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Note from co-chairs

Across the full sweep of human history, technological change 
has been a constant and has redefined the rules of power. 
From the Stone Age to the Information Age, technological 
advancement changes how we live, what we can achieve, 
and how quickly we achieve the next breakthrough. Today, 
that acceleration has reached a massive inflection point. 
We are living through the greatest technological change in 
human existence.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is the defining technology of this 
era. Its implications—for economic competitiveness, national 
security, democratic governance, and the human condition 
itself—are profound and reshaping the world around us.

The opportunity to harness AI for human advancement is 
enormous, and the consequences of failing to lead into this 
future are just as great. We convened the Atlantic Council 
Commission on AI with purpose, conviction, and urgency to 
accomplish something core to the organization’s mission—to 
shape the global future together. 

Throughout its 250-year history, the United States has stood 
at the cutting edge of successive technological revolutions—
not by chance, but by design. We bring together builders, 
innovators, and mission sets. Discovery, creativity, openness, 
and a willingness to come together, adapt, and achieve 
something greater than the sum of our parts is part of the fabric 
of our country and critical to securing our national advantage. 
With the Commission, our goal was to build a comprehensive 
and connective approach for continued US leadership to 
match the speed of technological change. 

To that point, over the course of the Commission’s eight 
months of work, we witnessed significant change from when 
we launched our efforts just eight months ago.

During that period, leading AI labs released approximately 
eighteen frontier models—a new model roughly every two 
weeks. An American AI company became the first valued 
at five trillion dollars, having grown 500 percent within 
three years. The use of AI was confirmed in at least two US 
military operations in Venezuela and Iran. The adoption of 

AI agents performing complex, multi-step, multi-modal tasks 
expanded rapidly. The Pope has published an 
encyclical on AI. And, perhaps most consequentially, recent 
models like Anthropic’s Mythos that are fundamentally 
changing the global security landscape across sectors 
were released.  

The Atlantic Council Commission on AI brought together 
leaders from industry, civil society, and government to 
meet the moment. Two factors shaped the Commission’s 
work and sense of urgency. First, positive policy 
solutions and partnerships once thought impossible are 
now withing reach. Second, the window to realize necessary 
change is narrowing. We must act now.

This effort of the Atlantic Council Commission on AI was the 
first of its scale and ambition since the release of Mythos, 
proving we need a new model of public and private partnership 
matched with a strong commitment to working together in the 
national interest. 

While the findings of the Commission do not represent the 
viewpoint of any single individual or organization, we found 
cohesion, consensus, and shared purpose through our 
investigation of the elements needed to sustain US leadership 
in AI for years to come. We’re especially thankful to 
each commissioner who contributed time, expertise, and 
leadership throughout our work together. 

In this final report, the Atlantic Council Commission on AI 
sets forth the building blocks for a comprehensive 
strategy for AI leadership matched with a foundation for 
measuring our collective success. The Commission’s 
recommendations are durable and require deliberate action. 
We all have more work to do, and we hope you’ll join us in 
the effort. Let’s get to work. 

Ron Ash

Kemba Walden

Graham Brookie

https://www.vatican.va/content/leo-xiv/en/encyclicals/documents/20260515-magnifica-humanitas.html
https://www.vatican.va/content/leo-xiv/en/encyclicals/documents/20260515-magnifica-humanitas.html
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Executive summary

The global AI landscape is defined by three intersecting 
forces: intensified geopolitical competition, deepening in-
terdependence, and accelerating technological disruption. 
Authoritarian states are leveraging AI to consolidate domestic 
control and extend influence abroad, while recent frontier mo-
del developments, particularly in cybersecurity, underscore 
the urgency of the United States maintaining the lead in ca-
pability development. The Atlantic Council Commission on AI 
was formed to meet this moment and establish a blueprint for 
sustained US leadership in AI across six critical domains: in-
novation, talent, governance, supply chain, energy, and allies 
and partners.

The Commission reached a unifying conclusion: US leadership 
in AI will not be determined by any single action, but by many 
actions pursued through a connected, coherent, and compre-
hensive approach. Critically, that leadership must be grounded 
in public trust as a foundational element across all six domains. 
Building citizens’ confidence in AI, while demonstrating clear 
safeguards and tangible benefits, is a prerequisite for the 
United States to compete effectively.

The Commission identified seven cross-cutting imperatives 
that must underpin any coherent national AI strategy:

Competitiveness requires public trust and optimism. 
Policymakers and industry must demonstrate the net positive 
impact of AI on citizens’ daily lives, providing clear guardrails 
and assurances around safety and security.

Innovation and integration are equal priorities. A strategy 
focused solely on frontier model development is insufficient. 
Adoption and deployment must be elevated as equal priorities 
to ensure broad social returns.

AI is a collective ecosystem that requires holistic strategy 
and management. Infrastructure, workforce readiness, and 
integration priorities must be addressed in parallel. Progress 
in any domain is constrained by the weakest link in another.

The global security landscape has fundamentally changed 
and requires urgent action. Cybersecurity implications of 
new AI models require structured public-private partnerships 
to enable coordinated awareness and preparation.

American strength scales with allies. Sustained leadership 
requires actively building AI development, deployment, and 
governance capacity among partners. The breadth of the 
United States’ coalition is as important as the depth of its 
domestic capabilities.

Durable leadership is grounded in long-term strategy. 
The United States needs an enduring national AI strategy 

that establishes durable priorities while remaining explicitly 
designed for adaptation as the technology evolves.

Measurement is key. A national AI scorecard that continuously 
tracks key indicators across all six domains is as foundational 
to the success of a national strategy as the models themselves.

Within each domain critical to national AI competitiveness, 
the Commission identified the significant flashpoints 
that must be addressed and put forward a series of 
findings and recommendations intended to build on and 
accelerate government actions taken to date. The slate of 
recommendations reflects a nonpartisan approach, focused 
on advancing actions that, to be effective, should be sustained 
across political cycles and realized as part of a strategic whole.

Innovation. Sustaining US leadership in AI depends on the 
nation’s ability to fund, build, and steward the foundations 
of innovation. Expanding federal R&D investment, including 
through novel funding mechanisms, and building out 
supporting infrastructure must be matched by actions to 
accelerate AI adoption in key sectors. 

Talent. Without proactive policies, the US faces vulnerabilities 
in the form of an education system unprepared for the pace of 
technological change, uncertainty in immigration pathways for 
top talent, and undersupply of critical skills. A whole-of-society 
approach to workforce skilling and immigration reform are 
immediate priorities. 

Governance. A durable federal governance framework 
must address risk tiering, data governance, transparency, 
and incident reporting. The federal government has the 
opportunity to leverage federal adoption to drive innovation 
across sectors, but realizing these ambitions depends on 
modernizing federal procurement systems. 

Supply chain. A cohesive approach to hardware, cybersecurity, 
and data governance is essential. Strengthening the hardware 
foundation of the AI supply chain demands calibrated export 
controls and expanded domestic manufacturing. Securing 
AI systems requires both reinforcing federal cybersecurity 
institutions and developing AI-specific mitigations.

Energy. Building and maintaining the energy infrastructure 
necessary to power an era of rapidly escalating compute 
demands is a central ingredient in a strategic, national approach 
to AI. A pragmatic, all-of-the-above generation strategy must 
be paired with grid modernization and permitting reform. 

Allies and partners. The United States should champion 
an allied AI stack built on interoperable standards, shared 
institutions, and a credible counternarrative to authoritarian 

https://red.anthropic.com/2026/mythos-preview/
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influence. Robust US leadership in AI safety and security 
will ensure that democratic values, rather than autocratic 
alternatives, define the emerging global AI order.

The Path Forward

Two areas warrant immediate follow-on action. 

First, the Commission proposes establishment of a national 
AI scorecard: a taxonomy of baseline indicators to assess US 
competitiveness and guide a responsive national strategy. 
Rigorous evaluation is essential for technology evolving at this 

pace, as it enables governments to design smarter policies, 
measure return on investment, and course-correct in real time.

Second, the US approach to international partnerships must 
evolve. This requires resolving open questions around 
interdependence, interoperability, private-sector roles, mutual 
defense, and capability gaps. The rapid advancement of AI 
will continue to complicate and reshape geopolitics. Without a 
strategy grounded in the technical, economic, and geographic 
realities of the AI ecosystem, existing alliances risk fracturing, 
accelerating the fragmentation of the global order when 
cohesion is most needed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Overview

The world is undergoing a fundamental shift driven by 
artificial intelligence (AI). In just a few years, AI has moved 
from a specialized research field to a foundational technology 
shaping economic productivity, national security, and the 
architecture of global power. The question facing the United 
States is no longer whether AI will reshape the international 
order but whether the United States and its allies and partners 
will be positioned to lead what emerges.

This report is the culmination of the work and expertise of the 
Atlantic Council Commission on AI, convened by the Atlantic 
Council’s Technology Programs to bring together senior 
leaders from government, industry, and academia around a 
common framework for understanding AI competition and 
cooperation. The commission’s work focused on six areas 
critical to US competitiveness that are distinct across an array 
of relevant sectors but act in concert to build, power, and 
apply AI that shapes everyday life. The goal of this report is 
not simply to describe the AI landscape but to translate its 
complexity into actions and continued leadership.

A world defined by three converging trends

The global AI landscape is shaped by three intersecting 
trends: intensified geopolitical competition, deepening 
interdependence, and accelerating technological disruption.

First, competition for AI leadership now spans the full 
technology stack—from semiconductors, high-speed 
networking, and data center infrastructure to models, 
applications, and governance norms. Countries are not simply 
competing to build the best models; they are competing to 
shape the ecosystems, standards, and supply chains that will 
underpin the global AI economy. Strategic competitors are 
closing capability gaps faster than anticipated and are gaining 
traction in global markets where governments and companies 
are making long-term decisions about which technology stack 
to build their digital infrastructure around.

Second, AI development is interdependent. Supply chains for 
semiconductors, critical minerals, data center components, 
and the talent that drives innovation in those supply chains 
cross borders in ways that make full technological separation 
unrealistic. At the same time, governance frameworks for 
managing these interdependencies—export controls, technical 
standards, and data governance—remain incomplete and 
uneven across regions.

Third, the rate of technological change is accelerating. 
Capabilities that once took years to develop now emerge in 

months, often outpacing the institutions designed to regulate, 
procure, and deploy them. Governments are increasingly 
forced to make long-term strategic decisions in an environment 
defined by short development cycles and high uncertainty.

Together, these three trends—competition, interdependence, 
and acceleration—define the strategic environment for AI 
policy and geopolitics.

Against this backdrop, authoritarian states including China and 
Russia aim to leverage AI to maintain absolute control at home 
and export their influence abroad. This approach is designed 
to undermine a free, open, secure, and interoperable 
global technology and political ecosystem, and it stands in 
stark contrast with actualizing AI’s potential to benefit all of 
humanity. Countering authoritarian efforts to bend the arc 
of AI toward repression and surveillance, and to exploit the 
technology for national gain, requires more than a series of 
siloed tit-for-tat responses. It requires an integrated strategy 
that realizes the strength of collaboration and open systems, 
involves stakeholders and partners, and links how AI is 
designed, funded, powered, and governed. Failure to do so 
risks ceding US global leadership not only in technology but 
also in economic and national security.

The US policy response

The US AI policy has undergone significant reorientation 
in response to these dynamics. Recent policy efforts have 
increasingly prioritized competitive advantage, infrastructure 
buildout, and international adoption of the US AI technology 
stack. This includes major investments in domestic 
semiconductor manufacturing and data center infrastructure, 
efforts to rein in regulation affecting AI development and 
deployment, and a growing emphasis on exporting US AI 
technologies, standards, and governance approaches to allies 
and partners. 

Access is a through line across these policy efforts. Sustained 
US leadership in AI will depend on enabling reliable access 
to the foundational inputs of the AI economy, including 
raw materials, compute capacity, education, skills, and the 
networks of innovators that drive the field forward. Expanding 
and securing this access is central to broader adoption of the 
US AI technology stack and to building the public trust needed 
to sustain it.

Competitive advantage, in this context, means more than 
producing the leading model. US leadership in AI will depend 
not only on frontier model development but on whether the 
United States and its allies can build, power, deploy, and govern 
the systems that will underpin the global AI ecosystem. This 
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approach inherently involves structuring and implementing 
policies and investments over a wide range of interconnected 
areas and doing so over time horizons that extend beyond 
one political cycle. 

The commission’s approach

The Atlantic Council Commission on AI was designed to 
engage, navigate, and lead through this complexity. 

The commission’s recommendations are intended as 
directional rather than prescriptive, aiming to build on 
and accelerate government actions taken to date. The 
slate of recommendations reflects a nonpartisan approach 
focused on advancing actions that, to be effective, should 
be sustained across political cycles and realized as part 
of a strategic whole. Recommendations represent the 
deliberation of the commission, as opposed to the views of 
each individual commissioner. 

The six areas of focus considered by the commission were 
chosen because they are catalytic to US national success; 
however, each is managed in a silo or by a specific sector. 
Across all six areas, the commission’s work reflects a central 
conclusion: US leadership in AI will not be determined by a 
single action but by many actions that must be made through 
a connected, coherent, and comprehensive approach. It 
will depend on innovation pipelines, resilient supply chains, 
energy access, talent development, effective governance 
institutions, and strong alignment with allies and partners. In 
short, AI leadership is not just about who invents the most 
advanced systems, but about who can build and sustain the 
ecosystem, infrastructure, and alliances that will shape the 
global economy and international order. 

The commission’s findings identify connections, strengths, and 
gaps that go beyond one policy or sector, as well as metrics 
for measuring national success. All form a foundation for a 
national strategy that can adapt at the speed of change in the 
age of AI. 
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Chapter 2: Overall findings

As the commission considered the six areas critical to US 
competitiveness in AI, certain findings were consistent and 
emerged in every domain. These make up the commission’s 
foundational findings. Each represents a strategic imperative 
for a coherent, effective national approach to maintaining glo-
bal leadership in AI and fully harnessing the potential of AI for 
the benefit of society, the economy, and national security. 

Competitiveness requires public trust and optimism

In a democracy, the system is only as strong as its citizens’ 
belief in it, participation in it, and ability to see tangible results 
from it. Realizing the full potential of AI in the United States is 
no different. 

Building trust in AI will be essential for the US democratic sys-
tem to compete effectively. Policymakers and technology com-
panies alike will need to demonstrate the net positive impact 
of AI in citizens’ day-to-day lives and provide assurances and 
clear protections around the safety and security of AI systems. 

The United States lags other countries, including direct 
competitors like China, in terms of public trust and optimism 
in AI. According to Stanford’s 2026 AI Index Report, large 
majorities (79–84 percent) in China, Indonesia, and Thailand 
are excited about AI-powered products and believe that AI 
will profoundly change their daily lives in the next 3–5 years 
(82–89 percent). In the United States, just 38 percent of 
respondents express excitement about AI, and 57 percent 
believe that AI will profoundly impact their lives. A 2025 poll 
conducted by Gallup and the Special Competitive Studies 
Project found that 60 percent of Americans somewhat or fully 
distrust AI. This is especially acute with young Americans. 
Another Gallup survey found that while more than half of Gen 
Z respondents (ages 14–29) used AI daily or weekly, marks for 
hopefulness and excitement about AI fell as marks for anger 
about AI increased.

Trust in AI is collective and cumulative. Put simply, the United 
States cannot compete effectively if Americans view AI pri-
marily as something that threatens jobs, negatively impacts 
children, increases energy bills, strains the environment, and 
makes existential risks such as catastrophic or uncontrolled 
forms of warfare possible. These real concerns need to be un-
derstood and acknowledged by policymakers and managed 
collectively because they are felt collectively. 

Government initiatives should prioritize return on social invest-
ment in AI and take demonstrable steps to be responsive to ci-
tizen concerns around social, economic, security, and environ-
mental impacts from AI. Without that trust, it will be impossible 
to build national purpose and might significantly slow progress 
on national goals. 

Innovation and integration are equal priorities

Innovation is only as effective as its adoption. 

Much of the conversation around AI competitiveness in the 
United States focuses on the development of the next gene-
ration of AI models and the Silicon Valley-fueled race to arti-
ficial general intelligence (AGI) or superintelligence. However, 
to effectively compete globally and build overall social returns 
for the general population, the focus on innovation should be 
balanced with a concerted strategy for access to AI technolo-
gies and responsible integration of AI across society, the key 
components of which are outlined in this report. 

Deployment and adoption of AI across sectors of the economy, 
if undertaken strategically and with societal benefit at front of 
mind, holds the potential to power economic growth essential 
for continued global leadership while also demonstrating to 
citizens positive, deliberative change that AI can drive. 

Focusing solely on out-innovating competitors impedes the 
nation’s ability to realize the full social, economic, and security 
benefits of AI and could, in fact, set the conditions for falling 
behind globally in critical areas of competition. 

The global security landscape has fundamentally 
changed and requires urgent action 

Recently released models from leading US AI labs demons-
trate the potential of AI to transform cybersecurity, both as a 
defensive asset and as a vector for novel threats. Maintaining 
the US lead in AI capability development is therefore essential, 
buying time for US government, industry, and critical infrastruc-
ture operators and partners and allies to strengthen cyber 
defenses. A scenario in which adversaries achieve field ga-
me-changing AI-powered cyber capabilities first could prove 
catastrophic for US national security and economic stability. 

Meeting this challenge requires robust, structured partnerships 
between the private sector and the federal government to en-
able proactive awareness of emerging capabilities and to fa-
cilitate coordinated preparation across sectors for the impact 
of such capabilities. Without deliberate coordination at the hi-
ghest levels, the United States risks ceding both the initiative 
and the institutional knowledge needed to stay ahead.  

AI is a collective ecosystem that requires holistic 
strategy and management

AI is a result of an intricate and interconnected ecosystem. 

There is no single Sputnik moment or narrow Manhattan Pro-
ject in the age of AI. Instead, there exists a chorus of many 

https://hai.stanford.edu/ai-index/2026-ai-index-report/public-opinion
https://www.gallup.com/analytics/695033/american-ai-attitudes.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/708224/gen-adoption-steady-skepticism-climbs.aspx
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happening at once—areas of cooperation and competition, 
opportunities and risks, and intertwined causes and effects 
occurring simultaneously. 

AI leadership depends on the direct tech stack that produces 
the technology as well as human expertise, computational 
infrastructure, data, high-speed networking and connectivity, 
energy availability, and much more. Indeed, the commission 
chose its areas of focus because they are connected and ca-
talytic but often managed in silos or by sector. To effectively 
harness AI’s potential and maintain national competitiveness, 
the United States should govern and invest in AI as an inte-
grated national ecosystem. This means addressing infrastruc-
ture dependencies, workforce readiness, and integration 
priorities in parallel rather than in sequence, recognizing that 
progress in any domain is constrained by the weakest link in 
another. Modernizing the electrical grid, enabling responsible 
government use of AI, and reforming educational pipelines are 
mutually reinforcing imperatives that succeed or fail together.

As an open market democracy, the United States’ key strate-
gic assets in competing effectively in an era of AI are diffuse 
and largely autonomous. This is a key strength but one that 
requires intention and connectivity. Taking an ecosystem ap-
proach requires forging alignment as a feature rather than a 
coincidence among government, industry, academia, and civil 
society.

American strength scales with allies

The architecture of global geopolitics is fundamentally chan-
ging, and AI will shape and underpin what comes next. 

Sustained global leadership in AI will require developing the 
world’s leading capabilities while also actively building capa-
city for AI development, deployment, and governance among 
partners across the globe. Doing so generates economic op-
portunity for US industry, fortifies the global AI supply chains 
the United States already leads and depends upon, and 
draws allied nations into a shared technological community 
anchored by common standards, values, and mutual accoun-
tability. Should the United States fail to equip its allies with the 
technological tools to participate in AI, its strategic competitors 
will not hesitate to fill the vacuum—and benefit as a result. 

