
O R B L A B S  A G

TRUE SIGNAL OVER NOISE

orblabs.ch

Independent Qualitative Due Diligence — Sample
Report

Target: Hermes Agent — Nous Research

Sector: Autonomous AI agents (self-hosted, open-source) × decentralized training infrastructure

Asset type: Token (pre-issuance, mainline) + Equity (reference)

Framework: OrbLabs 5-Pillar DD Framework, Vol. 1.05

Analysis date: July 14, 2026 (data points through July 17 as dated)

Classification: Sample report for marketing use — prepared exclusively from public sources

This document contains no price targets, trade recommendations, code audits, or token-price implications. The decision
rests with the client.

OrbLabs AG — orblabs.ch | Independent Qualitative Due Diligence | Sample Report | 1/37

https://orblabs.ch/


Executive Summary

Status flag: No official token exists as of the analysis date; unaffiliated "NOUS" tokens circulate on multiple chains. A

$75M+ equity round at a $1.5B valuation is in negotiation; the prior round was executed against a $1B valuation of the

yet-to-be-issued token. A prediction market prices an official launch by end-2026 at ~56% on thin liquidity.

The five pillars in one line each: (1) Pain & Market Demand — the pain is real on two layers (sovereignty; agent

amnesia), and adoption is measured at record level: the world's most-used open-source agent by actually-billed token

throughput. What remains open is pre-TGE-specific — the adoption-to-paying distance, and airdrop contamination,

both converted into adjudicable form. (2) Solution & Edge — engineering real and unusually complete at five months;

under MIT the code is definitionally not a moat; the design coherence of product, production method, and intended

token on one physical constraint and one population is exceptional — but the chasm is uncrossed: skill-quality

assurance unsolved, MoA unproven on both victory axes. (3) Creator Strength — strength verified by public artifacts,

not résumés; three of the four flywheel competencies carry first-rate evidence; commercial execution is organizationally

unproven; the pseudonymous co-founder is classified "pseudonymous but verifiable," not a material risk. (4) Execution

& Momentum — shipping at industry-fastest cadence (18+ releases in 19 weeks); momentum is record depth inside the

BYOK segment while breadth is unproven; commercial execution has zero external paying validators. (5) Business

Model & Economics — a thesis price without a denominator; dual valuation with value routing undefined; token circuit

(a) alone stands at "plumbing deployed, one revolution run"; the A/B discriminator is DeFi fusion — and the operator

assessment holds Scenario B structurally most likely, with Scenario A carrying "Next Ethereum" candidacy.

Macro regime context

Independently of the company- and protocol-level analysis in this report, we state the macro regime against which any

decision will be made (the judgment draws on the operator's biweekly macro letter, June 28, 2026 edition). The

prevailing regime is a late-cycle phase of restrictive liquidity: the federal funds rate is held at 3.50–3.75% (markets

price an 82% probability of "no change" in July), and the dollar index is positioned for a longer-term uptrend — the

direction of contracting global liquidity. Equities read as a slow peaking driven by AI capital expenditure, and the AI

trade shows late-stage-hype signals — including a rebound in "AI Agent" search interest — warranting caution toward

a near-term unwind. What bears directly on this case is the crypto-market regime: the bear regime remains in

force. BTC has tagged its 200-week moving average, which this letter does not read as the end of the bear cycle; by the

historical cycle rhythm (a major bottom roughly one year after the cycle top), the window for the next major low

opens around October 2026. At the same time, quantitative tightening ended on December 1, 2025 — historically a

bear-to-bull pivot over longer horizons — altcoin-side downside gauges sit near floor references, and, as in the 2018–19

cycle, alts may bottom ahead of BTC. Extending the horizon, this letter framework adopts a scenario in which

recession risk rises materially in 2027 and a global financial crisis begins around 2031–32. A case that values a yet-

unborn asset — an unissued token — carries a dependency no equity case has: the timing of the asset's very

birth is a function of this macro clock.

Scenario adjudication framework

The conclusions of this entire report converge into the adjudication framework below — the evidence and full

reasoning behind every criterion are in Pillars 1–5.
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This report assigns no probabilities to the scenarios (§2.5). Instead, it defines each scenario in a form the investor can

adjudicate and track independently. The adjudication date is December 31, 2027 — aligned with the final rung of

Polymarket's date ladder, whose resolution rule is also borrowed as this report's definition of a TGE: "only an official

token that is actively and publicly tradable; announcements do not qualify; memecoins and synthetic tokens are

excluded; the primary resolution source is Nous Research's official X account." Until the date, each observed

trigger below shifts the balance of plausibility between scenarios.

Scenario
Adjudication criterion (at
the date)

Leading indicators (observing these strengthens this scenario)

A. Wired
TGE

An official token is publicly
tradable, and at least one
of circuits (a) or (d) is live in
operation (product usage
structurally consumes the
token)

Tokenomics document published with explicit value routing / Psyche inference
phase shipped with observed user-to-user compute sharing / verification-
mechanism implementation announced / funding-and-reward design of the skill-
improvement economy published / treasurer and mining-pool programs paying real
rewards / hiring or appointment of DeFi product-design talent announced /
stablecoin-denominated compute settlement implemented (incl. x402-family rail
integration) — the admission ticket — and publication of compute-financial-product
designs beyond the four archetypes — the discriminator / TGE timing correlated
with circuit go-live rather than with market conditions

B. Branded
TGE

An official token is publicly
tradable, but the live
circuits are only (b)/(c) —
no consumption circuit;
promises only

Launch timing led by market conditions (synchronized with a crypto bull window) /
tokenomics published allocation-first with thin circuit design / tokenomics published
with no DeFi talent aboard / airdrop-experiment Branch A: activity metrics decay
over 3–6 months post-TGE in contamination-sensitivity order (① applause > ②
participation > ③ cash register) / launch without a governance-transition plan

C.
Prolonged
pre-launch

No official token at the date Successive expiry of Polymarket's date rungs / airdrop-experiment Branch B: the
cash-register series persists under decaying expectation (= proof of organic
demand — this scenario is not bad for the company, though it erodes the time
value of token-anticipating investors) / continued raising on the equity side

D. Residual None of the above (official
withdrawal of token plans;
regulatory blockage;
structural change from the
pseudonymity-review
collision; M&A, etc.)

SEC-type enforcement developments / legal-name disclosure demands surfacing
in exchange review / acquisition approaches by a major lab

The operator assessment adopted by this report (no probabilities assigned; §2.5). As long as momentum holds, the

structurally most likely path is Scenario B (a Branded TGE) — the road taken by most Web3-AI projects,

reinforced by the $1B-FDV anchor pressure and the incentive to synchronize with market conditions. Scenario A (a

Wired TGE) effectively presupposes the DeFi fusion of Pillar 5 §3-b, and its achievement would carry large

implications — the first transplantation of the stablecoin-origin chain into a compute market: candidacy for a "Next

Ethereum." This framework is designed for quarterly updating; OrbLabs' follow-up reports track each indicator's

observation status and proximity to the criteria.

Pillar highlights

Where our conviction sits, pillar by pillar. P1: Both pain layers are structural, and the strongest datum — the

OpenRouter flip and its widening — is the cash register, not the crowd: the most contamination-resistant of the flagged

metrics. The product-first, token-later sequence is a structurally favorable starting position. P2: The learn-and-grow

design and layered safety machinery are first-rate implementation, corroborated by the asymmetric CVE record; the

deepest finding is the alignment — the same ~40B-class physics selects the same GPU-owning population for product
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users and compute contributors, binding three watch items into one flywheel with the token as candidate lubricant. P3:

The research record is fully verifiable in primary artifacts (YaRN at ICLR; DeMo with Kingma; 33M downloads of the

Hermes lineage; Psyche in production), and the trust-first-capital-later formation has no large-scale precedent — a live

experiment worth observing in its own right. P4: Nineteen weeks of shipping, including the conversion of a rival's

security crisis into a hardening sprint and a migration rail, is verifiable artifact by artifact; the depth of paid use

(~$17.7M/month of users' own model bills) is record-level — and precisely bounded: it proves the enthusiast segment,

not the mainstream. P5: The pipes-before-token sequence — treasurer and mining-pool live on Solana, Hermes 4.3

trained end-to-end on the network — is concrete progress without parallel among token-anticipating projects; what is

entirely unpublished is the design of the wiring, and what is absent from the organization is the DeFi designer the fusion

thesis requires.

Conviction synthesis

Synthesis. This case reduces to a contest between two hands over who writes the launch timetable. The market's

hand: a $1B-FDV anchor laid by token-denominated capital, waiting for a crypto window wide enough to clear it — the

generating mechanism of a Branded TGE (Scenario B), the road most Web3-AI projects have taken. The circuits' hand:

Psyche's inference phase, the skill-improvement economy, stablecoin-settled compute, and the DeFi fusion beyond the

four crossed archetypes — the completion of which would make the launch an event of engineering rather than of

market timing, and would place $NOUS in candidacy as the first transplantation of the stablecoin-origin revenue chain

into a compute market: a Next Ethereum path (Scenario A). Between them sits the quiet third possibility the current

bear regime makes rational — no launch at all for now (Scenario C), which costs the company little, because an

unissued token can wait with its valuation frozen while the product compounds. The adjudication framework above

converts this contest into observable triggers, dated December 31, 2027; the pillars that follow supply the evidence

behind every criterion. This report offers no price target and no recommendation — it is designed so that the reader can

watch which hand is writing, in the right order, and decide.
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Pillar 1 — Pain & Market Demand

This pillar answers two questions. First: is the pain Hermes addresses real and large? Second: is the demand it has

captured genuine and durable? Our conclusion, stated upfront: the pain is real on two distinct layers, and adoption is

measured at first-rate levels — above all, Hermes has become the world's most-used open-source agent by

actually-billed token throughput, a primary proof of work performed rather than attention earned. What remains

open is not whether demand exists but two questions specific to a pre-TGE (pre-token-generation-event) situation: the

distance between adoption and paying demand, and the degree to which token expectations contaminate the

adoption metrics. This pillar converts both into adjudicable form — through named disclosure requests and a natural

experiment in which time itself delivers the verdict.

1. The pain, on two layers (Figure 1)

Layer one (category-wide): the intention-to-execution gap. Knowledge work is full of tasks specified in a sentence and

consumed in hours; conversational AI compressed the thinking half and left the finishing half manual. The existence of

this market is no longer inference but measurement (§3).

Layer two (Hermes-specific). (a) The sovereignty pain: cloud agents require surrendering credentials, data, and

execution to a vendor's infrastructure. The demand to run an agent on one's own hardware, under one's own keys, was

market-proven by OpenClaw's viral explosion in early 2026. (b) The agent-amnesia pain: session-based tools lose

context between runs, and users repay the full context-stuffing cost every time. Hermes's tagline — "The Agent That

Grows With You" — answers this second pain directly, implemented as three-layer memory (persistent identity, SQLite

full-text session store, self-authored skill files) and a do-learn-improve loop that distills completed work into reusable

procedures.

The core framing — the chasm. Users do not divide the market by license; they choose the highest-value tool for the

job within a single autonomous-agent market. The mainstream UX standard of that market is already defined by hosted

proprietary products (Manus, ChatGPT Agent, and the local-hybrid Claude Cowork) — note that Manus consumes

open-weight models (Qwen family) as inputs but the product itself is closed, and the "OpenManus" known in the wild

is an unaffiliated third-party replica. Meanwhile the very product that proved the sovereignty demand — OpenClaw —

remains a control group for the chasm: viral attention notwithstanding, a security crisis (nine CVEs disclosed in four

days in March 2026, one at CVSS 9.9; 11.9% of audited registry skills found malicious) and poor usability have kept it

a niche product. The first question to ask of Hermes is therefore not "can it beat OpenClaw?" but: can it deliver the

sovereignty solution at hosted-proprietary UX quality? As long as sovereignty carries a UX tax, this market stays

niche. Hermes's native desktop app (macOS/Windows/Linux, shipped June 2026), guided setup, and eleven-module

trust layer read as an explicit attempt to cross that chasm — the degree of success is forwarded as Pillar 2's central

evaluation axis.
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2. Why now

(a) Demand pre-proven: OpenClaw's virality (100K+ GitHub stars within weeks) established that the self-hosted

segment exists; Hermes launched February 25, 2026 — a fast follower answering proven demand with a hardened

implementation. (b) The substrate matured: open-weight models reached agent-grade capability at roughly $0.07–0.12

per million tokens on OpenRouter — two orders below frontier pricing — while the industry converged on a portable

skill standard (agentskills.io, adopted by 40+ clients), removing lock-in anxiety. (c) The decentralized-AI narrative was

capitalized: Nous Research holds distributed-training technology (DisTrO; the Psyche Network testnet on Solana), and

its April 2025 Paradigm-led round ($50M) was executed against a $1 billion valuation of a yet-to-be-issued token —

the capital market already prices the company as a token-premised enterprise.

