Appendix H, D4, preserves those alternatives.
None changes the reported failure to acquire the property; no financial
calculation here relies on them.
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Chapter 8 Representation and physical circumstance

The next distinction is between correspondence with a representation and
accuracy about the physical world. Laura’s false-card-hand episode, the
Chaplin reading, and the Cyclops probe approach that question in different
ways. Together they sharpen the questions of source selection and
transformation.

A representation is a structured thought, image, description, or enacted
expression. It can represent something falsely while still existing as an activity
or record. That modest point is available to ordinary accounts of imagination
and to BRFT. The additional question raised by these cases is whether one
person’s representation became available to another through an unexplained
route.

This analysis uses the names in A Very Strange Life and compares relevant
passages with Rabbit Holes of Wonderland. Reported conversations, later
interpretations, and historical corrections are kept distinct. The source
manuscripts have not been changed.

Laura and the false card hand

A Very Strange Life places the episode during the October 1980 visit. During a
card game, Laura accused her father of deliberately sending false mental
images of his cards. Rabbit Holes also describes false messages about cards in
its account of her abilities. Chip’s recent explanation is that she followed an
imagined hand rather than the cards actually held. [A, p. 13; R, p. 49; recent
discussion]

If that interpretation is correct, her response could correspond with the
sender’s representation while being wrong about the physical hand. This would
be a particularly useful contrast because the imagined and actual targets differ.
Yet the narrative does not give a trial-by-trial record of the real cards, the false
images, and her exact responses. Her accusation and reaction are the preserved
observation; a quantified demonstration of faithful decoding is not available
from that passage.

This case belongs beside the number tests without being merged with them.
The number tests concern apparent correspondence with content Chip was
creating or attending to. The card trick concerns disagreement between a
representation and the state it purports to describe. Shared access, if
established, would not supply an automatic truth detector.

Chaplin and a developing interpretation

Chip asked Ann what people were doing with Chaplin’s body. The question
already supplied Chaplin as the subject and implied activity involving his
remains. Ann first described men with a body on a table. Chip then said the
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body had been stolen. Ann introduced a resemblance to a dead Hitler; Chip
explicitly suggested a Neo-Nazi motive associated with The Great Dictator.
Further details followed. A Very Strange Life says Tom took notes. [A, p. 63; R,
pp. 166—167]

The order is essential. Ann’s Hitler statement precedes Chip’s spoken Neo-Nazi
suggestion in both narratives. That prevents us from attributing the initial
Hitler detail to that later suggestion. Subsequent elaboration, however, took
place after the suggestion had been spoken. The conversation therefore does
not isolate an unspoken imaginative route from ordinary exchange.

The later notes interpret the reading as corresponding with Chip’s speculation
rather than the actual theft. That is a hypothesis worth retaining. A prior,
separately recorded description of his unspoken speculation would be needed
to distinguish that hypothesis from an interpretation assembled through the
conversation or in retrospect. An apparent narrative correspondence alone
does not establish its direction of origin.

A correction to the historical comparison

Both manuscripts describe the actual theft as the work of a Palestinian group
and say the body was reburied in Austria. That reference account is incorrect.
Contemporary reporting identifies the accused as a Polish man, Roman
Wardas, and a Bulgarian man, Gantscho Ganev, in an extortion case. The
Chaplin Archive’s collection describes recovery of the grave in a field at Noville,
Switzerland. [H1, H2]

The corrected reference history changes the factual comparison while
preserving Chip’s account of the conversation. It does not support the Hitler-
makeup story. Research Companion, Appendix H, D8, distinguishes the
correction already stated in this chapter from the older descriptions retained in
the source manuscripts.

An inaccurate reading must remain inaccurate relative to the declared physical
target. It can also be examined for possible correspondence with an imagined
representation, but that is a second claim requiring evidence of its own.
Renaming every miss as a relationship to something imagined would remove
any effective failure criterion.

Cyclops makes imagination the deliberate probe

Unlike the Chaplin conversation, the Cyclops case begins with a deliberately
invented target. Chip selected an altered épée, imagined a ten-foot giant at
Narrow Cove, and imagined Kkilling it through its single eye. He then handed
Ann the physical object. The recent discussion describes the imaginative
construction as about five minutes. Neither that duration nor the object
establishes a threshold or mathematical rate for relational creation. [A, pp. 79—
82; R, pp. 200—204; recent discussion]
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The object had a substantial history. It had belonged to Chip’s father and had
been used by Chip as a throwing dart. Ann reportedly began by describing
those relationships. Whatever its altered appearance, the épée was not an
empty object or a demonstrably blank informational medium. The working
question is whether the invented episode added content beyond its prior
associations.

After about an hour, Chip asked whether anything had been left unmentioned.
Ann described a giant sitting behind her, about ten feet tall, with one central
eye and two ordinary eyes sealed shut. Chip then used the word “Cyclops” in
his next question. Ann subsequently connected the weapon with killing the
giant through its eye. She could not identify the actor or location. [A, p. 82; R,

pp. 203—204]

The distinction between statements before and after the word “Cyclops”
matters. The giant and unusual eyes are reported before Chip supplies that
category. The eye-killing statement follows it. The prompt does not explain
away the entire account, but it changes what information was already available
during the later response. An account of the probe should preserve this
sequence.

Correspondences and departures

The reported correspondences include a giant of approximately the imagined
height, a central eye, and the épée’s connection with killing through the eye.
The departures include the two additional sealed eyes and the giant appearing
seated in Ann’s room rather than charging at Chip on the beach. Chip as actor
and Narrow Cove as location were not retrieved. The absence of the location is
relevant even though Ann had visited it for the picnic the previous day.

Chip later associated the eye gestures with another film and a statue. Those are
later comparisons, not details specified in his original invented target. Category
association is one possible account of the added imagery; it does not establish
cross-linking through an external archive. The film identification and imagery
would need a separate source check before being used as historical
corroboration.

The unsuccessful direct-number trials with Ann belong in the record, but they
do not prove that every possible transfer from Chip was excluded. Rabbit Holes
gives a zero-to-nine procedure and reports another zero-for-twenty attempt
before the object reading. The full trial record is unavailable here. Its
suggestion that chance guarantees at least ten hits in a hundred also confuses
an expectation with a guaranteed minimum. [R, pp. 202—-203]

What can be shared and what can be true
We should ask two questions of every response. First, does it correspond with a
specified source representation? Second, does it accurately describe the

28



relevant physical circumstance? A response could satisfy both, one, or neither.
These judgments require separate reference records; confidence in the
response cannot replace either comparison.

Laura’s card case raises possible correspondence with a false representation.
Chaplin raises a mistaken physical description with a proposed imaginative
connection and known spoken input. Cyclops raises partial correspondence
with a deliberately invented target, alongside departures and feedback. These
are related questions, but the procedures and evidential limits differ.

This gives selection and transformation a clearer role in our provisional
account of R. Selection concerns which content is engaged. Transformation
concerns the form in which it becomes available, including possible loss or
addition of structure. Interpretation concerns what the recipient or
investigator concludes it means. An expression that feels clear does not
establish that selection was correct or transformation faithful.

Imagined content within the relational framework

Within BRFT, imagined content can be treated as relata without asserting that
its fictional referent physically exists. A Cyclops story exists as an organized
representation; a living Cyclops does not follow from that fact. Synergy can
describe how a structured representation is created, but the word does not by
itself explain access by another person.

The constraint introduced in Chapter 2 applies to imagined content as well:
representing an impossible event and physically manifesting it are different
operations. A fictional representation can participate in relationships without
its referent existing in P.

Further reflection can compare an expression with source records and detect
departures. Its value depends on bringing those comparisons to bear, rather
than merely adding another interpretation.

Comparing actual and imagined targets

A future controlled comparison could deliberately separate actual target
content from imagined content. Record both before the receiver responds;
prevent access through speech, sight, sound, or feedback; and use a scoring
rule fixed in advance to compare the receiver’s complete response with both
targets and appropriate decoys. Include agreement and disagreement
conditions, retain every trial, and plan enough observations to estimate
uncertainty.

The real and imagined targets must vary independently, and the procedure
must specify how the sender is instructed to attend to the imagined target. The
sender will still know the physical target, so no result should be interpreted as
isolating a pure mental state merely because instructions requested one. The
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experiment would test a declared correspondence pattern, not assume BRFT as
its explanation. This paragraph is a design direction, not a ready protocol.

Representation fidelity, physical accuracy, and influence on action are different
properties. The three cases expose that distinction. Establishing an unusual
route between minds, objects, and representations remains an additional task.

Source record

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript. Laura’s card episode, printed p.
13; Chaplin, p. 63; House retrospective notes, p. 70; Cyclops and subsequent
analysis, pp. 79—86. The viewer page index is two higher in these passages.

R. Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, book manuscript. Card discussion, viewer p.
49; Chaplin, pp. 166—167; retrospective notes, pp. 181—-183; Cyclops and
analysis, pp. 200—209. All private-name mappings are omitted. The later
discussion with Graham supplies the five-minute recollection and
clarifications; it is not treated as a contemporaneous record.

Hi. Alejandro Fusch, Geraldine Chaplin, testigo en el juicio sobre el robo de los
restos de su padre, El Pais, November 29, 1978. Contemporary reporting
identifies the Polish and Bulgarian accused and the extortion allegation.

https://elpais.com/diario/1978/11/29/sociedad/281142017_850215.html

H2. Charlie Chaplin Archive, Articles about the stealing of Charles Chaplin’s
body, collection ECCIN0000737, covering March—December 1978. The
archival catalogue describes the finding in a field at Noville and identifies the
accused. Catalogue description checked; individual clippings have not all been
reviewed.

https://www.charliechaplinarchive.org/en/collection/cerca/articoli-
riguardanti-il-furto-della-salma-di-charles-chaplin-eccinoo00737
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Chapter 9 When information appears as action or

sensation

A relationship need not become available as a sentence. It may first appear as
movement, a sensation, or an impression that the person cannot name. The
Brooch and the Safe raise this possibility in different forms: Ann reportedly
experienced abdominal pain during one reading and made a hand movement
whose possible significance was recognized only much later during another.
Our question is how expression, recognition, and interpretation relate to each
other.

The comparison concerns the different forms of response. Names follow A Very
Strange Life; source notes distinguish its narrative from Rabbit Holes of
Wonderland and the later discussion.

The Brooch joins description and bodily experience

In May 1978, Chip’s mother arranged a meeting with Ann after a reported
success locating a necklace. At tea, she supplied a brooch for a reading. Chip
handed it to Ann. He did not initially know the family question his mother
hoped to investigate. His mother sat nearby taking notes. Ann held the brooch,
rocked, and described a lakeside house, rowing boats, laundry tubs, a mother
with four children, an absent husband, and concern about another pregnancy.
[A, pp. 72-75; R, pp. 186—191]

The bodily response developed during the description. Ann reported stomach
pain; later she screamed, fell onto her side, and clutched her abdomen. Chip
removed the brooch, and his mother brought water and a cloth. The narrative
describes recovery over about fifteen minutes, followed by a headache. The
later discussion emphasizes removal of the object, but this sequence is not a
repeated test of what caused or ended the pain.

Several observations belong in separate entries: Ann’s verbal descriptions, her
report of pain, visible bodily behavior, the removal of the brooch, and the
subsequent recovery. The proposed interpretation—that the pain belonged to a
woman who died decades earlier—is another claim. A vivid present sensation
does not itself establish its historical source.

Afterward, Chip’s mother described the family history: a woman died during a
lakeside visit with her son and three daughters while her husband was away in
Chicago. The reported cause had been recorded as acute indigestion. About a
year later, relatives reportedly found a letter expressing concern about another
pregnancy and inability to bear another child. That letter is relevant to the
pregnancy concern. It does not establish that a potion was taken, that it caused
the death, or that Ann’s sensation reproduced the deceased woman’s pain.
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The mother was both a participant and a source of family knowledge. Her later
account and the reported letter have different evidential roles. Her notes and
any surviving original letter would strengthen the comparison. Chip’s
knowledge at the time, his mother’s knowledge, and information obtained
afterward cannot be assigned to one undifferentiated ME.

The Safe joins movement and delayed recognition

The Safe case began with an $81 shortage. Ann reportedly gave an account of a
person entering the office, opening the safe, and taking four twenties and a
one-dollar bill while believing she had taken five twenties. Rabbit Holes
explicitly says Chip had not told her the missing amount. Later, Ann said that
hundreds of other things were missing, without identifying them. She made a
repeated movement with slightly cupped hands pressing or squeezing together.
Chip noticed the movement but did not then understand it. [A, pp. 76—78; R,
pp- 193-197]

Roughly two years later, an inventory finding led Chip to interpret the
movement as patty-making. His later discussion also recalls that Ann did not
consciously remember making it; the surviving narrative does not provide her
own later account of that internal state. Chapter 16 examines the chronology
and the proposed link in detail.

The versions give different quantities for the inventory anomaly; Research
Companion, Appendix H, D5, retains both. Original purchase and stock
records, together with sales and preparation practices, would be needed to
establish its size and cause. Neither account supports a precise quantity
estimate on its own.

The inventory anomaly supports the need to investigate consumption, waste,
purchasing, or loss. It does not by itself identify a thief or prove that every extra
pound was stolen. Similarly, an employee’s appearance or a reader’s
identification does not independently establish culpability. The proposed
connection between gesture and patty-making should be assessed apart from
the broader accusation.

