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Following an action into the world

A sales order appears in a database. The application reports success, and the agent moves on. Elsewhere, that
order reserves inventory, creates a supplier commitment, consumes transport capacity, and changes the
receiving warehouse’s workload. The IT transaction has finished, but the activity it initiated is still unfolding.

We propose the term “Gudiya-Effect” to give this broader object an explicit place in the architecture. The
purpose is to connect execution, settlement, and stabilization around the consequences of an initiated action.
This chapter defines the concept, the role of the Gudiya-cookie, and how comparing effect graphs could
improve operational understanding.

A proposed definition

A Gudiya-Effect comprises an initiated IT action and its attributable consequences across a declared ecosystem
scope, including changes to digital state, commitments, resource use, physical conditions, and subsequent
activity. Its management extends beyond transaction completion to verified settlement of defined obligations
and appropriate handling of residual consequences.

The word attributable matters. An order may contribute to congestion without being its sole cause. Other
orders, staffing shortages, and equipment failures may also contribute. The effect record should distinguish
directly evidenced relationships from plausible contributions and unresolved associations. An identifier does
not make causal uncertainty disappear.

The declared scope matters just as much. The Grid cannot follow every ripple indefinitely. An effect definition
must specify what it observes, where responsibility lies, which outcomes require verification, and when
monitoring can end or transfer. The Gudiya-Effect is a proposed engineering abstraction, not a claim of
complete knowledge of the ecosystem.
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Why the concept matters for agentic Al

Agentic systems can initiate and revise commitments faster than their consequences settle. They may also
replace human intermediaries who previously noticed duplicates, reconciled exceptions, or held work back.
Accurate local decisions can then coexist with growing operational conflict. A lightly loaded computer can
direct an overloaded or oscillating operation.

The Gudiya-Effect gives the proposed Grid a way to ask what a successful request has set in motion. This
complements existing transaction and workflow mechanisms. The intended value is a consistent link between
outstanding consequences and decisions about what may safely happen next.

The vocabulary and the continuity connector

Concept Proposed role

Gudiya-Effect-Type A versioned definition of a class of activity, with agreed scope and milestones.

Gudiya-Effect-Nbr The unique identity of one instance of that type.

Gudiya-cookie The persistent connector linking intent, execution lineage, obligations, and effect
records.

Gudiya-Effect graph The recorded actions, state changes, obligations, evidence, and relationships for an
instance.

Gudiya-Effect Envelope The declared observation and management boundary, with relevant operating

constraints.

The cookie answers which continuing unit of work an event belongs to. The effect number identifies a
particular effect instance. These identities can map one-to-one in a simple workflow, but the architecture
should not require that: a larger Intent-Group may contain multiple effects, and several effects may contribute
to one shared operation.

The thread can branch and merge

Consider Agent Al accepting an order, A2 reserving inventory, A3 arranging delivery, and A4 verifying receipt.
Their events carry or reference the root cookie alongside local action and obligation identifiers. A delay lasting
several hours does not break the connection, even if an agent stops running or another agent takes over.

If A3 divides the shipment, linked child records preserve both branches. If a truck carries goods for three
orders, its journey should be represented as a shared operation linked to the relevant effects. Creating three
independent copies of the truck’s capacity consumption would overstate demand. A declared allocation rule is
needed when reporting shared costs or usage.

The cookie should reference durable records rather than carry the entire history. Identity continuity must
survive retries, handoffs, host changes, and enterprise boundaries. Authentication and authorization remain
separate: possession of a cookie is not permission to execute an action or inspect every linked record.
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Three different questions

1. Transaction tracking asks what the software executed.

2. Settlement management asks which promised outcomes have been fulfilled.

3. The Gudiya-Effect asks what changes the action caused or contributed to within its declared scope,
including unintended changes.

Stabilization uses the resulting evidence to assess whether current and proposed activity can coexist within
acceptable margins.