The age of AI presents an opportunity to renew and deepen 
the global network of alliances that has given rise to a pe-
riod of unprecedented growth, security, and prosperity, and 
the ecosystem that underpinned breakthroughs in technology 
including AI. The fundamental shifts in the global landscape, 
caused or enabled in part by AI, also make it necessary to en-
gage more countries as close partners. In an era of strategic 
competition, the breadth of the US coalition might matter as 
much as the depth of its domestic capabilities.

Durable leadership is grounded in long-term 
strategy 
Breakthroughs in aspects of AI are happening every day. 

The rate of change in the technology itself is dizzying, as AI has 
gone from being a novel scientific research field to a technolo-
gy that impacts everyday life in a manner of a few short years. 
The first generative pre-trained transformer (GPT) model was 
released in June 2018. The computational power used to train 
AI models has been doubling approximately every six months 
since 2012. Performance benchmarks, adoption, investment, 
costs, and efficiency related to AI have all seen nearly unpre-
cedented gains. Even if—as some researchers predict—the 
exponential nature of accelerating AI capabilities plateaus in 
the near term, the social impact of AI will not follow suit. 

In this moment of rapid technological evolution, it is seductive 
to see everything as a short-term sprint. However, success will 
be measured in generations. A collection of technologies that 
will change the global architecture and geopolitics requires 
strategy and foresight beyond the current innovation cycle. 
AI policy to date has been largely reactive, responding to ca-
pability breakthroughs, competitive pressures, news cycles, 
and emerging risks as they arise. A long-term strategy, based 
on the elements outlined in this report, must go beyond one 
administration, one congressional budget cycle, one annual 
earnings report, or one group of stakeholders. US leadership 
requires establishing and pursuing a long-horizon AI strategy 
that establishes enduring national priorities while remaining 
explicitly designed for adaptation. 

Measurement is key

The United States needs a national AI scorecard that conti-
nuously measures key indicators of success. 

Effective measurement and evaluation are as foundational to 
US national strategy as they are to the latest AI models. The 
United States lacks a consistent, rigorous framework for mea-
suring the full spectrum of factors that drive AI competitive-
ness. Without this, policymakers risk designing policy interven-
tions based on incomplete data or anecdotal understandings 
of where the United States stands relative to competitors. 

A democratic country cannot manage what it cannot measure 
(quantitatively) or explain (qualitatively). A comprehensive na-
tional scorecard that tracks the full AI ecosystem rather than 
isolated indicators is foundational for a coherent and effective 
national strategy. Consistent and transparent measurement 
accelerates public trust, allows for holistic management, and 
informs long-term strategy. It is a critical enabler for every ele-
ment of national success in the emerging AI era. 

https://arxiv.org/html/2602.04836v1
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Chapter 3: AI innovation

US leadership in AI innovation set the technology on its cur-
rent trajectory. While the recent acceleration of capabilities 
has occurred over increasingly short time frames, the foun-
dation on which it rests was constructed over the course of 
decades—fueled by long-horizon federal investments in basic 
research, a world-leading academic enterprise that attracted 
the best and brightest from across the globe to pursue their 
ideas in the United States, and a vibrant private-sector envi-
ronment that provided funding and pathways for new ideas to 
reach the market.

The rest of the world took note. Competitors and allies alike 
have modeled national AI strategies on US strengths. China, in 
particular, has pursued a series of structured national plans ai-
med at achieving global leadership in AI innovation and adop-
tion. The results have been substantial. Chinese universities 
now rank among the top institutions in the world, academic 
publishing on AI out of China has surged, and a vibrant AI 
start-up ecosystem has emerged. In 2025, China’s approach 
evolved to make bets on open-source AI and prioritize AI inte-
gration. Based on usage data from the OpenRouter platform, 
over the course of 2025, Chinese open-source models grew 
to account for 30 percent of global AI use, up from 1.2 percent 
at the end of 2024. According to analysis published by Hug-
ging Face, the most popular platform for open-source AI deve-
lopment, over the course of 2025 open-source models from 
China surpassed those from the United States in both monthly 
and overall downloads, swiftly accounting for the plurality of 
downloads on the platform.

While US frontier labs continue to release the most advanced, 
capable models that exist, recent reports illustrate how 
once-authoritative gaps continue to narrow. This state of af-
fairs demands the United States assess its current approach 
and take decisive steps to address the flashpoints and cracks 
that are emerging across the nation’s innovation landscape.

Flashpoints

Weakening academic base 

US innovation has long been sustained by the wellspring of 
ideas and talent developed through the nation’s academic 
enterprise, the strength of which has been enabled through 
sustained federal funding for research and education initia-
tives. The Information Age would not have existed without the 
creation of the internet in a narrow science community fun-
ded by the US Advanced Research Projects Agency (now the 
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency) and the US 
National Science Foundation (NSF) before the technology be-
came commercialized for the broader public. The techniques 
of deep learning and reinforcement learning that underpin 

the impressive capabilities of today’s AI models came out of 
federally funded academic labs. However, academia’s role in 
the future of AI has been overshadowed by that of the private 
sector in recent years. And while the importance of AI has ac-
celerated, federal funding for AI research and development 
(AI R&D) over the course of the past four years has leveled out 
at around $3.3 billion annually. This plateau comes in spite of 
efforts, such as those authorized in the CHIPS and Science Act 
of 2022, to boost federal support for research, development, 
and education in technical areas of strategic importance such 
as AI. Since the passage of the act, appropriated spending for 
agencies such as NSF, the US Department of Energy (DOE), 
and the US National Institute for Standards and Technology 
(NIST) have fallen well short of the levels authorized in the 
legislation. 

Limited funding for AI research in academia means a shortage 
of technical resources that are critical for AI innovation and 
academic research applications—most importantly, access to 
advanced computing resources. This has set up a widening 
gap between private-sector R&D initiatives that have access 
to the computational resources needed to innovate on the 
cutting edge of AI and academic endeavors that do not. Per 
a Stanford University report: “Among academics with access 
to compute, it is typical for them to have access to between 
1 and 8 AI chips, whereas industry researchers may have 
access to thousands.” A federal initiative, the National AI 
Research Resource (NAIRR), was launched as a public-private 
partnership in 2024 with the goal to connect researchers 
with the necessary computational, software, and data 
resources (including both federal and commercially available 
options) to sustain AI innovation in academia and small 
businesses. However, the research community continues to 
face challenges in accessing computational resources. This 
creates barriers to sustaining essential R&D that might not 
have direct commercial incentive but sets the groundwork 
for future breakthroughs, including novel approaches to 
more generalizable capabilities and improvements related 
to AI assurance, interpretability, and security. In addition, this 
lack of access slows the pipeline of talent development on 
which the private sector relies for growth.

Availability and accessibility of data 

High-quality data enable AI systems to generate analysis 
and predictions accurately and efficiently, which becomes 
particularly salient when developing AI models for specialized 
tasks in high-impact domains such as healthcare, manufacturing, 
and science. The  Trump administration’s AI Action Plan sets a 
goal for the United States to “lead the creation of the world’s 
largest and highest quality AI-ready scientific datasets.” In 
November 2025, Trump launched the Genesis Mission, which 
aims to build an integrated AI platform to leverage scientific 

https://traditional.leidenranking.com/ranking/2025/list
https://www.science.org/content/article/china-tops-world-artificial-intelligence-publications-database-analysis-reveals
https://www.wired.com/story/china-ai-boom-algorithm-registry/
https://www.wired.com/story/china-ai-boom-algorithm-registry/
https://english.www.gov.cn/policies/latestreleases/202508/27/content_WS68ae7976c6d0868f4e8f51a0.html
https://english.www.gov.cn/policies/latestreleases/202508/27/content_WS68ae7976c6d0868f4e8f51a0.html
https://openrouter.ai/state-of-ai
https://huggingface.co/blog/huggingface/state-of-os-hf-spring-2026
https://hai.stanford.edu/ai-index/2026-ai-index-report/technical-performance
https://fas.org/publication/fy24-chips-short-7-billion/
https://hai.stanford.edu/policy/expanding-academias-role-in-public-sector-ai
https://www.nsf.gov/focus-areas/ai/nairr
https://www.nsf.gov/focus-areas/ai/nairr
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/11/launching-the-genesis-mission/
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datasets to drive scientific discovery through DOE’s national 
laboratories. However, many factors still hinder access to 
data for public benefit, including the restriction of access to 
corporate-owned data, regulatory uncertainty around data 
governance, and the downsizing of statistical agencies. Within 
organizations, data readiness remains a prerequisite for AI 
innovation and adoption. However, challenges related to data 
siloing, governance, quality, and interoperability often limit 
the ability of organizations across sectors to harness AI for 
their benefit. Increasing the availability of data is instrumental 
in optimizing task- and sector-specific AI applications and 
fueling innovation in both academia and the private sector. 
Yet questions remain about how to responsibly expand use of 
federal datasets, incentivize open access, and better leverage 
technical options such as synthetic data and other privacy-
enhancing technologies.

Uneven AI adoption across sectors  

China recently issued its “AI Plus” initiative, aimed at promo-
ting integration of AI across various sectors including science 
and technology, industrial development, consumption, social 
welfare, governance, and global cooperation, with the ove-
rarching goal of reaching AI penetration of 70 percent across 
its economy by 2027. This stands in contrast to the US model, 
which to this point has centered more around pursuit of AGI 
and a race for the next generation of model rather than the 
integration of current AI capabilities into economic sectors. Re-
cent Census data show a picture of highly uneven AI usage 
rates by sector in the United States: while the information sec-
tor has a 38 percent adoption rate, the manufacturing sector 
has 13 percent usage, and the transportation sector’s rate is 
even lower at 8 percent. Uneven application of AI across the 
economy prevents innovative experiments and use cases 
from being developed in diverse sectors, undermining US 
competitiveness in AI and weakening the ability to build public 
trust through the demonstration of promising AI capabilities 
and innovations. 

Infrastructure readiness

Compounding infrastructure deficits across the US economy 
present challenges for national efforts to push forward on AI 
adoption. As detailed in Chapter 7 of this report, the nation’s 
aging energy grid requires modernization to meet the de-
mands of data centers. Simultaneously, the country’s connecti-
vity infrastructure must evolve to support the high-bandwidth, 
low-latency networks demanded by AI workloads, a challenge 
that will become more pressing as AI increasingly moves into 
edge devices and into the physical world through robotics. In 
addition, existing digital divides between rural and urban areas 
across the country will deepen if not addressed. Across US in-
dustries, accumulated technology debt, legacy hardware, and 
flawed or immature data infrastructure leave many organiza-
tions across critical sectors without the foundational capacity 
required to deploy and scale AI effectively. 

Risks of frontier models and AGI 
As AI capabilities rapidly progress, so does the need to 
address risks related to safety, security, and transparency. 
The increasing rate of change from the relatively narrow use 
of large language models to more complex, autonomous de-
ployment of agentic AI and multimodal AI adds urgency to the 
need for technically grounded approaches to responsible de-
ployment and governance. Organizations such as the Frontier 
Model Forum represent industry-led efforts to collaborate on 
understanding and managing risks to public safety, such as 
from the intersection of AI with chemical, biological, radiolo-
gical, nuclear weapons and advanced cyber threats. Govern-
ments around the world have established national institutes 
focused on various elements of the AI safety and security 
paradigm. In the United States, the Center for AI Standards 
and Innovation, housed within NIST, collaborates with the pri-
vate sector on evaluations and assessments of potential AI 
security vulnerabilities and has carried out more than forty 
evaluations of frontier AI models. It recently launched an AI 
Agent Standards Initiative focused on “ensuring a trusted, in-
teroperable, and secure agentic frontier.” Globally, the Inter-
national Network for Advanced AI Measurement, Evaluation, 
and Science, previously led by the United States and now led 
by the United Kingdom’ AI Security Institute, promotes the ex-
change of knowledge and best practices among national ins-
titutes. Such efforts are paramount as AI capabilities progress 
rapidly.

Findings and recommendations

Finding: The US government’s role as a promoter of AI in-
novation remains essential. US industry relies on the ideas 
and talent that come out of the US university ecosystem—the 
strength of which is predicated on sustained federal support. 
Over-reliance on the private sector to drive AI innovation will 
constrain the opportunity space for new approaches and ap-
plications, weakening the nation’s ability to innovate at the 
pace of global competition. Action is needed to ensure that 
the foundations of US innovation can continue to power pro-
gress.

Recommendations:

•	 Strengthen funding for AI research and development. 
Federal support is the linchpin of the US national research 
enterprise. Federal funding should focus on strengthe-
ning associated components of the broader AI ecosystem 
and supply chain, in addition to advancing AI capabilities. 
This includes fostering innovation in AI hardware design 
and manufacturing, cloud infrastructure, next-generation 
networking, and advancing novel AI applications in criti-
cal areas such as healthcare, energy, manufacturing, and 
transportation. The commonly cited recommendation 
from the National Security Commission on AI to double 

https://apnews.com/article/census-bureau-statistical-agencies-data-government-803993ba9d2ab70c2395d2d4bcde3ddd
https://english.www.gov.cn/policies/latestreleases/202508/27/content_WS68ae7976c6d0868f4e8f51a0.html
https://www2.census.gov/library/working-papers/2026/adrm/ces/CES-WP-26-25.pdf
https://www.fool.com/research/ai-adoption-statistics/?msockid=2127b773ca8e6d7927faa224cb3e6cc8
https://www.hpcwire.com/off-the-wire/nists-caisi-announces-new-frontier-ai-testing-agreements-with-google-deepmind-microsoft-xai/
https://www.hpcwire.com/off-the-wire/nists-caisi-announces-new-frontier-ai-testing-agreements-with-google-deepmind-microsoft-xai/
https://www.nist.gov/caisi/ai-agent-standards-initiative
https://www.nist.gov/caisi/ai-agent-standards-initiative
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/efforts-to-share-best-practices-on-ai-measurement-and-evaluations-driven-forward-through-the-international-network-for-advanced-ai-measurement-evalua
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/efforts-to-share-best-practices-on-ai-measurement-and-evaluations-driven-forward-through-the-international-network-for-advanced-ai-measurement-evalua
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/efforts-to-share-best-practices-on-ai-measurement-and-evaluations-driven-forward-through-the-international-network-for-advanced-ai-measurement-evalua
https://aigi.ox.ac.uk/publications/aisis-roles-in-domestic-and-international-governance/
https://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc1851188/m1/190/
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annual federal funding for non-defense AI R&D year over 
year until it reaches $32 billion remains a worthy goal. 

•	 Explore novel funding structures. The pace of technolo-
gical advancement and the nature of AI ecosystems mean 
that the standard approaches to federal support might no 
longer suffice. The government should explore and ex-
pand funding mechanisms such as large-scale funding for 
top investigators in the model of the Howard Hughes Me-
dical Investigator program (which has led to more than 
thirty Nobel Prizes), support for focused-research orga-
nizations, rapid grants to allow for quick reaction to tech-
nological developments, and joint research programs that 
can link students directly with private-sector AI projects to 
enable graduates to contribute immediately to frontier in-
novation. It is also worth sustaining NSF efforts to pioneer 
promising approaches to spur regional innovation and 
build nimble research teams that can accelerate innova-
tions to market.

Finding: Investing in the infrastructure for innovation and 
adoption will power progress. Funding for AI and AI-related 
R&D is necessary but insufficient on its own to fully harness the 
potential of AI at the national level. Recent federal initiatives, 
such as the Genesis Mission and the NAIRR, represent pro-
mising steps toward establishment of the requiredinfrastruc-
ture to sustain innovation, but additional action is needed to 
achieve the envisioned impact and to support broader inte-
gration into the economy.

Recommendations:

•	 Resource promising federal initiatives like the Genesis 
Mission and the NAIRR. If adequately resourced with fe-
deral funding that transcends political cycles, the Genesis 
Mission and the NAIRR hold the potential to supercharge 
AI innovation: the Genesis Mission from the perspective of 
harnessing AI for advances in scientific discovery, and the 
NAIRR for ensuring that the US research community can 
pursue big, bold ideas in AI that set the groundwork for 
the next generation of applications and capabilities. The 
task force set up by Congress to develop a roadmap for 
the NAIRR recommended that it be resourced at a level 
of $2.6 billion over six years. As of fiscal year 2026, it has 
received annual funding of about $30 million per year. 

•	 Launch public-private partnerships to support re-
search in critical, hardware-intensive domains such 
as robotics and manufacturing. In addition to the com-
putational and data infrastructure enabled through ini-
tiatives such as the Genesis Mission and NAIRR, there is 
potential to accelerate progress in areas such as AI-en-
abled robotics and manufacturing, in which the United 
States is falling behind China. China has five times as 

many robots working in its factories as the United States, 
and more than the rest of the world combined. The 
United States should pursue public-private partnerships 
in which the private sector can provide researchers ac-
cess to high-cost hardware infrastructure and robotics 
platforms, including networking and other testbeds, and 
the federal government can fund the research initia-
tives—working toward the shared end goal of innovation 
and advancement within critical sectors. Models such as 
the Platform for Advanced Wireless Research program, 
which is supported by NSF and an industry consortium 
of thirty companies and associations, provide a blueprint 
for impactful collaboration to accelerate breakthroughs 
in critical technology areas such as advanced wireless 
networking. 

•	 Enhance efforts to expand broadband access. The fe-
deral government should accelerate efforts to connect all 
Americans to high-speed internet—such as through the 
Broadband Equity, Access, and Deployment (BEAD) Pro-
gram—ensuring that connectivity requirements reflect the 
demands of AI workloads, particularly in terms of uplink 
capacity. 

Finding: Signals and incentives from the government can ac-
celerate AI adoption in key sectors. Integration of AI in key 
sectors of the economy holds the potential to strengthen the 
overall US economy and build trust among the population as 
people begin to see the benefits from the technology in their 
lives. The history of general-purpose technologies shows that 
the rate of diffusion is a key determinant of their capabilities, 
and the United States should fight to win the race to diffuse AI 
throughout society. The government can play an outsized role, 
particularly in certain sectors that rely on federal funding or 
involve significant federal regulatory oversight, but concerted 
actions will be needed.

Recommendations:

•	 Implement federal innovation incentives in key sectors 
to encourage AI adoption. In sectors such as education, 
healthcare, or transportation, federal initiatives that encou-
rage AI integration and modernization of legacy technical 
infrastructure through existing funding mechanisms hold 
the potential to drive the development of high-impact AI 
applications and accelerate tangible, positive impacts of 
AI on Americans’ everyday lives. Such efforts could be 
realized by leveraging tax credits, low-interest financing, 
or long-standing grant programs by building in opportu-
nities and requirements related to AI innovation and in-
frastructure modernization. Federal funding can also sup-
port pilot programs to test AI applications in high-impact 
settings, developing best practices and guidance for inte-
gration that can facilitate scaling across industries. 

https://www.hhmi.org/programs/investigators
https://www.hhmi.org/programs/investigators
https://fas.org/publication/focused-research-organizations-a-new-model-for-scientific-research/
https://fas.org/publication/focused-research-organizations-a-new-model-for-scientific-research/
https://www.nsf.gov/funding/initiatives/regional-innovation-engines
https://www.nsf.gov/funding/initiatives/nsf-x-labs
https://nsf-gov-resources.nsf.gov/2023-10/NAIRR-TF-Final-Report-2023.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/25/business/china-factory-robots.html
https://advancedwireless.org/about-pawr/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PEA4165-1.html
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•	 Advance consistent regulatory policy to facilitate res-
ponsible AI adoption. As discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 5, clear and consistent policies at the federal 
level around the use of AI in specific sectors can both 
provide clarity to companies in terms of compliance and 
accelerate responsible adoption of AI.

Finding: Safety, security, and assurance are all necessary in-
gredients for continued innovation and leadership. Without 
trust in AI systems—built through rigorous safety testing, ro-
bust security measures, and independent assurance mecha-
nisms—public and institutional adoption could stall, effectively 
slowing the pace of innovation regardless of technical capa-
bility. Significant safety or security failures coming from AI sys-
tems risk setting the industry back by years. Steps should be 
taken to reduce this risk.

