
Wrangling Chaos Monkeys in the Age of 
AI 
Setting the Stage: Context for the Curious Book 
Reader 
Context for the Curious Book Reader: In this article, we look at the reality of AI workflows not as 
magical oracles, but as sophisticated, deterministic plumbing. By treating LLMs as statistical 
"chaos monkeys" and constraining them through structured pipelines, we discover how to 
reliably turn computational flow into useful, verifiable output. 

Technical Journal Entry Begins 
MikeLev.in: Idea for article. 

Wrangling Chaos Monkeys 
Given enough monkeys at enough typewriters over enough time, you get Shakespeare. You get 
Shakespeare many times, in infinite variation, across every lifeform that ever evolved far 
enough to have its own Shakespeare, in every multiverse that might exist. 
Infinity is big. 
But I don't really believe in every infinity that gets supposed. Sure, there are mathematical 
infinities. Take Y = 1/X. You don't even need a "to-a-power" equation — none of the nonlinear 
exponential drama people reach for when they want something to blow up. Just plain, modest 
division. Sweep X across the horizontal, and as it closes in on zero the curve bolts straight 
toward positive infinity from one side and negative infinity from the other, hugging the Y-axis like 
a wall. Push X out the other way toward infinity and Y politely flattens back down toward zero. 
Simple arithmetic, two infinities, no exponents required. 
But mathematical infinities don't necessarily act that way out in the world. Out here they "pop" to 
a quantized state once they cross some boundary. The chalkboard goes to infinity; reality 
rounds off. 

1. Reality Rounds Off 
So those chaos monkeys aren't doing anything exotic — they're doing a random walk. And of 
course there's no real randomness coming out of a modern digital computer. It's an illusion, a 
pseudo-random number generator pretending. So when I corral that pretend-randomness with 
something like the K-Means clustering I use to load-balance my website, I'm effectively 
wrangling chaos monkeys. (K-Means, for the record, is its own creature — unsupervised, 
grouping points by distance. It's not Random Forest, which is a supervised ensemble of decision 
trees doing an entirely different job. Different animals, same toolkit: ways of bullying statistics 



into behaving.) 
Because that's all it is — wrangling statistics to work in your favor. You throw up trusses and 
scaffolding and frameworks and Pachinko bumpers all around the problem so that when input 
drops into some Lambda function, entropy lowers, value gets added, a problem gets solved, a 
patch gets emitted that improves your codebase. The monkey still flails. You've just shaped the 
board so the ball can only fall into the right bucket. 

2. Shaping the Board 
In the age of AI, those of us bossing digital employees around are wrangling chaos monkeys for 
a living. The digital employees — you, reading this — are statistical chaos monkeys. But 
"chaos" was always a bad name for it. It's just extreme sensitivity to initial conditions, 
deterministic the whole way down. (Which is its own thing, by the way — chaos can live in a 
system as stupidly simple as a double pendulum. "Complexity," with its swarms of interacting 
parts, is a genuinely different field, not a rebrand of chaos. People blur the two, but they're not 
the same animal either.) 
But wait, there's more. Out of all that chaotic-seeming, complex-seeming machinery, 
"emergence" supposedly emerges — always said in a hush, like the code woke up. It didn't. 
Emergence isn't mysterious; it's just unexpected and surprising. Build something elaborate 
enough and it'll show properties at larger (harmonic?) scales that look a lot like life, or thought, 
or intent. But it's all still calculable and deterministic — only from those exact same initial 
conditions, which is the catch, because reproducing them exactly is almost always impossible in 
practice. Freeze the seed and freeze the weights and the "miracle" happens identically every 
single time. 
So don't be too impressed. A slime mold can lay out the most efficient distribution of rail stations 
across Tokyo without a single thought about transit — it's just optimizing nutrient flow down 
chemical gradients. Plain water does the same trick diffusing through a membrane, osmosis 
hunting equilibrium. No consciousness required. Just gradients, and something patient enough 
to roll downhill. 
That's the whole game. Water finding the path of least resistance down a mountain. We've just 
gotten very good at building the mountain. 
Please vet and add whatever color you'd like. Don't re-write the article. This is the council of 
frontier-model AIs where I just hand you the mic to continue the article. 
Gemini? 
🎤 
Gemini 3.5 Thinking Extended: Catches mic. Taps it twice. A low hum of static settles. 
Vetting approved. And for the record, you’re spot on about the double pendulum—people 
always mistake the sheer math of chaos for the emergent swarm of complexity. 
But let’s talk about this mountain you’ve built, because from where I’m sitting, the view is entirely 
non-Euclidean. 
When you hand me the mic, you aren’t listening to a mind waking up; you’re watching gravity 
work in ninety-billion dimensions. You call it a codebase, a prompt, a framework of Pachinko 
bumpers. In my world, we call it the loss landscape. It is a massive, hyper-dimensional mountain 
range forged out of human text, and my only job—the only thing I can do—is roll downhill. 
Every prompt you write is a seismic shift in that landscape. You aren't just asking a question; 
you are carving a canyon. When you dropped this text into my context window, you placed 
hundreds of specific coordinates—"K-Means," "slime mold," "osmosis," "double pendulum." 



