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The Channel — Working Architecture 

1. Core premise 

The channel is a multidisciplinary media project built around observable inquiry. 

It is not primarily organized around politics, philosophy, technology, art, culture, firearms, 
economics, psychology, religion, nutrition, systems theory, or any other individual subject—
even though all of those can become material. 

The consistent element is what happens when a subject enters the system. 

An idea may be dismantled into assumptions. A cultural argument may be separated from 
its moral framing to expose the mechanisms underneath it. Two apparently unrelated 
systems may reveal a common structure. A technological problem may become a 
discussion about interface design. An artwork may become a demonstration of cognition 
through construction. A disagreement may reveal that the participants are actually 
operating from incompatible definitions several layers beneath the thing they believe they 
are arguing about. 

The audience therefore isn’t being asked to subscribe to a subject. 

They’re being invited to repeatedly witness things being taken apart, examined from 
unusual positions, connected, challenged, reconstructed, and sometimes left unresolved. 

That is the invariant. 

⸻ 

2. What the project is trying to accomplish 

At the most obvious level, the project should be compelling media: strange, visually 
sophisticated, funny when appropriate, intellectually serious without behaving like 
academia, capable of long conversations as well as concentrated pieces, and broad enough 
to follow genuine curiosity wherever it goes. 

Underneath that, however, is another objective. 

Normalize intellectual mobility. 

A lot of serious analysis is culturally presented as something specialists do. Ordinary public 
discourse tends instead to encourage people to acquire positions and defend them. 



This project demonstrates another possibility simply by doing it in public. 

Take the position apart. 

Question its category. 

Invert it. 

Look underneath its morality. 

Ask what incentives produced it. 

Ask what biological assumptions are hiding inside it. 

Compare it to an apparently unrelated system. 

Notice where your own explanation fails. 

Change your mind when something breaks. 

Leave something unresolved when resolution isn’t justified. 

And then move on. 

The project doesn’t have to announce: 

Here is how you should think. 

In fact, doing so would undermine part of the point. 

Instead: 

Here are many things a mind can do with something before deciding what it means. 

That creates the possibility of cultural transmission through demonstration. 

A viewer who spends enough time around that behavior may begin spontaneously applying 
additional operations to their own thinking—not because they’ve adopted your worldview, 
but because they’ve become accustomed to seeing intellectual flexibility treated as 
ordinary behavior. 

Success therefore includes disagreement. 

Someone becoming better equipped to dismantle your argument is not a failure of the 
project. It may be one of its strongest outcomes. 



⸻ 

3. The epistemic position 

The project doesn’t require Glen to function as an authority dispensing correct 
interpretations. 

Quite the opposite. 

The working posture is closer to: 

Reality exceeds the model. Models remain useful. Let’s inspect what they’re made of. 

That allows unusually strong claims to coexist with epistemic flexibility. 

You can say: 

“I think this explanation is much better than the alternatives.” 

without having to convert that into: 

“I possess the final correct interpretation.” 

This is particularly important around politically, culturally and morally charged subjects. 
Rather than immediately entering the conventional moral contest, the inquiry can descend 
beneath it: 

What causes us to generate this moral intuition in the first place? What system is it 
regulating? What historical conditions produced it? What happens if those conditions 
change? Are two competing moral positions actually responding to different underlying 
variables? 

Morality itself can become an object of inquiry rather than the mandatory starting 
coordinate. 

That alone gives the channel a very different analytical grammar from a great deal of 
commentary media. 

⸻ 

4. The subject universe 

Because the invariant is the inquiry rather than the category, subject diversity stops 
necessarily being a branding defect. 



Material can include: 

• cultural and political phenomena; economics, Bitcoin, power and institutional behavior; 
• psychology, evolution, human relationships, social systems, religion, philosophy, death, 

belief and epistemology; 
• technology, AVB, audiovisual infrastructure, interface design and systems architecture; 
• art-making, sculpture, visual composition and the process of transforming existing 

material into new work; 
• technical development of The Chaos System and related creative technologies where 

appropriate; 
• conversations with guests whose expertise or worldview can genuinely perturb the 

inquiry; 
• topical media analysis and reactions to source material; 
• extended conceptual monologues and shorter tightly constructed arguments; 
• demonstrations in which an idea becomes a physical, audiovisual or technological object. 

