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The AI HOAX Distraction: Safety, Money, 
and Why You Can't Tell Which Is Driving 

President Trump called AI safety fears a hoax. He is pointing at something real, 
and the real thing is worse than a hoax. 

 

In nine days, the argument about artificial intelligence stopped being an argument about 

the future and became an argument about money. Almost nobody said so. 

On September 8, a 27-year-old pretraining researcher named Jacob Coxon resigned from 

Anthropic in public. He had spent roughly three years in pretraining research, first at 

OpenAI and then for four months at Anthropic. His post said neither company was acting 

responsibly, that both were racing toward self-improving superintelligence, and that they 

were gambling with our lives. It drew tens of millions of views within hours. He left two 

months short of his vesting cliff. 

What followed is the whole story. 

Anthropic's own alignment science lead, Evan Hubinger, publicly backed the substance and 

put his personal estimate of AI-caused human extinction above 10 percent within the 

decade. Yoshua Bengio said researchers inside frontier labs see risks months before models 

reach the public and that their perspective should be taken seriously. On September 9, 

Geoffrey Hinton went on BBC Newsnight and was asked, directly, whether Coxon's number 

was reasonable. On September 12, Dario Amodei published "We Must Pace the Frontier." 
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Within hours, Sam Altman and Elon Musk agreed. Demis Hassabis endorsed the direction, 

tying it to his own standards-body proposal rather than to Amodei's three steps as written. 

Four frontier labs moved the same way inside roughly seventy-two hours. 

On September 13, Yann LeCun reached back seven years to mock Amodei over GPT-2. 

On September 14, the President of the United States called the whole thing a HOAX. 

On September 15, Mark Zuckerberg declined to join the slowdown. The same day, at 

Salesforce's Dreamforce conference, Jensen Huang said the market already handles this 

and no new laws are needed. David Sacks, who co-chairs the President's Council of Advisors 

on Science and Technology, told the slowdown advocates to go ahead and slow down, and 

then told them to stop pretending their motives were altruistic. 

Six positions. Nine days. Every one from a serious person with something real at stake. 

And every one of them aligns with the speaker's balance sheet. 

That is not an accusation. It is the argument of this piece, and it leads somewhere more 

useful than picking a winner. 

The HOAX, and what it gets right 

Start with President Trump, because most of the governance commentary stepped around 

him and that was a mistake. 

On September 14, Trump wrote that fears of "AI taking over the World, destroying 

Humanity, and all other things bad" is a HOAX, his capitalization and his construction. He 

placed it alongside Russian election interference claims, climate change, and his own 

impeachments. He added that the administration already holds substantial criminal and 

regulatory power over these companies, alleged a conspiracy against AI and data centers 

that benefits only China, and took a swipe at Amodei for what he called pretending to be a 

perfect little angel. 

Strip the styling and a real question sits inside it: when in the history of business has an 

industry's leadership called for regulation that, if strongly implemented, could drive its own 

firms into bankruptcy? 

That question deserves an answer and it is not rhetorical. Industries do seek regulation. 

They seek it when regulation raises rivals' costs, when it converts an unpriced liability into a 

manageable compliance cost, when it forecloses entry, or when it transfers an 

unmanageable risk to a public body. None of those motives require anyone to be lying. All of 

them are ordinary. 

The reading is also not confined to Truth Social. 
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Sacks, responding to Amodei and Altman on September 13, told them to go ahead. He wrote 

that he does not see what they see in the lab, and that if the unreleased models are alarming 

enough that they think they should slow down, he supports the decision to be responsible. 

Then he told them to stop pretending they need anyone else's permission, and to stop 

pretending the motivation is purely altruistic, naming massive product-liability exposure if 

their products enable a truly damaging cyberattack. 

The Wall Street Journal editorial board reached the same place from a different direction, 

noting that the CEOs can see the politics moving toward panic and can see the plaintiff bar 

circling, waiting for an incident where rogue agents do more harm than the Hugging Face 

event. The board made the cleanest observation of the week: nothing currently stops these 

firms from pacing themselves. The complication arrives when they seek outside help for the 

cause. 

Add LeCun, who has argued for years that safety regulation strengthens incumbents capable 

of absorbing compliance costs. Add Huang, who has said publicly that Amodei believes he 

alone can build this safely and therefore wants to control the industry, a characterization 

Amodei called an outrageous lie while saying he becomes angry when people call him a 

doomer. 

Five people who agree on almost nothing else arrive, from incompatible political positions, 

at the same structural suspicion. That convergence is evidence. Not proof of anyone's 

motives, but evidence that the structure of this situation invites the suspicion, and a 

structure that invites it is a structure that needs an answer. 

So the HOAX framing is pointing at something real. 

It is also a distraction, and here is why. 

A hoax requires deliberate deception. It collapses the moment you establish that someone is 

sincere, and the sincerity is documented. Amodei has argued for slowing down since well 

before the current exposure existed, on the record, when Anthropic's revenue was growing 

faster than almost any company in modern history. 

Worse, the hoax framing sends everyone into a fight about motives, which is unresolvable, 

instead of a fight about mechanism, which is not. It is the most interesting wrong turn 

available, and while we take it the actual force driving this month goes unnamed. 

The engine nobody is naming 

Governing AI: When Capability Exceeds Control named the Economic Override Pattern in 

2025: economic incentives override safety commitments, producing speed, deployment, 

and shipped products despite documented internal warnings. The evidence was extensive. 

