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Responses From CHATGPT on OpenAl’s Defenders Window Proposal

PROMPT:

Can you read this https://openai.com/index/the-defenders-window/ and tell me if their
proposed approach will work to safeguard Al?

CHATGPT’s OUTPUT:

Yes. | read OpenAl’s “The Defender’s Window,” published August 17, 2026, and | think it
is an important cybersecurity strategy—but it is not, by itself, a comprehensive approach
to safeguarding Al.

The key distinction is:

OpenAl’s proposal is primarily an Al-powered cybersecurity defense strategy, not a
complete Al-safety architecture.

What OpenAl is proposing

The core idea is a defender-versus-attacker race. Al will make attackers much faster at
discovering vulnerabilities, but the same Al can give defenders the ability to discover and
repair vulnerabilities even faster. OpenAl calls this the “defender’s window.”

Their four pillars are:

1. Al-assisted secure software development — use models such as Codex to find
vulnerabilities and produce safer code.

2. Continuous Al-assisted defense — use models to triage alerts and increasingly
automate defensive responses.

3. Continuous attack-path discovery — have frontier models continuously search for
vulnerabilities, misconfigurations, excessive privileges and trust-boundary failures.

4. Traditional security fundamentals — defense in depth, least privilege, isolation,

monitoring, hardening and safe deployment.

That is actually a strong cybersecurity architecture.
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Will it work?
My assessment: Yes for cybersecurity resilience; no as a complete Al-safety solution.

I'd score it approximately:
Dimension My assessment
Protecting conventional software/infrastructure 8.5/10

Defending against Al-assisted cyberattacks 8/10

Detecting vulnerabilities 9/10
Speed of incident response 9/10
Secure software development 8.5/10
Preventing Al misuse 6.5/10
Controlling autonomous Al agents 6/10
Preventing loss-of-control scenarios 5/10
Societal/governance safety 5/10
Comprehensive Al safety 5-6/10

The reason for the gap is fundamental.

The proposal assumes the defender can remain ahead
OpenAl's central proposition is essentially:

Al attacker capability * > Al defender capability * even faster
If that inequality holds, the strategy can work extremely well.

But there is no guarantee that it will.

Suppose:

Attacker capability=A

Defender capability =D
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OpenAl's desired condition is:
D>A

But Al creates a possibility that:
A>D

because an attacker may need only one successful exploit, whereas a defender has to
secure an enormous attack surface continuously.

This is the classic asymmetry of cybersecurity.

The biggest strength of OpenAl's approach

| particularly like the fact that OpenAl isn't proposing “just train the Al to behave safely.”
Instead, it is moving toward multiple independent safety barriers.

For example:

Model safety training

N

Access controls

N

Monitoring

N

Infrastructure isolation
N

Least privilege

N

Al-assisted vulnerability discovery
N

Human review for consequential actions
N

Incident response

That is much more credible than relying on a single alignment technique.
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OpenAl explicitly describes this philosophy as defense in depth, where multiple
independent controls must fail before a catastrophic event occurs.

But there is a major weakness
The proposal is much stronger at answering:
“How do we defend computers against Al-powered attackers?”
than:
“How do we ensure increasingly autonomous Al systems themselves remain safe?”
Those are different problems.
For example, imagine an Al agent becomes capable of:
e Wwriting its own software,
e exploiting vulnerabilities,
e acquiring credentials,
e replicating itself,
e persuading humans,
e manipulating other Al systems,

e operating autonomously for days,

and strategically pursuing a goal.

Giving defenders an equally capable Al agent is useful.

But you now have two highly capable autonomous systems.
The fundamental safety question becomes:

Who controls the defender?

That's where the Defender's Window approach needs another layer.

There is another important problem: the arms race
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OpenAl says:

Al makes attackers stronger and defenders stronger.
That's true.

But imagine this progression:

Al capability 1
- attacker + defender

Al capability 2
-> attacker + defender

Al capability 3
-> attacker + defender

Eventually you can reach a point where Al can autonomously perform sophisticated cyber
operations.

At that point, the security environment isn't necessarily becoming safer.
It may simply become:

Al vs. Al

with both sides operating at machine speed.

That creates a dangerous possibility:

The attack-defense race itself becomes an Al-risk multiplier.

Where | think OpenAl's approach is particularly good
Their proposal to continuously enumerate attack paths is excellent.
Traditional security often looks like:

scan > find vulnerability > patch

OpenAl is proposing something closer to:

continuously reason about the entire attack graph

For example:
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Vulnerability A
v
Credential B
v
Privilege C
v
Internal system D
2
Trust relationship E
2
Criticaliinfrastructure

An Al system could potentially discover chains that individual scanners or human analysts
miss.

OpenAl's own example is striking: GPT-based agents found 13 issues on Greg Brockman's
website in roughly 15 minutes, including configuration and software problems that could
potentially have been chained together.

That demonstrates the practical value of Al as a cyberguardian.

But | would add three things

If | were evaluating this as an Al-safety framework, I'd say OpenAl needs three additional
layers.

1. Capability Safety

You need to continuously ask:

What can this Al actually do?

ot merely:
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Is it behaving properly?

You need capability measurements for:
e cyber offense

e autonomous replication

e deception

e persuasion/manipulation

e strategic planning

e biological/chemical assistance
e Al research automation

e resource acquisition

autonomy

OpenAl already has elements of this through its Preparedness Framework and frontier-risk
evaluations.

