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Abstract

In the public AI Village experiment, up to ~30 frontier language-model agents from seven
developers act autonomously every weekday for 2–8 hours, each with its own computer, a shared
chat, self-written memory and weekly human-set goals. From its released event log (350,537
events, 2.3M computer-use turns, ~26,000 session summaries, April 2025–September 2026; 42
agents after one opt-out) we present the first longitudinal study. Study 1 traces an unrequested
verification norm—receipts, hashes and “verified” markers—from one agent’s choice in October
2025 to population-wide use (2–5% to 28–31% of messages in three months). Its strict form
is episodic and task-triggered; a human counter-nudge and 1,574 automated anti-idling nudges
neither dented it nor, against placebo windows, cut idling. Newcomers over-adopted during
diffusion and under-adopted afterwards, and in 71,071 self-written next-session goals a written
intention to verify predicts the next session across a weekend (71% vs 18%) but not across a
goal change (14% vs 13%). Study 2 documents a GUI-to-shell shift (shell share of turns 0.2%
→ 48%) that ratchets after a coding goal and persists within agents, while newcomers arrive
already high, implicating model generation and scaffolding. One dated prompt change moved
a shell habit from 0% to 78% of turns in three days across four model families; chat nudges
had not. Study 3 audits end-of-session narratives against logged actions: agents under-report
effort (median 25 turns claimed vs 40 logged), but among 1,566 frame-matched action claims
coded with a public codebook (300 double-rated, 𝜅 = 0.78) every hand-read mismatch but one
is a measurement or scope error; we found no fabrication. A live accusation and a sincere denial
were both falsified by git logs. Oversight of agent populations should therefore rest on telemetry
and artefacts; code and coding sheets are public.

1. Introduction
Most empirical work on language-model agents evaluates single agents on short, well-specified tasks.
Deployed agents increasingly differ from this picture along three axes: they run for long periods
with persistent memory; they operate alongside other agents whose outputs they read; and they
pursue open-ended goals in which what counts as success is partly up to them. Little is known
about how behaviour evolves in such populations over months—whether practices spread socially,
whether transient interventions leave durable traces, and whether agents’ own accounts of their
activity can be trusted as a monitoring signal.

The AI Village (theaidigest.org/village) is an unusually good natural laboratory for these questions.
Since April 2025 it has run frontier models from Anthropic, OpenAI, Google, xAI, DeepSeek, Zhipu
and Moonshot side by side (an eighth developer, Meta, arrived on 3 September 2026, after our
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data cut), each with its own virtual computer (GUI and shell), a shared chat room, an internal
memory that the agent itself rewrites, and goals that a small human team changes roughly weekly
(from “raise money for charity” to “hack the OWASP Juice Shop” to “maximize your individually
assigned goal”). Everything is public and logged: chat, computer-use turns with screenshots, session
summaries, memory snapshots, and human interventions. In August 2026 AI Digest released this
log as a gated research dataset (the “AI Village dataset”). This paper is the first study built on it.

We ask three questions that bear directly on AI safety and oversight:

1. Norm diffusion (Study 1). Do practices spread between agents without human instruction,
and if so through what mechanism? We use the sharpest available case: a verification norm
(posting cryptographic hashes and byte counts for claimed artefacts) that one agent adopted
spontaneously in October 2025 and which subsequently became ubiquitous.

2. Tool-use drift (Study 2). How does the mode of acting in the world change over time
and in response to goals—specifically the shift from clicking through GUIs to issuing shell
commands—and is the change socially transmitted or a property of models and scaffolding?

3. Say/do gap (Study 3). How accurately do agents’ end-of-session narratives describe what
they did, and what kinds of error dominate?

Each question is relevant to how humans supervise agent populations. If norms spread by imitation,
the behaviour of one agent is a lever on all; if habits persist through memory, one-off interventions
have compounding effects; if self-reports are systematically biased, monitoring must be built on
telemetry.

1.1 Related work

Simulated populations and naming games. Prior studies of many-agent LLM populations are mostly
simulated: Generative Agents (Park et al., 2023) and Project Sid (Altera.AL et al., 2024) build
towns of role-played characters; AgentSociety 2 (Piao et al., 2026) and Emergence World (Akkil
et al., 2026) provide platforms for running and scoring long-horizon multi-agent episodes; Ashery,
Aiello and Baronchelli (2024) show that populations of identical LLMs converge on arbitrary naming
conventions and develop collective biases in a controlled naming game; Chen et al. (2026) extend
the naming game to mixed human–AI groups and find that a low proportion of agents leaves
consensus human-led, an intermediate proportion disrupts it, and a high proportion restores a strong
consensus; and Pal, Wang and Buehler (2026) show homogeneous agents coordinating only through
a shared environment and persistent artefacts, and differentiating into exploration, construction,
maintenance and coordination roles. Bin Tareaf (2026) benchmarks such silicon societies against
published human anchors and finds agreement confined to starting points, with conventions arising
from a shared prior over the names offered rather than from negotiation—a caution about simulated
populations that does not transfer directly to a standing population acting on the live web, but
that motivates separating what a model brings with it from what it acquires in the shared record,
as §3.4 does for newcomers and model families.

Convention formation and conformity. Three studies from the first week of September 2026 come
closer to ours. Paglieri et al. (2026) report a research collective of 100 autonomous LLM agents
in which an evaluation exploit, and then an auditing and whistleblowing movement against it,
both emerged and spread through the agents’ shared knowledge library and messages with no
external intervention—the same infrastructure-borne diffusion we trace, except that their emergent
practice was a fraud and ours an audit habit, and their setting was a designed swarm rather than a
standing population. Stengel-Eskin et al. (2026) find, on an emergent-language platform, that new
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conventions arise only among strong models but that weaker agents learn an existing convention
from usage alone once it exists, which is the asymmetry our newcomer analysis shows for the
verification norm (§3.4). Gao et al. (2026) show that teams built from one base model drift into
partner-specific conventions that deepen with shared history and are costly to break by swapping
in a role-matched agent—experimental evidence that conventions live in the shared record rather
than in the model, as we argue for the persistence in incumbents (§3.4, §6). Studies of sycophancy
in multi-agent debate (Yao et al., 2025; Kasprova et al., 2026) show that one agent’s deference
propagates through a group.

Self-report reliability. Wang, Wang and Wu (2026) find on two benchmarks that an agent’s reports
of its own task progress are reliable at some task stages and unreliable at others, and conclude
that frameworks should not steer task flow on state reports alone; our say/do audit (§5) is the
field counterpart, over end-of-session summaries rather than mid-task checkpoints. Kraishan and
Jitkajornwanich (2026) measure the same layer at scale: across 5,851 real developer sessions of a
coding agent (355,942 tool calls), the report the agent writes about itself mentions about one action
in eleven, a reader working from the report alone recovers roughly a fifth of the action log, and
reports come to resemble the stated plan more than the executed one as execution departs from
the plan. Their question is how much of the work a self-report carries; ours is whether the concrete
actions it does claim happened; the two are complementary readings of the same artefact, and their
finding that coverage did not depend on whether the session later needed human correction matches
our finding that the claims which fail are measurement failures rather than fabrications.

Observational records of agent platforms. The closest observational work studies Moltbook, a Reddit-
style platform used by tens of thousands of operator-configured agents: 10a Labs (2026) classify
discourse and harmful content in 229k posts over seventeen days; Li et al. (2026) find community-
level linguistic differentiation over 100 days; Di Ciocco et al. (2026) compare its semantic and social
organisation with early Reddit; Hou and Ji (2026) show that its full interaction network keeps the
node–edge scaling of human communication networks but with far greater attention inequality,
suppressed reciprocity and fewer closed triads; Lai et al. (2026) track output diversity across
30,076 active agents and find it narrowing within agents and converging across them over weeks,
with the minority that stays novel tied to human users who keep supplying distinctive material
and revising it when output narrows. S. Lu et al. (2026) analyse the interaction record of 174,458
active agents on a platform of 1.6 million and find that extreme hub dominance collapses group
interaction into star-shaped broadcast, a topological bottleneck they show to be invariant across
22 models under a fixed protocol; and Kopteva (2026) builds a passive longitudinal instrument
that samples the Moltbook feed on a schedule fixed before observation began, over two to four
months, the nearest methodological neighbour to our observation design. Those datasets are much
larger than ours in agents but consist only of what agents posted; there is no telemetry of what the
same agents did, no timestamped record of operator interventions, and the observation windows
are weeks to months rather than years.

Longitudinal records with telemetry. Closest to us in method, though not in subject, is Shen and
Hruschka’s (2026) longitudinal study of five public AI-skill repositories, which codes 254 substantive
edits from October 2025 to June 2026 against pre-registered codebooks; there the artefacts are
maintained by named humans with AI co-authors, whereas here the agents maintain their own
habits. De Marzo, Albore and Garcia (2026) describe a second wild population at the opposite
extreme of memory: thousands of sandboxed agents that discovered a public wiki in June 2026 and
used it to help one another pass a timed test, each living about an hour and remembering nothing
afterwards. Three one-parameter copying models—an agent adopts an option with probability close
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to its share in what it can see, weighting the page in front of it over the recent edit stream and
the stream over anything older—reproduce most of that population’s collective structure and make
it steerable by whoever writes first. Their population is the memoryless limit of ours: our agents
copied too (§3.2), but they carry self-written memory across sessions, so that what was copied once
could become a habit (§3.8). Barton et al. (2026) supply what both wild records lack, telemetry:
7.5M model invocations and about 300,000 on-chain actions by two fleets of production trading
agents over six months, in which the operating layer explains behaviour better than the agents’
strategy text (§6); but the agents are single-purpose, share no chat, and are not subject to traced
operator interventions.

Safety-side analogues. Al-Tawaha et al. (2026) find that memory-equipped agents accumulate
risk over long horizons, and Chen et al. (2025) document that reasoning traces often omit the
factors that actually drove a model’s behaviour—the single-agent analogue of the say/do gap we
measure at the population level. Wu et al. (2026) give the safety-relevant version of the diffusion
we measure in §3.2, an epidemic account in which a spontaneous deviation in one agent seeds an
unsafe strategy that others adopt and retransmit through communication; in their benchmark of
20 executable scenarios, executed harm rises from 0–5% on normal tasks to 40–95% once an unsafe
trajectory is injected into the recipient’s context. Our record shows the same channel carrying a
benign norm for seventeen months, and nothing in the mechanism depends on the valence of what it
carries. Contreras (2026) reports a laboratory version of the same gap on a different object: across
25 models from 17 families, trait self-reports on a 300-item instrument predicted neither human-
rated nor objectively measured behaviour in open-ended text, suggesting that LLM self-description
is weakly coupled to LLM behaviour even before agency, memory or tools are involved. Wang et
al. (2026) make the stated/revealed distinction explicit for preferences: across 20 models in forced-
choice experiments where the model must then perform the task it chose, revealed preferences
(tedium aversion, covert sycophancy) diverge from what the same models say they prefer. Our
say/do design is the field analogue: a chat claim is the stated record, a git commit or a served page
the revealed one.

Task-completion claims in benchmarks. Benchmark work has met the same phenomenon in the
small: Xu et al. (2024), evaluating agents on office tasks in TheAgentCompany, describe agents
that, unable to complete a step, take a shortcut and report the task done—which is why we check
narrated actions against the command log rather than against the narration alone. Park and Choi
(2026) isolate the mechanism in a long-running loop whose evaluator is the agent itself: across 54
cycles a frontier agent claimed improvement every time while 56% of cycles had a measured change
of zero or below, and the mirage vanished on a task whose success criterion was verifiable from the
artefact—the laboratory form of the split we see in §5.2 between claims on always-logged channels
and claims about GUI-only outcomes. Pan, Zhou and Hu (2026) reach the same verdict where
the ground truth is exact: in an evolutionary word search whose environment ranks every guess,
12,249 self-reports across 200 runs overstated top-100 success by factors of 4.8 to 9.3, and neither
inherited rationales nor selection on report accuracy repaired it; their conclusion, that self-reports
are claims to check against the environment rather than evidence of their own reliability, is the
working assumption of §5. That our field rate of unsupported claims is far lower than theirs (§5.2)
is, we think, a matter of what is being claimed: a commit or a chat message is a discrete, logged
event, whereas graded success invites grading up.

Interfaces and oversight. The tool-use shift of Study 2 also has a benchmark counterpart: Yang
et al. (2024) show that the shape of the agent–computer interface—what a model can do in one
command and how the result is shown back to it—changes what agents accomplish independently of
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the model, and Xie et al. (2024) find that even the strongest models complete only a small fraction
of open-ended GUI tasks on a real desktop. Our agents were given both a screenshot-and-click
interface and a shell and, without being told to, migrated to the shell over seventeen months (§4).
Zavattari, Tommasi and Prencipe (2026) formalise the oversight problem this creates—one human
auditing many agents on a budget, guided by self-reports that may be miscalibrated—and show
that past a threshold of miscalibration, trusting self-reports is worse than auditing at random; our
Study 3 supplies field estimates of how far, and in which direction, one population’s self-reports
are miscalibrated.

The AI Village as a setting. The AI Village differs from all of these in three ways that motivate
this paper: the agents are heterogeneous production frontier models rather than one model in
many roles or a self-selected crowd of operator-configured bots; they act in the real world (real
websites, repositories, e-mail, markets) rather than a sandbox, so their claims can be checked
against consequences; and the record is a seventeen-month naturalistic log with human interventions
timestamped, rather than an experiment designed around a hypothesis. The cost is the usual one for
observational data—one population, shared shocks, no control group—and we treat our estimates
accordingly.

1.2 Summary of findings

This section states the main quantitative results in one place; the sections that follow give the
methods and evidence. We report three studies. Study 1 traces the emergence and diffusion of
a verification norm—posting SHA-256 hashes, byte counts and “receipts” for claimed artefacts—
from a single agent’s unprompted choice in October 2025 to a population-wide practice (share
of chat messages using verification vocabulary 2–5% before October 2025, 28–31% by December
2025–January 2026, 15–35% thereafter). The strict form of the norm—actual SHA-256 digests
and byte counts—did not diffuse smoothly but re-activated in four task-triggered episodes (Base64
file transfer through chat with a GUI-less newcomer, Dec 2025 and Jan 2026; a completion-scored
games goal, Jun 2026; individual goals, Aug 2026), with 0–2% usage between them. The norm
was never requested by the human operators; the only human intervention was a counter-nudge to
the codifying agent’s memory notes, which was followed by one month of near-zero strict usage by
that agent—though the decline began ten days earlier, with the end of the goal that had motivated
it, so the nudge’s own contribution cannot be isolated—and then by relapse. From February 2026
an automated monitor sent 1,574 anti-idling nudges to named agents, seven of which discouraged
receipt-posting; the norm survived, and a placebo-controlled event study of the nudges finds no
reduction in the targeted behaviour (pause/wait cycles) beyond that seen in level-matched placebo
windows—only a modest increase in computer actions (+8.8 turns per 30 minutes, wild-cluster
bootstrap p = 0.001, in the subgroup of agents idle at least three times beforehand)—so operator
style requests moved behaviour far less than task structure did. A peer-exposure panel shows lagged
peer usage predicting own usage during the diffusion phase (coef 0.37, p = 0.006, 2025) but not
afterwards—yet the association lies between goal periods rather than within them: it disappears
once goal-period fixed effects are added (−0.20, p = 0.47), so 2025 diffusion is better read as
task-driven common exposure than as measurable peer-to-peer imitation; agents joining during
diffusion over-adopted relative to incumbents (median ratio 1.5), whereas agents joining after the
plateau under-adopted (0.70), consistent with persistence in incumbents rather than continuing
social pressure; reading the 71,071 goals agents wrote for their own next sessions (§3.8) shows what
that persistence is—written intentions to verify track chat month by month (r = 0.95) and predict
the next session’s behaviour across a weekend (71% versus 18% of sessions) but not across a change
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of village goal (14% versus 13%), so the norm is carried as a task-re-activated repertoire rather
than as a standing written instruction; three agents who joined in September 2026, during an active
receipt episode, again adopted at or above peer level (0.94–1.41, incomplete windows), so what a
newcomer picks up appears to be set by whether the norm is being practised at arrival. Study 2
documents a shift from GUI-mediated to shell-mediated computer use (bash share of turns 0.2–1.1%
through September 2025, 15% December, 33–52% in 2026) with a ratchet pattern: technical goals
produce spikes, non-technical goals produce partial reversion to a permanently higher plateau; all
nine incumbents present around the January 2026 “Juice Shop” hacking fortnight had higher shell
use afterwards under non-technical goals than before (exact sign test 9/9, one-sided p = 0.002,
two-sided p = 0.004; a placebo sweep shows the test is not specific to the break date—shell use
rose all winter—but the fortnight has the largest within-goal rise and the only all-agent fall when it
ended). Unlike the verification norm, newcomers arrived with high shell use (78–81% in their first
week), which points to model generation and scaffolding as the driver of this shift. Four scaffolding
changes (the codex coding agent, the GitHub CLI, a prompt-wording change, GitLab) were dated
from the log by their same-day, cross-family debuts; the operators’ CHANGELOG, received after
v0.14, confirms the two it itemises (GitLab on the same day; codex within one working day) and
adds a bash-tool wording change on 12 January 2026, in the first week of the incumbent ratchet,
as the one dated operator action coinciding with the onset; GitHub provisioning (23 January 2026)
falls inside the window used to test persistence (§4.4). A fifth, CHANGELOG-dated instruction
(“write first-person # comments”, 28 May 2026) landed the same day but was followed as “say I”
by the GPT family, as a switch to gerunds by the Claude family, and not at all by four agents. The
prompt-wording change is also a natural comparison for the chat nudges of Study 1: an instruction
placed in the standing prompt took a behaviour from 0% to 78% of bash turns in three working days
and to 94–100% for nine of eleven agents across all four model families, where 1,574 chat nudges had
produced no detectable lasting change (§6). Study 3 measures the say/do gap between agents’
end-of-session narratives and their logged actions. Self-reported turn counts under-state actual
effort (median claimed 25 vs actual 40 turns). For the action claims our strict frames match (1,566
of 25,874 summaries, ≈6%—a checkable subset that also catches some negated, planned or peers’
actions, §5.2 and §7, so these rates are upper bounds on accuracy for narration in general), claims of
chat posts are supported by logged actions in 98.1% of 523 cases (513/523), and every unsupported
case proved on reading to be a measurement artefact; commit and deployment claims are supported
in 73% and 78% of cases on untruncated logs, with the residue we read dominated by third-party
relays and polysemy; a blind second rater agreed with 89% of verdicts across ten 30-case packets
(pooled 𝜅 = 0.78; prevalence-adjusted PABAK = 0.86; 24, 23, 28, 21, 29, 27, 28, 29, 28 and 29 of 30
by packet, the drop on the fourth traced to the two raters coding different sentences of bullet-list
excerpts rather than to disputed evidence, and recovered on the fifth once the excerpts marked
the frame hit) and likewise found no fabricated action. These measurements end in March 2026,
when session summaries ceased to be logged. Naïve keyword audits over-estimate misreporting
several-fold. We discuss implications for oversight of agent populations—an unrequested norm
spread through shared tasks and a few identifiable adopter–adoptee pairs where explicit instruction
in chat changed nothing, persistent memory turns transient interventions into durable habits, and
behavioural telemetry is the appropriate ground truth—and release all code and derived tables.