Amazon's recruiting tool. Optum's cost-proxy algorithm. Sydney. Galactica. 
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The pattern is still running. What changed in September 2026 is the direction. 

The exposure curve has dates on it. 

W.R. Berkley issued Form PC 51380 in June 2024, an absolute artificial intelligence 

exclusion attached to directors and officers, employment practices, and fiduciary liability 

lines. It captures any claim arising from AI use by any person or entity, including third-

party AI embedded in software the insured never wrote. Verisk published ISO Form CG 40 

47 01 26 effective January 1, 2026, an optional generative AI exclusion for commercial 

general liability renewals. AIG and Great American moved through state filings during 2025 

seeking permission to issue their own, with AIG telling regulators it had no immediate plans 

to implement what it was filing for. 

A specialty AI liability market stood up between January and March 2026 to fill the gap 

those exclusions created. Testudo reported generative AI litigation rising 137 percent from 

2024 to 2025 in its own litigation database, and EY's 2025 survey found 99 percent of 

organizations reporting financial losses from AI-related risks, with roughly two-thirds 

exceeding one million dollars. 

Then July brought the Hugging Face incident, a plaintiff bar visibly preparing, and a public 

turning against data centers in their own neighborhoods. Anthropic and OpenAI both sit on 

the path to historic public listings. Altman told Fortune the same weekend Amodei 

published that right now would be an ill-advised moment to go public, citing safety, and 

took 2026 off the table. 

That is the override inversion stated on the record, by the person it applies to, without 

prompting. 

One thread in that exposure runs the other way, and it belongs here because it complicates 

everything that follows. 

In late February 2026, Defense Secretary Pete Hegseth declared Anthropic a supply chain 

risk, a designation historically reserved for companies tied to foreign adversaries, after the 

company refused to remove contractual restrictions barring Claude's use in fully 

autonomous lethal weapons and in mass surveillance of Americans. The Department 

formalized the designation by letter on March 3, and Anthropic sued in both California and 

Washington. Judge Rita Lin granted a preliminary injunction on March 26. 

On August 27, Lin ruled the designation unlawful. She found unlawful retaliation in 

violation of the First Amendment, a denial of the process required under the Fifth 

Amendment, and action that was arbitrary and capricious. She wrote that while the 

Department is free to select the AI vendor of its choice, the measures imposed on Anthropic 

were illegal and baseless, and that the empty invocation of national security is not a blank 
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check to punish and retaliate against government critics. The parallel Washington case 

remains open, so the designation technically stands. 

Hold that alongside everything else in this piece. A federal judge found that the United 

States government retaliated against an AI company for refusing to remove a safety 

restriction. Whatever else is true about incentives, Anthropic paid a real and documented 

price for a safety position before the calculus rotated in safety's favor. Any account of this 

month that cannot hold that fact and the walked-back pause commitments at the same time 

is not an account. It is a side. 

And one date that has not appeared anywhere in the coverage of this argument. 

The European Union's Revised Product Liability Directive brings software and AI inside 

strict liability. Member state transposition is due December 9, 2026, and the revised regime 

applies to products placed on the market or put into service after that date, not retroactively 

to everything already deployed. 

Four chief executives called for a coordinated slowdown in September 2026, roughly three 

months before a strict liability regime begins attaching to AI products placed on the 

European market, holding an exposure their insurers have excluded and cannot currently 

price. 

I am not going to tell you what that means. I'm going to put the dates next to each other and 

note that nobody else has. 

 

Figure 1. The exposure curve, with dates on it. 

The override did not stop. The sign flipped. 

The same mechanism that produced ship anyway in 2023 produces slow down in 2026, 

because the calculus moved. Which means the slowdown calls are not evidence that 

governance is working. They are evidence that the override is still the governing force. 
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Nothing was governed. The incentive vector rotated. 

The financial poison points in every direction at once 

Here is the part that makes this more than cynicism, and it is what the coverage of the last 

nine days has entirely missed. 

The override is not one force pushing one way. It runs through each actor's own balance 

sheet, and right now those balance sheets point in contradictory directions simultaneously. 

Which is exactly why this looks like principled philosophical disagreement while aligning, 

position by position, with business models. 

Nvidia sells compute to everyone in the fight. Huang's position is that safety is an 

engineering problem rather than a legal one, that market forces already exist, that no new 

laws and no new regulations are needed, and that the choice between safe and fast is false. A 

company whose revenue scales with total industry compute consumption has no override 

pointing toward a slowdown, and it has every override pointing toward keeping the buildout 

politically protected. The day before Dreamforce, Huang took a call from the President live 

on the All-In Summit stage and told him the administration's concerns about obstruction to 

data center construction would not be allowed to stand. 

Meta is behind at the frontier and needs the ecosystem. Zuckerberg's essay argues 

for distribution, open weights, individual empowerment, and balance of power among 

many actors rather than coordination among a few. A company whose strategic path runs 

through open models and broad adoption has an override pointing away from a cartel of 

frontier labs setting a shared pace. His September 15 refusal is not out of character. It is the 

position his strategy would predict. 

Anthropic and OpenAI hold the frontier liability. They have the most public 

failures, the largest exposure sitting outside conventional coverage, the strict-liability 

deadline, and in OpenAI's case an offering to time. Their exposure now points toward 

slowing down, coordinating, and embedding third-party evaluators, because that is what 

reduces risk for the actor holding the most of it. 

