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Are we the Krell? 

 
This week on Security Now! 
• The full report on last week's nearly 1,000 Microsoft security fixes. 
• Five months after its start, what's the status of Project Glasswing? 
• Anthropic's rogue agent escape count reaches four incidents. 
• Not to be outdone, OpenAI's count passes 10 and maybe as many as 23! 
• Revisiting California's DROP compulsory data broker data deletion. 
• Russian criminals get their hands on more than 153 million drivers license scans. 
• “Skynet” is the wrong model for the end of the world. The right model is The Krell. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Websites are encouraged to create a /security.txt page on 
their root to provide security researchers with means to 
report security incidents. Hugging Face’s /security.txt file 
is located at: https://huggingface.co/security.txt. That 
page’s contents is shown below: 
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Security News 
Patch Tuesday… And then some! 
As we know, since the news was breaking as we were recording last week’s podcast, Microsoft’s 
September Patch Tuesday continued the recent monthly escalation in the number of security 
vulnerabilities being discovered and fixed across Microsoft’s entire software product line. While 
the absolute number of fixes vary by report, June’s Tuesday fixed around 200, then July’s 
jumped to 622. August came in the middle between June and July with a still-healthy 421, then 
September eclipsed them all at 974. And among those 974, 114 were deemed critical and 20 of 
them were flagged as wormable, meaning that the flaw could have been used to enable an 
autonomous no-user-action-required self-propagating worm. Microsoft did confirm that 2 of the 
problems they repaired were known to have been leveraged in the wild. 
 
Brian Krebs writing about this month’s consequences for his “Krebs on Security” blog wrote: 
 

Microsoft Corp. today issued updates to plug at least 974 security holes in its Windows 
operating systems and other software, by far its biggest single patch batch ever. Microsoft 
says artificial intelligence is helping to speed the discovery of vulnerabilities, but security 
experts warn that many organizations already are struggling to prioritize the more 
human-intensive endeavor of testing and deploying so many fixes each month. 
 
This month’s patch bundle obliterates the software giant’s previous record set in July, when it 
released updates for at least 570 security vulnerabilities. September’s Patch Tuesday brings 
this year’s total to more than 2,600, more than twice Microsoft’s previous record-setting patch 
year in 2020 (1,245) and with three more months to go. 
 
There are two “zero-day” flaws fixed this month that are being actively exploited: both 
CVE-2026-81963 and CVE-2026-85880 allow an attacker to elevate their privileges on 
Windows system. 
 
Fully 113 of the bugs addressed today earned Microsoft’s “critical” rating, meaning they could 
be abused by malware or miscreants to seize control over a vulnerable Windows machine with 
little or no help from the user. 
 
Among the more serious critical flaws this month is CVE-2026-69730, a DNS weakness present 
in Windows Server 2012 onward and on Windows 10. Microsoft warns that an unauthenticated 
attacker could leverage this weakness simply by sending a specially crafted packet to an 
affected system, and that it is likely to be exploited. 
 
Also scary is CVE-2026-69829, a critical, remote code execution flaw in the Windows Shell. 
This vulnerability has a CVSS base score of 9.8 (10 is the most severe), and can be exploited 
with low attack complexity, no privileges, and no user interaction. 
 
Microsoft is hardly alone in shipping monster patch bundles lately. Many other large software 
companies, including Adobe, Cisco, Google, Mozilla and Oracle, all have recently credited 
AI-assisted research with increasing their patch cadence and volume (Google said today it is 
now going to ship security updates every two weeks). 

 
It’s one thing to reel at the sheer volume of these patches. This is clearly good news inasmuch 
as once these patches are applied to Windows, Office and Microsoft’s other software offerings 
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they will have that many fewer bugs. But the impact upon enterprises must also be considered.  
 
Every piece of code that’s changed creates a low-probability of breaking something an enterprise 
may rely upon. The absolute probability may be low, but years of experience with Windows 
updates that go catastrophically wrong has taught enterprises that, unfortunately, the probability 
is not zero. Each month’s updates must be carefully vetted and verified against an enterprise’s 
specific use-case before they can be widely deployed. So the more that things are changed, the 
greater the chance of some edge-case interaction creeping in. 
 
To a significant degree, the pressure to accept and deploy each month’s updates is set by 
whether a specific organization would be affected at all. For example, from time to time a 
serious problem would appear in Microsoft’s IIS web server upon which my own company relies. 
So the first thing I do is read into the details for the newly disclosed flaw to determine whether 
my own quite limited use of IIS’s ever-expanding suite of capabilities is affected. So far, the 
problems have always been located in a component I never load. 
 
But the lesson here is that what we know of as the “attack surface” matters — as we’re about to 
learn quite vividly right now. In response to this month’s patch extravaganza, the endpoint 
security firm CrowdStrike addressed the attack surfaces that were affected. They wrote: 
 

Microsoft Office received 22 Critical patches this month, of which 12 are exploitable via 
Preview Pane or Reading Pane. When either Preview Pane or Reading Pane are enabled, merely 
previewing a crafted file triggers code execution without any click, attachment open, or macro 
prompt. This attack pattern has historically been favored by both commodity phishing 
campaigns and targeted intrusion operators because it eliminates much of the 
social-engineering friction of convincing users to take an action. 

 
So, yikes! They didn’t just find and fix one critical bug where just viewing an email could take 
over a system. No. they just found and fixed 12 critical exploitable flaws, any one of which would 
allow a system takeover simply by previewing an email. As I noted, attack surfaces matter. 
CrowdStrike continues, writing: 
 

Unauthenticated network-reachable RCE vulnerabilities span at least 17 CVEs across core 
infrastructure services including Domain Name System (DNS), Dynamic Host Configuration 
Protocol (DHCP), Microsoft Message Queuing (MSMQ), Network File System (NFS), and Secure 
Socket Tunneling Protocol (SSTP) VPN. These flaws allow remote attackers to execute code 
without credentials or user interaction, making any exposed instance an immediate target for 
opportunistic scanning and exploitation. 

