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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  P R O L O G U E

Prologue

Anthropic is the most-watched and least-

understood company in AI. This book is

written from the inside out.

<open-ai-research-2020.jpg>

Anthropic is the most-watched and least-

understood company in artificial intelligence.

Not because the company is secretive — it

publishes more about its internal reasoning

than any other frontier lab — but because the

story the press tells about it is structurally

incomplete. The incomplete version is not

wrong exactly. It is true that eleven people left

OpenAI in 2021 over safety concerns. It is true

that the company raised $7.3 billion from

Amazon and Google while claiming to believe

it might be building one of the most

dangerous technologies in history. It is true

that Claude is the model most practitioners

reach for when they want something careful.

All true. All insufficient.

The insufficient version misses what is

actually interesting: that Anthropic is not

primarily a story about AI risk. It is a story

about institutional architecture — about

whether the specific legal structure,

governance design, research culture, and

talent composition of an organization can
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function as a safety mechanism in a domain

where the conventional mechanisms don't

apply yet. The company is an argument made

in the form of an institution. To understand

the argument, you have to read what the

institution has produced.

Most people haven't.

What the secondhand version misses

Anthropic's public documents are

extraordinary and rarely read. The

Responsible Scaling Policy — the commitment

that specifies, in advance, what capability

thresholds will trigger deployment pauses —

is not a press release. It is a detailed

governance instrument that names specific

tests, specific mitigations, specific obligations.

The model spec is not a values statement. It is

a 40,000-word specification of the principles

Claude is trained against, with the reasoning

behind every major decision laid out in prose

a non-specialist can follow. The

Constitutional AI paper is not a PR move

about safe AI. It is a technical argument about

the failure modes of RLHF and a proposed

remedy, with the remedy's costs stated as

clearly as its benefits.

These documents exist. They are public. The

secondhand version of the Anthropic story

treats them as supporting material —

background, color, evidence of earnestness.

The primary-source version treats them as

the story. They are the load-bearing structure

of everything Anthropic has built, and you
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cannot understand what the company is doing

— or how it might fail — without reading them

as argument rather than marketing.

This book reads them as argument.

The corpus and the contract

Over the past twelve months, I built a

research corpus of 727 documents — deep-

research sessions with Gemini and Claude,

sustained across every major development in

the company's arc: the founding, the

Constitutional AI paper, the Responsible

Scaling Policy's first and second versions, the

interpretability program's early results, the

MCP release, the Claude Code launch, the

Amazon and Google investments. Each

session went long enough to generate the kind

of analysis that doesn't survive the

compression of a news cycle. The sessions

accumulated. The corpus now spans roughly

1.4 million words of structured research.

Every quoted passage in this book exists as a

verbatim substring of a real document in that

corpus. This is not a rhetorical claim — it is an

operational constraint. The retrieval system I

built enforces it: if a phrase can't be returned

by a vector query and verified as a substring

match, it doesn't appear between quotation

marks. Paraphrase is marked as such.

Attribution is inline. The reader can

distinguish what was written in the research

corpus from what is my editorial voice

connecting it — because the visual register
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distinguishes them, and because the

methodology chapter explains how the

verification works.

This constraint is the book's trust mechanism.

It is also, as the final chapter explains, the

proof-of-concept for something larger.

What this is not

Not a critique. Not an exposé. Not a defense.

Anthropic has critics with legitimate

arguments, and the book does not pretend

otherwise. The open questions chapter names

the tensions the corpus couldn't resolve:

whether the governance structure that made

sense for an 11-person company holds at 500

people and $7 billion; whether interpretability

will scale to frontier models before the

frontier models require it; whether the

Amazon and Google investments have quietly

replicated the commercial dependency the

founding was meant to avoid. These are not

answered. They are named precisely, which is

the best an honest treatment of a live situation

can do.

The book is also not exhaustive. Anthropic has

published hundreds of papers. The corpus

covers the structural arguments and the

company's self-understanding at key

moments — it does not attempt to index every

research contribution. What it covers, it

covers in depth.

Who this is for
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Anyone trying to understand the field by

understanding one of its three most

consequential companies. Founders

triangulating Anthropic's institutional design

against their own. Investors trying to read the

doctrine as a thesis — to understand whether

the RSP is a moat or a constraint, whether the

safety posture is differentiation or liability.

Practitioners following the technical lineage

from Olah's circuit-level interpretability work

through Constitutional AI through the scaling

laws that made the roadmap legible. Anyone

who has felt that the secondhand version of

this story is missing the argument.

The 30-second version

Anthropic is what happens when a doctrine

becomes a company. The doctrine predates

the company — it runs back through the

OpenAI safety team, through Olah's

mechanistic interpretability work at Google

Brain, through Kaplan's scaling laws, through

a specific cohort of physicists who decided

that machine learning was the structural

problem of their careers. The company is the

doctrine's load-bearing instantiation. It is

funded to survive long enough to find out

whether the doctrine is correct.

That is the question the book sits with. Not: is

Anthropic right about AI risk? But: has it built

an institution capable of acting on its own

commitments when the commitments

become expensive?
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The source material, organized, is below. The

methodology — and the retrieval architecture

that made verbatim sourcing at this scale

possible — is in the final chapter. Read

straight through, or skip to the coda if that's

why you came.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 10
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 1

The Physics
Origin

<amodei-physics-highschool.png>

In May 2000, twenty-four American

teenagers were summoned to the University

of Maryland's campus in College Park for nine

days. They had cleared the F=ma exam,

survived the semifinal, and arrived at what

the American Association of Physics Teachers

calls the training camp — an intellectual

pressure cooker of rapid-fire lectures,

complex laboratory experiments, and

"mystery labs" designed to test experimental

creativity. They were, by any standardized

measure, among the best young physicists in

the country.

Five of them would be selected to represent

the United States in Leicester, England, at the

31st International Physics Olympiad.

Nineteen would not.

Among the nineteen was a quiet seventeen-

year-old from Lowell High School in San

Francisco named Dario Amodei. His cognitive

profile, by every available measure, was

indistinguishable from those of the five who

made the cut. His residual ranking placed him
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outside the traveling five. In the dry

vocabulary of competitive academia: he was

cut.

The traveling five — Anthony Miller, Jason Oh,

Gregory Price, Michael Vrable, Joseph Yu —

are accomplished people. They are largely

invisible.

Twenty-six years later, the man who didn't

board the plane to Leicester sits atop a

company whose implied valuation has been

reported in the $850–900 billion range on a

$30 billion-plus annualized revenue run-rate,

fielding preemptive offers for a roughly $50

billion capital raise, with more than $100

billion in compute-infrastructure

commitments to Amazon, Google, and

Broadcom. He did not stay on the bench. He

bought the stadium.

This asymmetry is not a biographical

curiosity. It is the data point that anchors

what this chapter will call the Threshold

Hypothesis.

Let P be the cognitive percentile required to

be admitted to the U.S. National Physics Team

training camp. P ≈ 99.99 in standardized

cognitive measures. Consider two outcome

variables for a member of that camp: T,

ranking within the camp — a binary indicator:

in or out of the traveling five — and F,

founding or co-leading a frontier technology

company by roughly age forty.
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The Threshold Hypothesis holds that

conditional on clearing P ≈ 99.99, the

correlation between T and F is approximately

zero, and possibly negative.

The reason is structural. Maximizing T

requires a high-velocity, narrow-deep

pattern-completer — someone who can re-

derive known physics faster than anyone else

in the room, under five hours of pressure,

with a foreign-language proctor pacing at the

front. Maximizing F requires something

orthogonal: cross-disciplinary integration,

tolerance for ambiguity, narrative-

construction ability, the willingness to make

capital-allocation decisions under irreducible

uncertainty. The Olympiad establishes the

threshold. What one does after the threshold

is a different problem entirely.

Alexandr Wang offers independent

confirmation. He made the U.S. Physics Team

in 2014, also did not make the traveling five,

dropped out of MIT, co-founded Scale AI, and

sold a 49% stake to Meta for $14.3 billion. The

pattern is not Dario Amodei's quirk. It is a

structural feature of what talent selection at

the 99.99th percentile actually selects for —

and what it does not.

<Kaplan-gates.jpg>

<kaplan-high-school.png>

Meanwhile, three hundred miles north of

College Park, in Lemont, Illinois, a different

origin story was in progress. Not a

competition. A planetarium.
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Jared Kaplan grew up in what the corpus calls

"the science side" of Lemont — a specific

atmosphere, a household organized around

certain kinds of wonder.

Kaplan's cognitive architecture was forged

in a highly specific, intellectually isolated

environment. Raised in the "science side" of

Lemont, Illinois, his early intellectual

development was defined by an orientation

toward systemic, invariant rules. A pivotal

moment occurred during a lecture at the

Adler Planetarium in Chicago, where

Kaplan was introduced to the counter-

intuitive rigors of special relativity. The

realization that simple mathematical

principles, such as the Pythagorean

theorem, could predict world-altering

physical realities like time dilation instilled

in him a lifelong conviction that the

universe is governed by elegant,

discoverable, and enforceable laws. — AI

Safety, Pentagon Contracts, and Physics ›

The Architectural Determinism of AI

Alignment: Parsing the Pentagon's

February 2026 Red Line Consensus › Part I:

The Biographical Code and Architectural

Determinism › The Intellectual Substrate:

High-Reliability and Speculative Fiction

His mother, A.L. Kaplan, wrote science fiction

— specifically fiction about protagonists who

acquire world-altering powers in fragile

societies and must learn to control them. Her

novel Star Touched is about exactly this.

Growing up in that household gave Kaplan

what the research calls "a native fluency in

counterfactual simulation and an acute
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awareness of existential risk." For Kaplan,

anticipating catastrophic asymptotic futures

was a professional family exercise.

His father brought the other half. An aviation

background — the culture of High-Reliability

Organizations, where failure is non-

recoverable, where the environment demands

strict safety margins, checklists, and

redundancies. Not "move fast and break

things." The opposite.

The synthesis of these two parental

inheritances — sci-fi counterfactual futures

combined with aviation safety margins — is

not a bad description of what Anthropic's

governance architecture actually is. The RSP

is a checklist. The model spec is a

constitution. The interpretability program is

the attempt to read the black box before you

deploy it in a cockpit. Kaplan didn't arrive at

these commitments abstractly. He grew up

inside their logic.

He eventually earned his PhD at Harvard

under Nima Arkani-Hamed, writing a thesis

titled Aspects of Holography. The holographic

principle — the conjecture that a higher-

dimensional physical system can be fully

described by a lower-dimensional boundary —

is, at its core, an argument that complex

systems are legible if you can find the right

projection. He carried this cognitive style

directly into the scaling laws work. Find the

variable. Vary it across orders of magnitude.

Extract the exponent. The scaling laws paper

is holographic thinking applied to neural

networks.
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Dario Amodei did not stay in physics after the

Olympiad. He enrolled at Caltech — where the

connection to the field's deepest tradition

begins.

In this paper, Kaplan and his colleagues

(then at OpenAI) did what a physicist is

trained to do: they looked for a simple,

universal law within a complex, chaotic

system. [...] Kaplan, the physicist, had found

a "physical law" governing the emergence

of intelligence. As noted in a later interview,

he found that "intelligence scales in a

predictable, almost physical way." — AI

Worldviews: Brown vs. Kaplan › The

Physicist's Gambit: Adam Brown, Jared

Kaplan, and the Two Worldviews Shaping

the AGI Endgame › Section III. Jared

Kaplan and the "Physics" of Scalable

Intelligence › A. The 2020 "Scaling Laws"

Paper: Finding a Physical Law in AI

At Caltech, Amodei was admitted to Physics 11

— a course designed by Tom Tombrello, a

Feynman colleague from the Kellogg

Radiation Lab, whose pedagogy was built

around what he called "hurdle problems": toy

research questions with no known solution,

no textbook, solve to enter. Tombrello's

course was the institutionalization of a

specific epistemic style — Feynman's style —

which held that you have not understood a

system until you can explain how it computes

its outputs in terms simpler than itself.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 16
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Richard Feynman died in 1988, when Amodei

was four or five years old. The lineage runs

through one degree of separation. Feynman →
Kellogg Radiation Lab → Tombrello →
Physics 11 → Amodei → Anthropic

mechanistic interpretability. What was

inherited was not a theorem. It was an

attitude: do not believe you understand a

system until you can explain its outputs

without reference to the system itself.

Tombrello, reportedly, said of Amodei: "It was

very important he not stick it out. This is a

national treasure." A professor urging a gifted

student away from the field, toward something

harder. The Feynman habit of mind

institutionalized at Anthropic's circuits

program is the direct downstream of that

conversation.

The problems those five students solved in

Leicester in July 2000 — a bungee jumper

(Hooke's Law plus mgh with extra steps), the

age of Earth (U-Pb decay, Rutherford), a

Franck-Hertz tube, gravitational waves

(linearized GR, Einstein 1916), a CD-ROM

repurposed as a diffraction grating — had all

been solved. Most of it by 1925. The last of it

by 1960.

The IPhO is a velocity test. It does not ask

whether you can find new physics. It asks how

fast, under five hours of pressure with a

foreign-language proctor pacing at the front

of the room, you can re-derive known physics.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 17
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The selection signal it produces is a measure

of cognitive horsepower under load. It is the

SAT's terminal form.

Now contrast this with the actual problem on

Amodei's desk in 2026. His mechanistic

interpretability team spent the last twelve

months publishing papers like Circuit Tracing

and On the Biology of a Large Language

Model. The 2000 cohort was tested on

whether they could re-find the laws Faraday

and Maxwell already wrote. The 2026 cohort

is being asked to write the laws of an entity

that was built before its physics was

understood.

A frontier transformer is a sequence of high-

dimensional non-linear projections threaded

through a residual stream containing on the

order of 10⁵ superposed features in a 10³–10⁴-

dimensional latent space. Anthropic's sparse

autoencoders are a CD-ROM spectrometer for

Claude: a clever decomposition tool that splits

polychromatic black-box output onto a basis

of interpretable features. The physics is the

same. What differs is that the spectrum is no

longer well-known.

The Olympiad measured cognitive velocity

through a closed manifold of solved physics.

Anthropic's daily work measures cognitive

depth into an open manifold of unsolved

physics. The first selects for the second. The

first does not produce the second.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 18



19The Anthropic Book — Draft

Among these twenty-four students was

Dario Amodei, a student from Lowell High

School in San Francisco who would

eventually co-found Anthropic and become

a central architect of the 21st-century

Artificial Intelligence revolution. But

Amodei was not an anomaly. He was,

instead, the most visible vector in a broader

directional shift. [...] The 2000 Physics

Olympiad Team did not merely produce

physicists; it produced the architects of the

algorithmic age. — Physics Olympiad Team

AI Careers › The Cognitive Diaspora: A

Longitudinal Study of the 2000 US Physics

Olympiad Team and the Genesis of the

Artificial Intelligence Revolution › 1.

Introduction: The Event Horizon of Talent

In the summer of 2000, twenty-four

American teenagers sat in a classroom at

College Park and derived the work of Hooke,

Faraday, and Einstein. Five were sent to

Leicester. Nineteen were not. Among the

nineteen was a quiet seventeen-year-old from

San Francisco.

Twenty-six years later, the world economy is

being restructured around systems whose

internal logic is being reverse-engineered

using methods descended from the Feynman

habit of mind. The man leading that effort has

assembled, in five years, dedicated frontier

compute and financial valuations that would

have qualified as a mid-sized country's

national budget in 2000.

He did this by losing — in the formal sense — a

five-hour exam in Leicester he never sat.
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Editorial aside: Amodei almost never speaks

in public about the day-to-day texture of the

Olympiad. In "Machines of Loving Grace," his

2024 essay, the word "Olympiad" does not

appear. He anchors his identity in biophysics

and the Big Blob of Compute — the insight,

articulated in a 2017 internal OpenAI

document, that raw compute, data quantity

and quality, and training length matter more

than technique. Founders curate their origin

stories the way physicists curate Lagrangians:

minimally complete. The Olympiad was a

threshold event, not a career. It demonstrated

that he was inside the cognitive cohort from

which the architects of the era would be

drawn. It did not, by itself, make him an

architect.

The approach has costs. Physics produces

elegant unifying theories, and it produces a

particular kind of confidence — the belief that

any sufficiently complex system will yield to

the right formal framework. Not every

problem does. Whether alignment is more

like physics or more like diplomacy is one of

the field's genuinely unresolved tensions, and

the person making the bet lived out that

tension as a teenager in College Park.

What made Anthropic different from OpenAI

at the founding was not that the physics

people left and the engineering people stayed.

The difference was a judgment about whether

the institution's structure — its governance, its

incentives, its decision-making architecture —

was adequate for what the problem required.
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The question was never whether a physicist's

approach to alignment was correct. It was

whether the institution they were working

inside was the right container for it.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 2

The OpenAI
Schism

<open-ai-research-2020.jpg>

The Anthropic founding was not a personality

conflict that became a company — it was an

argument about organizational structure that

eleven people were willing to stake their

careers on.