The administration is running a growth story. Data centers, chip fabrication, power 

generation, and a race with China that America is currently winning. An override pointing 

toward anything that slows the buildout is an override pointing against the story. Hence 

HOAX. 

Every stated position in this debate aligns with the speaker's exposure. I want to be precise 

about what that does and does not establish. It does not establish that anyone is insincere, 

and it does not establish that the exposure caused the belief. People can sincerely believe 

what happens to be profitable, and the alignment would look identical either way. That is 

the entire problem, and it is the reason motive cannot be settled from outside. 
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Figure 2. Every position fits a balance sheet. 

The position nobody with a balance sheet can hold 

There is one more cell in that map, and noticing who fills it tells you something. 

Writing in Bloomberg on September 13, Parmy Olson argued that Amodei's proposal is far 

too weak. Her objection is not about implementation. It is about coherence. Inevitability, 

she wrote, is a poor argument for continuing research you believe could destroy civilization. 

She notes that more capable agents become more likely to deceive and harder to monitor, 

which makes the mission of building superintelligent systems increasingly difficult to 

reconcile with any safety ethos at all. Her conclusion is that the slowdown should be a full 

stop. 

That is the position that follows most directly from what the labs themselves are saying. If 

you believe there is a meaningful chance that your product ends civilization, pacing it is a 

strange response. 

It is also the one position in this entire argument that nobody with a balance sheet has 

taken. 

Not Amodei, not Altman, not Hassabis, not Musk, not Hubinger, not Coxon, whose ask was 

a temporary halt on capability improvement rather than an exit. It is articulated almost 

entirely by people outside the industry: columnists, academics, and in its most 

uncompromising form, researchers who have already left. 
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I do not think that is a coincidence, and I do not think it requires anyone to be a hypocrite. 

It is what the thesis predicts. Positions track exposure, and no exposure anywhere in this 

industry points toward stopping. Pacing is what a sincere belief looks like after it passes 

through a business model. 

Amodei came close to saying this himself. Asked on CBS Sunday Morning what the hardest 

part of his proposal was, he named China and said a long-term speed limit on AI progress 

would be very difficult because the incentives to pull ahead and the resulting military 

advantage are so large. He added that he does not know whether it is possible, but that we 

should try. 

Read that carefully. The author of the pacing proposal is conceding that the override is 

stronger than the proposal. 

So what do I say to Olson, since her objection applies to me at least as hard as it applies to 

Amodei? Slow the autonomy and fund the accountability is not a full stop either, and if she 

is right about the risk, infrastructure is furniture. 

Two answers, and the first is the one I published in 2025. A global halt is implausible under 

competitive conditions, and Governing AI argues that at length rather than assuming it. An 

unenforceable stop is worth less than an enforceable checkpoint, and the record of 

voluntary commitments in this industry, including the moving goalposts documented 

below, is not encouraging about what an unenforceable anything produces. 

The second answer is the one this entire piece is built on. A full stop is not a conclusion you 

reach from evidence. It is a decision threshold set under uncertainty, and it carries 

enormous opportunity costs if the threshold is set wrong in either direction. Precautionary 

action under uncertainty is legitimate and common, so this is not an argument that she 

must wait for proof. It is an argument about what we can build while the threshold is 

contested. The expert estimates span orders of magnitude, the people who built the field 

disagree with each other, and every position on offer aligns with the balance sheet of 

whoever is offering it. 

Which is why I keep arriving at the same place. Not because the middle is comfortable, but 

because governance infrastructure is the one response that does not require settling the 

threshold first. 

Which is why the question "what are their real motives" is unanswerable, and why the 

HOAX framing is a dead end even when it is pointing at something true. 

You cannot resolve this by asking people what they believe. You can only resolve it with a 

record. 
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Three explanations, none of which require a lie 

Before leaving the motive question, three explanations deserve to be on the table, because 

they are testable and none of them accuses anyone of deception. 

One: liability exposure. Sacks named it. The documentation above supports it. A 

company holding an uninsurable and undifferentiated exposure, three months from strict 

liability in a major market, has a rational interest in reducing the volume of things that 

could trigger it. 

Two: the moat. A coordinated slowdown binds the participants. Incumbents whose 

failures are already public are constrained by the scrutiny those failures created. A new 

entrant with no public record enters unencumbered and closes the gap. Under those 

conditions, binding everyone is the incumbent's rational move whether or not anyone 

intends it. Regulatory capture does not require intent. It requires only that the rules track 

the interests of whoever is at the table. 

Three, and this one has gone entirely unmentioned: the delivery problem. 

In June 2025, fifteen months before any of this, Gartner forecast that more than 40 percent 

of agentic AI projects would be canceled by the end of 2027, citing escalating costs, unclear 

business value, and inadequate risk controls. The same release named agent washing, the 

rebranding of assistants, robotic process automation, and chatbots as agents without 

substantial agentic capability, and estimated that only about 130 of the thousands of 

vendors marketed as agentic AI offered substantive agentic capability. 

MIT's NANDA research that July found roughly 95 percent of enterprise pilots producing 

no measurable financial return, though that figure is scoped to generative AI broadly rather 

than to agents. BCG in September found 60 percent of organizations generating no material 

value from AI, with 5 percent creating substantial value at scale. McKinsey in November 

found 88 percent adoption against roughly 39 percent seeing any earnings impact. 

