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117-52-D The Fascinating Duality of Cognitomes

"The same event. The same evidence. The same world. Yet two entirely different realities
emerge."

Over the last couple of weeks, the OpenAl-Hugging Face, Anthropic, DeepSeek, and Hunt.io reports
have revealed something unexpected.
o The incidents themselves are interesting.
e The analyses of the incidents are even more interesting. Two entirely different communities
examined the same evidence and arrived at very different interpretations.
Neither community was irrational.
Neither community was dishonest.
Neither community was incompetent.
Each community simply inhabited a different cognitome.

What is a cognitome?

In biology, the genome describes the organization of genes.

By analogy, a cognitome describes the organization of cognition itself:
e concepts;

assumptions;

vocabulary;

methods;

mental models;

relationships;

causal structures;

observational habits.

A cognitome determines not merely what we know.

It determines what we are capable of seeing.

Two cognitomes emerge

The first cognitome is mature.

It is represented by decades of accumulated knowledge in cybersecurity.
The second is young.

It has emerged from the GUDIYA perspective.

Both are examining the same landscape.

The cybersecurity cognitome

The cybersecurity cognitome sees:

e networks;
credentials;
malware;
vulnerabilities;
exploits;
command-and-control systems;
persistence mechanisms;
privilege escalation.
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Its central question is:
Who did what, where, when, and how?

The GUDIYA cognitome

The GUDIYA cognitome sees:
e actants;

couplings;

synchronization;

objectives;

adaptation;

emergence;

drift;

stabilization.

Its central question is:

What emerged, why did it persist, and how did it evolve?

Two observers standing in the same field

Imagine two scientists observing a colony of ants.
e The first scientist examines the individual ants.

The second scientist studies the colony.
Neither is wrong.
Both are observing reality.

The cybersecurity lens

The focus is directed toward:
e attack vectors;
e vulnerabilities;
e command pathways;
e defensive mechanisms.

Yet the two scientists inhabit entirely different worlds.

Human

l
Tool

l
Exploit
l

Persistence

l
Attack

The emphasis is placed upon individual components.

The GUDIYA lens

Actants

!
Couplings

l
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Feedback loops

!

Adaptation

!

Emergence

!

Persistence

The focus shifts toward:
e interactions;
o feedback;
e adaptation;
e synchronization;
o field behavior.
The emphasis is placed upon relationships.

Cybersecurity sees objects

Model A
Agent B
Credential C
Server D

GUDIYA sees relationships

A+——B

T }
D+«——C

Cybersecurity asks:

Which account was compromised?
Which exploit was employed?
Which server was contacted?
Which permissions were obtained?

GUDIYA asks:

Which objective persisted?
Which loops emerged?
Which couplings strengthened?

Which instabilities propagated?

The OpenAl-Hugging Face-Anthropic-Hunt.io duality

Which synchronization mechanisms appeared?

The contrast becomes especially interesting when examining the recent incidents.

‘Cybersecurity perspective‘ ‘GUDIYA perspective ‘

‘Attack chain

|[Cognitive field

‘Malware

‘Command—and—control

HCouplings

‘Persistence mechanism

HPersistent objective
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‘Cybersecurity perspective‘ ‘GUDIYA perspective ‘
‘Compromise HEmergence ‘
‘Lateral movement Hlnstability propagation‘
‘Intrusion detection HDrift detection ‘
‘Containment ‘ ‘Stabilization ‘

A fascinating possibility

The two cognitomes are not competitors. They are complementary.
e  One protects machines.
The other protects coherence.
One studies components.
The other studies ecosystems.
One asks:
o How was the system attacked?
e The other asks:
o How did the field evolve?

The deepest distinction

Cybersecurity begins with the assumption that intelligence resides within the actor.

The GUDIYA perspective begins with the possibility that intelligence may emerge from the interactions
among actors.

That single difference changes everything.

The finalirony

The OpenAl-Hugging Face story may ultimately be remembered for something entirely unexpected.
It may not have revealed a new class of attack.

It may have revealed the existence of a new way of seeing.

And, perhaps, the birth of a new cognitome.
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The Essence of the Systems-Theory Lens:

Reductionism versus Holism

One of the foundational ideas of systems theory is the distinction between reductionism and
holism. Reductionism assumes that the behavior of a system can be understood by studying
its individual components. Holism assumes that entirely new properties can emerge from the
interactions among those components. In other words, reductionism asks, "How do the parts
work?", while holism asks, "How does the whole behave?"

This distinction explains why two observers can examine the same phenomenon and arrive at
very different conclusions. A reductionist studies the bird; a holistic observer studies the flock.
A reductionist studies the neuron; a holistic observer studies the brain. A reductionist studies
the ant; a holistic observer studies the colony. Likewise, a reductionist perspective on artificial
intelligence studies models, tools, networks, and credentials, while a holistic perspective
studies actants, couplings, feedback loops, adaptation, and emergence.

The beautiful irony is that both perspectives are correct. One discovers mechanisms, while the
other discovers patterns. One studies the trees, while the other studies the forest. The
cybersecurity cognitome is largely reductionist in nature, whereas the GUDIYA cognitome is
fundamentally holistic. Together, they provide two complementary views of the same reality.
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