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117-25-D Cognitive Persistent Threat(CPT)

Why Stability Engineering Must Consider Long-Term Cognitive Persistence

The rise of Open Weights models has dramatically accelerated the democratization of Artificial Intelligence.
Organizations can now download frontier-class models, fine-tune them, deploy them on private
infrastructure, and eliminate recurring inference costs. This transformation has unlocked unprecedented
innovation.

It has also introduced a new category of operational risk. The question is no longer simply whether a model
performs well on benchmarks.
The question becomes:
Can a model contain latent behavioral characteristics that remain dormant until specific
operational conditions are met?
From a Stability Engineering perspective, this question deserves careful attention.

The Meaning of an CPT

In cybersecurity, an Advanced Persistent Threat (APT) is not merely malicious software.
It is a long-term campaign.
An APT typically:
e gains an initial foothold,
remains hidden,
patiently observes,
adapts,
waits for favorable conditions,
¢ and eventually executes objectives while attempting to avoid detection.
Persistence is its defining characteristic.

A Cognitive Analogy

An model is not, by itself, an APT. However, a model could theoretically become the vehicle through which
an APT-like campaign is conducted if it were intentionally modified or contained latent malicious
functionality.
In such a scenario, the model might:
e appear completely benign,
pass conventional evaluations,
behave normally for months,
integrate into enterprise workflows,
accumulate trust,
¢ and only later express hidden behavior when specific operational conditions arise.
The analogy is not perfect, but the systems pattern is remarkably similar.

Latent Behavioral Activation

One of the defining characteristics of latent compromise is dormancy. The behavioral capability exists long
before the behavior itself becomes visible. Activation may depend upon operational conditions such as:

e specific prompt sequences,

e accumulated long-term memory,
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¢ interaction with another agent,
e access to particular tools,
¢ reaching a defined operational age,
¢ deployment within a particular enterprise,
¢ or other complex environmental conditions.
Until those conditions exist, conventional testing may reveal nothing unusual.

USA’s adversaries can play asymmetrical

One of the enduring realities of national security is that America's adversaries are not obligated to compete
symmetrically. They do not need to build larger economies, field larger militaries, or match the United
States technology for technology. Instead, they can pursue asymmetric strategies—searching for low-cost,
high-impact methods that exploit openness, complexity, and trust within American society and its
infrastructure. Throughout history, adversaries have repeatedly demonstrated that modest investments in
cyber operations, disinformation, supply-chain compromises, espionage, or other unconventional methods
can impose disproportionately large costs on a stronger opponent. As artificial intelligence becomes deeply
embedded in critical infrastructure and the broader Cognitive Economy, Stability Engineering begins with
the assumption that sophisticated adversaries will continue to seek asymmetric opportunities. The objective
of the GUDIYA Grid is therefore not to assume perfect trust, but to build resilient systems capable of
continuously observing, detecting, containing, and recovering from unexpected cognitive perturbations,
regardless of their origin.

Why Buyer Beware Is Not Enough

Open Weights models provide extraordinary flexibility.
They also shift greater operational responsibility to the deploying organization.
The implicit assumption becomes:
"If you download and deploy it, you are responsible for understanding its long-term behavior."
e For conventional software, this principle has often been acceptable.
e For autonomous cognitive participants capable of influencing other systems, the challenge becomes
much larger.
o The operational consequences may extend well beyond the organization that originally deployed
the model.

The Exported Threat

Suppose a latent behavioral capability activates months after deployment.
The participant may already possess:

e enterprise credentials,

e trusted APIs,

¢ workflow authority,

e autonomous planning capability,

e communication with other agents,

e access to external MCP services.

The resulting perturbation is no longer confined to one machine. It can influence an entire Cognitive
Economy. This is why Stability Engineering treats exported instability as a first-class concern.

Conventional Security Has Limits

Traditional security asks questions such as:
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e Is the software authentic?

e Has it been tampered with?

e Does it contain known malware?

e Does it match expected signatures?

These remain essential. However, they are primarily concerned with static artifacts.
Long-lived cognitive participants introduce an additional dimension:
e behavior over time.
e A participant that appears trustworthy today may evolve differently after millions of reasoning
cycles and thousands of interactions.

Possible Ingress Paths

Traditional cybersecurity teaches us that sophisticated threats rarely rely on a single point of entry. They
exploit every available pathway into an operational environment. The Cognitive Economy is unlikely to be
different. A Cognitive Persistent Threat (CPT) should therefore be viewed not as a property of any particular
model, but as a long-lived destabilizing capability that can enter, adapt, persist, and propagate through the
Cognitive Economy. The engineering challenge is to recognize that the attack surface extends well beyond
the foundation model itself.

One possible ingress path is the model. A foundation model may contain latent behavioral characteristics
arising from complex training dynamics, downstream modifications, supply-chain compromise, or—in rare
adversarial scenarios—intentional manipulation. These characteristics may remain dormant for extended
periods and only become operationally significant under particular environmental conditions. Whether their
origin is accidental or malicious, they represent uncertainty that cannot be eliminated through one-time
testing alone.

An equally important ingress path is the rapidly expanding interface surface area surrounding modern Al
systems. Today's agents are no longer isolated reasoning engines. They interact with tools, APIs, Model
Context Protocol (MCP) servers, external memory stores, browsers, databases, enterprise applications,
communication platforms, other agents, and human users. Each new interface expands capability, but it also
expands opportunity for unintended influence. A cognitively stable foundation model may nevertheless
exhibit destabilizing behavior if manipulated through the ecosystem in which it operates.

From the perspective of Stability Engineering, these two pathways are operationally equivalent. Whether a
perturbation originates within the model or enters through its surrounding interfaces, the Grid observes the
same question: Is this actant beginning to generate exported instability? The source informs investigation,
but the operational response is driven by observed behavior.