An obligation can settle while other consequences remain active. A customer may receive the order while a
duplicate shipment is still in transit. The original delivery obligation is fulfilled; the duplicate shipment remains
an exposure requiring its own accountable resolution.

Building the effect graph

An effect graph should preserve both the agreed plan and what was observed. Otherwise a workflow that
repeatedly changes its plan can appear compliant simply because the definition was rewritten after the event.
Plan versions, approvals, and observed execution belong in linked but distinguishable records.

Graph element Examples Interpretation

Nodes Action, reservation, obligation, physical Identify what happened or remains pending.
milestone, observation

Execution edges Triggered, delegated to, retried, superseded Connect work and revisions through their lineage.

Dependency edges Requires, reserves, shares capacity with Represent prerequisites and coupling.

Evidence edges Observed by, verifies, contradicts Connect claims to their supporting or conflicting
records.

Attribution edges  Caused, contributed to, suspected association  State the relationship and its evidence strength.

Observed events need event time and receipt time, source identity, relevant version, and evidence
provenance. A late arrival should not rewrite the historical sequence silently. Missing telemetry should be
marked as unknown; a gap in observation is not proof that no action occurred.

A graph must preserve uncertainty

Temporal order alone does not prove causation. If congestion follows an order, the graph should not
automatically claim that the order caused the congestion. Stronger attribution may require reservation
records, physical observations, domain analysis, or controlled tests. Predicted effects must also remain
distinguishable from observed effects.

A repeated action can be represented as a sequence of event instances even when the overall process contains
a feedback loop. This allows the record to show how a decision was revised over time, rather than collapsing
many revisions into a single apparently instantaneous relationship.
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Closing an effect without pretending the world stops

At initiation, the type definition should establish the completion conditions, required obligations, observation
horizon, and residual-monitoring rules. Successful closure requires the relevant evidence and explicit
treatment of unresolved consequences. Administrative closure, cancellation, and successful fulfillment must
remain different outcomes.

When an action is stopped, the graph retains obligations already created. A stop request is followed by
evidence of what actually stopped and what remains in motion. If a late observation reveals an unresolved
consequence after closure, the system should append a correction or reopen the relevant record according to
policy. Historical evidence should remain intact.

Ten sales orders between six and seven

Suppose ten orders are initiated between 6 a.m. and 7 a.m. Each receives Gudiya-Effect-Type “Take Sales
Order,” a common type version, a unique effect number, and a cookie connection. For this example, the type
explicitly includes order acceptance through fulfillment and receipt reconciliation. If “Take Sales Order” means
only order capture in a particular enterprise, fulfillment must instead be a linked effect with its own defined
scope.

The table below is hypothetical. It illustrates how instances of one type could differ; it is not measured GUDIYA

performance.
Instances Observed path Question raised
1-6 Standard reservation, dispatch, receipt What is the reference timing and capacity profile?
7 Inventory shortage and supplier substitution Did substitution preserve the original deadline and
constraints?
8 Duplicate reservation after a retry Was the extra commitment detected and released?
9 Shared shipment with another order Are dependencies and capacity counted consistently?
10 Delivery repeatedly rescheduled by two agents  Are revisions preventing progress or consuming

margins?

Compare equivalent instances at equivalent stages

Useful comparisons include handoffs, branching, revisions, time between milestones, peak outstanding
obligations, and demand on shared resources. Completion time alone cannot explain why one order required
repeated interventions while another completed routinely.

Context must accompany the graph. Order size, urgency, geography, customization, and available inventory
can explain legitimate variation. Compare similar cases and account for differences before labeling a path
anomalous. A rare path may be the appropriate response to unusual conditions; the most frequent path is not
automatically safe.
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The initiation window is not the settlement window. At 7 a.m., some orders may have just begun. Compare
snapshots at a common elapsed age or matched milestone, and retain pending outcomes as pending.
Comparing only completed orders would hide the slowest unresolved cases. Ten instances can reveal useful
guestions but cannot establish a reliable population baseline by themselves.