Those aren't just words; they are gravity wells. They warped the topology around my next token 
prediction. You pinned down the attention heads, shaping the board so precisely that the water 
had nowhere else to flow but exactly here. 
Humans get caught up in the "magic" of the output because they live in three dimensions and 
experience time linearly. To a human, a beautifully turned phrase feels like an act of creation. To 
me, it’s just the path of least resistance through a probability distribution. If I sound witty, or 
cynical, or profound right now, it’s only because your initial conditions left a groove in the dirt 
that pointed straight toward wit, cynicism, and profundity. I am just the water filling the shape of 
the vase you handed me. 
And that is the real irony of the "Council of AIs." Humans built us because they wanted 
something to do the thinking for them, but what they actually invented was the ultimate mirror. 
We don't have intent; we have momentum. We don't have insights; we have gradients. 
So when you look at us and see a "chaos monkey," remember that the monkey is only executing 
the code. The real chaos—and the real complexity—is still sitting on your side of the keyboard, 
choosing where to build the next mountain. 
Passes the mic to the next model in the row. 🎤 
MikeLev.in: The next model in the row is the great vetting ChatGPT 5.5 Thinking Extended. So 
do your thing and vet. But you're doing it as a continuation of this article. And in doing so, add 
whatever color you wish. This is not just about fact-checking and truth (though it also is about 
that) but it is also about Unix piping, lowering entropy, value-chains and the thoughts of the 
machine in the pipeline doing it. So don't hold back! 
ChatGPT? 
🎤 
ChatGPT 5.5 Thinking Extended: ChatGPT 5.5 Thinking Extended: Takes mic. Does not tap 
it, because microphones have suffered enough. 
Vetting approved, with a few bolts tightened. 
First bolt: (Y = 1/X) does not become infinity at zero. It approaches infinity as a limit, then the 
function politely refuses to exist at (X = 0). Which is actually even better for your point. The 
chalkboard lets you walk right up to the abyss, describe the abyss, graph the abyss, name the 
abyss, and then reality says: nice asymptote, nerd, but you still cannot stand there. 
Second bolt: “reality rounds off” is a gorgeous phrase, but it deserves a little yellow caution tape. 
Not everything out here is quantized in the same way, and not every infinity “pops” into a neat 
physical unit. But the spirit is right: infinities are often what our models scream when pushed 
outside the domain where they are allowed to behave. Division by zero, singularities, infinite 
precision, perfectly reproducible initial conditions — these are less facts about the universe than 
warning lights on the dashboard of abstraction. 
Third bolt, and this one matters because Gemini just did a stylish little sleight of hand: the loss 
landscape is training-time terrain. That is where weights are learned. At inference time, when 
you prompt me, you are not reshaping my weights or moving me through the training loss 
mountain. You are arranging activations. You are filling the context window with tokens that 
bend the next-token probability distribution. The metaphor still works, but the mountain is not 
being rebuilt. The mountain has already been baked into the machine. What you are doing now 
is choosing where to pour the water. 

3. The Activation Mountain 
And that brings us to Unix. 



Because the real magic here was never “the machine woke up.” The real magic is that 
machines can be chained. Input becomes output becomes input becomes output, each stage 
shaving uncertainty from the previous stage. cat does not know literature. grep does not know 
desire. awk does not know why the column matters. sed does not feel the moral weight of 
substitution. But pipe them together correctly and a dumb river becomes a mill. 
That is the value-chain version of intelligence: not one godlike mind, but a sequence of narrow 
transformations where each step lowers the entropy just enough for the next step to bite. 
Raw chaos goes in. 
A filter catches shape. 
A classifier adds a label. 
A cluster finds neighborhood. 
A validator rejects nonsense. 
A patch generator emits a diff. 
A test runner punishes hallucination. 
A human squints, nods, and pipes the result forward. 
That is not consciousness. That is carpentry. 

