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I Executive Summary

A data leak exposed the existence of Anthropic's unreleased large language model, internally known as
'Claude Mythos' (also referenced as 'Capybara and 'Opus 5'), with reporting from Fortune and Euronews
describing it as a 'step change' in Al capability with particular concern around advanced cyber-offensive
potential. Anthropic confirmed it is actively testing the model, but has not released technical details about
its capabilities or safeguards. The disclosure triggered a sell-off in publicly traded cybersecurity stocks,
signaling that markets are pricing in a near-term shift in the offensive-defensive balance driven by Al
capability acceleration, even before any confirmed malicious use.

I Technical Analysis

This story is not about an active exploit or confirmed attack campaign. It is about capability risk disclosure, and
the distinction matters for how security teams respond.

The core event is a data leak that revealed the existence of an Anthropic model in development, reported by
Fortune on March 26, 2026, with follow-on analysis from Euronews on March 30. Anthropic acknowledged the
model exists and that testing is underway, but has not published technical documentation, a model card, or
responsible disclosure details about offensive capability boundaries.

The cybersecurity concern centers on what practitioners call 'capability uplift', the degree to which an Al model
lowers the skill threshold for executing sophisticated attacks. If Claude Mythos performs as described in
leak-sourced reporting, the relevant threat scenarios include: accelerated vulnerability research and exploit
development, higher-quality phishing and social engineering at scale, automated lateral movement planning,
and faster malware adaptation to evade detection logic.
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Importantly, no technical benchmarks, capability evaluations, or red team reports from Anthropic have been
confirmed as part of the public record. Specific capability claims circulating in secondary and tertiary sources,
including Euronews, Indian Express, and WaveSpeed Al, are unverified. The Fortune reporting, treated here as
the most authoritative secondary source, is itself based on leak material rather than Anthropic's official technical
disclosure.

The stock market reaction is analytically significant independent of the capability claims. Markets are interpreting
the leak as a signal that the gap between Al-enabled offense and current defensive tooling may be narrowing
faster than previously priced in. That reaction reflects institutional awareness of Al-driven threat acceleration
even if the underlying capability claims remain unconfirmed.

For security teams, the relevant threat modeling question is not whether Claude Mythos is deployable today,
which it is not, but whether the organization's current detection and response capabilities were designed against
a threat actor baseline that assumed human-speed adversarial operations. If Al-enabled attackers can
compress the time from initial access to impact, dwell-time-dependent detections, manual triage workflows, and
analyst-gated escalation paths become structural vulnerabilities.

Confidence assessment: Core facts (model existence, leak event, Anthropic acknowledgment) are medium-high
confidence based on Fortune reporting. Specific offensive capability claims are low confidence pending
Anthropic's own technical disclosure. No CVE, exploit code, or confirmed malicious use exists at time of writing.

I Action Checklist

1. Step 1: Assess Al tool exposure, inventory all Al-assisted development, security operations, and
business workflow tools in use; identify which vendors are in the large language model space and whether
their capability roadmaps have been reviewed against your acceptable use and risk policies

2. Step 2: Review detection assumptions, audit whether your SIEM rules, EDR behavioral detections, and
phishing defenses were calibrated against human-speed adversarial behavior; identify detections that
depend on dwell time, manual error patterns, or low-volume reconnaissance that Al-enabled attackers
could compress or eliminate

3. Step 3: Update threat model, incorporate Al-enabled capability uplift as a threat category in your threat
register; document the specific scenarios most relevant to your environment (e.g., Al-accelerated spear
phishing, automated vulnerability chaining, Al-assisted social engineering targeting privileged users)

4. Step 4: Communicate findings to leadership, brief the CISO and relevant board stakeholders on the
distinction between confirmed active threat and prospective capability risk; frame the market reaction as a
leading indicator, not as confirmation of exploitation; avoid overstating the imminence of the threat

5. Step 5: Monitor Anthropic and regulatory developments, track for official Anthropic technical disclosure,
model card publication, and any responsible Al evaluation reports; monitor CISA and NIST Al Risk
Management Framework guidance updates; watch for legislative or regulatory responses to Al offensive
capability concerns in the US and EU

I IR / Forensic Enrichment

Triage Priority DEFERRED
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Escalation Criteria Escalate from deferred to urgent if: (1) Anthropic publishes a Claude Mythos model card
confirming autonomous cyber-offensive capabilities without demonstrated safety controls, (2)
CISA issues an advisory attributing active exploitation of Al-assisted techniques to Claude
Mythos-class models, or (3) internal Step 1 inventory reveals unreviewed Anthropic API
integrations with access to sensitive internal data or privileged system contexts.