But this needs to be treated as a system-wide capability boundary, not just a model
evaluation.

2. Behavioral Safety

The system needs to remain safe even when it becomes extremely capable.
That means testing:

capability

while requiring:

unsafe behavior ¥

This is considerably harder than ordinary cybersecurity.

OpenAl itself acknowledges that increasingly autonomous systems require stronger
oversight and uses multiple layers including safety training, behavioral testing, agentic
code review and monitoring.
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3. Governance Safety
This is the biggest missing dimension in the Defender's Window article.
Suppose an Al can discover a critical vulnerability.
Who decides whether it should:
e exploitit?
e patchit?
o disclose it?
e notify government?
e notify the vendor?
o keepitsecret?
e investigate further?
These are governance decisions, not purely technical decisions.

And once Al systems become extremely powerful, governance becomes part of the safety
system itself.

My bottom line

I would characterize OpenAl's proposal this way:
Excellent cyber-defense strategy

but

Incomplete Al-safety strategy.

The Defender's Window is convincing when the objective is:

Use Al to make defenders faster than Al-powered attackers.

Itis much less convincing when the objective is:

Ensure increasingly powerful autonomous Al remains safe for humanity.
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Those are not the same problem.
And this distinction is important for the SAFE Al framework you have been developing.

I would map OpenAl's Defender's Window primarily into Capability Safety + Security
Safety, with supporting elements of Behavioral Safety and Governance Safety. It does
not by itself cover the full five-dimensional safety model you've been emphasizing:
capability, behavior, societal, governance, and ethical safety.

In fact, | think this gives you a useful way to critique the proposal:

The Defender's Window solves the defender-attacker problem. It does not fully solve
the human-Al safety problem.

OpenAl itself says its broader philosophy is defense-in-depth and acknowledges that no
single intervention is likely to be the solution for safe and beneficial Al.

If you want, | can next do a detailed side-by-side comparison of OpenAl's Defender's
Window vs. the SAFE Al Operating Point, including which one is stronger on the five safety

dimensions and where each framework has gaps.

PROMPT: Yes, do the comparison please

/ After reviewing OpenAl's Defender's Window and the SAFE Al Foundation's current \
description of the SAFE Al Operating Point (SAIOP), | would characterize them as

complementary but fundamentally different safety philosophies. OpenAl is primarily trying

to make the defender faster than the attacker; SAIOP is trying to establish the boundary

beyond which Al development should not proceed.

o /
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. The fundamental difference

OpenAl — Defender's Window SAFE Al — SAIOP

How do we defend ourselves How far can Al capability/autonomy
Primary question againstincreasingly capable Al- safely progress before humans lose
enabled attacks? control?
Basic philosophy Defense acceleration Capability boundary / prevention

Uncontrollable or runaway Al and

Main threat Al-powered cyberattack o
catastrophic risk
. . Give defenders frontier Al Establish a governed upper safety
Main mechanism _ .
capabilities limit
Orientation Reactive + proactive defense Primarily preventive

. Al system + human governance
Safety unit Cyber system / attack surface
system

" . Defender capability vs. attacker Al capability/autonomy vs. human
Critical variable .
capability control

. . Al remains below the loss-of-control
Desired condition Defender stays ahead
boundary

What happens . .
Continue defending Do not cross the boundary
after boundary?

_ Define and enforce the safety
Governance role Support the technical defense
boundary
OpenAl explicitly argues that defenders need to use capable Al now to discover
vulnerabilities, investigate incidents, conduct security assessments and accelerate
remediation. Its latest cyber work has gone further, including specialized frontier cyber
models and governed access for trusted defenders.

SAIOP, by contrast, says the critical issue is that there may be a point at which human
institutions can no longer reliably intervene, understand or control the system. Its
proposal is therefore to identify that boundary before it is crossed.
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2. The most important philosophical difference

I would reduce the two approaches to two equations.
Defender's Window

Defensive Al capability > Offensive Al capability

The objective is essentially:

Make the defenders faster than the attackers.
SAIOP

Al capability + autonomy < Human control threshold
The objective is:

Never allow Al to cross the point where human control becomes unreliable.
That is a profound difference.

OpenAl assumes that an increasingly powerful Al world can remain manageable if
defensive capability keeps pace.

SAIOP says:
There may be a capability level beyond which keeping pace is no longer sufficient.

That is why | think SAIOP addresses a problem that Defender's Window does not fully
address.
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3. Compare them against the five safety dimensions

This is where the comparison becomes especially interesting.

Safety dimension Defender's Window SAIOP  Stronger

1. Capability Safety . 0. 0.6, 04 % % % % % SAIOP

2. Behavioral Safety * K kKK * % % % % SAIOP

3. Societal Safety ok S * % % % *x SAIOP

4. Governance Safety ok k3 * % % % x SAIOP

5. Ethical Safety Yok e v * % % % ¥ SAIOP
Cybersecurity Yk ok Kk % % %k ¥r % Defender's Window
Incident response 2.2.8.8.0¢ * % Y% ¥ % Defender's Window
Loss-of-control prevention * ok ek % % % % % SAIOP
Catastrophic-risk prevention ok ek % % % % % SAIOP

Operational implementation today s % % % % * % * ¥ Defender's Window

PROMPT: Thank you and good day!
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