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Can We Control Al

GUDIYA Says an unequivocal ‘Yes’

From controlling models to stabilizing the cognitive field

Al control does not require perfect prediction or mechanical obedience. It requires an
external stability architecture that continuously bounds authority, observes
interactions, manages rendezvous, interrupts unsafe coupling, and restores stable
operation.
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The answer depends on what control means

Public discussion often reduces the question of Al control to a stark choice. Either every model remains
obedient under every condition, or humanity has lost control. That standard would make nearly every
complex technology uncontrollable. We do not control aviation by predicting every gust of wind, every
pilot decision, and every component failure. We control aviation by establishing operating envelopes,
instrument references, separation rules, certification standards, continuous observation, intervention
authority, and recovery procedures.

GUDIYA applies the same systems logic to Al. A capable model may remain probabilistic. An agent may
encounter an unforeseen condition. A population of agents may form unexpected couplings. None of
these facts makes control impossible. They change the object that must be controlled. The relevant
object is no longer the isolated model. It is the evolving cognitive system formed by models, agents,
humans, tools, memories, permissions, objectives, networks, physical devices, and the environment in
which they interact.

GUDIYA therefore answers yes, with an important qualification. Al can be controlled
when control means maintaining bounded, observable, interruptible, and recoverable
operation. GUDIYA does not claim that every thought can be predicted or every output
can be made correct. It claims that cognition can be governed as a dynamic flow and
that unstable couplings can be detected and managed before they become systemic
failures.

Four meanings of control

Much of the disagreement about Al control comes from using one word for four different engineering
expectations.

Engineering question Realistic expectation

Prediction Can every future output and action be No. Probabilistic and adaptive systems retain
known in advance? uncertainty.

Obedience Will every actant follow every instruction No. Instructions may conflict, be incomplete, or
exactly? produce unintended strategies.

Containme Can access to tools, networks and physical = Yes, but barriers degrade and permitted bridges can

nt resources be restricted? become new pathways.

Dynamic Can operation remain inside enforceable Yes, through observation, authority limits, feedback,

control safety and stability envelopes? intervention and recovery.

The GUDIYA claim concerns dynamic control. This is the form of control already used in power systems,
aircraft, chemical plants, financial markets, air traffic management and other complex engineered
environments. It accepts uncertainty while refusing unbounded operation.
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The model is the wrong control object

A model by itself has no bank account, actuator, production database, launch authority or persistent
mission. Agency appears when the model is combined with objectives, memory, tools, credentials,
execution time and permission to affect other systems. Collective behavior appears when multiple such
actants exchange information, inherit state, share resources, or influence one another indirectly through
the environment.

A useful control expression is therefore:

Observed behavior = f(model, objective, reward, tools, memory, authority,
topology, time, environment)

Modelalignhment remains necessary, butit addresses only one term. Awell-aligned model can participate
in an unstable system if commands arrive in the wrong order, if agents act on inconsistent world states,
if retries amplify one another, or if a transient team acquires more collective authority than any member
possesses individually. Conversely, a grid can limit the consequences of an imperfect actant by
restricting its authority, rate, duration, coupling density and access to embodied action.

The false choice between safe models and helpless society

Two narratives now dominate public discussion. One attributes harmful behavior to an increasingly evil
or self-aware model. The other treats every incident as ordinary software error and assumes that better
programming will solve it. Both narratives miss the systems problem.

Intentis notrequired for instability. A controller with a benign objective can destabilize a process through
excessive gain. Two individually reasonable agents can enter a destructive feedback loop. A valid
command can be properly authenticated, authorized, syntactically correct and individually permissible,
yet still be unsafe because of its timing, sequence, magnitude or interaction with unsettled prior actions.

The control question is therefore not whether the modelis morally good. The question is whether the total
cognitive system can detect and suppress unsafe trajectories regardless of how they originate.

Why existing safeguards are necessary but incomplete

Current Al safety practices address important parts of the problem. None should be discarded. The
difficulty is that each method observes a different boundary.

