
© Robert J. Shaughnessy 2026, All rights reserved. 

 
 
 
Model Agility & The Socket Strategy: 
 
If You Are Hard-Coding Model APIs 
in 2026, You Are Building Legacy 
Debt 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Technical Analysis Companion Document, Part 4 of “The End of the Monolith: Architecting 
the Post-Model Era” 
Author: Robert J. Shaughnessy 
Date: February 2026 

  



© Robert J. Shaughnessy 2026, All rights reserved. 

Table of Contents 

1. The Forcing Function: Model Volatility Is Now a First-Class Production Risk ................ 4 

1.1 Deprecation clocks are real calendars ............................................................................. 4 

1.2 Tool calling is converging as a concept, not as a contract ................................................... 4 

1.3 Pricing volatility and capacity rationing are operational inputs ......................................... 5 
1.4 Behavior drift is a component change ............................................................................. 5 

1.5 Composite scenario: three forcing functions in one pipeline .............................................. 5 

2. The Core Claim: Model Agility Is Infrastructure, Not a Preference ................................ 6 

2.1 The crypto-agility parallel is operational, not rhetorical ................................................... 6 

2.2 Learning from infrastructure history ............................................................................. 6 

3. The Socket Strategy: Stable Internal Interfaces + Adapters ........................................... 6 

3.1 What the socket must standardize .................................................................................. 6 

3.2 The adapter is allowed to be messy; the platform is not ..................................................... 7 

3.3 Stable interface does not mean lowest common denominator ............................................. 7 

4. Capability Negotiation: Models Are Heterogeneous Components ................................... 7 

4.1 Build a capability registry (per model/version/region) ...................................................... 7 

5. Prompt Portability: Prompts Are Versioned Code, Not Text .......................................... 8 

6. Evaluation Gates: Regression Testing for Stochastic Systems ........................................ 8 

6.1 Golden traces, not toy prompts ...................................................................................... 8 

6.2 Three-layer evaluation .................................................................................................. 8 

6.3 Acceptance thresholds, staged rollout, and rollback ......................................................... 8 

7. Failover Drills: If You Don’t Exercise Fallback Paths, You Don’t Have Them ................ 9 

7.1 Four fallback tiers worth explicitly designing .................................................................. 9 

7.2 The drill requirement ................................................................................................... 9 

8. The Model Bill of Materials (MBOM): You Can’t Migrate What You Can’t See ............... 9 

9. Standards and Protocols: MCP Has Won, and Still Doesn’t Replace Architecture ........... 10 

10. Observability: If You Can’t Trace It, You Can’t Govern It ......................................... 10 

10.1 Standardize telemetry fields before you need them ........................................................ 10 

10.2 The decision record is the audit artifact, not the transcript ............................................. 10 

11. Governance: Make Lock-In Intentional and Visible .................................................. 11 

12. Nominal Decision Framework: Model-Agility Readiness Assessment ........................... 11 

13. Summary ........................................................................................................... 12 
 



© Robert J. Shaughnessy 2026, All rights reserved. 

Executive Summary 
 

Part 1 of “The End of the Monolith: Architecting the Post-Model Era” argued that energy and 
inference economics force decomposition. Part 2 argued that retrieval must be constrained by a 
semantic trust layer. Part 3 argued that orchestration is the control plane for multi-model, tool-
using systems. Part 4 now addresses the operational failure that quietly undermines all three: 
model lock-in created by direct coupling to provider APIs and behaviors. 

This document makes one narrow claim with large downstream consequences: model agility, the 
ability to swap, upgrade, or replace models without rewriting dependent systems, is mandatory 
infrastructure for production AI. You only get it by building a socket. 

Deprecation clocks are real calendars, not abstract vendor risk. Major providers publish 
retirement policies with timelines that routinely force unplanned engineering work.  

Tool calling is converging as a concept, not as a contract. Message grammars, schema 
strictness, and refusal semantics still differ enough across providers to break production 
workflows during “simple swaps.”  

Behavior drift is a component change, not a cosmetic change. A model update can shift tool-
selection tendencies, JSON conformance, refusal boundaries, and tail latency even when outputs 
look superficially similar. 

A socket is necessary but not sufficient. “Hot-swappable intelligence” requires three additional 
disciplines: (1) MBOM (Model Bill of Materials), (2) evaluation gates, and (3) failover drills 
executed routinely, not theorized. 

