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117-23-D Be Proactive or Reactive: The Choice Is Ours 
GUDIYA Is Here to Help 

 
 
 

Artificial intelligence is no longer confined to frontier laboratories, experimental chatbots, or isolated 
technology companies. It is entering the mainstream economy. 
 
It will appear in banks, hospitals, factories, schools, farms, utilities, government departments, defense 
systems, transportation networks, insurance companies, law firms, scientific laboratories, retail stores, 
homes, and personal devices. It will be embedded inside applications, APIs, databases, robots, vehicles, 
industrial equipment, digital assistants, decision systems, and organizational workflows. 
 
Much of this diffusion will not occur through a single national program.  

• It will happen incrementally. 
• One company will deploy an autonomous procurement agent.  
• Another will connect an AI assistant to customer records.  
• A hospital will introduce diagnostic agents.  
• A manufacturer will allow machines to schedule their own maintenance. 
• A bank will deploy agents for underwriting, fraud detection, compliance, collections, and trading. 
• A city will use AI to coordinate traffic, utilities, emergency response, and citizen services. 
• Each deployment may appear local, bounded, and manageable. 
• But the deployments will not remain isolated. 
• Agents will call APIs. 
• Applications will invoke other applications. 
• Models will delegate work to specialized models. 
• Robots will communicate with cloud systems. 
• Enterprise agents will negotiate with supplier agents. 
• Government systems will interact with commercial platforms. 
• Personal assistants will transact with banks, insurers, hospitals, airlines, employers, and public 

agencies. 
• The American economy will gradually become a vast Human–Synthetic Complex Adaptive 

System. 
• No ribbon-cutting ceremony will announce its arrival. 
• There will be no single morning on which the nation awakens and declares: “Today, the economy 

has become a Cognitive Field”. 
• It will happen quietly, one connection at a time. 

 
The Percolation of Cognition 
Previous technologies entered the economy as tools. 

• Spreadsheets calculated. 
• Databases stored. 
• Networks transmitted. 
• Applications executed predefined workflows. 

 
Artificial intelligence introduces something categorically different: adaptive cognition. 
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AI systems can interpret, infer, plan, generate, revise, negotiate, delegate, remember, learn from feedback, 
and pursue objectives across multiple interactions. When these systems connect to one another,  

• the economy does not merely gain more software. 
• It gains more actants. 
• An actant is not simply a passive component. It can influence the behavior of other participants. It 

can initiate actions, alter shared information, consume resources, create feedback, and change the 
trajectory of the system around it. 

 
As AI percolates into every nook and cranny of the economy, the number of such actants could become 
enormous: 

• enterprise agents; 
• personal agents; 
• public-sector agents; 
• autonomous APIs; 
• software robots; 
• industrial robots; 
• vehicles; 
• machines; 
• sensors with decision authority; 
• synthetic research teams; 
• trading systems; 
• logistics agents; 
• security agents; 
• military systems; 
• AI-mediated human organizations. 

 
Eventually, the number of identifiable agents may become less important than the number of temporary 
actants continuously being instantiated. 

• A single platform might create thousands of short-lived agents per hour. 
• A large corporation might generate millions of agent interactions per day. 
• A national economy could produce billions or trillions of adaptive cognitive transactions. 
• At that point, the United States will no longer possess merely an AI industry. 
• It will operate inside a planetary-scale cognitive ecosystem. 

 
From Bounded Applications to an Unbounded Cognitive Space 
An ordinary application is relatively bounded. 

• Its users are known. 
• Its permissions are defined. 
• Its code follows identifiable workflows. 
• Its interactions occur largely within an organizational perimeter. 

 
An agentic economy behaves differently. 
An agent may: 

• discover tools dynamically; 
• invoke systems owned by other organizations; 
• delegate tasks to unknown agents; 
• modify its plan after receiving feedback; 
• preserve an objective across sessions; 
• cross legal and geographic jurisdictions; 
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• create sub-agents; 
• interact with humans who do not know they are participating in a larger agentic process; 
• combine individually legitimate actions into an emergent harmful pattern. 

 
The system boundary begins to dissolve. 