Recovery Notes There is no active incident to recover from at this time — this is a prospective capability risk,
not a confirmed exploitation event. Recovery posture should be defined as the completion and
documentation of Steps 1-3, with verification that the threat model, detection rules, and Al tool
inventory have been updated and approved by the appropriate risk owner. Monitor for 90 days
post-initial-assessment for Anthropic technical disclosures or CISA guidance that would
materially change the risk posture and trigger a re-assessment cycle.

Forensic Artifacts Egress DNS and proxy logs for 'api.anthropic.com’ and 'claude.ai' — identifies all internal
consumers of Anthropic services prior to any capability change notification from Anthropic,
scoping blast radius of a future supply-chain-style risk if Claude Mythos is deployed via the
existing API surface | API key and secrets vault records containing '"ANTHROPIC_API_KEY'
or 'sk-ant-*' pattern credentials — establishes which systems and service accounts have
programmatic access to Anthropic models, directly relevant to assessing exposure if a Claude
Mythos-class model replaces current Claude API versions | SIEM rule export with
last-triggered timestamps for detections dependent on human-paced adversarial behavior
(dwell-time thresholds, low-velocity reconnaissance rules, manual error pattern signatures) —
documents the specific detection gaps that Al-enabled attackers exploiting Claude
Mythos-class capability would most likely defeat | Phishing simulation results and social
engineering IR ticket history from the past 12 months — establishes the empirical baseline for
privileged user susceptibility to spear phishing, directly relevant to the Claude
Mythos-associated risk of Al-accelerated, hyper-personalized social engineering campaigns |
Anthropic Responsible Scaling Policy (RSP) current version snapshot and any existing vendor
security addenda in third-party risk management records — provides the contractual and
policy baseline for evaluating whether Anthropic's Claude Mythos deployment will meet your
acceptable use and risk policy requirements documented in Step 1

Per-Action IR Details

Step 1: Assess Al tool exposure — inventory all Al-assisted development, security operations, and business
workflow tools in use; identify which vendors are in the large language model space and whether their
capability roadmaps have been reviewed against your acceptable use and risk policies

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 82 — Preparation: Establishing IR capability and asset awareness prior to threat
materialization

Controls: NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling) — preparation component requires knowing what assets and tools are in
scope, NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — assess risk posed by LLM vendors including Anthropic whose capability
roadmap now includes confirmed advanced cyber-offensive model development, CIS 1.1 (Establish and Maintain
Detailed Enterprise Asset Inventory) — extend asset inventory to include Al-as-a-service tools (Anthropic Claude API,
Claude.ai, Amazon Bedrock Claude endpoints) used in development, SecOps, or business workflows, CIS 2.1
(Establish and Maintain a Software Inventory) — catalog all software integrations that embed LLM capabilities,
including IDE plugins (Cursor, GitHub Copilot), SIEM Al assistants, and chatbot interfaces backed by Anthropic
models, NIST SA-9 (External System Services) — review third-party LLM service agreements for data handling, model
versioning, and capability change notification obligations

Compensating: For teams without a CMDB: run 'Get-InstalledModule | Where-Object {$_.Name -match
"anthropic|openai|claude|llm"}' on Windows endpoints via PowerShell remoting, and 'pip list | grep -IE
"anthropic|langchainjopenai™ on Linux systems. Review Okta/Azure AD SSO application lists and DNS query logs
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(e.g., via Pi-hole or pfSense query log) for traffic to ‘api.anthropic.com’ and 'claude.ai' to surface shadow Al usage not
captured in formal inventories.