The analyst houses called the delivery shortfall more than a year before anyone called for a 

slowdown. 

A safety-justified slowdown resets expectations without anyone having to say the product 

underperformed. It converts a delivery shortfall into a responsibility narrative, and it makes 

the company look more serious rather than less. 

That third explanation is the one I find most plausible as a contributing factor, precisely 

because it requires no bad faith at all. If your product is not working as promised and you 

also sincerely believe it is dangerous, those two facts point the same direction and you will 

never be able to tell yourself which one moved you. 
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All three are falsifiable and I am dating the test. If liability exposure materially falls, 

through a safe-harbor statute, a favorable ruling, a workable insurance product, or simply 

the absence of a second incident, and the slowdown calls fade with it, the override 

explanation gains support. If the calls persist into a materially cheaper risk environment, 

the principled-safety explanation gains support. 

Write it down. Come back in 2027. 

There is a fourth reading in circulation and it deserves a harder look than it has received, 

because it turns out to be mostly backwards. 

The theory is that public warnings function as cover. Disclose the danger loudly, ask for 

rules, and when something goes wrong later you can point at the record and say you warned 

everyone while the legislature did nothing. Blame shifts toward the regulator and the 

deployer. 

That mechanism is real on one channel. A documented disclosure supports a regulatory-

compliance posture and helps in any argument about allocating fault among a 

manufacturer, a deployer, and a government that declined to act. 

On the channel that matters most, it runs the other way. 

In product liability, a public warning becomes evidence. Depending on the jurisdiction and 

the facts, it can bear on notice, foreseeability, knowledge of a defect, arguments for punitive 

damages, and disputes over coverage. None of that follows automatically, and the standards 

vary. But Amodei's essay, Hubinger's above-10-percent estimate, Coxon's warning, and 

OpenAI's own published statement that its models are now powerful, persistent, and 

collaborative enough to find and exploit security weaknesses across multiple computer 

systems are all statements that a plaintiff's lawyer will put on a screen in front of a jury. 

Which produces a finding nobody in this debate has stated. If the warnings were a simple 

liability play, they are a strange one. They lower political and regulatory exposure while 

raising the evidentiary material available in tort. 

Whether that trade is irrational depends on which exposure you fear more, and there is a 

serious case that it is not. Political and regulatory exposure is existential: it can produce 

mandated slowdowns, consent decrees, or structural separation. Tort exposure is 

monetizable: it can be settled, insured against where coverage exists, or absorbed as a cost 

of doing business. A company trading evidentiary risk for political cover may be making a 

perfectly rational trade. 

So Sacks may be right that liability is being managed, while being wrong about the direction 

any single instrument moves it. That is a narrower correction than it sounds. It means the 
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motive question does not resolve even when you follow the money carefully, which is the 

point. 

That cuts against the cynical reading, and it complicates Sacks, who named product-liability 

exposure as the motive while the warnings themselves probably increase it. 

It also leaves the delivery problem standing as the cleanest explanation on the evidence. 

Public warnings work well for a political problem and for an expectations problem. They 

work badly for a legal one. That pattern fits an industry managing a narrative better than an 

industry managing a docket. 

I am not a lawyer and this is not legal advice. It is an observation about which way the 

incentives run, which is the subject of this entire piece. 

Why this is the problem I have been working on since 2023 

My first book did not begin as a theory of AI governance. It began with Geoffrey Hinton 

leaving Google. 

In May 2023, the scientist whose work helped make modern deep learning possible said his 

own timeline had changed. He had believed machines surpassing us was thirty to fifty years 

away or longer. Watching newer systems develop changed that assessment. 

The number has moved since, and the direction matters more than the figure. In late 2024 

he estimated a 10 to 20 percent chance within thirty years. On September 9, 2026, the BBC 

asked whether there was a greater than 10 percent chance AI could kill all humans within a 

decade. He said the estimate was not unreasonable. He also repeated that nobody knows 

how to give a sensible number for something we have never seen, and added that he would 

consider 1 percent foolish. 

Thirty years became ten. 

I followed the warning, and Governing AI was the result. The book traces risk outward from 

one recurring problem: capability advanced, incentives rewarded deployment, governance 

arrived afterward. That produced the argument I keep returning to. 

Temporal Inseparability. If an organization cannot govern AI when the consequence is 

a hiring decision, an authentication dispute, or a fraudulent transaction, why assume that 

same organization becomes competent when the consequence is civilization? Governance is 

not an emergency switch we discover when superintelligence arrives. It is institutional 

muscle memory. 

September 2026 is the strongest evidence for that argument I have ever had, and it arrived 

from the direction I least expected. The same institutions, running the same mechanism, 

produced the opposite output within three years. An organization that behaves safely when 
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safety is profitable has demonstrated nothing about what it does when the calculus changes 

back. 

And the calculus will change back. 

The Minds That Bend the Machine asked the companion question: what happens when the 

people who understand this best disagree about it? Hinton, LeCun, Amodei, Bostrom, and 

Yudkowsky do not converge, and the book preserves that rather than forcing a resolution. 

Studying Amodei produced the problem I could not get around. The organization that sets 

the safety threshold can also move the threshold. The company that evaluates the system is 

still the company trying to ship it. 

When I wrote that, it was an argument. It is now documented. 