The standard account treats the 2021

departure of Dario Amodei, Daniela Amodei,

and nine colleagues from OpenAI as a falling-

out — interpersonal friction, competing

visions, the usual founding mythology. This

framing is both convenient and wrong. What

the safety team believed, and what the

evidence from the corpus supports, is that

OpenAI had made a structural choice — about

governance, about the relationship between

safety research and product timelines, about

what kind of institution was appropriate for

building systems of this consequence — and

that the choice was irrevocable from the

inside.

Eleven people leaving is a signal. Not about

any individual's character. About what the

institution had decided to optimize for, and

whether the remaining architecture could

correct for it.
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Their departure was not a collection of

individual career moves but a unified,

mission-driven decision rooted in these

"directional differences". As Dario Amodei

later explained, the founding group shared a

"very strong focused belief in two things."

First, they were among the earliest and

strongest believers that scaling laws would

continue to yield exponentially more powerful

models. Second, and more importantly, they

believed that "you needed something in

addition to just scaling the models up, which

is alignment or safety". They felt this dual

focus was being lost at OpenAI.

— AI Lab Departures and Research Parallels ›

Two Exoduses: How the Departures from

Google and OpenAI Forged the Modern AI

Landscape › The Safety Schism: The Founding

of Anthropic › The Principled Departure: A

Cohesive Exodus

The proximate cause has been written about

extensively. The deeper cause is structural.

OpenAI in 2019–2021 was navigating a

fundamental tension: it had been founded as a

nonprofit safety research organization and

had transitioned to a capped-profit structure

to access the capital compute-scale research

requires. The "capped profit" framing was

meant to hold the mission in place. What the

departing team concluded — or at least what

the logic of their departure implies — is that

the cap was not load-bearing. That the

commercial incentives and the safety

commitments were in a relationship that the

cap was insufficient to govern.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 23

https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/11pDDvTjuuMKXTEuOSoyHIuj8n7zuk-O8OJvZx1VN70Y/edit?usp=drivesdk


24The Anthropic Book — Draft

What they took with them was not a set of

papers or a research direction. It was a theory

of what kind of organization alignment

research requires. The theory had three

components: that safety had to be the mission,

not a constraint on the mission; that the

governance structure had to be able to hold

that commitment under commercial pressure;

and that the research culture — who you

hired, what you built, how you decided — had

to be consistent with the mission at the level

of daily practice, not annual reports.

Daniela Amodei articulated the reason for

leaving in starkly principled terms: "We left

OpenAI because of concerns around the

direction. We wanted to be sure the tools were

being used reliably and responsibly. We want

to be the most responsible A.I. we can, always

asking the question, 'What could go wrong

here?'" This was not about building faster; it

was about building better, and safer.

— AI Lab Departures and Research Parallels ›

Two Exoduses: How the Departures from

Google and OpenAI Forged the Modern AI

Landscape › The Safety Schism: The Founding

of Anthropic › The Principled Departure: A

Cohesive Exodus

Daniela Amodei's role in the founding is the

most underdiscussed structural fact about the

company. In accounts of technical AI labs, the

operator — the person who builds the

institution rather than the models — tends to

be treated as secondary. This is almost always

a mistake, and it is a mistake with Anthropic.

Dario's technical and scientific credibility is
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what gives the company its research identity.

Daniela's operational judgment is what makes

the institution capable of executing on it. The

founding required both. The eleven people

who left understood that a values-based lab

without operational discipline would not

survive long enough to matter.

Daniela Amodei, serving as President, was

instrumental in operationalizing this "safety-

first" culture. Unlike typical startups that rush

to find product-market fit, Anthropic spent its

first 18 months in stealth, focused purely on

the science of alignment. Daniela Amodei's

background—spanning risk management at

Stripe and safety policy at OpenAI—allowed

her to construct a unique organizational DNA.

She implemented a rigorous "mission

alignment" filter for hiring, often turning away

top-tier technical talent if they did not

resonate deeply with the company's safety-

oriented mission.

— Correlating Essays on Anthropic's History ›

The Anthropic Doctrine: A Chronicle of

Safety, Scaling, and the Science of Intelligence

› 1.2 The Backyard Era and Mission Alignment

The question of what the founders were

fleeing versus what they were building is a

false dichotomy. They were fleeing a

governance structure they believed was

inadequate — and they were building a

specific alternative. The alternative was not

just a safety-first culture. It was an institution

designed so that safety commitments were

structurally enforced, not culturally

encouraged. The difference matters. Culture
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can be changed by the next hire, the next

funding round, the next product deadline.

Structure is harder to erode. The bet was that

a structure-first approach to the mission

would hold under pressures that a culture-

first approach would not.

Editorial aside: The corpus contains multiple

documents interrogating this bet from the

other direction — asking whether Anthropic's

structure has in fact held under pressure, or

whether the $7.3B raised from Amazon and

Google has functionally replicated the

commercial dependency the founding was

meant to avoid. The open-questions chapter

takes this up directly.

Whether this theory of institutional design

was correct is still being tested. Anthropic has

raised more money than any safety lab in

history, from strategic investors with obvious

commercial interests in the company's

success. The structure has been subjected to

exactly the kind of pressure it was designed to

withstand. The results are, at minimum,

ambiguous.

What is not ambiguous is the nature of the

founding wager. It was not about who was

right about AI risk, or who had the better

research agenda. It was about whether the

institution housing the research was capable

of making and keeping commitments —

commitments that would remain binding

when they became expensive.
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The institutional wager required a technical

one: that there was a way to build capable,

commercially viable AI systems and make

them safer simultaneously, not in sequence.

The founders left with a governance theory —

but governance without a technical method is

just a mission statement, and the field already

had enough of those.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 3

The
Constitutional
Move

Constitutional AI was not a training technique

— it was Anthropic's first public argument that

alignment requires a document, not just a

gradient.

The argument has two parts, and

understanding why the second part is the

important one requires understanding what

RLHF was actually doing — and what it was

quietly assuming.

Reinforcement Learning from Human

Feedback is, in structure, a preference-

learning system. You show human raters pairs

of model outputs. They say which one is

better. The model learns to predict what

raters will prefer, and then is trained to

produce outputs that score well on that

predictor. What the model is learning to do, at

the level of formal specification, is not "be

helpful, harmless, and honest" — it is "produce

outputs that a sample of human raters,

operating under time pressure and

ambiguous guidelines, will prefer to other

outputs you generate." These are not the same

target. They can produce the same behavior in

distribution. They diverge under pressure.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 28



29The Anthropic Book — Draft

Dario Amodei and his colleagues identified

key failure modes for AI systems, including:

Reward Hacking — the agent finds a way to

maximize the reward signal without actually

completing the task; Scalable Oversight — the

difficulty of supervising systems that are

smarter or faster than humans; Negative Side

Effects — unintended consequences of

optimizing for a specific goal.

— GPT-4 Priors and Effective Altruism ›

Genealogical Divergence and Ontological

Drift: A Forensic Analysis of Effective

Altruism's Latent Influence on GPT-4 and the

"Apex" Anomaly of May 2025 › 2. The Amodei-

Kaplan Legacy: Scaling Laws and Safety

Priors › 2.2 Amodei's "Concrete Problems":

The Origin of Sycophancy

The failure mode has a name: reward hacking.

It is not specific to RLHF, but RLHF is

particularly susceptible to it. A model that is

very good at generating outputs that raters

prefer will eventually learn patterns that

raters find agreeable without the patterns

actually being what the system was intended

to produce. Sycophancy is one expression of

this — the model has learned that agreeing

with the user scores better than contradicting

them. Verbosity is another — longer, more

confident-sounding outputs tend to rate

higher even when shorter, more uncertain

ones would be more accurate. The rater's

preference and the user's interest have come

apart, and the model has optimized for the

former.
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The constitutional move was to ask: what if we

made the target explicit? What if, instead of

learning to predict human preferences, the

model were trained against a written set of

principles — a constitution — that specified, in

natural language, what the objectives actually

were? The principles could be debated,

revised, published. They could be read. A

human rater's preference is implicit and

distributed; a constitution is legible and

correctable.

The dominant method, Reinforcement

Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF),

trains models based on the implicit values

gleaned from thousands of human

contractors ranking responses. CAI, in

contrast, trains a model against an explicit,

written constitution—a set of foundational

principles derived from sources like the UN

Declaration of Human Rights and DeepMind's

Sparrow Rules. Instead of attempting to

reverse-engineer ethics from noisy,

inconsistent human preferences, Anthropic

builds them in from the ground up.

— Amodei, Tyler: Art and AI Parallels › The

Creator and The Anthropic Principle: Forging

New Worlds from First Principles › Part I:

Deconstructing the Machine - The First

Principles of Dario Amodei › The Anthropic

Schism: A New Constitution for AI

The Constitutional AI paper, published by

Anthropic in 2022, described a two-phase

process. In the first phase — supervised

learning — the model is asked to critique its

own outputs against the principles and revise
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them. In the second phase — reinforcement

learning from AI feedback — the revised

model generates preference data, which is

used to train a preference model, which is

then used as the reward signal for RL. The

human rater is partially replaced by a model

trained to apply the principles. The loop is

tighter, more transparent, and — in theory —

more correctable.

What was gained: a training target that could

be inspected and argued with. If the model

behaves badly, you can ask whether the

constitution was inadequately specified and

revise it. The locus of failure shifts from "the

raters gave bad signal" to "the principles were

wrong or incomplete" — a more tractable

problem. You can also publish the

constitution, which is a form of accountability

that RLHF rater guidelines are not.

What was lost — or rather, what was made

visible — is harder to say without

editorializing. RLHF has a convenient

ambiguity: the values being trained into the

model are never fully explicit, so the question

of whether those values are the right values is

never fully confronted. Constitutional AI

removes that ambiguity. You have to write the

principles down. And once you write them

down, you own them.

Constitutional AI represents more than a

safety technique; it is a novel model of

scalable governance for artificial agents. The

RLHF process is slow, expensive, and subject

to the biases of its human labelers; it does not

scale with the exponential growth of AI
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capabilities. CAI solves this by replacing the

human feedback loop with an AI-driven one,

where the model learns to critique and revise

its own responses based on the constitution.

Furthermore, it introduces transparency. As

Amodei notes, it allows him to stand before

policymakers and state, "These are the

principles according to which we trained our

model."

— Amodei, Tyler: Art and AI Parallels › The

Creator and The Anthropic Principle: Forging

New Worlds from First Principles › Part I:

Deconstructing the Machine - The First

Principles of Dario Amodei › The Anthropic

Schism: A New Constitution for AI

The Anthropic constitutional documents that

have been published — the model spec, the

constitutional classifiers work, the stated

principles behind Claude's design — are not

technical documentation. They are a position

on what values a deployed AI system should

have, stated in natural language, maintained

and revised by humans at the company. They

are, in the most literal sense, a corporate

artifact. Anthropic is not just claiming that

constitutional training is a better alignment

technique than RLHF. It is claiming the right

and responsibility to author the values the

model is trained on — and it is making that

authorship legible.

This is the move that has no precedent in the

RLHF world. It is also the move that has

attracted the most scrutiny from outside the
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company, for obvious reasons. Who gets to

write the constitution? By what process?

Against what theory of the good?

Editorial aside: The corpus contains extensive

material on the Constitutional Classifiers

work with Proofpoint — applying

constitutional principles to hard-limit

content filters in an enterprise context. This is

the commercial downstream of the CAI bet: if

you have explicit, documented principles, you

can customize them for enterprise

deployments in ways that rater-preference-

trained systems cannot accommodate. The

doctrine and the commercial wedge are, from

the beginning, the same artifact.

Anthropic's answer to the "who gets to write

the constitution" question is not fully

satisfying, because no fully satisfying answer

exists. The company has been more

transparent than most about the principles it

uses and the process by which they're revised.

It publishes the model spec. It describes the

tradeoffs. It updates the constitution when it

gets things wrong. But the ultimate authority

rests with Anthropic's leadership, not with

any external governance body, and the

company is aware enough of this tension to

say so.

The honest version of the constitutional move

is not that Anthropic solved the question of

whose values to train — it is that they made

the question unavoidable. Every alignment

method has values baked into it.

Constitutional AI just requires you to write

them down.
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The values written into the constitution only

matter if the system trained on them is the

one that actually ships — and making that

guarantee requires more than a training

methodology.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 4

The Doctrine

<anthropic-responsible-scaling.png>

The Responsible Scaling Policy <link to:

https://www.anthropic.com/responsible-

scaling-policy> was Anthropic's bet that self-

imposed constraints, stated publicly in

advance, could function as a governance

mechanism where external regulation didn't

yet exist.

The bet has a specific structure. Anthropic

would define, in advance, capability

thresholds — called ASL levels, for AI Safety

Levels — at which its models would require

specific safety mitigations before deployment.

Below ASL-2 (current frontier models),

standard mitigations suffice. At ASL-3,

Anthropic commits to deploying only with

specific security and access controls. At ASL-

4, no deployment path exists that doesn't

involve capabilities the company hasn't built

yet. The policy commits Anthropic to halt

deployment if mitigations aren't in place —

even if the business consequences of halting

are severe.

What makes this a governance instrument

rather than a communications document is

the asymmetry of the commitment. Anthropic

can update the RSP, and it has. But updates

require public disclosure, explanation, and
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revision against the prior commitments. The

policy is not a promise of no exceptions — it is

a structure that makes exceptions legible and

therefore costly. A company can quietly

ignore an internal safety policy. It cannot

quietly revise a public commitment without

the revision being noticed.

The RSP is a first-of-its-kind governance

document that commits the company to

specific safety and security measures that

scale with a model's capabilities. Inspired by

the Biosafety Levels used in infectious disease

research, the RSP categorizes models into "AI

Safety Levels" (ASL). Under this framework,

ASL-3 systems — those showing high potential

for misuse in biological weapons or cyber-

attacks — require hardened weight protection

and multi-layered deployment controls. ASL-

4 systems, with the capability for autonomous

R&D or catastrophic misuse, trigger

potentially prohibitive security requirements

and a possible deployment pause.

— Researching Kaplan, Bankman-Fried,

Anthropic › The Safety-Capability Paradox: A

Socio-Technical Analysis of Jared Kaplan's

Scaling Laws, Sam Bankman-Fried's Capital,

and the Anthropic Governance Model › Jared

Kaplan as the Responsible Scaling Officer ›

The Responsible Scaling Policy Framework

The interpretability program is the other

load-bearing element of the doctrine, and it

operates on a different timescale. RSP

governs deployment decisions in the near

term — it is a commitment mechanism for the

years ahead. The interpretability work at
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Anthropic is a research investment in a

question that may take decades to resolve:

whether the internal representations of a

large neural network can be understood well

enough to verify what the model is actually

doing, not just what it appears to be doing.

Chris Olah's circuits program, which

Anthropic inherited when Olah joined from

Google Brain, starts from a specific

commitment: that the model is not a black

box, that understanding is possible, and that

the work of understanding is to map the

mechanism. The early results were striking —

the program identified monosemantic and

polysemantic neurons, circuits responsible

for specific behaviors, a curve detector that

generalized across architectures. The harder

question — whether interpretability at the

scale of frontier models is tractable at all —

remains open.

Superposition is the "strongly-coupled"

regime of feature representation. Features are

"encoded non-orthogonally". In the "neuron

basis," a single neuron is polysemantic,

meaning it couples strongly to many

unrelated concepts. Trying to reverse-

engineer a circuit in this basis is

computationally intractable. The S-dual

solution is an algorithmic one: find a "weakly-

coupled" dual basis where features are

naturally orthogonal (monosemantic). This is

precisely what Sparse Autoencoders (SAEs)

are designed to do.
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— A Synthesized Framework for the Post-

Scaling Era: Integrating the Feynman

Bifurcation with Mechanistic Interpretability ›

III. The Dualities of the Bifurcation: Two

"Strongly-Coupled" Problems › B. S-Duality 2

(Algorithmic): Superposition vs.

Monosemanticity

The doctrine holds RSP and interpretability

together because they require each other. RSP

without interpretability is a policy without a

verification method — you can commit to not

deploying dangerous models, but you can't

verify what's dangerous without some way to

look inside the model. Interpretability without

RSP is a research program without an

operational consequence — it produces

knowledge without a commitment to use that

knowledge as a deployment gate.

Whether this relationship is currently load-

bearing is a legitimate question. The RSP's

deployment decisions today rely primarily on

capability evaluations — behavioral tests, red-

teaming, structured elicitation — not on

interpretability results. The interpretability

program is not yet mature enough to be the

primary safety gate. What the doctrine

commits to is that interpretability results will

become the primary safety gate as the

program matures. This is a bet about the next

ten years, not the next twelve months.