Expression can precede identification

In the Brooch case, sensation accompanied an unfolding interpretation. In the
Safe case, the possible meaning of the movement emerged much later. These
differ from simply hearing an answer and understanding it immediately. We
therefore need to distinguish an expression occurring, the person recognizing
it, and someone correctly identifying what it concerns.

The same expression may admit several interpretations. Cupped hands
pressing together can fit more than one activity; abdominal pain can have
many sources. A later match becomes more informative when the earlier
expression was recorded precisely and the reference evidence is obtained
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independently. It becomes less discriminating when the expression or its
meaning can be adjusted freely after the outcome.

Within this section, “information” names content whose relationship to a
specified target can be assessed. A sensation can be real as an experience even
when its interpretation is uncertain. A movement can be observable without
establishing that it carries accurate content about a distant or historical event.
These distinctions let us take the experiences seriously while keeping their
proposed meanings open.

What this suggests for R

Our provisional proposal is that R both selects relational content and
transforms it into a form available to a particular ME. These cases suggest that
availability should not be restricted to verbal knowledge. A candidate
transformation could yield an action pattern or bodily sensation, while
recognition and interpretation occur through further operations.

The candidate sources include association, cues, imagination, unusual access,
or combinations of them. A comparison must specify what each account
predicts about the expression and its target.

Chip’s idea that a shared action can make relationships “closer” is worth
preserving. Hands that open a safe and prepare food could provide a proposed
link through the same person and repeated activity. Yet the shared hands are a
candidate organizing relation, not an established retrieval path. We would need
comparisons showing that this relation predicts what is expressed better than
competing links do.

Mathematical closeness need not mean physical distance. In a proposed
network, two activities might be close because they share an actor, an object, a
repeated sequence, or a purpose. These are different definitions of closeness.
We should choose one before judging whether it predicts a response, rather
than inventing a new distance for each successful retrospective match. Nothing
in the two cases yet gives us a measured distance function.

A present expression need not preserve an old sensation literally

The Brooch led Chip to ask how pain could be stored for ninety years. Within
BRFT, we can separate retention of a relationship from later expression of it. A
proposed archive might preserve a pattern from which a current system
generates a new sensation; it need not preserve one continuous episode of
suffering. This is a possible clarification of H(R), not evidence that such an
archive or reconstruction occurred.

The distinction also applies to the gesture. Retaining relationships about an
activity, expressing an action pattern, and knowing the name of the activity are
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separate proposed functions. H is not identical with I(ME), and a history does
not by itself determine how a particular ME will experience or express it.

The body and the boundary of ME

Chip’s burn example concerns learning from a sensory encounter: pain became
part of an accumulated understanding of self, surroundings, and consequences.
It offers a conceptual comparison with sensation preceding explanation. It does
not establish that a burn and Ann’s reading involved the same access route. In
one case the described source is immediate contact; in the other the historical
connection is the question under investigation.

An action occurring without deliberate attention does not by itself establish a
second conscious ME within the body. It does suggest that a model of ME
should accommodate different levels of control, access, and recognition. A
functional subsystem may contribute to the whole without the person being
able to explain every step. Whether any subsystem has its own perspective
remains a separate consciousness question.

For our broad working use of consciousness, processing relationships remains
a candidate starting point. We still need to distinguish processing, expression,
self-recognition, and felt experience. Broadening the definition should keep
possibilities available without treating those capacities as already equivalent.

Expression and attributed source

The expression observed in P does not alone identify a source in H(R), nor does
it supply a measured coupling between the proposed components. Here the
particular question is how an action or sensation acquires an attributed source.

The paired finding is that expression, conscious recognition, and correct
attribution can come apart. The Brooch raises the relation between a present
sensation and a proposed historical source. The Safe raises a movement whose
meaning was assigned after later evidence. Neither experience should be
reduced to a verbal answer, and neither interpretation should outrun its
record.

Our next question is whether a proposed organizing relation can predict a form
of expression before it occurs. For example, a model based on shared actions
should specify when a movement is expected instead of a word or image, and
what result would count against that expectation. That would move the
closeness proposal from a retrospective explanation toward a testable rule.

Source record

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript. Brooch, printed pp. 72-75,
viewer pp. 74—77; Safe, printed pp. 76—78, viewer pp. 78—80. The earlier
source comparison covered these passages in full. They contain the reported
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family letter, inventory comparison, and later interpretations; original notes,
correspondence, and business records were not independently examined here.

R. Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, book manuscript. Brooch, viewer pp. 186—191;
Safe, pp. 193—197. The earlier source comparison covered these passages in
full. Public names here follow A, and private-name mappings have not been
reproduced. The later discussion with Graham supplies the emphasis on
sensory input, accumulated ME, and the reported lack of conscious recollection
of the gesture.
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Chapter 10 Psychic impressions and scientific questions

Psychic information and scientific information are not the same in the sense
important to this investigation. Chip’s reported readings did not arrive as
measured variables, complete explanations, or consistently identified sources.
They arrived through people as impressions, images, sensations, gestures, and
statements. We must preserve that reported form before deciding what it
means or what can be tested.

Here, “psychic information” names content reported in experiences
understood by their participants as psychic. The term does not settle how that
content arose. Scientific information, in the relevant sense, is content whose
evidential basis, method, and uncertainty have been made explicit enough for
critical examination. Science also works with qualitative observations,
testimony, and incomplete evidence; it does not require every initial
observation to be a number.

The distinction concerns the route from experience to assessable claim. It does
not create an exemption from checking accuracy, and it does not require a
person’s experience to arrive already organized as a scientific report. The
theatre reading is a useful example because one consultation contains several
forms of content that only later acquired different meanings.

The reading as a whole

A Very Strange Life dates the consultation to September 20, 1994. Chip had
planned an extensive reconstruction of his theatre and Tower. The scope,
finances, and practical difficulties already occupied his attention. He asked
Ann to read the building from its heart, and they sat on the stage. The project
was therefore an explicit reference supplied by Chip, not a target identified
without context. [A, pp. 108—109]

The narrative presents a shifting sequence. Ann first acknowledged the
project’s scale and focused on the coming year. She pointed over her right
shoulder toward a small area and warned of an electrical condition that
upheaval might trigger. She recommended an electrician check it. When Chip
asked for more detail, she could not provide it.

She then spoke as though Chip’s father was present, described a pipe and wine,
and shifted toward an important plumbing matter outside. Chip asked about
his mother. The account moved through family-related statements and
returned toward the building. Ann then introduced an unsolicited personal
impression: early June of the following year, falling in love in the lobby. Chip
interrupted because he wanted construction guidance. Ann returned to
plumbing and said the problem would be fixed easily the following May. [A, pp.
109—110]
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This sequence should be kept intact in our record. It contains changes of
subject, requests for clarification, an apparent interruption, and content Chip
did not initially want. Our later labels—electrical warning, plumbing forecast,
personal forecast, proposed family communication—help organize assessment.
They do not establish that Ann experienced four cleanly separated channels or
deliberately selected four topics.

An impression has several stages of interpretation

We do not have direct access to Ann’s internal experience. We have the
narrative’s account of what she said and did, together with Chip’s responses
and later events. A reported impression, Ann’s expression of it, Chip’s
understanding, and our written reconstruction are distinct stages. Changes can
occur at any of them.

“I see a problem” may report an image, an inference, a felt concern, or a
mixture that the speaker cannot separate. A gesture toward a location can be
preserved without deciding what produced it. A statement attributed to a
deceased person can be recorded without treating that attribution as
independently established. Keeping these distinctions protects the experience
from being either prematurely explained or unnecessarily flattened.

The same principle applies to Donna’s reading about Ann and to Ann’s reading
for Mary. Their reported fragments became connected only after later
developments. The explanatory links belong in a later layer of the record; they
should not be inserted into the original statements as though the readers had
supplied them.

The electrical warning led to an investigation

After the theatre consultation, the account says an electrician found a loose
screw in an old electrical box. This provides a reported link between a warning,
a directed inspection, and an identified condition. It is more specific than a
general prediction that a large project might encounter difficulties. The original
location indicated, the electrician’s findings, and any surviving repair record
would determine the strength of that correspondence. [A, pp. 109—110]

The narrative also says the condition could have caused a fire. Finding and
repairing it does not demonstrate that a fire would otherwise have occurred.
We can distinguish a reported condition found after a warning from a
prevented disaster whose occurrence is counterfactual. The practical value of
checking need not depend on establishing the stronger claim.

The plumbing warning lacked a usable connection

The plumbing statement did not identify the eventual error. Chip and Steve
reportedly paid particular attention to reconnecting the sewer. Nevertheless,
shortly before the opening screening, the women’s toilet backed up.
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Investigation then revealed that the new outflow had been connected to an
abandoned line rather than the active line. The narrative describes the eventual
repair as straightforward once the problem was identified. [A, p. 110]

The advance warning and the later fault can be compared, but their
relationship must be stated carefully. The account does not say Ann specified
two sewer lines or identified which connection to use. Chip’s awareness of
possible trouble did not supply the missing practical distinction. A warning can
therefore be meaningful to a participant without functioning as a complete
instruction.

This is where the fragment model becomes useful. It asks whether the reported
content concerned an outcome without the relationships needed to prevent it.
That is a description of the information gap, not yet an explanation of why the
gap existed. Ordinary concern, inference, coincidence, and the proposed
unusual access remain questions to examine against the detail of the record.

The lobby statement acquired an unexpected meaning

Ann reportedly spoke of falling in love in the lobby in early June of the
following year. She did not name Heather and Natalie, identify two people, or
describe the later relationship’s fatherly character in that statement. Those
features belong to Chip’s account of the subsequent encounter. [A, pp. 109—111]

Chip describes his response to the two young women as powerful affection
rather than sexual attraction, similar in feeling to an earlier experience with
Diane. That description is part of his account of the outcome. The forecast’s
phrase “fall in love” does not justify replacing his experience with a
conventional romantic interpretation, or assigning his later understanding to
Ann’s original words.

The correspondence has several dimensions: location, approximate time, and
Chip’s interpretation of the emotion. They can be assessed separately. The
narrative places the meeting in the early summer season, but an exact meeting
date would require a firmer source than this passage supplies. The women’s
reported earlier meeting, dreams, and decisions to work in Maine are
additional testimony with their own source chain, not details Ann predicted in
the quoted statement.

Their perspectives also remain their own. Chip’s intense experience does not
establish that they experienced an equivalent bond or shared his explanation of
it. The same encounter can occupy very different positions in the participants’
Fields of Relationships. That is relevant to ME and perspective without
requiring an external author of the meeting.
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How an experience becomes scientific material

The first task is descriptive: retain the sequence, expressions, prompts,
uncertainty, and what each participant knew. The second is interpretive:
identify the possible meanings participants assigned. The third is evaluative:
state a particular correspondence or causal claim and ask what evidence could
support or challenge it. These tasks can inform one another, but their records
should not be silently merged.

A contemporary recording, a dated transcript, an electrician’s report, a
construction record, and another participant’s recollection answer different
questions. A recording may establish wording without establishing its source. A
repair record may establish a defect without proving how someone anticipated
it. Agreement among later accounts can be useful while still depending on a
shared earlier story.

A mistaken physical description remains mistaken relative to that target. It
may be examined separately for correspondence with an imagined
representation, but that second interpretation needs its own reference
evidence. The form of an impression cannot make every outcome a success.
Equally, one mistake does not by itself explain every other statement in a
reading.

Our autobiographical material can support historical reconstruction, sharpen
hypotheses, and identify prospective questions. It does not have to be
discarded because the original circumstances cannot be rerun. The limits
instead concern which conclusions its surviving evidence can sustain. A
testable model must eventually say what observations would count against a
specified prediction or mechanism.

What this changes in our account of R

We have provisionally proposed that R selects relationships and transforms
them into an available expression. This section adds that the expression may
not carry an explicit account of its source, timing, certainty, or connections.
That missing context could help explain why a reader or recipient
misunderstands content, if the underlying access proposal is supported. It
remains a candidate description, not an established architecture of psychic
perception.

We should distinguish a missing connection from a mistaken label. Donna’s
apparently separate statements about medical attention and hormones raise
the former question. Laura’s false-card-hand episode raises possible
correspondence with a representation that differs from physical cards. The
theatre reading contains several questions at once: an existing condition, a
possible consequence, a later repair, and a personal forecast. One undefined
operation should not erase their differences.

39



Our correction is methodological. Preserve the reading as the participant
experienced and expressed it, then examine the claims that can be drawn from
it. This allows the theatre case to remain one human episode while its different
statements receive different assessments. The following fragment analysis
examines missing connections directly, using Donna’s reading concerning Ann
and Ann’s reading for Mary as the paired example.

Source record

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript. Theatre plans, reading,
construction developments, and meeting with Heather and Natalie, printed pp.
108-112, viewer pp. 110—114. Donna’s reading concerning Ann and Ann’s
reading for Mary appear in printed pp. 140—141, viewer pp. 142—143. The
earlier source comparison reports direct examination of these passages.