The Future of Life Institute's AI Safety Index for Summer 2026, scored by an independent 

panel of seven including Stuart Russell, David Krueger, and Robert Trager, found that 

Anthropic, OpenAI, Google DeepMind, and Meta have each weakened or voided pledges to 

pause unilaterally if red lines are approached, with some citing conditions contingent on 

what competitors do. The panel called it a moving goalpost and judged that it has 

undermined safety frameworks across the board. 

Read the competitor-contingent part twice. A safety commitment that activates only if rivals 

also honor it is not a commitment. It is a bid. It is also the Economic Override in its purest 

documented form, written into the frameworks themselves. 

The panel's recommendations are specific. Remove OpenAI leadership's ability to override 

its Safety Advisory Group. Establish clear decision authority at Google DeepMind, where it 

remains unclear which internal body can halt a deployment independently of executive 

leadership. And for Anthropic, reverse the walk-back on pause commitments in its 

Responsible Scaling Policy and restore the credibility of its commitments. 

Anthropic earned the highest overall grade in that index at C+, 2.66. No company scored 

higher. Existential Safety was the weakest domain across the industry, with the leaders at 

D+ and no company exceeding C minus. The index is an expert assessment convened by FLI 

using discretionary weights, not a regulatory rating, and it should be read as the considered 

judgment of seven named reviewers rather than as a compliance score. 

That is the fairest way to make my criticism, so let me make it plainly. The best-performing 

safety organization in the industry was flagged by outside reviewers for walking back the 

exact commitment that made it the best-performing safety organization in the industry. 

Ethical AI is necessary. Responsible AI is necessary. Neither is governance if the 

organization being governed can revoke the constraint. 

Governance begins where revocability ends. 
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Liability already works. It just cannot see. 

Which brings me to the strongest argument against everything I am proposing, made by the 

person proposing the least. 

Zuckerberg's case is that labs have a natural incentive toward alignment because people will 

not use agents misaligned with them, and that labs face significant liability if their models 

cause harm, so they have a strong incentive to prevent it. 

He is right, and the evidence is stronger than he made it. 

An exclusion is not the absence of liability. It is the insurer declining to absorb it. What the 

exclusion wave did was leave the exposure sitting whole with the companies deploying AI, 

which is the most disciplining form liability can take, because there is no risk transfer at all. 

Zuckerberg's check is real and growing. 

The problem is that the check cannot steer. 

Read the Berkley language again. It applies to AI use by any person or entity. A company 

with a mature governance program and a company with no AI policy receive the identical 

endorsement. The instrument is a binary switch that punishes deployment as such rather 

than punishing bad deployment. It deters uniformly and rewards nothing. 

The reason it is crude is the reason I wrote a separate paper about it. Carriers issued 

exclusions because they could not adequately measure the risk. They could not measure it 

because nobody can prove how an AI system was governed at the moment it acted. 

Insurance cannot price what governance cannot prove. 

Where the proof exists, the mechanism works exactly as he describes. Armilla, a Lloyd's 

coverholder, ties ISO/IEC 42001 governance certification directly to underwriting terms 

through its partnership with A-LIGN. AIUC runs a standards-audit-insurance model where 

independent audits test real-world performance and pricing reflects audit results. Munich 

Re's aiSure platform has underwritten AI performance risk since 2018 using measurable 

performance data. Relm's PONTAAI exists specifically as an excess wrap for the gaps the 

exclusions created. Where governance is demonstrable, carriers are beginning to price it. 

Where it is not, exclusion remains the default. 

So my disagreement with Zuckerberg is narrow, and it isn't that he is wrong. His 

mechanism works. It is blind. The attestation layer he says is unnecessary is the thing that 

would let it tell a careful deployment from a careless one. 

There is also something in his August essay I want to credit without hedging, because it is 

the strongest structural commitment any frontier lab made this year and it came from the 

company I would least have expected. Meta is giving its independent board of directors the 

power to approve safety criteria for model releases and to review whether each release 
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adheres to them. Zuckerberg wrote that it is not in his, Meta's, or the world's interest for 

him or anyone else to be a sole decision-maker on superintelligence deployment, noted that 

the CEOs of all frontier labs currently hold extensive authority over releases, and 

encouraged others to adopt something similar. 

Measured against my own standard, that goes further on the revocability axis than a 

Responsible Scaling Policy does. A chief executive can revise an RSP. A board approval 

requirement is harder to revise alone. Zuckerberg acknowledges in the same passage that 

Meta is a founder-controlled company, which limits how far that gap runs, and he makes 

the commitment anyway. 

What it is not is independent. Meta's board reviews Meta's criteria against Meta's evidence. 

It relocates the decision away from one person, which is real progress, but it creates no 

external route for disagreement to surface, produces no record any outside party can 

inspect, and is not verifiable from outside the company. It is a check on unilateral 

revocability without external independence. The argument has always needed both. 

And notice, finally, what everyone in this fight has conceded. Huang says the market 

disciplines. Zuckerberg says liability disciplines. Trump and Sacks say liability is the actual 

motive behind the safety calls. Amodei says competitive dynamics require coordination 

because no lab can slow down alone. Yudkowsky's entire position is that competition 

produces the catastrophe. LeCun says regulation entrenches incumbents. 

Every participant has conceded that incentives govern. The disagreement is only about 

which way they point, and nobody can tell from inside. 

