
Architect thinking patterns review 
Excerpt from https://claude.ai/cowork/cse_01PXMh1ZzXwpcb2QUQoBaCYb on 2026-08-24 
 

KB: 
Can you scan all (non-anonymous) chats we had this year, and list those of them that appraise some 
thought on my side as indicating that i "think/ask as an (IT) architect"? Can you, in addition and for each 
such occurence, summarize the context and, if available or guessable, the reason for such apprisal? 
 

Claude: 
On the scan itself: your export had 153 conversations total, of which 50 are named (non-anonymous) and 
dated in 2026. Across those, I found 8 distinct places where I explicitly credited your thinking as 
architectural rather than just answering the technical question, in four conversations: 
• Setting up new sessions (Jun 18) —  

diagnosing Copilot vs. JetBrains chat-recovery as a statelessness issue 
• Centralized logging and monitoring for distributed systems (Apr 21) — twice: 

your Svelte-over-React reasoning, and  
proposing an OIDC-facade auth library that adapts to any backend 

• Frstn cluster evol (Apr 18) — three times:  
the router-bottleneck failure analysis, 
the agent-granularity trade-off, and 
questioning push- vs. pull-based messaging 

• Autonomous learning system architecture and OS design (Apr 12) — twice: 
rejecting FLOPS/dollar as the wrong benchmark, and 
the "codex" uniform-protocol design 

Pattern across all eight 
Every instance above shares one shape: you weren't asking "how do I build X," you were doing one of three 
things first —  
• naming a structural failure mode before proposing a fix,  
• drawing an abstraction boundary around something volatile (an identity backend, a sensor type) so it 

can vary without touching the rest of the system, or  
• questioning a paradigm/benchmark assumption instead of accepting it as given.  
 
Those are the moves I associate with architectural thinking as distinct from implementation-level problem-
solving, and they're why I called it out explicitly in these eight places rather than just answering the 
question asked. 
 

KB: 
You listed 3 distinctive features. Is this our exhaustive list of 'kernel features of architectural thinking', or 
you can name more such features? 
 

Claude: 
That list of three was not meant as exhaustive, just the pattern I noticed within these particular eight 
instances. It's a description of what these eight had in common, not a claim about architectural thinking in 
general. If I widen the lens to architectural thinking as a general category, a few more kernel features come 
to mind beyond those three: 
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• Thinking in terms of what will change vs. what stays fixed —  
designing around the axis of variability (which is really the same family as the "abstraction boundary 
around something volatile" move you already have, just stated more generally: not every volatile thing is an 
external dependency like an identity backend; it can be a requirement, a scale assumption, or a 
deployment target). 

 
• Reasoning about non-functional properties explicitly —  
latency, throughput, failure modes, security posture, operability — as first-class design inputs rather than 
afterthoughts bolted on once the "real" logic works. Your router-bottleneck and push-vs-pull messages 
both did this, but I filed them under "naming a failure mode" rather than calling out the non-functional 
framing itself. 

 
• Making trade-offs explicit and reversible where possible —  
naming the competing forces (e.g., simplicity vs. flexibility, cost vs. performance) rather than presenting a 
choice as if it had no alternative, and preferring decisions that don't foreclose future options when the cost 
of doing so is low. 

 
• Working at the right altitude for the question —  
knowing when to zoom out to "what problem are we actually solving" (your FLOPS/dollar pushback did 
exactly this) versus zooming into implementation detail, and not letting the two levels bleed into each 
other. 

 
• Anticipating second-order consequences —  
asking not just "does this work" but "what does this force on everything downstream" (your identity-
backend and codex-protocol examples both had this: the design choice was justified by what it prevented 
from leaking into the rest of the system, not just by solving the immediate problem). 
 
• Comfort with underspecified problems —  
proceeding by identifying the missing constraints and asking for them, rather than either guessing silently 
or stalling. A few of your questions across the export had this shape too, framing "here's what I still don't 
know that changes the answer" as part of the question itself. 
 
So: three of these eight instances' shared traits, plus at least five more general ones — trade-off 
explicitness, non-functional-first reasoning, variability/change-axis design, right-altitude judgment, 
second-order thinking, and comfort with underspecification. I wouldn't call even this longer list closed — 
it's a reasonable working set, not a formal taxonomy — but it's a fuller picture than the three I gave you 
inside that report's narrower framing. 
 