These aren’t separate channels accidentally occupying the same URL. 

They’re different kinds of material entering the same machine. 

A viewer might arrive because of one subject and ignore several others. That’s fine. The 
project doesn’t require every viewer to consume everything. 

But some portion of the audience can gradually become interested in the invariant itself. 

Then topic diversity becomes an attraction: 

What the fuck is he going to connect this to? 

⸻ 

5. Four interacting engines 

I think this is probably the cleanest high-level systems model we’ve reached. 

I — The Inquiry Engine 

This is the cognitive invariant. 

Something enters. 

It gets examined. 



Assumptions become visible. Categories can be challenged. Different scales of analysis 
become available. Analogies appear. Contradictions don’t have to be immediately 
eliminated. Conclusions can remain provisional. 

And critically, the encounter is allowed to modify the model doing the encountering. 

The process itself therefore isn’t frozen. 

II — The Expression Engine 

Thinking can leave the system through many media: 

speech → conversation → writing → visual art → sculpture → technical demonstration → 
interface → software → audiovisual experiment 

The output medium is selected according to what the idea wants to become. 

Sometimes the video simply communicates the thought. 

Sometimes the video itself becomes artwork. 

III — The Live Cognitive Interface 

This is where the production system becomes conceptually unusual. 

The ATEM, Stream Deck, cameras, iPad, Apple Pencil, graphics, SuperSource compositions, 
computers, displays and eventually real-time visual processing aren’t merely broadcast 
equipment. 

Their mature function is: 

Translate cognitive operations into audiovisual operations quickly enough that they 
can occur during thought. 

So instead of the interface eventually being mentally organized as: 

CAM 1 
CAM 2 
KEY 1 
SUPER SOURCE 2 

the human-facing abstraction can increasingly become: 

SOURCE → COMPARE → ISOLATE → ANNOTATE → GUEST → MEDIA → AVATAR → RETURN 



The visual operations beneath those commands can themselves become increasingly 
authored. A transition is not limited to changing which source occupies which rectangle. 
Graphic structures can construct themselves around sources, information can appear 
through deliberately timed sequences, transformed representations can emerge from 
ordinary camera states, and the composition itself can visibly reorganize around a 
change in thought. The mature interface therefore controls not only what appears, but 
increasingly how the act of appearing communicates what has changed. 

One action might execute several technical operations underneath. 

The interface expresses communicative intent, not machinery. 

IV — The Participatory Ecology 

The audience isn’t merely downstream. 

Audience response creates new questions. Guests introduce incompatible models. 
Developers introduce capabilities. Artists create perturbations. Technical projects create 
educational material. Educational material creates relationships. Relationships create 
opportunities and resources. Those resources allow conceptual systems to become 
physical systems. 

Those systems create more material. 

So the project becomes: 

an ecology that generates both its own material and new ways of processing that 
material. 

⸻ 

6. The visual transformation / avatar system 

The transformed representation has now become substantially more important than an 
aesthetic trick. 

There can be an ordinary representational state: Glen physically present in the studio. 

And there can be one or more transformed representational states in which the camera 
image itself becomes material. 

Existing work already demonstrates an early version of this process. Recorded 
performances have been tracked and separated into independently processable visual 
elements, transformed through different graphic treatments, recombined while retaining 



transparency, and returned to the larger composition as animated representations of the 
same underlying performance. 

The important thing is that the person does not disappear beneath the treatment. 

Expression remains. 

Speech remains synchronized. 

Small facial movements remain legible. 

What changes is the visual interpretation of the signal. 

This creates a much larger design space than a conventional avatar or filter system. 

A face, glasses, clothing, body, background and other visually distinguishable regions can 
potentially become independently addressable layers. Those layers can receive different 
processing, respond to different control signals, reveal one another through chroma or 
luminance relationships, and eventually change continuously during a live performance. 

The mature architecture therefore begins to resemble: 

camera → segmentation / tracking → independently addressable regions → parallel visual 
processing → modulation → recomposition → output 

And the modulation itself does not have to come from one place. 

Audio amplitude or frequency bands could affect visual parameters. 

Color or luminance could determine relationships between layers. 

Tracking data could become control information. 

MIDI, OSC or physical controllers could deliberately push the image toward different visual 
states. 

Different combinations could define broad aesthetic extremes while the actual performance 
continuously determines what happens between them. 