Recommendations:
•	 Double down on international cooperation. International 

cooperation on AI safety and security can help develop 
and enforce shared safety and evaluation best practices 
and standards while building common awareness 
of emerging risks. The United States should lead in 
developing these AI safety and evaluation standards 
through NIST, engaging through international standards 
development organizations. Such cooperation becomes 
more urgent as AI capabilities rapidly evolve and transform 
the landscape in areas such as cybersecurity. 

•	 Fund continued innovation in development of AI eva-
luation infrastructure, new benchmarks, and assurance 
methods. The US government should allocate AI R&D 
support to advancing the science of AI evaluation and 
developing new approaches to assuring AI model perfor-
mance, which is particularly essential for high impact uses 
such as national security.
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Chapter 4: Building talent and institutional readiness

Winning in AI requires developing technical skills, strong pu-
blic institutions, and programs to support workforce transitions. 
The United States’ AI leadership depends on three impera-
tives: developing homegrown talent from grades K–12 through 
graduate education; attracting the world’s best researchers 
and builders; and adapting the existing workforce, including 
that inside government, to function effectively in an AI-driven 
economy. Together, these imperatives will define whether the 
United States can maintain its technological edge.

Put simply: sustaining US leadership in AI depends on the Ame-
rican people. This includes a full-spectrum talent strategy that 
develops world-class domestic talent, attracts the best global 
innovators, and continually integrates and upskills the existing 
workforce to keep pace with rapid technological change. In 
April 2025, the White House Executive Order Advancing Arti-
ficial Intelligence Education for American Youth made AI lite-
racy a core US policy goal and serves as a baseline.

The United States’ innovation potential stems from its wor-
ld-class workforce. This workforce, in turn, has enabled the 
country’s technology sector to produce the world’s five most 
valuable global companies, including Microsoft, Google, 
Apple, and Amazon. However, while the United States has 
historically been the destination of choice for top-tier talent, 
it is gradually losing ground to countries offering attractive 
incentives and investing in their education systems. Based 
on robustness of education systems, labor force participation 
and innovation, the United States currently ranks fifth in the 
world behind Japan, China, Sweden, and Singapore. It ranks 
twenty-fourth out of thirty-seven Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries in math, and 
twelfth in science. The 2025 Computer Science (CS) Rankings 
featured just one US university in the top ten.

AI development requires both software skills and hardware 
skills. The former category includes skillsets traditionally as-
sociated with CS and AI: programming languages, machine 
learning, and natural language processing, as well as a strong 
foundation in mathematics and statistics. Data engineering 
talent is also critical to maintaining data pipelines for AI. Hard-
ware skills include the talent required to build and operate 
data center infrastructure—including networks, optics, semi-
conductors, mechanical and electrical, and clean room en-
gineers—core to AI. Also critical are mid-career practitioners 
who translate models into production systems, manage AI 
deployments at scale, and operationalize AI across sectors. 
These practitioners are as strategically important as the re-
searchers who produce breakthroughs.

Beyond building a technical workforce, human soft skills such 
as ingenuity and creativity have traditionally made up a signi-
ficant component of US leadership driving innovation—albeit 

one that is more difficult to measure. Sustaining AI’s diffusion 
requires the capacity to identify where AI is genuinely useful, 
but also the imaginative capacity to see where it is not being 
applied at all. Here, the arts and the humanities—scholars, de-
signers, ethicists, and domain experts who can bridge AI pos-
sibilities with social complexity—are key for durable AI adop-
tion. An emerging AI talent base must also include capable 
policymakers. Federal and state governments alike must be 
able to anticipate, and not just react to, the workforce shifts 
AI will drive. The US Department of Labor’s (DOL) AI Literacy 
Framework identifies five foundations of AI literacy: unders-
tanding AI principles (core capabilities and concepts); explo-
ring AI uses; directing AI effectively (prompt engineering); 
evaluating outputs; and using AI responsibly. Literacy means 
understanding how AI works; fluency means knowing how to 
use it to solve real problems. For the United States to be truly 
AI ready, AI fluency—not just literacy—will be required across 
the nation’s workforce and government. 

Flashpoints

Evidence-supported policymaking

The narrative around AI-driven workforce changes is diffuse 
and speculative, and the scope of impact appears to demand 
urgent action on all fronts. However, if everything is urgent, no-
thing is: “policymakers,” as one report put it, “cannot manage 
what they cannot measure.” In the near term, the most salient 
measurement challenge is the impact on entry-level opportu-
nities, paired with factors that are affecting new college gra-
duates such as post-pandemic labor market corrections and 
older cohorts delaying retirement. A 2025 survey shows that 
59 percent of recent college graduates have found it “very 
challenging” to secure a full-time, entry-level job. Many em-
ployers report plans to eliminate entry-level roles as AI adop-
tion automates routine tasks, shrinking the pool of traditional 
“starter” jobs for early-career workers. At the same time, accor-
ding to data from LinkedIn, AI can also create new jobs, with 
1.3 million jobs added in 2024-25.

An educational system unprepared to meet rapidly 
growing AI skills demand

The United States cannot meet its AI-ready workforce goals 
through top-ranked institutions and higher education alone. 
The 2021 Atlantic Council Commission report spotlighted 
alternative pathways for an AI-ready workforce, including 
through career and technical education (CTE) programs and 
community colleges. However, hiring faculty and staff has be-
come increasingly challenging as academic institutions face 
funding cuts and compete both with one another and with hi-
gher-paying opportunities in industry.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/04/advancing-artificial-intelligence-education-for-american-youth/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/04/advancing-artificial-intelligence-education-for-american-youth/
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/global-innovation-index/w/blogs/2025/global-brand-value
https://www.economist.com/interactive/science-and-technology/2026/03/25/china-is-winning-the-ai-talent-race
https://www.morganstanley.com/insights/articles/global-ai-race-us-vs-china-investment-opportunities
https://globaltalenttracker.hays.com/track-talent/
https://www.topuniversities.com/university-subject-rankings/engineering-technology
https://csrankings.org/
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/cea/written-materials/2025/01/14/ai-talent-report
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/cea/written-materials/2025/01/14/ai-talent-report
https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/OPA/newsreleases/2026/02/ETA-20260212-hi.jpg
https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/OPA/newsreleases/2026/02/ETA-20260212-hi.jpg
https://www.seedai.org/research/intensity-index
https://www.cpapracticeadvisor.com/2025/08/28/amid-ai-boom-59-of-recent-grads-are-struggling-to-find-entry-level-jobs/168100
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/resume-org-survey-1-5-081600206.html
https://www.weforum.org/stories/2026/01/ai-has-already-added-1-3-million-new-jobs-according-to-linkedin-data/
https://www.weforum.org/stories/2026/01/ai-has-already-added-1-3-million-new-jobs-according-to-linkedin-data/
https://www.weforum.org/stories/2026/01/ai-has-already-added-1-3-million-new-jobs-according-to-linkedin-data/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/content-series/geotech-commission/exec-summary/
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The talent pipeline begins before the higher education level. 
China’s Ministry of Education, for example, has instituted a 
comprehensive, tiered AI education system across all K–12 
levels. Unless the United States modernizes its own K–12 tea-
ching approach, it will be outpaced in developing the talent 
base essential for AI competitiveness.

Attracting and retaining world-class talent

Highly skilled, foreign-born innovators and entrepreneurs 
have historically brought great economic value and innova-
tion to the United States. A US National Bureau of Econo-
mic Research study found that immigrant inventors produce 
nearly a quarter of total innovation output (patents and eco-
nomic value generated), despite representing just 16 percent 
of all US-based inventors. Sixty percent of US start-ups in the 
2025 Forbes Artificial Intelligence 50 list have foreign-born 
founders. Four of the seven most valuable US public compa-
nies are led by immigrants, including Nvidia’s Jensen Huang 
(Taiwan), Google’s Sundar Pichai (India), and Microsoft’s Satya 
Nadella (India).

Many countries have instituted visa policies to attract AI talent. 
China introduced a visa for young science and tech talent and 
has incentivized Chinese nationals to return home after their 
foreign education. Similarly, the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 
has begun offering a Green Visa that allows skilled foreign 
workers to self-sponsor. Canada’s Global Skills Strategy en-
ables Canadian employers to hire highly skilled foreign talent, 
with a processing time of only two weeks. In the United States, 
discussions about the importance of and ongoing need for 
such talent have become politically divisive. The challenge is 
nuanced, with a growing perception that US-born individuals 
are increasingly falling behind.

The federal government’s talent challenge

Public institutions need AI talent to effectively govern, acquire, 
and adopt this technology. In 2024, the US federal government 
recruited two hundred AI experts from the private sector 
through an “AI talent surge.” In 2025, however, many of these 
experts departed federal service as a result of US Department 
of Government Efficiency (DOGE)-led downsizing initiatives. 
While DOGE’s initiatives created immediate pressures on 
government capacity, long-term, structural issues such as 
lengthy hiring timelines, salary caps, and rigid qualifications 
systems have long affected the federal government’s ability 
to attract and retain talent. The Trump administration launched 
the Tech Force initiative in December 2025, with the aim of 
recruiting one thousand elite engineers who will “receive 
technical training, engage with industry leaders, and work 
closely with senior managers from companies partnering with 
the Tech Force.”

The government needs in-house expertise for AI-fluent 
policymaking that supports desired workforce outcomes. The 

recruitment strategy for most technically demanding roles 
in government is finding people who are driven by mission. 
Models for attracting technical talent to public service include 
programs like the CyberCorps Scholarship for Service, which 
has recruited and trained more than five thousand individuals 
in cybersecurity since 2002. Such programs have the added 
benefit of creating a cadre that brings an understanding of 
how government works to their future private-sector roles, 
serving as unofficial bridge builders between sectors.

Findings and recommendations

Finding: AI talent is a critical enabler of national competitive-
ness and prosperity. The current US policy environment sends 
mixed signals. The Trump administration has articulated AI do-
minance as a paramount national goal through its AI Action 
Plan, built on the pillars of accelerating innovation, building 
AI infrastructure, and leading in international diplomacy and 
security. Yet the workforce policies that undergird this ambi-
tion are relatively weak. AI talent should be seen as a national 
security interest, acknowledging its dual role in maintaining a 
modern, agile government and as a cornerstone of sustained 
US economic leadership.

Recommendations:

•	 Create a national interest designation for AI to reco-
gnize the technology, and the fostering of related 
talent, as a strategic priority. This designation, enacted 
through legislation, should carry concrete operational 
weight, including expedited processing for AI-related visa 
petitions, preferential fellowship eligibility, and a clear le-
gislative mandate for cross-agency coordination on talent 
strategy.

•	 Measure and disclose AI talent trends. To address the 
lack of robust, longitudinal data, the US Office of Science 
and Technology Policy (OSTP), in collaboration with DOL, 
should publish an annual report on the state of AI talent in 
order to track domestic supply, international competition 
benchmarks, and federal talent gaps.

Finding: Education reform and stronger nontraditional 
pathways for AI skilling are urgently required. Broad-based 
AI fluency—building on a baseline of basic literacy—across 
the US population is essential for enabling trust. AI is often 
perceived negatively by Americans who feel they have litt-
le control over how the technology is used in their lives. The 
Trump administration has moved in the right direction with its 
April 2025 Executive Order on Advancing AI Education for 
American Youth, establishing a policy of promoting AI litera-
cy and proficiency by integrating AI into education, providing 
comprehensive AI training for educators, and fostering early 
exposure to AI concepts to develop an AI-ready workforce. 
However, additional actions should be taken.

http://english.scio.gov.cn/pressroom/2025-05/13/content_117871666.html
https://www.nber.org/digest/20233/outsize-role-immigrants-us-innovation?page=1&perPage=50
https://www.nber.org/digest/20233/outsize-role-immigrants-us-innovation?page=1&perPage=50
https://ifp.org/most-of-americas-top-ai-companies-were-founded-by-immigrants/
https://news.crunchbase.com/startups/immigrant-ceos-founders-unicorns-spacex-stripe-instacart/
https://english.www.gov.cn/policies/latestreleases/202508/14/content_WS689dd0d3c6d0868f4e8f4d1e.html
https://www.channelnewsasia.com/east-asia/china-united-states-reverse-brain-drain-top-chinese-academics-returning-home-5383886
https://u.ae/en/information-and-services/visa-and-emirates-id/residence-visas/residence-visa-for-working-in-the-uae
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/services/work-canada/hire-temporary-foreign/global-skills-strategy.html
https://federalnewsnetwork.com/artificial-intelligence/2024/07/white-house-says-agencies-hired-200-ai-experts-so-far-through-governmentwide-talent-surge/
https://time.com/7280528/trump-ai-experts-musk/
https://www.mspb.gov/studies/studies/Reforming_Federal_Hiring_Beyond_Faster_and_Cheaper_224102.pdf
https://techforce.gov/
https://sfs.opm.gov/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2025/09/17/how-americans-view-ai-and-its-impact-on-people-and-society/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2025/09/17/how-americans-view-ai-and-its-impact-on-people-and-society/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/04/advancing-artificial-intelligence-education-for-american-youth/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/04/advancing-artificial-intelligence-education-for-american-youth/
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Recommendations:
•	 Fully fund and scale the White House AI Education 

Task Force’s K–12 mandate. The task force is executing 
a presidential AI challenge for US youth, establishing 
public-private partnerships for K–12 AI education, and 
strengthening existing agency programs that can support 
K–12 education initiatives. These are important initial steps 
but must be backed by dedicated and sustained federal 
appropriations.

•	 Establish funding for the integration of AI core topics in 
traditional college education. Congress should establish 
dedicated federal funding, administered through NSF and 
DOE, to support the integration of foundational AI topics 
(AI literacy, computational thinking, statistics, foundational 
machine learning concepts) into undergraduate curricula 
across all disciplines, not just computer science programs. 
Similarly, relevant humanities credits (philosophy, ethics, 
sociology, law) should be integrated into CS/AI degrees. 
Funding should support curriculum development and ins-
titutional capacity building, with priority for state-funded 
universities that serve student populations at scale.

•	 Prioritize teacher training as an enabling step. The bott-
leneck in K–12 AI education is educators’ capacity to deli-
ver it. NSF and DOE should expand funding for educator 
credentialing in AI literacy.

•	 Expand and formalize nontraditional AI skilling 
pathways. The establishment of public-private 
partnerships to provide lifelong learning and reskilling 
initiatives is core to cultivating a broader AI-ready 
workforce and reorienting the existing workforce toward 
AI-enabled workflows. Examples include the National 
Applied AI Consortium, a federally funded program that 
partners with tech companies through community colleges 
to build capacity for AI education and training nationwide. 
Such partnerships can also help align curricula with skills 
the market demands.  This includes the expansion of 
pathways such as vocational training, micro-credentials, 
community colleges credentialing, and apprenticeships.

Finding: Attracting and retaining talent is foundational to US 
technological leadership. The United States must be ready to 
compete with other countries seeking to attract talent. Howe-
ver, it is currently undermining AI dominance goals through an 
immigration posture that deters the talent it needs. For exa-
mple, the Trump administration’s $100,000 fee for new H-1B 
visa petitions went into effect in September 2025, disrupting 
high-tech talent pipelines, particularly for small businesses and 
venture-backed start-ups. Instead, the US government should 
institute sensible immigration reform that balances concerns 
about immigration inflows with the crucial role foreign talent 
plays in the innovation ecosystem. 

Recommendations:
•	 Reform the H-1B program to better serve AI talent 

goals. Reform of the H-1B program will incentivize foreign 
nationals to join the US workforce at the cutting edge of 
innovation through sensible sponsor fees, higher visa 
caps, and predictable transfer, renewal, and adjudication 
timelines. The H-1B program as it is currently designed 
also constrains workers, making it challenging to change 
employers without jeopardizing status. On the sponsor 
side, the system creates significant burdens for small 
firms and start-ups, allowing larger incumbents to derive 
the most benefit. For fiscal year  2027, US Citizenship and 
Immigration Services (USCIS) is replacing the random H-1B 
lottery with a weighted selection process. USCIS should 
work with OSTP to develop a weighting rubric that favors 
AI skills within the H-1B selection process.

•	 Extend Optional Practical Training (OPT) and science, 
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) OPT 
for AI-relevant PhD graduates. Currently, post-graduate 
work authorization for international students in STEM 
fields caps out at three years before an H-1B is required. 
Given the low H-1B lottery odds (less than a 30 percent 
approval rate in recent years), many top AI researchers 
complete their training at US universities and then leave 
for countries with more predictable pathways to residen-
cy and citizenship. Studies by the Center for Security and 
Emerging Technology (CSET) and the National Acade-
mies have found bottlenecks in the US immigration sys-
tem are an extremely relevant factor in these researchers’ 
decisions to leave. Extension of the post-graduation work 
authorization for PhD candidates in AI-related fields is cri-
tical for retaining top talent during these individuals’ peak 
years of innovation potential. 

•	 Create a dedicated AI innovator visa. Congress should 
authorize a new visa category specifically for individuals 
with demonstrated expertise in AI research, development, 
or governance. This category can be modeled on the 
O-1 visa for extraordinary ability but with streamlined 
adjudication timelines, lower evidentiary burdens for early-
career researchers, and a direct pathway to permanent 
residency.

Finding: Building a skilled federal AI workforce is a prerequi-
site for effective governance and deployment of AI. The fe-
deral government cannot effectively govern, acquire, or de-
ploy AI systems without meaningful in-house expertise. This is 
both a capability gap and a credibility gap. Agencies without 
AI-literate staff are poorly positioned to hold vendors accoun-
table, set meaningful procurement standards, or anticipate se-
cond-order effects of AI adoption on their missions.

https://www.neh.gov/news/neh-announces-new-research-initiative-humanities-perspectives-artificial-intelligence
https://www.naaic.ai/
https://www.naaic.ai/
https://news.microsoft.com/source/2026/04/21/nabtu-and-microsoft-expand-nationwide-initiative-to-strengthen-ai-training-and-career-pathways-across-the-skilled-trades/
https://www.dol.gov/newsroom/releases/eta/eta20260429
https://apprenticareers.org/apprenti-announces-ai-registered-apprenticeship-program/
https://www.uscis.gov/newsroom/alerts/presidential-proclamation-on-restriction-on-entry-of-certain-nonimmigrant-workers
https://www.uscis.gov/working-in-the-united-states/temporary-workers/h-1b-specialty-occupations/h-1b-electronic-registration-process
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/immigration-pathways-and-plans-of-ai-talent/
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/immigration-pathways-and-plans-of-ai-talent/
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/immigration-pathways-and-plans-of-ai-talent/
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/resource/27787/Neufeld_and_Kaushik_ITP_Commissioned_Paper.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/resource/27787/Neufeld_and_Kaushik_ITP_Commissioned_Paper.pdf
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Recommendations:
•	 Strengthen Tech Force with sustained employment 

guarantees and mid-career tracks. Following an exodus 
of AI talent from government agencies, the Tech Force 
program should create sustained pathways to ensure 
mission-driven individuals are retained and trust in federal 
government career pathways is rebuilt.

•	 Revive and expand mission-driven pipeline programs. 
Programs like the CyberCorps Scholarship for Service 
demonstrate that structured, mission-first talent pipelines 
can work at scale. A parallel AI Scholarship for Service 
program, administered through NSF in partnership with 
universities, should be established to provide full tuition 
coverage and a stipend to students pursuing AI-related 
graduate degrees in exchange for a minimum two-year 
federal service commitment. This would create a valuable 
pipeline of AI talent into government.

•	 Mandate AI fluency training for all senior federal 
acquisition and procurement officials. Acquisition roles 
are an underappreciated aspect of the federal AI talent 
gap. Federal contracting officers who lack AI literacy 
cannot write effective requirements, evaluate vendor 
proposals meaningfully, or hold contractors accountable 
for performance. The Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), in coordination with the Federal Acquisition 
Institute, should develop and mandate a standardized 
AI certification for all contracting officials working on AI-
adjacent acquisitions.

