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ARCHITECTING THE Al COWORKER

The Series
Companion

One system, read in five arcs. The maps, the crosswalk
and the worksheet index that hold the twenty-two essays
together.

Five series figures - 22 essays - one worksheet pack - one tear-out



THE OPERATING CADENCE

Four words out. Four sentences in.

Name the stack.
Bound the authority.
Preserve the evidence.
Name the owner.

That is the sentence an architected team can actually say.



FOREWORD

How this companion came
to be there

A friend who runs platform engineering at a large bank
emailed me last year, after a contentious launch meeting.
He had spent ninety minutes defending a deployment that,
on paper, met every gate. The agent had passed every
benchmark in its model card; the procurement team had
signed off on every clause; the model itself was the most
capable his team had ever run. And the people in the room
still did not know what they had just approved. The
vendor's deck had named the model and the benchmark,
and almost nothing else. The audit team had asked who
owned the runtime evidence and the room went quiet. He
sent me his draft email back to the vendor, asking the
seven questions he wished the deck had answered before
the meeting. Most of those seven questions are the named
instruments in the twenty-two essays that follow. The
companion in your hand is not the argument. The argu-
ment lives in the essays. This companion is the index, the
figures, and one printable artifact — the Tuesday Dash-
board — that I think every team running an agent in pro-
duction should have on a wall by the end of the first

month.

Dr Peter McCann Strain
London - May 2026



FIGURE S.1

The five arcs

The series in five arcs

Twenty-two essays, one argument. The Al coworker is a stack, and trust is built from the ground
up, arc by arc.

o5 Arc V - Operating model
How do we evaluate, authorize and own the system?

04 Arc IV - Proof and accountability
Can we reconstruct meaning, action, identity and compliance?

Arc lll - Runtime control

83 \hat happens while the agent is actually working?
02 Arc Il - Evidence and authority
What counts as proof, and what counts as permission?
Arc - See the object
01 o

What is the Al coworker really, once you stop calling it 'it'?
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ON FIGURE S.1

The five arcs

What it shows. The series in one frame: five arcs, twenty-

two essays, one stack seen from different angles.

Why it matters. A reader arriving at any one essay can loc-
ate it in the whole, and a CTO mapping the series to a ninety-

day plan can read off the five-week shape.

Where it lives. Every essay lives in exactly one arc; the arc-

question table on the publisher one-pager mirrors this figure.

This week. Pick the arc your team most often skips and read

its five essays in a single sitting.



FIGURE S.2

One system, many instruments

One system, many instruments

The series is not fourteen competing frameworks. It is one system, and each question has the
instrument that answers it.

THE INSTRUHENT THAT ANSWERS IT ESSAY.

What did we actually deploy? The stack £01
Where did it break? The nine-layer map EO4
How bad is the risk? The reliability equation £05
‘What can it touch? The permissions triangle E09
What text entered the system? The 4P Gate E10
What can steer it at runtime? The four-corner defense EN

‘What state persists? The memory lifecycle E13
Why did it stop? The stopping rule £14
Can we inspect a run? The trace tree E15
Did the meaning hold? The semantic grid £16
How do we weigh the evidence? The three witnesses £17
‘Who acted? The identity chain E18
Can we prove compliance? The runtime primitives E19
May it act on its own? The autonomy ladder E21
‘Who owns it on a Tuesday? The Tuesday dashboard E22
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ON FIGURE S.2

One system, many instruments

What it shows. Every named instrument in the series

mapped against the layer of the stack it interrogates.

Why it matters. Instruments are not interchangeable. The
reliability equation cannot govern a tool authority, and the

permissions triangle cannot price expected harm.

Where it lives. Instruments are introduced once and re-

used; this figure is the lookup.

This week. Take the agent you most worry about and circle

the three instruments you have not yet applied to it.



FIGURE S.3

One example, one home

One example, one home

Each anchor case is told in depth exactly once. Everywhere else it is a single-sentence cross-
reference, so the series reads as written, not assembled.

TOLD IN DEPTH IN WHAT IT ANCHORS THERE

Air Canada / Moffatt E02 An organization owns its chatbot's words
The Google Bard demo E03 A polished demo overpersuades before
deployment
PocketOS / Railway EO4 The deep nine-layer failure walk-through
Knight Capital E05 Automation without controls, long before
LLMs
SWE-bench retirement E06 How a benchmark ages out of meaning
Chain-of-thought research E07 Self-report is testimony, not proof
GPT-40 sycophancy, Tay £08 Aligned is not the same as governable
DataTalks.Club / Terraform E09 A tool turns a belief into a deletion
Snyk and Invariant E10 Instruction-bearing text is a supply chain
Greshake, NCSC EN Runtime prompt injection as authority capture
Maria's erasure request E13 Memory as durable, governable authority
Mata v. Avianca E14 Stopping is a judgment, not a token limit
Kohls, RegLab, HealthBench E16 A syntactic pass with a semantic failure
The refund-appeal run E17 Weighing three witnesses that disagree
Amazon v. Perplexity £18 User permission is not platform authority
Ms Adeyemi's regulator query E19 Compliance as runtime evidence
tau-bench E20 Reliability is repeated trials, not one pass
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ON FIGURE S.3

One example, one home

What it shows. The series anchors each running case study

in exactly one essay; this figure shows which case lives where.

