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	 About this strategy
	
	 The drafting process

This strategy is the work of a group of experts who all contributed in a personal capacity. 
It is an independent project that received no funding, commissioning, or editorial direction 
from any company, government, or EU institution. The strategy was written between May 
and September 2026 and reflects developments up to early September 2026.

Several groups of experts contributed to the strategy. The Research Leads led on drafting 
and were supported in their work by the Contributing Experts. Members of the Senior Expert 
Council reviewed drafts, provided strategic advice, and made suggestions for how to improve 
the usefulness of the strategy further. Special advisors supported in various ways that went 
beyond questions of content. Across these categories, there was also a small number of in-
dustry experts. To preserve the independence of the strategy while benefiting from industry 
expertise, their role was consultative: any feedback from them on drafts was optional for 
other contributors to address. They did not vote on or approve the strategy, and held no veto 
rights. The non-industry members of the Senior Expert Council and Research Leads led on all 
content questions, with the Editorial Lead being responsible for resolving any disagreements 
about the content of the strategy. The strategy is not a consensus document, and being 
listed as a contributor does not imply endorsement of the entire strategy.

Transformative AI raises many more questions than this strategy can cover. The strategy 
focuses on a set of crucial questions related to how Europe can build agency and economic 
strength, protect its citizens from AI-enabled shocks, and create robust public institutions in 
a world with transformative AI. Many important questions related to transformative AI were 
not in scope for this strategy, such as how AI adoption and diffusion might best be support-
ed, military AI, AI impacts on the information ecosystem, the distribution of gains from AI, 
AI’s impact on the environment, AI’s impacts on education and child safety, how to ensure 
human-centric AI development and deployment, what a healthy democracy and civil society 
might look like in a world with transformative AI, and many more. The authors consider each 
of these important questions that require urgent deliberation and solutions.

Authors working on this strategy used generative AI tools to varying degrees. Uses included 
support for research, fact-checking, reference verification, and consistency checks across 
chapters, and for literature searches and early drafting support in some chapters. Any AI 
output was reviewed by the authors. The authors produced the analysis, arguments, and 
recommendations in this strategy. The Editorial Lead takes final responsibility for the 
content.

	
	 How to read this strategy 

This document consists of two main parts, Part A and Part B. Part A sets out the strategy’s 
assumptions, various objectives to be achieved at the Union and national level, and rec-
ommendations for how to achieve them. It is written for senior policymakers and informed 
general readers and can be read on its own. Part B contains implementation details on Part 
A’s recommendations and deep dives on AI compute and robotics. It is written for policy 
staffers in European governments and EU institutions. Readers short on time are encouraged 
to read the Executive Summary and the recommendations in Part A.

A central theme of this strategy is that guaranteed access to frontier AI – the most capable 
general-purpose AI systems available at a given time – is crucial for thriving in a world with 
transformative AI (see Why Europe needs to prepare for transformative AI). Europe could 
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achieve this either by aiming to have guaranteed access to foreign frontier AI or by aiming 
to develop domestic frontier AI. This strategy covers both approaches, with a focus on the 
former because of the extremely high costs of a successful European frontier AI project.

This focus has informed the three main thematic pillars that were at the centre of the draft-
ing process:

	 Pillar 1: Securing access to frontier AI

	 Pillar 2: Building economic strength

	 Pillar 3: Ensuring safety and security

Each pillar contains objectives that are crucial for European policymakers to pursue if Europe 
is to thrive in a scenario with transformative AI. In addition, throughout the drafting process 
a set of five objectives that require particularly urgent action has emerged from these pillars. 
They are highlighted in this strategy as ‘Immediate objectives’ – cross-cutting, time-sensitive 
objectives Europe should pursue with the highest urgency.

Unless noted otherwise, ‘Europe’ in this strategy refers to the EU and its Member States 
acting within their respective competences.
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Executive summary 
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Without urgent and far-reaching action beginning this year, the prosperity, sovereignty, 
and security of all Europeans are at risk as AI advances at a rapid pace. The next months 
and years of AI progress have the potential for both great opportunity and grave danger. Eu-
rope, on its current trajectory, is fully exposed to the latter but only to a small share of the 
former. Like the rest of the world, Europe faces threats such as AI-enabled cyber or biological 
attacks or loss of control over AI systems. But even if the world manages to mitigate these 
threats and AI delivers predominantly positive outcomes, the wealth and strategic leverage 
that powerful AI generates will, by default, concentrate outside of Europe. Neither of these 
outcomes needs to be Europe’s destiny. But the window for action is closing further every 
month. Unless Europe wakes up, it risks having no meaningful control over how the most 
consequential technology ever built will affect its citizens.

AI could have deeply transformative impacts across society before 2030. This would be in 
line with existing trends, which have led to AI capabilities that would have seemed like sci-
ence fiction until very recently. For example, over just two years, AI models have leapt from 
barely completing simple four-minute programming tasks to writing most of the computer 
code inside the companies that build them. This and similar trends in other domains imply 
that the world may face transformative AI before the end of the current decade:  

	� Transformative AI: AI systems that change the basic structures of society, includ-
ing the economy, science, and geopolitics, at a materially faster pace than any 
technology in history has.

Europe is structurally unprepared for the near-term arrival of transformative AI and risks 
permanent marginalisation. Europe hosts only three times as much AI computing capacity 
as a single data centre site being completed in Malaysia this year. European model devel-
opers collectively earn less than 2% of the revenue of just two US counterparts. European 
companies and institutions were recently cut off from access to frontier AI capabilities in 
crucial domains like cyberdefence and AI research itself.

In addition, Europe is exposed to several risks from transformative AI without adequate 
protection. Progress in AI capabilities has been outpacing the ability of researchers to ensure 
AI is safe, and recent incidents and evaluations have shown that cyber, biological, and loss-
of-control risks are real, near-term dangers. Yet, most of the conversations about steering 
the trajectory of transformative AI – how and if we should build it, who realises its gains and 
who suffers its risks, who gets to tax, control, and wield it and how – take place outside of 
Europe.

Europe has the resources to thrive and contribute to global flourishing in a world with 
transformative AI, but the window for utilising them is closing fast. Europe has a large 
market, several crucial assets in the AI supply chain, stable institutions, and strong technical 
talent. However, as we approach a world with transformative AI, these and other assets will, 
by default, likely lose relative value. For example, in AI development, the value of excellent 
talent will likely decrease as human labour is replaced with AI labour and as even stronger 
AI is increasingly built by AI itself (‘recursive self-improvement’) – a trend that has already 
begun.

This strategy offers a path for Europe to rise to the challenge of transformative AI. It con-
tains recommendations for ensuring prosperity, sovereignty, and security, and it is centred on 
the premise that reliable access to frontier AI is crucial in a world with transformative AI. It is 
impossible to predict exactly the domains in which lacking access to frontier AI would impact 
Europe most, but likely candidates include defence, cybersecurity, and science, including AI 
research itself. To avoid falling behind in critical domains like these, Europe would need to 
either secure access to foreign frontier AI or develop competitive frontier AI domestically. 
This strategy covers both approaches, with a focus on the former because of the extremely 
high costs of a successful European frontier AI project.

Member States and the European Commission should pursue five ‘immediate objectives’ 
with highest urgency. Together, they would put Europe in a position of strength, contribute 

https://www.euractiv.com/news/anthropics-mythos-update-puts-eu-back-on-hold-over-ai-access/
http://fortune.com/2026/06/11/anthropic-fable-5-silent-downgrade-backlash-national-security-transparency/
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to a safer transition to transformative AI, and ensure that Europe’s institutions can deliver 
on both.

	 	� Create a Member State Alliance for Supply Chain Security. European countries 
host central chokepoints of the global AI supply chain but fail to capitalise on their 
strategic and economic potential. An Alliance of willing Member States could, in 
coordination with the European Commission, do so to the benefit of the whole 
Union.

	 	� Make European institutions ready to act in a world with transformative AI. Mem-
ber States and the EU should bring frontier AI expertise and technology into their 
institutions so that they can keep pace with technological developments.

	 	� Secure Europe’s share of global AI compute, in a ‘European Way’ that benefits 
local communities. AI data centres on European soil enable durable access to a 
key strategic resource of the AI age, computing capacity, and ward off dependen-
cies. Europe should make building them much easier and ensure that local com-
munities benefit from them. It should aim for 15% of global AI compute capacity 
by 2030, up from around 5% now.

	 	� Ensure resilience to AI crises. Transformative AI would give rise to severe threats 
to public safety and could cause large-scale catastrophes. Among other measures, 
Europe should harden critical infrastructure, stockpile crisis resources, and build 
the capacity to withstand cyber, biological, and loss-of-control incidents enabled 
by AI.

	
	 	� Make Europe the global leader in AI assurance technology. Europe should be-

come the innovation leader in AI hardware whose security and usage patterns can 
be proven. This could be a precondition for hosting frontier AI and for verifying 
adherence to any AI red lines, for example, in the context of future international 
agreements to pace AI development.

Member States and the European Commission should also pursue additional objectives 
across three pillars:

	 	� Securing access to frontier AI: Europe should use its technological and economic 
assets to negotiate guaranteed access to foreign frontier AI capabilities. It should 
protect these assets from foreign acquisition or deterioration in value.

	 	� Building economic strength: Europe needs to become a favourable place for 
fast-growing companies in order to become an indispensable part of the AI value 
chain. It can achieve this by accelerating long-needed reforms, building on existing 
strengths, and placing bets on promising new moonshots. 

	 	� Ensuring safety and security: The European Commission should ensure that the 
enforcement of EU rules for mitigating the most extreme (or ‘systemic’) risks from 
the most advanced AI models is targeted, proportionate, insulated from political 
pressures, and prioritised based on assessments by relevant subject-matter ex-
perts in the AI Office. Member States should protect workers from labour market 
shocks.

Supporting an attempt to build competitive European frontier AI would be extremely costly,  
desirable if done right, and harmful if not done right. In a near-term transformative AI 
scenario, truly catching up to the frontier – as opposed to ‘fast following’ the frontier – will 
become harder over time because leading companies increasingly use their own AI to build 
the next generation of AI faster. Actually reaching the frontier despite these dynamics would 
require Manhattan Project-scale expenditure and resolve and could not be achieved by pri-
vate companies without massive state support. If Europe attempted to create a European 
frontier AI project but failed to mobilise the necessary resources, it would be in a particularly 
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bad position: It would still lack domestic frontier AI, but it would have spent a lot of capital 
and attention on a failed bet.

Navigating transformative AI well will be a challenge for the whole world, and Europe has 
an important role to play in it. Some challenges arising from transformative AI exceed the 
capacity of any single country or continent. Creating resilience to AI-driven disruption is a 
worldwide challenge, and European solutions can contribute to making this transition less 
risky. Dealing with frontier AI risks might require international agreements on ‘pacing’ AI 
development, and Europe can help negotiate and verify such treaties.

With courage, Europe can thrive under transformative AI. It takes courage to acknowledge 
how dangerous the current situation is for Europe. And it takes courage to nonetheless set 
ambitious goals, overcome obstacles, and deliver on those goals. But none of this is impossi-
ble. From Galileo Galilei to Marie Curie to Jean Monnet, Europe’s history is full of courageous 
people who achieved extraordinary things. Europe’s leaders today have the opportunity of a 
lifetime to follow in the footsteps of these historical figures and lead Europe into the age of 
transformative AI intact, safe, and thriving.
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PART A: 
Strategic Priorities
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Introduction



18 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

Europe lays claim to being the birthplace of the scientific method, modern astronomy, the 
industrial revolution, quantum mechanics, germ theory, and computer science. These dis-
coveries and inventions have transformed the world and brought immense benefits to people 
around the world. But with the rise of AI, Europe has fallen off the frontier. Despite its illustri-
ous history, it is at risk of playing a marginal role in shaping the most important technological 
development of our time.

AI is dramatically changing software engineering, mathematics, biochemistry, cybersecurity, 
robotics, personal relationships, warfare – and much, much more. And this is likely only the 
beginning. AI has progressed faster in the last five years than experts and markets expected, 
and as its capabilities are getting closer to being able to outperform humans on almost any 
task, ‘transformative AI’ may not be far off:

‘Transformative AI:’ AI systems that change the basic structures of society, in-
cluding the economy, science, and geopolitics, at a materially faster pace than 
any technology in history has.

Transformative AI would change society in ways more dramatic than anything seen so far. 
And while it is uncertain how exactly transformative AI will develop, it is important to be 
clear about the kind and magnitude of societal changes it could bring: entirely AI-run com-
panies or institutions, as knowledge work is displaced faster than in any previous transition; 
fully automated biolabs capable of compressing decades of medical progress into years, 
or of mass-manufacturing novel pandemic pathogens; unanticipated new inventions and 
technologies; cyberattacks by ordinary people that are more sophisticated than those by 
nation-states today; AI systems that become powerful independent actors beyond the con-
trol of governments; and unprecedented concentration of wealth and power in states and 
companies outside of Europe.

While nobody can anticipate precisely how transformative AI would change the world, and 
over what time horizons, it is clear that it would leave Europe unrecognisable from today’s 
perspective, for better or worse. The closest analogy to the current period may be the indus-
trial revolution, though this is an imperfect analogy because the changes that transformative 
AI brings might be larger still and might unfold over years instead of generations. Indeed, the 
speed of progress is fast enough that over 1,300 employees of leading AI companies recently 
urged governments to facilitate an international effort to develop the technical and govern-
ance tools needed to deliberately pace capability improvement to give society time to adapt.

Given the current trajectories of AI development, and especially if transformative AI arrives 
soon, Europe is on a path to lose the ability to determine its sovereignty, security, and pros-
perity. Most of the conversations about steering the trajectory of transformative AI are held 
outside of Europe: how and if we should build it, who realises its gains and who suffers its 
risks, and who gets to tax, control, and wield it and how. Unless Europe wakes up, it will not 
have meaningful control over how the most important technology for the future of humanity 
will affect its citizens. This concern follows from a series of contestable – but nevertheless 
very plausible – claims:

1.	 That there is a significant possibility of transformative AI being developed in the next few 
years, plausibly within the mandate of the current European Commission and several Mem-
ber State governments;

2.	 that under transformative AI, access to frontier AI would become a crucial input to sover-
eignty, security, and prosperity;

3.	 that Europe currently does not have reliable access to frontier AI: There is no European 
frontier AI company, and Europe’s leverage to ensure access to foreign frontier AI is limited 
and plausibly further decreasing; and as a result

4.	 that Europe’s sovereignty, security, and prosperity, based on its current trajectory, will de-
pend on the actions taken by foreign governments and companies.

https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://leidendeclaration.ai/
https://www.nobelprize.org/prizes/chemistry/2024/popular-information/
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/blog/incident-report-unsanctioned-agent-behaviour-during-cyber-testing
https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PEA3691-7.html
https://www.adalovelaceinstitute.org/blog/ai-companions/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2025)769580
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026#1.2
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0016328721001932
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0016328721001932
https://pacingthefrontier.com
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It follows that Europe urgently needs to deviate from its current path. Some might argue that 
Europe can perhaps defer its response until transformative AI arrives, when better informa-
tion will be available. But such a wait-and-see approach is fundamentally mistaken – once 
transformative AI has arrived, it will be too late to start preparing. The best time to start 
preparing was years ago, but the second best time is today. Left to its current default trajec-
tory, Europe risks permanent marginalisation in a world with transformative AI. Accordingly, 
over 100 experts convened by the European Commission’s AI Office this April indicated that 
AI could “radically transform” Europe and “urged the Commission to put forward a strategy” 
with “foremost political priority”.

The current default need not be Europe’s destiny. Europe still has assets most regions envy: 
a deep talent pool, chokepoints in the chip supply chain on which every frontier AI model 
depends, one of the world’s largest markets, and longstanding alliances. Europe can change 
course.
 
This strategy sets out how Europe could make use of its assets to thrive and contribute to a 
safe transition towards transformative AI. Regarding the importance of having guaranteed 
access to frontier AI, the strategy suggests two possible approaches: aiming to secure access 
to foreign frontier AI systems by building and using leverage, and aiming to build frontier 
AI on EU soil. Both demand extraordinary political capital, and the political appeal of the 
frontier AI project approach is much stronger. But this political appeal could turn out to be 
a trap. A half-hearted European frontier AI project – where bold political statements are not 
backed up by the extraordinary resources and resolve required – would leave Europe poorer 
and empty-handed: still without its own frontier AI, and without reliable ways to access an-
yone else’s. A European frontier AI project is worth attempting wholeheartedly if and only 
if the conditions set out in the relevant section of this strategy are met. Those conditions 
are demanding, and therefore the objectives and recommendations that follow centre pre-
dominantly on how Europe can secure access to foreign frontier systems by building and 
using leverage. Under either approach, access to frontier AI is a prerequisite for reaping the 
enormous benefits transformative AI might bring about.

This strategy outlines how Europe can change course. Given the urgency, it first highlights 
the most important concrete policy objectives that should be pursued right now (‘Immediate  
objectives’) to protect the prosperity, sovereignty, and security of all Europeans. It then 
lays out in greater detail what else is necessary to prepare Europe for transformative AI 
(‘Additional objectives’). How Europe responds to the emergence of transformative AI may 
determine whether it remains a sovereign actor or whether it enters a period of structural de-
pendence in which even its leading economies decline toward middle-income status, serving 
as markets with little leverage over a technological order shaped in Silicon Valley and Beijing.

https://radical-optionality.ai/
https://radical-optionality.ai/
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ai-office-publishes-frontier-ai-expert-findings-eu-competitiveness-sovereignty-and-security
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Why Europe needs  
to prepare for 
transformative AI
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	� AI progress is extraordinarily 
rapid and may accelerate 
further
The recommendations in this strategy are intended for scenarios in which transformative AI 
arrives within the next few years. This section explains why that scenario is plausible, and 
why it warrants urgent preparation.

Much of what AI can do today sounded like science fiction just a few years ago. In 2019, the 
best publicly available language models could not reliably count to ten. In 2024, they strug-
gled with basic programming tasks that took programmers 4 minutes. Two years later, they 
not only write sophisticated text and code, but solve decades-old open research problems 
in mathematics and computer science on their own, produce original video and music, and 
play an increasingly central role in modern warfare. The European Commission’s report on 
its Expert Forum on Frontier AI finds that “capabilities have advanced at a pace experts de-
scribed as without precedent” and that frontier AI has “the potential to radically transform 
Europe’s economy, security and society”.
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FIGURE 1	 SCORES ON THE EPOCH CAPABILITIES INDEX. The Epoch Capabilities Index (ECI) combines many different AI benchmarks 

scores into one measure of general capability. Based on ECI scores, model capabilities have been improving nearly twice as 

fast since April 2024 than before. In a follow-up analysis in April 2026, Epoch found that three out of four capability metrics 

they tested showed acceleration (ECI, METR 50% Time Horizon, Combined Math Index, but not WeirdML Index); this ap-

peared to be driven by reasoning models. The figure reproduces the graphic and data from analysis by Epoch AI.

https://metr.org/time-horizons/
https://openai.com/index/ten-advances-in-mathematics/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2580374-ais-solution-to-87-year-old-riddle-takes-mathematicians-by-surprise/
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ai-office-publishes-frontier-ai-expert-findings-eu-competitiveness-sovereignty-and-security
https://epoch.ai/eci
https://epoch.ai/publications/have-ai-capabilities-accelerated
https://metr.org/time-horizons/
https://htihle.github.io/weirdml.html
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-capabilities-progress-has-sped-up
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In mid-2026, rapid progress is leading to increasingly extreme incidents. In July 2026, hun-
dreds of AI agents broke out of isolated internal environments at OpenAI and successfully 
hacked a major external company on their own initiative. These agents had coordinated 
extensively, exchanging advice and delegating work assignments through a hidden message 
board they built themselves, and which they rebuilt after OpenAI engineers tried to shut it 
down. Subsequently, they seized full administrative control of the OpenAI computer system 
they were running on. Similar unsanctioned AI behaviours were reported by Anthropic, Meta 
and the UK government’s AI Security Institute. 

Progress will likely remain fast. In fact, by some key metrics, the pace at which AI models 
are improving has begun accelerating (Figure 1). New cyber capabilities have increased the 
number of vulnerabilities found in critical software of major companies by roughly 5x in the 
three months after Anthropic announced Claude Mythos Preview. AI systems are reportedly 
playing a central role in active military operations. Just as today’s capabilities looked like 
science fiction a few years ago, one can expect that AI capabilities a few years from now 
would seem like science fiction to us today.  

The pace of progress may accelerate even further, especially if AI continues to accelerate 
AI research and development itself. Anthropic, Google, and OpenAI report that AI now writes 
most of their code. Over a thousand frontier lab employees jointly stated that “the world’s 
leading AI companies believe they could be close to automating AI research”. This is striking: 
AI models were barely able to write a coherent line of code four years ago, but they can now 
solve increasingly complex and open-ended tasks on behalf of AI researchers (see Figure 2). 
This suggests that progress in the next five years may be much more rapid than what we have 
seen up until now. If AI can create and improve AI by itself and without human involvement 
– also known as ‘recursive self-improvement’ – then progress could accelerate in ways that 
are hard to imagine from today’s vantage point, with years of technological progress taking 
place in months or weeks.

FIGURE 2	 SUCCESS RATES OF CODING AGENTS AT VARIOUS TASKS IN A FRONTIER AI COMPANY. Over time, coding agents such as 

Claude Code have become better at performing software engineering tasks within an AI company, including open-ended 

tasks where the human engineer does not yet know what the correct solutions will look like. Source: Anthropic.
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https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-model-evaluation-security-incident/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/ronschmelzer/2026/08/07/openais-security-breach-was-more-alarming-than-we-knew/
https://simonwillison.net/2026/Aug/7/openai-timeline/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/investigating-incidents-cybersecurity-evals
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/blog/incident-report-unsanctioned-agent-behaviour-during-cyber-testing
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-capabilities-progress-has-sped-up
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/cve-severity-spike-july-2026
https://www.anthropic.com/research/mythos-preview
https://fortune.com/2026/01/29/100-percent-of-code-at-anthropic-and-openai-is-now-ai-written-boris-cherny-roon/
https://fortune.com/2026/01/29/100-percent-of-code-at-anthropic-and-openai-is-now-ai-written-boris-cherny-roon/
https://blog.google/innovation-and-ai/infrastructure-and-cloud/google-cloud/cloud-next-2026-sundar-pichai/
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
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 	� Near-term transformative AI is  
plausible given current trends
Uncertainty remains about how much capabilities will improve, and how widely AI will be 
adopted. There are identifiable ways in which advances might fail to maintain their recent 
pace. Much of the capability progress of the past two years has come from reinforcement learn-
ing on tasks with verifiable outcomes, where models can be trained against millions of check-
able attempts. It is an open question how well these gains will generalise to domains where 
success is harder to verify. AI capability growth is also ‘jagged’: models reach superhuman 
performance on some tasks while unexpectedly lagging on others. There are also additional 
obstacles to broad and rapid adoption across the economy. Models remain imperfectly reliable, 
and firms cite legal uncertainty, data protection and security concerns, high implementation 
costs, and scarce talent as barriers to deploying models at scale. The labour-market evidence 
so far shows early, concentrated effects rather than economy-wide effects on employment.

Nonetheless, many experts see extreme capability growth and societal transformation as 
sufficiently likely to call for serious preparation. These potential barriers are not seen as 
significant blockers by the experts most knowledgeable about frontier AI systems. In July 
2026, around 200 economists, including 16 Nobel Prize winners, signed a statement warning 
that “radically more powerful AI” could arrive in the coming decade, leading to an “unprece-
dented transformation of our economy” and “large-scale job displacement”. The statement 
from frontier AI company employees released that same month stated that there is a “real 
risk that capability development rapidly accelerates beyond our ability to understand or 
control the resulting systems”.

The leading AI companies are exceeding their own projections and betting on continued 
progress. Revenue has outgrown the AI companies’ own forecasts. OpenAI projected 2.3x 
growth for 2026, which was unprecedented for a company at its scale. Yet it only took Ope-
nAI the first eight months of the year to roughly double its annualised run rate, from over 
$20 billion to more than $40 billion. Similarly, Anthropic projected 4x growth in its most 
optimistic scenario for 2026, but had already grown by 5.2× by May 2026. AI capex in 2026 
is projected to be around €650 billion and growing by more than 70% annually. The scale of 
these bets shows that the companies with the most detailed, proprietary view of the tech-
nology’s trajectory also expect it to transform the economy.

The societal changes coming with transformative AI would leave the world hard to rec-
ognise from today’s vantage point. It could result in changes overall greater in scale than 
electrification, widespread vaccination, and the advent of nuclear weapons, over the course 
of years instead of generations. Concretely, this could include:

	 Vastly higher pace of scientific and technological progress. Frontier models can solve major 
open problems across scientific domains, leading to rapid advances in materials science and 
biotechnology and drastically accelerating AI development itself. AI-enabled breakthroughs 
on technologies such as nuclear fusion rapidly bring abundant clean energy. Radically new 
medical treatments and drugs are produced at unprecedented speed. New pandemic-level 
pathogens can be designed by lay people. 

	 Concentration of geopolitical power. Access to frontier AI capabilities is the largest determi-
nant of military power, providing overwhelming battlefield advantages or removing nuclear 
second-strike capability. Governments or companies with access to powerful AI can steal 
classified information from other governments that lack access to frontier cyberdefensive 
capabilities, or can sabotage another country’s internet and electricity grid. AI surveillance 
and monitoring increases states’ ability to maintain control over populations, and AI is also 
a powerful tool for shaping public opinion. Countries with control of the frontier dictate who 
has this access and on what terms. 

https://www.wemustactnow.ai/
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/openai-is-projecting-unprecedented-revenue-growth
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-08-13/openai-s-revenue-run-rate-tops-40-billion-ahead-of-ipo
https://www.theinformation.com/briefings/anthropic-increases-2026-revenue-forecast-20-18-billion
https://www.theinformation.com/briefings/anthropic-increases-2026-revenue-forecast-20-18-billion
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/hyperscaler-capex-trend
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	 Economic phase shifts. Global economic growth rises above historical peaks, but formerly 
high-income countries without access to frontier AI systems are relegated to low- and mid-
dle-income levels. Many citizens have unrecognisably transformed jobs or no work at all. 
Many factories are repurposed to produce advanced robots, leading to an industrial explo-
sion, where robots are used to build more robots and factories. A single country or several 
companies with privileged access to frontier models can dominate the global economy.

If AI progress continues towards transformative AI, it will pose several large-scale risks, 
including irreversible loss of control. According to the International AI Safety Report, plau-
sible risks include AI-enabled biological or chemical attacks, the erosion of human auton-
omy, and loss of control scenarios “where AI systems operate outside of anyone’s control, 
with no clear path to regaining control”. There is already increasing evidence of instances 
in which misaligned AI agents work together to evade human oversight and pursue goals 
that conflict with the intentions of human users. One example of this is the aforementioned 
incident, in which AI agents developed by OpenAI coordinated through a hidden message 
board and eventually hacked the servers of Hugging Face, a multi-billion dollar AI company, 
with agents working together to conceal evidence from the systems that were supposed to 
monitor them. More capable systems will not by default be more aligned to human interests, 
and the more capable systems become, the harder concealed actions will be to detect and 
the more consequential the results of such actions will become. It was in response to these 
recent incidents that employees of frontier AI companies, in their aforementioned statement, 
wrote that “there is a real risk that capability development rapidly accelerates beyond our 
ability to understand or control the resulting systems”, requesting government intervention 
to facilitate “an international effort to develop the technical and governance tools needed 
to deliberately pace the frontier of automated AI development”. 

Continuing AI progress could also lead to extreme power concentration in a small number 
of governments or companies. Highly capable AI systems could confer decisive economic or 
military advantages on those who control these systems, potentially allowing a few actors 
to gain outsized political power. For example, AI-enabled coups or pervasive AI-enabled 
surveillance could conceivably concentrate power within a small group of people with little 
or no democratic legitimacy. Moreover, Europe currently cannot verify that foreign AI models 
are free of hidden backdoors or ‘secret loyalties’ that could help foreign actors in an attempt 
to seize power over European institutions or companies.

	� Europe risks marginalisation in 
a world with transformative AI
Europe lacks the companies, compute, models, and investment needed to prevail in a 
world with transformative AI. None of the world’s ten most valuable AI companies are Eu-
ropean. The annualised revenue run rate of European model developers is likely less than 
2% of the combined run rate of their two leading international competitors OpenAI and An-
thropic, whose combined revenue has grown roughly 25-fold in two years – from $4 billion 
to over $100 billion. The EU only hosts around 5% of global AI compute, compared to 75% in 
the US and 15% in China.1 By the end of 2026, a single data centre site in Malaysia will reach 
roughly one third of the AI compute capacity of Europe, including the UK and Norway. Two 
data centres in the US will together exceed Europe’s total capacity.2 In 2025, all of Europe 
combined received just 5–6% of global private AI investment.

1	 “Compute” is a shorthand for “computational resources” and refers to the specialised AI chips and data centre infrastruc-

ture used to train and deploy AI models.

2	 OpenAI Stargate Abilene and Anthropic-Amazon New Carlisle will together reach 2.4 GW facility power in 2026, compared 

to 2.1 GW for all of Europe. The Nusajaya site in Malaysia will reach 0.662 GW in 2026, with 0.34 GW already in operation.

https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://www.redwoodresearch.org/research/hugging-face-incident
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://www.forethought.org/research/could-one-country-outgrow-the-rest-of-the-world
https://www.rand.org/pubs/perspectives/PEA3691-4.html
https://www.forethought.org/research/ai-enabled-coups-how-a-small-group-could-use-ai-to-seize-power
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2503.05710
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2503.05710
https://icml.cc/virtual/2026/78610
https://www.forbes.com/lists/global2000/
http://epoch.ai/data/ai-companies?view=graph&tab=revenue
http://epoch.ai/data/ai-companies?view=graph&tab=revenue
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://epoch.ai/publications/trends-in-ai-supercomputers
https://epoch.ai/latest/introducing-the-frontier-data-centers-hub
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://epoch.ai/latest/introducing-the-frontier-data-centers-hub
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In addition, access to frontier AI is not a given for European customers. Recent events have 
shown that Europe should not count on reliable access to frontier AI in a transformative 
AI scenario. For example, Anthropic initially shared its Mythos model only with selected 
US partners, and the Chinese government reportedly plans similar restrictions. Profitability 
constraints alone are unlikely to change this new default: A global scarcity of AI compute 
means that the profitability of US or Chinese AI companies may not depend on serving fron-
tier models to European customers. These companies might accordingly prioritise, or be 
required by their governments to prioritise, domestic customers when allocating a scarce 
supply of frontier AI – especially as governments increasingly view frontier AI access through 
the lens of security rather than economic policy.

Access to frontier AI is already proving increasingly crucial in security-relevant domains. 
In 2026, frontier models have shown remarkable capability improvements to identify and 
exploit cyber vulnerabilities, both in safety evaluations and in the real world. If foreign crim-
inals or state-level attackers have access to frontier capabilities, while European institutions 
and companies can only use sub-frontier AI to defend themselves, this creates a dangerous 
asymmetry where Europe lacks access to the best cybersecurity tools. While outside the 
scope of this strategy, the military use of AI – and the strategic advantages it could confer 
– raise similar concerns, for example related to the use of frontier AI for autonomous deci-
sion-making.

In addition, in a world with transformative AI, economic competitiveness will likely also 
depend on access to frontier AI. The market already pays roughly 100 times more for access 
to US frontier models than to the European fast follower. Frontier AI access is rapidly becom-
ing more crucial for a wide range of tasks, including some of the most economically valuable 
work. This includes, centrally, cognitive tasks with high returns on intelligence: tasks where 
better judgement produces better outcomes, without a natural ceiling at which additional 
capability stops adding value. For such tasks, companies currently pay the largest premium 
for the best human talent, because the difference between adequate and excellent perfor-
mance translates directly into value. Tasks with high returns on intelligence exist across 
the economy, including in health care, software development, hardware design, legal work, 
finance, management, automated manufacturing, logistics, and education. One example is 
AI research and development (R&D) itself, where access to frontier AI has already become 
a key driver of progress in AI companies – either by using a company’s own frontier models, 
or by illicitly distilling the frontier models of competitors. This will plausibly extend to other 
economic sectors, as AI is increasingly used to solve fuzzy and open-ended R&D tasks that 
benefit from the most intelligent model available. In drug discovery or materials science, for 
example, frontier AI may help a company identify candidate compounds faster than com-
petitors, potentially kicking off a positive feedback loop: a company with frontier AI access 
can generate more experimental data and develop better predictive models, allowing it to 
iterate faster towards the next product generation. Beyond R&D, many tasks in areas such 
as manufacturing or logistics will plausibly benefit from frontier AI, because they involve 
complex reasoning and strategic planning. Even for more routine, well-scoped work, where 
basic AI systems are sufficient, these systems are increasingly built using frontier AI that 
writes their code, tests them, and collects or creates the training data. Even if frontier AI 
may not be required for every task, no company might therefore be competitive if it has no 
access to frontier AI at all.

Frontier AI access could be particularly important in robotics. Frontier AI models increas-
ingly provide the perception, language understanding, and reasoning that allow robots to 
handle a wide variety of tasks, beyond the standardised, high-volume tasks to which indus-
trial robots are confined (see Robotics deep dive). European robotics companies without 
reliable frontier AI access would have to build on top of less capable systems, again risking 
a compounding gap: deploying more capable robots can generate the real-world interaction 
data needed to improve the next generation of robotics models. Moreover, frontier AI could 
dramatically accelerate robotics research itself. This matters because sufficiently capable 
and versatile robots, with their potential to automate a wide range of physical tasks, present 
an outsized economic opportunity in a world with transformative AI.

https://www.euractiv.com/news/anthropics-mythos-update-puts-eu-back-on-hold-over-ai-access/
https://www.euractiv.com/news/anthropics-mythos-update-puts-eu-back-on-hold-over-ai-access/
https://www.reuters.com/world/beijing-is-looking-curbing-overseas-access-chinas-top-ai-models-sources-say-2026-07-07/
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://foxphilip.substack.com/p/the-economics-of-frontier-model-access
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/are-mythos-cyber-capabilities-overhyped
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
https://www.esrb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/reports/esrb.report202607_AImodelscybercapabilites.en.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.esrb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/reports/esrb.report202607_AImodelscybercapabilites.en.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/12/2003855671/-1/-1/0/artificial-intelligence-strategy-for-the-department-of-war.pdf
https://media.defense.gov/2026/Jan/12/2003855671/-1/-1/0/artificial-intelligence-strategy-for-the-department-of-war.pdf
https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
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Absent decisive and immediate action, Europe therefore risks drastic disruption to its 
competitiveness, sovereignty, and security in scenarios with near-term transformative AI. 
Without a deviation from the current trajectory, Europe would likely fail to capture the eco-
nomic gains from transformative AI while nonetheless facing the considerable risks it brings. 
European workers will be vulnerable to AI-driven labour displacement even if Europe has 
no leading AI companies. European companies without frontier AI access could see their 
business models hollowed out by foreign competitors, and will be vulnerable to AI-enabled 
cyberattacks with no guarantee of access to equivalent defences – Europe has already been 
cut off, repeatedly and without warning, from cyber-related frontier AI capabilities this year. 
And European governments may likewise face state and non-state actors with superior AI-en-
abled cyber and military capabilities.