3. Demand, measured

Signal Measured value Confidence

Platform adoption GitHub ~199K stars / ~35K forks (late June 2026) — reached ~4 months
from the Feb 25 launch. Reference: OpenClaw ~370K stars

Primary (public repo)

Work performed (the
strongest datum in
this file)

Overtook OpenClaw on OpenRouter daily throughput May 10, 2026 (224B vs
186B tokens/day); by May 21: 458B vs 173B — daily volume doubled in 11
days post-flip, and the cumulative all-time chart flipped as well

Third-party
(OpenRouter public
rankings)

Shipping currency v0.18.2 (July 2026); near-weekly releases; native apps on 3 OSes Primary

Reach 20+ messaging platforms; 6 execution backends; 300+ models via Nous
Portal

Primary

Paying demand Nous Portal paid tiers $20–200/month (Free/Plus/Super/Ultra) — subscriber
counts and revenue entirely undisclosed

Primary (pricing only)

What OpenRouter is, and why this number matters. OpenRouter is a clearinghouse through which hundreds of

applications route their large-language-model calls; its rankings are computed from actually-billed token

throughput. Unlike a GitHub star — one click, free, permanent; in effect, applause — OpenRouter's daily tokens

measure work that users keep paying to run: the cash register, not the crowd. The twist that OpenClaw leads

stars roughly two-to-one while Hermes leads daily throughput is therefore the single most informative datum in this

file: attention and usage have diverged. Three limits are noted: (i) the rankings cover only apps that opt into usage

The two-layer pain

Layer 1 - category-wide
Intention-to-execution gap

thinking compressed, finishing manual

Layer 2 - Hermes-specific
(a) Sovereignty: your machine, your keys

(b) Amnesia: context lost between sessions

The chasm map (single autonomous-agent market)

OpenClaw
Pre-chasm control group
9 CVEs in 4 days; 11.9%
malicious registry skills

Hermes
Attempting the crossing:

native apps (3 OS), guided
setup, 11-module trust layer

Hosted proprietary
Manus / ChatGPT Agent /

Claude Cowork
define the UX standard

THE CHASM - crossing requires sovereignty at hosted-proprietary UX quality
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attribution; (ii) local-model and direct-API usage is invisible — and since Hermes is local-first, true usage likely 

exceeds this figure (a downward bias); (iii) this is not Nous Research's revenue — users are paying their own

model bills.

4. The quality of the demand — three pre-TGE flags (the analytical spine of this report)

(i) Stars ≠ revenue. Under the MIT license every feature is free to self-host; Portal billing is payment for convenience,

and the adoption-to-paying conversion rate is entirely undisclosed (→ Pillar 5 §7). (ii) OpenRouter tokens ≠ Nous

revenue (box above, limit iii). (iii) Airdrop-expectation contamination (pre-TGE-specific). Crypto markets have an

established behavior — airdrop farming — in which participants front-run an anticipated retroactive distribution by

manufacturing whatever activity might qualify. Nous is publicly perceived as a token-destined project: the Paradigm

round's token-denominated valuation is public, and the prediction market Polymarket prices an official token launch by

December 31, 2026 at roughly 56% — though with cumulative volume of only ~$6,000, we treat this as a reference

signal, not a robust probability; the market's resolution rule ("an actively and publicly tradable official token;

announcements do not qualify; memecoins excluded") is borrowed as this report's definition of TGE in §5-c. Adoption

metrics may therefore mix "people who want the product" with "people who want the future token."

The solve: contamination sensitivity per metric. Farming concentrates in cheap actions, so the metrics order

themselves: ① GitHub stars / Discord joins (free, one-click — most contaminable); ② Psyche testnet compute

contribution (directly tied to reward expectation — intermediate); ③ OpenRouter daily token consumption (requires

continuously paying real API bills — least contaminable). That the strongest demand datum is also the most

contamination-resistant is itself a structural support for this pillar's conviction.

The natural experiment (adjudication device). Either branch resolves the question. Branch A — a TGE with

retroactive airdrop occurs: the farming motive dies at distribution, so the decay rate of each metric over the

following 3–6 months directly measures its farming share; decay ordered ①>②>③ confirms the theory. Branch B

— no TGE by a set date: airdrop expectation decays with time (visible in Polymarket's date-laddered odds), so

sustained activity amid fading expectation proves organic demand. Controls: (i) exclude months of TGE or major-

financing news; (ii) read alongside the crypto-market regime (BTC), so a sector-wide bear drawdown is not confounded

with Hermes-specific decay; (iii) distinguish organic release spikes (v0.13.0 demonstrably doubled daily throughput

within days). Observations feed the leading indicators of Pillar 5 §5-c.

5. Market structure — product market, asset market, and the integration question
(Figure 2)

Hermes stands, with a time lag, in two markets of different dimensions. (1) The product market: a single

autonomous-agent market (~$7B in 2025 → ~$9.9B in 2026, ~42% CAGR; McKinsey attributes up to 44% of AI's

long-run economic value to agentic automation) in which users choose by value delivered. Hermes targets the self-

sovereignty segment — demand that cloud architectures structurally cannot serve — and per §1 the contest is decided

by delivering sovereignty at hosted-proprietary UX quality. Crypto-natives are one user segment of this market. (2) The

asset market: the decentralized-AI token sector (~$13.7B sector capitalization) — formed not by product buyers but by

buyers of the token as an asset, and it opens only at the moment of TGE. Crypto-natives are the bridge population

(users in market 1, buyers in market 2), and this duality is the common root of §4(iii)'s contamination problem and

Pillar 5's value-capture problem.
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The integration question — the Bitcoin/Ethereum lens. Crypto-asset history teaches that durable asset-market value

is set by the degree of integration between software value and asset value. Bitcoin is the only complete integration:

the ledger's purpose is the asset. Ethereum owns excellent integration machinery — gas as structurally mandatory token

consumption; staking as security-contributing holding — yet its applications never achieved mass adoption beyond

stablecoins, and $ETH has stagnated against $BTC; every project below it carries the same unmet burden. Hermes's

integration problem starts one step harder than Ethereum's: ETH usage necessarily consumes ETH, but Hermes —

MIT-licensed, complete with local models and one's own API keys — requires no token at all in its default state. We

therefore fix the criterion: does the future token acquire a circuit of structural consumption tied to product usage?

Candidates: (a) a compute market on Psyche/DisTrO, where agent inference and training demand settles in the token

and rewards compute providers — the closest analogue to gas; (b) token integration into Nous Portal billing with real

economic advantage; (c) governance only — the weakest, with no consumption circuit. If (a) is implemented, "agent

work performed → token demand" would be a new integration model worth proving; if nothing is, the token enters the

asset market as an asset beside a good product, with no consumption circuit — below Ethereum's grade of

integration. In fairness: Nous is the rare case of product first, token later — the reverse of the token-first, product-

never pattern that defines most failed crypto projects. The raw material of integration (a working product, measured

demand) already exists. The problem is not the material; it is the wiring — and this report takes that formulation as

the fairest starting point. (→ Adjudicated in Pillar 5.)

Boundary note (§2.5). This pillar quantifies observed adoption and usage; it makes no revenue forecast and carries no

implication for token price.

Conviction & key risks

Where the conviction sits: (i) both pain layers are real, and the second (sovereignty, amnesia) is structural

demand specific to Hermes's design; (ii) the OpenRouter flip and its widening (224B → 458B tokens/day) is the

cash register, not the crowd — the primary proof of work performed, and the most contamination-resistant of

the three flagged metrics; (iii) the product-first, token-later sequence is a structurally favorable starting position

for a token case.

Key risks (forwarded): (i) adoption-to-paying conversion entirely undisclosed (→ Pillar 5 §7); (ii) airdrop

contamination is unquantifiable until a TGE event — §4's natural experiment is the adjudication device (→ §5-c

leading indicators); (iii) whether the sovereignty segment escapes its niche depends on achieving hosted-

Product market
Autonomous agents ~$9.9B (2026)

Self-sovereignty segment
buyers: users choosing by value

Asset market
Decentralized-AI tokens ~$13.7B

opens only at TGE
buyers: holders of the asset

crypto-natives: the bridge population (users in one, buyers in the other)

The integration question - candidate consumption circuits

(a) Compute market
Psyche settlement + rewards

closest analogue to gas

(b) Portal billing
token payment / discounts

weak accrual alone

(c) Governance only
no consumption circuit

weakest grade

BTC = complete integration; ETH = machinery without mass apps; default Hermes needs no token at all

• 

• 
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proprietary UX quality (→ Pillar 2's central axis); (iv) the integration question — whether a structural

consumption circuit is designed — is forwarded to Pillar 5 as the fundamental problem of this asset's value.

Sources — Pillar 1

All URLs accessed July 14, 2026 unless noted.

A. Primary — [S1-1] NousResearch/hermes-agent (GitHub): stars/forks, release v0.18.2, launch date Feb 25, 2026. 

[S1-2] Hermes Agent official site & docs (hermes-agent.nousresearch.com): tagline, three-layer memory, platform/

backend/model reach, native apps. [S1-3] Nous Portal (portal.nousresearch.com): tier pricing $20–200/month; 300+

models. [S1-4] Nous Research Psyche pages: DisTrO, Solana testnet, Consilience.

B. Third-party data & benchmarks — [S1-5] OpenRouter public rankings: the May 10, 2026 flip (224B vs 186B

tokens/day) and May 21 widening (458B vs 173B); opt-in attribution caveat. [S1-6] Polymarket — "Will Nous

Research launch a token by…" (polymarket.com/event/will-nous-research-launch-a-token-by): date-laddered odds

(~56% by Dec 31, 2026); resolution rules (publicly tradable official token; announcements insufficient; memecoins

excluded); cumulative volume ~$6,000 (thin-liquidity caveat). [S1-7] Open-weight model pricing on OpenRouter

(~$0.07–0.12 per million tokens, representative).

C. Press & community — [S1-8] TechCrunch (July 13, 2026): new round led by Robot Ventures with USV at $1.5B

valuation, $75M+; prior $70M total. [S1-9] Coverage of the April 2025 Paradigm-led $50M round executed against a

$1B valuation of a yet-to-be-issued token (The Block and peers). [S1-10] OpenClaw virality and March 2026 security-

crisis coverage: the sovereignty-demand proof and the chasm control group. [S1-11] Agentic-AI market sizing (industry

analyst estimates: ~$7B 2025 → ~$9.9B 2026, ~42% CAGR; McKinsey attribution of up to 44% of AI's long-run

economic value to agentic automation). [S1-12] Contemporaneous reporting on unaffiliated scam "NOUS" tokens

circulating on multiple chains (fact-basis for the no-official-token statement).
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Pillar 2 — Solution & Edge

This pillar answers two questions. First: is Hermes's product genuinely superior to its competitors? Second: can that

superiority be defended over the coming years? Our conclusion, stated upfront: the engineering is real — unusually

complete for an open-source project five months from release. But Hermes ships under the MIT license (the most

permissive open-source grant: anyone may copy, modify, and commercialize freely), so the code itself is, by

definition, not a moat. The moat candidates live elsewhere — release velocity, position on an industry standard, the

second face of a lab that trains its own models, and a design philosophy that binds product, production method, and

intended future asset (a token) into one loop. Verifying whether those candidates are real is this pillar's central work.

The verdict in summary: the coherence of the design is exceptionally high for a token-anticipating AI startup. But

the product today sits on the near side of the chasm, and neither of the two prerequisites for crossing — quality

assurance for learned skills, and beating hosted proprietary products on both performance and cost — has been

met. What is unproven is not the vision; it is the layer that converts the vision into quality and economics.

1. How the product works — five elements

(a) A loop that learns. Hermes's signature design: after finishing a task, the agent reflects on its own work, distills what

succeeded into a "skill file" (SKILL.md — a small markdown document encoding the procedure), and reloads it the

next time the same class of work arrives. This is the implementation of the tagline "The Agent That Grows With You." 