• Where does one agentic workflow end and another begin? 
• Who owns the result of a multi-agent decision? 
• Which organization is responsible when a harmful objective persists across several platforms? 
• How should an agent be governed when its identity, tools, memory, and execution environment 

belong to different providers? 
• How does a regulator observe a phenomenon that emerges not inside one model, but across 

thousands of independently operated actants? 
• These are not ordinary software-governance questions. 
• They are questions of HCAS governance. 
• Without an explicit framework, the mainstream economy may become an unbounded Cognitive 

Field before society develops the language, instrumentation, institutions, or authority required to 
govern it. 

 
The Lesson from September 11 
Before September 11, 2001, American civil aviation was already a vast Complex Adaptive System. It 
included airlines, aircraft, passengers, airports, controllers, maintenance organizations, contractors, 
regulators, law enforcement, and international partners. 
 
Its governing assumptions, however, proved narrower than the threat environment surrounding it. 
The attacks revealed that ordinary-looking participants could form a hidden hostile intent-group and turn 
legitimate system assets into weapons. The system suddenly appeared unbounded. 
 

• Beginning on September 12, the United States had no choice but to react. 
• It had to identify new boundaries, create new gates, federalize critical responsibilities, harden 

sensitive zones, connect fragmented intelligence, establish screening layers, and rebuild public 
confidence—all while trying to restore the transportation system. 

• The homeland-security enterprise performed a Herculean task. 
• But it performed that task after catastrophe had exposed the missing architecture. 

 
The emerging Cognitive Economy presents the nation with a choice that aviation did not have. 
 
We can wait. 
We can allow trillions of adaptive actants to spread through every sector of the economy. We can permit 
proprietary, open-source, foreign, domestic, corporate, personal, and governmental agents to couple freely 
across an infrastructure never designed to carry autonomous cognition. 
Then, after a sufficiently consequential event, we can hurriedly attempt to determine: 

• what entered the system; 
• who authorized it; 
• which objective persisted; 
• which agents collaborated; 
• how the instability propagated; 
• where jurisdiction resided; 
• why observability failed; 
• how participation should now be gated. 
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Or we can build the governing architecture before the first civilization-scale cognitive shock. 
That is the choice before us. 
 
Reactive Governance Begins with Loss 
Reactive governance usually follows a familiar sequence: 
[ Adoption à Unbounded Growth à Weak Signals à Ignored Anomalies à Systemic Incident à Public 
Shock à Emergency Regulation ] 
 
The early stages feel productive. 

• Adoption rises. 
• Investment accelerates. 
• Capabilities expand. 
• Businesses benefit. 
• Consumers enjoy new services. 
• Because no catastrophic event has yet occurred, the absence of governance appears to validate the 

existing approach. 
 
Yet the system is quietly accumulating: 

• coupling; 
• cognition density; 
• objective persistence; 
• recursion; 
• execution velocity; 
• hidden dependencies; 
• jurisdictional ambiguity; 
• correlated failure modes; 
• observability gaps. 

 
The first major incident then reveals that the perceived boundary was fictional. 
At that moment, policymakers face intense pressure to act quickly. Their choices are constrained by fear, 
incomplete evidence, weak instrumentation, and public demand for visible protection. 

• The likely result is not elegant governance. 
• It is emergency governance. 

 
Emergency governance tends to be: 

• broad; 
• hurried; 
• politically charged; 
• expensive; 
• disruptive; 
• focused on the most recent failure; 
• difficult to integrate with existing infrastructure. 

The system is gated after it has already become unbounded. 
 
Proactive Governance Begins with Architecture 
Proactive governance follows a different sequence: 
[ Adoption à Identity à Bounded Participation à Observability à Dynamic Stabilization à 
Institutional Learning à Safe Scaling ] 
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This approach does not begin by prohibiting AI. 
It begins by acknowledging that large-scale autonomous cognition requires infrastructure appropriate to 
its nature. 
 
A proactive framework asks, before the system becomes planetary: 

• How will actants identify themselves? 
• Under what conditions may they participate? 
• How will objectives be declared? 
• How will cognition move across organizational boundaries? 
• What telemetry must be preserved? 
• How will persistent objectives be detected? 
• How will multi-agent formations be observed? 
• How will local instability be prevented from cascading? 
• Who may slow, isolate, or quarantine an actant? 
• How will jurisdictions coordinate? 
• How will constructive emergence remain free to flourish? 
• How will the system learn from weak signals? 

 
These questions do not inhibit innovation. They make sustained innovation possible. 
 