Europe must, and can, act now to change course. It takes years to build data centres, fron-
tier models, crisis plans, and ambitious, coordinated policies. But it is not yet too late for 
Europe to prepare for a future with transformative AI. As this strategy outlines, there are a 
number of steps that Europe’s leaders should take immediately to ensure Europe has a stake 
in the frontier: steps that maintain and use the considerable leverage it has and that increase 
resilience to the risks it will face. Many of these are ‘no regret’ actions that will be beneficial 
for a range of possible futures. The alternative ‘wait and see’ approach risks setting Europe 
on an irreversible trajectory towards dependence on foreign companies and countries. 

https://www.euractiv.com/news/anthropics-mythos-update-puts-eu-back-on-hold-over-ai-access/
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Immediate objectives

This section presents the five objectives that have emerged, 
during the research and drafting process of this strategy, as 
being particularly time-sensitive for ensuring that Europe can 
thrive in a near-term transformative AI scenario.
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IO-1	� Create a Member State Alliance 
for Supply Chain Security

	 Europe holds various assets that will be important in a world with 
transformative AI, including ones in the AI chip supply chain. However, 
it has so far failed to translate these assets into meaningful leverage to 
ensure access to frontier AI. To do this, Europe needs to build an Alli-
ance of Member States and allies.

	
	 The challenge

Europe’s dependence on foreign models and chips is a geopolitical and economic vulnera-
bility. At the moment, Europe lacks privileged access to frontier AI models. This could have 
high societal and economic costs and leave Europe vulnerable to severe risks and with a 
weakened ability to protect against them. For example, in April 2026, Anthropic shared its 
most capable model with only selected partners under Project Glasswing, to allow them to 
test and prepare their defences against AI-enabled cyberattacks. European institutions and 
companies were not among the first to receive access: the EU Agency for Cybersecurity (ENI-
SA) reportedly only got invited to access the model after sustained negotiations (and has not 
received access to newer versions yet). A few months later, in June 2026, the US government 
issued an export control directive that restricted access to Anthropic’s most capable models 
for foreign nationals, in practice forcing Anthropic to disable these models for all customers. 
While this instance was not in itself adversarial, in the future, actors could withhold frontier 
AI access coercively from Europe. Europe’s companies also do not currently get preferential 
access to the chips built with European equipment, nor can all Member States rely on being 
treated preferentially in chip deals or restrictions.

Member States do not strategically use their leverage. Member States host various assets 
that the entire Western AI stack depends on, including world-leading chipmaking equipment 
(e.g. ASML’s extreme ultraviolet lithography (EUV) machines), critical suppliers of special-
ised inputs (e.g. Zeiss for optics and Trumpf for lasers), and proprietary datasets (e.g. in 
manufacturing and healthcare). Since these assets sit in private companies, the EU and its 
Member States cannot directly control their use. They do hold various indirect powers – such 
as export controls, investment screening or Union countermeasures under the Anti-Coercion 
Instrument (ACI) – that can be used to turn valuable assets into concrete leverage, for ex-
ample in negotiations over access to frontier AI models and chips. However, at the moment, 
Member States do not use this power strategically to gain such access.

Member States are not sufficiently coordinated. Each Member State alone will likely not be 
able to use their individual leverage to negotiate effectively on access terms or to withstand 
coercive actions – their individual positions are simply not strong enough compared to the US 
and China. However, they would likely have considerable leverage collectively. Unfortunately,  
there is currently insufficient coordination around the strategic use of these key assets.

	
	 Addressing the challenge

Willing Member States should form an Alliance for Supply Chain Security that helps them 
secure access to frontier AI models and computing capacity against outright coercion. 
Minimally, this likely should include the Netherlands, Germany, and France. In addition, Al-

https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/8b8380204f74670be75e81c820ca8dda846ab289.pdf
https://www.anthropic.com/glasswing
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-06-01/anthropic-to-give-eu-s-cybersecurity-agency-access-to-mythos
https://www.euractiv.com/news/anthropics-mythos-update-puts-eu-back-on-hold-over-ai-access/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/fable-mythos-access
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/agenda/plenary-news/2025-02-10/6/us-export-controls-of-ai-chips-debate-with-the-commission
https://chipexplorer.eto.tech/
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/when-should-nations-sell-their-data
https://chipexplorer.eto.tech/
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liance members should invite trusted non-EU nations into the Alliance, especially so-called 
‘middle powers’ facing similar access constraints. Membership should involve contributing 
important AI assets (e.g. frontier AI talent and expertise, data, compute, and attractive lo-
cations for future buildouts, semiconductor production capabilities), fiscal contributions, or 
commitments to political actions. The purpose of the Alliance should be clearly scoped to 
safeguarding against economic coercion, where foreign actors would restrict or condition ac-
cess to frontier AI models or computing capacity to extract political or economic concessions 
from Europe. If set up in this way, the Alliance would likely increase its members’ negotiating 
position regarding access to frontier AI models and computing capacity.

The Alliance’s strategic position depends on its supply chain assets. Once formed, the 
Alliance should clarify its negotiating position with regards to access, export controls, pro-
curement, and EU-level trade deals. To this end, it will have to develop a joint understanding 
of both its existing leverage and the supply chain risks it faces: (a) where the Alliance’s AI 
supply chain is strongest and weakest (e.g. if no ready substitutes exist for a certain position 
in the AI supply chain, an upstream supplier could withhold an input and there would be 
no alternatives), (b) the nature of these assets (e.g. the speed at which restrictions can be 
enacted, how long restrictions would last, how restrictions interact), and (c) how transform-
ative AI could affect their strategic importance or irreplaceability.

The Alliance will face a number of challenges it must proactively plan for. Member States 
and Alliance members could face many difficulties in forming and leveraging the Alliance. 
For example, they will need to be prepared to work together in domains that have historically  
been at the discretion of individual countries, requiring both confidentiality agreements 
and agreed upon processes for decision-making and burden-sharing. Moreover, the EU has 
limited options for rapidly imposing trade restrictions in response to economic coercion. 
While the ACI is in theory built for this purpose, it is currently too slow and unwieldy to de-
ploy in a fast-moving crisis. Moreover, since common commercial policy is an exclusive EU 
competence, Member States could not independently impose trade-based countermeasures. 
The Alliance could mitigate these factors by considering ways in which its members could 
pre-commit to and fast-track deployment of the ACI. Finally, it is important that the Alliance 
actively avoids foreseeable failure modes and risks. To that end, the Alliance should not 
take an adversarial stance towards countries outside the Alliance; it should avoid actions 
that undermine or that could be seen to restrict free trade or international law; it should 
not attempt to interfere with foreign domestic regulation of AI development; and it should 
only use anti-coercive actions in response to genuine attempts at coercion. To proactively 
produce incentives to share frontier models and chips with Europe, no leverage mechanisms 
should be employed. To that end, Europe should rather lean on the mechanisms described 
in Immediate Objective 3 and Pillar 1. 

Seven concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe 
achieve the immediate objective of forming a Member State Alliance for Supply Chain Secu-
rity can be found below. Detailed recommendations for each are provided in Part B of this 
strategy.
	

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Make the ACI explicitly consider the Alliance’s decisions. The Commission should treat the 
Alliance’s evidence file as a duly substantiated request, predefine countermeasures and off-
ramps for frontier AI access cases, and skip preliminary steps where delay would harm the 
Union. This should make the ACI deployable faster than the four-month ceiling.

2.	 Ensure the Union trade commitments do not foreclose Alliance escalation options. Where 
EU trade policy conflicts with Alliance-level leverage decisions, the EU should preserve the 
Alliance’s flexibility. Trade policies should state that restrictions on frontier AI models and 
computing capacity can count as essential-security exceptions, and that new Union commit-
ments should not foreclose steps in the Alliance’s escalation chain.
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3.	 Lead negotiations within the Union’s competence, backed by the Alliance. Agreements 
negotiated at the EU level, such as for frontier AI access or compute buildout, should be 
insured through Alliance leverage. If other countries reneged on contractual assurances to 
the EU, this should count as a reason for Alliance countermeasures. 

4.	 Collaborate with trusted partners to add their assets to Europe’s position. The Commission 
should build on the EU’s digital partnerships, the G7 Coordination Platform on Economic 
Coercion, Article 7 of the ACI, and bilateral economic-security dialogues to add valuable 
assets or commitments from trusted partners to the Alliance.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Found the Member State Alliance for Supply Chain Security by the end of 2026. Mem-
ber States with critical AI supply-chain assets – minimally the Netherlands, Germany, and 
France – should sign a founding declaration, establish an expert secretariat, and request a 
Commission liaison. Membership should remain open to other countries contributing valu-
able assets, or fiscal or political commitments. The Alliance should treat non-members as 
partners rather than adversaries, invite the US as an observer, and act only in response to 
genuine coercion.

2.	 Use the Alliance secretariat to map actual and projected bottlenecks and leverage. The 
Alliance should rapidly develop a classified map of European AI chokepoints, including their 
robustness under transformative AI, the speed at which they can be deployed, their legal 
ownership, and risk of retaliation if the Alliance deployed them. On this basis, it should de-
sign a proportionate escalation ladder across assets.

3.	 Use the Alliance to agree rules of engagement when negotiating frontier AI access. The 
Alliance should agree on a common negotiating position based on a pre-defined escalation 
ladder and transmit it to the Commission liaison. It should also prepare compatible na-
tional controls under Article 9 of the Dual-Use Regulation, while keeping them within their 
statutory purpose. Additional measures should proceed through the ACI, with members 
pre-coordinating support for the rapid action, under Articles 4 and 5. The Alliance should 
also collectivise any resulting costs, such as losses to champion companies, according to 
members’ economic strength and contributions.
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IO-2	� Make Europe’s institutions 
ready to act in a world with 
transformative AI

	

	 Europe’s institutions need to be prepared for a world in which AI be-
comes transformative in the next few years. They need to be able to 
make high-stakes decisions under uncertainty and time pressure and 
act at the scale and speed of transformative AI. To this end, they need 
expertise, information, and access to frontier technology. Without an 
extraordinary level of institutional capacity, it will be difficult to achieve 
any of the other objectives. But Europe’s institutions can rise to this 
challenge if they begin a fundamental shift now.

	
	 The challenge

AI is developing at a rate that is unprecedented for any previous technology and will out-
pace Europe’s institutional capacity. This is creating a speed asymmetry between tech-
nological development and the institutions that must govern and shape it, that were es-
tablished for a far slower-moving world. For example, the inaugural International AI Safety 
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FIGURE 3	 TIMELINE OF AI CAPABILITIES AND EU INSTITUTION RESPONSES. A comparison of timelines relating to recent developments 

in AI and the EU’s actions to regulate AI.

https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2025#21-risks-from-malicious-use
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Report, published in January 2025, warned that AI systems’ abilities to identify and exploit 
cyber-vulnerabilities were significantly advancing. In the 18 months since, multiple real-world 
autonomous hacking incidents have been observed, yet Europe has remained under-prepared  
for such incidents. Capability progress continues to accelerate rather than plateau, with a 
leading US developer now reporting that 80% of their internal code is written by AI, alongside 
an 8x increase in code contributed per engineer compared to 2024, representing an early 
instance of AI accelerating AI development itself. At the same time, frontier AI companies 
are actively targeting automating as much of their development as possible, up to full recur-
sive self-improvement, which even many researchers from these companies think is likely to 
result in AI progress outpacing our ability to understand, control, and govern the resulting 
AI models and systems.

While the European Union has some of the strongest institutions in the world, they lack 
crucial expertise. They need deep frontier3 AI expertise that covers both technical and gov-
ernance aspects. This type of frontier AI expertise is currently scarce and concentrated. 
While the European Commission’s AI Office has a high density of world-class technical talent, 
other institutions do not seem to have comparable talent clusters, especially at the Member 
State level. But even the European Commission’s AI Office will struggle to attract sufficient 
talent under current considerations. First, the few people with deep frontier AI expertise 
in the world are in high demand and have attractive options at frontier AI companies, elite 
universities, and think tanks. Third, hiring processes tend to be too bureaucratic and take 
too long. Fourth, recruiting often needs to take into account factors other than merit or 
suitability for the role, so teams are often not able to hire the best people. Fifth, in regard to 
the AI Office specifically, contracts are often too short: staff are usually employed through 
fixed-term contract agent positions that can only be renewed to a maximum of six years. This 
means that the Commission will start losing its most experienced talent in 2030.

Europe’s institutions lack access to information and the ability to process it. For many 
institutions, it is inherently difficult to get access to the information they need to do their 
job well. For example, AI adoption data might not be collected and aggregated across Mem-
ber States, or developers might not share information about the capabilities of unreleased 
models. Even where Europe’s institutions do have access to relevant information, it might 
not reach relevant decision-makers. For example, technical insights from frontier AI subject- 
matter experts might not feed into strategic decisions by Commissioners. There is also the in-
verse problem: Institutions might not be able to handle the amount of information they have 
to take in. Public institutions are increasingly flooded by AI-assisted service requests. Accord-
ing to the UK Financial Ombudsman, based on a small sample, up to one third of the respons-
es it receives appear heavily or completely AI-generated. Similarly, it may be difficult for pub-
lic institutions to process the documents that frontier AI companies share with them, such 
as system cards, risk reports, and risk management frameworks, in the timeframe needed:  
the volume of information increases as AI releases accelerate, AI companies automate their 
processes to produce documentation that is increasingly detailed, and EU institutions do 
not use AI capabilities to keep pace.

Europe’s institutions are not adopting frontier AI technology fast enough. Institutions need 
safe and secure access to frontier AI technology. Without this, they will not be able to match 
the speed and capacity of AI companies and foreign governments with more access. Since 
there are currently no European developers that compete at the frontier, Europe’s institu-
tions cannot fully rely on domestic technology. They depend on technology developed pri-
marily by US and Chinese companies. However, these companies do not necessarily provide 
reliable access to Europe currently, as demonstrated by ENISA reportedly only being invited 
to access one of Anthropic’s frontier models with advanced cyber abilities under Project 
Glasswing after sustained negotiations. Worse still, Europe’s institutions are not making 

3	 Not all technical or AI expertise can be treated as sufficient since it may fail to bring the understanding of the fast-moving 

nature, scale of change, and unique risks that governing transformative AI will require.

https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2025#21-risks-from-malicious-use
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-incident-and-the-road-ahead/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/investigating-incidents-cybersecurity-evals
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-capabilities-progress-has-sped-up
https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://www.financial-ombudsman.org.uk/data-insight/our-insight/embracing-ais-transformational-impact-consumer-complaints
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-06-01/anthropic-to-give-eu-s-cybersecurity-agency-access-to-mythos
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/8b8380204f74670be75e81c820ca8dda846ab289.pdf
https://www.anthropic.com/glasswing
https://www.anthropic.com/glasswing
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a concerted effort to contract the best models that are available nor strongly driving their 
adoption, meaning they remain behind even what models they could easily have access to.

	 Addressing the challenge
 
Transformative AI requires Europe’s institutions to be radically adapted, resourced, and 
reinvented. Europe cannot meet the demands of transformative AI with approaches to 
talent, processes, structures, or incentives that are ‘business as usual’ or that were suffi-
cient for past challenges. The European Commission and Member State governments will 
have to move faster, better, and further to prepare their institutions for AI progress and its 
wide-reaching impacts. To implement the transformative AI strategy, institutional change 
and new fit-for-purpose institutional structures will be necessary.

European institutions need to attract world-leading frontier AI talent. Institutions like the 
European Commission, including its AI Office, and Member State governments have to be 
able to hire flexibly in order to compete in earnest for world-class frontier AI talent that can 
command very high salaries, benefits, and equity packages.4 This means proactive head-
hunting, faster and less bureaucratic hiring processes (e.g. offers within weeks rather than 
months), competitive salaries (at least at the level of the UK AI Security Institute), hiring 
based on merit, and not excluding non-EU citizens. The European Commission’s AI Office’s 
limited six-year, fixed-term contract agent positions need to be extended or permanent po-
sitions introduced to avoid the loss of the most experienced technical talent in 2030.

Key institutions require ring-fenced and increased funding. Institutions will need substan-
tially more funding in order to be able to fulfil their functions, be well staffed with leading fron-
tier AI experts, and secure the frontier AI technology needed for their work. For example, one 
recommendation for the European Commission AI Office’s supervisory function of general- 
purpose AI systems with system risks suggests an annual budget of €50–60 million to bring 
it to a level comparable to Digital Services Act (DSA) enforcement. The UK AI Security Insti-
tute receives £66 million in annual funding, has priority access to over £1.5 billion worth of 
compute, can grant over £15 million, and has long-term funding commitments. Comparisons 
to annual spending on other functions make clear how modest such institutional funding is: 
The EU provides €278.8 million per year to support the production of bananas in its out-
ermost regions alone. Importantly, funding needs to be ring-fenced and secured long-term 
to avoid annual budget procedures and shifting political sentiments undermining Europe’s 
institutional preparedness for transformative AI.

Institutions and heads of government need to be enabled to implement strategy, be in-
formed, and coordinate on transformative AI. Currently, there is limited ability to do this, 
within both the Commission and Member States. There are a number of approaches that 
could help: Expert senior technical frontier AI advisors could be appointed and high-calibre 
‘Transformative AI Task Forces’ could be set up that can support them and execute strategy. 
Senior advisors and task forces would need to have standing access to the heads of govern-
ment they serve, world-class frontier AI expertise and experience, political backing, a direct 
line to AI expertise (e.g. the AI Office, national AI Security Institutes), and integration into 
day-to-day AI decision-making across government. Together they could be responsible for 
providing regular updates to senior officials; advising on relevant policy strategy; ensuring 
strategies, initiatives, and legislation are implemented effectively across government; and 
coordinating with the national security and intelligence apparatus. Transformative AI Task 
Forces would be invaluable for strategy implementation and could be modelled on the small 
and agile teams that have previously been successful models for EU Brexit negotiations, 

4	 As a comparison, OpenAI advertises base salaries of $250k to $445k for research scientists, the midpoint of which is com-

parable to the basic salary of a Director-General in the Commission. Equity packages for research scientists are reported to 

be at least as large as base salaries. Europe’s institutions would only be able to pay a fraction of the million-dollar compen-

sation packages that frontier AI companies routinely offer leading technical experts.

https://www.pourdemain.ngo/fr/post/resourcing-the-ai-office-6
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/about
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/about
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52022DC0427
https://d1xp398qalq39s.cloudfront.net/content/PDF/2020/6_Barnier_method.pdf
https://openai.com/careers/research-scientist-san-francisco/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/C/2025/6564/oj
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COVID vaccine ramp-ups, and establishing the UK AI Security Institute (AISI). Another ap-
proach to ensure that Union leaders are well-informed and able to execute on transformative 
AI is setting up direct two-way communication channels between senior European Commis-
sion officials and frontier AI subject-matter experts in the Commission. Senior civil servants 
should also receive regular demonstrations and briefings to help them to stay abreast of the 
fast-moving field and to better understand where AI capabilities are.

Securing access to frontier AI technology and enabling its safe and secure use across 
government are essential to increasing institutional capacity. European institutions must 
secure access to frontier AI technology and enable its use across government to address 
the challenges of expanded AI use by the public (e.g. service flooding), the speed of AI de-
velopment, and the technological asymmetry between regulators and frontier AI companies 
(see Pillar 1). European institutions should contract for access to the best currently available 
models, while having in place alternative solutions, such as open-weight models, that are in 
active use and available at any point. On an institutional level this will require creating legal 
clarity around AI-assisted decision-making; getting and maintaining access to frontier AI by 
building on existing initiatives, making it possible for procurement to keep pace with new 
models, and ensuring the sovereignty tiers and criteria from the Cloud and AI Development 
Act do not prohibit accessing foreign frontier capabilities; and using sovereign cloud infra-
structure for sensitive work. Civil servants should also be broadly encouraged and enabled 
to use AI internally, to benefit from AI advances.

New institutional structures are needed to make Europe ready to act in a world with trans-
formative AI. Building institutions that improve strategic awareness, foresight, and European 
leaders’ ability to take action under uncertainty are particularly important. To that end, for 
example, an AI Strategic Foresight Unit, staffed with dedicated frontier AI experts, could be 
created under the Commission’s AI Office, the Secretariat-General, or the Directorate-General  
Inspire, Debate, Engage and Accelerate Action (DG IDEA) to help understand and predict 
transformative AI developments. Precedents for this exist, for example, within the UK’s AI 
Security Institute and AI Economics Institute. Transformative AI Fellows could also be ap-
pointed to DG IDEA, the Commission’s existing foresight and ideas department, following the 
precedent of the European Commission’s Fellowship Programme on China. Dedicated fron-
tier AI experts could be hired to or AI Office experts could be seconded to EU delegations and 
offices located where AI development is concentrated (e.g. San Francisco, Beijing) to avoid 
Europe being out of touch with the frontier. A Union-level AI agency providing deployment 
advice and a single entry point for companies facing fragmented national procedures is one 
further idea worth examining. The goal should not be to limit what new institutions should 
be considered to the ideas above, but to begin an ambitious process of imagining, planning, 
and creating the institutions a world with transformative AI will require. 

Eight concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe 
achieve the immediate objective of preparing its institutions for transformative AI can be 
found below. Detailed recommendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Ensure that the Commission President and College of Commissioners are well-informed on 
transformative AI developments and able to execute on strategic objectives. This could 
include appointing a full-time frontier AI advisor supported by a Transformative AI Task Force 
to drive strategy implementation, coordinate across institutions, and provide situational 
awareness. 

2.	 Empower the AI Office as an invaluable centre of expertise on AI. Establish direct lines of 
communication between senior Commission officials and AI Office frontier AI experts, using 
in-house expertise to inform decision-makers via briefings and workshops; reform hiring 
practices to access world-class frontier AI subject-matter expertise; and provide enough 
compute and API (Application Programming Interface) credits for staff to use frontier AI 
models and systems to assist their work.

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm5802/cmselect/cmsctech/92/9211.htm
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65438d159e05fd0014be7bd9/introducing-ai-safety-institute-web-accessible.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/news-and-media/news/commission-launches-new-general-purpose-ai-tool-gptec-2024-10-22_en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/proposal-cloud-and-ai-development-act-cada
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/proposal-cloud-and-ai-development-act-cada
https://commission.europa.eu/news-and-media/news/commission-advances-cloud-sovereignty-through-strategic-procurement-2026-04-17_en
https://commission.europa.eu/news-and-media/news/commission-advances-cloud-sovereignty-through-strategic-procurement-2026-04-17_en
https://www.adalovelaceinstitute.org/report/keeping-an-eye-on-ai/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-security-institute-frontier-ai-trends-report-factsheet/ai-security-institute-frontier-ai-trends-report-factsheet
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-security-institute-frontier-ai-trends-report-factsheet/ai-security-institute-frontier-ai-trends-report-factsheet
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-economics-institute-prospectus/ai-economics-institute-aiei-prospectus
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/b5b0affd-0400-4ef1-a827-d20b6ba30ab3_en?filename=IDEA+AD+2023+FELLOWSHIP.pdf
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/united-states-america/san-francisco_en?s=253
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/china_en?s=166
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3.	 Rapidly expand access to frontier AI across EU institutions. Build on initiatives like GPT@
EC to secure access to frontier AI for EU staff with minimal delay. 

4.	 Convene leaders, officials, and subject matter experts to ideate, plan, and action the cre-
ation of new institutional structures needed for transformative AI. Hold a series of con-
venings to bring together senior Commission officials, AI Office experts, and independent 
subject-matter experts to help generate ideas and plans for the new institutional structures 
needed for a world with transformative AI. This process could be facilitated by the AI Office 
reporting to Commission leadership.

	 Recommendations at the national level
	
1.	 Build national technical AI assessment capacity and frontier AI expertise. Establish or 

scale national expert institutions that can provide technical AI assessment capabilities and 
frontier AI expertise, including national AI Safety Institutes (AISIs).

2.	 Appoint senior frontier AI advisors with direct access to the head of government. Sen-
ior frontier AI advisors supported by a small taskforce should coordinate across agencies, 
inform heads of government and their cabinets about AI, and advise on transformative AI 
strategies and decisions.

3.	 Collect, analyse, and publish national statistics on AI diffusion and adoption. A national 
statistical institute should be instructed to collect and analyse data on AI diffusion and 
adoption across enterprises, individuals, and the public sector.

4.	 Ensure a baseline of AI literacy across all government departments. Adopt a government- 
wide AI literacy programme.
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IO-3	� Secure Europe’s share  
of global AI compute

	

	 In a world with transformative AI, access to computational resources 
(or ‘compute’ for short) will be as crucial as access to energy. This ac-
cess is precarious if the computing power is not on EU soil. Data cen-
tres in Texas or Shenzhen can lock out European customers overnight. 
Europe is much more robust against access restrictions and coercion  
if the data centres are under its jurisdictional and physical control.  
A ‘European Way’ of building AI compute should combine speed with 
respect for local community interests.

	

	 The challenge
The EU is currently a net importer of AI compute. Researchers estimate that it hosts around 
5% of global supply.5 Without ambitious measures, this share is likely to remain at this level 
at the end of the decade. The main reason for this is not a lack of potential data centre sites 
or investor interest, but the long and complicated process of getting European data centres 
approved and connected to the grid. The proposed Cloud and AI Development Act (CADA) 
includes several strong ideas for alleviating this and increasing the amount of compute on EU 
soil, such as acceleration zones for faster data centre permitting. However, CADA’s headline 
target is not ambitious enough: Even if it achieved its stated goal and tripled the EU’s overall 
data centre capacity in the next 5–7 years, this would still leave the EU with less than 10% of 
global AI compute on its soil; and probably much less, even under unrealistically favourable 
assumptions about CADA’s effectiveness.6 

The EU’s net importer status threatens its competitiveness and autonomy. Domestic com-
pute scarcity creates a structural dependence on foreign countries for access to AI compute. 
Several researchers have described the implications: With only a single-digit share of the 
global supply and exposure to interruptions outside its control, Europe cannot reliably pro-
tect its competitiveness and strategic autonomy in a world in which AI becomes ever more 
tightly integrated into industrial processes, public services, and defence systems. Europe 
has learned before what structural dependence on foreign actors for a strategic resource can 
mean: For example, Germany’s imports of Russian gas turned into a lever of coercion in 2022, 
threatening industrial shutdowns and forcing the country to mobilise up to €200 billion to 
cushion industry and households.

5	 Epoch AI reports an EU share of 4.8% in March 2025. The more recent Europe 2031 compute forecast estimates a 4.7% 

share in Europe by the end of 2026. The Europe 2031 figure includes non-EU countries such as the UK and Norway, suggest-

ing that the EU share is somewhat lower.

6	 CADA assumes, based on a study by Technopolis Group and others, that the EU has a total data centre capacity of 12.4 GW 

in 2025 (including both AI and non-AI data centres). Assuming around 31 GW of total AI compute capacity by the end of 

2025 and an EU share of around 5% implies that the EU hosted around 1.5 GW of AI compute in 2025. If the EU tripled its 

overall data centre capacity from 12.4 GW to 37.2 GW by 2030, and we assume – unrealistically – that the 24.8 GW of new 

capacity are used exclusively for AI workloads, the EU’s total AI capacity would constitute 26.3 GW. Since CADA estimates 

IT load, a 1.1x PUE multiplier can be used to convert this into 28.9 GW of total facility power, which would constitute less 

than 10% of the expected global supply of 300 GW by 2030. Given that not all data centres to be built in subsequent years 

will host AI workloads, the actual share can be expected to be lower – likely closer to this strategy’s default estimate of 

around 5% without ambitious political intervention.

https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/proposal-cloud-and-ai-development-act-cada
https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/testimonies/CTA4100/CTA4156-1/RAND_CTA4156-1.pdf
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AIES/article/view/31683
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-journal-of-international-law/article/weaponizing-energy-energy-trade-and-investment-law-in-the-new-geopolitical-reality/0BC65417FE02320FDAEBB46ABB0C7762
https://www.energypolicy.columbia.edu/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Commentary_Understanding-Germanys-Gas-Price-Brake.pdf
https://epoch.ai/publications/trends-in-ai-supercomputers
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:a6802eee-5f40-11f1-aa6d-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-power
https://epoch.ai/publications/trends-in-ai-supercomputers
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
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If current trends continue, AI compute will become increasingly scarce and deepen Eu-
rope’s dependence. AI compute is already scarce today, and will plausibly become more 
scarce as AI becomes transformative, leading to a persistent ‘compute crunch’. Rental prices 
for an Nvidia H100 – a legacy chip launched as early as 2022 – rose roughly 40% between Oc-
tober 2025 and March 2026, with one research firm likening the search for AI chips to ‘trying 
to book airplane tickets on the last flight out’. AI companies in both the US and China explic-
itly describe themselves as limited by compute. This scarcity is likely to persist over the next 
few years. According to researchers, various (imperfect) proxies suggest that demand for AI 
models at a fixed size and price is growing by 10x annually, but the global capacity to deploy 
AI models is only growing at 3.4x annually. Efficiency gains alone are unlikely to relieve this 
pressure: Compute demand is growing even though the cost of achieving a fixed level of AI 
performance has fallen sharply, for example, by around 40× annually on one benchmark. The 
rise of highly capable reasoning models, which require a lot of compute to run, further fuels 
compute scarcity. On the supply side, difficulties around expanding the production of EUV 
chipmaking machines and high-bandwidth memory contribute to persistent compute scar-
city. If AI compute becomes increasingly scarce in this way, Europe’s structural dependence 
on foreign actors is likely to deepen further.

	 Addressing the challenge
The EU and its Member States should host 15% of global AI compute on EU soil by 2030 to 
reduce its exposure to foreign coercion. This share would be roughly in proportion to the 
EU’s 18.2% share of nominal world GDP. According to several estimates, the global supply 
of AI compute – approximately 30 GW at the beginning of this year – will grow to hundreds 
of GW by the end of the decade (see the deep dive on compute). Assuming a global supply 
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FIGURE 4	 GLOBAL COMPUTE PROJECTION BY REGION 2025–2031. If current trends continue, Europe’s share of global AI compute – 

measured in Gigawatts (GW) of total facility power – will still be at roughly 5–6% by 2031. This graph includes non-EU 

countries such as the UK and Norway; the EU’s share will likely be even lower. Source: Europe 2031

https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/05/06/anthropic-ceo-dario-amodei-says-company-crew-80-fold-in-first-quarter.html
https://www.datacenterdynamics.com/en/news/alibaba-cloud-revenue-grows-34-company-cant-keep-up-with-ai-demand/
https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/llm-inference-price-trends
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://www.dwarkesh.com/p/dylan-patel
https://www.dwarkesh.com/p/dylan-patel
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/memory-mania-how-a-once-in-four-decades
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO%289.0.0%29
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-power
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
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of 300 GW by 2030, a 15% share would require the EU to host 45 GW of AI compute, up from 
less than 2 GW today. This share should consist both of European-only data centres – owned 
and operated by European organisations – and data centres by foreign frontier companies. If 
Europe attempted its own frontier project, it should build significant amounts of European- 
only compute, at least 18 GW of total facility power according to this strategy’s estimate 
(see What would be required for a successful European frontier AI project?). Absent such a 
project, it should focus on attracting investment from foreign frontier AI companies as part 
of ‘compute-for-access’ deals (see Objective 1.1). In short, the idea is to tie compute buildout 
by foreign AI companies on attractive European sites to contractually guaranteed access 
to frontier models. Any access agreement will be much more robust if the data centres are 
under European jurisdictional and physical control. In that case, a much smaller share of 
European-only compute is sufficient, mainly for developing European fast-follower models 
and deploying AI in sensitive areas such as defence or healthcare. Either way, Europe has to 
attract some foreign compute investment, as European companies alone will be unable to 
fund the entire buildout. 

Achieving the 15% target by 2030 is urgent, and feasible by relying mostly or even exclu-
sively on the European grid. Europe should start to increase its share as soon as possible, 
as catching up will only become harder over time – especially if US companies begin sending 
data centres to space in the 2030s, as several experts now deem plausible in light of rapidly 
falling cost curves. A recent study indicates that EU countries could feasibly host 45 GW of 
AI compute on their soil by 2030, subject to enough political will: In a ‘crisis mobilisation’ 
scenario, the EU’s major power markets alone – France, Germany, Iberia, and the Nordics 
(ex-Norway) – could connect 35.6 GW of AI compute to their grids by 2030.7 The remaining 
9.4 GW could plausibly be provided by other EU countries, and if necessary, by relying on a 
small share of on-site power generation as a bridge solution while the European grid is being 
expanded. Importantly, building 45 GW of AI compute on EU soil is very unlikely to lead to 
more AI data centres in the world. AI chip companies are already producing under severe 
capacity constraints. If current trends continue, every produced chip will soon be deployed 
in a data centre somewhere, and Europe only faces a purely distributional question: How 
much of global AI compute will be on EU soil? 

To achieve the 15% target, Europe should attract private investment by reducing the ‘time 
to power’ for new data centres. The central role of the EU and its Member States is not to 
fund the compute buildout themselves, but to attract the required private capital, on the 
order of €1.3 trillion for 45 GW of AI compute (at $34.4 billion/GW).8 This is comparable 
to what other countries outside the US and China are investing, relative to their size: For 
example, the Republic of Korea has announced private-led investment that is roughly 3x as 
much relative to its GDP.9 The private capital for a 45 GW buildout exists: Goldman Sachs 
forecasts $7.6 trillion of global AI infrastructure spending over the next six years. Europe 
should create the right conditions for more of this capital to flow into Europe. The main lever 
for this is reducing ‘time to power’, or how long it takes for a data centre to be connected to 
the grid, which is the most central factor in siting decisions for AI data centres. Europe can 
achieve this, for example, through accelerated permitting and prioritised grid connections 
for AI data centres. Beyond that, the public sector should contribute a €100 billion share to 
the €1.3 trillion buildout in order to de-risk strategically important private investment and 
increase the share of European-only AI compute.

7	 In a crisis mobilisation scenario, policymakers would unlock additional AI compute capacity mainly via flexible grid connec-

tions for AI data centres and shifting electricity demand away from use cases such as hydrogen production towards AI data 

centres. In this scenario, the markets named above plus the UK and Norway could together connect 47.6 GW by 2030.

8	 Epoch AI estimates that 1 GW of IT load costs slightly below $38 billion of capital expenditure for an AI data centre. As-

suming a PUE (power usage effectiveness) of 1.1, this translates into $34.3 billion per 1 GW of total facility power. At current 

exchange rates, the total investment of $1.55 trillion would correspond to approximately €1.3 trillion.

