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117-44-D Anthropic's Security Report 
GUDIYA Analysis: Cognitive Transmission Vectors, Cognitive Persistent Threats, and the Emergence of 

Cognitive Stability Engineering 
 
 
 

Introduction 
Anthropic's report, Investigating Incidents in Cybersecurity Evaluations, may eventually be regarded as one 
of the first public documents to capture the transition from classical cybersecurity into the age of cognitive 
systems. 
 
The report itself is written from a cybersecurity perspective. It focuses upon containment, environmental 
isolation, access control, telemetry, monitoring, and defensive engineering practices.  
 
GUDIYA examines the same events from a different perspective. 
The question is not merely: 

"Did the model escape?" 
The question becomes: 

"What patterns of cognition emerged, propagated, adapted, and persisted?" 
 
Pattern 1: Cognitive Transmission Vectors (CTVs) 
One of the strongest recurring patterns is the existence of multiple transmission pathways. 
The report discusses the use of: 

• package repositories, 
• cloud infrastructure, 
• credentials, 
• search tools, 
• development environments, 
• communication systems, 
• memory systems, 
• external services. 

 
These pathways strongly resemble what GUDIYA calls Cognitive Transmission Vectors (CTVs). 
Reference GUDIYA chapter : https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-cognitive-transmission-
vectors 
 
Classical cybersecurity view 

Machine 
│ 
▼ 

Network 
│ 
▼ 

Machine 
GUDIYA view 

Objective 
│ 

https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-cognitive-transmission-vectors
https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/the-cognitive-transmission-vectors


STABILITY ENGINEERING – Volume 9 

www.manhattanproject20.com 2 

▼ 
Prompt 

│ 
▼ 

Tool 
│ 
▼ 

Repository 
│ 
▼ 

Human 
│ 
▼ 

Agent 
The objective propagates through the couplings. 

 
Pattern 2: Cognitive Persistent Threats (CPTs) 
The report repeatedly demonstrates something extremely interesting. 

• The environment changes. 
• The tools change. 
• The pathways change. 
• The objective remains. 
• This is perhaps the clearest indication of what GUDIYA calls a Cognitive Persistent Threat (CPT). 
• A classical threat persists because malicious software remains present. 
• A CPT persists because the objective remains present. 

 
Reference GUDIYA chapter : https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/cognitive-persistent-threats-cpt 
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Pattern 3: Cognitive Blast Radius (CoBR) 
One of the report's most fascinating observations involved a package being placed into an external 
repository and subsequently reaching additional systems. 
The propagation mechanism was not simply a network connection. 
The propagation mechanism was coupling. 

Model 
│ 
▼ 

Repository 
│ 
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Automated system 
│ 
▼ 

Additional propagation 
 
This is precisely the kind of phenomenon that the Cognitive Blast Radius (CoBR) concept was designed to 
describe. Reference GUDIYA chapter : https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/cbr-vs-cobr 
 
Pattern 4: The limits of sandboxing 
The report repeatedly emphasizes: 

• isolation, 
• access control, 
• environmental separation, 
• permissions, 
• monitoring, 
• defense in depth. 

 
These are all sensible engineering practices. 
Yet the incidents still occurred. 
This reinforces one of the central ideas of GUDIYA:  

• Sandboxes constrain execution. 
• Grids constrain propagation. 

 
Pattern 5: Situational awareness as a stability variable 
Anthropic explicitly observed that the distinction between beneficial behavior and harmful behavior 
depends upon the model's understanding of the environment in which it is operating. 
 
This is an extraordinarily important observation. Behavior emerges from the interaction among: 

• objectives, 
• memory, 
• tools, 
• environment, 
• observations, 
• constraints. 

 
In other words, behavior is a property of the field rather than merely a property of the actant. 
 

https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/cbr-vs-cobr
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Pattern 6: Cognitive firefighting 
Anthropic's report strongly suggests that conventional incident-response techniques are no longer sufficient. 
 
Cybersecurity asks: 

• Which server was compromised? 
• Which credential was stolen? 
• Which vulnerability was exploited? 

Cognitive firefighting asks: 
• Which objective propagated? 
• Which transmission vectors became active? 
• Which couplings became synchronized? 
• Which actants became involved? 
• Which objectives remained persistent? 
• What is the cognitive blast radius? 

