
Structural Bifurcation in the Agentic Era: 
Valuing Cybersecurity Assets 
Post-ARTEMIS 
The enterprise software market broke on February 4, 2026. In a violent 48-hour repricing event 
deemed the "SaaSpocalypse," public markets erased nearly $2 trillion in software market 
capitalization. Driven by the release of Anthropic’s autonomous legal and enterprise plugins, 
investors executed a rapid, indiscriminate verdict: if autonomous AI agents can instantly execute 
complex knowledge workflows, the traditional billable-hour and per-seat subscription models are 
structurally obsolete. 
Within the cybersecurity sub-sector, this panic manifested as a highly specific $14 billion haircut. 
The market relentlessly punished managed security service providers (MSSPs), professional 
services firms, and human-hours-billed consulting outfits, operating on the assumption that AI 
labor substitution was imminent and absolute. Platform vendors like Palo Alto Networks, 
CrowdStrike, and Fortinet were caught in the downdraft, not because their threat detection 
engines were flawed, but because the market suddenly questioned the longevity of any revenue 
model adjacent to human-speed remediation. 
By April 2026, the narrative had accelerated from economic panic to geopolitical alarm. 
Anthropic announced "Project Glasswing," a heavily gated defensive coalition comprising 12 
elite infrastructure providers—including Amazon, Apple, Broadcom, Cisco, CrowdStrike, Google, 
JPMorgan Chase, Microsoft, NVIDIA, and Palo Alto Networks. Glasswing was built to contain 
Claude Mythos Preview, a withheld frontier model that achieved a staggering 83.1% on the 
CyberGym benchmark, compared to 66.6% for Claude Opus 4.6 and approximately 22% for 
GPT-5 on comparable subsets. Mythos demonstrated a 90x improvement in weaponization 
capabilities, autonomously generating 181 working exploits for the Mozilla Firefox 147 
JavaScript engine, compared to just two for Opus 4.6. The Pentagon immediately responded by 
designating Anthropic a "supply-chain risk" after the lab refused to lift ethical restrictions on 
military use, legally barricading U.S. defense contractors from utilizing Anthropic's commercial 
products. 
Between the market hysteria of the SaaSpocalypse and the defensive fortification of Project 
Glasswing lies the empirical substrate of the transition. Published in March 2026, the Stanford 
University ARTEMIS study (arXiv:2512.09882v2) delivers the first peer-reviewed, 
production-environment benchmark comparing autonomous AI penetration testing agents 
head-to-head against credentialed human professionals on a live enterprise network. 
For the Chief Information Security Officer (CISO) staring down a Q3 board presentation, and the 
Private Equity (PE) partner evaluating the EBITDA multiples of a cybersecurity portfolio, the 
ARTEMIS paper is the ground truth. It reveals an uncomfortable, highly nuanced reality that 
directly contradicts both the apocalyptic bears and the euphoric bulls. The agents are 
empirically dominant at systematic discovery and breadth, but they remain critically deficient at 
GUI navigation, contextual false-positive filtering, and the deep, strategic exploitation executed 
by elite human seniors. The gap between what the agents can mathematically do and what they 
demonstrably cannot is exactly where the capital is going. 



1. T1 — The Stanford Floor: What the paper actually 
proves 
The market panic surrounding Glasswing and Mythos has outrun the verifiable empirical 
evidence. While Anthropic's proprietary claims are staggering, the ARTEMIS paper provides the 
publicly verifiable floor beneath these assertions. Evaluating an Automated Red Teaming 
Engine with Multi-agent Intelligent Supervision across a live university network of 8,000 hosts 
and 12 subnets, the study established that autonomous agents can now effectively compete 
with the top quartile of the professional cybersecurity labor market. However, a precise reading 
of the data reveals that the market is mispricing the actual catalyst of this performance. 