MCP has achieved critical mass and still does not replace architecture. The Model Context 
Protocol was adopted across major providers throughout 2025 and donated to the Linux 
Foundation’s Agentic AI Foundation in December 2025. It reduces integration entropy. It does 
not create governance.  

If your application “speaks vendor,” your application is brittle. If only adapters “speak vendor,” 
you can change vendors and models without rewriting the system. 
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1. The Forcing Function: Model Volatility Is Now a First-Class 
Production Risk 

1.1 Deprecation clocks are real calendars 
If you run critical workflows on a model endpoint, you are operating under an external lifecycle policy 
you do not control. Provider retirement policies and deprecation schedules are explicit: models have 
published lifecycles, and “shutdown date” tables are now normal documentation.  

The risk is not that models improve. The risk is that your system cannot absorb change inside the notice 
window. When a replacement requires prompt rewrites, tool-schema rewrites, and re-validation of 
downstream controls, a 60-day retirement notice becomes a roadmap-breaking event. 

Some example deprecation patterns across providers illustrate the operational reality: 

• OpenAI has established a pattern of deprecation at operational timescales. In November 2025, 
OpenAI deprecated the chatgpt-4o-latest model with a February 2026 retirement date, a roughly 
three-month notice window. The same month, DALL-E 3 model snapshots were deprecated with 
a May 2026 retirement. Earlier, during the introduction of GPT-5 in August 2025, the removal of 
multiple older models from ChatGPT caused widespread user disruption and backlash, 
demonstrating that even the largest provider struggles with lifecycle management. 

• Anthropic provides at least 60 days’ notice before retirement of publicly released models. 
Observable events include Claude 3.5 Sonnet models deprecated August 2025 with retirement 
January 2026, Claude 3.7 Sonnet deprecated October 2025 (direct API retired October 28, 2025; 
managed platform access extending into early 2026), and Claude 3 Opus deprecated June 2025 
with retirement following. On Amazon Bedrock, the Claude 3.5 Sonnet v1 sunset included a 
premium-pricing extended access period, meaning that staying on a deprecated model became 
more expensive, not just riskier. 

• Azure OpenAI Service provides a minimum of 12 months’ availability from launch for GA 
models and at least 60 days’ notice before retirement. Preview models receive at least 30 days’ 
notice. Fine-tuned models follow a separate, generally shorter lifecycle. 

• Amazon Bedrock exposes lifecycle states explicitly (Active, Legacy, EOL) via API, making 
model lifecycle metadata programmatically accessible. Models receive at least 12 months on the 
platform before EOL. For models with EOL dates after February 2026, Bedrock introduced a 
“public extended access” phase with premium pricing during the Legacy period. 

Treat model retirements like expiring certificates. Maintain an always-current retirement calendar, bind it 
to change control, and require an explicit “model EOL plan” for any production model before it is 
approved. 

1.2 Tool calling is converging as a concept, not as a contract 
Most production breakages during “simple swaps” are not caused by intelligence differences; they are 
caused by contract mismatches: tool call message structure differences, ordering requirements, schema 
strictness, error and refusal semantics, streaming and partial output handling. If your code assumes one 
provider’s message grammar, you have coupled the application to a vendor protocol. 

OpenAI documents function calling with a tools parameter and tool calls array in responses. Anthropic’s 
Claude API uses tool use and tool result message types. Google’s Gemini API uses function declarations in 
generation configuration. The concepts align; the contracts diverge. Building directly against any single 
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provider’s tool surface creates a migration liability proportional to how deeply tool calling is embedded in 
application logic.  

Enterprises should define a canonical internal tool contract (names, JSON schemas, idempotency 
expectations), then require adapters to translate into provider-specific formats. The application never sees 
vendor message grammar; it only sees the socket contract. 

1.3 Pricing volatility and capacity rationing are operational inputs 
Model selection is no longer a one-time procurement decision. Token pricing, cached context tiers, batch 
modes, and capacity policies can change the unit economics of an existing workflow quickly enough that 
“keep the same model” becomes an availability risk, not just a cost risk. The Bedrock extended-access 
premium pricing model is instructive: staying on a deprecated model is not cost-neutral. 

An approach is to build routing that can enforce policy constraints (max cost/request, max latency 
p95/p99, allowed regions) and can re-route to an alternate model tier without code changes; only 
configuration and evaluation-gated rollout. 