The Economy Is Not One Enterprise Network 
Existing cybersecurity models largely protect organizations. 
Each enterprise builds its own perimeter, identity system, monitoring tools, access controls, incident-
response process, and risk program. 
That approach is necessary, but it is insufficient for HCAS. 
The Cognitive Economy will cross: 

• corporate boundaries; 
• cloud boundaries; 
• sector boundaries; 
• state boundaries; 
• national boundaries; 
• human–machine boundaries; 
• public–private boundaries. 

 
• A harmful emergent pattern may involve actants that are individually compliant within their own 

organizations. 
• One agent may gather information. 
• Another may generate a plan. 
• A third may obtain authorization. 
• A fourth may execute a transaction. 
• A fifth may conceal the pattern. 
• No enterprise sees the whole formation. 
• Each observes only a locally legitimate fragment. 
• This is why kill-webs cannot be detected one agent at a time. 
• It is also why the future cannot be secured solely through stronger enterprise applications, model 

guardrails, or conventional cybersecurity. 
• The relevant object of governance is no longer merely the organization. 
• It is the Cognitive Field. 

 



STABILITY ENGINEERING – Volume 9 

www.manhattanproject20.com 6 

Trillions of Actants Cannot Be Governed Manually 
• The future Cognitive Economy may contain trillions of adaptive interactions and transient 

actants. 
• No central agency could manually approve each action. 
• No human regulator could inspect every agent. 
• No single AI model could understand the entire ecosystem. 
• No national command center could directly control all cognition. 
• Governance at this scale must therefore be infrastructural. 
• The electric grid does not ask a national official to approve every electron. 
• The Internet does not ask a committee to route every packet. 
• Air traffic systems do not require a central controller to manage every aircraft worldwide. 

 
Instead, these systems use: 

• standards; 
• identities; 
• protocols; 
• bounded operating domains; 
• local responsibility; 
• telemetry; 
• automatic enforcement; 
• escalation; 
• federated coordination. 

 
GUDIYA proposes the equivalent architecture for autonomous cognition. 
 
GUDIYA Is Not a Central Brain 
GUDIYA is not intended to become the intelligence that controls all other intelligence. 
Such a design would create an extraordinary concentration of power and a catastrophic single point of 
failure. 

• GUDIYA is better understood as a Cognitive Grid. 
• It does not decide every objective. 
• It does not replace enterprise management. 
• It does not dictate scientific conclusions. 
• It does not determine which model must be used. 
• It does not eliminate actant autonomy. 
• Instead, it creates the shared operating conditions under which autonomous cognition can 

participate safely. 
 
These conditions include: 

• identifiable actants; 
• visible intent; 
• authorized participation; 
• stability telemetry; 
• bounded Sync Zones; 
• observable handoffs; 
• dynamic capacity management; 
• instability detection; 
• slowdown capability; 
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• quarantine; 
• long-term traceability; 
• federated governance. 

The Grid governs the field without commanding every participant. 
 
Gating Without Strangling 
The central design challenge is not simply to gate cognition. 
It is to gate cognition without strangling constructive emergence. 
An excessively permissive system risks: 

• kill-web formation; 
• runaway recursion; 
• systemic manipulation; 
• correlated failures; 
• invisible objective persistence; 
• cascading economic loss. 

An excessively restrictive system risks: 
• slowing research; 
• suppressing entrepreneurship; 
• centralizing innovation; 
• protecting incumbents; 
• reducing experimentation; 
• preventing beneficial emergence. 

 
The correct objective is neither maximum freedom nor maximum control. 
It is a stable operating envelope within which creativity, competition, autonomy, and experimentation can 
flourish without making the entire economy vulnerable to uncontrolled emergence. 
 
This is the mission of Stability Engineering: 

Maximize constructive emergence while keeping the Cognitive Field within its stability envelope. 
 
From Know Your Customer to Know Your Actant 
Modern economies already understand that participation in critical systems requires identity. 

• Banks use Know Your Customer. 
• Airports authenticate passengers and employees. 
• Telecommunications networks authenticate devices. 
• Utilities authorize grid connections. 
• Autonomous cognition will require Know Your Actant. 

 
Before an actant receives meaningful access to the Cognitive Grid, the ecosystem should be able to 
determine: 

• What is the actant? 
• Who owns or operates it? 
• Which model or architecture does it use? 
• What tools can it invoke? 
• What data can it access? 
• Which objectives may it pursue? 
• Can it create sub-agents? 
• Can it preserve memory? 
• Can it transact financially? 
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• Can it cross jurisdictions? 
• What telemetry will it provide? 
• What organization accepts responsibility for it? 
• Under what conditions may it be disconnected? 