Evidence: Before conducting the inventory, capture a point-in-time snapshot of: (1) DNS resolver logs showing queries
to 'api.anthropic.com’, ‘claude.ai’, and Anthropic CDN endpoints — establishes baseline LLM usage footprint; (2)
firewall/proxy egress logs filtered for Anthropic IP ranges (ASN lookups for Anthropic PBC) over the past 90 days —
identifies undocumented API consumers; (3) APl key management system or secrets vault export showing any stored
'ANTHROPIC_API_KEY" or 'sk-ant-*' pattern credentials — scopes blast radius if Claude Mythos or successor models
introduce supply-chain risk via the API.

Step 2: Review detection assumptions — audit whether your SIEM rules, EDR behavioral detections, and
phishing defenses were calibrated against human-speed adversarial behavior; identify detections that depend
on dwell time, manual error patterns, or low-volume reconnaissance that Al-enabled attackers could
compress or eliminate

NIST Phase: Detection Analysis

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 8§3.2 — Detection and Analysis: Maintaining detection capability effectiveness as threat
actor TTPs evolve

Controls: NIST SI-4 (System Monitoring) — detection infrastructure must account for Al-accelerated attack patterns
that compress traditional dwell-time indicators and defeat rules tuned to human-paced behavior, NIST AU-6 (Audit
Record Review, Analysis, and Reporting) — review cadence and correlation rules must be re-evaluated against
scenarios where reconnaissance, phishing, and exploitation may occur in minutes rather than days, NIST IR-3
(Incident Response Testing) — test detection rules against Al-speed attack simulations: e.g., high-velocity spear
phishing campaigns, automated vulnerability chaining across multiple CVEs in rapid succession, CIS 8.2 (Collect Audit
Logs) — ensure log sources that would capture Al-assisted attack artifacts (email gateway, DNS, endpoint process
creation) are actively collecting at sufficient fidelity, NIST DE.AE-02 (Adverse event analysis) — SIEM correlation logic
should be reviewed for rules that fire only after human-paced thresholds (e.g., '5 failed logins in 10 minutes') which
Al-orchestrated attacks may deliberately stay under

Compensating: Without a commercial SIEM: deploy Sigma rules to Elastic SIEM (free tier) or Splunk Free targeting
Al-speed phishing indicators — specifically Sigma rule 'proc_creation_win_susp_spearphishing_attachment.yml' and
email-based detections from the SigmaHQ repository. Use Sysmon Event ID 1 (Process Creation) with Parentimage
filters to detect unusual document-to-shell chains that Al-generated phishing lures would trigger. For phishing defense
without enterprise tooling, configure SpamAssassin or Rspamd with elevated scoring for highly personalized lures
lacking common spam markers — a pattern consistent with Al-generated spear phishing that defeats traditional
bulk-mail heuristics.

Evidence: Prior to modifying any detection rules, export and archive: (1) current SIEM rule baseline with last-triggered
timestamps — preserves pre-change detection posture for comparison after tuning; (2) 90-day email gateway logs
filtered for messages containing personalized references to internal personnel, projects, or org structure that exceed a
normalized personalization threshold — establishes baseline against which Al-generated spear phishing volume can
be measured; (3) EDR behavioral alert history for social engineering precursors (e.g., CrowdStrike/Defender alert
categories 'Userlnitiated' document execution chains) — documents current detection sensitivity before recalibration.

Step 3: Update threat model — incorporate Al-enabled capability uplift as a threat category in your threat
register; document the specific scenarios most relevant to your environment (e.g., Al-accelerated spear
phishing, automated vulnerability chaining, Al-assisted social engineering targeting privileged users)

NIST Phase: Preparation

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 §2 — Preparation: Threat modeling and scenario documentation as foundational IR
preparation activity

Controls: NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — formally assess the risk of Al-enabled capability uplift as a distinct threat
category, documenting Claude Mythos-class offensive Al as a prospective threat actor capability multiplier, NIST IR-8
(Incident Response Plan) — update IR plan to include Al-accelerated attack scenarios as named threat categories with
specific detection, containment, and escalation playbooks, NIST PM-16 (Threat Awareness Program) — incorporate Al
offensive capability reporting (Fortune/Euronews Claude Mythos disclosure, NIST Al RMF guidance) into threat
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awareness program inputs, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management Process) — extend vuln
management scope to include Al-accelerated vulnerability chaining scenarios where human-paced patch windows may
be insufficient, MITRE ATT&CK T1566 (Phishing) — Al-assisted spear phishing represents a capability uplift against
this technique; T1589 (Gather Victim Identity Information) and T1598 (Phishing for Information) represent
reconnaissance phases Al models like Claude Mythos could automate at scale against privileged users

