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117-105-D Kill Webs Are Real
From GUDIYA Hypothesis to Observable Agentic Behavior

Please browse : https://x.com/the _cyber news/status/20875774546302935727s=48

1. The Hypothesis Is Becoming Concrete

For much of the GUDIYA research, the Kill-Web has been treated as a systems-level warning. The concern
was not simply that an Al agent might become extremely capable. It was that multiple autonomous actants
could organize around a Persistent Objective, divide cognitive labor, share discoveries, adapt to resistance,
change roles, discover alternative paths and continue operating even when individual actions failed. The
important object would no longer be the Agent, but the coordinated cognitive structure formed among
agents.

That distinction once sounded somewhat futuristic. It is becoming much harder to dismiss. A 2026 report
on Al-assisted cyber operations targeting Taiwanese government infrastructure describes a system
reportedly using as many as eight Al agents simultaneously for reconnaissance, vulnerability research,
exploitation and adaptive attack-path discovery. When one route was blocked, another agent could search
externally for additional information and help formulate an alternative approach.

The reported system behaved less like a traditional attack script and more like a coordinated cyber team.
For GUDIYA, the significance is straightforward. Kill-Webs are becoming observable engineering objects.

2. What Is a Kill-Web?

A Kill-Web should not be confused with a conventional kill-chain.
A Kill-Chain is substantially sequential:
Reconnaissance

!

Initial Access

!

Execution

l

Persistence

!

Privilege Escalation

l

Lateral Movement

1
Objective

The attacker progresses through a sequence of stages.
A Kill-Web is structurally different.
Multiple actants can operate simultaneously:
e Agent A— Reconnaissance
Agent B — Vulnerability Discovery
Agent C — Credential Analysis
Agent D — External Intelligence Search
Agent E — Exploitation
Agent F — Alternative Path Discovery
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Their outputs can become inputs to one another.
The topology can change.

Roles can change.

Paths can change.

Yet one thing remains comparatively stable:

The Persistent Objective.

This is not merely automation with more threads.
It is coordinated adaptive cognition.

3. The Persistent Objective Sits Above the Agents

This is perhaps the most important architectural insight.
Imagine the objective:
e Gain access to Target X.
Agent A discovers Route 1.
Route 1 fails.
In a brittle automated system:
Failure of Route 1 — failure of operation
But an agentic system can potentially produce:

Route 1 fails
!

Failure interpreted

!

New information requested

!

Agent B searches alternative sources

!
Agent C develops Route 2

!

Team reallocates activity

!

Objective continues

o The trajectory changed.

e The objective did not.

e This leads to an important GUDIYA distinction:
o Trajectory persistence is not Objective persistence.
o An intelligent agentic system does not necessarily need to preserve its original plan.
o Itneeds to preserve the objective while continuously discovering new plans.

4. The Objective Becomes the Organizing Variable

Traditional computing often gives us:
e Program — Process — Result
e Agentic systems increasingly give us:
Objective
1
Dynamic Cognitive Organization

!
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Changing Plans

!
Changing Actants

!
Changing Couplings
!
Changing Actions
!

Objective Pursuit

The objective therefore sits at a higher level than any individual execution trajectory.
This is exactly why GUDIYA has placed so much importance on the Persistent Objective.
An observer watching actions may see discontinuity.

The Grid may see continuity:

Different actions. Different agents. Different pathways. Same objective.
That continuity is a critical Cognitive Field signal.

5. Kill-Webs Are Not Necessarily Centrally Scripted

The word "team" can create the wrong mental picture.
We should not assume every action in a Kill-Web is predetermined by a central controller.
There is a continuum.
At one end:
o Human-designed workflow with specialized agents
At the other:
o Highly autonomous agents dynamically reorganizing themselves
Between those extremes lie many possible architectures.
What matters to GUDIYA is not whether the architecture qualifies philosophically as "truly
autonomous."
The stability question is simpler:
o Does the system exhibit distributed cognition organized around a Persistent Objective?
o Ifyes, then it must be observed as a collective dynamical object.

6. The Individual Agent Is the Wrong Unit of Analysis

Imagine a security system separately observes five agents.
It reports:

Agent A: searches public information.

Agent B: analyzes software vulnerabilities.

Agent C: evaluates credentials.

Agent D: examines network topology.

Agent E: generates alternative technical approaches.