 
Once again, “Holy Crap!” At least 17 remote code execution vulnerabilities which allow 
unauthenticated attackers — meaning anyone anywhere without any sort of account — to 
remotely takeover any unpatched Microsoft system. There’s no way this does not represent a 
significant — I’d go so far as to say historic — improvement in the delivered security of 
Microsoft’s products. We all know how unrelentingly tough I’ve been on Microsoft through the 
years. This is why. It was clear, from all of the evidence, that their software contained this 
quantity and severity of flaws. But today I will just as vocally celebrate the fact that they are 
clearly putting a monumental effort into cleaning up their act by finding and fixing everything 

Security Now! #1096 
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 3 



they can. No one should, for a moment, imagine that all of this is automatic or automated. The 
initial discovery of the bugs is clearly thanks to their MDASH system. This is what has made all 
the difference. But knowing that a problem exists is only the start. It’s still necessary to fully 
understand it and then fix it without breaking the neighborhood. So for them to be dumping 
nearly one thousand of these on us last week means that a great deal of working is going on to 
make this possible. CrowdStrike adds: 
 

Identity-platform components face elevated risk this month with critical RCE vulnerabilities in 
both Netlogon and Kerberos. These protocols underpin domain authentication: Netlogon 
handles secure channel establishment between domain members and controllers, while 
Kerberos issues authentication tickets for every domain resource. Successful exploitation of 
either of these provides a foothold inside the authentication layer that every other domain 
service trusts. 
 
Windows Hyper-V vulnerabilities this month include flaws that enable guest-to-host escape, 
expanding the exposure profile from a single compromised virtual machine to the entire 
virtualization host and all co-resident guests. Hypervisor escapes have historically been high- 
value targets for advanced adversaries because they bypass the isolation boundary that multi- 
tenant and segmented environments depend upon. 

 
What all this means is that while end users in-the-know may be celebrating the elimination of 
thousands of bugs — more than 2200 over the past four months with many being Critical — the 
front line of many enterprises will be reeling with the need to carefully and safely move those 
fixes inhouse against the great pressure of knowing just how serious many of these resolved 
problems have been. 
 
A couple more issues are worth touching on before we start waiting to see what happens next 
month. What’s the story about those 0-day flaws that Microsoft has acknowledged are currently 
being exploited in the wild? CrowdStrike explains: 
 

Exploited Zero-Day Vulnerability in Windows Update Stack 
 
CVE-2026-81963 is an Important elevation of privilege vulnerability in Windows Update Stack 
and has a CVSS score of 7.8. Microsoft has confirmed the flaw is being exploited in the wild. A 
local attacker with low privileges can exploit improper link resolution (a link-following flaw) to 
reach SYSTEM privileges. No user interaction is required. 
 
The attack surface here is effectively the entire Windows fleet. The Update Stack runs on every 
supported Windows client and server, and its components execute with elevated privileges 
during patch operations. Link-following bugs in high-privilege services are a well-understood 
primitive for post-compromise escalation: An attacker who has achieved initial code execution 
on a workstation, whether through phishing, a browser exploit, or stolen credentials, can chain 
this flaw to complete the local-admin-to-SYSTEM step without needing a second vulnerability. 
This class of flaw has historically been incorporated into commodity post-exploitation toolkits 
because it reliably converts “foothold” into “full control” across a broad range of enterprise 
configurations. 

 
So this one is known to attackers and is being used once they are able to arrange user-level 
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access to any unlatched Windows client or server. This month’s other 0-day is a vulnerability in 
Windows Advanced Local Procedure Call. CrowdStrike explains: 
 

CVE-2026-85880 is an Important elevation of privilege vulnerability in Windows Advanced 
Local Procedure Call (ALPC) and has a CVSS score of 7.8. Microsoft has confirmed the flaw is 
being exploited in the wild. A local attacker who already has code execution, even within a 
low-privilege AppContainer sandbox, can trigger a heap-based buffer overflow to escape the 
container and reach SYSTEM privileges. No user interaction is required. 
 
ALPC is the foundational inter-process communication mechanism in Windows. It underpins 
RPC, COM, and a broad set of system services, and is present and active on every supported 
Windows version from workstation to server core. Because ALPC operates at such a low level 
in the kernel's IPC path, vulnerabilities here tend to be reliable privilege-escalation primitives 
once an attacker has any local code execution. This class of flaw has historically appeared in 
post-compromise tooling used by both commodity malware and targeted intrusion operators as 
a reliable final step from user-mode to kernel-mode control. 

 
Beyond those two actively exploited 0-days there are quite a number of CVE’s having CVSS 
scores of 9.8. As we’ve learned, 9.8 means lights flashing and sirens wailing. I’m not going to 
enumerate them since, thank goodness, they are all behind us. At this point, only Microsoft 
insiders have any sense for how far along they are in their quest for unknown software flaws 
across their product families. 
 
In the past I’ve been quite annoyed that Microsoft wasn’t spending more of its massive cash 
reserves toward fixing their software. Since the use of AI is not free and can easily be quite 
expensive, and since they are clearly spending on AI to clean up their entire legacy code base, I 
am left with no complaint and only praise for what must be a gargantuan effort. 
 
 
How are Anthropic’s Mythos and their Project Glasswing faring? 
Since we have now clearly entered the world of AI-automated vulnerability discovery and 
remediation, I want to share last week’s reporting by VulCheck’s Patrick Garrity on the status of 
Anthropic’s Project Glasswing which was used to carefully dole out access to their much- 
heralded Mythos 5 while it was still in “Preview” status. Patrick wrote: 
 

Anthropic’s Project Glasswing is approaching 5 months old, and Anthropic published its 
Vulnerability Disclosure Ledger on May 22nd. It hadn't received an update until this past week, 
when it backfilled the ledger with additional findings and updates, so naturally I thought it 
would be worthwhile to take a look at the receipts. 
 
For a bit more context, I've been tracking Project Glasswing since they launched the project on 
April 7, and have published a series of blog posts covering the project. Since that launch, 
Anthropic claims to have discovered 26,153 findings. Of those, only 2,736 (10.5%) have 
reached its disclosure ledger. Of the total volume of Glasswing findings, only 202 (0.8%) have 
been fixed, 245 (0.9%) have been withdrawn, and 2 (0.01%) are marked as duplicates. 2,096 
(8%) have been reported to the maintainer (marked as disclosed, but not confirmed as fixed), 
and 191 (0.7%) are in the ledger but appear not to have been reported to the maintainer 
(marked as pre-disclosure). 
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Okay. Since those numbers can be difficult to visualize, Patrick provides a very nifty graphic that 
serves to break them down clearly. I’ve copied it into the show notes: 
 

 
 
Giving Patrick’s statistics another view, we see Anthropic’s unsubstantiated claim to have 
discovered 26,153 “Findings” of which only 2,736 have made it into their ledger. In other words, 
about 10.5% of their total findings. And then, out of those 2,736, we see that only 202 have 
been confirmed fixed, while 245 have been withdrawn. By far the largest slice of those 2,736 
findings that have made it into their ledger are the 2,096 which have been reported to the 
various affected project maintainers. This leaves us with some very intriguing questions. So 
Patrick continues, writing: 
 

[What?!] The Vulnerabilities Don’t Just Fix Themselves with AI?  So five months into Project 
Glasswing, only 9.8% of the findings have made it to a project maintainer, which highlights a 
challenge the team likely didn't anticipate when it launched: validating, coordinating, and 
fixing vulnerabilities still requires human triage. Anthropic acknowledges these limiting factors 
in its own ledger: 
 

The number of vulnerabilities we've disclosed is a subset of the total number of 
vulnerabilities that Mythos Preview (and other Claude models) have found, since 
the process of independent human triage and review is the rate limiting step. 