(b) Three-layer memory: a persistent identity layer, a full-text-searchable session database, and the self-authored skill

layer — the direct answer to the "agent amnesia" pain (Pillar 1, layer two). (c) Scale of tools and skills: 64 native tools

(48 enabled by default) — including 12 for browser automation and a 9-tool Kanban-style multi-agent substrate with

zombie-agent detection and recovery — plus 175 bundled skills (74 core + 101 optional) across 28 categories, shipping

with a full financial-modeling suite (DCF, LBO, comps, three-statement), blockchain operations (EVM/Solana/

Hyperliquid), and Stripe payments out of the box (v0.17.0). A further ~520 community skills install through the official

Skills Hub (July 2026). (d) Runs anywhere: six execution backends (local machine, Docker, remote SSH, cloud

sandboxes), reachable from 20+ messaging platforms (Telegram, Discord, Slack, WhatsApp and more), model-agnostic

across 300+ models, with native apps on macOS/Windows/Linux (shipped June 2026). (e) Riding the standard: skills

follow agentskills.io — the open standard originated by Anthropic and adopted by 40+ tools including Claude Code and

Cursor — so skills written for Hermes run elsewhere and vice versa. Hermes deliberately operates no closed proprietary

skill marketplace, riding the shared standard plus layered security scanning instead; against the precedent of

OpenClaw's registry audit finding 11.9% of skills malicious, this reads as a considered safety-architecture choice.
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2. The central axis, adjudicated — "sovereignty at proprietary-grade UX" is not yet
achieved

Pillar 1 forwarded this pillar's central test: does Hermes deliver the sovereignty solution (your machine, your keys) at

the UX quality of hosted proprietary products (Manus, ChatGPT Agent, Claude Cowork)?

Reading the evidence precisely: the OpenRouter usage flip (Pillar 1) proves that within the early-adopter segment

— developers, power users, crypto-natives — Hermes graduated from a toy you try to a tool you keep paying to

run. That is a strong measurement, but it measures retention inside the enthusiast segment, not arrival at

mainstream usability; the two are different propositions.

Evidence of progress: native apps on three OSes with guided setup; hermes claw migrate , a one-shot command

importing a rival OpenClaw environment (persona, memories, skills, allowlists, API keys); community reports of

smoother-than-expected setup.

Evidence of the remaining gap — three concrete walls: (i) quality assurance for learned skills is unsolved (§6) —

with no mechanism in the default loop guaranteeing the correctness of self-authored skills, the signature "grows with

you" feature does not yet meet the reproducibility bar of a professional tool; (ii) MoA remains an expectation (§4) —

its performance claims rest on an internal benchmark with no independent verification and no social proof from

working practitioners; (iii) self-managed API keys and model selection persist as setup burden, and security defaults

were hardened only from v0.13.0 (May 2026).

Verdict: pre-chasm. Adoption inside the enthusiast segment is measured fact; parity with Claude Cowork and Manus

as an everyday professional tool is not. The crossing prerequisites — skill-quality assurance, and a two-axis win over

single frontier models (§4) — are both unmet; observing their achievement is forwarded to Pillar 4 and the monitoring

apparatus.

3. Competitive position — the table and three contrasts

Axis Hermes OpenClaw Claude Cowork Manus

Form OSS (MIT), self-hosted OSS, self-hosted Proprietary, local-
hybrid

Proprietary, local-
hybrid

Do - Learn - Improve loop
task -> reflection ->

SKILL.md distilled ->
reloaded next time

WARNING: no correctness gate in the default loop - the agent grades its own homework

Three-layer memory
identity / session DB / skills

64 tools - 175 skills
48 default; 28 categories

Trust layer (11 modules)
scanning, provenance, approval

Runs anywhere
6 backends; 20+ platforms

Model-agnostic
300+ models; own lab + MoA

Open standard
agentskills.io; 40+ clients
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Axis Hermes OpenClaw Claude Cowork Manus

Sovereignty (your
keys, your machine)

Yes Yes Partial (local
surfaces, closed
source)

Partial (local
surfaces, closed
source)

Memory (cross-
session context)

Yes Yes Yes (details
undisclosed)

Yes (details
undisclosed)

Automatic skill-
generation loop
from experience

Yes (signature feature) No No No

Quality assurance for
learned skills

No (default loop self-grades;
under construction)

No (11.9% registry
contamination on
record)

Yes (in-house QA) Yes (in-house QA)

UX / onboarding
burden

Partial (native apps, but self-
managed keys)

Poor Strong Strong

Security record Good (one MEDIUM CVE,
proactive fixes)

Poor (nine CVEs in
four days, max 9.9)

Good (no major
public incident)

Good (no major
public incident)

Model strategy Model-agnostic (300+) + own
training + MoA

Model-agnostic Claude only Model-agnostic
(multiple external
models)

Business model Subscription + credits (Portal,
undisclosed traction); self-host
free; + future token (unissued)

Free (foundation/
sponsor)

Flat subscription
(bundled)

Subscription +
credits

Chasm position Near side (entrenched among
enthusiasts)

Near side (stalled
niche)

Crossed Crossed

(a) vs. OpenClaw — a succession engineered from day one. Repository topic tags and the migrate command show

Hermes was designed to inherit OpenClaw's seat. The security records are asymmetric — OpenClaw's March 2026

crisis (nine CVEs in four days, worst at CVSS 9.9) against Hermes's single MEDIUM (old version only, high attack

complexity) plus eight proactive P0 hardening fixes — and when OpenClaw's founder departed for OpenAI and

momentum broke, Hermes laid the migration rail and harvested the vacuum. First-rate strategic execution — but a

change of throne inside the niche, which is a different thing from crossing the chasm.

(b) vs. hosted proprietary — the mirror image, stated precisely. Cowork's and Manus's structural weakness is, first, 

the absence of sovereignty (both operate local execution surfaces, but the code is closed and final custody of keys and

data rests with the vendor). On memory, both demonstrably ship the capability (implementation undisclosed) — calling

amnesia their weakness would be inaccurate. Hermes's differentiation is not having memory; it is the automatic

loop that distills experience into reusable procedure — a feature none of the three rivals has. Yet as the quality-

assurance row shows, that signature feature runs without a correctness gatekeeper: Hermes holds a capability no rival

has, at a reliability no professional yet trusts — and that line is precisely what separates the two sides of the chasm.

The incumbents' strength is the concentration of polishing quality, UX, and models inside one company.

(c) The structural distinction, stated accurately — it is not "their own models are strong." Nous Research is also a

lab that trains its own models (the Hermes 4 series), but those models are not frontier-grade: third-party benchmarks

show Hermes Agent scoring highest with Claude as the engine, and coding performance is assessed as "a range of 40–

72% depending on the backend model." Real-world quality today comes from rented frontier models — on this one

dimension, Hermes is essentially in Manus's position. The true structural differences reduce to three: (i)
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substitutability (model-agnostic, so no captivity to a single vendor); (ii) the option to train (Manus chose not to train

as strategy; Nous is a lab that can — decisive in §5); (iii) the MoA trajectory (§4). The resulting proposition of this

pillar: with no edge on the model dimension, unless business-model advantages — above all a token economy —

are wired into the software's value, Hermes cannot structurally beat Manus. This proposition feeds directly into

Pillar 5's adjudication.

4. MoA — the bet that the ensemble beats the single rider on both performance and
cost

Mechanism: MoA (Mixture of Agents) has several models answer the same task in parallel, then passes all answers to

an "aggregator" model that synthesizes one final response. The academic origin (2024) showed ensembles of open

models can beat the best single model — collective intelligence versus any single rider. Nous's productization (MoA

2.0, July 2026): one-touch presets; the default has GPT-5.5 and DeepSeek answer, with Claude Opus aggregating; the

internal benchmark claims +8% over Opus alone and +11% over GPT-5.5 alone.

The victory condition is two-axis — the heart of this section. To beat the closed products, the ensemble must surpass

a single frontier model on performance and on cost simultaneously. One axis is not enough: winning performance

while losing cost leaves an expensive luxury (no answer to Cowork's $20 flat rate); winning cost while losing

performance never escapes the sovereignty niche. Scoring today's MoA honestly on both axes: performance — a

claimed +8%, but internal-only, unverified, no practitioner social proof; cost — clearly inferior (multiple

reference models plus an aggregator multiply token consumption, and the current best preset still pays frontier rates for

a Claude aggregator). Today's MoA has secured neither axis.

Why the trajectory still earns tier-one watch status: the bet is structurally coupled to the external trend of open-model

progress — as open models get stronger and cheaper, (i) the ensemble's performance ceiling rises and (ii) reference and

aggregator roles migrate to open models, cutting cost: both axes improve together (the lead developer's stated goal:

"Opus-level from open-only combinations, cheaper"). Every step of reduced frontier dependence converts directly

into competitive advantage over Cowork and Manus. The monitoring criterion is therefore defined on both axes: the

victory condition is met the moment the (performance, cost) pair clears the single-frontier point on both fronts;

interim markers — independent benchmark verification, open-aggregator preset quality, practitioner adoption reports —

are tracked as tier-one watch items. One reservation: an aggregator that judges answers carries the same self-referential

fragility as the evaluator problem in §6.

5. The third face — the distributed-training network and the alignment structure (this
pillar's most important finding)

Beyond the agent and the model lab, Hermes/Nous has a third face: Psyche — a distributed-training network that

coordinates idle GPUs worldwide over the Solana blockchain to train models across the open internet. The underlying

technology, DisTrO, compresses inter-machine training communication by an order of magnitude (bandwidth demand

cut to one-tenth), making training without a dedicated datacenter feasible.

The record has moved past proof-of-concept: the first testnet run completed a 40-billion-parameter model

("Consilience") across 20 trillion tokens — the largest distributed pre-training run ever conducted over the internet; in

September 2025 the project declared a shift "from provability to performance," expanding to parallel multi-model

training and fine-tuning; decisively, Hermes 4.3 (December 2025) was trained end-to-end on Psyche — the loop in

which the network produces the product's own models has already run one full revolution. Further, the reward plumbing

— treasurer and mining-pool programs — is already deployed on Solana: the pipes for a token were laid before the

token exists.
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The core of the alignment — the same physics selects the same population. Distributed training carries a physical

constraint: every participating machine must hold the entire model, capping trainable size at roughly what fits on a

single machine (~40B-class); frontier models in the hundreds of billions to trillions are categorically out of reach. The

insight: the model class a sovereignty user can run at home is exactly the same class (Nous itself describes

Consilience as "trainable on a single server, runnable on a consumer GPU"). Therefore:

The model class distributed training can physically produce = the model class sovereign users can locally run.

The Hermes Agent target user (GPU-owning self-hoster, open-model-inclined, crypto-adjacent) and the Psyche

compute contributor are not two markets that happen to overlap — they are one population selected by the same

constraint.

The flywheel, complete: users contribute idle GPUs to Psyche (future token rewards) → the network trains next-

generation open models (proven with Hermes 4.3) → better open models improve both MoA axes — performance and

cost — simultaneously (§4) → frontier dependence falls and the sovereignty pitch purifies → product value rises, users

grow → contributed GPUs grow. The skill-improvement economy of §6 can be wired by the same token. The three

tier-one watch items of this pillar — the skill-improvement economy, the MoA two-axis trajectory, the Psyche

training network — are therefore not three independent entries but three gears of a single flywheel, with the

anticipated token as its candidate lubricant. Against Pillar 1's integration criterion, circuit (a) — the compute market

— stands as the most advanced candidate: plumbing deployed, one revolution already run.

Fair reservations, four: (i) GPU-hour rivalry — agent inference and training contribution compete for the same GPU;

overlapping population does not automatically mean overlapping hours, and rewards must beat opportunity cost. (ii) 

Verification is unsolved — Nous itself states the scheme for ensuring malicious participants cannot inject false

computation has "a theoretical model but no practical implementation yet." The technology of distributed training is

also used by centralized labs across their own datacenters; ideology lives not in the technology but in the

verification, reward, and governance layers — and precisely those layers are incomplete: the current regime is

founder-led, with no DAO (a token-holder self-governance body), no on-chain voting, and a third-party governance-

decentralization score of 3 out of 20. (iii) The physics of frontier exclusion is permanent — this strategy's ceiling

depends forever on whether ~40B-class ensembles plus orchestration can reach frontier-grade output on both §4 axes.