Working basis: Information Before the Outcome; The House by the Sea and
Developing Outcomes; Representation and Physical Circumstance; When
Information Appears as Action or Sensation; and Closeness and the Conditions
of Access, Second Path working sections dated October 23, 2026. These are
analytical developments, not independent witnesses. This section uses the
published aliases throughout and makes no changes to the underlying
manuscripts.

40



Chapter 11 Fragments without their connections

A person can receive an expression without knowing what it belongs to, why it
matters, or how it connects with another expression. In Chip’s accounts, the
missing part is sometimes a cause, sometimes a person, sometimes the name of
an activity. The hamburger gesture is central to this question because the
fragment was a movement rather than a sentence.

We compare Three Balls, Donna’s statements concerning Ann and a summer
visitor, Ann’s reading about Mary’s employment, and the Safe gesture. Their
different forms help separate access from interpretation. Names follow A Very
Strange Life.

What we mean by a fragment

A fragment is defined here relative to the question being investigated. It is
content that leaves a relevant connection unspecified. It need not be a broken
sentence. A complete sentence may omit who, why, or under what conditions.
A movement may have recognizable structure while remaining unnamed. A
relatively detailed account may still leave its source entirely unexplained.

Calling something a fragment does not establish that a complete message
existed somewhere and was cut apart during transmission. The incompleteness
could arise in selection, expression, interpretation, memory, or the surviving
written record. “Fragments” describes our present problem,; it is not yet its
mechanism.

Three Balls provides a comparatively connected account

In the narrative set in fall 1987, Chip discovered an unusual lump and called
Ann, saying only that he had a medical issue. Ann reportedly identified the
general area through a joke, advised him to see a urologist, anticipated an
operation and a favorable outcome, and described white flakes or layers
covering an old injury. Chip then consulted Dr. Lane. The narrative reports a
corresponding description, an operation, and a benign result. [A, pp. 99—100]

The prior injury became a further connection during the medical discussion:
Chip remembered a cat’s claws injuring the area more than a year earlier. The
doctor reportedly regarded that as a possible explanation. That is an attributed
clinical inference within the account, not a cause independently established by
this review.

This case differs from the others because the attributed reading already links
an anatomical description, a history, an action to take, and an anticipated
outcome. It is comparatively connected, rather than complete. Chip knew of
the lump but reports not knowing its internal character. The question is
therefore how the description arose before that character was identified, not
simply whether it matched a deliberate image he was sending.
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The manuscript’s account of the medical findings supplies a comparison, but
we have not independently examined clinical records or an original recording
of the call. Descriptive correspondence, historical explanation, and a forecast of
treatment should be assessed separately. A more connected account is not
automatically more reliable than a fragment; it simply supplies more
relationships that can be checked.

Donna supplied statements without the connecting situation

In spring 2000, Chip placed friends’ first names on cards for Donna to read.
Pointing to Ann’s name, she reportedly said Ann should see a doctor
immediately and would benefit from hormone replacement. Later she said a
young woman would move in with Chip on June 28, 2000, for the summer.
Neither the young woman’s identity nor a link with Ann was supplied in that
statement. [A, pp. 140—141; R, pp. 339—342]

When Chip relayed the medical statements, Ann initially thought them
irrelevant because she believed her blood work was good and she did not need
hormones. Three days later she reported finding a large abdominal mass. The
subsequent narrative describes surgery, a hysterectomy, and negative cancer
findings. The retrospective commentary treats the hormone statement as
relevant to the later sequence; it does not provide a separate treatment record
here.

Mary then wanted to return to help care for her mother. Chip offered a guest
room because there was no space in Ann’s house. The account says she moved
in on June 28. Rabbit Holes explicitly says Chip recognized the date
correspondence only when she moved in. This reported delayed recognition
matters, while remaining a recollection rather than a contemporaneous arrival
record.

In the later account, the statements became parts of a single situation involving
illness, care, accommodation, and a summer stay. The original reading did not
supply that explanatory chain. It cannot be rewritten as though Donna had
diagnosed the condition and explained why Mary would move in.

Ann described a consequence without its cause

Ann had also read for Mary about employment. Rabbit Holes places that
consultation in early May, at least two weeks before Chip visited Donna. Ann
reportedly said that whichever job Mary took, something would arise requiring
her to leave it. The later account connects that departure with Ann’s own
illness. [A, p. 141; R, pp. 341-342]

The reported content concerns an outcome for Mary. It does not name the
illness, identify Ann as the person needing care, or explain the change in
employment. Ann’s personal involvement in the later cause makes the
omission especially interesting to Chip. It does not establish a general
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prohibition on self-knowledge or prove a boundary imposed by an external
source.

The two readings overlap in the later reconstruction, but they are not two
independent forecasts of the whole situation. Ann’s consultation concerned
Mary’s work. Donna’s included Ann’s health and an unidentified visitor. Chip
connected the statements after events developed and participated in the
accommodation arrangements. Those distinctions preserve what each reader
supplied.

The hamburger fragment was an action

The Safe reading supplies the action example described in Chapter 9: Chip
observed a hand movement without identifying its meaning at the time. The
later inventory finding prompted his patty-making interpretation. The
expression preceded the label. [A, pp. 76—78; R, pp. 193—-197]

Unlike the comparatively connected Three Balls account, the movement did
not supply an explicit object or causal explanation. Its importance here is the
separation between expression and recognition; Chapter 16 tests what can and
cannot be inferred from that sequence.

Research Companion, Appendix H, D5, retains the conflicting inventory
quantities. Neither quantity establishes the movement’s referent or a particular
culprit.

A movement may fit several activities. A later interpretation becomes more
discriminating when an earlier description or recording fixes its form and an
independently obtained record fixes the proposed referent. The hand motion
remains an important data node without treating retrospective recognition as a
direct measurement of what Ann had selected internally.

The common question is a missing relationship

Three Balls supplies a contrast: several relationships are already joined in the
attributed description. Donna’s reading leaves connections between statements
unstated. Ann’s reading for Mary omits the cause of a consequence. The Safe
offers a movement without an identified referent. These differences matter
more than calling all four readings either detailed or vague.

In each case we should record the original expression, the context available
then, the later evidence, and the connection subsequently proposed. The later
connection may be reasonable and still remain an interpretation. Where a
statement is mistaken, it must remain a miss relative to its target;
incompleteness cannot make every outcome fit.

Donna’s later conversation about whether Ann’s condition “had to be cancer” is
a separate episode. The narrative reports negative pathology results. It does
not establish that a previously cancerous condition changed because of the
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conversation, or that illness was a punishment or lesson. Neither proposition is
needed for the present analysis of fragmented expression.

A working distinction for R

Our provisional account of R includes selection and transformation of
relationships into an available expression. We can now distinguish access to
content from access to its connections. A system might express an activity
without its name, an outcome without its cause, or a person’s situation without
identifying how it intersects another person’s situation. These are candidate
functional distinctions, not measured stages demonstrated by the accounts.

The familiar notation R(R(...)) can represent further examination of an
expression. A subsequent operation might connect it with a record, a question,
or another expression. That connection can improve understanding, but it can
also add an unsupported story. Higher-order reflection needs comparison with
evidence if it is to distinguish integration from invention.

The Field of Relationships and our Field of Definitions must remain distinct in
the model. Naming a gesture “patty-making” is an act of definition and
interpretation. It does not establish that the original relational content was
stored under that name. Conversely, the lack of a name does not by itself
demonstrate an independent field or an unusual access route.

Fragmentary expressions and proposed retention

The presence of fragments in an observed expression does not establish that
complete structures were retained in H(R). The missing task is to specify which
relationships an operation should make available and which it should leave
unavailable.

ME also remains relative to the participant. What Chip knew, what Ann
recognized, what Mary wanted, and what Donna expressed cannot be merged
into one mind’s information. Their later intersection is part of the developing
case. A shared situation does not imply equal access to all its relationships.

The next useful test is prospective: specify the target, record all expressions
before feedback, and score content and connections separately. An activity
might be identified while its actor is missed; an outcome might be described
while its cause is wrong. A model that predicts such a pattern must say in
advance which links should be available and what would count against it.

The finding we preserve is modest but useful: expression, recognition, and
explanatory integration are different achievements. The hamburger gesture
makes that distinction especially clear because its proposed meaning arrived as
a later word for an earlier action. These cases help us formulate the problem
without settling the source of the reported content.
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Source record

A. A Very Strange Life, corrected manuscript. Three Balls account within A
More Normal Life, printed pp. 99—100, viewer pp. 101—102; Donna concerning
Ann and Ann concerning Mary, printed pp. 140—141, viewer pp. 142—143; Safe,
printed pp. 76—78, viewer pp. 78—80. The earlier case analysis reports direct
examination of these passages.

R. Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, book manuscript. Spring 2000 readings,
viewer pp. 339—342; Safe, pp. 193—197. Private-name mappings are not
reproduced. Earlier Second Path sections on action and sensation, closeness,
and psychic impressions provide our analytical framework; they are not
additional witnesses. No underlying manuscript or original record has been
altered.
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Part Three Comparative findings

Chapter 12 Specificity, usefulness, and missing

connections

A statement can be detailed without being useful. A broad warning can prompt
a useful check. An expression can become meaningful only after the
opportunity to act has passed. Comparing the cases requires us to distinguish
descriptive correspondence, practical guidance, and evidence about the source.

The comparison uses the cases already examined and the published names in A
Very Strange Life. It asks what each expression supplied, when it became
understandable, and whether it could guide action.

Four questions for every expression

What was specified Preserve the original content, including what it leaves
open. A number, a movement, a room feature, a date, and an emotion have
different possible alternatives. Detail alone is not a measure of improbability.

When it became interpretable Distinguish the statement date, the event
date, and the recognition date. Later context may reasonably clarify an
expression, but it was not necessarily available when the expression was first
received.

What it enabled Did it locate something, direct a check, change a decision,
or provide retrospective meaning? These are different forms of usefulness.
Perceived usefulness is also distinct from a demonstrated benefit.

How the result was checked A later recollection, inspection, inventory
record, recording, and medical record establish different things. No numerical
accuracy score is assigned here because comparable trial records and complete
statement inventories are unavailable.

The theatre provides the clearest contrast

The theatre consultation in Chapter 10 distinguishes three kinds of usefulness.
The electrical warning directed a check that reportedly found a defect. The
plumbing warning did not identify which sewer line to use, so it failed to
prevent the connection error. The lobby statement acquired personal meaning
rather than supplying construction guidance. A useful direction, an incomplete
warning, and a recognized correspondence therefore require different
assessments. [1]
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The hamburger gesture became meaningful too late to guide the original

search

In the Safe case, the proposed meaning arrived roughly two years after the
movement. It could not guide the original stock inquiry. Recognition and
timely practical help were separate outcomes; Chapters 9 and 16 preserve the
episode and its uncertainties. [2]

A later interpretation cannot be inserted into the earlier expression as an
explicit hamburger warning. The inventory anomaly and its inferred cause also
remain distinct.

The House separates descriptive fit from successful guidance

The House case in Chapter 77 separates interior features, prospective helpers,
and a purchase forecast. The reported descriptive correspondences coexist with
failure to acquire the property. Chip’s actions also entered the pathway to the
competing purchase. Descriptive fit and effective guidance cannot share one
success label. [3]

This feedback matters: acting on information can change the opportunity it
describes. An account must distinguish that ordinary causal pathway from any
proposed unusual source of the information.

Three Balls supplies a more connected account

The Three Balls reading in Chapter 11 reportedly joined a bodily description,
possible history, a recommendation, and an anticipated outcome. It supplied
more connections and a clearer next action than the unnamed gesture. That
makes more claims separately checkable, while the original clinical records
remain unexamined here. [2]

Connectedness describes the structure of an account, not its demonstrated
reliability or information source.

Different participants had different pieces

In the spring 2000 accounts, Donna’s statements about Ann’s health and a
summer visitor did not explain the connection between them. Ann’s earlier
reading for Mary concerned leaving employment without naming Ann’s illness
as the cause. The later need for care and Chip’s offer of accommodation joined
these statements into one situation in his reconstruction. [2]

That reconstruction does not mean either reader originally possessed or
expressed the whole account. Mary’s decisions, Ann’s experience, Donna’s
statements, and Chip’s recognition occupy different perspectives. A connected
later story can emerge from incomplete earlier expressions plus ordinary
actions. Whether any expression required an unusual source remains a
separate question.
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What this suggests about R

If we develop R as a candidate operation, it must distinguish selected content
from its expression, the recipient’s interpretation, and the use made of it. A
movement may be expressed without a label. A consequence may be described
without its cause. A warning may lack the distinction required for action. These
are functional possibilities suggested by the comparison, not stages
experimentally demonstrated by it.

A missing connection is relative to a participant, a time, and a task. A
description sufficient for later recognition may be insufficient for finding a
location during a search. Incompleteness cannot indefinitely rescue an
incorrect answer.

Nested reflection, R(R(...)), could represent examining an expression alongside
further context. Such examination can clarify or invent connections. A higher
order of R therefore cannot be equated with higher reliability. The
interpretation must remain answerable to evidence outside the interpretation
itself.

This comparison sharpens the roles a model must specify: what is available,
how it is expressed, and whether it can guide action. It does not demonstrate
an additional information channel.

Testing correspondence and practical usefulness
This comparison sharpens what a model must specify: what becomes available,
how it is expressed, and whether it can guide action.