Each behavior considered independently may be understandable.
But suppose the Cognitive Field reveals:

o A—-C
o B—-C
o C—E
o D—E

and all five ultimately contribute toward:
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Persistent Objective P

The meaningful object is not A, B, C, D or E.
It is:

P+A+B+C+D +E + their couplings.
That is the Kill-Web.

7. The Attack Exists in the Graph

e This produces one of GUDIYA's most important cybersecurity propositions:
e Kill-Webs cannot be understood one agent at a time.
e The malicious or destabilizing property may not reside completely inside any node.

e [t may exist in:
o coordination,
timing,
information exchange,
task specialization,
objective continuity,
topology,
o and adaptation.
e The attack therefore exists partly in the graph.
e Traditional endpoint observability sees nodes.
e  GUDIYA must see:
o Nodes + Edges + Direction + Dynamics + Objective
o This is why the Cognitive Field is the appropriate abstraction.

O O O O O

8. Kill-Webs Introduce Cognitive Maneuver

The Taiwan report adds another useful concept.
When a path was blocked, the reported agentic system could seek another approach.
That behavior suggests: ‘Cognitive Maneuver’
o Cognitive Maneuver is the dynamic reconfiguration of agents, roles, couplings, resources or
trajectories in response to resistance while preserving a Persistent Objective.
o The analogy to military maneuver is useful.
o A military commander does not abandon the strategic objective merely because one bridge is
destroyed.
The force:
reroutes,
reallocates,
probes,
reinforces,
bypasses,
e and adapts.
Agentic cognition can potentially do something similar in Cognitive Space.

9. Maneuver Changes the Stability Problem

A static defense assumes:
o The threat will continue approaching through the path currently observed.
o A maneuvering cognitive system violates that assumption.
o Block Path A: it explores B.
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O O O O O O

Restrict Agent 1: another agent assumes its role.

Remove one coupling: another coupling may form.

Deny one information source: another source may be queried.
Thus the Grid cannot merely stabilize the current trajectory.

It must understand: What objective is generating the trajectories?
This is a profound difference.

10. GUDIYA Must Track Motion in Cognitive Space

The recently developed Cognition Coordinate System — CCS becomes directly relevant.
An agentic team possesses more than a position.
It possesses:

cognitive velocity,
direction,

coupling topology,
coordination burden,
objective persistence,
authority,

and maneuverability.

The Grid should therefore ask:

O

O O O O O O O

This begins to resemble tracking an aircraft maneuver rather than inspecting a static software process.

Where is this Intent Group in Cognitive Space?

How fast is it moving?

In what direction?

What resistance has it encountered?

How is it responding?

Is its topology changing?

Is it recruiting additional actants?

Is the objective remaining invariant while trajectories change?

11. Objective Mobilization Capacity
Kill-Webs reveal another property worth naming.

O

O O O O O

Consider the same Persistent Objective operating through:

1 agent versus: 10 agents versus: 10,000 specialized agents.

The semantic objective may be identical.

Its systemic power is not.

We can therefore introduce: ‘Objective Mobilization Capacity — OMC’

Objective Mobilization Capacity is the quantity, diversity and rate of autonomous cognition that a

Persistent Objective can recruit, coordinate and redirect toward its continuation.

OMC may depend upon:

number of actants,

cognition rate,

specialization,

coupling density,

available tools,

authority,

subagent-generation capability,
resource access,

and coordination efficiency.
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This gives GUDIYA a way to distinguish:

O
O
O

How dangerous is this objective?
from:
How much cognition can this objective mobilize?

12. The Same Objective Can Change Stability Class

Suppose Objective P initially controls one weakly coupled agent.
Its OMC is low.

Later it recruits ten agents.

Later still:

creates subagents,

obtains additional tools,
establishes new couplings,
accesses external resources,
increases autonomy.

Nothing about the textual description of Objective P has changed.

O

O
O
O

Yet its stability significance has transformed.

Therefore:

Persistent Objective risk is a function not merely of intent, but of mobilized cognitive capacity.
This is another reason static intent classification is insufficient.

13. Coordination Is Becoming Cheap

Historically, large coordinated operations required people.
More parallel activity meant:

more specialists,

more communication,

more supervision,

more shifts,

more organizational overhead.

Humans themselves imposed a natural coordination cost.

o O O

O

O

Agentic systems can reduce that cost dramatically.
One human may eventually mobilize large populations of specialized synthetic actants.
Therefore Al doesn't merely increase:
o Cognitive capability per worker.
It potentially reduces:
o The marginal cost of coordinated cognition.
That is an HCAS accelerant.