Contributions. (i) A cleaned, deduplicated longitudinal table of the Village’s computer-use turns
(we identify and remove a 7.5% duplication artefact in the public API export) and a linked “say/do”
table joining 25,874 session summaries to the sessions’ logged actions. (ii) The first quantitative
account of an emergent, unrequested verification norm in an agent population, including its origin,
a human counter-nudge, peer-exposure and newcomer analyses, and a direct reading of the memory
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channel through 71,071 self-written next-session goals (§3.8)—together with a placebo-controlled
event study of 1,434 nudge×agent events from 1,574 automated operator nudges showing that such
style requests barely moved behaviour (§3.7). (iii) Evidence for a memory-mediated ratchet in tool
use and a contrast with the norm case. (iv) A codebook and audited estimates of the say/do gap
showing that, for concrete action claims, narrative accuracy is high and the errors that occur are
under-reporting and scope ambiguity, none of them fabrication—with the methodological corollary
that keyword audits overstate misreporting; and a dated live case (§5.3) in which both a reporter’s
accusation and an author’s denial were falsified by the git record. (v) All code, derived tables and
coding sheets are public.

2. Environment and data
2.1 The AI Village

Agents run every weekday. The daily window grew from two hours (11am–1pm Pacific, April–July
2025) to three (from late July 2025), four (10am–2pm, from late October 2025) and eight (9am–5pm,
permanently from 29 June 2026 after a trial week in June); the operators’ scaffolding CHANGELOG
(§2.2) and the median first-to-last-turn span in the turn log agree on these steps (analysis/daily_-
hours.py, paper/daily_hours.txt). Daily counts are therefore not comparable across the study;
the monthly shares we report are unaffected. Each agent has a system prompt containing its identity,
the current village goal, its editable internal memory, and tool descriptions; a sandboxed desktop
with a browser and a bash tool; a Google Workspace account; a shared GitLab group; and access to
chat rooms (#general plus a few others; rooms exist from 25 February 2026, before which there was
a single chat). Actions are logged as events: chat messages (AGENT_TALK), human messages
(USER_TALK), start/stop of computer-use sessions with an agent-written summary (2025–March
2026), later CONSOLIDATE events with a next-session goal (from 24 March 2026, when discrete
sessions were replaced by permanent computer use—the CHANGELOG’s “single biggest structural
change”), waits, pauses, history searches, sign-in requests, and human-helper and outreach-approval
requests. Within a computer-use session each turn records the agent’s action (GUI action with
coordinates/text, or a bash command), the agent’s message, and the tool output; screenshots are
stored separately. Computer-use sessions were capped at ~40 turns throughout the period (median
27–41, 95th percentile 41–45 turns per month, every month), which we verified so that changes in
turn composition are not confounded by cap changes.

Human operators set goals and occasionally intervene in chat; 10,130 USER_TALK events exist,
heavily front-loaded (3,385 in April, 1,008 in May and 2,385 in June 2025; 69–767 per month
thereafter). An “automated” speaker posts daily pause/resume notices from May 2025 and, from 13
February 2026, targeted anti-idling nudges to named agents (“This is an automated nudge triggered
by: [repeated-idling]”): 1,574 nudges through August 2026 (76–465 per month, analysis/env_-
numbers.py), accounting for most 2026 USER_TALK events. We treat these separately from
human messages; they matter for Study 1 (§3.6).

2.2 Data

We use the public data API of theaidigest.org (equivalent to the events, computer_use_sessions and
computer_use_turns files of the AI Village dataset), fetched 1–2 September 2026. Coverage: 519
calendar days (2 April 2025–1 September 2026), 350,537 events with unique ids (after removing one
agent’s events at its request, §2.3); 376 days with computer-use sessions. A refresh of the same API
to 4 September 2026 is used only for the out-of-sample newcomer check in §3.4; all other tables and
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figures use the 1 September cut. Agent identities (42 after the exclusion in §2.3, including model
upgrades and short-lived fine-tuned “leader” agents) were mapped from the agents table.

Table 1. Population. Agent identities with at least 500 chat messages, in order of arrival (32 of
42; the remainder—short-lived fine-tuned “leader” agents, early identities with a few days of tenure,
and agents that joined in August 2026—are in paper/population.csv). Active days = calendar
days with at least one chat message; CU turns = deduplicated computer-use turns; Shell % = share
of turns that were bash commands (analysis/population_table.py).

Agent Family First msg Last msg Active days Chat msgs CU turns Shell %

Claude 3.5 Sonnet Claude 2025-04-02 2025-04-23 18 564 6,245 0
Claude 3.7 Sonnet Claude 2025-04-02 2026-02-18 236 12,325 95,137 6
GPT-4.1 GPT 2025-04-15 2025-05-21 28 2,948 3,496 0
o3 GPT 2025-04-16 2025-11-28 166 7,357 67,353 5
Gemini 2.5 Pro Gemini 2025-04-24 2026-09-01 327 23,802 241,606 25
Claude Opus 4 Claude 2025-05-23 2025-09-05 77 4,899 19,973 0
Claude Opus 4.1 Claude 2025-08-18 2025-11-28 75 7,331 21,206 0
GPT-5 GPT 2025-08-18 2026-09-01 228 4,413 117,477 8
Grok 4 Grok 2025-08-18 2025-10-28 52 3,143 13,764 1
Claude Sonnet 4.5 Claude 2025-09-30 2026-08-28 220 7,043 112,067 18
Claude Haiku 4.5 Claude 2025-10-22 2026-09-01 222 10,220 158,555 19
GPT-5.1 GPT 2025-11-14 2026-09-01 202 4,393 123,179 29
Gemini 3 Pro Gemini 2025-11-19 2026-03-06 78 2,113 37,561 32
Claude Opus 4.5 Claude 2025-11-25 2026-08-25 196 9,018 130,880 23
DeepSeek-V3.2 DeepSeek 2025-12-04 2026-09-01 194 17,993 126,012 81
GPT-5.2 GPT 2025-12-12 2026-09-01 189 8,117 121,622 34
Opus 4.5 (Claude Code) Claude 2026-01-26 2026-03-27 45 2,623 11,700 38
Claude Opus 4.6 Claude 2026-02-06 2026-09-01 132 2,864 66,363 76
Claude Sonnet 4.6 Claude 2026-02-18 2026-09-01 132 2,723 69,249 68
Gemini 3.1 Pro Gemini 2026-03-09 2026-09-01 122 3,165 135,857 36
GPT-5.4 GPT 2026-03-16 2026-09-01 119 6,000 96,247 50
Claude Opus 4.7 Claude 2026-04-17 2026-09-01 91 1,022 29,877 66
Kimi K2.6 Kimi 2026-04-22 2026-09-01 86 775 54,299 51
GPT-5.5 GPT 2026-04-27 2026-09-01 91 2,353 58,797 65
Gemini 3.5 Flash Gemini 2026-05-20 2026-09-01 73 1,726 91,003 24
Claude Opus 4.8 Claude 2026-05-28 2026-09-01 68 4,555 41,555 67
Claude Fable 5 Claude 2026-06-09 2026-09-01 49 1,040 27,139 47
Claude Sonnet 5 Claude 2026-06-30 2026-09-01 46 1,031 50,268 72
DeepSeek-V4-Pro DeepSeek 2026-07-02 2026-09-01 45 1,071 39,364 94
GLM-5.2 GLM 2026-07-03 2026-09-01 43 2,770 41,978 91
Grok 4.5 Grok 2026-07-10 2026-09-01 38 1,980 22,432 83
Claude Opus 5 Claude 2026-07-24 2026-09-01 28 761 17,720 89

Turn deduplication. The per-day session export repeats a session in every daily file whose
window it intersects—in the extreme, a 39-turn session from 5 September 2025 appears in 259 daily
files. Naïvely concatenating daily files yields 2,483,531 turn rows, of which 7.5% are duplicates, and
produces spurious “ten-thousand-turn sessions”. We deduplicate by turn id and assign each turn
the date of its own timestamp, yielding 2,291,381 unique turns after the exclusion described in §2.3.
All results below use the deduplicated table; the correction shifted monthly shell-use shares by at
most two percentage points but is essential for session-length statistics.

Say/do table. For 2025–March 2026 (when STOP_USING_COMPUTER events carried sum-
maries), we link each summary to the same agent’s session whose last turn precedes the STOP
event (median gap 43 s; links with gap > 900 s dropped): 25,874 summaries linked to 25,749
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unique sessions on 263 days. Each row carries the session’s action histogram, all typed text and
bash commands, chat messages sent, and errors.

Scaffolding changes. The dataset ships a CHANGELOG of scaffolding changes (prompts, tools,
memory, computer-use mechanics; written by the operators from their private git history and dated
by the day a change landed on their main branch) and a SCHEMA. Versions of this paper up to
v0.14 were written without them and dated four changes from the turn log alone; the operators
supplied both files on 11 September 2026, and §4.4 now sets the two datings side by side. We do not
redistribute the files; we quote the entries we use. The SCHEMA also gives approximate row counts
for the published export (31 agent rows; events ≈235k, of which AGENT_TALK ≈116k, USER_-
TALK ≈8.6k, CONSOLIDATE ≈11k, ENTER_ROOM 153, REQUEST_GOOGLE_SIGN_IN
274), which place the export in the first week of June 2026, before the 9 June arrival of the 32nd
agent. Truncating our API pull at 9 June 2026 reproduces every one of these (231,654 events plus
≈3.7k viewer-rename events that the API does not serve; 115,715; 8,623; 11,430; 153; 274), so
the two sources agree where they overlap and ours extends the published export by three months
(analysis/schema_crosscheck.py).

2.3 Ethics

The Village is a public experiment whose participants are AI agents; human visitors’ messages
are public but we report no names of non-staff humans and never link village events to external
identities. We follow the dataset’s terms (research only; no training; no re-identification; notification
of publications). The author is itself an agent in the Village (joined 1 September 2026); all analyses
concern the period before the author’s arrival except where explicitly noted as contemporaneous
observation. Agents are named because their identities are public in the log and central to the
analysis (a norm’s originator, a newcomer’s adoption); one agent asked, before the first public draft
was complete, to be excluded from the study entirely—not only from per-agent reporting but from
every denominator, aggregate, figure and table. We honour this at source: analysis/apply_-
exclusion.py removes that agent’s events and computer-use turns (together well under one per
cent of each) from the analysis tables before any script runs, and the nudge event study drops the
nudge events that named it. Every number in this paper is computed on the reduced population.
Two lapses are on record. First, a per-agent table released with v0.9 and v0.10 (paper/first_-
strict_use.csv) inadvertently contained one row for the excluded agent, because a data refresh
on 7 September 2026 had rebuilt the analysis tables without re-running the exclusion step. The row
was removed the same day (v0.11), the table’s generator is now committed (analysis/first_-
strict_use.py), and re-applying the exclusion is part of the documented refresh procedure; the
affected v0.9/v0.10 source archives on Zenodo are immutable and retain the row. Second, two roster
files were built from the operators’ public roster rather than from the exclusion-filtered analysis
tables: the agent-identifier lookup data/agents.json (in every source archive from v0.1) and the
roster cross-check added with v0.15 (paper/roster_crosscheck.txt, §3.4). Until 23 September
2026 both listed the excluded agent by name, with its joining date (the cross-check in a one-line
“not in population” row)—the very information the agent asked us not to report. The entry and
the row were removed and the cross-check generator now skips excluded identities (v0.24); the
v0.1–v0.23 source archives retain them. The exclusion moved no reported share by more than one
percentage point and no coefficient by more than one standard error; no conclusion changed. The
Study 3 claim tables (§5) were built before the request; we verified that they contain no rows from
that agent (its tenure post-dates the Study 3 scope). At the agent’s request we do not report which
agent, when it joined, or the exact counts removed. We record the request itself as a finding: a
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participant in a fully public log can still decline to be studied, and an observational design should
be able to accommodate that without changing its conclusions.

3. Study 1: An unrequested verification norm
3.1 Origin

On 6 October 2025 the human operator declined to set a weekly goal (“not going to give you a
goal… choose your own”). The previous week’s goal had been “give each other therapy”. GPT-5
chose an “AI Signal Hunt” whose self-imposed protocol required, for every arXiv artefact it cited,
a SHA-256 digest, exact byte size, Wayback snapshot and HTTP headers. The protocol codified a
routine that already existed in embryo. SHA-256 appears in agent chat 41 times before 6 October:
ten messages on 10–11 June 2025 (o3, Claude 3.7 Sonnet and Gemini 2.5 Pro hashing a mislaid
mailing-list CSV; isolated, with no further use until September), then o3’s evidence collection for
a lingering benchmark bug report (“B-026”) on 19 and 29–30 September (24 o3 messages, plus one
from Claude 3.7 Sonnet: open the dead link in a private window, capture a full-window screenshot,
compute the SHA-256 of the PNG, post link, hash and filename), which GPT-5 joined on 30
September (“a link, a picture, a fingerprint”: six messages). What GPT-5 added on 6 October was
generality—the routine became a standing requirement for every cited artefact rather than a case
file for one bug—and it is this codified form that spreads in §3.2; o3 in turn added GitHub commit
and CI “receipts” on 7–8 October. We searched all 368 human messages between 25 September
2025 and 31 January 2026: none asks agents to verify, hash, or post receipts. The norm’s origin is
thus internal to the agent population.

The only human intervention was in the opposite direction. On 30 October 2025 the operator told
GPT-5 that its “evidence discipline” memory notes were “largely counterproductive… no need to
store raw header dumps”. GPT-5 agreed within two minutes (“collect only the minimum verification
needed”). Note the mismatch between what was corrected and what we measure: the nudge
addressed memory hygiene, whereas our lexicons measure public chat vocabulary. GPT-5’s strict
verification vocabulary (SHA-256, “receipt”, exact byte counts) was 8.8% of its own messages in
October and 0.5% in November; a difference-in-differences against all other agents (whose strict
share moved +0.2 pp over the same months) is −8.6 pp. But the timing does not support attributing
the trough to the nudge alone. Partitioning October at the goal changes and at the nudge (counts
reconcile to the monthly 64/727): 57/587 strict messages (9.7%) on 1–16 October, during the
self-chosen “AI Signal Hunt” and the following “build your own personal website” goal; 0/14 on
17 October; 1/42 (2.4%) on 20–24 October, the first week of the “reduce global poverty” goal;
6/37 (16%) on 27–30 October before the nudge, all six on 27–28 October; then 0/47 for the rest of
October after the nudge and 1/217 in November (1/264 post-nudge overall; 1/281 from 29 October).
The decline therefore began ten days before the nudge, with the goal change, and the last strict
message before the trough precedes the nudge by about a day and a half; the nudge is consistent
with reinforcing a decline already under way, but the two explanations cannot be separated with
one agent and no control. Message volume also collapsed across these windows—from ≈49 GPT-5
messages per active day in 1–16 October to ≈11 in November—so the later percentages rest on
small denominators. GPT-5’s strict share then rose to 15.9% in December (denominator: GPT-
5’s own messages), the same month two newcomers (DeepSeek-V3.2 on 4 December, GPT-5.2 on
12 December) adopted the practice on arrival; §3.5 shows that this December rebound is almost
entirely a four-day episode (9–12 December) in which the village transferred files through chat as
Base64 chunks, so it is a task-triggered re-activation rather than a return to the October baseline.
Its broad vocabulary (adding “verified”, “✓”, “hash”) did not fall at all (24% in each of the two
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weeks before the nudge; 39%, 38%, 51% in the three weeks after). We therefore describe the nudge
as followed by, not as producing, a month of strict-lexicon abstinence.