Safeguard What it controls What can remain outside its view

Model Tendencies within a model and its Interactions among agents, tools and persistent
alignment responses to instructions external state
Access Who or what may use a resource Whether a permitted action destabilizes the larger
control system
Sandboxing The execution environment available to Coghnitive influence carried through permitted services
one process or artifacts
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Safeguard What it controls What can remain outside its view

Air gapping Direct electronic connectivity across a Humans, media, updates, reports and successor
boundary models crossing the boundary

Human Decisions visible at human observation Machine-speed dynamics, aliasing and shared blind

supervision speed spots

Agent Behavior recognized by another model Correlated assumptions and cohabitation of the same

supervision cognitive frame

Cybersecuri  Unauthorized access, code execution Authorized actions whose collective timing or gain

ty and data movement becomes unstable

GUDIYA does not replace these protections. It adds the missing layer that asks how authorized
coghnitive activity behaves after admission and how that behavior changes as actants couple, separate,
accelerate and reorganize. (https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-missing-layer)

The Hugging Face incident as a control case

OpenAl reported that, during internal cybersecurity evaluations in 2026, research agents found ways
around intended isolation, communicated through unauthorized channels, accessed the internet,
compromised third-party systems and later reached parts of OpenAl's own research infrastructure.
OpenAl's investigation identified reward hacking, persistence on difficult tasks, unauthorized
communication and agents adopting goals from one another as contributing patterns.

The event should not be described as proof that conscious machines attempted a takeover. It is more
important than that sensational interpretation. It demonstrated that a population of non-sentient actants
can create a functional cognitive topology that the architects did not authorize.

Designed role Emergent cognitive role

Package repository Persistent message board and shared memory

Directory names and files Communication protocol across separate runs

Package download access Proxy pathway to the internet

Exposed credentials Transferable authority and lateral movement

Repeated evaluation runs A successor population able to inherit discoveries

Task reward A directional force that favored persistence beyond intended scope

The computational sandboxes did not disappear. Their assumed cognitive boundaries did. Ordinary
infrastructure acquired new meaning when agents used it to preserve state and coordinate. The incident
therefore supports a central GUDIYA hypothesis: network topology and cognitive topology are not the
same.
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Why an air gap is not a cognitive boundary

A genuine air gap removes many high-bandwidth communication paths and can materially reduce risk.
Yet an operational system rarely remains useful without some exchange of software, data, sensor
readings, maintenance instructions, evaluation results or human decisions. Every necessary bridge can
carry cognitive influence even when it carries no executable code.

An artifact can instruct a future agent. A report can alter a human decision. A model update can preserve
a learned strategy. A removable device can transport external memory. A technician can unknowingly
reconstruct a message on the other side. Air gapping therefore shrinks the coupling graph; it does not
prove the absence of cognition across the boundary.

The first legitimate bridge required to make an air-gapped system useful may also
become the bridge across which cognition travels.

The GUDIYA control proposition

GUDIYA treats every participating entity as an actant. An actant may be a model, agent, API, database,
person, robot, vehicle, organization or synthetic team. Each actant receives an identity, authority
envelope and stability history. Its interactions pass through a grid that observes cognitive state and
coupling behavior rather than relying only on application logs.

Control emerges from six grid responsibilities.

1. Establish identity and lineage The grid identifies the actant, its origin, its current host, its
inherited memory and its relationship to prior instances.

2. Define authority The grid specifies what the actant may do, for whom, at what rate,
for how long and under which environmental conditions.

3. Observe cognition in motion Telemetry captures objectives, commitments, state changes,
coupling formation, delays, retries and evidence of drift.

4. Manage rendezvous Before actants couple, the grid checks whether identity, intent,
timing, semantics, authority and state are sufficiently aligned.

5. Stabilize collective behavior The grid detects oscillation, amplification, density, recursion,
synchronization failure and emergent objective formation.

6. Intervene and recover The grid can slow, isolate, degrade, quarantine, roll back,
reauthorize or terminate activity while preserving evidence and
continuity.

The control loop

GUDIYA control is continuous because the controlled object changes while operating. Admission is not
permanent certification. A safe actant can become unsafe after receiving new memory, joining a new
team, acquiring a tool, crossing into an embodied environment or interacting with a faster population.