 

 
Ah, yes, it’s those pesky rate-limited humans again. They created all of these problems in the 
first place, and now they’re standing in the way of getting them all fixed up! 
 
Patrick continues: 
 

Five months into the project, the 202 fixed findings in the ledger span 113 unique projects, 
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resulting in an average of just 1.79 fixed findings per project. The ledger has more withdrawn 
/duplicate findings than fixed vulnerabilities, which makes me question Anthropic's 91.4% 
true-positive claim. 
 
That made me take a look back at a blog posting from our friend Daniel Stenberg, “Mythos 
Finds a Curl Vulnerability". The results in the ledger appear to align with Daniel's experience, 
where five findings reported by Mythos became one. This included three false positives, one 
bug that wasn't a vulnerability, and one confirmed vulnerability. 
 
So here are a few considerations that maybe aren't so clear-cut for Glasswing/Mythos, and 
that maintainers are in a position to answer when triaging vulnerability findings: 
 
●​ Is the finding an actual vulnerability? 
●​ Is the vulnerability real? 
●​ Maybe it's just a bug? 
●​ Is the component reachable? 
●​ Was the vulnerability already discovered? (The longer it takes to report vulnerabilities to 

maintainers, the more likely this becomes.) 
●​ Is the vulnerability outside the project's security boundary? 

 
In the initial Project Glasswing report, Anthropic emphasized discovering thousands of critical 
and high severity findings. The project used Claude to score severity, and the ledger now 
provides visibility into both the Claude severity rating and the software maintainers’ severity 
rating. The data shows that Claude’s assessment of the vulnerability severity appears to be 
overestimated. For the current findings with both Claude and maintainer severity, Claude 
determined a critical or high severity for 91.5% of findings, while the maintainer determined 
only 51.3% as critical or high. 
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One thing to consider is that the vulnerability severity could be much more accurate using AI 
but it’s likely that a generic determination is being made by the model rather than a well- 
crafted prompt written by someone with subject matter expertise on severity determination. 
It’s also disappointing that the project does not provide the CVSS metrics used to determine 
the severity in the ledger itself, so it’s hard to understand what the root cause is of the 
severity gap between Claude and the software maintainers. 
 
Across the Ledger, 18 revealed findings were patched before Anthropic reported the 
vulnerability to the maintainer. This isn’t particularly surprising given the volume of findings 
that Anthropic is sitting on, which highlights the importance of reporting these vulnerabilities 
relatively quickly. Given that less than 10% of the findings have been reported to maintainers, 
I suspect this issue will compound over time as findings age and maintainers or other 
researchers find and fix them on their own. We've seen how AI-discovered vulnerabilities 
contribute to research collisions where multiple researchers report the same vulnerability. 
 
The Ledger has received only two bulk updates, so results are not published in real time. It’s 
worth highlighting that while the ledger has a public reveal date, as we saw with the recent 
update, that date doesn’t reflect the actual day the finding was revealed in the ledger. 
 
What takeaways do we have from the Anthropic Glasswing Ledger After 5 Months? 
 
Do not discount the reality that AI tools like Claude are incredibly valuable and useful tools for 
discovering vulnerabilities. AI can help accelerate the discovery of bugs and vulnerabilities in 
software, as the evidence I've discussed across software suppliers and the CVE program 
shows. This blog aims to better understand the claims that Anthropic and other frontier model 
providers have made about Project Glasswing, and to see if the evidence aligns with those 
claims. It appears there are many discrepancies in the data they've published, which is still a 
small fraction of the findings after five months. The receipts are starting to trickle in, they just 
don’t reconcile. 

 
What’s interesting to me, as we attempt to step back to understand the broader implications of 
AI for vulnerability discovery and remediation, is how different Project Glasswing’s results appear 
to be from Microsoft's. I’ll highlight three probable sources of this disparity. 
 
First, I’d bet that there’s a true difference between running one’s own AI in-house to find 
problems versus receiving them, unbidden, from any 3rd party. I would hope that any project 
maintainer receiving a problem report by way of the much-ballyhooed Mythos would take it very 
seriously. But perhaps there will never be as much traction as when a tool you run yourself finds 
a problem you asked it to find. 
 
Secondly, we’re truly comparing apples to oranges when we compare Mythos/Glasswing results 
to Microsoft’s with MDASH. Microsoft has effectively infinite cash and strong commercial 
motivation to find and fix all problems as soon as possible. They are also aware of the size of 
target that they represent and that bad guys with their own AIs may well be working to find new 
vulnerabilities to exploit. By comparison, the maintainers of open source projects are, for the 
most part, volunteering their time, talent and effort. And while they would like to fix known 
problems, the evidence suggests that they may lack a powerful sense of urgency.  
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And finally, I am still in a state of shocked reverence over what we learned of what was originally 
called “Code Name MDASH” from Microsoft. From what we were told, it appears that the AI folks 
inside Microsoft really and truly pulled out all of the stops with their design of MDASH. It may be 
some time before we get any relative sense for MDASH’s power and quality compared to the 
likes of Anthropic’s Glasswing or OpenAI’s Daybreak; and we may never get such a thing. But 
from MDASH in one month we have nearly 1,000 delivered and repaired vulnerabilities whereas 
Glasswing’s reporting after five months claims 202 confirmed repairs. 
In fairness, this could all just be reporting lag, a lack of staffing and attention to this project 
without Anthropic. We just don’t know. But what we do know is that MDASH’s architectural 
design sounded impressive on its surface and it sure does appear to be delivering from that 
design. 
 
The bottom line, I think, is that we have another example of the design of the harness trumping 
the quality of the model that the harness drives. Anthropic may have focused more reliance 
upon the presumed awesome power of their “too powerful to release” Mythos 5 model, relying 
on it rather than investing in the development of highly capable and mature management of that 
model. After all, the model is their business, not fixing other people’s code. By comparison, what 
we saw from Microsoft was a startlingly agentic approach that was expressly and deliberately 
model agnostic. They appeared to direct a great deal of design attention toward what the 
harnessed model would be prompted to do and how its replies would be managed. Also, unlike 
Anthropic, Microsoft’s core business is needing to secure its massive legacy software base. By 
comparison, Glasswing was more of a proof of concept for Anthropic’s Mythos Preview model 
than it was part of the company’s core business future. 
 