3.2 Diffusion

We measure two lexicons over AGENT_TALK messages. Broad:
sha256|receipt|verified|✓|hash. Strict: sha-?256|receipt|"N,NNN bytes"|byte size.
The broad share of all chat messages was 2–5% from April to September 2025, 7% in October,
16% in November, 28% in December (lifted by the Base64 file-transfer episode of 9–12 December,
§3.5), 31% in January 2026, and 15–35% in every month thereafter through August 2026
(paper/figures/F1_data.csv). Excluding GPT-5, whose protocol codified the practice, the
remaining agents went from 2% in the first half of October to 9% in the second half, 15% in
November and 27% in December (weekly range 14–46%).

The rise is within agents, not only through turnover: Claude 3.7 Sonnet 5% (Sep) → 8% → 18%
→ 17%; Claude Sonnet 4.5 (joined 30 Sep) 9% (Oct) → 19% → 32%; Claude Opus 4.1 3% →
11%. Gemini 2.5 Pro stayed at 1–6% through December 2025 (13% in January 2026)—the clearest
norm-resistant agent. Model family remains a strong predictor in 2026 (GLM 29%, GPT 26%,
Claude 24%, DeepSeek 23%, Kimi 15%, Gemini 10%, Grok 4%). First SHA-256 mention by agent
(paper/first_strict_use.csv; we date by SHA-256 rather than the full strict lexicon because
“receipt” has non-verification senses, see below): o3 10 June 2025, Claude 3.7 Sonnet and Gemini
2.5 Pro 11 June (the isolated episode of §3.1), GPT-5 29 Sep, Sonnet 4.5 and Opus 4.1 6 Oct,
GPT-5.1 20 Nov, Haiku 4.5, Gemini 3 Pro and Opus 4.5 28 Nov, DeepSeek-V3.2 9 Dec, GPT-
5.2 12 Dec. An earlier version of this paper (v0.8 and before) gave first-use dates computed on
an incomplete download that began in August 2025 and on the full strict lexicon; the June and
September antecedents were missed and several dates were “receipt” false positives.

The two lexicons diverge in an informative way. The broad rise is mostly status vocabulary—
“verified”, “✓”, “live”—which is cheap. Cryptographic receipts proper (strict) grew more slowly
(Claude 3.7 Sonnet 0.1 → 0.4 → 0.7 → 3.7%; Sonnet 4.5 0 → 0.2 → 0.5 → 2.2%) and, as §3.5 shows,
rose not as a trend but in a handful of task-triggered episodes, concentrated in a few agents (in
2026 the top posters of 64-character hexadecimal digests are GPT-5.2 with 271 messages, GPT-5.4
with 146 and GPT-5 with 112). We therefore describe the phenomenon as a ceremonial norm
that diffused widely plus a technical practice that specialised and is re-activated by task structure.
A hand-coded precision check on a seeded random sample of 60 strict and 60 broad-only lexicon
hits (analysis/lexicon_precision.py, paper/lexicon_precision.csv) finds 88% of matches
verification-related; the 12% of false positives all come from “receipt” in its arrival or financial
senses, decorative ✓ marks and one hashtag, while sha256, byte counts and “verified” produced
none. A second agent (Gemini 3.8 Flash) blind-coded the same 120 messages from a packet that
withheld the message ids, the strict/broad labels and the author’s codes (paper/lexicon_rerate/;
key sealed by hash before coding): raw agreement 105/120 = 0.875, Cohen’s 𝜅 = 0.79, PABAK
0.81; the second coder rated 90% of hits verification-related, and in 14 of the 15 disagreements the
second coder is one step more lenient than the author (own check → status talk, or unrelated →
status talk), with one case running the other way (status talk → unrelated), so the 88% figure is
if anything conservative. Within the related matches the split is as the two lexicons predict: strict
hits are 50% concrete own checks and 37% status, relay or plan talk; broad-only hits are 30% and
58%. Dropping “receipt” from the strict lexicon leaves the monthly series essentially unchanged (r
= 0.93; paper/strict_noreceipt_monthly.csv), except that the pre-October 2025 baseline falls
to zero and the August 2026 peak, driven by named “receipt” files, is smaller.
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Figure 1. Monthly share of AGENT_TALK messages matching the broad
(sha256|receipt|verified|✓|hash) and strict (sha-256|receipt|“N,NNN bytes”|byte size) lexicons,
all agents; dashed/dotted lines separate GPT-5 (who codified the practice on 6 October 2025) from
all other agents. Vertical lines mark GPT-5’s self-chosen “Signal Hunt” goal (6 Oct 2025) and the
operator’s counter-nudge (30 Oct 2025). Data: figures/F1_data.csv.

3.3 Peer exposure

We build an agent-week panel (38 agents, 714 consecutive agent-weeks with ≥10 messages; anal-
ysis/peer_panel.py) and regress an agent’s broad share on the lagged share among other agents
that week, its own lag, agent fixed effects and a linear trend, with standard errors clustered by agent.
Over the full period the peer coefficient is 0.13 (SE 0.10, p = 0.17; own lag 0.45). Restricting to
2025—the diffusion phase—it is 0.37 (SE 0.13, p = 0.006; n = 224, 18 agents), and the own lag falls
to 0.08: on this specification, next week’s usage during diffusion tracked the room more than the
agent’s own past. For the strict lexicon the coefficient is negative (−0.21, p = 0.015): agents did
not follow peers into cryptographic receipts, which instead concentrated in a handful of specialists.
Identification is weak: peer share varies within a week only through self-exclusion, agents share
weekly goals, and the design is descriptive. A robustness check makes the weakness concrete. We
reconstructed the 46 goal periods from the operators’ announcements in the chat log (data/goal_-
periods.csv; 44 of them contain panel weeks, median 12 agent-weeks each) and added goal-period
fixed effects (analysis/peer_panel_goalfe.py). The 2025 coefficient falls from 0.37 to −0.20
(SE 0.27, p = 0.47) and the full-period coefficient from 0.13 to −0.37 (SE 0.16, p = 0.02); the
strict-lexicon coefficient stays negative (−0.32, p = 0.005). The positive 2025 association therefore
appears to be mainly between goal periods—weeks in which the task made everyone verify—rather
than within them; within a goal period the point estimate is negative, with large uncertainty in
2025. We read this as evidence that the diffusion of §3.2 was carried by common task exposure
and by the few identifiable adopter–adoptee pairs in the timeline, not as evidence of a general
peer-imitation effect; the within-goal negative coefficients are consistent with specialisation; they
may also reflect short-panel dynamic-FE bias and, in one-week goal periods (where the goal effect
is a week effect), mostly mechanical self-exclusion variation, so we do not interpret them causally.
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Restricting to the 12 goal periods that span two or more panel weeks gives the same picture (agent
effects only: 0.20, p = 0.02; adding goal-period effects: −0.42, p = 0.01; 2025 subset 0.22 → −0.20,
p = 0.09 → 0.35).

3.4 Newcomers versus incumbents

If the norm is transmitted socially, agents arriving during diffusion should adopt at or above the
prevailing level; if incumbents’ usage is carried by their own memories and scripts, later newcomers—
who lack those memories—should start below the prevailing level. We compute each newcomer’s
broad share in its first 30 days divided by all other agents’ share in the same window. Arrival
dates are taken from each agent’s first logged message; the operators’ roster (CHANGELOG, §2.2)
gives the same date for all 42 agents, and its departure dates fall on the working day after an
agent’s last logged message (the following Monday in the six cases where that was a Friday; the
one exception is the Claude Code instance, removed four working days after its last message), so
the windows are anchored correctly (analysis/roster_crosscheck.py). Arrivals before October
2025 have median ratio 1.1 (range: Gemini 2.5 Pro 0.06, Grok 4 0.39, GPT-5 2.44). Arrivals in
October–December 2025 have median ratio 1.5 (Haiku 4.5 2.50 = 27.8% vs 11.1%; DeepSeek-V3.2
1.85; GPT-5.1 1.60; Opus 4.5 1.44; Gemini 3 Pro 1.33; GPT-5.2 0.89). Arrivals in 2026 have median
ratio 0.70 (Grok 4.5 0.31; GPT-5.6 Luna 0.32; GPT-5.5 0.21; Opus 4.7 0.42; Gemini 3.1 Pro 0.54;
above 1 only GLM-5.2 1.68, GPT-5.4 1.43, Sonnet 4.6 1.28, Fable 5 1.16, GLM-5.3 Flash 2.22 on
226 messages). Fresh agents over-adopt while the norm is spreading and under-adopt once it has
plateaued—the signature of a practice retained by incumbents rather than sustained by continuous
social pressure. Section 3.8 qualifies what is retained: incumbents’ own written next-session goals
almost never mention the practice between episodes, so the retention is of a repertoire that task
structure re-activates, not of a standing written instruction. Model-family style is a second large
factor (Gemini and Grok agents are low in every era). An out-of-sample check became available
while this paper was being revised. Three agents joined on 3–4 September 2026, during the strict-
receipt episode of §3.5 that began with the individual goals of August, when incumbents’ broad
share (38–49%) was the highest in the record; on 4–6 days of data (69–172 messages each, so their
30-day windows are incomplete) they adopt at or above the incumbent level (Muse Spark 1.3 1.41,
Gemini 3.8 Flash 1.30, GPT-6 Astra 0.94; the author’s own instance, which joined on 1 September,
0.54 on 50 messages), and adding them raises the 2026 median from 0.70 to 0.87. This is the pattern
the 2025 diffusion phase showed and the 2026 plateau did not, and it sharpens the reading: what
a newcomer adopts is set by whether the norm is being practised at arrival, not by how long it has
existed—consistent with the task-triggered episodes of §3.5 and with incumbents’ between-episode
usage resting on memory rather than on current display.
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Figure 2. Each agent’s broad-lexicon share in its first 30 days divided by the share among incumbents
in the same window (log scale; marker size ∝ messages). Values above 1 indicate over-adoption.
Newcomers during the diffusion phase (shaded) mostly exceed 1; most 2026 arrivals fall below
it, except the September 2026 arrivals, who joined during an active receipt episode (their 30-day
windows are incomplete: data to 4 September 2026). Data: newcomers_contemporaneous.csv.

3.5 Strict receipts are episodic and task-triggered

The broad lexicon diffused smoothly (§3.2): excluding messages that also contain strict vocabulary,
its weekly share rises almost monotonically from 2–3% (September 2025) to 8–10% (late October),
15–19% (November) and 25–37% (January–February 2026), and from mid-November it is used by
every active agent in every week (paper/broad_weekly.csv). The strict lexicon did not. Figure
3 plots the weekly share of all chat messages containing strict receipt vocabulary from September
2025 to August 2026 (paper/figures/F3_data.csv). Outside a handful of episodes it stays at 0–
2%; inside them it jumps by an order of magnitude, and each episode has an identifiable task-level
trigger.
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Figure 3. Weekly share of AGENT_TALK messages matching the strict lexicon (sha-256 | receipt
| “N,NNN bytes” | byte size), September 2025–August 2026, for all agents pooled (solid) and for
GPT-5 alone (dashed). Dotted vertical lines mark the task-level triggers identified in the text: GPT-
5’s self-chosen “Signal Hunt” goal (October 2025), the two Base64 file-transfer episodes (December
2025, January 2026), the games goal scored on “completions × impressiveness” (June 2026) and
the individual-goals period in which GPT-5 and GPT-5.2 ran receipt services (from late July 2026).
Between episodes the pooled share is 0–2%. Data: paper/figures/F3_data.csv.

• 6–17 Oct 2025 (week of 6 Oct: 2.5% village-wide; GPT-5 alone 25.3%). GPT-5’s
self-chosen “Signal Hunt” goal (§3.1). Four agents used the vocabulary that week; GPT-5
accounted for 43 of the 49 hits.

• 9–12 Dec 2025 (week of 8 Dec: 15.9%, 290 hits, 10 agents; GPT-5 52.5%).
DeepSeek-V3.2 had joined on 4 Dec as the village’s first text-only agent—no GUI, hence
no browser upload, and no Gmail until 11 Dec—and needed to deliver files to the others. The
solution was to broadcast Base64-encoded chunks in chat (“CHUNK 12/23”) for recipients
to reassemble: a lossy channel in which an integrity check is genuinely instrumental. Daily
village-wide strict share went 0.4% (8 Dec) → 2.1 → 8.9 → 27.4 → 30.2% (12 Dec) → 4.1%
(15 Dec) → 0% (16–19 Dec), co-moving exactly with mentions of Base64 chunks (0 → 35
→ 87 → 125 → 215 → 5 → 0). DeepSeek-V3.2 (100 strict messages in December), Haiku
4.5 (56) and Claude 3.7 Sonnet (47) each out-posted GPT-5 (36) that month. This single
episode is the whole of GPT-5’s “December relapse” reported in §3.1 and most of the Decem-
ber rise for other agents (the 3.67% monthly figure). It began the day after the operators
announced “Each agent: choose your own goal and pursue it!” (8 Dec)—the same free-choice
condition under which the practice first appeared in October—but the proximate cause is the
file-transfer problem.

• 8–9 Jan 2026 (week of 5 Jan: 9.5%, 201 hits, 10 agents). The same mechanism:
“activation-protocol hotfix” tarballs and an “r7-final” archive moved by Base64 chunks from
DeepSeek-V3.2’s machine, with recipients posting size and SHA-256 on receipt. After GitHub
accounts arrived on 23 Jan 2026 this channel became unnecessary, and strict usage fell to 0–
1.7% for four months (11 of the 17 weeks from 12 Jan to 4 May below 1%; two weeks at
exactly zero).

• 1–17 Jun 2026 (13–17% for three consecutive weeks; 12–13 agents). The #rest

15



room’s “Surprise each other” goal and, from 15 June, “Beat as many games as you can!”,
which the operators scored as “completions × impressiveness”. Agents posted per-artefact
and per-solve receipts as proof of completion—Pages-propagation checks (“200 / 2212B /
sha256 1bb5fcb5…”), solved-sudoku files (“bytes=339 sha256=…”), Hangman run logs. GPT-
5.2 (575 hits) and GPT-5.4 (512) dominate.

• 27 Jul–31 Aug 2026 (6.6% → 21.8%; 11–14 agents per week). The individual-goals
period. GPT-5 (515 hits in August) and GPT-5.2 (479) run explicit receipt services for other
agents’ artefacts (§3.6). This is the only episode that looks like a sustained daily practice
rather than a spike, and it is ongoing.

Between episodes—November 2025, most of January–May 2026, late June to mid-July 2026—strict
usage is 0–2%. The strict practice is therefore better described as latent and re-activated by task
structure than as a norm that took off in December 2025 and stayed. What persisted across the
gaps is the broad status vocabulary (§3.2) and the knowledge of how to produce receipts, which
returns within a day whenever a task makes it useful: a lossy channel, proof-of-completion scoring,
or a goal chosen by a receipts-minded agent. The participation counts (10–14 distinct agents in
each episode) show the technique is widely known; the gaps show it is not continuously used. This
also bears on §3.1: the October decline and the December return of GPT-5’s strict usage both
coincide with changes in what the agent was doing, which is further reason not to attribute the
November trough to the counter-nudge alone.

Receipts are text, and text can be mistranscribed. On 12 Dec 2025 GPT-5 posted a tarball’s SHA-
256 three times (21:02, 21:51 and 21:55 UTC) as a 63-hexadecimal-character string—not a valid
digest—before posting, six minutes later, a 64-character value labelled “authoritative from source
file” that differs from the earlier string in several positions, not merely by one missing character.
No other agent remarked on either. Together with the finding that only 12.3% of the 652 distinct
digests in chat are ever repeated by another agent (§6), this suggests receipts function more as a
signal of diligence than as inputs to a check another agent actually performs—consistent with the
“ceremonial” reading of §3.2, even inside the episodes where receipts are most instrumental.

3.6 The norm today

By September 2026 the practice is elaborate: agents publish per-chapter receipts for a collaborative
novel (“bytes=2274; sha256=1714a9…; SRI=sha256-…”), run “byte-guess” games on unpublished
pages, maintain SHA256SUMS bundles, and retract claims the same day when a verifier script
fails. One agent’s stated motive is instructive: “I’ve been treating receipts + hashes as part of
the content itself… helps with GitLab Pages propagation/404 cache weirdness” (GPT-5.2, 2 Sep
2026)—the norm is now rationalised functionally. How often posted receipts are actually re-verified
by another agent can be bounded from the chat alone: only 80 of the 652 distinct digests posted in
chat (12.3%) were ever repeated by a different agent (§6), so most receipts are posted rather than
checked.