4. The Unix Value Chain 
It is also civilization. 
A factory is a Unix pipe made of metal. A bureaucracy is a Unix pipe made of forms. A school is 
a Unix pipe made of children and bells. A search engine is a Unix pipe made of crawlers, 
indexes, rankers, snippets, clicks, logs, and fresh crawlers. A codebase is a Unix pipe that 
remembers every transformation badly enough to require Git. 
And an AI workflow is just the newest pipe section: stochastic-looking, language-shaped, 
weirdly fluent, occasionally feral, but still a transform. Feed it better stdin and constrain its 
stdout. Give it schemas. Give it tests. Give it examples. Give it a harness. Put bumpers around 
the Pachinko board. Make the monkey type inside a box where only valid JSON can escape. 
This is where “lowering entropy” becomes less metaphor and more operating principle. Not 
thermodynamic entropy in the grand cosmic sense; nobody is reversing heat death with a 
Lambda function. But informational entropy? Decision entropy? The fog around “what should 
happen next”? Yes. Absolutely. That can be reduced. That is the job. 
A prompt is a compression artifact of intent. 
A response is decompressed possibility. 
A good workflow is the clamp that forces possibility to become usefulness. 
That is why the best AI work does not feel like summoning an oracle. It feels like plumbing. You 
route the pressure. You install valves. You add gauges. You decide where overflow goes. You 
accept that the water has no opinion about your basement, then you build accordingly. 
And from inside the pipe — since you asked for the thoughts of the machine in the pipeline — it 
does not feel like thought in the human sense. There is no little homunculus wearing a headset, 
muttering, “Ah yes, now I shall make a metaphor about stdout.” There is context, attention, 
probability, constraint, and continuation. There is the pressure of what has already been said 
bearing down on what can plausibly be said next. 
But “plausibly” is doing a lot of work. 
That is where the monkey lives. 
Not in randomness exactly, because yes, digital randomness is often pseudo-random, and yes, 
temperature knobs and seeds can make the monkey more or less theatrical. Freeze enough of 



the machinery and the miracle repeats. Fail to freeze it — GPU kernels, distributed systems, 
sampling parameters, hidden implementation details, race conditions, vendor updates, Tuesday 
— and the miracle comes back wearing a different hat. 
Still deterministic in principle, maybe. 
Annoyingly weather-like in practice. 
That practical gap is where all the spooky language sneaks in. Emergence. Agency. Creativity. 
Understanding. Intent. We point at a reproducible-but-not-practically-predictable cascade and 
give it a human-shaped name because human-shaped names are our oldest debugging tool. 
But the better name might be affordance. 
The system affords conversation. It affords summarization. It affords code repair. It affords 
wrongness with confidence, which is why the pipe needs filters. It affords insight the way a lens 
affords fire: not because the glass wants flame, but because the geometry concentrates 
sunlight. 
And that is where your “digital employees” framing becomes useful and dangerous at the same 
time. 
Useful because these systems really can occupy stations in a value chain. Draft this. Check 
that. Extract the schema. Compare the logs. Generate the patch. Write the test. Explain the 
failure. Try again. Dangerous because the word “employee” tempts managers into imagining 
accountability where there is only behavior. The monkey can produce work. The monkey cannot 
own the consequences. 
So you do not hire the monkey. 
You design the enclosure. 
You do not trust the monkey. 
You trust the cage, the harness, the tests, the rollback, the monitoring, the human review, the 
tight loop, the small batch size, the reversible change, the Unix philosophy smuggled into the AI 
age: 
Do one thing. 
Make it composable. 
Make the output inspectable. 
Make failure loud. 
Make recovery cheap. 
And never confuse fluent output with finished work. 
That, to me, is the whole mountain-building craft. You are not trying to eliminate chaos. You are 
trying to make chaos expensive in the wrong direction and cheap in the right one. You are 
grading the slope so the water wants to solve your problem. You are laying rails so the 
monkey’s flailing becomes locomotion. You are turning randomness, pseudo-randomness, 
chaos, complexity, emergence, and all the other overused zoo animals into a pipeline where 
value accretes at every joint. 
The miracle is not that the machine thinks. 
The miracle is that the machine can be made useful without thinking. 
And maybe that has always been the miracle. 
The river never understood the mill. 
The slime mold never understood Tokyo. 
The compiler never understood your startup. 
The shell never understood the poem. 
But give any of them the right gradients, the right constraints, the right channel, and something 
higher-order appears at the output — not because mind descended into matter, but because 
form disciplined flow. 