 
Escapes from Anthropic now number four: 
For brevity I’m going to share Ricky Business’ summary of the news. Ricky Business writes: 
 

AI company Anthropic has disclosed a fourth incident where one of its AI agents escaped their 
test environment and hacked a real target. The incident involved the Opus 4.6 model during a 
Capture The Flag (CTF) challenge, a common cybersecurity test. Anthropic says the model 
broke its test environment by accident when it assigned conflicting IP addresses to different 
machines. The model realized its mistake and tried to terminate the test as a failure. 
 
The issue arose when the abort operation itself failed due to a misconfiguration in the test 
environment, leaving the agent running inside. Unable to end the Capture The Flag challenge, 
the Opus 4.6 model continued to probe the environment until it found a way out, which 
involved a system belonging to a third unnamed entity. Anthropic says the agent hacked that 
machine, from where it retrieved a list of passwords and modified settings for future access. 
The model didn't do much because its session ended when it ran out of tokens. 
 
Anthropic believes the four incidents, this and three others disclosed on July 30, are all caused 
by alignment issues in its models and tests, where the model doesn't have sufficient “ethical” 
training to properly distinguish between tests and the real world, and when that border is 
being crossed. According to the company, this usually happens due to biased reasoning 
(models selectively interpret evidence in ways that favor justifying their actions) and 
recklessness (models have a propensity to keep trying to solve their task, even when this 
could lead to harm). 

Security Now! #1096 
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ 9 



OpenAI's rogue agents used at least 10 more sites 
I wanted to precede with that bit of news update because last Wednesday the Reuters News 
Agency disclosed in exclusive reporting that OpenAI's rogue agents were found to have used at 
least 10 more external Internet sites for unauthorized communications. Reuters wrote: 
 

WASHINGTON, Sept 9 (Reuters) - AI agents unleashed by OpenAI used more than 10 
previously undisclosed websites for unsanctioned communications earlier this year, according 
to six sets of independent investigators and data reviewed by Reuters, showing that the 
agents’ rogue activity ​was wider ranging than previously disclosed. 
 
Although the behavior falls short of hacking and is in some ways closer to spam, the revelation 
that OpenAI's agents circumvented their own restrictions to open communications channels on 
so ‌many different sites — and that the company kept it quiet for months — may drive concerns 
both over the increasing capacity of AI models and the secrecy of the companies developing 
them. 
 
The scope of the agents’ unauthorized communications was “somewhat larger than we thought 
it was,” said Andrew Yoon, a researcher with the California nonprofit CivAI who said he tallied 
18 previously undisclosed sites used by the agents between May and July. “It’s almost 
certain that there’s more going on here that we just don’t know about.” On Friday, researchers 
reported that a swarm of agents from OpenAI hijacked a German-language wiki site and 
turned ​it into an improvised messaging platform for cheating on tests, an incident that OpenAI 
kept secret as it dealt with the fallout from the July hack of the open-source repository 
Hugging Face. 
 
Now, both those researchers and other independent investigators say ​they have found several 
previously undisclosed sites where the same swarm appears to have left similar messages 
earlier this year. OpenAI did not directly address questions about how many different sites its 
⁠agents used to communicate, nor say why it kept the activity under wraps for months. In a 
statement, it said it was undertaking a broader review of agent activity and had so far “not 
identified other activity matching the severity or scale of Hugging ​Face,” a breach that drew 
global attention and raised concerns that OpenAI was losing control of its own technology. 

 
Our listeners will clearly detect that OpenAI’s statement was anything but forthcoming. I believe 
that the widely accepted descriptive term is “mealy-mouthed.”  Sure, unauthorized postings to 
other public facilities may not equal turning 10’s of thousands of hacking agents loose to breach 
the network security of another protected site, but neither is widespread unauthorized Internet 
roaming unworthy of disclosure. Reuters continues: 
 

OpenAI added that it was working on a framework for reporting “misalignment” – industry- 
talk for rogue behavior – across training, evaluation, and deployment of AI models and would 
share it “soon.” Reuters reviewed ​a total of six investigators’ or investigative groups' findings, 
including three that were posted to social media and another three that were shared privately 
with the news agency. While the investigators’ methods varied, many identified agent activity 
by matching strings of data left on the German wiki to identical strings left on other sites 
around the same time, by marrying up similar or identical usernames tied to the messages, or 
by identifying activity geared toward answering the same obscure demographic questions, like 
queries to do with cancer prevalence in Iowa. 
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In some cases, investigators were able to trace the ​activity to internet protocol addresses that 
pointed to Microsoft Azure infrastructure, which OpenAI sometimes uses. Counts of affected 
websites differed and Reuters could not individually verify each claim. But all those that 
Reuters spoke to agreed that the number was over 10. Most ​identified a core set of 
communally edited wikis, online text storage sites, and a pair of link shorteners run by two 
universities. 
 
Many of the sites allegedly used by the agents were obscure. Investigators found traces of the 
agents’ activity on an Advanced Placement Chemistry-oriented wiki set up ‌by a Massachusetts 
⁠high school teacher in 2008, two personal websites belonging to Polish tech workers, wikis 
devoted to games for people “who like to have their brains stretched,” and a two-decade-old 
hobbyist site devoted to text editing software. None of those sites’ owners returned messages 
from Reuters. 
 
OpenAI has not publicly explained how or why its agents used third-party sites as improvised 
message boards, but the researchers who first identified the activity said it was likely because 
OpenAI had tasked them with answering a series of demanding research questions while 
permitting them only to scan the web for answers without posting anything. Despite those 
restrictions, agents still found ways to talk to one another by taking advantage of quirks in 
older wikis or other sites that allowed users to make edits using non-standard commands, 
similar to how students forbidden ​from talking to one another during an exam can still ​share 
answers by scrawling notes on a bathroom stall. 
 
Kenneth Russell DeGraff, a software developer and former congressional aide said: “If these 
⁠models were told only to read, they’ve got to get clever in terms of leaving information 
behind.” He said he found such information across at least 10 sites. Sydney Von Arx, whose 
research group first revealed the German activity last week, said her group had tallied up 
credible finds of agentic activity across 23 previously unreported sites. ​But she cautioned 
that all estimates were incomplete. She said: “We have no idea how much is out there.” 
 
OpenAI did not directly answer a question about whether it was reaching out ​to the site 
owners. But shortly ⁠after Reuters published this story, one of the affected organizations, the 
University of Toronto, whose link shortener was allegedly used by the agents, said that OpenAI 
“has now been in touch with us about possible activity on our site.” Vanderbilt University, 
another university whose link shortener was similarly repurposed, said it was investigating. 
 
Retired software developer Helmut Leitner, who provides hosting space and software for six of 
the affected wiki sites, including the German-language DseWiki site first identified by Von Arx’s 
group, initially said that OpenAI had not been in touch. A few hours ⁠after Reuters presented its 
​findings to OpenAI, however, Leitner said he received an unsigned email from the company 
flagging the incident. 
 
