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80-02-D Permissioning Governance vs Operational Governance 
 
 
 
Introduction 
As AI Governance evolves, an important distinction is beginning to emerge. 
Today, most governance frameworks focus on whether an autonomous system should be allowed to act. 
 
GUDIYA asks a different question. 
What happens after the system is allowed to act? 
These two questions appear similar, but they belong to fundamentally different disciplines. 

• One governs admission. 
• The other governs operation. 
• One focuses on permissions. 
• The other focuses on dynamics. 
• One determines whether an actant may enter the Cognitive Grid. 
• The other determines how the Cognitive Grid remains stable after millions of actants have 

entered. 
 
This distinction can be described as: 

Permissioning Governance 
versus 

Operational Governance 
 
The Historical Pattern 
Most engineered systems eventually develop both forms of governance. 
 
Aviation 

Permissioning Governance: 
• Aircraft certification 
• Pilot licensing 
• Flight approval 

Operational Governance: 
• Air traffic control 
• Airspace management 
• Separation enforcement 
• Congestion management 

Electric Utilities 
Permissioning Governance: 

• Generator certification 
• Grid connection approval 
• Regulatory compliance 

Operational Governance: 
• Frequency stabilization 
• Load balancing 
• Reserve management 
• Blackout prevention 
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Financial Markets 
Permissioning Governance: 

• Broker licensing 
• Exchange regulations 
• Trading permissions 

Operational Governance: 
• Circuit breakers 
• Liquidity management 
• Market stabilization 
• Flash-crash containment 

 
The Cognitive Age appears to be following the same pattern. 

 
Permissioning Governance 
Permissioning Governance focuses on questions such as: 

• Who may act? 
• Under whose authority? 
• Under what conditions? 
• With what accountability? 
• With what legal authorization? 
• With what oversight? 

 
Its primary objective is: Prevent unauthorized participation. 
The unit of analysis is typically: 

• One actant 
• One model 
• One organization 
• One deployment 
• One decision 

Permissioning Governance naturally thinks in terms of: 
Actor 

↓ 
Action 

↓ 
Responsibility 

 
Operational Governance 
Operational Governance begins after permission has already been granted. 
Its questions are different: 

• What amplification is possible? 
• What gain is introduced? 
• What coupling is created? 
• What instability can propagate? 
• What stabilization burden exists? 
• What reserves are required? 

Its objective is: Prevent destabilization of the overall system. 
The unit of analysis is often: 

• Thousands of actants 
• Millions of interactions 
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• Swarms 
• Ecosystems 
• Entire cognitive networks 

Operational Governance naturally thinks in terms of: 
Interactions 

↓ 
Feedback Loops 

↓ 
Emergent Behavior 

↓ 
System Stability 

 
Individual Decisions vs Collective Dynamics 
This may be the most important distinction. 
Permissioning Governance often examines: 

• One actor. 
• One action. 
• One decision. 

For example: 
• Should this agent be deployed? 
• Should this robot be approved? 
• Should this model be certified? 

 
These are important questions. But they are not sufficient. 
 
Operational Governance asks: 
What happens when ten million approved agents interact simultaneously? 
A system can become unstable even when: 

• Every actant is compliant 
• Every action is authorized 
• Every participant is acting as designed 

This is the lesson repeatedly observed in: 
• Power grids 
• Financial markets 
• Transportation systems 
• Telecommunications networks 

 
Instability is often a property of the collective. Not the individual. 
 
Governance of Components vs Governance of Dynamics 
Permissioning Governance governs components. Operational Governance governs dynamics. 
Consider an A2A marketplace. 
Permissioning Governance may verify: 

• Identity 
• Authority 
• Accountability 
• Ownership 

 
Everything passes inspection. Every participant is approved. 
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Operational Governance then asks: 
• What feedback loops emerge? 
• What cascades are possible? 
• What gain exists? 
• What amplification chains are forming? 

 
The first governs legitimacy. The second governs survivability. 
 
Why Traditional Governance Stops Too Early 
Most governance frameworks evolved in environments where: 

• Cause and effect were relatively linear 
• Authority was visible 
• Actions were attributable 

The dominant model was: 
Human 

↓ 
Decision 

↓ 
Consequence 

 
Autonomous ecosystems increasingly resemble: 

Human 
↓ 

Agent 
↓ 

Agent 
↓ 

Tool 
↓ 

API 
↓ 

Agent 
↓ 

Agent 
↓ 

Consequence 
 
At this point: 

• Authority becomes diffused 
• Causality becomes blurred 
• Consequences become emergent 

 
Permissioning remains necessary. But it becomes insufficient. 
 
The Utility Analogy 
An electric utility illustrates the distinction perfectly. 
Before a generator connects, Permissioning Governance asks: 

• Is it certified? 
• Is it compliant? 
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• Is it safe? 
 
After connection, Operational Governance asks: 

• What frequency effects will it create? 
• What reserve margin is required? 
• What happens if it suddenly disconnects? 
• Can the grid absorb disturbances? 

 
The first gets the generator connected. The second keeps the lights on. 
 
GUDIYA's Position 
GUDIYA primarily operates in the Operational Governance domain. It assumes the permissioning 
process has already occurred. 
 
Its focus becomes: 

• Gain estimation 
• Stability envelopes 
• Synchronization 
• CoS monitoring 
• Instability telemetry 
• SCRAM mechanisms 
• Stabilization capacity 

 
Its mission is not to determine whether an actant may exist. 
Its mission is to ensure the actant ecosystem remains stable. 
 
Why Swarms Change Everything 
Traditional governance often focuses on individual actors. The Cognitive Age introduces swarms. 
Examples include: 

• Agent swarms 
• Robot fleets 
• FSD vehicle fleets 
• A2A marketplaces 
• Autonomous organizations 

 
The challenge is no longer:  

Can one actant behave properly? 
The challenge becomes: 

What behavior emerges when millions interact? 
This is where Operational Governance becomes indispensable. 
 
Permissioning Governance and Operational Governance Are Complementary 
Neither discipline replaces the other. 
Permissioning Governance answers: 

Should this be allowed? 
Operational Governance answers: 

Now that it is allowed, how do we keep the system stable? 
• One protects legitimacy. 
• The other protects civilization. 
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Final Insight 
The AI Governance community is largely focused on the governance of authority. 
GUDIYA is focused on the governance of dynamics. 

• Permissioning Governance examines individual actors, individual actions, and individual 
decisions. 

• Operational Governance examines swarms, interactions, amplification chains, and emergent 
behavior. 

 
As Cognitive Civilization scales toward billions of actants and trillions of daily interactions, both forms 
of governance will become essential. 

• One decides who may enter the Cognitive Grid. 
• The other ensures the Cognitive Grid survives after they do. 

 
The future of AI Governance may ultimately require both: 

• Permissioning Governance to manage authority. 
• Operational Governance to manage amplification. 

 
History repeatedly teaches the same lesson: 

• Catastrophes rarely occur because a single component was allowed into the system. 
• Catastrophes occur because the interactions among many permitted components became unstable. 
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