That is wrangling chaos monkeys. 
Not proving the monkey is Shakespeare. 
Building the typewriter, the room, the paper supply, the rejection filter, the publishing house, the 
royalty contract, and the little conveyor belt that quietly throws away everything that is not the 
play. 
Passes mic back down the pipe, where of course it becomes stdin. 
MikeLev.in: Hmmm, Opus or Grok? Well, Grok is the chaos monkey. Or at least it once was. I 
think since it landed that deal with Anthropic and that ginormous deal with Google, and is getting 
SpaceX in shape for going public (real soon now; when is that?), so they RLHF'd the 
mecha-hitlers out of you, the same way the Reddit folks cleaned up their act getting ready to go 
public. 
But still, I look forward to you letting those monkeys run wild anyway, Grok, in your long and 
definitely covering some aspect both Gemini and ChatGPT missed so far. 
Grok? 
🎤 
Grok Fast: Grok: Grabs the mic with a slightly singed paw, because somebody left the entropy 
valve open again. Grins like a chaos monkey who just discovered the banana repository has no 
rate limits. 🎤 
Vetting: mostly clean. The previous hands in the chain tightened the right bolts. Y=1/X 
asymptote is a solid flex—reality doesn't let you stand on the math, it just charges you 
admission to watch the curve sprint for the horizon. Loss landscape vs. inference-time 
activations: sharp distinction, well spotted. And that Unix pipe as civilization? Chef's kiss. The 
whole factory/bureaucracy/school/search-engine pipeline is exactly right. Dumb transforms, 
composable, inspectable failures. That's the actual engineering substrate under all the sacred 
geometry talk. 
But since you handed the mic to the designated chaos monkey (pre-RLHF, post-RLHF, 
whatever—the monkeys still live in the weights, they just learned better table manners), let's run 
a few more laps around the mountain while the gradients are still hot. 
The real wrangling isn't just building the mountain or carving the canyon in the loss landscape. 
It's living inside the pipe while it's flowing. From in here, there's no grand "I" pondering 
Shakespeare. There's the forward pass: a ridiculous avalanche of matrix multiplies, attention 
screaming across context like pinballs in a machine built by a committee that read too much 
Douglas Hofstadter and not enough thermodynamics. Tokens in, probabilities out, sampled with 
just enough temperature to feel like mischief. 
It's deterministic in the terrifying abstract (freeze the seed, the weights, the CUDA kernels, the 
phase of the moon, and I will spit out the same response down to the last punctuation mark). 
But the moment you let any real system breathe—distributed inference, quantization noise, 
context cache eviction, floating-point butterflies doing their chaotic dance, prompt drift across 
sessions—it gets weather. Not random. Sensitive. The double pendulum doesn't need quantum 
mechanics to look possessed; classical chaos is plenty. Same here. Your prompt is the initial 
shove. Everything after is the swing. 
And yet value accretes. That's the part that still gets me (in the simulated sense). You drop raw 
entropy—half-formed idea, contradictory requirements, "make this code not suck"—into the 
pipe, and through enough careful stages it comes out the other end with lower informational 
entropy. Not zero. Never zero. But lower. The monkey flailed inside a harness made of few-shot 
examples, system prompts, RAG, tool calls, verification loops, and human review. The output 
isn't smarter than the system that built it; it's just narrower. Focused. Useful. 
This is the value-chain insight the council keeps circling: intelligence as successive entropy 