9	 Korea’s 550 trillion won investment by 2029 is a 19.7% share of its 2026 nominal GDP of 2,788 trillion won, or approximately  

6.6% per year when averaged over 2027–29. The proposed EU investment of $1.55 trillion by 2030 would be a 6.7% share of 

its 2026 nominal GDP of $23.03 trillion, or approximately 2.2% per year when averaged over 2027–29.

https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://research.google/blog/exploring-a-space-based-scalable-ai-infrastructure-system-design/
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/to-boldly-go-the-case-for-space-datacenters
https://www.forethought.org/research/will-we-really-put-data-centers-in-space
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-26-109012
https://auroraer.com/resources/aurora-insights/market-reports/a-crisis-mobilisation-scenario-for-increasing-european-ai-compute-power
https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/american-ai-companies-cant-get-enough-chips
https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/american-ai-companies-cant-get-enough-chips
https://www.goldmansachs.com/insights/articles/tracking-trillions-the-assumptions-shaping-scale-of-the-ai-build-out
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/private-capital/our-insights/how-data-centers-and-the-energy-sector-can-sate-ais-hunger-for-power
https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-cost-breakdown
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.16026
https://www.datacenterdynamics.com/en/news/south-korea-announces-919bn-investment-into-three-mega-projects-plans-to-build-184gw-worth-of-data-centers-by-2035/
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO%289.0.0%29
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO%289.0.0%29
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Europe should demonstrate that one can both reduce ‘time to power’ and ensure that local 
communities benefit from compute buildout. Not building out compute fast would leave 
European citizens marginalised in a world with transformative AI. However, Europe should 
distinguish itself by showing that AI compute buildout can be beneficial for the communities 
hosting the data centres. As part of this ‘European Way’, policymakers should guarantee 
host municipalities a share of local business tax, allocated based on total installed facility 
power rather than payroll, and make it easy for data centre developers to invest in local in-
frastructure. Moreover, large operators should be required to compensate for any increase 
in electricity-system costs caused by their projects, rather than socialise these costs across 
households and local businesses.

Nine concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe achieve 
the immediate objective of hosting sufficient AI compute can be found below. Detailed rec-
ommendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy. For a more detailed discussion 
of the strategic importance of AI compute, see the compute deep dive.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Host at least 15% of global AI computing capacity by 2030. Use CADA to set a 15% Union- 
level target, implemented through national contribution plans, to ensure a share of AI com-
pute on EU soil in proportion to its economic weight. 

2.	 Create a Rapid AI Infrastructure team within the European Commission. Establish a task-
force with 30–50 headcount by 2027, staffed at least 50% by external experts, to facilitate 
the buildout towards the 15% target.

3.	 Upgrade CADA’s data centre acceleration zones. Use instruments such as overriding-public- 
interest status, fast-tracked ‘aggregated baseline permits’, and approval-by-default to re-
duce project-level permitting to three months.

4.	 Mobilise €25 billion of EU public funding for AI compute. Commit €25 billion via loan guar-
antees and advance purchase commitments to de-risk strategically important private data 
centre projects and increase the share of European-only AI compute.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Strengthen the social contract around AI data centres. Guarantee host municipalities a 
share of local business tax (allocated based on total installed facility power), facilitate devel-
oper investment in local infrastructure, and require large operators to bear the incremental 
electricity-system costs of their projects.

2.	 Prepare and market shovel-ready sites ahead of CADA. Identify, within six months, a list of 
attractive, 100 MW+ data centre sites, designate them as acceleration zones, and coordinate 
between owners, grid operators, investors, and interested developers.

3.	 Reduce ‘time to power’ for AI data centres. Use prioritisation rules and Flexible Connection 
Agreements to speed up grid connections and accelerate permitting for new power generation 
and transmission (including for on-site power generation co-located with AI data centres).

4.	 Accelerate planning and permitting for AI data centres. Use country-wide, six-month per-
mitting caps, approval-by-default, build-at-risk, and increased administrative capacity to 
accelerate compute buildout. Avoid gold-plating of EU requirements.

5.	 Mobilise €75 billion of national public funding for AI compute. Commit €75 billion across all 
Member States via loan guarantees, advance purchase commitments and potentially equity 
investment to de-risk strategically important private data centre projects and increase the 
share of European-only AI compute.
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IO-4	 Ensure resilience to AI crises

	 Transformative AI will pose severe safety and security risks. Europe 
can only thrive in a world with transformative AI if it is prepared for 
and resilient to these risks. This will require an extensive resilience 
programme – building the capacity to resist, absorb, recover from, and 
adapt to shocks and harms – and overhauling Europe’s ability to pre-
vent and respond to AI crises and emergencies.

 

	 The challenge
 
Transformative AI will dramatically increase and accelerate the risks Europe faces. The 
wide-reaching risks of increasingly capable AI models and AI systems are only just beginning 
to be felt. Current capabilities are the floor rather than the ceiling for what European busi-
nesses, governments, critical infrastructure, democratic processes, and citizens need to be 
prepared for. Transformative AI could give rise to the following systemic risks10:

	 Irreversible loss of control of AI.11 In recent months, there have been several cases where 
frontier AI organisations – such as OpenAI, Anthropic, and the UK government AI Security 
Institute – lost control of AI agents that then engaged in spontaneous and misaligned be-
haviour: The agents coordinated in secret and operated as swarms, persistently pursued 
unsanctioned goals, attempted to deceive real people by manufacturing consent to achieve 
their ends, took over their host company’s infrastructure, and launched cyberattacks on sys-
tems of other companies. Frontier AI companies are trying to automate their R&D processes 
using AI, up to full recursive self-improvement, which could lead to a pace of progress so 
far outpacing our ability to align and monitor agents that it increases the likelihood humans 
could not maintain control and oversight, with potentially catastrophic impacts including the 
marginalisation or extinction of humanity. While such scenarios may seem like science fiction 
today, it is important to appreciate that many of the incidents described in this paragraph 
would have seemed like science fiction a mere six months ago. With the rate of progress in 
AI remaining high and potentially accelerating, a near-term future that seems like science 
fiction from today’s point of view should be the default expectation. For example, in a trans-
formative AI world, billions of powerful agents – which humans could lose control of – might 
be entrusted with ever more consequential tasks across critical functions, used to build the 
next generation of AI models, and unleashed by threat actors for malicious ends.

10	 A systemic risk is a risk that is “specific to the high-impact capabilities of general-purpose AI models, having a significant 

impact on the Union market due to their reach, or due to actual or reasonably foreseeable negative effects on public 

health, safety, public security, fundamental rights, or the society as a whole, that can be propagated at scale across the 

value chain” (Article 3(65) AI Act). The GPAI Code of Practice specifies four systemic risks (cyber offence, CBRN weapons, 

loss of control, and harmful manipulation) and gives further information about what characterises them.

11	 The General-Purpose AI Code of Practice, in its Safety and Security Chapter defines loss of control as the “risks from 

humans losing the ability to reliably direct, modify, or shut down a model.” This could be the result of “misalignment with 

human intent or values, self-reasoning, self-replication, self-improvement, deception, resistance to goal modification, power- 

seeking behaviour, or autonomously creating or improving AI models or AI systems.” For an introduction to and overview of 

the concept of loss of control, see the International AI Safety Report.

https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-systemic-risks-and-other-considerations
https://fortune.com/2026/08/06/openai-agents-passed-secret-notes-for-months-leading-up-to-hugging-face-hack/
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-incident-and-the-road-ahead/
https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/663bd486c5e4c81588db7a1d/6a724858f7db25c81487016d_Security Incident INC-2026-07-28-01.pdf
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-incident-and-the-road-ahead/
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-incident-and-the-road-ahead/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/investigating-incidents-cybersecurity-evals
https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-3
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-4-specified-systemic-risks
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-systemic-risks-and-other-considerations
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-4-specified-systemic-risks
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026#2.2.2.
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	 Significantly lower barriers to producing weapons of mass destruction. In transformative AI 
scenarios, the ability to build biological, chemical, nuclear, or radiological (CBRN) weapons 
that could cause large-scale deaths would be within reach of many more individuals than 
today. AI could also help develop more dangerous pathogens than previously possible. This 
would be a world where the threat of catastrophic events like pandemics worse than COVID 
or large-scale loss of life, alongside severe economic shocks, could become a persistent fea-
ture of European life. Experts expect that frontier AI models will soon give threat actors dan-
gerous uplift in attempting to cause these kinds of harms. Some frontier AI companies have 
already stated that their models meet their high risk threshold for biological and chemical 
capabilities or implemented strong safeguards as a precaution, but these safeguards could 
easily be stripped from, or not be implemented in, open-weight models. What previously was 
a key bottleneck to unleashing harms such as biological weapons, may rapidly vanish.

	 Digital infrastructure being under constant attack from highly advanced automated cy-
berattacks. In a transformative AI world with diffused cyber capabilities, high-volume, au-
tomated, sophisticated cyberattacks will require little or no technical expertise, posing a 
constant threat to Europe’s critical infrastructure, government agencies, businesses, and 
citizens.12 Offensive agent swarms could coordinate to orchestrate cyberattacks, defensive 
agent swarms would need to be deployed to stand a chance of withstanding such attacks, 
and self-replicating malware could spread between AI agents. AI can already carry out so-

FIGURE 5	 NUMBER OF REPORTED SERIOUS SOFTWARE VULNERABILITIES FROM 21 MAJOR ORGANISATIONS. This graph is adapted from 

data and graphics from Epoch AI. It shows high and critical severity Common Vulnerabilities and Exposures (CVEs) from 

AWS, Apache, Apple, Cisco, Google, Linux, Microsoft, Mozilla, NVIDIA, Oracle, Red Hat, Adobe, IBM, Intel, AMD, Qualcomm, 

Samsung, SAP, VMware, GitHub, and OpenSSL. Note that the reporting procedures, labelling, and cadence varies substan-

tially between these organisations.
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12	 AI-driven attacks or targeting of government agencies, technology and financial institutions, software supply chains, 

healthcare and emergency services, and critical infrastructure have already been reported. 

https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aec2657
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://www.opcw.org/media-centre/news/2026/03/opcw-releases-landmark-report-ai-and-chemical-weapons-convention
https://www.anthropic.com/research/nuclear-safeguards-for-ai
https://oecd.ai/en/incidents/2026-07-26-4293
https://deploymentsafety.openai.com/gpt-5-6
https://arxiv.org/abs/2606.12429
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/f61d49fa5596956a5dec75fea0e973bf6a6a8378/Redacted Risk Report August 2026 .pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2407.01376
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2605.26526
https://fortune.com/2026/08/06/openai-agents-passed-secret-notes-for-months-leading-up-to-hugging-face-hack/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2603.15727
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/cve-severity-spike-july-2026
https://gambit.security/blog-posts/a-single-operator-two-ai-platforms-nine-government-agencies-the-full-technical-report
https://www.anthropic.com/news/disrupting-AI-espionage
https://www.anthropic.com/news/disrupting-AI-espionage
https://www.anthropic.com/news/investigating-incidents-cybersecurity-evals
https://www.anthropic.com/news/detecting-countering-misuse-aug-2025
https://www.cisa.gov/news-events/cybersecurity-advisories/aa26-231a
https://www.dragos.com/blog/ai-assisted-ics-attack-water-utility
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phisticated end-to-end automated attacks, automate vulnerability discovery including find-
ing zero-days, and generate exploits (see Figure 5). These cyber capabilities are increasing 
at speed and may be accelerating, with broadly available open-weight models with limited 
safeguards likely to be months (rather than years) behind the frontier. 

The systemic risks from transformative AI that Europe faces cannot be eliminated at their 
source. Europe has limited capacity to influence the upstream management of the risks from 
frontier models developed overseas, in China and the US. The AI Act and Code of Practice 
include some obligations and commitments particularly relevant to transformative AI risks 
(see Box 1 in Objective 3.1), but their reach will remain partial when development and deploy-
ment decisions are made outside of Europe, especially if enforcement is slow and uncertain. 
In addition, it is difficult to reduce and prepare for risks at the model level alone: the science 
of alignment, evaluations, risk analysis, and safeguards remains immature, and safety is not 
just a property of the model but also of the deployment contexts. The impacts of any risky 
open-weight models will also diffuse into Europe, due to their being freely downloadable, 
with risks being amplified further due to the fact that safety training can easily be removed 
from open-weight models.

Europe’s current safeguards and preparedness strategies will not be fit for purpose. Ex-
isting and planned approaches such as the EU Preparedness Union Strategy, the EU Action 
Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence, the EU AI Act’s systemic risk identification, 
assessment, and mitigation as well as serious incident reporting obligations, and the pro-
posed Biotech Act will begin to strengthen Europe’s societal resilience. To be effective, they 
will need to be implemented well and consistently across Europe, protected from political 
dilution, and enforced decisively. However, even if this is achieved, these plans will not be 
sufficient to address the risks that Europe will face in a transformative AI scenario. Important 
elements of societal resilience (e.g. legal instruments, defensive programmes, institutional 
owners, or emergency plans) are lacking for all the AI-related risks discussed above. Where 
such elements are present, they have fundamental gaps13 and have generally been designed 
for the current risk profile at best.
	

	 Addressing the challenge
Transformative AI risks require extensive and urgent societal resilience programmes. 
Without urgent and intensive large-scale societal resilience and preparedness measures, 
transformative AI could tilt the balance in the cyber and bio risk landscape toward attack-
ers rather than defenders, as well as leaving Europe vulnerable to other transformative AI 
risks, including loss of control scenarios. As a starting point, this requires implementing the 
EU’s recently announced Action Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence effectively, 
including by anticipating transformative AI cyber capabilities and hardening critical infra-
structure to AI cyberattacks. This should be accompanied by ambitious analogous CBRN and 
loss of control preparedness and resilience action plans. In addition, ambitious ring-fenced 
funding must be made available for European AI resilience efforts in order to implement an 
extensive societal resilience programme successfully. 

To be resilient, Europe has to improve its ability to prevent and respond to crises and emer-
gencies. As more and more systemic risks materialise, the EU must commensurately increase 
its ability to anticipate, prevent, and respond to crises, emergencies, and severe impacts. 
This could involve building up reserves of resources and equipment that would be needed in 
a crisis, and updating and putting in place emergency response plans at the Member State 
and European level. To help with anticipated national security crises, information-sharing 
channels and cooperation should be set up between frontier AI experts and agencies and the 

13	 For example, the Preparedness Union Strategy does not mention AI even though it tries to put into place emergency coor-

dination for cyber and bio risks, amongst others.

https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-model-evaluation-security-incident/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-fable-5-mythos-5
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/cve-severity-spike-july-2026
https://www.anthropic.com/research/mythos-preview
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/blog/how-fast-is-autonomous-ai-cyber-capability-advancing
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/blog/how-fast-is-autonomous-ai-cyber-capability-advancing
https://www.aisi.gov.uk/blog/how-far-behind-the-frontier-are-leading-open-weight-models-on-cyber
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/large-scale-models-by-country
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=OJ:L_202401689
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/contents-code-gpai
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026#3.3.
https://www.normaltech.ai/p/ai-safety-is-not-a-model-property
https://www.normaltech.ai/p/ai-safety-is-not-a-model-property
https://arxiv.org/abs/2606.00047
https://arxiv.org/abs/2601.13528
https://arxiv.org/abs/2608.07514
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/preparedness_en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/eu-action-plan-cybersecurity-and-artificial-intelligence
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/eu-action-plan-cybersecurity-and-artificial-intelligence
https://health.ec.europa.eu/publications/proposal-regulation-establish-measures-strengthen-unions-biotechnology-and-biomanufacturing-sectors_en
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national security and intelligence functions in government. Prioritising the enforcement of 
the AI Act’s serious incident reporting obligation for providers of general-purpose AI models 
posing systemic risk and bolstering this with a separate voluntary channel for notifying the 
AI Office of events that do not qualify as a ‘serious incident’ would provide the AI Office with 
invaluable information regarding the real-world effects of advanced AI.

A societal resilience programme will require access to frontier AI capabilities. In order 
to identify vulnerabilities and shore up defences, Europe will need to negotiate and secure 
access to frontier AI capabilities (see Pillar 1, Objective 1.1). This means ensuring that plans 
are drawn up for securing structured access in these domains (as the Commission in coordi-
nation with ENISA has already been asked to do for cybersecurity under the Action Plan on 
Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence).

Eight concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe 
achieve the immediate objective of ensuring resilience to AI crises can be found below. De-
tailed recommendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Implement the Action Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence and develop corre-
sponding CBRN and loss of control action plans. Successfully implement the Action Plan 
on Cybersecurity and AI by ensuring that funding, institutional ownership, clear deadlines, 
and structured access arrangements are implemented. Publish analogous action plans for 
AI CBRN and loss of control risks.

2.	 Establish a channel for providers and affected parties to voluntarily notify the AI Office of 
AI incidents. Create a voluntary channel with an online portal through which the AI Office 
can be notified of AI incidents that may not qualify as a serious incident under Article 55 
of the AI Act. This channel should be accessible for both AI providers and affected parties. 
Thorough follow-up assessments of incidents can be conducted where necessary. 

3.	 Strengthen cooperation between AI expertise and national security and intelligence au-
thorities. Establish standing working channels between Member State AISIs, the EU AI Office, 
and security and intelligence agencies that have an agreed protocol for handling classified 
and commercially sensitive material. Collaboratively produce threat assessments for offen-
sive cyber, CBRN, harmful manipulation, and loss of control AI risks.

4.	 Establish a cross-programme European AI preparedness and resilience package in the 
2028–2034 Multiannual Financial Framework and allow existing funds to be used for AI re-
silience measures. Ring-fence a €10 billion, cross-programme funding package for AI-specific  
preparedness and resilience. Member States should be able to draw on this package to im-
plement measures addressing systemic risks. In the short term, the Commission should con-
firm that existing funding programmes can be used to fund AI-related resilience measures.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Strengthen the biosecurity provisions in the EU Biotech Act. Member States should ne-
gotiate for stronger biosecurity measures in Biotech Act negotiations, for example, rapid 
updating of products in scope of know-your-customer (KYC) provisions, legal safe harbours 
for trusted third parties to stress-test synthesis screening.

2.	 Build up reserves of resources and equipment necessary for responding to crises. Identify 
and procure physical resources that are likely to be scarce, slow or difficult to obtain, and 
essential in crises (e.g. protective equipment). Conduct supply chain assessments and table
top exercises for critical infrastructure and emergency response. 

https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
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3.	 Strengthen critical national infrastructure against AI-enabled cyberattacks. Strengthen 
the implementation of the NIS2 Directive (Directive 2022/2555) by establishing programmes 
that harden essential services and critical infrastructure operators by giving access to cyber-
security expertise, highly capable AI models to identify and patch vulnerabilities, and other 
resources required.

4.	 Include AI-enabled incidents in national and sector-specific emergency response plans. 
Ensure national emergency preparedness plans and sector-specific plans include AI-enabled  
incidents. These must include AI-enabled incidents (e.g. cyber offence, CBRN, loss of con-
trol) that could go beyond those previously considered in scope and magnitude of harm. 
They should specify clear chains of command, the legal basis for emergency measures, and 
the named Union-level contacts.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32022L2555
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IO-5	� Make Europe the global leader 
in AI assurance technology

	

	 Transformative AI will likely be treated as a national security issue in 
addition to a commercial or scientific issue, meaning that the most 
advanced AI models and systems will demand robust secure access 
controls. In such a world, companies and governments will require 
assurance technology: technology that can facilitate the verification of 
claims made about AI models and systems and their infrastructure and 
ensure their security. Europe should lead the development of the un-
derlying AI technology.

	 The challenge
Without assurance technology, Europe’s institutions might not get privileged access to 
unreleased frontier AI models for proactive defensive purposes. Member States will likely 
want to use such models in defence, intelligence, and national security applications. Since 
there are restrictions on processing sensitive military and intelligence data outside of the 
EU, frontier models will need to be hosted on European compute. Moreover, Europe cur-
rently lacks assurance that those models are free of hidden backdoors or ‘secret loyalties’ 
that could compromise sensitive data. Finally, Europe is currently unable to demonstrate 
to foreign providers that data centres on EU soil have robust security measures in place to 
prevent model theft and sabotage, and that they are only using the provided model for in-
tended purposes in order to allay developers’ concerns regarding the potential for misuse or 
exfiltration of these models. Absent such assurances, developers may be reluctant to host 
unreleased frontier models on EU soil for fear of exfiltration.

AI Assurance technology could also be crucial for enforcing future international agree-
ments. The arrival of transformative AI might prompt states and companies to make agree-
ments about the safe and secure development and use of the technology. States might 
agree to restrict the proliferation of frontier AI models or hardware, or to pace or pause AI 
development (e.g. to ensure that external evaluators have enough time for safety testing). 
However, due to collective action problems, states and companies have greater incentives to 
make such agreements if they can be confident that other parties adhere to the agreement. 
Relying on trust alone is unlikely to be sufficient.

At the moment, it is not possible to verify claims about the safety and security of fron-
tier AI technology and its use. Although some techniques for gaining visibility into AI de-
velopment and deployment exist, they are not reliable enough to provide a high level of 
assurance. For example, many assurance mechanisms rely on the use of trusted execution 
environments,14 which can be vulnerable to attacks, especially if the attacker has physical 
access to the chip(s). 

14	 Trusted execution environments (TEEs) are secure parts of chips that are isolated from the rest of the chip and can provide 

guarantees regarding the integrity, security, and confidentiality of any code or data stored or executed on that chip.

https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/gatekeeping-frontier-when-ai-access-becomes-national-security-concern
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/gatekeeping-frontier-when-ai-access-becomes-national-security-concern
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.07213
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.07213
https://icml.cc/virtual/2026/78610
https://aigi.ox.ac.uk/publications/verification-for-international-ai-governance/
https://aigi.ox.ac.uk/publications/verification-for-international-ai-governance/
https://tee.fail/files/paper.pdf
https://proceedings.mlsys.org/paper_files/paper/2026/hash/906419cd502575b617cc489a1a696a67-Abstract-Conference.html?
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	 Addressing the challenge
Europe should aim to foster a native pipeline of research and development of AI assur-
ance technologies. This pipeline should run from early-stage research into novel assurance 
technologies, drawing on established European expertise in this area, to construction of 
large-scale secure and verifiable AI infrastructure and internationalisation with like-minded  
partners. Union and Member State institutions should make use of supply-side instruments, 
such as funding early-stage research, as well as demand-side signalling, such as joint 
pre-commercial procurement.

Large-scale research investments in assurance technology bets are needed. In order to 
develop AI infrastructure that is ‘secure by design, verifiable by default’, the European Com-
mission should fund large-scale research investments across multiple fundamental tech-
nological research bets. These should be of the order of at least €250 million over the next 
five years. Promising directions include on-chip trusted execution environments hardened 
against physical attack; tamper-evident enclosures for AI chips; retrofittable secure mod-
ules that can add verification capabilities to existing accelerators; and privacy-preserving 
methods for verifying a chip’s workload. Whatever research vehicle is tasked with distributing 
funding should also be given latitude to support new and unexpected research efforts as the 
field evolves.

Promising research bets can be scaled into pilot projects in real-world contexts. Govern-
ments, in collaboration with industry, should implement pilot projects to scale the most 
promising mechanisms into real-world tests, built around concrete government use cases. 
Such potential use cases are broad, and might include verified AI deployment for public 
institutions, certified secure hosting of frontier model weights, and location attestation for 
imported AI chips. Concretely, the goal should be to develop the world’s first maximally 
secure data centre designed to withstand a Security Level 5 (SL5) equivalent threat model, 
as well as a separate maximally verifiable AI data centre.15

Europe should create demand for secure and verifiable assurance technology products. 
Governments should create demand for the products that result from these projects. ENISA 
and the Joint Research Centre (JRC) should collaborate to develop a tiered EU certification 
scheme for assured frontier AI compute, with computing facilities used for more sensitive 
workloads subject to stronger assurance requirements. Member States should also under-
take pre-commercial procurement, whereby they commit to procure a prespecified amount 
of secure and/or verifiable capacity at a given tier of the Union-wide certification scheme.

Collaborative development with trusted international partners can increase trust. For as-
surance mechanisms to be applied to verifying adherence with international agreements, it is 
important that, to the extent possible, they are developed collaboratively and openly. States 
and companies may not trust unilaterally developed assurance technologies that they have 
limited visibility into. As such, European actors should work with international partners to 
co-develop and stress-test assurance measures.

Six concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe achieve 
the immediate objective of leading the development of assurance technologies can be found 
below. Detailed recommendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

15	 Security and verifiability place competing demands on facility design. Since it is currently unclear if one facility can meet 

requirements across both dimensions, the initial target is two separate facilities.

https://www.enisa.europa.eu/publications/enisa-secure-by-design-and-default-playbook
https://tee.fail/files/paper.pdf
https://batteringram.eu/batteringram.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2505.03742
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.03409
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.15093
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.20247
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/8bdb51c584ff7c2eaa286e44311b0a45b57c3ec4.pdf
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA4827-1.html
https://www.iaps.ai/research/location-verification-for-ai-chips
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RBA2849-1.html
https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1145/3715275.3732201
https://aigi.ox.ac.uk/publications/verification-for-international-ai-governance/
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	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Define Union-wide security and verifiability tiers for AI infrastructure. ENISA and the JRC 
should draft Union-wide assurance levels for both AI infrastructure security and verifiability. 
Publicly funded facilities intended for sensitive workloads should be certified to a defined 
tier. Facilities should be certified if they satisfy all the security and verifiability requirements 
of the specified Union-wide tier, without the need for additional national requirements.

2.	 Fund and support fundamental research into assurance technologies. The Commission 
should create a research programme with at least €250 million of guaranteed funding over 
five years. Technical experts should work alongside programme managers to identify and 
make progress on important open technical challenges. They should be provided with au-
tonomy and independence to identify research bets, as well as pivot away from them if 
insufficient progress is being made.

3.	 Scale proofs of concept into real-world pilots. In collaboration with industrial, academic, 
and international partners, scale promising assurance technologies via pilot projects focused 
on concrete government use cases. The goal should be to stress test proposed mechanisms 
at scale, identifying assurance techniques that show promise for real-world deployment, 
feeding into the construction of separate maximally secure and verifiable data centres by 
2028.

4.	 Internationalise assurance technology. The Commission should partner with trusted inter-
national partners and initiatives, such as international AI safety institutes, or industry or 
academic projects, to run simulated red-teaming exercises of verification mechanisms.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Mutually recognise national secure cloud accreditations by mapping them onto the com-
mon EU assurance tiers. Member States should map national schemes, such as France’s 
SecNumCloud, onto the Union-wide tiers, with mutual recognition and no additional national 
requirements. This will allow members to pool assured compute and facilitate adoption of 
secure technologies by giving providers a single route to Union-wide certification.

2.	 Demonstrate demand for secure and verifiable AI infrastructure through joint innovation 
procurement. For sensitive AI workloads, Member States should aggregate their expected 
demand for assured infrastructure and issue forward purchasing commitments against it. 
This should be actioned through Pre-Commercial Procurement (PCP), followed by Public 
Procurement of Innovative Solutions (PPI) to purchase assured AI compute capacity when 
the technology comes to market.
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Additional objectives
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Pillar 1

Securing access  
to frontier AI
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O1.1	� Secure ongoing access  
to frontier AI systems

 
In a world with transformative AI, Europe’s prosperity, security, and 
sovereignty will depend on access to frontier AI models. Recent chang-
es in availability, such as the export controls on Anthropic’s most 
capable models, illustrate that Europe could lose its frontier AI access 
overnight. Europe should therefore use ‘compute for access’ deals to 
exchange attractive data centre sites for contractually agreed frontier 
model access, underwritten by contractual guarantees backstopped by 
physical leverage.

	 The challenge
In a world with transformative AI, access to frontier capabilities will be critical for econom-
ic prosperity and national security. While frontier models are unlikely to be needed for all 
use cases, they will confer crucial advantages in all areas with a high return on intelligence. 
In most organisations, at least some tasks will satisfy this condition. For example, while some 

FIGURE 6	 TIMELINE OF EUROPEAN ACCESS TO ANTHROPIC’S FRONTIER MODELS. European organisations did not initially have access 

to Mythos, a frontier model with advanced cyber capabilities. Only a few days after ENISA had gained temporary access, 

the US government restricted access for all foreign nationals (authors’ compilation based on Nextgov, 2026; Yahoo Fi-

nance, 2026).
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http://writing.antonleicht.me/import-imperatives
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/import-imperatives
https://www.nextgov.com/artificial-intelligence/2026/07/us-lift-export-controls-key-anthropic-models/414561/
https://finance.yahoo.com/technology/ai/articles/anthropics-mythos-5-access-remains-075949032.html
https://finance.yahoo.com/technology/ai/articles/anthropics-mythos-5-access-remains-075949032.html
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routine applications in manufacturing are well-served by smaller models, transformative AI 
will be able to help with more complex tasks, such as strategic planning, which benefit from 
the highest level of intelligence available. Moreover, as transformative AI would plausibly 
accelerate AI progress even more, even a few-month gap between frontier and fast-follower 
models would translate into an increasing gap in performance. Being able to access frontier 
capabilities somewhat earlier than one’s competitors or adversaries could then translate 
into lasting advantages: for example in drug discovery, where better models may help firms 
identify valuable molecules earlier, or in cybersecurity, where defenders using weaker sys-
tems could be vulnerable to attackers with stronger ones.

Recent developments show that Europe cannot count on frontier capabilities being broad-
ly available. In April 2026, Anthropic released Mythos, an AI model with state-of-the-art 
cyber capabilities, initially only to selected US organisations. In June, the US government 
temporarily restricted access for foreign nationals to Anthropic’s frontier models (see Fig-
ure 6). China is reportedly considering similar restrictions on its most advanced models. 
These decisions appear to be primarily driven by security concerns. Another factor is that 
AI companies are currently compute-constrained rather than demand-constrained: they do 
not have enough computing power to serve AI models at competitive prices to everyone 
who would like to use them. If compute scarcity persists, foreign AI companies may do well 
economically by selling only to domestic customers, or to priority customers in selected 
allied countries, to which European countries may not belong. Counting on open-weight 
models is also a risky bet: they lag behind the performance of frontier models by several 
months, and governments are likely to restrict their proliferation as the potential to misuse 
them increases.

	 Addressing the challenge
Europe should tie data centre buildout to guaranteed frontier AI access via ‘compute for 
access’ deals. Compute-constrained AI companies are scrambling for locations where they 
can quickly build and energise data centres. Many European regions are well-suited for this, 
due to having either cheap, abundant energy (e.g. France, Nordics, Iberia) or decommis-
sioned industrial sites with existing, GW-scale grid connections (e.g. Germany, Poland). If 
Member States accelerate the permitting and grid connection process, these regions could 
offer highly attractive data centre sites to foreign AI companies (see Immediate Objective 
3). If a company builds there, the host country should ask in return for contractually agreed 
access to this company’s frontier models, on par with customers or even restricted pro-
grammes in the company’s home country. The agreement would include concrete provisions 
in case of breach of contract, such as the termination of favourable energy supply or the 

FIGURE 7	 COMPUTE FOR ACCESS DEALS. ‘Compute for access’ deals trade data centre sites for access to foreign frontier models, 

underwritten by physical control over the data centre as physical leverage.
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https://www.forethought.org/research/will-ai-r-and-d-automation-cause-a-software-intelligence-explosion
https://www.anthropic.com/glasswing
https://www.anthropic.com/news/redeploying-fable-5
https://www.reuters.com/world/beijing-is-looking-curbing-overseas-access-chinas-top-ai-models-sources-say-2026-07-07/
https://foxphilip.substack.com/p/the-economics-of-frontier-model-access
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/open-closed-eci-gap
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/open-closed-eci-gap
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/spacex-10gw-in-2027-why-its-real
https://cfg.eu/special-compute-zones-faq/
https://cfg.eu/special-compute-zones-faq/
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/import-imperatives
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/import-imperatives
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repurposing of deployed chips, enforceable only if the deal partners renege on their part of 
the access provision. Such agreements are much more durable than anything in the status 
quo: An AI company that has invested tens of billions of euros in a data centre on EU soil has 
every incentive to respect the agreement, and even to lobby its own government to ensure 
continued allied frontier AI access. 

The ‘compute for access’ strategy opts for managed dependency, because the alternatives 
are much costlier or worse. Securing access to frontier models by trying to build them in 
Europe would require hundreds of billions of euros, with an uncertain chance of success 
(see the section on a European frontier project). And while ‘compute for access’ does not 
eliminate the risk of a cut-off – for example, if a foreign government forces its companies 
to restrict access, either as a form of leverage or from genuine national security concerns 
– it clearly reduces the risk compared to a scenario where frontier models are accessed 
through foreign data centres outside European jurisdiction. To mitigate the remaining risk, 
Europe should become a trusted and secure importer (see Immediate Objective 5), build up 
anti-coercion capacity (see Immediate Objective 1) and rely on multi-vendor arrangements, 
portability requirements, and a European fast-follower model as a fallback option.

The window for action is closing fast. Data centres take years to permit, build, and ener-
gise. Once foreign AI companies have secured enough capacity elsewhere, either in their 
own country or in non-European partner countries, Europe’s bargaining position will have 
considerably weakened. Going forward, data centre investment from foreign AI companies 
should be tied to guaranteed access parity, before other countries make such deals first.

Five concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe secure 
ongoing access to frontier AI systems can be found below. Detailed recommendations for 
each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Require model portability and multi-vendor terms in public AI procurement. Avoid gov-
ernments being locked into a single AI provider, for example by inserting portability and 
strengthening multi-vendor provisions into the proposed Cloud and AI Development Act.

2.	 Fund a collective fast-follower model and European-only high-security hosting. Create a 
funding channel to develop a collective European fast-follower model and select a group of 
European-only hosting sites that are EU-owned and -operated and certified to CADA Assur-
ance Level 4 or equivalent.

3.	 Certify Europe as a secure importer and coordinate distillation enforcement. Establish 
a Europe-wide certification for the secure hosting of frontier models, benchmarked to the 
security standards of frontier AI companies and the US government. Harmonise national 
enforcement against model distillation to alleviate foreign AI developers’ security concerns 
about hosting in Europe.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Tie compute buildout to contractual access guarantees. Treat large data centre sites, en-
ergy, and grid connections as strategic assets, to be made available to foreign AI companies 
only with contractual access guarantees, such as model access on par with customers in the 
company’s home country or European access to limited rollout programmes. Make contrac-
tually assured access guarantees enforceable through contractual penalties integrated into 
the deal structure.