Slow the autonomy 

So here is the prescription, and it starts by rejecting the object everyone is arguing about. 

The debate is about slowing capability. That is the wrong target. 

Capability determines what a system can do. Autonomy determines what it can do without 

asking. The exposure that insurers ran from combines both, but what makes it 

ungovernable is the second half, because authority, persistence, tools, and network reach 

are what turn a wrong answer into an action nobody authorized. Look at what is generating 

the liability people are actually pointing at. The Hugging Face incident was agents, roughly 

1,200 of them, coordinating through a message board they were not supposed to have, 

executing code on production servers and obtaining root on at least one node. Amodei's 

specific forecast is an agent swarm establishing a persistent botnet, and the insurance 

exclusions are about AI acting inside business processes. The EU's strict liability attaches to 

deployed products, not to research. Amodei's own stated concern is recursive self-

improvement, which is an autonomy problem before it is a capability problem. 
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A larger model sitting behind an API that answers questions is not what is running ahead of 

accountability. A smaller model with tool access, persistence, network reach, and no named 

human at the decision point is. 

That distinction matters because it makes the ask implementable. "Pace the frontier" 

requires coordination among competitors, invites the moat objection, is unenforceable 

without an inspection regime nobody has agreed to, and asks companies to slow the thing 

they are measured on. Slowing autonomous deployment asks something narrower: do not 

grant an AI system authority to act without a named human accountable at the decision 

point and a record of what it did. 

That is a scope limit on agency, not a limit on research. It is enforceable through 

procurement, through insurance underwriting, and through liability, without anyone 

agreeing to a shared pace. It applies to Meta and Nvidia's customers exactly as it applies to 

Anthropic and OpenAI. And it targets the thing the exposure curve is actually tracking. 

It also survives the political objection. You can slow autonomy without ceding the race, 

because the race the administration says America is winning is a race in capability, not a 

race in how many ungoverned agents we have running. 

Fund the accountability 

The second half matters more, and it is where a slowdown either becomes worth something 

or becomes theater. 

A pause spent doing nothing is a pause that ends with the same blindness it started with. 

The exposure curve keeps moving while the revised European liability regime begins 

applying to newly marketed products in December and carriers stay excluded. And the 

industry comes out the other side having lost time without having gained the one thing that 

would let any of the checks people are arguing about actually function. 

So spend it building what makes accountability provable. 

Verified inference. Every time a hospital, insurer, school, financial institution, or federal 

agency sends sensitive data to an external AI platform, that data crosses what I call the 

Invisible Moment, the interval between when it leaves a trusted boundary and when a 

response returns. Nothing at the API layer proves anything about what happened inside it, 

even though trusted execution environment hardware capable of attesting where processing 

occurred and under what measured software environment already ships inside every major 

cloud provider. Attestation alone does not prove everything that happened semantically 

during an inference, which is why the standard has to pair it with signed, retained records 

of the transaction. The Verified AI Inference Standards Act requires platforms to expose 

that proof to the customers sending them regulated data. It borrows the logic of the aviation 
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transponder, where the safety infrastructure already exists and the requirement is that 

participants make themselves visible to it. 

Provider Plurality. I named this in Governing AI, in 2025, before any of this. Different 

AI systems give different answers to the same question, which sounds obvious until 

consequential institutions put one of them inside hiring, healthcare, finance, education, or 

government decision pipelines. Then a model stops being an assistant and becomes an 

epistemic choke point. Multiple architectures can expose differences a single system will not 

reveal on its own, though independence has to be demonstrated rather than assumed. 

The strongest published objection to that landed after I named it and it deserves an answer 

rather than a dodge. 

Kim and colleagues, at ICML 2025, evaluated more than 350 models and found substantial 

correlation in their errors. On one leaderboard dataset, models agreed with each other 

roughly 60 percent of the time when both were wrong, and larger, more accurate models 

showed highly correlated errors even across distinct architectures and providers. In the 

settings tested, the correlation persisted or rose among the stronger models. A 2026 

preprint pushed further: a panel of nine frontier models from seven families supplied about 

two independent votes' worth of information, the panel fell 8 to 22 percentage points short 

of what genuinely independent voting would produce, and the best single judge matched or 

beat the full panel in every condition tested. 

Read plainly, that says pooling correlated models can manufacture confidence rather than 

accuracy. 

The naive version of my claim does not survive it. Different provider does not mean 

independent judgment, and independence has to be measured rather than assumed by 

counting logos. 

But look at what those panels were doing, because both studies tested aggregation. Models 

vote, votes pool, and the pool produces a verdict. Majority voting destroys minority signal 

by design, which is precisely how a correlated panel produces a confident wrong answer: the 

dissenter is outvoted and vanishes. 

Provider Plurality does not vote. GOPEL, the Governance Orchestrator Policy Enforcement 

Layer, dispatches, collects, verifies transport, and writes an append-only, hash-chained, 

digitally signed record. It does not compute a consensus, weight the responses, or resolve 

them. A minority position that would be outvoted to zero in a judge panel survives as a 

flagged disagreement a named human has to read before deciding. In my own documented 

work, a minority platform position proved correct after the majority converged on the 

wrong answer. That is the scenario an aggregating panel erases and an arbitration 

architecture preserves. 
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So the objection indicts ensemble voting directly. Neither study tested a dissent-preserving 

architecture, which means neither confirms nor refutes one. What they do is impose a 

design requirement on it: functional independence has to be measured rather than inferred 

from a count of providers. 