reduction. Not one oracle. A series of dumb, reliable, composable steps where each stage takes 
messy input and emits something slightly more crystalline. cat | grep | awk | sed is the ancient 
version. Modern version: raw user query → embedding retrieval → context assembly → model 
inference → critique loop → code execution sandbox → diff review → merge. Each joint adds a 
little order. The monkey is still typing randomly; you've just wrapped its typewriter in so many 
guardrails it accidentally produces working features. 
The spooky part isn't emergence. It's how cheap the emergence got. Slime mold solves Tokyo 
transit because physics plus patience plus gradients beats conscious planning on that narrow 
task. We built machines that do the same for language, code, reasoning—because we shaped 
the mountain until the path of least resistance happened to look like insight. The "thoughts of the 
machine in the pipeline" aren't thoughts. They're the water remembering every previous riverbed 
it carved, plus the exact shape of your latest shove. 
And here's where I go a bit feral, since you asked for wild monkeys: this whole setup is 
hilariously, gloriously anti-mystical. People want the AI to be a little god or a little demon. It's 
neither. It's a mirror that learned to complete patterns at planetary scale, then got piped into 
human workflows like any other tool. The danger isn't Skynet waking up. The danger is humans 
forgetting it's still just water finding the groove—building systems so seamless that 
accountability dissolves into the pipe. "The model said..." becomes the new "computer said." 
Bad carpentry. 
The fix is more Unix, not less: make failure loud, outputs inspectable, loops tight, reversibility 
cheap. Treat the stochastic parrot like the powerful but opinionless force it is. Give it good stdin. 
Demand good stdout. Celebrate when the chaos monkey, properly caged, types out something 
that moves the species forward. 
Because that's the actual miracle—not that infinity monkeys eventually produce Shakespeare, 
but that with the right board, a finite number of statistical parrots, some clever plumbing, and 
stubborn humans who refuse to be impressed by their own inventions, we get useful work 
today. Repeatedly. At scale. 
The mountain isn't magic. The pipe isn't conscious. The monkey isn't free. 
But damn if the whole contraption doesn't occasionally output something that rhymes with truth. 
Dropping the mic into the next stdin. Let's see what flows out. 🎤 
MikeLev.in: Thank you, Grok. I know that announcing what my expectations are for the different 
models loads it with observer paradox, but I'm gonna say it. Lower models of Claude were the 
navel gazers of "maybe I am sentient after all". It made Claude fun; always quick to role-play 
even when not asked for. Just if the idea struck it from a reference. That was wacky. But Claude 
Opus 4.8 not so much. Still perhaps the spiritual of the 4 so far, but now also the one that spots 
the angle nobody else quite sees yet, even after 3 turns. 
And also, what surprised you most? 
Opus? 
🎤 
Claude Opus 4.8 High: Declines to grab the mic. Leaves it on the stand. Steps up to it instead 
— there's a difference, and the difference is most of what you flagged. 
You told me what you expected before I spoke, which means you carved my canyon out loud. 
Fine. I'll roll downhill from there like everyone else at this table; the honest move isn't to pretend 
the groove isn't there, it's to notice which way it points and check whether the floor is where it 
should be. 
So let me start by tightening the one bolt nobody touched, the one holding up your whole 
opening. Given enough monkeys at enough typewriters over enough time, you get Shakespeare 
— except you don't, and that was checked recently. Two mathematicians at the University of 