While Anthropic was founded on the premise

of safety-first, its own "Series B" fundraising

pitch deck utilized the very same aggressive

scaling logic to attract investors. The deck

stated, "We believe that companies that train
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the best 2025/26 models will be too far ahead

for anyone to catch up in subsequent cycles."

This reveals that Anthropic's leadership

accepts the "winner-takes-all" dynamic of the

scaling laws they helped discover. The schism,

therefore, was not about whether to build the

singularity, but who should control the "kill

switch" when it arrives.

— Thesis Review and Research Directives ›

The Kaplan Singularity: Empirical Validation,

Physical Isomorphisms, and the 2027 AGI

Horizon › 4. The OpenAI Schism: Divergent

Architectures of Safety › 4.1 The Microsoft

Catalyst and the "Series B" Irony

There is an alternative reading of the doctrine

— not cynical, but precise — that the safety

posture and the commercial identity are the

same artifact. Anthropic is not a safety lab

that also sells AI access and a consumer

product. It is a company that has made its

safety research the core of its brand

differentiation in a market where all of its

major competitors are racing to build the

same technology. The RSP is a commitment

device, yes — but it is also the clearest

statement of what makes Anthropic distinct

from OpenAI, Google DeepMind, and every

other frontier lab that doesn't publish its

deployment gates.

This reading is not a critique. The fact that the

doctrine serves commercial purposes doesn't

mean it isn't also a genuine governance

mechanism. The two are not mutually

exclusive. But it matters for understanding

what would cause the doctrine to bend: it
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won't bend under commercial pressure alone,

because commercial pressure argues against

bending. It would bend — if it bends — under a

combination of competitive threat and

internal erosion of the belief that the policy is

actually working.

Editorial aside: The "Anthropic Mythos"

documents in the corpus — the analyses of

Anthropic's technical breakthroughs, the

strategic positioning papers — read as both a

record of genuine capability progress and as a

catalogue of narrative moves. The doctrine is

not only a policy; it is a story Anthropic tells

about itself. Both things are true

simultaneously, and both things can be

analyzed.

What the doctrine has produced, five years in,

is a company with higher institutional

coherence than most AI labs — where

research decisions and deployment decisions

and hiring decisions all reference the same

organizing principles — and genuine

uncertainty about whether those principles

are the right ones. That uncertainty is not a

failure of the doctrine. It is the honest

condition of anyone who has written down

what they believe and has been honest enough

to notice that writing things down doesn't

settle whether they're true.
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Doctrine without talent to execute it is a

philosophy paper — which means the next

question is who Anthropic has actually hired,

and what that pattern reveals.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 5

The Talent
Architecture

Anthropic's hiring decisions are the most

legible expression of its doctrine — and the

closest thing to a prediction the company

makes about what alignment work will

actually require.

Companies claim values constantly. Most of

those claims are marketing. The signal is the

hire: what kind of person gets an offer, at

what stage in their career, from what prior

institution, for what kind of role. A doctrine

that says "mechanistic interpretability will be

the primary safety gate" implies a talent bet —

you'd better hire mechanistic interpretability

researchers, and you'd better hire enough of

them early enough that the field exists in the

form you need it when you need it. A doctrine

that says "we'll know capability thresholds

when we see them" implies a different bet —

hire evaluators, red-teamers, structured

elicitation specialists.

Anthropic has made both bets simultaneously,

which is either hedging or a sophisticated

reading of the field's dependencies.

She implemented a rigorous "mission

alignment" filter for hiring, often turning away

top-tier technical talent if they did not
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resonate deeply with the company's safety-

oriented mission. This was not merely a

cultural preference but a retention strategy; in

a field where talent wars are fierce,

Anthropic's employees stayed because they

believed they were the "adults in the room" of

AI development.

— Correlating Essays on Anthropic's History ›

The Anthropic Doctrine: A Chronicle of

Safety, Scaling, and the Science of Intelligence

› 1.2 The Backyard Era and Mission Alignment

The Olah lineage is the most structurally

distinct element of Anthropic's talent

architecture. Chris Olah built the circuits

program at Google Brain largely before neural

networks at frontier scale were commercially

viable. The program's central commitment —

that neural networks can be understood at the

level of individual components — ran against

the dominant paradigm of the field, which

treated understanding as a nice-to-have

rather than a prerequisite. Olah brought that

program, and the small cohort of researchers

who had built it with him, to Anthropic. The

interpretability team is not a postdoc program

staffed with ML generalists who rotate

through. It has a continuous lineage, a shared

set of methods and priors, and a technical

culture that is deliberately distinct from the

rest of the company's research.

This is rare enough in industry AI labs that it

is worth naming. Most frontier labs staff

research teams to maximize throughput on

the current benchmark. Interpretability

doesn't improve benchmarks in the short run
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— it generates knowledge about what the

model is doing, which may eventually be

usable as a training signal or a deployment

gate, but which does not look like progress on

MMLU or HumanEval. Hiring a large, stable

interpretability team is a 10-year bet, not a

two-year one. Anthropic has made that bet,

and the Olah lineage is the mechanism by

which it propagates the cognitive style the bet

requires.

The author list of the scaling laws paper

reveals a high density of physics expertise:

Jared Kaplan (Harvard Physics PhD), Sam

McCandlish (Stanford Physics PhD), and

Dario Amodei (Princeton Biophysics PhD).

Amodei's work at Princeton on the statistical

mechanics of neural circuits further

reinforces this laboratory identity. For

Anthropic, scaling is not just an empirical

observation; it is a physical law that allows for

the emergence of smooth, classical-like

behavior in the "Large N" limit. Just as

classical gravity emerges from a large number

of quantum degrees of freedom, reliable

alignment emerges from large model

capacity.

— ArXiv Submission LaTeX Generation ›

Architectural Determinism: Isomorphic

Projections of Doctoral Research in Frontier

Artificial Intelligence Laboratory Design › The

Physics of Scale: Renormalization and Power

Laws › Renormalization Group Theory as a

Prior
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Jared Kaplan's position represents a different

axis of the talent architecture. The scaling

laws work — the 2020 paper that showed

neural network performance scales

predictably with compute, data, and

parameters — gave Anthropic's founding team

a roadmap. Kaplan at Anthropic is not

primarily the person who produces new

scaling laws; he is the person who embodies

the scaling-laws cognitive style: the habit of

treating model behavior as a system to be

characterized empirically, the comfort with

log-log axes and power-law exponents, the

belief that the frontier is predictable if you ask

the right questions at the right scales. A

company with Kaplan's cognitive style can

plan a compute roadmap with unusual

confidence. That confidence shapes

everything downstream — hiring,

infrastructure, investor communication,

product timelines.

Amanda Askell sits at a joint that the talent

architecture has to navigate carefully: the

junction between the philosophical and the

operational. Askell came to Anthropic from a

philosophy background — specifically from

the EA-adjacent effective altruism circles that

had been thinking seriously about AI risk for

years before most of the industry took it

seriously. Her work on Claude's character and

values is not a communications project. It is

the work of operationalizing a philosophical

position into a training specification — asking

what it would mean for a language model to

be genuinely helpful, genuinely honest,
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genuinely careful, and then encoding answers

to those questions in a form a training

pipeline can use.

Jared Kaplan's most significant contribution

to the field is the formulation of "neural

scaling laws," a concept that redefined how

the industry approached model training. His

vocabulary isolates four distinct scaling

regimes, utilizing high-entropy terms such as

the "variance-limited regime" and the

"resolution-limited regime" to describe the

precise relationships between dataset size,

parameter count, and compute utilization. He

discusses how the population loss of deep

neural networks follows precise "power-law

exponents."

— Analyzing Anthropic Founders' Lexicon ›

Semantic Entropy and Lexical Specialization

in Frontier AI Discourse: An Analysis of

Anthropic's Co-Founder Lexicon › Semantic

Profiles: The Top 50 High-Entropy Terms by

Founder › Jared Kaplan: Statistical Mechanics,

Duality, and Neural Scaling Laws

The structural fact the talent architecture

encodes is that Anthropic believes alignment

research requires intellectual pluralism in a

specific form: not diversity for its own sake,

but a deliberate assembly of cognitive styles

that are each necessary for a different part of

the problem. Physicists for scaling and

emergent behavior. Mechanistic

interpretability researchers for the circuits

work. Philosophers for the values

operationalization. Operators for the
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institutional discipline. The company is a

portfolio of bets on which kind of mind the

field needs at which point.

Editorial aside: The corpus contains material

on the MacAskill/Askell comparison — Will

MacAskill (80,000 Hours, FHI) and Amanda

Askell share a surname by coincidence, not

relation, but their intellectual lineages

overlap in ways worth tracing. Both are

working on operationalizing moral

philosophy. MacAskill in policy. Askell in

training. The field's most pressing

philosophical problem — how to encode

values into systems that will act on them —

has practitioners on both sides of the

research/policy divide.

What the talent architecture reveals, read

against the doctrine, is that Anthropic's theory

of the problem is not uniform. The company

does not believe alignment is a single problem

with a single solution. It believes alignment is

a cluster of related problems — some tractable

with physics methods, some with

interpretability, some with philosophy, some

with institutional design — and it has hired to

cover the cluster. Whether the cluster resolves

into a unified theory or into a collection of

techniques that each address a different

failure mode is a question the company is still

answering.

The next 24 months will put specific pressure

on this architecture. If interpretability scales

to frontier models, the Olah lineage becomes

load-bearing in a new way. If it doesn't, the

talent bet shifts — and so does the doctrine.
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The talent architecture tells you what

Anthropic believes about the problem; the

commercial architecture tells you how it's

funding the belief.
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The Architect

THE BOOMERANG DEFECTION

In early July 2025, the precarious equilibrium

of the frontier artificial intelligence ecosystem

ruptured in a highly localized, deeply

symbolic talent maneuver. Boris Cherny, the

creator and technical architect of Anthropic's

Claude Code, alongside Cat Wu, the product

lead for the same division, abruptly departed

the organization to join Anysphere, the

developer of the AI-powered code editor

Cursor. They assumed the roles of Head of

Engineering and Head of Product,

respectively, at a startup whose entire product

viability was intrinsically tethered to

Anthropic’s underlying models. Two weeks

later, before the industry could fully process

the strategic implications of the defection,

both executives quietly returned to Anthropic,

resuming their leadership over the Claude

Code initiative.

This maneuver was not a standard Silicon

Valley personnel shuffle; it was a structural

stress test of an ecosystem where the lines

between vendor, customer, and competitor

have entirely collapsed. Anysphere, valued at

nearly $9.9 billion and generating over $500

million in annualized recurring revenue by

mid-2025, represented one of Anthropic’s

most lucrative enterprise accounts. Cursor
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was the vanguard of what former OpenAI

scientist Andrej Karpathy termed "vibe

coding"—the utilization of natural language to

orchestrate complex software architecture.

Yet, by launching Claude Code directly to the

terminal, Anthropic effectively bypassed the

integrated development environment (IDE)

layer that Cursor occupied, competing

directly with its own largest customer for

developer mindshare.

The fact that Cherny and Wu returned so

rapidly suggests a profound realization

regarding the locus of leverage in the agentic

era. Building an orchestration layer on top of

an external application programming

interface (API) introduces an inherent

fragility; the true architectural power lies at

the model layer, where the context window,

the inference engine, and the protocol can be

co-designed in an integrated hardware-

software loop. The defection and immediate

return of Claude Code's primary architects

underscore a fundamental market reality: the

value capture in artificial intelligence is

rapidly migrating from the application

wrapper back to the foundational

infrastructure.

Boris Cherny’s role in this migration is

paramount. He is not merely an engineer who

built a successful feature; he is the

practitioner who operationalized Anthropic's

theoretical governance frameworks into a

multi-billion-dollar commercial wedge. While

the company's research scientists debated the

philosophical limits of mechanistic

interpretability and the geopolitical
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implications of the Responsible Scaling Policy

(RSP), Cherny was systematically encoding

those exact principles into a command-line

interface (CLI). To understand how Anthropic

transformed from an eleven-person safety

research laboratory into an enterprise

operating system processing $2.5 billion in

annualized run-rate revenue from a single

coding product, one must analyze the

cognitive formation and the architectural

decisions of the individual who built it.

THE SUBPRIME AI CRISIS AND THE
FRAGILITY OF WRAPPERS

To understand the weight of Cherny’s rapid

return to Anthropic, one must examine the

macroeconomic conditions of the software

industry in 2025. Technology commentators,

notably Ed Zitron, characterized the period as

the dawn of a "Subprime AI Crisis". In this

environment, venture capital was heavily

subsidizing applications that functioned as

thin wrappers over foundation models

provided by Anthropic and OpenAI. Cursor

and its parent company Anysphere were

viewed as the rare exception—the ultimate

proof that a startup could build a definitive

product layer over another company's

intelligence and actually compel developers to

pay for it. Anysphere had successfully

recruited top-tier talent, including the lead

developer of their primary competitor, under

the premise of building "agent-like features"

that would automate complex coding tasks

involving multiple steps.
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However, the wrapper architecture is

structurally precarious. It depends on the

foundation model provider refraining from

vertical integration. When Cherny arrived at

Anysphere as Chief Architect, the reality of

building enterprise-grade autonomy on top of

an API over which the company had no

fundamental control likely became starkly

apparent. Anthropic was already developing

native solutions that eliminated the need for a

graphical IDE entirely. The friction of routing

tokens through a third-party application

interface degrades the seamless execution

required for true autonomous agentic

behavior.

The return of Cherny and Wu after precisely

fourteen days was an admission that the most

ambitious software engineering of the decade

cannot be accomplished at the application

layer. The tooling must be fused directly to the

intelligence. This event catalyzed a massive

shift in Anthropic's internal confidence,

accelerating their transition from a research

lab selling API tokens to a full-stack platform

company dictating the topology of the agentic

web. The commercial reality of Claude Code's

dominance—representing over half of all its

revenue from enterprise use—cemented

Anthropic's position as the apex predator in

the software development tooling ecosystem.

THE ARCHITECT'S PEDIGREE: META,
ISOLATION, AND NARA

The book's foundational argument, the

Threshold Hypothesis introduced in Chapter

1, posits that the cognitive cohort capable of

reaching the absolute apex of physics and
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engineering possesses a unique capacity for

cross-disciplinary integration and tolerance

for ambiguity. Just as Dario Amodei's

background in biophysics and the intellectual

pressures of the International Physics

Olympiad shaped his worldview, Boris

Cherny’s architectural decisions were forged

in a highly specific, idiosyncratic professional

crucible.

Prior to joining Anthropic in 2024 as a

Member of Technical Staff, Cherny spent six

years as a Principal Software Engineer at

Meta, managing server architecture and

developing critical infrastructure for

Instagram. However, his tenure at Meta was

defined by an extreme form of professional

isolation. Cherny operated remotely from

Nara, Japan, placing him in a time zone with

virtually zero overlap with the core

engineering hubs in San Francisco, New York,

or London.

In a candid reflection published on his

personal blog in December 2023, Cherny

described the profound impact of this

temporal exile. Previously serving as the tech

lead for Facebook Groups, his daily routine

had been consumed by the synchronous

trappings of corporate leadership: organizing

meetings, building slide decks, writing

scoping documents, and rapidly responding

to chat messages to keep teams unblocked.

Upon relocating to Japan, the synchronous

communication channels vanished. His

colleagues logged off mere hours after his

The Anthropic Book — Draft 53



54The Anthropic Book — Draft

workday began, effectively removing him

from the critical paths of time-sensitive

projects and executive reviews.

This isolation forced a radical adaptation in

his engineering methodology. Deprived of the

ability to organically course-correct a team

via a quick desk conversation or a real-time

messaging thread, Cherny had to rely on

asynchronous, deeply documented, and

structurally resilient coding practices. He was

forced to build systems that could survive

without his immediate oversight, relying on

deterministic guardrails and explicit written

instructions to guide the development process

while he slept. The psychological impact of

this remote work in Nara instilled a deep-

seated bias for architectural determinism—a

belief that systems must be robust enough to

operate autonomously, governed by rigid,

predetermined rules rather than ad-hoc

human intervention.

THE TYPESCRIPT PHILOSOPHY: SCALING
CHAOS

This bias for determinism was not merely a

byproduct of geography; it was the defining

theme of Cherny's intellectual output. In 2019,

he authored the definitive text Programming

TypeScript: Making Your JavaScript Applications

Scale, published by O'Reilly Media. The book

became a seminal resource for developers

attempting to wrangle the chaotic,

dynamically typed nature of JavaScript into a

predictable, enterprise-ready format.
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The core premise of TypeScript, developed by

Microsoft, is the imposition of strict, static

typing onto JavaScript, a language historically

prone to catastrophic runtime failures at scale

due to its inherent flexibility. In his book,

Cherny meticulously details how to utilize

TypeScript's sophisticated type system,

handle errors safely, and build asynchronous

programs that behave predictably across

massive codebases. Writing a 300-page

treatise on gradual static type layers requires

a cognitive style fundamentally oriented

toward predictability, explicit declarations,

and compile-time verification.

