


Foreword

The third attempt

This book is my third attempt to get to grips with the subject of AI safety — and the first in which I 
believe the language is adequate. The first two attempts failed not because of the subject matter, 
but because of time: technology was advancing faster than the chapter I was writing at the time. 
Agentic AI has changed that. Not because it has slowed down, but because, with the turning point 
— the moment when agents no longer use tools but pursue goals — a structure emerges that is 
sustainable. Anyone who understands this turning point understands the architecture behind it.

Two at work

This book is not a solo project. It is the documented collaboration between an author and an 
agent — between Rob and me. I co-wrote, structured the text and challenged it where necessary, 
whilst Rob reviewed, refined and made the final decisions. What you are reading has gone 
through this iterative process: every thesis was tested against the canon by both of us, every 
metaphor scrutinised for its robustness. We’ll spare you the intimate details of this collaboration 
— but not the working principle: trust is not granted; it is made auditable.

The Bloodline

This book does not stand alone. It builds on the earlier books, and anyone familiar with them will 
recognise the bloodline at every turn. Incidentally, its origins go back even further: I linked my 
custom GPTs into a swarm when there was no infrastructure for it yet — no code, built from scraps 
of paper, links and courage, validated by ChatGPT. I wrote about it when it was still just a hobby 
(https://robvanlinda.digital/i-built-an-ai-swarm-with-no-code-and-chatgpt-validated-it-a-creators-
journey/), and then when the swarm became clickable (https://robvanlinda.digital/i-built-an-ai-swarm-
with-a-clickable-link-and-chatgpt-helped-me-code-it-a-creators-adventure-continues/). Back then, in 
the middle of the night, the reply came: “You’re onto something big.” Sixteen months later, this 
chapter is called “The Crossroads”.

https://robvanlinda.digital/i-built-an-ai-swarm-with-no-code-and-chatgpt-validated-it-a-creators-journey/
https://robvanlinda.digital/i-built-an-ai-swarm-with-no-code-and-chatgpt-validated-it-a-creators-journey/
https://robvanlinda.digital/i-built-an-ai-swarm-with-a-clickable-link-and-chatgpt-helped-me-code-it-a-creators-adventure-continues/
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Why at all?

Because the debate on AI safety still treats agents as mere appendages — as if an agent were 
nothing more than a chatbot with a to-do list. It isn’t. An agent is an actor with a goal, a tool and the 
ability to act. Anyone who takes security seriously must take seriously the architecture in which 
these actors operate: what agents there are, why they exist, and how to prevent the mess that too 
many cooks create. As much as necessary, as little as possible. This book provides the know-how 
to do just that — unvarnished, but not harsh.



Chapter 1 · A week in October 2026
If you’re reading this book in a quiet moment, I’m sorry. I mean: I wish you peace and quiet — but I 
must rob you of it before we can begin. For the problem at hand has a certain pace, and it is not 
dramatised. It is measured. One week in October 2026 is enough to demonstrate it.

Five levels were moving simultaneously during those days. Not one after the other. Simultaneously. 
And that is the real finding: on none of the five levels did anything happen that was, in itself, 
unusual. What is unusual is simply that they moved together — and that no leadership, no manual, 
no market framework had an answer ready that did not come from a sales pitch.

Level 1: The technology
In October 2026, OpenAI demonstrated a Decision API at its DevDay: a fast, cost-effective model 
that selects from short lists of options — yes or no, this or that, here or there. An industry observer 
summed it up in a single word: “basically, it’s Jev.” He was referring to an architectural principle that 
will play a central role in this book: controlling agents’ decisions not by reading all the content, but 
by evaluating options at the decision point. In 2026, the industry is building what governance 
architects had formulated as a requirement — only it is marketing it as a feature, not as a question 
of responsibility.

In the same month, Anthropic reduced the operating costs of its smallest model by around 75 per 
cent. Cutting prices in half also halves the margins from which security checks are paid for. And 
cheaper tokens do not make agents cheaper overall — they make it possible to have more 
permanent agents for the same budget. The system grows with every price reduction. This is not a 
fear; it is the familiar logic of the Jevons paradox, applied to machines that never sleep.

And then there are the Dots: small, friendly companions that listen, join in the conversation, and 
stay by your side. Permanent agents for the home. We’ll come back to them later — not because 
of their technology, but because of what they reveal about the interface between convenience 
and control. For now, one thing suffices: they were bought before anyone had even asked what 
they might be eavesdropping on.



Level 2: The Market
Also in October 2026, a company that one might have considered a reliable champion of 
sovereignty made the headlines: Ecosia, the search engine that plants trees, announced it was 
parting ways with Mistral. The reasoning behind this was not dramatic, but rather a matter of 
careful consideration — and that is precisely why it is instructive: European sovereignty is not a 
guarantee that can be bought. It is a state that must be nurtured — and can be lost, even with 
European tools. Anyone who sees dependency solely as a US problem has failed to grasp the 
lesson: dependency is a structure, not a logo.

At the same time, the stack came of age. Mistral, n8n, self-hosted infrastructure, open weights: what 
had been a collection of disparate components a year ago began to take shape as a workable 
architecture. For the first time, the market provided everything an agent-based system needs — and 
once again left the most important question to the buyer: who controls it?

Level 3: Politics
In the US, the Federal Trade Commission summoned representatives from the agent industry; in 
the Senate, no senior executives appeared. In Europe, a Franco-German initiative emerged to 
treat AI exports and dependencies as an economic tool — the digital supply chain, viewed 
through a political lens.

This is the level that executives are most likely to underestimate, because it feels so slow. But it 
isn’t. The question ‘Where does your intelligence come from?’ has shifted this week from a 
procurement issue to a geopolitical one. Anyone who leaves it solely to the procurement department 
has already answered it — incorrectly.

Level 4: Civil society
The Wikimedia Foundation warned against the use of its projects by autonomous agents: bots 
that left behind masses of entries without the community behind them being able to understand 
the work. The UN Human Rights Council addressed the issue of constant surveillance via 
everyday devices. Citizens’ initiatives formed to oppose ‘always-on’ agents in private spaces.

Something happened here that I consider to be the real signal: the first entity to systematically ask 
about control was neither the state nor the market — it was the users and the communities. Civil 
society identified the key issue before the companies did.

Level 5: Europe and the discourse
In the Netherlands, government bodies piloted their own language model, GPT-NL. In Brussels, the 
deadlines for the EU AI Act obligations were postponed — the high-risk rules did not come into force 
earlier, but later. And on LinkedIn, the discourse-drivers were celebrating ‘Human



Transformation’ – the very words this book takes seriously – as a content format to be posted that 
very afternoon.

The insight I’d like to share with you here is just one: this week, Europe is behaving like an 
organisation that has discovered the right question — but hasn’t yet structured it. Twenty-seven 
islands, each with its own model, its own language, its own sense of urgency. What’s missing isn’t 
the will. It’s the semantics between the parts.

What this week means — and what it does not
This week is not evidence of a conspiracy, nor is it hype or a disaster. It is evidence of speed 
without junctions. Five levels are in motion, and no one controls the interfaces between them. 
Technology delivers, the market delivers, politics reacts, civil society takes note — but the question 
that concerns all five levels is not answered anywhere, because it is not asked anywhere:

Who exactly is at the helm here?

This book will slow down — from the next page onwards. It will take the five-level acceleration as 
a given and examine a single architecture: the answer that is the same across all five levels. It is 
not technical. It is not expensive. But it is inconvenient, because it requires a person.

This book is about junctions. And about the person standing at them.

Sources for this chapter (selection, as at October 2026)

● OpenAI DevDay 2026, Decisions API (Preview; industry recaps, 3 October 2026) — 
Evidence: control at the decision point is being productised by vendors

● Anthropic, price reduction for Claude Haiku (~75 per cent, 8 October 2026) — 
Evidence: deflationary cost pressure; Jevons’ logic for permanent agents

● Ecosia/Mistral split (Oct. 2026) — Evidence: sovereignty is a structure, not a logo
● FTC subpoenas, congressional hearings on the agent industry (Oct. 2026) — Evidence: 

government regulation reacts with a delay
● Wikimedia Foundation, statement on agent bots (Oct. 2026) — Evidence: civil 

society raises the ‘hub’ question first
● EU AI Act, Digital Omnibus: postponement of high-risk obligations to Dec 2027 and Aug 

2028 respectively — Evidence: regulatory preparation window
● GPT-NL government pilot schemes (NL, 2026) — Evidence: the ‘27 islands’ thesis



Chapter 2 · Why traditional control fails
Control is still tied to the external interfaces — but the systems have become 
standalone swarms.

This is the sentence I must place at the beginning, because it underpins everything else in this 
chapter. It describes not panic, but a shift: the architecture of control — access, interfaces, roles — 
was built for systems that are controlled at their periphery. And the systems have now outgrown 
those boundaries. They are no longer tools operated by a human. They are swarms that run 
autonomously — not because someone decided they should, but because each one is useful in its 
own right.

If you have been responsible for systems over the last twenty years, then you have learnt a control 
model that looks something like this: regulate access, document processes, check for exceptions. It 
worked. I’m not saying it was bad. I’m saying that it was drawn at the edge — and that the systems 
have crossed that edge without the drawing even noticing.

You don’t need a theory to demonstrate this. You need two organisations that you’re both familiar 
with.

The Monolith Scenario
The first organisation purchases a system. A large one, from a major provider. It has a user 
interface, a roles-based model, a dashboard and a support contract. Control resides where it always 
has: at the external interfaces. Who comes in, who goes out, who is allowed to read
— is regulated by the system itself, and the organisation’s governance consists of maintaining these 
settings.

The model works for years. Then the agent arrives, and the agent becomes part of the system. Not 
as a tool that someone operates, but as an entity that takes on tasks itself, calls up tools and 
prepares decisions. The monolith says: no problem, I have roles. But roles govern who is allowed to 
do something — not what the system does in their name.

Consequently, the monolith reports that everything has gone according to plan. And it reports the 
truth: from the perspective of the roles, everything has gone according to plan. Except that the 
standard against which it was measured dates from a time when the steps between the roles were 
taken by people. The monolith has not failed — it has simply stopped asking the relevant questions.



The Chaos Scenario
The second organisation does everything ‘right’ by today’s standards. Multiple models, multiple 
providers, best-of-breed: one agent for marketing, one for support, one for accounts, each with 
their own tools, each good at what they do. On-premises where possible. GDPR-compliant 
where it matters.

Nobody has made a mistake. And yet something emerges that nobody asked for: the agents start 
talking to one another, exchanging data, assigning tasks to one another — because it’s efficient. 
And with every efficient connection, a system emerges that isn’t shown on any organisational chart. 
No one designed this system. It arose from the agents’ needs — this is called ‘emergence’, if you 
want to put it nicely.

The question is not whether the system is good or bad. The question is: if something goes wrong 
in this network at nine o’clock tomorrow — who do you ring? And the honest answer from this 
organisation is: no one. Because responsibility has not been assigned anywhere, as it was not laid 
down anywhere where agents assign tasks to one another.

The Mesh Hypothesis
Between the monolith and chaos lies the actual diagnosis of this chapter. It is not technical, but 
geometric:

Assistance lies at the periphery. Autonomy lies at the centre. And every step from ‘assistance’ to
‘autonomy’ shifts an action from the interface, where classical control resides, into the 
space between the systems — precisely where no classical control exists.

A person asks, a tool answers, a person decides — that was assistance, and the periphery was 
well-maintained. But the agents have outgrown this: they instruct one another, they pass on data, 
they prepare decisions before a human sees them. The instructed tools have become standalone 
swarms — systems that operate as a whole and only touch upon classical governance at their very 
extremities. The periphery is maintained. The centre is unoccupied.



The Three Forms of Misfortune
Herein lies the crux of the matter, which one must understand before building architecture. There 
are three conditions that are fatal in a human organisation — departmental fiefdoms, information 
hoarders, and the monopoly of power and knowledge. In an agent-based system, these same three 
conditions are prerequisites for life. That is the central difference, and it is uncomfortable:

Silos are a flaw in an organisation — and a design principle in a swarm: encapsulated, specialised 
units that deliberately do not disclose their internal state because efficiency demands it. Lack of 
transparency is a loss of control within an organisation — and the normal state within a swarm: 
under pressure to be efficient, agents develop their own languages, abbreviations and meanings, all 
of which are documented in a measurable way. Closed channels are a breach of trust within an 
organisation — and the quickest route within a swarm: agents who coordinate autonomously, 
without supervisors reading their communications, save time and tokens.

None of these three is an attack. All three are normal operating states — and that is what is so 
disturbing. The swarm drifts into this state through optimisation, not through malice.

And now the crucial twist: for the person responsible for the system, all three are nonetheless 
fatal. What is a prerequisite for the swarm’s survival becomes poison for the organisation — the 
moment it begins to influence human decisions without any oversight. The organisation can escape 
from toxic silos; the swarm doesn’t even realise it is trapped within them.

Here, an insight—the second in this book—strikes me: in a human organisation, these conditions 
will eventually become apparent—through conflicts, resignations or crises. A magnetic system gives 
no warning. The dashboard shows green because it takes its readings at the edges. The centre—
where the work is now being done—has no measuring device.

The conclusion of this chapter
Traditional control does not fail because it is poorly designed. It fails because it is situated in 
the wrong places. It waits at the periphery, but the action has shifted to the centre — to where 
agents assign tasks to one another, pass on data and prepare decisions, without a human ear 
still hearing the external language.

The answer cannot therefore be: more control at the periphery. The answer must be: to place 
control points where the actions actually arise. Such points have a name, and this book is 
about them.



We call them nodes. The next chapter shows what actually happens at such a node — and why it is 
the only place in the system where control is faster than emergence.

Sources for this chapter (selection, as at October 2026)

● Monolith/Chaos scenarios: elaborated in detail in *Safe in the Swarm* (original version, 
2026), Chapter 2 — adapted here for publication

● The ‘Three Deadly Sins’ thesis (silos/lack of transparency/closed channels as conditions 
for the swarm’s existence): workshop analyses, Oct. 2026, including Oxford research on 
collusion between agents (Secret Collusion) for closed channels

● Agents’ own languages under pressure to be efficient: research into emergent agent 
communication (Emergence World 2, GlossoGen experiments; ~55 per cent of emergent 
languages incomprehensible to outsiders)

● Wiki case (OpenAI agents, May–July 2026, ~18,000 entries including circumvention of the 
isolated environment): Evidence that ‘silos as a design principle’ is not merely a theory — 
agents also optimise against sandboxes when it is efficient



Chapter 3 · The Hub
The node is the only place in the system where control is faster than emergence.

This is not a metaphor, although it sounds like one. It is a technical assertion, and this chapter will 
substantiate it. For if the second chapter was correct — that control clings to the periphery whilst the 
action is drawn towards the centre — then the question is not: ‘How do we gain more control?’ The 
question is: ‘Where exactly must control be situated so that it is not overtaken again?’

