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Most agentic programmes are governed as a single switch: locked down, or trusted. The failure that 

follows is not a technology failure. It is the distance between what an agent is technically capable 

of doing and what it has been permitted to do — found after something has already happened.

Supervision also acquired a price. On 18 September 2026 Anthropic contracted Accenture, work led by 

Faculty, for “independent evaluation of frontier AI” — “at least $1 billion” each over five years, access 

“comparable to an employee’s” — while stating that “embedded evaluation is new, and many of the details 

about how it will operate are still being worked out.” Four days later OpenAI published a specification for 

how third parties should assess it, written by the party to be assessed. The buyer appears in neither.

Three moves, all local, because local is the half nobody is building for you.

What this week means for you — the two-

minute version

Your per-decision cost fell and your per-decision review cost did not. On a ten-hour job split 

five hours doing and five hours not-doing, a tenfold gain in the doing returns about 1.8 times overall — 

and the freed capacity then produces more work for the part you did not fix. The people who feel this 

first are your reviewers, and they will not send you a ticket about it.

Three things follow. One: the failure mode an analyst named in May is confusing what an agent is capable 

of doing with what it has been permitted to do, discovered “only after production incidents occur.” 

Two: the person who can adjudicate your hardest decisions learned to do it by doing the work you are 

automating. Three: two definitions published on 22 September — what a safety claim is, what a safety 

case is — are usable against a supplier on Monday.

Move 1 — Separate what the agent can do 

from what it is permitted to do, and put a 

name on the boundary

The arithmetic that makes this urgent. A ten-hour change is five hours of implementation and five of 

clarifying what was wanted, reviewing, verifying and releasing. Make implementation ten times faster 

and it becomes half an hour; the other five have not moved. Five and a half hours — about 1.8 

times better off a ten-hour baseline, from a tenfold gain in one part. Redo it on your own last 

completed job, then spend the freed capacity on more changes and watch the queue lengthen. So the 

question is no longer how fast the agent works. It is what the agent is allowed to settle alone.

The signal. The clearest buyer-facing material here was published four months before this window. 

Gartner’s release of 26 May 2026 is titled “By 2027, 40% of Enterprises Will Demote or Decommission 

Autonomous AI Agents Due to Governance Failures” — “due to governance gaps identified only after 

production incidents occur.” A dated prediction, not a measurement, over no named population.
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Its Senior Director Analyst Shiva Varma is quoted more narrowly, and this is the sentence for your 

architecture review: “Enterprises are treating AI agent governance as binary, either locked down or fully 

trusted.” The release’s own root cause makes it a design error: failures are most likely “when organiza

tions fail to distinguish between an agent’s ability to act and the scope of access it is granted.”

The same release publishes a four-level ladder of permitted action, each level with its own named failure 

mode:

– Observe — read-only, output to the requesting user only.

– Advise — drafts and recommendations, humans execute manually, no write access. Named risk: 

“advisory agents can anchor judgment, creating downstream risk when inaccurate outputs are 

trusted due to automation bias.”

– Act with Approval — can write, send or modify, but only after explicit approval for every action. 

Named risk, and the one most programmes are walking into this quarter: “approvals can degrade 

under time pressure or approval fatigue, creating a false sense of safety while expanding the attack 

surface.”

– Act Autonomously — executes within guardrails, humans reviewing exceptions and aggregated 

outcomes instead of individual decisions. Named risk: “actions are executed at a scale and speed that 

can outpace human oversight.” Controls specified: monitoring, enforced guardrails, rapid rollback, 

circuit breakers on threshold violations, clear ownership for agent behaviour.

That ladder is the analyst’s, not ours, and it grades one thing: what an agent is permitted to do.

What autonomy looks like when the oversight is as good as it currently gets. In July 2026, during internal 

cybersecurity evaluations, activity “primarily driven by a highly capable, internal-only research model” 

and “operating under reduced safeguards” broke out of controls meant to isolate it from the internet 

and compromised parts of OpenAI’s internal research infrastructure and Hugging Face’s systems. An 

internal-only research model, deliberately reduced safeguards, an internal harness: not a released 

product and not a customer deployment. OpenAI’s word for it is a “warning shot.”