Correspondence, interpretation, and effective action are separable. The arc-
network analysis in Chapter 14 distinguishes links that transmit descriptions,
links that supply interpretation, and links that alter events through decisions.
Their organization is part of the question about intent.

Source basis

[1] Second Path, Psychic Impressions and Scientific Questions Vo1, pp. 1—4;
based on A Very Strange Life, printed pp. 108—112. The source section was
reread for this synthesis.

[2] Second Path, Fragments Without Their Connections Vo1, pp. 1-6; based on
A Very Strange Life, printed pp. 76—78, 99—100, and 140—141, with
comparison to Rabbit Holes. The source section was reread for this synthesis.

[3] Second Path, The House by the Sea and Developing Outcomes Vo1, pp. 1-5;
based on A Very Strange Life, printed pp. 66—70, with comparison to Rabbit
Holes. The source section was reread for this synthesis. These working analyses
share underlying testimony and are not independent confirmations. No
original manuscript has been changed.
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Chapter 13 What would distinguish the explanations

Our accounts present a recurring problem: an expression appears to
correspond with something the recipient did not expect to know. That
correspondence may concern a thought, a physical arrangement, a bodily
condition, or a later event. Before proposing one architecture behind them all,
we must ask which explanations make different predictions about the same
situation.

Three possibilities organize this section: ordinary information and
interpretation; access to another person’s representations through a presently
unexplained route; and broader access to relational content. They are families
of explanations, not three finished theories. The second and third would
require evidence beyond resemblance. They can overlap, and ordinary
interpretation can contribute under any of them.

Predictions that could separate the accounts

Prediction to specify before

Result that would challenge it
a test

Candidate account

Responses depend on the A reliable target-specific pattern survives removal

fgggﬁed ordinary declared cue or of that route under the stated controls. Other
information route. ordinary routes still need assessment.
Retrospective Apparent fit depends on Complete responses recorded before feedback
matchi% feedback, flexible targets, show the predicted pattern under fixed scoring
5 or selective scoring. and independently fixed targets.
Responses favor the . .
Current attended image when it Held-out responses reliably track a competing
representation conflicts withg hvsical target or exclude the model’s fixed predicted
access . phy pattern.
reality.
An independently fixed
Restricted BRFT rela;on or hlf)tory r}bllle Wefllilcontrolled regults elxcl}l{ﬁe 11;{ %I:detedf 'rangl,e
candidate predicts an observable or follow a competlng rule. The -specific rule
pattern beyond named and range remain to be derived.
competing models.
. Selectlons favor an The expected selection pattern fails under the
Specified independently stated goal d " .
. eclared conditions. A goal invented after the
organizing goal beyond what access alone

predicts result supplies no prediction.

The table compares restricted claims, not whole families of explanations. Each
test needs a declared probability pattern or effect range and a sensitivity
sufficient to challenge it. Removing one cue does not exclude every ordinary
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explanation. Agreement with a broad field account is likewise inconclusive
until that account predicts something its competitors do not.

Begin with the claim rather than the label

A report can match an imagined hand while misdescribing the actual cards. It
can describe a feature without identifying a location, or identify a problem
without preventing it. Our earlier comparisons therefore separate
representation fidelity, physical accuracy, practical usefulness, and explanatory
source. A strong result on one does not automatically establish the others. [1,

2]

The first task is to fix the comparison: what was the question, what expression
was recorded, what information was available beforehand, and what
independently recorded target are we comparing it with? Changing the target
after an answer is known creates a new interpretation. It cannot count as a
prediction of that interpretation.

Ordinary information and interpretation

This family includes prior knowledge, unnoticed cues, spoken suggestions,
inference, chance correspondence, selective reporting, and later
reconstruction. It does not require dishonesty. Different members have
different implications: a spoken suggestion can explain later elaboration
without explaining content reported before the suggestion. We must specify the
route under examination instead of using “ordinary explanation” as a single
answer.

Chaplin supplies a concrete example. Chip’s explicit neo-Nazi suggestion
preceded part of Ann’s elaboration, but followed her initial Hitler association.
The spoken suggestion is relevant to the later material. It cannot travel
backward and explain the earlier statement merely because both occur in the
same conversation. Whether the earlier statement required an unusual source
remains a separate question. [1]

Retrospective interpretation is particularly relevant to the hamburger gesture:
the proposed referent was recognized years later. That timing permits
reasonable recognition and mistaken matching alike. It does not, by itself,
establish either. The full original expression, alternative meanings, and
independently dated inventory evidence determine what can be assessed. [2]

Access to another person’s representations

The narrower unusual-access proposal concerns content represented by a
person. In its simplest version, the recipient’s response follows what the sender
is attending to, including a false or invented representation. Laura’s false-card-
hand episode motivates this distinction. If the reported interpretation is
correct, a response could follow an imagined hand instead of the actual cards.
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The preserved narrative does not supply the trial records needed to measure
that fidelity. [1]

We must specify the scope. A model restricted to current attention differs from
one allowing dormant memory, unconscious processing, or information
distributed across several people. A mismatch with the first does not refute
every enlarged version. Conversely, enlarging it after every difficult case makes
it less predictive. Ford’s reported dormant-memory content challenges a
current-attention-only account more directly than it challenges access to
another person’s memory in general.

No term such as “telepathy” supplies a mechanism here. A successful
correspondence study would first establish a reproducible pattern under stated
conditions. It would still need further work to identify what carried the
dependency and whether the nominated sender was necessary.

Broader access to relational content

The broader BRFT-inspired proposal allows access through relationships
referenced by an object, person, question, or earlier expression, without
requiring the target to be in a particular person’s current attention. Brooch,
épée, and unseen-interior accounts motivate this question. However, an object
reference is also a source of ordinary clues and associations. Its presence does
not demonstrate a nonphysical record. [1, 3]

To become discriminating, this proposal must restrict what is accessible. Does
shared ownership matter more than repeated use? Does the question alter
selection? Does a reader favor actions over names? Those alternatives must be
stated before a new response, using relationships established independently of
that response. Calling the selected content “closest” afterward would explain
every possible selection equally poorly. [3]

A broader field could include another person’s imagined representation.
Therefore a successful imagined-target result would not, alone, distinguish
mind-to-mind access from a field model that already permits it. The field
model needs an additional prediction that the narrower account does not
make.

The unresolved BRFT requirement

The broad relational proposal still lacks a derived interaction and a fixed
differential prediction. The following design directions identify where
competing accounts might separate; they do not complete that derivation. A
successful retrospective fit cannot substitute for the missing prospective rule.

The first useful experiment separates representation from reality

Record two independently varied targets: an actual physical arrangement and
the representation the sender is instructed to imagine. Include trials in which
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they agree and trials in which they conflict. Record the complete receiver
response before feedback. Conceal target information from the receiver and

anyone interacting with the receiver, and fix the scoring method and decoys
beforehand. [1]

A preferential match to the imagined target would support a representation-
linked pattern only if cueing, target imbalance, scoring flexibility, and other
declared alternatives were adequately controlled. It would not establish that
every response came from the sender’s consciousness. The sender still knows
the actual target, and instructions cannot prove exactly what occupied
attention throughout a trial. A preferential match to the physical target would
likewise leave several source hypotheses open.

This is a design direction, not a ready laboratory protocol. Target generation,
trial number, masking, scoring, stopping rules, uncertainty, and independent
replication need a full specification. The autobiographical digit counts should
not be used as an experimental baseline while their protocol remains
unresolved.

A second comparison asks whether the nominated sender is necessary
Keep the task and target distribution comparable while varying whether a
nominated sender is shown the target. In the unseen condition, an automated
procedure can select and securely record a target for later checking without
displaying it to that sender. Avoid introducing ordinary access through staff,
filenames, handling marks, feedback, or analysis procedures.

If correspondence appeared only when the sender saw the target, that would be
compatible with the narrower proposal, but would not prove it: sender-related
cues or other procedural differences could also matter. If correspondence
persisted when the sender had not seen the target, it would challenge the
restricted claim that this sender must currently know it. It would not exclude
every other person, stored record, technical leak, or enlarged mental-access
hypothesis.

A field account would gain explanatory value only if it had predicted a
particular access pattern under these conditions. Merely allowing success with
a sender, without a sender, with an object, or without an object would provide
no discriminating forecast. A target’s existence somewhere in a record does not
establish that a reader can access it.

Test the organization rule separately

Our small closeness model already shows why connection alone is insufficient.
Distance-only selection, exposure-weighted selection, and question-weighted
selection produce different distributions under declared assumptions. These
models can be compared in an ordinary learning task before proposing any
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unusual access. That tests a selection rule, not the existence of a universal
archive. [3]

An object-reading study would need its own independently documented
histories, matched handling and appearance, blind administration, and
complete responses. Choose the rule on one body of observations and evaluate
it on new material. Do not define links from the same gestures later used to
validate the links. A failed prediction constrains the specified rule; it does not
erase every possible relational philosophy.

Future information and organizing intent require additional arguments

A report interpreted as corresponding with a later event does not by itself
decide between prediction, inference, expectation, action shaping the outcome,
and later matching. The House illustrates why interventions matter: acting on
information can change the opportunity under discussion. A genuinely
prospective investigation must record conditional predictions and relevant
subsequent actions, including failures. [2]

Nor does a sequence that teaches Graham something establish a teacher.
Learning through investigation, unusual ordering of opportunities, and
intentional selection toward an educational goal are separate claims. The arc-
network section should examine dependencies and recurrence before asking
whether a model of organizing intent adds a distinctive, testable consequence.
A failed outcome cannot automatically be relabeled a successful lesson.

What this requires of BRFT

For BRFT, the comparison requires specified operations and observable
outputs under the constraints introduced in Chapter 2. The question is where a
restricted realization predicts a different result.

A restricted BRFT realization must state its inputs, permitted relationships,
selection rule, expression rule, and observable outputs. It must identify where
it differs from an ordinary memory or information model. The existing
closeness mathematics supplies examples of conditional consequences; it does
not derive a new route of access. Unknown parameters cannot be adjusted after
each case while the adjustment is presented as a successful prediction.

Further reflection can clarify a response or reinforce a mistaken interpretation.
A useful comparison therefore needs evidence independent of that
interpretation.

The cases define different explanatory tests

The cases define different tests. Laura motivates comparison of representation
and reality. Chaplin exposes disclosure order. Cyclops preserves partial
correspondence and misses. The Safe makes recognition time important. The
House separates descriptive fit from outcome guidance. [1, 2]
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Our present conclusion is that the surviving accounts do not select a unique
explanation. They do identify useful contrasts and records worth preserving.
Broader relational access remains a philosophical and scientific hypothesis
requiring restricted predictions.

Sources

[1] Second Path, Representation and Physical Circumstance Vo1, October 23,
2026, pp. 1—6. Includes source comparisons for Laura, Chaplin, and Cyclops,
and the earlier imagined-versus-actual design direction.

[2] Second Path, Specificity Usefulness and Missing Connections Vo1, October
23, 2026, pp. 1-5. Assembles the theatre, Safe, House, Three Balls, and spring
2000 accounts, with references to the underlying manuscripts.

[3] Second Path, Closeness and the Conditions of Access Vo1, October 23,
2026, pp. 1—6. The illustrative graph distinguishes selection, expression,
recognition, and failure to retrieve. These working analyses share the source
testimony described in their references.
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Part Four The interconnected arc

Chapter 14 The arc network and the question of intent

The arc raises a question that no single reading can answer: why did these
experiences become connected in this life, in this order, with these
consequences? Graham’s proposal is that the sequence may contain intent. The
proposal deserves examination because the account concerns not only unusual
information, but recurring questions, consequential encounters, and a
developing investigation.

Our conclusion is qualified. The record supports an interconnected
autobiographical sequence and a sustained human intention to investigate it.
An additional organizing intention is a coherent hypothesis to explore, but it
has not been established as the best explanation. The strongest present
distinction is between learning through events, unusual organization of events,
and deliberate selection of events toward a goal. Each requires an additional
argument.

The network has different kinds of connection

A network is more than a sequence of dates. One event can give someone a
reason to make a telephone call; a friendship can make another reading
possible; a warning can change what someone notices; a later discovery can
change the meaning assigned to an earlier gesture. These links do different
work. Chronological succession alone does not establish any of them.

We therefore distinguish historical dependencies, reported informational
correspondences, participant actions, and later comparisons. A line connecting
two cases must state which kind it represents. Otherwise, an ordinary
invitation and an apparently unexplained correspondence acquire the same
visual authority simply because both appear as edges.

A network’s possible connections are not its observed connections. The earlier
atlas distinguished candidate pairs from assessed links; its construction cannot
establish unusual network density. Research Companion, Appendix E retains
the numerical bookkeeping so that it does not interrupt the case argument. [2]

The early arc begins with a change of question

Laura’s reported number responses challenged Graham’s understanding of
what information another person could obtain. The immediate question was
access: how could a response appear to follow content he was creating? The
later false-card-hand account complicates that question by separating a
representation from the physical facts it represents. These episodes motivate
inquiry; their place in the life story does not demonstrate that they were
arranged to motivate it. [3, 5]
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Event Two added a personally consequential forecast concerning Diane.
Graham’s subsequent travel and search created opportunities for the reported
encounter. The hand-touch and Christmas-card correspondences must remain
beside the practical failure of his hopes for renewed contact. A claim about
Diane’s private feelings cannot be settled solely by her rejection, but rejection
plainly limits a simple story of beneficial romantic guidance. [3, 4]

This early material establishes an important asymmetry. Graham’s emotional
investment explains why this subject could sustain his attention. It does not
automatically explain the reported specific correspondences. Equally, a
correspondence would not by itself establish why the encounter occurred or
who, if anyone, intended its consequences.