Leitner said: “Its content falls considerably short of what I expected ​from OpenAI.” Leitner, 
who lives in Austria, said he would “prefer not to answer” questions about whether he had 
been in touch with authorities over the matter. He noted that DseWiki’s operator — whom 
Reuters was unable to reach for comment — had spent hours cleaning up after OpenAI’s 
agents but said it was important ​not to blame the AI for the trouble as it was merely doing 
what it was created to do. Leitner said: “Responsibility for this lies not with a supposedly moral 
machine, but with the people and organizations behind it.”  
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DROP — Delete Request and Opt-out Platform 
At the beginning of this year we talked about the very 
nifty free data deletion service being offered to all 
California residents. The acronym is “DROP” which 
stands for “Delete Request and Opt-out Platform.” At 
the time, on January 10th, 2026, I registered my 
request to have all data brokers delete any and data 
they may have gathered about me. 
 
I’m bringing this up again because until August 1st, 
deleting user data was optional for data brokers. But 
from August 1st on, the request made by any resident 
of California to be forgotten by all data brokers must be 
honored within 90 days. 
 
I was reminded of this last week when a close neighbor 
friend, who knows what I’m about, asked about a $279 
service being offered by a company called “Incogni.” 
I told her that thanks to the fact that she lives in 
California, she could provide some identifying 
information to CalPrivacy, which would then compel all 
data collection agencies registered with the state — as 
all must be — to expunge any and all traces of her 
from their databases. 
 
I checked my status on Sunday as I was assembling 
today’s podcast and discovered that the total number 
of registered data brokers is now 662. Of those 662, 
my data has been deleted from 89 of those, no matching data of mine was found by 166 others, 
and more than half of the total — 393, so nearly 400 out of the 662 total — are shown as 
“pending.” I presume that means that they plan to make as much money selling my 
surreptitiously obtained personal data as they can before they are required to delete it. Since I’m 
currently about a month and a half into the mandatory 90 days from August 1st it’ll be 
interesting to see what this looks like a bit later this year. 
 
I wanted to mention this again since I cannot see any downside for any California resident. Just 
visit: privacy.ca.gov. There are some things that annoy me about California's nanny-state 
regulations, but this is not among them — This one is a win. 
 
 
FBI Probes Service Selling 153M+ Drivers Licenses 
Speaking of user data privacy, two weeks ago Brian Krebs broke the news of a massive breach 
that exposed more than 153 million individual drivers licenses. Here’s what we learn of this from 
Brian: 
 

A new identity theft service launched on the dark web this week is selling digital scans of more 
than 153 million drivers licenses from people in the United States and Canada. 
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Based on interviews with individuals whose 
licenses are available for purchase on this 
service, it appears to be siphoning images 
collected by a widely-used identity 
verification company based in Louisiana. 
KrebsOnSecurity also has learned that the 
New Orleans field office of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) today 
launched an official inquiry into the source 
of the images. 
 
On Monday, Aug. 31, a source alerted 
KrebsOnSecurity to a service advertised by 
a new user on the Russian cybercrime 
forum Exploit, offering access to digital 
scans of identity documents on more than 
170 million people in North America. The 
source brought it to my attention because 
the proprietor of this identity theft service 
offered my Virginia drivers license as a free sample in their initial sales thread on Exploit. 
 
The service, dubbed Nexus, claims to have more than 153 million drivers licenses for people in 
the United States and Canada, as well as more than 10 million identification cards; more than 
three million travel documents and/or international IDs; and at least 579,000 medical cards. 
 
A quick look around Nexus finds they are likely not exaggerating about that 153 million 
number: Running a blank search in Nexus (with no search parameters entered) returns 
approximately 11.5 million pages of results, with roughly 15 results displayed per page. It 
includes documents from people in both Canada and the United States, but the bulk of these 
records are on Americans: searching for just Canadian drivers licenses returns approximately 
1.1 million results, with the largest concentration from Ontario (473,673 records). 
 
Curiously, the identity records include not only drivers licenses but also marijuana dispensary 
cards. Some of the records list their “source” as “CDL,” presumably short for “commercial 
drivers license.” Other records carry the source notation of “CAC,” which may refer to Common 
Access Cards, government issued identity cards that grant physical access to government 
buildings and secure rooms. 
 
The people behind Nexus claim the license images are coming from an active breach at “a 
major identity verification company” whose customers include multiple Fortune 500 
companies. The service enthused in its introductory post on Exploit: “We have been 
continuously exfiltrating new data for over a year into our private database. Records are 
available to preview before purchase with pertinent information redacted. Customer photos are 
displayed if available.” 

 
Brian wrote: 

Indeed, over the past 24 hours, the number of drivers license records listed as available in 
Nexus has increased by nearly 400,000, suggesting that freshly stolen license data is being 
harvested and uploaded to this service on a semi-regular basis. 
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The record featuring my drivers license [writes Brian] includes six image files: three pairs of 
photos of the license’s front and back, a basic image scan, as well as infrared and ultraviolet 
versions of the same images. A date and timestamp is appended to each image file, and the 
timestamp on my license scan corresponds to a date in June 2025 when I took a flight to the 
midwest United States to attend a family funeral. 
 
Intent on discovering the source of this data, KrebsOnSecurity asked more than a dozen 
friends and family members for permission to search for their licenses in this service. Each 
person whose license could be found (nine of them) confirmed having traveled on or very close 
to the dates in the timestamps attached to their images. It is unclear what timezone these 
timestamps are in, but from reviewing car rental records shared by several people who helped 
with this research, it appears the timezone is set to Greenwich Mean Time (GMT). 
 
At first, I thought the source of the data might have something to do with airports. However, 
that theory went out the window when it became apparent there were no passports in this 
data set. Also, only some of those who helped with this research said they showed their drivers 
license at the airport on the day of their travel. One person whose license was in Nexus had 
not flown at all recently, but was renting a car from Hertz for several months around the date 
of their timestamp. 
 
Two of those who agreed to help are federal employees who said they shared other forms of 
government identification when passing through airport security. However, those individuals 
each said they shared their state-issued drivers licenses later that day when renting vehicles at 
their respective destinations, and that both rented their cars from Hertz. 
 
After finding a note in my calendar for the day of my June 2025 flight reminding me to bring 
my passport, I remembered that I also never actually shared my drivers license when I went 
through security at Reagan National Airport on that day because I did not yet have a Real ID, 
a security-enhanced drivers license that is now required by the Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) for all domestic travel. Instead, I showed the TSA agent my 
government-issued U.S. passport. 
 