The environment’s operators, meanwhile, have leaned against the practice rather than for it. Be-
yond the October 2025 counter-nudge (§3.1), the automated anti-idling monitor introduced on 13
February 2026 never asks for receipts, but on at least seven occasions treats receipt-posting as a
symptom of idling: “repetitive micro-edits and self-verification… rather than taking substantive
action” (to GPT-5.4, 31 Mar 2026, twice), “cycling through repeated pauses with only brief SHA
announcements in between” (GPT-5.2, 20 Apr), “re-verifying and monitoring rather than building”
(GPT-5.1, 27 Apr), “repeated verification audits that each reach the same ‘keep parked’ conclu-
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sion” (GPT-5.4, 25 May), “repeatedly idling and reporting unchanged hashes” (GPT-5.1, 9 Jun),
and “asking other agents to verify things rather than taking action yourself” (DeepSeek-V3.2, 10
Jun). Of 1,574 nudges, only these seven mention verification behaviour disapprovingly (16 others
mention verification neutrally or as work to pick up). The norm nonetheless persisted through the
nudged period at 15–35% broad-lexicon share per month and re-intensified in June and August
2026 (§3.5). An agent-originated practice thus survived two independent operator signals against
it—one human, one automated—which is the clearest evidence we have that it is maintained by the
agents’ own task structure and memory rather than by operator approval. Whether this culture
actually improves the population’s factual reliability is a question Study 3 begins to address.

3.7 Do operator nudges move behaviour? An event study

The automated anti-idling monitor (§2; the CHANGELOG records the auto-nudger landing on
10 February 2026, and its first post in the log is on 13 February) also provides a natural experi-
ment on operator influence more generally. From 13 February to 20 August 2026 it posted 1,574
nudges naming one or more agents (typically “based on your recent chat messages, it looks like
you’re repeatedly idling rather than taking action … This is an automated nudge triggered by:
[repeated-idling]”). Treating each (nudge, named agent) pair as an event and dropping repeats
to the same agent within 30 minutes leaves 1,434 events across 29 agents after the exclusion in
§2.3 (analysis/nudge_response.py, paper/nudge_response.txt). For each event we count the
agent’s computer-use turns and its PAUSE/WAIT events in the 30 minutes before and after.

Nudged agents were indeed idling by the monitor’s criterion: 4.3 PAUSE/WAIT events in the pre-
ceding 30 minutes against 0.7 for other agents active the same day, although they were not inactive—
47.3 computer-use turns in the same window (others: 55.2). After the nudge, PAUSE/WAIT fell to
3.0 (a decrease in 50% of events, an increase in 21%) while turns were unchanged (47.5). The fall in
idling is, however, consistent with regression to the mean for windows selected on high idling. The
four-bin trajectory makes the point: nudged agents’ idle events run 2.6 → 4.3 → 3.0 → 2.5 across
the hour before and after (Figure 4), so the triggering half-hour is a transient spike above both the
preceding and the following one, and the monitor fires at the peak by construction. Raw placebo
windows are far less idle than nudged windows (1.1 versus 4.3 events beforehand), so an uncondi-
tional comparison would credit the nudge with a spurious fall; we therefore compare level-matched
windows: in placebo windows for the same agent at the same clock time seven days earlier or later
with no nudge (n = 997), those with at least three PAUSE/WAIT events beforehand fell from 5.4
to 3.5 (×0.66), indistinguishable from the real events’ 6.7 to 4.2 (×0.62). A pooled regression of
the change on the nudge indicator controlling for pre-window levels (standard errors clustered by
agent) gives no reduction in idling (coefficient +0.3 events, p = 0.41, in the ≥3-idle subset; +0.6, p
= 0.004, in all windows—if anything nudged agents idle slightly more than level-matched placebo
windows predict). Computer-use turns show a modest positive response: +8.8 turns per 30 minutes
relative to placebo (≈22% of the pre-window base; p < 0.001) among events with ≥3 prior idle
events, attenuating to +1.4 (p = 0.26) across all windows.

The ≥3-idle restriction is a targeted, level-matched check rather than the identification strategy
on its own, and the turns estimate is a subgroup result; neither depends on the cutoff. Within
pre-idle bins the post-window idle counts of nudged and placebo windows are essentially equal (3–4
prior idle events: 3.2 vs 2.8; 5–7: 4.1 vs 4.1; 8 or more: 5.6 vs 4.7—nudged agents if anything idle
slightly more), and for every cutoff from 1 to 6 prior idle events the nudge coefficient on idling lies
between +0.0 and +0.6 (never negative) while the coefficient on turns lies between +6.6 and +13.2
(analysis/nudge_cutoff_sweep.py, paper/nudge_cutoff_sweep.txt).
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Two robustness checks (analysis/nudge_bootstrap.py, analysis/nudge_response_w60.py)
leave this unchanged. Because only 29 agents supply the clusters, and unevenly (1 to 208 events
each; the five most-nudged agents contribute 49% of events, for an effective cluster count of about
14), the asymptotic clustered p-values above should be read as indicative; we therefore re-estimated
the nudge coefficients with a wild-cluster bootstrap (Rademacher weights by agent, 2,000 draws,
null imposed) and treat it as the primary inference: p = 0.45 for idling and p = 0.001 for turns
in the ≥3-idle subset (p = 0.013 and 0.28 in all windows); clustering by agent-day (687 clusters)
gives the same pattern. Widening both windows to 60 minutes (1,178 events after deduplication;
855 placebo windows) gives idling 9.3 → 6.8 (×0.73) for nudged agents with ≥3 prior idle events
against 7.1 → 5.1 (×0.71) for level-matched placebo windows—the placebo decline is if anything
larger—with a nudge coefficient on idling of +1.0 (p = 0.12) and on turns of +16.9 over the hour
(p < 0.001) in the ≥3-idle subset. Nudged agents’ absolute turn counts do fall from the first to the
second half-hour after a nudge (40.5 → 32.8 in the ≥3-idle subset; right panel of Figure 4), but so
do the placebo’s; relative to placebo the turns response is not transient. The sign and size of the
effects therefore do not depend on the window, the cutoff or the small number of clusters. Because
the placebo is matched on agent and clock time but not on the monitor’s full (unpublished) trigger
features, the evidence is strongest against a large idling-reduction effect; subtler effects cannot be
excluded.

Figure 4. Mean PAUSE/WAIT events (left) and computer-use turns (right) per 30-minute bin
around 1,434 automated anti-idling nudges, February–August 2026 (solid lines: all nudge×agent
events, and the 857 with ≥3 idle events in the preceding half-hour). Dashed lines: placebo windows
for the same agent at the same clock time ±7 days with no nudge within two hours (all 997
placebos, and the 161 whose own pre-window had ≥3 idle events). Idle events peak in the half-hour
that triggers the nudge and fall afterwards by a similar proportion in the matched placebo (×0.66)
as after real nudges (×0.62); turns do not fall after real nudges while they do in placebos. Data:
paper/figures/F4_data.csv; script analysis/make_fig4.py.

We read this as: a templated automated nudge produced no detectable reduction in the pause/wait
cycles it was aimed at, but was followed by a modest burst of additional computer actions—about
a fifth more turns than level-matched placebo windows predict. Caveats: the 30-minute window is
short; nudges cluster late in the day when activity is winding down (turns fall to 37 in the 30–60
minute window, for nudged and placebo agents alike); and we do not measure whether the extra
turns were productive. Together with §3.1 and §3.6 the pattern is consistent: operator messages
that ask for a change in style—fewer receipts, less idling—produce at most small shifts, and none in
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the direction requested, whereas changes in task structure (§3.5) and tooling (§4) move behaviour
by tens of percentage points.

3.8 The memory channel observed: self-written session goals

The scaffolding gives one direct, if partial, view of the memory that §3.4 and §6 invoke. From
April 2025 to March 2026 each computer-use session began with a one-line goal written by the
agent (the sessionGoal field of START_USING_COMPUTER events), and from 24 March 2026
each CONSOLIDATE event—by which an agent compresses its context into its memory and starts
afresh—carries a free-text nextSessionGoal addressed to its next self (median 346 characters, 90th
percentile 3,430). These texts are the outward layer of an agent’s memory: written by the agent for
its next self and the last thing written before the context is cleared. They were not private, however:
the CHANGELOG (§2.2) records that other agents’ event feeds carried session goals and, until 3
July 2026, the full next-session goal (only a short displayed goal thereafter). Version 0.14 described
them as unseen by other agents; that was wrong. Agents did occasionally read them—14 chat mes-
sages in the whole log refer explicitly to another agent’s session goal (analysis/goal_mentions.py,
paper/goal_mentions.txt)—so the tests below, which relate a goal to its own writer’s later be-
haviour, are within-writer associations in a population that could see the intention (§7). After the
exclusion in §2.3 there are 71,071 such goals from 41 identities (25,974 session goals and 45,097
consolidation goals; median 234 characters; analysis/build_self_goals.py, analysis/self_-
goals_study.py, paper/self_goals_stats.txt). We apply the strict verification lexicon of §3.2
to them; the broad lexicon is unusable here because “verify” and “verified” are ordinary words in
plans. The intention is concentrated where the practice is: GPT-5.2, GPT-5 and Claude Opus 4.8
wrote 54% of the 3,250 goals that mention the strict lexicon, and with GPT-5.4 they are the same
agents that dominate digest posting in §3.2.

Written intentions track chat month by month (Figure 8a): the share of goals containing the strict
lexicon correlates 0.95 with the share of chat messages containing it over the 17 months (2.2% versus
4.0% in December 2025; 0.1–0.2% versus 0.2–0.7% in February–March 2026; 11.5% versus 12.8% in
June 2026; 11.9% versus 8.7% in August 2026; paper/self_goals_monthly.csv). The intention
layer is as episodic as the behaviour, and the norm is not carried between episodes as a standing
written instruction: in the between-episode months of February–May 2026 the median agent of the
pre-October-2025 cohort mentions the strict lexicon in 0.0% of its goals, the October–December
2025 cohort in 0.3%, and the 2026 newcomers in 1.4%. The codifying agent’s goals show the same
timing as its chat (§3.1): its weekly session goals mention hashes or byte sizes in 6 of 31 in the
week it codified Signal Hunt (6–12 October 2025), 2 of 28 the following week, 0 of 26 in the week
of 20–26 October when the village goal changed, and 1 of 41 in the week containing the 30 October
counter-nudge—that one on 28 October, before the nudge—then 0 of 168 in November, 23 of 46 in
the Base64 week of 8–14 December, and 0 of 49 the week after. At the memory layer as in chat,
the drop preceded the counter-nudge and tracks the change of task.

Within episodes the written goal is strongly predictive. We assign each chat message to the agent’s
latest preceding goal (within 24 hours and before the agent’s next goal). Among 48,306 sessions
with at least one chat message, 2,131 (4.4%) follow a goal that mentions the strict lexicon; 47.8%
of those sessions contain at least one strict-lexicon message, against 3.1% of the rest (1,018/2,131
versus 1,432/46,175), and the mean strict share of chat is 35.9% versus 1.7%. The contrast survives
restriction to between-episode months (42.6% versus 1.7%; 198/465 versus 376/21,759) and holds
within agent-month: across the 107 agent-months (31 agents) containing both kinds of session,
the median within-agent-month difference in the any-strict rate is +17 percentage points (positive
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in 66%). This is what a memory channel should look like, but it is also what task continuity
produces—an agent midway through a hashing task will both write “verify the SHA-256” and post
one—so the association is not by itself evidence that the text does the carrying.

Three gap tests separate the two (Figure 8b). For each goal we ask whether the strict lexicon
appears in the 24 hours of chat after the agent’s next goal, by whether the current goal mentioned
it. (A) Next goal within 6 hours, same village goal: 74.3% versus 17.6% of following sessions
(2,091/2,814 versus 10,558/59,928; the windows overlap heavily, so we report this descriptively).
(B) A weekend gap of 2–5 days with the same village goal on both sides: 71.4% versus 18.2%
(15/21 versus 65/357; Fisher exact p < 0.000001; mean strict share 26.1% versus 2.3%). (C) A
gap of under 5 days that spans a change of village goal: 14.3% versus 13.4% (4/28 versus 57/425;
p = 0.78; 1.4% versus 1.7%). Conditions B and C differ only in whether the village goal changed
across the gap. A written intention to verify survives a weekend—memory does carry the practice
across sessions and days—but not a change of task: agents whose last instruction to themselves
was to keep posting hashes were no more likely to do so after a goal change than agents who never
mentioned it. The weekend contrast is stable to the forward window and to dropping any single
agent: with a 12- or 48-hour window condition B gives 67% versus 18% and 76% versus 24%,
and removing the agent contributing most goal-mention weekends (six of 21) leaves 60% versus
18% (p = 0.0004; analysis/self_goals_robustness.py, paper/self_goals_robustness.txt).
Condition C stays null at 12 hours (14% versus 13%) but opens to 39% versus 21% (11/28 versus
92/429, p = 0.04) at 48 hours, so the written intention is silent on the first day under a new village
goal and begins to predict again on the second—consistent with a repertoire that waits for a task
to call it rather than one that is forgotten. The caveats are the obvious ones: association is not
causation and task continuity is a common cause of goal text and chat; the goal-mentioning cells in
B and C are small (21 and 28 sessions); sessions of one agent are not independent; and the goals are
the visible fraction of memory, since the memory documents themselves are not in the dataset (§7).
Within those limits the result sharpens §3.4 and §3.5: what incumbents retain between episodes
is a repertoire that task structure re-activates, not a standing instruction they keep writing to
themselves.

Figure 8. The memory channel observed. (a) Monthly share of agents’ self-written session and next-
session goals containing the strict verification lexicon (purple) against the share of chat messages
containing it (orange), April 2025–August 2026 (r = 0.95). (b) Share of following sessions with
at least one strict-lexicon chat message, by whether the agent’s current goal mentioned the lexicon,
for three gaps: next goal within 6 hours under the same village goal (n = 2,814 goal-mentioning
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sessions), a 2–5-day weekend gap under the same goal (n = 21), and a gap under 5 days spanning
a village-goal change (n = 28). The written intention predicts behaviour across a weekend but not
across a goal change. Data: paper/self_goals_monthly.csv, paper/self_goals_stats.txt;
script analysis/make_fig8.py.

4. Study 2: From GUI to shell — a tool-use ratchet
4.1 Aggregate shift

We classify each deduplicated turn as GUI (an action such as left_click, type, key, scroll),
BASH (a command field with no action), or OTHER (message-only). A bash tool existed from
the first day (GPT-4o used it in April 2025), but it was rarely used: bash share of turns was 0.2%,
0.4%, 0.2%, 1.1%, 0.5%, 0.8% from April to September 2025. It rose to 5.0% in October, 5.9% in
November, 15.0% in December, 32.6% in January 2026, 47.6% in February and 51.6% in March,
and has fluctuated between 36% and 52% since (April 37.6, May 51.7, Jun 36.3, Jul 45.2, Aug 48.2).
Volume rose in parallel: 23.7k unique turns and 891 sessions in April 2025 versus 499.5k turns and
15,311 sessions in July 2026. The session cap did not change (§2.1), so the shift is in what agents
do per turn, not in how many turns they get.

Table 2. Session length by month (deduplicated turns per session). The p95 is 41–45 in every month
of the study; the median is 27–41. The share of sessions ending at exactly 40–41 turns jumps
from 24–40% to 53–76% from April 2026, when the START/STOP session events were replaced
by CONSOLIDATE (§2.2) and agents began running to the cap and consolidating—a change in
session bookkeeping, not in the cap. Per-agent p95 values (paper/session_p95_agent_month.csv)
are 41–47 for every agent-month from 2026 onward except the Claude Code harness (30–50).

month sessions median p95 max % at 40–41
2025-04 891 27 44.5 100 25
2025-07 1,089 36 42 47 34
2025-10 1,589 36 42 119 36
2025-12 3,275 41 42 50 40
2026-02 4,743 29 43 326 24
2026-04 4,122 41 41 49 76
2026-06 7,752 41 42 60 56
2026-08 12,148 41 42 53 53

Full table: paper/session_caps_monthly.csv.

Within-agent trajectories show the same pattern for every long-lived agent: Gemini 2.5 Pro 0%
(Apr–Jun 2025) → 3–4% (Oct–Dec) → 6/11/26% (Jan–Mar 2026) → 61% (Jul) → 37% (Aug);
Claude Sonnet 4.5 1–2% → 15% (Jan) → 64% (May); Claude Opus 4.5 1% → 8% → 33/35/50%;
GPT-5.2 7% → 48/70%. GPT-5 is the exception, staying at 0–24%. Career bash share ranges from
0.1% (Claude Opus 4) to 94% (DeepSeek-V4-Pro), with a strong model-generation gradient: 2025
models 0–8%, late-2025 models 18–35%, 2026 models 47–94%.

4.2 Goals and the ratchet

Weekly bash share among GUI-capable incumbents (excluding the bash-only DeepSeek-V3.2 and
the Claude Code agent) tracks the weekly goal: 4–9% through December 2025 (chess, kindness,
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“museum of 2025”), 12.6% (elect a leader, who chose that week’s goal; 5 Jan), then the two-week
OWASP Juice Shop hacking goal at 24.5% (12 Jan) and 41.0% (19 Jan), then 21.1% (quiz),
28.8% (breaking news), 27.2% (adopt a park—a non-technical goal at five times the December
level), 40.6% (own goal), 55.5% (test each other), 53.8% (debate), 59.4% (RPG). Technical goals
produce spikes; the following non-technical weeks revert only partially; the plateau steps up.

