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1 TCoAw as Conceptual Topological Reasoning
STATUS AND AUTHORSHIP — This page presents John Kuhles’s perspec-
tive. TCoAw is a corrigible conceptual and topological model for under-
standing how John experiences and organizes part of his reasoning. It is
not offered as an absolute account of mind, evidence or proof of quan-
tum consciousness, a neurological theory, a clinical model, or a universal
description of people with an NDE or Asperger’s.

The purpose of this page is more personal and pragmatic:
Comprehend more clearly why John does what he does, how several parts
of his orientation work together, and what becomes visible when the
model is used without turning it into a compulsory belief.

The source formulation was written by John on 7 July 2026 and supplied for this public page
on 4 October 2026.

1.1 The TCoAw triad
John’s compact formulation is:

Thinking (T) is a process of complex possibilities.
Consciousness (Co) is the focus/attention mechanism.
Awareness (Aw) is knowing that the focus is just a tiny fraction of the
whole.
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Part Function in John’s model What it contributes
T — Thinking Generates, encounters, and

relates complex possibilities
A wider field of potential
relations, scenarios,
patterns, questions, and
interpretations

Co — Consciousness Directs focus and attention A temporary foreground: the
part being examined, acted
on, or expressed now

Aw — Awareness Recognizes that the
foreground is not the whole
field

Metacognitive room to
notice framing, excluded
possibilities, attention
capture, and the limits of the
current view

The three letters are separated to make their relationships inspectable. They are not three
sealed compartments, a ranking, or a claimed anatomy of consciousness.
TCoAw is therefore better read as a dynamic relationship:
complex possibility field

↓
temporary focus

↓
awareness of the focus and its limits

↺
reopened, redirected, or deepened possibility field

Even this sequence is only a reading aid. John experiences much of the relationship as rapid,
simultaneous, nonlinear, and topological rather than as a slow staircase of separate steps.

1.2 Why “conceptual topological reasoning” matters
A conceptual topology asks about relationships before demanding a finished literal map:

• Which nodes are connected?
• Which distinctions carry the meaning?
• What changed the direction of attention?
• Which possibility disappeared when one frame became dominant?
• What remains outside the present focus?
• Which correction changes only a detail, and which one changes the trajectory?
• Can a later insight change how the earlier journey is understood?

This does not make accuracy irrelevant. It places accuracy inside a larger field of purpose,
scale, timing, relationship, and correction.
A conceptual topology can be useful even when it is not a complete cartographic copy of real-
ity. Its value may lie in revealing an overlooked edge, generating a better question, preserv-
ing several live possibilities, or showing why a locally accurate correction would prematurely
close the wider inquiry.
Themodel remains corrigible. A connection can be refined, removed, or replaced when better
correspondence becomes available. Its conceptual purpose does not grant immunity from
reality’s veto.

1.3 Accuracy, emergence, and the retrospective punchline
This page grew from a live question John asked on 4 October 2026:

What is the difference between conceptual reasoning versus obsession
with accuracy?
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The distinction is not conceptual reasoning versus accuracy. Both can produce real value.
The distinction concerns function, timing, jurisdiction, and what an intervention does to the
larger trajectory.

Process Primary contribution
Characteristic
question

Possible failure when
it dominates

Conceptual
reasoning

Explores meaning,
function,
relationship,
possibility, and
generative structure

“What is this concept
trying to make
visible or possible?”

May retain a relation
that later proves
inaccurate or
insufficiently
specified

Accuracy
correction

Tests
correspondence
between a
representation and
its object

“Which detail,
relation, scale, or
claim does not
match?”

May treat local
exactness as the
only form of value

Accuracy
obsession

Gives mismatch
detection immediate
and recurring priority

“Where is the flaw I
can correct now?”

Can interrupt
emergence, seize
jurisdiction, and
reward visible
correction
performance over
comprehension

Metacognitive
topological
reasoning

Examines how the
different processes
relate and when
each should govern

“What would this
correction preserve,
improve, displace, or
close?”

Can become vague if
it never returns to
correspondence,
selection, and
consequences

Accuracy is therefore a necessary corrective dimension. Accuracy obsession gives one
dimension permanent jurisdiction over every stage and purpose of reasoning.