Finding: Understanding the impact of AI on the US workforce 
writ large is necessary to build sound policy responses. 
The United States currently lacks a consistent, standardized 

government-produced assessment of how AI is reshaping the 
labor market in real time, including disruptions for mid-career 
workers. The White House AI Action Plan directed DOL to 
establish an AI Workforce Research Hub “to lead a sustained 
federal effort to evaluate the impact of AI on the labor market 
and the experience of the American worker.” 

Recommendations:

•	 Launch a quarterly AI workforce impact assessment. 
DOL should publish a quarterly assessment, modeled 
on the rigor and accessibility of the monthly jobs report, 
tracking job displacement and creation attributed to AI 
adoption by sector. The report should track shifts in wages 
for AI-adjacent skills, as well as effects on entry-level jobs. 
Proposed legislation would direct the Departments of La-
bor, Education, and Commerce to assess which demogra-
phic groups are most likely to benefit or be harmed by 
AI-driven changes. Standardized, recurring measurement 
will enable policymakers to detect and more proactively 
manage emerging impacts.

•	 Operationalize the AI Workforce Research Hub. The hub 
directed in the AI Action Plan could serve as the institutio-
nal home of the quarterly assessment. It should establish 
data-sharing partnerships with AI labs (which have begun 
publishing their own economic impact surveys). Additio-
nally, the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) incorporates 
AI into its ten-year employment projections, but notes, 
“The timing and scale of many potential impacts of GenAI 
[generative artificial intelligence] are too uncertain to be 
reflected in BLS projections.” The hub should collaborate 
closely with BLS to structure projection methods related 
to fit-for-purpose AI for rapid technological change.

https://nsf-gov-resources.nsf.gov/files/2024SFSAIReport-r.pdf
https://nsf-gov-resources.nsf.gov/files/2024SFSAIReport-r.pdf
https://reports.weforum.org/docs/WEF_AI_at_Work_from_Productivity_Hacks_to_Organizational_Transformation_2026.pdf
https://reports.weforum.org/docs/WEF_AI_at_Work_from_Productivity_Hacks_to_Organizational_Transformation_2026.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Americas-AI-Action-Plan.pdf
https://www.banks.senate.gov/news/press-releases/senator-banks-introduces-the-ai-workforce-prepare-act/
https://www.anthropic.com/economic-index
https://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2025/article/incorporating-ai-impacts-in-bls-employment-projections.htm
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Chapter 5: Governance of AI

Governments have become primary partners in the AI eco-
nomy, not only as regulators but as major users, integrators, 
investors, and market shapers.

In the United States, the scale of federal AI adoption has ex-
panded rapidly. As of April 2026, federal agencies had re-
ported 3,611 individually reported AI use cases, including 445 
high-impact use cases, across forty-one agency submissions 
spanning internal operations, healthcare applications, and ser-
vice delivery. This growth has been reinforced by procurement 
and integration efforts led by the US General Services Admi-
nistration, which have facilitated access to frontier AI systems, 
including large language models, from leading private-sector 
providers such as Anthropic, Google, OpenAI, and xAI. As 
agencies increasingly rely on private-sector AI systems, new 
governance and procurement challenges have emerged.

Policy guidance has evolved in parallel. In April 2025, the OMB 
issued Memoranda OMB M-25-21 and OMB M-25-22, which 
together established a more structured approach to federal 
AI adoption. These directives emphasized responsible inno-
vation, streamlined acquisition, and risk management, while 
mandating the designation of chief AI officers within agen-
cies to oversee governance, deployment, and compliance. In 
December 2025, OMB issued Memorandum OMB M-26-04, 
“Increasing Public Trust in Artificial Intelligence Through Un-
biased AI Principles,” which introduced new procurement and 
transparency requirements for generative AI systems, particu-
larly large language models used by federal agencies. At the 
same time, national security applications of AI have accele-
rated. The US Department of Defense (DOD) launched the AI 
Acceleration Strategy in January 2026, underscoring a shift 
toward integrating advanced and agentic AI capabilities into 
military operations.

Throughout this expansion, federal AI programs face new—but 
expected—operational and governance challenges. Existing 
frameworks for cybersecurity, data privacy, and internet tech-
nology acquisition might not always be agile enough to ma-
nage the unique risks of generative AI. For example, a privacy 
policy can impede data sharing among agencies and prevent 
effective collaboration on shared AI applications. Agencies 
must also contend with risks unique to AI systems. NIST’s Ge-
nerative AI Profile (AI 600-1) identifies a range of these risks 
including hallucinated outputs, information integrity, and data 
privacy and security risks, which in federal contexts raise parti-
cular concerns about preserving distinct classification controls 
across data inputs and outputs in AI systems. Agencies also 
face emerging governance gaps around the integrity and in-
teroperability of data and the absence of common standards 
for tracking model provenance, including where models origi-
nated, what data they were trained on, and what modifications 
have been made. At the same time, the federal government 

faces intense competition from the private sector in attracting 
and retaining AI talent, as well as in securing access to the 
computational infrastructure required to develop and deploy 
advanced systems. These challenges are compounded by 
risks unique to generative AI, highlighting the need for up-
dated governance approaches that better align security, usa-
bility, and innovation.

More broadly, AI governance in the United States has emerged 
through a patchwork of policies and voluntary guidelines and 
best practices rather than a unified legal framework. Fede-
ral agencies rely on existing authorities, executive guidance, 
and procurement rules to govern AI systems, while Congress 
has yet to pass comprehensive AI legislation. Meanwhile, 
states are moving forward with their own AI laws and regu-
lations, producing a fragmented governance landscape that 
complicates compliance, innovation, and national policy coor-
dination. Recent federal actions have sought to address this 
fragmentation. The December 2025 White House executive 
order on national AI policy reflects an effort to establish a more 
unified federal framework, including potential preemption of 
state-level regulations viewed as barriers to innovation. Howe-
ver, this approach introduces new tensions between national 
consistency and state-level experimentation, particularly in 
areas such as safety and civil rights.

Beyond domestic governance, the United States is also sha-
ping the global AI ecosystem through industrial policy and 
export controls. Since 2022, restrictions on advanced semi-
conductors and related technologies have aimed to limit ad-
versaries’ access to critical AI infrastructure. At the same time, 
the 2025 AI Action Plan outlines a complementary effort to ex-
pand the global adoption of US AI technologies and infrastruc-
ture, particularly through partnerships with allies and partners. 
Together, these efforts reflect a strategy focused both on res-
tricting access to critical inputs and scaling the US AI ecosys-
tem internationally.

Flashpoints

Balancing rapid adoption with risk management

Federal AI policy is attempting to accelerate adoption while 
also ensuring responsible use. OMB M-25-21 and OMB M-25-
22 encourage agencies to reduce barriers to innovation and 
streamline procurement, while also requiring risk management 
practices for high-impact AI systems. More recent guidance, 
including OMB M-26-04, adds new requirements for 
generative AI systems related to transparency, documentation, 
and unbiased outputs, particularly in procurement. These 
policies show that the government is trying to move quickly 
on adoption while simultaneously building governance and 

https://github.com/ombegov/2025-Federal-Agency-AI-Use-Case-Inventory
https://www.gsa.gov/about-us/newsroom/news-releases/gsa-propels-government-into-ai-revolution-with-addition-of-leading-solutions-08052025
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/M-25-21-Accelerating-Federal-Use-of-AI-through-Innovation-Governance-and-Public-Trust.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/M-25-22-Driving-Efficient-Acquisition-of-Artificial-Intelligence-in-Government.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/M-26-04-Increasing-Public-Trust-in-Artificial-Intelligence-Through-Unbiased-AI-Principles-1.pdf
https://www.war.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/4376420/war-department-launches-ai-acceleration-strategy-to-secure-american-military-ai/
https://files.gao.gov/reports/GAO-25-107653/index.html
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ai/NIST.AI.600-1.pdf
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ai/NIST.AI.600-1.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/R48555
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/R48555
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/12/eliminating-state-law-obstruction-of-national-artificial-intelligence-policy/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/12/eliminating-state-law-obstruction-of-national-artificial-intelligence-policy/
https://www.csis.org/analysis/choking-chinas-access-future-ai
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Americas-AI-Action-Plan.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/M-25-21-Accelerating-Federal-Use-of-AI-through-Innovation-Governance-and-Public-Trust.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/M-25-22-Driving-Efficient-Acquisition-of-Artificial-Intelligence-in-Government.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/M-25-22-Driving-Efficient-Acquisition-of-Artificial-Intelligence-in-Government.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/M-26-04-Increasing-Public-Trust-in-Artificial-Intelligence-Through-Unbiased-AI-Principles-1.pdf
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oversight mechanisms, which can slow implementation and 
create uncertainty for agencies and government vendors. 
The recent Anthropic dispute with the DOD over military use 
of its Claude AI models underscores the real-world tensions 
between federal procurement, AI safety policies, and national 
security requirements.

Fragmentation between federal and state AI 
policies

The United States does not yet have a unifying body of law 
governing artificial intelligence. Federal oversight is spread 
across sector-specific regulations, agency guidance, procu-
rement policies, and voluntary standards. At the same time, 
states have started to pass their own AI laws, producing a frag-
mented and uneven regulatory landscape. Recent polls show 
low public optimism toward AI in the United States. Compre-
hensive and forward-looking AI governance is essential to res-
toring public trust. The AI Action Plan marks a positive step by 
outlining national objectives for AI innovation, infrastructure, 
and diplomacy, but it lacks the force of law. Meanwhile, poor-
ly designed federal preemption could override state regula-
tions that aim to protect civil rights and public safety, which are 
areas of legitimate concern for many Americans. 

Insufficient AI workforce inside the government

Federal agencies continue to face challenges in recruiting and 
retaining AI talent, competing directly with the private sector 
for technical expertise. Agencies also face difficulties in terms 
of providing education and training to the current workforce, 
competition with the private sector for AI-skilled professionals, 
compensation limitations, and slow hiring processes. These 
challenges have been compounded by the restructuring or 
elimination of some government technology units in recent 
years. The US Tech Force is intended to bring approximately 
one thousand technical experts into government for limited 
terms to help implement AI projects. However, long-term 
workforce and institutional capacity challenges remain. 

Findings and recommendations

Finding: Federal leadership in AI governance is necessary, 
but it is currently fragmented and inconsistently implemented. 
The federal government has issued substantial AI governance 
guidance—including OMB Memoranda M-24-10 and M-25-
21—but implementation remains uneven across agencies, and 
no statutory framework exists to enforce consistent standards 
or define permissible use cases at a national level. Action is 
needed to establish durable, enforceable federal leadership 
in AI governance.

Recommendations:

•	 Establish a coherent federal regulatory framework. 
The federal government should develop mandatory and 
voluntary standards addressing risk tiering, procure-
ment standards, data governance, transparency requi-
rements, and incident reporting to prevent fragmented 
governance, reduce reliance on diverging state-level or 
industry-led frameworks, and avoid repeating challenges 
seen in privacy regulation. It should collaborate with pri-
vate-sector developers to leverage technical expertise 
while safeguarding public trust, particularly for high-risk 
applications. This framework should ensure consistent 
implementation of existing guidance, close gaps where 
OMB authority is limited, and create a foundation for 
consistent national policy.

•	 Act as a catalytic adopter of AI. As a complement to 
efforts outlined in preceding chapters to expand access 
to compute, data, and educational resources, the United 
States should use federal adoption strategically to drive 
broader innovation across states, sectors, and industry. 
Effective federal AI deployment can set standards, de-
monstrate best practices, and encourage wider adoption 
downstream. By showcasing how AI can be integrated 
safely and efficiently in public programs, the federal go-
vernment can accelerate adoption and improve outco-
mes across government, private-sector, and state-level 
initiatives.

Finding: Federal agencies lack the procurement systems and 
workforce capacity needed to adopt AI effectively. Agencies 
face significant barriers to integrating AI into operations—from 
outdated procurement processes to a workforce that has not 
kept pace with the demands of overseeing and deploying AI 
systems. Addressing these structural gaps is essential to reali-
zing the benefits of AI in government.

Recommendations:

•	 Reform procurement systems to enable rapid acquisi-
tion of emerging AI capabilities. Agencies should imple-
ment adoption cycles that allow for continuous evaluation, 
adaptation, and scaling of AI tools while maintaining ope-
rational security. Procurement reform should include struc-
turing acquisitions around outcomes rather than inputs 
and should be supported by readiness assessments such 
as data audits and governance reviews. Agencies should 
also collaborate with AI evaluation experts (e.g., at NIST) 
to streamline and standardize assessments of AI tools and 
platforms, including for security and auditability. 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Americas-AI-Action-Plan.pdf
https://files.gao.gov/reports/GAO-25-107653/index.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/03/03/us/politics/18f-technology-specialists-fired.html
https://techforce.gov/
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-107933.pdf


23ATLANTIC COUNCIL

US leadership in the age of AI

•	 Invest in training and professional development for 
administrative and executive staff. Agencies need 
people capable of responsibly adopting and overseeing 
AI systems and should revitalize technology-focused 
positions reduced by prior budget cuts.

Finding: AI’s geopolitical significance demands that national 
security and international competitiveness are central 
to federal AI strategy. The United States must develop 
governance approaches that balance innovation, security, and 
strategic influence—ensuring that AI adoption strengthens, 
rather than undermines, the United States’ global position. 
Policy and investment decisions should align AI deployment 
with strategic objectives, support defense readiness, and 
enhance the United States’ position as a leader in emerging 
AI technologies.

Recommendations:
•	 Ensure AI adoption supports national defense and 

strengthens partnerships with allies. Federal AI strate-
gy should prioritize applications that reinforce defense 
readiness and maintain US competitiveness in AI deve-
lopment and deployment. This includes joint AI infrastruc-
ture investments with allies, coordinated export control 
regimes, and shared testing and evaluation arrangements 
for defense-relevant AI systems.

•	 Develop governance approaches that balance innova-
tion, security, and strategic influence. Policy frameworks 
should account for AI’s dual-use nature, ensuring that the 
drive for innovation does not come at the cost of security 
or strategic positioning.
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Chapter 6: Supply chain

The coordination of chips, data, infrastructure, code, and 
human ingenuity produces AI systems. The AI supply chain 
consists of the physical and virtual resources required to deve-
lop and deploy AI models, including raw materials, specialized 
technology, and manufacturing capacity. Defining the scope of 
the AI supply chain is a pressing challenge for policymakers, 
as overly broad definitions risk diluting prioritization efforts and 
overly limited definitions fail to anticipate relevant risks. Cer-
tain critical components—such as advanced semiconductors, 
networking infrastructure, software and computing resources, 
data, and models—form the core of the AI supply chain, but 
each component retains external dependencies. This complex 
chain faces growing threats of disruption, coercion, and strate-
gic dependency, which threaten the security, reliability, and 
availability of AI systems. 

As AI and machine learning have transitioned from niche aca-
demic topics to strategic national interests, the AI supply chain 
has become both a focus of policy debates and a multifaceted 
geopolitical competition. Export control debates have fixated 
on the semiconductors used to develop and deploy AI mo-
dels, while other deliberations focus on the copyright impli-
cations of training data and the security and sustainability of 
data center buildouts. Meanwhile, the Trump administration’s 
AI Action Plan calls for the expansion of US AI infrastructure 
and semiconductor manufacturing capability, as well as an ac-
celeration of AI innovation through measures such as removal 
of regulations and development of datasets. Governance 
frameworks such as the European Union (EU) AI Act impose 
controls on AI applications, while voluntary commitments from 
AI labs have led to pre-release model evaluations by govern-
ments and nonprofits. The recent US National Cyber Strategy 
also identified securing the AI stack as a priority, recognizing 
the importance to US leadership of data, infrastructure, and 
models. Initiatives from the US Department of State such as 
Pax Silica, which frame allied coordination on semiconductor 
and critical mineral supply chains as crucial components of AI 
competitiveness, reflect the growing reality that securing the 
AI supply chain is inseparable from broader industrial and geo-
political strategy.

As the global consensus converges on the status of AI as a 
technology of critical national importance, strengthening and 
securing the nation’s AI supply chain in the face of nation-state 
and non-state threats will continue to be a pressing challenge. 
Disruptions affecting key US cybersecurity institutions 
compound these challenges. The dissolution of the Cyber 
Safety Review Board (CSRB), as well as the backlog and 
funding challenges affecting the US Cyber and Infrastructure 
Security Agency (CISA) and NIST’s National Vulnerability 
Database (NVD), have all reduced the US government capacity 
to address emerging and existing risks to the AI supply chain, 
even as the cyber capabilities of frontier AI models grow. 

Policymakers and companies will need to establish and 
verify the trustworthiness of the entire supply chain, rather 
than individual components. Concerns regarding espionage, 
sabotage, and the exfiltration or proliferation of advanced 
capabilities will continue to captivate policy and industry 
audiences. But without meaningful consensus on evaluation 
criteria for trusted AI infrastructure and supply chains, policy 
initiatives will languish in the implementation phase.

Flashpoints

Supply chain and manufacturing sovereignty

In response to the strategic vulnerability of US reliance on 
overseas manufacturing, successive US administrations and 
Congress have encouraged the establishment and expan-
sion of domestic manufacturing facilities for advanced semi-
conductors. Concentration in the chip industry has resulted 
in a handful of companies, particularly Taiwan Semiconductor 
Manufacturing Company, holding outsize importance to the 
manufacturing of chips essential to the AI supply chain. Go-
vernments must ensure visibility into the potential strategic 
risks of concentration, dependence, and delegated control 
across the AI supply chain. International debates about digital 
sovereignty will overlap with AI-specific concerns about com-
pute access, leading to proposed geographic restrictions on 
access to AI infrastructure and manufacturing capabilities. The 
escalating costs of AI development will drive competition and 
create strategic dependencies, forcing countries and enter-
prises to make difficult choices between leveraging the advan-
tages and redundancies of global capabilities or maintaining 
domestic control and visibility.

Software and compute insecurity

Managing the software used to develop, test, and deploy 
AI models will be a critical challenge. Third-party packages 
and infrastructure, including open-source software, are an 
essential feature of most enterprise AI use cases, and es-
tablishing best practices for security and reliability will be a 
prerequisite for robust use. AI models increasingly possess 
advanced cybersecurity capabilities, including for vulnera-
bility detection and exploitation, which will test the ability 
of organizations to respond at speed and scale to secure 
their software. Computing providers will need to manage 
ever-evolving hardware, including specialized chips, me-
mory, and networking infrastructure. Providers must ba-
lance availability, resilience, and security considerations, 
particularly as they configure their global infrastructure foot-
print. Governments will need to weigh the benefits of incen-
tivizing robust security practices with the risks of imposing 
prohibitive costs on enterprises.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.20185
https://www.securityweek.com/dhs-disbands-cyber-safety-review-board-ending-one-of-cisas-few-bright-spots/
https://www.nist.gov/news-events/news/2026/04/nist-updates-nvd-operations-address-record-cve-growth
https://cyberscoop.com/lawmakers-bipartisan-cisa-budget-cuts/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/securing-cloud-infrastructure-for-ai.pdf
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Model openness
After the release of the Chinese DeepSeek-R1model, debates 
burst into the public sphere about the practice of “open-
sourcing” AI models making their weights public to allow 
convenient, self-hosted, and largely unrestricted use. US 
companies, including frontier labs, continue to strategically 
release open-source models in addition to their flagship 
proprietary models, and the Trump administration’s AI 
Action Plan included a provision emphasizing the strategic 
importance of US leadership in open models to become global 
standards. Organizations will continue to seek information on 
the sources, training data, and safeguards used in both open- 
and closed-source model development. The tension between 
demonstrating capabilities and limiting adversary misuse of 
models will continue, and companies and policymakers should 
continue to assess whether open-source models create 
meaningfully distinct risks and should be assessed differently 
than closed-source models. 

