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When an Agent Mood Cannot Be Explained
Afterward

On a Tuesday in the sixth week of her review, a compliance lead at a
mid-size claims automation firm is asked one question she cannot
answer: why did the agent handling a disputed file in March stop
escalating? Her logs hold the outputs and the timestamps. They do
not hold the disposition the agent was operating under in that hour,
and in her deployment that disposition was overwritten by every
update that followed. United States Patent Application 19/647,395
describes an architecture in which an agent's dispositional
orientation is carried as a structured, policy-bounded field, in which
every mutation to it is recorded in the agent's lineage, and in which
the state at a queried timestamp may be reconstructed by replaying a
deterministic update function over the recorded observations.

The Tuesday she cannot reconstruct

The compliance lead runs post-incident review for a claims automation firm with about

four hundred employees. Her agents read intake documents, evaluate coverage against
policy language, and either resolve a file or hand it to a human adjuster. Her review

packets are usually dull, which is the point.
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This one is not dull. A file from March went eleven days without a human touching it,

and the agent that held it declined to hand it off four separate times before finally doing

so on the twelfth day. Nobody disputes the outputs. The outputs are all in her logs,
timestamped, with model versions and input documents attached. What the reviewing

party on the other side of the table wants to know is narrower and harder: on the fourth

of those four occasions, what was the agent's threshold for handing off, and why was it

where it was.

She opens the record and finds what her deployment was configured to keep. She has

the decision. She has the score that the decision was measured against. She does not

have the setting that the score was compared to, because in her setup that setting is a

live value in the running process, read at decision time and then updated, and the
version of it that existed on the fourth occasion was replaced by the version that existed

on the fifth. She can tell the reviewer what the agent did. She cannot tell the reviewer

what the agent was like when it did it.

What her review loses, and why it stays lost

The thing she loses is not the incident. The incident is documented. What she loses is

her firm's ability to say anything true about its own system in the one hour that
matters, and that loss has a shape she recognizes immediately, because it is the shape of

the findings she has spent six weeks writing about her own firm's systems.

Her review has two conclusions available to it now. She can say the agent behaved

correctly, which she believes but cannot demonstrate, because demonstrating it would
mean showing the disposition the agent was carrying and showing that the disposition

sat inside the bounds her firm set. Or she can say the behavior is unexplained. The

second conclusion is the honest one and it is the one that ends her ability to defend

anything else the agent did that quarter, because the reviewer sitting across from her,
having taken one unexplained escalation on faith, would have little reason to take the

other eleven thousand on faith.



In her deployment it does not come back. This is the part she keeps returning to on the

drive home. Had the March file been mishandled, she could have fixed the handling.

Had the log been corrupted, she could have restored the log. But the state she needs
was never a record in her deployment. It was a value that existed for a while and then

did not, and she has no backup of a thing her system never wrote down. She can

instrument the system tomorrow, and she will, and it will do nothing at all for March.

Her firm will carry an unexplained interval in its own operating history for as long as
anyone asks about that quarter.

Why the shape of her problem resists a late fix

She has considered simply logging more, and in her deployment that runs into three

walls at once.

The first is volume. Were she to snapshot the full disposition of every agent at every

decision point, she would be writing a high-frequency stream for a fleet that is mostly
idle, for the benefit of the rare hour when someone asks. Her storage budget was set on

the assumption that outcomes are what get kept.

The second is that the values she wants are, for her purposes, the most sensitive thing

her agents hold. A stored history of exactly how cautious each agent was at each
moment is a record she would then have to govern, retain, and eventually produce, and

her privacy counsel has already told her what he thinks of accumulating a new class of

behavioral state with no disclosure boundary.

The third is the one she finds hardest. Even with every value in hand, she is not sure
she could show that the values were legitimate. In her setup there is no articulated

account of what a permissible change to that state would have been, so a stored history

would tell her the setting drifted without telling her whether the drift stayed inside



anything. The question put to her is not really what the number was. It is whether the

number was governed. As configured today, her deployment holds no artifact that

answers the second question even if she manufactures an answer to the first.

She also has a fourth problem she has not raised in the meeting yet, because she does

not know how to bound it. Her agents delegate to one another. If the March agent's

disposition was shaped by what a parent agent passed down at instantiation, then the

interval she needs to explain does not begin with that agent at all, and nothing in her
current setup lets her say where it does begin.

How the filed architecture keeps the record

United States Patent Application 19/647,395 describes, in accordance with an

embodiment, an affective state field (200) introduced as a seventh structural field of

the semantic agent schema, alongside the intent field, context block, memory field,

policy reference field, mutation descriptor field, and lineage field. The disclosure is
explicit that this field does not encode emotion in the phenomenological or subjective

sense. It encodes a structured modulation vector that influences how the agent weighs

alternatives, tolerates ambiguity, persists under partial failure, and escalates under

constraint pressure.

