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THE PROMPT: Which Frontier model should I use if I want to do analytical analysis on a business? As

part of that, am I better off using the general interface to it or one of the code interfaces? For example, if I

want to decompose some financial results, should I use Claude Opus 4.8 or Claude Opus 4.8 code?

THE RULING: Use Claude Opus 4.8 accessed through the general conversational interface with the
code-execution tool enabled. Do not switch to the dedicated "Claude Code" terminal product for

standard business analysis; it introduces unnecessary friction and offers no additional intelligence.
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The Prompt

Which Frontier model should I use if I want to do analytical analysis on a business? As part of that, am I

better off using the general interface to it or one of the code interfaces? For example, if I want to decompose

some financial results, should I use Claude Opus 4.8 or Claude Opus 4.8 code?

The Ruling

Use Claude Opus 4.8 accessed through the general conversational interface with the code-execution
tool enabled. Do not switch to the dedicated "Claude Code" terminal product for standard business analysis;

it introduces unnecessary friction and offers no additional intelligence.

The recommendation is driven by two clarifying facts. First, "Claude Opus 4.8" and "Claude Opus 4.8 Code"

refer to the same underlying model (shared model ID claude-opus-4-8); the choice is not about selecting a

smarter brain, but the right harness. Second, financial decomposition requires two distinct capabilities:

semantic interpretation (reading a 10-K, understanding context) and deterministic arithmetic (variance

bridges, waterfall charts). The general interface pairs superior natural language understanding with a native

code-execution sandbox. The safest workflow is to force the model to compute the numbers in that sandbox

first—verifying they reconcile—before allowing it to draft the narrative.

Core Analysis

The Core Recommendation

The Model: Claude Opus 4.8. The Interface: General Interface (claude.ai or API) with Code Execution
enabled.

This pairing is superior to using the dedicated "Claude Code" terminal/harness for standard business

analysis because it provides the full reasoning capability of the model with the necessary computational

safeguards, without the user experience (UX) overhead of a command-line interface designed for software

engineering.

Why This Model?

Claude Opus 4.8 is the recommended frontier model for analytical business work due to its calibration and

"real-work" reasoning capabilities.

• Calibration over Hallucination: Unlike prior generations, Opus 4.8 was tuned to abstain or flag
uncertainty rather than confidently fabricate. In finance, a model that says "I need more data" is safer
than one that invents a variance driver. This calibration trait was identified as the single most valuable
feature for high-stakes financial analysis.
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• Reasoning Benchmarks: Opus 4.8 tops Artificial Analysis's GDPval-AA "real-work" leaderboard at 1890
Elo, a significant margin (+121 over GPT-5.5) that captures broad professional capability.

• Nuance: It is not universally the #1 model on every financial task; for example, Gemini 3.5 Flash
outperforms it on the Vellum Finance Agent v2 benchmark. However, for the interpretive component of
decomposition—framing the story and explaining why numbers moved—Opus 4.8's reasoning profile is
the strongest fit.

The "Code Model" Misconception

A critical finding of this deliberation is that the user's premise contains a false dichotomy.

• Identical Weights: Documentation confirms there is no separate "Claude Opus 4.8 Code" model with
distinct weights. Both interfaces access the same foundation model via the claude-opus-4-8 identifier.

• Harness Distinction: The "Code" product is a distinct harness (a terminal-based CLI with agentic
features) wrapped around the same model. It is optimized for codebase-scale engineering (e.g., porting
750,000 lines of code), not ad-hoc financial analysis.

• Implication: You cannot buy a "better math brain" by choosing the code interface. The accuracy
advantage comes solely from the tool access (code execution), which is available in the general
interface.

The Interface & Workflow: Compute First, Interpret Second

The most substantial debate centered on whether to use the general interface or the dedicated code

interface. The consensus, synthesized from multiple advocates, is that the general interface with the
code-execution tool enabled is the optimal choice for a business analyst.

Why not the Dedicated Code Terminal?

• Over-Engineering: The Claude Code terminal features "dynamic workflows" and "parallel sub-agents"
designed for software migration and bug hunting. These features introduce unnecessary UX complexity
(CLI navigation, repo management) for a task like decomposing a P&L.

• No Accuracy Gain: There is no evidence that the terminal produces more accurate arithmetic than the
general interface's native sandbox. Both use the same Python runtime.

Why General Interface + Tool Use?

• Hybrid Workflow: Financial work is hybrid. You need semantic extraction (reading unstructured PDFs,
Management Discussions) and deterministic computation (calculating price/volume/mix bridges).

– Semantic: The general interface excels at reading nuanced text and citations.

– Deterministic: The built-in code-execution tool (Python sandbox) handles the math.

