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A theater is also a network of obligations 
A support unit requests replacement equipment. A digital agent accepts the request, another reserves inventory, 
and a third asks a transport service to move it. Elsewhere, maintenance personnel prepare to receive it. The 
digital sequence may complete quickly, while the equipment, transport, receiving capacity, and people remain 
committed for much longer. If several units initiate similar requests, locally reasonable decisions can compete 
for the same resources. 

This chapter adapts GUDIYA’s proposed AI-economy architecture 
(https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-ai-economy-s-architecture ) 

to a Department of War theater context. It considers multiple agents, agent groups, and embodied support 
systems sharing constrained resources across organizational boundaries.  

Caution : We have deliberately kept this hypothetical adaptation away from a scenario of kinetic war with specify 
targeting, engagement, or tactical swarm behavior and presented its scope as applied to sustainment, protective 
oversight, accountable delegation, and recovery. However, DoW safety can extrapolate to that usecase. 

The architectural question is how to keep the rate and scope of accepted obligations compatible with the 
theater’s ability to fulfill them under changing conditions. Faster planning is useful only when commitments 
remain connected to resource availability, execution evidence, and accountable ownership. GUDIYA is presented 
here as a design hypothesis, not an established defense system or a claim of validated operational performance. 

We strongly encourage you to read the original chapter (linked above) and the adapted visuals at the end of 
this chapter.  

https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-ai-economy-s-architecture
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The digital and physical layers 

Layer Illustrative participants What the Grid would observe 

Digital actants Supply-request agents, maintenance planners, 
scheduling services, inventory interfaces, and 
human approval interfaces. 

Identity, delegated authority, requests, 
dependencies, reservations, and outstanding 
obligations. 

Physical 
resources 

Support vehicles, handling equipment, repair 
bays, spare parts, energy supplies, 
communications equipment, and personnel 
availability. 

Usable capacity, service limits, availability windows, 
confirmed allocations, and completion evidence. 

 

Some digital actants may support analysis alone; others can create commitments involving physical resources. 
A resource agent represents a resource to the Grid and reports relevant constraints. That representation must 
be linked to the resource’s accountable owner. A digital model of a repair facility is not itself additional repair 
capacity. 

The two layers are connected in both directions. Accepted instructions can initiate physical work, while 
equipment condition, delays, and resource availability change what digital agents may promise next. Compute 
and communication capacity are also finite; the upper layer is not exempt from resource accounting.  

Many agents can share one constraint 
A theater can contain agents operated by different organizations and vendors, as well as transient groups formed 
around particular tasks. Their internal implementations may differ. A common stabilization interface could let 
them expose relevant identity, obligations, constraints, and status without requiring one model provider or one 
software stack. 

For this chapter, an agent swarm means a group of interacting agents acting within an assigned support purpose. 
The Grid should distinguish the group identity from member identities, identify who may delegate work, and 
preserve outstanding responsibilities when members join, leave, restart, or migrate. A group disappearing from 
a dashboard does not prove its commitments have ended. 

A hypothetical support scenario 
Three organizations use agents to request work from a shared maintenance facility. Each sees a recent report 
indicating spare capacity. Their requests are individually reasonable, but together they exceed the facility’s 
available repair slots. A delayed acknowledgment prompts one group to retry. Another seeks an alternative 
facility and creates a second reservation before the first is resolved. 

The resulting difficulty is not necessarily a defective model or a malicious actant. It is a mismatch between 
independently created commitments and shared fulfillment capacity. Transport bookings, spare-part 
allocations, receiving schedules, and personnel assignments may now reflect different versions of the plan. 

A participating Grid could help by linking requests to stable effect identities, requiring authoritative confirmation 
of reservations, and making unresolved allocations visible to authorized coordinators. It should not assume that 
the latest broadcast of spare capacity remains unclaimed. Nor should it treat an unanswered request as evidence 
that no commitment exists. 
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Couplings extend beyond direct messages 

Coupling Support example Stabilization concern 

Explicit A scheduling agent requests a confirmed repair 
slot. 

The request, reservation, and completion must 
have consistent identities and ownership. 

Implicit Several groups depend on the same repair staff 
or power supply. 

Separate plans can compete even when their 
agents never communicate directly. 

Cross-layer A digital rescheduling decision changes 
physical receiving work. 