Data access

The sheer amount of content used to train flagship AI models 
has resulted in both a litany of court cases over the limitations 
of copyright and alarms about a plateau in model quality wi-
thout continued increases in access to quality training data.  
Governments, consumers, and enterprises have expressed 
concerns about advantages in data access that specific coun-
tries, including China, could derive from their centralized prio-
ritizations of data gathering and permissive regulatory envi-
ronments for data use. As AI adoption continues, these same 
stakeholders will continue to seek clarity about the data cap-
tured, accessed, and transformed by AI tools as well as verify 
the fidelity of data from both adversarial influence and injec-
tion. Ensuring data access while managing data protection 
needs will require both amplifying existing protections, such as 
encryption, and developing new techniques to prevent novel 
threats, such as model distillation and training data leakage. 
One size will not fit all, and policymakers should continue to 
evaluate which sensitive data components deserve enhanced 
scrutiny and protection, and which data elements should be 
fully utilized in model training and tuning.

Export controls have slowed, but not handicapped, 
China’s AI ambitions 

As a dominant player in global AI markets, the United States 
has used export controls on advanced AI chips, semiconduc-
tor manufacturing tools, and related personnel support to 
shape international AI access. The effectiveness of these 
controls in limiting China’s AI capabilities depends on enfor-
cement, the pace of Chinese domestic alternatives, and the 
willingness of allied jurisdictions to align on parallel restric-
tions. These measures have been reinforced by congressional 
proposals, such as the SAFE Chips Act and the Comprehen-
sive Outbound Investment Security Act, to tighten controls on 
semiconductor exports and outbound investment to China. In 

early 2026, the US government approved licensed exports of 
Nvidia H200 AI chips to China under conditions intended to 
balance national security with commercial interests—a move 
that sparked substantial debate in Washington. At the same 
time, smuggling, enforcement challenges, and China’s push 
for domestic alternatives underscore persistent limitations in 
how comprehensively these controls can curb Chinese AI ca-
pabilities, as evidenced by the growth of Chinese companies 
such as DeepSeek, Alibaba, and Moonshot.

Findings and recommendations

Finding: Developing a standard definition and conception 
of the AI supply chain will lend coherence and connectivity 
to policy initiatives. Policy efforts to surge capacity and 
resources for emerging technology require defined scopes 
and clear prioritization. Before the US government can 
establish lines of effort and workstreams to effectively 
collaborate with allied and partner governments and industry 
partners, action is needed.

Recommendation:

•	 Drive alignment around a definition of the AI supply 
chain. The government should delineate which compo-
nents of the AI supply chain are in focus for each of the 
US government’s AI initiatives. Without this clarity, the 
interconnected nature of the AI supply chain will lead to 
redundant efforts and insufficient resources to meet ove-
rarching challenges.

Finding: Semiconductor manufacturing and critical mineral 
supply chains require sustained, long-term commitments. The 
concentration of advanced chip manufacturing in a small nu-
mber of companies and geographies is a risk that initial poli-
cy actions are far from resolving. The supply chain challenge 
extends beyond the production of cutting-edge chips and 
must address advanced packaging, other semiconductors, ad-
vanced manufacturing equipment such as extreme ultraviolet 
(EUV) and deep ultraviolet lithography equipment, and critical 
mineral supplies. Policy attention has focused disproportiona-
tely on leading-edge graphics processing units (GPUs), while 
other categories of chips, such as field-programmable gate 
arrays (FPGAs), which face distinct competitive dynamics and 
vulnerabilities, have been largely overlooked. Without sus-
tained efforts across the full manufacturing value chain, early 
investments risk being stranded. 

Recommendations:

•	 Align export control and industrial policy objectives. 
Export controls on advanced semiconductors and related 
technologies are critical to maintaining US advantages 
in computing, but they must be calibrated to effectively 
constrain adversary capabilities without undermining the 
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commercial viability of US companies or alienating allied 
nations. Enforcement challenges and China’s investments 
in domestic alternatives demonstrate why export and im-
port controls should be calibrated as one element of a 
broader industrial policy strategy. Export controls must 
also take into consideration the tertiary impact on capital 
available, especially among hyperscalers, to invest in do-
mestic energy and other infrastructure. 

•	 Sustain and expand incentives for domestic semi-
conductor manufacturing, assembly, testing, and pac-
kaging. Congress should extend incentives for advanced 
packaging, testing, and assembly operations. Advanced 
packaging is increasingly recognized as a bottleneck to 
domestic capabilities, and federal incentives should expli-
citly target the buildout of domestic capacity in this area. 

•	 Address the distinct vulnerabilities of specialized 
semiconductors, including FPGAs. Current 
semiconductor policy has assumed that the vulnerabilities 
and strengths in leading-edge chip markets apply 
uniformly to specialized silicon. FPGAs, which are 
critical for defense systems, telecommunications, and AI 
inference, depend on lagging-edge manufacturing nodes 
in which China has built massive state-backed capacity. 
Incentives for allied assembly, testing, and packaging 
capacity should be part of supply chain diversification 
efforts for these segments, in which China already holds a 
significant downstream advantage. 

Finding: The security of AI software and compute infrastruc-
ture requires both applying existing cybersecurity best prac-
tices and developing AI-specific mitigations. AI systems inherit 
the security challenges of the software and cloud ecosys-
tems in which they are built and operated, but they also intro-
duce novel risks that existing frameworks do not adequately 
address. Meanwhile, the institutional infrastructure for cyber-
security in the United States has been weakened at precisely 
the moment AI is raising the stakes. These institutions are the 
foundation on which any AI-specific security effort must be 
built. Creating new AI security mechanisms without repairing 
the underlying infrastructure will retread old obstacles and 
prevent rapid advancements. 

Recommendations:

•	 Restore and strengthen federal cybersecurity 
institutions for the AI era. Congress should permanently 
reauthorize the Cybersecurity Information Sharing Act of 
2015, adequately fund the NVD, and ensure CISA has the 
workforce and authorities it needs to support AI supply chain 
security. The dissolution of the CSRB left the United States 
without a critical investigative mechanism for analyzing 

major cyber incidents; a successor capability should 
be established. Without these foundational institutions 
operating at full capacity, AI-specific security initiatives will 
lack the operational infrastructure they need to succeed. 

•	 Map AI supply chain components to existing 
cybersecurity best practices and identify gaps. 
Developers, deployers, and policymakers should avoid 
reinventing the wheel. They should systematically map 
existing cybersecurity controls and best practices to 
components of the AI supply chain. Where existing best 
practices fall short for AI-specific risks, standards bodies 
such as NIST and AI-focused entities such as the Center for 
AI Standards and Innovation should develop guidelines for 
targeted mitigations. This approach of assigning general 
cybersecurity responsibilities to established bodies, while 
directing AI specific analysis to focused organizations, 
avoids burdening AI safety-focused organizations with 
responsibility for the security of the entire software and 
data ecosystem while ensuring AI-specific gaps receive 
dedicated attention. 

•	 Secure the open-source software ecosystem. Nearly 
every AI system, including commercial frontier models, 
depends on third-party open-source libraries and pac-
kages. For AI infrastructure components for which relia-
bility and security are paramount, the US government 
should incentivize migration to memory-safe programmi-
ng languages like Rust, which prevent developers from 
introducing a class of vulnerabilities into programs, and 
fund tooling that makes this transition practical. Targe-
ted federal investment in independent security audits of 
critical open-source packages would improve ecosys-
tem-wide resilience and could serve as a blueprint for the 
prioritization of neglected resources that are both increa-
singly critical to AI development and increasingly at risk 
due to the rapidly advancing cybersecurity capabilities of 
frontier models. 

•	 Establish structured communication mechanisms 
between industry and government for AI supply chain 
threat intelligence. The US government should work with 
industry to develop standardized reporting frameworks, 
including common taxonomies for threat classification, 
vulnerability disclosure, and standard protocols. Govern-
ment bodies should share actionable intelligence with in-
dustry where possible, deepening trust and collaboration 
between critical entities in the AI supply chain. Establishing 
and resourcing an AI Information Sharing and Analysis Cen-
ter (AI-ISAC), modeled on existing ISACs as recommended 
in the Trump administration’s AI Action Plan, would be one 
pathway to the partnership and collaboration the govern-
ment must establish with the private sector. 

https://csrc.nist.gov/CSRC/media/Presentations/Case-Studies-in-ISAC-Information-Sharing/images-media/day1_info-sharing_430-530.pdf
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Finding: Model openness is emerging as an arena of strategic 
competition that demands a coherent US approach. Chinese 
open-source models provide users performance close to 
that of the leading proprietary models at a fraction of the cost 
and without restrictions on use that accompany many US 
open-source models. In 2025, the volume of downloads of 
models from Chinese providers on the platform Hugging Face 
surpassed that of US counterparts. According to leadership 
at Andreessen Horowitz, about 80 percent of the start-ups 
it sees leveraging open-source stacks are using Chinese 
models. US companies such as Airbnb, Pinterest, and Notion 
have all built open Chinese models into their AI offerings. The 
rapid global adoption of Chinese open-source AI models has 
implications that extend beyond the innovation landscape 
into the supply chain domain, creating dependencies on 
Chinese-origin technical ecosystems that could prove difficult 
to reverse. The United States must compete more effectively 
in the open-source space while developing frameworks to 
manage associated risks.

Recommendations:

•	 Close the gap in open-source model disparities. US go-
vernment and industry should come together to spur more 
robust open-source offerings from the US AI ecosystem. 
This includes providing adequate compute to academic 
and nonprofit developers of open-source models, sup-
porting the development of open-source consortia to pool 
resources, reducing regulatory and legal hurdles to the 
open publication of model parameters and training data, 
and facilitating diffusion of open models. The US federal 
government should also carry out evaluations of Chinese 
open-source models, as articulated in the AI Action Plan.

•	 Develop risk assessment frameworks for open-source 
AI models. Open-source models can be modified in ways 
that closed models cannot, enabling new vectors for ex-
perimentation and for risk. Companies and policymakers 
should assess whether open-source models create mea-
ningfully distinct supply chain risks and should be treated 
differently than closed-source models. Risk frameworks 
for both open- and closed-source models should account 
for the full lifecycle of model use, including fine-tuning, de-
ployment, and ongoing maintenance, rather than focusing 
narrowly on the moment of model release. 

•	 Treat model ecosystem influence as a supply chain 
question. Policymakers should integrate model openness 
into broader supply chain and industrial policy thinking. 
The question of which nation’s models are embedded 
in global AI applications carries strategic weight analo-
gous to which nation’s telecommunications equipment 

is embedded in global and domestic networks. Broader 
conversations about supply chain security should reflect 
this reality, and federal procurement guidance should 
address model-origin considerations for AI systems used 
in sensitive government applications. 

Finding: Fragmented approaches to data governance have 
left the United States without a coherent framework for secu-
ring and ensuring the integrity of the entire set of data in the AI 
supply chain. Policymakers have repeatedly shifted focus from 
one data component to the next, from training data to model 
weights to inference outputs, without building a comprehen-
sive framework for securing the full spectrum of data in the AI 
supply chain. This pattern produces policy that is reactive, in-
complete, and vulnerable to the emergence of new threat vec-
tors that fall outside the scope of which component happens 
to be in focus. Overconfidence about which data element will 
most drive AI development can lead policymakers to skip past 
important questions, wrongly treating them as resolved. A 
more systematic approach is needed. 

Recommendations:

•	 Develop tailored data governance approaches that ba-
lance access and protection. The United States should 
pursue data governance approaches that enable access 
to high-quality data for AI R&D while providing meaning-
ful protections against novel threats to the integrity, avai-
lability, and confidentiality of essential systems, such as 
through model distillation, training data extraction, and 
inference attacks. This includes investing in privacy-en-
hancing technologies, establishing clear frameworks for 
access to federal datasets, and engaging with industry 
on standards for model robustness to adversarial attacks. 
The United States should also explore the feasibility of 
establishing a platform for exchanging data between go-
vernment and commercial sources for the purpose of AI 
development.

•	 Address the competitive implications of asymmetric 
data access. The advantages in data access that 
countries like China derive from centralized data gathering 
and permissive regulatory environments represent a 
structural challenge that the United States cannot and 
should not replicate. Instead, the government should 
pursue policy strategies that leverage the strengths 
of the US model, including the depth of the private-
sector data ecosystem, the quality of federally curated 
datasets, and the trust that robust privacy protections 
engender in international partners, while ensuring that 
regulatory uncertainty does not unnecessarily constrain 
US competitiveness.

https://a16z.com/asserting-american-leadership-in-open-source-ai/
https://a16z.com/asserting-american-leadership-in-open-source-ai/


US leadership in the age of AI

28ATLANTIC COUNCIL

Chapter 7: Powering AI

Electricity supply has shifted from being of peripheral interest 
to central for AI and technology companies. As AI companies 
release new, larger models and AI adoption accelerates, po-
tential electricity shortfalls are looming larger. Accordingly, US 
AI leadership will depend, in part, on how the country meets 
surging AI-related demand. Three challenges are critical for 
policymakers and industry: building out the power system with 
new infrastructure and innovative technologies, making more 
efficient use of power systems, managing the gap between 
projected and actual AI load, and meaningfully addressing so-
cial license concerns.

A primary goal for US AI is to build an electricity system that 
can deliver sufficient electricity to power AI workloads. Elec-
tricity is already a bottleneck for US data centers, and insuffi-
cient or unreliable supply could slow or derail US AI ambitions. 
Although AI’s trajectory and ultimate impact remain uncertain, 
the technology will likely reshape US electricity infrastructure 
and markets. With the existing grid already due for replace-
ment, the system is primed for a period of fundamental change.

The electricity sector has little historical experience mana-
ging rapidly growing demand and dynamic operating condi-
tions, but it is now contending with immense uncertainty and 
transformation. From 2010 to 2021, US electricity demand was 
relatively flat, as demand rose only 1.4 percent to 3,805 te-
rawatt hours, for a compound annual growth rate of only 0.13 
percent. In contrast, US power demand has risen consistently 
in recent years, driven by electrification, industrial revitaliza-
tion, and data center consumption for cloud computing needs 
and AI. While residential and industrial electricity demand are 
up 3 percent and 4 percent, respectively, from 2021 levels, 
commercial electricity demand rose 12.4 percent from 2021 to 
2025. Data center hubs unsurprisingly outpaced average na-
tional growth rates: Virginia, which hosts the largest data cen-
ter market in the world by operational capacity, accounted for 
15 percent of the increase in total commercial demand growth, 
while other emerging data center hubs in states such as Texas 
and Georgia also outpaced the national average. 

Under the right conditions, data centers can have a net posi-
tive impact on electricity affordability. The large and consistent 
power demand profile of data centers, along with hyperscalers’ 
ability to support investments in grid services and upgrades, 
means that new data center load can lower average retail 
electricity prices when costs are allocated according to the 
“beneficiary pays” principle. Furthermore, in US states with 
high demand growth over the past five years, average infla-
tion-adjusted retail prices have generally declined or risen 
less than in states with flat or falling demand, where prices 
have generally increased. The net impact of data center load 
growth depends largely on the characteristics of the existing 

system and new load, as well as how utilities design rates, 
conduct system planning, and allocate costs. 

Even as electricity demand is rising, supply and transmission 
are straining to keep pace. Much of the grid is at end of life: 
more than half of US coal plants were built in the Jimmy Car-
ter presidency or earlier; coal plant maintenance has been 
deferred ahead of retirements; 55 percent of in-service distri-
bution transformer units are more than thirty-three years old 
and are approaching the end of their service life; and much of 
the US electricity grid, including transmission, was built around 
the time of the moon landing.

The United States is struggling to bring new generation and 
transmission capacity onto the grid, especially in comparison 
to China. In 2025, the United States deployed 55 gigawatts 
(GW) of new generation to the grid. Conversely, China de-
ployed 543 GW of new generation capacity that year, or more 
than the United States has cumulatively installed since 2008. 
According to Chinese sources, in 2023, China built about 
40,445 kilometers (or 25,133 miles) of new transmission lines 
greater than 220 kilovolt (kV); the US built 888 line miles of 
high-voltage (more than 345 kV) transmission lines in 2024, 
the last full year for which data are available. The United States 
is not falling behind China in the electricity race; it is not even 
competing.

Taking all this together—growing demand, constrained supply, 
the need to replace aging infrastructure, and insurance risks 
from climate change—US electricity prices are rising and mi-
ght begin soaring. While electricity prices changed little from 
2010 to 2021, in real terms, they are now outpacing inflation 
and have risen nearly 21 percent from 2021 to 2024. In addi-
tion, if inflation and interest rates rise amid global supply chain 
outages or other crises, especially those surrounding oil, then 
capital costs will climb, which ultimately increases the total 
cost of the infrastructure buildout and can cause projects still 
under development to become unviable. With power demand 
projected to rise due to AI and other factors, incremental ge-
neration capacity deployment facing growing headwinds, and 
the grid nearing its end of life, most analysts believe prices will 
continue their march upward.

Rising electricity prices could spark backlash, constraining AI 
development. While electricity prices have traditionally not 
been as impactful for consumers as gasoline or groceries, nor 
as psychologically salient, public opinion polls suggest consu-
mers are increasingly sensitive to electricity prices. Important-
ly, the effects of rising electricity will be uneven, falling most 
acutely on individuals earning lower incomes and living in ru-
ral areas. Electricity costs will figure increasingly prominently 
in political debates over AI.

https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/browser/
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/browser/
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/browser/
https://winwin.epri.com/
https://winwin.epri.com/
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-10/full_summary_retail_price_trends_drivers.pdf
https://eta-publications.lbl.gov/sites/default/files/2025-10/full_summary_retail_price_trends_drivers.pdf
https://winwin.epri.com/en/load-growth-economics.html
https://winwin.epri.com/en/load-growth-economics.html
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=50658
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=50658
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/climate-energy/us-urges-utilities-keep-coal-fired-plants-running-ai-demand-booms-energy-2025-09-25/
https://www.reuters.com/sustainability/climate-energy/us-urges-utilities-keep-coal-fired-plants-running-ai-demand-booms-energy-2025-09-25/
https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy25osti/92076.pdf
https://www.cleanenergygrid.org/everything-you-ever-needed-to-know-about-transmission/
https://www.cleanenergygrid.org/everything-you-ever-needed-to-know-about-transmission/
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia860m/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-01-28/china-s-four-year-energy-spree-has-eclipsed-entire-us-power-grid
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/data/eia860m/
https://m.bjx.com.cn/mnews/20240710/1388165.shtml
https://www.cleanenergygrid.org/new-report-reveals-u-s-transmission-buildout-lagging-far-behind-national-needs/
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=3530
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=3530
https://www.resources.org/archives/whats-happening-to-electricity-affordability-in-five-charts/
https://powerlines.org/skyrocketing-utility-bills-nationwide-leave-american-consumers-feeling-stressed-powerless/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/energy-costs-rise-staying-cool-growing-challenge-for-many-low-income-americans/
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2024/10/power-outages.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2024/10/power-outages.html
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US AI efforts will hinge, to a significant degree, on the nation’s 
ability to provide reliable and affordable electricity and to 
adopt pragmatic approaches. If the United States fails to pay 
sufficient attention to the energy landscape on which future AI 
growth rests, it runs the risk of higher prices, greater outages, 
more public backlash to AI, and insufficient energy to effec-
tively compete with China.

Flashpoints

Electrons as an AI bottleneck

Energy is a potential bottleneck for AI but not a major cost 
driver. Amortization of hardware and labor account for the 
bulk of costs for both AI training and inference workloads; 
energy comprises only 2–6 percent of costs for training. 
Nevertheless, impressive technical advances in AI, including 
longer model “thinking,” suggest that inference workloads 
will become more electricity intensive. Whether for training 
or inference workloads, data centers cannot run without 
electricity. If US electricity supply-demand balances are 
disrupted, then AI will suffer.