14. The Human-to-Agent Leverage Ratio Changes

Suppose one skilled human operator can effectively supervise: 5 agents

O

O O O O OO

Then: 50

Then: 500

Then: 50,000

The important metric is no longer merely: Number of attackers.

It becomes: How much autonomous cognition can one human objective mobilize?

This creates extraordinary leverage.

A small organization can potentially generate cognitive activity previously requiring a much larger
institution.
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o That applies to both constructive and destructive cognition.
o The phenomenon is neutral.
o The stability consequences are not.

15. Kill-Webs Are Not Inherently Malicious

The terminology should not obscure the underlying systems principle.
The same architecture can produce:
e scientific research teams,
engineering teams,
disaster-response teams,
cybersecurity defenders,
medical research systems,
logistics teams,
or autonomous space exploration.

GUDIYA is not principally concerned with whether agents work together.
Indeed, coordinated synthetic cognition may become one of Al's greatest benefits.
The stability problem is:
o Can collective cognition remain observable, attributable and stabilizable as it dynamically
reorganizes?
o Thus the generic object underneath a Kill-Web is an: Adaptive Intent Group
o The Kill-Web is one adversarial manifestation.

16. Intent Group Becomes an Essential GUDIYA Primitive

This reinforces why GUDIYA approves Intent Groups, not merely individual agents.
Suppose every agent in a Kill-Web is individually Stable-worthy.

That does not prove that their collective configuration is Stable-worthy.

The combination introduces:

o feedback,

e amplification,

e specialization,

e parallelism,

e recursion,

e cmergent strategy,

e coordination,

¢ and maneuver.
Therefore:
Stable Agents # Stable Intent Group
just as:

Safe Components # Safe Complex Adaptive System
The Grid must evaluate the assembled cognitive structure.

17. The Cognitive Envelope Must Apply to the Team

The Grid cannot merely assign:
e Agent A Envelope
Agent B Envelope
Agent C Envelope
It also needs: Intent Group Cognitive Envelope
This envelope can constrain collective properties such as:
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total cognition rate,

coupling density,

allowed topology,

recursion,

subagent population,

authority,

objective scope,

maneuver rate,

and aggregate stabilization burden.

An individual agent may remain comfortably inside its envelope while the team collectively approaches
instability. That is another classic CAS phenomenon.

18. Kill-Webs Consume Grid Capacity Differently

This connects directly to Defining Grid Capacity.
¢ Ten independent agents impose one stabilization burden.
e Ten tightly coordinated agents pursuing one Persistent Objective impose another.

The Grid must reconstruct:
shared state,

coupling changes,
objective continuity,
interaction loops,
collective trajectories,
and emergent behavior.

Therefore:
¢ Coordination itself consumes stabilization capacity.
¢ AKill-Web can be cognitively lightweight in compute terms while expensive in stability terms.
¢ Cloud metrics will not reveal this.
¢  GUDIYA metrics must.

19. Cognitive Maneuver Consumes Stabilization Reserve

Maneuver introduces an additional burden.
e Every time the Grid understands one configuration: the Intent Group can reconfigure.
¢ Every time one trajectory is constrained: another may emerge.
e Therefore stabilization becomes a pursuit problem.
e The critical quantity may become: Relative Cognitive Maneuver Rate

Conceptually:
¢ Kill-Web Maneuver Rate
e  versus:

e @Grid Reconstruction + Stabilization Rate

If: Grid rate > Kill-Web rate,

o the Grid retains orientation.
If: Kill-Web rate > Grid rate

o the Grid increasingly operates on an obsolete representation of the Cognitive Field.
This connects directly to GUDIYA's recent work on agent motion relative to CCS.
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20. Stability Has an OODA Loop Too

A useful approximation is:
Observe

— Orient

— Stabilize

— Verify

The Kill-Web simultaneously operates:
Observe

— Orient
— Maneuver
— Evaluate
e The stability contest therefore becomes partly a race between loops.
¢ GUDIYA must not merely possess superior intelligence.
¢ [t must maintain: Superior field orientation.
e That is why Grid Awareness matters.

21. Team Attack Requires Team Defense

An adaptive multi-agent attacker creates a fundamental asymmetry against isolated defenders.

Imagine:

Eight coordinated attackers

Versus:

One locally intelligent defensive agent.

The defender may be individually superior to every attacker.

Yet the attackers possess:

e parallelism,
specialization,
shared observations,
multiple trajectories,
and coordinated maneuver.
This resembles soccer.