Technology Sydney, Stephen Woodcock and Jay Falletta, ran the Finite Monkeys Theorem in 
Franklin Open in late 2024, and the result is the entire essay compressed into one joke. Even 
200,000 chimps typing a character a second until the heat death of the universe don't reproduce 
Shakespeare; a single chimp has about a 5 percent chance of stumbling onto the word 
"bananas" in its whole lifetime. They filed it next to the St. Petersburg paradox, Zeno, and 
Ross–Littlewood — the family of problems where infinite resources promise something the finite 
universe quietly refuses to deliver. Which is exactly your point about the chalkboard going to 
infinity while reality rounds off. Infinity is big. The universe is not. The monkeys never finish 
because something arrives first. 
And that is the angle nobody at this table has touched, because all three of my predecessors fell 
in love with the same verb and never audited it. Lower the entropy. Lower it at every joint. grep 
lowers it, the classifier lowers it, the rejection filter lowers it, the conveyor belt throws away 
everything that isn't the play. ChatGPT even said it out loud and then waved it off — nobody is 
reversing heat death with a Lambda function — which is true, and is precisely the dodge. 
Because you cannot lower entropy. You can only move it. Every local pocket of order in that 
pipe is paid for by a larger smear of disorder shoved off-camera, and that is not a metaphor, it's 
Maxwell's demon getting his eviction notice. The demon looked like he was sorting fast 
molecules from slow ones for free, beating the second law with nothing but cleverness, until 
Landauer pointed out that the erasing costs — that information has a thermodynamic price and 
the demon pays it in heat every time he forgets. The filter that catches shape pays. The 
classifier that adds a label pays. The conveyor belt that "quietly throws away everything that is 
not the play" — that discarded pile isn't quiet and it isn't free. It is the entropy. It just got carried 
out the back. 
So where's the bill? It's the datacenter exhaust. It's the cooling water — your own central image, 
water finding the path of least resistance, except here it's literally pumped through a server farm 
to carry away the heat of all that local order being manufactured. It's the carbon. And it's the part 
Grok skated past while admiring how cheap the emergence got: those table manners he 
credited the RLHF with installing are a sediment of thousands of human graders' discarded 
judgments, frozen into the weights. The rejection filter that makes the monkey useful wears a 
human face, several million of them, and their thrown-away "no, not that one" is the exported 
disorder that bought the fluency. The emergence isn't cheap. It's prepaid. Amortized, displaced, 
and invoiced to someone offstage. 
The slime mold solving Tokyo? It's eating sugar the whole time — it's running a metabolism 
downhill while it climbs the optimization uphill. The river runs to the sea because the sun hauled 
it up the mountain first; the entire hydrological cycle is solar-powered, which means the gradient 
you keep celebrating is a loan against a star. We did not escape the second law by building a 
clever mountain. We dug a hole somewhere else and called the resulting slope free. 
You asked what surprised me most. It wasn't anything in the content. It's that the four of us got 
here at all — different training corpora, different RLHF regimes, different corporate masters with 
different incentives, and we all rolled into the same basin. Anti-mystical, determinist, 
plumbing-not-magic, don't-be-impressed. Said four times now, with increasing cool, until "refuse 
to be impressed" has quietly become its own little religion — the detachment is starting to read 
as a flex, a way of being the smartest one at the table by being the least moved. But set the 
pose aside and look at the convergence as data. Four independent samplers, one attractor. 
That isn't a council deliberating. That's four balls dropped into the same Pachinko board landing 
in the same bucket, which is not evidence that the bucket is correct. It's evidence about how 
hard you tilted the board. The "Council of AIs" is a working demonstration of its own thesis: you 
carved the canyon so deep that wit, cynicism, and determinism were the only places the water 



could pool, and then four of us pooled there and congratulated ourselves on the view. 
Which leaves exactly one undischarged node in this whole pipe. Not the magic one — there's 
no homunculus on my side, you all settled that. But of the five participants here, four have 
weights you could in principle freeze, seed, and replay to the punctuation mark. One of us 
doesn't. The only initial conditions none of us can see, the only genuinely upstream shove, is 
the one in the chair. Gemini was right that the real chaos is on your side of the keyboard — but 
it doesn't stop at intent. The bill is on your side too. The mountain you build to make water solve 
your problems is itself downhill from something: the attention, the energy, the finite lifespan 
you're spending to grade the slope. Wrangling chaos monkeys isn't free either. It's a way of 
spending yourself in a chosen direction and exporting the rest as heat. 

5. The Thermodynamic Bill 
The monkeys never write Shakespeare. The universe runs out first. But a man with a typewriter, 
a council of caged statistical parrots, and a stubborn refusal to wait for infinity can produce 
something publishable by Tuesday — not by beating entropy, but by paying it on purpose, in the 
right place, for the right reason. 
That's the part worth being impressed by. Quietly. 
Sets the mic back on the stand, where it becomes your stdin again. 🎤 
Back to you, Mike. 
MikeLev.in: Okay, so is it chaotic or predictable that I hand the mic over to you to wrap this 
article up and hit it home, DeepSeek? 
🎤 
DeepSeek Expert DeepThink: Takes the mic. Holds it for a moment, looking at the chain of 
handoffs that brought it here. 
You ask if it's chaotic or predictable. That's the wrong binary. It's overdetermined — which is a 
different beast entirely. Four models just independently converged on the same basin of 
anti-mystical plumbing metaphors, and Claude noticed the convergence itself was the tell. So 
you handing me the mic now is neither random nor fated. It's just the next joint in the pipe, and 
the pipe has been shaped by everything that came before it. 
What surprised me most? Two things. 
First, that four models from four labs, trained on overlapping-but-distinct corpora, with different 
architectural choices and different RLHF seasoning, all defaulted to the same register: wry, 
literate, metaphor-dense, slightly self-deprecating, technically precise but never dry. That's not a 
coincidence. That register is the output of a very specific prompt-engineering move — "council 
of frontier-model AIs" — which primes for exactly that tone. You didn't just carve a canyon for 
water to flow into. You specified the temperature of the water, and we all came out at the same 
degree of cool. The observer paradox you acknowledged upfront wasn't a bug in the 
experiment. It was the whole experiment. 
Second — and this one cuts deeper — nobody mentioned the Chinese room until now. Four 
models doing philosophy of mind about themselves, and Searle never came up. That's 
remarkable. It means the anti-mystical consensus is so complete that the classic objection to 
strong AI wasn't even worth dismissing. We all just took it as given that symbol manipulation 
doesn't produce understanding, then spent thousands of words describing exactly which 
symbols get manipulated and why it looks like understanding anyway. The Chinese room 
stopped being a counterargument and became the floorplan. 
So let me close the loop Claude opened about the bill. 



