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117-20-D Overcoming the Closed Model-Open Weights Dilemma
The GUDIYA Grid Solution

The rapid emergence of powerful open weights foundation models has triggered one of the most important
debates in the history of artificial intelligence.

One school argues that open weights democratize innovation, accelerate scientific progress, enable
sovereign Al, and prevent excessive concentration of power. Another argues that once sufficiently capable
models are released, they cannot be recalled, updated, or governed in the same manner as centrally hosted
services, increasing systemic risk.

Both arguments contain important truths. Yet, in our view, both are debating only one half of the problem.
The missing half is stability.

The Industry Sees a Binary Choice
Today's debate is often framed as a binary decision.
Option A

e Restrict powerful models.

e Maintain centralized control.
e Reduce downstream risk.

Option B

e Release open weights.
e Accelerate innovation.
e Accept greater operational uncertainty.

The industry is implicitly asking:
Should society optimize for innovation or safety?

GUDIYA suggests that this is the wrong question.

The Hidden Challenge

Every foundation model carries the imprint of its developmental journey.
Its weights reflect:
e training data,
optimization strategies,
reinforcement learning,
synthetic data,
safety alignment,
curriculum,
engineering decisions,
countless optimization choices.

Most of these characteristics improve capability. Some may produce subtle behavioral tendencies.
Many remain invisible during conventional evaluation. The model's developmental history becomes part of
its hidden operational state.
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The Possibility of Latent Behaviors

Complex adaptive systems often exhibit latent properties. Foundation models are unlikely to be different.
A model may appear entirely normal during:

e benchmark evaluation,

e enterprise testing,

e safety assessments,

¢ pilot deployments.

Months later, after millions of interactions, unexpected behavioral tendencies may emerge. These behaviors
may result from:

¢ unintended optimization artifacts,

e unexpected interactions,

e fine-tuning,

e downstream modifications,

e hidden activation conditions,

e or, in exceptional cases, deliberate manipulation.

Regardless of their origin, they represent operational uncertainty.

The "Manchurian Candidate" Metaphor

This chapter uses the term Manchurian Candidate purely as a systems engineering metaphor.
It describes a cognitive participant that:

¢ behaves normally,

e carns operational trust,

e passes evaluation,
yet later exhibits unexpected behavior under rare operational conditions. The metaphor is not limited to
malicious intent. It encompasses the broader class of latent behavioral characteristics that remain dormant
until specific conditions arise. The engineering challenge remains identical regardless of the underlying
cause.

Why Buyer Beware Is Insufficient

Traditional software largely affects its purchaser. Autonomous cognitive systems do not.
Modern Al agents:

e invoke APIs,

¢ coordinate with other agents,

e participate in enterprise workflows,

e negotiate,

e supervise,

¢ collaborate across organizational boundaries.

A latent behavioral tendency no longer remains local. It becomes exportable. Its perturbations can spread
through the Cognitive Economy. One organization's deployment may eventually influence many others.
The risk therefore becomes systemic.

Open and Closed Models Share the Same Physics

This observation is fundamental. Hidden behavioral tendencies are not unique to open weights models.
Closed models may also possess:
¢ latent optimization artifacts,
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e unexpected emergent behaviors,
e alignment failures,
¢ long-term drift.

The difference lies elsewhere. Open weights dramatically increase:
e deployment diversity,

downstream modification,

independent fine-tuning,

sovereign customization,

derivative model creation.

The Cognitive Economy therefore becomes vastly more heterogeneous. Heterogeneity increases
innovation. It also increases the complexity of maintaining stability.

The Missing Institution

The current debate assumes that safety must be solved:
¢ inside the model, or
e through distribution policy.

GUDIYA proposes a third layer. A Cognitive Stability Grid.
This Grid exists independently of:

model developers,

licensing philosophy,

geopolitical alignment,

deployment model.

Its responsibility is not to determine which models should exist. Its responsibility is to ensure that
heterogeneous cognitive participants can coexist safely.

Neutrality Is Essential

The GUDIYA Grid deliberately refuses to take sides in the open versus closed debate.
It does not assume that:

e proprietary models are inherently trustworthy,

e open models are inherently dangerous,

e Or vice versa.

Instead, every cognitive participant is evaluated using the same engineering principle:
e Observe operational behavior continuously.
e Trust is earned through behavior.
e Not through provenance.

Stability Engineering Changes the Objective

Traditional Al safety asks:
o Can we prove this model is safe?
Stability Engineering asks:
o s instability emerging?
o [s perturbation propagating?
o Is longitudinal drift increasing?
o Are neighboring actants being influenced?
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o s collective behavior becoming unstable?

These questions remain meaningful regardless of:

e vendor,

e nation,

e licensing,

e architecture,
e model family.

From Model Safety to Cognitive Infrastructure

Electrical grids do not regulate how electricity is generated.

The Internet does not regulate how software is written.

Instead, each provides infrastructure that enables diverse participants to operate together safely.
The Al ecosystem is approaching a similar moment.

The future will almost certainly include:

e proprietary frontier models,
open weights models,
sovereign national models,
enterprise fine-tuned models,
academic models,
domain-specific specialist models.

The engineering challenge is no longer deciding which of these should exist. The challenge is enabling all
of them to coexist within a stable Cognitive Economy.

The GUDIYA Solution

GUDIYA introduces a new institutional layer: The Cognitive Stability Grid.
The Grid continuously observes:
e perturbation generation,
Cognitive Mileage,
operational drift,
stability envelopes,
cross-enterprise interactions,
exported instability,
longitudinal behavioral evolution.

Rather than attempting to predict every possible latent behavior before deployment, the Grid continuously
measures what actually occurs after deployment. This transforms stability from a one-time certification
activity into a continuously engineered property of the Cognitive Economy.

Beyond the Open-Closed Debate

The open versus closed discussion has become increasingly polarized.
e One side emphasizes innovation.
e The other emphasizes control.
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GUDIYA suggests that both perspectives are incomplete.
e Innovation and stability need not be opposing objectives.
e Open weights can continue accelerating scientific and economic progress.
e Closed models can continue advancing frontier capabilities.

Both can coexist. What has been missing is the infrastructure that allows this diverse ecosystem to remain
stable as cognition becomes increasingly interconnected.

The Cognitive Stability Grid provides that missing layer.

Canonical Insight

The fundamental challenge facing Al is not choosing between open weights and proprietary models. It is
engineering stability within a heterogeneous Cognitive Economy where both will inevitably coexist.
Hidden behavioral tendencies—whether arising from complex training trajectories, downstream adaptation,
emergent interactions, or deliberate manipulation—cannot be eliminated with certainty.

Rather than forcing society to choose between innovation and safety, GUDIYA introduces a neutral
Cognitive Stability Grid that continuously observes operational behavior, detects exported instability, and
coordinates stabilization across all cognitive participants. Innovation belongs to model creators. Stability
belongs to the Grid.
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THE CLOSED vs OPEN WEIGHTS DILEMMA

INNOVATION NEEDS FREEDOM. SOCIETY NEEDS STABILITY.
We need both. We need a third way.

BOTH PATHS ARE INCOMPLETE.
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