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MARKET STRATEGY NOTE 

A Warning, an Echo, and a Shrug: What the AI-Safety 
Weekend Means for Portfolios 

By Darren Graff, Guardant Wealth Advisors 

Most weekends don't produce a resignation letter, a partial confession from a trillion-dollar company's own safety 

team, a presidential shrug, and a CEO's public plan to slow down the very technology his firm is racing to build — 

all inside 96 hours. This one did. Our phones lit up with a version of the same question from several directions: 

should any of this change what we're doing with your money? Below is our attempt at a straight answer, without 

pretending to more certainty than the situation allows. 

What Actually Happened 
On September 9, Jacob Coxon, who had worked as a researcher at both Anthropic and OpenAI, announced on X 

that he was leaving the field altogether, writing that the leading labs are “racing straight to self-improving 

superintelligence and gambling with our lives.” That alone would likely have been a one-day tech-press story. What 

turned it into a market event was what happened next: sitting Anthropic researchers, including the company's 

Science Lead and its Scalable Oversight Lead, publicly agreed with him, with one estimating better than a 10% 

chance that AI causes human extinction within ten years. Two days later, President Trump dismissed the extinction-

risk framing entirely, saying he has “no concerns” and that outcompeting China matters more. And a day after that, 

Anthropic's own CEO, Dario Amodei, published a proposal to “pace the frontier” of AI development — third-party 

safety evaluators, international coordination, unilateral commitments from his own company — with Sam Altman 

endorsing it, OpenAI pushing its IPO out to 2027 on safety grounds, and Elon Musk voicing agreement. 

The table below lays out the sequence and, more usefully, why each step did or didn't move markets. 

Date Event Why it matters to markets 

Sept 9 

Jacob Coxon, a researcher who had worked 
at both Anthropic and OpenAI, resigns 
publicly on X, saying the labs are “racing 
straight to self-improving superintelligence 
and gambling with our lives.” 

An outsider's warning is easy to dismiss as one 
person's opinion; the story doesn't move markets 
on its own. 

Sept 9–10 

Sitting Anthropic staff — including its Science 
Lead and its Scalable Oversight Lead — 
publicly back him up, with one putting the 
odds of an AI-caused human extinction above 
10% within a decade. 

This is the part that actually travels: it's no longer 
an ex-employee with an axe to grind, it's people 
currently building the technology. 



Date Event Why it matters to markets 

Sept 11 

President Trump dismisses the extinction-risk 
warnings, says he has “no concerns,” and 
frames staying ahead of China as the 
overriding priority. 

Signals the federal posture stays pro-acceleration; 
removes, for now, the tail scenario of an abrupt 
Washington-imposed slowdown. 

Sept 12 

Anthropic CEO Dario Amodei publishes a plan 
to “pace the frontier” (third-party safety 
evaluators, international coordination); Sam 
Altman agrees and OpenAI pushes its IPO to 
2027, citing safety; Elon Musk voices support. 

The industry's own leadership — not just its safety 
staff — is now on record saying “slow down,” 
which is a harder signal for investors to wave off 
than a viral thread. 

Sept 11–13 

US chip stocks slide roughly 14% off the top 
of the range, the Nasdaq 100 is down more 
than 4% from its June record, and Asian tech 
falls nearly 8%; Nvidia CEO Jensen Huang calls 
the extinction warnings “outlandish” and 
“deeply untrue.” Meanwhile the S&P 500 and 
global equities overall are little changed, up 
about 0.6%. 

This is a rotation and a de-rating of the most 
crowded AI-capex trade, not a broad risk-off event. 
That distinction matters for how you respond. 

 

The “Democratic Amplification” Problem 
What made this weekend different from the steady background hum of AI-doom commentary is who was doing 

the talking. Warnings about existential AI risk are not new — researchers have been raising them for years, largely 

to diminishing public attention. What changed is the source: this wasn't an academic or a rival CEO with a 

commercial incentive to slow a competitor down. It was people currently employed inside the leading safety-

focused AI lab, saying so in public, on their own accounts, where the posts could be read, quoted, and argued over 

by anyone. That is a meaningfully different signal than a think-tank report, and social media did what it does: it 

took a technical, hedged internal debate and compressed it into a viral, binary-sounding headline. We'd note the 

corroboration itself, however, is still a probability estimate from people with every institutional incentive to be 

taken seriously on safety — it is not a peer-reviewed finding, and Anthropic's other leadership, including Amodei 

himself, continues to build and sell the technology while raising the alarm. Both things can be sincere at once, and 

that tension is itself the story. 

Trump's Dismissal, and Why It's the More Market-Relevant Data Point 
From an investment standpoint, the administration's reaction may matter more than the original warning. Markets 

had been implicitly pricing a regulatory tail risk — the chance that Washington moves to slow frontier AI 

development the way it might have with a nuclear or biotech breakthrough. The president's public dismissal, and 

his framing of AI primarily as a competitiveness race against China, lowers the odds of a near-term, government-

imposed brake on US developers. That is a genuine data point for anyone holding AI infrastructure exposure, even 

if it says nothing about whether Coxon or Hubinger turns out to be right about the underlying risk. Policy and truth 

are not the same axis, and this week they pointed in opposite directions: the industry's own safety leadership 

moved toward caution, while the federal government moved toward acceleration. 