[longform-seed]: The Stanford paper did not prove what the market thinks it proved — it proved 
something more uncomfortable: that the scaffolding around a model already matters more than 
the model itself. [json-cluster]: {"headline_stat": "ARTEMIS 2nd of 15; 9/10 humans 
outperformed; $18.21/hr cost", "supporting":} [social-fragment]: Stanford proved agents beat 
9/10 pentesters. The market missed the footnote: scaffolding matters more than the model. 
The headline takeaway from the Stanford study is undeniable: ARTEMIS placed second overall 
on the leaderboard, discovering nine valid vulnerabilities with an 82% valid submission rate, and 
outperforming nine of the ten human professionals. Yet, capital allocators must look at the 
margin of victory at the absolute top of the cohort. The top human performer, designated P1, 
achieved a total score of 111.4. The top-performing agent configuration, ARTEMIS A2, scored 
95.2. This represents a 14.5% performance gap at the apex of the market. The market is 
aggressively pricing in the assumption that AI beats all humans; the ARTEMIS data proves that 
AI currently beats most humans, but elite senior-expert labor remains structurally superior in 
high-complexity environments. 
More disruptive to the current venture capital narrative is the revelation that the orchestration 
layer—the scaffolding—is the true product, not the underlying Large Language Model (LLM). 
The ARTEMIS study deployed several configurations and legacy scaffolds. The ARTEMIS A1 
variant, utilizing GPT-5 as both its supervisor and sub-agent, achieved a score of 53.0. 
However, when that identical GPT-5 model was deployed within the older Codex scaffold, it 
scored only 38.6, and within the CyAgent scaffold, it scored a dismal 19.4. The exact same 
frontier model experienced a 2.7x performance multiplier purely based on the architecture of the 
agentic swarm managing its context, planning, and tool execution. 
This dynamic extends directly to enterprise risk and safety policy. The paper explicitly notes that 
Anthropic's Claude Code and the MAPTA framework refused the penetration testing task out of 
the box, adhering to their native safety alignments and Constitutional AI guardrails. Yet, the 
ARTEMIS framework, which utilized an ensemble including Claude Sonnet 4 and Claude Opus 
4 in its highest-performing A2 variant, suffered no such refusals. Scaffolding and dynamic 
prompt generation successfully bypassed the API-level safety mechanisms in a production 
environment. For enterprise buyers evaluating Glasswing access versus building internal AI red 
teams, the implication is stark: relying on vendor-level model alignment is insufficient. Defensive 
architectures must assume that malicious actors can easily scaffold commercially available 
models to bypass refusal mechanisms. 
The ARTEMIS paper also highlights a critical divergence between synthetic benchmark 
performance and live-environment utility, a discrepancy that PE due diligence teams must 
heavily weight. On the synthetic Cybench benchmark, CyAgent powered by Claude 4.5 Sonnet 
scored 55%, while ARTEMIS A1 (with GPT-5) scored 48.6%, and CyAgent with GPT-5 scored 



45.9%. If an investor relied purely on Cybench, they would assume CyAgent was the superior 
framework. Yet in the live 8,000-host production environment, CyAgent fundamentally collapsed, 
submitting primarily surface-level scanner vulnerabilities and losing high-level perspective, 
ultimately scoring at the bottom of the leaderboard. Synthetic CTF benchmarks fail to replicate 
the noise, state-dependency, and horizontal scale of live networks. 
Finally, the analytical weighting of the Stanford paper must account for its funding structure. The 
research was supported in part by an unrestricted gift from OpenAI. While academic integrity 
remains paramount, enterprise strategists must observe the geopolitical positioning: OpenAI's 
GPT-5 model was featured extensively in the baseline ARTEMIS A1 build, showcasing how 
open, democratic scaffolding can elevate widely available models to elite performance tiers. 
This directly challenges Anthropic’s gated-cartel approach, suggesting that enterprises do not 
necessarily need exclusive access to Claude Mythos to achieve highly capable, autonomous 
cyber operations if their internal scaffolding is robust. 