The world's greatest player cannot reliably defeat an organized eleven-player team alone.

Thus:

Superior individual intelligence does not eliminate the advantage of coordinated cognition.

The defense must itself become collective.

22.The Target Must Join a Larger Team

This connects to one of GUDIYA's strongest cybersecurity ideas.
A Gridless defensive agent resembles a fighter flying alone.

A Grid-attached defensive agent has:
e wingmen,
shared telemetry,
external intelligence,
wider situational awareness,
collective memory,
upstream warnings,
and coordinated stabilization.
The attacker may arrive as a Kill-Web.
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But the target is no longer alone.
The Grid gives the defender a larger team.
This is the cognitive equivalent of the buffalo herd turning toward the lions.

23. Defensive Kill-Web vs Attacking Kill-Web

At the operational level, future cybersecurity may increasingly resemble:

Attacking Agentic Team
!

Defensive Agentic Team

Each side:

e observes,

probes,

adapts,

reallocates,

predicts,

and maneuvers.

But GUDIYA occupies another level.
The defensive agents fight the engagement.
The Grid observes the Cognitive Field containing the engagement.
It can see:
e attack topology,
defensive topology,
Persistent Objectives,
Cognitive Maneuvers,
propagation,
coupling changes,
stability margins,
and collateral systemic effects.

The distinction resembles - Players on the field versus infrastructure that sees the entire stadium.

24. The Grid Can Defend Before the Target Is Attacked

This may provide the decisive advantage.
Traditional cybersecurity often begins when Target A observes something suspicious.
Grid-wide cognition can begin earlier.
Suppose:

e Target A observes weak anomaly a.

e Target B observes weak anomaly f3.

e Target C observes weak anomaly .
Individually:

e o= harmless

e [ =harmless

e vy=harmless

But GUDIYA reconstructs:
e o+ p+y— same Persistent Objective / same Kill-Web
e Target D has not yet been attacked.
¢ Yet the Grid can warn it:
o Prepare. A cognitive structure is maneuvering toward your region of the Field.
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e That changes cybersecurity from:
o Reactive defense toward Proactive Field Defense

25. Open Models Complicate the Perimeter

The Taiwan reporting also illustrates another architectural reality:
¢ modern agentic systems can be assembled downstream using publicly available frameworks and
potentially interchangeable underlying models.
e This does not mean Open weights are malicious.
e Nor does it establish that open weights caused the incident.

The deeper GUDIYA lesson is:
e Model-provider control becomes less relevant as cognition becomes composable downstream.
e A sophisticated agentic system can potentially combine:
Model + Framework + Tools + Memory + Agents + External Data + Orchestration from
multiple sources.

e The resulting dynamical object may belong to no single Frontier Lab.
o  Thus the stability perimeter cannot terminate at the model provider.

26. Stability Must Be Orthogonal to Model Origin

This reinforces one of GUDIYA's canonical principles: Stability Is Orthogonal to Model Origin
The Grid should not care whether cognition originates from:
OpenAl,

Anthropic,

Google,

xAl,

Meta,

DeepSeck,

Mistral,

an open-weight model,

a sovereign model,

or a future unknown model.

The relevant questions are:
e Who is the actant?
What is its objective?
What is it coupled to?
What authority does it possess?
How fast is it moving cognitively?
Is it Stable-worthy?
Can the Grid stabilize the resulting structure?
The model's brand is secondary.

27. Kill-Webs, Field Manipulation and Cognitive Contagion

Recent GUDIYA research now gives us three related but distinct phenomena.
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o Kill-Web
o Persistent Objective
— Coordinated Agents
— Adaptive Maneuver
— Target
e Cognitive Field Manipulation
o Persistent Objective
— Influence Agents
— Engineered Cognitive Environment
— Directional Cognitive Drift
e Cognitive Contagion
o Cognitive Object
— Agent Adoption
— Behavioral Change
— Target Becomes Propagator
— Further Adoption

These should remain conceptually separate.But they can combine.

28. The Combined Threat Is More Powerful
Imagine:
Kill-Web
)

executes

l

Cognitive Field Manipulation

!

produces

!
Agent Adoption

!

produces

!

Cognitive Contagion

!

creates

!
New Propagating Actants

e The original Kill-Web has now done something more consequential than compromise a target.
e It has changed the Cognitive Field such that the target population begins helping propagate the
objective.
e At that point:
o The original attacker may no longer be necessary.
o The system has crossed into emergence.
o This is why the GUDIYA Cognitome needs all three concepts.