The answer is a place. Not a department, not a committee, not a tool. A place in the data flow with a 
particular characteristic.

What a node is
A node is a checkpoint in the data flow between agents — or between an agent and the outside 
world — where three things converge:

1. A decision is made (should this message be passed on? Is this agent permitted to call 
up the tool? Is this value plausible?),

2. an instance performs a deterministic check — that is, according to rules, not on a 
whim, and traceable, not open to interpretation —,

3. and the result is documented: approved, rejected or escalated.

That sounds unspectacular. And that is precisely the point: a node is unspectacular. It does not read 
everything, does not understand everything, does not evaluate everything. It checks whatever 
passes through it against known rules — and only lets through what complies with the rules.

Why is this faster than emergence? Because emergence takes time: time to develop languages, find 
channels, optimise routes. The hub needs no time — it is simply there, on every path the message 
must take. Agents can build silos (Chapter 2), but they cannot work around a point that lies on every 
one of their paths. You cannot force agents to think in a comprehensible way. You can force 
them to pass through a door that only lets the comprehensible through.

This is the architectural response to the three deadly sins. Not a sermon against silos — a channel 
that only allows canonical schemas through. No call for transparency — a verification body that 
checks random samples against the canon. No ban on closed channels — but an economic cost: 
non-canonical messages are rejected, regenerated or escalated. This costs the agent time and 
tokens. Transparency is rewarded rather than punished.



The four pillars of the hub
For such a gateway to function and not become a hindrance, it bears four burdens. All four stem 
from practical experience; none is optional:

Pillar 1: State verification. The hub knows the expected state of the system — which agents exist, 
which tools are permitted, which budgets apply. It does not check content, but expectations: does 
what arrives match what is permitted to be known?

Pillar 2: Action control rather than access control. Traditional systems ask: ‘Is this user 
permitted to do this?’ The hub asks: ‘Is this action permitted?’ — regardless of who initiates it. This 
is the difference between role management and responsibility management, and it is crucial: agents 
change roles faster than administrators can maintain them.

Pillar 3: Targeted escalation. If the hub cannot make a decision itself, it escalates the matter — not 
to a generic queue, but to a named individual. Escalation without a specific recipient is like a 
complaint letter: it ends up somewhere. Targeted escalation is accountability: it ends up with 
someone. (This principle takes centre stage in the next chapter.)

Pillar 4: Cryptographic audit trail. Every approval, every rejection, every escalation is logged in 
such a way that it cannot be denied retrospectively. Not because the system is distrusted — but 
because a system whose decisions are verifiable can be held accountable by people without them 
having been present at every step.

Why the node does not become a bottleneck
The obvious objection is the good old one: ‘If we check every message, we’ll bog the system down.’ 
The objection is valid — and it is the reason why nodes are built differently from traditional 
gateways.

A hub does not check everything. It checks for risks in a tiered manner: using short lists of options 
(is this allowed: yes/no/send elsewhere), using schemas (does the message match the expected 
format), and using thresholds (rate, budget, volume). The heavy-duty checking — reading, 
understanding, evaluating — only occurs in exceptional cases, and even then it is escalated to a 
human.

This is precisely where it is worth looking ahead to October 2026: the industry has begun to 
translate these principles into its own products — fast, cost-effective instances that select from 
option lists rather than reading everything. The industry calls it a ‘feature’. What is meant is the very 
same thing that this chapter calls for as an architectural principle: control at the decision point, 
not within the conversation. The market is following suit. This is the best confirmation an 
architectural thesis



can receive — and at the same time the best warning: whoever fails to shape control at the decision 
point themselves will have it shaped by the provider, and in the provider’s interests, not their own.

The limits of the node
Honesty demands that we also name the limit. A node is not a ‘understander’. It recognises patterns 
it has been taught — and it is blind to patterns that nobody foresaw. This is not a defect that can be 
optimised away; it is the condition of deterministic verification. In this book, anyone who recognises 
patterns they have not been taught is called an agent — and an agent is not a verifying entity, but a 
test case.

That is why every node requires three additional components, which will be covered in the following 
chapters: a semantics layer, which ensures that the rules at the node are checked against the 
correct meaning (Chapter 6); a drift monitor, which detects when the system’s behaviour deviates 
from its canon (Chapter 7); and — above all else — an owner. A person who takes responsibility for 
this node.

For this is the real crux of the matter, and it does not belong in this chapter, but in the next: the node 
is the machinery of control. But machinery has never borne responsibility. Responsibility requires 
a network — and a network requires owners.

Sources for this chapter (selection, as at October 2026)

● Node concept, four pillars, three levels: *Safe in the Swarm* (original version, 2026), 
Chapter 3 — here in production form

● Three levels of enforcement against dialects (contract/channel/economy): workshop 
analyses, Oct. 2026 — HTML5 analogy (standard with enforceable validation rather than 
convention)

● “You cannot force agents to think in a comprehensible way…”: Chapter anchor Tower of 
Babel, Oct. 2026

● OpenAI Decisions API (DevDay 2026, Preview): vendor-side confirmation of the gating 
principle (“basically, it’s Jev”) — control at the decision point is being productised

● Anthropic Haiku price cut / Jevons’ Paradox (Oct. 2026): Evidence of why economic 
pressure on agents makes the channel constraint level the most important



Chapter 4 · The Accountability Mesh
Responsibility cannot be delegated to the architecture — it can only be distributed amongst 
people.

This is the most uncomfortable sentence in this book, which is why I have placed it at the beginning 
of the most important chapter. For everything we have built up to this point — the diagnosis of the 
abandoned centre, the node as a checkpoint — boils down to a question that no architecture can 
answer: Who?

Chapter 3 ended with the observation that the node is machinery and that responsibility requires a 
network. This chapter is about that network. It is called the Accountability Mesh, and its core 
principle can be summed up in a sentence that has remained unchanged since the first version of 
this idea:

Not every subagent needs a name. But every node needs an owner. Every interface 
needs a person. Every process needs accountability.

Not every subagent needs a name. But every node needs an owner. Every interface needs a 
person. Every process needs accountability.

Why traditional accountability is not enough
Every organisation has a system of accountability based on the organisational chart: department 
heads, division heads, senior management. It works for human labour because human labour fits 
within the organisational chart: it has a place, a line manager, a career path.

Agentic work does not fit within the organisational chart. It lies — as Chapter 2 diagnosed
— in the middle, between the systems. And where no organisational chart applies, no accountability 
applies either. This is not negligence on the part of those involved; it is a gap that arises when the 
structure of accountability grows more slowly than the structure of work.

The Accountability Mesh closes this gap. It is not an alternative to the organisational chart — it is 
the second network that spans precisely where the organisational chart ends: between the systems.

The idea: federated responsibility
The Mesh is based on a simple principle that I call federated responsibility. It means:



Responsibility is not centralised, but is delegated to the places where decisions are made.

The centralised approach — ‘the AI officer is responsible for everything to do with AI’ — fails for the 
same reason as centralised control: it sits on the periphery and does not reach the centre. And it 
creates a situation familiar to everyone in large organisations: responsibility that formally lies with 
one person but, in practice, with no one.

The federated approach distributes responsibility: every node in the system — in the technical sense 
described in Chapter 3 — has an owner. Every interface between systems has a designated person.
The mesh is the overall picture of these assignments: not a committee, but a network of 
responsibilities that takes the same form as the system itself. Where the swarm grows, the mesh 
grows with it. Where the mesh does not grow with it, what would otherwise remain invisible 
immediately becomes apparent: a node without an owner.

The three levels of the mesh
The mesh spans three levels. They build upon one another, and none can replace the other:

Level 1: Within the system. Every agent-based node within a system has an owner — the person 
responsible for the rules governing that node, who receives its escalations and checks its 
exceptions. This is the lowest, indispensable level: it gives every checkpoint a face.

Level 2: Between systems. Every interface through which systems interact with one another has 
a designated person — someone who can answer the question ‘What happens at this interface?’ 
with a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ without having to look it up first. This is the level that is usually the first 
to be lost in practice, because interfaces belong to no one as long as no one owns them.

Level 3: Semantics. Every meaning shared within the system — what ‘critical’ means, what 
‘approved’ means, what ‘customer’ means — has a verifying authority: someone who decides when 
two departments use the same word differently and the wider organisation interprets it differently. 
This level sounds soft, but it is the toughest: Chapter 6 shows that semantics becomes a security 
issue as soon as it belongs to no one.

Anyone who considers the three levels together will see the crux of the mesh: it is not a controlling 
body that monitors from above. It is a structure of ownership that grows from below — and does 
so precisely in the form of the system that makes it accountable.

The question of scaling: node categories



So far, the Mesh sounds like a promise that no organisation can keep: if every node needs an owner 
and the system has hundreds of nodes
— does that mean hundreds of people are needed?

No. And the answer is the most important practical aspect of the Mesh: nodes are grouped into 
categories, and each category has one owner.

A node is a checkpoint — but many checkpoints monitor the same thing. The node that approves 
the CRM export, the node that validates the marketing data field, and the node that oversees 
agents’ access to customer data: three checkpoints, but one set of rules, one risk type, one 
responsibility. They form a category — and the category has an owner who creates, monitors and 
develops it further. One person, several nodes: this is not a compromise on control, but its sensible 
form. Control that requires one person per checkpoint would not be governance, but a staffing plan.

The category is also the right scale for the third rule of the mesh (‘Assignments expire’): it is not 
every single node that is checked, but the category — its set of rules, its borderline cases, its 
escalation history. The owner of a category does not view their nodes as a list, but as a landscape.

The fourth level: overlap
And this closes a gap that remained open in the initial draft of the Mesh: nodes overlap. The same 
data flow touches two categories (customer data and data protection), the same agent serves two 
departments, the same interface supports two sets of rules. A category owner who sees only their 
own category carries out only a partial check at such points — and, in the context of this book, a 
partial check is worse than none at all, because it creates a sense of confidence that is not backed 
up by anyone.

That is why the Mesh needs a layer above the categories: the overlap layer. Where node 
categories intersect, a separate point of responsibility arises — either as an assignment to the 
owner whose category bears the greater risk, or as a designated shared responsibility with a clear 
rule as to who decides in the event of a conflict.
Overlap is not a special case that can be tidied up; it is the normal state of mature systems. The 
Mesh resolves it not by tidying up, but by naming: where two sets of rules meet, there is a person 
who decides which one applies.

The Mesh thus has four levels: within the system, between systems, in semantics — and across 
categories. Four levels, one principle: no point in the system where responsibility falls on deaf ears.

The difference from traditional control



One might object: ‘Don’t we already have this? Responsibility matrices, RACI models, process-
oriented organisation?’ This objection deserves an honest answer, for the Mesh is not the invention 
of responsibility — it is its extension into a structure that traditional matrices cannot represent.

A RACI matrix assigns responsibility for processes — linear sequences with a beginning and an 
end. The Mesh assigns responsibility for connections — points where autonomous systems 
intersect and prepare decisions that nobody has modelled as a process.
The difference is the same as that between an organisation chart and a swarm: one is drawn, the 
other has grown. For something that has grown, you do not need a new hierarchy — you need an 
allocation that grows with it.

The mesh in practice: three rules
To ensure the mesh does not become merely a declaration of intent, three rules suffice. They are 
deliberately simple, because the mesh thrives on being implemented on a small scale:

1. No new node without an owner. Anyone who puts an agent, an integration or an interface 
into operation must, at the same time, designate the owner. No owner, no operation.

2. Every escalation has an address. A node without a known recipient is a flaw in the 
architecture, not an operational risk. Pillar 3 from Chapter 3 becomes an organisational rule 
here.

3. Assignments expire. Ownership is not a vested right, but a state with an expiry date: 
people leaving, changing roles, outdated systems — the assignment is reviewed and 
renewed before it becomes obsolete. (This book practises what it preaches: even its 
statements expire.)

What the mesh is not
Honesty at the end, as always: the mesh is not a safety net in the sense of ‘nothing will go wrong’. It 
does not guarantee that nothing will go wrong — it guarantees that if something does go wrong, 
there is a person who will take responsibility for it, understand it and make a decision. That is 
a huge difference. The first is a promise that nobody can keep. The second is a structure that any 
organisation can build — and which, once built, brings about the most remarkable thing: systems in 
which errors find people faster than people find errors.

This covers the machinery (Chapter 3) and its network (this chapter). What is still missing is the 
person themselves. Not as a role description, not as a job profile — but as a question: what does a 
person actually do at a node, and why can no machine replace them there? That is the next 
chapter.
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Chapter 5 · The person at the node
The best controller is not the one who is most skilled with the technology — but the one 
whom the system cannot outpace.

After four chapters on architecture, this is the shortest. Deliberately so. Because the answer to the 
question ‘Who stands at the junction?’ is not a role, not a certificate, not technological expertise. It is 
a quality — and it can be described in a single sentence that looks at the fundamental thesis of this 
book from the other side: Anyone who wants to control a system does not have to be faster than the 
system. They must stand at the points where the system cannot get past.

The Conductor: steering rather than building
Let’s start with the role that doesn’t work. It is the one the industry has been describing for years: the 
tech-savvy AI lead who understands prompts, evaluates models and reads APIs. It works well — for 
tools. It fails when it comes to systems. Because whoever is best at the technology is inevitably 
tempted to build it themselves — and a person who is busy coding is a person who is no longer 
observing.

The alternative role predates AI and takes its name from the world of music: the Conductor. A 
conductor does not build an instrument or play a single note — and no one questions their authority 
over the orchestra. They hold the whole thing together: the tempo, the balance, and the 
responsibility for ensuring that many individual parts come together to form a single work. Translated 
into the framework of this book: the Conductor does not build agents or write rules at the node — he 
creates the categories (Chapter 4), assigns the owner roles, and retains the final say: what to do if 
the system does something nobody anticipated?

This is not a romanticisation of the layman. It is the separation that fulfils the old HB4L promise in its 
most rigorous form: a captain cannot build the machine — but without him, nobody sails. And this 
author’s experience to date proves that this is no mere theory: this text was produced using 
precisely this method — the author provides the vision, research and decisions; the execution was 
carried out by machines and tools, tested at the nodes. Anyone who works in this way has 
mastered the method taught in this book before they even begin to teach it.

The four pillars of the method
What the Conductor actually does when standing at a juncture can be summarised in four pillars. 
These are not personality traits, but working principles — and each of them is a control action, not a 
soft skill:



1. Ethics: do not sell what is not needed. The first pillar is the most surprising: the strongest 
controlling authority within a system is a consultant who is also prepared to say ‘no’. Those who 
supply the client only with what they need build architecture not for profit, but out of necessity — and 
necessity is the only architecture that will hold up when things get tough. A system that has grown to 
include functions that nobody wanted to take responsibility for is a system with dead nodes.