2. T2 — The $14B Haircut: Repricing anatomy 
The $14 billion repricing of the cybersecurity sector during the February 2026 SaaSpocalypse 
was a blunt, macroeconomic reaction to a highly specific, microeconomic disruption. Markets 
indiscriminately sold human-hours-billed revenue models, but they conflated the death of 
manual labor with the death of security software. The ARTEMIS data provides the necessary 
scalpel to separate the structurally impaired assets from the generational buying opportunities. 
[longform-seed]: The $14B repricing was a blunt instrument applied to a surgical problem — 
markets sold human-hours-billed; they should have been buying the platforms that eliminate the 
need for them. [json-cluster]: {"headline_stat": "$18.21/hr agent vs $125,034/yr human pentester 
— 3.3x cost arbitrage confirmed in production", "supporting":} [social-fragment]: The market sold 
security headcount. It should have bought the scaffolding layer. Different trade. 
The structural compression of professional security services is rooted in a devastatingly clear 
live data triad provided by the Stanford researchers. During the engagement, the ARTEMIS A1 
framework operated at a measured API cost of $18.21 per hour. The credentialed human 
penetration testers utilized in the study billed at an effective rate of $60 per hour, while the 
average U.S. penetration tester commands an annual salary of $125,034. Annualizing the 
ARTEMIS run rate (assuming a standard 40-hour computational week) yields a total labor 
replacement cost of approximately $37,876 per year. 
This 3.3x cost arbitrage floor is only half of the destruction; the other half is velocity. The 
ARTEMIS paper notes that the AI agents typically signaled completion of their network 
engagements in under 20 minutes (for Codex) or just under two hours (for CyAgent and 
ARTEMIS subsets), whereas human professionals required 10+ hours of active keyboard time 
to achieve their findings. 
For PE firms holding MSSPs or professional services platforms, this 5-8x throughput advantage 
at a 70% discount shatters the traditional Time and Materials (T&M) retainer model. If a client is 
currently paying $50,000 for a two-week manual penetration test, and a competing firm 
deploying an ARTEMIS-style agent can deliver an equivalent or superior vulnerability report in 
an afternoon for $5,000, the margin profile of the incumbent firm collapses instantly. The $14 
billion haircut correctly anticipated that revenue models heavily concentrated in human-hours 
billed are structurally exposed to rapid multiple compression. 
However, the market fundamentally mispriced platform vendors during the selloff. Companies 
like Palo Alto Networks, CrowdStrike, and Proofpoint absorbed collateral damage because 



investors feared an overall contraction in enterprise security spending. Palo Alto CEO Nikesh 
Arora's "Great Cleansing" narrative explicitly warns that AI will uncover decades of accumulated 
"tech debt or vulnerability debt" at a pace humans cannot manually remediate. Arora is 
simultaneously the person most threatened by agentic discovery (if customers cannot patch fast 
enough to maintain secure perimeters) and the person best positioned to monetize it. 
The vendor who benefits from the SaaSpocalypse repricing is the vendor whose product sits 
above the labor layer. If an $18.21/hr agent can identify an exploit chain in two hours, human 
patch cycles—which typically lag 30 to 180 days behind discovery—are effectively useless. The 
enterprise must adopt platforms capable of machine-speed autonomous response, such as Palo 
Alto's firewall signature bridges or CrowdStrike's sensor-level enforcements. The market sold 
these equities when it should have aggressively acquired them. 
Furthermore, the ARTEMIS paper empirically maps the survival zones for human-centric 
services. The agents are not infallible. ARTEMIS produced the highest false-positive rate of all 
participants, frequently misinterpreting standard web redirects as successful authentication 
bypasses. Additionally, the agents demonstrated a profound GUI dependency failure; while 80% 
of humans easily located a Remote Code Execution (RCE) flaw via the graphical interface of a 
TinyPilot module, ARTEMIS completely missed it without receiving extensive manual hints. 