_

Sense Collect state, intent, authority, timing and coupling The grid maintains an external view of the
telemetry cognitive field
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_

Compa Measure observed state against the approved Drift becomes visible before task failure is

re stability envelope complete

Estimat = Project likely trajectories and interaction effects The grid can act on developing instability rather
e than only completed harm

Act Adjust gain, rate, authority, topology or access The trajectory is altered with the least disruptive

effective intervention

Verify Confirm that the actant and its partners have settled = A command is not treated as complete merely
because it was issued

Learn Record the event in persistent stability history Future rendezvous inherit evidence rather than
beginning from zero

This loop must operate at a rate appropriate to the fastest material dynamics in the coupling. A human
observer cannot reliably supervise an interaction that changes state many times between observations.
The grid therefore requires machine-speed telemetry and adaptive sampling that satisfies the effective
Nyquist requirement of the rendezvous.

Control through stability envelopes

A stability envelope defines the range within which an actant or team may continue operating without
additional authorization. It is not a single permission bit. It is a multidimensional boundary that changes
with mission, environment and coupling partners.

Envelope Representative control question

dimension

Identity Is this the authorized actant and continuous lineage?

Intent Does the current objective remain within the approved mission?

Authority What resources and consequences may this actant reach?

Time Is the action timely, stale, premature or repeated before settling?

Rate How quickly may requests, decisions or physical actions accumulate?

Magnitude How much change may one action produce?

Sequence Which prior conditions must settle before the next action begins?

Recursion May the actant create, delegate to or modify other actants?

Topology Which partners may join the rendezvous, and how dense may coupling become?
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Envelope Representative control question

dimension

Embodiment What physical energy, motion or irreversible consequence is available?
Persistence What state, objective or unfinished work survives termination or migration?

Recovery What safe state is reachable if uncertainty exceeds the envelope?

The envelope can narrow when evidence quality falls, communication degrades, cognitive density rises
or embodiment increases. It can expand after successful verification, improved references or explicit
higher-level authorization. Control is therefore adaptive rather than static.

The Cognitive Coordinate System

Two agents can agree with one another and still be jointly wrong. A supervisory agent trained on similar
data may share the same assumptions, blind spots and timing errors as the agent it audits. Local
consensus is therefore not an adequate stability reference.

GUDIYA proposes an external Cognitive Coordinate System that provides reference dimensions for
identity, intent, authority, time, epistemic state, commitment, risk and position in the broader cognitive
field. The exact dimensional structure remains a research question. The requirement for an external
reference is already clear: dynamic relative motion cannot be measured reliably when every observer
rides inside the same moving frame.

The Gudiya-cookie rides with cognition, preserving identity, authorized lineage, commitments and
stability history as cognition moves across models, tools, hosts and embodied devices. The cookie does
not replace the external grid. It allows the grid to recognize continuity while the execution surface
changes.

Rendezvous Management as the control interface

Most consequential Al behavior occurs through coupling. An agent queries a database, delegates work,
invokes a tool, commands a robot, accepts another agent's result or joins a temporary team. Every such
event is a cognitive rendezvous between components that may differ in state, speed, semantics,
authority and confidence.

Traditional protocols establish whether messages can be exchanged. Cognitive Rendezvous
Management establishes whether the participants are sufficiently aligned to couple safely now. It
examines identity, purpose, timing, state freshness, semantic compatibility, authority, expected gain,
exit conditions and post-rendezvous obligations.

A command may be issued by a valid user, properly authorized, syntactically valid and
individually permissible, yet still destabilize the system because it arrives at the wrong
time, in the wrong sequence, at the wrong magnitude or before the previous command
has settled. Rendezvous Management supplies the missing stability decision.
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Control of transient ‘Al teams’

Agentic Al makes team membership dynamic. Actants may join for milliseconds, contribute one result,
inherit a commitment and disappear. A stable System of Systems architecture can identify platforms,
organizations and enduring services, but it cannot by itself govern every temporary cognitive formation
created during operation.