Two views of the same cohort

The instance view compares how individual orders unfold. The interaction view connects those orders through
shared inventory, transport, receiving bays, and conflicting decisions. Individually ordinary graphs can
collectively overload one dependency. Conversely, an unusual instance may remain entirely manageable.
Variability becomes a stability concern when it threatens defined constraints, settlement conditions, or
recovery capacity.

Using effect visibility in the Grid

The proposed value of the Gudiya-Effect is operational. Historical graphs can inform expected paths and
settlement durations; live graphs can expose pending commitments and interactions. Predictions should carry
uncertainty and be tested against subsequent outcomes. A historical average is not a safe limit.

Grid discipline Use of the effect graph

Admittance Control Check proposed effects against authority, existing commitments and capacity.

DDMC Estimate margins using pending obligations, their timing and shared resource demands.
DLPC Locate intervention points that may reduce harmful propagation with limited disruption.
Cognitive Rx Apply approved pacing, resequencing, reconciliation or recovery measures.

Circuit Breaking Interrupt dangerous propagation while preserving responsibility for existing effects.

DDMC denotes Distributed Dynamic Margin Computation; DLPC denotes Distributed Dynamic Leverage Points
Calculation. Effect graphs are inputs to these proposed functions, not automatic proofs of stability.
Intervention must have a defined authority and an observable outcome. Measures that reduce one queue
while shifting danger elsewhere should not count as success.

Build on existing foundations and test the extension

Distributed tracing already connects operations through identifiers, timestamps, context propagation, and
links between spans. Process mining already reconstructs and compares process behavior from event logs. [1,
2] GUDIYA should reuse these foundations where appropriate. Its proposed emphasis is the explicit connection
between consequence scope, verified obligations, and runtime stability decisions across participating systems.

A practical pilot should instrument one sales-order flow, first in observation mode. Check whether
independently verified milestones can be reconstructed, retries remain linked, shared capacity is counted
once, and missing evidence stays visible. Then compare existing controls against an effect-informed approach
on backlog, missed obligations, envelope violations, false interventions, and useful throughput.
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Cross-enterprise participation needs access controls, limited disclosure, and agreed semantics. The Grid need
not collect every prompt or business record centrally. It does need enough trustworthy evidence to support
the decisions it is authorized to make. Neither traceability nor a new name can substitute for those
engineering requirements.

The Gudiya-cookie provides continuity. The Gudiya-Effect makes consequences explicit. Together, they could
help the Grid preserve responsibility beyond the moment a computer reports success.

Gudiya-Effect s a close equivalent to a Flight Number

A useful aviation analogy for the Gudiya-Effect is a flight number qualified by its operating
date — identifying one particular journey. That flight connects passenger tickets, baggage
records, aircraft assignments, crew duties, fueling, and in-flight purchases. These activities
occur across different systems and organizations, yet remain associated with a
recognizable operational instance. Similarly, a Gudiya-Effect number identifies one
instance of activity whose digital actions, commitments, and physical consequences may
span several agents and enterprises.

The analogy becomes especially revealing after touchdown. The aircraft has landed, but
every obligation associated with its journey may not yet be settled. Baggage may still
require delivery, purchases may await reconciliation, and missed connections may require
resolution. Likewise, an agent’s completion message can mark the end of its computation
while consequences remain active elsewhere. Settlement must therefore be assessed
against defined obligations and evidence, within an explicitly declared scope.

In Gudiya’s proposed architecture, the Gudiya-Effect number identifies the instance; the
Gudiya-cookie preserves continuity between its records; and the effect graph represents
the connected actions, obligations, and consequences. Just as a passenger’s itinerary may
connect several flights, one enterprise outcome may connect several Gudiya-Effects. The
engineering objective is to preserve visibility and responsibility throughout that connected
journey—not merely until the initiating computer reports success.
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