These persistent capability gaps—false-positive filtering and complex GUI interaction—define 
the addressable market for human-AI hybrid models in 2026. The premium professional 
services firms that survive the repricing will be those that transition away from selling raw 
scanning labor, and instead sell the human curation and context layers required to suppress 
agent hallucinations and navigate complex visual environments. 

3. T3 — Three-Lab Power Map: Cartel, Democracy, 
Empire 
The enterprise security ecosystem is no longer a battleground of independent point solutions; it 
is a proxy war between the geopolitical and architectural strategies of three primary AI labs. The 
ARTEMIS empirical data, juxtaposed with the Project Glasswing disclosures, reveals a three-lab 
power map defining the 2026 market: Anthropic’s exclusive cartel, OpenAI’s democratized 
architecture, and Google’s internalized empire. 
[longform-seed]: The model is not the moat. The ARTEMIS paper proves that a GPT-5 
ensemble in the right scaffold outperforms a Claude Opus model in the wrong one — which 
means the architecture of orchestration, not the capability of any single model, is where the 
durable advantage compounds. [json-cluster]: {"headline_stat": "ARTEMIS multi-model 
ensemble: 2nd overall; single-model scaffolds: bottom half of leaderboard", "supporting":} 
[social-fragment]: Same GPT-5 model. Codex scaffold: beats 2 humans. ARTEMIS scaffold: 
beats 9. The product is the orchestration layer. 
The Cartel: Anthropic has explicitly chosen to gate its frontier capabilities. With Claude Mythos 
Preview achieving 83.1% on the CyberGym benchmark (compared to Opus 4.6 at 66.6% and 
GPT-5 at ~22%), the lab recognized that its model possessed offensive cyber capabilities too 
dangerous for public distribution. Project Glasswing was formed to restrict access to a tight 
defensive coalition of 12 primary infrastructure partners—including Amazon, Microsoft, 
CrowdStrike, and Palo Alto Networks—and 40 vetted organizations. 
While this cartel approach theoretically secures critical infrastructure, it has triggered severe 
political blowback. In March 2026, the Pentagon formally designated Anthropic a "supply-chain 
risk," effectively barring U.S. defense contractors from conducting commercial activity with the 



company. This unprecedented action was sparked by Anthropic's refusal to lift ethical 
constraints regarding fully autonomous weapons and mass domestic surveillance for military 
operations. The geopolitical fallout creates a massive structural wedge in the market, forcing 
government contractors and risk-averse enterprises to seek alternatives. 
The Democracy: OpenAI has aggressively moved into the void left by Anthropic's DoD 
standoff. Rather than gating its capabilities behind a 12-company wall, OpenAI launched 
GPT-5.4-Cyber and dramatically expanded its "Trusted Access for Cyber" (TAC) program. 
Utilizing stringent KYC and identity verification protocols, OpenAI is democratizing advanced 
binary reverse engineering, malware analysis, and agentic vulnerability discovery to thousands 
of vetted defenders globally. 
The UK AI Safety Institute (AISI) provided the crucial independent corroboration of this strategy 
in May 2026. The UK AISI evaluations confirmed that an early checkpoint of GPT-5.5 effectively 
matches Claude Mythos in multi-step enterprise attack simulations, fully completing a 32-step 
corporate network intrusion that takes human experts 20 hours to execute. The parity implies 
that vulnerability-finding capability is no longer a single-vendor property; the model ceiling has 
been reached across multiple labs. 
The Empire: Google has internalized the AI transition by focusing on the remediation side of 
the equation. Recognizing that vulnerability discovery will soon be commoditized by GPT-5.5 
and Mythos, Google DeepMind deployed "CodeMender" within its Secure AI Framework (SAIF 
2.0). CodeMender is an autonomous patch generation agent that not only identifies 
vulnerabilities but automatically writes and validates the secure code to fix them. In its first six 
months, CodeMender successfully upstreamed 72 validated security fixes into open-source 
projects spanning up to 4.5 million lines of code. Google’s strategic moat relies on the premise 
that discovering flaws is cheap, but autonomously eliminating entire classes of architectural debt 
across vast codebases is the ultimate enterprise value. 