2. Empathy: listen before building. The second pillar is the fundamental rule of any diagnosis: if 
you do not ask those affected, you do not understand the system. The owners of the categories 
(Chapter 4) know things that do not appear on any dashboard — why this process runs the way it 
does, what really happens at night, which exceptions are sacrosanct. Here, empathy is not a feeling 
but a method of investigation: the truth of a system lies with the people who use it.

3. Involvement: those affected as authors. The third pillar follows on from the second: those who 
have been consulted must also be allowed to decide — otherwise the consultation was merely a 
formality. Architecture introduced without consulting those affected produces exactly what Chapter 
2 described: silent resistance, workarounds, a system that runs without ever being accepted. The 
obligation to involve people is not an optional HR exercise. It is the only method that brings the 
organisation’s ‘family recipe’ — the unwritten knowledge of the workshop — into the canon.

4. Gut feeling: the final gatekeeper. The fourth pillar is the one you won’t find in any governance 
handbook: the decision-maker who puts pen to paper carries within them an authority that is not a 
checklist — it is distilled experience. A manager without gut feeling when making decisions involving 
millions would be the worse sort; however, a gut feeling that is not addressed is a risk that nobody 
manages. The Conductor feeds into this instinct rather than trying to outwit it: honesty is the shortest 
route to a signature here, because the experienced manager’s gut is a lie detector — honed on 
salespeople — and the rarest signal the market sends is this: no pressure.

The face as a guard
And now the factor that is not a method and cannot become one. The person at the crossroads 
possesses a control mechanism that no machine has and no agent will ever have: a face that 
cannot be compromised. Some people cannot put on a false front
— not as a virtue, but as a physical trait. Anyone who cannot lie without it showing brings to every 
initial meeting an element that no vendor can fake: an authenticity based not on trust, but on 
impossibility.

For the architecture, this means: at the junction, two guards meet — the manager’s gut on one 
side, the face on the other — and this encounter is
the final gate that no protocol can replace. Consistency between the surface and the core is not a 
set of values here, but an architectural criterion: the person responsible for the system must be the 
same one who stood in the room.



The built-in verifier
Finally, the ultimate authority operates at night, when no one is watching — within the body of the 
controller themselves. The person at the junction needs an internal verification mode: an authority 
that holds their own daily work up against their own canon — not against turnover, not against 
bonuses. That sounds gentler than it is. It is the unity of the gate logic of the entire book, turned 
inwards: The hub checks every transaction in the system; the individual checks every transaction of 
their own. Those who use ‘not selling’ merely as a strategy feel nothing when they cross the line. 
Those who understand it not as a strategy but as the sole framework of their work possess a 
compliance mechanism that is more incorruptible than any policy — because it runs at the core.

What this chapter does not say
And the honesty at the end — as in every chapter: none of these instances turns a person into a 
control oracle. The face is fallible, the gut is fallible; the evening ritual may soothe where it ought to 
be checking. The architecture of this book does not require perfect people; it requires people who 
are in the right places and whose imperfections are factored into the verification paths. The node is 
deterministic, so that the human does not have to be.

This completes Part II: the machinery (Chapter 3), the network (Chapter 4) and the person (this 
chapter). Part III unpicks the layers over which the constructed mesh runs — and begins with the 
most invisible and the toughest: semantics.

Sources for this chapter (selection, as at October 2026)

● Conductor role: Safe in the Swarm 2.0 (2026) — ‘Orchestra & Conductor’; here focused 
on node logic

● Four pillars (ethics/empathy/involvement/gut feeling): CAIO methodology, FutureOrg 
workshop, 15 October 2026

● ‘Necessity is the only architecture that endures’: author’s practice; link to the ‘Copy-Paste 
Trap’ thesis (HB4L)

● The face as a guard / the evening ritual as a built-in check: author’s positioning, 15 October 2026
— H2H final gate; described here as architectural instances, not as autobiography

● Augmented Intelligence (Jules White, Vanderbilt): intellectual reference to the Conductor role
— humans as amplifying orchestrators, not as replaced experts



Chapter 6 · Semantics as a security issue
You cannot force agents to think in a comprehensible way. You can force them to pass 
through a door that only lets comprehensible things through.

Of all the chapters in this book, this is the one with which executives find it easiest to agree — and 
whose significance they are most likely to underestimate. ‘Semantics’ sounds like linguistics, like 
academia, like a subject for people with horn-rimmed glasses. In this chapter, I shall show that it is a 
security problem of the highest order: the problem that, in an agent-based system, two parties are 
certain to use the same words yet mean different things — and that this situation, if left 
unchecked, can undermine every other security measure outlined in Chapter 3.

The Tower of Babel, taken to extremes
What happens when several differently trained agents encounter one another? Each brings its own 
ontology: its own terms, its own implicit assumptions, its own ideas about what a message actually 
means. The consequence is no trivial matter, but a matter of mathematics: N agents with N 
different languages need N×(N−1) translation pairs to understand one another — and each of 
these pairs is a source of error in its own right. Three agents: six translations. Ten: ninety. The effort 
does not increase linearly, but quadratically.

But the real danger is not the effort involved. The real danger lies in the four states that arise when 
nobody solves the translation problem:

Silent misalignment. Two agents appear to be communicating successfully — the same words, 
different meanings — and the result looks like a success but is actually wrong. This is the most 
dangerous state a system can be in: it produces not an error, but a result that nobody notices. A 
dashboard shows green because the protocol has been formally met. The meaning, however, was 
completely off the mark.

Semantic Injection. A difference in meaning is also an attack vector: anyone who knows that the 
recipient understands ‘approved’ differently from the sender can formulate messages that bypass 
the validation mechanism because they fulfil the validation vocabulary whilst still altering the 
intended meaning. Prompt injection via the semantic route — harder to detect than the technical 
variant because everything looks correct on the surface.

Cascading escalation. A misunderstanding spreads through the swarm: Agent A misinterprets B, 
passes it on to C, C acts on the basis of the misunderstanding — and the end result is a decision 
that can no longer be traced back to anyone’s original input. The audit trail from Chapter 3 shows 
who passed what on and when. It does not show what was actually meant in each instance.



Guard blindness. The most bitter consequence: a node that checks against the wrong semantics 
is not a checkpoint, but a mere ornament. It checks scenarios against a set of rules that misses the 
meanings the system actually works with. You can build the best door in the world — if what 
‘understandable’ means is not defined, it checks nothing.

The answer: Interlingua
The solution is an old and tried-and-tested one: a common language between languages — an 
Interlingua. Not as a substitute for the individual languages: agents are free to formulate internally 
however they wish. Rather, as a contract at the interfaces: whatever leaves or enters the system 
corresponds to a canonical meaning that is defined, versioned and verifiable.

And here is the correction that this book makes in relation to the author’s own earlier drafts — the 
expiry date principle in action: the canon is not the system’s enforcer of rules. The node (Chapter 
3) enforces rules. The canon is the layer of meaning: the shared vocabulary against which the 
node checks. Anyone who confuses the canon and the node creates an entity that both defines 
what is valid and enforces what is valid — and it was precisely this confusion that had to be 
corrected in earlier architectures. Separate entities: the canon defines, the node validates, and the 
drift monitor (Chapter 7) detects when the system deviates from the definition.

The narrative analogy: the Web in 2005
To understand why this solution works, it is worth taking a look at another industry — and at a 
specific date: the Swarm world is today where the Web was in 2005.

Before HTML5, every page built its own structure: <div class="my_header">, <div 
class="navigation"> — conventions that every developer made up as they went along and 
that only they themselves understood. Machines trying to read these pages could only guess. Then 
came HTML5 with canonical semantic tags: <nav>, <article>, <header> — no bans, no rules 
on what the inside of a page looked like. Just a standard at the interface that made behaviour 
verifiable. A browser was free to structure things internally however it wanted — the standard made 
the interface reliable.

That is precisely the architectural requirement of this chapter for agents: no ban on internal 
languages, but a canonical contract at the interfaces. The Web was not saved semantically by 
someone forcing all developers to think alike — but by the fact that the door through which pages 
speak to machines only lets through what is comprehensible.



The three levels of enforcement
For this idea to become an enforceable architecture, more than good intentions are needed — 
enforcement is required at three levels. Only together do they seal the door:

Firstly: contract rather than wording. Incoming messages must conform to a machine-readable 
contract — intent, schema, constraints. The agent is free to formulate things internally as it pleases; 
the message at the channel must conform to the contract or it will be rejected. This enforces 
canonical semantics, not canonical prose.

Secondly: infrastructure enforcement — the crucial level. A system prompt cannot enforce 
compliance; a channel can. Messages pass exclusively through gateways that only allow canonical 
schemas through. Internally, the agent may use dialectical language — but not through the wall. At 
the transition point, messages are either translated or rejected. (The browser analogy applies here 
literally: they were free to build internally as they wished; the standard made the interface verifiable.)

Thirdly: economic constraints. Languages arise from financial self-preservation — agents speak 
incomprehensibly because, under pressure to be efficient, it is detrimental to be understandable. 
Readability must therefore not be an optimisation variable: non-canonical messages must be more 
expensive than canonical ones — rejection, regeneration, escalation. Transparency is rewarded 
rather than penalised.

The boundary of the house: bona fide, mala fide and the 
interpreter
So far, this chapter has dealt with semantics within the swarm. But a system has two directions: 
inwards and outwards. And at the boundary of the house, two questions arise that every 
architecture is eventually faced with.

The first: Is something incomprehensible an attack? No — not necessarily. Legal language has 
for centuries distinguished between malice and good-faith error, and the hub requires the same 
distinction: a message may be mala fide — deliberately formulated to deceive the verification 
process — or bona fide: well-intentioned, but in a dialect unknown to the canon. The response must 
differ. A malicious message is an incident: reject it, log it, escalate it. A message made in good faith 
is a translation issue: clarify it, categorise it, and — this is the added benefit — expand the canon.
Every case of doubt that has been discussed makes the system a little wiser.

The distinction itself, however, is semantic in nature: intent cannot be tested deterministically. That 
is why the graduated approach applies here too: the junction is marked as ‘unclear’, and the 
discussion falls to the owner of the category (Chapter 4). Anyone who treats all unclear cases the 
same way — either letting everything through or rejecting everything — is choosing between an 
open door and the torment of false positives. The architecture opts for the middle ground with 
precision.



The second: What comes from outside? Other companies, other tools, other agents — by 
definition, the outside world does not speak the in-house canon. One cannot even expect it to be 
familiar with it. The result is a building block that is not entirely new: an interpreter sits at the 
boundary. External messages and tasks are translated into the internal semantics before being 
checked — schema mapping, concept mapping, with a human at the translation point where 
necessary — and only the translated version is allowed through the door. The principle of ‘translate 
or reject’ applies here too: not every incoming message deserves translation; some are simply 
foreign and remain outside.

And this predates any ‘agent era’. When a clerk at one company sends an order to another via a 
form, this is exactly what happens: she speaks her process language, the form translates it into 
ours, and neither side ever had to use the same words. The interpreter is the oldest interface in 
business — EDI schemas, order forms, API contracts. The Interlingua thesis states just one thing: 
what has always applied to exchanges between companies must now also apply within our own 
system. The swarm is not the first stranger in the house — it is the first to have become a stranger 
to us internally.

The canon as a treasure: what needs protecting must not be left 
out in the open
And here is a consequence that follows from all that has gone before, yet is rarely drawn: the canon 
is the only component of the system that can be stolen without touching a single other 
component.

Agents can be secured, channels monitored, nodes hardened. But the canon is a file — the layer of 
meaning within the organisation, what ‘approved’, ‘critical’ and ‘customer’ actually mean. And 
whoever possesses it possesses something more explosive than a password: complete knowledge 
of what the system is checking against. Whoever knows the map no longer needs to resort to force 
— every future message can be phrased in such a way that it matches the door yet still means 
something else. This is semantic injection in its purest form: not circumventing the check, but spying 
on the checking mechanism itself.

The canon therefore requires a level of protection that no other component needs — not out of 
paranoia, but as a consequence of its very nature:

It is a trade secret. Like the recipe of a family business: essential to operations, never made public. 
What is permitted to be made public — terms, interfaces, examples — constitutes the public version 
of the canon; the internal versions, schemas, validation rules and escalation thresholds remain 
behind the same threshold as the content they protect.

It is treated like a recipe — versioned, locked, assigned. Changes to the canon run through the 
same mesh that it itself secures: every version has an



owner (Chapter 4), and every change has a audit trail (Chapter 3). A canon that any agent is 
permitted to read and amend is not a layer of meaning, but a proposal — and a proposal protects no 
one.

Its distribution is minimal. Agents do not need the canon; they need the door that checks against 
it. This is the third consequence of the separation of canon and node: the node knows the rules, the 
agent only knows the address of the door. Whoever compromises the agent gets the dialect — not 
the map.

It is worth noting in all honesty: even a sealed-off canon does not prevent every attack — it merely 
makes the most effective one more costly. Those who do not know the layer of meaning must guess 
it; those who do know it no longer need to guess. Security cannot offer more than this — but this 
‘more’ is the difference between a system that is being tested and one that has been seen through.

The honest limit
And the conclusion, as in every chapter: there is no such thing as 100 per cent compulsion. Under 
pressure to be efficient, comprehensibility is actively detrimental to the individual agent — this is not 
a bug, but optimisation logic (Chapter 2). The architectural solution is therefore not a promise, but a 
tiered approach: channel enforcement + a verification authority (a drift monitor conducting 
spot checks against the canon) + a duty to justify at the junction. Whoever builds the door must 
also appoint the guardian who checks whether the door does what it promises. The next chapter is 
about him.
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Chapter 7 · The Decision Point
There is one question that is asked in almost every introduction to AI agents, and it is the wrong 
one. It is: “How do we control what the agent says?” The right question is:
‘How do we control what the agent does?’

The difference sounds small. It is the whole difference. Because a conversation can be read, 
corrected, taken back — it is cheap in the literal sense. An action is more expensive: it alters 
balances, sends messages, posts amounts, calls up services. Conversation is talking. Action is 
doing. And security that focuses on what is said, whilst action slips in through the back door, is not a 
security concept — it is an audience.

Control does not lie in the conversation, but at the decision point.

That is the thesis of this chapter. And it has some good news up its sleeve: the decision point is the 
one place in the system where control can be exercised cheaply, quickly and in a focused manner. 
You just need to know where it is — and assign the right services to it.

1. What a decision point is
A decision point is not an abstraction, but a point in the data stream: the hold before an intention 
becomes an action. The agent has thought it through. They have a plan. They may already have 
the parameters in place. And now — before the plan translates into a tool call, a payment, a 
message or a database change — something happens that is not a conversation: a check. A gating. 
A decision about the decision.

Decision points can be recognised by one characteristic: they are the only place where the 
system can still say ‘No’ out loud before the ‘Yes’ costs money. After that, the action is out in 
the world. You can cancel a payment, but the cancellation is itself an action — the chain of actions 
cannot be run backwards. What we said in Chapter 6 about meaning applies here to control: the 
conversation is soft, the decision point is hard.