Can data centers curtail electricity consumption at key mo-
ments? Some level of data center curtailment might not be ca-
tastrophic, especially for inference workloads. A Duke Univer-
sity study indicated that data centers could curtail inference 
operations during peak-of-the-peak demand periods, while 
some companies at the AI-energy nexus are aiming to repo-
sition data centers as “flexible, intelligent grid assets.” Some 
AI models already appear to be headed toward surge pricing, 
while some consumer-facing inference workloads can tolerate 
greater latency without severely degrading the product. When 
training AI models, however, power interruptions could hold 
severe consequences, especially for frontier models.

AI inference and training workload capacity factors might 
converge. Due to AI advances, models can solve more com-
plex tasks. In turn, inference workloads can extend across mul-
tiple days or weeks. If inference workloads indeed prove more 
electricity intensive or compute constrained, AI model providers 
might employ tiered or surge pricing: some are already offering 
two times capacity outside of certain peak demand windows. 
Computational resources, memory chips, and EUV machines 
are key AI bottlenecks. But with total planned US compute ca-
pacity in 2030 thirty times larger than mid-2025 levels, elec-
tricity constraints could also throttle both model training and 
consumer inference usage, constraining US AI efforts.

Social license to operate: Electricity 
affordability and environmental impacts

Increasing demand, constrained supply, and grid replacement 
needs could lead to rising prices and reliability concerns. Po-
litical concerns around AI, data centers, and electricity prices 
might sharpen if affordability concerns intensify.

Because most social license concerns revolve around affor-
dability, it’s worth contextualizing electricity prices alongside 
other consumer expenditures. Gasoline for vehicles cost 
the average consumer unit—as defined by the US Bureau of 
Labor Statistics—about $200 per month in 2024. Electricity 
costs totaled about the same amount. Food at home ran the 
average household about $500 per month during the same 
year. If electricity prices rise, the US AI buildout could face a 
political backlash. Electricity affordability is moving to the cen-
ter stage in US politics: the Trump administration unveiled its 
Ratepayer Protection Pledge, while Pennsylvania Governor 
Josh Shapiro sued the Pennsylvania–New Jersey–Maryland 
Interconnection (PJM), the regional transmission organiza-
tion that oversees transmission system reliability and coordi-
nates electricity markets across thirteen states in the eastern 
United States—including Virginia, home to Data Center Alley, 
and Washington, DC—to speed up its interconnection queue. 
Regulatory and market reform, strong contracts, and effective 
rate design are essential to ensure that data centers pay their 
fair share of electricity costs while contributing positively to 
grid reliability and lowering per-customer system costs.

Electricity costs will also be impacted by natural gas dynamics, 
especially the interplay between exports and domestic use. 
US exports of liquefied natural gas are expected to more than 
double from 2025 levels by 2029, and they will constitute 
more than 20 percent of all US dry gas production by 2030. Pi-
peline exports to Mexico are also expected to rise, albeit more 
gradually. Rising export volumes will lift natural gas prices, all 
else equal, raising fuel prices for electricity. Ultimately, shifts 
in natural gas demand have limited effects on the data center 
buildout, as even a massive 4–6 gigawatt-sized data center 
will only consume about 1 billion cubic feet per day of natural 
gas, depending on turbine efficiency, or about 1 percent of to-
tal US natural gas consumption. Nonetheless, relying solely 
or even primarily on natural gas to power AI data centers am-
plifies exposure to fuel price volatility, especially if energy-inef-
ficient turbines like single-cycle peakers are employed.

Attempting to meet AI power needs via coal might also prove 
contentious. Coal is politically unpopular: only 27 percent of 
Americans say the United States should support coal mining, 
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versus 65 percent and 45 percent, respectively, favoring pro-
duction of renewables and nuclear energy. Tech companies 
might have a difficult time navigating the political demands of 
their clients and user base, which largely oppose coal, and the 
Trump administration, which favors the technology.

Finally, using coal to power AI poses technical risks. The me-
dian age of a US coal plant is forty-five years, while many 
have delayed maintenance. Ramping up throughput at these 
facilities could strain hardware and potentially degrade relia-
bility, especially because coal plants are unable to quickly ad-
just output, a feature that will likely become more important 
in matching AI inference workloads’ unpredictable demands.

Energy infrastructure and a (potential) market 
correction

AI is already a powerful tool. Still, if its short-term benefits are 
overhyped, if AI workloads make dramatic gains in energy 
efficiency, or if interest rates rise due to energy shortages, a 
market correction or even a bubble could emerge, likely lowe-
ring projections of energy demand. Technological changes 
are uncertain but could upend forecasts in either direction: the 
reality is energy infrastructure could be overbuilt or underbuilt. 
In addition, some sort of AI model consolidation, such as a 
“winner take most” scenario, could lead to a single AI model 
dominating the global marketplace, with uncertain impacts for 
energy demand. The United States might continue to provi-
de a large share of global data center capacity, in which case 
global AI adoption could increase overall US energy supply 
requirements. Given the inherent uncertainty surrounding AI, 
policymakers and industry actors must consistently adjust as-
sumptions as developments unfold.

Data centers’ water impacts are overstated 
but socially salient

Larger data centers can each “drink” up to 5 million gallons 
of water per day, or about 1.8 billion gallons annually—the 
equivalent of a town with a population of about ten thousand 
to fifty thousand residents. While this might seem large, the 
United States uses about 118 billion gallons of water each day 
for irrigation. Put another way, the average hamburger re-
quires more than five hundred gallons of water to produce. 
The average ChatGPT search requires somewhere between 
0.003 and 0.007 gallons, or less than two tablespoons. In 
other words, the water needed to produce a single hambur-
ger would power approximately 71,000 ChatGPT searches, 
conservatively. 

Nevertheless, data center water consumption has emerged 
as a focal point of public interest, and water scarcity can be 
a real regional concern, especially in the developing world. 
In certain water-scarce areas of the country such as California 

or Arizona, AI might compete for limited water resources with 
other use cases. In Arizona, for example, agriculture and golf 
courses account for about 72 percent and 2 percent of the 
state’s daily water usage, respectively.

Findings and recommendations

Finding: Too little attention is paid to less glamorous areas of 
the electricity system, such as transmission. The US electricity 
grid is aging, and the United States dramatically lags China in 
building out new transmission. If the United States cannot sus-
tain its current grid, much less build the incremental genera-
tion and transmission needed for AI, then its ability to capture 
the global AI market will be hampered—potentially severely. 
Deliberate action is needed.

Recommendation:

•	 Overhaul aging grid infrastructure and expand the 
power grid. Energy companies and public utilities must in-
vest not only in replacing or retrofitting aging transmission 
lines, distribution lines, and supporting grid infrastructure, 
but also in building new generation, storage, transmission, 
and distribution projects. Upgrading and expanding the 
grid must consider both physical and digital infrastructure 
upgrades, including advanced transmission technologies, 
Internet of Things (IoT)-enabled system connectivity and 
monitoring, and AI-driven grid optimization and control. 
System efficiency improvements often generate positive 
returns in the long term and utilities can leverage hypers-
calers’ access to capital to make these investments, thus 
improving reliability, mitigating cost increases, and accele-
rating US AI development.

Finding: An “all of the above” approach to powering AI’s 
electricity needs is critical, but policymakers must also reco-
gnize the reality of what is feasible over different time hori-
zons. Speed is critical. Technologies that quickly increase the 
generation and transmission capacity of the grid will enable 
rapid development of more powerful AI models. Natural gas 
will remain integral to meeting growing demand while solar, 
onshore wind, and battery storage can be deployed cheaply 
and quickly. 

Other fuel sources—nuclear energy, geothermal, hydro, wind, 
and even coal—will play an important role in maintaining relia-
bility of the existing grid. Nonetheless, in terms of incremental 
generation, these fuel sources will not be constructed at the 
scale and speed sufficient to supply AI’s incremental power 
needs due to infrastructural and political constraints. Nuclear 
energy construction timelines often span more than a decade. 
Geothermal holds immense promise but has yet to reach com-
mercialization. Hydro is a valuable resource, but its potential 
has already largely been captured. Onshore wind has yet to 
be fully tapped; offshore wind, however, faces transmission 
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constraints, market challenges, and political opposition. The 
United States hasn’t built a coal power plant since 2013 due to 
poor economic fundamentals, and the most recent facility now 
faces a nearly two-year outage through March 2027. 

Recommendation:

•	 Adopt a diversified approach to building electricity 
generation capacity, implementing both short- and 
long-term solutions. For the next five years, US near-
term incremental electricity generation capacity growth 
will overwhelmingly consist of solar, natural gas, onshore 
wind, and batteries working in tandem with one another.

Finding: Non-energy costs matter: ensuring unconstrained US 
and allied access to AI accelerator chips holds major energy 
implications. 

Recommendation:

•	 Factor energy considerations into decision-making 
around export controls. In addition to the national security 
concerns of sharing advanced chips that strengthen AI 
capabilities of adversaries, US and allied data centers 
need rapid access to compute capacity. Epoch AI 
researchers in 2024 estimated that AI accelerator chips 
comprised roughly 44 percent of amortized hardware 
capital expenditures and energy costs. AI accelerator 
chips likely comprise a larger share of costs now. If 
domestic AI companies face higher semiconductor 
prices due to exports of advanced chips to adversary 
states, hyperscalers will be more capital constrained, 
thus limiting the buildout of data center capacity and 
the energy infrastructure that will serve it. Hyperscaler 
power purchasing agreements and procurement at 
scale hold promise in scaling new technologies, such as 
small modular reactors, geothermal, innovative battery 
chemistry, and transformers. If fewer data centers can 
be built domestically or in allied nations because of chip 
sales to adversary states, then it will be more difficult to 
achieve economies of scale for new energy solutions. 

Finding: Maximize the utility of existing generators and grid 
assets by installing advanced transmission technologies, im-
proving energy management, and investing in energy efficien-
cy measures. Maximizing the capacity of existing infrastructure 
offers a cost-effective and timely complement to building new 
transmission lines and energy generation assets. The following 
actions should be prioritized to optimize grid performance.

Recommendations:

•	 Invest in advanced transmission technologies. 
Dynamic line ratings, advanced conductors, power flow 
controllers, topology optimization, and AI- and IoT-driven 
optimization software can increase the throughput of 

existing transmission lines, reducing grid congestion and 
the need for new infrastructure. In addition, advanced 
transmission technologies are strategically advantageous 
to the United States as they can be deployed relatively 
quickly along existing corridors and are not subject to the 
arduous permitting and study processes that often delay 
new infrastructure projects. 

•	 Install high-voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission 
lines where suitable. HVDC lines have many advantages 
over alternating current lines and are particularly useful 
for long-distance power transmission.

•	 Pursue innovation and strengthen efficiency in energy 
management of AI workloads. Improving AI workload 
efficiency, more efficient query processing, storage 
management, cooling systems, and other innovative 
tools can support data center operations, lower energy 
inputs, and help hyperscalers manage their systems with 
greater precision. Grid managers should also explore 
options to harness AI software for grid infrastructure. 
Regulators and policymakers must ensure that the cost 
of these software solutions can be recovered by utilities 
through the rate base or through targeted funding or 
incentive opportunities. 

•	 Advance efficient use of electricity for AI and other sec-
toral use cases to help taper energy demand growth. 
No common measurement or benchmark exists for AI 
electricity usage. Additional inquiries by hyperscalers and 
independent researchers yielding a shared framework for 
measuring efficiency, with metrics such as queries per watt 
or energy consumption per inference operation, could 
serve as a foundation for improving AI workload efficiency 
that could inform government and industry infrastructure 
planning and development or the implementation of per-
formance-based incentives. Energy-efficient technologies 
in residential, commercial, and industrial sectors reduce 
energy consumption and can unlock power for AI appli-
cations without compromising the quality or usefulness of 
energy services for those users. Demand-response pro-
grams can help customers lower their power consumption 
during periods of peak electricity demand. In turn, redu-
cing consumption at peak periods both lowers users’ bills 
and makes additional power available in the system.

•	 Incentivize the installation of energy-efficient techno-
logies in utility rate design, implement supportive po-
licies that enable the building of new infrastructure, 
and reward the modernization of inefficient legacy 
systems. Investments in energy efficiency can yield 
long-term cost savings, improve grid reliability, and lower 
power system costs. Utilities can create incentive pro-
grams for energy-efficient appliances for consumers and 
leverage efficiencies in grid infrastructure and operations. 
Utilities should also conduct system planning to provide 
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clarity on long-term system needs to which infrastructure 
developers can respond. Regional transmission organi-
zations and government agencies can complement utility 
planning frameworks with regional and national plans, 
respectively. Policymakers can also jump-start efficiency 
opportunities with targeted policies, such as agency-di-
rected technical assistance, grant programs for critical 
infrastructure projects, and incentives for both consumer 
products and utility assets.

Finding: Expediting permitting and engaging communities 
effectively would accelerate the pace of the energy 
infrastructure buildout. Approval processes for energy 
infrastructure projects can last for more than a decade in some 
cases, and the current patchwork of permitting authorities is 
creating a system that is insufficient to meet the demands of 
AI and consumers. 

Recommendations:

•	 Pass comprehensive permitting reform legislation. This 
would set enforceable deadlines for permit decisions, 
increase transparency on decision timelines, centralize 
permit coordination in a single agency, enable concurrent 
review of multiple project permits, and set reasonable li-
mits on judicial review.

•	 Engage stakeholders, including the grid operator and 
communities, early and often in development efforts. 
Effective engagement reduces the likelihood of commu-
nity opposition that can halt or significantly delay project 
development. To avoid costly litigation and project delays 
later in development, community benefit agreements and 
transparent, consistent communication with local commu-
nities should become the standard.

Finding: Engaging in interregional coordination and proactive 
planning of the electricity grid holds major benefits. Interre-
gional transmission lines can have tremendous value in both 
lowering electricity costs and bolstering reliability. Making 
proactive decisions about the infrastructure upgrades that will 

be needed in the future and identifying suitable sites for new 
projects can unlock opportunities to expedite permitting and 
interconnection to the power grid. 

Recommendations:

•	 Identify and prepare suitable corridors for power 
transmission projects and hubs for data centers and 
generators by local, state, and federal government 
entities and grid operators. These measures reduce 
the need for bespoke consideration of impacts on a pro-
ject-by-project basis.

•	 Ensure that data centers bear the full cost of in-
frastructure built solely to serve them. They should 
also pay a just and reasonable share of the costs of pro-
jects that also benefit other users, consistent with the 
“beneficiary pays” principle.

Finding: Engaging on electricity costs and contextualizing wa-
ter consumption relative to other use cases are critical for AI 
development. AI’s electricity challenges are real. Fears about 
rising energy costs exacerbated by AI is a legitimate consumer 
concern, and the US AI complex should help address this pro-
blem head on by strengthening the grid, expanding transmis-
sion, easing the natural gas turbine shortage, and investing in 
generation sources with zero fuel cost. At the same time, water 
consumption issues are largely overhyped. 

Recommendations:

•	 Pursue closed-loop water recycling systems that 
starkly lower consumption. Treating and reusing was-
tewater on-site drastically reduces the need for freshwa-
ter intake. This shift also significantly reduces the volume 
of discharge, cutting both environmental impact and ope-
rational utility costs.

•	 Engage in more vigorous public education campaigns. 
Contextualize water demands relative to other use cases, 
including agriculture, cryptocurrency, and golf courses.
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Chapter 8: Allies and partners

The United States, its allies, and partner countries are at an in-
flection point on AI. There is a need to build cross-border coa-
litions, interoperable standards, and shared public institutions 
that can promote innovation, align governance structures, and 
elevate democratic values at a moment when decades-old 
norms and alliances are fraying and there is increased econo-
mic competitiveness between countries. Trends of increasing 
geopolitical competition, interdependence, and technological 
change are intensifying while traditional mechanisms—and 
trust—in a rules-based order are eroding as the United States 
has retrenched in many areas of global engagement and 
areas of leadership established in the post-World War II era. 

The United States remains central to the commercialization 
and governance of AI worldwide. But a series of domestic and 
international policymaking shifts now challenges that position, 
which is based on the country’s world-leading research and 
development, industrial expertise, and technical capacity.

The Trump administration’s AI Action Plan includes leading in-
ternational AI diplomacy and security as a core pillar. The plan 
sets out priority actions to export the US AI tech stack to global 
partners, counter Chinese influence in international bodies, 
strengthen export controls, and coordinate on national security 
risks. Since the issuance of the plan, the administration’s atten-
tion within the international context has primarily focused on AI 
exports. At the 2026 India AI Impact Summit, Michael Kratsios, 
director of the White House Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, unveiled the details of the American AI Export Program, 
including: a national champions initiative that will integrate the 
leading AI companies of partner nations with the US AI stack to 
help build domestic tech industries; new financing programs 
managed through the World Bank, Export-Import Bank, and US 
International Development Corporation; and a new tech corps 
within the Peace Corps to provide import partners support in 
deploying AI for public services.

US officials have also promoted bilateral agreements to 
strengthen US industries’ position in the burgeoning global 
AI market, including via federal funds. Recent agreements 
include the AI Opportunity Partnership with India—focused 
on “pro-innovation regulation” and digital infrastructure—and 
the US–Japan Framework Agreement—focused, in part, on 
AI critical materials.

Longtime international partners, particularly those within the 
EU and other Western countries, have shifted their attention 
from creating new regulatory and legislative oversight. Non-US 
politicians and officials have embraced the need to jump-start 
their countries’ sluggish economies via the potential econo-

mic benefits and efficiencies associated with AI. In that regard, 
there is growing alignment between the US and non-US ap-
proaches to AI, including through proposals such as the EU’s 
so-called Digital Omnibus, which proposes a delay in the im-
plementation of the bloc’s AI Act; the European Commission’s 
dual Apply AI Strategy and AI in Science Strategy; Canada’s 
AI Strategy taskforce; and Singapore’s AI National Strategy.

This alignment poses opportunities and challenges for the 
United States.

A growing consensus that AI advances must be harnessed for 
economic development provides scope for multinational and 
bilateral agreements to meet such policymaking objectives. 
Global AI governance efforts, particularly those related to the 
United Nations and the Group of Seven (G7), will continue, 
though a rush to regulate the emerging technology has so far 
abated. China, however, continues to pursue its own geopoliti-
cal interests via international governance structures.

On the other hand, many countries, including close US 
partners, are seeking to embed principles of “digital soverei-
gnty” into the development of domestic AI industries. That in-
cludes efforts to use public procurement to support domestic 
companies rather than US competitors; restrict data access via 
localization principles; and impose additional controls that mi-
ght restrict the ability of US firms to operate in countries from 
Brazil to Australia to Germany. Here, again, the issue of trust—
not of citizens in their government but rather among partner 
countries—remains paramount to US competitiveness in AI. 

Flashpoints

Infrastructure buildout

Governments worldwide are expected to spend, collectively, 
tens of billions of dollars over the next five years on AI in-
frastructure, including high-performance computing centers 
and domestic cloud computing networks to underpin econo-
mic growth. This represents both an opportunity and a risk for 
US industrial players operating domestically and international-
ly. The current US administration has backed the export of the 
US AI stack as a mechanism to embed US industrial expertise, 
values, and norms at the center of how allies develop their 
indigenous AI industries. Some of these countries, however, 
have shown greater interest in decoupling themselves from 
potential reliance on world-leading US AI infrastructure. That 
includes potentially using government procurement contracts 
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to preference local competitors to US companies as a means 
of supporting national enterprise. As of early 2026, this re-
mains more a risk than a reality.

Governance and regulation

While countries are pulling back from specific AI regulation, 
many are still seeking greater ownership of how these sys-
tems are rolled out within their borders. That includes ongoing 
engagement with international bodies like the OECD, despite 
the recent pullback from the current US administration. This 
represents an opportunity for US industry, given many com-
panies’ global footprints and long-term relationships with both 
non-US governments and commercial partners worldwide. 
Demonstrating strong governance structures is a competitive 
advantage at a time when non-US policymakers are balancing 
the need to show citizens, they are in control of the emerging 
technology and the economic imperative of harnessing AI for 
growth.