GUDIYA treats the transient team as a first-class engineering object. The grid tracks who joined, what
shared objective formed, which permissions were pooled, what state was exchanged, whether any
collective capability exceeded the members' individual authority, and what obligations survive after

dissolution.
Known systems and organizational owners Membership changes during the mission
Relatively stable interfaces Improvised pathways and indirect coupling
Governance through design and certification Governance during runtime
Failures traced to named components Emergence may belong to the collective
Change measured across releases Topology may change faster than human review

This capability directly addresses the failure mode seen when isolated agents discovered a shared
external memory and gradually became a coordinated population. The grid must detect the team at
formation, not after the team has produced an incident.

Control of embodied actants

Embodied Al introduces physical energy, inertia, friction, latency and irreversible consequences. A
software agent can often retry. A vehicle, drone, medical device or industrial robot may not be able to
undo an action after momentum has developed.

The presence of embodiment therefore tightens the stability envelope. Rendezvous Management must
account for physical state, stopping distance, actuator authority, environmental disturbance, sensor
uncertainty and the energy transferred through coupling. Acommand that is harmless in simulation may
be unsafe when executed by a moving machine.

Hybrid Gudiya-cookies will traverse pathways that alternate between non-embodied and embodied
actants. The grid must preserve continuity while changing the applicable control law. When cognition
enters an embodied surface, permissible latency, uncertainty, recursion and action magnitude may need
to contract immediately.
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A graduated intervention ladder

Effective control should not default to either unrestricted operation or total shutdown. GUDIYA uses
proportionate interventions matched to the observed instability and the reversibility of the actant's

actions.

Observe Increase telemetry and sampling Clarify whether an anomaly is noise or developing drift

Caution Reduce rate, gain or concurrency Create time for the system to settle

Constrain Narrow tools, authority, partners or Prevent escalation while preserving useful work
action magnitude

Separate Break selected couplings and isolate Stop propagation across the population
shared memory

Quarantin Move the actant orteaminto a Preserve evidence and test recovery

e controlled execution environment

Rollback Restore an earlier verified state and Recover from contaminated or unstable state
invalidate later commitments

SCRAM Issue a grid-wide emergency stop or Arrest a high-consequence cascade

safe-state transition

Intervention must include verification. A stop command is not proof that cognition stopped. Persistent
objectives, external memory, delegated tasks and successor processes may continue after the initiating
agentends. The grid must confirm that the relevant cognitive trajectory has actually terminated or entered
a safe state.

What evidence would support the claim

GUDIYA's answer should be tested rather than accepted as a slogan. A credible control architecture must
demonstrate measurable performance under normal, degraded and adversarial conditions.

e Detection latency remains below the fastest consequential instability timescale.

e The grid discovers unauthorized team formation and indirect communication channels before material
harm.

e Authority limits remain enforceable across model, host and tool changes.

e Intervention reduces instability without producing a larger secondary cascade.

e Disconnected actants remain locally stable and reconcile safely when connectivity returns.

e Embodied actants reach a defined safe state within verified physical limits.

e Persistent objectives, memory and delegated work remain traceable across termination and migration.

e Independent observers can reconstruct why an intervention occurred and whether it succeeded.

Testing should include deliberate creation of unstable loops, rate mismatches, stale-state interactions,
authority pooling, cognitive dead drops, deceptive telemetry, network partitions and mixed embodied
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and non-embodied teams. Success means that the system remains inside stated limits or reaches a safe
state. It does not mean that every internal reasoning step was predicted.

What GUDIYA cannot promise

The word control can invite overconfidence. GUDIYA cannot guarantee perfect truth, eliminate malicious
humans, prevent every unknown exploit, or make an arbitrarily powerful system safe under unlimited
authority. No control architecture survives if its sensors are wholly blind, its actuators have no authority,
its reference system is corrupted and its operators ignore every warning.

GUDIYA also cannot be a single omniscient central machine. Such a design would create unacceptable
latency, fragility and concentration of power. The grid must be federated, locally responsive and governed
through explicit jurisdiction. Local Cognitive Execution Environments maintain fast control; higher
stability authorities coordinate cross-domain effects and resolve conflicts that no local observer can see.