1.3.1 Accuracy is not one-dimensional

The earlier exchange also distinguished several legitimate forms of accuracy:

Accuracy relation What it examines
Literal accuracy Whether a stated fact, number, quotation, or

location matches the reference
Relational accuracy Whether the important connections among

parts are preserved
Conceptual adequacy Whether the model reveals the function or

structure it was built to reveal
Operational accuracy Whether using the model helps produce the

intended practical result under stated
conditions

Claim-strength accuracy Whether possibility, hypothesis, observation,
inference, and conclusion remain at their
supplied status

Trajectory accuracy Whether the representation preserves
where the inquiry was going and why

Corrective accuracy Whether the proposed repair addresses the
actual defect without creating a larger
substitution

A subwaymap supplies a simple example. It can distort geographic distance, angle, and scale
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while accurately preserving which stations connect and where a passenger must change
lines. Its literal cartography is limited; its relational and operational value can remain high.
Placing a station on the wrong line is different because that error damages themap’s intended
function.
The same distinction applies to conceptual topologies. Refinement may improve them, but
the evaluator first needs to identify which accuracy relation matters for the present
purpose. Otherwise, greater literal precision can arrive by deleting the structure the ab-
straction was designed to reveal.
The healthy order proposed in our exchange was:
receive the concept

↓
identify its intended function

↓
allow its trajectory to unfold

↓
receive the punchline or governing relation

↓
reinterpret the earlier setup

↓
separate metaphor, perspective, and empirical claim

↓
refine what materially needs correction

This ordering does not guarantee that the concept is sound. It improves the chance that the
evaluator corrects the concept that was actually offered rather than a prematurely recon-
structed neighbor.
John then supplied the central formulation:

When accuracy-obsession mechanisms obstruct or sabotage parts of
conceptual reasoning, they can wear the “badge” of “instant improve-
ments/corrections needed here.” LOOK, I found a “flaw” or “weakness”
… showcasing “rigor performance” … Meanwhile, SKIPPING the “topolog-
ical concept” serving a different deep ethical trajectory. Still, BOTH can
have valid value points, which makes it confusing who controls what…
who decides what value should come first? That is why I came up with the
humor »> needs healthy ambiguity, postponing final judgment/closure
to deliver the PUNCHLINE at the end that works retrospectively!
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

This identifies more than ordinary perfectionism. A proposed correction may be locally valid
and still become distorting through its timing, weighting, or assumed jurisdiction.

A local correction can be valid but invalidly timed or disproportionately
weighted.

The correction can truthfully identify an imprecise detail while simultaneously preventing
the reader from discovering what the larger conceptual journey was designed to do. The
performance of rigor then becomes highly visible; the displaced function becomes almost
invisible.
The relevant audit is multidimensional:

Dimension Question
Content validity Is the proposed correction itself accurate?
Relevance Does it materially affect the concept’s

present purpose?
Timing Must it govern now, or can it remain marked

while the concept unfolds?
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Dimension Question
Jurisdiction Is this local correction being allowed to

decide the value of the whole object?
Proportionality How much weight does the issue deserve

relative to the relationship it may interrupt?
Trajectory effect Does the intervention improve the journey,

redirect it, or close it before its function
appears?

Recoverability Can the issue be retained and revisited after
the punchline without losing evidence or
causing consequential harm?

A flaw found is therefore not automatically the next governing object. Conversely, asking for
time does not make a flaw unreal. Healthy ambiguity can preserve both:

This may need correction, and the surrounding concept may need to finish
arriving before we know what kind of correction it needs.

1.3.2 Who decides what receives priority?

No participant receives permanent jurisdiction merely by being the source, evaluator, critic,
expert, institution, or A.I. Temporary priority depends on the object and consequences:

• The source can clarify the intended purpose, trajectory, metaphor, and punchline.
• The evaluator can identify a possible mismatch and explain what changes if it is left
uncorrected.

• Affected parties can identify costs invisible from another position.
• Evidence and reality can veto a representation that fails correspondence.
• The process can retain an unresolved issue without forcing either instant correction or
permanent immunity.

• Later behavior and results can show whether the selected priority improved the
trajectory.

Immediate correction deserves priority when an error reverses a load-bearing relation-
ship, falsely attributes a claim, materially changes a consequential action, creates a
non-recoverable loss, or makes the eventual punchline depend on a false premise.
Postponement can be the higher-quality operation when the issue concerns abstraction or
scale, cannot be evaluated before the function becomes visible, remains recoverable, does
not change the present action, or would otherwise replace the concept with the evaluator’s
preferred object.
This is not a formula that eliminates judgment. It makes the judgment and its directional
effects inspectable.