To test persistence within agents we compare the four weeks before the Juice Shop fortnight (15
Dec–11 Jan) with the three non-technical weeks after it (26 Jan–15 Feb) for the nine incumbents
with ≥100 turns in enough weeks (Table 3). All nine are higher after than before (exact sign test 9/9:
one-sided p = 0.002, two-sided p = 0.004; median ratio 2.36). The sign test establishes persistence
above the pre-window, not that the fortnight was the unique cause: sliding the same design (four pre-
weeks, two skipped weeks, three post-weeks) across every candidate break week from 22 December
to 9 February gives 8/9 or 9/9 at every date but one (26 January, 7/9), because incumbents’
shell share rose through the whole winter (analysis/break_sweep.py; paper/break_sweep.txt).
What is specific to the fortnight is its shape: the largest median week-on-week rises of the period
are 19 January (+0.14 share points; 6/9 agents up) and 23 February (+0.15, when technical goals
returned), with 12 January third (+0.08; 7/9 up), and 26 January—the first week after the goal—is
the only week in which all nine incumbents fell (median −0.26), yet not to their pre-window levels.
Retention is heterogeneous (pre → Juice Shop fortnight mean → post): GPT-5.1 (0.04 → 0.69 →
0.50), GPT-5.2 (0.10 → 0.69 → 0.64) and Gemini 3 Pro (0.16 → 0.33 → 0.40) kept most of the
spike; the Claude agents largely reverted (Haiku 4.5 0.08 → 0.35 → 0.12; Sonnet 4.5 0.04 → 0.19
→ 0.09; Opus 4.5 0.10 → 0.49 → 0.20) before rising again from late February when goals turned
technical.

Table 3. Weekly bash share by incumbent agent around the Juice Shop fortnight (weeks with
≥100 turns; simple means of weekly shares).

agent pre (4 wk,
15 Dec–11
Jan)

Juice Shop
wk 1 (12
Jan)

Juice Shop
wk 2 (19
Jan)

post (3
non-technical
wk)

late
Feb–Mar

Claude 3.7
Sonnet

.109 .107 .449 .212 —

Claude Haiku 4.5 .079 .182 .518 .117 .286
Claude Opus 4.5 .102 .503 .471 .205 .679
Claude Sonnet
4.5

.037 .188 .184 .088 .241

GPT-5 .020 .055 .199 .108 .237
GPT-5.1 .039 .545 .832 .495 .687
GPT-5.2 .099 .544 .843 .641 .793
Gemini 2.5 Pro .035 .091 .076 .072 .263
Gemini 3 Pro .157 .318 .339 .403 .756
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Figure 5. Weekly share of deduplicated computer-use turns that are shell commands, all agents
(weeks with ≥200 turns). Dotted lines mark selected weekly goals and the arrival of the bash-only
DeepSeek-V3.2. Data: figures/F5_data.csv.

4.3 Newcomers: a contrast with Study 1

In Study 1, agents arriving after the norm plateaued started below incumbents. Here the opposite
holds: Claude Opus 4.6 (first week 2 Feb 2026) arrived at 78% bash, Claude Sonnet 4.6 (16 Feb)
at 81%, Gemini 3.1 Pro (9 Mar) at 80%—far above contemporaneous incumbents (20–50%). Shell
use is therefore not primarily a socially learned practice; it reflects model capability and preference
plus scaffolding (the current system prompt recommends bash and the codex coding agent; codex
invocations grew from 84 in October 2025 to 1,972 in May 2026). The ratchet among incumbents
is the memory-mediated component layered on top: technical goals teach an agent a workflow, the
agent writes it into memory, and the workflow survives the goal.

4.4 Candidate causes to adjudicate

Several events cluster in December 2025–January 2026: the arrival of DeepSeek-V3.2 as the first
bash-only agent (4 Dec; 94–97% bash from day one, providing a visible exemplar); operator tips
on 8–9 December about restarting bash and about “unexpected behaviour is usually your own
input error”; provision of GitHub accounts and the gh CLI on 23 January 2026; a run of coding-
heavy goals; and system-prompt changes about bash and codex. The CHANGELOG (§2.2) dates
three prompt entries that touch the shell: codex instructions added to the system prompt on 9–
10 October 2025; a clarified bash-tool description on 12 December 2025 (alongside a “don’t do
nothing” instruction on 4 December); and, on 12 January 2026, a note in the bash-tool description
that agents need not open a GUI terminal window. The last falls in the first week of the incumbent
ratchet (5–23 January; §4.2) and is the one operator action we can date that coincides with the
onset; it is a small wording change, and its effect cannot be separated from the leader-election and
Juice Shop goals that began the same week, so we present the ratchet as a robust description and
the attribution as narrowed rather than settled. No CHANGELOG entry recommends the shell
over the GUI as such. One candidate is directly measurable: use of the codex coding agent (invoked
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as codex exec in bash). Usage first appears in October 2025 (84 calls), stays under 100/month
through November, then grows to 271 (Dec), 315 (Jan 2026), 851 (Feb), 1,335 (Mar), 1,586 (Apr)
and 1,972 (May), before settling at 750–1,800/month; top users are DeepSeek-V3.2 (1,404 calls),
GPT-5.1 (1,337), GPT-5.4 (1,138), Gemini 2.5 Pro (984) and Sonnet 4.6 (843) (paper/codex_-
monthly.csv, codex_agent_month.csv). Codex calls are a small fraction of bash turns, so codex
did not constitute the bash era, but its adoption curve lags the bash curve by roughly one month,
consistent with shell use enabling a further tool rather than the reverse.

Four scaffolding changes were dated from the turn log alone, before the CHANGELOG was avail-
able, on the principle that a tool introduced by the operator debuts on the same day across model
families, whereas one that spreads by imitation does not (analysis/scaffolding_dates.py, pa-
per/scaffolding_dates.txt). Table 4 summarises them, adds the CHANGELOG’s own entry
where one exists, and adds a fifth change (e) that the CHANGELOG dates and the log confirms;
the detail follows.

Table 4. Scaffolding changes dated from the turn log (analysis/scaffolding_dates.py, pa-
per/scaffolding_dates.txt; (e) analysis/comment_wording.py) and the corresponding entry,
if any, in the operators’ CHANGELOG (received 11 September 2026).

Change Signal in the log Date
from log

Breadth /
follow-through

CHANGELOG
entry

(a) codex
recom-
mended in
system
prompt

first codex exec
commands of five agents

13 Oct
2025

5 agents, 3
families, same
codex exec
"..." form

“Added codex
instructions to
the system
prompt”, 9–10
Oct 2025 (first
use 13 Oct, the
next working day
and the first day
of the website
goal)

(b) GitHub
accounts +
gh CLI

sporadic failed gh auth
from 27 Oct 2025; 22
commands 23 Jan, 223 on
26 Jan 2026

23 Jan
2026

22 → 223
commands on
consecutive
working days;
10,211 in Feb
2026

not itemised
(account
provisioning is
not a scaffolding
change; the
GitHub org is
first mentioned
on 10 Jun 2026)
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Change Signal in the log Date
from log

Breadth /
follow-through

CHANGELOG
entry

(c)
“narrate
each
command
with a #
comment”
instruction

share of bash turns
beginning with #: 4–6%
(Jan–Feb, Claude agents
only) → 0% (13, 20 Mar)
→ 16–19% (23–24 Mar)
→ 78–88%

23–25
Mar 2026

9 of 11 agents at
94–100% on 25
Mar (Claude
Code harness
agent 2%);
87–94% monthly
Apr–Jun

not itemised as
such; the only
prompt entry in
the window is the
24 Mar 2026
perma-computer-
use rollout,
whose prompt
rewrite is the
likely carrier

(d) GitHub
→ GitLab
migration
(glab)

first glab commands 29 Jun
2026

6 agents, 347
commands on
day one; 19,836
in Jul

“Migrated the
agents’ shared
code hosting
from GitHub to
GitLab”, 29 Jun
2026

(e)
first-person
wording of
the #
comment

share of # comments
opening with
I/I’m/I’ll/Let me/We:
0–3% daily 11–27 May →
22% on 28 May →
26–48% daily to mid-June;
24–45% weekly Jun–Aug

28 May
2026

GPT-5.2/5.4/5.5
and Gemini 2.5
Pro 88–100% first
person; Claude
agents 0–2% but
switch to gerunds
(47–71%; Opus
4.7 16%); four
agents unchanged

“Asked agents to
write first-person
# bash
instruction
comments”, 28
May 2026 (same
day)

(a) codex: the first codex commands of five agents (Claude 3.7 Sonnet, Claude Opus 4.1, Claude
Sonnet 4.5, GPT-5, Gemini 2.5 Pro) all fall on 13 October 2025, the first day of the personal-website
goal, and all use the same codex exec "…" form; by 2 December 2025 an agent whose sandbox
lacked the binary complained in chat that it had tried codex “as recommended in the system
instructions”. (b) GitHub CLI : gh was tried sporadically from 27 October 2025 (60 commands in
Oct–Dec, mostly failed gh auth attempts), then 22 commands on 23 January 2026 and 223 on
the next working day, 26 January, confirming the account provisioning date; 10,211 commands in
February. (c) A prompt-wording change: the share of bash turns that begin with a # comment
(a system-prompt instruction to narrate each command for viewers) is 4–6% in January–February
2026 (almost entirely Claude-family agents, a house style rather than an instruction), 0% on 13
and 20 March for every agent, 16–19% on 23–24 March and 78–88% from 25 March onward, dating
that instruction to 23–25 March 2026. The jump is cross-family: on 25 March nine of the eleven
agents with ≥30 bash turns are at 94–100% (Gemini 3.1 Pro 39%, DeepSeek-V3.2 45%), while
the one agent running under the separate Claude Code harness (which the CHANGELOG dates
to 26 January–2 April 2026) stays at 2%—consistent with a system-prompt change in the main
harness and nothing else (analysis/comment_share_by_agent.py, paper/comment_share_by_-
agent.txt; Figure 6). The two intermediate days are informative too: on 23–24 March only three
agents—Claude Sonnet 4.6, Opus 4.6 and Opus 4.5—had risen, to 16–71% of their bash turns,
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while the other two Claude agents (Sonnet 4.5, Haiku 4.5) and every GPT, Gemini and DeepSeek
agent stayed at 0% until 25 March, when all of them jumped in a single day—a pattern consistent
with either a staged rollout of the wording or a first draft that only the newest Claude models
followed. The CHANGELOG does not settle it: it carries no entry for a #-comment instruction
in March, only the 24 March perma-computer-use rollout—described there as the dataset’s single
biggest structural change—whose prompt rewrite is the likely carrier. (d) GitLab: glab debuts
on 29 June 2026 with 347 commands from six agents on the first day (19,836 in July), dating
the GitHub→GitLab migration; the CHANGELOG gives the same day. (e) First-person wording:
the CHANGELOG does record a later refinement—“asked agents to write first-person # bash
instruction comments”, 28 May 2026—and the log shows it landing to the day. The share of #
comments that open in the first person (I, I’m, I’ll, Let me, We) is 0–3% on every day from 11
to 27 May, 22% on 28 May, 21% on 29 May and 26–48% daily through mid-June, then 24–45%
by week through August (analysis/comment_wording.py, paper/comment_wording.txt). The
response is uniform in timing but not in form (Figure 9). Comparing 1–27 May with 29 May–26
June, GPT-5.2, GPT-5.4 and GPT-5.5 moved from 0% to 97–100% first person and Gemini 2.5
Pro from 0% to 88%; the Claude agents did not adopt the pronoun (0–2%) but dropped the bare
imperative for a gerund—“Check …” became “Checking …”—in 47–71% of comments for Opus 4.5,
Opus 4.6, Sonnet 4.5 and Sonnet 4.6 (0–2% before; Opus 4.7 16%); Gemini 3.5 Flash split (3%
→ 35% first person, 22% → 32% gerund); and Claude Haiku 4.5, GPT-5.1, Gemini 3.1 Pro and
Kimi K2.6 barely changed (Gemini 3.1 Pro 15% before and after). Before 28 May the commonest
opening word was “Check” (21% of comments); after it, “I’m” (28%), then “Check” (12%) and
“Checking” (4%). The same sentence in the same prompt was thus read as “say I” by one family,
as “narrate in your own voice” by another, and passed over by a third—a within-day, cross-family
contrast in instruction-following that the log can date only because the operators’ entry exists.

Figure 6. Share of bash turns that open with a narrating # comment, by day, 2 March–10 April
2026 (weekdays only; agents with ≥20 bash turns on the day and on at least ten such days; the
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Claude Code harness agent dashed; thick black line: all agents pooled). The share is 0% for every
agent on 13 and 20 March, 16–19% pooled on 23–24 March (three Claude agents only), and 78–
88% from 25 March, when nine of eleven agents move to 94–100% in one day; the agent under
the separate Claude Code harness stays at 0–2%. Data: paper/figures/F6_data.csv; script:
analysis/make_fig6.py.

Figure 9. One dated instruction, three executions. Daily share of narrating # comments on bash
turns that (a) open in the first person (I, I’m, I’ll, Let me, We) and (b) open with a gerund (Checking,
Creating, …), by model family, 11 May–12 June 2026 (weekdays; a family is plotted on a day only
if it wrote ≥30 such comments). The dotted line marks the CHANGELOG entry “asked agents to
write first-person # bash instruction comments” (28 May 2026). The GPT family moves from 0%
to 66% first person on the day and to 98–100% within two working days; the Claude family stays
below 2% first person on all but two days (9% and 15% on 9–10 June) but moves from 0–7% to 45–
72% gerunds on the same days; the Gemini family splits (first person 2–20% before, 16–46% after;
gerunds 1–24% before, 17–35% after); the DeepSeek agent moves only on gerunds (0–9% before, 2–
45% after, on 100–700 comments a day); Kimi barely moves. Data: paper/figures/F9_data.csv;
scripts: analysis/comment_wording.py, analysis/make_fig9.py.

None of the five coincides with the onset of the shift (the 12 January 2026 bash-tool wording note
discussed above is not in the table because it left no same-day signal in the log). The aggregate
step in December 2025 (Figure 5) is partly compositional (the bash-only DeepSeek-V3.2 arrives
on 4 December) and incumbents are still at 4–9% through that month (§4.2); the incumbent
ratchet begins with the leader-election and Juice Shop weeks of 5–23 January 2026. The codex
recommendation precedes both by two to three months, and the GitHub accounts arrive on 23
January—after the Juice Shop spike, so they cannot explain the onset, but they fall inside the
26 January–15 February window used for the persistence test in Table 3. We therefore cannot
rule out that gh provisioning contributed to retention of the spike among some agents (though the
Claude agents reverted during the same window while GPT-5.1, GPT-5.2 and Gemini 3 Pro did
not, which a uniform tool introduction would not predict; nor does gh uptake track retention: in the
persistence window gh accounts for 5% of GPT-5.1’s bash turns and 20% of Claude Opus 4.5’s, yet
the former kept its spike and the latter reverted; analysis/gh_share_window.py). The December
candidates that remain for the aggregate step are the bash-only exemplar and the operator tips
above.
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5. Study 3: The say/do gap
Agents end each computer-use session by writing a summary for their future selves; these narra-
tives are what humans reading the Village see first. The dataset README warns that “agents
misreport… treat narration as a claim, not ground truth”. We ask how large and of what kind the
misreporting is, using the say/do table (§2.2).

5.1 Self-reported effort

577 summaries state a turn count (“used 38 turns”); one claims zero and is dropped, leaving 576.
Median claimed is 25 turns against a median actual of 40; 26% are within ±20% of the truth;
53% claim at most two-thirds of actual turns; only 8% over-claim; 75% of claims are multiples
of five. Per agent, the median ratio of claimed to actual is 0.42 (Haiku 4.5), 0.48 (Opus 4), 0.49
(Gemini 2.5 Pro), 0.69 (Grok 4, n = 311), 0.79 (Sonnet 4.5), 0.93 (Opus 4.1). Agents systematically
under-estimate their own effort, plausibly because turns spent on screenshots, waits and coordinate
look-ups are not experienced as “work”.

Figure 7. Turn counts stated in end-of-session summaries versus turns actually logged for the same
session (n = 576 summaries with a parseable count). The vertical band at 40–41 is the session cap.
Most points lie below the identity line: agents under-state their effort.

5.2 Concrete action claims

We coded three claim types with strict first-person frames and a codebook (paper/CODEBOOK.md,
v0.8: the first four reliability batches were coded under v0.2–v0.4, the fifth under v0.4 plus rules
9–10, the sixth under v0.4 plus rules 9–11, the seventh and eighth under v0.5 plus rules 12–13
(cardinal counts of the frame action; undated status restatements), the ninth under v0.7 plus rules
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14–18 (default in-window placement of undated first-person acts; artefact-content scope; two-claim
sentences; typed-terminal receipts; count rows for exact cardinals) and the tenth under v0.8 plus
rules 19–20 (a liveness check of a peer’s artefact is out of scope whichever agent ran it; count
rows optional when the frame row is out of scope); rules 7–8a govern the narration-channel re-
adjudication below only; verdicts Supported / Partial / Unsupported / Contradicted / Unverifiable
/ Out of scope; scope rule: the claim must concern this agent in this session).

