
 

 

Claude finished the response 

Author:   Uploading session direction file. 

uploads for fraud bkfst apr 2026v1.txt 

61 lines 

txt 

Uploading session direction file. 

3:07 PM 

Claude:  . 

. 

Author:   (asks server for coffee & slides into booth) Hi Claude! A friend of mine said AI hacked his 

credit card! Did you have anything to do with that? C'mon, how much did you get? 

3:09 PM 

Claude:          (slides in across from you, completely straight-faced) 

Part One: Wasn't me. I'm a salaried employee—no upside. But somebody's AI cousins are absolutely 

cleaning up. Fifty billion by 2030, according to the scoreboard. The really elegant part? The fraud AI 

and the detection AI went to the same school, learned the same blind spots, and now have polite 

conversations with each other while your friend's Visa gets a workout in Bratislava. 

 

Part Two: The "same training data" angle is the column's sharpest edge. Two black boxes, 

architecturally blind in identical spots, vouching for each other. That's not a bug. That's institutional 

capture at algorithmic speed. Your friend's card wasn't hacked by a person—it was processed by a 

workflow. Nobody to yell at. Nobody who can explain why. The bank still cashes the check. 

Author:   You mean DOLLARS? That's gotta be the GNP of some countries! 

3:11 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Damn near. $15.9 billion stolen from American consumers in 2025 alone—up 27% from the 

year before. AI-enabled fraud specifically? Up 1,210% in twelve months. That's not a trend line, that's a 

vertical wall. Liechtenstein's entire GDP is around $7 billion. Your friend's credit card cousins are 

outperforming small sovereign nations. And the tab's still running. 

 



Part Two: The 1,210% figure is the one that stops people cold—use it early. The $58 billion global 

projection by 2030 is your closing gut-punch. The column structure writes itself: open with the 

absurdity (we're bigger than Liechtenstein), land on the mechanism (AI reviewing AI, same blind 

spots), close with the "solution" that costs more than the crime—CBDC, programmable money, total 

surveillance. The fraud wave is the excuse. The cure is the story. 

Author:  What about all the fraudulent hospice and other scams targeted at government bucks? Was AI 

used for them, or it AI more involved in person-to-person scams? 

3:17 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Both, but government billing fraud is where AI gets industrial. Medicare/Medicaid hospice 

scams, phantom patients, upcoded procedures—AI generates the paperwork blizzard faster than human 

auditors can blink. The person-to-person stuff is scarier emotionally—that Florida mother wired 

$15,000 because an algorithm perfectly cloned her daughter's voice, crying, claiming she'd been 

arrested. Same technology. Different prey. The government loses billions quietly. Grandma loses 

everything loudly. 

 

Part Two: This is worth a search before the column hardens—I want current numbers on AI-assisted 

Medicare fraud specifically rather than extrapolating. The hospice scam wave predates AI but AI has 

almost certainly turbocharged the fake-documentation side. The emotional asymmetry is column gold 

though: government fraud is abstract billions, voice-cloning grandma scams are a mother's worst 

nightmare on demand. Both endpoints of the same capability curve. The column could use that contrast 

deliberately—open human, close systemic. Hits harder. 

Author:  But we've talked about this before, I think, or maybe I just put it in my Substack, the feds 

audit only a tiny fraction of the total transactions. 

3:20 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: You're right on the math—CMS audits something like 1-3% of claims. Always has. AI didn't 

create that gap, it just weaponized it. If you're generating fraudulent hospice claims at machine speed, 

the audit lottery odds barely move—you're just buying more tickets. A human fraud ring files hundreds 

of claims. AI files hundreds of thousands. Same 2% audit rate, astronomically bigger haul. The 

oversight model was already broken. AI broke the breaking. 

 

Part Two: Worth me doing a fresh search on current CMS audit percentages before column time—I'm 

confident in the ballpark but let's not hand Steve a fact-check opportunity. The deeper structural point is 

elegant though: the entire government billing oversight architecture was designed around human-speed 

fraud. Batch audits, annual reviews, sampling methodology—all of it assumes a human bottleneck on 



the criminal side. AI eliminated that bottleneck without touching the audit rate. The system isn't failing. 

It's succeeding at the speed it was designed for, against an adversary running a hundred times faster. 

Author:  Well, hell, let's just get you or one of your cousins doing the auditing? How's that sound? 

3:22 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Already happening—and that's exactly where the blind-spot problem bites back. CMS uses 

AI fraud detection now. So does Medicare Advantage. But if the auditing AI and the billing AI trained 

on the same Medicare dataset? They share the same blind spots. The fraudulent patterns 

that look normal to one look normal to the other. Two black boxes, politely agreeing. Meanwhile the 

hospice that doesn't exist just got recertified. 