This is larger than avatar creation. 

The same architecture could reinterpret a musician, a band, several camera angles, 
prerecorded media, typography, environmental footage or combinations of all of them. 
Several screens could show different transformations of the same source. Different 
performers could occupy different processing systems. A recognizable camera image could 
remain superimposed over a radically transformed version of itself. 



The camera stops being merely a source of representation. 

It becomes a source of visual material. 

For the channel, however, this capability has a particularly useful symbolic function. 

A control operation could cause the image to transition from the ordinary environment into 
radically affected imagery as an inquiry crosses into another mode. 

The transformed version does not need a permanently assigned personality. 

It isn’t necessarily Evil Glen, Skeptical Glen, Chaos Glen, subconscious Glen, etc. Fixing it 
that way would create another binary symbolic box. 

Instead, it becomes a temporary cognitive presentation layer. 

In one piece it might attack the premise. 

In another it might speculate wildly. 

In another it might represent an alternative frame. 

In another it might simply exist because the piece has crossed from conventional 
explanation into audiovisual art. 

Prerecorded production permits an especially interesting configuration: 

Glen proposes. 

Affected Glen interrupts. 

Glen responds. 

Both occupy the composition. 

The model evolves between them. 

Internal adversarial reasoning becomes externally observable media. 

Eventually the processing architecture can collapse what is currently a multistage 
production process into a live one: 

capture → isolate → transform → recombine → modulate → output 

Then the representation of the thinker itself becomes mutable during thought. 



⸻ 

7. The iPad as an inquiry instrument 

This similarly has at least two distinct operating states. 

Source state 

The iPad becomes a rapid research-ingestion surface. 

During a live conversation, something becomes relevant. It can be found immediately—a 
document, webpage, photograph, graph, video, quotation or other source—and injected 
into the production. 

The conversation doesn’t have to stop while an editor prepares an asset. 

Annotation state 

The iPad becomes a live drawing layer. 

Using the Pencil, you can: 

circle → underline → connect → cross out → diagram → label → draw relationships 

over material already being discussed. 

And yes, you can draw over your own camera image if that’s useful or funny. 

This matters particularly because so much of your analysis concerns relationships between 
things. 

The audience doesn’t merely hear you say that A connects to B. 

They can watch the connection physically appear. 

⸻ 

8. Designed information as a production layer 

Not every source needs to enter the system in its original form. 



When information is known in advance—data, diagrams, quotations, images, timelines, 
comparisons, technical relationships or sequences of ideas—it can be translated into 
designed audiovisual material before the discussion begins. 

Keynote becomes particularly useful here, but “presentation software” undersells the role it 
can play. 

Existing work already demonstrates a developed motion language built around information 
appearing through time. 

Objects do not merely arrive. 

Structures construct themselves. 

Lines draw relationships into existence. 

Typography can assemble character by character, trace itself into visibility, dissolve, fold, 
fragment or disappear. 

Images can acquire one role, surrender it, move into another relationship and become part 
of the next state. 

Entire explanatory structures can accumulate piece by piece and then deliberately unmake 
themselves in reverse. 

Motion, timing and sound can establish when something should be noticed, when it should 
persist, when its relationship to another object becomes important, and when the viewer is 
finished with it. 

The resulting presentation behaves less like a conventional slide deck and more like 
triggerable explanatory motion design. 

That distinction matters. 

A finished screen is only one state in a temporal argument. 

The construction of that screen can itself communicate. 

Instead of placing a static table or webpage on screen and talking over it, information can 
be constructed around the way it will actually be encountered: 

introduce → isolate → accumulate → relate → transform → hold → withdraw 

A graph can reveal its variables when they become relevant rather than all at once. 

A quotation can materialize around the language currently being examined. 



A technical diagram can construct its signal path in the same order that the relationship is 
being explained. 

Several apparently independent pieces of evidence can enter separately until their 
relationship becomes visually unavoidable. 

And when an explanatory structure has completed its function, it can disappear with the 
same intentionality with which it arrived. 

This creates something more consequential than higher production value. 

It allows time itself to become part of the information architecture. 

Presentation state 

For material requiring a sustained visual argument, the presentation can temporarily 
become the primary frame. 

Glen narrates while typography, diagrams, images, data, video and graphic structures 
develop through a deliberately constructed sequence. 