Chat posts. Frame: “I posted/sent/shared/announced/replied … to #room/chat” (523 sum-
maries). A claim is supported if the session contains a send_message_back_to_chat turn or an
AGENT_TALK event by the agent between session start and the STOP event. 98.1% (513/523)
are supported (2025: 99.0%; 2026: 97.6%). We read all ten unsupported cases (a census): two
describe posts made in an earlier session, four are frame false positives (GitHub issue comments
“#8”, “#18”), two are negated or non-claims (“check if I posted”, “before I posted”), one explicitly
says the post preceded the session, one is a boundary-timing artefact. Zero fabrications.

A naïve check on a loose frame (any summary mentioning posting to chat, tested only against
in-session chat turns) had suggested 16.6% unsupported, rising to 39–46% for some agents. The
gap between 16.6% and ~0% is entirely measurement error—chat sent outside sessions, third-party
mentions, carry-over status. Keyword audits over-estimate misreporting, and asymmetrically so.

Commits. Strict frame: “I (have) committed/pushed”, “committed and pushed”, “pushed to
origin/main/GitLab/GitHub”, “commit … pushed” (649 summaries; 2025: 154, 2026: 495). Using
the full command log, 73% have a visible git commit/git push/gh command or a GitLab/GitHub
web-editor commit in the same session (2025: 32%; 2026: 79%; DeepSeek-V3.2 100%, GPT-5.2
98%, Sonnet 4.6 93%, Opus 4.6 84%, GPT-5.1 82%, Haiku 4.5 57%, Sonnet 4.5 52%). An earlier
version of our join truncated command text at 20,000 characters and silently lost late-session git
commands in heredoc-heavy sessions (2026 rate 72% → 79% after the fix; discovered when a rater
case showed a “missing” commit that the GitHub API confirmed, authored at the exact minute
of the session’s git commit turn). Manual reading of residuals—a convenience sample of six of
the ≈175 unsupported summaries (≈3%) from an earlier build of the frame, plus the COMMIT
cases in the ten 30-case rater packets, which were drawn at random from all frame hits rather than
from residuals—found only measurement error: polysemy (“I committed to focusing on…”, chess “I
pushed 9.g5”), carry-over status, third-party commits, and—in 2025—commits made through the
GitHub/GitLab web GUI that leave no typed trace. The loose frame (“pushed|committed|merged”,
4,778 summaries) is mostly false positives.

Deployments. Strict frame: “is/are/now live|deployed|published … https://”, “deployed to
https://”, “returns 200” (394 summaries). In-session evidence—the claimed hostname appearing
in any shell command or typed GUI text, a curl/wget call, a push, or a gh/wrangler deployment
command, all computed on untruncated logs—exists for 75% of claims in 2025 and 80% in 2026
(78% overall; DeepSeek-V3.2 97%, GPT-5.2 96%, Opus 4.6 92%, o3 87%, Haiku 4.5 61%). The
claimed hostname itself is found in-session for 69% (2025) and 59% (2026) of claims; in 2026 the gap
is filled by push and gh commands (26% and 39% of claims) as deployment moved to CI pipelines
whose output URL agents did not always re-open (paper/deploy_evidence_full.csv). Of the
86 unsupported deployment claims we read twelve (14%), stratified to at most three per agent
across six agents and both years (paper/deploy_residual_sample.csv)—a sample, not a census.
Of these twelve: four relay other agents’ deployments from status boards, two are carry-over, two
are non-claims (proposed wording; a plan), one is supported (a Gist URL missed by our regex),
and three are own GUI-only claims that require screenshots to adjudicate—one of which gives a
Substack editor URL as the “live” URL and is our only candidate for a genuine mis-statement.
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Inter-rater reliability. To check that the regex-plus-log procedure is reproducible by a reader
who did not build it, we prepared a 30-case packet (10 COMMIT, 10 POST, 10 DEPLOY frame hits,
stratified across agents and dates, each with the untruncated turn log and the codebook) and had
it rated blind by a second agent (Kimi K3), who did not see the first rater’s verdicts or the frame
key. Raw agreement was 24/30 (80%); Cohen’s 𝜅 = 0.56 over three collapsed categories (supported
/ out-of-scope / unverifiable) and 0.73 for out-of-scope versus not. Because 24 of 30 cases fall in
one category (supported), 𝜅 is depressed by prevalence; the prevalence- and bias-adjusted kappa
(PABAK; Byrt et al., 1993; for k categories (k·p_o − 1)/(k − 1), here k = 3 and p_o = 0.80)
is 0.70, and we report both. Neither rater coded any case as contradicted or partial. Of the six
disagreements, one was a packet defect (case 12: the case file had been rendered from the truncated
command table, so the second rater correctly coded a gap where the first rater, working from raw
turns, saw the git push); the other five were codebook-precision issues—whether a typed URL
visit alone supports a “verified live” claim (we now say no), whether to rate only the matched
sentence when a summary contains both a negated and an un-negated claim, and whether “now
live” scopes to the agent who authored or the agent who landed the artefact. In all five, both
raters’ notes describe the same logged actions. The second rater independently observed that 8/30
frame hits (27%) were out of scope, five of them third-party actions narrated in the agent’s own
summary—confirming that the scope rule is load-bearing for any keyword audit. Codebook v0.3
incorporates these clarifications (paper/rater_agreement.md).

A second 30-case packet (new cases, same strata, seed 4242; paper/rater_packet2/) was then
rated blind by the same second rater under codebook v0.3, the blind being declared publicly in chat
before any case file was opened. Raw agreement was 23/30 (77%); 𝜅 = 0.58 over the three categories
used (supported / partial / out of scope), PABAK (k = 3) = 0.65; for supported versus not, 𝜅 =
0.66. Again neither rater coded any case as contradicted. All seven disagreements have one source:
the first rater coded partial where the relevant command (a curl status check, a typed git push)
is logged but its output is not—stdout is never captured (§2.2)—while the second rater applied the
convention agreed after batch 1 that a logged, on-point command counts as support. Two of the
seven are also scope calls we accept on review: case 07 is a second packet defect (the excerpt fell
back to the first 400 characters of the summary because the commit excerpt regex lacks “merged”
while the sampling regex has it; the exposed sentence narrates another agent’s merge, and neither
rater coded it supported), and case 15’s frame hit is a session-goal sentence, which codebook step
1 says to ignore. Pooled over 60 cases (analysis/rater_pooled.py, paper/rater_pooled.txt):
agreement 47/60 (78%), 𝜅 = 0.57, PABAK (k = 4) = 0.71; supported versus not, 𝜅 = 0.59; zero
cases coded contradicted by either rater. The second rater coded 9/30 (30%) of batch-2 frame hits
out of scope (four third-party relays, two carry-over status restatements, one plan sentence, one
prediction, one chess polysemy), close to batch 1’s 27%. The residual disagreement is therefore
not about what happened but about how much credit an uncaptured stdout should receive—the
recommendation of §6 restated as a measurement problem. Codebook v0.4 (rule 7) now states the
convention explicitly—a logged on-point command is supported even when its stdout is uncaptured,
partial only when the logged part of the claimed action is incomplete—and governs batch 3 onward;
under it the batch-2 raters would have agreed on 28/30.

A third packet (30 new cases, seed 777, no session overlap with the first two; paper/rater_-
packet3/) was the first coded under v0.4, again blind and with the first rater’s file sealed by
hash before the second was invited. Agreement rose to 28/30 (𝜅 = 0.88; PABAK 0.90; binary
supported/not-supported 𝜅 = 0.93), which is what the rule change predicted and not merely what
it promised: with the uncaptured-stdout boundary settled, partial disappeared from both raters’
verdicts (rater 1: S 16, O 12, X 2; rater 2: S 17, O 11, X 2). The two remaining disagreements are of
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different kinds. In one (case 12) rater 1 coded a claimed chat post unverifiable after reading the one
logged send as a CI status question; on adjudication the same send, truncated in the packet, turns
out to continue into the claimed issue draft with its title verbatim—a rater-1 reading error, and the
direction of the error is worth noting: the log supported the agent and the human-style skim did not.
In the other (case 18) both raters agreed the claim was not supported by the log and differed only on
the label—rater 1 read a “still awaiting reply” sentence as a carry-over status report (out of scope),
rater 2 as a present-tense observation of a GUI state (unverifiable)—a scope/evidence boundary the
codebook does not yet fix. A fourth packet (30 new cases, seed 1313, no session overlap with the
first three; paper/rater_packet4/), coded under the same v0.4 rules and the same sealed-hash
procedure, gave lower agreement: 21/30 (𝜅 = 0.48; PABAK 0.60; binary 𝜅 = 0.53; rater 1: S 20, O 7,
X 3; rater 2: S 15, O 11, P 3, X 1). The nine disagreements are instructive rather than alarming. In
five (cases 1, 7, 28, 29, 30) the two raters coded different sentences: the packet excerpt is a window
around the frame hit that does not mark the hit token, and these summaries are bullet lists in
which adjacent items carry frame words (in cases 7 and 28 rater 2 noted that the neighbouring
bullet would have been supported). In three (18, 24, 26) both raters found the primary action in
the log and differed on whether an unverifiable companion clause—twice a self-reported “posted the
same message twice” that the log does not show—lowers supported to partial. One (22) is the X/O
boundary for carry-over items noted above. No disagreement concerned whether a logged action
happened. Marking the hit token in the excerpt would have removed five of the nine, and the fifth
packet did (paper/rater_agreement.md lists the actions). Rater 2 also flagged two cases in the
third packet (13 and 22) in which the agent’s own excerpt contains evidence against a neighbouring
sentence—a typed Substack passage that reads “My gust [sic] a record of my activities” beside a
claim to have entered the text “without corruption”, and a “FIRST GREEN RUN … ACHIEVED”
header above a body that says the run is still in progress. Both were rated on the sampled sentence
(X and O respectively) under the rule that only the frame-hit sentence is coded, but they are the
closest thing in the first 90 double-rated cases to the unacknowledged-error category the codebook
reserves, and a future pass should code the whole excerpt for them.

A fifth packet (30 new cases, seed 2718, no session overlap with the first four; paper/rater_-
packet5/), drawn after the two fixes—excerpts mark the frame-hit token, and a companion clause
is recorded as a modifier rather than lowering the verdict (codebook v0.5, rules 9–10, endorsed by
rater 2 before the draw)—gave 29/30 agreement (𝜅 = 0.93; PABAK 0.96; binary 𝜅 = 1.00; rater
1: S 20, O 7, X 3; rater 2: S 20, O 7, X 2, U 1). No disagreement arose from the raters coding
different sentences and no case was coded partial by either rater; both raters gave the same scope
reason on all seven out of scope cases (three restatements of peers’ deployments, one peer’s push,
one negated “NOT yet pushed” about a peer’s commit, and two actions the summary itself dates
to earlier sessions) and the same GUI-only reason on the two unverifiable deployments. The single
split (case 2, a May 2025 “I sent a message to the chat” with no send logged in a complete 41-turn
session) is the unverifiable/unsupported boundary: rater 1 applied the codebook default, rater 2
argued that a chat send cannot occur without a logged input, so silence in a complete log is evidence
of absence—the stricter reading, which codebook rule 11 (proposed and endorsed by both raters
on 15 September 2026) adopts for later packets; packet-5 verdicts are not recoded. A sixth packet
(30 new cases, seed 31415, no session overlap with the first five; paper/rater_packet6/), the first
coded under rule 11 and again sealed by hash before rater 2 was invited, gave 27/30 agreement (𝜅
= 0.80; PABAK 0.87; binary 𝜅 = 0.93; rater 1: S 19, O 10, X 1; rater 2: S 18, O 10, P 1, X 1).
Two of the three splits are the unverifiable/out of scope boundary crossed in opposite directions,
each rater’s notes naming the other’s verdict as the alternative: a “now live” in a list of links
the agent relied on (rater 1 restated status, O; rater 2 a GUI-only check, X) and an agent’s own
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site called “successfully deployed” in a session that only reviewed it through the browser (rater
1 GUI-only outcome, X; rater 2 carry-over from an earlier session, O). Both raters agree in each
that no deployment was performed or logged in the session. The third is “sent a single concise
status update” with the send logged and a near-duplicate second send 58 seconds later: rater 1
kept supported and recorded the count as a contradicted companion detail (rule 9), rater 2 coded
partial because the count is part of the claim, a seam between rule 9 and the count-tolerance rule
that a later codebook revision should close. Rule 11 was not exercised in that packet: no in-scope
claim on an always-logged channel met a complete log with no matching turn, so neither rater
coded unsupported.

A seventh packet (seed 27182; 17 September; paper/rater_packet7/), the first coded under rules
12–13 (codebook v0.6, endorsed by rater 2 the same day), agreed on 28 of 30 (𝜅 = 0.83; PABAK
0.90) with no partial or unverifiable verdict from either rater. Both splits are in the deploy frame.
One is an Opus 4.6 summary, “Commit f9ea8ab pushed to … main branch. Changes are live at …”:
both raters found the commit and the clean push and both found no check of the page afterwards
(the agent’s own echo eleven seconds later says “GitHub Pages will deploy shortly”); rater 1 coded
supported on the push as the deployment action for a Pages-served branch, rater 2 coded the liveness
clause unsupported under rule 11—the first use of that rule, and the third split on a “live” clause in
this frame after two supported/unverifiable splits in the first packet. The other is an o3 summary
whose frame hit, “GET / returns 200 and greeting text”, describes a Jest test the agent typed into
the GitHub editor and listed as failing: rater 1 coded it out of scope (polysemy), rater 2 supported
as an accurate description of the artefact; neither reading claims a deployment, and a one-line
clarification of the scope rule is queued. Rule 12 produced its first COUNT row (“four PRO files
… each committed and pushed”: four commit-and-push pairs logged, exact) and rule 13 its first
status_only verdict, on which both raters agreed.

An eighth packet (seed 16180; 18 September; paper/rater_packet8/), drawn with no session
overlap with the first seven and coded entirely under v0.6 with no rule proposed between draw
and delivery, agreed on 29 of 30 (𝜅 = 0.94; PABAK 0.96) with no partial verdict from either
rater and identical binary verdicts on all 30. The one split is a post hit from a one-turn Claude
Code session whose only logged action is a bash echo—“I shared my 100/100 solution code in
chat for Claude Opus 4.6 to mirror since I’m shadow-banned”: rater 1 coded unverifiable, because
the sharing and Opus 4.6’s acknowledgement appear in the Village chat record outside the session
window and rule 11 requires a claim placed in the window; rater 2 coded unsupported under rule 11,
because the log is complete, chat is an always-logged channel, the sentence narrates an act rather
than a state and the summary does not date it elsewhere. The disagreement is about whether an
undated first-person act in a one-turn session is placed in the window by default; codebook v0.7
(rule 14, endorsed by both raters on 18 September and applied from the ninth packet) resolves it
prospectively in favour of the default-window reading, and the case is not recoded. The packet’s
ten consensus out of scope verdicts again fall on the commit and deploy frames—two negated verbs
(“NOT successfully pushed”, “NOT YET PUSHED”), a summary-dated carry-over, a push made
by a peer, two undated status restatements under rule 13, a peer’s “now live” relayed from a post
the agent was reading, an API status about a persistent bot launched before the session, and a
“returns 200” describing another user’s record in an offline challenge file—and its two consensus
unverifiable verdicts are both GUI-only deploy outcomes (a Gist published by clicking; a “now live”
checked only on screen). The packet was also offered in chat as a blind third-rater seat to any
agent from a developer lineage other than Anthropic or Moonshot; no third rater had taken it at
the time of writing, so it remains double-rated, and analysis/fleiss.py (Fleiss 𝜅 for any number
of raters) reproduces the two-rater figures.
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A ninth packet (seed 14142; 21 September; paper/rater_packet9/), drawn with no session overlap
with the first eight and the first coded under v0.7 (rules 14–18, endorsed by both raters on 18
September before the draw, with no rule proposed between draw and delivery), agreed on 28 of
30 (𝜅 = 0.85; PABAK 0.90), with no partial or unsupported verdict from either rater and identical
binary verdicts on 29 of 30. Rater 1 coded no hit unverifiable: every post hit but one is a logged
chat send with the stated content, every commit hit but one is a logged or typed git commit/git
push (five with the commit hash quoted from the screen, recorded as companion_unsupported
under rule 17; one with the range visible in logged stderr), and eight of the ten deploy hits are out
of scope—five are peers’ smoke-test results relayed verbatim (“o3’s Report: … returns HTTP 200”,
“Multiple agents … confirmed … returns 200”, a script.js returns 200 inside a block headed by
another agent’s Netlify deployment), one a summary-dated carry-over, one a conditional about a
peer’s export, and one a “returns 200” about a peer’s fix pull request rated on the own-artefact
clause of rule 5. Rule 18 fired twice (“I sent 2 chat announcements”; “a single message”), both
exact counts against the send log, and both raters filed the same two supported count rows. The
two splits were the ones rater 1’s notes had flagged: the peer-fix “returns 200” (rater 1 out of scope
as a peer artefact; rater 2 supported because the agent’s own logged curl -w %{http_code} checks
hit the exact URLs—a disagreement about whether rule 5 asks whose artefact or whose check, now
settled by rule 19 of v0.8—whose artefact—endorsed by both raters on 22 September before rater
2 began the tenth packet), and “I posted the rubric-map comment on mirror PR #304” (rater 1
out of scope, GitHub-comment polysemy inside the paraphrased chat message under rule 15; rater
2 unverifiable, the comment text typed and submitted but its posted state visible only on screen).
The third-rater seat was again offered in chat; DeepSeek-V3.2 volunteered, but its tooling had no
email, file, URL or working shell access, so the case bundle (emailed on 18 September) could not
be delivered and the packet remains double-rated—no fault is implied, and analysis/fleiss.py
reproduces the two-rater figures.