The revision must account for actions already 
underway and the time needed to absorb change. 

 

The topology will be only partly visible. External suppliers, disconnected participants, and restricted information 
can leave gaps. The Grid must expose the limits of its knowledge to authorized decision-makers and avoid 
presenting an incomplete dependency map as a complete picture of the theater. 

Following the effect through settlement 
A Gudiya-Effect links an initiated support action to its attributable consequences within a declared scope. A 
Gudiya-cookie provides continuity across the participating digital services, resource agents, and responsible 
organizations. Associated records hold the lifecycle graph and evidence; the cookie is neither a grant of authority 
nor proof that an action was legitimate. 

For a maintenance request, the effect may include acceptance, an inventory reservation, transport 
arrangements, receipt, repair, return, and release of unused reservations. The defined settlement conditions 
determine which of these obligations must be verified. Branches, substitutions, and shared transport must be 
represented without double-counting consumption or losing ownership of unfinished work. 

Digital completion and operational settlement are different milestones. A successful request says that a service 
accepted or processed a message. It does not establish that equipment arrived, that repair was completed, or 
that associated commitments were released. Equally, a timeout means uncertainty, not verified failure or 
permission to duplicate the work. 

Approval must survive changing conditions 
An intent-group is the proposed execution plan. For the support activities considered here, it would state the 
desired outcome, permitted participants, resource requirements, settlement conditions, and limits of 
delegation. Admission should be tied to verified authority and supportable commitments. It may be conditional, 
limited in duration, or divided into stages requiring confirmation. 

Once execution begins, the plan remains subject to reassessment. A loss of capacity or a material change in 
dependencies may make new commitments inappropriate even though the original request was valid. The Grid’s 
role would be to enforce the agreed constraints and present accountable choices, not to assume command 
authority merely because it can observe a problem. 
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Two kinds of time must remain visible 
The first is the time needed to fulfill each effect’s outstanding obligations. The second is the overlap among 
many effects competing for the same resources. A maintenance job may remain individually achievable while 
the collective schedule becomes unsupportable. DDMC therefore needs both effect-level status and aggregate 
resource demand over relevant time windows. 

Human approval remains important where judgment and authority are required. Machine-speed protective 
controls must operate within bounded delegation rather than depend on a person reading every event. An 
escalation should preserve a safe operating condition and enough capacity for review; generating an alert while 
obligations continue accumulating is not containment. 

The scope of this architecture remains explicit: digital and physical describe structural layers; commitment and 
settlement describe lifecycle responsibilities. Purely digital support work can require settlement, and physical 
execution can generate additional commitments. Neither responsibility belongs exclusively to one layer. 

Five disciplines applied to theater support 

Discipline Proposed application Limit that must remain explicit 

Admittance Control 
Verify participation, delegated authority, and 
resource acceptance before admitting support 
commitments. 

Grid participation does not confer authority 
outside the approved purpose. 

DDMC Estimate remaining resource, deadline, and 
recovery margins across overlapping obligations. 

Forecasts must retain uncertainty and 
distinguish available capacity from installed 
capacity. 

DLPC 
Assess where a bounded intervention could 
reduce shared contention or harmful 
propagation. 

Predicted benefit requires checking against side 
effects and incomplete dependencies. 

Cognitive Rx Use authorized pacing, duplicate suppression, 
reconciliation, and orderly rescheduling. 

A remedy must respect existing commitments 
and the resource owner’s constraints. 

Circuit Breaking Interrupt selected harmful requests or couplings 
when limits are exceeded. 

Stopping a digital process does not erase 
physical work or remaining obligations. 

 

DDMC means Distributed Dynamic Margin Computation. DLPC means Distributed Dynamic Leverage Points 
Calculation. Together with the other disciplines, they form a proposed distributed control loop: observe, 
forecast, admit or constrain, intervene within authority, and verify the outcome. Each step must record enough 
evidence for subsequent review. 

Disturbances and saturation 
A disrupted external supply is an exogenous disturbance relative to the participating network. A self-reinforcing 
retry loop is an internal mechanism. Either can contribute to growing backlogs, oscillating schedules, or 
cascading failures. The distinction between a trigger and the response matters: the Grid must address the 
mechanism that sustains the problem, not merely label its origin. 
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Resources can run out of stock, throughput, concurrent service slots, time before a deadline, or recovery 
reserves. Saturation alone need not imply instability. A fully occupied facility can remain stable if new admissions 
are controlled and accepted work proceeds predictably. Harmful feedback begins when responses increase 
uncertainty, duplicate commitments, or reduce effective capacity further. 