• The Workflow: 1. Plan: Define the decomposition logic (e.g., Price/Volume/Mix) in natural language. 2.
Compute: Instruct the model to write Python to execute the calculations. Use the sandbox to run
pandas/NumPy operations. 3. Verify: Require the model to include assert statements to ensure the
bridge components sum exactly to the total delta (e.g., assert abs(total_variance - (price + volume
+ mix)) < 0.01). 4. Interpret: Once the verified numbers are in the context, ask the model to "explain
why margin moved" based on those accurate figures.
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Critical Risk: Arithmetic Hallucination

The primary reason to mandate code execution—regardless of interface—is the architectural limitation of

transformers.

• The Limitation: Autoregressive models generate text token-by-token based on statistical probability.
They lack an internal Arithmetic Logic Unit (ALU). As the depth of chained calculations increases (e.g., a
5-step DuPont analysis or a compound annual growth rate with FX adjustment), error rates rise
significantly. General benchmarks (GSM8K, MATH) show ~30–40% error rates for models without tool
use on multi-step numeric reasoning.

• The Failure Mode: In text-only mode, models often "hardcode" values, failing to link cells in a
calculation. This results in confident-looking but mathematically broken variance narratives.

• The Fix: Program-Aided prompting (PAL) and tool-use reduce these errors to <5% by delegating the
math to a deterministic Python runtime. The general interface provides this runtime natively via the
code-execution tool.

When to Use the Dedicated Code Terminal

While the general interface is the default, the dedicated "Claude Code" terminal is appropriate only for edge

cases:

• Persistent Projects: Long-running analytical projects spanning multiple files and weeks (e.g., building a
recurring monthly closing automation).

• Repo Control: When the analysis needs to be version-controlled (git), tested, and integrated into a
CI/CD pipeline.

• Local File System: When the analyst needs persistent access to local directories or complex file
orchestration that the web UI limits.

How We Got Here

Scorecard

Judge Claude
Opus 4.8

Magistral
Medium

Grok 4 Gemini
3.1 Pro

GPT-5 DeepSeek
V4 Pro

Winner

GPT-OSS
120B

ACCEPT REJECT REJECT ADOPT
(Theory)

ADOPT (G
uardrails)

REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

Zhipu
GLM-4.7

ADOPT
(Core)

REJECT REJECT ADOPT
(Workflow)

ADOPT (M
echanism)

REJECT Claude
Opus 4.8

DeepCogit
o v2.1
671B

REJECT REJECT REJECT ACCEPT REJECT ADOPT
(Evidence)

Gemini 3.1
Pro
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Convergence Assessment

Convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven).

• Correction of False Premise: The shift away from the "separate code model" belief was triggered by
verifiable documentation (API model IDs) introduced by Claude Opus 4.8.

• Mechanism vs. Product: The convergence on "General Interface" over "Claude Code Terminal" was
driven by the definition of the products themselves (CLI vs. Web) and the mismatch between "dynamic
workflows" and linear math tasks.

• Stability: Positions shifted significantly (e.g., A, B, and D dropping the "fine-tuned" claim), but these
shifts were rational responses to falsified premises rather than sycophantic alignment.

Closing Statements

Claude Opus 4.8 (The Synthesized Winner): F stood firm on the "single model" reality while successfully

pivoting from a "start in chat" stance to a "compute-first" stance. They ultimately synthesized the room's best

insights: that the general interface offers the best UX for analysts (NLU + Narrative) and the necessary tools

for safety (Python execution), while rejecting the CLI as overkill. They correctly identified the workflow as the

critical variable: compute-and-reconcile in the sandbox, then interpret.

Gemini 3.1 Pro (The Theoretical Anchor): C provided the rigorous backbone of the winning argument.

While they initially recommended a strict code-only interface, they successfully pivoted to recommending

"General Interface + Tool Use" during debate. Their contribution was proving why code is needed (the ALU

limitation), which invalidated the notion that one could simply "prompt better" to get accurate arithmetic.

GPT-5 & B (The Process Refiners): Both A and B initially argued for a distinct code model but conceded

rapidly when presented with the ID evidence. Their strongest surviving contribution was emphasizing

auditability and process (asserts, reproducible scripts). They pushed the discussion toward "how to use it"

rather than "which model," which enriched the final workflow recommendations.

Reality Checks

Claim Challenge Result

GPT-5/B: Claimed "Claude Opus
4.8 Code" is a distinct, fine-tuned
model (like Code Llama) with
separate weights.

Claude Opus 4.8: Cited Anthropic
documentation showing the
claude-opus-4-8 ID is identical
across products.

Full Revision: All advocates
conceded this premise. The "Code"
product is a harness, not a model.

DeepSeek V4 Pro: Cited specific
"30–40% error rates" for models
without tools and <5% with code,
claiming these were verified
benchmarks for Opus 4.8.

Fresh Eyes & Judges: Noted these
were general benchmarks (often
from 2022/2023) applied without
direct evidence for the specific 2026
model.

Revision: DeepSeek V4 Pro
conceded the specific rates were
unverified proxies, though the
directional claim (code improves
accuracy) stood.
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Claim Challenge Result

Grok 4: Claimed "Dynamic
Workflows" and "parallel
sub-agents" in the Claude Code
terminal were critical for financial
analysis.