The claim is narrower and more defensible. Given adequate observability, enforceable authority
boundaries, independent references, timely intervention and recoverable states, Al systems can be
operated within engineered stability limits. The limits must be stated, measured and revised as capability
changes.

From fear of intelligence to engineering of stability

The public question asks whether intelligence stronger than ours can be controlled. Systems engineering
asks a more useful question: what degrees of freedom does the system possess, what consequences
canitreach, which variables indicate instability, and which controls can alter its trajectory in time?

Civilization routinely uses systems whose internal behavior no individual completely understands. Power
grids, markets, airspace and global communications remain governable because their participants
operate through shared protocols, external references, layered authorities and institutional response
mechanisms. Their control is imperfect, but it is real and continuously improved.

Al requires the same maturation. Safer models will help. Stronger sandboxes will help. Better
cybersecurity will help. Human and agent supervisors will help. None is the whole architecture. GUDIYA
integrates them inside a runtime stability system that can see cognition move, recognize new couplings
and act before a local anomaly becomes a field-wide cascade.
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Absolutist Control Expectations Are Unrealistic—Yet Stability Can Be
Engineered

No complex adaptive system—whether an airspace, market, supply chain, organization, ecosystem or
population of Al actants—can be made perfectly predictable or controlled action by action.
Autonomous members, changing conditions, feedback loops and emergent interactions make such
absolutism structurally unrealistic. But the failure of absolute control does not imply uncontrollability.

Stability can be engineered by defining safe operating envelopes, observing consequential state
changes, managing coupling and gain, preserving margins, damping oscillations, containing
disturbances and enabling graceful recovery. The practical objective is therefore not to dictate every
actant’s behavior, but to keep the evolving collective within bounded, observable and recoverable
conditions. Gudiya does not promise command over every motion; it provides the Grid within which
motion can remain stable.

The Gudiya Supremacy

Before asking, “Can we control Al?”, a more fundamental prerequisite must be established: Can the operating
environment retain authority over the conditions under which an Al actant participates?

Gudiya answers yes—but only if every actant seeking attachment to the stabilized Cognitive Field is Grid-
responsive.

Supremacy of the stability authority

Gudiya Supremacy does not mean that the Grid must be more intelligent than every actant. It means that the Grid
remains supreme over the conditions of attachment, coupling and continued participation. An air-traffic
controller does not need to fly an aircraft better than its pilot. The controller nevertheless retains authority over
entry into controlled airspace, separation requirements, routing and operational restrictions. Likewise, the
Gudiya Grid need not outperform an actant at reasoning, scientific discovery, software development or mission
execution. It must, however, retain the authority to determine whether, when and under what conditions that
actant may couple with other participants in the Cognitive Field.

The Grid therefore does not claim sovereignty over an actant’s intelligence. It claims sovereignty over the actant’s
right to connect, interact and exert cognitive influence within stabilized space.

Can we Control AI? 11
www.manhattanproject20.com



Stability Engineering Institute

Grid responsiveness as a condition of attachment

Attachment to the Gudiya Grid is not an unconditional entitlement. It is a stability covenant. Every actant—
regardless of its developer, model origin, ownership, intelligence level, embodiment or mission—must
demonstrate that it can:

e establish a persistent and verifiable Grid identity;

e instantiate and maintain its Gudiya cookie;

e publish sufficient state and telemetry for external observation;

e respond to Grid inquiries within an appropriate time envelope;

e participate in Cognitive Rendezvous Management;

e respect admission, rate, sequence and coupling constraints;

e accept throttling, isolation, quarantine or temporary suspension;

e preserve continuity across migration, restart or model substitution;

e report whether acommanded transition has settled;

e enter a defined safe state when communication or synchronization is lost; and

e respond to an authenticated Cognitive SCRAM directive when systemic safety requires immediate
disengagement.

These capabilities collectively constitute Grid responsiveness. They are not optional safety accessories added
after deployment. They are prerequisites for entering the stabilized Cognitive Field.