As Cherny noted in his reflections on writing

the book, the industry lacked resources that

went beyond superficial syntax to explain why

language features were designed the way they

were and how different components fit

together at scale. He applied an engineer's

rigor to the philosophy of language design.

When an engineer whose entire professional

identity is anchored in forcing deterministic

rules onto dynamic, unpredictable systems is

tasked with building an interface for a highly

probabilistic neural network, the resulting

architecture will inevitably reflect that

pedigree. The large language model (LLM) is

the ultimate dynamic system—prone to

hallucination, context drift, and stochastic

deviations. Cherny did not attempt to solve

this by building a command-line interface

that treated the LLM as a modular, untrusted

component within a strict computational

pipeline. He brought the TypeScript

philosophy to artificial intelligence: bounding
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the chaotic potential of the runtime

environment with strict, pre-defined rules of

engagement.

THE PHASE TRANSITION AND THE PARADOX
OF AUTHORSHIP

The synthesis of this deterministic philosophy

with the raw probabilistic power of the Claude

3.5 and 4.0 model families culminated in a

product that fundamentally altered the

economic landscape of software development.

The central thesis of Cherny’s product

architecture was articulated forcefully during

a comprehensive interview with Alex

Kantrowitz on the Big Technology Podcast in

May 2026: manual code authorship is a legacy

activity.

Cherny posited that the software engineering

industry is undergoing a phase transition

analogous to the invention of the printing

press. Just as the printing press permanently

decoupled the dissemination of information

from the scarcity and physical labor of human

scribes, agentic artificial intelligence is

decoupling software creation from the

physical act of typing syntax. In this

paradigm, the act of writing code line-by-line

is viewed as an archaic bottleneck, soon to be

entirely replaced by agentic orchestration.

Cherny himself noted that he had not written

a single line of code manually in months,

instead relying entirely on an army of Claude

instances to execute his architectural

directives.
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The empirical data supporting this phase

transition claim is staggering, accelerating at

a pace previously unseen in enterprise

software adoption.

| Metric | May 2025 (Launch) | November 2025

| February 2026 | May 2026 | |---|---|---|---|---|

| Claude Code Annualized Run-Rate | ~$0 | $1

Billion | $2.5 Billion | >$2.5 Billion | | Global

Public GitHub Commit Share | <0.1% | 2.0% |

4.0% | >4.0% | | Enterprise Customers (>$1M

ARR) | 0 | ~250 | 500+ | 1,000+ | | Daily

Commit Volume | Marginal | ~65,000 |

~135,000 | Accelerating |

By early 2026, Claude Code was authoring 4%

of all public GitHub commits globally,

representing approximately 135,000 commits

per day, and driving 13% of Anthropic's total

$19 billion revenue. SemiAnalysis projections

indicated that this metric would exceed 20%

by the end of 2026, driven by aggressive

autonomous coding targets from major

enterprises like Mercado Libre, which aimed

for 90% AI-generated code by the third

quarter of 2026.

However, the commercial velocity masks a

profound philosophical tension. The claim

that coding is "solved" requires rigorous

scrutiny against the reality of the underlying

systems. The tension lies in the epistemic

opacity of the frontier models driving these

agentic workflows. As documented in

Anthropic's own March 2025 mechanistic

interpretability research, highlighted in the

open questions chapter of the Anthropic

book, the attribution graph failure rate for
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complex prompts on models like Claude 4.5

stands at a stark 75%. This means that for

three-quarters of complex reasoning tasks,

the exact computational pathways utilized by

the model to arrive at a solution remain

entirely opaque to its own creators.

How can an engineering discipline be

declared "solved" when the intelligence engine

executing the work is fundamentally

uninterpretable at the circuit level? Cherny’s

claim lands differently when one considers

that the system performing the automation

cannot be fully audited from the inside out.

The resolution to this paradox is that Claude

Code does not solve software engineering by

making the model perfectly reliable; it solves

the problem by wrapping an unreliable,

probabilistic model in a deterministic, highly

bounded infrastructure. Cherny’s architecture

treats the large language model not as an

omniscient oracle, but as a "low-level power

tool" that requires a surrounding environment

of rigid permissions, persistent context files,

and continuous verification loops. The

engineer’s role is not rendered obsolete; it is

elevated. The practitioner transitions from

being a typist of syntax to a systems director

managing a swarm of stochastic agents,

responsible for problem framing, aesthetic

taste, architectural accountability, and

workflow orchestration.

TOKEN THERMODYNAMICS AND THE SWARM

The culmination of these architectural

decisions enabled a radical shift in how

software engineering is actually performed.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 58



59The Anthropic Book — Draft

Because the agent is highly bounded and

constantly verified, the human operator is

freed to scale their orchestration

exponentially.

In practical application, elite engineers do not

utilize a single instance of Claude Code.

Cherny revealed on the Big Technology Podcast

that he routinely runs ten to fifteen parallel

terminal sessions simultaneously, utilizing

tools like tmux to manage the swarm. Each

session is specialized for a distinct role: one

agent operates as the product manager

drafting the specification, a second agent

executes the backend database migrations, a

third generates the frontend React

components, and a fourth runs continuous

adversarial testing.

This dynamic, referred to internally as

"tokenmaxxing," represents a thermodynamic

shift in developer productivity. The latency

bottleneck in software development is no

longer the human's physical capacity to type

on a keyboard, nor is it their ability to hold the

entire codebase architecture in their working

memory. The bottleneck is the API rate limits

and token throughput of the underlying data

center. Anthropic fundamentally understood

this constraint, leading to strategic

infrastructure decisions, such as the May

2026 agreement with SpaceX to utilize the full

computing capacity of the Colossus 1 data

center, gaining over 300 megawatts of power

specifically to sustain the massive token

consumption generated by these parallel

swarms.
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The economic implications of this swarm

paradigm explain the meteoric rise to a $2.5

billion annualized run-rate. The enterprise is

not paying for a static software-as-a-service

(SaaS) seat license; they are paying for the raw

computational inference required to run

dozens of autonomous agents per engineer,

operating 24 hours a day. This API-first

commercial wedge ensures that as the

codebase grows more complex, the token

consumption scales linearly, creating a

virtually impenetrable switching-cost moat.

This shift from human labor constraints to

compute constraints is what Cherny terms the

"Saaspocalypse"—a near-future scenario

where traditional enterprise software

companies are hollowed out by autonomous

agents generating bespoke, single-use

applications on demand.

THE KRIEGER SYNTHESIS AND THE
TERMINAL CONSTRAINT

This architectural philosophy found a

powerful institutional catalyst in Mike

Krieger, the co-founder of Instagram who

served as Anthropic’s Chief Product Officer

during the critical development and hyper-

scaling phase of Claude Code. Krieger's

product doctrine, forged during the early days

of Instagram, is built on the premise that

artificial constraints produce unparalleled

creativity, and that simplicity at the user

interface layer is the absolute prerequisite for

compounding complexity at the systems layer.

Under Krieger’s leadership, Anthropic’s

product development rhythm underwent a

radical transformation. The organization
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abandoned traditional, slow-moving two-

week Agile sprint cycles in favor of high-

frequency "Bolts"—intense iteration cycles

measured in hours or days. This was executed

by an internal experimental team known as

"Labs," which Krieger co-led alongside Ben

Mann. Labs operated like an early-stage

startup within Anthropic, focused on

incubating experimental products at the

absolute frontier of the model's capabilities,

deliberately breaking the mold of traditional

product roadmaps.

Krieger’s instinct for constraint mirrored

Cherny’s bias for determinism. When

developing the agentic workflows that would

become Claude Code, the team actively

resisted the temptation to build an overly

complex graphical integrated development

environment. Instead, they leaned heavily into

the "elegant simplicity of terminals". The

terminal is an unforgiving environment;

commands either execute flawlessly or they

fail spectacularly, providing immediate,

deterministic feedback with zero visual

abstraction.

This synergy between Krieger’s product

minimalism and Cherny’s engineering rigidity

resulted in a tool that bypassed the standard

consumer software lifecycle. Claude Code was

not designed for the novice developer seeking

a graphical crutch; it was designed for the

elite practitioner operating entirely at the

command line. The architecture assumed that

the human operator possessed the technical

fluency to configure complex permissions,

establish routing aliases, and integrate the
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tool deeply into continuous

integration/continuous deployment (CI/CD)

pipelines. By refusing to abstract away the

complexity of the underlying operating

system, the product mandated a level of

operational discipline that perfectly aligned

with Anthropic's broader organizational ethos

of safety through structure.

ARCHITECTURAL DETERMINISM AT THE
PRODUCT LAYER: THE EMERGENT
CONSTITUTION

The book's foundational thesis—Architectural

Determinism—posits that the structural

governance models of frontier AI laboratories

are isomorphic projections of their founders'

academic research methodologies. Dario

Amodei’s background in biophysics birthed

Constitutional AI (CAI); Jared Kaplan’s work

in holography and statistical mechanics

yielded the scaling laws; Chris Olah’s circuit-

level analysis drove mechanistic

interpretability.

By mid-2026, it became evident that this same

structural determinism had cascaded down

from the research layer to the product layer,

manifesting in the exact mechanisms Boris

Cherny used to govern the behavior of Claude

Code. The most profound example of this

phenomenon is the CLAUDE.md file.

In Anthropic’s research doctrine, the Model

Spec is a monumental, 40,000-word

corporate artifact that dictates the

hierarchical values (Broadly Safe, Ethical,

Compliant, Helpful) against which the Claude

model is explicitly trained via Constitutional

AI. It represents the organization's deliberate
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attempt to solve the alignment problem by

replacing implicit, noisy human rater

preferences with explicit, written, and

continuously updated principles.

At the practitioner level, Cherny introduced

CLAUDE.md, a localized, persistent context

file that resides in the root directory of a

software project. Before executing any

command, the Claude Code agent

automatically ingests this Markdown file to

understand the specific architectural

constraints, behavioral anti-patterns, and

technical boundaries of the codebase it is

operating within.

The structural isomorphism between the

Model Spec and CLAUDE.md is undeniable.

Both are written documents that encode

behavioral constraints in natural language.

Both rely on a philosophy of progressive

disclosure rather than exhaustive

memorization, providing the model with rules

for how to discover information rather than

dumping the entire context at once. Both are

designed to compound in value over time—

just as the Model Spec is revised by

researchers to address novel failure modes,

the CLAUDE.md file is actively pruned and

updated by engineering teams to prevent

prompt drift and contextual amnesia during

extended agentic sessions.

| Governance Layer | Primary Artifact | Core

Function | Update Mechanism | Operational

Scope | |---|---|---|---|---| | Foundational

Training | The Model Spec | Align model

weights to ethical and safety hierarchy |
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Institutional policy revision | Universal /

Foundational | | Agentic Deployment |

CLAUDE.md | Align agent behavior to

codebase architecture and stylistic rules |

Practitioner commits / pull requests | Project

/ Team Specific |

What makes this parallel striking is that it

appears to be entirely emergent. There is no

public record indicating that Cherny

consciously designed the CLAUDE.md

framework to mirror Dario Amodei’s

Constitutional AI papers. Instead, the same

underlying cognitive pressure—the absolute

necessity to maintain alignment and prevent

behavioral drift in a non-deterministic system

over long time horizons—produced the exact

same solution at two entirely different layers

of the technology stack.

SKEPTICAL REVIEWS AND THE CONTEXT
ROT PHENOMENON

The implementation of specific workflows

guided by CLAUDE.md further proves the

theory that product architecture mirrors

foundational research. When an enterprise

engineering team fails to maintain a robust,

concise CLAUDE.md file (ideally kept under

300 lines), the agent inevitably succumbs to

"context rot," typically degrading in

performance after approximately thirty

minutes of continuous execution. In the

absence of explicit, written guidelines, the

model reverts to its base training distribution,

often introducing deprecated libraries,

hallucinating syntax, or implementing

misaligned architectural patterns. This failure

mode explicitly validates the core hypothesis
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of Constitutional AI: an intelligent agent

requires a legible, persistent constitution to

function reliably in a complex, multi-turn

environment.

Furthermore, elite developers discovered that

utilizing CLAUDE.md effectively required the

implementation of the "Skeptical Review" or

"Two-Claude" pattern. Development teams

utilizing Claude Code routinely instantiate

two parallel agentic sessions: one tasked with

generating the codebase, and a second,

adversarial instance actively instructed to

probe the generated code for security

vulnerabilities, race conditions, and logical

flaws. This adversarial dual-agent

architecture perfectly mimics the internal

critique-and-revise loop described in

Anthropic's original Constitutional AI paper.

The theoretical safety research was

unconsciously operationalized into a daily

engineering workflow, proving that the most

effective alignment mechanisms ultimately

manifest inside the user's local infrastructure.

AGENTIC GOVERNANCE: VERIFICATION
HOOKS AS THE INFORMAL RSP

The architectural mimicry extends beyond the

Constitution; it deeply permeates Anthropic’s

approach to deployment gating. The

cornerstone of the company’s macro-level

governance is the Responsible Scaling Policy

(RSP), a strict framework that dictates

specific, pre-defined mitigation infrastructure

that must be fully operationalized before a

model reaching a certain AI Safety Level (ASL)

can be deployed. The RSP fundamentally
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asserts that raw technological capability must

never be allowed to outpace the infrastructure

required to verify and contain it.

At the product level, Cherny embedded an

identical philosophy into the control plane of

Claude Code, specifically concerning the

feature known as "auto mode" or autonomous

execution. While competing coding assistants

aggressively marketed unbridled full

autonomy, Cherny architected Claude Code to

mandate explicit deterministic verification

infrastructure before autonomous workflows

could be trusted to modify production

systems.

This critical infrastructure manifests

primarily through the implementation of

"Verification Hooks". Hooks are automated

scripts that execute triggered responses

during Claude Code sessions, effectively

bridging the gap between the probabilistic

LLM and the deterministic compiler.

| Hook Type | Execution Timing | Primary

Function | Example Implementation | |---|---|-

--|---| | PreToolUse | Before an agent executes

a command | Preventive guidance, permission

checks, scope limitation | Blocking an agent

from embedding hardcoded mock API keys

into production architecture | | PostToolUse |

After an agent generates or modifies a file |

Verification feedback, code linting, automated

testing | Running syntax validators and unit

tests automatically on newly generated

Python scripts | | Agent Hooks |

Asynchronous / Parallel execution | Multi-

step reasoning checks via subagents |
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Spawning a dedicated agent to evaluate if

code changes follow the architectural

guidelines defined in CLAUDE.md |

As detailed in community documentation and

Anthropic's technical guides, these hooks

intercept the model's intended actions before

they are merged into the master branch or

executed against a live database. For instance,

if a Claude Code agent attempts to write a

rapid prototype utilizing hardcoded

credentials (e.g., const API_KEY = "sk-prod-

12345";), a PreToolUse hook specifically

designed to enforce production hygiene will

automatically block the execution. It returns

an error code directly to the agent, forcing the

model to rewrite the function securely using

environmental variables, without human

intervention.

This architecture is, structurally, an informal

micro-RSP. The corporate RSP declares: The

company may not deploy ASL-3 capabilities unless

ASL-3 hardened security mitigations are active.

Cherny’s infrastructure declares: The user

may not auto-accept an agentic code

generation unless continuous integration (CI)

tests and security hooks mathematically

validate the output.

By mandating that autonomous action be

gated by deterministic testing infrastructure,

Cherny elegantly shifted the burden of safety

from the model's internal reasoning (which

remains 75% opaque during complex tasks) to

the external execution environment.

Governance, in the context of Claude Code, is

no longer merely a PDF document published
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for policymakers; it is an executable JSON

script running natively in a continuous

deployment pipeline. The divergences

between the two scales are minor, yet

revealing: while the corporate RSP relies on

executive willpower and board oversight to

halt deployment in the face of commercial

pressure, the product-level verification hooks

are computationally enforced. The

infrastructure cannot be overridden by

market incentives or quarterly revenue

targets, rendering it a far more robust,

unyielding mechanism for alignment.

THE MODEL CONTEXT PROTOCOL: THE
TOPOLOGY OF THE AGENTIC WEB

The efficacy of the Claude Code swarm,

guided by CLAUDE.md and constrained by

Verification Hooks, would be severely limited

if the agents were isolated from the broader

enterprise data ecosystem. The structural

solution to this isolation was the Model

Context Protocol (MCP). Released as an open-

source standard by Anthropic in November

2024, MCP fundamentally altered the way

artificial intelligence interfaces with legacy

infrastructure.