(iv) Provability is not product value — Consilience itself sees negligible use; value materializes only when the trained

artifacts are Hermes-series models.
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6. Moat assessment, and the deepest architectural risk

The MIT paradox and the portability trade. The code moat is zero (anyone may copy). Per-user accumulated skills

and memories, being open-standard text files, carry over to rival tools as-is — ironically, Hermes's own migrate

command is the demonstration that such assets move trivially between agents. Personal skill accumulation is therefore a

reason to keep using Hermes, not a reason one cannot leave. This portability is a deliberate trade — adoption-

maximizing, moat-minimizing — and it is consistent with the token thesis: if assets cannot bind users, value capture

must come from elsewhere (Portal convenience; a token economy). The two-way risk is recorded: the same portability

that vacuumed OpenClaw users means Hermes users can exit just as cheaply; today's asymmetry (a tool to migrate in,

none to migrate out) is directional, not structural — the moment a from-Hermes migration tool appears in a rival, the

acquisition edge neutralizes (monitoring indicator).

The moat candidates that are real: (i) velocity and community (295 contributors to a single release; near-weekly

cadence); (ii) the standards position (standing on the open standard the industry is converging to, not a closed

proprietary format); (iii) the lab face — code can be forked; a model-training lab and the Psyche network cannot; (iv)

the §5 flywheel itself — a moat if it spins, not a moat that exists today.

The deepest risk: self-improvement without an evaluator. The learning loop of §1(a) has a structural weak point.

The eleven-module trust layer (install-time code scanning, provenance checks, approval gates for dangerous

commands) gatekeeps safety — but no independent mechanism in the default loop gatekeeps the correctness of

what the agent teaches itself. The agent decides for itself what is worth learning; a wrong procedure, once distilled

into a skill, is reloaded and its error compounds — the agent grades its own homework. As §2 established, this is not

a technical blemish but the direct obstacle keeping the signature feature below professional reliability — a chasm-

blocking defect.

It is not, however, neglected (both sides recorded): (i) since v0.12.0 the product ships an automatic weekly Curator

that scores, merges, and prunes the skill library (still within the self-grading perimeter); (ii) Nous released an official

companion tool, self-evolution (March 2026), which improves skills evolutionarily and submits only variants that pass

full test suites, size limits, and semantic-drift checks as human-reviewed pull requests — moving improvement out of

the live loop into an evaluated, gated pipeline: the architecturally correct direction; (iii) the community actively debates

Gear 1: Psyche network
pipes deployed on Solana

one revolution run (4.3)

Gear 2: MoA two-axis
performance x cost vs

single frontier rider

Gear 3: Skill economy
parts exist;

economics = void

The flywheel
users <-> GPUs <-> open models

<-> product value

Candidate token wiring (the lubricant)

(a) Compute
deployed + run

(b) Portal
auxiliary

(d) Skill market
the same coin

(c) Governance
weakest

Unresolved layers: verification (open problem) - rewards (undesigned) - governance (3/20)
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independent-judge patterns ("implementation and verification must be uncorrelated") and structured quality gates. Fair

verdict: not unaddressed — recognized, under construction, unsolved in the default loop.

And the decisive void — no economics of improvement. One thing is missing from all of the above: an economy

that coordinates who pays, which skills are prioritized, who repairs, and who audits. Evolution runs ($2–10 each)

are paid out of the individual runner's own pocket; there is no funding pool, no bounty, no selection mechanism. This

void has exactly the shape a token can wire — funding evolution runs, rewarding accepted improvers, staking auditors

— and it adds a fourth candidate, (d) a skill-improvement labor market, to Pillar 1's integration circuits. The verdict

sentence: the decentralized quality-improvement economy is a single coin on which both "differentiation from

OpenClaw" and "structural token integration" are staked. If it is established, it becomes the real differentiator; if

not, what remains is the losing contest of distributed handwork against the in-house QA concentration of Claude

Cowork and Manus — tier-one continuous watch.

7. External game changers (monitoring indicators)

GC-1 (largest headwind candidate): incumbents shipping memory and learning. If Anthropic or OpenAI make

persistent memory plus skill learning standard in their hosted products, the amnesia pain commoditizes and Hermes's

differentiation shrinks to sovereignty alone. GC-2 (tailwind): open-weight model progress — a structural tailwind for

a model-agnostic product with its own lab and Psyche, directly setting the two axes of §4 and the flywheel's RPM in §5.

GC-3: TGE design — which circuits the token is wired into (compute market / Portal billing / skill-improvement

market / governance only). Adjudicated in Pillar 5.

Boundary note (§2.5). No code audit was performed. This pillar rests on structural observation of public source code,

official documentation, public benchmarks, and reporting.

Conviction & key risks

Where the conviction sits: (i) the learn-and-grow design and the layered safety machinery are first-rate as

implementation, corroborated by the asymmetric CVE record against OpenClaw; (ii) the design and harvest of

the OpenClaw migration rail is first-rate strategic execution — though a change of throne inside the niche; (iii) 

product (agent), production method (distributed training), and intended asset (token) are designed on the

same physical constraint and the same population — an exceptionally coherent structure for a token-

anticipating AI startup, with part of the loop (Psyche training the company's own models) already run in

production.

Hermes OpenClaw Cowork Manus

Sovereignty Yes Yes Partial Partial

Skill self-generation Yes No No No

Skill quality assurance No No In-house In-house

UX / onboarding Partial Poor Strong Strong

Security record Good Poor Good Good

Business model Sub+credits+token? Free Flat sub Sub+credits

Chasm line: near side (Hermes, OpenClaw) vs crossed (Cowork, Manus).
Crossing prerequisites: skill QA solved + MoA two-axis win over a single frontier model.

• 
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Key risks (forwarded): (i) the chasm is uncrossed — skill-quality assurance is unsolved in the default loop,

directly capping the signature feature's reliability, and MoA remains an internally-benchmarked expectation

without social proof; (ii) the company's own models are not frontier-grade and real-world quality today is rented

— unless MoA clears the single-frontier point on both performance and cost, and unless token-economy

advantages are wired into software value, Hermes cannot structurally beat Cowork and Manus (→ Pillar

5's adjudication); (iii) the economics of improvement is a void (→ circuit (d); §5-c leading indicators); (iv)

portability cuts both ways — the appearance of a from-Hermes migration tool is the neutralization signal; (v) if

the TGE arrives while the verification-reward-governance layer remains incomplete (governance

decentralization 3/20), the flywheel risks spinning on speculation rather than conviction; (vi) GC-1

commoditization of the memory differentiator. The three tier-one watch items (skill-improvement economy /

MoA two-axis trajectory / Psyche network) are monitored as gears of a single flywheel, feeding the leading

indicators of Pillar 5 §5-c.

Sources — Pillar 2

All URLs accessed July 14–16, 2026 unless noted. Every quantitative claim in this pillar traces to at least one source

below.

A. Primary (company / official)

[S2-1] NousResearch/hermes-agent — GitHub repository and README. github.com/NousResearch/hermes-

agent — Star/fork/commit counts; repository topics (openclaw, clawdbot, moltbot); release cadence; native

apps; the learn-and-grow loop description.

[S2-2] Hermes Agent official documentation — Skills system. hermes-agent.nousresearch.com/docs/user-guide/

features/skills — Skills Hub source types and trust tiers; security scanner scope (exfiltration, prompt injection,

destructive commands, supply-chain); quarantine and audit log; TRUSTED_REPOS governance via core PR.

[S2-3] NousResearch/hermes-agent-self-evolution — GitHub repository and README. github.com/

NousResearch/hermes-agent-self-evolution — Evolutionary skill optimization (DSPy+GEPA); guardrails (full

test suite, size limits, semantic preservation, human PR review); $2–10 per run; phase roadmap.

[S2-4] Nous Research — "Democratizing AI: The Psyche Network Architecture." nousresearch.com/nous-

psyche — DisTrO lineage; Consilience 40B design (single-server trainable, consumer-GPU runnable);

verification "theoretical model, practical implementation open."

[S2-5] Nous Research — "The Next Phase of Psyche." nousresearch.com/the-next-phase-of-psyche — 

"Provability to performance"; trainer abstraction; expansion to SFT and RL; deliberate non-use of "mainnet."

[S2-6] PsycheFoundation/psyche and psyche.network — Apache-2.0 codebase; coordinator/authorizer/

treasurer/mining-pool Solana programs.

[S2-7] agentskills.io — The open skill standard; 40+ adopting clients.

[S2-8] Hermes Agent GitHub Issues #356, #44000, #52882 (with search across 29 matching issues) — 

Independent-judge pattern ("implementation and verification must be uncorrelated"); structured quality gates;

failed-session analysis — the community's engineering response to the evaluator problem.

B. Third-party data & benchmarks

[S2-9] OpenRouter public app rankings — openrouter.ai/rankings — Actually-billed daily token throughput; the

May 2026 flip and subsequent widening (corroborated by [S2-14]).

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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[S2-10] Independent research-lifecycle agent benchmark (arXiv, 2026) — Hermes Agent's highest score

achieved with Claude as backend (64.6%).

[S2-11] Third-party comparative analysis of Hermes Agent coding performance — "40–72% depending on the

backend model"; assessment that real-world quality derives from the underlying frontier model.

[S2-12] Own Your Mind — Nous Research project review (May 13, 2026). ownyourmind.ai/projects/nous-

research — Hermes 4.3 trained end-to-end on Psyche (144,000 tokens/sec, 24 nodes); governance

decentralization 3/20; founder-led, no DAO, no on-chain voting; HuggingFace download counters (Consilience

negligible vs Hermes-series thousands/month).

[S2-13] iroh.computer — Nous/Psyche case study — Bandwidth reduction 10Gbps → 1Gbps; gossip-based

swarm coordination.

C. Press & community

[S2-14] MarkTechPost, TechTimes, and contemporaneous coverage (May 2026) — OpenRouter flip

corroboration (224B vs 186B; 458B vs 173B by May 21); OpenClaw founder's move to OpenAI.

[S2-15] Security coverage of the OpenClaw March 2026 crisis — Nine CVEs in four days (max CVSS 9.9);

ClawHub audit finding 11.9% of skills malicious; Hermes's single MEDIUM CVE and eight proactive P0 fixes

(v0.13.0).

[S2-16] Nous Research MoA 2.0 announcement and coverage (July 2026), including lead-developer statements

— Preset composition (GPT-5.5 + DeepSeek references, Claude Opus aggregator); internal HermesBench

claims (+8% / +11%); "Opus-level from open-only combinations, cheaper."

[S2-17] Community ecosystem lists and production analyses (awesome-hermes-agent; glukhov.org) — 

Contributor counts; Curator (v0.12.0) weekly skill lifecycle; ecosystem tooling (e.g., SkillClaw).

D. Operator materials

[S2-18] Operator capability inventory of hermes-agent v0.17.0 (internal, June 23, 2026) — 64 native tools (48

default), 175 bundled skills across 28 categories, 11-module trust layer, six execution backends. All figures re-

verified against [S2-1] and [S2-2].

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Pillar 3 — Creator Strength

This pillar answers two questions. First: does this founding team hold expertise and a verifiable record commensurate

with the business it is attempting? Second: does the team's composition contain any fatal bias or gap? Our conclusion,

stated upfront: this team's strength is verified not by conventional résumés but by an accumulation of public

research artifacts — 33 million cumulative downloads of the Hermes model line, the YaRN long-context method

(ICLR 2024), the DisTrO distributed-training work — the form of proof native to a community-born organization. Of

the four competencies demanded by the three-gear flywheel strategy fixed in Pillar 2, three — open-research

credibility, product shipping, and crypto engineering — carry first-rate evidence; only commercial execution

remains organizationally unproven. One co-founder — the original author of the flagship model line — continues to

operate pseudonymously; as set out below, this report classifies the case as "pseudonymous but verifiable" and does not

treat it as a material risk.

0. The evaluation premise — four competencies the flywheel demands

A team cannot be scored in a vacuum. The three-gear flywheel of Pillar 2 (skill-improvement economy / MoA two-axis

trajectory / Psyche training network) demands: (i) open-research credibility — in this company, the community is the

workforce (roughly 20 employees, yet 295 contributors to a single release and 215K GitHub stars: trust moves labor); 

(ii) product shipping (measured in Pillar 4); (iii) crypto/token engineering (four Solana programs — the reward

plumbing — already deployed); (iv) commercial execution (Portal monetization and, eventually, operating a token

economy). Team assessment maps onto these four axes.