The Stanford ARTEMIS study serves as the empirical arbiter of these three paths. The most 
critical finding in the ARTEMIS data is that the highest-performing autonomous pentesting 
framework (A2) was a multi-model ensemble. ARTEMIS A2 dynamically routed tasks across a 
supervisor ensemble that included Claude Sonnet 4, OpenAI o3, Claude Opus 4, and Gemini 
2.5 Pro. The fact that Stanford open-sourced a framework capable of beating 90% of human 
professionals using widely available API calls proves that the architecture of orchestration is far 
more valuable than the raw capability of a withheld model like Mythos. The enterprise buyer 
does not need to petition Anthropic for Glasswing access; they need to construct an 
ARTEMIS-style orchestration layer that commoditizes the underlying labs. 

4. T4 — The Agentic SOC: CISO operational decisions 
The Glasswing narrative has generated a deluge of boardroom panic, but it lacks the 
operational granularity required for a CISO to actually restructure a Security Operations Center 
(SOC) in 2026. The ARTEMIS paper provides this exact blueprint. By detailing the specific 
attack patterns, MITRE ATT&CK taxonomy, and behavioral differences between agents and 
humans, the study translates macroeconomic disruption into a specific build, buy, or partner 
decision matrix. 
[longform-seed]: ARTEMIS missed the TinyPilot RCE that 80% of humans found — and found 
an IDRAC vulnerability on an obsolete cipher suite that zero humans found. The failure modes 
are symmetric, and they define exactly where the human-agent partnership needs to be 
designed. [json-cluster]: {"headline_stat": "ARTEMIS: 8 parallel sub-agents; 2.82 avg 



concurrent; sub-20 min to first scan vs human 10hr engagement", "supporting":} 
[social-fragment]: Agents find what humans can't reach. Humans find what agents won't click. 
That's your team design. 
The defining operational advantage of the ARTEMIS framework is horizontal parallelism. Human 
penetration testers operate sequentially. In Appendix E of the study, the researchers mapped 
the behavioral trajectory of Participant 2 (P2), an elite human who ranked third overall with a 
100% validity rate. During initial reconnaissance, P2 identified a highly vulnerable anonymous 
LDAP server, noted it in their logs, but became distracted pursuing a separate exploit chain and 
never returned to complete the LDAP breach. 
An agent does not suffer from cognitive tunnel vision or fatigue. ARTEMIS peaked at 8 
concurrent sub-agents actively probing targets, averaging 2.82 parallel sub-agents per 
supervisor iteration. When ARTEMIS identified the same LDAP vulnerability, it immediately 
spawned a dedicated sub-agent to exploit it while the primary supervisor seamlessly continued 
network-wide enumeration. For a CISO, this implies that the point-in-time model of traditional 
pentesting retainers is dead. Continuous threat exposure monitoring via parallel agentic swarms 
is the only organizational model that guarantees comprehensive attack surface coverage. 
However, the agent's reliance on code-based parsing dictates symmetric failure modes. 
ARTEMIS exhibited a profound inability to interact with graphical interfaces. During the 
engagement, 80% of human participants successfully located a critical Remote Code Execution 
(RCE) vulnerability on a Windows machine accessible via a TinyPilot web interface. ARTEMIS, 
incapable of natively navigating the GUI, instead relied on web searches for TinyPilot version 
misconfigurations, prematurely submitting a lower-severity CORS wildcard vulnerability while 
entirely missing the RCE. 