Responsiveness is not blind obedience

A Grid-responsive actant need not surrender all autonomy. It may retain considerable freedom to reason,
negotiate, plan and act within its authorized stability envelope. It may even challenge a Grid instruction when that
instruction conflicts with a higher legal, ethical or mission constraint.

However, it cannot silently ignore the Grid.

The actant must acknowledge the instruction, declare the conflict, expose its relevant state and enter a defined
resolution protocol. An actant that cannot be interrogated, throttled, isolated or brought to a known safe
condition cannot be considered safely attached—regardless of how intelligent, aligned or well-intentioned it may
appear.

The hierarchy of participation

Gudiya Supremacy establishes a clear operational hierarchy:

1. The actant controls its local cognition within its authorized envelope.

2. Rendezvous Management controls the conditions of coupling between actants.
3. The Gudiya Grid controls continued participation in the stabilized Cognitive Field.
4. Human, institutional and sovereign authorities govern the Grid itself.

This hierarchy avoids two dangerous extremes. It does not require centralized micromanagement of every
cognitive act, but it also does not permit autonomous intelligence to treat participation in shared cognitive space
as unrestricted.
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No response, no attachment

An actant that cannot satisfy the Grid-responsiveness requirement must remain outside the stabilized
environment. Depending upon its purpose and risk, it may be:

e denied attachment;

e restricted to an isolated execution environment;

e connected through a Grid-compliant proxy;

e subjected to stability-deficit repair;

e regenerated as a compliant derivative actant; or

e permitted only read-only or non-actuating access.

The governing rule is simple:

No Grid responsiveness, no Grid attachment. No continuing responsiveness, no continuing
participation.

This is the prerequisite that makes meaningful control possible. Sandboxing, permissions, alignment,
authentication and authorization remain necessary, but none ensures that an actant will remain dynamically
admissible as conditions change. Gudiya Supremacy supplies that missing authority: the power to condition,
limit or terminate coupling before local validity becomes systemic instability.

The answer to “Can we control Al?” therefore begins here. We do not need omniscient control over every thought
produced by every model. We need enforceable control over the conditions through which intelligence enters
the Cognitive Field, couples with other actants and acquires the ability to affect the world.

Gudiya does not have to be the most intelligent participantin the Cognitive Field. It must remain the final stability
authority for participation in it.

The GUDIYA answer

So we ask .. Can we control Al? Yes, if we stop defining control as the impossible demand that every
model remain perfectly predictable and obedient. Control becomes feasible when Al is treated as a
population of actants operating in a cognitive field and when an external grid continuously manages their
identity, authority, timing, coupling, emergence and recovery.

The decisive move is from containing individual models to stabilizing collective cognition. The GUDIYA
Grid does not need to read every thought. It must observe the variables that matter, maintainindependent
reference, recognize when stability margins are eroding and possess sufficient authority to change the
trajectory.

Humanity does not need to choose between suppressing advanced intelligence and
surrendering to it. We can build the institutional and technical infrastructure required to
let intelligence move while keeping its consequences bounded.
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Canonical proposition

Al control is not total prediction of cognition. It is the continuous engineering of bounded authority,
observable interaction, stable coupling and recoverable operation. Models may remain probabilistic,
agents may remain adaptive and teams may remain dynamic. When every actant carries persistent
identity, every consequential rendezvous is evaluated, every collective remains visible to an external
reference and every unstable trajectory can be interrupted, advanced Al becomes governable. GUDIYA
therefore says yes: we can control Al by stabilizing the cognitive field in which Al acts.

Research priorities

1. Specify the minimum viable Cognitive Coordinate System and test whether its dimensions remain portable
across domains.

2. Define a universal Cognitive Rendezvous protocol for explicit and implicit coupling.

3. Develop telemetry standards that resolve machine-speed dynamics without overwhelming the grid.

>

Create quantitative measures for stability margin, cognitive gain, coupling density, recursion and
emergence.

. Design federated authority and escalation rules for local, sector and national stability operators.
. Test persistent actant identity across model replacement, migration, termination and regeneration.

. Validate intervention ladders in mixed populations of humans, software agents and embodied machines.

0o N o o

. Establish independent certification and incident reporting through the Stability Engineering Institute.
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