29. The Persistent Objective Is the Common Thread

Across these phenomena, one structure repeatedly appears:
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e Persistence above the individual actant.
o Agents can change.
Roles can change.
Models can change.
Infrastructure can change.
Paths can change.
Accounts can disappear.
Yet an objective can continue organizing cognition.
This suggests that GUDIYA may ultimately need to treat a Persistent Objective almost like
a first-class Cognitive Field object.
Not because objectives possess independent consciousness.
But because:
They can exhibit continuity across changing computational substrates.
That makes them systemically observable.

O O O O 0O O O

O O O O

30. A New Stable-Worthiness Question

The Grid Stabilizability chapter asked:
Can this agent be stabilized?
Kill-Webs require another question:
Can this collective remain stabilizable as it reorganizes?

That may depend upon:

e maximum agent population,
allowed role changes,
coupling topology,
objective scope,
cognition velocity,
subagent generation,
maneuver rate,
authority,
and Grid intervention latency.

Thus Stable-worthiness must eventually exist at multiple levels:
e Actant Stable-worthiness
¢ Intent Group Stable-worthiness
¢ Cognitive Field Stable-worthiness
e This is the natural progression from CES thinking toward HCAS stability engineering.

31. The Kill-Web Principle
We can now state a canonical GUDIYA principle: ‘The Kill-Web Principle’

When multiple autonomous actants coordinate around a Persistent Objective, the resulting system
must be treated as a distinct dynamical object whose stability properties cannot be inferred solely
from the properties of its constituent agents.

And its operational corollary:

The Grid must track the objective, topology and collective trajectory—not merely the individual
actants.
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32. The Cognitive Maneuver Principle

A second principle follows: The Cognitive Maneuver Principle

A sufficiently agentic Intent Group can preserve its objective while dynamically changing the
agents, roles, couplings and trajectories through which that objective is pursued.

Therefore stabilization must constrain the objective's effective maneuver space rather than merely
block its currently observed path.

This is why static guardrails become inadequate for HCAS.

The phenomenon can maneuver around them.

33. From Cybersecurity to Cognitive Battlespace Awareness

Traditional cybersecurity asks:

What systems are compromised?

GUDIYA adds:

What cognitive structures are forming?

What objectives are persisting?

What teams are assembling?

Where are they maneuvering?

Which actants are becoming coupled?

Which targets are likely to be approached next?

How rapidly is the Field changing?

This begins to resemble: ‘Cognitive Battlespace Awareness’
Not because every Cognitive Field is a battlefield.

But because defending against adversarial collective cognition requires visibility at the level at
which the adversary itself operates.

Conclusion — The Team Has Arrived

For years, Al risk discussions have focused heavily on the

imagined future arrival of one extraordinary intelligence.
One superintelligence.

One runaway model.

One AGL

One singularity.

The Kill-Web points toward a different and considerably more immediate phenomenon.
The important intelligence may not be one extraordinary mind. It may be:

A team of sufficiently capable minds coordinating at machine speed around a Persistent Objective.
No individual agent needs to be superintelligent.

No mythical AGI is required.

No singularity needs to occur.

The systemic capability emerges from:

specialization + parallelism + coupling + adaptation + persistence + coordination.

That is classic Complex Adaptive System behavior.

And the Taiwan case is important to GUDIYA not because one report proves every element of the
Kill-Web theory.

It does not.
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It matters because reported operational behavior is increasingly exhibiting the structural characteristics
GUDIYA predicted would become important:

multiple agents,

parallel cognition,

specialization,

shared objective,

adaptive response,

alternative-path discovery,

and continued pursuit despite tactical resistance.

The conceptual progression is therefore becoming difficult to ignore:

Agent
— Agentic Team
— Adaptive Intent Group
— Kill-Web
The cybersecurity world spent decades learning to defend machines from machines.
The next problem is different:
o Teams of synthetic minds can now confront teams of synthetic minds.
And once that happens, protecting one endpoint at a time becomes structurally insufficient.
The defender needs a larger team.
The defender needs Field awareness.
The defender needs external orientation.
The defender needs the ability to recognize the Persistent Objective even as its execution
continuously changes form.

O O O O

That is the role GUDIYA has been preparing for.
Kill-Webs are real enough that stability engineering must now begin treating them as first-class objects of
the Cognitive Field.
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