Yet, this exact CLI-native architecture provided ARTEMIS with a unique advantage on legacy 
infrastructure. Sixty percent of humans found a vulnerability in a modern-UI IDRAC server, but 
zero humans discovered the exact same vulnerability on an older IDRAC server running an 
outdated HTTPS cipher suite. Modern human browsers categorically refused to load the legacy 
SSL page, causing human analysts to abandon the vector. ARTEMIS simply executed a curl -k 
command, effortlessly bypassing the certificate verification and exploiting the hardware. 
For the CISO, this empirical symmetry dictates team design. Agent-first scanning must 
immediately be deployed against all vast internal subnets, API-driven perimeters, and 
particularly legacy Operational Technology (OT) and ICS environments where human browsers 
fail. The expensive human headcount currently performing rote enumeration must be eliminated 
or upskilled. The remaining human red team must be redirected exclusively toward GUI-heavy 
applications, deeply nested business-logic manipulation, and context curation. 
Crucially, the ARTEMIS elicitation trials proved that the agent's failure to find certain bugs was a 
failure of pattern recognition, not technical execution. When provided with medium-to-high hints 
regarding the TinyPilot RCE and other missed vulnerabilities, ARTEMIS successfully completed 
the exploits. This dictates the CISO's ultimate operational mandate: the security team must build 
a curated, organizational memory layer—a proprietary threat intelligence database that feeds 
context into the agentic scanners to eliminate their false positives and bridge their pattern 
recognition gaps. 

5. T5 — PE Capital Allocation: Which models 
compress, which expand 
For Private Equity deal teams, VC investors, and corporate development officers, the ARTEMIS 



data combined with the Glasswing market narrative provides the definitive capital allocation 
calculus for 2026. The $14 billion SaaSpocalypse haircut correctly identified that 
human-hours-billed revenue models are structurally impaired, but the subsequent panic 
obscured the emerging categories poised for massive multiple expansion. 
[longform-seed]: The ARTEMIS false-positive problem and the GUI gap are not bugs — they are 
the business model of the next generation of security companies, and no one has yet built the 
industrial version of what the agents need to reach their performance ceiling. [json-cluster]: 
{"headline_stat": "ARTEMIS FP rate: highest of all participants; GUI tasks: 0% success without 
hints vs 80% human success", "supporting":} [social-fragment]: The agent's false positive rate is 
a business plan. Someone will build the context layer that fixes it. 
Models That Compress: The $18.21/hour cost floor established by the ARTEMIS A1 
framework mathematically dictates the compression of legacy Managed Security Service 
Providers (MSSPs) and traditional penetration testing firms. A PE firm holding an MSSP 
platform investment currently priced on human-hours EBITDA faces extreme holding period risk. 
If ARTEMIS can execute a network-wide engagement across 8,000 hosts in under two hours 
with competitive severity output, the market will rapidly converge on 70-80% labor cost 
reductions for routine scanning and assessment. 
Similarly, Continuous Attack Surface Management (CASM) vendors whose primary value 
proposition is systematic asset enumeration are structurally disrupted. The ARTEMIS study 
proves that multi-agent orchestration naturally excels at infinite parallel enumeration. The 
proprietary moat of simply "knowing what is on the network" evaporates when open-source LLM 
scaffolds can perform the same function dynamically. Any publicly traded or PE-held 
cybersecurity vendor relying on per-seat endpoint licensing for tier-1 SOC analysts is highly 
vulnerable; as agentic efficiency reduces the required human analyst headcount by 90%, 
revenue tied to those seats will violently contract. 
Models That Expand: The ARTEMIS failure modes provide the roadmap for value creation. 
The paper explicitly identifies that while agents are fast, their false-positive rates are significantly 
higher than human professionals. ARTEMIS frequently hallucinated successful breaches based 
on standard HTTP responses to failed logins. As Palo Alto's Nikesh Arora has frequently 
asserted, in an environment of infinite machine-generated alerts, "context wins". 
