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How to Keep an AI Agent's Identity
Consistent Across Every Service It Touches

If your agent's identity, policy, and history get rebuilt at every
service boundary, they drift and eventually disagree. This guide
teaches an architecture where the agent carries its own state, so
identity stays continuous end to end. It describes an approach
disclosed in United States Patent Application 19/647,395 (not a
shipping library), organized around the Cross-Patent Architecture
inventive step.

What You Are Building

You are building an AI agent whose identity, policy constraints, and behavioral history

stay the same object no matter which service, tier, or node it passes through. When the
agent moves from your API gateway to a retrieval service to a downstream execution

host, its sense of "who it is," "what it is allowed to do," and "what it has already done"

should be one continuous record, not five copies that were independently reconstructed

and now disagree.

This is the search-intent problem: a developer types "how do I keep an AI agent's

identity consistent across every service it touches" because they have watched identity

fragment. The agent behaves one way behind the front door and another way three hops

in, policy that was enforced at tier one is silently absent at tier three, and when
something goes wrong there is no single trail that explains what the agent did and why.
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The people who hit this are teams running multi-service agent systems: an

orchestration layer, tool and retrieval services, and execution hosts, often on

heterogeneous infrastructure. The approach below comes from United States Patent
Application 19/647,395, which discloses an architecture built around one idea: the

agent, not the infrastructure, is the authoritative holder of its own state.

Why the Obvious Approaches Fall Short

The usual first move is a shared identity service. Each service calls out to a central

authority to ask "who is this agent and what may it do." This works for authentication

and it is a legitimate pattern, but it answers a narrower question than the one you have.
It tells a service the agent's credential; it does not carry the agent's accumulated

behavioral history or its live policy state along with the request. Each service still

reconstructs its own local view of the agent from whatever it was handed, and those

local views are what drift apart.

The second move is to serialize context into every request: pack identity, a policy

snapshot, and some history into headers or a payload, and hope every hop preserves

them. In practice hops rewrite, truncate, or drop fields, each service deserializes into its

own model, and there is no single authoritative record that survives the whole path
intact. You get a reconstructed approximation at each boundary rather than one

continuous object.

The structural gap under both approaches is the same, and the filed specification names

it directly: in conventional distributed and AI systems, the server holds state and
authority, and the object that travels between servers is a passive payload. The request

carries content, but it does not carry governance, does not carry behavioral history, and

does not carry the mechanism for its own self-regulation. As long as the traveling object

is passive and each substrate is the locus of intelligence, identity is something each
service manufactures locally. Consistency then depends on every service manufacturing

the same thing, which is exactly what fails at scale.



The Architecture

The disclosed approach inverts that relationship. The specification calls it an

architectural inversion: the traveling object, a semantic agent, carries its own complete

state, and the execution substrate (the server, device, or network node) becomes a

passive provider of computational resources that does not retain authority over the
agent's state. The agent is the locus of intelligence; the substrate is the locus of

resources. Everything below follows from that inversion.

One agent object with canonical fields. The specification builds on a semantic

agent schema whose canonical fields include intent, context, memory, a policy
reference, a mutation descriptor, and lineage. The present disclosure extends that same

object with cognitive domain fields (affective state, integrity, personality, confidence,

and capability), each carried inside the same agent object rather than stored in some

external service. Identity, policy, and history are not services the agent calls; they are
fields the agent is.

Policy travels inside the object and is enforced at the boundary. The policy

reference field is carried by the agent. The substrate's job is to validate proposed state

transitions against the governance constraints the agent itself carries, not to supply
those constraints. The specification is explicit that policy bounds are inviolable in a

specific direction: other fields cannot relax them. It states that affective state cannot

relax policy bounds even when the agent's internal state might push toward it. Because

the constraint rides with the object, tier three enforces the same bound tier one did,
since it is reading the same carried policy rather than its own local copy.

One lineage chain, not one per service. The lineage field records the agent's state

transitions, and the disclosure requires that changes to the added cognitive fields be

written into the same lineage chain as every other state transition, so there is a single
continuous record. The design goal stated in the specification is that the agent's



complete behavioral trajectory is deterministically reconstructible from the lineage field

alone. That is what makes attribution consistent: there is one history to read, and it is

attached to the agent, not scattered across the services it visited.

State is carried across hops, not rebuilt. For movement between services the

disclosure uses a state-preserving transport. When the agent migrates between

substrates, its cognitive fields travel with it, and the specification is emphatic that the

state is not reconstructed at the destination but carried intact, preserving behavioral
continuity across transit. The destination substrate receives the agent and validates its

lineage continuity before it resumes, and a capability evaluation at the destination

confirms the new host provides sufficient resources.