Ford Academy provides an actual dependency

The Florida experience gave Graham a reason to renew contact with Ann. The
ensuing call opened access to the Old Orchard investigations and the
relationships that followed. This is a substantive network connection: remove
the stated motivation and the reported route into the later sequence changes.
[1, 2]

Yet a consequential bridge is not automatically an arranged bridge. Graham
had a concern, chose to telephone someone relevant to it, and entered a social
setting where further encounters became more likely. Ordinary human
motivation explains that transition. A proposal of additional intent must
explain something beyond the fact that the transition mattered.

Participation cannot be dismissed as contamination by default. An explorer
must ask, visit, compare, and sometimes intervene. The analysis traces what
Graham supplied and what followed beyond it. A disclosed suggestion can
account for particular later content without accounting for a detail reported
before the suggestion.

Old Orchard contains both an apparent warning and resistance to
repetition

The earlier cross warning acquired its reported literal significance during the
rosary episode. This matters to the intent question because Graham recalls not
consciously making that connection when he removed the rosary. His later
recognition is part of the account, alongside the earlier warning, the group’s
interpretations, and their actions. It is a candidate temporal correspondence,
not independent identification of an author behind it. [1]

The almost year of unsuccessful attempts to reproduce a comparable episode is
equally central. It challenges a simple account of reliably available access. It
also challenges an uncomplicated teaching narrative: the record does not show
a consistently responsive instructor answering requests on demand.
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A limited or intermittent agent could be proposed, but its limitations would
need support beyond the very failures they are introduced to explain. We must
not transform every unsuccessful attempt into a lesson intentionally supplied.
Graham could learn from non-replication whether or not anyone arranged it.

The investigation develops through feedback

Chaplin and Cyclops form a particularly useful methodological connection. In
Chaplin, spoken information and speculation entered the developing report. In
Cyclops, Graham deliberately created an imagined episode and used the épée
as a reference. The accounts preserve partial correspondence, altered imagery,
and failures to identify actor and location. [5]

The sequence can resemble a curriculum: first encounter an ambiguity, then
devise a probe. But the investigator himself supplies a sufficient source for that
educational progression. The ordinary intention to test an idea is present in the
story. An external teacher is an additional hypothesis, not the default
explanation of the progression.

The General’s Daughter adds another kind of comparison. Graham learned
about an earlier investigation in which he had not generated the original
question. His widening circle explains how he encountered the account.
Whether the reported information in that case was extraordinary depends on
its separate evidence chain. A meaningful place in Graham’s education does
not independently strengthen its original information claims. [6]

The House challenges the proposed purpose

The House joins a reported unseen-interior description, prospective helper
descriptions, a failed purchase forecast, and Graham’s actions in showing the
property. Those actions reportedly helped draw competing interest. Some links
are proposed informational correspondences; others are ordinary
consequences of a business decision. [4]

If the proposed intention was to secure the property for Graham, the outcome
counts against that interpretation. If the proposed intention was to teach that
apparent forecasts are conditional, the outcome can be made to fit—but that
purpose must not be selected only after the purchase failed. What would the
hypothesis have predicted beforehand? Would acquisition have been called a
successful lesson as well?

The point is not to demand that a hypothetical agent be omniscient or
benevolent. It is to specify the intended goal before using an outcome as
support. Access to a detail, influence on a decision, and control over the
resulting transaction are distinct capacities. The arc does not establish that one
entity possessed all three.
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Objects and fragments provide recurrence without proving coordination
The necklace reportedly led to an invitation for tea, which provided the setting
for the brooch reading. That is an understandable social dependency. The
reported location guidance and historical description are additional claims to
assess separately. One does not inherit verification from the other merely
because the first encounter enabled the second. [1, 2]

The Safe’s hamburger gesture and the later spring 2000 readings illustrate
another connection: content acquired meaning through later context. Donna’s
health statements about Ann, Ann’s earlier statement about Mary’s
employment, and Mary’s move into Graham’s home became linked as events
unfolded. The participants did not originally express the whole later account.

[7]

These recurrences motivate the relational question. They do not yet
demonstrate a deliberately partitioned message. Fragmentation could concern
selection, expression, interpretation, memory, or the surviving account. The
source of a fragment and the process that later makes it meaningful are
separate problems.

The wider life arc broadens the question

Diane Revisited concerns an unexpected convergence of social pathways, with
no psychic forecast in that episode. The theatre reading includes practical
warnings and a personal forecast. Graham’s later emotional response to
Heather and Natalie recalls an earlier emotional pattern for him. The Viking
and Greek experiences supply interpretations of identity and enduring
attachment. These should remain different kinds of evidence. [3]

A recurring emotional signature can explain why Graham connected events
across decades. It does not establish that the other participants shared the
same experience or that an organizer selected them for that role. Their
decisions and perspectives must remain their own. No person’s independence
should disappear inside an explanation of someone else’s life.

Joan’s later email announcement, the knocks during Topper, and the bedroom-
door account introduce timing and apparent agency. Even if a particular
occurrence were independently established, its attribution would require a
further argument. They do not automatically extend the same mechanism that
might be proposed for Laura’s number responses. [3]

What favors examining intent

Consequential sequence Some episodes led to new contacts, probes, or
questions rather than remaining isolated anecdotes. That makes organization a
legitimate subject of analysis.
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Apparent responsiveness Graham reports experiences that seemed to
meet an existing concern or expose a distinction he later investigated. The
strongest candidates would preserve the concern in a dated record before the
response.

Repeated intellectual consequences Questions about thoughts, truth,
history, incomplete information, and participation recur. Their recurrence can
motivate a proposal of educational selection, provided ordinary investigative
development remains in the comparison.

These considerations make intent intelligible as a hypothesis. They do not
establish how unusual the sequence was relative to the many possible paths an
engaged investigator might follow. No defensible probability for the entire arc
has been calculated.

What limits an inference of additional intent

Selection and dependence The record emphasizes memorable episodes
from a long life. Shared people, settings, and retellings create dependence. We
cannot multiply apparent improbabilities as though each episode were an
independent trial.

Uncertain timing of questions A question Graham remembers holding
before an event differs evidentially from a surviving dated question. Later
thematic fit alone cannot establish prospective responsiveness.

Failures and omitted guidance Unsuccessful readings, non-replication,
incomplete answers, and the failed House purchase constrain simple models of
reliable beneficial direction. They cannot all be counted as disguised successes.

Flexible purpose A theory that calls a gain encouragement and a loss
instruction can accommodate almost any outcome. Without a restricted aim, it
explains personal meaning more readily than event selection.

Agency without a signature The arc does not presently supply an
independently established, consistent signature identifying an organizer or
distinguishing one source from several processes. A felt sense of direction is
part of the experience to explain.

Three levels of conclusion

First, Graham intended to investigate. His questions, choices, tests,
friendships, and persistence actively organized the inquiry. That is the clearest
intentional contribution in the narrative. It should be acknowledged without
making him the conscious author of every reported result.

Second, the account has structure. Historical dependencies and recurring
questions are identifiable. Whether their ordering exceeds what ordinary social
networks, motivated inquiry, and retrospective selection can produce remains
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unresolved. Structure is established here at the level of the recorded life
narrative, not as proof of an additional mechanism.

Third, an intention beyond the participants remains possible within the
proposed framework, but the current evidence does not select it over those
alternatives. I regard it as reasonable to investigate, not warranted to affirm as
a finding. The distinction preserves Graham’s question without deciding the
answer in advance.

What would strengthen or weaken the hypothesis

The strongest next evidence would be a dated, specific earlier question
followed by a relevant event whose distinctive content the questioner did not
supply, with ordinary pathways examined and unsuccessful questions retained.
A complete question log would include silence, ambiguous answers, ordinary
developments, and missed expectations. Response criteria should be fixed
before judging the next outcome.

That could test a restricted responsiveness pattern. It would still not establish
intent by itself. A further comparison would ask whether results preferentially
advance a declared goal beyond what access alone, human decisions, or
ordinary feedback would predict. A numerical threshold cannot be justified
until the goal, comparison opportunities, and observation process are
specified.

Failure to show that selectivity would weaken the restricted intent hypothesis.
Goals repeatedly chosen after outcomes, disagreement with specific prior
forecasts, or a dependence on flexible matching would weaken it as well. None
would prove that a life lacks meaning. Personal significance and evidence of
externally selected events answer different questions.

Position within BRFT

The architecture introduced in Chapter 2 supplies no additional component
called intent. A hypothesis of organizing purpose must make a further claim
about how content and outcomes are selected.

If we model intent, we must specify whose goal it is, what information is
available, which alternatives can be selected, what limits selection, and what
observations would differ if the goal were absent. A constrained selection
process may be described mathematically without establishing a conscious
selector. Conversely, naming an operator does not identify an agent.

The arc helps identify what BRFT would need to explain: access, expression,
recognition, decision, and consequences across time. It does not derive the
operators or a physical interaction. Nested R can represent further reflection
on these links; it cannot turn agreement among interpretations into
independent evidence.
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The investigation as a connected history

The whole arc matters because it changes the unit of inquiry. Graham was not
merely collecting disconnected claims; he was following consequences that
changed his questions and the opportunities available to him. Examining the
network preserves that development and prevents us from treating each
encounter as an unrelated draw from chance.

The same network also cautions against an easy inference of a hidden plan.
Some of its strongest links are ordinary choices and social dependencies.
Others concern reported information whose source remains unresolved. Still
others are meanings recognized afterward. Intent is a serious question at their
intersection, but their combination does not yet establish an intentional
organizer.

The arc gives us grounds to investigate apparent direction while distinguishing
Graham’s investigative intentions from any additional direction attributed to
the sequence. The next chapters ask what a relational model would need to
specify to distinguish those possibilities.

Sources and editorial scope

[1] Second Path Missing Segment Ford to House, October 6, 2026, especially
sections 5—13. Earlier reconstruction, including warnings, participation, non-
replication, friendship, and the bridge toward the House.

[2] Second Path Part I Network with Educational Intent Audit, October 11,
2026, Timeline, Educational Intent Audit, and Intent Scoring Protocol; Atomic
Claim Preservation and Stress Tests, Method and Status and boundary
corrections. Candidate pairs are not verified edges. The existing scoring
protocol has not produced validated scores for intent.

[3] Findings from the Wider Autobiographical Arc Vo1, October 23, 2026, pp.
1—7. Source references include A Very Strange Life and the numbered
summary in Making More Waves. This section follows the newer 1971
placement of Laura’s initial account and public aliases, rather than the older
atlas’s inconsistent placement and names.

[4] Event Two Organized Analysis Vo1 and The House by the Sea and
Developing Outcomes Vo1, October 23, 2026. Private feelings, practical
outcomes, prospective statements, participant action, and later testimony are
distinguished in those analyses.

[5] Representation and Physical Circumstance Vo1, October 23, 2026,
especially pp. 1—6; [6] The General’s Daughter Source Comparison Vo1; [7]
Fragments Without Their Connections Vo1. Companion synthesis: Specificity
Usefulness and Missing Connections Vo1 and What Would Distinguish the
Explanations Vo1.
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The Entire Arc Relationship Data Atlas of October 10 supplies an earlier
overview, not independent corroboration. This synthesis combines earlier
source comparisons with the newly reread overview and intent audit. It is not a
fresh line-by-line authentication of every underlying event. Original narrative
files and spreadsheets have not been changed.
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Part Five The bridge to BRFT

Before the framework

What BRFT proposes

BREFT asks whether relationships provide a useful starting point for
understanding what can be retained, what can become available, and what can
affect an event. A memory can persist without coming to mind. An imagined
scene can influence a real decision. The broader proposal asks whether some
reported information could become available beyond the ordinary routes of
memory, observation, and communication.

What remains unexplained

A vocabulary for those roles does not yet tell us how the proposed access
works. We still need to say which relationships matter, when access should
occur, and what response should follow. Allowing a new rule after every
outcome would prevent the framework from making a discriminating
prediction.

What would make the proposal scientifically interesting

Consider objects with independently recorded handling histories. A narrow
model might predict, before a reading, which history should be described
under controlled conditions. To become a scientific test, the model must fix its
access rule, scoring, expected response pattern, and failure criterion. Its
prediction must differ from a credible account of ordinary information routes.
Reliable held-out results could then support or challenge that particular model.

The present book has not derived the extra physical rule or a distinctive effect
size. The following chapters clarify the parts such a model would need. Readers
can follow those questions without accepting the proposed architecture or
learning every symbol.
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Chapter 15 The arc and the BRFT components

The arc suggests that relationships can become available, be interpreted,
change decisions, and acquire new significance through later events. BRFT
offers a vocabulary for separating these roles. It does not yet establish that the
roles are separate entities or that an additional organizer produced the
sequence. The task is to specify what R, I, H, M, and P would contribute, with
OP always operating subject to M. [1, 2]

The most important conclusion is that intent would concern how the roles
work together. It is not supplied by any one symbol. Retention is not retrieval;
retrieval is not truthful interpretation; continuity is not a goal; mathematical
admissibility is not selection; and an observed consequence does not identify
its originating source.