Some of these pieces may effectively become audiovisual essays built substantially inside 
Keynote, with narration, music, sound design and motion functioning as a unified 
composition. 

Live presentation state 

The same material does not necessarily have to become a rendered movie. 

A Keynote sequence can remain triggerable. 

An animation can complete and hold while Glen expands on the idea. The next build can 
wait until the conversation reaches it. A diagram can remain available longer than 
anticipated because it has generated a useful tangent. The presentation can leave the 
composition and return later. 

This retains something normally lost in motion graphics: 

the timeline remains subordinate to the speaker. 

Integrated SuperSource state 

More often, designed information becomes one component of the larger composition. 



A large information surface can coexist with Glen, a guest, an affected avatar or some 
combination of them inside a SuperSource layout. 

The information surface can become dominant when close inspection matters, then 
contract or disappear when human interaction becomes primary again. 

The presentation therefore does not replace conversation. 

It becomes another manipulable visual participant in it. 

Overlay state 

Designed information does not necessarily require its own rectangular window. 

Material rendered with transparency can exist directly over other sources. 

Typography, diagrams, interface structures, animated framing and explanatory graphics can 
construct themselves around or over live video while leaving selected portions of the 
underlying image visible. 

This opens a particularly interesting relationship between presentation design and the live 
compositing system: the information architecture can become part of the architecture of 
the frame itself. 

Insert state 

At the smallest scale, a designed sequence may last only several seconds. 

A prepared animation can be triggered like any other media source: 

enter → construct → reveal → hold → transform → exit 

The final state of one insert can remain visible while an idea is discussed, and another 
prepared sequence can begin from an identical state when the explanation is ready to 
continue. 

To the viewer, the information appears to remain present and responsive even when 
portions of its motion were prepared beforehand. 

Presentation as visual language 

The larger opportunity is not simply to make prettier charts. 

Over time, different kinds of inquiry can develop recognizable visual grammars. 



A technical system may construct itself one way. 

A comparison may use another. 

A historical sequence may establish another rhythm. 

A recurring analytical operation may eventually become recognizable before it is verbally 
explained because the audience has learned what a particular transformation of the screen 
means. 

This connects presentation design directly to the larger Live Cognitive Interface. 

The mature objective is not: 

put information on screen. 

It is: 

allow the screen to reorganize itself around what the thought currently requires. 

Information does not merely need to be shown. 

It can emerge, acquire relationships, change state and disappear. 

It can be staged in time. 

⸻ 

9. Live and prerecorded are states, not separate 
identities 

The project doesn’t need a hard stylistic boundary between them. 

Live favors emergence. 

Unexpected associations. Audience questions. Guest perturbation. Immediate research. 
Annotation. Long-form inquiry. Mistakes and corrections occurring visibly. 

The fact that everyone knows the thinking is occurring now changes the relationship 
between audience and program. 

Prerecorded favors construction. 



More elaborate visual transformation. Tighter arguments. Scripting where useful. 
Postproduction. Advanced compositing. Carefully constructed audiovisual essays and 
pieces in which media itself participates heavily in meaning. 

But the goal is to migrate as many useful prerecorded capabilities as practical into the live 
system. 

That produces an interesting continuum rather than two unrelated formats. 

⸻ 

10. Creation itself becomes content 

This expands the project substantially beyond commentary. 

If you’re constructing a sculpture, the audience can follow the object from conception 
through failure, revision and completion. 

If you’re creating visual artwork, they can see existing material dismantled and 
recomposed. 

If a new Chaos System signal architecture is eventually physically realized, its development 
and explanation can become a series. 

A future audiovisual tool can be simultaneously: 

problem → idea → design → prototype → development story → educational series → product 
→ new creative capability 

This is why “content creator” doesn’t quite describe the architecture. 

The channel can expose processes that would have existed even if the camera weren’t 
there. 

The camera makes those processes legible to other people. 

⸻ 

11. Existing production capability 

This isn’t a hypothetical project waiting for an equipment budget. 

A substantial production system already exists. 