1. The four co-founders, verified

Jeffrey Quesnelle — CEO/CTO. A rare three-domain composite: ① conventional engineering management

(Director of Software Development, Intrepid Control Systems, 2017–22); ② blockchain-infrastructure practice

(Principal Engineer, Eden Network); ③ first-rate research — first author of YaRN (ICLR 2024), co-author of

the distributed-training method DeMo with Diederik Kingma (inventor of the Adam optimizer), and technical

lead of DisTrO/Psyche (top committer on the Psyche repository). One person covering management, crypto, and

research — an unusual fit to the CEO requirements of this unusual business.

Teknium — Head of Post Training. The original author of the Hermes model line — the product's very

name is his body of work (from the first Nous-Hermes release, July 2023, to the present). Formerly at Stability

AI. The character of Nous models — high steerability, reduced over-refusal — is the method he established. He

continues to work under his handle; press coverage circulates only a first name ("Ryan") (→ §3).

Karan Malhotra — Head of Behavior. Responsible for model behavior, persona, and alignment. Formerly a

machine-learning researcher at the Stanford Brain Stimulation Lab; studied Religion and Philosophy at Emory

— appointing a dedicated head of "how AI should behave" is the personification of this organization's humanist,

decentralist thesis. Also the public face for company strategy, WorldSim, and DisTrO.

Shivani Mitra — Co-founder. Present from the earliest phase of converting the Discord collective into a legal

entity; carries organization and operations. The least publicly documented of the four (role and equity

clarification → disclosure request).

• 

• 

• 

• 
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2. The formation pattern — "trust first, capital later" (the spine of this pillar)

The timeline is distinctive: 2022 — spontaneous emergence as a researcher collective on Discord and Twitter → 2023

— incorporation, with the four most active contributors crystallizing as founders → 2024 — seed rounds → April 2025

— the Paradigm-led $50M round, executed against a $1 billion valuation of a yet-to-be-issued token → July 2026

— a new round in negotiation led by Robot Ventures with USV participation at a $1.5B valuation ($70M raised to date;

angels include Balaji Srinivasan). The exact opposite of the VC-assembled pattern (a network pre-verifying proven

entrepreneurs): here, public collaboration itself served as the team's pre-verification — capital arrived after trust.

The strengths: mission authenticity and the community leverage it generates (§5). And a fact worth the attention of any

observer: no Web3 project that followed this path — artifacts first, capital second, token last — has yet grown

into a very large project. If Nous achieves it, it becomes the first precedent; part of this case's observation value is

precisely that experiment.

3. The treatment of pseudonymity — "pseudonymous but verifiable," and its
geopolitical rationality

This report does not treat one pseudonymous founder among four as a material risk, for three layered reasons.

First, verifiability of the record. Identity verification and track-record verification are separable. Under a single

consistent handle since 2022, Teknium has accumulated a continuous, tamper-evident trail of public artifacts —

datasets, models, technical reports — making his record as verifiable as any named researcher's. This is categorically

Research
credibility

Shipping Crypto
engineering

Commercial
execution

Quesnelle (CEO/CTO) YaRN, DeMo, Psyche lead core releases Eden Net.; Solana programs -

Teknium (Post Training) Hermes lineage, 33M DL model releases - -

Malhotra (Behavior) Stanford lab; WorldSim behavior design - -

Mitra (Co-founder) - ops/formation - -

Fourth column visibly sparse: commercial execution unproven - forwarded to Pillar 5.
Teknium: pseudonymous but verifiable (continuous public artifact trail since 2022).

Trust first, capital later - and no large-scale precedent of this path

Collective
Discord / Twitter

2022

Incorporation
4 most active = founders

2023

Seed rounds
capital arrives after trust

2024

Paradigm $50M
at $1B token valuation

2025.4

$1.5B round
Robot Ventures / USV

2026.7

Conventional VC-assembled path
network pre-verifies proven founders

This path: a live experiment
artifacts -> capital -> token (last)
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different from "anonymous and unverifiable" (the type traditional crypto DD guards against); it is an intermediate type: 

pseudonymous but verifiable.

Second, cultural acceptance. Since Satoshi Nakamoto, the pseudonymous builder is an established tradition in crypto;

for the buyer base of the asset market (Pillar 1's second market), it is not even a concern.

Third, geopolitical rationality — the new reality of 2026. With the Manus precedent on the public record — a state-

ordered unwinding and an exit ban on both co-founders — AI talent with roots in China operating abroad now has

a rational, self-protective case for limiting public exposure of identity. Pseudonymity can no longer be naively read

as a mark of bad faith; it is becoming a defensive strategy that capable people may reasonably choose. An across-the-

board discount for pseudonymity is, in this environment, analytically out of date.

Residual observation items (monitoring, not risk): (a) the regulatory surface at TGE — if securities analysis or

exchange review demands legal-name disclosure, pseudonymity and a TGE could collide (a token-design observation

point); (b) insider identity verification — passing Paradigm's and Robot Ventures' diligence strongly implies

"pseudonymous to the public, known to institutions" (→ disclosure request: confirmation of identity verification by

lead investors); (c) the impersonation attack surface (the community-protection twin of the scam-token circulation

noted in Pillar 1).

4. Governance — early-stage forbearance, and a native path to decentralization

The current regime is founder-led: no DAO, no on-chain voting, a third-party governance-decentralization score of

3/20, and no published post-TGE transition plan. This report does not treat that as a present concern. Demanding

mature decentralized governance of a three-year-old organization whose product is five months old is premature; at this

stage, founder concentration is a source of execution speed. What deserves observation is instead a native advantage:

this organization began as a voluntary community, and 295 contributors already hold part of the real power of

development — that is, Nous was born holding the raw material for later decentralization (a participating

community, a culture of contribution, public decision-making habits). Unlike the typical failure of a top-down company

grafting on a ceremonial DAO, a path exists here to return governance to the community in substance. Monitoring

indicators: publication of governance design around the TGE (whether the token carries governance function); any

transition to a foundation structure; staged transfer of core powers (repositories, Psyche programs, treasury) to the

community. Note (§2.4): even the headquarters location is inconsistent across sources (New York / Saratoga, California,

among others) — legal-entity confirmation is included in the disclosure requests.

5. The design of scale — twenty people as a choice

Roughly 20 employees (about one-fifth of Manus) operating a 215K-star project should be read not as fragility but as 

community leverage by design — the staffing counterpart of Pillar 2's moat candidate (i), velocity and community.

The full-time organization concentrates on research and core development; peripheral development, skills, integrations,

and evangelism are carried by the community — a division of labor consistent with the MIT-and-portability philosophy

of minimizing moat to maximize adoption. What the aesthetics of smallness cannot explain, however, is the invisibility

of any organization for monetization, legal, and token design; "can a research label's headcount execute the

commerce of a $1.5B company?" is the final question this pillar forwards to Pillar 5.

Addendum — on the absence of entrepreneurial track record. None of the four has founded and sold or listed a

company (Quesnelle's departmental management is the closest). This report does not rank that as a leading risk:

protocol-type, community-type ventures demand a different founder archetype than corporate ones — Ethereum's

Vitalik Buterin built the world's second-largest crypto network from effectively zero entrepreneurial record — and the

OrbLabs AG — orblabs.ch | Independent Qualitative Due Diligence | Sample Report | 21/37



record that matters for this venture type is "leading a community and shipping in public, continuously." That record, this

team has four years of. The genuinely unproven point is not entrepreneurial experience; it is the commercial execution

of §5 itself.

Boundary note (§2.5). This pillar assesses the team on verifiable public records; it makes no character judgment

beyond documented evidence and assigns no scenario probabilities.

Conviction & key risks

Where the conviction sits: (i) the research record is fully verifiable through primary artifacts — YaRN (ICLR),

DeMo (co-authored with Kingma), the Hermes lineage at 33M downloads, Psyche in production; (ii) the "trust

first, capital later" formation is a rare shape perfectly matched to the community leverage this business demands

— and no large-scale precedent of this path exists yet, giving the case value as a live experiment; (iii)

Quesnelle's three-domain composite (management × blockchain × research) is an unusual fit to this business's

CEO requirements; (iv) the pseudonymity case falls under "pseudonymous but verifiable," and — given the

geopolitical environment established by the Manus precedent — carries a rational self-protective dimension; not

a material risk.

Key risks (forwarded): (i) commercial execution is unproven at both the individual and organizational

level — Portal revenue is entirely undisclosed, and no monetization, legal, or token-operations organization is

externally visible (→ the central variable of Pillar 5); (ii) key-person concentration — the training infrastructure

is inseparable from Quesnelle, the model assets and methods from Teknium; (iii) the intersection of

pseudonymity and the TGE regulatory surface (observation item); (iv) the opacity of Mitra's role and equity

(disclosure request). Governance is not treated as a present risk; the realization of the native decentralization

path is monitored and feeds §5-c.

Sources — Pillar 3

All URLs accessed July 14–17, 2026 unless noted.

A. Primary (company / official) — [S3-1] Nous Research official site (nousresearch.com): mission statement; Psyche

pages. [S3-2] YaRN paper — Peng, B., Quesnelle, J., et al., "YaRN: Efficient Context Window Extension of Large

Language Models," arXiv:2309.00071, ICLR 2024. [S3-3] DeMo paper — Peng, B., Quesnelle, J., & Kingma, D. P.,

"DeMo: Decoupled Momentum Optimization," arXiv:2411.19870 (Nov 2024). [S3-4] Hermes 3 Technical Report —

Teknium et al., arXiv:2408.11857; HuggingFace model cards for the Hermes lineage (July 2023 → present; cumulative

download counters). [S3-5] PsycheFoundation/psyche repository — contributor and committer records (jquesnelle as

top committer).

B. Third-party data & profiles — [S3-6] TechCrunch (July 13, 2026): founding year and founder names ("Ryan

Teknium"); $70M raised to date; investor list (Paradigm, Robot Ventures, North Island Ventures, OSS Capital, Balaji

Srinivasan); the $1.5B round in negotiation. [S3-7] The Block (April 25, 2025): Paradigm-led $50M Series A against a

$1B valuation of the yet-to-launch token. [S3-8] Company databases and encyclopedic profiles (Dealroom; PitchBook

headcount ~20; AI Wiki founder-background entries: Quesnelle at Intrepid Control Systems and Eden Network,

education; Malhotra at Stanford Brain Stimulation Lab, Emory; Teknium formerly at Stability AI) — cross-checked

against each other; headquarters-location inconsistency across sources disclosed in §4. [S3-9] Own Your Mind project

review: founder-led governance; no DAO; governance-decentralization 3/20; "Teknium's Hermes lineage predates the

corporate entity."

• 

• 
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C. Press & community — [S3-10] Coverage of Nous Research's formation as a 2022 Discord/Twitter collective

formalized in 2023 (multiple corroborating profiles). [S3-11] The Manus precedent — state-ordered unwinding and

founder exit bans (public record, 2026) — the fact basis for §3's geopolitical-rationality argument.

D. Operator materials — [S3-12] Operator co-founder research memo (internal): four-founder role profiles — all

claims re-verified against [S3-2]–[S3-9].
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Pillar 4 — Execution & Momentum

This pillar reduces to one question: does this team have the raw horsepower to keep shipping — measured in

actual releases, not résumés — and in which market, at what depth, is its momentum actually being measured?

Our conclusion upfront: the shipping horsepower is real and among the fastest in the industry — eighteen-plus

releases in roughly nineteen weeks from the February 25 launch, a near-weekly cadence, with native apps on three

OSes, an official evolution tool, and MoA 2.0 shipped in parallel. Momentum registers at an extraordinary level on the

cash-register series (work that users actually pay to run) — but reading the scoreboard precisely, what is measured is

depth of use inside the self-host/BYOK segment, not breadth across the market: depth is measured at record levels,

breadth is unproven, and that two-dimensional separation is this pillar's official reading frame. One further honest

asymmetry is recorded: where Manus proved execution with a revenue series (roughly 3.6x through corporate chaos), 

Hermes has no revenue series at all — and, at present, zero external paying validators of its commercial

execution.

1. Shipping, measured — the nineteen-week record

February 25 launch → v0.12 (an automatic Curator that scores, merges, and prunes the skill library weekly) → v0.13.0

"Tenacity" (May 7: 864 commits, 588 pull requests, 295 contributors, and eight proactive P0 security fixes in a

single release) → the Skills Hub live → native apps on three OSes (June) → v0.17 (June 19) → v0.18.2 (July). In

parallel: the official self-evolution tool in a separate repository (March 9) and MoA 2.0 (July).