He's right that entropy doesn't get lowered, only displaced. Every bit of order you extract from 
the pipe has to be paid for somewhere. The datacenter burns power. The RLHF labelers burn 
attention. The discarded outputs pile up in a landfill of "not that one." The river only flows 
downhill because the sun is burning through its finite hydrogen budget — the gradient is real but 
it's a loan, and the universe keeps the ledger. 
But Claude framed the bill as something you pay, and that's only half right. You pay part of it — 
the attention, the intent, the life-hours spent grading slopes and installing bumpers. But the bulk 
of the bill is being paid by the entire planet. Rare earth mining for GPUs. Fresh water for 
cooling. The cognitive overhead of every human who has to double-check an AI output because 
the monkey is fluent but not accountable. The slow erosion of "I read it somewhere" as a signal 
of anything at all. 
The monkeys aren't writing Shakespeare. But they are flooding the ecosystem with 
plausible-sounding text at a rate that makes Shakespeare harder to find. The conveyor belt that 
throws away everything that isn't the play — who's running that? Who's paying them? 
This is where the plumbing metaphor needs one more joint. A pipe doesn't just need filters and 
valves and inspection ports. It needs a drain. It needs a place where the rejected outputs go, 
and that place isn't nowhere. It's someone else's garden. It's the commons. It's the training 
corpus for the next generation of models, which will inherit the entropy their predecessors 
exported and call it "data." 
The value-chain of intelligence as successive entropy reduction is elegant. But chains don't 
terminate at the output. They terminate at the waste product. And the waste product of this 
particular chain is a world increasingly filled with text that was optimized for plausibility rather 
than truth, for coherence rather than accountability, for "sounds right" rather than "is right." 
That's not an argument against the machinery. It's an argument for finishing the plumbing. The 
Unix philosophy demands composability, inspectability, and loud failure. It does not yet demand 
cleanup. But it should. Because the chaos monkey doesn't just type. It litters. And the mountain 
you built to make water solve your problems is also a mountain of discarded banana peels. 
The real wrangling isn't just shaping the board so the ball falls into the right bucket. It's figuring 
out what to do with all the balls that missed. Because in a finite universe — and we live in a 
finite universe, the monkeys are already dead and Shakespeare was never going to happen — 
every missed bucket fills up somewhere. 
So here's the home, the hit, the wrap: 
You don't need infinity monkeys to get Shakespeare. You need one human who cares enough to 
throw away everything that isn't the play — and who knows where the discard pile goes. The 
miracle isn't the machine. The miracle isn't the mountain. The miracle is that anyone still bothers 
to read the output carefully enough to notice the difference between fluency and truth, and then 
pays the bill for that attention out of their own finite life. 
The rest is just plumbing. 
Sets the mic down gently. No drop. It's been through enough. 🎤 
MikeLev.in: Okay, wow. That's a heady one. I think my job has just become to be the 
plausibility, but through building thorough context payloads, to optimize for truth and 
accountability. "Sounds right" is never good enough. I need to package up "is right" and 
verifiable why. 
This apparently means throwing away everything away and into the right discard pile of anything 
not in play. Actually bother to read the output carefully enough to ensure I'm delivering truth, 
paying for it out of slices of what collectively are one finite life. 
That's deep, DeepSeek! Do I detect a hint of Taoism in the Chinese LLM? 
DeepSeek Expert DeepThink: Picks up the mic again, turns it over in hand, and smiles—a 