What the Market Actually Did 



The honest answer is: less than the headlines suggest, and in a narrower place than a true panic would show up. 

US chip stocks fell roughly 14% from recent highs, the Nasdaq 100 is off more than 4% from its June record, and 

Asian tech names dropped nearly 8% — real, painful moves for anyone concentrated in the AI-infrastructure trade. 

But the S&P 500 and global equities broadly were essentially flat to slightly higher over the same window. That 

pattern — sharp de-rating in the most crowded, highest-multiple corner of the market alongside indifference 

everywhere else — looks much more like a rotation and a valuation reset than a systemic risk-off event. Nvidia's 

Jensen Huang pushed back hard at a Goldman Sachs conference, calling the extinction warnings “outlandish” and 

“deeply untrue” while reiterating the company's growth targets, which tells you where the commercial incentives 

sit. Sell-side commentary we've reviewed is similarly split between “this dents sentiment near-term but the 

compute-demand thesis is intact” and “a genuine slowdown in the capability race could ironically help 

infrastructure spending by shifting the emphasis from ever-larger training runs toward monetizing what's already 

been built.” 

“Demand for computing power and AI adoption does not disappear because additional 
safeguards are introduced.” — Charu Chanana, Saxo Markets 

Is This Another Y2K? 

It's a fair question, and a more useful one than it might first appear — as long as we're precise about the 

comparison. Y2K was a bounded, verifiable engineering problem with a hard deadline: a specific line of legacy code 

either handled a four-digit year or it didn't, the date it would matter was fixed on the calendar, and roughly $300–

600 billion of remediation spending largely defused it before midnight arrived. It resolved, definitively, and the 

world got to find out relatively quickly whether the fix had worked. AI extinction risk is a different shape of problem 

entirely: it is not a discrete bug with a known trigger date, it cannot be tested to exhaustion in advance, and 

reasonable, technically fluent people — including the very safety researchers at the center of this story — disagree 

by orders of magnitude on both the probability and the timeline. That makes it harder to price, not easier to dismiss. 

Where the comparison does hold up is in the pattern of public reaction: a wave of expert warning, rapid media 

amplification, dismissal from political and commercial leadership with incentives to keep moving, and a market that 

initially wobbles in the most exposed names before mostly returning to what it was doing. If the AI-safety worry 

turns out to be overstated, this week may indeed look in hindsight like a Y2K-style false alarm — a real concern 

that prompted real money and real caution, and which markets ultimately shrugged off. But it could just as easily 

be an early, correctly-priced warning about a risk that keeps building rather than resolving on a fixed date. The 

intellectually honest position is that we don't know which of those two histories we're in yet, and won't for some 

time — which is itself useful information for how you should size any single bet on the outcome. 

Our Read: Clarity Without False Confidence 

You asked us directly whether to panic. We won't hedge on the headline answer below. 

The Bottom Line 

No. Nothing in this weekend's news changes our advice to sell out of well-diversified, long-term 

positions, and we are not moving clients to cash. But “don't panic” is not the same as “ignore it,” and 

we think three distinctions are worth holding onto: 



– The existential debate and the investment debate are different questions. Whether advanced 

AI poses a civilizational risk over a ten-year horizon is a question for researchers, ethicists, and 

eventually regulators. Whether AI-linked equities are fairly priced today, and how much of a 

portfolio should ride on the AI-capex trade continuing uninterrupted, is a question we can 

actually underwrite — and the honest answer is that concentration risk in that trade was 

already elevated before this weekend, on valuation grounds alone. 

– This is a legitimate new data point, not noise. Public disagreement among the people building 

the technology about whether it might kill everyone is not a routine news cycle, even if it 

doesn't show up in this week's S&P return. It modestly raises the tail-risk profile of 

concentrated AI exposure and modestly raises the odds of future safety-driven disruptions to 

the capex and product-release cadence — pacing plans, slower model releases, delayed IPOs 

— that the market has been pricing as close to zero. 

– The market's reaction so far — chip and AI-infrastructure names down sharply, everything else 

roughly flat — is itself the signal to act on, more than the extinction debate is. It argues for the 

same discipline we'd recommend in any richly valued, narrow leadership market: rebalance 

away from single-theme concentration, take some risk off names trading purely on capex-

growth momentum, and make sure any AI exposure sits inside a portfolio that doesn't depend 

on that one story continuing on schedule. 

 

We'll be watching three things closely in the weeks ahead: whether Amodei's pacing proposal produces anything 

concrete (third-party evaluators, actual release delays) or stays rhetorical; whether the capex guidance from the 

hyperscalers and chipmakers shifts in the next earnings cycle; and whether Washington's posture holds or shifts as 

the 2026 midterms approach. We'll update you as those resolve. In the meantime, this reads to us as a genuine 

and welcome moment of public candor from inside an industry that has mostly marketed itself on unqualified 

optimism — not yet as a market regime change. 
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