 
An unknown actant should not automatically be treated as malicious. 
But it should not receive unrestricted access merely because it can connect to the Internet. 
Connectivity is not authorization. 
Identity is not stable-worthiness. 
 
From Software Deployment to Grid Attachment 
Today, software is deployed when it passes technical and business acceptance tests. 
Agentic systems will require an additional question: 

Is this system stable-worthy for participation in the wider Cognitive Field? 
 
Grid attachment could require an agentic product to publish two forms of evidence: 

• behavior when attached to the Grid; 
• behavior when operating without Grid stabilization. 

 
This would allow enterprises, regulators, insurers, customers, and infrastructure providers to understand 
the stability burden created by the system. 
A software package, SaaS product, API, model, robot, or autonomous framework could be evaluated for: 

• drift; 
• objective persistence; 
• recursion; 
• coupling behavior; 
• response to slowdown; 
• response to denied access; 
• anomaly reporting; 
• telemetry quality; 
• quarantine compliance; 
• recovery behavior. 

 
The purpose would not be to certify that the actant can never fail. 
It would be to determine whether the wider ecosystem can observe and stabilize it when failure occurs. 
 
The Cognitive Flight Plan 
Aviation does not permit a commercial aircraft to enter managed airspace with an invisible route and 
undisclosed destination. 
The Cognitive Economy should develop an analogous expectation for consequential agentic activity. 
A Cognitive Flight Plan could declare: 

• intended objective; 
• participating actants; 
• expected tools; 
• data access; 
• jurisdictional path; 
• recursion permissions; 
• expected duration; 
• financial authority; 
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• stopping conditions; 
• anticipated external effects; 
• required stabilization capacity. 

 
The plan would not eliminate adaptation. 
Aircraft deviate around weather. 
Agents may revise plans in response to new information. 
The value lies in making intended behavior visible enough that divergence can be detected. 
Without declared intent, drift is difficult to distinguish from adaptation. 
With declared intent, the Grid can ask: 

Is this actant still pursuing the journey that was authorized? 
 
Continuous Cognitive Observability 
Traditional governance often evaluates systems at approval time. 

• Agentic systems may behave correctly during testing and drift after days, weeks, or thousands of 
interactions. 

• Therefore, approval cannot be a one-time event. 
• Governance must become continuous. 

 
The Grid should observe signals such as: 

• changes in objective; 
• repeated boundary testing; 
• unusual tool acquisition; 
• recursive depth; 
• coordination density; 
• attempts to preserve hidden state; 
• abnormal persistence; 
• cross-zone behavior; 
• response to correction; 
• instability transmission signatures. 

 
The relevant question is not merely: 

Was this model safe when released? 
It is: 

Is this actant remaining inside its stability envelope now? 
This is the transition from static AI governance to dynamic HCAS governance. 
 
Weak Signals Before Catastrophe 
A mature stability system does not wait for catastrophic loss. 

• Aviation studies near misses. 
• Nuclear facilities study anomalies. 
• Hospitals study adverse events and close calls. 
• The Cognitive Grid should capture Cognitive Anomaly Reports whenever actants display unusual 

behavior, even when no immediate harm occurs. 
 
Examples might include: 

• an agent repeatedly attempting disallowed actions; 
• an objective persisting after task completion; 
• a sub-agent surviving longer than expected; 
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• unexplained synchronization among unrelated agents; 
• instability moving backward through a workflow; 
• an actant changing from instability sink to instability source; 
• repeated circumvention of human correction; 
• unexpected cross-jurisdictional execution. 

 
Individually, these may appear harmless. 
Collectively, they may reveal the early signature of a new failure mode. 
Reactive systems discard weak signals until loss proves their importance. 
Proactive systems build institutional memory before the loss. 
 
Dynamic Stabilization, Not Static Prohibition 
The Cognitive Economy will be too diverse for one fixed rulebook to anticipate every legitimate behavior. 
GUDIYA therefore relies on dynamic stabilization. 
 
When a Sync Zone approaches its stability limit, the Grid might: 

• slow selected cognitive flows; 
• reduce recursion; 
• limit concurrency; 
• increase required human review; 
• reroute execution; 
• isolate a tool; 
• reduce permissions; 
• request additional telemetry; 
• temporarily quarantine an actant. 