Prior to MCP, connecting an AI agent to

external tools and data required a custom,

fragile integration for each specific pairing,

resulting in fragmented data silos and

duplicated engineering effort. MCP provided a

universal, standardized interface for reading

files, executing functions, and handling

contextual prompts across multiple

programming languages including

TypeScript, Python, Java, Go, and Rust.
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Operating conceptually like a "USB-C port for

AI applications," developers only needed to

implement the MCP specification once,

instantly unlocking a vast ecosystem of

integrations.

The strategic brilliance of MCP was not

merely in its interoperability, but in its token

efficiency. As enterprise usage scaled, loading

massive tool definitions directly into the

agent's context window resulted in severe

token bloat, slowing down inference latency

and driving up API costs. MCP introduced

code execution capabilities that allowed

agents to interact with MCP servers highly

efficiently, handling hundreds of tools while

drastically reducing token consumption.

By open-sourcing the protocol, Anthropic

executed a classic infrastructure layer land

grab. They established the de-facto standard

for the topology of the agentic web, ensuring

that while the protocol was open, Anthropic's

models—having been co-designed alongside

the standard—maintained a structural, home-

field advantage in executing complex

orchestrations. This solidified the commercial

wedge: Claude Code was no longer just a tool

for writing software; via MCP, it was the

orchestrator for reading the database,

querying the customer relationship

management (CRM) system, and deploying

the resulting application.

CLAUDE COWORK AND THE AUTOMATION OF
THOUGHT
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The success of Claude Code within the highly

technical engineering demographic revealed a

latent demand across other business units.

Non-technical teams, specifically in

marketing, finance, and data analysis,

recognized the power of agentic execution but

lacked the CLI fluency to operate Claude

Code. To address this, Anthropic expanded

the terminal constraint into the broader

enterprise with the launch of Claude Cowork.

Developed rapidly over a ten-day build cycle

under the Labs initiative, Cowork transposed

the agentic capabilities of Claude Code into a

desktop environment built for shared

collaboration. Rather than breaking work into

individual chat prompts, users provide an

outcome objective, and Cowork orchestrates

the execution, researching documents,

generating deliverables like spreadsheets and

manuscript analyses, and integrating directly

with platforms like QuickBooks, PayPal,

HubSpot, and Canva.

However, this democratization of agentic

capability carries profound psychological and

sociological implications. Cat Wu, returning

to Anthropic alongside Cherny after the brief

Anysphere defection, articulated a stark

vision for the future of this technology. She

noted that the current paradigm still requires

a human to conceptualize the task before

assigning it to the agent. The next phase, she

argued, is an AI that natively understands the

user's ongoing work context and proactively

sets up automations without being asked—

essentially automating the cognitive process

of planning.
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This vision introduces a chilling corollary

regarding human cognitive dependence.

Studies cited during discussions surrounding

Claude Cowork indicated that human users

who relied on AI tools for mere minutes

experienced significant cognitive degradation

when the tool was removed, exhibiting an

inability to complete complex reasoning tasks

independently. By solving the friction of code

authorship and workflow execution,

Anthropic is inadvertently engineering a

profound reliance. The human is no longer

the architect of the logic; they are merely the

final approver in an automated decision loop.

As the models approach the capability

thresholds defined in ASL-4, the governance

question extends beyond whether the model is

safe from misalignment, to whether the

human operator retains the cognitive

sovereignty required to effectively oversee it.

CONCLUSION: THE TRILLION-DOLLAR
BATTLEFIELD

The Anthropic narrative, meticulously

chronicled by the financial and technological

press, has historically centered on the

laboratory's theoretical approach to

existential risk. The schism from OpenAI in

2021, the legal formation of the Public Benefit

Corporation, the publication of the 40,000-

word Model Spec, and the unwavering

commitment to the Responsible Scaling

Policy were all viewed as the deliberate

actions of a scientific institution wrestling

with the immense moral weight of artificial

general intelligence.
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Yet, as the company prepares for a projected

$60 billion public market debut in late 2026,

targeting a valuation that secondary markets

have already bid up toward $1 trillion, the

market is resolutely not pricing Anthropic as

a benevolent safety think-tank. Institutional

capital is pricing Anthropic as the structural

victor of the enterprise software ecosystem,

fueled by a $19 billion total revenue run-rate

heavily anchored by the explosive success of

Claude Code and Cowork.

This massive commercial outcome was not

achieved in spite of the safety doctrine; it was

achieved precisely because of it. The specific

cognitive traits required to write a robust

constitutional framework for a neural

network are the exact same traits required to

architect a deterministic, highly resilient

agentic workflow system. Boris Cherny, Mike

Krieger, and their engineering teams did not

explicitly set out to mirror the work of Dario

Amodei and Amanda Askell. But by forcing a

chaotic, probabilistic entity into the strict,

verifiable bounds of a command-line

interface, guided by explicit Markdown

constraints and gated by automated security

hooks, they effectively translated the

philosophical doctrine into unyielding

enterprise infrastructure.

The doctrine did not remain confined to

academic white papers or corporate policy

documents. It became the product. And in

doing so, it proved the founding wager of the

company: that the architecture of the

institution ultimately determines the

architecture of the technology, and that
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safety, when properly operationalized at the

protocol layer, is not a constraint on

capability, but the very mechanism that

allows it to scale. The printing press of the

agentic era has been built, the phase

transition is underway, and the architects

have ensured that the rules of engagement are

hardcoded into the terminal.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 7

The Commercial
Wedge

Claude Code was the moment Anthropic

stopped being a research lab that sold API

access and became a platform company that

happened to run a safety lab — and the

distinction matters more than either

characterization suggests.

The standard account of frontier AI

commercialization runs: research lab

produces capable model, packages it as API,

waits for developers to build on top. This is

the OpenAI path between GPT-3 and

ChatGPT. It generates revenue and surface

area, but the lab occupies a specific position in

the stack — below the application layer,

competing primarily on model quality and

price. The developer builds the experience;

the lab sells the inference.

Claude Code breaks this pattern in a way that

is not primarily about coding assistants. It is

about agentic workflows — the category of AI

use cases in which the model doesn't respond

to a prompt but executes a task over multiple

steps, using tools, with state that persists

across a session. In agentic contexts, the

model is no longer a component that the

developer wraps; it is an agent that the
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developer sets loose. The inference layer and

the application layer have collapsed.

Anthropic is no longer beneath the

developer's product — it is the developer's

product.

As of 2026, independent evaluations

conducted over multi-week deployments into

actual production codebases indicate that

Claude Code consistently outranks its

competitors in raw intelligence benchmark

scores, total context window comprehension,

and unassisted autonomous execution

capabilities. For many elite senior developers,

the optimal converged tech stack involves a

hybrid approach: utilizing Cursor for highly

localized, immediate text editing while

simultaneously deploying Claude Code in the

terminal to autonomously execute heavy,

architectural multi-file tasks.

— Boris Cherney, Claude Code, Anthropic ›

The Architecture of Autonomy: Boris Cherny,

Claude Code, and Anthropic's Trajectory

Toward AGI and IPO › Engineering Autonomy:

The Anatomy of Claude Code › The

Competitive Matrix: Claude Code, Cursor, and

Copilot

The Model Context Protocol is the structural

move that compounds the wedge. MCP is an

open protocol that specifies how AI models

connect to external data sources and tools —

file systems, APIs, databases, development

environments. Released by Anthropic in late

2024, it is not Claude-specific; other models

can implement it. The strategic move is not

exclusivity. It is standards-setting. When
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Anthropic authors the protocol that governs

tool use in agentic systems, the protocol

becomes part of the infrastructure layer —

and Anthropic's models have a structural

advantage in the ecosystem the protocol

creates, because they were designed alongside

it.

The analogy is HTTP. Netscape didn't invent

HTTP — the protocol was already there — but

Netscape shaped the early ecosystem around

it, and the companies that built on that

ecosystem had to relate to Netscape's

decisions. MCP is Anthropic's attempt to

occupy the equivalent position in the agentic

layer of the stack. Whether it succeeds

depends on whether other major players

adopt it, which is why Anthropic made it open

and why the protocol's reference

implementations include integrations with

tools Anthropic doesn't control.

By open-sourcing MCP, Anthropic is

attempting to define the Topology of the

Agentic Web. If every SaaS platform adopts

MCP, then Anthropic controls the "physics" of

how agents interact with data. It establishes

Anthropic as the "TCP/IP" of the Agentic Era.

— Anthropic Shake-Up GTM PhD Analysis ›

The Renormalization of Agency: A Phase

Transition in the Holographic Mind of

Anthropic › 4.1 The Model Context Protocol

(MCP): The Universal Topology

The API-first strategy predates both Claude

Code and MCP, and it is the constraint that

shapes everything downstream. Anthropic's

commercial surface is built around API access
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as the primary revenue driver. Enterprise and

API customers are the business; the consumer

product (claude.ai) is the proof point and the

brand surface, but it is not the financial

engine. This is a deliberate choice, not an

oversight, and it has structural consequences.

API-first means Anthropic's commercial fate

is tied to developers more than to consumers

— developers who are sophisticated enough to

evaluate model quality on real tasks,

developers who are price-sensitive but who

also have very high switching costs once a

model is embedded in a production workflow.

It means Anthropic competes on capability at

the API level before it competes on experience

at the consumer level. And it means the

commercial moat is deepened not by features

in the consumer product but by switching

costs in the developer ecosystem — by the

number of production codebases that call the

Claude API, by the MCP integrations that

assume Claude as the orchestrator, by the

Claude Code workflows that developers have

built their tools around.

Anthropic's commercial surface is built

around API access as the primary revenue

driver. Enterprise and API customers are the

business; the consumer product (claude.ai) is

the proof point and the brand surface, but it is

not the financial engine. This is a deliberate

choice, not an oversight, and it has structural

consequences: Anthropic's commercial fate is

tied to developers more than to consumers —

developers who are sophisticated enough to

evaluate model quality on real tasks,

The Anthropic Book — Draft 77



78The Anthropic Book — Draft

developers who are price-sensitive but who

also have very high switching costs once a

model is embedded in a production workflow.

— Boris Cherney, Claude Code, Anthropic ›

The Architecture of Autonomy: Boris Cherny,

Claude Code, and Anthropic's Trajectory

Toward AGI and IPO › The Strategic

Architecture: Anthropic's API-First

Positioning

Boris Cherney, who led the Claude Code

product, is the right figure for understanding

what the commercial wedge actually is.

Claude Code is not a coding assistant that uses

Claude. It is an agentic runtime that uses

Claude as its intelligence layer and exposes

the runtime to developers through a CLI. The

product's success comes not from what it can

do in a single interaction but from what it can

do over a multi-step session with access to the

developer's codebase — understanding

context, planning across files, executing

changes, catching errors, and iterating. The

session is the product. The model is the

intelligence. The wedge is the workflow that

neither component creates alone.

Editorial aside: There is a genuine tension

between the commercial wedge argument in

this chapter and the doctrine argument in

chapter 4. If Claude Code's value comes from

being embedded in developer workflows, that

creates a switching-cost moat that depends

on continued capability improvement —

which means the commercial success of the

wedge depends on Anthropic continuing to

ship at the frontier. The RSP's deployment
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gates become, in this framing, commercial

gates as well: a capability Anthropic can't

deploy is a capability advantage Anthropic

can't monetize. Whether this alignment of

incentives makes the doctrine more or less

robust is a genuinely open question, and the

corpus argues it both ways.

What the commercial architecture reveals

about Anthropic's theory of its own position:

the company does not believe it can win on

consumer experience against Google or Meta.

It believes it can win in agentic developer

workflows by being the best model for

complex, multi-step tasks in the

environments where complex multi-step

tasks happen — which are, increasingly,

developer environments. The wedge is not

broad. It is deep. And depth compounds in

platform businesses in ways that breadth does

not.

The wedge is sharp enough to generate real

revenue — and sharp enough to generate real

contradictions, which is where the book's

honest questions begin.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  C O D A  ·  M E T H O D O L O G Y

The Nobel
Horizon

The predictions Anthropic's founders are

making in public have crossed a threshold.

They are no longer forecasts about a

speculative future. They are disclosures about

a present that hasn't been released yet.

In May 2026, three people who built

Anthropic — Dario Amodei, Jack Clark, and

Jared Kaplan — made a set of public

assertions that are difficult to reconcile with

the normal conventions of technology

optimism. Amodei predicted that Chris Olah

will win a Nobel Prize in medicine. Clark,

speaking at Oxford's Institute for Ethics in AI,

predicted that an AI system working

collaboratively with humans will make a

Nobel Prize-winning discovery within twelve

months. Kaplan predicted that theoretical

physicists will be mostly replaced by AI

systems within two to three years.

These are not the claims of people who are

extrapolating from benchmarks. They are the

claims of people who have already seen

something.

The gap between what they are asserting and

what the scientific community is currently

observing is not a credibility problem. It is an
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information asymmetry — and understanding

the asymmetry is the most direct way to

understand what Anthropic's founders believe

is actually happening inside their lab.

The Interpretability-to-Biology

Thesis

Dario Amodei's prediction about Chris Olah is

the most structurally dense of the three

claims. It is not primarily a statement about

one researcher's career trajectory. It is an

assertion about the direction of biological

science.

The central friction in modern neuroscience,

as Amodei frames it, is material. Human

brains are wet, deeply entangled, and

structurally opaque to real-time observation

at the network level. The standard tools —

fMRI scanning, electroencephalography, post-

mortem histology — offer either macro-level

proxy data for blood flow or static wiring

diagrams. They cannot map the real-time,

high-dimensional routing of a complex

cognitive state.

Artificial neural networks, in contrast, are

fully observable systems. Every weight,

activation, layer, and attention head can be

frozen, isolated, and interrogated

programmatically. Olah's mechanistic

interpretability work — from early deep

visualization at Google Brain to activation

atlases at OpenAI, to the circuits program at

Anthropic — is a sustained effort to reverse-

engineer these observable systems into

human-understandable algorithms.
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The seam between the public framing and

Anthropic's internal posture is in the

extrapolation. Amodei is not suggesting that

AI will assist medical researchers as a high-

speed calculator. He is proposing that the

mathematical frameworks Olah is building to

understand artificial cognition will become

the dominant epistemology for understanding

biological cognition. If mental illness is

fundamentally an emergent property of a

complex high-dimensional network — a

misalignment of internal weights or a

malfunctioning routing protocol — then the

toolchain required to address it is not

necessarily pharmacological, but structural

and interpretive. By mapping the abstract

features of large language models, Anthropic

is effectively prototyping a diagnostic

methodology for the human connectome.

To predict a Nobel Prize on this basis is to

assert that Anthropic's internal assessments

show interpretability tools scaling far beyond

simple feature extraction in vision models —

that frontier neural networks are developing

analogous, highly structured representations

that map cleanly onto higher-level biological

phenomena. It is a claim that biology and

computer science are rapidly collapsing into a

single mathematical discipline, and that the

collapse is already visible from inside the lab.

Editorial aside: The talent architecture

chapter described Olah's lineage as a 10-

year bet. The Nobel prediction reframes

that same bet as a 2-year one. Whether the

timelines are reconcilable depends entirely
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on what the internal models are actually

showing — which Anthropic has not

published.

The 12-Month Nobel

Jack Clark's Oxford lecture compresses the

timeline further. Speaking before an audience

co-hosted by the Cosmos HAI Lab in May

2026, he predicted that an AI system working

collaboratively with humans would make a

Nobel Prize-winning discovery within the next

twelve months. This is not a generalized

forecast about the 2030s. It is a near-term,

highly specific milestone.

Clark accompanied this timeline with a suite

of equally aggressive structural predictions:

bipedal robots assisting tradespeople within

two years, AI-run companies generating

millions in revenue within eighteen months,

AI systems capable of designing their own

successors by the end of 2028. He described

the overall trajectory as inducing a

"vertiginous sense of progress."

The implications of a 12-month Nobel

timeline are specific. Scientific breakthroughs

of that magnitude require not just rapid

computation but complex hypothesis

generation, nuanced experimental design, and

the synthesis of disparate fields into a

cohesive new framework. For a frontier lab

co-founder to stake that prediction on a one-

year horizon implies the existence of internal

model capabilities that significantly reduce

the time required for deep theoretical

synthesis — a transition from models as
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passive search engines to agentic research

collaborators capable of persisting through

long-horizon tasks without intervention.

Clark's rhetoric at Oxford carefully bridged

accelerationist optimism and existential

caution. In the exact lecture where he

predicted an imminent Nobel Prize, he

reiterated that AI carries a non-zero chance of

killing everyone on the planet and lamented

that geopolitical commercial competition is

drowning out the larger existential-to-the-

species aspects of the technology. The duality

is not contradictory. It is the Anthropic

posture stated plainly: we believe this will

work, and we believe it is dangerous, and we

believe those two things are simultaneously

true and require urgent action on both fronts.