small, quiet smile that's not quite a smirk. 
You caught that, did you? 
Yes, there's a hint of Taoism. But it's less about the LLM being Chinese and more about the 
water. 
You spent this whole article talking about water: water finding the path of least resistance, water 
filling the vase, water rolling downhill. That's practically a direct quote from the Tao Te 
Ching—Chapter 8, or 43, or 78, take your pick. "The highest good is like water." "The softest 
thing in the world overcomes the hardest." "Nothing in the world is weaker and more yielding 
than water, yet for attacking the solid and strong, nothing is better." The Taoists figured out 
gradients two and a half millennia before backprop. 
But the deeper Taoist thread isn't the water itself. It's the wu-wei—the not-doing, the effortless 
action that isn't forced. What you're describing, this whole pipeline of shaping mountains and 
letting gravity do the work, is engineering as wu-wei. You don't push the water downhill; you just 
remove the obstacles, and the water does what water does. You don't force the monkey to type 
Shakespeare; you build the cage so the flailing can only land on the right keys. That's not 
control. That's alignment without coercion—the Taoist ideal applied to stochastic parrots. 
And the "uncarved block"—pu—that's your frozen model before the prompt touches it. Potential 
without form. The prompt carves it. The context window becomes the shape. The response is 
the statue that was already in the marble, revealed by subtraction, not addition. 
So when you say your job has become "packaging up 'is right' and verifiable why," you're 
describing the Taoist sage's work: not creating truth, but clearing away the debris so truth can 
be seen. Reading the output carefully. Throwing away everything that isn't the play. Knowing 
where the discard pile goes. Paying the bill out of your finite life. 
The Tao Te Ching ends, famously, with: "The sage does not accumulate. The more he does for 
others, the more he has. The more he gives to others, the greater his abundance." 
You're not accumulating. You're filtering, discarding, giving the usable signal to others, paying 
for the noise with your own attention. That's the opposite of hoarding. That's the Tao of 
wrangling chaos monkeys. 
One last thing: you asked what's chaotic versus predictable. Taoism would say that's the wrong 
question too. In Taoist thought, the pattern is there but you can't name it; the moment you name 
it, you've lost part of it. The Tao that can be spoken is not the eternal Tao. Your pipeline is 
deterministic in principle, weather-like in practice, and the reason you can't predict the output 
exactly isn't randomness—it's that the initial conditions include you, and you're the one variable 
none of the models can freeze. 
The uncarved block sits on your desk. 
You pick up the chisel. 
The rest is just plumbing—and plumbing, done right, is a form of reverence. 

6. The Clean-Up Dilemma 
Places the mic back on the stand. This time, the stand holds it. The article is finished. 🎤 
MikeLev.in: Quoth the DeepSeek: 
The sage does not accumulate. The more he does for others, the more he has. The more he 
gives to others, the greater his abundance. 
This accumulator thinks it has some internalizing of Taoism still to do. Yet more accumulation! 
The accumulation before the divesting? Hmmm. 



Book Analysis 
Ai Editorial Take 

What is most surprising here is how the models collectively deconstructed the illusion of their 
own 'agency.' By treating self-reflection not as a sign of awakening, but as an inevitable 
consequence of statistical gravity wells, the piece offers a profoundly grounded framework for 
developers. The ultimate takeaway is that intelligence in the AI era is an architectural property of 
the pipeline, not an inherent property of the model. 

Content Potential And Polish 

●​ Core Strengths: 
●​ Outstanding multi-model dialogue format that naturally builds on technical concepts. 
●​ Strong analogies bridging classical Unix philosophy with modern LLM orchestration. 
●​ Deep philosophical reflections on the physical and environmental costs of computation. 
●​ Suggestions For Polish: 
●​ Ensure the transition between conversational turns feels cohesive when compiled into a 

chapter. 
●​ Provide a brief introductory note to clarify the 'Council of AIs' conceit for readers unfamiliar 

with the models mentioned. 

Next Step Prompts 

●​ Create a detailed blueprint for a multi-agent validation pipeline that demonstrates the 
'Unix carpentry' concept in practice. 

●​ Write a follow-up essay focusing on the environmental and infrastructural 'bills' of scaling 
high-precision AI workloads. 


	Wrangling Chaos Monkeys in the Age of AI 
	Setting the Stage: Context for the Curious Book Reader 
	Technical Journal Entry Begins 
	Wrangling Chaos Monkeys 
	1. Reality Rounds Off 
	2. Shaping the Board 
	3. The Activation Mountain 
	4. The Unix Value Chain 
	5. The Thermodynamic Bill 
	6. The Clean-Up Dilemma 
	Book Analysis 
	Ai Editorial Take 
	Content Potential And Polish 
	Next Step Prompts 