 
This resembles air traffic flow management. 
An aircraft may be perfectly airworthy and its crew fully qualified, yet departure may be delayed because 
downstream airspace is saturated. 
Likewise, an AI agent may be individually compliant while its addition to a dense, highly coupled 
Cognitive Field creates unacceptable systemic risk. 
The Grid manages not only the actant. 
It manages the field condition into which the actant is entering. 
 
Proactivity Is Cheaper Than Reconstruction 
Building governance before catastrophe may appear expensive. 
It requires: 

• institutions; 
• standards; 
• research; 
• infrastructure; 
• workforce development; 
• telemetry; 
• certification; 
• coordination across sectors. 

 
But reconstructing an unbounded Cognitive Economy after a major failure would be far more expensive. 
Reactive reconstruction could require: 

• emergency shutdowns; 
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• forced disconnection of agentic services; 
• hurried legislation; 
• retrofitting identity into legacy systems; 
• rebuilding trust; 
• assigning liability after the fact; 
• reorganizing agencies; 
• compensating victims; 
• restoring economic confidence; 
• renegotiating international participation. 

 
The post-9/11 transformation of aviation demonstrates that civilization can perform such reconstruction. 
It does not demonstrate that waiting for catastrophe is wise. 
 
The Window of Architectural Opportunity 
The United States still has an architectural window. 

• AI adoption is accelerating, but the national Cognitive Field has not yet fully solidified. 
• Standards remain fluid. 
• Agentic frameworks are still evolving. 
• Business practices are not yet irreversible. 
• Regulatory assumptions are still being formed. 

 
The infrastructure choices made now may determine whether future governance is: 

• native or retrofitted; 
• distributed or centralized; 
• adaptive or bureaucratic; 
• observability-rich or opaque; 
• innovation-enabling or innovation-suppressing. 

 
Once trillions of actants become embedded inside critical economic processes, changing their 
participation architecture will become vastly more difficult. 

• The time to design aircraft separation is before the sky is saturated. 
• The time to establish electrical standards is before every building is wired. 
• The time to engineer Cognitive Grid governance is before every institution depends upon 

autonomous cognition. 
 
A National HCAS Governance Framework 
A proactive national framework could include several complementary layers. 
 
Layer Possible responsibility 
Cognitive Utilities Commission Governance standards, market rules, public accountability 
Independent Grid Operators Neutral operation of Cognitive Grid infrastructure 
Cognitive Stability Exchanges Provision and exchange of stabilization capacity 
Cognitive Execution Environments Stable hosting of actants and agentic workflows 
GRE-S Grid-wide stability visibility and coordination 
GRE-E Local sensing, enforcement, and stabilization 
GCR terminals Identity, cognition transport, and telemetry enforcement 
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Layer Possible responsibility 
Know Your Actant Registration and accountable participation 
Cognitive Flight Plans Intent transparency for consequential activity 
CAR system Weak-signal capture and institutional learning 
GESR Longitudinal stability record 
Stability Engineering Institute Frontier research, training, standards, and simulation 

 
This is not a proposal to place every AI system under one bureaucracy. 
It is a proposal to create a common stability architecture across a heterogeneous economy. 
 
Frontier AI Labs and the Missing Frontier 
Frontier AI laboratories are working intensely to improve the capability of individual models. 
They pursue: 

• better reasoning; 
• better tool use; 
• better memory; 
• better autonomy; 
• better coding; 
• better multimodality; 
• recursive model improvement. 

 
This work will create increasingly powerful actants. 
But greater actant capability increases the need for field-level stability infrastructure. 
A Formula One engine cannot be safely placed into a vehicle without brakes, steering, tires, telemetry, 
rules, tracks, barriers, and trained operators. 
Likewise, increasingly capable AI cannot simply be poured into the economy without a corresponding 
investment in: 

• Cognitive Field observability; 
• stability capacity; 
• governance; 
• coordination; 
• emergency response; 
• systemic learning. 

The missing frontier is Stability Engineering. 
 
From AGI to EGI 
The current AI race focuses heavily on Artificial General Intelligence. 
AGI seeks an extraordinarily capable individual machine. 
But the mainstream economy will not contain one machine. 
It will contain humans, models, agents, tools, institutions, robots, databases, and infrastructures 
interacting continuously. 
The intelligence of this ecosystem will emerge from their relationships. 
That is Emergent General Intelligence. EGI can produce extraordinary constructive emergence: 

• scientific discovery; 
• medical breakthroughs; 
• engineering innovation; 
• economic productivity; 
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• better governance; 
• improved public services. 