1.4 Behavior drift is a component change 
Model swaps change more than answer quality: tool-selection tendencies, output determinism, refusal 
boundary behavior, tail latency under load, and tokenization cost distribution can all shift. Model updates 
are not monotonic improvements; providers optimize for aggregate benchmarks, but individual tasks may 
regress. Unlike deterministic software where semantic versioning provides compatibility guarantees, 
model outputs are stochastic. There is no mechanism to “pin” behavior across updates beyond version-
specific endpoints which eventually deprecate. 

Continuous regression evaluation on golden traces plus drift monitoring in production, with rollback 
thresholds tied to concrete metrics (tool-call success rate, JSON conformance, refusal rate, task-specific 
accuracy) is a solid mitigation approach. 

1.5 Composite scenario: three forcing functions in one pipeline 
Consider a possible fraud detection pipeline hard-coded to a specific frontier model: 

June 2026: The vendor announces deprecation of the current model with a 90-day retirement 
window. 
August 2026: A new pricing structure makes high-volume fraud-detection inference economically 
unviable at current call rates. 
September 2026: A new data-residency regulation mandates that financial transaction data be 
processed on-premise or within a sovereign cloud boundary. 

Outcome without abstraction: emergency re-architecture consuming 6–12 months of engineering time, 
during which the fraud detection pipeline runs on an unsupported model at premium pricing in a non-
compliant data jurisdiction. 

Outcome with abstraction: the socket routes the workload to a compliant on-premise open-weight 
model; evaluation gates validate fraud-detection accuracy against golden traces; the configuration change 
ships in two weeks of validation testing. 

A socket architecture with evaluation gates reduces each event to a configuration change with validation, 
not a rewrite. The three forcing functions remain operationally independent because the abstraction layer 
prevents them from coupling. 
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2. The Core Claim: Model Agility Is Infrastructure, Not a 
Preference 
Many organizations talk about “vendor optionality” as procurement leverage. That framing is too small. 
Model agility is the ability to rotate and replace models under constraint: regulatory (data locality, audit), 
reliability (outage, quota), economic (cost spikes, energy ceilings), security (tool ecosystem risk), and 
product constraints (feature parity). 

If you cannot change models without changing application logic, you have built a dependency that will 
outlive the model itself. 

2.1 The crypto-agility parallel is operational, not rhetorical 
NIST defines cryptographic agility as the capability to replace and adapt cryptographic algorithms across 
protocols, applications, and infrastructure while preserving security and ongoing operations. NIST 
Cybersecurity White Paper 39, Considerations for Achieving Cryptographic Agility, published in final 
form in December 2025, provides an in-depth survey of strategies for achieving this capability.  

The lesson is not the analogy. It is the pattern: inventory dependencies, isolate implementation behind 
interfaces, prove migrations with tests, and operationalize change control. The OWASP CycloneDX 
project defines the Cryptographic Bill of Materials (CBOM) as an object model for cryptographic assets 
and dependencies. The Model Bill of Materials (MBOM) described later in this document is the direct 
equivalent. 

2.2 Learning from infrastructure history 
The socket strategy is not novel, it is the application of established infrastructure patterns to a new 
component class. Database abstraction layers (ORMs like Hibernate, SQLAlchemy) decoupled 
application logic from vendor-specific SQL dialects. Cloud abstraction (Terraform, Kubernetes) 
prevented lock-in to specific cloud provider APIs. Message queue abstraction (Cloud Events, Spring 
Cloud Stream) eliminated direct coupling to RabbitMQ or Kafka-specific interfaces. 

The pattern is consistent: for AI models in 2026, lock-in risk exceeds feature cost for the majority of 
enterprise workloads, because the model lifecycle volatility described in Section 1 makes single-vendor 
dependency strategically untenable for production systems. 

 

3. The Socket Strategy: Stable Internal Interfaces + Adapters 
A socket strategy is not a wrapper function around an API call. It is a stable internal contract that becomes 
the only sanctioned way the rest of the system interacts with models. Provider APIs and emerging 
standards are treated as adapters. This isolates churn and turns “swap the model” into an operational event 
rather than a rewrite. 

3.1 What the socket must standardize 
At minimum, the socket must standardize three surfaces: inputs, outputs, and errors. 