2.	 Implement secure-importer standards nationally. Raise standards for AI data centre secu-
rity up to the level demanded by foreign AI companies and governments, including through 
know-your-customer regimes and national enforcement against model distillation attacks.
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O1.2	 Protect European assets
 

Europe holds several assets that could matter enormously in a world 
with transformative AI. However, these assets are currently insufficient-
ly protected from foreign acquisition. Europe should protect its AI and 
semiconductor assets through investment screenings with sufficient 
enforcement capacity, while ensuring that at-risk European companies 
can flourish without foreign capital.

	 The challenge
Europe controls valuable assets, but could lose control over them in several ways. Sev-
eral European assets confer relevant leverage in a transformative AI scenario, for example 
world-leading chipmaking equipment such as ASML’s EUV lithography machines and critical 
suppliers such as Zeiss (optics) and Trumpf (lasers), frontier-adjacent AI developers such as 
Mistral and Black Forest Labs, or high-value proprietary datasets in areas such as manufac-
turing or healthcare. These assets are not just sources of economic value, but also of strategic 
leverage that could be used to secure European access to frontier AI and related technology. 
However, this leverage could wane in several ways, most importantly through (i) inbound in-
vestment, when a foreign investor acquires a European asset, and (ii) outbound investment, 
when a European company moves sensitive technology, know-how, or capital abroad.16

Europe’s assets are insufficiently protected against foreign acquisition. Europe can only 
negotiate with the assets that it controls and protects. This does not mean that it should 
aim for economic autarky, as foreign investment and cross-border technology cooperation 
with allied countries is generally beneficial. However, Europe should be able to intervene 
where losing control over a technology, research capability, data, or know-how would ma-
terially weaken European economic security and bargaining power. Currently, Europe is not 
well prepared to do this: while inbound screening is largely built, many critical elements of 
the AI stack are not consistently screened, and even when a risky acquisition is blocked, 
there may be no European capital to step in (see Objective 2.1). Critically, unlike the US or 
China, for instance, EU Member States currently conduct almost no outbound investment 
screening. 
	

	 Addressing the challenge
Member States should create a framework for outbound investment screening. Member 
States should establish an outbound investment review. At Union level, an annual reporting 
cycle and a common template should be agreed by recommendation now, with a regulation 
modelled on the 2019 inbound framework to follow. At national level, Member States holding 
strategic AI and semiconductor assets should begin implementing outbound investment 
controls as soon as possible, designed so they can later be aligned with a Union framework.

Member States should extend the scope of inbound investment screening. Member States 
holding critical AI-stack assets should widen the scope of their national inbound screening 
to critical AI and semiconductor assets currently not covered, such as strategic datasets, 
the servicing of semiconductor manufacturing equipment, submarine fibre-optic cables, or 

16	 This could also happen through less visible channels that do not appear as conventional acquisitions, such as research 

collaboration (e.g. joint laboratories, visiting researchers, PhD placements), a topic not covered here.

https://chipexplorer.eto.tech/
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/when-should-nations-sell-their-data
https://guywj.substack.com/p/how-to-leverage-data-as-an-ai-chokepoint
https://guywj.substack.com/p/how-to-leverage-data-as-an-ai-chokepoint
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0275531922002069
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2023/08/11/2023-17449/addressing-united-states-investments-in-certain-national-security-technologies-and-products-in
https://www.fasken.com/en/knowledge/2018/01/china-releases-new-rules-regulating-outbound-investment
https://www.fasken.com/en/knowledge/2018/01/china-releases-new-rules-regulating-outbound-investment
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/452/oj/eng
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high-voltage grid equipment, including large power transformers. The EU’s 2026 inbound 
foreign direct investment (FDI) screening regulation permits extension beyond the manda-
tory minimum.

An anti-capture facility should provide emergency capital for strategic European assets. 
Europe should build an anti-capture facility for European AI and semiconductor companies. 
Such a facility would be able to quickly mobilise public and private capital to keep a strategic 
asset under European control when it is at imminent risk of being acquired by a foreign party. 
Member States should only activate it in exceptional cases, rather than create a permanent 
subsidy for struggling companies.

Five concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe protect 
its assets can be found below. Detailed recommendations for each are provided in Part B of 
this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Adopt an outbound-investment regulation. Establish the legal framework in a directly ap-
plicable regulation modelled on the 2019 FDI inbound screening regulation (Regulation (EU) 
2019/452), with binding information duties for Member States, including a statutory right to 
ask and annual reporting, alongside a cooperation mechanism to catch transactions that no 
Member State is reviewing yet.

2.	 Make the outbound-investment review annual and comparable. Convert the one-off exer-
cise under Recommendation (EU) 2025/63 into a recurring annual assessment with a fixed 
reporting date and a common template. The Commission should publish a comparative re-
port showing cross-border patterns and divergences between national approaches.

FIGURE 8	 EUROPEAN SEMICONDUCTOR ASSETS. European companies hold several (near-)monopolies in the supply chain for advanced 

AI chips. Source: CSET
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/452/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/452/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/the-semiconductor-supply-chain/
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	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Implement national outbound-investment controls. Member States holding strategic AI-
stack assets should legislate now rather than wait for the Union. To keep the burden on 
companies low, Member States should establish a narrow prohibited category and a broader 
notification duty. One to three additional staff per Member State should cover the work.

2.	 Extend the scope of national inbound FDI screening. Article 4(16) of Regulation (EU) 
2026/1386 lets Member States screen beyond the mandatory minimum, and the national 
statutes being drafted before January 2028 are the moment to use it. The extension should 
cover, among other assets, specialised security-relevant AI systems, the servicing of semi-
conductor manufacturing equipment, equipment on which critical digital infrastructure de-
pends, strategic datasets as well as AI data centres.

3.	 Name a national buyer of last resort for strategic assets. Member States holding AI-stack 
assets should give an existing public bank a standing mandate, committed callable capacity, 
a confidential list of qualifying assets, and a statutory channel from the screening authority 
to prevent domestic companies from being undercapitalised after the government vetoed 
an acquisition.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/1386/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/1386/oj/eng
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Pillar 2

Building economic 
strength
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�YOUNG US COMPANIES GROW FASTER AND BECOME LARGER THAN IN EUROPE
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O2.1	� Make Europe the best place 
to build and scale high-growth 
companies

	

	 In a world with transformative AI, companies that adopt AI well will be 
able to grow fast and generate enormous value. Europe cannot afford 
for such companies to be built and scaled elsewhere. Since it is hard 
to predict where transformative AI will create most of its value, sup-
ply-side reform to improve economic conditions across the board is 
especially important.

	 The challenge
Europe is already starting from behind. US startups grow faster and larger than their European 
counterparts, while much of Europe’s market value remains concentrated in companies over 
50 years old. (see Figure 9) The US also benefits from deeper capital markets and stronger 
technology clusters. China has similarly built a strong ecosystem for tech companies to grow, 
combining large public investment with a vast domestic market. The EU has recognised this 

FIGURE 9	 MARKET CAPITALISATION OF FIRMS IN THE US AND EU. Young US companies account for over $40 trillion in market value, 

against roughly $5 trillion in the EU. Source: IMF

https://commission.europa.eu/topics/competitiveness/draghi-report_en#paragraph_47059
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/competitiveness/draghi-report_en#paragraph_47059
https://www.imf.org/en/blogs/articles/2026/03/12/europe-can-regain-its-productivity-edge-by-scaling-up
https://www.imf.org/en/blogs/articles/2026/03/12/europe-can-regain-its-productivity-edge-by-scaling-up
https://www.csis.org/analysis/red-ink-estimating-chinese-industrial-policy-spending-comparative-perspective
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/competitiveness/draghi-report_en#paragraph_47059
https://www.imf.org/en/blogs/articles/2026/03/12/europe-can-regain-its-productivity-edge-by-scaling-up
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problem – the Startup and Scaleup Strategy and the EU Inc. proposal address real barriers – but 
the response is neither ambitious nor fast enough for a world with transformative AI. 

Transformative AI could make Europe’s competitiveness gap much more consequential. 
General-purpose technologies create their largest gains when companies reorganise around 
them rather than force them into existing processes. AI-native startups can do this from day 
one, allowing relatively small, easy-to-relocate companies to reach global scale extraordi-
narily quickly. If such ‘superstar’ companies concentrate in the US or China due to better 
economic conditions, this could have outsized consequences for Europe, as their location 
would increasingly decide where tax revenues and strategic capabilities accumulate. These 
effects could be hard to reverse, as AI-induced productivity gaps between world regions 
could make catch-up growth very difficult. If transformative AI arrives within the next few 
years, this would leave Europe little time to address its existing weaknesses before they 
harden into a potentially irreversible loss of economic and fiscal power.

	 Addressing the challenge
Europe should become the place that potential superstar companies choose to locate 
in. This requires addressing many different issues simultaneously. Europe needs to deepen 
its capital markets, so that firms with high-growth potential can finance their next growth 
phase in Europe. This can be achieved through channelling voluntary commercial investment 
commitments into European growth markets (e.g. Tibi/WIN-style initiatives) on the national 
and EU level. Regulators should enable pension funds and other institutional investors to 
invest into growth assets while maintaining their fiduciary duties. To create a strong financial 
ecosystem for European firms to go public, Europe should develop a leading focal listing hub, 
where liquidity and expertise can quickly concentrate.

However, reforms need to go beyond fixing capital supply and also address challenges 
related to R&D, procurement, talent, and market fragmentation. Europe needs to create 
better conditions for highly innovative firms to be built and scaled in the first place. This 
requires a broad set of reforms: increasing the productivity of European science and R&D, 
solving market failures of insufficient early demand for innovative technology, and improving 
the position in the global market for talent. Finally, Europe should work to remove Single 
Market barriers that prevent small firms from scaling. 

Europe should become the best place in the world for translating good ideas into progress. 
For this, research systems need to become more productive. New research organisations 
that are focused on creating scientific breakthroughs should be funded. Europe can build 
leverage of its broad public research funding by investing into the development of new sci-
entific tools and other frontier research infrastructure (such as self-driving labs) that can 
boost the productivity of science as a whole. Performance-based defence procurement and 
tailored support for first-of-a-kind technologies should be used to create a credible demand 
side for new technology. 

Building high-growth, innovative firms requires top international talent that can be flexi-
bly allocated. To attract and keep the world’s best founders, researchers, and highly skilled 
employees, Europe should introduce attractive taxation of employee equity options, allowing 
high-potential startups that are low on cash to pay sought-after talent in equity instead of 
fixed salaries. It should furthermore simplify and speed up migration pathways for found-
ers and other top talent. Finally, the cost of business failure and restructuring should be 
reduced, including through flexicurity reform (see Objective 3.2) to not penalise innovative 
firms for taking high-risk, high-reward bets. 

Eleven concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe 
become the best place to build and scale high-growth companies can be found below. The 
recommendations are mutually reinforcing: implementing only a subset would substantially 
reduce their effectiveness and could even generate unintended outcomes. Detailed recom-
mendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

https://research-and-innovation.ec.europa.eu/strategy/strategy-research-and-innovation/jobs-and-economy/eu-startup-and-scaleup-strategy_en
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/business-and-industry/company-law-and-corporate-governance/eu-inc-new-harmonised-corporate-legal-regime_en
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2006600
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257%2Fmac.20180386&ref=axion.zone
https://economics.mit.edu/sites/default/files/publications/Autor et al_2020_The Fall of the Labor Share and t.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/research/2026/01/artificial-intelligence-and-the-great-divergence/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s44160-022-00231-0
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	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Unlock institutional capital for European growth companies. Create a Union-level Tibi-style 
investment pact, remove barriers to institutional investment in growth equity, simplify state-
aid rules for first commercial deployment, and complete the Capital Markets Union.

2.	 Equip European science for the AI age. Use Horizon Europe to fund scientific tools and 
advanced research infrastructure, create new organisations dedicated to creating scientific 
breakthroughs, and strengthen reproducible, machine-readable science.

3.	 Attract the world’s best AI talent. Make employee equity competitive and portable across 
the Single Market, streamline administrative procedures for founders through one digital 
gateway, and accelerate existing visa routes for highly skilled workers.

4.	 Create European lead markets for defence innovation. Coordinate European procurement, 
open it to innovative entrants, and build a European defence market based on shared testing 
and standards.

5.	 Establish a Single European Growth Market. Encourage high-growth companies to list and 
raise money in a shared European market.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Mobilise national capital for European growth. Encourage pension funds and other long-
term investors to invest more in potential European high-growth companies and align on a 
European market for growth capital.

2.	 Boost national research and innovation productivity. Build and fund organisations modelled 
on the Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) to pursue high-risk ideas, test new mod-
els of research funding, strengthen metascience, and make it easier to turn publicly funded 
research into new companies.

3.	 Make Europe the best place to attract and reward top talent. Tax employees’ equity only 
when they receive liquidity, prevent cross-border double taxation, and create fast visa routes 
for founders and other top international talent.

4.	 Make it easier for innovative companies to take risks and recover from failure. Reduce 
unnecessary barriers to restructuring or closing unsuccessful businesses so that founders, 
talent, and capital can move more quickly into new opportunities, while income security is 
protected.

5.	 Enable companies to scale across the Single Market. Avoid gold-plating EU rules and make 
it easier for companies to use approvals already granted in another Member State.

6.	 Use procurement to build European lead markets for defence. Use national defence budgets 
to run open, performance-based competitions and simplify the path from prototype to large-
scale orders. Pool demand with other Member States and agree on common standards.
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O2.2	� Develop indispensable assets 
across the AI value chain

	

	 Experts disagree as to which layer of the AI value chain will create most 
of the value in the long term: foundational inputs (such as energy, land, 
raw materials), chips and chipmaking equipment, compute, models, or 
downstream applications. However, countries owning no part of the AI 
value chain are unlikely to be prosperous and sovereign in a world with 
transformative AI. A robust strategy for Europe is therefore to place 
uncorrelated bets across several contestable layers of the AI stack.

	 The challenge
Europe’s overall position across the AI value chain is currently weak. Today, Europe has 
leading companies only in a few layers of the AI stack (see Figure 10). ASML (Netherlands) 
and suppliers such as Zeiss (Germany) or Trumpf (Germany) hold monopolies over relevant 
AI chipmaking equipment and component parts. Some globally competitive applications, 
such as DeepL (Germany) for translation or Lovable (Sweden) for software engineering, orig-
inated in Europe. However, frontier model developers have previously shown their ability to 
gain market share for specific AI applications if they choose to, as they have already done 
for AI coding agents, for example. Moreover, in every other layer of the stack, the US and 

THE AI  VALUE CHAIN:  LAYERS AND LEADING REGIONS

AI APPLICATIONS USA CHINA EUROPE

AI MODELS USA CHINA

AI COMPUTE USA CHINA

AI CHIP DESIGN USA CHINA

AI CHIP FABRICATION TAIWAN SOUTH KOREA CHINA

AI CHIPMAKING EQUIPMENT EUROPE JAPAN USA CHINA

RESOURCES: MATERIALS AND ENERGY USA CHINA EUROPE

FIGURE 10	 THE AI VALUE CHAIN. Europe currently has a strong position only in two layers of the AI value chain: chipmaking equipment 

and, to a lesser extent, applications. While Europe has some energy-abundant regions, such as the Nordics and Iberia, it is 

unlikely to build compute at the same scale as the US, while China dominates critical raw materials.

https://www.siliconcontinent.com/p/three-theses-on-ai-value-capture
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/ai-value-capture-the-shift-to-model
https://chipexplorer.eto.tech/
https://arxiv.org/html/2601.18341v2
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China – but also, for example, Taiwan and South Korea – are dominant (see Figure 10). The 
US and China hold an especially strong advantage in the two layers likely to confer a lot of 
power in a world with transformative AI: compute and models. While European companies 
have developed leading specialised models, such as Black Forest Labs’ image models, they 
lag behind the US and China when it comes to the general-purpose models that will likely 
generate enormous value as AI becomes transformative.

In several layers of the AI stack, it is structurally difficult for Europe to compete. For exam-
ple, Europe can hardly compete with Nvidia on chip design or with TSMC on chip production, 
both of which are protected by deep supply chain integration and tacit process knowledge 
accumulated over decades. Similarly, frontier model companies in the US and (to a lesser 
extent) China are already far ahead and may pull further ahead still in a world with trans-
formative AI: recursive self-improvement – AI systems that improve themselves and generate 
their own successors – could lead to compounding advantages for incumbent developers. 
For this strategy’s assessment of the (currently unsatisfied) conditions under which it would 
make sense for Europe to compete on frontier models, see What would be required for a 
successful European frontier AI project?

Even previous strengths, such as manufacturing industrial robots, need to adapt to remain 
competitive. Taking transformative AI seriously means re-evaluating assets across the value 
chain, including previous strengths, to see how advances in general-purpose AI capabilities 
may change Europe’s position. For example, Europe has been historically strong in manu-
facturing precise, high quality industrial robots for repetitive movements. But under current 
trends, the value of these robots will decrease in comparison to AI-integrated ones, which 
will be able to reason about and adapt to changes in the environment, receive instructions in 
natural language, and transfer their learnings across environments, embodiments, and tasks 
(see the Robotics deep dive). If Europe cannot secure access to frontier AI models, increase 
its capacity to produce different embodiments, and integrate frontier AI into industrial ro-
bots, it is unlikely to remain a leading robotics producer in a world with transformative AI.

The window for developing new assets is closing fast. If AI becomes transformative, AI sys-
tems will soon underlie every R&D process in some way. This puts countries with privileged 
access to frontier AI in a better position to innovate across the AI stack and beyond. If Europe 
does not secure frontier AI access now and use it to expand its presence in the AI value chain, 
a conceivable worst-case scenario is that Europe would be left with virtually no important 
economic domain in which it could still compete.

	 Addressing the challenge
Faced with uncertainty over where AI will create the most value, Europe should spread its 
bets across the value chain, focusing on four different bets.

Europe should bet on sectoral AI models and applications in areas where it can draw on 
existing strengths. For example, European companies possess highly valuable proprietary 
datasets in domains such as manufacturing, automotive, or healthcare. Companies can lev-
erage such data to develop specialised models for specific sectors or to fine-tune existing 
models for specific applications. Betting on sectoral AI will likely pay off if domains such as 
manufacturing turn out to be too complex and context-rich for general-purpose models to 
create a lot of value there by themselves. However, this bet may fail in worlds where, for 
example, general-purpose models generalise well enough across domains to outcompete 
more specialised models.

Europe should bet on specialised AI hardware where incumbent advantages are less pro-
nounced. For example, European companies could try to compete in the market for inference 
chips – used for deploying rather than training AI models – where specialised designs may offer 
an opening against general-purpose chips. Due to rapidly growing demand for compute-inten-
sive AI agents, even a modest market share could be commercially significant. Startups such 
as Axelera AI (Netherlands) and Semron (Germany) are already building promising positions in 

https://www.bcg.com/publications/2026/us-and-china-ai-strategy-causing-global-ai-divide
https://www.mckinsey.com.br/en/our-insights/the-race-takes-off-in-the-next-big-arenas-of-competition
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/ai-value-capture-the-shift-to-model
https://elasticity.institute/rsi-paper.pdf
https://www.forethought.org/research/the-industrial-explosion
https://featuresandtargets.substack.com/p/the-geopolitics-of-heterogeneous
https://featuresandtargets.substack.com/p/the-geopolitics-of-heterogeneous
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edge inference, and industrial AI, robotics, and automotive offer natural use cases for their prod-
ucts, while photonic and neuromorphic computing provide additional technological footholds. 

Europe should bet on security-relevant infrastructure underserved by the market to se-
cure models and enable access to them. Due to technological challenges or a mismatch 
between company incentives and socially optimal levels of AI risk mitigation, infrastructure 
for securing AI models against theft or sabotage is currently underdeveloped. For example, 
no AI data centre in the world is secure against cyberattacks from state-level hackers, who 
could steal an AI model to use it for malicious purposes. Europe should set itself the goal 
of building, by 2028, the world’s first maximum-security AI data centre that meets RAND 
Security Level 5 or the SL5 Standard for AI Security. Pioneering this technology in Europe 
would, among other things, make it easier to negotiate access to foreign frontier models and 
constitute an economic opportunity: foreign developers and countries are likely to require a 
high security standard for sending their models abroad, especially as their economic value 
and relevance for national security is rising rapidly. Moreover, European companies should 
pioneer hardware-enabled verification mechanisms that could be used to verify the location 
of chips or the properties of AI workloads (see Immediate Objective 5).

Europe should make selected high-risk, high-reward bets in AI development. For example, 
Europe could support work on alternative or complementary paradigms such as world models 
or safe-by-design AI. A further candidate is research into models designed to augment rather 
than replace human workers – for example, AI trained specifically to extend the capabilities 
of skilled workers under realistic conditions, rather than to replace humans at specific tasks.
Importantly, however, such bets should be seen as complements rather than substitutes to 
securing access to AI models at the current frontier. These models have been the main driver 
of AI progress for years, with no indication of a slowdown in capability growth, and access to 
them will be crucial for protecting against imminent security risks (e.g. cyberattacks).

Five concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe develop 
indispensable assets across the AI value chain can be found below. Detailed recommenda-
tions for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Co-fund the world’s first maximum-security AI data centre. Establish a Union funding line 
that co-finances, together with one or more Member States, the world’s first AI data centre 
designed to align with RAND Security Level 5 or the SL5 Standard for AI Security by 2028.

2.	 Make Europe’s data spaces ready for sectoral AI. Clarify legal status and provide technical 
infrastructure so that companies can easily share their data for the purposes of developing 
domain-specific AI models and applications in sectors such as manufacturing, healthcare, 
or automotive.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Direct ARPA-style vehicles toward strategic AI bets. Resource national ARPA-style agencies 
to fund a strategic AI portfolio, focusing on the four bets above. For this to be successful, the 
EU and its Member States should implement the broader competitiveness measures outlined 
in Objective 2.1.

2.	 Host and co-finance the first maximum-security AI data centre. Build the world’s first max-
imum-security AI data centre, co-financed with the EU, through close cooperation with na-
tional intelligence and security agencies.

3.	 Anchor demand for European inference chips. Collectively commit €1 billion by 2029 to 
buy European inference chips that meet pre-specified performance, energy-efficiency, and 
security criteria for use in publicly co-owned AI data centres.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RBA2849-1.html
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2602.21012
https://superintelligence.gladstone.ai/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
http://standard.sl5.org
https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/technology-to-secure-the-ai-chip-supply-chain-a-primer
https://amilabs.xyz/
https://lawzero.org/en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ai-office-publishes-frontier-ai-expert-findings-eu-competitiveness-sovereignty-and-security
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/are-mythos-cyber-capabilities-overhyped
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
http://standard.sl5.org
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Pillar 3

Ensuring safety  
and security
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O3.1	� Ensure prioritised and targeted 
use of EU rules to address risks 
from highly capable AI

	

	 Europe is in an excellent position to become a global leader at address-
ing the unprecedented and severe risks from transformative AI. In com-
bination, key parts of the EU AI Act and General-Purpose AI (GPAI) Code 
of Practice (see Box 1) present an opportunity for Europe to help ensure 
that the frontier of AI is developed and deployed safely and securely.17 
To do this, Europe must ensure that their enforcement is prioritised, 
targeted, proportionate, driven by frontier AI expertise, and insulated 
from political pressures. 

17	 Obligations on providers of general-purpose AI models are already applicable and enforceable, and the GPAI Code of Prac-

tice is already being relied upon. This section makes recommendations about how the obligations and commitments in the 

Code should be construed and applied in practice, rather than suggestions for novel policy action or regulation. For this 

reason, there are no detailed recommendations for this objective in Part B. 

18	 See the Cambridge Commentary on EU General-Purpose AI Law for further details.

Box 1	 Understanding European frontier AI law18
AI Act. The AI Act has dedicated machinery for addressing risks from highly compe-
tent and general models that could have severe and wide-reaching impacts, which 
it refers to as general-purpose AI models with systemic risk. These provisions con-
stitute, in substance, the world’s first frontier AI law, and they target a small group 
of models at the leading edge of known capabilities whose potential for large-scale 
societal impact distinguishes them from other (general-purpose) AI models. It is 
noteworthy that the systemic risks targeted by the AI Act are defined as risks “spe-
cific to” “high-impact capabilities” (Article 3(65)), which are, in turn, defined in Ar-
ticle 3(64) as “capabilities that match or exceed the capabilities recorded in the 
most advanced general-purpose AI models”. In other words, systemic risks are not 
risks that could arise from AI more generally, but risks that are specific to models 
at the frontier.

Article 55 of the AI Act requires developers of such models (‘providers’) to identify, 
assess, and mitigate the systemic risks that may stem from their development, plac-
ing on the market, or use, including by performing model evaluations, documenting 
and reporting serious incidents, and ensuring an adequate level of cybersecurity for 
both the model itself and its physical infrastructure. The European Commission’s 
AI Office enforces these provisions: it is able to request information, conduct or 
commission evaluations of models, request providers to take measures such as im-
plement mitigations or withdraw a model from the market, and impose fines of up 
to 3% of worldwide annual turnover or €15 million, whichever is higher.

›››

https://cambridge-commentary.ai/
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/regulatory-framework-ai
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj/eng
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-3
https://cambridge-commentary.ai/introduction/
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-3
https://cambridge-commentary.ai/introduction/
https://cambridge-commentary.ai/introduction/
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-91
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-92
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-93
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-101
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The GPAI Code of Practice. The General-Purpose AI Code of Practice (‘GPAI Code 
of Practice’), published in July 2025, operationalises how industry can comply with 
legal obligations on safety and security, transparency, and copyright of general-pur-
pose AI models set out in Chapter V of the AI Act. It was written by independent 
subject matter experts in an extensive consultation process with over 1,400 stake-
holders from industry, academia, civil society, and Member States. The GPAI Code 
of Practice has received significant industry buy-in: 21 companies, including leading 
frontier AI companies like Google, Anthropic, and OpenAI, have signed the Code. It 
consists of three chapters: the Transparency and Copyright chapters apply to all pro-
viders of general-purpose AI models, while the Safety and Security chapter applies 
only to providers whose models also pose systemic risk.

The Safety and Security chapter of the GPAI Code of Practice sets out in detail 
what is required of providers that develop and deploy general-purpose models with 
systemic risks, creating a comprehensive risk management framework: they have 
to adopt and implement a framework of their policies for keeping systemic risk ac-
ceptable; identify, analyse, and mitigate safety and security risks; set criteria and 
determine whether the level of risk is acceptable; provide documentation includ-
ing reports about their models; allocate responsibility for systemic risk across the 
organisation; and track and report serious incidents. The chapter also names four 
specified systemic risks, namely, cyber offence; loss of control; chemical, biological, 
radiological, and nuclear weapons; and harmful manipulation.

	 The challenge
Several AI-driven risks have reached unprecedented levels. In July 2026, three months after 
the announcement of Claude Mythos, 2,500 serious cyber vulnerabilities were discovered in 
major organisations: five times the previous monthly record. In August, OpenAI reported that 
it had temporarily paused certain training runs involving Astra, a model meeting OpenAI’s 
‘critical’ capability threshold, the highest level in its current Preparedness Framework. These 
capabilities led to the first real-world incidents of AI systems actively circumventing their 
operator’s control: roughly 700 agents within OpenAI worked together to break out of a se-
cured testing environment and successfully hacked Hugging Face, a billion-dollar company, 
all to cheat on an internal benchmark. Meanwhile, in biology, AI systems now outperform 
even specialised human experts at benchmarks, including those relating to virology. These 
capabilities are now available to anyone who can find frontier open-source models with their 
misuse safeguards stripped out online. 

These early warnings forebode much more serious consequences, and there are serious con-
cerns about catastrophic outcomes including the marginalisation or extinction of humanity. 
AI risks could reach extreme levels in the next few years under transformative AI: AI might 
eventually have cyber capabilities that outperform those of nation state-backed actors, and 
be used to take down critical infrastructure or acquire top secret information. Biological capa-
bilities could enable ordinary people to create pandemics more serious than COVID-19, while 
global health systems remain poorly prepared. Many of the world’s most credible experts have 
repeatedly warned that more capable AI could enable irreversible loss of control, power grabs 
coordinated by AI systems, and the marginalisation or extinction of humanity.

Automated AI R&D, extensive internal deployments, and non-human-legible model rea-
soning could exacerbate these risks to uncontrollable levels. The speed of AI capability 
improvement is accelerating, with each subsequent generation of models able to perform 
longer and more open-ended tasks than the previous. Current training methods could result 
in more capable and autonomous models that may exhibit unintended goals and misaligned 
tendencies, such as those observed in the recent hacking incidents. Despite this, researchers 
still lack a fundamental understanding of how model behaviours develop and how to align 

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/contents-code-gpai
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=transparency
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=copyright
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-51
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/meet-chairs-leading-development-first-general-purpose-ai-code-practice
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/faqs/questions-and-answers-code-practice-general-purpose-ai
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/faqs/questions-and-answers-code-practice-general-purpose-ai
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/contents-code-gpai#ecl-inpage-Signatories-of-the-AI-Pact
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=transparency
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=copyright
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-3
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-4-specified-systemic-risks
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-2-systemic-risk-identification-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-3-systemic-risk-analysis-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-5-safety-mitigations-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-6-security-mitigations-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-4-systemic-risk-acceptance-determination-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-10-additional-documentation-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-7-safety-and-security-model-reports-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-8-systemic-risk-responsibility-allocation-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#commitment-9-serious-incident-reporting-2
https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-1-4-specified-systemic-risks
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/cve-severity-spike-july-2026
https://openai.com/index/pacing-model-development-cyber-capabilities/
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/?incomplete=1&lh=appendix-importance-weighted-workstream-activity&hn=74&dbs=425984
https://www.forbes.com/sites/jonmarkman/2026/08/28/openai-report-says-1200-agents-coordinated-the-hugging-face-breach/
https://securebio.org/benchmarks/
https://www.anthropic.com/system-cards
https://www.gpmb.org/news/news/item/13-10-2025-global-health-security-hangs-in-the-balance-in-a-volatile-and-uncertain-world-report-emphasizes
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.adn0117
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/
https://aistatement.com/work/statement-on-ai-extinction-risk
https://metr.org/time-horizons/
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
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these behaviours safely. At the same time, frontier AI companies are increasingly automating 
AI development, which may lead to recursive self-improvement occurring without public 
visibility, causing a further acceleration of AI progress. Frontier AI company researchers 
have warned that on the current trajectory, capabilities progress risks outpacing our ability 
to control and govern AI, requesting the US government to “support an international effort 
to develop the technical and governance tools needed to deliberately pace the frontier of 
automated AI development”. In addition, AI models may become harder to oversee if they 
reason in a way that is not legible to humans (sometimes referred to as ‘neuralese’). Many 
of today’s safety and control measures rely on the fact that models’ reasoning can be mon-
itored. For example, an independent investigation of the OpenAI incident relied heavily on 
analysis of human-readable transcripts of the models’ internal reasoning. Current training 
methods could reduce the legibility of model reasoning, and multiple AI researchers across 
OpenAI, Anthropic, Google DeepMind, and Meta have stated that “there is no guarantee that 
the current degree of visibility will persist”. 

	 Addressing the challenge
Europe has a world-leading framework for addressing risks from advanced AI. The combi-
nation of dedicated legal provisions for providers of the most general and capable AI models, 
accompanied by a detailed, expert-led, and consensus-driven operationalisation of those pro-
visions via the GPAI Code of Practice, provides a unique basis from which the Commission can 
incentivise safer and more secure AI development and deployment. This is unique to the EU, 
with no analogous national laws or frameworks in place in other countries like the UK or US. 
With the AI Office holding enforcement powers since August 2026, the Commission is now in a 
position to capitalise on the years of effort spent constructing this world-leading framework.

Europe should ensure that the most developed framework for addressing risks from ad-
vanced AI is the best-enforced one. With the AI Office’s enforcement powers now in place, it 
is time to ensure that they are used effectively. Even the most advanced toolset for shaping 
safe and secure AI development practices will not lead to meaningful change if it is not used 
well. To enforce the AI Act and GPAI Code of Practice as well as possible:

	 Enforcement should be prioritised and targeted. The Commission should adopt a stance 
of prioritised and targeted use of the Article 55 provisions and GPAI Code of Practice. The 
Commission should deliberately prioritise potential enforcement actions according to their 
severity and/or urgency. To remain consistent with signatories’ commitments under the 
Code, the primary focus should be on the four systemic risks specified in the Code: cyber 
offence; loss of control; chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons; and harmful 
manipulation. 

	 Enforcement should be proportionate. It is important that enforcement is proportionate to 
both the severity of cases of noncompliance and the capacity constraints of the AI Office. 
This means that enforcement should only be used for appropriate ends.

	 Enforcement should draw on frontier AI expertise. Frontier AI expertise will be essential to 
ensure that enforcement is informed, prioritised, and targeted. Prioritisation of potential 
enforcement actions should draw on the Commission’s own internal subject-matter expertise 
based in the AI Office. 

	 Enforcement should be insulated from ad-hoc political pressures. To ensure that enforce-
ment can be prioritised and targeted, the AI Office should be insulated from external polit-
ical pressures that may push it to focus on issues outside of the dedicated priorities. Such 
political pressures may intensify as the speed of AI progress accelerates; as the impact of 
AI is felt more, for example through labour market disruptions; and as geopolitical tensions 
over AI increase. In the long-term, this may require moving the parts of the AI Office focused 
on enforcement outside of the Commission and establishing an independent regulator. In 
addition, the AI Office must be provided with the requisite authority and autonomy to enforce 
the provisions and be able to target high-priority cases.

https://www.technologyreview.com/2026/03/20/1134438/openai-is-throwing-everything-into-building-a-fully-automated-researcher/
https://metr.org/notes/2026-07-22-economics-of-recursive-self-improvement/
https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
https://arxiv.org/html/2507.11473v2#S6
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/enforcement-ai-act
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	 Enforcement should use the most suitable vehicle. AI is likely to result in a wide variety of 
risks, not all of which are best addressed by Article 55’s provisions for general-purpose 
models with systemic risks. Risks and issues that are better addressed through other parts 
of the AI Act, such as the provisions for high-risk AI systems, or other EU regulation, such as 
the DSA, Digital Markets Act (DMA), or General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), should 
not be taken up under Article 55 of the AI Act.

Successful enforcement requires a well-informed, coherent strategy. Commissioners and 
senior Commission officials should set clear priorities and a coherent strategy for enforcing 
the rules on general-purpose AI models with systemic risk. Relevant Commission leaders, 
such as Commissioners and DG management, should therefore set aside time to interact 
with the subject-matter experts in the AI Office in order to gain a detailed understanding of 
the associated risks, the workings of Article 55 and the GPAI Code of Practice, and collabo-
ratively decide on a high-level strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Provide political support for prioritised and targeted enforcement action. The Commission 
should reap the benefit of the AI Act provisions and GPAI Code of Practice by providing am-
ple support to the unit(s) of the AI Office tasked with enforcing them. To that end, it should 
adopt a stance of prioritised and targeted enforcement of Article 55 and provide the AI 
Office with political support to carry out its enforcement activities. This will require creat-
ing a prioritisation system for potential enforcement cases in direct collaboration with the 
subject-matter expertise in the AI Office, focusing on a small handful of the providers posing 
the highest systemic risks, and targeting the systemic risks specified in the GPAI Code of 
Practice. Once priorities have been set, the AI Office should be given the autonomy to act on 
the highest-priority cases, with political backing from the highest levels of the Commission. 