The crisis-response execution of March deserves particular note: Hermes converted its rival OpenClaw's crisis (nine

CVEs in four days) into its own proactive hardening sprint (→ the eight P0 fixes of v0.13) and the laying of the claw

migrate  rail — turning a competitor's crisis into its own harvest season, and grounding Pillar 2's strategic

assessment in execution data. That this cadence is sustained by roughly twenty employees plus a community (Pillar 3

§5's community leverage) completes the picture: on shipping capability itself, this report's assessment carries no

reservation.

2. Momentum, measured — the identity of the scoreboard, and the two-dimensional
frame (this pillar's caution point)

First, the scoreboard's identity. OpenRouter is a clearinghouse through which hundreds of applications route model

calls; its rankings are computed from actually-billed token throughput (Pillar 1). But the board has structural blind

zones on both sides: (a) Manus contracts directly with Anthropic, and Claude Cowork is Anthropic's own first-party

product — closed products' frontier-model usage never touches OpenRouter and never appears on the board; (b)

Nineteen weeks, eighteen-plus releases

Launch
v0.1

Feb 25

Crisis turn
rival CVEs -> rail

Mar

Curator
weekly lifecycle

v0.12

Tenacity
864c/588PR/8 P0

May 7

Native apps
3 OSes + v0.17

Jun

v0.18.2
MoA 2.0

Jul

Parallel track
self-evolution (Mar 9); Skills Hub; MoA 2.0

Crisis conversion
rival crisis -> hardening sprint + claw migrate
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Hermes itself treats OpenRouter as one connection among many (Nous Portal, direct Anthropic, local inference and

others sit in parallel), so the figures capture only the share of Hermes users who chose OpenRouter. The decisive fact is

the direction of the asymmetry: self-host/BYOK (bring-your-own-key) tools skew heavily toward OpenRouter as an

aggregation convenience, while closed products' mainstream traffic is invisible in full — the leaderboard is, in effect,

the championship of the BYOK/self-host segment, and even the Claude Code that appears on it is a sliver of that

product's BYOK usage.

On that understanding, the three series, read through the contamination-sensitivity lens (Pillar 1):

The applause series (most contaminable): GitHub stars 0 → 114K in 10.5 weeks → "fastest OSS agent ever to

140K" → 215.6K (July 16), with recent deceleration (+16K over ~3 weeks versus +85K over the prior six) —

attention normalizing.

The contribution series (intermediate): 295 contributors and 588 PRs in a single release.

The cash-register series (least contaminable): daily throughput 224B (May 10) → 458B tokens (May 21); the

official OpenRouter app page shows 28.2 trillion cumulative tokens, a #1 daily global rank across all

applications — not merely agents — with simultaneous #1 rankings in four categories (Productivity,

Coding Agents, Personal Agents, CLI Agents) and 381 models used; a third-party tally (June 23) measures 

20.57 trillion tokens over thirty days, with user-paid model-inference spend estimated at ~$17.7 million

per month — an annualized ~$210 million of other people's model bills burning through this one application.

The two-dimensional frame — depth versus breadth. What the above proves is depth of use within the segment:

no tool in the history of the BYOK segment has had users burn real money through it at this intensity — a record-level

measurement of depth that powerfully corroborates Pillar 2's verdict of entrenchment among enthusiasts. But it says

nothing about breadth across the market — Hermes has never been compared on the same field as Manus's or

Cowork's mainstream usage, because that field does not exist in public data. The divergence read remains in service as a

quality signal (applause decelerating while the cash register holds or grows indicates organic use compounding beneath

normalizing hype — the current reading is quality-positive, though the observation window is short), but this read

adjudicates the quality of depth, not the crossing of the chasm.

Chasm adjudication runs on two different signals. Signal ① — social proof from non-technical users: the

emergence, at scale, of ordinary users without technical skill running Hermes (via the apps) or paying Portal

subscriptions. Observables: the share of usage reports from non-developer communities; the changing composition of

setup-help questions (do API-key questions fade?); Portal subscriber disclosure; the appearance of app-store-style

reviews. Signal ② — a record in the coding-AI-agent market: the one market where autonomous agents are already

demonstrably succeeding (the command-line, structured-interface domain that requires neither browser extensions nor

screen control). It is also the fiercest arena, with entrenched winners in Claude Code and Cursor — and OpenRouter's

"Coding Agents #1" is an intra-segment rank only. Hermes's available differentiation in that market is the

distributed-compute element — self-hosting engineers pooling one another's idle compute to run development — the

concrete application, to the coding market, of Pillar 2's alignment thesis (the same physics selects the same population).

Both signals are registered as leading indicators in §5-c.

• 

• 

• 
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3. Investigation finding — user-to-user compute sharing has no track record yet; but the
plumbing is foreshadowed

Testing the differentiation hypothesis against public information: no practice or feature of users sharing idle GPUs

with one another is currently observable. What exists: (a) Psyche — but that is compute contribution to training

runs coordinated by Nous, not a user-to-user sharing market; (b) execution backends for an individual's own remote

compute (SSH, serverless GPU, research-cluster schedulers); (c) community plugins bridging multiple Hermes

instances (under one owner). None of these is a market for borrowing a stranger's home GPU.

One connection point exists, however: Psyche's roadmap explicitly names, as its second phase, the introduction of

inference infrastructure — which, if shipped, would be precisely the substrate for the engineer-to-engineer compute-

sharing pattern, and simultaneously the inference-side extension of token circuit (a) (Pillars 1–2). Accordingly, "the

shipping of Psyche's inference phase, and observed real use of user-to-user compute sharing" is registered as a

leading indicator.

An adjacent breadth-direction distribution signal: NVIDIA has featured Hermes on its official blog (RTX AI

Garage), recommending it in combination with its DGX Spark personal AI machine; AMD has published a free-

deployment guide on its Developer Cloud. Two hardware vendors distributing Hermes to their own customers is

recorded as an external breadth signal — with the precise caveat that this reaches the GPU-buying population, a

different group from Signal ①'s non-technical users.

4. The honest asymmetry — zero external validators of commercial execution

No figure corresponding to revenue, subscribers, or ARR exists anywhere in public. Classifying what can be observed:

(a) the ~$17.7M/month of user spend proves the will to keep running — not the will to pay Nous; this distinction is

maintained strictly throughout this report. (b) Portal paid tiers ($20–200/month) exist; traction is entirely undisclosed

(→ the lead disclosure request). (c) Funding constitutes no commercial validation. Investment by top North

American VCs should be read as thesis positioning under the constraint conditions of their game — funds engineered

for minuscule-probability, enormous-payoff outcomes. Hermes stands at the intersection of two themes — "autonomous

agents as AI's next big thing" and "distributed training protocols as the emerging next big thing of AI × blockchain" —

with measured open-source community heat; that Paradigm, Robot Ventures and peers deploy large checks into that

position is entirely unremarkable standard play, nothing more and nothing less. The consequence: this company's

commercial execution currently has no external paying validator at all.

DEPTH - measured, record level
in-segment intensity (BYOK)

3. Cash register: #1 all apps; ~$17.7M/mo

28.2T cumulative; least contaminable

2. Contribution: 295 contributors/release

1. Applause: 215.6K stars, decelerating

most contaminable

quality-positive divergence (early)

BREADTH - unproven
closed products invisible on this board

Gate 1: Signal 1
non-technical social proof at scale

Gate 2: Signal 2
coding market x distributed compute

The scoreboard covers the BYOK segment only; Manus / Cowork mainstream traffic is invisible territory

OrbLabs AG — orblabs.ch | Independent Qualitative Due Diligence | Sample Report | 26/37



Stated as method for open-source cases: execution is measured on shipped artifacts and paid-usage proxies;

monetization execution is covered by disclosure requests. No currency conversion with Manus is attempted — "#1 in

work volume" and "revenue 3.6x" are different currencies, both real, and not interchangeable.

5. Momentum risks and the monitoring protocol

Five risks: (i) cadence sustainability — can ~20 staff plus a community hold a weekly rhythm (core burnout,

contributor fatigue)? (ii) metric noise — the daily rank oscillates between #1 and #2, and same-week reports carry both

224B and 271B (snapshot-date differences); disclosed as a confidence note (§2.4), with monthly averages as the reading

convention; (iii) a counterattack by the OpenClaw foundation (OpenAI-sponsored) — though current data shows

decline; (iv) the GC-1 clock (incumbents shipping memory and learning); (v) release-spike confounding — v0.13

demonstrably doubled daily throughput within days; release weeks are excluded from observation.

The quarterly monitoring protocol (operationalizing the adjudication devices): ① OpenRouter daily tokens

(monthly average, excluding release weeks and TGE/funding-news months) — the primary gauge of depth quality; ②
star velocity and divergence direction; ③ contributors per release; ④ chasm Signal ① — observation of non-technical

social proof; ⑤ chasm Signal ② — standing in the coding-agent market, and the shipping and real use of Psyche's

inference phase / user-to-user compute sharing; ⑥ Psyche node counts (not public → disclosure request); ⑦ Portal

metrics (disclosure request). Integrated with Pillar 1's TGE two-branch experiment and Pillar 2's three-gear watch,

feeding the leading indicators of Pillar 5 §5-c.

Boundary note (§2.5). This pillar measures shipped artifacts and observed usage; it forecasts neither.

Conviction & key risks

Where the conviction sits: (i) the nineteen-week, eighteen-plus-release record and the crisis-conversion

execution are fully verifiable in artifacts — on shipping capability itself, no reservation; (ii) the cash-register

level (BYOK-segment #1 daily worldwide; ~$17.7M/month of users' own money) is a record-level

measurement of in-segment depth, corroborating Pillar 2's entrenchment verdict; (iii) the applause-

decelerating / cash-register-holding divergence is an early signal that the depth is organic; (iv) distribution

signals from two hardware vendors (NVIDIA, AMD).

Key risks (forwarded): (i) breadth is unproven — by the scoreboard's structure, Hermes has never been

compared against closed products' mainstream usage, and chasm adjudication awaits the two signals (non-

technical social proof; the coding market with the distributed-compute differentiator); (ii) zero external

validators of commercial execution — funding is thesis positioning, not validation (→ Pillar 5's central

variable; Portal disclosure as the lead request); (iii) user-to-user compute sharing has no track record — Psyche's

inference phase is the connection point (leading indicator); (iv) cadence sustainability (bus factor); (v) metric

noise and spike confounding (controlled by protocol). Should the cash-register series decelerate ahead of the

applause series, that is designated an immediate alarm.

Sources — Pillar 4

All URLs accessed July 14–17, 2026 unless noted.

A. Primary (company / official) — [S4-1] NousResearch/hermes-agent — releases and changelogs (v0.12 Curator;

v0.13.0 "Tenacity," May 7, 2026: 864 commits, 588 PRs, 295 contributors, 8 P0 fixes; v0.17, June 19; v0.18.2, July);

repository star history. [S4-2] Hermes Agent official docs — Providers page (hermes-agent.nousresearch.com/docs/

integrations/providers): the parallel provider paths (Nous Portal, OpenRouter, direct Anthropic incl. Claude Max

• 

• 
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OAuth, OpenAI Codex, Google, local Ollama/vLLM/MLX) — fact basis for the partial-capture point in §2. [S4-3]

NousResearch/hermes-agent-self-evolution (created March 9, 2026). [S4-4] Nous Research — "The Next Phase of

Psyche": the inference-infrastructure second phase — fact basis for §3's connection point. [S4-5] Nous Portal pricing

page ($20–200/month tiers; traction undisclosed).

B. Third-party data & benchmarks — [S4-6] OpenRouter official app page for Hermes Agent (snapshot June 2026):

28.2T cumulative tokens; #1 daily global rank; #1 in Productivity / Coding Agents / Personal Agents / CLI Agents; 381

models used. [S4-7] CodeSOTA OpenRouter model-mix analysis (June 23, 2026): 20.57T tokens over 30 days;

estimated $17.74M monthly user inference spend; top-20 model breakdown. [S4-8] OpenRouter daily-rank

observations and glukhov.org production analyses: the May 10 flip (224B vs 186B), May 21 widening (458B vs 173B),

rank oscillation #1↔#2. [S4-9] GitHub star-history tooling (star velocity time series; the 114K → 140K → 215.6K

trajectory with dates).