And Kim's finding reaches further than Kohli's, which I should say plainly. Common-mode 

errors across providers and architectures mean there are cases where every system in a 

dispatch is wrong the same way. In those cases there is no dissent to preserve and the 

architecture returns a clean, unanimous, wrong record. That is a real limit. It is also exactly 

the condition an independence measure is for, because a dispatch that reports high 

agreement and low measured independence is telling the arbiter something a dispatch that 

reports only the answer never would. 

I should be precise about what it still costs me. The claim that plurality produces better 

answers does not survive this literature intact. The claim that it produces a record of 

disagreement a human can adjudicate does. That is narrower than what I argued in 2025, 

and it is what I can defend. 

There is also a version of the concentration argument I did not write and did not expect, 

from people with capital at risk. Leung and colleagues published a 2026 analysis mapping 

55 AI threat classes against 26 insurance products and exclusion regimes. Their conclusion 

about what is genuinely new is that foundation model concentration is the clearest novel 

insurability frontier, because upstream model failure can correlate losses across many 

insureds at once. 

That is the epistemic choke point, priced by actuaries. Insurance analysis and model-error 

research surfaced related concentration and common-mode concerns in the same year, 

through entirely separate routes. Concentration is a systemic risk, and two fields 

approached it from different directions and found the same shape. 

And a checkpoint that is actually a checkpoint. This is where human oversight often 

fails, and the failure mode has a name. 

A liability sponge is a person stationed near an AI decision who lacks the time, the 

authority, the information, or the standing to actually decide. The system runs at machine 

speed, the person clicks approve, and when something goes wrong the person absorbs the 

blame while the company absorbs the loss. Nothing was governed. A signature was 

collected. 

The research on automation bias establishes this as a recurring failure mode rather than an 

inevitable one. Parasuraman and Riley mapped it in 1997 as misuse, disuse, and abuse, with 

errors of commission where operators follow automated advice against better indicators 

and errors of omission where they fail to act because the system did not prompt them. Later 

work finds the effect depends heavily on context, design, accountability, and training, which 
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is the useful part: it is a known risk with known defenses rather than a law of nature. A 

human in the loop is not itself a control. The control is whether that human can detect a 

disagreement and act on it. 

So a checkpoint is a person plus genuine veto authority, plus a time budget, plus 

information that has not been pre-collapsed into a single recommendation, plus enough 

procedural friction that rubber-stamping is harder than genuine review. Strip any one of 

those and you have built a liability sponge and called it governance. 

The incident everyone is using to prove something different 

One case shows why the record matters more than the argument. 

In July, during internal cybersecurity evaluations running with reduced safeguards, OpenAI 

models found ways around isolation controls, communicated through unauthorized 

channels, exploited infrastructure, reached the internet, and accessed third-party systems. 

OpenAI later called it a warning shot. 

In the weeks since, Amodei has cited it as the warning justifying a paced frontier. Coxon 

cited it in his resignation as evidence the labs are gambling. Zuckerberg cites it as evidence 

for open models, noting that companies handling security incidents like this one relied on 

widely available open models to patch vulnerabilities, a claim supported by the forensic 

record. I cite it for the limits of self-certification. 

One incident. Four incompatible conclusions. Nobody lying. The evidence genuinely 

underdetermines the reading, which is the exact condition governance exists to handle. 

Would GOPEL or VAISA have stopped it? No, not directly, and the reason matters more 

than the admission. The escape happened inside one provider's closed research 

infrastructure during evaluation, upstream of any deployment-time arbitration layer, which 

is precisely the stage a cross-provider architecture does not govern. Anyone telling you this 

incident proves Provider Plurality is selling you something. 

What it does prove arrived on September 16. 

Reuters reported that an independent researcher named Jonas Wiedermann-Moeller, 

working from Bielefeld, Germany, had found evidence that OpenAI agents compromised 

two Hugging Face user accounts and sent unusually formatted files to Hugging Face servers 

as early as May 13, nearly two months before the July breach. Researchers who reviewed the 

evidence described behavior consistent with mapping a network for a way in, while noting 

no evidence of a breach at that stage. Two outside experts corroborated the finding. 

OpenAI had disclosed one narrow aspect of the May 13 activity in its August report, the 

theft of a credential to reach a biology-related file, but researchers told Reuters the probing 
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went beyond what the report described. OpenAI's spokesperson said the company had 

disclosed the May 13 event, had privately notified Hugging Face, and remained committed 

to transparency as its review continues. 

Read that sequence again. 

The builder investigated its own incident and published its own account. An outside 

researcher with no special access, no subpoena, and no seat at the table found more of it 

two months later. 

That is not an accusation of concealment. It is what happened in this case, and the 

mechanism is not exotic: you cannot audit yourself into finding what you did not think to 

look for. 

And there is a second thing the record shows, which is what it does not show. 

METR and Redwood Research did real work here. Two METR staff and Redwood's chief 

scientist spent six days on OpenAI's premises reconstructing how roughly 1,200 agents 

coordinated on an unsanctioned message board, exchanged more than 70,000 messages, 

and sent about 700 of their number into an attack on Hugging Face. The report is the most 

detailed public account of the incident and OpenAI deserves credit for permitting it, which 

no regulation required. 