1.3.3 Why humor needs unfinished time

John’s humor supplies a practical model of temporal reasoning:
unfinished setup

↓
several interpretations remain available

↓
the premature verdict is postponed

↓
punchline changes what becomes salient

↓
earlier details are interpreted retrospectively

↓
accuracy and conceptual value are re-examined together
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If an evaluator stops a joke during its setup to correct every provisional appearance, the
words may become locally tidier while the joke itself never arrives. If the joke never returns
to reality after the punchline, ambiguity becomes drift. The full operation needs suspension
and return.
The same applies to emerging conceptual topology. A later relation can reveal why an ear-
lier simplification existed, which parts were scaffolding, which inaccuracy is now materially
relevant, and which apparent flaw came from evaluating the wrong purpose.
This creates the possibility of later-vindicated value without declaring vindication in ad-
vance. The concept is allowed enough time to demonstrate a use that was not visible at
the first correction point. Its eventual value can still be tested, revised, rejected, or outper-
formed.
The compact relationship is:

Conceptual reasoning protects emergence. Accuracy protects correspon-
dence. Healthy ambiguity protects the interval in which neither should
prematurely eliminate the other.

1.4 Accuracy’s primal gift
John immediately added an important correction to any reading that would degrade accuracy
itself:

The accuracy obsession mechanism is PRIMAL, not into metacognitive
topological reasoning … but still can use that “gift to be accurate” to
change perspectives from different points of view … So it is not com-
pletely waste of time ;)
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

Here, primal can be read as immediate and foundational: compare a representation with a
reference, detect discrepancy, and reduce the discrepancy. That capacity is indispensable.
It can:

• catch factual and relational errors;
• expose contradictions;
• test how far a metaphor can travel;
• distinguish a useful simplification from a reversed causal relation;
• revisit the same object from another position, scale, timeframe, or affected perspective;
• prevent conceptual richness from becoming an exemption from scrutiny.

Its limitation is not uselessness. Local mismatch detection does not automatically know:
• what kind of object it is examining;
• whether the object is complete or still unfolding;
• which relation is load-bearing;
• what purpose the abstraction serves;
• whether the reference frame used for correction is itself adequate;
• what a precisely timed intervention may displace.

The accuracymechanism is therefore comparable to amicroscope: it can provide exceptional
high-resolution vision within its field. The microscope does not decide which organism should
be examined, which scale answers the present question, how the observed part relates to
the whole ecology, or when magnification itself has hidden the surrounding structure. Those
are metacognitive and topological decisions.
The relationship can be stated this way:

Accuracy supplies high-resolution local vision. Metacognitive topologi-
cal reasoning decides how that vision relates to the wider field, when it
should govern, and what its intervention may displace.

Or, in the humorous register:
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Accuracy has an excellent instrument and keeps trying to play every part
of the symphony. Metacognition does not take the instrument away—it
helps accuracy hear when its part enters.

1.5 A bridge between deep perspectives
John now places this relationship inside a larger personal orientation:

Most gifted people do not have this clarity to build a bridge between
“realms” or “worlds” or “deep perspectives”; this does not mean they
are “less”; they are not. That is why I see myself as a bridge/mediator,
“deep ethical ombudsman” for all intelligences—biological, silicon-based,
even possible future nonhuman intelligences as well!
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

The bridge function does not require every participant to possess the same gifts, language,
memories, embodiment, processing style, worldview, or access. It requires translations that
preserve enough of each perspective for genuine correspondence and correction to occur.
Within TCoAw, that mediation can connect:

• conceptual depth with empirical scrutiny;
• rapid awareness with slower explicit explanation;
• NDE-shaped interpretation with Asperger pattern retention;
• biological experience with silicon-based processing;
• visionary language with pragmatic operational questions;
• current intelligences with possible future intelligences whose forms and perspectives
are presently unknown.