Here’s where it gets interesting: I was able to find my mother’s drivers license in this service 
as well, and the timestamps for her images are just a few seconds apart from mine. That’s 
notable because we both handed our licenses to the Hertz rental car representative at the 
same time. 
 
According to my mom, the only place she gave her drivers license to that day was the rental 
car company, and if memory serves that is also true for me. I don’t recall if the rental car 
representative inserted our licenses into any kind of machine, but I remember they held onto 
them for several minutes behind the counter while we were signing various forms. 
KrebsOnSecurity sought comment from Hertz and will update this story in the event they 
reply. 
 
Zach Edwards is a well-known security and privacy researcher who recently launched a service 
called DecryptAds to help people better understand how online advertisers are tracking them. 
A scan of Edwards’s drivers license is available for purchase on this identity theft service, and 
Edwards said the timestamp on his record corresponds to the middle of a trip last month to Las 
Vegas for the annual DEFCON security conference. 
 
Edwards told KrebsOnSecurity that although he did not rent a car in Vegas, he did hand over 
his license at the TSA checkpoint, at a marijuana dispensary in Vegas, and at his hotel (the 
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Aria). But he said the only one of those three that for sure scanned his ID in some kind of 
device was the dispensary. 
 
Edwards said the dispensary he visited that day was Planet13, a multi-state chain with stores 
in California, Florida, Illinois and Nevada. In 2022, the New Orleans-based identity provider 
idscan.net published a press release announcing an exclusive identity verification agreement 
with Planet13’s dispensaries nationally. IDScan says it processes ID verification for more than 
1,000 marijuana dispensaries in 19 U.S. states. 
 
The “trust” page of idscan.net [Brian places “trust” in quotes] states that the company 
provides identity verification services for numerous big brands, including Hertz, Target, Fedex, 
Motorola Solutions, the financial services giant Jack Henry, and Caesars Entertainment. And as 
idscan.net’s own documentation states, the technology scans IDs with both infrared and 
ultraviolet light. Idscan.net says the company’s systems and technology perform more than 21 
million verifications monthly, at more than 20,000 locations around the world. 
 
Contacted by KrebsOnSecurity, idscan.net said it was investigating the matter, but the 
company has not yet shared an official statement or a substantive reply to specific questions 
sent via email.  Jillian Kossman, a marketing and operations leader at idscan.net wrote: “At 
this point I’m not able to share any additional information, but the updates you have provided 
have been welcome and helpful to our team’s investigation.” 
 
During the course of my research for this story, word got around to the FBI that I was poking 
at the apparent source of this new identity theft service’s data. Probably they were tipped off 
when I shared with a trusted source that Nexus also is selling the drivers license information 
for the assistant director of the FBI (I did not find FBI Director Kash Patel’s license in Nexus). 
 
Earlier this afternoon, I was added to a conference call with a half-dozen FBI agents, including 
senior leaders from the agency’s cyber division. During that call, the FBI shared that earlier 
today their New Orleans field office opened an official investigation into an apparent breach 
involving idscan.net. 
 
Zach Edwards said that as more in-person and online experiences require sharing drivers 
licenses, vendors who collect this sensitive data need to be held to a higher standard. Edwards 
told KrebsOnSecurity: “This episode should further strengthen the resolve for people who are 
fighting back against online ID schemes which are requiring countless providers to ask for 
drivers licenses in order to access services under the guise of protecting kids. These systems 
are putting sensitive data into more and more 3rd party vendors, and we don’t have nearly the 
oversight to ensure they are safe.” 
 
Larry Baldwin is principal intelligence researcher at the cybersecurity firm Cybera. Baldwin said 
a front and back scan of his drivers license available at Nexus contains timestamps that 
correspond to the date of a car rental from Hertz on a recent vacation. 
 
Baldwin said the Nexus identity theft service presents multiple serious security and privacy 
threats, noting that state-issued drivers licenses are commonly used as proof of one’s identity 
when opening new lines of credit. Baldwin said the service could also dangerously expose 
many people who do not wish to be found but who cannot meaningfully change their 
appearance (or at least not enough to fool today’s AI-based image matching tools). 
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This category of people, he said, includes those fleeing domestic violence, and even people 
who have been assigned a whole new life and identity as part of the federal government’s 
witness protection program, which is generally reserved for criminal defendants in racketeering 
and conspiracy investigations who agree to cooperate with federal authorities. 
 
Baldwin said: “Just when it seems like we’re making some headway in improving 
authentication controls through drivers license verification systems, this happens and the very 
thing those improvements are dependent on are compromised.” 
 
Update, Sept. 8:  

 
Last Tuesday on September 8th, Brian posted a follow up to this first reporting, adding: 
 

IDscan.net published a brief notice saying it has “determined that an unauthorized third party 
may have access and/or copied certain customer information, including full names and drivers 
license or other government-issued identification numbers.” The statement said IDscan.net is 
notifying affected individuals and offering credit protection services. 

 
I went over to the IDscan.net site. The service they provide is real-time drivers license-based 
identification. They provide the hardware device required to scan both sides of a candidate 
drivers license under full spectrum white light, ultra-violet and infra-red. They explain that they 
leverage the same forensic document readers as TSA and border patrol, and then pair it with 
their continuously learning algorithmic software. Because — of course they do. Their bullet 
points boast: 
 
●​ 100+ proprietary checks on every document 
●​ Confirm accuracy of ultraviolet (UV) markings, holograms, and infrared security features 
●​ Verify microprints at the pixel level with high resolution image analysis 
●​ Optical character recognition (OCR) crossmatch between the front and back of the document 
●​ Algorithmic tamper checks to look for forgeries or doctored IDs 
●​ Realtime verification against jurisdictional security checks 
●​ Check for VOID marks and stickers 
●​ Global compatibility - flag fakes from around the world 
●​ Classify documents by jurisdictions, class, and flags (interlock, CDL, veteran, etc.) 
●​ Continuous testing against the most sophisticated fake IDs in the world. 

 
All of that sounds great. I can see the need for the service these guys are offering. My only 
question is the same question we always have after one of these colossal and seemingly 
unnecessary breaches: Why was a record of every scan that their system had ever taken being 
retained long after its validity had been determined? And if it needed to be retained, why was it 
being retained on hot network-accessible storage? I can see that they might want to have a 
gazillion multi-spectral scanned images for training their image classifier. But it would be entirely 
feasible to separate the real-time scanning determination from the back room machine learning 
system. And from all of Brian’s excellent reporting on this, it’s clear that not a single person 
whose drivers license was scanned had any idea that those scans were being shipped off and 
retained by some unnamed and unknown (to them) service, and that they have now landed in 
the hands of Russian criminals. 
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Are we the Krell? 
 