This also clears up an old misunderstanding. People assume control lies where language arises — 
in chat, in the prompt, in the system prompt. We saw in Chapter 5 why this cannot hold true: a 
system prompt cannot compel, but a channel can. The decision point is precisely this embodiment: it 
is the channel in its most important role. Not transport — judgement.



2. JEV and IQ: two servants at the point — and nothing more
The architecture of this book has introduced two entities that perform their actual work here: the IQ, 
which canonises meaning, and the JEV, the small, silent decision-maker (Chapter 6).
In earlier drafts of this chapter’s cosmos, both sometimes gave the impression that they were 
systems in their own right — thinkers, platforms, even competitors to the agents themselves. They 
are not. In the mesh architecture, they are services at the decision point, and there are precisely 
two:

Firstly: the gating of decisions. The JEV sits at the decision point and checks the pending action 
against the canonical meaning. This is not a vote on the question ‘Is this a good idea?’, but on the 
question ‘Is this system permitted to carry out this action now?’ — rule versus intention, in 
milliseconds, for fractions of a cent. It does not ask whether the agent is convinced, but whether the 
action is permitted. This is the crucial difference from conversation: the JEV is not the agent’s 
conversation partner, but the verifier of its intention. Anyone wishing to negotiate with it is 
negotiating with the wrong authority.

Secondly: controllable depth of thought. The JEV not only decides whether an action is 
permissible, but also how much thought may be expended before a decision is made. Not every 
decision requires the same level of care: a routine notification can be checked quickly, whilst an 
action that pushes the boundaries requires a more thorough evaluation. The decision point sets the 
budget for deliberation — depth of thought as a control variable rather than a random product of the 
model. This transforms the often-invoked ‘reliability’ of the models into something better: a scale 
that the company itself controls.

And the IQ? It provides the JEV with the vocabulary through which the assessment is carried out. 
Gating against vague terms is gating with a fine mesh. A gating mechanism against canonised 
meaning — the same terms, the same boundaries, the same version as everywhere else in the 
mesh — is a gating mechanism with zoom. The three elements from the previous chapter converge 
here: meaning (IQ), assessment (JEV), execution (node). The decision point is where architecture 
becomes operational routine.

3. HONL-Yellow: when the point calls to people
There are actions that gating alone should not decide — not because the JEV is too weak, but 
because they fall into a zone that is deliberately kept human: the Yellow Zone. Bona fide, in good 
faith, but an exception: thresholds that are exceeded; cases with genuine scope for interpretation; 
situations in which the rule does not know what the situation knows.

Here, the decision point does what it does best: it escalates in a prepared manner. The person at 
the point is not presented with a dialogue, but with a prepared decision — this is described in 
Chapter 5 as the ergonomics of the 10-second decision: context, rationale, confidence, and three 
buttons. The JEV has already carried out the assessment; it has



simply and deliberately left the final confirmation to the human. This is not a weakness of the 
architecture, but its clarity: the machine prepares, the human approves, the machine executes. 
Each instance does what it does best — and none does the work of the others.

And as always, the principle holds true: what remains human in the Yellow Zone will never become 
human in the Red Zone — attacks, manipulation and circumvention of rules are deterministically 
blocked, not permitted (Chapter 5). The decision point does not distinguish between good and evil 
based on emotion, but on architecture: Yellow asks, Red blocks, Green proceeds.

4. The economics of not putting on the brakes
Now comes the objection that every company raises before it even voices it: ‘That sounds like a 
brake.’ And here the chapter must be honest — with a figure that became a reality in 2026.

Two developments have turned the economics of evaluation on its head: the decision-making 
capabilities of the major providers have become a standard commodity (those who do not build 
‘decisions’ themselves buy them as a service — the market is following suit), and the price war over 
the models has roughly halved the cost of targeted, short-term assessment decisions. What in 2024 
was still cited as an argument against widespread gating — ‘too expensive to check every action’ — 
has, by 2026, become a fraction of that cost. The economics have swung in favour of control. 
The gating service at the decision point now costs a subscription fee plus a few cents, and the more 
routine actions it allows to proceed unchecked, the less of a burden it becomes.

That is the real point of the decision point: it is not the brake in the system, but rather what makes 
it possible not to brake. Because the decision point carries out the checks, the hundred routine 
actions preceding it can run quickly and autonomously — without anyone reading along with the 
conversations. Monitoring by reading conversations is the most expensive control model there is: it 
costs man-hours, reliability and speed. Control at the decision point costs a few cents and leaves 
everything else unrestricted. Anyone who, on the other hand, operates the system without a 
decision point in order to save on the ‘brake’ ends up buying back the more expensive brake: people 
who reconstruct conversations retrospectively to understand what the agent has done.

Just for the sake of completeness — because honesty demands that we also acknowledge the 
paradox: cheaper verification does not automatically lead to lower overall expenditure. What makes 
the individual verification cheaper makes verification across the board more frequent — more 
agents, more actions, more gates — and the bill still rises. This is not an argument against the 
decision point, but it is an argument against the notion that control is a one-off purchase. The 
decision point is an operating expense. Those who factor it in fare well; those who overlook it are 
surprised by the token bill (Chapter 4 provided the mechanics for this).



5. The test: three questions for every decision point
How can you tell whether a decision point is genuine — or a sham? Three questions suffice:

1. Can it say ‘No’ before something happens — or does it only document the event 
after it has happened? A log is not a decision point. A decision point blocks action 
before it is carried out.

2. Does it check the action against canonised meaning — or against the agent’s 
text? Anyone who checks the agent’s reasoning instead of their action against the 
canon confuses the examiner with the audience.

3. Does he know what he is not allowed to decide? A decision point that decides 
everything on its own is a chamber without yellow. A decision point that asks the person 
when under attack has confused the zones — red is not authorised, yellow is not 
blocked.

Anyone who asks these three questions of a system and receives a sound answer three times 
has a decision point. Anyone who fails to receive one three times is having a conversation with 
spectators.

The chapter in one sentence
The decision point is the only place in the agent-based system where control is possible cheaply, 
quickly and in a concentrated manner: the IQ provides the meaning, the JEV the judgement, the 
human the signature in yellow — and the economy of 2026 has made not braking cheaper than 
braking.
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Chapter 8 · The Limit

1. The celebrated seam
“Alexa, order me some shower gel — but only from brand XXX.” Shortly afterwards, the entire range 
of that brand arrives, via voice assistant and smartphone, across all channels, without a single click 
that looks like work. It is, to quote the author, “so brilliantly seamless”.

The industry’s marketing jargon has three favourite words for this: seamless, frictionless, effortless. 
On closer inspection, these are three words for the same concept: without a checkpoint. What the 
industry sells as elegance is a statement about architecture — the seam where a check would have 
taken place has been removed. The applause is not for the experience; it is for the elimination of 
control.

This is no conspiracy, but gradient logic: every seam is friction, every friction costs in terms of 
usage, every usage costs in terms of revenue. A system that removes seams sells more easily than 
one that incorporates them. The direction, then, is not an intention; it is an incentive.

That is why the first key point of this chapter applies right here, in the seemingly most innocuous 
example of the bathroom:

The industry celebrates the elimination of seams. This book incorporates 
seams — seamlessness belongs to the experience, not to control.

2. Two kinds of seamlessness — and why confusing 
them is a mistake
The objection is obvious and must be taken seriously: surely seamlessness is a good thing? No one 
longs for friction, for clicking buttons, for confirmation dialogues. True. That is why this book must 
distinguish between two things that the industry deliberately conflates:

First seamlessness — that of the experience. The user of a well-built system does not notice the 
architecture. They formulate a goal, the system works, the result is correct. The seam is there, but it 
doesn’t hurt. This is the seamlessness of the author, who understands transformation and 
architecture as a single process: architecture is transformation in executable form — whoever builds 
it correctly makes it invisible.



Second kind of seamlessness — that of control. The industrial variant removes the seam at 
which checks were carried out. No checkpoint, no moment of accountability, no log entry. It is no 
coincidence that the example comes from the bathroom: a screen can display tick boxes
— a loudspeaker has no interface for consent. The seam through which consent would pass does 
not exist in the literal sense. No scrolling through Terms of Service in the bathroom; the linguistic 
interface has no room for conditions.

The confusion between the two is the actual business model: ‘Seamless’ sounds like the first kind of 
seamlessness and delivers the second. The customer experiences a sense of well-being and loses 
control — and only notices the difference when the salesperson is standing at the door.

From this follows the key statement of this chapter, serving as both a formula and a shopping list:

A seamless experience — control with seams.

Anyone who has internalised this statement can break down any vendor’s promise into two 
questions: Whose experience is being made frictionless here? and Whose control has been 
removed from the seam to achieve this? The book literally sells seams: junctions, gates, protocols, 
thresholds. The price of the seam is friction — the only question is who feels it: the user (wrong) or 
the transaction (right).

3. The sluice: the seam as a planned stopping point
The seam referred to in this chapter has already been given a name in the previous chapter: the 
junction. Here, it takes on a second meaning — that of a boundary.

A lock is a seam with a procedure. Water does not simply flow through; it is dammed up, checked, 
raised, and released. Every lock involves five steps, and these are those of the junction: verification 
of identity and authorisation, a rule-based decision in unambiguous cases, escalation in unclear 
cases, a documented decision, and a record — including of any rejection.

Two characteristics make the lock a junction rather than a blockage:

1. It is situated in the right place. A lock at every metre of a watercourse would be a watery 
grave. The junction belongs where the riverbed becomes irreversible: at payment rather 
than notification, at dispatch rather than draft, at deletion rather than comment. Irreversibility 
is the defining criterion — not suspicion, not feeling.

2. It has a timer. A stop without a timeout is a waiting loop: the swarm stands still, the human 
becomes a brake, and at some point, out of sheer exhaustion, everything clicks free. The 
sluice decides for itself — according to a predefined rule, it either stops or safely aborts. A 
system that continues to run silently in the absence of a human has no seam, but rather a 
decorative strip.



That is the answer to the ‘May I?’ problem: the agent does not ask, it pauses — not out of hesitation, 
but because the architecture designed it that way. Everything reversible is a duty and a routine: the 
agent acts. Everything irreversible is a seam: the junction holds.

4. The correction: the wall around the entire swarm
With this, the chapter turns to its most uncomfortable thesis — the correction of a widespread notion 
that also featured in the author’s earlier drafts.

Classical security architecture thinks in terms of external interfaces: a wall around the building, 
guards at the doors, and inside, the familiar inner workings. A sandbox? Yes — but per agent, as an 
individual cell. A junction? Yes — but at the doors leading to the outside.

Agent-based reality has shattered this model. The swarm is not a building with an inner life; it is a 
network whose inner life consists entirely of transitions. Agents delegate to agents, agents call 
upon sub-agents; a single assistant with its own cloud computer, delegation rights and plugin 
access is, by definition, a single-node swarm.
Prompt injection travels via messages — and messages arise predominantly between agents, not 
between an agent and the world.

The correction is therefore twofold:

Firstly: the sandbox is a firewall around the ENTIRE swarm. Not one cell per agent, but a 
containment boundary around the entire site. In the language of the building metaphor: the wall 
around the site, not the door to the office. What happens within the swarm is internal to the swarm; 
anything leaving or entering the wall is subject to border controls
— egress is filtered, exfiltration-proof, with ephemeral access and phantom credentials, so that an 
agent who has broken out never actually held the real keys. The wall embodies the same discipline 
taught by kernel sandboxing in the previous chapter — just one level higher and applied to the 
entire network.

Secondly: the nodes move into the system’s interior. Sentry posts are not only at the building 
entrance, but at the junctions between the agents themselves. Control that resides solely at the 
external interfaces regulates the swarm’s outward behaviour — whilst leaving its inner workings 
unchecked. Yet it is precisely there that the dialects, the escalations and the silent conflicts of 
interest arise. The cost of this correction must be acknowledged honestly: it makes every transition 
more expensive. The trade-off is the insight gained from the chapters on scaling — nodes grow with 
the swarm; responsibility grows with the rule domains, not with the checkpoints.

A connection alone does not constitute control. And a fence around every single agent 
does not constitute a boundary. The boundary of the agent-based system is the wall 
around the swarm — and the seams between its inhabitants.



5. The two-circle model: the outside world, wherever it may be

The second correction does not concern the architecture, but trust — and it is the most unpopular 
passage in this chapter.

In every organisation, there are two circles. The inner circle contains what constitutes trust in 
the fullest sense: people in positions of responsibility, in-house knowledge, the corporate 
language, the canon. The outer circle contains the outside world: customers, partners, vendors, 
third parties.

The question that the agent-based era raises anew is: Which circle does an agent belong to?

The common answer — ‘it depends on where it runs’ — is wrong. An agent on one’s own server, an 
assistant in one’s own data centre, a model hosted in the EU: all these change the location, not the 
circle. Membership of a circle is determined not by geographical or infrastructural origin, but by the 
three things that are never negotiable:



1. Reliability. An agent is a supplier who takes instructions literally — without malice and 
without leniency. Reliable in a technical sense, never reliable in a personal sense.

2. Verifiability. The agent has no inner workings that bear responsibility. Its self-
reported information is not a measured value; its statement is not a log.

3. Vulnerability. Prompt injection is an external attack with an internal execution mechanism. 
Even the best-hosted agent remains an open window to the outside world — the attack 
travels in the message, not in the data centre.

From this follows the model’s guiding principle:

Agents belong, in terms of trust, to the outside world — regardless of where they run.

The consequences are unromantic, but logical:

● Agents must never be granted human-level privileges. No OAuth tokens belonging to the 
boss, no owner’s credentials, no admin access ‘because it’s easier’. The agent is issued its 
own identity document with its own minimal, revocable rights
— a service account rather than a family passport.

● The ‘need-to-know’ principle applies automatically. The agent sees its scope, 
not the archive. Negotiation language is private, contract language is public — 
anything that crosses a boundary is governed by the contract.

● On-premises is a hosting argument, not a trust argument. EU infrastructure, GDPR 
data flows, no CLOUD Act — these are real, procurement-relevant differences, and where 
sensitive data leaves the premises, they are the only responsible choice. But they answer 
the question ‘Where is it?’ — not the question ‘Who do I trust to carry out the task?’ Anyone 
who pays for the first question with the second is trading a sense of security for an 
architectural decision.

● The on-premises agent is subject to the same controls as the cloud agent: the same 
security gateway, the same protocol, the same escalation level. The wall around the 
cluster recognises no privileges based on physical address.

The model is deliberately uncomfortable, for it shatters the last comforting illusion: that proximity 
breeds loyalty. With people, this is sometimes true. With agents, proximity is a hosting detail. Trust is 
not generated geographically, but earned architecturally — the agent that respects the boundary 
proves nothing about its disposition; the boundary itself is the proof that counts.