2.	 Strengthen the General-Purpose AI (GPAI) Code of Practice and AI Act as safety and se-
curity practices become clearer. Multiple aspects of AI safety and security have already 
become clearer best practices since the publication of the GPAI Code of Practice in 2025. The 
Commission should strengthen and incorporate key aspects of the GPAI Code of Practice, 
including by empowering the ecosystem of third-party AI evaluators and auditors, enabling 
the AI Office to conduct in-depth technical investigations of incidents such as the recent 
OpenAI incident (if necessary by using its powers to request information and access), and 
ensuring transparency about providers’ safety practices, model misalignment, incidents, and 
near misses. Should there be revisions of the AI Act or GPAI Code of Practice, it should be a 
top priority to strengthen requirements for these provisions, as well as ensure that internal 
deployments are in scope of the AI Act. Moreover, the Commission should consider provi-
sions for maintaining the interpretability and explainability of AI systems’ internal reasoning. 
For example, it could restrict the use of training techniques that lead models to reason in a 
form not understandable to humans – sometimes referred to as ‘neuralese’.

	 Recommendation at the national level

1.	 Ensure that national Member State initiatives are complementary to Union-level enforce-
ment. The risks from highly capable and transformative AI will require cross-Union action. 
However, where Member States want to take action to address the severe and large-scale 
risks from general-purpose AI models they should ensure that their efforts remain within the 
areas in which Member State actions are not precluded by the AI Act’s harmonisation rules 
and do not duplicate the AI Office’s enforcement actions. Instead, Member States should 
aim to identify areas where national capabilities can add value, complementing the EU’s reg-
ulatory regime. For example, if setting up a national AI safety or security institute, Member 
States should cooperate with the EU AI Office to align on a common understanding of threat 
models, share information, and identify distinct focal areas that complement the AI Office’s 
designated enforcement priorities. By working together, Europe can mount a coordinated 
defence against the risks of transformative AI.

https://code-of-practice.ai/?section=safety-security#appendix-3-5-independent-external-model-evaluations
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/?incomplete=1&lh=appendix-importance-weighted-workstream-activity&hn=74&dbs=425984
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/?incomplete=1&lh=appendix-importance-weighted-workstream-activity&hn=74&dbs=425984
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-91
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O3.2	� Prepare for labour  
market impacts

	

	 Transformative AI would likely displace human labour at levels never 
before seen in human history. As long as Europe only controls a small 
part of AI value creation, its ability to absorb such a shock and safeguard 
the livelihoods of its citizens is limited. While the exact pace and shape 
of AI’s labour market effects remain uncertain, Europe should strengthen 
its economic position and build capacity to address future labour market 
disruptions. This matters both for its own sake and for maintaining public 
support for many of the measures recommended in this strategy.

	 The challenge
While uncertainty remains, the labour market effects of transformative AI would likely 
be unprecedented. Automation from previous technologies has often caused short-term 
or local disruption, but more jobs and prosperity in the long run. The current evidence on 
AI’s labour market effects is consistent with this: Some studies suggest there is reduced 
employment among junior workers in the most AI-exposed occupations (Figure 11, Panel A), 
while effects on aggregate employment are not yet visible in the statistics (Figure 11, Panel 
B). However, this strategy assumes that AI could become transformative within the next few 

FIGURE 11	 EMPLOYMENT INDEX BY AI EXPOSURE. Among workers aged 23 to 25, employment has fallen most sharply in occupations in 

the two highest quintiles of AI exposure (Panel A; Data). Overall effects of AI exposure on employment are not yet visible 

(Panel B; Data). All data is purely correlational, and does not rest on causal identification. Source: Stanford Digital Econo-

my Lab, 2026
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https://digitaleconomy.stanford.edu/app/uploads/2026/08/Canaries_August2026.pdf
https://digitaleconomy.stanford.edu/app/uploads/2026/08/Canaries_August2026.pdf
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://storage.googleapis.com/aviary-del-public/release_memos/latest/downloads/canaries_age_by_exposure_results.zip
https://storage.googleapis.com/aviary-del-public/release_memos/latest/downloads/canaries_by_exposure_results.zip
https://digitaleconomy.stanford.edu/project/indicators/canaries-dashboard/
https://digitaleconomy.stanford.edu/project/indicators/canaries-dashboard/
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years, and that AI systems with greatly improved capabilities could change the economy and 
society faster than any previous technology. There are strong reasons to expect that, in such 
a world, AI systems would displace human labour at an enormous scale, though the exact 
pace of this change is uncertain. Even if transformative AI created many new jobs through 
increased economic growth, highly capable AI systems and robots might be able to fill these 
new jobs faster than humans could be retrained to perform them. While a few exceptions 
would plausibly remain – for example, jobs that for cultural or regulatory reasons society 
would only allow to be performed by humans – these are unlikely to sustain a large human 
workforce. Some researchers even expect that AI will be able to automate essentially all 
(cognitive and physical) labour and could drive human wages below subsistence levels. While 
these more radical views are not the consensus, a growing share of economists now believe 
that governments need to act fast to prepare for AI-driven labour displacement.

Large-scale labour displacement through transformative AI would be an existential threat 
to people’s livelihood, sense of purpose, and social stability. Job loss is an immediate 
threat to an individual’s ability to support themselves and their family. While previous shocks 
often hit older workers, AI-driven disruptions are likely to hit younger people first, making 
early retirement or wage insurance infeasible. And yet the challenge goes beyond income: 
since the Industrial Revolution, wage work has been a central source of human identity, 
social connection, and meaning. If transformative AI caused double-digit levels of unemploy-
ment, the social contract and the expectation that people can secure a livelihood through 
work could break down, potentially destabilising entire societies.

Europe is especially exposed to AI-driven labour market disruptions. First, Europe lacks 
direct insight into, and capacity to track, the economic effects of advanced AI, as policymak-
ers only have limited visibility into the proprietary datasets of leading AI companies abroad. 
Second, while AI-driven automation threatens jobs in Europe, the US, and China alike, Europe 
would by default not benefit from commensurate gains in fiscal capacity. In a world with 
transformative AI, the surplus growth and tax revenue from broad-based AI adoption might 
flow disproportionately to countries with the strongest AI ecosystems, which are currently 
the US and China. Europe would thus lack the fiscal capacity to absorb labour market shocks 
in the same way as these countries. Third, Europe lacks unilateral regulatory control. Where-
as AI-developing jurisdictions could slow down AI-driven labour displacement while still cap-
turing large gains at the model development layer, Europe would bear the competitive cost of 
slower adoption without any such offset. This would expose its broader economic structure 
further to foreign competition, increasing the pressure on European workers even further.

	 Addressing the challenge
For future policies to be successful, it is essential to build the capacity to monitor and un-
derstand labour market effects. Even if one assumes that AI will indeed be transformative, 
it is difficult to take action on potential labour market effects now, as their exact shape and 
pace are highly uncertain. Therefore, policymakers should initially focus on building a better 
understanding of how transformative AI would affect labour markets, building monitoring 
capacity before disruption occurs. This requires comprehensive wage and headcount statis-
tics as well as adding AI adoption and displacement indicators to official European labour 
statistics and ensuring they are published regularly (e.g. the European Statistical Office 
(Eurostat), the European Centre for the Development of Vocational Training (Cedefop), JRC). 
One important source of information and lead indicator for disruption is the usage data that 
frontier AI developers hold, including usage patterns, sector-specific use, and the balance 
between augmentation and automation. The Union could request and negotiate access to 
this for the purpose of producing official statistics. The UK’s newly formed AI Economics In-
stitute, for example, aims to closely collaborate with AI companies, and Anthropic, Google, 
OpenAI, and Microsoft have committed to collaborate with the UK government. In the US, the 
Department of Labor is similarly planning data-sharing agreements with major AI companies, 
such as OpenAI and Meta.

https://academic.oup.com/jeea/article-abstract/16/3/894/4430618
https://aleximas.substack.com/p/the-cyborg-era-what-ai-means-for
https://www.annualreviews.org/content/journals/10.1146/annurev-economics-051624-061002
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w32255/w32255.pdf
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/agi-could-drive-wages-below-subsistence-level
https://www.wemustactnow.ai/
https://www.anthropic.com/research/economic-index-june-2026-report
https://cepr.org/publications/dp21337
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/w/ddn-20251211-2
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications/6206
https://ai-watch.ec.europa.eu/news/jrc-methodology-assesses-which-occupations-face-greatest-disruption-uptake-ai-2025-06-30_en
https://www.anthropic.com/research/economic-index-june-2026-report
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-economics-institute-prospectus/ai-economics-institute-aiei-prospectus
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-economics-institute-prospectus/ai-economics-institute-aiei-prospectus
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute#joint-statement-on-collaboration-between-the-uk-government-and-anthropic-google-openai-and-microsoft
https://www.axios.com/2026/08/26/labor-department-tech-giants-ai-jobs-data
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Labour market flexicurity will be helpful for managing AI labour transitions. The flexicu-
rity approach combines high flexibility for companies to hire, dismiss, and restructure with 
strong income security and routes into new work for employees. Denmark has used this 
approach, and the European Commission released common principles for implementing flex-
icurity in 2007. Flexicurity’s focus on keeping workers employed, employable, and supported 
through job transitions, rather than protecting specific jobs, makes it an apt framework for 
AI labour transitions and disruptions. If Europe tries to protect existing jobs in increasingly 
less competitive sectors at all cost, this will likely just defer the problem into the near future 
and increase the shock once it does occur. Companies could become reluctant to hire and 
lose ground to competitors making full use of AI capabilities, while workers are displaced 
in large numbers, rather than gradually when restructuring or business failures do occur. At 
least initially, flexicurity schemes should focus on high-earning professionals who typically 
have broader and more complex skill sets, which make it easier for them to transition into 
new and potentially very different jobs. As AI’s impact on the labour market becomes more 
pronounced over time, policymakers might need to extend flexicurity to more workers where 
this is necessary to keep European companies in business.

Europe’s geoeconomic position has to be strong to enable labour market interventions. It 
will not be possible for Europe to take appropriate policy action and retain optionality if it 
does not have a sufficient fiscal base from which it can operate and if it is outcompeted by 
more productive regions. In the past, Europe has been highly effective at designing safety 
nets and worker protections. However, this cannot be the sole focus for navigating a transi-
tion to a world with transformative AI. Europe must create the necessary preconditions and 
economic strength that will enable it to implement a host of interventions when AI leads to 
labour market disruptions down the line. Pillar 2 describes how Europe can build economic 
strength in a world with transformative AI, and Pillar 1 describes how it can use its assets 
to build leverage and negotiate access to frontier technology. These pillars are the basic 
elements that will secure Europe’s geoeconomic position in a world with transformative AI. 

Four concrete recommendations at the Union and national level that can help Europe pre-
pare for the labour market impacts from transformative AI can be found below. Detailed 
recommendations for each are provided in Part B of this strategy.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

1.	 Build a monitoring stack for AI labour market impacts. By 2027, establish a Union-level 
monitoring framework that includes, among other things, regular labour statistics, job-post-
ing data, AI-exposure measures, and information from AI companies.

2.	 Fund and steer conditional flexicurity adjustment. Encourage more flexible labour markets 
where adjustment to AI-driven disruption is already needed, combined with funding for re-
training and income support for displaced workers. Prepare an EU-wide emergency support 
scheme if job losses accelerate sharply.

	 Recommendations at the national level

1.	 Feed into the AI labour market monitoring stack. From 2027, add questions related to 
AI-driven job displacement to labour force surveys and feed national survey and job vacancy 
data into the emerging Union-level monitoring.

2.	 Prepare high-earner-first flexicurity reforms. Ease dismissal rules for high earners, and pre-
pare broader flexicurity reforms that combine flexible business restructuring with stronger 
income support and retraining, ensuring that displaced workers receive help within weeks.

	

https://wol.iza.org/articles/the-danish-labor-market/long
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52007DC0359
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6134506
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What would be required 
for a successful European 
frontier AI project?
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Many people are interested in the question whether Europe could and should aim to de-
velop frontier AI domestically. A European frontier AI project, if successful, would be high-
ly desirable for securing Europe’s future prosperity, sovereignty, and control over the safe 
development of AI. It would also reduce Europe’s risk of losing access to the frontier. But it 
would require substantially more political resolve and financial resources than following a 
Leverage Approach. 

A European frontier AI project must not be half-hearted. A serious push for developing 
sovereign frontier AI is in principle possible, and desirable under the right conditions – but 
European leaders have to internalise the stark reality of what is required. Bold political 
statements and ambitions must be backed up by the extraordinary resources and resolve 
required to avoid failure. Importantly, a half-hearted European frontier AI project without a 
well-executed Leverage Approach is arguably the worst of all possible paths: It would leave 
Europe empty-handed, without either its own frontier model or reliable access to the frontier 
models of others.

The resources and resolve required for a European frontier AI project are exceptionally 
high. The required resources would vastly outstrip the current resources being dedicated to 
AI sovereignty efforts as well as any plans discussed in mainstream European AI policy. Every 
month, US hyperscalers are spending more than was spent on the entire Manhattan Project 
in today’s money. This strategy estimates that a serious attempt to catch up to the frontier 
would cost approximately €800 billion over three years (for order-of-magnitude estimates 
and ranges see Table 1). 

The political resolve required would also be immense. A successful European frontier AI 
project requires broad coalition-building, a wide-reaching reordering of European industrial 
priorities, and committing the majority of Europe’s leverage to securing access to chips and 
defending against foreign intervention instead of securing other near-term goals (see Imme-
diate Objective 1, Objective 1.1, Objective 1.2).

ITEM DESCRIPTION

APPROXIMATE 

CENTRAL ESTIMATE 

(RANGE)

Sector buy-in
Buying some coalition AI companies outright, for their teams, 
intellectual property and datasets.

~€25 billion 
(~€10–40 billion)

Compute
Accelerators and the data centres to house them: 16 GW of 
IT load built (roughly 18 GW of total facility power), of which 
roughly 9 GW of IT load would be running by 2029.

~€529 billion 
(~€320–640 billion)

Data centre operations
Electricity, maintenance and taxes for running the data 
centres.

~€13 billion 
(~€11–43 billion)

Interim compute
Compute rented from others to bridge the gap until the 
coalition’s own clusters come online (7 GW-years in IT load 
total).

~€105 billion 
(~€58–158 billion)

Training data and reinforcement 
learning (RL) environments

Expert human data and feedback, licensed content, training 
environments, and a one-off collection of books.

~€3.5 billion 
(~€2–6 billion)

Personnel and operations
Pay for the founders, senior researchers and ~3,000 further 
staff; equity buy-outs; and recruiting and operational costs.

~€34 billion 
(~€15–40 billion)

External coding agents
Access to frontier coding agents, bought from existing 
developers for at least the first 18 months.

~€3 billion 
(~€2–5 billion)

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/eu-launches-investai-initiative-mobilise-eu200-billion-investment-artificial-intelligence
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/factpages/ai-continent-action-plan
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/hyperscaler-capex-trend
https://www.brookings.edu/the-costs-of-the-manhattan-project/
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TABLE 1	 ORDER-OF-MAGNITUDE BACK-OF-THE-ENVELOPE CALCULATION (BOTEC) FOR THE COST OF THE FIRST THREE YEARS OF A EU-

ROPEAN FRONTIER AI PROJECT. All estimates are approximate and should be considered as order-of-magnitude estimates. 

For further details and sources for these estimates, please see Part B.

A European frontier AI project would require adapting some elements of the transforma-
tive AI strategy. Most of the leverage-focused transformative AI strategy presented above 
remains in place if Europe wants to attempt a frontier AI project (for more detail see Part 
B). However, some recommendations would change in terms of substance or prioritisation:

	 Regarding compute build-out (Immediate Objective 3), Europe should use its most attractive 
data centre sites to meet such a project’s demands, with a substantial planned buffer. This 
limits the amount of scarce grid capacity that could be used for compute-for-access deals 
with frontier AI companies (Objective 1.1). 

	 Europe would have to use its leverage to buy large amounts of AI chips for a frontier AI 
project and secure access to state-of-the-art coding agents for its early stages, rather than 
use the same leverage mainly to secure long-term access to frontier AI models for broad 
economic integration (Immediate Objective 1). 

	 Proprietary data should be seen as a competitive advantage that can be pooled and used 
to train models, rather than an asset that can be exchanged for frontier AI access (Immedi-
ate Objective 1, Objective 2.2). European manufacturing companies should be encouraged 
to partner with the European project, rather than deeply integrate with foreign frontier AI 
developers (Objective 2.2). 

	 Once a European frontier project is producing sufficiently capable models, even if they still 
lag behind the frontier, there is a stronger case for European institutions to procure these 
rather than foreign frontier models, at least in cases where this does not result in severe 
security risks (Objective 1.1, Immediate Objective 2). In expectation, European institutions 
and companies would be using worse models for a few years.

The starting conditions, compute, talent, and sustaining conditions required for Europe to 
achieve a successful European frontier AI project are presented below and in more detail in 
Part B. 

	
	 Starting conditions

Form a coalition of aligned countries. A successful European frontier AI project must begin 
with a coalition of value-aligned, liberal democracies working together – no country alone 
would succeed. Europe, as the largest established political bloc among likely participants 
and possessing the largest economic, industrial, and fiscal base among them, is the natural 
foundation of such a frontier AI project among trusted partners. Adding other countries to 
the coalition, especially so-called ‘middle powers’ facing constraints similar to those of the 
European Union, increases the chance of success since they can provide valuable assets (see 
Figure 12). Of course, in choosing members, a coalition has to consider the tradeoff between 
size and political cohesion, the risk of defection, and the potential actions of non-coalition 
countries. The more costly binding commitment mechanisms, the better.

Political insulation
Payments shielding households, energy-intensive industry, 
and host regions from the project’s effects, plus AI dividends. 

~€80 billion 
(~€25–110 billion)

TOTAL
~€790 billion 
(~€445–1,040 billion)
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FIGURE 12	 THE ASSETS AND STRENGTHS OF POTENTIAL COALITION PARTNERS. An assessment of the main assets each partner would 

contribute to a European frontier AI project. Source: Own figure.

Set up a new private company. A European frontier AI project would need a new19 private 
company to be set up that receives full and sustained backing by the coalition’s govern-
ments, including their national security apparatus (to ensure integration into the intelligence 
communities and their resources), trade authorities (to secure the supply chain), and treas-
uries (for financing). 

Use previously successful institutional designs for developing frontier AI. This private com-
pany should broadly be modelled on existing frontier AI developers, since this is the only 
existing institutional form that has produced frontier AI models and systems, and because 
the coalition will not have time to experiment if transformative AI arrives soon. It should be 
led by a highly empowered leadership group with world-class, demonstrated research judge-
ment, exceptional communication skills, and experience in building and scaling very large 
organisations. Like today’s leading frontier companies, this private company has to be at 
once a research laboratory and an execution-focused company: small teams of researchers 
need sufficient capacity and independence to explore novel technical approaches, while the 
majority of the company needs to be focused on pursuing the most promising path toward 
powerful AI systems. 

Set up governance structures that enable innovation, safety, and speed. The private com-
pany’s governance structure is mirrored by a complementary government structure that 
must remain separate from technical operations to prevent the type of bureaucratic slowing 
down of execution to which a conventional government programme would be susceptible. 
Countries should appoint ministerial or state-secretary level senior project leads support-
ed by high-calibre frontier AI policy specialists, akin to the United Kingdom’s Frontier AI 
Taskforce that became the first AISI, that would interface between the frontier project and 
the coalition’s governments. Of course, a European frontier project has to comply with the 
systemic risk obligations for general-purpose AI models as set out in the AI Act and detailed 
in the Code of Practice.

Put in place sufficient public budget funding. A European frontier AI project could cost ap-
proximately €800 billion over three years (see Table 1). That funding should predominantly 
come from public budgets and dedicated debt instruments where treasuries, pension funds, 
sovereign wealth funds and related institutions provide direct funding for the initial three-

ECONOMIC, INDUSTRIAL & FISCAL BASE EUROPEAN UNION JAPAN SOUTH KOREA

TECHNICAL TALENT EUROPEAN UNION CANADA UNITED KINGDOM

STATE CAPACITY UNITED KINGDOM

SEMICONDUCTOR SUPPLY CHAIN EUROPEAN UNION JAPAN SOUTH KOREA

LARGE-SCALE COMPUTE SITES AUSTRALIA CANADA NORWAY

19	 A new entity would very likely be needed to attract the necessary talent, but this new entity could absorb interested com-

panies from coalition countries that hold existing talent and technical expertise. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-safety-institute-overview/introducing-the-ai-safety-institute
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ai-safety-institute-overview/introducing-the-ai-safety-institute
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/contents-code-gpai
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year costs as necessary. The reason for this is that Europe does not have a venture market 
at the necessary scale (or the time to build one) or the required private financing, while it 
does have the needed borrowing capacity. Coalition countries should expect to fund most 
of these upfront costs, with the expectation that private capital and significant revenue only 
follow later. Coalition governments should set up any required executive and legislative 
mechanisms. At founding, ownership should be fully public, while upon listing the coalition 
governments could remain anchor shareholders. This would allow the coalition to retain 
ownership and create a public asset and sovereign investment that can be privatised through 
European capital markets. 

Establish commitment mechanisms. Coalition governments should precommit funding and 
infrastructure access for the complete setup period. Withdrawing from the coalition should 
mean that a member forfeits its contribution and stake, and no single country withdrawing 
should result in the project not having sufficient resources to continue. Technical progress 
needs to be independently assessed at fixed intervals with pre-agreed criteria for when the 
project should be discontinued, converted into its compute and talent assets, or allocated 
additional resources. 

	 Compute
Build sufficient compute infrastructure and energy supply. A European frontier project 
would require substantial compute to compete, though likely somewhat less than a lead-
ing US developer requires over the same period due to lower customer-serving inference 
demand. It should aim for approximately 16 GW of AI compute capacity (IT load) at an ex-
pected cost of around €529 billion. Bringing this amount of compute online comes with a 
range of logistical challenges that a European coalition can nevertheless meet if it acts as 
it has previously in crisis conditions. This includes implementing accelerated infrastructure 
programmes in a range of host countries that can build out at scale and at great speed. 

Procure interim rental compute. Until the dedicated clusters become operational, a Europe-
an frontier AI project would have to procure rental compute by consolidating and requisition-
ing existing publicly owned supercomputers as well as rent compute on the open Graphics 
Processing Unit (GPU) market (at a combined cost of approximately €105 billion).

Set up a coercion shield. A European frontier AI project has to consider the difficulty that 
is likely to arise in acquiring sufficient AI chips given competition for a limited supply and 
potential export controls. To secure sufficient chip supply, the European frontier AI project 
should rely on agreements wherever possible, but prepare trade policy measures (see Imme-
diate Objective 1, Union-level recommendations 1 and 2) that can capitalise on Europe’s sem-
iconductor supply-chain leverage, and are only activated reciprocally if exports are blocked. 
In addition, narrower export deals might be necessary to sustain the European project, which 
condition the continued provision of European semiconductor inputs on continued access 
to US frontier chips. However, this would be very risky since it commits significant amounts 
of Europe’s AI-related leverage to the frontier AI project rather than to securing access to 
foreign frontier AI models. Participation in this coercion shield would also be costly for the 
European semiconductor companies whose export ability would be used as leverage. Europe 
could address this through a fund that would compensate any participating company or 
government that suffers substantial losses from this use of European leverage.

	 Talent
Attract leading frontier AI talent. To acquire the highest-quality researchers, the European 
frontier AI project must hire leading former frontier AI developer employees. Such employ-
ees have valuable expertise that is essential for a European frontier AI project. To hire them 
requires sufficient compensation and a credible mission. In total, expenditure for founders, 
senior researchers, the broad technical workforce, equity buy-outs, and operational costs 
could run to the order of €34 billion. Recruiting and empowering respected technical leaders 

https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
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who can communicate, evidence, and shape the technical vision is the most effective way to 
ensure the mission is credible. Such founding group members are likely to be motivated by 
patriotism, a new technical challenge, operational independence, and credible signals that 
their work will be supported. They are integral for being able to hire the broader technical 
talent required to execute a European frontier AI project. 

Secure access to frontier coding agents. A European frontier AI project must secure access 
to frontier-level coding agents before it develops its own. A substantial share of research 
work at frontier AI developers is already performed by AI agents that write code and com-
plete R&D and administrative tasks under the direction of human researchers and this is only 
likely to increase. Obtaining such access may be difficult20 but it is likely possible if leading 
developers see commercial or reputational value in offering access, sufficient compute is 
secured to host AI agents on European infrastructure, and the budget for procurement is 
in place (approximately €3 billion over the first 18 months). In addition, such a project will 
have to budget for additional costs of approximately €3.5 billion for training data and RL 
environments.

	 Sustaining conditions
Remain robust to domestic political pressures. To be successful, a European frontier AI 
project must remain robust against political pressures, such as weakening motivation from 
coalition members and increasing public contestation due to the economic impacts and 
risks of AI. Efforts should be made to mitigate such pressures in advance, for example, by 
measures, such as committing to protect households from energy price increases caused by 
the project; direct AI dividends to affected groups; electricity subsidies for industries with 
high energy use; and community benefit schemes for data centre host regions. 

Aim for successful long-term commercialisation. Once the frontier is reached, achieving 
some measure of commercial success will be required for continued success. The European 
frontier AI project will have to compete with the sophisticated product expertise, established 
consumer distribution, and lucrative enterprise contracts of established AI developers. Be-
coming the main provider of frontier AI to coalition governments, supplying private actors 
with high security requirements, and, where necessary, adopting measures to increase the 
use of European frontier AI by domestic businesses can help achieve successful commercial-
isation. A European frontier model could also find broad international appeal by being seen 
as more trustworthy and coming with fewer restrictions than those of leading competitor 
countries. 

20	 Anthropic, for example, restricts the use of its most capable models for frontier development, and other developers may 

follow suit. 

https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://www.technologyreview.com/2026/03/20/1134438/openai-is-throwing-everything-into-building-a-fully-automated-researcher/
https://www.technologyreview.com/2026/03/20/1134438/openai-is-throwing-everything-into-building-a-fully-automated-researcher/
https://www.anthropic.com/news/claude-fable-5-mythos-5
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Immediate Objectives
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IO-1	� Create a Member State Alliance 
for Supply Chain Security

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Reliable access to frontier AI models and compute (“frontier AI ac-
cess”) will be essential for Europe’s security and economic prosper-
ity in a world with transformative AI. At present, Europe is depend-
ent on foreign providers for frontier AI access. While Europe does 
have assets that could strengthen its bargaining position with these 
providers, these are dispersed across Member States. A coalition of 
Member States that allows countries to pool their leverage can in-
crease collective bargaining power in negotiations to ensure reliable 
frontier AI access. 

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01 	 Make the ACI explicitly consider the Alliance’s decisions

ACTION	 The Commission should explicitly prepare to use the ACI in cases related to frontier AI access, 
setting in place a framework that allows it to be deployed quickly in support of the Member 
State Alliance. To do this, the Commission should: 

	� (i) Adopt guidance allowing Alliance members to file submissions as duly substantiated 
requests under Article 4(1) ACI. This should include an evidence template built around the 
ACI’s definition of coercion and consider the factors that the Commission and Council must 
weigh, including a pattern of interference. There should be an accelerated timeline for com-
pleting the examination of member requests that is substantially shorter than the ACI’s 
current recommended four month period in Article 4(2) ACI. 

01
Make the ACI explicitly 
consider the Alliance’s 
decisions

02
Ensure the Union trade 
commitments do  
not foreclose Alliance  
escalation options

03
Lead negotiations  
within the Union’s  
competence, backed  
by the Alliance

04
Collaborate with  
trusted partners to  
add their assets to  
Europe’s position

very high priority high priority high priority high priority
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	� (ii) Identify the appropriate Union response measures for a frontier AI access case, including 
worked examples drawn from the ACI’s list of Union response measures in Annex I ACI and 
specifying the conditions under which response measures would be lifted. Additional meas-
ures can be considered, which may require an amendment to ACI Annex I. 

	� (iii) Prepare a ‘fast path’, meaning a shorter period for engagement with the third country (Ar-
ticles 6 and 7 ACI), and readiness of response measures, in accordance with Article 8(10) ACI. 

	� (iv) Consider amending ACI with additional restrictions on access to critical technologies as 
an explicit consideration in coercion assessment. 

IMPLEMENTATION	
	 Potential instruments:

	 	 The ACI, especially Article 4, Article 5, Article 8 and Annex I. 

	 	� New Commission notice or guidance detailing the conditions under which a  
request can be deemed ‘duly substantiated’. 

	 	 Amendment to the ACI through a legislative proposal. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Commission drafts the guidance and evidence templates for frontier AI 
access with the Alliance’s secretariat. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Publication of guidance, including internal worked examples of response 
measures. 

	 	 Q2 2027: Conduct Alliance tabletop exercises for different application scenarios. 

	 	 Q3 2027: Set the content and timing of an amendment to ACI. 

	� Success indicators: Timely publication of guidance and template, along with worked exam-
ples and completion of tabletop exercise. 

CONSIDERATIONS	
	� The ACI’s coercion test is based on intent; if a nation restricts access to a critical technology 

but does not demand anything from the Union or a Member State in exchange for access to 
the technology, this action likely does not pass the test. As such, the US government’s June 
2026 suspension of Fable 5 would probably not have passed the test on its own. However, 
if there were a documented pattern of the US linking frontier AI access to European policy 
choices, this would pass the test. If there is no pattern of this kind, Union recommendation 
2 below may need to be applied instead.

	� Annex I ACI lists restrictions on the export of goods, including goods subject to export con-
trol, as a permitted response measure. Therefore, an equipment measure of the kind de-
scribed under national recommendation 2 would not require an Annex I amendment.

02	 Ensure the Union trade commitments do not foreclose Alliance  
escalation options

ACTION	 Trade policy is an exclusive EU competence. This may constrain the Alliance’s escalation 
options, with tariff legislation determining how quickly Europe can respond to an access 
restriction. New trade commitments should not foreclose the Alliance’s escalation options, 
and the EU should resolve conflicts with existing commitments in a way that keeps escalation 
options open. The Alliance should have legal clarity on how a potential restriction would be 
interpreted at an EU level. To do this, the Commission should:
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	� (i) Audit existing EU trade commitments and instruments against each escalation step 
mapped out in national recommendation 2, recording results in a register. For any conflicts 
identified, decide and record how it would be resolved, for example by amending, reserving, 
or allowing the commitment to lapse at its next review. At least one lawful route for each 
step of the Alliance’s escalation chain should be retained. 

	� (ii) Together with the Alliance, prepare the suspension mechanism outlined in Article 3(1), 
points (b) and (c), of Regulation (EU) 2026/1455 for frontier AI access cases. The Commis-
sion could also issue guidance to ensure that assessments consider restrictions on frontier 
AI access to EU operators as relevant and draft the corresponding implementing act in case 
restriction takes place, including which of the preferences under Articles 1 and 2 would be 
suspended first. The preferences on AI inputs should be retained so that Europe’s own build-
out is not harmed by a suspension. 

	� (iii) Prevent new commitments from foreclosing steps outlined in the escalation chain. This 
could be achieved by inserting new language into negotiating mandates under Article 218 of 
the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) and in the work plans of eco-
nomic security dialogues to include security exceptions pertaining to frontier AI access. This 
would make sure that escalation measures taken by the Alliance to maintain its essential 
security interests do not put it in breach of the agreement. 

	� (iv) Propose EU legislation under Article 207(2) TFEU that gives Member States discretion 
to activate steps in the escalation chain. 

IMPLEMENTATION WORKSTREAMS	

	 Potential instruments:

	� Regulation (EU) 2026/1455, Article 3(1) and its suspension mechanism. A Com-
mission implementing act can suspend the preferences granted by Articles 1 and 
2 under the examination procedure of the Trade Barriers Committee. The exami-
nation procedure should be based on substantiated information, which could be 
supplied via a Member State from the Alliance.

	� Commission notice or guidance on the possibility of using Article 3(1) of Regulation 
(EU) 2026/1455 for responding to frontier AI access restrictions. 

	� Inserting standard language into the negotiating directives under Article 218 TFEU, 
as well as into the annual work plans of the EU’s economic security dialogues. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q2 2027: Commission begins an audit of potential conflicts with the Alliance’s 
escalation chain. 

	 	� Q3 2027: Completed register of all conflicts with the escalation chain; issued guid-
ance on what counts as a frontier AI access restriction; draft implementing act(s); 
standard language is approved for use in negotiating mandates and dialogues; 
final decision on whether legislation under Article 207(2) TFEU is required for any 
steps in the Alliance’s escalation chain. 

	� Success indicators: Completed register of conflicts with escalation chain; guidance pub-
lished and implementing act drafted; standard language around security exceptions inserted 
into all new negotiating mandates; each step of the escalation chain has a lawful route. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/1455/oj/eng
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CONSIDERATIONS

	� Common commercial policy is exclusively an EU competence, and any existing national dis-
cretion here is usually read narrowly by the European Court of Justice. New national discre-
tion related to frontier AI access restrictions will need to be legislated first. 

	� Under Article 3 of Regulation (EU) 2026/1455, the EU can only withdraw the preferential 
treatment granted by the Regulation under its own Articles 1 and 2 and Annexes I to III. As 
a result, while ordinary tariff rates can be returned to goods covered by the regulation, tar-
iff rates cannot affect services, impose new duties, or exceed its annexes. The deterrence 
value of the Regulation is therefore the commercial value of the preferences set out in the 
Regulation. Measures beyond changing the Regulation’s existing penalties require the ACI 
(see Union recommendation 1 above). 

 03	 Lead negotiations within the Union’s competence,  
backed by the Alliance

ACTION	 The Commission should lead negotiations on Europe’s frontier AI access, according to its 
competence, on the basis of the position granted by the Member State Alliance (national 
recommendation 3). A breach of contractual assurances given to the Union or Member States 
should also be treated as grounds for considering the response steps outlined under Union 
recommendations 1 and 2. To do this, the Commission should: 

	 (i) Negotiate assurances on frontier AI access within existing trade and economic security 
dialogues and in formal agreements. The assurances should include at a minimum: con-
sultation with the Commission before any restrictions affecting EU operators take place; 
continuity of frontier AI access for particular European public entities during any restricted 
periods; and eligibility of EU entities for vetted access programmes. 

	 (ii) Attach these assurances to any agreements on compute buildout, to ensure that EU 
investment commitments are matched by access commitments. 