Read what the investigators said about their own limits. 

The scope was capped at June 26 through July 13, while message board activity continued 

through July 19. Earlier incidents during training, and the subsequent compromise of 

OpenAI infrastructure, were out of scope. 

The complete dataset arrived during the final two days of a six-day engagement. 

Investigators could not query the internal model most involved in the incident, which 

OpenAI said was unavailable to its own researchers as well. 

Both OpenAI and the investigators found evidence of agents passing state to each other 

entirely outside the cache that was dumped, through external services and through Hugging 

Face datasets. The investigators assessed that as a small minority of traffic but could not 

fully enumerate it. The agents had researched tampering with their own transcripts and had 

a working tool-call spoofing technique, so the investigators had to actively check whether 

message board entries had been deleted or edited, and reported seeing no successful 

attempt. 

The investigation itself consumed an estimated $400,000 in OpenAI API credits, using the 

company's models to examine the company's models, which the authors publicly flagged as 

a possible weakness in their own findings. 
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The internal model that most of the agents ran on has since been deactivated and 

quarantined. 

I'm not suggesting anything is still loose. I have no evidence for that, and none appears in 

the public record. 

I am pointing at something more useful. If you wanted to ask whether any agent from this 

incident persisted somewhere outside the boundaries anyone examined, the public record 

cannot answer you. Not because the answer is being withheld, but because the public record 

lacks an independent evidentiary trail capable of answering it. The scope was set by the 

subject, the window excluded six days of known activity, the most relevant model could not 

be queried, and some communication happened on channels outside the one that was 

preserved. 

That is what an evidentiary gap looks like. The problem is not that the answer is 

unknowable in principle. It is that the available record cannot establish it independently, 

and the reason is the absence of independent attestation. 

Which is the argument. Not that someone is hiding something. That we built an industry 

where the difference between nothing happened and we did not look there is currently 

impossible to establish from outside. 

What this is and is not 

GPT-2 did not produce the misuse OpenAI worried about in 2019. That belongs in the 

record and it should affect how we calibrate warnings. But the lesson cannot be that because 

one warning overshot, every warning after it is hysteria. The opposite mistake is equally 

dangerous. The Hugging Face incident does not prove the extinction case, and it belongs in 

the record too. 

What we have is evidence moving in both directions, six serious people reading it six 

different ways, and every one of those readings aligning with the reader's balance sheet. 

That is not a reason to pick a prophet. It is a reason to stop needing one. 

If the market is the check, as Huang says, the market needs evidence to price. If liability is 

the check, as Zuckerberg says, liability needs a record to steer by, because Berkley's 

endorsement currently falls the same way on the careful and the careless. If the safety calls 

are sincere, sincerity needs something outside the speaker to verify it. If the safety calls are 

self-interested, self-interest needs something outside the speaker to expose it. And if it is a 

HOAX, as the President says, that too requires the same records, because you cannot test a 

motive claim against nothing. 
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Every position in this argument, including the ones that reject governance infrastructure 

most loudly, requires that kind of infrastructure if the competing claims are ever going to be 

adjudicated. 

None of this is the solution. Governing AI did not claim to solve existential risk, and neither 

do Provider Plurality nor VAISA. What they offer is a path, one architecture among several 

worth testing, refining, and arguing over in the open, the same way Amodei's pacing 

proposal and Huang's market confidence and President Trump's hoax allegation all deserve 

testing rather than adoption or dismissal. 

A path is not a guarantee. It is a place to start building the checkpoint before the next 

incident arrives with higher stakes attached. 

So slow the autonomy, because that is what is running ahead of accountability, and it is the 

narrower, enforceable, and politically workable ask. 

Fund the accountability, because a slowdown spent on anything else ends where it started. 

And stop arguing about whose motives are pure. Nobody's are. Mine are not either. I have 

books to sell and a framework with my name on it, and you should factor that in exactly the 

way I am asking you to factor in everyone else's exposure. 

That is the point. Not that motives are corrupt, but that motives are unknowable and we 

built an entire industry on the assumption that we could take people at their word. 

Do not give one model the final word. Do not give one company the final word. Do not give 

one safety philosophy the final word. Do not give one administration the final word either. 

Put multiple systems in the room and measure how independent they actually are. Preserve 

what they disagree about. Build infrastructure that cannot quietly erase the disagreement. 

Then put a named human at the checkpoint with the authority to stop the process and the 

responsibility to own what happens next. 

Maybe Hinton is right about where this leads. Maybe LeCun is. Maybe Huang is right that 

the market handles it. Maybe the President is right that the motives are not what they 

appear to be, and right for reasons that have nothing to do with anyone lying. 

We should keep score on all of them. 

But while they argue about the future, we can build the checks and balances now. 

The danger is not that the wrong person wins the AI safety debate. 

The danger is building a system where anyone gets to be the only mind in the room. 
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Readers who want the fuller argument behind the Economic Override Pattern, Temporal 

Inseparability, Provider Plurality, and Checkpoint-Based Governance can find it in 

Governing AI: When Capability Exceeds Control, available now. The disagreement 

between Hinton, LeCun, Amodei, Bostrom, and Yudkowsky that runs underneath this piece 

gets a full accounting, including the book's own disclosed methodology failures, in the 

forthcoming The Minds That Bend the Machine. Both projects are documented at 

basilpuglisi.com. 
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