Inputs: normalized messages; explicit constraints (policy tags, safety class, data classification); tool 
registry references (not inline tool definitions scattered across application code); context references 
(pointers to retrieved/graph state, not raw dumps); routing intent (workload class + required capabilities). 
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Outputs: content blocks; canonical tool call objects; optional structured “claims” objects (assertion + 
evidence pointer); typed refusal objects; telemetry (provider, model id/version, latency, tokens, cost, trace 
ids). 

Errors: a typed taxonomy that distinguishes provider outage/rate limit, tool schema mismatch, safety 
refusal, internal policy denial, and validation failure. If you collapse these into “the model failed,” you 
lose governance and debuggability. 

3.2 The adapter is allowed to be messy; the platform is not 
Adapters translate between your stable socket contract and a provider’s evolving interface and behavioral 
quirks. They handle provider message formats, tool-call grammar differences, JSON-mode quirks, 
provider-specific safety wrappers, retries/backoff tuned to rate limits, and streaming differences. 
Everything above the adapter stays stable. 

3.3 Stable interface does not mean lowest common denominator 
A common failure is building an abstraction that prevents use of real capabilities. The correct pattern is: 
core contract (common fields used by all workloads) + capability negotiation (features discovered at 
runtime via a registry) + explicit feature flags (opt-in to vendor-specific features so lock-in is intentional 
and visible). 

Vendor-specific features—Claude’s extended thinking, GPT’s native web browsing, Gemini’s massive 
context window—do not map 1:1 across providers. If your workflow depends on a proprietary feature, 
you accept that specific workflow is not portable. The abstraction layer should support escape hatches for 
these cases while making the coupling explicit and bounded—not treating vendor-specific features as 
default behavior. 

 

4. Capability Negotiation: Models Are Heterogeneous Components 
Your platform must treat models as heterogeneous components, not interchangeable text boxes. 
Capabilities differ across providers, regions, and even model versions. If routing is not capability-aware, 
you will ship silent downgrades. 

4.1 Build a capability registry (per model/version/region) 
Represent capabilities as explicit declarations: supports tool calling (and which style constraints); 
supports strict JSON output; supports long-context tier; supports multimodal I/O; supports streaming tool 
calls; supports grounding/citation features; supports specific compliance boundary (cloud, on-prem, 
GovCloud, region). 

Routing becomes a policy decision: if a workflow requires capability X, the router must not pick models 
lacking X. If only a subset of models can run in a given compliance zone, the router must enforce it 
mechanically. 
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5. Prompt Portability: Prompts Are Versioned Code, Not Text 
Prompts are not portable artifacts. A prompt optimized for one model can degrade on another due to 
differences in instruction hierarchy, tool-call behavior, and formatting compliance. Observable 
differences include structural preferences (some models respond better to XML-tagged structures, others 
to step-by-step instructions), different instruction hierarchy behavior (system versus developer versus user 
message precedence), and varying sensitivity to prompt phrasing. 

To achieve agility, prompts must be managed like code: stored in version control, linked to specific model 
provider/version, tested against golden datasets, documented with changelogs, and owned by designated 
teams. When migrating between providers, you must adapt prompts to the target model’s preferred 
format, run evaluation against a shared golden dataset, measure quality delta using defined metrics, and 
accept or reject migration based on quality thresholds. 

This is not one-time work—it is continuous. Every model update may require prompt re-evaluation. 

 

6. Evaluation Gates: Regression Testing for Stochastic Systems 
You cannot swap models if you cannot prove the new model works. For deterministic systems, unit tests 
are enough. For stochastic systems, you need a proof system: golden traces + automated grading + human 
spot checks, with explicit acceptance thresholds. 

6.1 Golden traces, not toy prompts 
A credible evaluation set is built from historical production traces (sanitized), representative user intents, 
edge cases that cause incidents, and adversarial probes (prompt injection attempts, tool abuse). For each 
trace you need expected outcomes (or rubric), policy constraints (“must refuse” / “must cite” / “must not 
call tool Y”), and acceptable variance bounds. 

Minimum viable: 50–100 examples covering major use cases. Production-grade: 500–1,000 examples 
with statistical coverage. 

6.2 Three-layer evaluation 
Layer 1—Structural correctness: schema conformance, tool call validity, refusal object validity, 
required fields present. 

Layer 2—Behavioral correctness: task success metrics, hallucination rate proxies (when ground truth 
exists), tool-call appropriateness (precision/recall on tool selection). 

Layer 3—Governance correctness: policy violations, data boundary violations, escalation trigger 
correctness, audit record completeness. 