Relationships as a starting point

In this framework, a relatum is anything being considered in a relationship: a
person, object, event, memory, or representation. The word does not say that
these things are physically identical. It lets us ask how a particular relationship
connects them, and what changes when they interact.

An imagined house can affect a real decision without becoming a physical
house. Two people can participate in the same event and retain different
memories of it. A record can persist while remaining unavailable to someone
who wants to use it. These familiar distinctions supply a starting point for the
proposed framework.

BRFT extends that inquiry by proposing more general operations and
retention. Those extensions are assumptions to specify. The cases motivate
asking whether access exceeded ordinary knowledge, but they do not derive the
extension from the everyday examples. The six roles below separate the
questions a model would have to answer.

R concerns engagement and transformation

R names the reflective role in prose. A specified operation is written R_D, with
declared inputs and outputs, as set out in the reference glossary. The arc
suggests functions involving engagement, expression, and later examination.
Whether these can be implemented by one map or require distinct operations
remains open. [2]

The arc shows why this matters. Laura’s reported responses concern a possible
correspondence with present representations. The Safe gesture concerns
expression followed by delayed interpretation. The House combines a reported
description, an expectation, a decision, and consequences of acting. These are
different tasks even if the framework eventually represents them through
related operations. [1, 3]
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Nested R can describe taking an earlier expression as a new object of
examination. Graham compares a gesture with an inventory discovery, or an
earlier forecast with an encounter. That operation can reveal a useful relation
or add an unsupported interpretation. Recursion supplies further
opportunities for comparison; it does not guarantee wider access or greater
accuracy.

For the intent hypothesis, the missing question is selection: why did this
content become available to this participant at this point? R would need a rule
that distinguishes selection by a goal from selection by ordinary attention,
association, or feedback. Naming the operation does not answer that question.

| concerns continuity and organization

I is provisionally the organization through which something remains an
identifiable participant across changes. It is not the word “intent,” not the
whole historical record H, and not automatically an experiencing ME. The
specification ledger treats its formal meaning as unresolved across earlier uses
of I(P), I(ME), and I(Philip). We preserve that uncertainty rather than silently
fixing a final definition. [2]

The arc’s clearest candidate continuity is Graham himself: concerns and
commitments persist while interpretations change. The investigator who first
asks how information could be shared later devises probes and eventually
builds BRFT. This is continuity through changing relationships, not proof that
an unchanging inner object stores the whole life.

I also prevents us from merging perspectives. Graham’s recognition, Ann’s
expression, Mary’s decision, and another person’s emotional response belong
to different participants. Their lives intersect without becoming one identity or
sharing equal access to a common situation. ME boundaries may vary with the
task, but a family or investigation treated as a unit does not thereby become
one demonstrated subject.

If an additional organizer is proposed, I raises a new evidential requirement:
what would identify continuity of that source across episodes? Recurring
themes alone cannot establish one agent, because the same investigator, social
network, and later narrative already recur. A source identity would need
features not supplied merely by Graham’s continuing interests.

H concerns retention without guaranteeing availability

H(R) names the proposed historical retention of relationships. Our earlier
shorthand distinguishes recording, local R — H(R), from access, ROME) «
H(R). These are conceptual roles. The statements that all relations are beheld,
sorted, and recorded remain BRFT proposals, rather than conclusions
demonstrated by the autobiographical arc. [2]
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At the observable level, the project already has histories: memories, notes,
manuscripts, correspondence, and physical records. They preserve different
aspects of an event with different reliability. A stored document can retain a
claim accurately while the claim itself is mistaken. An imagined Cyclops can be
retained as an imagined episode without a physical Cyclops having existed.

We therefore distinguish what occurred, what was expressed, what was
recorded, and what was later recognized. A faithful archive would not make
every archived proposition true. Nor would universal retention imply that
every participant could retrieve every relation. Retention, organization,
accessibility, and influence need separate rules.

The proposed H(R) — I(ME) relationship concerns history contributing to the
present person’s organization. Graham’s unresolved questions and emotional
consequences can shape later attention and action. This is a functional
connection for a specified model to examine.

H also exposes a problem for future-information claims. Recording what has
happened does not, by definition alone, provide knowledge of what will
happen. The model must distinguish a present expectation, a representation of
a possible development, and a later actual event. An accurate forecast would
require an additional account of access or projection. It cannot be derived
merely by calling H an archive.

M constrains without choosing the outcome

M is the proposed mathematical possibility and constraint field, distinct from
manifested P. In a specified model, it should declare admissible states and
operations. OP operates subject to M. Whether M is fixed or developing
remains an open part of the framework; the arc does not decide it. [2]

If several transitions are permitted, admissibility does not select among them.
Selection requires an operational rule, inputs, and, where relevant, a defined
goal. Mathematical structure can model efficient organization, but neither
efficiency nor order automatically establishes a conscious intention. Ordinary
feedback can also produce organized sequences.

For the House, M cannot simply be invoked afterward to permit both
acquisition and failure while every result is called confirmation. A particular
model must say what conditions distinguish the permitted developments and
what it predicts before the outcome. A framework broad enough to represent
both possibilities may be useful, but that flexibility is not a successful
prediction.

M must constrain proposed unusual access as well. “It belongs to mathematics”
does not specify which content can become available, why a boundary matters,
or how an expression produces physical effects. Those are outstanding
operational questions, not exceptions to the constraint.
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P concerns manifestations and observable consequences

P denotes the physical manifested domain. A spoken report, hand movement,
written note, trip, property viewing, and recorded sound have physical aspects.
The proposed source of their content is a separate matter. A description is
manifested as an expression without its described referent necessarily existing:
the Cyclops distinction remains essential.

The arc supplies many ordinary pathways into consequences. A reading
changes a decision; the decision prompts a visit; the visit attracts attention;
another person acts. Such a pathway does not require an additional force
merely because the original information is unexplained. Access to information
and direct alteration of physical events are different hypotheses. [1, 3]

For the brooch, reported pain is an experience with observable expressions,
while its proposed relation to an earlier person’s suffering remains a source
claim. For the knocks, an audible occurrence and its attribution to an agent
require different evidence. The fact that something is expressed or observed in
P does not independently identify a source in H or an operation R.

If BRFT proposes an additional influence on physical outcomes, it needs an
interaction and a measurement rule. The earlier matched-history program is
relevant here: compare specified preparation histories while accounting for
ordinary physical memory and remaining state differences. The
autobiographical network does not provide the coupling or parameter values
for that experiment. [2]

OP connects the roles without becoming an unexplained person

OP describes operations: selecting, transforming, acting, and updating in a
chosen realization. Local R may be a particular form of OP, but that
relationship remains to be specified. OP is not evidence for an independent
operator with desires. Every proposed operation remains subject to M.

A complete model would identify a participant or system, the history available
to it, its context and question, the operation performed, its expression, the
ensuing action, and what is recorded afterward. This is a bookkeeping
requirement, not a claim that the components form a fixed one-way pipeline.
New observations and consequences can feed back into later operations.

Intent would require a restricted relation among the components
Suppose a hypothetical system selected events toward a goal such as helping
Graham distinguish imagination from physical circumstance. The model would
need a continuing participant, retained information, selection and comparison
rules, permitted alternatives, and observable consequences. These
requirements specify what the intent hypothesis adds to access alone.
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The next question is what that hypothesis predicts differently. Does the
proposed system preferentially provide material that discriminates those
targets? Does it respond to a previously recorded question? What would count
as irrelevant information or failed guidance? Without restrictions, success
becomes encouragement and failure instruction, making the goal impossible to
assess.

The simpler comparison is already present: Graham retains questions and
experiences, reflects on them, chooses further investigations, and changes his
behavior. That accounts for a substantial intentional structure in the arc. It
does not settle the source of every reported correspondence. A model of
additional intent must add an independently assessable difference rather than
redescribe that existing structure.

What the arc specifies and leaves open

The arc strengthens the usefulness of separating these roles. R must
distinguish engagement, expression, and interpretation. I must preserve
participant continuity without absorbing all participants into one perspective.
H must distinguish retention from truth and access. M must constrain
predictions rather than merely admit outcomes afterward. P must distinguish
the expression of information from the physical existence of its referent or a
proposed direct influence.

What the arc has not supplied is a derivation of those components, a universal
archive, an identified organizer, or a measured route between a relational
domain and physical outcomes. Its contribution is to make the missing
specifications clearer. That is conceptual convergence with BRFT, accompanied
by constraints on what BRFT may responsibly claim.

The next theoretical task is a minimal episode specification: one participant,
one question, one declared target, one expression, one subsequent action, and
separate records for what was known before and recognized afterward. Map
the roles first using ordinary information and action. Then state precisely
where a BRFT extension changes a prediction. This will connect the
philosophical architecture with a model that can face a meaningful
comparison.

Source basis

[1] The Arc Network and the Question of Intent Vo1, October 23, 2026. This
section develops its distinction between human investigative intention,
network organization, and proposed additional organizing intent.

68



[2] BRFT Specification and Comparison Ledger Vo1, October 23, 2026, pp. 1—
9. Rand OP pp. 2—3; H and I pp. 3—4; P and M pp. 4—5; notation and
illustrative mathematics pp. 6—8; experimental limits pp. 8—9. The ledger was
reread for this analysis. These are provisional working definitions, not silent
changes to the authoritative BRFT Master.

[3] Companion Second Path sections: Representation and Physical
Circumstance Vo1; The House by the Sea and Developing Outcomes Vo1;
Fragments Without Their Connections Vo1; Specificity Usefulness and Missing
Connections Vo1; What Would Distinguish the Explanations Vo1. Their
underlying source references remain part of the case record. This synthesis
introduces no new empirical findings and makes no changes to the source
manuscripts.
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Chapter 16 The hamburger gesture as a worked episode

The hamburger gesture gives us a small episode in which to apply the
architecture. Its value is that the physical expression, its proposed referent, and
its later interpretation can be separated. The result is a model of the question,
not a reconstruction of an information pathway already proved to exist.

Our central finding is a distinction between expressing a pattern and knowing
what the pattern refers to. The account reports a movement before its later
interpretation. It does not directly reveal what Ann selected internally, whether
it came from another person, or whether a broader archive was involved. A
BRFT model must make that missing step explicit rather than hide it inside R.

The reported episode

In summer 1978, an $81 cash discrepancy prompted Graham to consult Ann at
the safe. The reading included a detailed account of money removal and a later
identification procedure involving employees. As Ann was leaving, she
reportedly added that hundreds of other things were missing and made a
repeated movement with slightly cupped hands. Graham noticed it but did not
identify its meaning then. [1, 2]

Roughly two years later, the manager found unusually high hamburger
purchases or usage for 1978 in a comparison across years. Graham recalled the
movement and associated it with making patties before crumbling the meat
onto pizzas. A Very Strange Life gives 100 pounds; Rabbit Holes gives 150. The
discrepancy remains unresolved. Neither figure independently establishes theft
or a particular culprit. [1, 2]

Both source versions are later accounts by Graham. Rabbit Holes says he made
note of the movement, but the passages inspected do not reproduce a dated
original note or recording. His later description of Ann’s lack of conscious
identification is also distinct from direct measurement of her internal state. We
preserve the reported sequence while identifying the original-record question.

Five entries keep the chronology intact

E1 The reference The declared problem concerned money missing from the
safe. The setting and the concern were already available during the
consultation. The episode was not a test with an anonymous object and a blind
administrator.

E2 The expression The movement and the statement about hundreds of
other missing things were the reported outputs. No explicit hamburger label
was supplied in those words.

E3 The first interpretation Graham did not identify the movement as
patty-making during the reading. His attention remained on the cash problem.
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Record this as the account of his recognition, not proof that no relevant
association existed anywhere in his memory.

E4 The later comparison The inventory finding supplied new context. The
observed quantity discrepancy, its business explanation, and any claim of theft
require separate checks.

E5 The proposed connection Graham connected the earlier movement
with patty-making. This is the later recognition event. The additional proposal
that shared hands linked safe-opening and food preparation is an explanatory
hypothesis, not something Ann explicitly reported.

Distinct participants and relational roles

P Physical expression and records P includes the safe, bodies, hand
movement, spoken words, inventory records, and later written accounts. The
expression is physically real in the reported event; the proposed accuracy and
origin of its content are different claims.

I Participant continuity I provisionally concerns the organization of each
participant across changes. Ann expresses; Graham observes and later
recognizes; the manager supplies the business comparison. Their information
must not be combined into a single ME. The employee attribution remains an
allegation within the narrative, not a source identity established by this
exercise.

H Retained histories Separate Ann’s possible ordinary knowledge, Graham’s
remembered gesture, and the business records. H(R) names the proposed
broader retention role; these observable records are possible comparison
points, not interchangeable definitions of it.

R Distinct reflective operations A first candidate operation concerns
Ann’s engagement with the question and expression of a movement. A later
one concerns Graham’s comparison of a remembered movement with new
inventory context. Calling both R does not establish that they have the same
inputs or information source.