Transit is an explicit state. The specification defines a transit cognitive state for the
interval when the agent is between substrates: not executing, not in a local reasoning

mode, and not dormant, because its state is actively in transport. During transit the

cognitive field values are frozen at their pre-transit levels while the lineage field keeps

accumulating transit events (departure timestamp, transport path, arrival validation).
On arrival, a confidence governor evaluates whether transit duration, path

characteristics, and destination capabilities warrant a confidence adjustment before

execution resumes. Movement between services is a recorded, governed event in the

one history, not a gap in it.

The lineage is the tamper-evidence. The disclosure ties continuity to a trust slope,

described as the cryptographic lineage trajectory that establishes the agent's

provenance and behavioral continuity. The specification states that a substrate cannot

alter the agent's lineage without producing a detectable trust slope discontinuity. So
consistency is not merely hoped for across services; a break in the single chain is

designed to be detectable rather than silent.



Put together, identity, policy, and attribution are consistent across every service for one

structural reason: they are properties of a single object that moves through the services,

and each service is a passive host that validates against, but never owns, that object.
The specification observes that a downstream consequence is a user-owned, portable

agent state, since no substrate retains authority over it between interactions.

How to Approach the Build

You are implementing this yourself. The steps below are the order the architecture

implies, with illustrative sketches that are faithful to the disclosure but are not shipping

code.

1. Define the agent as one carried object. Make identity, the policy reference,

lineage, and your cognitive fields fields of a single serializable object that travels

with every request, rather than records in separate services. An illustrative shape:

Agent {
  intent, context, memory
  policy_reference        // carried, not fetched per hop
  cognitive: { affect, integrity, personality, confidence, capability }
  lineage: [ ...ordered state transitions... ]  // the single chain
}

Treat this object as the source of truth. Anything a service needs to know about the

agent, it reads from the carried object.

2. Make substrates validate, not own. At each service, the agent arrives, the

service validates proposed transitions against the carried policy reference, executes
using its own compute, and writes the resulting transition back into the agent's



lineage. The service must not keep an authoritative copy of the agent's state between

interactions. If your services currently persist their own agent state, that is the thing

to remove.

3. Append every state change to the one lineage chain. Enforce a single

invariant: no field, including cognitive fields, changes without a corresponding entry

in the agent's lineage. Your target property is the one the specification states: the

behavioral trajectory should be reconstructible from the lineage alone. If you cannot
replay the agent from its lineage, the chain is incomplete.

4. Carry state across boundaries; do not reconstruct it. When the agent moves

between services, transport the whole object rather than a summary. On arrival,

validate lineage continuity before you let the agent resume. Reject or quarantine an
agent whose chain does not connect to what departed.

5. Model transit as a first-class, recorded event. Freeze cognitive field values

while the object is moving, and record the departure, path, and arrival-validation

events into lineage. On arrival, run a readiness re-evaluation (the specification's
confidence governor) that can adjust confidence based on transit and destination

characteristics before execution resumes.

6. Anchor continuity to the chain's integrity. Bind lineage to a trust-slope check

so that a service altering the agent's history produces a detectable discontinuity
rather than a silent divergence. This is what turns "we hope every service agrees"

into "a disagreement is detectable."

Build steps 1 through 3 first on a single service; you get one continuous identity and

history before any network movement is involved. Steps 4 through 6 extend that
continuity across service boundaries.



What This Does Not Give You

This is an architecture, not a drop-in library. There is no package to install and nothing

here "just works" out of the box; you implement the object model, the substrate-side

validation, the lineage discipline, and the transport yourself, in your own stack.

The approach is disclosed in a patent filing. It is not presented here as a benchmarked
or production-proven system, and this guide reports no performance numbers, latency

figures, or guarantees beyond the structural properties the specification describes.

Carrying full state with every request has real costs (object size, transport overhead,

validation work at each hop) that you must measure for your own workload; the
disclosure does not quantify them for you.

It also does not replace authentication, key management, or transport security. Those

remain your responsibility, and standard mechanisms such as public-key infrastructure

still do the jobs they are good at. This architecture governs how the agent's identity,
policy, and history stay one continuous object across services; it is not a cryptographic

primitive by itself, and where you have no multi-service movement, most of its

machinery is unnecessary.

Disclosure Scope

The architecture described in this guide is disclosed in United States Patent Application

19/647,395. This article is educational: it explains the disclosed agent-carries-state

approach and how a developer might build toward it. It is not a warranty, not a
specification of a released product, and not an offer of software. Every mechanism

described above is drawn from that filing; where the filing does not state a parameter,

guarantee, or result, this guide does not either. You are responsible for your own

implementation and for evaluating its fitness for your use.
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