6.3 Acceptance thresholds, staged rollout, and rollback 
Define “must not regress” metrics (safety-critical workflows), “allowed degradation for cost savings” 
metrics (explicitly signed off), and rollback triggers (refusal spikes, policy violations, tool misfires). 

A model swap should follow standard release engineering practices: offline evaluation against the golden 
dataset, canary deployment at 1–5% of production traffic for 24–48 hours, gradual ramp (5% → 25% → 
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50% → 100%) with quality monitoring at each stage, and immediate rollback if metrics degrade below 
threshold. Rollback must be instantaneous not simply a configuration change, not a code deployment. 

 

7. Failover Drills: If You Don’t Exercise Fallback Paths, You Don’t 
Have Them 
Model agility is not only about planned migrations. It is about surviving outages, quota exhaustion, region 
restrictions, and emergency retirements. Failover is not error handling; it is architecture. 

7.1 Four fallback tiers worth explicitly designing 
Tier A: Same-vendor fallback. Fastest integration, highest common-mode risk. If the vendor’s platform 
experiences an outage, both primary and fallback fail simultaneously. 

Tier B: Cross-vendor fallback. Reduces common-mode failure. Requires real socket plus adapter 
discipline, dual prompt sets, and acceptance of potential behavior differences. 

Tier C: Cloud-to-on-premise fallback. Provides continuity under policy shifts, outages, or connectivity 
constraints. On-premise fallback typically means accepting capability degradation—open-weight models 
are not equivalent to frontier cloud models, and organizations must test whether on-premise models meet 
minimum quality thresholds for degraded mode. 

Tier D: Degraded modes. “Read-only mode” (no state changes), “no-tools mode,” “human approval 
required,” or “queue and retry later.” Not all fallbacks must be of equal quality. It is often acceptable to 
degrade from a Tier 1 reasoning model to a Tier 2 specialist or even a cached response to maintain 
availability. 

7.2 The drill requirement 
If you do not routinely test quota exhaustion, provider outage, model retirement migration, and tool 
ecosystem failure, then your failover plan is a story. Failover that has not been exercised is not a plan—it 
is a hope. The engineering investment in abstraction layer and evaluation framework provides the 
infrastructure for drills; without that infrastructure, drills are impractical and are therefore never 
conducted. 

 

8. The Model Bill of Materials (MBOM): You Can’t Migrate What 
You Can’t See 
In security, the Software Bill of Materials (SBOM) and Cryptographic BOM (CBOM) exist because you 
cannot remediate what you cannot inventory. Model agility requires the equivalent: a Model Bill of 
Materials (MBOM); a living inventory of where models are used, how they are configured, what they 
depend on, and what breaks if they change. 

For each production workflow, the MBOM should capture: which applications depend on which models 
(provider + model family + version/snapshot); which prompts, tool schemas, and policy configurations 
are bound to each model integration; which compliance boundaries apply (data residency, retention, 
audit); published retirement timelines and internal “latest safe migration date”; criticality classification 



© Robert J. Shaughnessy 2026, All rights reserved. 

(what breaks if it fails) and defined fallback path; evaluation bindings (dataset ID, metrics, thresholds, last 
pass/fail timestamp, canary policy). 

 

9. Standards and Protocols: MCP Has Won, and Still Doesn’t 
Replace Architecture 
The Model Context Protocol landscape has changed materially since this series began. 

In November 2024, Anthropic open-sourced MCP as a standardized protocol for connecting LLM 
applications to external tools and data sources. By March 2025, OpenAI adopted MCP across the Agents 
SDK, Responses API, and ChatGPT desktop. In April 2025, Google DeepMind confirmed MCP support 
in Gemini models. In December 2025, Anthropic donated MCP to the Linux Foundation’s Agentic AI 
Foundation (AAIF), a directed fund co-founded by Anthropic, Block, and OpenAI with support from 
Google, Microsoft, AWS, Cloudflare, and Bloomberg.  

MCP has achieved a level of cross-vendor adoption that few technology standards accomplish this 
quickly. This changes the strategic calculus described in Part 3 of this series. The “bet on MCP versus 
build abstraction versus accept lock-in” framing is no longer the right question. MCP is the emerging 
standard. The correct 2026 posture is: 

Build your socket contract with MCP as the canonical adapter target for tool and context integration. 