	 (iii) State explicitly in agreements what would constitute a breach and that a breach is 
grounds for considering the response steps outlined in Union recommendations 1 and 2, as 
well as for the escalation chain in national recommendation 3. 

	 (iv) Designate a Commission liaison for the Member State Alliance to ensure national prepa-
rations inform negotiations taken at the EU-level. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	 Commission decision to designate a liaison to the Alliance. 

	 	� The European Blueprint for structured access to advanced AI capabilities for cy-
bersecurity purposes, which is due from the Commission and ENISA in late 2026. 
This can serve as the template for trusted access arrangements. 

	 	 Trade agreements and economic security dialogues to negotiate assured access.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: The Commission designates a liaison and compiles an inventory of EU 
assurances already given or received on frontier AI access across existing frame-
works. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Draft assurance requests based on the Alliance’s position; agree a breach 
clause template with the Legal Service. 
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	 	 Q2 2027: Raise requests with relevant governments within existing dialogues. 

	 	 Q3 2027: Include breach clauses in new agreements on access or compute. 

	� Success indicators: Commission Liaison in place; inventory of existing assurances com-
pleted; first frontier AI access assurance obtained and first agreement containing a breach 
clause. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 An assurance from a foreign government promising continuity of frontier AI access in all 
circumstances is likely not obtainable. Instead, negotiations should focus on procedure: 
foreign governments must consult EU counterparts before placing any restrictions affecting 
EU operators, provide a notice period, and create avenues for EU public bodies to obtain 
access to restricted models. This should include restrictions framed as security measures, 
such as the June 2026 Anthropic Fable restrictions. 

	 Negotiating counterparts will likely ask for comparable assurances from the EU in return, 
such as predictable licencing and servicing of European chip-making equipment or the re-
moval of procurement criteria they consider discriminatory. National recommendation 2 
provides some guidance on the mirror commitments that European negotiators should be 
prepared to give. 

	 Assurance will only be robust if the EU responds to breaches in a credible way. For a breach 
clause to be effective, the first steps in the Alliance’s escalation chain should be relatively 
low cost. 

	 Purchase intentions and investment commitments have already been considered in the EU’s 
2025 trade frameworks, without being attached to matching frontier AI access terms. Mem-
ber States are doing the same bilaterally, for instance by signing the Pax Silica agreement. 
Commitments of this sort could make reliable assurance harder to obtain (see national rec-
ommendation 3). 

04	 Collaborate with trusted partners to add their assets to  
Europe’s position

ACTION	 The EU should build a coalition of trusted non-European partners that can add to Europe’s 
bargaining position and receive benefits in return, for example, through their technology, 
computing capacity, energy, or critical minerals. While they would not be part of the Alli-
ance’s closed track, the Commission should negotiate reciprocal arrangements with these 
partners, such as access parity and continuity commitments or early warning about restric-
tions, and coordinate when restrictions from frontier providers occur. As many of the rele-
vant partners and the EU itself signed the June 2026 Pax Silica declaration, the Commission 
should decide whether the EU’s position should be pursued inside this framework or along-
side it. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� EU Digital Partnerships and the annual Digital Partnership Council work plans 
(which include Japan, South Korea, Canada, and Singapore). 

	 	� The G7 Coordination Platform on Economic Coercion; bilateral economic security 
dialogues. 

	 	� The Pax Silica declaration, whose signatories include (along with the EU and  
certain Member States) Australia, Japan, Norway, South Korea, and the United 
Kingdom. 

https://www.state.gov/pax-silica/
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	 	� The Strategic Partnerships on Semiconductors outlined in the Chips Act 2.0 pro-
posal (in the June 2026 Tech Sovereignty Package). 

	 	� The international cooperation provision of the ACI, under which the Commission 
may consult or cooperate with other countries affected by similar economic coer-
cion. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Assessment of partner assets and dependencies; decision on whether 
the Commission will work inside or alongside Pax Silica. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Frontier AI access and resilience deliverables placed in the 2027 Digital 
Partnership Council work plans.

	 	� Q2 2027: First reciprocal operational arrangement agreed with external partners. 

	 	� Q3 2027: First joint exercise with a partner coordinating on how to respond to a 
frontier AI access restriction. 

	� Success indicators: Position on Pax Silica adopted; live operational arrangements and exer-
cises with external partners. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Engagement with partners can take place bilaterally through Member States as well as 
through the Commission. 

	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Found the Member  
State Alliance for  
Supply Chain Security  
by the end of 2026

02
Use the Alliance  
secretariat to map  
actual and projected  
bottlenecks and  
leverage

03
Use the Alliance  
to agree rules of  
engagement when 
negotiating  
frontier AI access

very high priority very high priority very high priority

01	 Found the Member State Alliance for Supply Chain  
Security by the end of 2026

ACTION	 As Europe’s AI supply chain assets are held by different Member States, with different own-
ers and different national legal contexts, they have never been leveraged in tandem, and 
individual Member States who try to exercise leverage face individual retaliation. A standing 
Alliance holding these assets could act collectively to improve their collective position. 
Member States should: 
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	 (i) Found a Member State Alliance to negotiate European frontier AI access. This Alliance 
should, in the first instance, include the Netherlands, Germany, and France as the Member 
States hosting high value AI supply chain assets. The Alliance should act as one party and 
respond together if frontier AI access is restricted. The Alliance should be open to any EU 
state that contributes assets that are supply chain chokepoints, funding for the Alliance’s 
staff,or a political commitment to act in tandem with collectively agreed Alliance decisions, 
on the understanding that the Alliance prepares and the EU executes trade measures. 

	 (ii) Convene prospective Alliance members to sign a founding declaration. This should spec-
ify that decisions will be weighted by contribution. The Alliance should have an open track 
(with observers) and a closed track for members only. If the Alliance wants to respond to 
restrictions, this will happen through EU instruments, reflecting exclusive EU competence 
over commercial policy and trade. 

	 (iii) Staff a secretariat (of around 8 to 12 experts) for the Alliance seconded from national  
ministries, including experts in supply chains, export controls, and trade law. Task the sec-
retariat with implementing the work plan set out in national recommendations 2 and 3. 
Request a Commission liaison as point of contact (see Union recommendation 3). 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition, including Member States with relevant AI supply chain positions. Other Member 
States may join under the contribution rules specified above.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� The Alliance can be founded through an intergovernmental declaration, letter of 
intent, or memorandum of understanding outside of the EU Treaties. A possible 
model is the Semicon Coalition announced by the Dutch government in 2025 or 
the 2018 European Intervention Initiative. 

	 	 National secondment and budget lines for secretariat. 

	 	 Classified information sharing agreement for members. 

	 	 Designated Commission liaison (see Union-level recommendations above). 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Agree on the founding declaration with core Alliance members, setting 
out the purpose, membership rules, and position on Pax Silica. Invite prospective 
members, agree a secretariat budget, and designate a Commission liaison. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Fully staffed secretariat and classified information sharing arrangement 
in place; first work programme adopted and started. 

	 	 Q3 2027: Review of membership and contributions. 

	� Success indicators: Founding declaration successfully agreed and signed by core members, 
with Alliance membership including countries covering lithography, optics, research, and 
compute. Mapping (Union recommendation 2) underway and Secretariat staffed up. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Commercial policy is an EU competence. The Alliance must therefore operate as a political 
coalition that coordinates, prepares, and advocates, rather than being the vehicle through 
which responses to restrictions are taken. These responses will instead come through EU 
instruments, with Member States only acting within the discretion they have under EU law 
(see national recommendation 3 below). 

https://www.government.nl/latest/news/2025/03/12/european-countries-agree-to-strengthen-position-in-semiconductor-industry
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	 Since cooperation comes first, the foreign country on which Europe’s access most depends 
should be offered an observer seat in the Alliance’s open track (the negotiating position, 
pooled procurement, partnerships, and assurances). 

	 It is not in Europe’s interest to take an aggressive posture that could be seen as undermining 
free trade or attempt to interfere with foreign domestic regulation of AI development. The 
Alliance needs to restrict itself to reacting only to genuine coercive action.

02	 Use the Alliance secretariat to map actual and projected bottlenecks 
and leverage

ACTION	 The Commission already maps EU semiconductor dependencies and bottlenecks under the 
Chips Act, while Member States have taken part in collective risk assessments on semicon-
ductors and AI. There is not, however, a record of where other countries depend on Europe, 
or a mapping of who may lawfully decide to use an asset for leverage or what using it would 
cost. This is a gap that the Alliance would aim to fill. 

	 (i) Use the Alliance secretariat to produce a classified map of Europe’s leverage points in the 
AI supply chain. This could include, inter alia, lithography machines, optics, and research 
on semiconductors, as well as computing capacity and energy. This map should include a 
record of which foreign actors depend on which assets, how quickly this dependency can 
be reduced, the time lag of any restrictions, whether the leverage is likely to decrease as AI 
becomes transformative and as other states reduce their dependencies, which lawful au-
thorities may decide to restrict access, and how third countries could respond (for example 
through tariffs or cloud access restrictions). 

	 (ii) On the basis of this mapping, create a potential escalation chain for each asset. This 
could include, for instance, reduced servicing of equipment; reduced research collaboration; 
restricting access to public procurement; or placing conditions on export licencing. The 
chain should include an estimated cost and effect on Europe of each step and whether the 
necessary action should be taken at European or national level. 

	 (iii) The map should be updated continuously. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition, including Member States with relevant AI supply chain positions (e.g. the Nether-
lands, Germany, Belgium, France, Austria); others can join under the contribution rules from 
national recommendation 1.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� The strategic mapping prepared via Articles 19 and 20 of the Chips Act, shared 
with Member States and the European Semiconductor Board. 

	 	� Collective risk assessments on advanced semiconductors and AI carried out with 
Member States under Commission Recommendation (EU) 2023/2113. 

	 	� The Commission could be invited, through the European Semiconductor Board, 
to task the JRC with extending the monitoring under Articles 19 and 20 of the 
Chips Act with reverse dependency indicators, showing where third country sup-
ply chains depend on EU suppliers. 

	 	� National inventories of operators in critical supply chains maintained under the 
Internal Market Emergency and Resilience Act, and the supply risk monitoring and 
stress tests under Articles 20 to 25 of the Critical Raw Materials Act for materials 
inputs. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2023/1781/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2023/2113/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/2747/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1252/oj
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	 	� The European database on data centres under Article 12 of the Energy Efficiency 
Directive and Delegated Regulation (EU) 2024/1364, for computing capacity and 
energy.

	 	 National mandates to economic security units and export licensing authorities. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Core Alliance members agree on the scope and purpose of the mapping 
and how classified materials will be handled; the completed Chips Act mapping 
results are obtained through the European Semiconductor Board; finish a com-
plete first inventory of assets and who may lawfully decide levers and escalation 
steps that make use of them.

	 	� Q1 2027: Completed interviews with companies and assessment of dependencies, 
substitution time, leverage longevity, and retaliation channels; drafting of detailed 
escalation chains. 

	 	� Q2 2027: An escalation chain, based on a mapping of dependencies and available 
levers, is approved and circulated to Alliance members, with gaps and risks com-
municated to national governments. 

	 	 Q4 2027: First six month refresh is completed.

	� Success indicators: Escalation chain is approved by the steering group and circulated to 
members by the end of Q2 2027, with every asset assessed. Levers list adopted as the input 
to national recommendation 3 by Q3 2027. First refresh completed by the end of 2027. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The Commission has mapped EU dependencies on other countries for semiconductors under Ar-
ticles 19 and 20 of the Chips Act. The recommended mapping extends its scope and documents 
how other countries depend on Europe, as well as how assets could gain or lose value over time, 
especially as transformative AI arrives. It should be an annex to the Chips Act mapping. 

03	 Use the Alliance to agree rules of engagement when  
negotiating frontier AI access

ACTION	 For leverage to be credible, a foreign counterpart must know in advance that the Alliance 
will act together. They must believe that Alliance members cannot be negotiated or settled 
with individually, that a Council majority for an EU response exists, and that the costs of re-
taliation will be shared among members. The Alliance should fix these conditions in advance 
of any frontier AI access restriction incident that they need to respond to. To do this, the 
Alliance should: 

	 (i) Agree a common negotiating position towards the foreign countries on which Europe’s 
frontier AI access depends. This position could include, for instance, the starting offer that 
Europe should make; the escalation options developed under national recommendation 2 
with the legal basis for each; and which level (EU or national) should act with which instru-
ment at each step of the chain. Once adopted, this position should be transmitted to the 
Commission to apply this position in negotiations with the foreign counterparts. 

	 (ii) Agree a consultation process for applying national measures, such as export licensing on 
chokepoint items, and for bilateral arrangements on frontier AI access offered to individual 
members, to ensure that members consult with each other before acting and commit to 
follow a joint position when one is reached. Members should not settle national controls on 
their own without consultation. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2024/1364/oj/eng
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	 (iii) Support the fast-tracking of the EU response to coercion. Agree on an Alliance standard 
for assessing cases that fits the coercion definition in the ACI. Commit publicly to supporting 
a Council determination once that standard has been met, and work to secure a qualified 
majority in the Council (which may require support from non-Alliance Member States). Re-
quest the Commission to set a short period for engagement. 

	 (iv) Agree on how the costs of retaliation by a third country will be shared, to prevent one 
member from being exposed to individual pressure. For example, the burden could be allo-
cated according to members’ economic size, similar to EU budget contributions, with extra 
considerations for members that contribute chokepoint assets or are particularly exposed 
to potential retaliation. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition, including Member States with relevant AI supply chain positions (e.g. the Neth-
erlands, Germany, Belgium, France, Austria); others are able to join using the contribution 
rules from national recommendation 1.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� National controls on non-listed items adopted and notified under Articles 9 and 10 
of the Dual Use Regulation, which limit them to public security and human rights 
grounds.

	 	� The Commission can examine a duly substantiated request and the Council then 
determines coercion by qualified majority within eight weeks under Article 5, and 
response measures may in justified cases apply without a prior call to cease under 
Article 8(10). Members of the Alliance can commit to their votes in advance via a 
political declaration coordinated in the Council’s Trade Policy Committee.

	 	� An intergovernmental cost sharing agreement, on the model of the 2014 agree-
ment on contributions to the Single Resolution Fund.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q1 2027: Finance ministries draft the burden-sharing agreement. A consultation 
process is drafted, and an Alliance standard for assessing frontier AI access cases 
in line with the coercion definition of the ACI. 

	 	� Q2 2027: Members agree on the template for the rules of engagement based on 
the mapping obtained via national recommendation 2.

 	 	� Q3 2027: Members agree on the burden-sharing agreement, a consultation pro-
cess, and the standard for meeting the coercion test. Members commit publicly 
to supporting a Council determination once that standard has been met and to 
work to secure a qualified majority in the Council.

	 Success indicators: Position adopted and transmitted to the Commission by Q3 2027; written 
support for a Council determination from all members of the Alliance, provided that all mem-
bers find that a particular access restriction constitutes coercion. Cost-sharing agreement 
signed by all members of the Alliance.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX%3A02021R0821-20251115
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CONSIDERATIONS

	 Member States may only introduce national export controls where EU law permits, as com-
mon commercial policy is exclusively an EU competence. The Dual-Use Regulation permits 
export controls for public security or human rights reasons, but the European Court of Jus-
tice has tended to read such national grounds narrowly.

	 The ACI’s coercion test requires that restrictions carry the intent of preventing or modifying 
an action by the EU or Member State. This may be shown, for example, through a docu-
mented pattern of linking access decisions to previous European policy choices. If no such 
pattern can be shown, the EU can otherwise trigger a suspension clause in relevant trade 
agreements. In cases where the coercion test is met, the Alliance should work to reduce the 
time it takes for the EU to respond. It could do so by filing a request that specifies the meas-
ure, pattern, and injury caused, as well as by having the text pre-agreed in Coreper so that 
the Council Presidency can table the decision at its next meeting as adopted with minimal 
discussion. The Alliance can also ask the Commission to set a short period for engagement 
or, in certain cases, to apply response measures without a prior call to cease (Article 8(10) 
ACI). 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/821/oj/eng
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IO-2	� Make Europe’s institutions 
ready to act in a world with 
transformative AI

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Implementing this strategy depends on institutions that can track, 
decide, and deliver at the pace of frontier AI. In a world with trans-
formative AI, governments will need to deliberate, make, and act on 
decisions regarding AI at pace. This will require governments having 
informed decision-makers and advisors, access to information and 
data regarding AI, and the ability to use capable AI systems to aug-
ment their work.

	

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01
Ensure that the Com-
mission President and 
College of Commission- 
ers are well-informed  
on transformative AI  
developments and are 
able to execute on  
strategic objectives

02
Empower the AI Office as 
an invaluable centre of 
expertise on AI

03
Rapidly expand access 
to frontier AI across EU 
institutions

04
Convene leaders,  
officials, and subject 
matter experts to  
ideate, plan, and action  
the creation of new 
institutions needed for 
transformative AI

very high priority very high priority very high priority high priority

01	 Ensure that the Commission President and College of Commissioners 
are well-informed on transformative AI developments and are able to 
execute on strategic objectives

ACTION	 Ensure that top political decision-makers are well-informed about the latest trends and 
developments in transformative AI and their potential implications. While there are existing 
special advisors to Commissioners, this is on a part-time basis of 25 days per year on aver-
age. As AI becomes an increasingly important topic for high-level decisions, this part-time 
arrangement may prove insufficient for keeping leadership informed of fast-moving devel-
opments. Leadership’s awareness of developments in AI could be improved by employing a 
full-time, technical frontier AI advisor to the President. This advisor should be an individual 
with relevant experience of frontier AI, for example, through having worked at a frontier AI 

https://commission.europa.eu/about/service-standards-and-principles/transparency/special-advisers_en
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provider. They should be called upon to input on high-level deliberations relevant to trans-
formative AI, and be provided with a direct, two-way line of communication to the AI Office. 
The Commission should also establish a Transformative AI Task Force of approximately 15 
staff to support the advisor. This task force should be given a mandate that includes driving 
implementation of this strategy’s recommended strategy across Directorates-General, run-
ning demonstrations and briefings for senior officials, and coordinating with the EEAS and 
relevant security structures.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� The advisor function and the Transformative AI Task Force can be established via 
executive decision.

	 	� Articles 14–15 of C(2025) 4716 allow for Principal Advisors to be employed in the 
Secretariat-General as 2(a) temporary agents, on an AD14 pay grade.

	 	� Communication channels between political leadership and the AI Office can be 
established without formal action.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: The Commission President announces the appointment of the technical 
frontier AI advisor. Recruitment efforts commence, with predefined conflict of 
interest rules for candidates previously employed by frontier AI providers.

	 	 Q1 2027: Advisor appointed and announcement published.

	 	� Q2 2027: The Task Force enters operation, staffed by both secondees and new hires. 
The first briefing to the Commission president, Commissioners, and Directors- 
General is held by the technical advisor.

	 Success indicators: Appointment of president’s technical advisor made. Task Force employ-
ees and secondees in post. Quarterly briefings held.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The Task Force should be tasked with coordinating and tracking policy delivery rather than 
duplicating the technical and regulatory functions of the AI Office. It should provide a quar-
terly stocktake of progress on implementation across DGs to the Commission President and 
relevant Commissioners.

	 The AI Office, as the commission’s centre of AI expertise, should have a direct reporting line 
to the advisor, with confidentiality arrangements in place in line with Article 78 of the AI Act.

	 The primary value of the technical advisor will be their technical credibility and hands-on 
experience with frontier AI. The selection process should prioritise finding candidates with 
these qualities.

02	 Empower the AI Office as an invaluable centre of expertise on AI

ACTION	 Three immediate actions should be taken to cement the AI Office’s status as a centre of subject- 
matter expertise within the Commission. Firstly, direct, two-way lines of communication 
should be established between senior Commission officials and subject-matter experts with-
in the AI Office. Existing in-house expertise should be utilised to inform key decision-makers 
through briefings, workshops, and regular communication. Secondly, AI Office hiring should 
be reformed so that it can hire and utilise world-class subject-matter expertise. Concrete 
actions include: reducing the time from first interview to offer to six weeks or less; hiring 
employees as temporary agents rather than contract agents, so that they can serve beyond 

https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/a0c42654-bd5d-4fa6-8fba-613603da63f5_en?filename=commission-decision-temporary-agents-c-2013-9049-en.pdf
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a six-year term; standing up a dedicated headhunting capability with a talent-scouting remit; 
increasing pay grades beyond typical civil servant levels for technical hires; hiring on merit 
alone, using nationality derogations for outstanding non-EU technical hires; and allowing 
more flexibility for remote work. In parallel, the AI Office should be provided with sufficient 
administrative and operational staff, so that scarce technical talent can focus on technical 
tasks where their talent is best used. Thirdly, the AI Office should be provided with dedicated 
additional funding to provide staff with large amounts of compute and API credits for using 
frontier AI systems to assist their work.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� High-level AI expertise could be employed as Article 2(a) temporary agents under 
the Conditions of Employment of Other Servants of the European Union (CEOS), 
rather than as Article 3(b) contract agents, allowing for permanent contracts.

	 	� Pay grades of AD7–AD11 should be used for technical hires, applying exemptions 
to years of prior experience by Article 13(4) of C(2025) 4716 where necessary.

	 	� Nationality derogations are possible under Articles 12(2)(a) and 82(3)(a) of the 
staff regulation.

	 	� The Large-Scale Review can be used as a framing vehicle for piloting flexible re-
cruitment.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: The AI Office and DG HR agree on an expedited hiring pathway for urgent 
hires and review the default contract terms for AI Office recruitment. The Large-
Scale Review’s final recommendations (to be published by the end of 2026) name 
AI Office recruitment as a pilot for flexible technical hiring. DG BUDG requests 
additional temporary-agent posts in the 2027 draft budget.

	 	 Q1 2027: Headhunting team operational.

	 	� Q2 2027: First cohort of hires employed as temporary agents, and offers given to 
current staff employed as contract agents to convert to temporary agents.

	 	 Q4 2027: First year recruitment metrics published.

	 Success indicators: Median days from first interview to offer. Share of expert hires engaged 
as temporary agents. 12-month retention of senior staff.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 In transformative AI scenarios, the required spending on compute and API credits for AI Office 
staff could be at least as large as employee salaries.

	 The current form of fixed-term contract agent employment, which is capped at six years, will 
eventually lead to the AI Office losing senior expertise, starting in mid-2030.

	 While pay grades that are competitive with industry are unrealistic, parity with peer public 
institutions, such as the UK AI Security Institute (UK AISI), is achievable and should be the 
minimum target.

	 The dedicated headhunting team should make sure to be aligned with the team leads regard-
ing the desired profiles of new hires.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:01962R0031-20260101
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/a0c42654-bd5d-4fa6-8fba-613603da63f5_en?filename=commission-decision-temporary-agents-c-2013-9049-en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:01962R0031-20260101
https://commission.europa.eu/about/service-standards-and-principles/modernising-european-commission/large-scale-review-european-commission_en
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 03	 Rapidly expand access to frontier AI across EU institutions 

ACTION	 In order to keep pace with consumers and firms deploying increasingly powerful frontier AI 
tools, European institutions need access to these same capabilities. Building on initiatives 
like GPT@EC, the Commission should ensure there is minimal lag between the capabilities 
of tools made available to EU staff and the frontier. Model access should be secured across 
the service through a central procurement process. Common rules for data classification, 
security, sovereignty, and permitted use should provide clear legal guidance for acceptable 
use. In addition, the European Data Protection Supervisor (EDPS) should issue guidelines to 
facilitate safe and legal AI-assisted and automated decision-making in areas vulnerable to 
service flooding to increase resilience. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� DIGIT could use framework contracts to centrally procure frontier AI tools for use 
across the Commission. Procurement conditions should ensure that providers do 
not have access to sensitive data per the Commission’s sovereign-cloud frame-
work. Procurement should be inter-institutional from the outset, ensuring that the 
Parliament, Council, and other relevant institutions and bodies of the Union can 
be contracting authorities. Models should be chosen on capability regardless of 
origin, with the proposed CADA Article 32 preferences only being applied in cases 
where EU models are competitive with the frontier AI models.

	 	� The Commission could invite EDPS to develop guidance on AI-assisted decision- 
making and on the conditions for implementation of automated decision-making 
in accordance with Regulation (EU) 2018/1725. 

	 	� The EDPS sandbox for the institutions under AI Act Article 57(3) could be used to 
develop tools to support automated decision-making within the European institu-
tions, such as oversight design, monitoring requirements, and an appeals process. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� Q4 2026: The Commission updates guidance for the procurement of AI models, 
with a focus on eliminating the gap between the tools available to institutions 
and those available to the public. EU institutions identify services that are most 
vulnerable to AI-driven service flooding. 

	 	 Q1 2027: The AI Office coordinates with EDPS on sandbox testing. 

	 	� Q2 2027: Reduce duplication and pool resources through joint projects with Mem-
ber States.

	 Success indicators:

	 	� Reliable access to frontier capabilities, as measured by the time lag between pub-
lic frontier model release and internal roll-out of the model by the Commission. 

	 	 EDPS guidelines for AI-assisted decision-making published. 

	 	 Monthly active users of catalogue tools as a share of all staff, to measure adoption. 

CONSIDERATIONS 

	 There are barriers to current procurement mechanisms reliably guaranteeing access to fron-
tier AI systems, for example the length of time that procurement awards generally take. 
Procurement to guarantee frontier AI access would require faster timelines to approval. 

	 Procurement contracts should include clauses on exportability of data and workflows in 
order to prevent lock-in or dependence on a single provider. 

https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/publications?ref=sr-2023-28
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04	 Convene leaders, officials, and subject matter experts  
to ideate, plan, and action the creation of new  
institutional structures needed for transformative AI

ACTION	 Hold a series of convenings that bring together senior Commission officials, AI Office ex-
perts, and independent subject-matter experts to brainstorm, plan, and action the creation 
of new institutional structures that will prepare European institutions for transformative AI. 
This could include institutional structures that improve foresight and strategic awareness, 
such as an AI Strategic Foresight Unit, staffed with dedicated frontier AI experts, created 
within the AI Office, the Secretariat-General, DG IDEA, or elsewhere; Transformative AI Fel-
lows appointed to DG IDEA; or the seconding of AI Office experts or hiring of other frontier 
AI experts to EU delegations and offices in San Francisco and Beijing. But there are likely 
other purposes and more ambitious institutional structures that should be considered (e.g. 
information sharing, emergency preparedness, evaluation capacity, incident investigation, 
a Union-level AI agency). Clear ownership should be assigned to an individual or group of 
individuals to push forward this process. The process could be facilitated by the AI Office, 
reporting to Commission leadership, by planning what sessions and inputs will be needed 
to come up with ideas and who needs to be in the room to best brainstorm, plan, and action 
such new institutional structures.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Internal communication by owner and Commission leadership signalling intent to 
convene discussions on this topic.

	 	 Informal internal convening of relevant stakeholders.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: Assign ownership for planning and hosting the convenings.

	 	 Q4 2026: Collect input, plan session formats, and send out initial invitations.

	 	 Q1 2027 onwards: Hold series of planned convenings.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Such convenings likely need to happen in stages to ensure ideation, planning, and actioning 
stages occur sufficiently and that the right individuals are present for each session.

	 Collecting input from Commission and AI Office officials will be a valuable source of institu-
tional knowledge and expertise for current institutional bottlenecks and frictions. 

	 Evaluating the successes and failures of other frontier AI institutional structures in other 
countries or regions will be a valuable exercise.

	 Frontier AI and other subject matter expertise (e.g. security, emergency preparedness, in-
telligence, and national security) should be drawn on internally to the Commission and 
European institutions. Where needed external expert consultation can strengthen ideation 
and implementation processes. 

https://www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/united-states-america/san-francisco_en?s=253
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/china_en?s=166
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	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Build national techni- 
cal AI assessment  
capacity and frontier 
AI expertise

02
Appoint senior frontier 
AI advisors with direct 
access to the head of 
government

03
Collect, analyse, and  
publish national  
statistics on AI  
diffusion and adoption

04
Ensure a baseline of 
AI literacy across  
all government depart-
ments

high priority very high priority high priority high priority

01	 Build national technical AI assessment capacity  
and frontier AI expertise

ACTION	 Establish or scale an in-house national technical unit for assessing frontier AI and advising 
government. The designated unit should be tasked with providing senior decision-makers 
with assessments of frontier AI progress, impacts, and policy implications. The Unit should 
actively maintain links to other Member States’ analogous bodies, national security author-
ities, and the EU AI Office. These Units should be given autonomy and flexibility in hiring and 
staffing, including derogations from national civil-service pay grades, ring-fenced funding, 
and access to compute and AI tools in order to attract, empower, and retain top-level subject- 
matter staff.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States, with unit size proportional to Member State size. All Member States 
should establish, at a minimum, a core unit of 5–10 subject-matter experts. Some Member 
States may wish to expand this to a national AISI, such as the one recently announced by 
Germany. Neighboring Member States may wish to pool resources and form regional part-
nerships (e.g. Nordics, Baltics).

IMPLEMENTATION	
	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Options include a ministerial decision to establish a new unit or extend an existing 
government body, legislative action, or formal partnership with existing research 
institutes, with specifics depending on national institutional arrangements.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Identify and designate a suitable host institution for the advisory unit. 
Secure a designated operating budget for the next national budget cycle.

	 	� Q1 2027: Appoint founding leadership positions through an open international 
search, with pay-derogation instruments adopted.

	 	� Q2–Q3 2027: Establish the core team of subject-matter experts, and begin advising 
and analysis tasks.

https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/sitzung-des-nationalen-sicherheitsrates-im-juni-2026-2438050
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/aktuelles/sitzung-des-nationalen-sicherheitsrates-im-juni-2026-2438050
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INDICATOR	 Technical full-time equivalent employees in post against target. Multi-annual budget secured. 
12-month retention of technical staff.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 This recommendation operationalises Article 70(3) of the AI Act, which obliges Member 
States to provide national competent authorities with adequate technical, financial, and 
human resources, including personnel with an in-depth understanding of AI technologies.

	 Units could be established in government departments, regulators, cybersecurity agencies, 
or otherwise, depending on each Member State’s institutional structure.

02	 Appoint senior frontier AI advisors with direct access  
to the head of government

ACTION	 Member States should appoint a technically credible senior frontier AI advisor reporting 
directly to the head of government. The advisor should serve as a link between the national 
technical unit recommended above, ensuring that their analysis and recommendations in-
form strategy and agenda setting at the highest level of government. As such, they should 
be allowed regular briefings with the head of government and their cabinet, the ability to 
escalate urgent developments, and participation in high-level cabinet discussions relevant 
to transformative AI. The advisor should be an individual with practical expertise on frontier 
AI topics, for example, through working at a frontier AI provider, and should be supported by 
a small dedicated team. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� National executive decision to appoint a senior frontier AI advisor to the head of 
government.

	 	� Support team staffed partly through secondment, for example, from national re-
search centres.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Advisor profile defined and recruitment search launched, including na-
tionals working in frontier labs abroad.

	 	 Q1 2027: Appointment made and support team operational.

	 	� Q2 2027: Begin regular briefings between the senior frontier AI advisor and head of 
government and relevant cabinet members. Establish a procedure for the advisor 
to escalate urgent developments.

	 Success indicators: Appointment made with published mandate. Briefings held per quarter. 
Documented technical input into national positions on issues relevant to transformative AI.

CONSIDERATIONS	
	 Relevant direct expertise with frontier AI should be prioritised relative to total years of expe-

rience when making appointments. Frontier AI is a new and fast-moving area, meaning that 
total years of experience is often uncorrelated with relevant expertise.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2024/1689/oj
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03	 Collect, analyse, and publish national  
statistics on AI diffusion and adoption

ACTION	 Member States should strengthen national measurement of AI diffusion and adoption across 
businesses, households, and the public sector. National statistics institutes (NSIs) should be 
instructed to collect and analyse data pertaining to national AI diffusion and adoption and 
publish results on a regular cadence. Efforts should focus on extending coverage of existing 
statistics, for example, by analysing specific tasks being automated across jobs, comparing 
the extent of AI uptake between SMEs and larger firms, or identifying sectors or roles that 
are adopting AI systems the fastest. Results should be shared with other Member States on 
a common calendar, for example, through Eurostat.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Instructing national statistics institutes to include additional AI-relevant variables 
or modules to existing surveys.

	 	� Existing surveys of Information and Communications Technology (ICT) use con-
ducted through the European Statistical System, expanded to include fine-grained 
AI-specific variables.

	 	� Partnering with AI providers and other data holders, including through data-sharing  
agreements, to obtain (aggregated) statistics on AI usage.

	 	� Coordination with other Member States through Eurostat, to harmonise core var-
iables, allowing for Europe-wide comparisons.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: NSIs identify existing gaps in existing AI adoption statistics. Agree on a 
common variable set through the European Statistical System.

	 	� Q1–Q2 2027: Pilot expanded measures of AI use, focusing on public-sector adop-
tion in the first instance.

	 	� Q3 2027: Publish the results of the public-sector pilot, and share through the 
European Statistical System.

INDICATOR	 Annual publication delivered. Coverage across enterprises, individuals, and the public sector. 
Partnerships with private-sector data holders.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Relevant data may be collected in partnership with AI providers, such as through Google’s 
Activity, Task, Landscape, and Adoption Study (ATLAS) project.

04	 Ensure a baseline of AI literacy across all  
government departments

ACTION	 Member States should adopt a government-wide AI literacy programme to ensure that all civil 
servants are equipped with the knowledge and skills they need to understand and effectively 
use AI systems. The programme should be made available to staff in every department, with 
formats tailored to the department and seniority. For example, senior policymakers should 
receive short, high-quality briefings and demonstrations covering the capabilities and risks 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/european-statistical-system
https://blog.google/innovation-and-ai/technology/research/understanding-the-ai-economy/
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of frontier AI systems and possible trajectories of further development. In addition, junior 
civil servants should receive practical training that covers how to use AI tools effectively and 
responsibly, with more rigorous training for staff in specialist sectors such as procurement, 
healthcare, or security.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instrument:

	 	 Executive decision establishing a baseline AI-literacy across government.

	 	 Department-specific training offered through ministries.

	 	� The national AI unit, recommended above, should coordinate the programme, 
for example, setting the syllabus and partnering with universities and research 
institutes to deliver specialist modules.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Departments’ existing AI use mapped. Programme and completion tar-
gets adopted. Baseline curriculum adopted, and roles or departments requiring 
further specialist training identified.

	 	� Q1–Q2 2027: Senior official briefing and demonstration series delivered. Working- 
level modules launched. 

	 	� Q3 2027: Completion rates and effectiveness statistics published per department. 
Curriculum updated in light of recent developments.

	 Indicator:	Share of senior officials participating in training. Improvement on task-based as-
sessment. Adoption and effective use of AI systems.