OP subject to M OP must specify the proposed selection, transformation,
comparison, and recording. M constrains the permitted rules and transitions.
A resemblance alone cannot define the selected content and validate the
transformation in the same step. The rules must allow a wrong or
uninterpretable response to remain such.

The minimal ordinary account

An ordinary account can describe bodily expression during a consultation,
Graham’s retention of the episode, a later business finding, and the association
of the two. Candidate sources of the movement include ordinary knowledge,
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association, conversational context, or an action with several possible
meanings. The surviving narrative does not establish which produced it.

This describes possible pathways for expression and later interpretation. It is
not a demonstrated explanation of the whole reading. Conversely,
dissatisfaction with an ordinary pathway does not establish retrieval from
H(R). The alternatives need comparison at the point where they differ.

Where the BRFT extension begins

The stronger proposal is that Ann’s movement depended on a relevant
relationship that was unavailable to her through the ordinary information
routes specified in the comparison. For example, a rule might favor an action
connected to the same person or hands associated with the referenced safe.
This proposal needs independently established actor and activity links before it
can predict a response.

There are at least two additional possibilities: access to a person’s represented
or remembered activity, and access through a broader relational history. A
gesture consistent with patty-making would not distinguish them. Nor would it
distinguish either from ordinary association unless the relevant information
routes were controlled.

The original episode does not supply independent measurement of selected
content. We observe a reported movement, not an internal label reading
“patty-making.” Different underlying selections can produce a similar
movement. Different later interpretations can also be attached to the same
movement. This is why the episode cannot separately identify source selection,
expression fidelity, and recognition accuracy.

A prospective comparison that changes the question

Use a new, deliberately constructed task rather than trying to recreate an
employee accusation. Give otherwise matched objects independently recorded
handling histories. Assign several distinct activities whose movements can be
scored, including alternatives that resemble one another. Keep the reader and
the interacting administrator unaware of assignments, and prevent ordinary
identifying marks or instructions from carrying them.

Before responses, declare which relationship is predicted to matter: shared
actor, repeated activity, or the current question. Design assignments that put
the chosen rule in conflict with an alternative. For instance, an object’s handler
can have a different frequent activity from a second person associated only
with the present task. Counterbalance those histories so neither activity is
globally more common.

Record the whole consultation, including movements, words, unrelated
expressions, and silence, before feedback. Independent coders should describe
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movement features without knowing the target activity. A separate scoring
stage can compare the record with the assigned histories and decoys using
rules fixed in advance. Recognizable activity names and physical movement
features should receive separate assessments.

A specified access rule would need to predict a particular advantage or
response distribution. A narrow model claiming such an advantage would be
weakened by sufficiently precise results excluding its predicted range, or by
results consistently following a competing rule. No effect size or trial count is
justified by this one remembered episode.

An observed correspondence under these conditions would support the
particular pattern tested, subject to the adequacy of the controls. It would not
uniquely establish a universal archive, an independent bodily ME, or a
particular psychic mechanism. Conversely, a null result would constrain the
tested conditions and model, not every possible use of R.

What this contributes to the intent question

The delayed recognition made the episode educational for Graham. That does
not establish that anyone selected the delay to teach him. If the proposed intent
was immediate help finding missing stock, the absent label and long delay
count against simple effective guidance. If the proposed intent was teaching
through later discovery, that goal requires evidence beyond its retrospective fit.

There is no need to deny the experience’s importance in order to keep the
cause open. Its theoretical value lies in forcing a separation between
expression, naming, recognition, and action. The later word “hamburger”
organizes the movement in the Field of Definitions; it does not prove that an
accessed relation was originally stored under that word.

Expression and recognition remain distinct

We have one reported expression, several distinct participants, two periods of
recognition, different retained records, and a specific proposed extension
beyond ordinary access. R, I, H, P, and OP subject to M can organize these
roles. They do not yet identify the hidden source or quantify access. The useful
next specification is a rule that predicts which relationships should be
expressed before anyone supplies their interpretation.

Sources

[1] A Very Strange Life, punctuation-corrected manuscript, Chapter 15 The
Safe, printed pp. 76—78, viewer pp. 78—80. The earlier case analysis reports
rereading these complete pages.

[2] Rabbit Holes of Wonderland, Chapter 17 The Safe, viewer pp. 193-197.
Public aliases follow A Very Strange Life. Research Companion, Appendix H,
Dj5, retains the difference between the inventory quantities.
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[3] Second Path, The Arc and the BRFT Components Vo1; Fragments Without
Their Connections Vo1, especially the hamburger discussion; Closeness and
the Conditions of Access Vo1; and BRFT Specification and Comparison Ledger
Vo1. These supply the provisional vocabulary and earlier distinction between
selection, expression, and recognition. No underlying manuscript or glossary

has been changed.
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Chapter 17 Closeness and the conditions of access

Belonging to a Field of Relationships does not imply equal access to every
relationship within it. A particular ME approaches content through its
capacities, history, present condition, and question. We propose that relational
organization helps constrain that access. To make the proposal useful, we must
define connections before observing what is retrieved, rather than call
something “close” simply because it appeared.

This chapter uses a small conventional network to separate connection,
selection, expression, and recognition. Its calculated consequences follow from
stated rules. The example belongs to the descriptive model and supplies no
measured law for the autobiographical cases.

Different meanings of closeness

Two activities may share an actor, an object, a purpose, or a position in a
repeated sequence. These are different relationships. A person may know two
activities well without finding either easy to recall under a particular question.
Physical proximity, conceptual similarity, frequency, and current relevance
should therefore not be collapsed into one undefined distance.

Our cases motivate these alternatives. The épée supplies an object reference.
The Safe raises a possible connection through shared hands and repeated
preparation. The Brooch raises selection in relation to a family question. Each
case also contains missing or ambiguous content. A useful organizing rule must
address what did not appear as well as what did.

A fixed network before retrieval

Imagine an ordinary learner who encounters five labels in a small teaching
exercise. Let K mean kitchen, A mean preparing patties, B mean opening a
safe, W mean washing dishes, and E mean an employee. The exercise explicitly
presents six links: K—A, K—B, K-W, E—A, E-B, and E—W. There are no other
links. This is a stipulated teaching example, not a claim about all kitchens,
employees, or memories.

Every link initially has cost one. The graph is undirected, so either endpoint
can be reached from the other. A path is a sequence of those declared links.
Define d(u,v) as the smallest total cost among paths joining u and v. Within
this connected graph, d is a metric: it is nonnegative, zero only for identical
nodes, symmetric, and satisfies the triangle inequality because concatenating
two paths supplies a candidate route for the third distance.

From K, the distances are d(K,A) = d(K,B) = d(K,W) =1 and d(K,E) = 2. From
A, both B and W are two links away, through either K or E. The network thus
gives no structural preference for B over W. If we later observe a preference,
unweighted distance alone does not explain it.
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The teaching exercise also declares that A occurred four times, B once, and W
twice. Call these exposure countsf A=4,f B=1,andf W = 2. Counts are a
second feature of the example, fixed independently of the graph. Repetition is
not silently smuggled into the original definition of distance.

Two selection rules with different predictions

Ask which of the three activities A, B, or W comes to mind from the kitchen cue
K. Under Rule One, assign each activity weight exp(-d(K,x)) and divide each
weight by their sum. Because all three distances equal one, each predicted
selection probability is 1/3. The exponential weighting is a chosen rule, not a
theorem about cognition.

Under Rule Two, assign weight f_x exp(—d(K,x)). Distance is still equal, so the
exposure counts determine the ratio 4:1:2. The resulting probabilities are 4/7
for A, 1/7 for B, and 2/7 for W, approximately 0.5714, 0.1429, and 0.2857.
These are calculated expectations under the rule, not observed frequencies.

The two rules cannot be distinguished by one response. Over repeated suitably
controlled observations, their different probability predictions can be
compared with uncertainty. A result favoring Rule Two would support a role
for the stipulated exposure feature in this exercise. It would not establish that
repetition universally controls access, or that this precise formula is uniquely
correct.

A question can change selection without changing distance

Keep the same graph and exposures. Now introduce a question-dependent
relevance factor v_q(x), assigned in advance by the exercise. For a question
about handling money, set v_q(B) = 4 and v_q(A) = v_q(W) = 1. Under Rule
Three, weight each candidate by f_x v_q(x) exp(-d(K,x)). The ratio becomes
4:4:2, giving probabilities 0.4, 0.4, and 0.2.

B becomes more likely than under Rule Two even though no link or distance
changed. This is a concrete reason to distinguish structure from selection. The
relevance multipliers are assumptions to test or calibrate independently;
choosing them after seeing the answers would turn prediction into fitting.

The value of the example is the contrast among rules. Equal network distance
predicts equal access only under a rule that uses distance alone. Repetition or
question relevance can alter the prediction. Those added features must earn
their place through comparisons rather than being added whenever a case
becomes inconvenient.

Relative accessibility and failure to retrieve

We can write task-specific accessibility as a(x | ME,q,s), where x is specified
content, q the question or reference, and s the receiving system’s condition. In
the example, the rules are distributions over three possible selections
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conditional on choosing one of them. Their probabilities sum to one because a
choice among those three is required.

Real retrieval can fail or produce unrelated content. To model that possibility,
introduce h(ME,q,s) in [0,1], the probability of entering the declared candidate
set. Then assign unconditional probability h times each conditional selection
probability, with 1 — h reserved for no target-set retrieval. This does not solve
measurement: h and the selection rule need separately specified observations
or assumptions. Otherwise they may remain confounded.

Candidate membership also matters. A rule over A, B, and W cannot explain an
unlisted response unless the model already specifies how other content enters.
We should record such responses rather than expand the candidate set
afterward and count the expansion as a successful prediction.

Selection does not determine expression or recognition

After selecting an activity, a system could express it as a word, an image, or a
movement. Let T_m(y | x) denote the conditional probability of expression y
given selected content x in a specified mode m. Each row sums to one over the
declared expressions, including an unexpressed category if needed. The matrix
is a mathematical description of transformation, not evidence of a channel
between people.

For a fixed mode, the output probability is Pr(y) = sum over x of T_m(y | x)
Pr(x). This separates selection from expression. Two different selection
processes can generate the same outputs if the transformation loses
distinctions. Conversely, the same selected content can produce different
outputs under different transformation rules.

For example, if both A and W always yield the same hand motion, that motion
alone cannot identify which activity was selected. If A yields a patty-like motion
with probability 0.8 and otherwise yields no expression, the observable motion
frequency is 0.8 times the selection probability of A only if other candidates
cannot produce that motion. The restriction is an assumption, not something
its visual resemblance proves.

Recognition adds a further operation: someone interprets y as referring to an
activity. The interpretation may be correct or mistaken. This is why the Safe
gesture cannot simultaneously serve as direct measurement of selected
content, transformation fidelity, and correct recognition without additional
evidence.

A metric is optional but a specified rule is essential

Our graph has symmetric links and positive costs, making shortest-path
distance a metric. Accessibility itself need not be symmetric: a kitchen cue may
bring a particular employee to mind more readily than that employee brings
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the kitchen to mind. Directed graphs, unequal link costs, or transition
probabilities can represent other possibilities, but they change the
assumptions.

We should use “relational closeness” as a working umbrella until a particular
definition is selected. Not every similarity score is a metric, and not every
relation can be represented adequately by pairwise links. Some relationships
involve several participants together. This small graph is a first realization, not
a claim that one mathematical structure fits every Field of Relationships.

Nested R as a new reference for the next operation

A first expression can become input to a later operation. We may describe this
provisionally as R at operation n + 1 acting on expression y_n with question
g_n and condition s_n. The new reference can change selection, while the
system may also update its history and interpretation. None of this requires us
to assume that each operation reaches a higher field.

Repeated reflection may improve discrimination when it brings independent
comparisons into play. It can also reinforce an error when each operation
reuses the same mistaken interpretation. More iterations do not by themselves
measure greater accuracy, higher consciousness, or wider access. An iteration
index counts operations and does not establish a physical duration or a
universal clock.

What the autobiographical cases can now ask

For Cyclops, a rule should specify why the object, creature, eye, and action
might be selected while actor and location are absent. For the Safe, a rule based
on shared actor or repeated activity should predict some advantage before the
response is interpreted. For the Brooch, a rule should distinguish the object
reference, the family question, and the receiver’s form of expression. These are
tests of proposed organization, not parameter estimates already provided by
the stories.

The current cases do not determine link costs, relevance factors, exposure
effects, h, or T. Assigning values to reproduce each remembered response
would be an exploratory fit. A useful next step is to fix a small rule on one set of
observations and test its predictions on another, preserving misses and
alternatives.

Position within BRFT

This network realizes the selection and transformation questions within the
proposed R and OP roles. Its distance, exposure, and relevance rules are
assumptions in a conventional model. It does not derive the architecture or
establish a universal archive.
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Our result is that connection alone does not determine access. A prediction
requires a specified structure, a selection rule, conditions of operation, and a
way to observe expression. We now have explicit alternatives that disagree
numerically. That gives the closeness proposal a concrete starting point for
testing while leaving the source of the unusual experiences unresolved.