In an embodiment, the field is organized as a modulation layer of named control fields,

including an uncertainty sensitivity block (212), an ambiguity tolerance block (214), a

novelty appetite block (216), a persistence under partial failure block (218), an

escalation under time pressure block (220), an attention sensitivity block (222), and a
cooperation disposition block (224). Each named control field is represented in an

embodiment as a tuple comprising a current magnitude value within a defined range, a

decay rate governing return toward baseline, a policy-defined ceiling and floor, and a

timestamp recording the most recent update. The chapter describes these fields as
modulating enumerated targets, among them promotion thresholds (226), search

breadth (228), branch growth (230), escalation thresholds (232), decay rates (234), and



delegation routing (236). The escalation-under-time-pressure field is described as

directly modulating escalation thresholds, with elevated uncertainty sensitivity and

elevated risk sensitivity lowering them.

Updates are described as deterministic, such that the same agent state, the same

environmental inputs, and the same policy configuration produce the same output. The

update pipeline is depicted as a sequence: a structured observations block (238) into an

update function block (240), then a policy bounds block (242), a decay curve block
(244), a semantic hysteresis block (246), an entropy-governed stabilization block (248),

and a lineage recording block (250). The policy-bounded update mechanism is

described as verifying that an observation type is in the admissible trigger set for the

relevant field, computing the raw update magnitude, clamping it to a rate limit,
applying it, clamping the result to range bounds, and recording the complete

transaction, including the observation, the raw update, the clamped update, the prior

value, and the resulting value, in the agent's lineage.

From that combination the chapter describes affective state forensic reconstruction.
Where a governance event requires post-hoc review of agent behavior, for example to

determine the agent's modulation configuration at the time of a disputed decision, the

disclosure describes reconstructing the state at any historical point by replaying the

deterministic update function over the sequence of recorded observations from the
lineage, without requiring persistent storage of moment-to-moment values. The lineage

entries are described in an embodiment as abstract, recording the observation type, the

update direction on each affected field, and the policy compliance status, rather than

absolute field values or raw observations.

For delegation, the chapter describes an inheritance mask block (264) evaluated per

named control field as inherited, excluded, or attenuated, a blending function block

(266) producing a child affective state block (268), a return path block (270) feeding a

parent update block (272), and a policy-specified maximum delegation depth beyond
which inheritance does not occur. Blending operations are described as recorded in



both the parent's and the child's lineage, establishing a traceable affective provenance

chain. Where volatility is detected, the chapter describes a volatility detector block

(276) routing an agent into a quarantine state block (278) and a restricted mode block
(280) with elevated promotion thresholds, suspended delegation authority, and

elevated mutation acceptance thresholds, with release through a hysteretic recovery

block (282) when the composite volatility metric falls below a recovery threshold.

The chapter is also explicit about separation. The affective state field is described as not
an input to the governance gate, which evaluates execution admissibility on policy

compliance, trust slope validation, and cryptographic provenance independently of the

agent's affective state.

Where this would still leave her holding questions

The disclosed architecture would give her a governed answer to what the disposition

was and whether its evolution stayed inside declared bounds. It would not, for her
purposes, tell her whether the bounds her firm chose were the right ones. Setting a

ceiling low enough that an agent under time pressure hands off within an hour rather

than on the twelfth day remains a policy judgment she would have to make and defend,

and the chapter describes those ceilings and floors as policy-defined rather than fixed
by the architecture.

Nor would the abstraction level of the lineage records hand her the raw stream she

originally imagined asking for. The chapter describes lineage entries in an embodiment

as recording observation type, update direction, and compliance status rather than
absolute field values, with reconstruction performed on demand by replay. That is a

different artifact from a stored time series, and were her retention procedures written

expecting one, she would have to rewrite them.



The reconstruction property described in the chapter rests on deterministic updates.

The disclosure also contemplates alternative embodiments in which the update function

incorporates bounded stochastic components, provided the stochastic contribution is
policy-bounded and auditable through lineage recording. Were her deployment

configured that way, she would need to understand the character of what she could

reproduce before promising a reviewer exact replay.

The separation of concerns cuts against one hope she has been carrying. Because the
field is described as not an input to the governance gate, a reconstruction would explain

how her agent deliberated and would not by itself explain why a given action was

admitted or denied. For the March file she would get the disposition. For the adjacent

question of authority she would still be reading her governance record, a separate
artifact with gaps of its own.

Her fourth problem narrows rather than disappears. Where inheritance is depth-

limited by policy, an agent instantiated beyond that depth begins from its own baseline,

so a provenance chain she traced backward would end at a defined boundary rather
than at an original cause. That is more than she has today and less than the full causal

story she went into the meeting wanting.

Disclosure Scope

This article describes subject matter disclosed in United States Patent Application

19/647,395. It is a technical description written for practitioners. Nothing in this article

characterizes the scope of any claim, and nothing here is an admission regarding the
state of the art. The scenario described is illustrative and does not depict any actual

party, deployment, or event. Descriptions above refer to embodiments as disclosed, and

where the disclosure conditions an outcome on a policy bound, threshold, or

configuration, that condition is stated.
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