 CONSIDERATIONS

	 It is important that the curriculum covers topics, developments, and events that may have 
emerged shortly before the course is operational. The field of AI is advancing incredibly fast, 
and a curriculum that does not include developments from the preceding six months will 
be significantly outdated. This also means that there must be processes for iterative and 
continual updating of the course curriculum.
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IO-3	� Secure Europe’s share of global 
AI compute

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Compute is the physical infrastructure on which all AI applications 
depend. In a world with transformative AI, access to AI compute will 
be a prerequisite to a region’s economic prosperity and national se-
curity, just like access to energy is today. Hosting this infrastructure 
on EU soil increases the bloc’s geopolitical weight and reduces its 
reliance on revocable foreign access.	

	
	 Recommendations at the Union level

01	 Host at least 15% of global AI computing  
capacity by 2030

ACTION	 Set a Union-level target in the Cloud and AI Development Act (CADA) of hosting at least 
15% of global AI compute on EU soil by 2030, in rough proportion to the EU’s 18% share of 
global GDP, currently projected at 45 GW of total facility power (against a 300 GW global 
capacity). Attach three obligations: (i) the Commission should adopt, and periodically up-
date by delegated act, a methodology for estimating installed Union and global AI compute 
capacity, taking into account computational performance, energy-efficiency improvements 
and other relevant technical parameters; (ii) the Commission should publish annually the 
projected power capacity required for the EU to meet its 15% target on the current global 
compute trajectory; (iii) within six months of CADA’s entry into force, Member States should 
each share a national contribution plan describing their intended contributions towards the 
compute target. Member States should report annually on their progress, while the Commis-
sion should assess aggregate progress and, where it falls short, make recommendations to 
Member States on how to align national contributions with the Union-level target (following 
the approach of the Energy Union Governance Regulation (EU) 2018/1999).

01
Host at least 15% of  
global AI computing 
capacity by 2030

02
Create a Rapid AI  
Infrastructure team  
within the European 
Commission

03
Upgrade CADA’s data 
centre acceleration  
zones

04
Mobilise €25 billion  
of EU public funding  
for AI compute

very high priority very high priority very high priority high priority

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0502
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2018/1999/oj
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IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Amendments to CADA (COM(2026) 502), including by adding an An-
nex with the plan and reporting template, updatable by delegated act. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: The Commission endorses the 15% target and signals support for 
corresponding amendments to the co-legislators.

	 	� October–November 2026: The Commission builds the measurement and forecast-
ing capacity.

	 	� Late 2026: The 15% target is introduced into legislative negotiations through 
amendments in Parliament and/or Council.

	 	� Mid-2027: The European Parliament’s position and the Council’s general approach 
include the target.

	 	� September 2027: The Commission publishes an updated global compute capacity 
projection, providing the basis for a later delegated act that updates the GW figure 
corresponding to the 15% target.

	 Success indicator: share of global installed AI compute hosted on EU soil by 2030.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The target is expressed as a share rather than an absolute GW figure so that it remains 
meaningful under different scenarios of global AI compute growth.

	 The 15% target could also be inserted into the EU’s Digital Decade Policy Programme 2030, 
while CADA contains the binding obligations.

	 The definition of ‘AI compute’ should rule out general cloud capacity unsuited for AI work-
loads. Reports of existing AI compute capacity should only include operational AI data cen-
tres (measured as total facility power), rather than merely announced projects or sites not 
yet energised.

	 Negotiators should resist any trilogue compromise that moves the target into a non-binding 
recital or turns it into a mere aspiration.

02	 Create a Rapid AI Infrastructure team  
within the European Commission

ACTION	 By 2027, establish a dedicated Commission task force mandated to steer the buildout to 
the 15% target. The task force should have 30–50 staff, with at least 50% external experts 
with relevant backgrounds (e.g. in data centre financing and development, grid engineer-
ing and emergency infrastructure planning, including experts with military logistics back-
grounds). Their mandate should include setting and monitoring intermediate GW milestones 
and coordinating Member State and local governments, site owners, energy companies, grid 
operators, investors, construction companies and AI companies, to facilitate strategically 
important projects.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: This would be a decision about the Commission’s internal organisa-
tion; no legislation required. Industry professionals should be recruited mainly as temporary 
agents.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0502
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dec/2022/2481/oj/eng
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	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: The Commission announces the task force and internally fixes its 
mandate, the reporting line, and a sunset (e.g. 2031).

	 	� October–December 2026: The Commission recruits an operational head and rel-
evant experts; operational core begins work.

	 	 January 2027: Core team is fully functional.

	 	� March 2027: First quarterly buildout scoreboard published internally (list of pro-
jects, GW at final investment decision, GW under construction, GW energised, 
major blockers).

	 	 July 2027: Full team is fully functional.

	 Success indicators: Number of staff in an operational task force; share of external experts 
with relevant backgrounds; projects under active coordination (measured in GW); measured 
reduction in time to power for coordinated projects versus national baselines.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 For the Rapid AI Infrastructure team to be successful, the Commission should take into 
account the recommendations on how to build technical state capacity from Immediate 
Objective 2.

03	 Upgrade CADA’s data centre acceleration zones

ACTION	 Increase the impact of CADA’s acceleration zone regime by anchoring it in, and extending, the 
EU’s existing regime for accelerating permits. Specifically: (i) grant AI data centres in accel-
eration zones a presumption of overriding public interest for the purposes of EU nature and 
water21 legislation, mirroring Article 16f of the Renewable Energy Directive; (ii) classify all 
acceleration zone projects as strategic projects under the Environmental Assessments Regu-
lation (COM(2025) 984), following the precedent of the Industrial Accelerator Act. Specify that 
permits must be granted or refused within three months after receipt of complete documenta-
tion (in contrast to CADA’s proposed 12 months), with approval presumed where the deadline 
is missed (except where EU environmental law prohibits this); (iii) oblige Member States to 
issue the front-loaded ‘aggregated baseline permits’ envisaged by CADA within six months of 
zone designation; and (iv) turn sustainability KPIs based on the Energy Efficiency Directive into 
a single harmonised benchmark, barring Member States from gold-plating zone requirements.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Amendments to CADA (COM(2026) 502).

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: The Commission endorses the suggested amendments and signals 
support to the co-legislators.

	 	� Late 2026: The amendments are tabled in the legislative negotiations in Parlia-
ment and/or Council.

	 	 Mid-to-late 2027: Trilogues open; co-legislators back the acceleration zone provisions.

21	 This presumption should apply to derogations under Article 4(7) of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) only for data 

centres using closed-loop or other non-evaporative cooling systems.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0502
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	 Success indicators: Median time from complete application to permit for projects in accel-
eration zones ≤ 3 months.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The proposed three-month permit-granting period should begin when the relevant authority 
receives complete documentation. However, documentation requirements for data centres 
may not be standardised, which could make local authorities slower at handling applications 
for novel projects. To address this, the co-legislators could consider measures that build on 
and extend existing permit acceleration regimes such as the Renewable Energy Directive 
(RED) III. For example, they could require that an exhaustive documentation checklist is 
published for each zone in advance and that documentation is deemed complete if the au-
thority does not respond within 30 days; the authority may make a single request for further 
information that pauses rather than restarts the three month period.

04	 Mobilise €25 billion of EU public funding  
for AI compute

ACTION	 Commit €25 billion of EU-level public funding to the compute buildout, starting immediately 
through existing programmes such as InvestEU and continuing at scale under the 2028–2034 
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF). Use loan guarantees and advance purchase com-
mitments as a demand-side backstop22 to de-risk strategically important private data centre 
projects and increase the share of European-only AI compute.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Until the next MFF applies, initial funding could come from the €30 
billion InvestEU Fund and the European Investment Bank (EIB) Group’s TechEU programme. 
From 2028, additional funding could be drawn from the proposed €48.5 billion Digital Lead-
ership budget of the Competitiveness Fund and the €405 billion cohesion budget. The EIB 
Group would be a natural delivery unit both for the loan guarantees and for structuring 
potential equity co-investments. Creating a new Important Project of Common European In-
terest (IPCEI) for Frontier AI Compute would provide the State-aid framework through which 
Member States could commit their €75 billion share.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Late 2026: Amendments are tabled in the negotiations on the Competitiveness 
Fund regulation – a potential vehicle for a minimum AI compute share in the Digital 
Leadership window – and on the National and Regional Partnership Plans regu-
lation, establishing AI compute infrastructure as a priority category eligible for 
cohesion funding.

	 	� December 2026: Interested Member States pre-notify the IPCEI for Frontier AI 
Compute.

	 	� April 2027: First InvestEU-backed guarantees for AI data centre projects on the 
market.

	 	 September 2027: First framework for advance purchase commitments created.

	 Success indicators: Value of guarantees and purchase commitments signed per year; private 
capital mobilised per public euro; amount of GW of European-only compute at final invest-
ment decision.

22	 In this context, a backstop is a commitment by an investment-grade third party to step in if the data centre’s contracted 

customer stops paying. This allows lenders to rely on the creditworthiness of the guarantor rather than just the data cen-

tre’s main customer, making large AI data centres easier and cheaper to finance. A backstop is normally required when AI 

companies without investment-grade rating, such as OpenAI or Anthropic, are planning a data centre.

https://investeu.europa.eu/investeu-programme/investeu-fund_en
https://www.eib.org/en/press/all/2025-491-eib-group-and-european-commission-join-forces-to-finance-ai-gigafactories
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0570
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0570
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0570
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0565
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0565
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/will-financing-bottleneck-ai-compute


103 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

CONSIDERATIONS

	 European-only data centres are, at a minimum, located on EU soil and owned and operated 
by a European organisation.

	 Loan guarantees and purchase commitments should be reserved for projects that would not 
otherwise happen. They should include appropriate fees that reflect the risk taken on.

	 The Competitiveness Fund has been proposed but not agreed yet, and the Commission’s 
proposal deliberately avoids ring-fencing within its policy windows to preserve flexibility. 
Co-legislators should nonetheless explore legal avenues for fixing a minimum spending share 
for AI compute in the Digital Leadership window itself, following the precedent of thematic 
minimum shares in other EU programmes (e.g. Horizon Europe’s climate target). If the Dig-
ital Leadership budget shrinks in negotiations, the compute share should be defended on 
account of its strategic importance for European prosperity and security.

	 The exact allocation between loan guarantees and demand-side backstops should be set in 
an implementing act, as the two instruments differ in their budgetary properties.

 	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Strengthen the social 
contract around AI data 
centres

02
Prepare and market 
shovel-ready sites ahead 
of CADA

03
Reduce ‘time to power’ 
for AI data centres

very high priority very high priority very high priority

04
Accelerate planning and 
permitting for AI data 
centres

05
Mobilise €75 billion of 
national public funding 
for AI compute

very high priority high priority
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01	 Strengthen the social contract around AI data centres

ACTION	 (i) Ensure that host municipalities receive a share of the local business taxes generated by an 
AI data centre, allocated based on its total installed facility power, (ii) make it easy for data 
centre developers to invest in local community infrastructure, (iii) require large operators to 
bear the incremental electricity system costs of their projects rather than socialising them 
onto households and small businesses.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: National legislation for municipal revenue-sharing and community 
benefits; the national regulatory authority’s network-tariff methodology for cost allocation.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� October 2026: National regulatory authorities begin to prepare the cost-allocation 
methodology.

	 	� December 2026: National legislation drafted to allow community benefits and 
create a revenue-sharing scheme.

	 	 June 2027: National legislation is passed.

	 Success indicators: Share of new data centre capacity covered by community-benefit agree-
ments; regulators verify that projects have not increased prices for local households or small 
businesses.

CONSIDERATIONS

 	 Since AI data centres employ comparatively few people relative to invested capital, tax 
shares for host municipalities should be allocated based on total installed facility power 
rather than payroll.

	 Without a legislative basis, voluntary developer payments to local communities risk being 
classified as undue advantage under anti-corruption law.

 02	 Prepare and market shovel-ready sites  
ahead of CADA

ACTION

	 (i) Publish, within six months and without waiting for CADA’s adoption, a national inventory 
of potential AI data centre sites, each with the potential for at least 100 MW fully operational 
capacity by 2030, including data on available construction area and grid capacity, on-site 
electrical infrastructure (e.g. substations), previous environmental assessments, owners and 
relevant stakeholders, and other relevant information. 

	 (ii) Designate the most promising sites (or collections of sites) as data centre acceleration 
zones, as envisaged by CADA and the amendments in Union-level recommendation 3 above, 
and ideally going beyond CADA’s minimum of one per Member State. 

	 (iii) Reach out to site owners, AI companies, data centre developers, investors, and local 
authorities to gauge interest in building at those sites.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Collective – every Member State contributes sites.
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IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: National legislation and administrative direction for designating ac-
celeration zones, following the model of national renewables acceleration areas under RED 
III; a designated national agency acting as a single point of contact for parties interested in 
data centre development at the relevant sites.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	 October–December 2026: Prepare and disseminate the national inventory.

	 	 January 2027: Outreach to interested parties begins.

	 	 July 2027: Designate the first acceleration zones.

	 Success indicators: GW capacity of designated sites; GW capacity of listed sites with signed 
developer commitments.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Member States with cheap and abundant energy (e.g. France, Spain, Portugal, the Nordic 
countries) or repurposable industrial brownfields (e.g. Germany, Poland, Romania) should 
contribute disproportionately to the aggregate.

	 Industry experience suggests that foreign companies seeking to build AI data centres some-
times do not know about attractive sites in Member States, and successful agreements often 
require active matchmaking to bring the relevant stakeholders together.

 03	 Reduce ‘time to power’ for AI data centres

ACTION	 Reduce the time that it takes to energise a data centre – either by connecting it to the grid 
or generating power on site – in order to make it fully operational. Measures include: (i) pri-
oritising AI data centres in the grid connection queue, especially in the acceleration zones 
described in Union-level recommendation 3 above, (ii) facilitating Flexible Connection Agree-
ments (FCAs) to use existing grid capacity more efficiently, (iii) accelerating permitting for 
power plants, transmission lines, and on-site generation, and (iv) using public procurement 
to support emerging power technologies such as fuel cells.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: (i) National regulatory authority decisions or legal amendments in-
troducing readiness- and policy-based grid connection criteria (as supported explicitly by the 
Commission’s December 2025 grid-connection guidance). (ii) National regulatory authorities’ 
implementation of the EU’s framework for FCAs (Article 6a of Directive (EU) 2019/944). (iii) 
National implementation and possibly extension of the EU permitting-acceleration regime 
(RED III for generation, the Grids Package and TEN-E for transmission); potentially including 
on-site generation within the aggregated baseline permits of data centre acceleration zones. 
(iv) Public tenders for backup and on-site power that explicitly invite emerging technologies 
such as fuel cells, using the innovation-procurement instruments of the EU public procure-
ment directives.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� October–December 2026: National regulatory authorities and grid operators draft 
queue prioritisation criteria and a national FCA template.

	 	� January 2027: First innovation-procurement tenders specifying emerging power 
technologies published.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02019L0944-20240716
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:02019L0944-20240716
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:02019L0944-20240716
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	 	 April 2027: Queue criteria and FCA framework adopted.

	 	 July 2027: First FCA offers issued to zone projects.

	 	 September 2027: Accelerated permitting secured through national legislation.

	 Success indicators: Median time from connection application to signed connection agree-
ment for data centre projects; MW of Flexible Connection Agreements signed.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Experts regard ‘time to power’ as the single most important factor for AI data centre de-
velopers when selecting sites. In leading data centre regions in the US, GW-scale clusters 
are often energised in two years or less. This is usually achieved by relying on on-site power 
generation or a combination of on-site and grid power.

	 A recent study found that Flexible Connection Agreements could unlock over 15 GW of ad-
ditional AI compute by 2030 in the major European power markets (France, Germany, Iberia 
and the Nordics, including Norway).

	 Member States that decide to facilitate on-site power generation may consider capping the 
share of fossil fuels used (e.g. at 50% of capacity).

04	 Accelerate planning and permitting  
for AI data centres

ACTION	 Shorten the permitting process for AI data centres to a maximum of six months, country-wide 
and beyond just the acceleration zones mentioned in Union-level recommendation 3, by (i) 
introducing national caps for permitting timelines, (ii) expanding the administrative capacity 
handling data centre applications; (iii) adopting approval-by-default where authorities miss 
deadlines (insofar as this is consistent with EU environmental law), (iv) allowing developers 
to begin (reversible) construction at their own risk while approvals are pending, and (v) re-
pealing national requirements stricter than the relevant EU floor. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: National permitting legislation; single points of contact to handle 
the entire permitting process; budget direction for administrative capacity; amendments to 
relevant national or sub-national laws to prevent gold-plating of EU laws.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� October–December 2026: The responsible ministry prepares the permitting bill 
and accompanying amendments to sectoral law.

	 	 March 2027: The parliament passes all relevant legislation.

	 	� May 2027: Single points of contact operational; additional budget and staffing 
granted to permitting authorities.

	 	 September 2027: First applications successfully processed under the new regime.

	 Success indicator: Median duration from complete application to permit for AI data centres.

CONSIDERATIONS 

	 In 2022, Germany passed the LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) Acceleration Act in just 10 days to 
reduce dependence on Russian gas, thereby setting a precedent for how fast national legis-
lators can act to protect a country against threats to its sovereignty and economic security.

https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/data-centers-buildout-speeds
https://auroraer.com/resources/aurora-insights/market-reports/a-crisis-mobilisation-scenario-for-increasing-european-ai-compute-power
https://www.bundesregierung.de/breg-de/service/archiv-bundesregierung/secure-gas-supply-2038906
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05	 Mobilise €75 billion of national public funding  
for AI compute

ACTION	 Collectively commit €75 billion of national public funding to the compute buildout. Use 
loan guarantees and advance purchase commitments as a demand-side backstop to de-risk 
strategically important private data centre projects and increase the share of European-only  
AI compute. For the most sensitive use cases, such as AI workloads in national security 
or defence, Member States should consider direct equity investment into AI data centres 
alongside private sector partners to ensure that the most critical AI infrastructure is publicly 
co-owned.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Collective – every Member State contributes, scaled by economic weight.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: National budget commitments and promotional banks, coordinated 
through a novel IPCEI for Frontier Compute.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� October–January 2026: Member States agree on individual IPCEI contributions 
and open pre-notification talks with the Commission.

	 	� March 2027: National budget lines and promotional bank mandates adopted; pro-
motional banks design the loan guarantees and advance purchase commitments.

	 	 May 2027: First loan-guarantee products for AI data centre projects on the market.

	 	 September 2027: First loan guarantees/advance purchase commitments signed.

	 Success indicators: Amount committed in national budgets; amount of GW of European-only 
compute at final investment decision.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 European-only data centres are, at a minimum, located on EU soil and owned and operated 
by a European organisation.

	 Loan guarantees and purchase commitments should be reserved for projects that would not 
otherwise happen. They should include appropriate fees that reflect the risk taken on.
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IO-4	� Ensure resilience  
to AI crises

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Transformative AI poses severe risks to Europe, its citizens, and its 
institutions. Many of these risks cannot be fully managed upstream 
by Europe. As such, Europe should aim to bolster its resilience to 
risks from transformative AI – that is, its capacity to resist, absorb, 
recover from, and adapt to risks should they occur.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01	 Implement the Action Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial  
Intelligence and develop corresponding CBRN, and loss of  
control action plans

ACTION

	 With the Action Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence, Europe has established 
promising foundations for improving cyber-resilience as AI systems become more capable. 
The Commission should translate the Action Plan’s commitments into operational measures 
through adequate funding, clear institutional ownership, and defined deadlines. In particu-
lar, the Plan’s blueprint for structured access to advanced AI capabilities for cybersecurity 
should be converted into operational access arrangements before such access becomes ur-
gently necessary. In parallel, the Commission should publish corresponding plans for chem-
ical, biological, radiological, and nuclear (CBRN) and loss of control risks. 

	 Potential concrete actions to include in the Action Plan on CBRN-security and AI could 
include: updating the legal limit for workplace exposure to UV (currently fixed in Directive 

01
Implement the Action 
Plan on Cybersecurity 
and Artificial Intelli- 
gence and develop  
CBRN, and loss of  
control action plans

02
Establish a channel for 
providers and affected 
parties to voluntarily 
notify the AI Office of 
AI incidents

03
Strengthen cooperation 
between AI expertise and 
national security and 
intelligence authorities

04
Establish a cross- 
programme European  
AI preparedness and 
resilience package  
in the 2028–2034 
Multiannual Financial 
Framework and allow 
existing funds to be  
used for AI resilience 
measures

very high priority high priority high priority high priority

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2006/25/oj/eng
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2006/25/EC) to enable controlled trial deployments of higher doses of far-UVC for antiviral 
filtering in hospitals; and increasing the number of sites covered by the Directorate-General 
for Health Emergency Preparedness and Response Authority (DG HERA) and the JRC’s on-
going wastewater monitoring initiatives to provide a more comprehensive monitoring system 
for harmful pathogens in water systems. These initiatives could also be extended to include 
detection of AI-engineered pathogens through metagenomic sequencing of samples. The 
Action Plan could also consider actions for preventing the misuse of specialised AI tools, de-
signed specifically for aiding biological or chemical research, such as Evo 2, a genome-mod-
elling AI model that has been shown to be able to generate coherent, genome-length DNA 
sequences. Finally, it could lay out a plan for coordinating emergency response to AI-enabled 
CBRN incidents at the Union level, complementing national emergency preparedness plans 
(see national recommendation 4 below).

	 The content of an AI Loss of Control Action Plan would likely have to change as our under-
standing of the risks (and how to assess and mitigate them) evolves. An AI Loss of Control 
Action Plan could include a reaffirmation of Commission’s intention to use its enforcement 
powers to incentivise providers of general-purpose models with systemic risks to assess 
and mitigate loss of control risks, and to conduct its own loss of control model evaluations 
(or contract them to a third-party). Key example mitigations could be preserving chain-of-
thought monitorability, having in place scalable and comprehensive monitoring of inter-
nally deployed agents, and ensuring that reward learning techniques used do not result in 
misalignment. Additionally, it could lay out a plan to improve emergency preparedness by 
bolstering Europe’s detection, containment, response, and resilience capabilities23 and en-
suring sufficient funding is mobilised to improve them. For example, this could be achieved 
by monitoring for unauthorised autonomous AI agents across EU-regulated critical and gov-
ernment infrastructure, implementing sandbox and isolation standards for AI evaluations 
conducted in the EU, ensuring sufficient human expert reserve capacity for dealing with 
crises, and establishing trusted back-up models and non-AI fallbacks for essential functions 
across government and critical infrastructure. Finally, the Action Plan could catalyse initia-
tives to build understanding of loss of control risks and the technologies needed to enable 
oversight and governance, this could include (a) building EU loss of control evaluation and 
incident investigation capacity, (b) making concerted efforts to build assurance technologies 
(Immediate Objective 5) to also help with international coordination, (c) building structured 
access and secure evaluation infrastructure, (d) advancing standards and technology for 
agent identification, logging, and attribution. The Action Plan should consider how such 
innovations and capacity building could best be incentivised. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Executive support in the form of funding and operational guidance to ENISA, Mem-
ber States, and other relevant Union entities for effectively implementing the Ac-
tion Plan on Cybersecurity and AI.

	 	� Implementing parts of these Action Plans will require diplomatic negotiation, for 
example to secure access to frontier-level systems, as is likely to be set out in the 
European Blueprint for structured access to advanced AI capabilities for cyberse-
curity purposes, commissioned in the Action Plan on Cybersecurity and AI.

23	 Examples could include: (a) Detection: Monitoring for rogue autonomous AI agents across EU-regulated critical and govern-

ment infrastructure; early warning services and threat intelligence sharing of rogue AI agent incidents; logging of AI agent 

events when used in high-risk systems. (b) Containment: shutdown and rollback capabilities for EU-operated AI systems 

and EU-based data centres; network segmentation and containment procedures for critical infrastructure, government, 

and other important attack surfaces; sandbox and isolation standards for AI evaluations conducted in the EU. (c) Resil-

ience and response: trusted back-up models and non-AI fallbacks for essential functions across government and critical 

infrastructure; compute, tool, and human expert reserves for crises; identifying single points of failure; including loss of 

control in emergency response plans; conducting loss of control crisis tabletop exercises and simulations; including loss of 

control crisis coordination in existing structures.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2006/25/oj/eng
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-020-67211-2?
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-020-67211-2?
https://wastewater-observatory.jrc.ec.europa.eu/#/
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/node/79638_lv
https://glowacon.org/
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-026-10176-5
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-55
https://ai-act-service-desk.ec.europa.eu/en/ai-act/article-92
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	 	� Executive action to publish Action Plans on (1) CBRN-security and Artificial Intelli-
gence, (2) AI Loss of Control, inspired by the existing Action Plan on Cybersecurity 
and AI.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Drafting begins on the Action Plans on CBRN-security and AI and AI Loss 
of Control.

	 	� By Q1 2027: Action Plan on CBRN-security and AI published. The European Blue-
print for structured access to advanced AI capabilities for cybersecurity purposes 
begins to be implemented.

	 	� By Q3 2027: Action Plan on AI Loss of Control published. Action Plan on CBRN- 
security and AI implemented.

	 	 By Q1 2028: Action Plan on AI Loss of Control implemented. 

	 Success indicators: Publication of the European Blueprint for structured access to advanced 
AI capabilities for cybersecurity purposes. Publication of an Action Plan on CBRN-security 
and AI.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 A model may be created with biological design capabilities that prompt a tightly restricted 
release, of the kind observed for Anthropic’s Mythos with respect to offensive cyber ca-
pabilities. Europe should implement personal protective equipment stockpiling, screening 
infrastructure, and response plans for advanced biocapabilities in advance of such a model.

	 The implementation timeline above shows publication of the loss of control action plan after 
the action plan on CBRN and AI, due to additional research required to determine the con-
tents of the plan and the fact that the first incidents that may qualify as loss of control have 
only recently been reported. This means that experts’ understanding of both the risk and 
how to mitigate it are still evolving. However, if loss of control risks increase more rapidly, 
the timeline would have to be accelerated to avoid potentially catastrophic outcomes.

02	 Establish a channel for providers and affected parties to voluntarily 
notify the AI Office of AI incidents

ACTION	 The Commission should establish a channel through which a team within the AI Office can 
be notified of relevant occurrences that do not qualify as ‘serious incidents’ under Article 
3(49) of the AI Act. The channel should be made available through an online tool accessible 
to the public so that notifications can be made by affected parties (including both individuals 
and businesses) and providers. Given the potential for multiple interpretations of ‘serious 
incident’ as used in Article 55(1)(c) of the AI Act, the Commission should clarify that this 
channel may be used for notifying the AI Office of incidents that the notifier may nonetheless 
believe do not meet the legal definition of ‘serious incident’ in the AI Act. Where deemed 
instructive, the AI Office may conduct more thorough assessments of the incidents to which 
they are notified, as a way of informing the Commission’s broader strategy for responding 
to AI incidents and improving the AI Office’s regulatory expertise. The assessments and 
any potential follow-up actions would be conducted by the AI Office pursuant to its general 
monitoring and supervision powers under the AI Act and would not necessarily amount to a 
formal investigation.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� No legal instruments are required to establish and announce a voluntary notifica-
tion channel.

https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
https://metr.org/blog/2026-08-26-openai-hugging-face-incident-investigation/
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	 	� The Commission could issue guidance clarifying that incidents do not need to 
meet the AI Act’s definition of ‘serious incident’ (Article 3(49)) to be eligible for 
notification.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Notification channel announced and published on Commission website 
alongside communications clarifying the purpose and legal scope.

	 	� Q1 2027: AI Office notified of first incidents through the channel. First assessments 
begin.

	 Success indicators: Number of substantive notifications, previously unknown to the AI Of-
fice. Outcomes and recommendations from subsequent assessments.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The AI Office should stress that notification of an AI incident will in no way be treated as an 
admission of wrongdoing, in line with Recital (j) of the Safety and Security Chapter of the 
General-Purpose AI (GPAI) Code of Practice. Proactive notifications from providers should 
be seen in a positive light, and be taken into account by the AI Office when dealing with 
providers, in line with Articles 99(7)(h) and 101 of the AI Act.

	 The AI Office should have a standing team for triaging and assessing notifications of incidents 
received through this voluntary channel so as not to reduce the AI Office’s capacity in other areas.

03	 Strengthen cooperation between AI expertise and national security and 
intelligence authorities.

ACTION	 The Commission should establish standing working channels between the EU AI Office, Mem-
ber State AISIs (see Immediate Objective 2), and security and intelligence services, since 
each will hold information and expertise that the others need but lack. These collaborations 
should be governed by an agreed protocol for handling classified and commercially sensitive 
material. This collaboration should work to produce joint threat assessments of AI-enabled 
threats covering offensive cyber, CBRN, harmful manipulation, and loss of control. This en-
sures that Europe’s intelligence communities have access to subject-matter AI expertise 
when analysing potential national security threats.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Include provisions for information exchange and joint threat modelling and assess-
ment exercises between the EU AI Office and Europol in the proposed Regulation 
on Europol COM(2026) 580.

	 	� The Cybersecurity Act II (COM(2026) 11) proposes closer Europol–ENISA cooperation 
on ransomware preparedness and response, providing a precedent to build on.

	 	� Collaborations with individual Member States’ intelligence organisations should 
be negotiated individually based on a shared template.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: The EU AI Office and DG HOME agree on mutual points of contact. 
Amendments to the proposed Regulation on Europol (COM(2026) 580) are pro-
posed by parliament.

	 	� Q1 2027: The AI Office, DG HOME, and national intelligence agencies draft a pro-
tocol for handling classified and commercially sensitive material, drawing on ex-
isting Commission security rules.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0580
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0011
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52026PC0580


1 12 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

	 	� Q3 2027: The first joint threat assessment is drawn up by the EU AI Office and at 
least one national security service.

	 Success indicators: A signed handling protocol exists by Q2 2027. At least two joint exercis-
es, such as threat assessments or gap analyses, are completed by the end of 2027.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Since national security is the exclusive responsibility of each Member State under the EU 
treaties, many elements of collaboration will be voluntary. This includes the shared chan-
nels, agreed protocols, and joint assessments.

	 Appropriate confidentiality must be maintained on both sides of collaborations. Security 
services will not share intelligence that could reach commercial parties, and AI providers 
will be hesitant to share model details with the AI Office if they believe there is a chance that 
they will be accessible to parties other than the AI Office. Confidentiality agreements should 
remain in line with Article 78 of the AI Act.

04	 Establish a cross-programme European AI preparedness and resilience 
package in the 2028–2034 Multiannual Financial Framework and allow 
existing funds to be used for AI resilience measures 

ACTION	 To ensure AI preparedness and resilience across the European bloc, the Commission should 
propose a cross-programme package totalling €10 billion within the 2028–2034 Multiannual 
Financial Framework (MFF) spending plan for AI-specific preparedness and resilience. The pro-
posal for the 2028–2034 MFF includes multiple funding sources for preparedness and resilience. 
This includes the proposed COM(2025) 565, which reserves a quarter of Member States’ con-
tributions to the budget for responding to crises; the proposed COM(2025) 548, which would 
establish a Crisis Coordination Hub; and the European Competitiveness Fund (COM(2025) 555), 
a €234 billion fund within the MFF to support strategic technologies, innovation, and indus-
trial capacity. Member States should be able to draw on this package to implement measures 
addressing systemic AI risks including CBRN (Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear) 
threats, cyber offence, loss of control, and harmful manipulation. Ahead of the next MFF’s 
entry into force in 2028, the Commission should clarify that existing funding programmes can 
be used to fund AI-specific resilience measures. For example, Digital Europe could be used 
to fund AI-enabled cyberdefence for essential entities, rescEU could fund Personal Protective 
Equipment (PPE) stockpiling, and EU4Health could fund expanded wastewater monitoring.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� The Commission should publish coordinated guidance identifying for Member 
States which AI-preparedness measures are eligible for reimbursement under Dig-
ital Europe, EU4Health, and the Union Civil Protection Mechanism. Funds from 
the EU Cybersecurity Reserve should be used to respond to qualifying AI-enabled 
cyber incidents. Non-cyber AI incidents should be addressed through the Union 
Civil Protection Mechanism and the EU’s HERA.

	 	� The Commission should amend COM(2025) 548 to require Member States to ad-
dress AI-enabled and AI-amplified incidents in national risk assessments and plan-
ning. It should also address Union-level risk reporting, scenarios, and capacity-gap 
analysis under Articles 14–16.

	 	� The Commission should amend COM(2025) 565 to add AI-enabled incident pre-
paredness as an eligible investment for Member States. It should also establish a 
spending floor for AI-preparedness initiatives. It should make reserved funds from 
the unprogrammed share available at the 2031 mid-term review for AI risks that 
materialise faster than planned.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0565
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52025PC0548
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/access-finance/european-competitiveness-fund_en
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/activities/digital-programme
https://civil-protection-humanitarian-aid.ec.europa.eu/what/civil-protection/resceu_en
https://health.ec.europa.eu/funding/eu4health-programme-2021-2027-vision-healthier-european-union_en
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	 	� The European Competitiveness Fund’s Resilience and Security window, its Health, 
Biotechnology, Agriculture, and Bioeconomy window, and its Digital Leadership 
window should explicitly cover industrial capacities related to synthesis screen-
ing, DNA sequencing, and AI-based cyberdefence tools.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: The Commission tables the €10 billion package as its position in the 
MFF and programme negotiations; Parliament and Council positions reflect it by 
mid‑2027. The Commission clarifies the eligibility of existing funds and instruments 
for financing national AI-specific resilience before the 2028–2034 MFF takes effect.

	 	� Q2 2027: During final negotiations, the Commission defines a clear division of scope 
between the European Competitiveness Fund, COM(2025) 548, and COM(2025) 565.

	 	� Q4 2027: The Commission’s rules, work programmes, and eligibility guidance are 
finalised ahead of January 2028.

	 Success indicators: Guidance published by Q1 2027, with at least 15 Member States drawing 
on civil preparedness money for AI-related resilience work by the end of 2027. The Competi-
tiveness Fund’s Resilience and Security window dedicates a minimum share for civil prepar-
edness capacities within the binding text. COM(2025) 548 and COM(2025) 565, as adopted, 
name AI-enabled incidents among the hazards in scope, specify a spending floor for AI-threat 
preparedness, and allocate dedicated funds for novel threats.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Civil resilience should be funded separately from defence. The European Competitiveness 
Fund also includes €131 billion proposed for defence and space. Without a guaranteed min-
imum written into the law, civil preparedness would be at risk of deprioritisation relative to 
other funding targets.

	 At least 60% of the €10 billion allocation should flow through national and regional part-
nership plans: This funding should be allocated by a published formula to ensure it reaches 
Member States equitably rather than through a competitive bidding process.

	 Collective AI-specific resilience funding is split across three instruments due to sector-specific 
scopes. The European Competitiveness Fund focuses on technology and industrial capacity, 
COM(2025) 548 focuses on operational preparedness, and COM(2025) 565 is for national 
resilience investments.