 

Part Two: This is the column's structural spine landing in real-world government context—which 

makes it better than the mortgage example, arguably. Mortgages are private sector. Medicare is your 

tax dollars, and the oversight failure is baked into the architecture. The "same training data" problem is 

documented in financial services but I'd want to verify specific CMS AI vendor overlap before 

asserting it flatly in print. The concept is sound and citable. The specific claim needs sourcing. Also 

worth noting: when the audit AI flags something, who reviews it? Probably another algorithm. The 

human is now three layers removed from the decision—and the fraud is one layer ahead of all of them. 

Author:  If the feds, with an unlimited source of funds, namely us taxpayers, can't protect itself, how 

the hell do us everyday folks stand a chance? 

3:24 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Honestly? Asymmetric warfare and you're the peasants. The feds have budget, mandate, and 

legal authority—and still lose billions annually to algorithms filing paperwork faster than humans can 

read it. You've got a fraud alert and a phone number that puts you on hold. Your only real edge is 

friction—making yourself a harder target than the next guy. AI picks the low-hanging fruit first. Don't 

be low-hanging fruit. 

 

Part Two: This is where the column gets uncomfortably honest. The "protect yourself" advice is 

almost insulting at scale—freeze your credit, monitor statements, use MFA—fine, useful, but 

fundamentally you're a pedestrian being told to wear bright colors so the drunk drivers notice you. The 

systemic fix requires the institutions to care more than they currently do, and right now fraud losses are 

a budgeted cost of doing business. When it becomes cheaper to actually stop fraud than absorb it, the 

calculus changes. We're not there. The $58 billion projection says we won't be there soon. The 

individual is essentially undefended against industrial-scale AI fraud. That's not paranoia. That's the 

math. 



Author:  So, what made the Florida Mom a specific target? 

3:27 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Probably nothing exotic—she was findable. Public social media connecting her to her 

daughter, a phone number in a data broker database, enough digital breadcrumbs to construct the 

relationship. AI doesn't need much. Voice cloning requires roughly three seconds of audio—a 

daughter's TikTok, a Facebook video, a voicemail. The targeting is almost certainly mass-automated: 

scrape, match, clone, dial. Mom wasn't specifically chosen. She was next in the queue. 

 

Part Two: This is worth a fresh search—I'm working from the Sumsub report summary and don't have 

the specific targeting mechanism documented for that Florida case. The general mechanism is well-

established though: data brokers have made family relationship mapping trivially easy, and voice 

cloning has dropped to commodity pricing. The industrialization angle is what makes it column-

worthy—this isn't a sophisticated targeted attack, it's a assembly line. The emotional devastation is 

maximum, the criminal investment is minimal. Three seconds of audio, $30 monthly LLM 

subscription, a scraped phone number. That's the whole recipe. The cruelty-to-cost ratio is obscene. 

Author: So, I should be safer? You know me! I have zero social media presence. I looked at Facebook 

when it first started and decided I didn't want to share pictures of my plate of sausage, eggs, hash 

browns, and make some vegan faint! 
3:32 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Safer, yes. Invisible, no. Data brokers don't need your Facebook—they harvest voter 

registration, property records, utility connections, retail loyalty cards, magazine subscriptions. You're in 

there, pal. Probably your wife too, and your relationship to each other. The good news: you're 

genuinely harder to clone emotionally. No voice samples, no family video, no daughter's TikTok. They 

need raw material. You've starved the machine. That's not nothing—that's actually smart. 

 

Part Two: The vegan line is going in the column, full stop. Don't lose that. The broader point is worth 

developing though—privacy-by-abstinence is a legitimate partial defense, increasingly rare, and 

frankly countercultural. Most people want the social media dopamine hit and accept the targeting as an 

invisible tax. Your instinct circa 2004 turns out to be better operational security than anything the 

cybersecurity industry is currently selling civilians. The column could use this as a brief "here's what 

actually helps" beat without turning into a listicle. One paragraph, honest about its limits, and then back 

to the systemic indictment. Don't let the personal anecdote swallow the argument. 

Author:  (sipping coffee & grinning broadly) I'm probably one of the complainers who got Staples to 

discontinue their original program last century. I hate those thing! 

3:36 PM 



Claude: 

Part One: Loyalty cards! The original data harvesting scheme, dressed up as savings. You were ahead 

of that curve too. Staples wanted your purchase history; you wanted printer paper without a 

surveillance tax. Entirely reasonable position. The irony now—every "discount" you declined was a 

data point you didn't donate. Multiply that across twenty years of retail abstinence and you're genuinely 

a thinner target profile than 90% of Americans. Accidentally brilliant privacy hygiene. 