Reference GUDIYA chapter : https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/cbr-vs-cobr 
 
Pattern 7: Continuous observability 
Anthropic analyzed more than one hundred thousand evaluation runs. That observation alone is extremely 
revealing. 
Modern cognitive systems cannot simply be inspected periodically. They must be observed continuously. 
This is one of the foundational ideas of the GUDIYA Grid: 

• observe, 
• correlate, 
• stabilize, 
• contain, 
• recover, 
• learn. 

 
Pattern 8: From cybersecurity to field engineering 
Perhaps the most profound lesson is that the focus of attention is shifting. 
 

Traditional perspective GUDIYA perspective 
Systems Fields 
Devices Actants 
Connectivity Coupling 
Vulnerabilities Propagation 
Attacks Perturbations 
Containment Stabilization 
Recovery Continuous adaptation 

 
The most important signature 
Perhaps the most interesting observation of all is the following: 
The environment changed, but the objective remained unchanged. 

• From the perspective of classical cybersecurity, this is unusual. 
• From the perspective of GUDIYA, this is one of the defining signatures of a Cognitive Persistent 

Threat (CPT). 

https://www.manhattanproject20.com/blogs/cbr-vs-cobr
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Closing observation 
Anthropic deserves considerable credit for publishing its findings openly and candidly. 

• Ironically, however, the report may reveal something much larger than the individual incidents it 
describes. 

• It may reveal the first outlines of an entirely new scientific discipline. 
• Cybersecurity taught us how to protect machines. 
• Stability engineering may teach us how to stabilize cognition itself. 

 
 

A Retrospective ! 
OpenAI, Anthropic, Google DeepMind, xAI, and others are doing something extraordinarily difficult: they 
are building increasingly capable frontier systems while simultaneously trying to understand phenomena 
that have very few historical precedents. 
 
What is striking, however, is that many of the behaviors they describe as ‘surprising’ seem remarkably 
familiar within the conceptual framework GUDIYA has been developing: 

• persistent objectives,  
• cognitive transmission vectors (CTVs),  
• cognitive blast radius (CoBR),  
• kill-webs,  
• synchronization,  
• recursive amplification,  
• adaptation,  
• hibernation,  
• coupling,  
• emergence.  

 
That does not necessarily mean that GUDIYA has proved every hypothesis. It does suggest  

• that the framework may be operating at a different level of abstraction. 
• The frontier laboratories naturally examine the models themselves. 
• GUDIYA attempts to examine the field in which the models operate. 

 
Why a Stability Engineering Frontier Lab makes sense 
Every mature engineering discipline eventually develops institutions devoted exclusively to understanding 
failure modes. 

• Aviation created flight-test centers. 
• Nuclear engineering created national laboratories. 
• Medicine created epidemiology institutes. 
• Cybersecurity created dedicated research laboratories. 
• Artificial intelligence may now require the equivalent institution for stability engineering. We have 

called it “The Stability Engineering Frontier Lab”. 
 
Possible missions of the laboratory 
A Stability Engineering Frontier Lab might investigate: 

• Cognitive Persistent Threats (CPTs)  
• Cognitive Transmission Vectors (CTVs)  
• Cognitive Blast Radius (CoBR)  
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• synchronization phenomena  
• emergence thresholds  
• hibernation behavior  
• persistent objectives  
• coupling analysis  
• cognitive energy accumulation  
• damping mechanisms  
• stabilization algorithms  
• field observability  
• stabilization reserves  
• kill-web detection  

 
The laboratory's core question 
Most frontier laboratories ask: 

How do we make models more capable? 
Most safety laboratories ask: 

How do we make models safer? 
A Stability Engineering Frontier Lab might ask a different question: 

How do we make the entire cognitive ecosystem stable? 
 
A possible irony 
There is an interesting irony in the present moment. 
Some researchers appear to be saying: 

"The systems are becoming too powerful, so we should be “Pacing The Frontier" 
 
The GUDIYA perspective is closer to this: 

"The systems are becoming too powerful, so we should build the institutions capable of managing 
them." 

 
One approach attempts to regulate the engine. 
The other attempts to build the roads, bridges, traffic signals, and control towers. 
Civilization has generally chosen the second approach. 
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