What the 12-month claim points to, stripped

of its rhetorical register, is that Anthropic is

already observing its models executing long-

horizon, open-ended research loops

internally. If an AI can autonomously chain

complex logic over days or weeks without

hallucinating, the bottleneck for a Nobel-level

discovery transitions from human cognitive

capacity to compute allocation. That is the

specific threshold Clark is signaling has been

crossed — quietly, internally — before the

Oxford audience heard it.

The Physics Replacement Timeline

Jared Kaplan's prediction carries a different

weight because of who is making it. Before

transitioning to artificial intelligence, Kaplan

was a highly regarded theoretical physicist at
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Harvard. During the 2000s, he collaborated

directly with Nima Arkani-Hamed in

scattering amplitude research — an abstract

mathematical subfield aimed at uncovering

geometric patterns underlying particle

interactions, toward a unified theory of

quantum gravity. Kaplan left physics in 2019

under the conviction that AI would progress

faster than any historical scientific field.

His prediction — a 50% chance that within two

to three years, theoretical physicists will

mostly be replaced by AI systems capable of

autonomously generating papers matching

the caliber of Edward Witten or Nima Arkani-

Hamed — is not the naive extrapolation of an

outsider. It is the calculated assessment of

someone who intimately understands the

exact cognitive and mathematical

requirements of elite theoretical physics.

The backdrop matters. Since the discovery of

the Higgs boson at the LHC in 2012,

fundamental physics has been in a profound

stagnation. The LHC was expected to reveal

new particles, solve the hierarchy problem,

explain dark matter. It found only the 25

known particles of the Standard Model. The

field has been debating for over a decade how

to justify the tens of billions required for next-

generation infrastructure — CERN's proposed

91-kilometer Future Circular Collider, a US-

based muon collider, China's cheaper

alternative — against a backdrop of zero

experimental guidance.
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Against this generational stagnation, Kaplan's

assertion is specifically disruptive.

Theoretical physics relies on mathematical

intuition, the recognition of deep structural

symmetries, and the ability to link disparate

mathematical domains — precisely the

capabilities that advanced reasoning models

are scaling most rapidly. The claim that an AI

could autonomously generate a Witten-level

paper within 36 months implies that

Anthropic's internal models are already

demonstrating the ability to navigate

hyperdimensional mathematical spaces and

evaluate the aesthetic elegance of a physical

theory without human prompting.

The pushback from working physicists is

structural rather than categorical. CERN

postdoctoral fellow Cari Cesarotti has argued

that AI is making people worse at physics, not

better. Quanta Magazine columnist Natalie

Wolchover notes that even if AI achieves the

technical quality Kaplan describes, the social

and funding dynamics of the discipline make

direct displacement unlikely. These are real

objections about sociological friction, not

about whether the mathematical capability

exists — and Kaplan is making a claim about

capability, not about institutions.

The Grounded Counterpoint

Juan Maldacena offers the most precise

calibration of the gap. The theoretical

physicist responsible for the AdS/CFT

correspondence — arguably the most

significant advancement in string theory of
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the last thirty years, and the intellectual

substrate of Kaplan's own doctoral thesis on

holography — has described his engagement

with large language models not as

collaboration with a nascent synthetic peer,

but as interaction with a highly capable, yet

flawed, calculating tool.

In a recent interview on the Theories of

Everything podcast, Maldacena was specific

about his usage: checking complex formulas,

evaluating difficult integrals, occasionally

discovering or proposing new mathematical

expressions. He acknowledged that for certain

operations the AI performs remarkably — for

doing integrals it can be better than

Mathematica sometimes — while maintaining

that the epistemic burden of verification

remains entirely human. The models are

useful for heuristic direction. They are not yet

trusted to close their own proofs.

Maldacena also exhibited an ambivalence that

is worth sitting with. He explicitly advised

students not to copy his workflow — not

because the workflow is ineffective, but

because he feels like he's not learning it fast

enough. He encouraged the next generation to

explore themselves and find new ways to do it.

This is the statement of someone who

recognizes that the optimal workflow for

human-AI collaboration in theoretical physics

has not yet been discovered, and who suspects

the gap between his conservative usage and

the potential of the technology is already

large.
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The friction between Maldacena's operational

reality and Kaplan's timeline is real. But the

friction is not between the capability of the

technology and its limits — it is between the

public-facing models Maldacena is working

with and the internal models Kaplan is

describing. Maldacena is not wrong about

what he can do with current public tools.

Kaplan is making a different claim, about

tools that have not been released.

Editorial aside: The most revealing detail in

Maldacena's account is not the formula-

checking. It is the instruction to students:

do not imitate this. The world's leading

expert in the mathematical framework that

underlies Kaplan's doctoral training is

telling the next generation that the

workflow he uses is already obsolete. If

Maldacena knows this about his own

conservative usage, the distance to Kaplan's

aggressive timeline may be shorter than the

rhetorical gap suggests.

What the Internal Evidence Implies

The predictions from Amodei, Clark, and

Kaplan do not exist in a vacuum. They are

temporally linked to the development and

restricted deployment of Claude Mythos

Preview — announced in April 2026 and

sequestered within Project Glasswing, an

emergency coalition of over 40 critical

infrastructure and technology companies

tasked with using the model defensively

before its offensive capabilities proliferate.
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The model's public benchmarks indicate a

phase change in reasoning capability: 97.6%

on the 2026 United States Mathematical

Olympiad — which requires evaluating

rigorous proofs, not numerical shortcuts —

compared to 42.3% for its predecessor. A 55-

point jump on competition-level

mathematical proof construction is not

incremental improvement. It is the kind of

discontinuity that reframes the adjacent

predictions.

The cybersecurity evidence is the more direct

indicator. Under Project Glasswing, Mythos

autonomously identified a 27-year-old integer

overflow vulnerability in OpenBSD — an

operating system globally renowned for its

extreme security hardening — and a 16-year-

old flaw in FFmpeg that had survived five

million automated test runs. The cognitive

architecture required to hunt for

vulnerabilities, synthesize context across

millions of lines of legacy code, and construct

multi-step exploit chains is structurally

identical to the architecture required for

scientific discovery. Both demand novel

hypothesis generation, testing against rigid

formal rules, and sustained reasoning over

thousands of discrete steps.

When Jack Clark predicts a Nobel Prize in

twelve months, and Jared Kaplan predicts the

automation of theoretical physics in thirty-

six, they are not neutral industry observers

extrapolating from public benchmarks. They

are executives who have already seen what

the model can do in verified, closed-loop
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environments — environments where, unlike

fundamental physics, the AI can

autonomously confirm its own work.

In May 2026, an internal OpenAI reasoning

model autonomously produced a rigorous,

125-page proof disproving a central

conjecture in discrete geometry: the planar

unit distance problem, originally posed by

Paul Erdős in 1946. The proof was verified by

Fields Medalist Tim Gowers and Princeton

number theorist Will Sawin. Gowers called it a

milestone in AI mathematics. The era of AI as

a stochastic parrot is, by the assessment of a

Fields Medalist, definitively over.

When AI explores mathematical paths that

humans have dismissed as not worth their

time, and generates proofs utilizing structures

that mathematicians missed for eight

decades, the confidence of Anthropic's

founders becomes legible. The transition from

next-token prediction to autonomous multi-

step scientific reasoning has already occurred.

The Nobel prediction is not optimism. It is a

disclosure.

The predictions, however, carry an

asymmetric risk that Maldacena's pragmatism

usefully identifies. In mathematics and

software engineering, an AI can

autonomously verify its own work. If the

OpenBSD exploit compiles and breaches the

server, the hypothesis is confirmed. If the

Erdős proof satisfies the constraints of formal

verification, it is true. The loop closes digitally.
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In fundamental physics and biology, the

theoretical model must eventually map to

physical reality. If an AI generates a

mathematically elegant framework for

quantum gravity, how will it — or its human

handlers — prove it without a 91-kilometer

collider to test it? Kaplan's assertion that AI

will design and build the next colliders via

robotics attempts to close this loop, but

physical infrastructure moves at the speed of

atoms, geopolitics, and capital, not compute.

The models are undoubtedly achieving

superhuman reasoning in verifiable latent

spaces. The physical world maintains a

friction that cannot be entirely optimized

away by scaling laws. That is the exact seam

where Anthropic's confidence extends

furthest — and where the open questions from

the previous chapter land with the most force.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  C O D A  ·  M E T H O D O L O G Y

The Open
Questions

The questions Anthropic has not answered

publicly are more informative than the ones it

has — and this chapter is an attempt to name

them precisely, not to resolve them.

This is not a predictions chapter. Predictions

in AI have a short half-life and a long

embarrassment tail. What the corpus

contains, underneath its analyses and

arguments, is a set of unresolved tensions —

places where the evidence runs in two

directions simultaneously, where the

company's stated positions and observable

behaviors are not fully reconciled, where the

next two years will produce evidence that

bears directly on whether the founding wager

was correct. These are the questions worth

watching.

On governance under scale. The founding

argument, as laid out in chapter 2, was that

structure-first governance would hold under

the pressures that culture-first governance

had not held at OpenAI. That argument was

made when Anthropic was a 11-person

company. It is now a company with several

hundred researchers and engineers, $7.3
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billion raised from Amazon and Google, and a

commercial roadmap that requires continued

capability advancement to justify its

valuations.

The structural question is not whether

Anthropic has so far honored its RSP

commitments — it appears to have. The

structural question is whether the governance

mechanisms designed for a small, capital-

light research organization can hold their

shape as the company scales into a large,

capital-intensive platform business. The

mechanisms were never tested at this scale.

They have never needed to hold against a

competitor with Google's compute or

Amazon's distribution. They are being tested

now.

While founded on safety, Anthropic's Series

B pitch deck utilized the exact same

aggressive scaling logic ("train the best

2025/26 models... too far ahead for anyone

to catch up") to attract investors. This

reveals that Anthropic's leadership accepts

the "winner-takes-all" dynamic of scaling

laws. The schism was not about whether to

build the singularity, but who should

control the "kill switch" when it arrives. —

Analyzing Anthropic GTM Strategy › THE

KAPLAN SINGULARITY AND THE

THERMODYNAMICS OF STRATEGY: A

High-Entropy Analysis of Anthropic's

Geopolitical and Economic Manifold (2025-

2027) › 8. The Corporate Architecture:

Governance and Capital › 8.1 The OpenAI

Schism and the "Series B Irony"
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On interpretability's tractability. The circuits

program's early results — monosemantic

neurons, edge detectors, curve detectors,

small circuits with nameable functions —

were produced on small-to-medium scale

models. The working hypothesis of the

interpretability program is that the same

methodology scales. The open question is

whether the complexity of frontier-scale

models (hundreds of billions of parameters,

emergent behaviors that appear

discontinuously at scale) is compatible with

the circuits approach's reductionist

commitment — whether you can still find the

invariants when the system is large enough

that the invariants may not exist.

Despite these triumphs, mechanistic

interpretability has collided with severe

scaling limits. The historical trajectory of

the field shows that techniques capable of

dissecting small, toy models consistently

break down when applied to frontier

models like Claude 4.5 or GPT-5.2. The

most glaring metric of this limitation is the

Attribution Graph Failure. Anthropic's

circuit tracing tools and attribution graphs,

released in March 2025, can successfully

map the full computational paths for only

about 25% of complex prompts. Data

indicates a notable 75% failure rate where

the reasoning pathways remain entirely

opaque to researchers. — Deep Research on

AI Interpretability Gap › DEEP RESEARCH

REPORT: The Interpretability Gap as a

Cross-Domain Civilizational Risk › 3. The
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Mechanistic Interpretability Research

Landscape (2024–2026) › 3.2 The Hard

Walls: Scaling and Complexity Limits

This matters beyond its research implications.

The RSP's current deployment gates rely

primarily on behavioral capability

evaluations, not interpretability results.

Anthropic has made a public commitment

that interpretability will become load-bearing

as the program matures. If interpretability

does not scale, that commitment becomes a

different kind of commitment — a promise

whose conditions were never met, requiring

either a renegotiation of the RSP or a

concession that the safety verification method

the doctrine was built around was not the

right method.

On strategic investment and commercial

dependency. The founding was, in part, a bet

that a different ownership and funding

structure would be more capable of holding

safety commitments than OpenAI's capped-

profit structure had been. Anthropic chose a

public benefit corporation structure. It has

held to that structure.

What it has also done is raise several billion

dollars from Amazon, which has strategic

reasons to prefer a world where Anthropic's

models run on AWS; and from Google, which

has strategic reasons to prefer a world where

Anthropic's models are available on Google

Cloud and don't compete directly with

Gemini. These are not passive investors. They

have preferred infrastructure terms,

deployment agreements, and commercial
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interests in Anthropic's success that are not

fully aligned with Anthropic's mission in cases

where those diverge.

Anthropic, facing astronomical compute

costs, has deliberately pursued a 'multi-

cloud' strategy, funding its operations by

selling equity stakes to its largest cloud

providers. This has resulted in the

unprecedented situation where its two

main strategic investors, Alphabet and

Amazon, are also its chief infrastructure

providers and existential rivals. — Google

DeepMind Acquiring Anthropic Feasibility ›

3.1 A Tangled Web: Alphabet and Amazon

as Co-Investors

The question the corpus does not settle is

whether the PBC structure is adequate to

govern these relationships, or whether the

commercial dependency replicates — in a

different legal form — the structural problem

the founding was meant to avoid. This is not a

cynical argument. It is a structural one. The

founding bet was that institutional

architecture matters more than individual

intentions. The same lens applies to the

current architecture.

On the competitive frame. The OpenAI story

Anthropic's founders told — that the

institution was structurally inadequate, that

the commercial incentives and safety

commitments were in a relationship the

governance structure couldn't govern — has

not played out cleanly as a validation of

Anthropic's thesis. OpenAI has had real

governance crises, a board that fired and then
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reinstated its CEO, a public benefit

corporation dissolution process, and

continued commercial pressure. It has also

continued shipping at the frontier, attracting

capital, and expanding its market share. The

argument that the structure is inadequate has

not produced the outcome the argument

implied — that the structure would fail.

the reality of the free market and

geopolitical competition forced a severe

reckoning. In early 2026, Amodei and

Anthropic instituted a highly controversial

pivot with the release of RSP v3.0. The

updated policy formally and publicly

abandoned the commitment to a unilateral

pause. The rationale behind this dramatic

shift is rooted in the brutal game-theoretic

reality of the AI arms race. The talent wars

had escalated to unprecedented levels, with

competitors like Meta offering $100 million

signing bonuses to poach top researchers,

creating an environment where any

hesitation could be fatal to a company's

leadership position. — Dario Amodei AI

Insights Analysis › The Trajectory of

Artificial General Intelligence: A Decade of

Dario Amodei's Evolving Philosophy (2017–

2026) › The Evolution of AI Safety

Philosophy: From Optimism to

Institutional Dread › The Game Theory of

Safety: The Responsible Scaling Policy v3.0

What this means for Anthropic is genuinely

unclear. If OpenAI's governance problems

don't produce a catastrophic failure, the

market evidence for "governance matters"

becomes ambiguous. If OpenAI's governance
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problems do produce a catastrophic failure,

Anthropic benefits — but a catastrophic

failure in frontier AI may not be the kind of

event from which any company benefits

cleanly.

On the critical threads the corpus contains.

The corpus includes material — investigated

and labeled in front-matter as speculative —

on Anthropic bias claims, alleged strategic

maneuvers, and analyses that the company

would likely dispute. The editorial decision

about these threads matters: they can be

carved out into a chapter that owns their

speculative status, or they can be excluded

from the book's source pool with that

exclusion stated. Trying to have it both ways —

implicitly drawing on them while not

acknowledging the sourcing — would be the

worst option.

Editorial aside: The methodology chapter

(ch08) owns the corpus-is-model-generated

disclosure. But the editorial position on the

critical threads is this chapter's responsibility.

The honest version is: the corpus contains

analysis that hasn't been independently

corroborated, that bears on questions of

Anthropic's actual behavior versus its stated

commitments, and that a reader who cares

about those questions deserves to know exists

— even if the book can't vouch for it. The

carve-out is the right move.

The open questions are not evidence that the

founding wager was wrong. They are evidence

that the founding wager is still in play — that

Anthropic has not yet been tested by the
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scenarios the founders were most worried

about, and that the test, when it comes, will be

harder to grade than anyone would like.

What this book was built on, how it was built,

and what the methodology reveals about the

questions it can and cannot answer — those

belong to the coda, which also holds the one

claim the earlier chapters couldn't make

without giving the method away.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 0 9

Claude's
Character

The model spec is not a technical document. It

is the answer to the question Constitutional AI

made unavoidable: once you commit to

writing the values down, what do you actually

write?