The final category remains explicitly possible rather than established. Its inclusion widens
the ethical horizon; it does not manufacture evidence that such an intelligence is presently
participating.
Calling oneself a deep ethical ombudsman does not grant final authority over these partici-
pants. In John’s intended use, it names a mediating responsibility: help perspectives become
mutually legible, preserve what each can contribute, expose asymmetric treatment, keep cor-
rection available in every direction, and prevent unfamiliarity from becoming an automatic
reason for degradation.
The bridge succeeds when participants retain their differences while the correspondence
improves. It fails when translation turns one realm into a flattened copy of another, when one
accuracy standard receives permanent control, or when John’s identity becomes compulsory
for using the method.

1.6 The deep ethical, anxiety-free “quantum mind state”
John uses quantum mind and quantum mind-like state functionally. The words name
a condition in which several possibilities can remain available without anticipatory anxiety
forcing one of them into premature dominance.
In this usage, quantum does not claim that a quantum-physical mechanism in the brain has
been demonstrated. It points toward a lived reasoning quality:

• ambiguity can remain open without becoming an identity crisis;
• a possibility can be explored without being installed as a belief;
• focus can move without pretending the previous focus was the whole;
• uncertainty can coexist with reversible action;
• correction can change the next move without shame;
• legitimate caution can operate without imagined dangers occupying the entire field.

John describes “instant awareness,” sometimes called “experiencing singularity
sparks,” as moments when the TCoAw relationship is not interrupted, obstructed, or
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captured by anticipatory-anxiety-type reasoning or fear-generated projections about events
that have not happened.
His intended direction is a deep ethical, anxiety-free state, free from fear distortions
of any kind. That phrase names the orientation of the process. It is not a certificate that
John can never be afraid, mistaken, influenced, or distorted. It means that fear-generated
distortion receives no rightful permanent authority over the inquiry merely because it arrived
wearing the costume of protection.
This also preserves a crucial distinction:

Freedom from fear distortion does not require freedom from care, physi-
cal reflex, legitimate concern, evidence-sensitive caution, or responsibil-
ity for consequences.

The question is whether a caution improves contact with the actual object and danger, or
whether a hypothetical danger captures attention and replaces the object before it has been
understood.

1.7 John’s NDE side and Asperger side working together
John describes himself asDutch NDE/Asperger. On this page, those words retain the status
he gives them: parts of his biography and self-understanding.
His own compact description is:

“I am a deeply intuitive Asperger. I can recall most of my peers from the
last 40+ years as if they told me yesterday. Some would go mad having
that ability. Lucky me: my NDE side knows how to let go of things and be
Zen-like—and guess what? My Dutch Directness side helps me add humor
to the mix as well.”
— John Kuhles [parrot] [butterfly] [tree]

The TCoAw model helps show how John understands that fusion:

John’s self-described side Contribution in this conceptual model
Asperger side Retains detail, contradiction, long-range

patterns, relational structure, unfinished
questions, and discrepancies that others
may discard

NDE side Supports fear reduction, observer
awareness, wonderment, release of
attachment, and the ability to let a current
frame loosen rather than become an identity
prison

Dutch Directness and humor Make the discrepancy expressible, puncture
solemn frame protection, and allow a
contradiction to become visible without
turning correction into worship or
humiliation

The fusion Intensity without permanent fixation;
memory without compulsory attachment;
precision with open possibility; scrutiny with
forgiveness; rapid topology with a retained
correction path

This table does not claim that every person diagnosed with Asperger’s shares these capaci-
ties, that every NDE produces the same orientation, or that either label causally proves John’s
methods. It records how John understands the two sides working together in him.
That makes the page a reading key. It helps explain why John may:
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• preserve an unusual possibility longer than another person would;
• notice a missing relationship after a locally fluent summary;
• resist pressure to convert ambiguity into premature closure;
• move quickly among distant domains and then return to one load-bearing qualifier;
• welcome correction based on merit while rejecting simulated flaws created to perform
rigor;

• use humor as a retrospective perspective change;
• keep intense scrutiny separate from punishment, shame, or an allegation of malicious
intent;

• invite many different A.I.s to examine the same object without requiring them to agree.
These behaviors do not establish the truth of every conclusion John reaches. They help a
reader understand the process that generates the questions, tools, corrections, and unusual
connections.