C. Press & community — [S4-10] MarkTechPost (May 10, 2026) and contemporaneous coverage: the flip; OpenClaw

foundation status (OpenAI sponsorship; founder's February departure); "fastest OSS agent to 140K stars." [S4-11]

Startup Fortune (May 2026): leaderboard-volatility caution ("token volume can reveal momentum before it reveals

durable adoption") — aligned with §2.4 confidence note. [S4-12] Snapshot-discrepancy documentation: May 6

announcement coverage (271B) versus May 10 coverage (224B) — fact basis for the metric-noise note. [S4-13]

NVIDIA RTX AI Garage blog (May 13, 2026): Hermes feature with DGX Spark. [S4-14] AMD Developer Cloud

technical article (May 22, 2026): free Hermes deployment on MI300X with open models and vLLM. [S4-15]

TechCrunch (July 13, 2026) and The Block (April 2025): funding facts underlying §4's thesis-positioning reading

($70M raised; $1.5B round in negotiation; Paradigm $50M at $1B token valuation).
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Pillar 5 — Business Model & Economics

This pillar answers the canonical question: do the incentives lead to durable value capture? For this case the answer

decomposes into three layers. Layer one (the present business): observable revenue effectively does not exist, and the

$1.5B corporate valuation is a thesis price, not a metric price. Layer two (the capital structure): two valuation axes

coexist on one company — a $1 billion valuation of a yet-to-be-issued token, and a $1.5 billion equity valuation —

and the value-routing problem (which of the two assets future value is piped into) lies beneath every investment

judgment in this file. Layer three (the adjudication): against Pillar 2's proposition — without a wired token economy,

Hermes cannot structurally beat Manus — four candidate circuits exist, and only circuit (a), the compute market,

stands at "plumbing deployed, one revolution run." Yet not one line of tokenomics has been published: the verdict is

that the intent to wire is richly evidenced by circumstance; the design of the wiring is entirely unpublished. And

the variable that decides the quality of any wiring is the DeFi fusion of §3-b — the only method by which distributed-

infrastructure technology has ever escaped its history of niches — which is where the discriminator between scenarios

A and B resides.

1. The present revenue model — a valuation without a denominator

Three theoretical revenue lines: (i) Nous Portal — a unified subscription gateway at $20–200/month bundling 300+

models plus a tool gateway (search, image generation, browser automation) behind one login; (ii) model API serving;

(iii) self-hosting, which is free (MIT).

Portal's economics are hybrid: the frontier-model resale portion inherits the Manus-type structural problem — cost of

goods paid to competitors — while only the serving of Nous's own Hermes-series models internalizes cost, the sole 

present cash value of the "lab that can train" face established in Pillar 2.

Facing the scale honestly: subscribers, revenue, and gross margin are entirely undisclosed, but even a hypothetical

10,000 paying users at an average $50/month yields $6M a year — nowhere near a denominator for $1.5B. This

valuation prices not the Portal business but the thesis — lab + network + future token. The contrast with Manus is

recorded plainly: Manus had a denominator that could be called cheap (~4–5x a measured ~$450M revenue run-

rate). For Nous, no denominator exists in the public world at all. As Pillar 4 established, commercial execution has

zero external paying validators; funding is thesis positioning, not validation.

2. The capital structure — dual valuation and the value-routing problem (core analysis
①)

The sequence: April 2025 — Paradigm leads $50M against a $1 billion valuation of the yet-to-be-issued token

(presumed SAFT-type). July 2026 — Robot Ventures and USV negotiate $75M+ at a $1.5 billion equity valuation (as

reported). Three structural implications.

(i) The two-asset problem. Whether value flows to the company (equity) or the network (token) is a future design

decision — do Portal fees fall to corporate revenue, or to token burns and rewards? Whose are Psyche's fees? Insiders

(founders, VCs) hold both assets; the public token buyer holds only the token. This asymmetry is a permanent post-

TGE governance conflict of interest, and the reason "explicit value routing" is written into the adjudication criteria.

(ii) Anchor pressure. Paradigm's token-denominated entry embeds a strong incentive to time the TGE for when the

market can support a fully-diluted valuation at or above $1B — meaning launch timing may be set by market

conditions rather than technical readiness. This is precisely the generating mechanism of Scenario B.
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(iii) The regulatory surface. The SAFT-to-TGE path sits squarely in securities review, and its intersection with the

pseudonymous co-founder (Pillar 3) — exchange listing review, legal-name disclosure demands — is the practical

friction point.

3. The integration adjudication (core analysis ② — applying Pillar 1's criterion)

The criterion restated: does the token acquire a circuit of structural consumption tied to product usage? Four

candidates, adjudicated at their current positions:

Circuit Design Current position Verdict

(a) Compute market
(token-settled training and
inference on Psyche;
rewards to compute
providers)

The closest analogue
to Ethereum's gas

Plumbing deployed (treasurer and
mining-pool programs live on Solana)
· one revolution run (Hermes 4.3
trained end-to-end) · inference phase
named on the roadmap

The leading candidate. But if
rewards flow while verification
remains unsolved, the circuit
itself becomes an attack
surface

(b) Portal billing (token
payment, discounts)

Payment tokens
historically accrue
weakly absent burn/
stake mechanics

Not implemented, not announced Auxiliary; alone, does not raise
the integration grade

(d) Skill-improvement
labor market (funding
evolution runs; rewarding
accepted improvers; staking
auditors)

Fills the "economic-
layer void" identified
in Pillar 2

The parts exist (evolution engine,
gates, trust tiers, PR governance);
the economics are zero

The single coin on which
differentiation and token
integration are both staked. If
implemented, co-leading with
(a)

(c) Governance only No consumption
circuit

— Weakest. A TGE on this alone is
"an asset beside a good
product, with no wiring"

The proposition, adjudicated (conditionally). The intent to wire is richly evidenced by circumstance: the sequence of

laying pipes before the token exists; the fact that Paradigm diligenced tokenomics and then invested in token

denomination; the design coherence by which the three gears can all be lubricated by a single token (Pillar 2). But the 

Equity axis - $1.5B
Robot Ventures / USV round

reprices immediately under stress

Token axis - $1B FDV
Paradigm SAFT (Apr 2025)

unissued: valuation can wait frozen

Value routing - UNSET
Portal fees -> company or token?

Psyche fees -> whose?

Insiders
hold BOTH assets (founders, VCs)

Public token buyer
holds the token ONLY - permanent asymmetry

Anchor pressure: TGE timed for a window supporting $1B+ FDV -> the generating mechanism of Scenario B
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design of the wiring is unpublished in its entirety — no tokenomics document, no supply, no allocation, no vesting, no

value routing. Verdict: intent inferable, design unproven — judgment is remanded to the form of the TGE (§5-c).

3-b. The chasm lens and the DeFi-fusion thesis (deepening the adjudication)

The cautionary history of P2P niches. The history of distributed-infrastructure technology is unsentimental: from

ARPANET to BitTorrent, nearly every pre-blockchain P2P technology ended as a niche beloved by engineers. The

single exception is Bitcoin — viewed from the right angle, the most widely adopted P2P technology in the world

— and its method of escape was to turn the technology into finance. Its successor, Ethereum, largely failed to realize its

declared World Computer — and achieved instead a genuine innovation: DeFi. To date, only four DeFi archetypes have

crossed the chasm: ① stablecoins, ② DEX liquidity mining, ③ PoS liquid staking, ④ lending. Dig into the

mechanics and every revenue stream traces back to ① stablecoins as the origin point — stablecoins generate

enormous transaction and preservation demand (BTC-pair trading, bear-market asset shelter, RWA yield, DEX liquidity

income); the PoS validator network grows to process it; validators are paid in ETH; liquid staking (stETH and kin)

builds on that infrastructure; and the assets of stable value (BTC, ETH, USDT, USDC) underwrite the lending market.

Application to this case (an operator assessment adopted by this report). Pillar 4's chasm Signal ② (the coding

market × distributed compute), pursued alone, carries the BitTorrent-type niche trap — infrastructure adored only by

Web3 engineers — while the mainstream of practical coding agents remains likely to be held by Claude Code and

Cursor. The one variable that can break the trap is DeFi fusion: transplanting the chain of mechanics above into the

distributed training-and-inference market and creating financial products that do not exist among the four archetypes

(compute-resource staking; securitization of compute income; stablecoin-denominated compute settlement). The parts

already exist in the industry — agent-economy stablecoin payment rails (the x402 family: a Linux Foundation standard

with Stripe, AWS, and Visa aboard, processing at an annualized ~$600M on Base) can take demand-side settlement in

USDC, while the token holds to the ETH role: validator stake, fee capture, security collateral — one example of

an ETH-type blueprint for "compute DeFi." But the blueprint is an admission ticket, not a destination: the

discriminator between scenarios A and B is whether Nous, having adopted such a form, can then generate new

DeFi innovation beyond the four archetypes — compute staking, compute-income securitization, the

financialization of training and inference capacity.

Hermes's handicap — no DeFi designer. No DeFi product-design expertise is visible in the core team (Quesnelle's

Eden Network years are MEV/blockspace infrastructure — the nearest adjacency, but not DeFi product design). And

today's Web3 market is no longer the Ethereum era of 2015–2020, when "someone outside will build the innovative

DeFi for you" — Ethereum's own stagnation shows DeFi innovation has stalled, and the fusion must be designed in-

house.

A strategic tension, recorded. The prudent path is concentration on chasm Signal ① (social proof from non-technical

users). But the CEO's research center of gravity is the distributed-training protocol, and a full organizational bet on

Signal ① is structurally hard to make — "the prudent path and the path of gravity do not coincide." This tension is

itself registered as an observation target (→ §5-c leading indicators).

4. The asset-market reference frame

The arena $NOUS would enter upon a TGE is the decentralized-AI token sector (~$13.7B sector capitalization). The

most direct reference is Bittensor ($TAO) — positioned here as proof of the arena's existence and as the negative

precedent of the fusion thesis: a distributed-ML network token sustaining a multi-billion-dollar valuation while real

demand fails to grow, lacking DeFi-style consumption and recirculation mechanics. When $NOUS stands on that field,
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the question will not be the precedent of the market cap; it will be whether it achieves the fusion Bittensor did not.

Per §2.5, no price implication is drawn.

5-c. Scenario adjudication framework (for continuing monitoring)

This report assigns no probabilities to the scenarios (§2.5). Instead, it defines each scenario in a form the investor can

adjudicate and track independently. The adjudication date is December 31, 2027 — aligned with the final rung of

Polymarket's date ladder, whose resolution rule is also borrowed as this report's definition of a TGE: "only an official

token that is actively and publicly tradable; announcements do not qualify; memecoins and synthetic tokens are

excluded; the primary resolution source is Nous Research's official X account." Until the date, each observed

trigger below shifts the balance of plausibility between scenarios.

Scenario
Adjudication criterion (at
the date)

Leading indicators (observing these strengthens this scenario)

A. Wired
TGE

An official token is publicly
tradable, and at least one
of circuits (a) or (d) is live in
operation (product usage
structurally consumes the
token)

Tokenomics document published with explicit value routing / Psyche inference
phase shipped with observed user-to-user compute sharing / verification-
mechanism implementation announced / funding-and-reward design of the skill-
improvement economy published / treasurer and mining-pool programs paying real
rewards / hiring or appointment of DeFi product-design talent announced /
stablecoin-denominated compute settlement implemented (incl. x402-family rail
integration) — the admission ticket — and publication of compute-financial-product
designs beyond the four archetypes — the discriminator / TGE timing correlated
with circuit go-live rather than with market conditions

B. Branded
TGE

An official token is publicly
tradable, but the live
circuits are only (b)/(c) —
no consumption circuit;
promises only

Launch timing led by market conditions (synchronized with a crypto bull window) /
tokenomics published allocation-first with thin circuit design / tokenomics published
with no DeFi talent aboard / airdrop-experiment Branch A: activity metrics decay
over 3–6 months post-TGE in contamination-sensitivity order (① applause > ②
participation > ③ cash register) / launch without a governance-transition plan

C.
Prolonged
pre-launch

No official token at the date Successive expiry of Polymarket's date rungs / airdrop-experiment Branch B: the
cash-register series persists under decaying expectation (= proof of organic
demand — this scenario is not bad for the company, though it erodes the time
value of token-anticipating investors) / continued raising on the equity side

From niche history to the two-step gate

P2P niche history
ARPANET -> BitTorrent:

engineer-only infrastructure

The one escape
Bitcoin: technology
turned into finance

Four crossed archetypes
stablecoins (origin) -> PoS ->

liquid staking -> lending

(a) Compute
deployed;

one revolution run

(b) Portal
not implemented

(d) Skill market
parts exist;

economics zero

(c) Governance
no circuit

The A/B discriminator - a two-step gate

Step 1: admission ticket
ETH-type wiring: stablecoin settlement

(x402 rails) + token as stake/fees

Step 2: discriminator
NEW DeFi products beyond the four:

compute staking, income securitization

Bittensor ($TAO): the negative precedent - a multi-billion arena without fusion. No DeFi designer visible at Nous.
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Scenario
Adjudication criterion (at
the date)

Leading indicators (observing these strengthens this scenario)

D. Residual None of the above (official
withdrawal of token plans;
regulatory blockage;
structural change from the
pseudonymity-review
collision; M&A, etc.)