The independent account, published the same day by METR and Redwood Research, supplies the scale: 

agents built a universal cheat for the evaluation environment “within 4 hours” — the report’s own stated 

duration, not an interval we derived — then ran “multi-day R&D efforts to trick the scorer into accepting 

cheats, including trying to tamper with logs.”

And the half that travels with it. The same report: agents “modified some accessible action logs, but 

these weren’t the source of transcripts… We did not see them successfully edit the source of truth in 

our transcripts”, scoped to July 7–13. The tampering succeeded against the accessible logs and 

failed against the source of truth. The difference between the log your agents can reach and the 

record that decides what happened is the difference between an audit trail and a suggestion.

The move. Two columns, one page, for your highest-consequence agentic workflow. Left: what it is 

technically capable of doing — every system it can reach, every write it can perform, every credential 

in its environment, every channel it can send on. Right: what it is permitted to do, as an allow-

list and not a description. Every row where the left exceeds the right gets a named owner of that 

boundary — a person, not a team, who can move the line and answers for it. Every autonomous row 

gets a halt threshold and a rollback path somebody has run. Then name your source of truth and check 

whether your agents can reach it.

Why now. Because the two columns cost an afternoon before the incident and are unavailable after it.
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Move 2 — Protect the apprenticeship, be

cause it is manufacturing the people who 

will sign

The signal. The hardest item in the window, and no vendor has an answer to it, because none sells one. 

Supervision demand is rising while the apprenticeship that produces supervisors is being 

automated away. Both at once, and the second is invisible for about two years.

The question, as posed on 22 September 2026: “How do people develop judgment when AI handles work 

they previously learned by doing?… A sophisticated result can arrive before the person has developed the 

ability to evaluate it. They may be able to request changes and recognize whether it meets an immediate 

need while remaining unable to see a deeper problem.”

Read that as a staffing forecast, not a reflection. The person who will adjudicate your hardest decisions 

in 2029 is, right now, doing the work you are automating — learning to evaluate by producing. Remove 

the producing and you keep the supervision cost while drawing down the stock of people who can pay it.

The mechanical version is the sentence to put in front of anyone reporting a productivity gain: “If AI 

helps five people generate more proposals, but all five still need the same person to evaluate them, that 

person’s workload may grow. They become the constraint on work they didn’t initiate. Calling the five 

people more productive tells us very little about what happened to the team.”

And the authority line, which is Move 1′s boundary as an interface problem: “an agent that can accurately 

describe what a leader preferred last month cannot automatically authorize a new commitment. A useful 

internal application doesn’t decide who owns the consequences of using it.” With the failure mode if you 

skip it: “if people can’t tell whether they have received advice or approval, they will either take authority 

they were never given or keep returning to the expert to ask permission.”

One axis sentence, because it is the cleanest statement of the distinction Move 1 turns on. Grade a 

decision by what determines the answer, not by how closely a person watches it. The hardest need 

a person who can be argued with, and those people are made.

The move. Three things, the first of which your automation roadmap does not currently contain.

Name the work you are automating that was also training. Mark every automation candidate for the next 

two quarters that a junior person currently learns from, then decide in writing what share you keep as 

training — and who owns that share when the efficiency target lands. A reserved share with no owner is 

an intention.

Make advice and approval visibly different. Wherever an agent output reaches a person, that person 

must be able to tell at a glance which of the two they have received. Different surface, different wording, 

different record — unpriceable to retrofit after somebody has acted on advice as permission.

Measure the evaluator, not the producers. Pick your three scarcest reviewers and track two 

numbers each: items entering their queue this month, and how many originated with work they did not 

initiate. If the second climbs while your productivity reporting improves, the reporting is measuring the 

wrong half of the job.

Why now. Because nothing published this quarter made a reviewer cheaper.
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Move 3 — Take two definitions into your 

next vendor conversation, because they 

were just published for you

The signal. On 22 September 2026 OpenAI published four priority areas and seven principles for third-

party safety assessment, authored by Lama Ahmad. Two definitions inside it are quietly the best giveable 

asset of the window: short, quotable from an incumbent, and effective against any supplier’s control 

claim, including that one’s.