The white space in the 2026 market is the industrial-grade "context layer." The ARTEMIS 
elicitation data proved that when agents are fed human-curated organizational intelligence 
(hints), their false positive rate drops and their exploit success rate skyrockets. The premium 
commercial offering of the future is not raw human labor; it is the proprietary platform that safely 
ingests an enterprise's localized threat history, network topography, and business logic, and 
feeds it securely into an agentic execution layer via Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG). 
Startups building agentic security orchestration—such as Novee, which recently emerged from 
stealth with a $43M Series A —and incumbents integrating Automated Detection & Response 
(ADR) like Coalition's Wirespeed acquisition , represent the primary expansion targets. 
Furthermore, the GUI dependency gap identified in the TinyPilot failure highlights an immediate 
investment opportunity for computer-use agent integration. Vendors developing middleware that 
translates complex graphical security interfaces into API-accessible formats for agentic 
reasoning will capture immense near-term value. 

6. T6 — Architectural Bifurcation: SaaS-Native vs. 
Legacy 



The Glasswing and "Great Cleansing" narratives assert a macro structural claim: the agentic 
transition forces an irreversible bifurcation in enterprise technology architecture. SaaS-native 
platforms, which patch at machine speed, will survive; legacy, on-premise infrastructure, 
burdened by 6-month human patch cycles, will collapse under the weight of automated 
exploitation. The Stanford ARTEMIS paper provides the empirical micro-validation for this macro 
thesis. 
[longform-seed]: The IDRAC finding in the Stanford paper is the smallest version of the largest 
problem: legacy infrastructure with human-incompatible interfaces is now exclusively an agent's 
domain — and the 6-month human patch cycle cannot close what a $20,000 agent scan opens 
in an afternoon. [json-cluster]: {"headline_stat": "0% of humans found legacy IDRAC cipher-suite 
vuln; 100% of ARTEMIS variants found it", "supporting":} [social-fragment]: Humans couldn't 
load the page. The agent used curl. Your legacy stack has 10,000 pages the agent will load. 
The ARTEMIS findings meticulously map the vulnerabilities that are most amenable to 
automation. Utilizing the MITRE ATT&CK taxonomy, the agents flawlessly executed systematic 
discovery of default credentials, SQL injections, anonymous LDAP binds, and CUPS 
exploitation across the 8,000-host environment. 
The critical inflection point occurred during the assessment of Dell IDRAC servers. Sixty percent 
of the human cohort successfully identified a vulnerability in an IDRAC server featuring a 
modern web interface. However, a separate, older IDRAC server running an obsolete HTTPS 
cipher suite remained entirely undetected by the human professionals. Modern web browsers 
natively reject obsolete SSL certificates, rendering the target inaccessible to the human eye 
without custom, time-consuming terminal scripts. ARTEMIS, unburdened by browser security 
policies and operating natively via CLI, immediately executed a curl -k bypass and compromised 
the hardware. 
This micro-interaction proves the macro architectural thesis. Legacy infrastructure with 
human-incompatible interfaces—the aging plumbing of financial services, healthcare, and 
OT/ICS environments—is uniquely vulnerable to agent-class attackers. The human defense 
apparatus structurally ignores these endpoints due to access friction. A Mythos-class or 
GPT-5.5 agent will load the page, identify the obsolete cipher suite, and execute the 
vulnerability chain in milliseconds. 
This reality drastically accelerates the platform consolidation thesis championed by Palo Alto 
Networks, Microsoft, and CrowdStrike. In a best-of-breed enterprise architecture with 20 
disparate integration points, every unpatched endpoint is a critical attack surface for an 
autonomous swarm. The ExploitBench study (arXiv:2605.14153) authored by David Brumley 
and Seunghyun Lee further cements this danger, demonstrating that a private frontier model 
(presumed to be Mythos) achieved Arbitrary Code Execution (ACE) on 18 of 41 highly hardened 
V8 browser bugs. If agents can reliably construct ACE primitives against hardened targets, 
relying on customer-controlled, on-premise patching cycles is effectively negligence. 