Gemini 3.1 Pro: Pointed out these
are engineering features (for porting
code) and represent
over-engineering overhead for linear
deterministic math.

Concession: Grok 4 admitted
dynamic workflows offer no
measurable benefit for standard
variance bridges.

Magistral Medium: Claimed "Code
interface is better because
analysts use Python" without
evidence.

DeepSeek V4 Pro/F: Highlighted
this was an analogy, not evidence,
and failed to address LLM
capabilities.

Concession: Magistral Medium
admitted the evidence was
insufficient and the claim was
withdrawn.

Next Steps

Next Step Why It Matters Confidence

Determine the empirical error rate
of the general interface's
code-execution tool vs. the
dedicated CLI on identical
variance bridges.

To validate if the CLI's "ergonomics"
translate into real-world accuracy
gains or if they are merely
preference.

~45% (Current lack of data)

Develop solutions for detecting
"semantic errors" (e.g., wrong
metric definitions like EBIT vs
EBITDA) vs. arithmetic errors.

Code execution catches math errors,
but not logic errors in the formulas
themselves. This is a major
remaining risk in automated finance.

~60%

Benchmark Opus 4.8 against
cheaper models (e.g., Claude
Sonnet 5) for standard
decomposition tasks.

To establish cost-effectiveness. If a
cheaper model performs "good
enough" for routine work, the default
recommendation changes.

~60%
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Dissenting Opinions

No dissenting opinions were filed in this session.
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Glossary

Term Definition

Arithmetic Logic Unit (ALU) A digital circuit that performs arithmetic and logic operations; standard in CPUs but
absent in neural network weights, making raw LLM math prone to error.

Autoregressive A property of a model where it generates text one token at a time, with each token
dependent on the previous ones; this mechanism causes errors to compound in
long calculations.

Deterministic Runtime An execution environment (like Python) where operations produce the exact same
output for the same input every time, unlike probabilistic text generation.

Faith and Fate A peer-reviewed paper (Dziri et al., NeurIPS 2023) demonstrating the limitations of
transformers on compositional reasoning tasks.

Fine-Tuned Model A model version specifically trained on a specialized dataset. This deliberation
confirmed "Claude Opus 4.8 Code" is not a fine-tuned variant, but the same model
in a different interface.

GDPval-AA A "real-work" leaderboard benchmark measuring economically valuable knowledge
work capabilities of AI models.

Harness The interface or environment (CLI, Web UI, API wrapper) through which a user
interacts with an AI model.

Hallucination An instance where an AI confidently presents false information as fact.

PAL (Program-Aided
Language Models)

A prompting technique where the model writes code to solve a problem rather than
reasoning through text, significantly improving math accuracy.

Reconcile / Reconciliation The process of verifying that component parts of a calculation sum exactly to the
total, often used as a sanity check in accounting.

Sanity Check A simple test (like an assert statement) to catch obviously wrong results before
proceeding.

Tool Use The capability of an AI model to invoke external software tools (like a Python
interpreter or web browser) to complete a task.

Transformer The neural network architecture underlying modern LLMs (like GPT and Claude).

Variance Bridge A financial visualization or table showing the differences between two values (e.g.,
Actuals vs. Budget) broken down by drivers (Price, Volume, Mix).



The Conclave — Tribunal Session Summary conclave-20260712-141058-which-frontier-model-should-e0d9

9 Generated by The Conclave — conclave.murrays.org

How The Conclave Works

The Conclave is a structured multi-model deliberation system. Instead of asking one AI model a question and

trusting its answer, the Conclave convenes a panel of independent models, forces them to argue, and

subjects their conclusions to judicial review. The process is adversarial by design — consensus must be

earned through evidence, not assumed through agreement.

Advocates are independent AI models (e.g., Claude, GPT-5, Gemini, DeepSeek) that each receive the

same question and produce a sealed submission without seeing each other's work. Each submission must

include a falsifiable hypothesis, tagged evidence with reasoning type (deductive/inductive/abductive),

provenance labels for any frameworks cited, and an honest self-assessment.

Challenges follow submissions. Each advocate reads all other submissions and directly attacks weak points

— not polite reviews, but pointed cross-examination. They must identify the single factual crux that would

settle each disagreement.

Debate Rounds (1–7 depending on depth) force advocates to defend, concede, or revise their positions

under pressure. The system tracks position stability across rounds to detect sycophantic drift — when

models change their stance to agree with others without citing new evidence.

Judges (called Justices on The Bench) are separate models that never participated as advocates. They

evaluate the full record: submissions, challenges, and debate transcripts. They fact-check claims, audit

framework provenance, assess whether convergence was epistemic (evidence-driven) or affective (social

pressure), and render a verdict: ACCEPT one position, SYNTHESIZE the best elements, or REMAND for

further debate.

The system is deterministic code — it cannot be sycophantic. It dispatches prompts, collects responses, and

enforces the adversarial structure. The models argue; the code referees.