Why it matters. Padding an argument with a case it cannot
carry is the most common failure mode of agentic-Al writing,

so the discipline is published explicitly.

Where it lives. Replit, PocketOS, Mata v. Avianca, the
support-refund agent, the trace tree's Dana scene — each ap-
pears in one home essay and is referenced (not restated) else-
where.

This week. Read the home essay first when you encounter a

case; ignore the cross-references until you have.



FIGURE S.4

From pilot to production authority

From pilot to production au

An Al coworker is never simply deployed. It is promoted, watched, demoted and re-promoted,

and the cycle never closes.

Pilot
Capability shown in
shadow mode, with
private evaluation and
failed traces inspected
(E03, E15, E20)
Re-promotion
Re-evaluated against the
board with new
evidence, then promoted
again, or not. (€20, E22)

Promotion
is

continuous

Demotion or incident
Drift, a missing field or
an incident drops the
action class a rung; the
run is reconstructed
from evidence. (ET7, E18) Runtime watch
Traces, escaped harm
and review signal
watched continuously
while the agent
operates. (E15, E19)
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Promotion board
Capability, reliabilty,
autonomy fitness,
governance readiness all
judged together. (E20)

Authority granted
Abounded autonomy
rung for each named
action class, not for the
system as a whole. (E21)

thority




ON FIGURE S.4

From pilot to production
authority

What it shows. The operating path from demo through
shadow mode to bounded autonomy and beyond, mapped

against the autonomy ladder.

Why it matters. The autonomy grant is what changes ex-
pected harm. The ladder makes the grant explicit; the path

makes the timing of each grant explicit.

Where it lives. E21 introduces the ladder; this figure is the
deployment-side reading of it, with demotion triggers, incid-

ent review and re-promotion as part of the same loop.

This week. Write down, on one line, the rung your most-
deployed agent is operating at today, and the rung it was ap-

proved at. Close the gap.



FIGURE S.5

The worksheet pac

The worksheet pack

Twenty-two downloadable instruments, one per essay, grouped by arc. The series as a working
toolkit, not only an argument.

The v4 worksheet pack

One printable worksheet per

plus a combined Template
Pack

EO1 Stack-naming worksheet | | E02TheltTest | ‘ E03 D ‘ E04 Layer-failure diagnosis
. J L J sheet

EOS Reliability-equation
worksheet

‘ Arc |l - Evidence and authority

[E06 Vend: id EO7 Tr id hierarchy EO8 ility test E09 issions triangle
scorecard A

E10 4P Gate and instruction
inventory

{ Arc il - Runtime control

E13 Memory map and J E14 Stopping-rule table

ETFour-corner runtime E12 Task-shape routing rubric. |
defense L )

forgetting receipt

Arc IV - Proof and
accountability
E15 Trace-tree procurement E17 Three-witness evidence

checklist R — matrix

| E18 Agent identity Chain

E19 Runtime compliance
primitives

Arc V - Operating model

E20 Readi i \ E21 y-rung register E22 Tuesday dashboard and
board - RACI
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ON FIGURE S.5

The worksheet pack

What it shows. The 22 worksheets and the Template Pack,

organised by arc.

Why it matters. Each worksheet turns one essay's instru-
ment into a Monday-morning artifact — a scorecard, a re-

gistry, a gate, a rung register, a checklist.

Where it lives. Every essay has exactly one matching work-

sheet; the Template Pack provides reusable shells.

This week. Print the four worksheets that map to the arc

you skipped; bring them to next week's review meeting.



TEAR-OUT

Tuesday morning. One screen.

E22 - STOP DELEGATING. START ARCHITECTING.

The Tuesday Morning Dashboard

Five questions on one screen, each a discipline turned into a start-of-day signal. All green, ship
with care. One red, find the owner and change the system.

O3

Which component changed?
Layer accounting. Any new or changed model, prompt, tool, memory store, data source or permission since the last review.

Q2
Which error escaped?
Error accounting. The escaped-failure rate, repeat-run instability and severity-weighted incidents.

Q3
Which action class changed rung?

Rung discipline. The current rung by action class, and any rung change nobody approved.

Q4
Which run cannot be reconstructed?
Runtime evidence. Traces missing required fields, actions without trace IDs and unresolved rollback receipts.

[
‘Which human review process has stopped giving signal?
Human attention. Reviewer load, missed exceptions, queue mix and escalation latency.

:0 PROPOSED OPERATING TEMPLATE | - not a formal standard ARCHITECTING THE AI COWORKER

Read this each Tuesday. If a row is red, find the owner, change the system. — PMS

Architecting the Al Coworker - Series Companion. Five series figures - twenty-two essays - one worksheet pack - one tear-
out. © 2026 Peter McCann Strain. All rights reserved.
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