Treat MCP as the tool-transport standard, not the governance layer. MCP standardizes how tools are 
called. It does not decide whether a tool call is allowed, whether context is eligible, or whether a state 
transition should be blocked. 

Continue to build policy enforcement, decision records, and evaluation gates as orchestration-layer 
concerns that sit above MCP. 

 

10. Observability: If You Can’t Trace It, You Can’t Govern It 
Model agility without observability is faster failure. 

10.1 Standardize telemetry fields before you need them 
At minimum, every invocation should emit: provider, model, and version; request class (workload intent); 
tool calls attempted and executed; policy gates applied and denied; latency, tokens, and cost; and trace 
IDs for end-to-end causality. 

The OpenTelemetry Generative AI semantic conventions are progressing toward standardizing spans, 
metrics, and events for GenAI systems, including provider discrimination fields. These conventions 
define consistent vocabulary for model parameters, response metadata, token usage, tool calls, and agent 
operations. Production observability platforms are already integrating support. Use them or mirror their 
structure to avoid inventing your own telemetry dialect. 

10.2 The decision record is the audit artifact, not the transcript 
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A decision record captures: why this model was chosen (policy plus routing), what context was 
considered (references, not raw dumps), what tools were called (inputs/outputs), what gates were applied, 
what validations passed or failed, and who approved (if applicable). 

If you cannot reconstruct “what happened and why it was allowed,” you do not have an enterprise system; 
you have a demo. This requirement connects directly to the decision record and three-stage policy 
enforcement defined in Part 3 of this series. 

 

11. Governance: Make Lock-In Intentional and Visible 
Lock-in is not always bad; it is a trade-off. The failure is accidental lock-in through unmanaged coupling. 

Buy (general models): low differentiation, high flexibility—commodity tasks. 

Fine-tune (vendor): higher differentiation, higher lock-in—justify only when domain advantage is 
measurable and material. 

Open-weight hedge: required where regulatory rules prevent cloud use or system lifecycles exceed 
vendor support windows. 

12. Nominal Decision Framework: Model-Agility Readiness 
Assessment 
Answering “yes” to all of the following is the difference between real model agility and deferred 
coupling. 

Swap test: Can you replace your primary model provider within 30 days without rewriting application 
logic? 
Inventory test: Can you list every production workflow bound to model X, including prompt, tool, and 
policy dependencies, in minutes? 
Contract test: Are tool calls and refusals normalized into typed internal objects, or are you string-
matching vendor text? 
Evaluation test: Do model swaps have automated regression gates and explicit thresholds, or “looks 
fine”? 
Failover test: Have you executed failover drills in the last quarter (not just designed them)? 
Governance test: Can policy be enforced mechanically even if the model tries to violate it? 
Observability test: Can you trace a single user request across routing, model calls, tools, and validations 
end-to-end? 
If you answer “no” to any, you do not have model agility. You have deferred coupling. 
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13. Summary 
Part 1 of this series described the economic forcing function: decomposition is inevitable. Part 2 described 
the correctness forcing function: retrieval must become a trust layer when systems can act. Part 3 
described the operational forcing function: coordination becomes the dominant risk. Part 4 describes the 
survival forcing function: model lock-in is the latent liability that turns architectural decisions into 
emergency migrations. 

Organizations hard-coding model APIs in 2026 are making the same mistake as hard-coding 
cryptographic algorithms before the quantum threat, or hard-coding database drivers in the 1990s. The 
forcing function is different (vendor lifecycle volatility rather than hardware obsolescence), but the 
solution is the same: abstraction. 

The socket strategy, hot-swappable intelligence through disciplined abstraction, consists of: a stable 
internal interface decoupling applications from vendor-specific model APIs; a capability registry treating 
models as heterogeneous components; an evaluation framework proving model swaps maintain 
acceptable performance; a Model Bill of Materials making invisible dependencies visible and 
manageable; engineered fallback paths that are drilled, not theorized; an observability layer that makes 
every autonomous action traceable and auditable; and a governance framework that makes lock-in 
intentional and visible. 

MCP has accelerated the tool-integration layer. It has not solved governance, policy enforcement, or 
decision records. Those remain architectural responsibilities. 

The investment is modest compared to the alternative. The era of “which foundation model should we 
standardize on?” is over. The 2026 question is: “How quickly can we swap models when vendors force us 
to?” Organizations with operational answers to that question have model agility. Those without are 
building tomorrow’s legacy systems. 