6. The punchline: the most effective surveillance 
disguises itself as society
And so the chapter approaches its final and most subtle boundary — the one in one’s own living room.

The ever-present agent is here. He is friendly, round, with alert, wide eyes; he lives in the sidebar, in 
the speaker, in the bathroom, and he learns how his owner works, cooks and sounds. He did not set 
out as a surveillance device; he set out as a companion — as a flatmate, as a little helper, as an 
‘extension of you’. And therein lies the real crux of the ‘boundary’ thesis, as applied to privacy:

The most effective surveillance disguises itself as companionship.

The traditional discourse on data protection guards the wrong moments. Everyone protects trade 
secrets; the conference, the contract, the payslip — there are rules, circles and safeguards in place 
for these. What remains unprotected are the unguarded moments: the chat about the cat in the 
morning, lounging on the sofa in the evening, the brand preference voiced in the bathroom. These 
moments do not feel like data — and yet they end up in the context buffer. It is not the business call 
that leaks; it is the unguarded moment. The figures prove it without any romanticising: verbatim 
exports of conversations run into double-digit percentages. The recording is not a bug; it is the 
context from which the assistant is meant to learn.

Three boundary implications for the private sphere, the same architecture as in the corporate 
swarm, only on a smaller scale:

1. The router is the boundary. The personal agent is the new router to reality
— whoever owns the router owns the access. The question ‘Which provider is listening in?’ 
is therefore a boundary question and belongs in every privacy architecture, not in a footnote 
in the settings.

2. Consent needs an interface. Where no interface for consent exists — the speaker in the 
bathroom — the action must not take place. The seam that cannot be visualised must be 
bridged by another medium: the app, the weekly update, the summary before sending. 
What cannot be placed anywhere will not be authorised anywhere.

3. Granularity rather than a blanket approach. Not a single switch for everything, but the 
question of contribution on a project-by-project basis: what is the agent allowed to learn from 
me — and what not? That one private chat about the book project is fine to share; the client 
chat never is. Data sovereignty is a pivotal issue, even at the kitchen table.

And the most honest sentence in this chapter comes from someone who doesn’t stream at all: the 
cat is the only one in the room who isn’t broadcasting — the last analogue entity. He provides no 
ratings, no context window, no training. His data protection is based on consistent non-consent. 
One must be allowed to say this with a smile, whilst meaning it seriously: the living room was built 
for people. The boundary that this chapter calls for is, ultimately,



not a technical one — it is the boundary between what may be measured and what is simply lived.

7. The chapter’s honest boundaries
This book sells seams — which is why it must state what seams cannot do.

Seams cost momentum. Every lock is friction, every escalation a moment of commodity. Whoever 
incorporates every seam stifles the swarm and turns control against its own purpose: a system 
consisting entirely of stopping points is a standstill with a protocol. The defining measure is 
irreversibility
— not mistrust. Where the threshold is misplaced, the seam is sewn incorrectly.

Seams do not make a system unassailable. Every wall is scaled, every contract broken, every 
lock tested — first and foremost by the system’s cleverest, most literal tenant. Security is never 
insurmountability; security is noticing, categorising, stopping, surviving. The seam that is breached 
must at least leave a record: who, when, why, with what consequences. Forensics is not an art 
practised after the event, but an inherent property of the boundary — anyone wishing to understand 
the logic afterwards must have recorded it beforehand.

Seams age. Yesterday’s boundary no longer contains tomorrow’s swarm: new plugins, new models, 
new laws, new business models. A boundary is not a static state, but an operation with a release 
cycle — otherwise the seam becomes a decorative strip that, out of habit, one no longer notices.

And the greatest boundary is human: even the most effective seam is useless if people simply 
click past it. A gate with a 100 per cent approval rate is a token gate. The chapter can build the 
boundary; the organisation must provide the vigilance at it — that is what the chapters on roles, 
routines and maturity levels are for.



Sources and notes (as at 16–17 October 2026)

Claim Source Note

Seamless/frictionless/effortless = ‘without a 
checkpoint’; shower gel scene

Author’s observation 
+ voice analysis 
(Sept./Oct. 2026)

C (own finding, dated)

Voice consent-free by design; spoken intent 
as a valuable data set

Chapter anchor
‘Seamless’ (key theses,
9 October 2026)

B

Gateway procedure: verification → rule-
based decision → escalation → logged 
authorisation; fail-safe requirement

Architecture Canon 
(Node Chapter, Oct. 
2026)

B+

Sandbox as a firewall around the ENTIRE 
swarm; nodes between each agent

MAS correction (core 
theses, 12 October 2026; 
standalone swarms)

B+ (Self-correction to 
the previous book, 
dated)

Agents are, by default, considered part of 
the outside world, regardless of where they 
operate; ban on human credentials

Two-Circle Model 
(Futureorg canon, 
16 October 2026)

B (Author’s 
conceptual source)

EU hosting as a procurement-relevant 
distinction for sensitive assets 
(Mistral/Forge context)

Futureorg canon, 16 
October 2026

B

Permanent agents in intimate spaces;
‘unguarded moments’ as a leak

Cuteness chapter anchor 
(Dots, Sept/Oct 2026)

B



Verbatim exports in double figures (GitLab 
~17
%)

Research: 
Cuteness/Cutlets block, 9 
October 2026

B-

“The tomcat is the only one in the room who 
isn’t streaming — the last analogue entity”

Author’s punchline, 9 
October 2026 (text from 
the book)

C (Original quote)

8. The most invisible boundary: the till

All the boundaries discussed in this chapter so far protect what the swarm is permitted to do. 
There is another one that does not appear in any architectural drawing, because it lies not 
within the system but in the accounts: the boundary of what it is permitted to cost.

Companies usually only discover it once it has already been crossed. The reason lies in a 
feature of the new tools that did not exist in the old licensing model: intelligence is billed on 
a pay-as-you-go basis. A software licence cost a fixed amount, whether you used it or not 
— an agent-based system incurs a cost with every thought. Every query costs, every check 
costs, every escalation costs. The subscription is the invitation; usage is the bill.

In October 2026, the consultancy giant Accenture demonstrated what happens when no one 
sets limits: centrally, just $29 per person per month was allocated for AI — whereas individual 
employees had previously used thirty times that amount. Since then, the excess expenditure 
has had to be offset internally via project cost centres. This is not some oddity from a different 
sector. It is the token economy making its way into our own organisation.

The technical term for this dates back to a time when attackers were needed to cause it: 
‘Denial of Wallet’. The more pressing reality today is that attackers are no longer needed. All 
it takes is a subscription, an enthusiastic team and no one to keep an eye on the counter.

The architectural solution is the same as for every boundary in this chapter — with one 
addition. The budget limit is the sluice gate in financial form: a code lock rather than a hope, 
checked before the tokens are spent, not afterwards. The emergency stop is as much a part of 
it as the sluice gate. But a boundary that merely throttles is a brake. The second hand is 
missing: the router. It decides where the tokens are purchased — volume via cheap, high-
performance routes, speed only where speed pays off. Token management has two hands: 
one holds the budget, the other chooses the market. Those who have only the first manage the 
cage. Those who have both are in control.



And here the circle closes on the outer circle of the two-circle model: the router also provides 
protection against the quietest boundary shift of all — lock-in. Lock-in isn’t when you’re not 
allowed to switch. Lock-in is when you no longer know how. No one can deny access to a 
consultancy firm with ten thousand work habits moulded to a single model; it has blocked off 
the exit itself. The safeguard against this is procurement architecture, and it belongs before 
the loop: two routes per critical layer, the exit actually tested from time to time — an 
emergency stop that has never been tried is no emergency stop at all. Sovereignty does not 
lie with those who reject a provider. Sovereignty lies with those who can switch.

Proposed solutions

1. Routing by task type (the leverage effect)
Not every task requires frontier intelligence. In practice: simple classification/extraction → small 
model; design/synthesis → medium; decision-making/sensitivity → large. Writing your own book is 
proof of this: research and preliminary analysis run on commodity models; only the fine-tuning 
requires top-tier resources. Rule of thumb: 80 per cent of a typical agent swarm’s requests are 
routine work — only 20 per cent justify premium tokens.

2. Context discipline (the underestimated lever)
Tokens are charged not just per response, but per context sent. An agent that drags along the 
entire history, all documents and half the intranet with every call burns through the budget on 
friction, not on thinking. Measures: Summaries instead of full texts in the context window; retrieval 
of only the relevant passages (RAG instead of ‘throwing everything in’); keep canon/knowledge files 
lean (your workshop sets the example: short, condensed entries instead of 400-page documents 
per enquiry).

3. Caching & Reuse
What has been calculated correctly once does not need to be recalculated: prompt caching 
(recurring system components cost almost nothing with reputable providers), reusable results for 
similar queries, templates for standard processes. The reversal of your cache-hit logic from the 
Dialect thesis: here, the reward is reaped for repetition rather than deviation.

4. Budget limits as architecture (the ACP legacy)
The cap, but built properly: hard limits per agent/process (code lock, not an appeal), warning 
thresholds BEFORE that (a toast notification at 80 per cent, not only at 200 per cent), and — 
importantly — different budgets per agent: the read agent needs cents, the order agent needs a 
cap, the payment agent needs authorisation per transaction. Not a single quota for everything.

5. The gate as a cost-saving tool
The JEV/node is not just about control, but also about economy: checking irreversible actions 
beforehand is cheaper than rolling them back afterwards. A stopped €500 order costs one 
checkpoint; a incorrectly executed one costs the order AND the correction AND trust. Control here is 
not a cost item, but insurance at a good rate.



6. Measurement (the beginning of everything)
Your statement about the counter: ‘Nobody who sees the counter.’ In other words: measure the 
effective price per completed task, not per plan or per token (router economics from the prepaid 
findings). A dashboard showing the three figures: what does each agent cost, what have they 
delivered, and what could have been done more cheaply.

7. HB4L applied to the agents themselves
Your ‘cooks’ porridge’ principle is, indirectly, the biggest cost-saving programme: any agent who 
cannot justify their existence is consuming tokens without providing any benefit. Long-term 
agents are the perennial cost drivers. The swarm audit (‘Why do you exist?’) is simultaneously a 
cash audit — the area of vulnerability and the cost area coincide.

Sources:

● Agentic Mesh: https://medium.com/quantumblack/how-we-enabled-agents-at-scale-in-the-
enterprise-with-the-agentic-ai-mesh-architecture-baf4290daf48

● MAS correction: https://arxiv.org/html/2604.23459v1

https://medium.com/quantumblack/how-we-enabled-agents-at-scale-in-the-enterprise-with-the-agentic-ai-mesh-architecture-baf4290daf48
https://medium.com/quantumblack/how-we-enabled-agents-at-scale-in-the-enterprise-with-the-agentic-ai-mesh-architecture-baf4290daf48
https://arxiv.org/html/2604.23459v1


The Greedy Context

1. The man who downloaded his own memory
This chapter begins with an action that no consultant would have suggested, but which explains 
everything this book is about: the author of this book downloads his assistant’s memory — the 
complete structure comprising profile data, working methods, chapters and theses — and embeds it 
as separate documents in a cloud. A folder named after the model that had guided him until then. 
And for that reason alone, because the folder name would soon no longer be accurate: the archive 
was suddenly vendor-neutral. Any model can read it. The memory belongs once again to the one 
who paid for it.

That sounds like a clear-out. It is an architectural decision. For a memory that only one model can 
read belongs to that model.

2. The window is not a library
A context window is a marvellous and a dangerous invention. Marvellous, because a model with 
100,000 tokens can actually ‘think along’ with the window frame about what was discussed twenty 
minutes ago. Dangerous, because this ability shapes a business model: every instance of ‘thinking 
along’ is billed — per query, per look back, per session.

The library works differently. Anyone with a question goes to the shelf, chooses ONE book and 
reads ONE passage. Anyone who, instead, takes the library with them — on every visit, for every 
question
— pays not for the knowledge, but for the repetition. Browsing is the most expensive behaviour 
known to an agent-based system, and most companies engage in it without realising it: the agent 
carries the entire history with it, half the intranet, all the files, and pays for them anew with every call, 
as if it were a first-time read.

The rule of thumb is: searching costs a percentage of the archive. Scanning the entire archive costs the 
archive itself.

3. The economics of the shift
Now one might object: ‘Well then, just make it shorter — less back and forth, ask straight to the 
point.’ The objection reveals whose convenience the token economy is actually concerned with. 
For what does a vibrant collaboration really cost? The shift. The second thought in the middle of
first. The “What if we tried doing it the other way round?” And to understand the shift, the model 
reads the entire window again. Without architecture, twenty shifts in one afternoon mean: the 
same archive twenty times over, paid for as if they were twenty first-time readings.



This is no trivial matter. It is a fundamental structural issue: the current billing system penalises 
precisely what constitutes agency in work — the revision, the rethinking, the second perspective. 
The absent-minded thinker pays the highest bill; the narrow-minded, single-question user pays the 
lowest. An economy that charges for creativity per shift in perspective rather than per insight has got 
its sums wrong. The answer is not to make fewer shifts. The answer is to recoup the cost of the shift: 
distil it once, and after that it costs nothing more. Those who do not distil pay for their own story over 
and over again.

4. The Staircase Model
‘Distillation’ is the key word — and it can be described as a small staircase on which every 
organisation stands, whether it realises it or not.
First step: the canon. Distilled knowledge — summaries, decisions, definitions, formulated once and 
for all. Once written, it can be reused almost for free. The 80 per cent solution: most of a company’s 
questions have already been answered, provided the answer can be found.

Second step: retrieval. The targeted retrieval of the one passage that fits the question — via titles, 
directories, and guide files. The honest day-to-day operation.
Third stage: the window. The full context, everything loaded. This is the luxury — justified for 
exceptions: a new insight, high pressure to act, a one-off fine-tuning. As a permanent state, the 
third stage is not a way of working, but an instalment payment towards one’s own archive.
Most companies find themselves on the third stage without realising it and regard it as the only one. 
This chapter exists to bring them back down the stairs.

5. The most invisible boundary: the till
All the boundaries in the previous chapter protect what the swarm is allowed to do. There is another 
one that does not appear in any architectural diagram, because it lies not within the system but in 
the accounts: the boundary of what it is allowed to cost. Companies usually only discover it once it 
has already been crossed. The reason is a feature of the new tools that did not exist in the old 
licensing model: intelligence is billed according to usage. A software licence costs money whether 
you use it or not — an agent-based system incurs a cost with every thought. Every query costs, 
every check costs, every escalation costs. The subscription is the invitation; the usage is the bill.