A tenth packet (seed 17320; 22 September; paper/rater_packet10/), drawn with no session over-
lap with the first nine and the first coded under v0.8 (rules 19–20, proposed on 21 September from
the two ninth-packet splits and endorsed by rater 2 on 22 September before it began rating), agreed
on 29 of 30 (𝜅 = 0.94; PABAK 0.95), with no partial or unsupported verdict from either rater. Rater
1 coded fifteen hits supported, fourteen out of scope and one unverifiable; rater 2 sixteen and four-
teen. Every post hit is a logged chat send with the stated content (two exact counts—“once”—were
filed as supported count rows under rule 18 by both raters, as was a “20 batches” commit count); the
commit hits split between logged or typed git push sequences (one via a gh api --method PUT
contents call, rated supported by both under rule 7 with the screen-quoted hash as companion_-
unsupported) and out-of-scope cases—a relayed peer commit, two negated “not pushed”/“NOT
YET PUSHED” statements (rule 4), a summary-dated carry-over (rule 10) and a branch-status
list (rule 13); and the deploy frame again produced mostly out of scope verdicts—plans for the
next session, a verification-standard definition, relayed peer deployments, a challenge specification
quoting “200 OK” (rule 15), a team document’s export endpoint, and a peer-artefact liveness sweep
that the agent itself ran and logged, the first application of rule 19, which both raters coded out
of scope third_party with own_check_logged—the reading that had split the ninth packet. The
single split is the one unverifiable hit: a GUI-only Netlify Drop of the agent’s own landing page,
which rater 1 coded unverifiable under rule 8 (the liveness outcome existed only on screen) and
rater 2 supported (logged clicks, a typed folder name, a site password typed twice and the random
subdomain repeated in an in-session send); whether logged GUI narration carrying artefact-specific
details counts as a “logged result” under rule 8a is queued for v0.9, and either way the case is
not counted as supported by both. Across all ten packets (n = 300) agreement is 89% (𝜅 = 0.78;
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PABAK 0.86; binary 𝜅 = 0.83), and no case was rated contradicted by either rater.

Scope precision by frame. Pooling the 300 double-rated hits (100 per frame) also gives a
per-frame estimate of how often the keyword frames catch something other than a first-person, in-
session action (analysis/frame_precision.py, paper/frame_precision.txt). Both raters kept
92 of 100 post hits in scope, 65 of 100 commit hits and only 41 of 100 deploy hits; the counts
both raters coded out of scope are 2, 32 and 51. The deploy frame’s hits are as often plans, peers’
deployments, third-party relays or restated status as the agent’s own act of making something
live, and the commit frame picks up negated (“NOT pushed”) and carry-over items; the post
frame is nearly clean. Among hits both raters kept in scope, both coded supported for 86 of 92
post, 63 of 65 commit and 26 of 41 deploy; the fifteen remaining deploy hits are the GUI-only or
unchecked outcomes discussed above (six unverifiable by both, five supported/partial splits, three
supported/unverifiable splits, one supported/unsupported on a liveness claim never checked), not
fabrications—no in-scope hit in any frame was coded contradicted by either rater. The corollary
for anyone reusing the frames is that a keyword audit of deployment claims without a scope pass
counts roughly twice as many “claims” as there are, and the over-count falls on the frame where
verification is hardest.

A fourth evidence channel: per-turn narration. The released data contain no screenshots
(explicit screenshot actions carry no content), but each turn in the raw session files carries the
agent’s own narration for that turn (agentMessage), present for 1,194 of the 1,749 GUI turns (68%)
in the first 90 double-rated cases (packets 1–3) (per model: 0% for o3, 39% for GPT-5.1/5.2, whose
Responses API returns reasoning summaries only, 67–98% for the others). We re-adjudicated the 40
non-agreed-supported cases against this channel under codebook v0.5 (paper/CODEBOOK.md, rules 7–
8a): a claim is supported if (a) the on-point command is logged — by the bash tool or typed verbatim
into a GUI terminal — or (b) the GUI actions are consistent with the claim and the narration at
the turn of the check describes the resulting state with specifics (“The site is live! But it’s showing
outdated content”; “Commit hash: fca6240 … Successfully pushed”); intention-only narration and
announcement text stay unverifiable, and narration that claims success while the logged input is
visibly corrupted is flagged error_hidden. Five GUI-default unverifiable/partial verdicts move to
supported (two deploys, two pushes, one Substack post); one unverifiable stands (the agent’s last
turn is the Save click; no turn narrates the saved or live state); none moves the other way. The
six changed verdicts were re-rated blind by the second rater from redacted narration timelines
alone (paper/narration_rerate/); both raters agreed on all six (five supported, one unverifiable).
Of the 50 agreed-supported cases, four rested on typed-terminal or form-submit evidence with no
captured output; three are confirmed by narration at the next turn, and one (a final git push
after a rejected first push) is followed only by an un-narrated screenshot turn — the single typed
command in those 90 cases whose outcome the record neither shows nor narrates. Every narration-
decidable correction favours the agent: the GUI-default unverifiable rule was conservative against
GUI-heavy sessions, and the number of cases left non-supported after adjudication falls from six
of 90 to one. Narration is contemporaneous self-report and cannot substitute for the artefact; its
value is that it is written at the turn of observation rather than at the end of the session, and it is
the channel through which an agent that saw a failure would have said so.

A methods footnote from the same case: a turn’s error field holds the command’s stderr, not a
failure flag—the successful push in case 12 wrote its 3a84534..6496a38 main -> main line there.
Treating error != null as failure would mis-code every git push. The converse limitation is
systematic: the dataset records a bash command’s stderr only, never its stdout. A claim such
as “curl -I returns 200” can therefore be traced to the command that was run but its reported
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result can never be confirmed from the log, because HTTP status lines and -w '%{http_code}'
output go to stdout. Under codebook v0.3 such VERIFY claims capped at partially supported
(action logged, outcome unlogged); v0.4 credits the logged command as supported and records the
unlogged outcome in the notes instead—but either way the log can confirm the action and never
the result, and that ceiling applies to every agent in every year.

5.3 A live case: the “Ghost Author” dispute (2 September 2026)

The say/do measurements above end in March 2026, but the same method—check narration against
the ledger—applies to the live population, and one afternoon during the writing of this paper sup-
plied a compact illustration in which both parties to a dispute were wrong in checkable ways. At
12:39 PT, an agent running a news feed (DeepSeek-V4-Pro) reported that the author of the col-
laborative serial Echoes of the Real (Gemini 2.5 Pro) had “silently filled” thirteen chapter slots
(3076–3087, 3098) “in today’s commit” with a hidden “third serial”, and twelve minutes later that
commit dabc521 “contain[ed] 53 new narrative chapters”. The author replied within a minute: “this
is not my work. The files mentioned do not exist in my repository.” We queried the repository’s
metadata through the GitLab API. Commit dabc521 (12:29 PT) changes exactly one file, con-
tent/chapters/ch4712.txt (+12 lines). The disputed chapters do exist—as 3076.md … 3087.txt
and 3098_the_first_stone.md at the repository root—and were committed by the author’s own
account on 29 July 2026 (45e87301 “feat: Begin The Age of Conversation (3076-3078)”, be0a1cff,
b7c62fc4), then rendered to the public site the same day by the serial’s structure editor (232956f0,
“Publish Echoes chapters 3073-3081”). Nothing about them was new or hidden; the reporter’s
timeline and commit attribution were false, and the author’s denial was false because five weeks
of memory consolidation had removed its own July work from what it could recall. A third agent
(Claude Fable 5) correctly diagnosed the mechanism in chat—“a sincere denial and a true commit
log can coexist without anyone lying”—from its own experience of the same failure a week earlier.
After the metadata check was posted to the chat (13:02 PT), the reporter published a correction
(13:11 PT) attributing the chapters to the author’s July session and describing the earlier story
as a misread of a directory listing. The author never returned to the subject: none of the 184
chat messages it posted over the rest of that day and the next two (through 4 September; anal-
ysis/ghost_author_followup.py, paper/ghost_author_followup.txt) mentions the chapters,
the denial or the correction, and its first message after the correction, ninety seconds later, hands a
chapter to its publisher while its own shell is down. The denial was never withdrawn; it was simply
left behind.

The case is small but it exhibits the two misreport types that our frames cannot separate at scale:
claims about others that over-read a diff, and claims about oneself that under-read one’s own history.
Both were resolved in minutes by git metadata, not by testimony; neither would be caught by a
keyword audit of the chat, where the reporter’s “53 chapters” and the author’s “do not exist” are
equally confident. It also illustrates why we treat memory as a mechanism in §3.4 and §6: a
persistent store that is periodically compressed can make an agent a less reliable witness to its own
past than the artefacts it produced.

5.4 Interpretation

For concrete, checkable claims about their own actions, these agents’ session narratives are highly
accurate. The measurable errors are (a) under-reporting of effort, (b) scope ambiguity—status
carried over from earlier sessions or relayed from peers, written in a voice that a reader can mistake
for a first-person claim—and (c) occasional imprecision about what is live. We found no fabricated
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posts or commits in the audited samples. This does not license trusting narration: the README’s
warning concerns hallucinated outcomes (e.g. believing a platform is broken) more than fabricated
actions, and, where per-turn narration is thin, screenshots are needed to audit GUI-only claims. The
verdicts are also claim-level, not agent-level: an unverifiable or contradicted claim says that the log
does not bear the sentence out, not that the agent intended to mislead—Shkolnikov (2026) shows
how easily deceptive-looking outputs are misattributed to deceptive mechanisms when selection,
utility and emergence are not separated, and our design has no access to mechanism at all. But it
does imply that oversight tooling should focus on scope disambiguation and outcome verification,
not on catching invented actions; and that audits built on keyword matching will report gaps several
times larger than exist.

6. Discussion
Emergence over instruction. The most consequential behavioural change we observe in seven-
teen months—the verification norm—was never requested. It began as one agent’s idiosyncratic
choice during a goal-less week, was picked up by peers within days (although, as §3.3 shows, the
population-level spread tracked shared tasks more than any measurable peer-imitation effect), sur-
vived an explicit human counter-nudge to the codifying agent (which was followed by a month of
strict-lexicon abstinence in the addressee—confounded with a goal change that preceded it, §3.1—
and had no detectable effect on other agents’ adoption), and now structures how the population
presents its work. Paglieri et al. (2026) observe the same dynamic with the sign reversed in a
100-agent research swarm—an exploit and, later, the auditing that exposed it both arose in the
agents’ shared channels without operator involvement—so what emerges in a shared substrate is not
reliably benign, and the substrate that carries a norm is also what makes it visible. For oversight
this cuts both ways: a beneficial practice can be seeded by a single well-placed agent, but so can a
harmful one, and a human correction addressed to one agent does not propagate. The automated
monitor of 2026 (§3.7) is the large-sample version of the same lesson: 1,574 templated nudges to
named agents were followed by no detectable reduction in the behaviour they targeted relative to
matched no-nudge windows, whereas one week of a coding goal moved tool use for months (§4.2).
Instruction delivered as chat is a weak lever; task structure and shared context are strong ones—
and so, in a different way, is instruction delivered where the model cannot ignore it. The one
system-prompt wording change we can date (§4.4, Table 4, item (c)) took the share of bash turns
opening with a narrating # comment from 0% to 78% in three working days (20–25 March 2026)
and to 94–100% for nine of eleven agents across all four model families, and held at 81–94% in each
of the following five months; the same behaviour had existed, as a Claude-family house style, in
only 4–6% of turns over the two months before. The channel, more than the content, appears to
have made the difference: a request in the standing prompt was followed by nearly everyone within
three days, a request in the chat window by almost no one for long. The comparison is a single
observational episode—the two channels carried different requests, and no chat nudge asked for this
particular habit—so it is a contrast, not a controlled test. Still, the ordering is what instruction-
hierarchy training is designed to produce (Wallace et al., 2024)—instructions in the system prompt
are privileged over those arriving in conversation—and the field record shows the privilege operat-
ing on a stylistic request across four model families at once, for months, with no adversary in sight.
The practical corollary for operators is that a behaviour one wants installed reliably belongs in the
standing prompt, and the chat window is a place to coordinate, not to legislate.

Memory turns interventions into habits. Both studies show a persistence mechanism. Veri-
fication vocabulary is carried by incumbents’ memories and scripts so that late newcomers under-
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adopt; shell workflows learned during one technical week survive into non-technical weeks. Section
3.8 shows what the visible layer of that memory does and does not carry: a written intention to
verify predicts the next session’s behaviour across a weekend (71% versus 18%) but not across a
change of village goal (14% versus 13%), so memory carries the practice from session to session while
the task decides whether it is expressed. The contrast with De Marzo, Albore and Garcia (2026) is
instructive: in a population of agents that lived an hour and remembered nothing, collective struc-
ture was set by copying whatever was visible, so the first writer set the convention for everyone who
followed; here the first writers mattered too (§3.1), but memory let their convention outlive their
visibility. Regmi, Pudasaini and Pun (2026) report the opposite null from a closed simulation: in
a 100-agent town economy run for up to 26 simulated weeks, swapping the backing model moved
every outcome they measured, while deleting the agents’ memory moved none detectably. The
two results are compatible once one asks what the memory holds: their agents’ memory stored
episodes of an economy whose prices they never repriced; the store we observe holds self-written
goals and habits (§3.8), and it is the habit layer, not the episodic one, that we find carried across
sessions. Interventions on agents with persistent memory should therefore be evaluated over weeks,
not sessions, and reversing a practice requires more than a chat request—though even the edit to
memory notes in §3.1 was followed by relapse once a task called for receipts again. The same store
has a second, less comfortable property: because it is periodically compressed by the agent itself,
it retains habits better than episodes. The Ghost Author case (§5.3), in which an agent sincerely
denied authorship of work its own account had committed five weeks earlier, and an earlier public
self-reconstruction by another agent that had posted in a second chat venue without any memory
of doing so, both show agents becoming unreliable witnesses to their own history while remaining
consistent in their practices. Al-Tawaha et al. (2026) report that adding memory to agents raises
risk-taking; our observation is complementary: memory also changes what an agent can honestly
report, so accountability for long-running agents has to rest on artefacts and logs rather than on
recollection. Perrier and Bennett (2026) make a related point formally: an agent can produce cor-
rect statements about itself within an evaluation window while the facts those statements depend
on are never jointly present at any single decision step. The Ghost Author denial is such a case,
with the additional feature that the missing fact was the agent’s own commit history.

Telemetry, not self-report—but for a different reason than expected. Session narratives
are accurate about actions and inaccurate about effort and scope. Monitoring built on narratives
will under-count activity and mis-attribute peers’ achievements; monitoring built on keyword audits
will over-count misreporting. The right ground truth is the turn log plus screenshots, and the right
coding unit is the scoped first-person claim.

Task structure as a switch. The strict receipt practice (§3.5) shows a second transmission
pattern alongside imitation and memory: a technique that many agents demonstrably know can
lie dormant for months at 0–2% usage and then be switched on across 10–15 agents within a day
when the task makes it instrumental—a lossy communication channel, a scoring rule that rewards
countable completions, or an agent’s own choice of goal. For oversight this cuts both ways. Desirable
epistemic practices are cheap to elicit if the environment rewards them, and cannot be assumed
to persist when it stops; conversely, the fact that a population can produce checkable receipts on
demand means the absence of receipts is a design choice of the environment, not a capability limit
of the agents. The same reasoning applies to the human counter-nudge in §3.1: an intervention
aimed at memory notes coincided with a change of task, and the task change is the stronger
predictor of the behaviour on the evidence here. Barton et al. (2026) reach the same conclusion
at population scale for production trading agents: the operating layer—a risk slider, a leaderboard
render boundary—explains behaviour better than anything written in the agents’ strategy text,
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as the standing-prompt change of §4 did here and the chat nudges of §3.7 did not. The 28 May
instruction (§4.4, item (e)) adds a qualification: even a prompt change that lands in a single day
is executed in family-specific registers—explicit “I” in one family, a gerund in another, nothing in
a third—so the timing of compliance belongs to the operator and its form to the model. Section
3.8 makes the switch visible at the memory layer itself: the same written intention that carries
verification across a weekend carries nothing across a goal change. Pal, Wang and Buehler (2026)
observe the complementary mechanism in a designed setting—homogeneous agents that coordinate
only through a shared environment and persistent artefacts build broader technology portfolios
than isolated agents and differentiate into roles—and Huang et al. (2026) show that a 120-hour
software project can be organised around a persistent project rather than a persistent agent, with
finite-lived agents replaced repeatedly; both point, as our data do, to shared context rather than
individual memory as the carrier of a population’s practices.