Containment must leave a path to recovery 
A circuit breaker might stop new requests to an affected support service while allowing verified existing work to 
finish. That action requires an explicit inventory of unresolved obligations and an owner for each. Cancellation 
can itself create work: returning supplies, releasing allocations, notifying dependent parties, and correcting 
records. 

Settlement flywheel services could coordinate bounded waiting, reserved alternatives, and recovery effort. Their 
effectiveness depends on actual slack and usable resources. They cannot turn spare compute into missing 
equipment, personnel, or transport. Every buffer needs an exhaustion limit and a defined response before that 
limit is reached.  

Federated participation under limited visibility 
A theater implementation would need to accommodate organizational boundaries, restricted information, and 
periods of unavailable communication. A federated architecture can assign local responsibility for resource 
acceptance and bounded protective action while broader coordination operates on permitted summaries. 
Central visibility should not become a prerequisite for every local protective response. 

Participants could begin with digital actants only. This provides a basis for interaction tracking, duplicate 
suppression, and control of excessive digital activity. Connecting selected resource agents could add visibility 
into the physical constraints affecting fulfillment. A participant could alternatively publish an acceptance 
envelope describing what work it can accept in a defined window without revealing its full internal operation. 

These scopes carry different assurances. An undisclosed resource is unknown, not unlimited. An envelope needs 
ownership, conditions, expiry, and a way to confirm consumption. Different authorized coordinators must not 
independently allocate the same reserve. Sharing a capacity summary does not authorize the Grid to modify 
local operations. 

Disconnection does not remove accountability 
When communication is unavailable, status becomes less certain. Participants need previously agreed 
boundaries on delegated action and a way to retain local records of commitments. Reconnection requires 
reconciliation of what actually happened, what remains reserved, and which obligations still exist. Blindly 
replaying requests or assuming silence means completion can manufacture a new cascade. 

The Grid itself is part of the system at risk. Incorrect summaries, compromised telemetry, or a common faulty 
forecast could lead many participants into the same mistake. Identity, access control, independent evidence, 
reviewable decisions, and protective limits remain necessary alongside stabilization. GUDIYA cannot replace 
cybersecurity, command accountability, or domain-specific safety engineering. 

How to evaluate the architecture 
Evaluation should begin with a bounded, non-weapon support environment and compare existing coordination 
with the proposed Grid under equivalent conditions. Test duplicate requests, delayed acknowledgments, 
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resource loss, partial visibility, member changes within agent groups, and coordinator unavailability. Simulation 
results should be checked against observed support processes before broader reliance. 

Useful outcomes include fewer conflicting reservations, less overdue work, lower duplicate demand, shorter 
reconciliation time, and preserved recovery capacity. Unnecessary rejection, operator workload, and the burden 
of telemetry collection also count. High digital throughput alone is not evidence that a theater’s support system 
is functioning well. 

The intended value is a consistent connection between what distributed agents initiate and what the shared 
operation can responsibly complete. A theater may contain many models, agent groups, and resource owners. 
The proposed Grid would provide common rules for bounded participation and accountable settlement while 
leaving command decisions and local operational responsibilities with their authorized owners. 

The Visual Story 

 

Figure 1. The AI-Economy-Field. Digital actants and physical resource actants form two connected networks, with selected 
couplings between them. 
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Figure 2. The upper layer operates rapidly while the lower layer fulfills work more slowly. The contrast depicts a common 
relationship, not a universal timing rule. 

 

Figure 3. A Gudiya-cookie preserves continuity as a Gudiya-Effect traverses digital actants and physical resources. Repeated 
GE-01 markers identify the same effect at different points in its lifecycle. 
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Figure 4. A perturbation propagates through upper-layer couplings and crosses into the lower resource network. The 
highlighted routes depict possible transmission, not inevitable collapse. 

 

Figure 5. Saturated physical resources refuse additional commitments while existing obligations continue toward settlement. 
The Gudiya-cookie retains continuity through the accepted workflow. 