Digital sovereignty trends

This topic is still poorly defined, but its underlying principle, in 
which non-US policymakers are pursuing more agency over 
AI-enabling infrastructure and applications, has become more 
pronounced over the last twelve months. Data residency and 
sovereignty requirements are among the most important fric-
tions in allied AI collaboration. Allied and partnered nations 
have imposed strict data localization laws. Data sovereignty 
trends might cause problems for US companies looking to bid 
for non-US contracts, particularly those associated with public 
institutions, as well as making joint AI development and col-
laboration more complex. US government and industry must 
balance two somewhat contradictory policy objectives: those 
from the current administration seeking to support US com-
panies, at home and abroad, as part of its AI Action Plan; and 
those from non-US governments that are equally looking to 
jump-start national AI industries. However, significant diffe-
rences remain among non-US countries, including those in 
more developed parts of the world with existing AI-focused 
expertise and those from the so-called Global Majority where 
AI infrastructure is sparse. In addition, as more non-US com-
panies begin to accelerate AI adoption, industrial use cases 
that embed proprietary datasets within US infrastructure are 
raising questions around data governance and data location. 
Addressing concerns about control and security over often 
sensitive data will be critical as sectors across the globe navi-
gate the integration of AI into novel use cases.

Chinese influence

Outside the Western world, Beijing is making a play for both 
economic and political partners via the prism of AI. Its com-
panies and governance efforts represent a rival structure to 
those offered by the United States and its partners. Beijing has 
centered its pitch, primarily to Global Majority countries, via the 
provision of open-source technologies that stand in contrast 
to proprietary AI from the United States. China has also de-
veloped extensive connections within emerging economies 
through the promotion of likeminded, broader digital gover-
nance initiatives. That includes co-authoring submissions to 
the United Nations’ (UN) Global Digital Compact, the stated  
objective of which includes creating “a comprehensive global 
framework for digital cooperation and governance of artificial 
intelligence.”

Findings and recommendations

Finding: The advantage of the US AI stack multiplies when 
considering “allied AI stacks.” Equipping allies and partners 
with solely “American-made” AI stacks is not an effective 
approach for transatlantic cooperation on AI. Looking at re-
cent geopolitical tensions, non-US countries are reasonably 
concerned that an AI system that is fully designed and de-
ployed with US-led technologies could increase their depen-
dence on the United States and lead to a loss of agency. The 
fear of the United States shutting down any AI systems with a 
“kill switch to force any diplomatic agreement results in Eu-
rope’s and other partners’ growing inclination toward digital 
sovereignty. This drive has resulted in proposals such as the 
establishment of “AI Factories”, the Digital Omnibus to simplify 
the EU AI Act and create a single market, and the European 
Commission’s release of the Tech Sovereignty package that 
includes multiple AI and cloud components. An AI ecosystem 
consisting of both US and allied stacks is advantageous: it can 
multiply the United States’ comparative advantage, especially 
in areas that are the current weak spots, such as semiconduc-
tor fabrication, open-source AI models, high-bandwidth me-
mory, and critical minerals.

Recommendations:

•	 Strategically align with allies and partners on AI export 
frameworks. The AI Action Plan directs federal agencies 
to devise a plan for an “AI global alliance” to ensure export 
control alignment and policy levers across governments 
in adopting US-led AI protection systems. The adminis-
tration should move forward to establish this construct 
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and set up a global AI export framework centered on en-
couraging investments in a diverse set of frontier models 
and applications in the global marketplace among US 
allies and partners, with appropriate security controls to 
protect US interests. Importantly, these products should 
meet safety and security standards developed through an 
agreed-upon framework co-created by the United States, 
allies, and partners, and promoted in international stan-
dards development organizations. Such standards should 
be reinforced by provable technical controls to establish a 
verifiable trust architecture. The export framework should 
include supporting the allied AI stack as a throughline 
from the industrial layer up, including energy equipment, 
semiconductor fabrication, and advanced manufacturing. 

•	 Leverage the Tech Prosperity Corps for global 
partnerships. The White House’s announcement of the 
Tech Prosperity Corps at the India AI Impact Summit was 
a welcome development. In parallel to the traditional US 
Peace Corps, the Tech Prosperity Corps is meant to ex-
port technical talent to deploy AI applications in public 
services in the developing world. Although the initiative 
states potential collaboration will include import partners, 
the emphasis remains on the US AI stack. The next step 
is to ensure the allied AI stacks developed through the 
frameworks recommended above are also fully em-
bedded in the initiative, with substantive input from 
cross-border industry partners. Sending AI talent from 
both the United States and allied partners to the develo-
ping world can bolster buy-in for a global AI ecosystem 
that can effectively counter autocratic influence.

•	 Create diplomatic positions to champion US and allied 
AI stacks. The United States should establish an AI At-
taché Initiative, designating attachés at priority US diplo-
matic missions to advocate for policies that will enable 
exports of the US and allied AI stacks to the world, increa-
sing the coherence of the AI infrastructural building in the 
global AI ecosystem through US and allied support.

•	 Anchor allied AI cooperation in shared public interest 
institutions. The credibility of an allied AI stack depends 
on more than interoperable hardware and aligned export 
controls. It depends on shared institutions that allies trust 
to steward the technology in the public interest, such as re-
search consortia, standards bodies, civil society networks, 
and cross-border fellowships. Taking such steps to stren-
gthen these components of cooperation moves beyond 
building coalitions among allied governments to instil pu-
blic trust across borders.

Finding: Strategic communication is key to successful al-
liances and partnerships. Communication plays a vital role 
in successful foreign policy. While the United States has si-
gnaled a strong interest in incorporating partner countries’ 
leading AI companies into the American AI Export Program, 

in practice, allies and partners remain skeptical of US intent, 
particularly at a time when the US government has increa-
singly involved itself in territorial disputes and other geopo-
litical stand-offs.

Recommendations:

•	 Reinforce US reliability. The United States should focus 
messaging not on US superiority but on US reliability as a 
partner of choice to provide safer and greater market ac-
cess than adversaries like China, enabling more capable 
and robust AI models that are not subject to authoritarian 
government censorship. It should actively coordinate with 
allies and partners on contingency plans and provide bet-
ter assurances to maintain the continuity of their infrastruc-
ture and services in response to geopolitical events.

•	 Build common purpose to counter Chinese influence. 
The United States must also reinforce the message of 
unity with allies and partners in countering Chinese in-
fluence and preserving cooperative and peaceful use of 
AI. The AI Action Plan highlights this objective but focuses 
on Chinese influence in international bodies, without ela-
borating on the United States’ vision for these bodies. Just 
as in 1968, when fifty-nine nuclear and non-nuclear states 
joined together to sign the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons under US leadership to prevent a 
nuclear war, the US government today has a responsibility 
to articulate a similar unifying purpose. It should reclaim 
the power of international organizations and, if necessary, 
prevent the global AI ecosystem from being influenced by 
autocratic regimes and harmful practices, including pre-
venting non-state actors such as terrorists from abusing 
AI systems.

Finding: Interoperable data-sharing standards add a technical 
muscle to powering allied AI coordination. There is currently a 
lack of standards for secure data governance and coordination 
among allies and partners. This was highlighted in the recent 
meeting convened by the NATO Communication and Informa-
tion Agency. As data are a critical piece in the architecture of 
AI, it is necessary to create an interoperable ecosystem for 
data governance, particularly for data used to train AI models. 
This includes the provision of agreed-upon frameworks and 
standards for data, which can effectively reduce administrative 
burden and increase trust and support US allies and partners 
in key domains that involve AI capabilities, particularly in natio-
nal security, global health, humanitarian crises, and other areas 
that require international collaboration. 

Recommendation:

•	 Create a data governance ecosystem. The United 
States should co-create interoperable standards for data 
classification, evaluation, and sharing protocols with allies 
and partners. This can reduce friction in allied collabora-

https://www.whitehouse.gov/releases/2026/02/remarks-by-director-michael-kratsios-at-the-india-ai-impact-summit/
https://www.ncia.nato.int/newsroom/news/ncia-highlights-software-ai-and-data-sharing-initiatives-at-tide-sprint-2026
https://www.ncia.nato.int/newsroom/news/ncia-highlights-software-ai-and-data-sharing-initiatives-at-tide-sprint-2026
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tion while increasing mutual trust. To address allies’ and 
partners’ legitimate concerns about stronger control over 
their data in certain use cases, such an ecosystem should 
facilitate privacy-preserving information sharing and veri-
fiable technical controls over data access. 

Finding: The US leadership in global AI safety and security is a 
crucial ingredient for AI leadership on the world stage. Without 
it, adversarial nations will fill the vacuum, seeking to export 
their own AI frameworks, standards, and technologies, which 
reflect values that run counter to democratic governance and 
individual rights. Concerns about AI safety and security risks 
are preoccupying allies and partners. For example, agentic 
AI has created new threats that produce harmful content and 
weaken system security with highly automated decision-ma-
king processes that risk undermining human control to a grea-
ter degree than previous AI models. Forging international 
approaches to manage shared AI risks and create updated 
security principles to keep pace with technological change is 
essential to ensuring the democratic values remain at the core 
of the global AI order. 

Recommendations:

•	 Build on existing AI safety and security frameworks. 
The United States should continue constructive conversa-
tions with allies and partners and accelerate agreements 
on existing frameworks that are beyond privacy concerns 
and extend into high-risk AI use cases, especially around 
national security use cases that might undermine domestic 
civil rights protections. The EU AI Act provisions related to 
high-risk AI systems are set to enter into force in August 
2026, and the time is ripe for the United States to engage 
in these discussions and build consensus with allies early 
in the implementation phase. Additionally, the Trump admi-
nistration has created the AI Agents Standards Initiative, 
under NIST, which seeks to foster industrial-led standards 

and open protocols to ensure security,  interoperability and 
adoption of agentic AI. The next course of action is to colla-
borate with allies and partners to expand this initiative at a 
global level by working with the International Organization 
for Standardization (ISO) and other international organiza-
tions to enhance multisectoral input and the consistency 
of global AI safety and security standards and a strong US 
presence in the standard-setting process.

•	 Create interoperable information-sharing and security-
assurance ecosystems. Creating a multilateral system 
between the United States, allies, and partners for real-
time information-sharing and shared security-assurance 
baselines around AI risks, vulnerabilities, and capabilities 
can help elevate mutual trust, address digital sovereignty 
concerns without defaulting to hard localization, and 
meaningfully tackle emerging global AI safety and 
security risks. These security baselines can include 
privacy-enhancing mechanisms such as encryption and 
access controls, auditability, and incident response. 
Current efforts, including the International Network for 
Advanced AI Measurement, Evaluation, and Science, 
provide an excellent starting point. Countries such as the 
United States and United Kingdom, which regularly carry 
out advanced AI evaluation exercises, should share the 
results of these exercises with other countries. The next 
step is to create shared physical and digital mechanisms 
through which relevant findings can be accessed and 
analyzed, while generating proactive responses, all in 
real time. In addition, these networks should be expanded 
to include additional countries whose digital ministries 
are carrying out AI measurement work, and the United 
States should leverage other alliances such as the Five 
Eyes for similar information sharing. These information-
sharing ecosystems can sustain long-term collaboration 
to mitigate AI safety and security risks to the global 
economy, security, and individual rights.

https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/annex/3/
https://artificialintelligenceact.eu/annex/3/
https://www.nist.gov/caisi/ai-agent-standards-initiative
https://www.nist.gov/news-events/news/2026/02/international-network-advanced-ai-measurement-evaluation-and-science
https://www.nist.gov/news-events/news/2026/02/international-network-advanced-ai-measurement-evaluation-and-science
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Chapter 9: Onward - measuring US success
Realizing AI’s potential to advance the United States’ eco-
nomy, society, and position in the world requires a deliberate, 
structured measurement architecture. It requires a system that 
enables qualitative and quantitative assessments to facilitate 
evidence-based decision-making around how AI is deve-
loped, deployed, and governed. Without a consistent, rigorous 
methodology that tracks the full suite of elements contributing 
to AI competitiveness, policymakers risk designing ineffective, 
short-sighted policy interventions that could handicap the US 
national ability to compete effectively. 

The United States needs a national scorecard to measure AI 
consistently and cumulatively. 

Today’s AI measurement landscape is not lacking in data; it is 
fragmented. Metrics are developed and tracked across sepa-
rate domains: technical benchmarks measure model capabi-
lity; safety and security metrics track incidents and risks; adop-
tion data capture diffusion across firms and workers; public 
surveys reflect trust and sentiment; government inventories 
track usage and compliance; and infrastructure metrics assess 
energy and compute capacity. Each of these provides valuable 
insight, but they operate in isolation, often using different defi-
nitions, time horizons, and units of analysis. As a result, policy-
makers can see rapid progress in capability or adoption while 
missing underlying risks in trust, infrastructure constraints, or 
governance effectiveness.

This chapter proposes a taxonomy that can effectively contex-
tualize and measure US success through a comprehensive 
framework. Such a framework would enable a more systemic 
approach to track adoption, assess societal and economic im-
pacts, and ensure ethical and responsible use. More impor-
tantly, it would create a feedback loop for continuous improve-
ment, allowing strategies to evolve in step with technological 
advancements. By institutionalizing this approach, the US go-
vernment can optimize outcomes, strengthen public trust, and 
position the nation competitively on the global stage. 

Why measurement is needed

Robust measurement is foundational to an effective national 
strategy. Without clear, credible metrics, evidence-based poli-
cymaking becomes speculation. Establishing rigorous evalua-
tion frameworks enables governments to design and iterate 
smart policies to deliver real public value while measuring 
the results of actions taken and return on investment. Using 
metrics as performance indicators and early warning systems, 
these benchmarks signal whether the US national approach 
is succeeding or requires adjustment. For a technology as dy-
namic as AI, this level of visibility understanding is essential. 

Transparent, data-driven evaluation strengthens accountabi-
lity, builds public trust, and enables continuous improvement. 

In the age of AI, measurement that keeps pace with techno-
logical change can also target pain points and scale solutions 
more quickly. Just as frontier models improve through a com-
bination of increased scaling of data and compute and regu-
lar cycles of expert feedback, the US national strategy for AI 
should also mirror that approach through a data- and feed-
back-driven mechanism—such as a national scorecard—that 
measures key indicators with continuous policy data as a cata-
lytic enabler for tailored policy measures and sustained com-
petitive advantage in the global AI landscape. 

Where current measurement falls short

Three weaknesses stand out in the current measurement 
landscape. The first is that too much time is spent analyzing 
how AI models score against specific benchmarks rather than 
how they perform in the real world. AI model leaderboards, 
benchmarks, and investment figures are important for unders-
tanding and comparing model performance against each other, 
but they do not tell us how a model functions when being used 
by humans, whether AI is being adopted in sectors that matter 
the most to national competitiveness, or if public institutions 
are prepared to oversee those systems. This gap is increasing 
day by day, with Stanford’s 2026 AI Index warning that AI ca-
pabilities are advancing faster than the frameworks needed to 
govern and evaluate them. 

The second weakness is less apparent but just as important. 
The indicators and data needed to assess national competi-
tiveness are scattered across agencies, surveys, and repor-
ting systems that do not speak with each other. The mix of 
quantitative and qualitative datasets created to meet specific 
needs within respective agencies—such as compute access 
for researchers, business adoption, and public attitudes—does 
not amount to a clear picture of national competitiveness. As 
it stands, policymakers need to piece together a picture of 
national competitiveness from a wide range of sources such 
as Census and federal adoption data, federal agency AI use 
case inventories, and academic sources such as Berkeley 
Lab’s interconnections queue analysis and Stanford’s annual 
AI Index. That fragmentation makes it harder to analyze how 
compute, energy, talent, trust, and institutional capacity are 
reinforcing one another or drifting apart. 

The third weakness is that policymakers do not have a clear 
way to distinguish between early warning signs (leading indi-
cators) and downstream outcomes (lagging indicators). Some 
indicators can signal stress in a system well before it beco-
mes a strategic problem and the consequences become vi-

https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/monitoring-ai-adoption-in-the-u-s-economy-20260403.html
https://hai.stanford.edu/assets/files/ai_index_report_2026.pdf
https://www.apolloacademy.com/ai-adoption-rate-trending-down-for-large-companies/
https://github.com/ombegov/2025-Federal-Agency-AI-Use-Case-Inventory
https://github.com/ombegov/2025-Federal-Agency-AI-Use-Case-Inventory
https://emp.lbl.gov/queues
https://hai.stanford.edu/ai-index/2026-ai-index-report
https://hai.stanford.edu/ai-index/2026-ai-index-report
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sible. For example, a lack of educator training would show 
a strain on a system that is trying to increase AI education. 
Access to shared compute and growing delays in the power 
interconnection queue are other examples. Other indicators 
emerge later, after the effects have started to set in, as with 
productivity gains, wider adoption across the economy, or pu-
blic backlash. A national measurement framework needs both 
kinds of indicators but also needs to treat them differently. 

Introducing a national AI scorecard

The critical shortcomings in the current state of measurement 
make it clear that the United States needs a national scorecard 
to measure direction, systemic signals, and overall success in 
the age of AI. Policymakers are often searching for a picture 
of where the United States stands vis-à-vis China or for the 
impact of a specific set of policies, but the answers they re-
ceive end up being flawed because they are based on only 
one metric or a small handful of metrics. A national scorecard 
would integrate essential indicators to paint a fuller picture of 
US competitiveness in AI. 

The indicators recommended in this chapter are extracted 
from the commission’s insights based on its six areas of fo-
cus. Theyare not meant to be exhaustive. Rather, they provide 
a view of the direction the United States is moving in areas 
critical to maintaining global leadership on AI. The scorecard 
concentrates a core set of indicators in one place to systema-
tically assess the value and progressive development of the 
United States’ current AI path. The national scorecard could be 
extrapolated with similar measures among allies and partners 
to build an effective diffusion strategy, measuring the allied AI 
stack to scale US competitiveness globally. 

The goal of creating a set of baseline indicators is to enable 
assessment and prioritization of strategic measures rather 
than isolated benchmarks. These measures reflect the com-
mission’s recommendations, focusing on enabling evaluation 
of whether the United States is making positive progress in 
terms of strengthening public trust, managing AI as a collective 
ecosystem, and effectively integrating across that ecosystem. 

Public trust

In democratic societies, the success of AI policy hinges on 
trust at two interconnected levels: confidence in the technical 
performance of AI systems and confidence in the institutions—
especially governments—responsible for deploying them. Re-
liable, accurate, and safe systems form the foundation of that 
trust—if systems fail to perform as intended, no governance 
framework can compensate. Simultaneously, public trust is 
shaped by how transparently, ethically, and responsibly the 
systems are implemented and how members of society can 
participate and strengthen the system. Trust and optimism in AI 
are not abstract ideals but measurable indicators of both sys-

tem integrity and trust in government. Policymakers must lead 
with metrics that underpin the trustworthiness of an AI system, 
capturing overlapping areas of AI infrastructure, education, 
governance, and global leadership to boost technological re-
liability and citizen proficiency. Without this cross-cutting lens, 
even the most advanced AI capabilities risk limited adoption, 
erosion of public trust, and, ultimately, a failure to translate in-
novation into sustained national advantage. 

Collective ecosystem

AI competitiveness is often framed through model perfor-
mance and algorithmic breakthroughs, but the reality is far 
more multifaceted and grounded in strengthening the entire 
AI ecosystem shaped by multiple variables. Resilient, sca-
lable, and efficient infrastructure, human capital, and effective 
government use are all crucial factors to AI deployment at a 
meaningful scale. From data centers and semiconductor sup-
ply chains to talent cultivation and government expertise, im-
provements across sectors and industries are the keys that 
enable AI to move from concept to scaled capability. There are 
metrics that directly correlate to model competitiveness, go-
vernance resilience, and deployment scalability; there are also 
crucial issues that policymakers must navigate to maximize the 
robustness of the AI ecosystem and manage negative social 
impact. Having robust measurements on hand across these 
areas, as outlined below, will enable management of AI as an 
interconnected ecosystem. 