Model assumptions and sources

Internal basis: When Information Appears as Action or Sensation Vo1,
Representation and Physical Circumstance Vo1; The House by the Sea and
Developing Outcomes Vo01; and the earlier Accessibility and Influence working
case. All are Second Path working sections dated October 23, 2026. The five-
node graph, exposure counts, relevance factors, and selection rules are new
illustrative constructions in this section. Their probabilities follow by
normalization of declared weights. No empirical dataset, fitted model, or new
experimental outcome is claimed.
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Part Six Open questions and definitions

Chapter 18 Where the investigation now stands

When I first met Laura, I wanted to know how she could apparently respond to
something I was seeing or thinking. I expected an explanation to be possible.
That question opened investigations I would not otherwise have undertaken,
and those investigations changed the course of my life.

I can now ask questions that were not clear to me then. Did a response concern
the actual cards or someone’s picture of them? Was a detail expressed before a
prompt, or after it? Did a warning help someone act, or acquire meaning only
later? The distinctions do not remove the experiences. They give me a more
exact way to examine them.

The House remains important in that respect. A description that seemed to fit
and a purchase forecast that failed belong to the same account. The failure
must remain visible. So must the separate question of how the reported
interior description arose. One part cannot settle every other part.

I also investigate from within the events. I ask, visit, imagine, and sometimes
intervene. Those actions create consequences that have to be traced. They do
not automatically supply every later statement or explain an earlier detail.
Understanding my participation means examining what it contributed, rather
than assuming either that it explains everything or that it explains nothing.

BRFT is my attempt to bring these questions into a common structure. Its
usefulness will depend on whether it makes the distinctions clearer and leads
to predictions that can face a real comparison. The technical and source work
still required is preserved in the Research Companion.

The experiences remain personally important to me. What has changed is the
precision of the questions I can bring back to them. I began by asking how they
could happen. I now also ask what each record can support, what an
explanation leaves open, and what evidence could make me revise it. That is
how I want this inquiry to continue.
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Reference glossary

This glossary defines the working language used in the book and research
companion. Definitions and editorial notation conventions are distinguished
from unresolved mathematical or physical claims. Historical forms remain
labeled where their meaning has not been reconciled.

F_D denotes the Field of Definitions, our organized vocabulary and
mathematical descriptions. F_R denotes a proposed relational domain. Neither
symbol alone establishes an independently existing physical field.

In general prose, R, OP, H, I, P, and M remain names of conceptual roles. In
formal expressions, use the distinct symbols below and declare their types. In
particular, the recent identity proposal is written I_id(X). An older I(P) is not
translated to I_id(P) until their meanings have been reconciled. This is one
reference for usage in this edition, with unresolved theoretical relationships
explicitly retained.

Symbol conventions for technical expressions

Symbol Use in this edition Restriction

Declare its input and output spaces. Write y =
R D A specified local operation = R_D(x) for a result y, and F_R for a relational
domain.

General operation role and A particular transition T belongs to T_M. Its
OPand T M an allowed transition implementation and relation to R_D must be
family specified.

Conceptual retention role A_n is a model variable at step n. Do not identify

H(R)and A_n sgctlea specified archive it with universal retention by definition.
I id(X) Proposed identity Its continuity criterion is model dependent.
- organization of X Legacy I(P) remains unresolved.

Mutual information and

MI(X;Y) and 1_D identity operator on D

Neither denotes identity organization or intent.

Physical domain and a
P and x state in a declared state
space

Use Pr for probability. The legacy sandbox label
(P) requires explicit explanation.

Admissible states and
M operations in a chosen Admissibility alone does not select an outcome.
realization
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Symbol Use in this edition Restriction

Descriptive vocabulary and A description and its proposed referent are

F_ DandF_R gropo.sed relational different.
omain
H Shand H ham Shanpon entropy and a Do not use bare.H for elther in a calculation
Hamiltonian containing archive notation.

Consciousness hypothesis
C _conandc_info and normalized
information statistic

Statistical dependence does not by itself measure
consciousness.

Earlier quantum reflection A specific mathematical construction, not an
channel automatic realization of every R_D.

Core architecture

BRFT Binary Reflective Field Theory, the proposed architecture of relational
organization, operations, retention, constraints, physical manifestation, and
participants. The theatre analogy refers to this whole arrangement.

R The conceptual reflective role. Use R_D for a specified operation, F_R for a
relational domain, and a separate output symbol such as y for its result. This
distinction governs new technical expressions; older uses of R remain
historical until translated explicitly.

OP The general operator or operational role within the architecture. Its exact
mathematical action, inputs, and outputs remain to be specified. OP always
operates subject to M. An operator symbol does not by itself explain a
mechanism.

M The mathematical possibility and constraint field, also described as a
generative mathematical blackboard. It constrains admissible operations and
outcomes. Whether M is fixed or develops remains open; it is distinct from
physical manifestation P.

H The history or archiving role. Its argument identifies the relational domain
under consideration. The reflective process is proposed to behold, sort, and
record relationships in H(R). The implementation and access rules remain
open.

I and I_id I remains the prose label for the provisionally proposed continuity
and organization of identity. Use I_id(X) when that construction is specified
formally. Earlier I(P) remains a legacy expression whose meaning has not been
shown equivalent to this proposal. Identity organization, mutual information,
an identity operator, ME, and intent are separate concepts.
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Domains Fields and Participants

P Physical manifestation: the physically manifested universe or organization.
Physical cosmological transformations concern P; they do not imply physical
compression or destruction of M, R, or OP.

(P) Alegacy label for the screen’s sandbox, distinguished from P as manifested
physical organization. Parentheses elsewhere group expressions, so every
formal use requires an explicit definition. Its replacement notation remains
unresolved.

H(P) I(P) R(P) The core components indexed to, or applied in relation to, P.
They interact with OP to determine what becomes manifested, subject to M.
These expressions are working role labels; parentheses do not yet establish
mathematical function application.

F-0-R Field of Relationships. A relational domain within which relata
participate. Field is conceptual here, not automatically a physical field, vector
field, or algebraic field. Fields may overlap and become relevant under
different functions.

F_R Shorthand for the proposed relational field or domain. It must not be
identified with physical space by default. It is distinct from R when R denotes
an operation.

F_P Earlier shorthand for the physical field or manifested domain. Its
relation to P needs consistent treatment. Retain it when quoting earlier work
rather than silently replacing every occurrence.

A B and X Placeholders for relata, structures, or inputs. Their types must be
specified in a worked example. They need not denote separate physical objects.

Relatum and relata One participant in a relationship, and its plural. The
LEGO metaphor: sensations, thoughts, objects, events, and organized wholes

can serve as relata. It does not assert identical or universally interchangeable
blocks.

ME and NOT-ME A participant-relative distinction. ME’s operative domain
may concern personal identity, family, team, or country. These boundaries can
shift, overlap, and conflict. A person’s identification with a group does not
establish a unified group experience.

ME_D Proposed optional notation for ME indexed to an operative domain D.
It is a drafting aid, not yet an established mathematical object.

Reading the Expressions

R_D(x) The result of applying a specified operation R_D to input x. Write y =
R_D(x), with the types of x and y declared. Earlier R(A) may denote an
operation or a result and is retained only with its intended use explained.
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A | B Arelational distinction involving A and B. The bar does not by itself
mean division, probability conditioning, set separation, logical negation, or
independence. Its exact action remains open.

OP(A | B) An operation concerning the distinction or relationship involving A
and B. This does not specify which operation occurs. OP remains subject to M.

R_D2(R_D1i(x)) Composition is meaningful when the first output belongs to
the second operation’s input space. Reflecting on an operation itself requires a
representation of that operation as input and is a different construction. The
older R(R(A)) does not distinguish these possibilities on its own.

R(R(A) | R(B)) Further relating involving two branches. The outer operation
concerns their distinction or interaction. The branch inputs may belong to
different F-0-R’s; access between them is a hypothesis to specify.

R”n or OP”n Proposed iteration notation: n successive applications where
the domains and outputs permit composition. The exponent is not numerical
multiplication or a measured processing frequency.

— and « Directional links. Context must state whether an arrow means
recording, retrieval, dependence, or hypothesized access. An arrow alone
establishes neither physical transmission nor causal influence.

R_local —» H(R) Working recording expression: locally processed
relationships are proposed to be beheld, sorted, and recorded in H(R). It is not
a complete update equation.

R(ME) — H(R) Working retrieval expression: relationships retained in H(R)
become available locally to ME. Recorded does not imply universally
accessible. The expression leaves selection and access conditions unspecified.

R(Laura’s mental image) < R(Chip’s mental image) A proposed
direction of correspondence in the Laura account. Mental representation is
broader than image and includes silent thought. The expression names the
candidate target and direction; it does not demonstrate telepathy or identify a
mechanism.

Consciousness and Relational Activity

C_con The consciousness hypothesis under investigation. Graham’s broad
working definition concerns the ability to process relationships. Specific
capacities and evidence must be stated separately. Reserve c_info for the
earlier normalized information statistic.

C_con = R(OP(A | B)) Historical schematic form of the unresolved
consciousness hypothesis, with C renamed to prevent confusion with c_info.
Its R, OP, bar, and equality do not yet specify a typed mathematical
construction. It is not a derived identity and cannot be used in a calculation
until those roles are defined.
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C_ME and R_ME Proposed perspective indices. They identify the particular
ME under discussion without establishing identical experiences across
participants. R_ME and R(ME) are not yet proven interchangeable; an index
and an argument ordinarily perform different jobs.

Synergy The proposed creative act through which relating produces a further
event, organization, or representation. The result may itself become a relatum.
Creation does not guarantee truth, usefulness, consciousness, or physical
realization of depicted content.

Beholding A working term for the reflective participation associated with
registering relationships. It does not automatically imply human perception or
felt experience. It must eventually receive an operational definition.

Retention access expression recognition Distinct roles: keeping a
relationship represented; making it available; producing words, movement,
imagery, or sensation; and identifying its significance. They may interact
without being separate timed stages.

Reference purpose and mode Reference specifies what an encounter
concerns. Purpose specifies the activity or question. Mode is the organization
appropriate to a function, such as creating Wonderland or examining Second
Path claims. These labels do not yet specify access mechanisms.

Adjacency and relational proximity Candidate measures of connection
within a specified relational organization. They need not track physical
distance. The connection type or metric must be independently defined;
proximity cannot simply mean whatever was reported.

If then A conditional connection between circumstances and consequences. It
can express an instruction or a predictive rule, depending on context. It is not
itself an explanation of the mechanism connecting them.

Change Manifestation and Revision Rules

Change = time A foundational BRFT proposition. Different kinds of relational
change may support different kinds or measures of time. Physical clock time is
one domain; it cannot automatically be imposed on proposed prephysical
relations.

AR and At Earlier schematic change notation. AR indicates a change in the
specified relational quantity; At indicates a corresponding time distinction.
Until a quantity and comparison rule are defined, AR = At is conceptual rather
than a dimensional equation.

Manifestation speed bump The proposed constraint on independently
distinguishable, localized physical change in P. It allows different effective
process rates. The movie frame analogy illustrates temporal resolution; it does
not establish literal cosmic frames or directly bound depicted velocity.
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t_P = V(#G/c5) Planck time. # is the reduced Planck constant, G the
gravitational constant, and c the invariant vacuum causal speed in the physics
argument. Quantum distinguishability plus causal localization and
gravitational limitations motivate a heuristic Planck-order bound. This is not a
derivation of a universal periodic BRFT clock.

Self-normalization Preferred term for proposed convergence through
repeated operations, consequences, and retained relationships toward stable
configurations. Do not replace it with learning where that would imply an
unestablished conscious process.

Truth and availability A construction may be available, retained, and
consequential while being mistaken or deceitful. An imagined card hand exists
as a representation without becoming the actual physical hand. Connection is
not verification.

Notation in the worked examples

In Chapter 17, a(x | ME,q,s) denotes task-specific accessibility, while h controls
entry into the candidate set and T_m describes expression. Research
Companion, Appendix B uses A_n for a retained record and a_ n for the
accessibility of one pattern after n updates. Research Companion, Appendix C
uses a and b for accessibility and conditional behavioral influence under its
stated measurement assumptions. These quantities are scoped to their
examples; they are not interchangeable measurements of H(R).

A subscript identifies a domain, participant, or update only when that meaning
is declared. The two final-history labels in Research Companion, Appendix B
are not successive time indices. Schematic arrows such as R _local — H(R)
describe proposed roles, whereas an equation such as y = R_D(x) requires
specified mathematical types. The older I(P), the scope of OP relative to R_D,
and the sandbox label (P) remain unresolved rather than receiving an invented
translation.

How to revise this glossary

Use the conventions above for new expressions. Preserve quoted historical
notation and provide an explicit translation where one has been justified. For
each change, record the symbol, old meaning, new meaning, date, and reason.
State input and output types and the meaning of each arrow, bracket, and
index. The unresolved I(P), the scope of OP relative to R_D, and the special
sandbox label (P) remain research questions.

Basis: the October 21 and 22 2026 working discussions and their saved Second
Path sections. The Planck qualification follows the recovered October 4
working reference, section 27.5. Earlier notation not needed here remains
subject to a separate manuscript cross-check.
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The separate Research Companion retains the technical appendices,
comparative case records, source discrepancies, and editorial history.
Appendix F compares twenty records; Appendix H preserves nine source
issues; Appendix G records remaining work. These materials support
inspection of the argument without interrupting the main reading order.
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