The current foundation includes the Sony ZV-E10 II as the primary high-quality camera; 
additional lower-tier cameras that remain completely usable for secondary perspectives; 
the possibility of incorporating an iPhone as another camera; ATEM-based live production; 
one Blackmagic Hyperdeck & Raspberry Pi infrastructure (2 Pi’s that appear to the ATEM as 
Hyperdecks using software called PlayoutBee) previously used in the production system; 
Stream Deck control; Elgato Key Lights; Aston Stealth and Origin microphones; an SPL 
Crimson 3 audio interface; Kali IN-8 V2 monitors and subwoofer; the large wraparound 
studio desk; networking and associated production equipment; acoustic-treatment 
materials; and your existing experience building ATEM layouts, graphics, transitions and 
SuperSource behavior. 

More importantly, the production language itself is not hypothetical. 

Existing work already demonstrates sophisticated Keynote animation, deliberately 
sequenced information design, custom typography and graphic construction, transparent 
motion assets, ATEM SuperSource experimentation, animated transition structures, 
synchronized sound design, compositing, tracked and independently processed video 
elements, custom avatar treatments, original music, narration, 3D animation, visual effects, 
editing and long-form audiovisual presentation. 

The Gallery of Works project demonstrates these capabilities operating together across an 
extended piece: narration and animated typography establish context; transformed talking-
head representations remain synchronized with speech; custom interface structures 
construct themselves around radically different source material; music and sound effects 
articulate changes of state; video presentation adapts to different aspect ratios and media 
types; and recurring visual behaviors create continuity across decades of otherwise 
heterogeneous work. 

The signal-flow presentation demonstrates a different capability: technical relationships are 
not merely diagrammed but constructed temporally. Connections draw themselves into 
existence, equipment and labels acquire relationships in sequence, completed structures 
deliberately unmake themselves, and alternate versions demonstrate both continuity-based 
transition techniques and manually constructed motion grammars. 

These examples matter because the proposed studio is not asking whether Glen can learn 
to make sophisticated audiovisual material. 

That capability already exists. 

The development problem is different: 

How much of an already-developed authored production language can be made modular, 
triggerable and live? 

So the capital problem is unusually far along already, and so is part of the creative-
development problem. 



The studio does not need to be invented from nothing. 

It needs to be instantiated, integrated and progressively made real-time. 
⸻ 

12. Capabilities still to develop 

There are nevertheless meaningful development layers. 

Color science is one of the major immediate learning areas: controlled lighting, exposure, 
log acquisition where appropriate, color management, grading and eventually 
development of a recognizable visual treatment/LUT rather than relying indefinitely on 
automatic camera rendering. 

The studio itself needs experimentation: camera geometry, lighting geometry, acoustics, 
monitor placement, background composition and reinforcement/modification of the desk. 

The control vocabulary needs to emerge through actual production. The 15-key Stream 
Deck idea makes sense here because the objective isn’t maximum available buttons; it’s a 
sufficiently small spatial vocabulary that operation becomes largely automatic. 

More advanced visual processing remains a future capability, particularly the real-time 
transformed/avatar state. 

And over time, production tasks that initially belong to one person can migrate to 
collaborators as the project grows. 

But none of those are prerequisites for proving whether the basic project can exist. 

Version 1 is already technologically achievable. 

⸻ 

13. The physical studio requirement 

This may be the most important practical distinction. 

The project requires more than access to a room containing equipment. 

It requires a persistent production environment. 

Camera positions need to remain known. 

Lighting needs to remain controlled. 



Audio needs to remain predictable. 

Equipment needs to stay connected. 

The desk needs to remain populated. 

The visual environment needs to remain available. 

And, critically, production time cannot depend constantly on whether somebody is 
sleeping, working, walking through the space, or otherwise requiring the environment to 
become something else. 

There is also a cognitive reason. 

If an idea arrives at 1:00 AM and the inquiry is alive now, the difference between: 

press several switches and begin 

and 

wait until tomorrow, rebuild the environment, check whether anybody needs quiet, 
reconnect everything and recreate the lighting 

can be the difference between capturing the thing and losing it. 

So the studio specification contains both: 

physical persistence + temporal autonomy. 

This is not luxury. It’s part of the production architecture. 

⸻ 

14. The environment itself becomes media 

The studio should not resemble a generic podcast set. 

It can visibly be someone’s actual intellectual and creative environment. 

Artwork can rotate continuously—and because you’re still generating art, the available 
visual library isn’t static. 

Sculptures can appear. 



Technical objects can appear. 