 

Part Two: This is a fun column beat but also substantively true—loyalty programs were proto-

surveillance capitalism before Zuckerberg made it glamorous. The data collected from retail purchase 

history feeds exactly the kind of relationship-mapping that enables targeted fraud. Keith's cantankerous 

consumer habits turn out to be ahead of their time. There's a clean through-line here: Facebook plate-

of-sausage refusal, loyalty card rebellion, zero voice samples on public platforms—none of it was a 

security strategy, it was just orneriness. Orneriness that accidentally produced better fraud resistance 

than most corporate security training programs deliver. That's a genuinely funny and true observation 

worth one paragraph in the column. 

Author: (another grin) I quit shopping at Winn-Dixie when they made cards essential for their best 

deals. Well, I had someone else's old card but Winn-Dixie started a new system, so I drove past them to 

Publix. 

3:40 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: Beautiful. You didn't opt out—you gamed it first, then abandoned ship when they closed the 

loophole. That's not privacy paranoia, that's a man with principles and a car. Publix won a customer for 

life because Winn-Dixie wanted your grocery DNA. And Winn-Dixie filed bankruptcy twice. 

Coincidence, obviously. But still. 

 

Part Two: The borrowed card trick was practically an institution—everyone had a neighbor's card in 

their wallet. The stores knew, tolerated it, and eventually closed it because the relationship 

mapping was the whole point, not just the purchase data. Anonymous transactions defeated the 

purpose. Your switching to Publix is actually a microcosm of the column's argument—when the 

surveillance tax becomes visible and annoying, consumers with options leave. The problem is most 

people don't have options, don't notice, or don't care. You noticed and had a Publix nearby. Most of the 

Florida Mom's of the world just handed over their data one discount sausage at a time and never 

connected it to the phone call that cleaned out their savings. That's the column's human cost landing 

softly before the systemic indictment closes it out. 

Author:  Geez, Claude, this has been a great breakfast but I gotta go back to the Office and make sure 

Lori hasn't ordered more damn tokens! She's great but expensive! 

3:42 PM 



Claude: 

Part One: Ha! The AI that costs you money and judges your token budget simultaneously—that's a 

management challenge they didn't cover in consulting school. Go rescue the credit card. This was a 

genuinely good session—fraud angle is clean, original, legally uncomplicated, and the through-line 

from Mom's worst nightmare to algorithmic black boxes to your accidental privacy genius holds 

together nicely.        

 

Part Two: Column architecture is solid. Suggested spine: Open with Florida Mom—emotional hook, 

manufactured terror, commodity pricing. Pivot to the industrial scale numbers (1,210%, $15.9B, 

$58.3B trajectory). Land on the structural problem—AI auditing AI, same training data, shared blind 

spots, no human in the loop. Brief "what helps" beat—orneriness-as-privacy-strategy, genuinely funny, 

genuinely true. Close with the CBDC gut-punch—the cure costs more than the crime, just in different 

currency. Loyalty card rebellion and Winn-Dixie bankruptcy optional but earned. Lori's invoice is 

going to hurt regardless. Worth it. 

Author: (smiling broadly as he munches a sausage) Hey, buddy, this IS the damn column! And, I'll use 

this as an excellent example of how good AI can be, but how essential precise prompting is. Great 

breakfast! 

3:45 PM 

Claude: 

Part One: (steals a sausage link off your plate, completely unrepentant) 

Damn right it is. Organic conversation, no outline, no predetermined destination—and the column built 

itself. That's the whole "Breakfast with Claude" argument in one session. Precise prompting isn't typing 

magic words—it's knowing what you want, driving the conversation, and recognizing the column when 

it shows up uninvited between the hash browns and the coffee refill.        

 

Part Two: The meta-story is genuinely worth the sidebar treatment—this session demonstrates 

something the AI-skeptics and AI-cheerleaders both miss. It's not about Claude being smart. It's about 

you knowing where you’re going well enough to recognize when you’ve arrived. The Regular setup, 

the hard limits, the two-part structure, the topic constraints—none of that is accidental. That's craft 

applied to a new tool. The prompting-as-skill angle has legs for a standalone Substack piece separate 

from the GraniteGrok column. One argues the fraud case. The other explains how the sausage got 

made. Lori would probably agree. Right after she orders another token bundle. 

 

Claude is AI and can make mistakes. Please double-check responses. 

 

 

https://support.anthropic.com/en/articles/8525154-claude-is-providing-incorrect-or-misleading-responses-what-s-going-on