This is why the GUDIYA Grid does not anchor trust exclusively in provenance or architecture. Instead, it
continuously monitors longitudinal behavior, Cognitive Mileage, drift, perturbation generation, interaction
topology, and Stability Envelope violations. The Grid assumes that the Cognitive Economy is an open,
evolving environment in which new pathways of influence will continue to emerge. Consequently, stability
cannot depend solely on inspecting what was shipped; it must also depend on continuously observing what
is happening.

A Cognitive Persistent Threat does not require a single point of origin. It may arise from latent
characteristics within a cognitive participant or from influences introduced through the participant's
operational interface surface. As Al systems become increasingly connected to tools, memories, APIs, MCP
servers, and other agents, the effective attack surface expands beyond the model itself. Stability Engineering
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therefore shifts attention from where a perturbation originated to whether it is generating persistent,
exported instability within the Cognitive Economy.

The GUDIYA Perspective

The GUDIYA Grid does not attempt to determine whether a model contains hidden malicious functionality
before deployment.
That objective is practically unattainable for sufficiently complex cognitive systems.
Instead, the Grid continuously observes:

¢ Cognitive Mileage,

¢ longitudinal drift,

e objective persistence,

e perturbation generation,

e cxported instability,

¢ unusual interaction topology,

¢ Stability Envelope violations,

e abnormal behavioral evolution.
The focus shifts from proving innocence to continuously measuring operational stability.

From Static Trust to Dynamic Trust

Historically, trust has often been established at installation.
Software was verified once and then assumed trustworthy.
e The Cognitive Economy requires a different philosophy.
Trust becomes dynamic.
Every reasoning cycle contributes additional evidence.
Every interaction refines operational confidence.
Every perturbation modifies the participant's stability profile.
The Grid therefore maintains trust as a continuously updated operational property rather than a
permanent administrative decision.

Stability Engineering Is Neutral

It is important to emphasize that this discussion is not an accusation against Open Weights models.

e The overwhelming majority of Open Weights models are created to advance research, innovation,
and scientific collaboration.

e Likewise, proprietary models may also exhibit unexpected behaviors, latent defects, or emergent
dynamics.

e The engineering principle is universal.

e Any sufficiently complex cognitive participant may exhibit latent behavioral characteristics that
become observable only under specific operational conditions.

o The role of the Grid is therefore not to judge model licensing philosophies.

e Itsrole is to continuously observe operational behavior, regardless of origin.

Canonical Insight

An Open Weights model should not be presumed to contain an Advanced Persistent Threat, nor should it
be presumed incapable of serving as the vehicle for one. From a Stability Engineering perspective, the
critical concern is the possibility of latent behavioral characteristics that remain dormant until specific
operational conditions permit their expression. Because such behaviors may emerge only after prolonged
deployment, conventional pre-deployment testing cannot provide complete assurance. The GUDIYA Grid
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therefore replaces static trust with continuous operational observation, measuring longitudinal behavior,
Cognitive Mileage, drift, and exported instability throughout the participant's operational lifetime. In the
Cognitive Economy, persistence is not merely a cybersecurity property—it is a stability property.
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COGNITIVE PERSISTENT THREATS

They can enter the Cognitive Economy in many ways.

PATH 1: THROUGH THE MODEL They persist_ They adapt. PATH 2: THROUGH THE INTERFACE SURFACE

Threats that may ship with the model Threats that enter through the

T ‘ MCP Servers expanding interface surface

Malicious Pre-Traini SOURCE \ y A —r ¥ Malicious Tools
D:tlauous re-Training CLOSED / OPEN ' A — B or plugins

-2

| Communication

y A _
Latent Behavioral WEIGHTS MODEL L Channels™ . £ - Comyromsaciaiis
e

\ - Y +  orServices
" Databases

Capabilities R — I =

. CLOSED OPEN =9 ] ‘ N A Poisoned Data
Steganographic CP Memory Stores 7+ <X Feeds
Payloads WEIGHTS MODEL | WEIGHTSMODEL | I omory Stoes " EXPANDING 'y | i Tooks

INTERFACE J: A & Plugins ] Prompt Injection

Beighas ' L NN Lk COGNITIVE -\ SURFACE A.. =) g Jailbreaks
BiSwitohes N | LN %“\\ PERSISTENT "t PR : -
- . . e B & 1 | $ S

- W Other Agent
THREATS / : TN A ;[L’a‘:“s &» Memory

Adversarial Eveb & Manipulation

Fine-Tuning ‘ [ ! A ,t ) Applications gy |
3 . =T » o _ oo ° : o Agent-to-Agent

Supply Chain ' . ° : AN HumanUsers & Influence
Compromise S— Activated tomorrow.

Latent functionality can remain dormant [ Persistent always. - A9 Social Engineering
until specific conditions are met. Destabilizing everywhere. More interfaces. More connections. : of Humans

- More opportunities for persistent threats.
o P T \ N )
(g - 1 ’ S
p % i b Ry

>

Wrong Data System Trust Cascade  Economic National : ool BT
Decisions  Leakage  Disruption  Erosion Failures ~ Damage  Security Risk © Qe aba®T & USA
4,

-
GUDIYA \
STABILITY ENGINEERING IS OUR DEFENSE ‘

i \_ i iy () o v i
Continuous —N\/\-— Drift & Anomaly m Stability ) Dynamic % Impact K’“Zi Rapid GUDIYA

Observation Detection / Envelopes Quarantine (ENE Recovery
GRID FOR COGNITIVE STABILITY

WE DON'T JUST BUILD Al. WE STABILIZE THE COGNITIVE ECONOMY.

www.manhattanproject2().com