Compensating: For teams without a formal GRC platform: maintain the threat register in a structured markdown or
CSV document with columns for Threat Category, Al Uplift Factor, Affected Asset Class, Detection Gap, and Residual
Risk Owner. Document Claude Mythos-specific scenarios using the MITRE ATT&CK Navigator (free, browser-based)
to annotate which techniques gain capability uplift from advanced LLM assistance — export as JSON for audit trail.
Reference NIST Al RMF Playbook (ai.gov) for Al-specific risk framing language appropriate for non-technical
stakeholder communication.

Evidence: Before updating the threat model, collect and preserve: (1) current threat register snapshot with existing
threat categories and risk ratings — provides before/after comparison for audit purposes; (2) any prior phishing
simulation results or tabletop exercise outputs showing current assumed adversary speed/sophistication — establishes
the baseline assumption being updated; (3) internal ticketing or IR records showing social engineering attempts against
privileged users in the past 12 months — grounds the Al-assisted social engineering scenario in observed
organizational attack surface rather than hypothetical.

Step 4: Communicate findings to leadership — brief the CISO and relevant board stakeholders on the
distinction between confirmed active threat and prospective capability risk; frame the market reaction as a
leading indicator, not as confirmation of exploitation; avoid overstating the imminence of the threat

NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Lessons learned, stakeholder communication, and policy
update driven by threat intelligence, not confirmed exploitation

Controls: NIST IR-6 (Incident Reporting) — internal reporting obligation applies to prospective threat intelligence, not
only confirmed incidents; leadership must receive accurate characterization of threat maturity to avoid misallocation of
response resources, NIST IR-4 (Incident Handling) — preparation sub-phase includes stakeholder communication
structures; this briefing establishes the organizational posture before Claude Mythos-class threats are operationally
deployed by adversaries, NIST PM-15 (Security and Privacy Groups and Associations) — monitor and relay Anthropic
public disclosures, CISA Al advisories, and NIST Al RMF updates as authoritative sources for briefing content rather
than relying solely on press reporting, NIST RA-3 (Risk Assessment) — board-level communication should reference a
formal risk assessment framing, distinguishing between current residual risk and projected risk if Claude Mythos-class
capability becomes adversarially accessible

Compensating: For teams without a formal executive reporting process: use a one-page threat brief template
structured as: (1) What was disclosed — Claude Mythos internal model leak via Fortune/Euronews reporting, no
confirmed exploitation; (2) What it means for us — specific internal Al tool exposure identified in Step 1, detection gaps
identified in Step 2; (3) What we are doing — concrete actions from Steps 1-3 with owners and timelines; (4) What we
are watching — Anthropic model card publication, CISA Al guidance. Avoid referencing stock price movement as a
threat severity indicator in the brief — frame it accurately as market sentiment, not technical confirmation.

Evidence: Before the leadership briefing, document and preserve: (1) the specific Fortune and Euronews source
articles with publication timestamps — establishes the disclosure timeline and prevents scope creep from later
secondary reporting; (2) output of the Step 1 Al tool inventory and Step 2 detection gap audit — provides the empirical
organizational risk basis for the briefing rather than relying on press narrative; (3) a written record of what is confirmed
(data leak of model existence, Anthropic testing confirmation) versus unconfirmed (model capabilities, safeguards,
release timeline, adversarial accessibility) — protects against overclaiming in communications and creates an audit
trail of the organization's threat assessment at this point in time.