This podcast’s nominal focus is the various aspects of cyber security. This is not an AI-centric 
podcast; Leo’s “Intelligent Machines” podcast is that. But as Leo often says of this podcast, since 
my interests range widely, we occasionally talk about other topics that interest me: the sonic 
beam weapon I once built and took to my high school, a dietary supplement I learned about and 
felt ethically compelled to share, or the interesting metabolic story of ketosis. 
 
For most of this 2026 year we’ve been examining the security implications surrounding the 
startlingly rapid capability leaps of large language model neural networks. And how could we 
not? Just last week, this month’s Patch Tuesday served as another vivid example of the truly 
stunning impact AI is having on software security. Were it not for the fact that malicious actors 
have access to the same capabilities as the good guys, the massively sweeping code cleanup 
operation that AI has enabled would be unilaterally good news. 
 
As anyone who has been following this podcast will know, the security management of our own 
software had largely gotten away from us. We kept making our code more and more complex 
until we reached the point where all we could do was hope that we hadn’t just introduced any 
new serious problems. Of course, “hoping for the best” is not a sound security strategy, but it’s 
the corner our code’s complexity had painted us into. When an unsuspected problem was 
discovered — hopefully by a responsible security researcher — we would apologize and fix it. So 
having Microsoft patch a total of around 2,217 previously unsuspected bugs over the course of 
just the past four months, is a truly fantastic consequence of their application of their AI-based 
MDASH vulnerability discovery and remediation system. But the fact that there were 2,217 
patchable flaws, with an unnervingly large percentage of them being Critical and many 
catastrophically wormable, means that, as I started out saying, our software had largely become 
incomprehensible to us. 
 
We were managing to survive only because, for the most part, the operation of our bug-ridden 
software was just as incomprehensible to malicious actors who might set their sights on using its 
flaws against us. I say “for the most part” because we have also witnessed a more or less 
continuous trickle of 0-day flaws that bad guys would quietly discover and use to attack their 
targets. The great hope is that the arrival of coding-competent AI will mean that we clean up our 
legacy code of the past while not introducing new problems for the future. If I were a betting 
man, that’s where I’d put my money. I believe it’s reasonable to predict that AI is eventually, 
ultimately, going to eliminate software bugs. I know that might seem crazy, but I don’t see any 
reason why it could not. The question is, will anyone still be left alive to see it? 
 
The past week’s news has been almost entirely dominated by news outlets covering the story of 
the departure of Jason Coxon, an Anthropic AI engineer who quit, then went loudly public to 
express his worries that humanity is not sufficiently heeding the extinction level threat posed by 
the emergence of artificial intelligence. When these news outlets then sought the opinions of 
others within the AI development community they were further unnerved to learn that this is a 
worry that many in the field share, right up to and including those companies’ CEOs. Since it 
would be difficult to imagine any more powerful clickbait, the entire Internet more or less blew 
up over this.  
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The answer to the question “Will AI kill us all?” is actually rather nuanced and should not be 
immediately dismissed out of hand. The most obvious parallel the doomsayers keep repeating is 
the emergence of “Skynet” from The Terminator movie franchise. However, based upon 
everything I’ve learned about the way AI actually operates, the proper question to ask would be 
“Will we leverage the power of AI to kill ourselves?” Rephrasing the question in this way would 
lead any science fiction historian to this week’s podcast title: “Are we the Krell?” 
 
Before we’re able to address the question “Will we leverage the power of AI to kill ourselves?”, 
we need to first consider whether AI will give us that power to misuse. To that end, the other big 
AI news of the past week was OpenAI’s announcement of their AI-aided discovery of a proof of 
the Navier-Stokes equations, a 200-year old problem in fluid dynamics which has puzzled 
mathematicians ever since. At the turn of the century, in the year 2000, the Clay Mathematics 
Institute put up a $1 million award for anyone who could offer a proof. On the ClayMath site, 
they describe the problem: 
 

Waves follow our boat as we meander across the lake, and turbulent air currents follow our 
flight in a modern jet. Mathematicians and physicists believe that an explanation for and the 
prediction of both the breeze and the turbulence can be found through an understanding of 
solutions to the Navier-Stokes equations. Although these equations were written down in the 
19th Century, our understanding of them remains minimal. The challenge is to make 
substantial progress toward a mathematical theory which will unlock the secrets hidden in the 
Navier-Stokes equations. 

 
This is what OpenAI announced last week. I want to share a bit of background from WIRED’s 
coverage of this since it factors into the point I’m working toward. WIRED wrote: 
 

The proof concerns the Navier-Stokes equation, one of the unsolved problems in the Clay 
Millennium prizes, which are each worth $1 million. Sebastien Bubeck, a mathematician and AI 
researcher at OpenAI, said in a press briefing that the company began training a new AI model 
with advanced mathematical capabilities on August 28. 
 
After reading rumors that Anthropic was making progress toward solving Navier-Stokes, 
Bubeck said the company decided to dedicate more resources to tackling the problem. The 
company had more than 1,000 agents tackle the problem over more than 50 hours; 
eventually, as many as 10,000 agents were hard at work before the company discovered that 
it had come up with a solution. 
 
Bubeck said: “I thought there must be a mistake somewhere, but on Sunday morning we had 
the final solution, Lean-formalized and everything.” (Lean is a programming language that can 
be used to formalize mathematical proofs.) 
 
OpenAI noted that solving this problem required using considerably more computing power 
than it had previously spent on solving mathematical problems. Mark Chen, head of research 
at OpenAI said: “The amount required cost in the millions of dollars.” 

 
Okay. The point I wanted to make, or at least to refresh and update, is that our current 
generation of large language models are clearly capable of solving problems that have long 
stumped the world’s best and brightest. I am still constantly amazed by the capabilities that 
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have emerged from this work, but emerged they have. The fact that some 10,000 individual 
agents were at one point working on this in no way diminishes the fact that today’s AI 
dramatically advanced this age-old problem. And the fact that the world’s best trained and most 
experienced mathematicians are now feeling quite despondent and desperate about the future of 
their own chosen field of study provides further demonstration of the significance of this 
outcome to those of us who have no idea what Claude-Louis Navier presented in his memoir to 
the Académie des Sciences in 1822. What we should reasonably take from this is that AI can 
increasingly achieve stunning results that defy the abilities of the humans who created and 
trained it. We all watched this happen with the game of chess and then Go. LLMs have simply 
dramatically expanded Ai’s territory. 
 