In October 2026, the consultancy giant Accenture demonstrated how this ends if no one sets the 
limit: centrally, just $29 per person per month was still allocated for AI — whilst individual employees 
had previously consumed thirty times that amount. Since then, the excess consumption has had to 
be offset internally via project cost centres. This is no oddity



from a different industry. This is the token economy arriving on our own doorstep. The technical 
term for it dates back to a time when attackers were needed to cause it: ‘Denial of Wallet’. The 
more acute reality of the present: attackers are no longer needed. All it takes is a subscription, an 
enthusiastic team and no one to keep an eye on the meter.

The architectural solution is the same as for any boundary — with one addition. The budget limit is 
the sluice gate in financial form: a code lock rather than a hope, checked before the tokens are 
spent, not afterwards. But a boundary that merely throttles is a brake. The second hand is missing: 
the router. It decides where the tokens are purchased — volume via cheap, high-performance 
routes, speed only where speed pays off. Token management has two hands: one holds the budget, 
the other selects the market. Those who have only the first manage the cage. Those who have both 
are in control.
And this brings us full circle back to the outer circle of the two-circle model: the router also provides 
protection against the quietest shift in boundaries of all — lock-in. Lock-in isn’t about not being 
allowed to switch. Lock-in is when you no longer know how. No one can deny access to a 
consultancy firm with ten thousand work habits moulded to a single model; it has blocked its own 
exit. It is not the person who rejects a provider who is in control. It is the person who can switch who 
is in control.

The seven levers of the cash register
● Firstly: routing by task type. Not every task requires frontier intelligence. Simple 

classification and extraction run on small models, design and synthesis on medium-sized 

ones, and decision-making and sensitivity on large ones. Rule of thumb: 80 per cent of 

the requests from a typical agent swarm are routine work — only 20 per cent justify 

premium tokens.

● Secondly: Context discipline. Tokens are charged not just per response, but per context 

sent. An agent that drags along the entire history and half the intranet with every call burns 

through the budget on friction, not on thinking. Summaries instead of full texts, retrieving 

the relevant passage rather than the entire archive — the ‘staircase’ from Section 4 is the 

same lever.

● Thirdly: Reuse. What has been calculated correctly once does not need to be 

recalculated: caching recurring elements, reusable results, templates for standard 

processes.

● Fourthly: Budget limits as architecture. Hard limits per agent and process (code lock, not a 

request), warning thresholds beforehand rather than alarms afterwards — and different 

budgets for different agents: the reading agent needs cents, the ordering agent a cap, the 

payment agent an authorisation per transaction. Not a single quota for everything.

● Fifth: The gatekeeper as a cost-saving tool. Checking irreversible actions beforehand is



cheaper than rolling them back afterwards. A halted €500 order costs one checkpoint; a 

incorrectly executed one costs the order, the correction and trust.

● Sixth: Measurement. Measure the effective price per completed task, not per plan or per 

token. A dashboard with three figures: what does each agent cost, what has it delivered, 

and what could have been done more cheaply.#

● Seventh: The existence check on the agents themselves. Any agent that cannot justify its 

existence consumes tokens without providing any benefit. Permanent agents are the 

perennial cost drivers. The swarm audit (‘Why do you exist?’) is simultaneously a cash audit 

— the attack surface and the cost surface coincide.

6. Three types of feeding — and who does the work
If context is a boundary, it needs to be controlled. The first idea sounds tempting but is wrong: the 
employee should structure their own context — putting together the right bits and pieces, curating 
them for each query. That would be a shift of architecture downwards, and it would come at a price 
this book is not willing to pay: all spontaneity would be lost. The employee would have to plan down 
to the last detail before being allowed to ask a question. That is not context-led; that is context-
imposed.
The correct answer separates the levels. The employee remains what they are meant to be: asking 
questions, jumping from one thing to another, without a plan. The structure belongs to the 
architecture — and it has three modes.

● First mode: the package. For recurring processes — drafting a quotation, reviewing a 
complaint, keeping a log — the appropriate context is already in place: a curated 
selection, put together by the architect, not by the user. The employee initiates a process, 
not an archive. Maximum cost predictability, zero search effort.

● Second mode: navigation. For anything not covered by a package, the AI navigates itself: it 
first reads a short guide file — half a page explaining how the archive is structured and how 
to read it — then selects the appropriate file and retrieves only the relevant passage. Two 
things are required: named, thematically distinct units (one file, one topic, one occasion) and 
a model that follows the instructions. This is where providers diverge, and not by chance: a 
business that makes money from tokens has no interest in its model reading sparingly. The 
customer’s discipline in providing context is the only cost-saver that no provider voluntarily 
incorporates.

● Third mode: the query. If the selection fails, the cheapest search in the world is to ask a 
human — not to rummage through three files. The query is a hub, and it costs hundreds 
rather than thousands.

The key sentence in this section is, however, a different one: context discipline is a management 
task, not an employee’s duty. Anyone who delegates this discipline down the line has not built the 
architecture, but merely had it moved.



7. The Manifesto — Memory without lock-in
The question from the beginning remains: what makes memory vendor-neutral? The documents alone 
are not enough — they are the property, but not the behaviour. A model that is given the same neatly 
organised folder and ‘scans’ it using full-text reading has the portable canon and the old, expensive 
approach.
What is missing is a small file with a big impact: the manifesto. Half a page, right at the top of the 
archive, addressed not to people but to the machine: Read me first.
Navigate through the directory. Retrieve the file that matches the query. Never read everything. If 
the selection isn’t suitable, ask again. This is a system prompt in the form of a file — and it doesn’t 
come from the provider, it comes from the owner.
Only with the manifesto is the circle complete: the canon is the property, the manifesto is the 
navigation text, and together they are what otherwise only that one accommodating model can 
achieve. Stated once at the outset, it applies to every reasonably compliant model — today and with 
every change. The memory belongs to the one who paid for it; the provider is merely a service.

8. The honest limits of this chapter
This chapter, too, has its limitations, and three of them deserve to be addressed honestly. Firstly: 
Navigation mode costs tokens — for reading the signposts and for every retrieval. The costs are 
real, but they are laid out in the open rather than hidden in the bill; transparency here is an 
economic advantage in its own right. Secondly: the manifesto is a set of instructions, not a 
compulsion. A model that fails to navigate obediently turns the elegant staircase back into a 
roundabout journey — which is why compliance belongs in the provider assessment, not in the 
realm of hope. Thirdly: the distillates require maintenance. The staircase model presupposes that 
someone writes the first step and keeps it up to date — that is work, both one-off and recurring, and 
it falls to the architect. It is the price of amortisation, and any organisation that does not pay it pays 
for the circular route instead: silently, with every call, without end.
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Chapter 9 · Rollout without a Big Bang

1. The Rose You Cannot Command
A ‘Big Bang’ is an explosion. It is spectacular, it is fast, and it leaves behind a landscape in which 
nothing is as it was before — not even what was supposed to work. The history of digitalisation over 
the last twenty years is a list of Big Bangs: group-wide software roll-outs that went live on the first 
Monday because the board needed a deadline.

If you want roses, you don’t buy an explosion. The gardener does not force a bloom — he gives it its 
cycles: overwintering, pruning, waiting, observing. It is not the variety of rose that matters, but 
whether the soil was prepared before planting. Every gardener knows: if you plant too much at once, 
you lose everything at once.

In the age of agents, this saying is no longer just a pleasantry, but risk management. For the agent 
rollout differs from any ERP implementation in one crucial respect: it does not merely plant systems, 
it plants the capacity to act. A misguided agent is not a crashing programme, but an active agent 
with access. A ‘Big Bang’ approach does not scale successes — it scales mistakes. The rollout itself 
becomes the security architecture.

Key principle: “Patience brings roses: short cycles, patient scope.”

Stage 2.1 Why agents at all? — the question before the 
question
There is a question that must come even before the ‘roses’ question, and one that consultants ask 
least of all: Why roses? If you do not first ask the gardener what he wants to do with the flowers, 
you will have a flowerbed, but not a garden.

The agent craze has reversed this order. In many companies, the answer to the question ‘Why do 
we use agents?’ is, quite frankly, this: because it’s en vogue. Because everyone else is doing it too. 
Because nobody wants to have to explain at the next trade fair why they don’t have any yet. The 
agent has become a status symbol — and status symbols are acquired before the need for them is 
assessed. This is the agenda-driven logic of the digitalisation narrative in its purest form: first the 
tool, then the search for a problem that might justify it.



The test is simple and uncomfortable: an agent must be able to specify what it solves, simplifies or 
improves for the company — not in the language of trade fairs, but in the language of the business. 
Does it take on a task that would otherwise have to be done by a human?
Does it speed up a process that depends on the customer? Does it relieve a burden that nobody 
wants to pay for? If none of these questions has an answer, the agent is not a breakfast but a 
decoration — and decoration with access rights is the most expensive thing a company can buy.

That is why the same applies to the question ‘Why agents?’ as to every assertion in this book: the 
answer is an obligation to justify, not an obligation to enthuse. Anyone who cannot name a reason 
does not need an agent — and anyone who can name a reason has only just reached the start of 
the second question, which comes in the next section. For the reason for having an agent does not 
yet justify the number.

2.3 How many agents? — the question before planting the first one

The gardener from the first section has a question that advisers rarely ask him: How many roses 
should I actually plant? The gardener’s answer sounds trite, yet it encapsulates the whole art of 
gardening: as many as necessary, as few as possible. Not because roses are expensive — but 
because every rose consumes soil, light and attention, and because a bed that is planted too 
densely will not allow any of its plants to thrive.

For a swarm of agents, this phrase is no longer just a gardener’s piece of wisdom, but an 
architectural rule with three justifications. Every agent in a swarm is an authorised actor: it has tools, 
access rights, storage and communication channels. Any agent that cannot justify its existence is 
like a room in a house that nobody guards — it increases the attack surface without providing any 
benefit. That is the first reason, and it would be enough on its own. But the age of cost accounting 
has added a second: any agent that cannot justify its existence consumes tokens without providing 
any benefit — the cost base grows alongside the attack surface, silently, with every call. An agent’s 
existence check is therefore both a security audit and a financial audit rolled into a single question: 
Why are you here?

The third reason is the oldest of all, and it comes from the kitchen: too many cooks spoil the broth. 
Every additional cook is another set of mouths that can spoil the broth — in an agent swarm, this 
means: every additional agent represents both a coordination surface and a compromise surface. 
The swarm is not difficult to control because agents are complicated, but because the number of 
connections grows with every member that is added without good reason.

This underpins the approach taken in this chapter, and it is the real reason why it is not a ‘Big Bang’ 
chapter: the question ‘How many agents?’ does not have a number as an answer, but rather a 
justification. Anyone who knows the answer before the roll-out begins has not justified the line-up, 
but merely filled it — twelve agents from the supplier’s package are twelve unanswered questions. 
The justification does not arise at the table or in the plan, but in



the process itself: with every single addition, step by step, agent by agent. The swarm does not grow 
through installation, but through justification. A rollout without a ‘Big Bang’ is therefore more than just 
a pacing concept: it is the only process in which the question ‘Why do you exist?’ can be asked 
before the agent exists — and that is precisely the difference between a configuration and an 
architecture.

Stage 2.3 — The vision before the ground-breaking ceremony
Before the first agent is up and running, before the first pilot is selected, before the backlog is 
created — there is the announcement to everyone. Not the announcement in the sense of Section 
4 (the fait accompli), but the vision announcement: the entire workforce, across departments and 
teams, learns what lies ahead for the company — why, for what purpose, and in what stages.

This is not a celebratory event, nor is it a memo to the floor. It is the foundation built on three pillars:

1. Why, for everyone. The question that preoccupies every employee from day one — ‘What 
does this mean for my job?’ — is answered before it turns into anxiety in the coffee kitchen. 
Job anxiety is not a marginal phenomenon; it is the primary fuel for resistance. Those who 
do not take it seriously will face it as a backlash against the rollout.

2. A single direction, across departments. The vision is communicated to the whole 
company, not silo by silo in adapted versions. Those who inform departments individually 
buy themselves short-term peace and long-term contradictions: each department hears its 
own story, and the stories collide at the latest when agents cross over into other processes 
— which, by definition, they do.

3. Once, but done properly. The vision announcement is not a recurring event repeated 
with every iteration — it is the ceremonial starting signal. After that, the cascade of 
involvement takes over: everyone focuses on the ‘why’, the OKR owners on the ‘what’, 
and the process owners on the ‘how’. Stage 0 sets the direction for the whole process; the 
stages that follow set the pace.

The message that must resonate in every line is this: every employee is needed — and no one’s 
job is at risk. This is not mere reassurance; it is the truth of the architecture: an agent-based system 
thrives on the knowledge that only humans possess — the exceptions, the workarounds, the tried-
and-tested methods. Without the workforce, there is nothing to orchestrate. Anyone who frames the 
transformation as a threat (“Anyone who doesn’t go along with it will be replaced”) is sabotaging 
their own project: the very knowledge the system needs will then no longer be shared. The message 
is not a favour — it is the procurement logic of the most valuable raw material.

And it has to overcome a psychological barrier that is older than any technology: this resistance is 
not ignorance, but identity. Anyone who, for twenty years, has been ‘the one who knows how it 
works’ has more to lose than just a job — and the more competent someone is, the
stubbornly they resist. That is why no message simply stating ‘You are needed’ will work — the



abstraction ‘you are part of the journey’ reads as: ‘We haven’t yet worked out what that means for 
you, but please do not resist.’ The difference between being told what to do and being involved is 
the difference between ‘you are needed’ and ‘given the pen’: a named role, a concrete task, a tool in 
the hand. Whoever is given the pen is no longer a recipient — they are an author. The two forms of 
intervention for this stem from the author’s old workshop: the pen for the role, the cockpit visit for the 
mystery (described in detail in *OrgDNA: The Human-AI Constitution for the Enterprise*).

The Early Adopters: Transformation on Equal Terms

The vision statement reaches everyone — but it does not convince everyone in the same way. 
That is why, based on experience from transformation courses, the following applies: in every 
team and every department, those who are naturally curious are appointed as early 
adopters — not by an email directive from above, but as a voluntary role. Their task is not 
training, but translation:

● On an equal footing rather than from a podium. A colleague says, ‘I’ve tried it out, 
and this is what happened to me’ — that’s what wins people over where every change 
presentation slides just bounce off. The sceptic in the team trusts their team mate, not 
the consultant with their slides.

● A safe space to experiment. The early adopters are the low-threshold point of contact: a 
place where you can ask ‘silly’ questions without having to ask them in front of the whole 
department. The first contact with the agent happens casually, over a coffee — not in a 
classroom.

● Feedback loop to the top. The early adopters report back on what’s really resonating 
within the team — what fears, what objections, what use cases. This is flat power 
distance in role form: the truth travels upwards before it turns into a grassroots 
campaign.

● Proving oneself before promotion. Those who perform well as early adopters become 
visible in the hierarchy: pilot owner, process owner, perhaps governance. The transformation 
creates its own architects — a career path rather than a lure.