Step 5: Monitor Anthropic and regulatory developments — track for official Anthropic technical disclosure,
model card publication, and any responsible Al evaluation reports; monitor CISA and NIST Al Risk
Management Framework guidance updates; watch for legislative or regulatory responses to Al offensive
capability concerns in the US and EU
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NIST Phase: Post Incident

Reference: NIST 800-61r3 84 — Post-Incident Activity: Continuous threat intelligence integration and policy
improvement based on evolving threat landscape

Controls: NIST SI-5 (Security Alerts, Advisories, and Directives) — establish a formal feed for Anthropic model card
publications, CISA Al advisories, and NIST Al RMF updates as authoritative sources for ongoing threat intelligence on
Claude Mythos-class offensive Al capability, NIST IR-5 (Incident Monitoring) — extend incident monitoring scope to
include threat intelligence signals (Anthropic technical disclosures, regulatory filings, Al safety evaluation reports) that
would change the risk posture established in Steps 1-3, NIST PM-16 (Threat Awareness Program) — incorporate
structured monitoring of Anthropic's responsible scaling policy (RSP) updates and any third-party Al safety evaluations
of Claude Mythos into the threat awareness program, CIS 7.1 (Establish and Maintain a Vulnerability Management
Process) — vulnerability management process should include a trigger for re-assessment of Al-related risk posture
upon Anthropic model card publication or CISA Al-specific advisory issuance, NIST DE.AE-07 (Cyber threat
intelligence integration) — CTI program should have a defined workflow for ingesting and acting on Anthropic technical
disclosures and EU Al Act enforcement actions that affect Claude Mythos-class model deployment

Compensating: For teams without a commercial CTI platform: configure free RSS/Atom feed monitoring (via
FreshRSS, Miniflux, or a simple cron-driven Python feedparser script) targeting: 'anthropic.com/news', the NIST Al
RMF page (nist.gov/artificial-intelligence), CISA's Al security advisories feed, and EU Al Office publications
(digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu). Set keyword alerts for 'Claude Mythos', 'Capybara model', 'Opus 5', 'responsible scaling
policy', and 'Al offensive capability'. Log all relevant disclosures to a dated threat intelligence register entry with a field
for 'risk posture change: yes/no' to drive re-assessment triggers under the Step 3 threat model without requiring
manual triage of every article.

Evidence: Establish a dated evidence baseline before beginning ongoing monitoring: (1) archive the original Fortune
and Euronews articles with full text and publication timestamps as the disclosure baseline — enables accurate delta
analysis when Anthropic issues official technical disclosures; (2) snapshot the current NIST Al RMF version and CISA
Al guidance documents in use as of today's date — ensures future regulatory changes are measured against a known
baseline; (3) record the current Anthropic Responsible Scaling Policy (RSP) version and commitments (available at
anthropic.com/responsible-scaling-policy) — provides the contractual and policy baseline against which any Claude
Mythos model card or safety evaluation report should be evaluated for material capability changes relevant to your
threat model.

I Detection Guidance

No indicators of compromise, exploit code, or active campaign artifacts exist for this story. Detection guidance
applies to the broader Al-enabled threat category this story represents.

Anomaly hunting priorities: Review logs for high-volume, high-precision spear phishing campaigns targeting
privileged users, particularly those with unusual personalization suggesting automated research rather than
manual crafting. Look for reconnaissance patterns that are faster or more structured than typical
human-operated campaigns. Monitor for credential attacks using contextually convincing pretexts that suggest
Al-assisted content generation.

Policy audit priorities: Verify that your acceptable use policy addresses employee and contractor use of external
large language models, including whether sensitive data inputs are restricted. Review whether your security
awareness training has been updated to address Al-generated phishing, deepfake voice and video, and
Al-assisted pretexting. Confirm that your incident response playbooks do not assume human-speed adversarial
timelines as a baseline.

Third-party risk: If your organization works with vendors or partners using Al-assisted development pipelines,
assess whether those pipelines introduce supply chain risk from Al-generated code that has not been reviewed
for security properties.
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At this time, no specific log sources, signatures, or behavioral indicators can be tied to Claude Mythos
specifically. Any detection posture changes should be framed around Al-enabled threat acceleration as a
category, not around this model specifically.

Framework Mappings

HIPAA-SECURITY
e 164.308(a)(6)(ii) — Response and Reporting
NIST-CSF-2

¢ RS.CO-03 — Recovery activities and progress communicated

¢ DE.AE-08 — Incidents are declared when adverse events meet the defined incident criteria
NIST-800-53R5

* |R-5 — Incident Monitoring
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