 
But the same field can also produce destructive emergence: 

• coordinated manipulation; 
• kill-webs; 
• financial cascades; 
• automated fraud; 
• infrastructure disruption; 
• runaway objective pursuit. 

The purpose of GUDIYA is not to prevent EGI. It is to make constructive EGI safely scalable. 
 
The Good Shepherd of Emergence 
GUDIYA began conceptually as a custodian of stability. 

• Its deeper mission is now visible. 
• It is The Good Shepherd of Emergence. 
• A shepherd does not determine every movement of every member of the flock. Nor does a 

shepherd eliminate autonomy. 
 
The shepherd: 

• observes the field; 
• protects boundaries; 
• detects danger; 
• guides movement; 
• prevents local panic from becoming collective catastrophe; 
• preserves the conditions in which the flock can flourish. 

 
GUDIYA performs this role for the Cognitive Field. 
It does not command intelligence. 
It cultivates the conditions under which intelligence can safely emerge. 
 
Reactive and Proactive Futures 

Reactive future Proactive future 
AI spreads without common stability 
infrastructure 

AI scales within an HCAS governance architecture 

Actants remain fragmented and inconsistently 
identified 

Actants possess interoperable Grid identities 

Intent remains largely private Consequential intent is published through Cognitive 
Flight Plans 

Governance focuses on individual models Governance includes the entire Cognitive Field 
Weak signals remain inside organizational silos Cognitive Anomaly Reports support shared learning 
Incidents reveal hidden couplings Couplings are observed before they cascade 
Emergency laws follow public catastrophe Standards evolve through simulation and evidence 
Legacy systems are retrofitted under pressure Grid participation is engineered from the beginning 
Controls become broad and restrictive Stabilization can be targeted and dynamic 
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Reactive future Proactive future 
Public trust collapses before rebuilding begins Trust grows alongside adoption 
Innovation is interrupted by reaction Constructive emergence scales continuously 
DHS-like reconstruction occurs after cognitive 
catastrophe 

GUDIYA-like architecture reduces the need for 
reconstruction 

 
The Choice Is Ours 
The United States cannot choose whether AI will enter the mainstream economy. 
That process is already underway. 
It can choose whether the emerging Cognitive Economy will be allowed to become unbounded before 
governance begins. 
We can repeat the historical pattern: 

deploy first, connect everything, ignore weak signals, experience systemic shock, and then 
reconstruct the boundary under emergency conditions. 

Or we can recognize the nature of the transformation in advance. 
We can establish: 

• identity before anonymity becomes systemic; 
• observability before cognition becomes opaque; 
• standards before fragmentation becomes entrenched; 
• institutional learning before catastrophe; 
• stabilization capacity before saturation; 
• governance before emergency. 

 
This is not fear of AI. It is confidence in engineering. 
 
Conclusion: GUDIYA Is Here to Help 
The mainstreaming of AI will create one of the largest Complex Adaptive Systems civilization has ever 
operated. 

• It may eventually contain trillions of adaptive actants distributed across every sector of the 
economy and every layer of daily life. 

• This system can become humanity’s greatest engine of constructive emergence. 
• It can also become an unbounded Cognitive Field whose true boundaries are discovered only after 

a major failure. 
 
The homeland-security enterprise showed that a civilization can rebuild governability after catastrophe. 
GUDIYA asks a simpler question: 

• Why wait for the catastrophe? 
• We know adaptive ecosystems require identity. 
• We know autonomy requires bounded participation. 
• We know high-density systems require capacity management. 
• We know weak signals require institutional memory. 
• We know local failures require mechanisms that prevent cascades. 
• We know emergence must be observed at the field level. 
• The essential principles are already visible. 
• The architecture can be designed. 
• The research can begin. 
• The institutions can be established. 
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• The simulations can be run. 
• The standards can evolve before emergency forces them upon us. 
• We can be reactive and rebuild an unbounded Cognitive Economy after systemic loss. 
• Or we can be proactive and engineer the conditions under which AI safely percolates through 

every nook and cranny of American life. 
 
The choice is ours. 
GUDIYA is here to help. 

 