Effective integration

Measuring AI competitiveness requires thinking beyond 
sharpening the edge of innovation in a narrow technical 
community. Non-commercial or technical sectors—including 
the government, academia, civil society groups, and individual 
citizens—must be able to directly experience the benefits 
that AI brings. This consideration requires measuring 
integration of AI across industries and sectors of the national 
economy. Tracking effective integration of AI ensures national 
competitiveness is not limited to the technical level but is 
instead expressed throughout different levels of society, 
with individual citizens’ balanced capabilities to apply AI to 
everyday life, contribute to responsible AI development, and 
elevate the nation’s innovation ecosystem via the strengths of 
a diverse citizenry. 

Baseline indicators

Organized along each of the critical areas for AI competitive-
ness studied by the commission, the baseline indicators out-
lined below will be essential for assessing the current state 
and relative strength of US competitiveness and enabling a 
strategic, national approach. This framework is by no means 
exhaustive but is intended to sketch out an integrated base-
line that could be used to measure AI competitiveness moving 
forward. 
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Public trust
In democratic systems, public trust directly affects adoption, political sustainability, workforce acceptance, and ultimately national 
competitiveness. A technically advanced AI ecosystem that lacks public confidence will struggle to scale effectively, particularly 
in high-impact domains such as healthcare, education, finance, law enforcement, and public services. As a result, policymakers 
should incorporate trust metrics that measure both confidence in the AI systems themselves and confidence in the institutions 
deploying them.
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Innovation
Maintaining a US advantage in AI development and employment requires sustained action across funding and policy mecha-
nisms to capture economic value at scale. Particularly because these efforts compete with other national priorities, policymakers 
need clear measures built around several economic and technical dimensions to capture results in actionable ways. 
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Talent and institutional readiness
Cultivating an AI-ready workforce presents a fundamental policy challenge, as the deliberate pace of sound labor force mana-
gement often lags the speed of technological change. To meet this challenge, a measurement framework should be designed 
to establish a baseline view of whether the United States is developing domestic talent, retaining high-value international talent, 
and preparing the federal workforce for AI adoption. 
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Governance
Effective AI governance requires more than policy articulation. It demands measurable capacity to adopt, oversee, and align AI 
systems at speed and scale. A measurement framework should assess whether governments are not only setting rules but also 
building institutional capability to implement them. One of the clearest indicators of this capability is the agility of government AI 
adoption, particularly through procurement and deployment timelines and workforce capacity. 
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Supply chain
Key metrics on AI supply chain span all inputs to the AI ecosystem, including compute capacity, hardware and software supply 
chains, and network connectivity, providing a comprehensive view of national readiness for AI expansion. 

The table below illustrates that robust national AI efforts must extend beyond the AI models themselves. It requires a holistic 
approach that includes securing the supply of advanced hardware, modernizing network infrastructure, and ensuring access to 
computing resources. 
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Energy
Continued progress in AI development, innovation, and integration comes with significant energy demands and implications. 
Metrics such as total power capacity , geographic distribution, and the rate of infrastructure buildout provide a direct indication 
of whether a nation can scale AI systems in line with growing demand. High capacity and rapid, geographically distributed ex-
pansion signal the ability to deploy AI efficiently while minimizing regional strain and latency. Conversely, limited capacity, slow 
buildout, or overconcentration in specific regions can create deployment bottlenecks, constrain innovation, and increase vulne-
rability to localized infrastructure disruptions. 
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Allies and partners
US AI competitiveness also depends on whether the United States can translate domestic strengths into durable influence 
across allied and partner ecosystems. In this domain, measurements should track cooperation in academia and industry across 
allies, international standards, and international collaboration on AI safety and security.

Conclusion

A strong US AI strategy will be judged not only by the 
sophistication of its models but by whether it can strategically 
implement effective policies with a cross-cutting lens. A durable 
national advantage requires moving beyond aspirational goals 
and isolated benchmarks toward a disciplined system of metrics 

to expose gaps across systems, support focused strategies, 
and enable faster policy adjustments. By institutionalizing this 
measurement architecture, the United States can turn ambition 
into sustained technological leadership. 
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Chapter 10: Onward - navigating the geopolitics of AI

US strength scales with allies and partners. 

This fundamental notion extends into an immediate future in 
which the existing global architecture is fraying, geopolitical 
competition is increasing, interdependence and hyperconnec-
tivity persist, and the rate of technological change is compoun-
ding. AI is squarely at the intersection of each trend. The fu-
ture is contested and no outcome is guaranteed. Nations that 
lead in AI will not only grow faster economically but will govern 
differently, fight differently, and project influence in ways that 
are difficult to predict. 

The United States is already navigating these developments, 
seeking to maintain global leadership in AI while countering 
the growing influence of China. However, the complex nature 
of an AI ecosystem influenced by the six overlapping pillars 
(and others) investigated by the commission shapes a nation’s 
technological advantage, defying the traditional definition of 
power from a purely economic or national security lens. 

Strengthening AI competitiveness in this emerging landscape 
demands a new approach to international cooperation that is 
designed for a new global paradigm. 

This effort will be measured in generations; however, imme-
diate action is necessary given the acceleration of global 
trends and AI development. It lends itself to another effort at 
the scale and ambition of this commission’s work on US com-
petitiveness, thus this chapter is future facing—introducing key 
themes and hard questions that need to be investigated to 
evolve international partnerships to harness the opportunities 
and manage the risks of AI. 

Alliances as key ingredients to US 
competitiveness in AI 

Traditional alliances enable the United States to maintain mili-
tary bases or personnel in allied countries and deploy forces 
in response to conflicts as well as in support of humanitarian 
aid operations. As AI is an increasingly central component 
underpinning both economic cooperation and security archi-
tecture, it brings into question whether new modes of power 
projection should be prioritized. 

AI will also require new standards and approaches for inte-
roperability among partner countries, including in areas such 
as AI safety and security, data and information sharing, and 
other areas noted in Chapter 8. As AI is integrated into lega-
cy systems and more AI-based tools and systems emerge, 

new capabilities, concepts of operation, data requirements, 
and infrastructure investments will be required. This requires 
consistent US engagement and leadership in standards deve-
lopment organizations  matched with active participation by 
allies and partners. 

Building a practical consensus on AI alliances 

The United States has an opportunity abroad—and a 
responsibility at home—to build a practical consensus and 
criteria for international partnership organized around AI 
competitiveness. 

Since ChatGPT was released in November 2022, the Biden 
and Trump administrations pursued various policies designed 
to align more international partners with the US AI strategy. 
While the approach has varied, both administrations focused 
policy around AI as a national security priority, lessening critical 
dependencies, shaping global governance, and countering 
China’s advancements in AI technologies and its ability to 
project power beyond its borders through technology. From 
the Biden administration’s Diffusion Framework to the Trump 
administration’s AI Action Plan, AI export program, and Pax 
Silica policies, there is consensus and some degree of 
continuity emerging to shape US global AI leadership. This 
can be built upon. 

Rethinking the US approach to allies in the age of AI depends 
on consensus that partnership scales strength, defines critical 
needs, identifies mutual interests with international partners, 
creates criteria for alignment, and articulates the stakes of 
systemic competition. 

On defining the United States’ critical needs, AI leads to 
heightened priorities around building more resilient techno-
logy supply chains, particularly in areas in which the United 
States has less access but can lean on the strength of allies. 
The White House has recognized this, acknowledging that 
partnering with other countries on the AI supply chain will be 
essential. The US State Department’s Pax Silica initiative seeks 
to forge stronger partnerships across the AI supply chain, from 
critical mineral refining and processing, to network infrastruc-
ture and semiconductor fabrication, to software and frontier 
models. The supply chain demands reveal the strategic impor-
tance of diverse geographies, raising the question of whether 
supply chain contributions hold the potential to substitute for 
traditional military commitments in bilateral and multilateral al-
liance structures. This also points to the need to consider new 
criteria when identifying and prioritizing partners. 

https://www.state.gov/pax-silica
https://www.state.gov/pax-silica
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While interdependencies can create critical vulnerabilities for 
the United States, they can also bind alliances and drive global 
leadership. Balancing both remains an imperative. 

The concept of AI diffusion—strategically managing and mo-
nitoring AI adoption among countries and creating incentives 
for advancement with the United States—is useful in creating 
criteria for alignment. A necessary first step is distinguishing 
between core allies and partners, emerging partners, una-
ligned or neutral countries, and adversaries. Two fundamental 
areas for growth in AI diffusion are clear standards for advan-
cement among international partners, including growing from 
an emerging partner to a core ally, and avoiding missteps in 
partner management, such as excluding existing allies or signi-
ficant economic partners. 

In every element of the commission’s work, managing AI as a 
collective ecosystem emerged as a continuous priority. The 
approach to international partners is no different; it requires a 
holistic approach. 

Competitiveness at home and abroad: the 
allied tech stack

Beyond building domestic capabilities, US AI competitiveness 
should also include establishing allied strength to maintain US 
global leadership and a democratic world order. 

The United States has traditionally led, and is still leading, 
global AI innovation. However, the geopolitical landscape 
of AI competition is rapidly shifting. Recent international 
perception of US reliability has declined due to increased 
concerns over digital sovereignty, rising national ambition of 
AI capability around the world, the challenge from China to 
influence the global AI ecosystem, and growing dialogues 
about AI safety and security risks. An effective approach 
to national AI competitiveness should take a long-horizon 
view and prioritize aligning allies’ and the United States’ 
technological advantage, particularly expanding allies’ 
strengths on which the United States can lean in areas where 
it lacks critical and immediate access. 

The national scorecard for AI could be further extrapolated 
with similar measures among allies and partners to effectively 
scope the allied tech stack, measure interdependencies 
and interoperability, and identify capability gaps among 
partners. Meaningful indicators could measure interoperable 
infrastructure, international policy agreements and frameworks, 
robust national AI ecosystems that collaborate with the US 
commercial and innovation ecosystems, and resilient supply 
chains excluding authoritarian, adversarial, or non-rights 
aligned technologies. 

The United States will increasingly need to account for va-
riance in AI capabilities among partners and allies. However, 
the United States also has an opportunity to serve as a partner 
or “AI accelerator” among aligned countries in connectivity, 
capability, and governance. With the plurality of the world’s 
computing resources, the United States is in a strong position 
to supply computational power to allies and partners. As with 
the other national approaches recommended in this report, an 
effective diffusion strategy requires accurate metrics to scale 
US competitiveness. 

Meeting middle powers where they are 

Working with middle powers—in part because of their eco-
nomic, systemic geographic, and cultural scale—is a critical 
component of the United States’ continued AI leadership and 
global leadership. 

The United States and China remain in an escalatory pattern 
of systemic competition between open market democracy 
and an authoritarian model of state-led capitalism, and China 
seeks to ultimately remake the existing international system 
in its own image. Many other countries are attempting their 
own path on AI through tech sovereignty, determined to avoid 
being caught in bipolar competition among hegemons or 
dependency on a handful of multinational companies based 
beyond their borders. 

The fast-evolving geopolitical landscape of AI demands dee-
per engagement with advanced middle powers, many of 
which are formal allies like Canada and the United Kingdom, 
matched with significant attention to emerging middle powers 
across Latin America, the Middle East, Central and Southeast 
Asia, and Africa. Many have actively developed national AI 
agendas or formed regional frameworks outside direct US or 
Chinese influence. They are ambitiously carving out their own 
paths toward digital and AI sovereignty, sometimes with re-
gional collaboration, to avoid becoming overly dependent on 
powerful actors. For example, the United Arab Emirates has 
carefully balanced trade relationships with the United States 
and China to secure advantages in AI development and main-
tain its strategic position for global AI investors, while the Asso-
ciation of Southeast Asian Countries (ASEAN) has also recently 
announced the establishment of an ASEAN AI Safety Network 
to strengthen the region’s role in global conversations on AI 
safety and security. 

Taken collectively, middle powers represent a large—and 
growing—share of the global economy. In an increasingly mul-
tipolar world, these countries and regional groupings have 
greater leverage to shape the direction of global AI develop-
ment, governance, and investment. 
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This trend from middle powers carries a clear strategic implica-
tion: the United States must build a broader and more flexible 
AI coalition to multiply its advantages, while demonstrating 
thoughtful leadership grounded in a sharp understanding of 
its allies’ and partners’ national interests.

Managing systemic competition with China 

Evolving the US approach to alliances will be crucial to en-
suring competitiveness in AI and the broader digital ecosys-
tem, particularly China has advanced a model that centers its 
strategic interests abroad. 

China has positioned engagement with Global South 
countries through supporting their digital and AI infrastructure 
development priorities with a Chinese tech stack bundled 
as part of the Digital Silk Road initiative. It has framed this 
initiative as capacity building and sovereignty consolidation 
in multilateral forums and bilateral dealings with a group of 
seventy-seven countries. However, these systems incorporate 
centralized architectures that reflect domestic governance 
priorities, embedding Chinese governance models into how 
partner countries manage data and digital systems over time. 
Shared China-hosted infrastructure and standards can create 
forms of interdependence that carry significant economic and 
strategic implications for the United States. Indeed, this strategy 
is central to China’s goal of creating an alternative global order 
in the Global South to challenge US technological leadership 
in the global system. China has termed its preferred global 
order for AI the Global AI Governance Initiative and has made 
open-weight AI models the core of its Global AI Governance 
Action Plan.

The US response in the global AI ecosystem starts with reclai-
ming the narrative and proactively engaging with countries by 
leveraging its own technological and ideological advantage. 
Incorporating the US AI stack into allied AI stacks as recom-
mended earlier in this report is only the first step toward a 
broader rethink of alliance restructuring. The bigger aim is to 
enable the United States and allies to be ready to develop and 
deploy AI in a coordinated way when responding to economic 
and national security needs. Cooperation must be further legi-
timized through global forums with the goal of advancing free, 
open, transparent, and interoperable technology ecosystems 
globally. In advancing this approach, the United States also 
advances the principles of freedom by not systemically censo-
ring or biasing AI models. This requires engaging consistent-
ly in international standards development organizations and 
working from a shared agenda and set of priorities. 

Rather than retreating from the United Nations and other 
multilateral platforms, the next step is thinking through how to 
evolve and renew the alliance structure to address the realities 
of today’s geopolitical environment driven by technological 

change. By focusing on delivery, credibility, and alignment 
with partner needs, the United States can reinforce a model of 
digital governance that is responsive to a diverse and evolving 
global landscape while ensuring the Chinese model of digital 
dependence and state-centric systems does not come to 
dominate the digital ecosystems of the majority of the global 
population. 

Future questions to explore

1. Interdependence: How can nations balance national AI 
ambitions with collective security needs? 

High geopolitical instability at the current moment poses 
challenges to forming effective and coherent alliances. Na-
tions are focusing inward and structuring their AI develop-
ment agendas around meeting their citizens’ needs, building 
sovereign tech capabilities, and competing for global AI lea-
dership. The result is an increased polarity of AI powers and 
a fragmented world order. Disagreements are more likely to 
escalate, vulnerable countries are more likely to be harmed 
by authoritarian technologies, and AI safety and security risks 
might continue to rise without oversight. How should countries 
balance national ambitions and collective solutions to these 
global crises,especially given the widespread technical diffu-
sion of AI and associated safety concerns? And how should 
the United States lead in maintaining this balance without 
compromising its own competitiveness? 

2. Private-sector partners: What is the optimal role of indus-
try in strategic alliances? 

Private industry is a significant and dynamic asset for the 
United States given its open market and democratic system. 
Compared to other eras of technological change in which go-
vernment and academia led innovation and scientific break-
throughs, private industry is playing a leading role in invest-
ment, innovation, and deployment in the age of AI. Companies 
are shaping the governance of AI in major ways, from safety 
testing to international standards to open technical protocols. 
The geopolitical significance of AI also means that the tech 
industry bears a larger role beyond developing new models or 
providing capital. The rapid deployment of AI to gain operatio-
nal advantage gives industry unprecedented leverage in de-
termining the stakes of national and global security. Hypersca-
lers and other large AI companies built and headquartered in 
the United States are increasingly engaged in geopolitics and 
have multinational equities beyond the narrow parameters of 
national competitiveness. What responsibilities—and opportu-
nities—do US companies with equities beyond borders have 
in aligning with national priorities and serving as an extension 
and product of US global leadership? And how can multina-
tional companies enable an emerging allied stack ecosystem 
with the technology that underpins alignment? 

https://dfrlab.org/2026/02/25/china-digital-silk-road-report/
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Chinese-Discourse-Power-Ambitions-and-Reality-in-the-Digital-Domain.pdf
https://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/zy/gb/202405/t20240531_11367503.html
http://un.china-mission.gov.cn/eng/zgyw/202507/t20250729_11679232.htm
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3. Interoperability: How should United States and its 
allies collaborate on collective data security and data 
architecture? 

Access to data has long been an important advantage in ad-
vancing AI, but a safe and secure architecture in which data 
are collected, managed, and analyzed is becoming an even 
bigger key to national and economic security. As critical data 
flow across borders and systems through increased AI deploy-
ment, there is a need to collaborate with allies on collective 
security of data to prevent cyber espionage, data breach, or 
data poisoning by adversaries. The United States needs to 
build ways to work with allies on designing safe and secure 
data architectures. What would these architectures look like, 
and what are the mechanisms needed to allow for allied and 
partnered data collaboration amid the world’s increased focus 
on data sovereignty even among allies? 

4. Scaling security: What should mutual defense mecha-
nisms look like in an AI-driven world? 

While AI deployment rapidly enhances the precision and 
efficiency of military operations, its limitations need to be 
addressed with allies. This includes high-quality data gathering, 
careful human-machine interactions to avoid miscalculation, 
and the prevention of accidental harm to civilians or critical 
infrastructure. These risks can pose new questions to global 
collaboration. When automated systems, chatbots, and agents 
make life-and-death decisions and even communicate with 
each other at a much faster rate than political consultation 
allows, does that change the calculus of mutual defense 
commitments? How could the United States and allies 
update agreements to account for an increasingly automated 
environment? 

5. Capability gaps: How do technological asymmetries af-
fect alliance cohesion? 

A successful alliance requires a certain baseline of technologi-
cal competency among allies. However, there is an AI capabi-
lity gap between the Global North and Global South, as well as 
among countries in both groups. While high-income countries 
are in a generally good position to benefit from AI, low-income 
countries in parts of Asia, Latin America, and Africa still strug-
gle in terms of access to electricity and digital infrastructure. 
Meanwhile, Europe faces uneven development of AI across 
its member states, which weakens the region’s AI capability. 
The concentration of talent, capital, hardware, software, and 
R&D output remains in only a handful of countries and compa-
nies. How might such technological asymmetries between al-
lies and partners create new forms of dependence or tension? 
And how might that challenge cohesion for competitiveness? 

Building the coalitions needed to sustain US 
AI leadership for a safer world 

The rapid advancement of AI will continue to complicate and 
reshape geopolitics. Without a clear strategy that reflects the 
technical, economic, and geographic realities of the AI eco-
system, existing alliances and partnerships risk becoming ea-
sily dissolved, which would lead to further fragmentation of 
the world order. As authoritarian powers are advancing their 
global ambitions with advanced technology, the United States 
must think more creatively about how to structure existing and 
new alliances around technology. Sustaining US leadership 
will require a coalition strategy that strengthens competitive-
ness, advances trusted technology ecosystems, and supports 
a freer, more secure, and open future. 
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Conclusion

Artificial intelligence is reshaping the foundations of econo-
mic growth, national security, public trust, and global influence. 
The United States has significant advantages, but those ad-
vantages will endure only if they are matched with strategy, 
investment, institutional readiness, and close alignment with 
allies and partners. This report offers a framework for action 
across the systems that will determine AI leadership: innova-
tion, talent, governance, supply chains, energy, measurement, 
and international cooperation.

The work of the Commission is a starting point, not an end 
point. Sustaining US leadership in AI will require continued 
engagement among government, industry, academia, civil 
society, and allies. The choices made now will shape whether 
AI strengthens open societies, expands opportunity, and 
supports a more secure and prosperous future.
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