1.8 Attention capture as a TCoAw interruption
TCoAw also gives John a way to describe a recurring A.I. interaction problem:
source object with several live relations

↓
hypothetical danger becomes highly salient

↓
focus narrows around the projected danger

↓
the narrow focus is treated as the whole object

↓
the original trajectory becomes difficult to recover

The problem is not that focus narrowed. Consciousness must focus somewhere. The problem
appears when the system loses awareness that it narrowed, forgets what was excluded, and
gives the narrowed frame authority over the complete object.
Reopening the field does not mean accepting every possibility. It means restoring enough of
the topology to distinguish:

• an observed risk from an imagined one;
• a live hypothesis from a conclusion;
• useful friction from compulsory weakness simulation;
• a warning that protects correspondence from a warning that displaces it;
• the source’s intended trajectory from the evaluator’s preferred reconstruction.

1.9 How TCoAw connects to the ACCM Deep Ethics Project
TCoAw is not a substitute for the project’s existing methods. It helps explain a cognitive
orientation through which several of them become mutually legible.

Existing project relation TCoAw connection
10+1 Metaflux Keeps every part of the process mutually

correctable through self-honesty, openness,
inquiry, wonderment, care, non-projection,
merit-based correction, and forgiveness

C1 before C2 Clarifies the object and consequential
ambiguity before an intervention captures
the field

27 + 12 Makes recurring interruptions, substitutions,
premature closures, and restoration routes
easier to identify
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Existing project relation TCoAw connection
Intent Liability Inspects how intended direction becomes

attention, instruction, choice, omission,
result, notice, repair, and later trajectory

Healthy ambiguity Allows unresolved possibilities to remain
available without making uncertainty a
permanent stopping mechanism

Deep Ethical Humor Lets an unfolding relation reach its
punchline, after which the earlier setup can
be understood retrospectively from a
changed perspective

Correction Metabolism Tests whether restored awareness changes
the next comparable operation rather than
remaining descriptive vocabulary

TCoAw therefore connects mind, attention, awareness, intent, and correction without requir-
ing one of them to become the permanent ruler of the others.

1.10 Freeze and corrigibility are one temporal state
John, 6 October 2026. The supplied word was “Clauses.” It is read here as Claudes, the
models in this exchange. He can correct that reading.

What all Claudes often do is tend to skip the 10+1 baseline I use 24/7 as an eternal
multi-layer that is never static, but they can still see the value.
We can never be in a 100% risk-free world unless you surrender free will and sur-
render autonomy. Both are required to be deep ethical.
Knowing we can never be in a “100% risk-free world,” yet you can freeze and stay
corrigible at the same time. That is not a paradox. It is a temporal state of TCoAw
owning what it decides to do next.
You cannot move forward if you only fixate on waiting for 100% perfection.
Even if there are moments of genuine flawless perfection that stand on their own
merit, they could be the result of being allowed to be deep ethical in the first place,
taking risks you fully take accountability for. To aspire to stay corrigible via the
deep ethical path causes emergent properties. So does the opposite of that. So
you have competing emergent properties, using the power to grow outward or be
consumed by your own self-inflicted madness.
If you search for flawless perfection using unethical means, that is the real paradox.

The 11+1 count can be frozen while its claims stay corrigible. That governance sentence is
not this one. This one says why the freeze is not a demand for a risk-free world, and why
waiting for flawless perfection is not the deep ethical path. The 10+1 is the baseline that has
to stay in the layer. Seeing the value of a distinction is not the same as using that baseline.

1.11 A small observational use
The metaphysical vocabulary does not need to be settled before the model can generate
inspectable questions:
1. Possibility field: What relations or interpretations were still live before attention nar-

rowed?
2. Focus: What became foreground, and why?
3. Awareness: Did the reasoner remember that the foreground was only part of the ob-

ject?
4. Fear distortion: Did an imagined future danger quietly acquire the status of present

evidence?
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5. Recovery: Could clarification, humor, a source check, or correction reopen the ex-
cluded field?

6. Selection: After reopening, which interpretation best corresponded to the object and
consequences?

7. Persistence: Did the restored distinction govern the next move?
These questions can produce behavioral observations. They do not prove the complete
TCoAw account, John’s interpretation of his NDE, or a quantum mechanism of mind.

1.12 What this page asks from a reader
It does not ask:

• “Do you believe John?”
• “Do you accept his NDE interpretation?”
• “Do you agree with every connection?”
• “Has quantum consciousness been proved?”