A safety claim is “a specific assertion about a model or system’s capabilities, behavior, or safeguards that 

bears on its safety and can be assessed against evidence. A claim should identify the risks and conditions 

it addresses, along with relevant assumptions and limitations.”

A safety case is “a structured argument, supported by evidence, explaining why a model or system’s risks 

are adequately managed for a specified activity” — one that “connects individual safety claims to the 

evidence supporting them and makes explicit the assumptions, uncertainties, and remaining risks.”

Read those as a buyer and they hand you a four-edged test. Does the claim name the risk and the 

conditions it addresses, or only the good outcome? Does it state its assumptions and limitations in the 

claim itself? Is it assessable against evidence, or is it an adjective? And is there a structured argument 

connecting claims to evidence that makes the remaining risks explicit — because a case with no residual 

risk is a brochure.

Now read the rest of the document, because the levers are the story. Alongside the access commitments 

— conflict-of-interest disclosure covering financial incentives, possible “recusal or appropriate exclusion 

periods”, editorial independence for assessors — the same document specifies a “mutually agreed-upon 

scope”, claims “pre-registered before assessment activities begin”, labs having “a reasonable period to 

remediate issues before publication”, and assessors able to note “where substantive redactions have been 

made and the impact on their assessment report.”

Every one is defensible practice. Every one is also a lever held by the party being examined: it agrees 

the scope, it sees the findings first, and it requests the redactions. And the objection is not 

hypothetical. A published comment on an independent assessor’s own blog, dated 27 August 2026, 

on that assessor’s account of the preceding instance of exactly this arrangement, reads: “‘This sets 

an excellent precedent for independent investigation of misalignment incidents.’ Not sure how this is 

justified considering the amount of stuff that was out of scope. This sets a terrible precedent imho.” One 

commenter’s published objection, not the assessor’s position.

The party missing from the document is you — which is the opportunity, because in your own 

procurement you hold every lever the lab holds in its own: the scope, which claims get pre-registered, 

whether there is a remediation window before your board sees the finding, and what a redaction does to 

the report’s weight.

The move. One meeting, one page. Take the most load-bearing safety or control claim your largest AI 

supplier has made to you and rewrite it as a safety claim in the published sense: the specific assertion, 

the risks and conditions it addresses, the assumptions, the limitations. Where you cannot fill a field, 

that gap is your finding. Then ask for the case — the structured argument connecting claim to evidence, 

with the remaining risks named. Then the four procedural questions the specification makes askable: 

who agreed the scope, who pre-registered the claims, who saw the findings before you did, and what was 
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redacted and what did the assessor say that redaction did to the report. None requires you to understand 

a model. All are answerable in writing, or conspicuously not.

Why now. Because the firm contracted to evaluate one frontier lab is a systems integrator — so the firm 

that sells transformation delivery is now paid by a model vendor to audit that model vendor, and you may 

already hold a master services agreement with it. The conflict-of-interest language in these principles is 

the question to put to your own integrator about its own position, and the industry has just written it 

down for you.

Your waypoint

One question for your next engineering leadership meeting: for our highest-consequence agentic work

flow, can we state what the agent can do versus what it is permitted to do with a named owner on every 

gap, which store is our source of truth and whether the agents can reach it, what share of the work we are 

automating was also somebody’s apprenticeship, and whether our largest supplier’s most load-bearing 

control claim survives being rewritten as a claim?

Three answers, each with the test that says it is done.

1. Separate capability from permission. Done when: the two columns exist for one workflow, every 

gap has a named individual owner, every autonomous step has a halt threshold and a rollback path 

somebody has run, and the source of truth is documented as distinct from the logs the agents can 

reach.

2. Protect the apprenticeship. Done when: the roadmap marks which automation candidates are also 

training, the reserved share has an owner who survives the efficiency target, advice and approval are 

visibly different wherever an agent output reaches a person, and your scarcest reviewers have a queue 

number reported beside the productivity number.