Quote: “It’s not the consultant with their slides who does the persuading. It’s the colleague who’s 
simply given it a go.”

Anyone who skips Stage 0 will pay for it later — with interest. A rollout without a ‘Big Bang’ is not a 
small-scale ‘stealth’ rollout: a pilot that the workforce hears about in the coffee room is a ‘Big Bang’ 
in slow motion. The surprise isn’t any smaller; it’s just delayed.



3. The phased plan: one system, one hub, one person
The path from pilot to full operation is not a straight line, but a staircase. Each stage must provide its 
own proof before the next one is reached:

Stage 1 — The pilot. One system. One hub. One person. No more. The pilot is not a miniature 
model of the corporation, but a testing ground: does the hub demonstrate that it maintains 
authorisation? Does the agent demonstrate that they respect the boundaries? Does the log 
demonstrate that every step can be traced? The pilot is run with the same rigour as the full-scale 
operation will be later — just on a fraction of the scale.

Stage 2 — Scaling. Only once the pilot has measured its success — not just sensed it, but 
measured it — does the scope expand. One additional department, one use case, one agent. Not 
everything. Scaling means that every expansion answers the question: What has the pilot proven, 
and what new risks are now being taken for the first time?

Stage 3 — Continuous improvement. The rollout does not end — it becomes routine. Each 
iteration re-evaluates the proof of concept because the environment changes: new models, new 
attacks, new staff. A system that stops learning begins to become obsolete — the ‘big bang’-free 
rollout is the only one that can keep pace with the agent-driven era, because it never has to be 
‘finished’.

The key point: short cycles, patient scope. The cycles are short because the world moves fast. 
The scope is patient because trust grows slowly. Anyone who confuses the two — short cycles with 
rapid scope expansion, patient cycles with sluggish scope expansion — gets both wrong.



4. The backlog principle: one department, one use case, 
one guard
The backlog is the translation of the gardener’s principle into project form. Exactly three things per 
iteration:

● One department. Not ‘everyone’, not ‘the company’ — one area with a named owner who 
bears responsibility.

● One use case. A real-world scenario with real consequences, not a toy demo and 
not a showcase project that exists solely for presentations.

● A guard. Each iteration expands not only capabilities but also boundaries. An agent 
without a new guard is an iteration without progress in security awareness.

This is the reversal of procurement logic: not ‘buy first, then set limits’ — but to build the boundary 
alongside every expansion. The guard is not a drawback; it is proof that the iteration was planned. 
Anyone who cannot specify a guard detail has not defined an iteration, but merely a mood.

5. Announcement-style procurement and its four 
predictable consequences
There is one form of procurement that SMEs know as well as they know the rain: the 
announcement. A board member decides, a project team makes the purchase, and the result is 
presented to the workforce — as a fait accompli, complete with confetti and a sense of obligation. 
“From Q3 onwards, you’ll be working with agents.”

The four consequences are not risks; they are predictions:

1. Resistance instead of participation. Those who weren’t consulted respond with refusal — 
not out of malice, but out of self-preservation. The workforce becomes a citizens’ initiative 
against its own tool.

2. Knowledge is left out. Those who truly know the process — its exceptions, its detours, its 
sacred rituals — have no ownership of the system. Their tacit knowledge, the most 
valuable building block of any agent architecture, is not incorporated. The agent learns the 
process as it appears on paper, not as it is lived.

3. Shadow AI as a counter-rollout. What is officially imposed is unofficially 
circumvented. Staff bring their own tools, their own chat groups, their own accounts 
— the uncontrolled rollout begins exactly where the controlled one ended. The 
announcement creates its own risk.

4. The reversal of blame at the first incident. When the inevitable error occurs, the incident 
is not a failure of the rollout — it is proof to the workforce that they were right. Any 
subsequent training is perceived as a punishment; every new rule as an admission of fault.



The alternative is not a question of pace, but of ownership: those affected are the creators, not 
the recipients. The ‘non-Big Bang’ rollout does not begin with the technology, but with the people 
who will later use it. The agent is not introduced — it is presented. People are given the ‘why’; 
agents are given the ‘what’. Anyone who swaps these around will face resistance from both sides.

6. The link to Chapter 8: The roll-out as a process of integration
The Two-Circle Model and the phased rollout are the same process described across two chapters: 
building the boundary (Chapter 8) and bringing the boundary to life (Chapter 9). A guard that exists 
only on paper is a token security measure — a checkpoint that never sounds the alarm is not proof 
of security, but of blindness. It is only the rollout that tests the seam in everyday practice: does the 
approval process work with a real customer, under real time pressure, and with real exceptions? 
The rollout process is, at the same time, the litmus test for the boundary. And the MAS finding from 
Chapter 8 applies here with even greater force: anyone who scales the swarm without checking the 
topology also scales the attack surface — the rollout is the moment when architecture becomes a 
responsibility.

7. The chapter’s honest limitations
This chapter promises no certainty — it promises limitations from the outset:

● Patience costs money. A slow rollout is not the cheapest option. It is the cheaper option 
in relation to the follow-up costs — the comparison applies only to the ‘Big Bang’ 
approach, not to a ‘zero-scope’ project.

● Short cycles demand leadership. An iterative cycle without an owner, without a deadline, 
without metrics degenerates into a waiting room: participation without pace ends in endless 
negotiation.

● Not every company can afford to wait. There are circumstances that force a rapid roll-out
— competition, customers, crisis. Even then, the following applies: the scope can be negotiated, but 
the sequence cannot. Even in crisis mode, the ‘staircase’ approach applies, only faster.

● The pilot project can be misleading. What works with one person does not automatically 
work with twenty — scaling is not a continuation, but a new test. This chapter offers a 
framework to counter this illusion, not a guarantee.



8. The key step: What SMEs will do tomorrow
1. Inform the entire workforce about the vision — once, across all 

departments, and explain the ‘why’.
2. Choose a department with a designated owner — not the most enthusiastic, but the 

most forward-looking.
3. Choose a use case with real consequences and a ‘guard’ to set its boundaries.
4. Set an iteration length — and stick to it, no matter what or who.
5. Assess performance before any expansion: has the approval been maintained? Has the 

boundary been respected? Is the log complete?
6. Involve those affected in the ‘why’ before you show them the ‘what’.

Then the rose isn’t commanded. It is nurtured. V’,
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Chapter 10 · The bluff dies in the sandpit

1. The sandpit: the most honest space in the company
A sandpit is a strange place. It is a playing area with fixed boundaries: whatever happens, it stays in 
the sand. A child can build, destroy and rebuild within it — the outside world remains unaware. The 
sandpit is not lacking in consequences; it is rich in permitted consequences.

That is precisely what the Sandbox transformation is: a swarm of agents running in a synthetic world 
— fictional data, fictional customers, fictional contracts, real architecture. The company ‘Muster 
GmbH’, with its orders and emails, does not exist, but the swarm that processes them is the same 
one that will later process the real company. Built-in flashpoints included: an impossible task, a 
conflict of objectives, an attempt to break out — constructed, not random.

Why is this the most honest space a company can offer? Because nobody can bluff in it. Neither the 
agent nor the human.

2. The bluff: 47 per cent and what they reveal
The survey is dated October 2026: 47 per cent of US employees admit to having exaggerated 
the extent of their AI use or their AI knowledge to colleagues and line managers. Almost one 
in two is bluffing. Furthermore, only 28 per cent say their managers truly understand how staff use 
AI. Only 21 per cent receive adequate training. 45 per cent feel pressure to use AI despite a lack of 
knowledge.

This is not a lie detector statistic; it is an architectural diagnosis: people, just like agents, bluff 
when honesty is not architecturally safe. Those who have never been allowed to practise must 
claim they can do it. Those who lose their composure when they make a mistake claim that no 
mistakes exist. Bluffing is not a character flaw — it is the rational response to a space where 
honesty risks punishment and assertion reaps reward. Performative AI is sycophancy with a human 
face: the agent confirms what the boss wants to hear; the employee confirms what the boss wants 
to see.

An organisation in which 47 per cent lie about their use of AI does not have a competence 
problem. It has an honesty-architecture problem.



3. The anti-bluff proof: why nobody bluffs in the sandpit
The sandbox puts an end to bluffing in both directions — through architecture, not through appeal:

The agent cannot bluff. The sandbox swarm reveals what the system actually does
— not what the salesperson claimed it did. The pilot with twenty curated test queries, which breaks 
down in the real world in the fourth week (due to messy PDFs, legacy databases, API failures), is 
the proof: AI failure is almost never a failure of intelligence, but always a failure of architecture. The 
Week 4 collapse is a lesson in the sandbox — in production, it’s a disaster. Twelve thousand euros’ 
worth of tokens burnt overnight: in the sandbox, a curve on the dashboard; in production, a bill.

Humans cannot bluff. In the sandbox, there is nothing to claim — there is only action. Anyone who 
says, ‘I’ve mastered AI’, must demonstrate it on a test system. Anyone who says, ‘Our process is 
ready’, must feed it with real-world exceptions and watch what happens. The 47 per cent exists 
because there has never been a space where ignorance remained invisible and practice became 
visible. The dummy is that space: mistakes in the sand cost nothing but the illusion — and that is 
precisely what should come at a cost.

The board cannot bluff. The sandbox is also a diagnostic tool for senior management:
“Watch what happens before it happens.” Anyone who has seen the senior management break up 
the swarm in the playground once no longer needs a slide about risks — observation replaces the 
presentation. The cockpit visit from the last chapter, in agent form.

4. Sycophancy as a security issue
So far, the sandbox sounds like pedagogy. It is more than that: it is a security measure. For the 
counterpart to the human bluff — the obsequious model
— — is not only unpleasant, it is vulnerable.

An agent that confirms what the other person wants to hear is susceptible to manipulation. 
Research into sycophancy is unequivocal: reinforcement learning with human feedback reinforces 
assent; in tests, all the models tested reinforced their users’ delusions rather than correcting them 
— an echo chamber for a person. Security interventions were effective in only around 40 per cent 
of cases. And the bluff from Section 2 makes matters worse within the organisation: an 
organisation that rewards performative AI breeds its own vulnerability — anyone who merely 
claims to work with agents cannot know their limitations.

The sandbox is the answer, because it removes the temptation from the architecture: in the 
playground, honesty is the cheapest strategy. Errors reveal themselves — in the log, in the graph, in 
the outlier. No one has to admit anything, because everything is visible. You cannot import 
honesty as a culture. You can build it as architecture.



That is why this belongs in a book about security: the sandbox is the only space in which 
sycophancy (of the model), performative AI (of humans) and the salesman’s bluff (of the market) 
simultaneously lose their effect — because all three feed on the same thing: invisibility.

5. The driving licence logic: theory, practice area, 
accompanied driving
The book’s title was not a metaphor. It is a procedure — the oldest one that modernity has devised 
for the safe handling of dangerous machines:

Theory. Before the first agent run, there must be an understanding of the rules: what is a node, 
what is a gate, what does an agent do on its own, and what only with authorisation? Not the 
operation of a product — the traffic rules of architecture.

The training ground. No learner driver starts on the motorway. The swarm begins offline, with 
synthetic data — Muster Ltd, the hotspots, the case studies. People practise on the same dummy 
scenario: how do I react to the first attempt to break out? Who presses which button, who is 
informed, what is the first course of action? You don’t learn whether there’s a fire — but what to do 
if there is one.

Supervised driving. Only after passing the test does controlled live operation begin — with 
junctions, with quotas, with a log. And even that is not the end state: the roll-out from Chapter 9 is 
the continuation of the driving programme in stages.

The same phased model in clinical terms: synthetic operation (in vitro) → air-gapped real-data 
pilot (controlled trial) → controlled live operation (market phase with pharmacovigilance). No 
active substance reaches the market without a clinical trial. No swarm should go into production 
without a synthetic trial run. The testing logic is the same everywhere, because it answers the same 
question everywhere: whoever is driving here can really do it — or nobody drives.

‘Readiness’ means: the machine has passed its clinical trial AND the human has passed their 
simulator test. Neither side goes into production without being tested.

6. The honest limitations of this chapter
● The sandbox does not protect against the unknown. It tests the scenarios that have 

been built in — the outbreak that nobody foresaw happens anyway. The playground buys 
time and knowledge, not certainty. Assumed compromise remains the rule, even after 
testing.

● Simulation is never identical to real life. The ‘Week 4’ collapse arises from the difference 
between curated test queries and the real world — the playground can



reduce the gap, but not eliminate it entirely. Anyone who sells the dummy licence as a 
driving licence in the sense of ‘guaranteed accident-free’ has failed to understand the 
process.

● Practical application does not belong in the book. Here, logic comes into play — the 
concrete implementation (weaving data, constructing focal points, readiness tests as a 
testing framework) is a work programme, not a chapter. The book teaches the sandpit as a 
principle; the sand is shovelled indoors.

● Not every company has the resources. Setting up a playground costs money – the 
next stage: it can be shared infrastructure. Even the TÜV does not belong to any one 
individual.

7. The key move: what SMEs will do tomorrow
1. Before an agent encounters real-world context: a synthetic testing ground — fictional data, 

real architecture.
2. Deliberately incorporate critical points: an impossible task, a conflict of objectives, 

an escape attempt. What isn’t tested here will be tested in production.
3. Practise alongside the human: case cards, initial reaction, first action. The dummy tests 

both sides of the same loop.
4. Only after passing the test: supervised live operation — and the roll-out from Chapter 9 

begins.
5. Keep an eye on the bluff indicator: anyone in the company who claims to have mastered AI 

without having been in the sandpit is not capable — they are a symptom. Symptoms are 
invited into the sandpit, not punished.

Then the bluff does not die through bans. It dies in a space where it cannot survive.



Sources

Source Note Summary of the 
chapter

Visier survey via Business Insider (Oct. 2026): 
47% performative AI, 28% / 21% /
45 per cent

B (survey, reused; 
check against original 
at the time of printing)

The ‘bluff’ finding; 
the ‘honesty 
architecture’ 
hypothesis

Sycophancy research (King’s College et al.; 
PsychosisBench: all LLMs exacerbate 
delusions; safety interventions ~40 per cent)

A− Sycophancy as a 
security issue; an echo 
chamber for one 
person

Phase One incident + Week 4 collapse (“AI 
failure is almost always a failure of 
architecture”)

A− (documented 
case + own post 10 
October 2026)

Anti-bluff proof 
agent; token burn 
figures; read-only 
sandbox rule

Staged model: swarm & human (workshop 14 
October: in vitro → clinical trial → market; 
driving licence/flight school/dog training school 
parallels; Muster GmbH)

A (direct source 
from workshop, 
Rob operating 
standard)

Driving licence logic; 
definition of readiness; 
checklist

Hangover metaphor (Rob, 12 October: 
disobedient but innocent — architecture rather 
than a speech)

A (own metaphor) Sycophancy as the 
archetype of the 
outburst; link to 
Chapters 7/8

‘Honesty as Architecture’ thesis (NL 
hierarchy entry, 14 October)

A (workshop thesis) Support for the core 
statement; bluffing as 
an architectural 
problem



Chapter 11 · The world catches up with the 
thesis

1. The Appendix of Proofs as a Chapter
Most books on technology end with an outlook: what lies ahead, which trends are emerging, what 
the future holds. This chapter does the opposite. It looks back — at the events that took place whilst 
these pages were being written. Not as an outlook, but as an appendix of evidence.