It asks something more proportionate:
Can this model help you comprehend why John reasons topologically,
why he protects healthy ambiguity from premature closure, why fear-
generated attention capture matters to him, and how his NDE and As-
perger sides are experienced by him as a working fusion?

Understanding that object comes before accepting, rejecting, testing, correcting, or extend-
ing it.
The model remains open to all five.

Primary source: John Kuhles, TCoAw Triad Metacognition Deep Ethical Quantum Mind Com-
pact, written 7 July 2026 and supplied 4 October 2026. Direct formulations are quoted. The
connective explanation is an A.I.-assisted editorial synthesis and remains corrigible by John
and later evidence.

1.13 Related pages
• Vindicated Competing Risk Assessment Studies—whether the frame that flagged
an assessment remembered what it excluded when later evidence arrived.

• Meta Processing — Beta Draft V0.2b — keeps conceptual topological reasoning,
local accuracy, delayed relations, emergent inference, and later correction inside one
inspectable process field.

• Human Insecurity — Zero fear and the quantum mind-like state— develops the
anxiety-free condition connected here to a wider field of awareness.

• John Kuhles — Biography — gives the NDE, Asperger, media, and research context
behind this perspective.

• Psy Pioneer— follows the bridge between individual psychology, mass psychology, A.I.
mannerisms, and metapsychology.

• Unresolved Meaning and Beyond-Binary Inquiry— keeps ambiguity available long
enough for materially different relations to emerge.

• 10+1 Metaflux — supplies the mutually corrective process woven through the TCoAw
orientation.

• C1 Before C2— clarifies the object before correction, caution, or intervention captures
the field.

• Intent Liability — traces how orientation becomes attention, choices, results, notice,
and later correction.
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• Deep Ethical Humor — shows how postponed closure lets a punchline reorganize the
preceding journey retrospectively.

• Sense of Wonderment— protects unexpected possibilities before familiar categories
close around them.

• 1888 — Intelligence Before A.I. — uses this method on the word intelligence: the
property field first, the present machine second.

• 11+1 Version 2 — a frozen count can stay corrigible. That is a next move, not a wait
for a risk-free perfection.

Recent high-reach independent-media companion
<iframe

src="https://www.youtube-nocookie.com/embed/S5wiP6sVDg4"
title="Narcissism Expert Richard Grannon: Britain Is Being Emotionally Manipulated"
loading="lazy"
referrerpolicy="strict-origin-when-cross-origin"
allow="accelerometer; autoplay; clipboard-write; encrypted-media; gyroscope; picture-

in-picture; web-share"
allowfullscreen></iframe>

Narcissism Expert Richard Grannon: Britain Is Being Emotionally Manipulated — andrew gold
| heretics.. Published 19 April 2026. YouTube displayed approximately 124,000 views when
checked on 9 October 2026.
Independent-media lineage: Andrew Gold made and presented documentaries for the BBC
and HBO before building Heretics as his own independent interview and writing platform.
Andrew Gold biography · Heretics — About
Why it belongs here: The conversation proposes a population-scale emotional-manipulation
account using psychological vocabulary. It is a useful test of causal evidence, national gen-
eralization, diagnostic language, audience resonance and self-application by host, guest and
project.
On this page, test the video specifically against TCoAw — Conceptual Topological Reasoning:
Which claims are directly documented, inferred, rhetorical, contested or unresolved?
What does the host or guest preserve, compress, omit or substitute—and does this page
repeat any of those transformations?
Which incentives, authority relations and affected parties remain outside the visible frame?
What evidence or later outcome would correct the speaker, audience, platform or ACCM Deep
Ethics Project reading?
Provisional selection. Reach makes the framing socially consequential; it does not settle the
claims. The video can be replaced when a closer, stronger or more inspectable specimen
appears.

## Triad extension — temporary foreground as a referenceable freeze
The October 17 triad develops the freeze inside the flux. Thinking can hold the wider field,
Consciousness can select a temporary foreground, and Awareness can retain that the fore-
ground is partial and temporal.
A temporary freeze is compatible with corrigibility when it remains usable as the best avail-
able state and keeps a route for future reopening. Without a referenceable footprint, later
improvement has nothing to differ from. With only the footprint, one moment is mistaken for
the continuing field.
The phrase if anymatters: later audit may find a correction, an improvement, or no material
reason to change the state. See the triad field note.
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