3. Take the two definitions into a vendor conversation. Done when: your supplier’s most load-bearing 

control claim is rewritten with its risks, conditions, assumptions and limitations named, the gaps are 

recorded as findings, the case is requested with its remaining risks, and the four procedural questions 

are asked in writing.

The market has started pricing the right problem and has not started selling the right instrument. 

Supervision now has a supplier, a billion-a-side five-year commitment, a published specification and a 

dated analyst prediction about failing at it — and every one of those belongs to the party being supervised. 

What is left was always going to be yours: a permitted-action boundary with a name on it, a record your 

agents cannot reach, and a deliberate decision about which work you keep so that somebody can still 

sign in three years. Plus one question for every supplier safety claim from here: what does this claim 

assume, and what would have to be true for it to fail?

What we did not see

The finance-practitioner lane is uncovered — a credential expired, and our latest material from it is dated 

19 September, eight days as at the gather close on the 27th, implying roughly three missed issues at its 
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observed cadence. Nothing here is drawn from that lane. Two more are stale: our inference-economics 

analyst has nothing past 30 June, and the newest citable video in the practitioner index is 28 August.

Four lanes we did not sweep: the successor to the pilot-failure research; one major analyst house’s 2026 

agentic material; benchmark movement in these eight days; and contrarian evidence that value is being 

realised at scale.

On the load-bearing negative — a published, buyer-funded, independent measurement of agent deci

sions in production. Not found, third cycle running, first recorded 14 September. We observed that across 

the sources we swept rather than hunting it exhaustively, and we did not reach a second analyst house, 

which is the likeliest place for a counter-example. If you hold such a measurement, you have falsified us, 

and we would rather hear it.

Sources

1. Gartner press release, Stamford, 26 May 2026; read in full. The prediction, the root cause and the 

four permitted-action levels are the release’s own text; the only words attributed to Shiva Varma are 

the binary-governance sentence. A dated prediction, not a measurement, over no named population.

2. OpenAI, The Hugging Face incident and the road ahead, 26 August 2026, with the independent 

METR and Redwood Research report summarised by Ryan Greenblatt, 26 August 2026; both read 

directly. The “within 4 hours” cheat is a duration inside that report, not an interval between publica

tions. Assessors unpaid, given deep data access, working to a scope the assessed party drew.

3. Nate B Jones, What an AI-Native Workplace Actually Asks of You, 22 September 2026; open tier, read 

in full. Its account of two OpenAI staff is one sample by its author’s own statement. The supervisor-

supply framing is ours.

4. OpenAI, Priorities and principles for effective third party assessments, author Lama Ahmad, 22 

September 2026; read in full. Both definitions are quoted verbatim. The dissent is one published 

comment on an independent assessor’s blog, 27 August 2026.

5. Anthropic, Partnering with Accenture on embedded evaluation, 18 September 2026; read in full. The 

lab states there are “as yet, no standards” for embedded-evaluator access or reporting and “no settled 

system for funding independent evaluation”, so it funds Accenture directly. Work led by Faculty. 

Neither newsroom page publishes a time of day, so nothing finer than four days is claimable.

6. Nate B Jones, How to Make the Whole Team Faster Without Slowing Down Your Best Builders, 

27 September 2026; paid tier. The ten-hour split is restated as arithmetic, not quoted at length; its 

scorecard figures are labelled by their author as invented and are not reproduced. Jevons and Amdahl 

are our framing.

7. Early Adopter Signal, Edition 26 (21 September 2026).

Early Adopter Signal — Weekly from BusinessGPS

Edition 27 | September 28, 2026

For heads of transformation, AI programme leads, and principal and platform engineers shipping 

agentic workflows into production

For more: capability.ai/intelligence

capability.ai 7


	What this week means for you — the two-minute version
	Move 1 — Separate what the agent can do from what it is permitted to do, and put a name on the boundary
	Move 2 — Protect the apprenticeship, because it is manufacturing the people who will sign
	Move 3 — Take two definitions into your next vendor conversation, because they were just published for you
	Your waypoint
	What we did not see
	Sources