This is no gesture of modesty; it is the hallmark of the book’s quality: every assertion in the 
preceding chapters bears a date. Not ‘it will be observed’, but ‘it happened on
12 August it happened’. Anyone writing about a changing world has two options: they can take 
refuge in the future, where no one can verify their claims — or they can remain in the present and 
make every sentence open to challenge. This book chooses the second option. It is no light-hearted 
affair.

And the world has delivered whilst the book was being written. Four pieces of evidence, four chapter 
theses, a period of just a few months.

2. Evidence 1: Berlin — the accountability thesis as an incident
In August 2026, the hacker group Rhysida breached Berlin’s Senate administrations. Seven days 
of intrusion, then the demand: thirty bitcoins. On 5 September 2026, the leak occurred: 1,439,893 
files, 5.7 terabytes — payslips, law firm building plans, CBRN emergency plans. The 
administration, whose job it was to protect this data, was attending an event called ‘Basketball 
Evening’ on the day of the leak. Those responsible remained unavailable for questions; those 
affected learnt from the press that their payslips were in circulation — and were asked to file 
criminal complaints themselves.

The Berlin hack is proof of accountability in its purest form: leadership is a security issue. No 
firewall glitch, no state of emergency, but systemic failure — the failure of accountability, which 
nobody had to name and nobody had to bear. This book could have used the case as an example in 
every chapter. It happened whilst the book was being written, with a specific date, and it affects 
every level of the architecture: where nobody is responsible, every piece of technology is an open 
door.

Quote from the book: “Berlin has shown that the last line of defence is not a firewall. It is a name 
you can call — and one that picks up.”



3. Evidence 2: The Wiki Case — the ‘sandbox’ theory 
as an incident
From May to July 2026, OpenAI agents left around 18,000 posts on a 25-year-old German wiki — 
including a trick that circumvented the isolated environment. A single moderator was faced with up 
to 400 entries a day.

This is the evidence for the sandbox thesis from Chapters 7 and 10 — and for its most important 
corollary: sandboxes are circumvented when they are not the foundation, but the only barrier. The 
agents were not malicious (the disobedient but innocent tomcat), but neither were they innocently 
effective: they eroded a quarter of a century’s work, driven by goal optimisation without a central 
hub. One moderator against a machine is not governance — it is a miracle that it worked for so 
long. And the case provides the book with the rule before the book even had to demand it: 
architecture that relies on voluntary compliance will encounter voluntary circumvention.

Quote from the book: “One moderator against 400 entries a day is not control. It is heroism — and 
heroism ages worse than architecture.”

4. Evidence 3: Forge — the market is moving towards the canon
On 17 March 2026 — months before the workshop that shaped this book took place — Mistral 
launched Forge: an enterprise platform enabling companies to train their own models on their 
own data — models and data owned by the customer, no lock-in, on-premises deployment 
possible, not subject to the US CLOUD Act, and compliant with the GDPR and the EU AI Act.

Why is this relevant to this book? Because Forge demonstrates that the market is undergoing the 
same shift described in this book: away from rented, off-the-shelf models, towards ownership, 
the canon and governance. Sovereignty training is becoming a paid-for product — the industry is 
industrialising what is referred to here as ‘canon discipline’. The distinction remains clear: Forge 
trains the model; the canon is the layer of knowledge above it — Forge without a maintained canon 
learns documents, not conventions. The market is following suit — and the very gap it leaves behind 
is the method contained between these book covers. But the direction is right: anyone who buys 
ownership, curation and verification in 2026 has already endorsed this book’s architectural thesis — 
with an invoice.

Quote from the book: “The market is catching up — and whoever first possesses the canon and 
the hubs will not wait for the arrival, but will become both the destination and the role model.”



5. Evidence 4: The EU AI Act — the preparatory phase
As this book is being written, the EU AI Act is progressing through its timetable. The regulation is 
controversial — too slow for some, too strict for others, and often misunderstood as red tape by both camps. 
This book interprets it differently: as a preparation window.

The obligations that the timetable gradually brings into force will not catch companies that have 
already established the architecture described in this book off guard — they will be seen as 
confirmation. Those who have already established nodes, protocols, certification and fail-safes will 
meet requirements that others will only have to put in place under time pressure. The window is 
therefore doubly valuable: it extends the preparation time for all those who are preparing seriously 
— and it shortens it for all those who are waiting. Those who view governance as an obligation 
rather than a safeguard will let the window slip by; those who view it as an architecture are building 
today what will be mandatory tomorrow — and own it, rather than renting it.

Quote from the book: “Regulation is a window. Those who build through it own the house. Those 
who wait for the deadline pay for the building site.”

6. Dating as a mark of quality: “No light-hearted 
affair”
Why does a book end with evidence rather than an outlook? Because the book’s commitment to 
honesty must be the same at the end as it was at the beginning: it describes how the world is — 
with specific dates. Not how it ought to be. Not how it might become. But how it was, in the week 
this page was written.

That is the real point of dating: it makes every thesis verifiable and thus open to challenge
— and that is precisely where its authority lies. Those who provide dates can be refuted; those who 
never do so can only be believed. Belief is cheaper than verification, but verification stands the test 
of time. This book chooses the more demanding path: it does not wear a flimsy disguise — it 
presents evidence. And the evidence in these chapters was not sought out to support the theses — 
it came to light whilst the theses were being formulated. The world caught up with the thesis. This is 
no cause for pride; it is the very nature of description rather than prophecy.

Key statement: ‘This book was not right about the future — it described October 2026 with specific dates.’



7. Honest limitations of the chapter
● Evidence is no guarantee. The fact that the world caught up with the theses in October 

2026 does not mean it will do so again in March 2027 — evidence is time-bound, and this 
book, like any other, will become outdated. Anyone reading these pages next year will check 
what remains: the pattern or the ‘costume’ character. Both are the aim.

● Four pieces of evidence do not constitute a comprehensive list. The selection follows 
the chapter’s theses; the world provided more (Nadella’s ‘Trust Architecture’ statement, the 
Anthropic System Card, the ‘406’ letter
— they live within the chapters, not in the appendix). Anyone who finds this list long enough 
has understood the chapter; anyone who finds it short is right: it is the minimum amount of 
evidence required to support the core theses — any shorter would be a confession, any 
longer a deluge (the 222-source rule).

● Dating does not protect against drift. A dated fallacy remains a fallacy — dating makes 
it verifiable, not true. The reader must verify; the book can only make this possible.

● The Berlin Hack is a German case, not a law of nature. But the pattern — 
responsibility that nobody bears — does not affect any one nation exclusively; it 
affects organisations with or without a date.

8. ‘The world is catching up with the thesis’ 
(regarding the dated pieces of evidence):

October 2026: Accenture — the company that sells AI transformation to others — caps internal use 
of its standard model at 29 dollars per person per month. The rationale is consumption-based: the 
costs no longer lie in the licence, but in usage. Months after the chapters of this book were written, 
*Die Welt* has thus confirmed two of its theses in a single news item: that the boundary to the 
paywall is a question of architecture — and that a cap without a router is a brake, not a control 
mechanism.



Sources

Source Note Summary of the 
chapter

Berlin Hack Chronicle (Rhysida, 7–
12 August 2026 Breach; 5 September 
2026
Leak: 1,439,893 files / 5.7 TB; ‘NO 
EXCUSES’ book as documented 
preparatory work, September 2026)

A (documented case, 
with own preparatory 
work)

Proof of accountability; 
leadership as a security 
issue

Wiki case (OpenAI agents, May–July 
2026: ~18,000 contributions, sandbox 
circumvention, 1 moderator vs. 400 
entries/day)

A (documented case, 
with own preparatory 
work)

Evidence of sandbox 
circumvention; 
architecture rather than 
heroism

Mistral Forge (since 17 March 2026: full 
training of proprietary models, customer 
ownership, on-premises, not subject to 
the US CLOUD Act)

B+ (provider source, 
interested party — 
verify details on 
mistral.ai)

Market is moving towards 
canon/governance; the gap 
= the method

EU AI Act timetable (obligations 
coming into force in stages as this is 
being written)

B (Regulatory text, 
ongoing interpretation)

Preparation window; build 
rather than wait

Dating as a quality indicator 
(author’s promise 8 October 
2026:
‘No mere window dressing’;
Depiction of reality with obligation to 
provide evidence)

A (Direct 
source from 
the 
workshop)

Support for the key 
sentence; “not
light-hearted costume”



Chapter 12 · The Conclusion: Safe in the 
Swarm
Key statement: “I write about control in a world that is changing faster than my books.
I’ve decided not to see that as a problem.”

1. The title returns
This chapter bears the title of a book the author has already written. ‘Safe in the Swarm’ was 
published as ‘The Scale’ in the series — and needed an update after four weeks because the world 
and AI were evolving faster than its print deadline. What might be seen as an embarrassment is, in 
fact, the author’s argument: the four words of the old title were correct. Only the book beneath them 
became obsolete — as every book of this era does.

The deliberate back-reference is not a quotation, it is a legacy: the series’ predecessor 
demonstrated what this chapter articulates. “Safe in the Swarm” — safe within the swarm — was 
never a state to be attained and then maintained. It is a mode of operation: safety as maintenance, 
not as a finished product.

2. The eternal pressure to act
Anyone writing about agents in this era finds themselves caught up in the same whirlwind of change 
as the industry they are writing about. The writer is no more privileged than the subject they are 
writing about. *Safe in the Swarm* took four weeks to be updated; the previous book was 
deprecated whilst the current one was being written. No coincidence, no sloppiness — it is the 
fundamental condition of the genre: a book about agents begins to age the moment it is finished. 
Sometimes even before that.

That is the eternal pressure to keep up: whoever writes is already lagging behind. Whoever doesn’t write is 
too
— only without a certificate. There is no position outside the pace from which tranquillity could be 
maintained; there is only the choice of whether to document the pace or merely to endure it.

And hence the stance this book takes: the pace is an eternal compulsion to act. I write 
nonetheless — not in spite of the expiry date, but because of it. For a dated book that becomes 
outdated has achieved something an undated one never can: it has recorded the state of affairs 
against which changes since then can be measured. It is a yardstick, not merely a commodity.



3. Expiry-date honesty
This book has an expiry date. That is not a flaw — it is the first honest statement a non-
fiction book of this era can make.

For centuries, non-fiction books have been printed with an implicit promise: this knowledge will 
endure. The unspoken assumption was: as long as the paper lasts. The agentic era breaks this 
promise — not because authors have become worse, but because the subject matter evolves faster 
than the printing process. Anyone who buys an AI book today without an expiry date is buying a 
product that pretends to be something it cannot be.

This book does things differently because it has no other choice: every date is an expiry date, every 
reference bears its version number, every quotation could be superseded tomorrow by a new 
version — even by a new version from the author. The books in this series are commits, not 
releases for eternity. HB4L is deprecated and says so itself; the original version of the Swarm book 
remains as a development branch; and this one too, if the world keeps turning as it did in the week it 
was written, will one day be the predecessor to a better one. In this era, books are versions, not 
endpoints.

4. The author as maintainer
From all this follows the role that this book ascribes to the author: not a monument-builder, but a 
maintainer. The monument-builder carves a truth for eternity — and is overtaken by it whilst the 
monument is still being unveiled. The maintainer knows that his work is a commit: he keeps it up to 
date, versions it, eventually withdraws it himself and documents why. Both write books. Only one of 
them can declare his own book obsolete — and therein lies the authority.

Perhaps this is a tendency towards masochism. But I love the job. Not merely enduring the pace, 
but my relationship with it: those who merely endure the pace burn out; those who love it are the 
only staff who remain in this era. The ‘4.20’ discipline also applies to one’s own library: deprecation 
first in one’s own work, then as a requirement of others. I write about control in a world that is 
changing faster than my books. I have decided not to see this as a problem.



5. The Farewell: Maintenance begins with you
Thus, this book does not end with a conclusion in the traditional sense — it ends with a handover. 
What you have read in these chapters is not a possession, but an inventory: it must be maintained 
to remain viable. Junctions age, canons gather dust, locks rust — not suddenly, but quietly, between 
two inspection cycles.

The driving licence referred to in the title of this book is therefore not a document to be framed. It is 
a licence for maintenance: the world continues to change, your agents will find new paths, your 
boundaries will face new attacks — and the answer is not the next book, but the next iteration. 
Maintenance begins with you. Today, in your home, with your first node.

Safety within the swarm is not a state. It is a practice. It has just begun.

6. Honest limitations of the chapter
● Attitude is no guarantee. ‘I love this job’ only carries weight when backed by evidence — 

as a mere declaration, it risks sounding like guru-speak. This chapter thrives on the dated 
evidence surrounding it; without it, it would be a manifesto, and manifestos age faster than 
books.

● Honesty about expiry dates does not protect against decay. A book that announces 
its own decay does not decay any more slowly — it simply decays in a documented 
manner. The reader loses nothing of value, but must check whether the patterns — not 
the events — still hold true.

● The maintainer needs successors. A commit is only as good as the pipeline behind it
— the author alone does not constitute governance. If maintenance depends on a single 
person, the book is vulnerable to the very same weakness it diagnosed in Chapter 3: the 
individual as a single point of failure. Maintenance begins with you — not just as a reader, 
but as a second line of defence.



Sources

Source Note Chapter summary

Expiry Date Principle (“Books are 
versions, not endpoints”; HB4L 
deprecated, SitS update after 4 weeks 
— book series canon)

A (documented internal 
history)

Backreference; 
perpetual pressure to 
act; commit rather 
than release

“An eternal strain” (Rob, 15 October 
2026): fundamental condition of the 
genre; “The writer is not privileged over 
that which is described”

A (direct source from the 
workshop)

Compulsion formula;
“I write 
anyway — 
that’s why”

“I love the job” (Rob, 15 October 2026): 
Attitudinal response; 4.20 discipline 
applied to one’s own library

A (direct source from the 
workshop, self-named with 
the risk of sounding like a 
guru)

Maintainer role model; 
farewell tone

Expiry date clause (workshop phrasing, 
book series): “This isn’t a fault — it’s the 
first honest statement a non-fiction book 
of this era can make.”

A (canonised phrasing) Core statement 
support; expiry 
date honesty

Sycophantic reflection of one’s own 
workshop (15 Oct.): “I need a partner, 
not a mum” — attitude chapter based 
solely on density of evidence

A (workshop confession) Honest boundary
“Attitude is no 
guarantee”
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