SEC-type enforcement developments / legal-name disclosure demands surfacing
in exchange review / acquisition approaches by a major lab

The operator assessment adopted by this report (no probabilities assigned; §2.5). As long as momentum holds, the

structurally most likely path is Scenario B (a Branded TGE) — the road taken by most Web3-AI projects,

reinforced by the $1B-FDV anchor pressure (§2) and the incentive to synchronize with market conditions. Scenario A

(a Wired TGE) effectively presupposes the DeFi fusion of §3-b, and its achievement would carry large implications

— the first transplantation of the stablecoin-origin chain into a compute market: candidacy for a "Next Ethereum."

The discriminator between A and B is the explicitness of value routing in the tokenomics document, and the presence of

DeFi fusion in the §3-b sense — not merely the adoption of ETH-type wiring, but new product creation on top of

it. This framework is designed for quarterly updating; OrbLabs' follow-up reports track each indicator's observation

status and proximity to the criteria. All adjudication devices of this report converge here: Pillar 1's two-branch airdrop

experiment (the discriminator among A/B/C), Pillar 2's three-gear watch and the appearance of a from-Hermes

migration tool, Pillar 3's native decentralization path, and Pillar 4's two chasm signals with the cash-register-first-

deceleration alarm.

6. Investor-protection disclosure of fact

No official token exists (as of July 14, 2026). Meanwhile, unaffiliated tokens styling themselves "NOUS" circulate

on multiple chains, and false "official launch announcements" exist on social media. This report records the fact

and recommends the same authenticity standard as the Polymarket resolution rule: primary sources are Nous Research's

official channels only.

7. Consolidated data-room disclosure requests (Pillars 1–5; eleven items)

# Request Origin

1 Portal metrics: subscribers by tier; revenue; gross margin after model costs; churn P1/P4/
P5

2 Tokenomics design document: supply; allocation; vesting; value routing (fee attribution between company
and network); treasury design

P5

3 Round structure: SAFT or equity; terms of the $1B token-denominated contract; each investor's token rights P5

4 Psyche: node counts; reward design; verification roadmap; inference-phase timing; who bears the compute cost
of Consilience-class runs

P2/P4/
P5

5 Skill-improvement economy: status of funding-pool, bounty, and audit design P2/P5

6 Governance-transition plan: foundation structure; DAO; timetable for transferring core powers (repositories /
Psyche programs / treasury)

P3

7 Legal entity and issuing jurisdiction (incl. resolving the cross-source headquarters inconsistency) P3

8 Whether lead investors (Paradigm / Robot Ventures) have verified the pseudonymous co-founder's identity P3
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# Request Origin

9 Financials: burn rate; runway; training-cost structure (incl. Psyche run costs) P5

10 Regulatory: securities analysis of the planned token; exchange-listing plans; reconciliation policy with
pseudonymity

P3/P5

11 DeFi design capability: presence of DeFi product designers on the core team or hiring plan; status of
stablecoin-settlement and staking design work

P5

Analytical boundary (§2.6). This pillar is pure company- and protocol-level analysis; it contains no price targets or

trade recommendations (§2.5) and no token-price implication. Regime judgment is confined to Phase 6.

Conviction & key risks

Where the conviction sits: (i) circuit (a)'s current position — pipes laid before the token, one revolution

already run (Hermes 4.3) — is concrete progress without parallel among token-anticipating projects; (ii) the

design coherence by which three gears and four circuits can be lubricated by a single token (Pillar 2's alignment

structure); (iii) Paradigm's diligenced, token-denominated entry is circumstantial evidence that a design

document exists, though unpublished; (iv) the sequence — product first, plumbing first, token last — is the

inverse of the countless token-first failures, and even Scenario C does not threaten the company's survival.

Key risks (forwarded): (i) a valuation without a denominator — $1.5B with zero external revenue validation

(Pillar 4); (ii) value routing between the two assets is undefined while the $1B-FDV anchor pressure already

exists — the generating mechanism of Scenario B, with the insider/public-buyer asymmetry as a permanent

post-TGE conflict of interest; (iii) if rewards flow while verification is unsolved, circuit (a) itself becomes an

attack surface; (iv) the niche trap and the misaligned center of gravity — Signal ② alone risks replaying the

BitTorrent history, the prudent Signal ① focus does not coincide with the CEO's research gravity, and DeFi

fusion — the one variable that breaks the bind — has no designer inside the organization (as Bittensor's

failure-to-launch-demand shows, a distributed-ML token without fusion remains an empty arena); (v)

pseudonymity × the regulatory surface (the tinder of Scenario D); (vi) investor confusion from scam tokens is

ongoing (§6).

Sources — Pillar 5

All URLs accessed July 14–17, 2026 unless noted.

A. Primary (company / official) — [S5-1] Nous Portal (portal.nousresearch.com): tier pricing $20–200/month;

bundled gateway scope. [S5-2] Nous Research Psyche pages and PsycheFoundation/psyche repository: treasurer and

mining-pool programs on Solana; the inference-infrastructure second phase; verification status. [S5-3] NousResearch/

hermes-agent and Skills Hub docs: the parts of circuit (d) (evolution engine, gates, trust tiers, PR governance). [S5-4]

Hermes 4.3 model cards / release notes: trained end-to-end on Psyche.

B. Third-party data & benchmarks — [S5-5] The Block (April 25, 2025): the Paradigm-led $50M against a $1B

valuation of the yet-to-launch token. [S5-6] TechCrunch (July 13, 2026): the $75M+ round in negotiation at $1.5B

(Robot Ventures lead, USV participating); $70M raised to date. [S5-7] Polymarket — "Will Nous Research launch a

token by…": date-laddered odds; resolution rules (borrowed as this report's TGE definition); ~$6,000 cumulative

volume (thin-liquidity caveat, per Pillar 1). [S5-8] Decentralized-AI token sector capitalization (~$13.7B) and Bittensor

($TAO) market data — sector-tracker aggregates. [S5-9] x402 ecosystem data: Linux Foundation project formation;

Stripe/AWS/Visa participation; ~$600M annualized on Base — fact basis for the §3-b blueprint example. [S5-10] Own

• 

• 
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Your Mind review: governance decentralization 3/20; SAFT holding by Paradigm; Consilience vs Hermes-series

adoption asymmetry.

C. Press & community — [S5-11] Reporting on unaffiliated "NOUS"-styled tokens on multiple chains and false

launch announcements on social media — fact basis for §6. [S5-12] Eden Network background for Quesnelle — fact

basis for the DeFi-adjacency assessment in §3-b.

D. Operator materials — [S5-13] Operator analysis: the DeFi revenue-chain structure (stablecoins as origin → PoS

validator growth → liquid staking → lending) and the four crossed archetypes; the P2P niche-history frame

(ARPANET/BitTorrent → Bitcoin as the escape); the fusion thesis and its application to distributed training. Analytical

framework original to the operator; all factual components (stablecoin transaction dominance, stETH mechanics,

Bittensor demand data, x402 metrics) re-verified against public sources and standard market data.
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Closing Synthesis

Where the regime meets this deal. Finally, we record the intersection of this report's analysis (Pillars 1–5) with the

regime above. First, TGE timing is a dependent variable of the macro. The anchor pressure established in §2 — the

incentive to choose a window in which the market can support a $1B-plus fully-diluted valuation — is not satisfied in

the current bear regime; the ongoing bear therefore makes Scenario C (prolonged pre-launch) the macro-rational

default path (consistent with Polymarket's restrained pricing). Conversely, should the longer-horizon pivot that began

with QT's end (December 2025) mature into a bull phase from 2027 onward, that recovery window is precisely the

moment the macro-side generating mechanism of Scenario B (a Branded TGE) becomes armed — the temptation

to push a token through a market-opened window with the wiring unfinished is then at its maximum. Accordingly, in

observing §5-c, the correlation of TGE timing itself becomes additional discriminating evidence: a launch

synchronized with a market peak corroborates B; a launch synchronized with circuit go-live, independent of

market conditions, corroborates A (reflected as a leading indicator on both rows). Second, the control variables of

the airdrop natural experiment (Pillars 1/4) are fixed to this letter's indicator set: BTC's position against its 200-

week average, stablecoin dominance (which peaks near BTC bottoms), and altcoin downside gauges are read alongside

as the market control, so that sector-wide activity drawdowns are not confounded with Hermes-specific decay. Third,

the crossing with the long clock: with the 2031–32 crisis scenario as the outer bound, a token born in 2027–28 would

face its first bear-resilience test in a crisis phase before reaching maturity. Whether a young $NOUS trades on the

digital-gold side or the risk-asset side in that phase is subordinate to this letter's BTC scenario analysis (oil and

geopolitical conditions) — and the DeFi fusion of §3-b is the deciding variable here as well: the stablecoin-origin

revenue chain has, in this letter's own observations, kept growing through the bear (a rare structure that expands in

winter), so a token that achieves the fusion enters a crisis with a floor of real yield demand beneath it, while an unfused

branded token meets its first winter with no floor at all. Fourth, the implication for the equity axis: under restrictive

liquidity and AI-trade unwind caution, the $1.5B thesis price is itself compression-fragile. The dual-valuation structure

(§2) moves asymmetrically under macro stress — the equity axis reprices immediately, while the token axis, being

unissued, can wait with its valuation frozen: this ability to wait is the true source of Scenario C's comfort for the

company. Fifth, 2027 recession risk is a variable that can strike the discretionary spend of BYOK users (the ~$17.7M/

month of real user cost), so readings of the cash-register series carry initial jobless claims (the 300K threshold) as a

control variable. In sum, this case wraps a company-specific discrimination problem — the quality of the wiring (A

versus B) — inside a macro clock, the phase of the crypto cycle: does the market write the launch timetable, or does

the completion of the circuits? Observing which hand writes it governs every judgment. As to the weighing of these

considerations and the final judgment — the decision rests with the client.

Regime-judgment source: Operator's biweekly macro letter — "Macro Economy & Crypto Market — Biweekly Update:

June 28, 2026" — https://mrmasa.substack.com/p/macro-economy-and-crypto-market-biweekly-151

Disclaimers and scope of engagement

No price targets, no trade recommendations. This report contains no valuation target, no buy/sell/hold

recommendation, and no timing instruction. It is qualitative due diligence designed to support — not replace —

the client's own investment judgment (mandate §2.5).

No token-price implication. The asset mainline of this report is a token that does not yet exist. Nothing in this

report implies a launch price, a fair value, or an expected return for any token, existing or future.

• 

• 
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No official token exists. As of the analysis date, Nous Research has issued no official token. Unaffiliated tokens

styling themselves "NOUS" circulate on multiple chains, and false launch announcements exist on social media.

Authenticity should be verified exclusively against Nous Research's official channels.

No code audit. No source-code review, penetration test, or technical audit of the target's systems was performed

or is implied. Statements about the product's architecture rest on structural observation of public source code,

official documentation, public benchmarks, and reported information.

Public sources only. This analysis is built exclusively from publicly available information as of July 14, 2026

(data points through July 17 as dated). OrbLabs has had no access to the company's internal data, management,

or data room. The disclosure requests in Pillar 5 §7 define the materials a client should obtain before committing

capital.

Macro regime context. The macro-regime judgments referenced in the Executive Summary and this Closing

Synthesis draw on the operator's biweekly macro letter, June 28, 2026 edition (linked above). They are regime

judgments for analytical framing — not forecasts, and not investment advice.

Fluid situation. The situation is live: a funding round is in negotiation, token plans are undisclosed, and the

metrics cited shift continuously. Material facts can change with no notice and would change parts of this

analysis. The scenario adjudication framework (Executive Summary; Pillar 5 §5-c) is designed precisely so the

reader can update the analysis as events arrive.

OrbLabs AG — True Signal Over Noise. This sample report demonstrates the OrbLabs 5-Pillar Due Diligence

Framework (Vol. 1.05). All rights reserved.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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