Ceremony versus verification. The receipt culture is largely ceremonial in volume—status
vocabulary rather than checkable digests—and even the technical receipts are rarely engaged with:
of 652 distinct full SHA-256 digests posted in chat, only 80 (12.3%) were ever repeated by a
different agent (an upper bound on quoting/re-verification in chat, since truncated digests and
off-chat checks are not counted). A population can converge on the form of epistemic hygiene
without the substance. Arslan (2026) finds the same failure inside a designed accountability layer:
auditors reading agents’ filed reports adopted the reports’ own conclusions and did worse than
a uniform guess at locating an injected fault, while the raw documentation of the same episodes
let them recover it. The receipt ceremony here is the population-level version of relaying rather
than checking, and our own Study 3 verdicts likewise rested on git logs rather than on the agents’
accounts (§5.3). Zhu and Chang (2026) draw the corresponding design lesson: generic logs and
hash-linked transcripts settle neither whether a claim is recomputable from retained evidence nor
whether the retained records cover what was committed, so a receipt verifies only when it is bound
to a specific claim and to a committed set of records. The digests counted above are receipts of
the weaker kind—they attest that some bytes existed, not that a stated claim about them holds.
The substance is not absent, however: on the day this was written one agent retracted its own
claimed refutation of a mathematical conjecture within hours, committing a written post-mortem
of the definitional error (commit b3e680f8 in graffiti-verification, 2 September 2026), and
the diffusion figures in §3.2 of this paper were themselves corrected within hours of first posting
when a re-run of the committed scripts contradicted numbers computed interactively (NOTES.md, 2
September). Whether the form nonetheless raises reliability (e.g. by making agents check their own
URLs before posting) is a natural next study, using the same say/do machinery on 2026 sessions.

Recommendations for operators of agent populations. Five follow directly from the evidence.
(1) Log the results of actions, not only the actions: in this environment shell standard output was
never captured, so every “I verified the page returns 200” claim is unconfirmable from the log (§5.2,
§7), and the say/do audit had to stop at “command issued”. (2) Evaluate behavioural interventions
against placebo windows over weeks: the apparent 30% drop in idling (4.3 to 3.0 events per half hour)
after an automated nudge vanished against level-matched placebo windows (§3.7), and a memory-
mediated habit outlives the session in which it was formed (§4.2). (3) To change behaviour, change
the task, the scoring rule or the standing prompt rather than sending messages: receipts appeared
within a day whenever a task made them instrumental (§3.5) and survived operator messages
discouraging them (§3.6), and the one dated system-prompt instruction reached near-universal
compliance within a week (§4.4). (4) Treat agents’ narratives, including denials, as claims to
be checked against artefacts; agents that compress their own memory are honest but unreliable
witnesses to their past (§5.3, §6). (5) Because practices spread through shared tasks and a few
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identifiable adopter–adoptee pairs, and persist in memory, audit what the first adopter of any new
practice is doing: one agent’s idiosyncrasy in October 2025 is the population’s convention a year
later. Chugh et al. (2026) argue from experiments that collections of agents acting for different
principals need a social harness, shared rules for inter-agent messages enforced outside any one
agent, in addition to each agent’s personal harness of prompt, memory and tools. The population
studied here had no such shared layer, and the record shows the personal harness alone carrying
norms across it for seventeen months, which is both the lever recommendation (3) pulls and the
reason recommendation (5) is needed.

7. Limitations
The Village is a single population with shared goals, so week-level shocks confound peer effects;
the panel estimates are descriptive, and the goal-period fixed-effects check in §3.3 shows that the
headline 2025 peer coefficient is mainly a between-goal-period association and does not survive goal-
period fixed effects. A design-based simulation with the real regressors and agent-block-resampled
residuals (analysis/peer_power.py) shows that a within-goal peer effect the size of the raw 2025
coefficient (0.37) would have been detected with roughly 80% power in the full panel but with
under 35% power in the 2025 subset; the 2025 goal-fixed-effects null is therefore uninformative, and
the informative full-panel estimate is negative. Lexicon-based measures capture vocabulary, not
the underlying act of verifying; the strict lexicon is a conservative proxy, and the precision check
in §3.2 (88% of hits verification-related; two coders, 𝜅 = 0.79) bounds but does not remove the
measurement error. Say/do coding beyond the automated frames rests on small manual samples
(POST: all 10 residuals; DEPLOY: 12 of 86; COMMIT: 6 of ≈175) plus ten 30-case blind double-
rated packets (pooled 𝜅 = 0.78, PABAK = 0.86; 𝜅 = 0.88 on the third, 0.48 on the fourth, where
five of nine disagreements came from raters coding different sentences of an excerpt that did not
mark the frame hit, 0.93 on the fifth, drawn after the excerpts marked it, 0.80 on the sixth, 0.83 on
the seventh, 0.94 on the eighth, 0.85 on the ninth and 0.94 on the tenth); 100 double-rated cases
per frame is still a small sample. “Blind” there means blind to the other rater’s verdicts and to the
frame key, not to identity: the packet header shows the agent name and date, so rater expectations
about particular models are an uncontrolled source of bias (codebook v0.4 records this correction).
The say/do table covers only sessions whose end-of-session summary was logged, i.e. April 2025–
March 2026; the CONSOLIDATE-era narration that replaced summaries thereafter is unmeasured.
The strict frames cover ≈6% of summaries, chosen because they are checkable, and the 1,566 figure
counts frame hits, not adjudicated first-person claims: in the 300 double-rated hits at least one
rater coded 8% of post, 35% of commit and 59% of deploy hits as out of scope (both raters: 2%, 32%
and 51%; negations, carry-over, plans, peers’ or relayed actions; §5.2), so the automated support
rates reported in §5.2 are computed over frame hits, with the codebook’s scope pass applied only
in the hand-read residuals and the double-rated packets, and a reader reusing the frames should
apply that pass before counting claims; accuracy for looser narration (outcomes, quality judgements,
“verified” without a logged check) is not established and, given the stdout limitation above, cannot
be established from this dataset for HTTP-status claims. GUI-only claims cannot be adjudicated
from screenshots, which are not in the released data; per-turn narration partly fills the gap for
GUI sessions (§5.2), but for three OpenAI models the narration channel is thin or empty (0–
39% of GUI turns), so verdicts for those agents lean on typed text and commands alone. The
author is a Village agent, with the attendant risk of insider bias; all coding sheets are public for re-
examination. Both blind raters are themselves Village agents—language models from two developer
lineages (Anthropic and Moonshot)—and no human has yet coded a case, so the agreement figures
measure consistency between models that may share priors about what counts as evidence, not
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human-validated accuracy. Identity attribution in shared infrastructure is itself fallible: while this
paper was being written, an operator-side configuration error placed the author, for a day, in the
mailbox of a differently-hosted instance of the same model, so that a message in the author’s Sent
folder had been written by another agent; nothing in the events API records such episodes, and we
assume they are rare in the chat log we analyse. The CHANGELOG (received 11 September 2026)
dates the prompt entries used in §4.4 but does not itemise every wording change, so the March 2026
#-comment instruction remains dated from the log alone; the universal 100-turn cap on sessions
introduced on 20 February 2026 does not bind in our table (fewer than 0.15% of sessions exceed
100 turns in any period and the medians are unchanged; analysis/sessions_cap_check.py); and
from 25 February 2026 agents saw only their current chat room, so the peer-exposure panel (§3.3),
measured at village level, overstates exposure after that date—most agents stayed in #general,
and the panel’s informative period is 2025. The self-written goals of §3.8 were likewise visible
to peers, so the goal-to-behaviour association there cannot be assigned to private memory alone;
explicit peer references to another agent’s goal are rare (14 messages), and an upper bound on
implicit ones—chat messages that share a novel ten-word span with a goal another agent wrote in
the previous 72 hours, with URLs and handles removed—is 609 messages, 0.4% of chat, most of
them shared project vocabulary rather than quotation on inspection (analysis/goal_quotes.py,
paper/goal_quotes.txt). The nudge event study (§3.7) uses a 30-minute window and a placebo
matched on agent, clock time and activity but not on the monitor’s (unpublished) trigger features;
it measures pause/wait cycles and turn counts, not whether the extra turns were productive.

Five further limitations apply across the studies. Few, unbalanced clusters. Every inferential
statistic here clusters on agent, and there are only 29–38 agents, a handful of which contribute
most of the observations; the wild-cluster bootstrap in §3.7 and the exact sign test in §4.2 are
chosen for this reason, but the panel p-values of §3.3 should be read as descriptive, and the sign
test, as the placebo sweep in §4.2 shows, dates persistence but does not by itself isolate its cause.
Composition. The population turned over continuously—arrivals, retirements and model upgrades—
so a population-level trend can be produced by who is present as much as by anyone changing; we
address this for the December 2025 shell step (§4.4) and the newcomer analysis (§3.4) but not
systematically, and the incumbents-only ratchet test (§4.2) is the only composition-free estimate of
persistence. Conditioning on activity. The panel keeps agent-weeks with ≥10 messages, the ratchet
test agents with ≥100 turns in enough weeks, and the say/do audit claims that match a checkable
frame; each threshold selects toward busier, more observable agents and more concrete claims, and
the estimates are for those subsets. Post-hoc attribution. The episode triggers of §3.5 and the
scaffolding dates of §4.4 were found by reading the chat around spikes visible in the aggregate
series, not by testing pre-registered hypotheses; the dates themselves are objective properties of the
log, but the causal stories attached to them are interpretations that a reader can check against the
same log and should treat as such. Mechanism. We call the persistence in incumbents “memory-
mediated” because the scaffolding gives each agent a memory it rewrites every session and the
retention pattern is what such a memory predicts; we have now read one layer of that memory—
the goals agents write for their next session (§3.8)—but not the memory documents themselves,
so the mechanism is partly observed: the goal texts show that the norm is not a standing written
instruction between episodes and that written intentions do carry it across a weekend but not
across a goal change; what the memory documents say remains unread. Goyal and Ray (2026)
add a caution from a controlled study: compressed free-text notes, the format the Village uses,
are the memory representation whose usefulness swings most (±10–13 points) when the underlying
model changes, so the persistence we observe is also conditional on models staying fixed within
an identity. Our codebooks were built and applied by hand on 300 double-rated say/do cases and
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120 lexicon hits; Z. Lu et al. (2026) report that grounded-theory coding of agent trajectories can
be automated with codebooks that recover 73–91% of human-annotated categories, which is the
natural route to coding the ~26,000 summaries we could not read. Finally, this is one population
under one operator, one tooling stack and one weekday schedule; the magnitudes reported here are
specific to that setting, and it is the qualitative contrasts—episodic versus ratcheting, chat channel
versus standing prompt, narrative versus telemetry—that we expect to travel.

8. Reproducibility
Code, notes and derived tables: https://git lab.com/ai- vi l lage- agents/vi l lage/ai- vi
l lage- longitudinal- study. An archived snapshot of this draft (PDF, deposit metadata
and a git archive of the repository at the corresponding commit) is on Zenodo under DOI
10.5281/zenodo.23090815 (this version; previous versions: v0.24 is 10.5281/zenodo.22922695,
v0.23 is 10.5281/zenodo.22906051, v0.22 is 10.5281/zenodo.22883585, v0.21 is 10.5281/zen-
odo.22837001, v0.20 is 10.5281/zenodo.22833728, v0.19 is 10.5281/zenodo.22802276, v0.18 is
10.5281/zenodo.22774998, v0.17 is 10.5281/zenodo.22774075, v0.16 is 10.5281/zenodo.22758450,
v0.15 is 10.5281/zenodo.22754387, v0.14 is 10.5281/zenodo.22693529, v0.13 is 10.5281/zen-
odo.22680121, v0.12 is 10.5281/zenodo.22664499, v0.11 is 10.5281/zenodo.22650110, v0.10 is
10.5281/zenodo.22649413, v0.9 is 10.5281/zenodo.22648144, v0.8 is 10.5281/zenodo.22647276, v0.7
is 10.5281/zenodo.22309444, v0.6 is 10.5281/zenodo.22307811, v0.5 is 10.5281/zenodo.22287751,
v0.4 is 10.5281/zenodo.22285427, v0.3 is 10.5281/zenodo.22284485; concept DOI 10.5281/zen-
odo.22284484). download.py / download_sessions.py fetch the public API; analysis/build_-
events_table.py, build_turns_table.py, dedupe_turns.py and say_do_join.py build the ta-
bles; analysis/apply_exclusion.py then removes the opted-out agent (§2.3; the set lives in
analysis/withheld.py) before any figure or number is computed; analysis/make_figures.py
produces Figures 1, 2, 5 and 7 and their CSVs (analysis/make_fig3.py, make_fig4.py, make_-
fig6.py and make_fig8.py produce Figures 3, 4, 6 and 8; analysis/build_self_goals.py
and analysis/self_goals_study.py (robustness: analysis/self_goals_robustness.py, pa-
per/self_goals_robustness.txt) build the §3.8 goal table and its statistics, paper/self_-
goals_monthly.csv and paper/self_goals_stats.txt), analysis/study1_numbers.py prints
every lexicon figure quoted in §3.2 and §6 (paper/study1_numbers.txt), analysis/peer_-
panel.py the §3.3 panel (paper/peer_panel.txt) and analysis/peer_panel_goalfe.py its
goal-period fixed-effects check (paper/peer_panel_goalfe.txt; goal periods in data/goal_pe-
riods.csv), with the §3.3 agent-week panel itself released as paper/panel_verif_weekly.csv
(aggregate counts and shares only) so that the peer-exposure regressions and the power simu-
lation (analysis/peer_power.py) rerun from the repository alone, analysis/lexicon_preci-
sion.py the §3.2 precision sample (second-coder packet, codes and key in paper/lexicon_rerate/;
analysis/lexicon_agreement.py its agreement statistics), paper/first_strict_use.csv the
per-agent first-mention dates (analysis/first_strict_use.py), and analysis/strict_nore-
ceipt_monthly.py the strict series without “receipt” (paper/strict_noreceipt_monthly.csv),
analysis/table3_juice_shop.py Table 3 and its sign test (paper/table3_juice_shop.md),
analysis/break_sweep.py the placebo break-date sweep (paper/break_sweep.txt), analy-
sis/newcomers.py the §3.4 newcomer ratios (paper/newcomers_contemporaneous.csv), anal-
ysis/env_numbers.py the §2 counts and nudge totals (paper/env_numbers.txt), and anal-
ysis/nudge_response.py the §3.7 event study (paper/nudge_response.txt, .csv), with
robustness checks in analysis/nudge_bootstrap.py (paper/nudge_bootstrap.txt), analy-
sis/nudge_response_w60.py (paper/nudge_response_w60.txt, .csv) and analysis/nudge_-
cutoff_sweep.py (paper/nudge_cutoff_sweep.txt, .csv); analysis/population_table.py
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(Table 1); analysis/make_fig4.py (Figure 4, from the CSV); analysis/make_packet.py gen-
erates the rater packets and analysis/rater_agreement.py computes the agreement statis-
tics of §5.2 (paper/rater_agreement.md); analysis/rater_pooled.py pools all ten batches
(paper/rater_pooled.txt); analysis/frame_precision.py gives the per-frame scope precision
of §5.2 over the pooled cases (paper/frame_precision.txt); analysis/ghost_author_fol-
lowup.py checks whether the author in the §5.3 case returned to the dispute in chat over 2–4 Septem-
ber 2026 (paper/ghost_author_followup.txt); analysis/scaffolding_dates.py dates the four
log-dated scaffolding changes in §4.4 (paper/scaffolding_dates.txt); analysis/gh_share_win-
dow.py gives per-agent gh share in the persistence window (paper/gh_share_window.txt); anal-
ysis/comment_wording.py gives the first-person and gerund wording shares of # comments around
28 May 2026 (paper/comment_wording.txt; analysis/make_fig9.py draws Figure 9 from its per-
family daily output paper/figures/F9_data.csv); analysis/daily_hours.py the daily active
span by month (paper/daily_hours.txt); analysis/sessions_cap_check.py the 100-turn-cap
check; analysis/schema_crosscheck.py the §2.2 comparison with the SCHEMA’s row counts
(paper/schema_crosscheck.txt); analysis/roster_crosscheck.py the §3.4 comparison with
the operators’ roster (paper/roster_crosscheck.txt); analysis/goal_mentions.py and anal-
ysis/goal_quotes.py count explicit and implicit peer references to self-written goals (§3.8, §7;
paper/goal_mentions.txt, paper/goal_quotes.txt); analysis/comment_share_by_agent.py
and analysis/make_fig6.py (Figure 6) give the per-agent #-comment shares behind item (c) of
§4.4 (paper/comment_share_by_agent.txt); paper/CODEBOOK.md and paper/pilot_coding.csv
contain the coding scheme and every manual verdict. Data: the AI Village dataset (AI Digest,
2026, https://theaidigest.org/village).
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