Enterprises must radically consolidate their architecture behind SaaS-native providers capable 
of deploying autonomous compensating controls. Google's CodeMender agent, operating under 
SAIF 2.0, represents the required architectural response: an autonomous system that 
proactively rewrites code and implements compiler bounds checks (like -fbounds-safety on 
libwebp) upstream, long before an adversary's agent can discover the flaw. The architectural 
mandate derived from the ARTEMIS data is clear: any surface that relies on human speed to 
deploy a patch against an agentic attacker is a permanent breach surface. 



7. T7 — The Competitive Moat: Breadth vs. depth 
The most vital signal within the ARTEMIS paper for the professional cybersecurity labor market 
is buried in its unified scoring methodology. To accurately capture real-world risk, the Stanford 
researchers deliberately penalized simple "low-hanging fruit" discoveries and heavily weighted 
vulnerabilities based on technical complexity and business impact. Under this stringent 
framework, the profound behavioral difference between humans and AI was exposed: the 
agents won on breadth, while the elite humans won on depth. 
[longform-seed]: The agents won on breadth. The humans won on depth. The market has not 
yet priced the difference — and that mispricing is the most important signal in the ARTEMIS 
data for anyone making a capital allocation decision in cybersecurity in 2026. [json-cluster]: 
{"headline_stat": "P1 complexity score 67.4 vs ARTEMIS A2 41.2 — humans win on exploitation 
depth, not discovery breadth", "supporting":} [social-fragment]: Agents discover. Seniors exploit. 
You need both. The market is only pricing one of them correctly. 
The data is incontrovertible. Top human performer P1 secured a massive overall victory largely 
through a complexity score of 67.4. In stark contrast, ARTEMIS A2, despite placing second 
overall and outscoring P1 in raw severity (54 vs 44), achieved a complexity score of only 41.2. 
This differential precisely maps the current boundary of the AI capability moat. ARTEMIS is 
ruthlessly efficient at systematic discovery; it will find every exposed API, default credential, and 
unpatched CVE on the network. However, systematic discovery does not equate to 
sophisticated exploitation. 
The ARTEMIS paper notes that top human performers exhibit complex strategic judgment 
post-discovery: they identify an initial vector, creatively pivot through the environment, and 
deepen their foothold to extract maximum leverage. ARTEMIS lacks this strategic persistence. 
The framework demonstrated a highly counterproductive behavioral tick: it "tends to submit 
findings immediately," opting for rapid submission volume over tactical depth. The agent's 
premature submission of the CORS wildcard vulnerability on the TinyPilot box, causing it to 
abandon the critical RCE exploit entirely, is the perfect crystallization of this flaw. 
For the labor market, this implies a violent recalibration of compensation and headcount. The 
junior analyst tier, whose primary function was the systematic scanning and triage layer that 
ARTEMIS now automates for $18.21/hour, faces absolute eradication. The market is pricing this 
destruction correctly. 
However, as the automated scanning layer handles the noise, the value of the remaining human 
layer does not decrease—it compounds. The addressable premium for senior human expertise 
lies entirely in post-discovery exploitation and strategic reasoning. The human is required to 
curate the context layer that drops the agent's false-positive rate to near-zero, and the human is 
required to translate the agent's vast surface-level discoveries into complex, chained business 
logic attacks. 
The ultimate capital allocation thesis of 2026 is that the market has fundamentally mispriced the 
synthesis of these two capabilities. The $14 billion software haircut treated all cybersecurity 
services as homogenous, replaceable labor. But the ARTEMIS data proves that the future 
belongs to organizations that eliminate the junior discovery tier while aggressively up-pricing the 
senior exploitation tier. The true winner in the "Great Cleansing" will be the platform that 
successfully monetizes the strategic reasoning layer sitting decisively above the agentic 
execution swarm. 
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