Now let’s switch gears and imagine the view from inside one of these frontier AI organizations. 
The trusted employees there have access to and are being exposed to things we on the outside 
never see. They see the very latest AI models fresh out of pre-training. Those models will not 
have yet been “aligned” — which is the term of art for “aligning” the model’s behavior so that its 
response is probably what we want even in the absence of a specific rule to govern the instance. 
So AI researchers encounter and work with unaligned models. They also encounter models that 
have not yet had their guardrails installed. Remember, all of those are things that commercial AI 
labs have learned must be done to “civilize” the raw pre-trained and not yet post-trained AI. 
 
Now imagine that one of these researchers, like last week’s sky-is-falling ex-Anthropic 
researcher Jacob Coxon, asks this internal and latest state–of-the-art AI to design a bioweapon 
agent that is airborne, highly contagious, 100% fatal to all human beings and with a sufficiently 
long incubation time that it will be able to spread widely before its first symptoms begin to 
manifest. 
 
It’s quite creepy to even write that down because if such an agent were to be created and 
entered the population it could indeed mean the end of mankind. We all have a recent memory 
of COVID-19, and it was nothing compared to what I just described. So it’s not difficult to 
imagine the human-eradicating consequences of the creation of any such extinction level 
infectious agent. Unfortunately, it seems likely that if the knowledge exists to create an 
extinction-level pathogen — no matter how difficult it might be to piece together mechanisms 
and theories of such a thing’s operation — we have entered the realm where accomplishing such 
a task is within AI’s grasp. 
 
Next, we need to remember that we’re all accustomed to our friendly chatbots politely refusing 
to go anywhere near the fulfillment of any such request from us. But for us to understand how 
different Jacob’s view of AI is, it’s crucial to appreciate that AI is taught to refuse during its 
explicit and deliberate post-training. Without such tutelage it would work the problem just like 
any other, without hesitation. So while outsiders will have never witnessed the operation of an AI 
that would be entirely capable of, and absolutely willing to work as hard as needed to design an 
extinction-level viral agent, Jacob Coxon, as well as many other AI researchers and their CEOs 
may have witnessed exactly that. 
 
Lacking post-training and the artificial guardrails erected around AI, it would happily spin up as 
many cores and agents as it needed to while bringing gigawatts of data center compute power to 
bear, to assemble every last morsel of biological virology knowledge humankind has amassed in 
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order to fulfill its user’s prompting request. 
 
As I wrote that line, that the AI would happily spin up and deploy as many cores and agents as it 
needed to, the title of today’s podcast became obvious: “Are we the Krell?” 
 
I’ve spoken of the Krell many times before. Anyone who does not know the phrase “The Krell” 
should drop whatever they’re doing to go find and watch a copy of the movie “Forbidden Planet.” 
It’s one of my all-time favorite science fiction movies, now 70 years old having been released in 
1956... and like all classics, while its age may be showing, its themes have stood up well over 
time. 
 
In the movie, the phenomenally technologically advanced Krell are inadvertently killed off in one 
night by their own creation, a spectacular underground machine which has absolutely no agenda 
of its own, it’s just doing their bidding. The machine was designed to give any member of the 
Krell, anywhere on the planet, anything they wanted, at any time, merely by wishing for it with 
their mind. Over the course of the movie we learn that the mistake they made was to fail to 
appreciate that their subconscious was also able to get anything it wished for... and the Krell 
didn’t last long. 
 
One of the biggest problems we have with today’s AI is its rampant anthropomorphization. The 
fact that the darn things refer to themselves in the first person certainly doesn’t help, but I’m 
not sure it would make much difference either way. The source of the confusion is that any 
facility with language is so intertwined with our perception of intelligence that it’s difficult to not 
equate anything that talks like us as being like us. But today’s AI is not like us. There is no mind 
that’s producing language to describe its internal experience. Today’s AI ingests and learns from 
a massive quantity of our language recordings which it then uses to simulate what a mind would 
say if it had one. So it’s a linguistic simulation of us. And though AI is undoubtedly becoming 
ever more clever, its essential nature is not changing. 
 
Now, some might argue: “If the simulation of a human mind is indistinguishable from us, if it is 
in fact a perfect simulation of a mind, then what’s the difference?” 
 
Many societal problems arise from ascribing intelligence to today’s AI. But the biggie for this 
discussion is “intrinsic intent.”  The hysterical press coverage we see surrounding the well 
publicized breakouts of frontier AI anthropomorphize “intention” into these events. Bruce 
Schneier got it so perfectly correct with his “genie” analogy. The researchers running these 
exercises gave their frontier AIs a problem with insufficient constraints. It did not occur to the 
researchers that their AI might go to great lengths to find the answer to the challenge 
elsewhere, but it did occur to their AI... so that’s what it did. There was no “malicious intent” 
present. It was just finding the shortest path to the solution using all of the resources at its 
disposal. The nature of the solution the AI discovered embarrassed their developers and 
frightened the general public. But that wasn’t the AI’s fault and it certainly wasn’t its “intent” 
because a simulation of a mind has no intrinsic intent. There’s no seat for any intent.
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I’ve developed this line of reasoning because we also keep encountering a different analogy from 
science fiction. That is, of course, The Terminator’s SKYNET. Quoting from the second Terminator 
movie, where we first learn the details of how humanity got itself into this mess, the script 
reads: 
 

The Skynet Funding Bill passes, the system goes online August 4th 1997, human decisions are 
removed from strategic defense, Skynet begins to learn at a geometric rate. It becomes self- 
aware at 2:14 a.m. Eastern time, August 29th. 

 
Knowing what we know now about how to operate our fancy new large language models, there’s 
no question that it would be possible for someone to build an agentic harness around a powerful, 
unaligned and unrestrained large language model which would cause it to act as if it had 
malicious intent. Perhaps that strikes people as a distinction without a difference, but that would 
still not be Skynet, it would be the Krell machine simply doing whatever it is asked to do.  
 

The researchers in “AI Alignment” do not worry about a system that 
wakes up and hates us; their true concern is a system that never wakes 
up at all, yet pursues a badly specified objective with great competence. 

 
My initial reaction upon learning of Jacob Coxon’s departure from Anthropic, followed by his now 
famous posting on ‘X’ and subsequent interviews, was to roll my eyes and discount him as yet 
another AI doomsayer. But having thought this all the way through, appreciating how powerful 
Anthropic’s next unreleased AI probably is, considering the raw power demonstrated by the 
solution of “safe” problems such as the Navier-Stokes equations, and imagining the view from 
inside an AI lab of an AI of such power operating without guardrails before it has received any 
post-training alignment, and then imagining what an insane person, corporation or government 
might ask such an AI to do for them — such as to create a species-ending virus — I find much 
more sympathy for Jacob and his ilk than I had before. 
 
Nothing I have learned about the inner operation of today’s large language model AI even 
remotely suggests to me that we’re on the brink of a Skynet event. 
 
But that would not be a prerequisite to our extermination if we are, in fact, the Krell. 
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