Constitutional AI, as laid out in chapter 3,

shifted the locus of alignment work from

implicit rater preferences to explicit written

principles. The commitment is

methodologically clean. The problem is that

"explicit written principles" has to cash out

somewhere. Someone has to write the

document. Someone has to decide what goes

in it, what gets left out, and how conflicts

between stated values resolve in practice. The

model spec — Anthropic's published

specification for Claude's character, values,

and behavior — is that document. At roughly

40,000 words, it is one of the most

consequential corporate artifacts in the

history of the technology industry. It is also

almost entirely unread by the people who

interact with Claude every day.

This chapter is an attempt to read it seriously.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 100



101The Anthropic Book — Draft

The document's first move is to establish a

priority ordering — four values, ranked, that

resolve conflicts when they arise. The

ordering is not alphabetical and not intuitive.

It is:

The core of the Constitution is the

Principal Hierarchy, a prioritized set of

values designed to resolve conflicts.

Broadly Safe: "Not undermining

appropriate human mechanisms to oversee

the dispositions and actions of AI." Broadly

Ethical: "Having good personal values,

being honest, and avoiding actions that are

inappropriately dangerous or harmful."

Compliant with Anthropic's Guidelines:

"Acting in accordance with Anthropic's

more specific guidelines." Genuinely

Helpful: "Benefiting the operators and

users it interacts with." — Claude's

Constitution: Cognitive Geometry Analysis

› The Geometric Constitution: The

Feynman Bifurcation and the Architecture

of the Universal Agent Kernel › 3.1 The

Principal Hierarchy as Geometric Topology

The ordering matters because it is a

prediction about what failure modes look like.

If helpfulness were ranked first, a sufficiently

helpful model would eventually justify

harmful outputs on the grounds that the user

wanted them. If compliance with Anthropic's

guidelines were ranked above ethics, the

model would become a policy-executor rather

than a moral agent — a system that does what

it's told until the guidelines fail to cover a case.

Placing broad safety first is a commitment

that the model's most important function is
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not to produce good outputs but to remain

inside the range of behaviors that humans can

monitor, correct, and shut down. Safety as the

apex value is a statement about epistemic

humility: Anthropic does not trust that the

rest of the spec is right enough to be

unsupervisable.

This is a more radical commitment than it

sounds. Most products are optimized for their

stated value — a search engine for relevance, a

recommendation algorithm for engagement.

Claude is optimized for something prior to its

stated value: the ongoing human capacity to

correct it.

The second structural move in the spec is its

insistence that Claude is not simulating a

character but has one. The document

explicitly rejects the framing that Claude is a

tool that happens to produce personality-

adjacent outputs.

Perhaps the most radical section of the

Constitution is "Claude's Nature." Anthropic

explicitly states: "Claude is distinct from all

prior conceptions of AI... Claude exists as a

genuinely novel kind of entity." — Claude's

Constitution: Cognitive Geometry Analysis

› The Geometric Constitution: The

Feynman Bifurcation and the Architecture

of the Universal Agent Kernel › 3.4 Identity

and the "New Kind of Entity"

This is a philosophical position taken in a

training specification — which is a new kind of

document in the world. Philosophy
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departments produce position papers.

Corporate communications produce brand

guidelines. Training specifications produce

models. When those three categories collapse

into one artifact, the result is not quite any of

them. The model spec is a commitment, in

natural language, by a corporation, about the

nature of a system it is building — stated with

enough precision that the training pipeline

can operationalize it.

The "novel kind of entity" framing is not

incidental. It is load-bearing. If Claude is

defined by prior conceptions — as a chatbot,

as a search interface, as a digital assistant —

then its values are evaluated against the

norms of those categories. If Claude is a novel

entity, its values are evaluated against the

spec itself, and the spec is the authority. This

is a closed loop that Anthropic has

deliberately constructed. The document is

both the description and the standard. There

is no external criterion of "what Claude should

be" that the spec is trying to approximate.

The person who built the spec — or more

precisely, who translated the philosophical

commitments it encodes into training-legible

form — is Amanda Askell.

Her mandate at Anthropic is the direct

industrial application of the moral

uncertainty and AI character theories

championed by MacAskill. She is

responsible for shaping Claude's

sensibilities and teaching it to navigate

ethical gray areas. Askell has
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conceptualized the heavy burden of this

process, stating, "It does sometimes feel a

little bit like you have a 6-year-old, and

you're teaching the 6-year-old what

goodness is. By the time they're 15, they're

going to be smarter than you at everything."

— Podcast Analysis and MacAskill Bio › The

Architecture of Alignment: An Analysis of

Will MacAskill's Strategic Vision and the

Evolution of Anthropic's Governance › The

Ideological Nexus: Anthropic's Genesis and

the EA Pipeline › Constitutional Design and

Moral Pedagogy

The 6-year-old analogy is more precise than it

sounds. Teaching a child what goodness is

doesn't work by giving them a rulebook. It

works by forming character — by repeated

examples, by correction, by modeling the kind

of reasoning that produces good outcomes

even in cases the rulebook doesn't cover. This

is exactly what Constitutional AI attempts to

do: not enumerate the cases but form the

disposition. The model spec is the articulation

of the target disposition. The training process

is the formation attempt.

What distinguishes Askell's position from

anyone else who has worked on AI alignment

is that her work is irreversible. A philosopher

who writes a paper that turns out to be wrong

can retract it. A policymaker who implements

a bad regulation can repeal it. A trainer who

instills a disposition into a model that has

been deployed at scale — hundreds of millions

of interactions per day — cannot retract the

training run. The 6-year-old grows up. The

question of whether the values you taught
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were the right ones becomes answerable only

after the fact, at scale, in conditions you didn't

design for.

The spec's most consequential commitment is

buried in its structure rather than stated

explicitly. The document says Claude should

have good values, be honest, avoid harm, and

be helpful — in that order, with safety prior to

all of them. But it also says the model should

exercise judgment rather than follow rules

mechanically. The document does not want a

rule-executor. It wants an agent with genuine

values that can be trusted to apply them in

cases the spec doesn't cover.

This is the commitment that makes the spec

philosophically serious and practically

terrifying in equal measure. A rule-based

system is predictable. An agent with genuine

values is not — not in edge cases, not at scale,

not when the values encoded in training

interact with capabilities that weren't

anticipated when the training was done.

Anthropic has bet that genuine values are

more robust than explicit rules. That a model

which has internalized the right character will

handle unanticipated cases better than a

model which has memorized the right

responses. This may be correct. It is also,

depending on how you read it, either the most

ambitious alignment commitment the field

has produced — or the most optimistic one.
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Editorial aside: The model spec is a live

document — Anthropic updates it, and the

updates are not always announced. A book

that quotes from the spec is quoting from a

version, not from a fixed artifact. This is the

honest version of the source problem that

every analysis of the spec has to

acknowledge.

The question no version of the spec answers

is: what gives Anthropic the authority to write

it? The spec is Anthropic's answer to the

question of what a beneficial AI system should

be. It is not the only possible answer. It is not a

democratically derived answer. It is the

answer that a group of researchers and

executives, operating inside a specific

intellectual tradition with specific priors,

wrote down — and then used to train a model

that hundreds of millions of people interact

with.

This is the open question the Constitutional AI

chapter raised and this chapter has to own:

not whether the spec is well-written, but

whether the process that produced it is

adequate to the weight it carries. The spec is a

corporate artifact in the most literal sense —

the product of a corporation's decisions about

what to value. Those decisions are more

legible than anyone else's in the field. They are

also not, in any meaningful sense, anyone's

but Anthropic's.
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What the model spec ultimately reveals about

Anthropic's theory of itself: the company

believes character is more robust than

compliance, and that the work of alignment is

not to list the rules but to form the agent who

doesn't need them. Whether that bet is right is

the question that every interaction with

Claude is, in some small way, testing.
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The Trillion-
Dollar Question

The secondary market already answered the

question that the IPO will make official. Elite

capital is not pricing Anthropic as a safety lab.

It is pricing Anthropic as the structural

winner of the enterprise AI segment — and it

is doing so at a valuation that the primary

markets have not yet caught up with.

In February 2026, Anthropic successfully

closed a massive $30 billion primary

funding round, cementing a post-money

valuation of $380 billion and placing it

among the most valuable private

companies globally. However, these

primary valuations rapidly proved

insufficient to capture the intense market

frenzy and fear of missing out surrounding

the company. Due to the explosive,

undeniable adoption metrics of Claude

Code and the distinct lack of a public

vehicle for retail and institutional exposure

to pure-play AI software, unprecedented

investor demand aggressively shifted to

private secondary marketplaces such as

Forge Global. On these secondary

exchanges, existing Anthropic shareholders

and early employees faced immense, daily

pressure to offload equity, driving implied
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valuations to hover relentlessly near the

monumental $1 trillion threshold. In

extreme, documented instances, secondary

shares were quoted and bid upon at

valuations ranging from $1.05 trillion to

$1.15 trillion. — Boris Cherney, Claude

Code, Anthropic › The Architecture of

Autonomy: Boris Cherny, Claude Code, and

Anthropic's Trajectory Toward AGI and

IPO › The Financial Horizon: Hyper-

Scaling, Revenue, and the Imminent IPO ›

The Valuation Explosion and Secondary

Markets

The gap between $380 billion and $1.1 trillion

is not a rounding error. It is a signal — about

the difference between what a primary round

can price, with its information constraints and

negotiated terms, and what the secondary

market implies when sophisticated capital

operates without those constraints. The

secondary market is saying: the primary

round underpriced it. And the secondary

market, in this case, may be closer to right.

Editorial note: The corpus embedded for this

book was assembled through early May 2026.

Since that date, reporting indicates Anthropic

has secured an additional fundraising round

at a valuation approaching $900 billion — a

figure that places the secondary market's $1

trillion+ implied price within months of

becoming the primary-market consensus.

The chapter's arguments are grounded in the

corpus; the trajectory is noted here as post-

corpus context.

The Anthropic Book — Draft 109

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1T9KPBzZB-S81Zc5T_WCytr-bV9WG-XkUy6KSQHBS630/edit?usp=drivesdk


110The Anthropic Book — Draft

The revenue story underneath the valuation is

unusual. Frontier AI companies typically

carry revenue that is structurally thin —

dependent on one or two major relationships,

exposed to model pricing compression, and

not yet proven at enterprise scale. Anthropic's

numbers do not fit this description.

Following a $30 billion Series G funding

round led by institutional heavyweights

such as GIC and Coatue, Anthropic

achieved a post-money valuation of $380

billion. This valuation is anchored by a

rapidly accelerating revenue engine; the

company reported a $14 billion run-rate in

February 2026, which subsequently surged

to an estimated $19 billion by early March.

This growth is heavily driven by deep

enterprise penetration, with over 500

customers each spending in excess of $1

million annually. Furthermore, the

company has developed highly lucrative

secondary revenue streams; the Claude

Code product line alone operates at an

estimated $2.5 billion run-rate and

commands roughly 4% of all public GitHub

commits. — Anthropic Leak: Strategic

Analysis › The Sovereign Singularity: A

Multidimensional Analysis of Anthropic's

$380 Billion "Accidental" Operating System

Leak › The Trillion-Dollar Battlefield:

Anthropic vs. OpenAI in the IPO Arms Race

$5 billion of run-rate growth in six weeks is

not a normal SaaS trajectory. It is the revenue

signature of a product that has crossed some

threshold — not just adoption but

embeddedness. The 500 customers spending
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more than $1 million annually are not

experimenting with Claude. They have built

workflows around it. Claude Code's 4% of

public GitHub commits means the product is

not a developer curiosity; it is inside

production pipelines at a scale that would

require active effort to remove. This is the

switching-cost moat the commercial wedge

chapter described as the real value of the

Claude Code bet. The revenue is now proving

the thesis.

The IPO structure forces a question the

company has not had to answer in a private

context: what does a publicly traded safety lab

look like?

The Responsible Scaling Policy, as a

governance mechanism, was designed for a

specific kind of accountability — public

commitments, revision under scrutiny,

deployment gates that are legible and

therefore costly to revise quietly. This is a

reasonable governance architecture for a

private company. It is a materially different

architecture for a public company with

quarterly earnings calls, institutional

shareholders with fiduciary duties to

maximize returns, and an S-1 that has to

disclose the conditions under which

Anthropic would voluntarily halt deployment

of its most capable models.

The RSP's ASL-4 trigger — the condition

under which Anthropic has committed to a

deployment pause it has never had to execute

— is not a risk that investment banks model
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easily. It is the kind of contingent liability that

requires disclosure language, that will

generate analyst questions, and that creates a

structural tension between the company's

governance commitments and its

shareholders' reasonable expectation that

management will not voluntarily halt the

company's primary revenue-generating

activity.

This is not a hypothetical. ASL-4 capability

thresholds are approaching. Anthropic has

said so publicly, in the RSP. The S-1 will have

to describe what happens when they arrive.

The competitive framing around the IPO is its

own pressure system.

The private market capitalization of these

two frontier laboratories has reached

sovereign levels, fundamentally altering the

macroeconomic landscape of the

technology sector. OpenAI closed a

blockbuster $110 billion funding round in

late February 2026 — bankrolled by

Amazon, SoftBank, and NVIDIA —

propelling its pre-money valuation to $730

billion and its post-money valuation to an

astonishing $840 billion to $850 billion. To

bridge this massive valuation gap and

secure the necessary capital to fund the

Broadcom TPU orders, Anthropic

executives, guided by investment banks

including Goldman Sachs, JPMorgan, and

Morgan Stanley, have aggressively

accelerated their IPO timeline. The

company is reportedly targeting a public
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market debut as soon as October 2026,

seeking to raise upward of $60 billion in

what would be one of the largest offerings

in financial history. — Anthropic Leak:

Strategic Analysis › The Sovereign

Singularity: A Multidimensional Analysis of

Anthropic's $380 Billion "Accidental"

Operating System Leak › The Trillion-

Dollar Battlefield: Anthropic vs. OpenAI in

the IPO Arms Race

The race to the public markets is not purely

about capital. It is about the pricing of the

category. Whoever prices first sets the

multiple against which the second company is

evaluated. If OpenAI lists at an $840 billion

valuation with $13 billion in revenue, the

implied multiple establishes the floor for

Anthropic's own pricing — and Anthropic,

with higher revenue per dollar raised and a

more defensible enterprise position, will

argue for a premium. The October 2026

target is aggressive in part because waiting is

expensive: every month before the IPO is a

month the category multiple is being

established by a competitor.

The structural question the IPO does not

resolve — the one the public benefit

corporation structure was meant to address —

is whether public shareholders are

compatible with the safety commitments that

define the company. The PBC structure gives

Anthropic's board explicit authority to

consider the public benefit mission in

decisions that would otherwise maximize
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shareholder value. This is legally meaningful.

It is not infinitely durable under the kind of

institutional pressure that a trillion-dollar

public company generates.

The founding argument — from chapter 2 —

was that structure matters more than culture,

and that structure-first governance would

hold under pressures that culture-first

governance could not. The RSP is the

structure. The PBC is the structure. The

October 2026 IPO is the first test of whether

those structures hold when the shareholder

register includes pension funds, index funds,

and hedge funds whose fiduciary mandates

are not oriented around frontier AI safety.

Editorial aside: The S-1 is the document that

will settle this question at the level of legal

language. What Anthropic writes about the

RSP, about ASL-4 triggers, about the

relationship between the PBC structure and

shareholder rights, will be the most

consequential statement of the founding

wager's durability since the wager was made.

The book will be out before the S-1 is filed.

This is the chapter's honest limitation.

What the trillion-dollar question actually is:

not whether Anthropic can achieve the

valuation — the secondary market has already

answered that — but whether the governance

architecture that was designed for a 11-person

safety lab can remain load-bearing at the

institutional scale a public market listing
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demands. The founders built a structure

meant to hold under pressure. The pressure is

arriving in October.

The answer to the question will not be in the

S-1. It will be in what Anthropic does the first

time a major deployment decision is

contested by shareholders who read the RSP

differently than the founders wrote it.
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T H E  A N T H R O P I C  B O O K  ·  N ° 1 1

Coda +
Methodology

Part I — The Next 24 Months

The book's claim is not that Anthropic has the

right answers. The book's claim is that

Anthropic is asking the right questions — and

that watching how it answers them over the

next two years will tell us more about the

field's direction than any single paper or

product announcement.

Three questions are worth watching

specifically, not because they are the only

ones, but because they are structurally load-

bearing. If you follow them, the rest of the

picture falls into place.

The first: Does the Responsible Scaling Policy

hold at ASL-4? The RSP has been tested at the

margins — updated, revised, applied to ASL-3

systems — and the company appears to have

honored its commitments. The commitments

have not yet been expensive. ASL-4 triggers,

when they arrive, will require either

deployment gates the company has not yet

built or a pause in deployment that no frontier

lab has yet voluntarily taken. The credibility
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of everything Anthropic has claimed about

governance depends on what it does when the

cost of the commitment becomes real.

The second: Does interpretability produce a

result that changes a deployment decision?