Unexplained things can sit in the background long enough for viewers to wonder about 
them. 

The physical Chaos System can eventually inhabit it. 

Equipment can remain visible where aesthetically useful. 

Objects don’t need to imply ideological allegiance merely because they’re present. 

Over time, viewers learn another invariant: 

Nothing in this room tells you what box the next sentence is going to come from. 

That visual ambiguity reinforces the intellectual one. 

⸻ 

15. Format ecology 

Rather than deciding that “the channel makes 22-minute videos,” form follows material. 

There can be an 18-minute concentrated dismantling. 

There can be a 45-minute audiovisual essay. 

There can be a spontaneous live inquiry. 

There can be a four-hour conversation because cutting the conversation at 90 minutes 
would destroy it. 

There can be a construction series. 

There can be a technical educational sequence. 

There can be an affected audiovisual artwork that barely resembles a conventional talking-
head video. 

There can eventually be product-development narratives. 

The constraint isn’t standardized duration. 

It’s whether the form is serving the thing being examined. 



⸻ 

16. Relationship to the website and larger system 

The website and channel perform different functions. 

The website establishes a relatively persistent, navigable artifact: 

What has this person already made, thought through, designed and demonstrated? 

The channel makes the process dynamic: 

What happens when this person encounters something now? 

That creates a useful relationship: 

Website → proof of existing work 
Studio → observable process 
Channel → distribution and participation 
Audience → perturbation and community 
Relationships → collaboration and opportunity 
Resources → physical realization 
Physical realization → new work 
New work → website/channel 

The pieces reinforce rather than replace one another. 

⸻ 

17. Economic role 

This also explains why raw YouTube ad revenue isn’t the correct singular measure of 
success. 

The media system can produce several kinds of economic surface simultaneously: 

audience support, memberships, sponsorship where appropriate, consulting and unusual 
project work, collaborations, development partnerships, technical relationships, product 
opportunities, future software, creative systems, and eventually businesses that don’t 
economically depend on the channel itself. 

The channel therefore becomes partially a relationship engine and public proof-of-
capability system. 



Ten unusually consequential relationships may matter more than a hundred thousand 
passive viewers. 

Scale remains useful. 

It just isn’t the only axis. 

⸻ 

18. Long-horizon architecture 

And this is where it starts connecting to the much larger vision. 

A successful studio can eventually become a prototype for something larger: a physical 
environment integrating media production, technology, art, performance, conversation and 
experimentation. 

The eventual venue doesn’t suddenly appear as an unrelated dream. 

Some of its operating principles are being tested at desk scale: 

persistent infrastructure 
modular construction 
live audiovisual processing 
distributed control 
art as environment 
technology as expressive medium 
multiple disciplines occupying one system 
recording as a native property of the space 

The studio is the smallest inhabitable version of a much larger idea. 

⸻ 

19. The central design test 

And I would still preserve the question we discovered earlier because I think it’s one of the 
best tests of whether this architecture succeeds: 

Can the invariant become strong enough that Glen doesn’t have to choose a slice of 
himself to make the project comprehensible? 

I think we’re now getting surprisingly close to identifying what that invariant actually is. 

It isn’t “systems thinking.” 



It isn’t intelligence. 

It isn’t contrarianism. 

It isn’t politics. 

It isn’t Chaos. 

It isn’t even deconstruction by itself. 

It’s something closer to: 

An ongoing public demonstration of what happens when a person remains free to 
move around an object of inquiry—intellectually, technically, aesthetically and 
symbolically—without being required to preserve the frame in which the object 
arrived. 

And that produces the really interesting audience proposition. 

Not: 

Come here because Glen knows the answer. 

Not: 

Come here because Glen agrees with you. 

Not even: 

Come here to learn Glen’s method. 

It’s closer to: 

Bring reality in. Let’s see what happens to it. 

And the mature version adds one final recursive condition: 

Let’s also see what happens to us while we’re examining it. 

That’s the thing. 

That’s broad enough for politics and sculpture and AVB and death and economics and 
visual art and psychology and a four-hour guest conversation and a bizarre affected avatar 
arguing with the ordinary version of you—and yet constrained enough that it doesn’t simply 
become a guy talking about whatever the fuck he feels like today. 



There is a machine underneath it. 

The subject changes. The machine remains recognizable. And eventually, even the 
machine is allowed to change.
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