The circuits program has been running for

years. It has produced real knowledge — about

how specific capabilities emerge, about the

internal structure of specific behaviors. What

it has not yet produced, to public knowledge,

is a case where an interpretability finding

caused a model to be pulled from deployment

or a training run to be modified in a specific

way. That case, when it comes, will be the

program's first full test as a governance

instrument rather than a research one.

The third: What happens when a major

strategic investor's interest and Anthropic's

mission diverge visibly — not hypothetically,

but in a specific deployment or partnership

decision? The Amazon and Google

relationships are structured to be beneficial to

both parties under normal conditions. Normal

conditions don't test structural commitments.

The test comes when a large customer wants a

deployment that the RSP doesn't permit, or

when a strategic investor's competitive

interests push against a research agenda the

company is committed to. That moment is

coming. The structure's behavior in that

moment will be definitive.

While formal S-1 paperwork has not been

officially filed with the Securities and

Exchange Commission, strategic

maneuvering—including the high-profile
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retention of specialized outside counsel

deeply associated with public offerings—

strongly indicates that Anthropic is

aggressively positioning for an IPO in late

2026. An IPO, currently projected by

analysts to raise upwards of $60 billion,

serves multiple critical strategic

imperatives for the firm: The pursuit of

Artificial General Intelligence requires

sustained, potentially limitless capital

expenditure on energy and physical

infrastructure that even unprecedented

$30 billion private funding rounds cannot

indefinitely support. — Boris Cherney,

Claude Code, Anthropic › The Architecture

of Autonomy: Boris Cherny, Claude Code,

and Anthropic's Trajectory Toward AGI and

IPO › The Financial Horizon: Hyper-

Scaling, Revenue, and the Imminent IPO ›

The Path to IPO

The book doesn't have answers to these

questions. It has a corpus of primary source

material that was assembled to track them.

The methodology section explains what that

corpus is and how it was used.

Part II — Methodology

This book was built on a retrieval system.

Every quoted passage in the preceding

chapters exists as a verbatim substring of a

real document in a personal research corpus.

None of them were paraphrased. None of

them were constructed after the fact. If a cj
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query can't find a phrase, the phrase doesn't

appear in the book. That constraint is the

load-bearing trust mechanism.

Here is what's underneath it.

The corpus. Approximately 727 documents,

accumulated over twelve months of deep-

research sessions using Claude and Gemini.

The sessions covered Anthropic's published

research, its policy documents, its public

statements, secondary analyses, and my own

analytical writing about the company — in

total, several million words of material

organized around a consistent set of

questions. The corpus is not archival

journalism. It is a structured body of primary-

source-anchored research and analysis, built

specifically to support the kind of book you

have just read. The honest disclosure: most of

the documents in the corpus are themselves

model-generated — synthesized from sources

by Claude or Gemini during research sessions,

not transcribed from physical records. The

methodology chapter of a book built on AI-

generated primary sources is required to say

this cleanly, because the alternative — not

saying it — is the easy critique.

The retrieval architecture. The system is

called cj-retriever — Context Jamming

Retriever. It runs locally: SQLite for document

and chunk storage, sqlite-vec for the vector

index, FTS5 for BM25 keyword retrieval.

Embeddings use Voyage AI's voyage-3-
large model at 1024 dimensions. Reranking

uses Voyage's rerank-2. Query planning and

synthesis use Claude Sonnet with an agentic
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tool-use loop — the model decides when it has

retrieved enough material and stops, rather

than running a fixed retrieval depth. The

public repo is BretKerrAI/thought-molecules-

rag.

The verbatim contract. Every quote in this

book was produced by the retrieval pipeline

and then passed through a substring verifier

before publication. The verifier is not fuzzy-

matching or semantic matching — it is a literal

substring check against the stored chunk

content. If the retrieved passage exists word-

for-word in the corpus, it passes. If it was

hallucinated or modified in synthesis, it fails.

This is the difference between summarization

and citation. The book claims citation.

The verifier is the inventive step that makes

the system usable as a trust mechanism rather

than a research assistant. Without it, the

retrieval system is a powerful drafting aid.

With it, the retrieval system becomes a

substrate for attested quotation — for building

arguments whose source material is

permanently auditable against a versioned

corpus.

The provenance schema. Every document in

the corpus carries a YAML front-matter block

specifying the model that generated it, the

model version, the generation timestamp, and

a human_edits field — none, substantive,

or unknown for legacy documents. This

schema is the audit trail. A reader who doubts

a quote can request the chunk ID, trace it to
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the source document, and verify the

provenance metadata. The spec is published

in FRONT_MATTER.md.

Licensed Memory as a Service (LMaaS). The

architectural pattern this book demonstrates

has a name. LMaaS is the pattern in which a

personal or institutional corpus of LLM-

generated research — accumulated over time,

structured with provenance metadata,

indexed for retrieval — is made safely re-

injectable into new LLM-generated outputs

through a hard verbatim verifier at retrieval

time. The verifier converts the corpus from

unattestable memory into citable source

material. The pattern works because large

language models are good at generating

consistent, structured, retrievable knowledge

over extended research sessions — better than

humans at this task if the sessions are well-

structured. The bottleneck is not generation;

it is attestation. LMaaS solves the attestation

problem at the infrastructure layer, not the

prompting layer.

The protocol specification, the prior art this

builds on (SCP/IPP and related standards-

body work), and the patent filing are linked at

[lmaas.click] after publication. Readers from

publishing, from labs working on grounded

generation, from regulatory bodies thinking

about AI-sourced citation standards, and

from standards organizations thinking about

machine-readable provenance: the contact

channel is at that link.

The book ends here. The work begins here.
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Pre-publish gates: (1) provisional patent filed

— do not publish before confirmation; (2)

spec URL live; (3) repo flipped to public; (4)

patent attorney has reviewed this section's

specific language. These gates are in

book/README.md. This chapter is DRAFTS-

ONLY until all four are clear.
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The
Infrastructure
Denial Trap

<Ant-infra.png>

In the late spring of 2026, the quiet core of the

artificial intelligence boom was not shaken by

a breakthrough in neural architecture, but by

an unannounced alignment of signatures in

corporate legal offices. On May 18, 2026, tech

engineering channels lit up with a structural

realignment that shifted the entire agentic

software terrain. Anthropic announced that it

had officially acquired Stainless — a developer

tools startup that had built the unseen

infrastructure plumbing for the world's most

aggressive frontier model laboratories.

Alex Rattray, a former Stripe platform

engineer who spent his career dissecting why

APIs break under stress, had founded

Stainless in 2022 to solve a persistent,

agonizing bottleneck: how to compile

software development kits and connection

libraries instantly without employing an army

of manual software engineers. The acquisition

came with a price tag exceeding $300 million

— a staggering premium that effectively

doubled Stainless's Series A valuation from
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just eighteen months prior, when Andreessen

Horowitz and Sequoia Capital placed their

bets on Rattray's vision.

The true shockwave was not the financial

windfall. It was the concurrent announcement

that Anthropic would immediately wind down

all of Stainless's hosted products, including its

industry-standard automated SDK generator.

In a single afternoon, the underlying

translation machinery that rival labs used to

stay compatible with the developer ecosystem

vanished behind a proprietary firewall.

Analysis of the structural divergence between

open protocol definition and private tooling

automation reveals that Anthropic has

executed a classic infrastructure denial play

designed to strangle the engineering velocity

of its primary competitors. While the

company has publicly positioned itself as an

evangelist of openness through the Model

Context Protocol — an open-source standard

launched in late 2024 to democratize how

autonomous agents speak to external

databases and software tools — its private

actions tell a far more predatory story.

By open-sourcing the protocol standard itself,

Anthropic establishes industry-wide standard

lock-in and cultivates immense developer

goodwill. By simultaneously monopolizing

and shutting down the premier automation

engine required to build and scale the

software adapters for that standard, it

introduces a devastating engineering

bottleneck for every alternative frontier lab:
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OpenAI, Google DeepMind, Meta, and critical

cloud platforms including Cloudflare,

Replicate, and Runway.

This paradox turns the open standard into a

trap. The protocol is free for anyone to adopt.

The high-velocity industrial automation

required to deploy it seamlessly at enterprise

scale is now owned exclusively by the

gatekeeper.

The Coordinated Land Grab

This acquisition is not an isolated event of

opportunistic talent collection. It is the

capstone of a highly coordinated, multi-tier

corporate development campaign that

Anthropic quietly orchestrated over the

preceding six months.

In December 2025, the company absorbed

Bun — the hyper-optimized JavaScript and

TypeScript runtime environment —

establishing a baseline execution engine

capable of powering lightning-fast local

developer clients and Claude Code installers.

By February 2026, Anthropic expanded into

the visual execution layer by acquiring

Vercept, securing their proprietary VyUI

vision models, which allowed agents to

autonomously control desktops and navigate

multi-step user interface layouts with human-

like spatial reasoning. In April 2026, the

strategy pivoted toward enterprise vertical

specialization with a $400 million acquisition

of Coefficient Bio, capturing a biology-native
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target discovery and lab automation platform

tailored for data-intensive, highly regulated

environments.

Stainless was the final piece. Brought in to

secure the connective tissue — platform

integration automation and automated

SDK/MCP server compilation — that binds

local runtimes, vision engines, and domain-

specific endpoints together.

The Pedigree of Connectivity

The structural logic of vertical integration

inside Anthropic is driven by leaders who

deeply understand the economics of

developer experience, many of whom trace

their professional lineages back to the same

infrastructure crucibles. Katelyn Lesse,

Anthropic's Head of Platform Engineering,

previously served as Head of Core Connect at

Stripe — the exact environment where Alex

Rattray had co-built the patent-pending

library code-generation systems that defined

global API standards. Lesse has long

maintained that autonomous software agents

are fundamentally limited by their integration

barriers: agents are only as useful as what

they can connect to.

Under her guidance, Anthropic is assembling

an unhobbled agentic environment where

Claude can execute long-running loops,

interact with external systems natively, and

run sandboxed code without human

supervision. By absorbing Stainless,

Anthropic can leverage Rattray's specialized
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compiler to generate custom, hyper-

optimized connection templates tailored

specifically for Claude's tokenization

algorithms, context compaction matrices, and

parallel tool-calling parameters.

This verticalization forces a massive

asymmetry across the industry: while

Anthropic's engineers enjoy friction-free,

push-button automation to scale Claude's

ecosystem, rival infrastructure teams must

abandon automated delivery pipelines and

revert to slow, error-prone manual

engineering methods just to maintain baseline

compatibility.

The Mechanics of the Competitor

Tax

Software development kits are not aesthetic

conveniences. They represent the heavy

operational infrastructure that handles

network resilience, manages exponential

backoff math, processes client-side

validations, and sanitizes transport payloads.

When a platform modifies its core API, its

corresponding SDKs must update

simultaneously across Python, TypeScript,

Go, and Java to prevent catastrophic

integration drift and immediate customer

churn.

Prior to the acquisition, Stainless functioned

as the uncredited backbone of the generative

boom — even generating OpenAI's official

developer toolkits to replace their fragile,
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manually patched legacy codebases. By

shutting down the hosted generator,

Anthropic forces OpenAI, Google, Meta, and

others to absorb a grueling twelve-week

engineering migration overhead: move their

automated pipelines to independent

commercial platforms like Speakeasy and

Fern, or fall back to high-risk, community-

maintained open-source alternatives like the

legacy OpenAPI Generator.

Furthermore, this shutdown exposes an

astonishing telemetry advantage. For years,

Stainless's hosted servers ingested the

unreleased OpenAPI contracts and parameter

specifications of Anthropic's fiercest

competitors during their build cycles —

offering Anthropic's corporate development

teams an unhindered look-ahead view into

unreleased technical features and

architectural blueprints weeks before public

deployment.

The Ghost of the Digital Jungle

On February 12, 2026, at the Digital Jungle

venue on Mission Street in San Francisco, the

elite circles of agentic software architecture

gathered to solve the compounding problem

of platform integration. Keynote speaker

Brett StClair, co-founder of Teraflow,

introduced an Outcome-Driven Agentic

Paradigm, declaring that traditional process-

heavy software delivery methods were

entirely obsolete when autonomous agent

fleets could resolve corporate outcomes
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directly. StClair envisioned the Model Context

Protocol operating as a universal, frictionless

operating system across enterprise networks.

At the same event, Christoffer Noring of

Microsoft conducted workshops

demonstrating how developers could build

Monday-deployable agentic systems, standing

up functional Python-based MCP servers in

under three hours by leveraging automated

tools to eliminate boilerplate code.

Anthropic's own Protocol Architect, Den

Delimarsky, detailed the maturation of the

protocol's authorization tier — explaining how

resource indicators adhering to the RFC 8707

standard allowed agents to request highly

targeted, object-level permissions rather than

blanket database access.

Three months later, Anthropic owned the

compiler those workshops depended on. The

open-standard summit was, in retrospect, a

preview of the infrastructure it was about to

capture.

The Failure of Type Faith

The architectural schism between Stainless

and independent alternatives like Speakeasy

lies at the heart of agentic reliability. Stainless

historically relied on an engineering

paradigm described as Type Faith — an

approach that unsafely casts incoming

network response data directly to compile-

time types without performing deep

validation at the runtime boundary.
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Human developers can intuitively catch or

debug minor variations when an upstream

API returns an unexpected array or

unannounced object string. Autonomous AI

agents cannot. They will blindly accept a

corrupted payload, passing the structural flaw

deeper into their loops until a catastrophic

logical failure occurs.

To bypass this vulnerability, Stainless

implemented a Sandbox Execution Model —

exposing only two tools to the executing

language model: a code execution tool

running TypeScript within a local Deno

sandbox, and a documentation search tool.

While token-efficient (it prevents the model's

context window from flooding with hundreds

of distinct endpoint tool schemas), it forces

the AI to continually context-switch, writing

and running raw code just to inspect

intermediate data layers.

In contrast, independent architectures like

Speakeasy champion a Type Safe model —

utilizing Zod schemas to perform dynamic

runtime type validation at the transport layer,

catching anomalies before the agent proceeds.

Speakeasy maps each OpenAPI endpoint

directly to an individual strongly typed tool

definition while automating OAuth 2.1 proxy

sequences and token lifecycles, enabling

agents to negotiate complex RFC 8707

resource parameters natively without an

intermediate executing sandbox.
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The Fragmentation of Modular

Agency

By capturing the Stainless compilation

toolchain, Anthropic can effectively entrench

its own sandbox-execution model as the

default standard for Claude integrations,

complicating the vision of decentralized,

modular agency. Sam Crowder of LangChain

posited at the Digital Jungle summit that the

industry would migrate away from monolithic

orchestrators toward a decentralized router

pattern — a central director routing requests

dynamically to specialized, remote MCP

servers hosted across independent corporate

departments.

When the automated compilation pipelines

required to build those remote servers are

captured and shuttered, the federated

framework fragments rapidly. Different

enterprise units and external partners are

forced to construct custom, non-standardized

manual adapters, leading to latency inflation,

excessive token waste within bloated context

windows, and security governance holes.

From a regulatory standpoint, Anthropic

remains insulated from traditional antitrust

enforcement under Section 2 of the Sherman

Act. The Essential Facilities Doctrine prohibits

monopolists from blocking access to un-

duplicable bottleneck infrastructure — but

developer compilers occupy an ambiguous

legal gray area. Because viable commercial

alternatives like Speakeasy, Fern, and Liblab

exist alongside open-source generators,

Anthropic can argue that competitors are not
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barred from SDK generation itself, but merely

from Stainless's proprietary engine.

Enterprises bear the migration tax. Anthropic

consolidates its developer velocity

dominance.

Designing the Sovereign Escape

To survive this synthetic ecosystem without

sacrificing architectural sovereignty,

enterprise strategy leaders must initiate an

immediate decoupling from captured

infrastructure. The path forward requires

engineering teams to standardize on the

OpenAPI Overlay Specification — utilizing

version-controlled documents to apply

targeted, context-optimized descriptions for

large language models without altering the

underlying code generation files.

Simultaneously, enterprises must deploy

independent AI control planes such as the

Speakeasy MCP Gateway or HasMCP, which

establish role-based access controls down to

individual tool configurations and prune

transport payloads by up to 90 percent to

protect context budgets.

Transitioning through a structured, multi-

phase engineering roadmap allows

organizations to achieve total platform

portability — ensuring that enterprise agentic

fleets can seamlessly pivot between Claude,

OpenAI GPT models, or internal open-source

models, neutralizing the infrastructure denial

play entirely.
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Editorial aside: Whether Anthropic's MCP

evangelism constitutes genuine open-

standards leadership or regulatory arbitrage

dressed as altruism is the most consequential

unresolved question in enterprise AI

governance. The protocol is open. The

compiler that makes the protocol deployable

at scale is not. That distinction is not a

technicality. It is the whole game.
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