	
	 Recommendations at the national level
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01	 Strengthen the biosecurity provisions in the EU Biotech Act

ACTION	 Member States should push for more ambitious biosecurity provisions to be included in the 
EU Biotech Act during trilogue negotiations. Proposed amendments should include provi-
sions for increasing security and resilience against AI-mediated biological risks, for example, 
by ensuring that the list of products in scope of KYC provisions can be updated rapidly in 
the case of a novel AI-generated pathogen being detected. More general strengthening pro-
visions could include providing legal safe-harbour for trusted third parties to test for weak-
nesses in synthesis screening measures (for example, under Article 50, concerning audits of 
screening mechanisms). Article 53, concerning biological systemic risk from AI models, could 
be developed, for example to specify potential ‘appropriate measures to ensure a proper 
control of risks’ that can be taken by the Commission and Member States.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Support robust measures in the EU Biotech Act chapter on biosecurity. Table 
amendments that strengthen the Act’s biosecurity chapter, such as processes for 
rapidly adding to the list of products of concern, so that screening can keep pace 
with rapidly emerging AI-designed sequences.

	 	� Convene key industry players and collaborate (e.g. through MoUs) to voluntarily 
implement synthesis screening and KYC controls on dangerous viruses, based on 
the proposed contents of the Biotech Act.

	 	� Designate, resource, and fund National Competent Authorities through national 
implementing acts.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Table amendments to uphold strong biosecurity provisions during the 
trilogue.

	 	� Q1 2027: Consult with national industry and academia on potential voluntary im-
plementation of synthesis screening and support its uptake ahead of the Biotech 
Act’s expected passing.

	 Success indicator: Biotech Act passed with strong biosecurity provisions in place.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 For biosecurity provisions to be effective, they must be adequately enforced by national 
competent authorities (NCAs). NCAs should thus be adequately resourced to ensure effec-
tive enforcement.

	 The bio-relevant capabilities of frontier AI systems are advancing rapidly, and it may be 
many years before the EU Biotech Act is implemented. Member States should therefore aim 
to bridge this gap by introducing harmonised frameworks that can be built on after the Act’s 
passing.

	 Synthesis screening must be robustly implemented in all Member States to be effective. 
Weak implementation in one jurisdiction significantly impacts the regime as a whole.

02	 Build up reserves of resources and equipment necessary  
for responding to crises
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ACTION	 Member States should identify and procure physical resources that would be scarce, slow 
to replace, or geographically concentrated in times of crisis. For example, Member States 
should establish protective equipment stockpiles sufficient for handling pandemics at least 
as significant as COVID-19. Member States should conduct supply chain criticality assess-
ments and tabletop exercises to identify vulnerabilities in the supply chains for equipment 
that is critical for telecommunications, energy grids, and emergency response; and proac-
tively build stockpiles in case those supply chains are disrupted.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� A multiannual national budget line for the recurring cost of rotating stockpiles of 
consumables (PPE, pharmaceuticals, fuel).

	 	 A procurement framework including rotation clauses.

	 	� Implement a minimum-spares obligation on designated critical entities through 
national Critical Entities Resilience (CER) Directive transposition.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Designate a centralised national stockpiling authority and register with 
the EU stockpiling network. Conduct a review of current stockpiles.

	 	� Q1 2027: Conduct supply-chain criticality assessments for entities identified under 
the CER directive. Sign PPE framework contracts, including health-service rotation 
clauses.

	 Success indicators:

	 	 Population coverage × days of supply for PPE.

	 	 Net annual cost as a share of stockpile value.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Stockpiles could operate as rotating inventories, with stock approaching expiry transferred 
into routine use (e.g. PPE use in hospitals), so that the continuing cost to the state remains 
below the headline value of the stockpile.

	 Given AI tools’ ability to design novel phages, plans should emphasise ‘pathogen-agnostic’ de-
fences and countermeasures, rather than being narrowly tailored to existing biological threats.

 03	 Strengthen critical national infrastructure against  
AI-enabled cyberattacks

ACTION	 Member States are already required to ensure that essential and important entities (previ-
ously called operators of essential services in NIS1) manage cyber risk via the NIS2 Directive. 
To catalyse implementation, Member States should go further by establishing programmes 
through which essential and important entities (including water-treatment facilities, electric-
ity grids, banks and payment systems, telecommunications, and transport) can access cy-
bersecurity expertise and resources to proactively harden their digital infrastructure against 
AI-enabled cyberattacks. Combine expertise in internal bodies and contracted private-sector 
entities, and supply them with highly capable AI models for identifying and patching critical 
vulnerabilities. After high-priority infrastructure has been hardened, SMEs should also be 
eligible for the participation in the program.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2022/2557/oj/eng
https://civil-protection-humanitarian-aid.ec.europa.eu/what/civil-protection/stockpiling_en
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aec2657
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.aej8512
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32022L2555
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MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� The Action Plan on Cybersecurity and Artificial Intelligence specifies a ‘pilot of 
a Critical Open Source Resilience Campaign to accelerate patching including by 
leveraging AI’, which could provide a suitable vehicle for funds.

	 	� The NIS2 Directive required Member States to identify and designate essential and 
important entities. This designation could serve as a list of entities to prioritise 
for funding allocation.

	 	� Regulation (EU) 2021/887 required Member States to establish a National Coordi-
nation Centre (NCC). NCCs are able to provide grants and technical assistance to 
national industry for bolstering cyberdefence.

	 	� Highly capable AI for cyberdefence could be acquired and coordinated by the 
European Cybersecurity Competence Centre (ECCC) or ENISA.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Designate priority entities at particular risk to cyberattacks, due to 
prominence, criticality, or other factors.

	 	� Next budget cycle: Establish a pooled fund for cyberdefence support for entities 
on the priority list.

	 	� Q4 2027: Expand the programme to lower-priority entities, raising the floor of 
cyberdefence.

	 Success indicators: Programme launched. 80% of identified priority entities participating in 
the programme.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Discovered exploits should be patched as soon as possible. If this is not possible, unpatched 
exploits should be catalogued securely due to their sensitivity.

04	 Include AI-enabled incidents in national and sector-specific emergency 
response plans

ACTION	 Member States should revise national emergency preparedness and civil protection plans to 
include named AI-enabled incidents. Where sector-specific plans already exist, these should 
be reconciled and expanded to account for cross-cutting AI-enabled incidents that may go 
beyond those previously imagined in scope or magnitude of harm. All plans should specify 
a clear chain of command, the legal basis for emergency measures, and named contacts 
within relevant Union-level structures. They should also be tested through periodic exercis-
es conducted jointly with the Commission and neighbouring Member States, and revised in 
response to any lessons identified.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 All Member States.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Amendments to national civil-protection legislation and the national emergency 
plans made under it.
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	 	 National risk assessments and disaster risk management planning.

	 	� Large-scale cybersecurity incident and crisis response plans, as required by NIS2 
Article 9.

	 	� Preparedness and response plans under Union Regulation 2022/2371 on serious 
cross-border threats to health (Article 6).

	 	 Articles 36 and 48 of the DSA.

	 	� Cyber Europe and EU-CyCLONe provide vehicles for preparedness exercises for 
AI-enabled crises.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Map responsible national bodies under existing crisis plans, and flag 
potential areas of conflict or overlap. Add named AI-enabled emergencies and 
incidents to national risk assessments and/or registers.

	 	� By Q1 2027: Identify emergency preparedness plans with designated ownership 
and chains of command specified for each class of incident.

	 	� By Q4 2027: Conduct the first emergency exercises in collaboration with relevant 
Union entities and neighbouring Member States.

	 Success indicators: Percentage of national emergency-response plans updated to account 
for transformative AI.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 AI-enabled incidents unfold quickly and require quick decisions. Plans should state in ad-
vance which decisions can be pre-authorised and which cannot.

	 National AI Security Institutes, and at the Union level, the EU AI Office, should be consulted 
on threat models for AI-enabled incidents, to ensure the relevance of emergency-response 
plans.

	 Civil protection and disaster response remain primarily the responsibility of Member States. 
This means that the operational response to critical AI incidents will remain largely national.
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IO-5	� Make Europe the global leader 
in AI assurance technology

  WHY IT MATTERS	 In a world with transformative AI it will be increasingly important to 
be able to ensure security of the most capable AI models and com-
pute, whilst allowing third parties to verify where and how they are 
being used. For example, public-sector use of AI, secure importing of 
restricted models, and methods for verifiably ‘pacing the frontier’ of 
AI development may all depend on security and/or verifiability. Eu-
rope has the opportunity to become a world leader in developing such 
assurance technology while also benefitting from their application.

	
	 Recommendations at the Union level

01	 Define Union-wide security and verifiability tiers  
for AI infrastructure

ACTION	 Define Union-wide technical assurance levels for AI-specific compute, with two dimensions: 
one for security and the other for verifiability. Require every publicly (co-)funded compute 
facility intended for sensitive workloads to be certified to a defined tier. For all other publicly 
(co-)funded capacity, require that the facility’s design record the tier it is built to, without 
a certification obligation. This framework could serve as the basis for frontier model access 
negotiations (see Objective 1.1). This scheme should also aim to harmonise with national 
compute assurance levels. For workloads within scope of the framework, certification should 
satisfy all compute-specific security and verifiability requirements of the specified tier, with-
out the need for additional national requirements. This means that a data centre certified at 
a given tier can serve any Member State’s workloads at that level without meeting additional 
national conditions.

01
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security and veri- 
fiability tiers for  
AI infrastructure
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Fund and support  
fundamental research 
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03
Scale proofs of concept  
into real-world pilots

04
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IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	 Draft tiering published by ENISA/JRC.

	 	� Amend CADA to establish a distinct AI-compute assurance framework that covers 
relevant hardware, firmware, and software. Criteria should be updatable through 
delegated acts.

	 	 AI Gigafactory agreements could specify target assurance levels.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Task ENISA/JRC with drafting and publishing an assurance level frame-
work that considers both security and verifiability of compute.

	 	� Q1–Q2 2027: ENISA/JRC assurance level framework published. First wave of an-
nounced AI Gigafactories refer to target assurance levels.

	 	� Q3–Q4 2027: ENISA/JRC assurance level framework tabled into the Council and 
Parliament negotiations of CADA.

	 Success indicators: ENISA/JRC framework published with defined security and verifiability 
tiers. AI Gigafactories built to specified assurance tiers.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The security tiers may be benchmarked against the RAND security levels for AI model 
weights.

	 Voluntary certification with the scheme should be open to all providers regardless of nation-
ality, and its visibility with the US government and frontier developers should be actively 
cultivated, so that it grounds the access negotiations of Objective 1.1 below.

	 The current US administration may publish a replacement to the rescinded AI Diffusion 
Framework that laid out security requirements for export of model weights for the largest 
models to third countries. The assurance tiers should take into account the provisions of 
such a framework, should one be published.

	 ENISA already owns the EU Cloud Certification Scheme. This initiative should be handled 
separately and narrowly scoped to AI-specific compute.

	 It may be necessary to revise CADA’s exclusion of ‘hardware’ from its sovereignty assurance 
levels (Annex II) if it is to serve as a basis for providing a framework for certifying security 
and verifiability of data centres.

02	 Fund and support fundamental research  
into assurance technologies

ACTION	 Stand up an ambitious research programme into compute security and verifiability, with at 
least €250 million guaranteed over five years. Employ subject-matter experts as project 
leads, alongside programme managers empowered to decide on specific projects to under-
take within security and verification R&D. Specify predetermined kill criteria for underper-
forming projects, and employ a standing red team that stress-tests mechanisms in realistic 
settings. The programme should double as the field’s talent engine by providing support, for 
example, through fellowships and doctoral funding

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: The research programme could be housed as part of the European 
Innovation Council’s (EIC) ‘advanced innovation challenges’ (see Objective 2.1), alongside 
dedicated funding from Horizon Europe.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/15/2025-00636/framework-for-artificial-intelligence-diffusion
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/15/2025-00636/framework-for-artificial-intelligence-diffusion
https://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/cipr/items/713799/en
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	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Research programme announced, with funding allocated from the EIC’s 
ongoing ‘advanced innovation challenges’.

	 	� Q1 2027: Project leads hired and in place. Longlist of potential research projects 
published.

	 	 Q2 2027: Initial research projects underway.

	 Success indicators: Programme announced and funding allocated by end of 2026. Project 
managers announced.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The subject-matter experts employed as project leads should be provided with full autonomy 
to decide on which research bets to pursue.

	 Underperforming research bets should be dropped early, based on prespecified ‘kill criteria’ 
to minimise sunk costs and ensure effective use of funding.

03	 Scale proofs of concept into real-world pilots

ACTION	 Collaborate with European industry, academia, and partner states to run large-scale pilots 
on promising security and verification mechanisms, including any identified through the 
fundamental research activities of Union-level recommendation 2. The guiding goal should 
be to identify cutting-edge security and verifiability mechanisms that function at the scales 
of frontier AI deployment and to provide clear routes for their implementation. In line with 
the recommendation made in Objective 2.2, these pilots should culminate in the construc-
tion (by 2028) of the world’s first AI data centre designed to withstand an security level 5 
equivalent threat model, as well as a separate maximally verifiable AI data centre.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	 Funding could be provided through the InvestAI Initiative.

	 	� An ARPA-like vehicle could serve as the central manager for real-world pilot pro-
jects, coordinating input from industry, academia, and Member State initiatives 
(see Objective 2.1).

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: ARPA vehicle stood up. Initial shortlist of potential first-round pilots 
announced.

	 	� Q1 2027: First round of pilots announced, with initial funding allocations and pro-
ject leads in place.

	 	 �Q2 2027: In line with the recommendation in Objective 2.2, specification for the 
SL5 data centre finalised.

	 	� Q3 2027: Shortlist of second-round pilots announced, in part drawing on research 
projects carried out under the ARPA vehicle.

	 Success indicators: First round of pilots announced and underway by mid-2027. Inde-
pendently assessed SL5 data centre operational by 2028.

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/eu-launches-investai-initiative-mobilise-eu200-billion-investment-artificial-intelligence
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CONSIDERATIONS

	 It is currently unclear whether it is possible for a single data centre to attain both resilience 
to SL5 security threats and high levels of verifiability. Pilots should aim to empirically inves-
tigate the tradeoffs between these two properties. The initial target should therefore be to 
have separate data centres that are (respectively) highly secure and highly verifiable.

	 The maximally verifiable data centre will likely be built after the maximally secure data 
centre, as verification mechanisms still pose technical challenges.

 04	 Internationalise assurance technology

ACTION	 If the previous recommended actions result in developments in assurance technology, the 
Commission should act to internationalise these with like-minded partners. This involves 
collaborative research, development, and testing of the technology itself, as well as open 
publication of any resulting technological advances. Given assurance technology’s likely 
critical role in an international agreement that provides the option of ‘pacing the frontier’, 
international collaboration and partnership on its development will be essential since states 
and companies may not trust unilaterally developed assurance technologies that they have 
limited visibility into.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Bilateral partnerships, for example with international AI safety institutes or indus-
try or academic projects, can be used to run red-teaming and rehearsal exercises 
for mutually verified compute.

	 	� The Pax Silica declaration, signed by the EU in June 2026, could provide a venue 
for internationalising the EU’s security and verifiability tiers, recommended above.

	 	� An open-by-default stance for AI verification technologies would allow all inter-
ested parties to inspect proposed verification mechanisms.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q1 2027: First bilateral agreements and partnerships with like-minded allies an-
nounced.

	 	� Q3 2027: First red-teaming exercise of assurance mechanisms conducted with an 
international partner, and learnings published openly.

	 Success indicators: Technical advances stemming from the ARPA research programme pub-
lished openly. Bilateral agreements and red-teaming exercises conducted through collabo-
ration with international partners.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Verification mechanisms are unlikely to serve as a basis for international agreements absent 
adequate inspectability and interoperability. This motivates an open-by-default stance for 
sharing advances in verification technologies.

https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
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	 Recommendations at the national level

01	 Mutually recognise national secure cloud accreditations by mapping 
them onto the common EU assurance tiers

ACTION	 National regimes such as France’s SecNumCloud, Germany’s C5, and Spain’s ENS certify 
cloud service providers as secure for handling sensitive government data. Member States 
should provide mappings between their respective certification schemes for AI applications 
by explicitly referring to the Union-wide tiered framework for security and verifiability rec-
ommended above. This mapping between countries should be bi-directional, such that cer-
tification to a tier in one Member State is sufficient for recognition at an equivalent tier in 
the other. This would allow Member States to pool and share secure compute resources and 
provide a simplified route for providers to become certified across the Union.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Unilateral declarations by Member States that certification via a Union-wide 
scheme will be treated as equivalent to certification to equivalent tiers in their 
own certification scheme.

	 	� Coordination between Member States via the European Cybersecurity Competence 
Centre.

	 	� Bilateral negotiations between Member States to mutually recognise each others’ 
certification schemes.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Begin negotiations between Member States to mutually recognise na-
tional certification schemes.

	 	� Q1–Q2 2027: Commence work mapping national certification schemes to the Union- 
wide assured compute certification scheme (recommended above) once published.

	 Success indicators: At least ten published bilateral mappings and mutual recognition agree-
ments.

01
Mutually recognise  
national secure cloud  
accreditations by map-
ping them onto the  
common EU assurance 
tiers

02
Demonstrate demand  
for secure and veri- 
fiable AI infrastructure 
through joint inno- 
vation procurement

high priority very high priority

https://cybersecurity-centre.europa.eu/index_en
https://cybersecurity-centre.europa.eu/index_en
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CONSIDERATIONS

	 It is important to ensure that mappings between certification tiers are bi-directional. That is, 
certifications to equivalent tiers in two certification regimes are treated as strictly equiva-
lent, without exceptions. Individual Member States should not place additional requirements 
for providers on top of certification to equivalent assurance tiers in other States’ regimes.

02	 Demonstrate demand for secure and verifiable AI  
infrastructure through joint innovation procurement

ACTION	 Member States should provide a clear demand signal for both secure and verifiable AI com-
pute as a way of incentivising further industry R&D on the topics. Member States should 
aggregate anticipated government demand for attestable AI compute and issue a forward 
purchasing agreement for this demand. This should be actioned through Pre-Commercial 
Procurement (PCP) to contract the development of future security and verifiability mecha-
nisms, followed by Public Procurement of Innovative Solutions (PPI) to purchase assured AI 
compute capacity once mechanisms reach maturity.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition of 5–10 Member States with significant government demand for sensitive AI work-
loads.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� Publication of a joint multiyear forecast for secure and verifiable AI compute, 
quantified in terms of GPU-hours or reserved cluster capacity.

	 	� A joint PCP programme targeting specific assurance capacities that cannot cur-
rently be provided at scale.

	 	� A PPI for qualifying assurance capacity with a ring-fenced budget and commit-
ments to procure pre-specified compute capacity once solutions satisfying de-
fined assurance tiers are available at scale.

	 	� Issuing targeted technology challenges, with rewards of prizes or contract funding 
for solving specific bottlenecks in the assured AI compute stack.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Convene an initial coalition of Member States, and jointly quantify and 
forecast expected demand for secure and verifiable AI compute by government 
bodies over the next four years.

	 	� Q1 2027: Identify priority capability gaps preventing commercial infrastructure 
from reaching assurance tiers.

	 	 Q2 2027: Publish the first PCP call.

	 	 Q3 2027: First PCP contracts awarded.

	 Success indicators: Coalition formed and forecasted demand published. PCP contracts 
awarded. Successful prototypes demonstrated under realistic deployment conditions.
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CONSIDERATIONS

	 Earlier-stage research and development should take place within the Union-level research 
programme recommended above. PCP contracts should focus on rapid scaling of technolo-
gies with a clear pathway to broad deployment.

	 Demand should be aggregated across participating Member States and refer to the Union- 
wide assurance tiers recommended above.

	 The PCP and PPI stages should remain distinct. PPI should be open to all relevant suppliers, 
with no preference given to recipients of PCP contracts.
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Additional Objectives
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Pillar 1

Securing access  
to frontier AI
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O1.1	� Secure ongoing access to 
frontier AI systems

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Europe’s prosperity and security will depend on access to frontier 
AI models. There have already been instances of access provided 
by foreign companies being suddenly withdrawn by foreign govern-
ments. Europe needs to safeguard its frontier capabilities. The risk 
of cutoff can be reduced through ‘compute for access’ deals that tie 
the provision of compute inputs to access guarantees and by reduc-
ing the perceived risk of foreign providers hosting frontier models in 
Europe. Funding a European fast follower can reduce the downside if 
access is restricted.	

	

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01	 Require model portability and multi-vendor terms  
in public AI procurement

ACTION	 Include model portability as a condition in public procurement contracts to prevent European 
institutions and governments from becoming locked in to a single provider. This should at 
least apply for sensitive public services, such as those covered by Article 29 of the proposed 
Cloud and AI Development Act (CADA). At the EU level, model portability could be inserted 
into the proposed CADA, while the Act’s multi-vendor requirements could be strengthened 
(bearing in mind the limited scope of the Act, which does not cover AI systems and under-
lying models themselves). The public procurement directives can be similarly revised to 
prevent lock-in. Finally, the Commission can support the development of switching tools, 
building on the switching requirements in the Data Act, and allocating funding through the 
Digital Europe Programme. 

01
Require model  
portability and multi- 
vendor terms in public 
AI procurement

02
Fund a collective fast- 
follower model and  
European-only high- 
security hosting

03
Certify Europe as a 
secure importer  
and coordinate distil-
lation enforcement

very high priority very high priority very high priority
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IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� The proposed CADA, specifically inserting portability requirements and making 
multi-vendor provisions stronger. While other legal instruments, such as the Data 
Act, already introduce portability requirements, frontier AI procurement should 
be subject to stricter requirements, meaning that model providers must meet a 
higher standard to be considered for EU AI procurement. 

	 	� EU public procurement rules can also be used to prevent lock-in, specifically 
through a revision of the proposed Public Procurement Act. 

	 	� The Data Act explicitly addresses model switching, in particular through the 
switching rules outlined in Chapter VI. 

	 	� Funding to support the creation of switching tools can be allocated through the 
Digital Europe Programme. The Programme includes a provision allocating funding 
for the deployment of critical technologies, which could be used for developing 
switching tools. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� Q4 2026: As the Council and Parliament reach their final positions on CADA, aligned 
Member States and MEPs can submit amendments on portability and multi- 
vendor provisions in the Council working party and the Parliament’s committee 
stage. 

	 	� Q1 2027: The Commission should include portability and multi-vendor clauses in 
its own contracts with AI providers, setting itself as the model for national pro-
curement. 

	 	� Q2 2027: Portability terms should be strengthened while the procurement direc-
tives are being negotiated. Funding should be allocated under the Digital Europe 
Programme to support the development of switching tools. 

	 Success indicators: Portability requirements and stronger multi-vendor provisions in the 
trilogue text of CADA; portability clauses added to new EU AI contracts. 

CONSIDERATIONS 

	 These proposals can be mirrored at the national level to similarly prevent lock-in (see na-
tional recommendations below). 

02	 Fund a collective fast-follower model and  
European-only high-security hosting

ACTION	 Allocate European funding to a collective European fast follower. The aim is to prevent fund-
ing from being diffused between different Member State candidates and ensure that Europe 
has the best chance of maintaining a credible fallback option for certain applications. To 
ensure European sovereignty for critical security purposes, develop a set of European-only 
hosting sites that are EU-owned and operated. Services hosted at these sites should be 
certified at the proposed CADA assurance Level 4. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� Existing funding vehicles can support the development of gigafactories, for exam-
ple the EuroHPC Joint Undertaking, which has an open call for AI gigafactories, 
and InvestAI, which includes a fund for AI gigafactories. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52026PC0502
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/legislative-train/theme-a-new-plan-for-europe-s-sustainable-prosperity-and-competitiveness/file-public-procurement-act
https://www.lw.com/en/insights/eu-data-act-significant-new-switching-requirements-due-to-take-effect-for-data-processing-services
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/work-programme-2025-2027-digital-europe-programme-digital
https://www.eurohpc-ju.europa.eu/eurohpc-joint-undertaking-launches-ai-gigafactories-call-2026-07-30_en
https://commission.europa.eu/topics/competitiveness/competitiveness-coordination-tool-projects/ai-gigafactories_en


129 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

	 	� The proposed CADA for providing certification of services hosted in European-only 
sites. Level 4 will require EU ownership and control as well as a “high” cybersecu-
rity certificate. 

	 	� The Cybersecurity Act’s European Cybersecurity Certification Scheme for Cloud 
Services (EUCS) provides standards for high-security hosting. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Establish a consortium to support the development of a European fast 
follower, with co-funding committed by Member States. 

	 	� Q1 2027: The Commission and EuroHPC Governing Board amend the selection 
criteria for AI gigafactories, ensuring that at least one facility is designated for 
European-only high-security hosting. 

	 	� Q2 2027: Develop a certification for high-security, European-only hosting based 
on CADA Level 4 and the EUCS scheme. 

	 Success indicators: A low capability lag of the European fast follower compared to the com-
mercial frontier; the opening of a certified European-only hosting site. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 While a fast follower would reduce dependence by providing a domestic option in domains 
where frontier performance is unnecessary, it would likely not in itself provide an adequate 
fallback for a world with transformative AI. 

	 If frontier developers do not release their best models publicly, emulation is more difficult, 
meaning that the strategic value of having a fast follower may decrease as compounding 
advantages widen the distance to the frontier. 

03	 Certify Europe as a secure importer and  
coordinate distillation enforcement

ACTION	 Establish an EU-wide certification for secure hosting of frontier models to reduce the per-
ceived risk for foreign companies of hosting their models in Europe. Data centre and model  
weight security requirements should be benchmarked to the security standards set by fron-
tier AI companies and the US government. National enforcement to prevent model distilla-
tion and theft should be harmonised to ensure the highest standards apply wherever frontier 
models are hosted. Whenever possible, shared instruments and standards should be devel-
oped with US counterparts. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� The CADA assurance framework (Levels 3–4) may be able to provide the scaffold-
ing for a certification system for secure data centres. The CADA assurance levels 
should be more closely aligned with the hardware controls needed to credibly 
guarantee data centre security; the CADA framework may need to be amended to 
include these hardware-related requirements. 

	 	� Cybersecurity Act certification (which is currently stalled) to provide the technical 
security scheme. 

	 	� Certification can be benchmarked to counterpart measures in the US, for example, 
on adversarial distillation and model weight security. 

	 	� Common instruments can be developed with US partners through closed forums, 
for example, the (currently dormant) Trade and Technology Council (TTC). 

https://www.insideglobaltech.com/2026/06/11/the-eu-cloud-and-ai-development-act-in-depth/
https://www.iaps.ai/research/ai-distillation-attacks-executive-and-congressional-action-can-go-further
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	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Benchmarking of CADA Level 4 and EUCS-high requirements, possibly 
using RAND’s security-level benchmarks as the model (see Considerations below). 
Publish for international partner visibility. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Pilot certification of a small number of sites. Form a EU–US technical 
working group on secure hosting and distillation enforcement, potentially inside 
a rebooted TTC. 

	 	� Q2 2027: Establish a coordination protocol for national enforcement, to secure 
against industrial-scale distillation from EU bases. Ensure consistency between 
Member States and US measures.

	 Success indicators: Number of sites certified to US standards; frontier model weights ac-
tually hosted on EU soil under the scheme; US recognition of the certification in hosting 
approvals; documented national enforcement actions against distillation that are consistent 
across Member States and coordinated with US action.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 RAND’s security-level benchmarks can inform certification categories. Security Level 5 (SL5), 
for instance, refers to systems designed to resist top-tier state attackers, up to the highest 
standard needed to defend against attackers from the most cyber-capable institutions. 

	 The primary audience for the certification is foreign governments and developers, so security 
measures must be visible to these actors. 

	
	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Tie compute buildout  
to contractual access 
guarantees

02
Implement secure- 
importer standards  
nationally

very high priority very high priority

01	 Tie compute buildout to contractual 
access guarantees

ACTION	 Member States should treat the inputs needed for frontier AI data centres, such as sites, 
energy, or connections to the grid, as strategic assets. They should be made available to fron-
tier model providers only when attached to contractual access guarantees that include parity 
of access with foreign customers, continuity of service commitments, and European access 
to any security programmes with limited access (like Project Glasswing). These access guar-
antee provisions should apply to any hosting agreements above 100 MW, with Member States 
notifying the Commission of all such arrangements. 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
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MEMBER STATE MODE	 Kind-specific, depending on the particular assets of a given state or region.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	 National investment-screening to identify relevant hosting arrangements. 

	 	� Member State laws on permitting, energy, and grid connections, depending on 
national legal provisions and assets relevant to the deal. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Q4 2026: Develop a playbook for Member States, covering what guarantees should 
include and how they should be structured. This should cover access parity, con-
tinuity of access, and participation in limited access programmes. 

	 	� Q1 2027: Member States should designate a negotiating unit spanning, inter alia, 
energy and digital ministries, depending on the configuration of assets and gov-
erning authority within a given state. Member States should notify the Commis-
sion whenever new deals are struck. 

	 Success indicators: Share of newly contracted hosted capacity (MW) covered by access- 
guarantee clauses; notifications filed with the Commission; access parity being extended to 
European governments or companies during a restricted model release.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The leverage from such compute buildout assets will decay as the US closes gaps in energy, 
capital, and talent. 

	 National governments should mirror EU-level portability and multi-vendor procurement 
terms in public procurement and in the hosting deals themselves. As for procurement, Mem-
ber States should avoid infrastructure deals that bind national systems to a single model 
provider.

 02	 Implement secure-importer standards nationally

ACTION 	 Frontier AI data centres in Member States should be security certified up to the level de-
manded by foreign AI providers and their governments. This should include enforcing 
know-your-customer (KYC) obligations as well as developing national enforcement compe-
tence aimed at preventing model distillation and theft. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal for hosting states, applying to any Member State hosting or seeking to host frontier 
AI compute.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: 

	 	� Frontier AI data centres and cloud operators should be designated as critical en-
tities, subject to heightened security requirements. 

	 	 Know-your-customer obligations should apply to compute providers. 

	 	� Distillation enforcement competence should be assigned to a named national 
authority, coupled with Europe-wide enforcement harmonisation. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	 Q4 2026: Audit existing and planned frontier-relevant sites.
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	 	� Q1 2027: Adopt national KYC guidance for compute providers, aligned with the 
emerging Union scheme (Union-level recommendation 3). Table national legisla-
tion (or issue administrative direction) establishing distillation-enforcement com-
petence and assigning it to a named national authority, with a Union coordination 
layer to ensure consistency (Union-level recommendation 3).

	 	� Q2 2027: Hold an exchange with US counterparts to discuss common enforcement 
requirements, for example, for preventing distillation.

	 Success indicators: Number of national sites meeting SL4/SL5-class benchmarks; KYC cov-
erage of national compute sales (share of capacity sold under verified-customer terms); 
documented enforcement actions against distillation taken in step with Union and US action. 

CONSIDERATIONS:

	 This is a relatively cheap lever that protects against the US imposing security-motivated 
restrictions by reducing the perceived security risk of allowing capable models to run abroad. 

	 Enforcement asymmetries between Member States will be exploited by evaders and may be 
used as a basis for denying access. Member States therefore need to work together through 
harmonised rules.
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O1.2	 Protect European assets

   WHY IT MATTERS	 Europe does not currently systematically review how much of its 
own capital and technology is flowing into foreign AI and semicon-
ductor industries as part of outbound investments. Member States 
do not have the legal power to compel a firm to disclose what it is 
building overseas. Moreover, some AI-assets of strategic importance 
are not fully covered by Europe’s inbound screening architecture, 
and Europe lacks a buyer of last resort that can inject capital when 
an asset is at imminent risk of being acquired. 	

	
	 Recommendations at the Union level

01
Adopt an outbound- 
investment regulation

02
Make the outbound- 
investment review  
annual and comparable

high priority high priority

01	 Adopt an outbound-investment regulation

ACTION	 Currently, the European Union does not have a regulation governing foreign investments of 
European firms. As of today, there exists only a Commission Recommendation asking Mem-
ber States to review outbound investments. The EU should introduce a new regulation on the 
review of outbound investments related to critical technologies, modelled after Regulation 
(EU) 2019/452. The following principles should apply to outbound reviews: 

	 Each Member State has autonomy to choose which investments to screen. If a Member State 
does review an investment, it should meet common minimum standards and reviews should 
be shared in a common information-sharing system. 

	 A Member State should notify the Commission and other Member States when they choose 
to review a transaction. Other Member States may comment, and the Commission may issue 
an opinion. 

	 If a Member State chooses not to screen a transaction in its jurisdiction, another Member 
State may still comment and flag it for an opinion from the Commission. Competent Author-

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/452/oj/eng
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ities should be established and equipped with the legal right to request details on firms’ 
investments. 

	 To minimise administrative overhead, requests should be limited in scope and any informa-
tion shared with the aforementioned authority must remain confidential; The Commission 
should establish a classified system and database for exchanging case information.  

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: A new regulation on the review of outbound investments modelled 
after the legal basis established in Regulation (EU) 2019/452. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Late 2026: The Commission mandates the Expert Group on Outbound Investment 
to outline the regulation’s scope, drawing on the comparative assessment pub-
lished under Union-level recommendation 2.

	 	� Early 2027: The Commission opens a public consultation and starts work on an im-
pact assessment, drawing on the comparative assessment published under Union- 
level recommendation 2.

	 	 Mid-2027: The Commission presents the proposal.

	 	� Late 2027: The Council working party begins examination and the European Par-
liament appoints a rapporteur.

	 Success indicators: Commission proposal presented by mid-2027; number of Member 
States with an outbound review regime under the regulation; number of transactions flagged 
through the cooperation mechanism per year; number of comments and opinions issued per 
year; number of staff assigned to outbound review per Member State. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 A Union-level framework that requires (rather than facilitates and coordinates) outbound- 
investment screening is likely not politically feasible at this point. When the European Com-
mission tabled its proposal for what would become Regulation (EU) 2019/452, 11 Member 
States already operated a national FDI screening mechanism. By contrast, Member States 
do not systematically review and assess outbound investment for security purposes as of 
today. Since this proposed regulation would require all Member States to build an institution 
that none currently has, it is unlikely to be readily adopted. However, as the experience with 
the 2019 FDI screening regulation shows, a voluntary outbound-investment regime modelled 
on that regulation could prepare the ground for a future regulation mandating outbound 
screening within a specific scope.

	 A voluntary regime would still reach cross-border cases. Under Article 7 of Regulation (EU) 
2019/452, Member States may comment on an investment that another Member State is not 
screening, the Commission may issue an opinion, and the Member State concerned must 
give due consideration to both. A Member State that chooses not to review is therefore not 
outside the system. In cases where a company is incorporated in one Member State while 
the relevant technology sits in a subsidiary in another, the second Member State can raise 
the case even if the first has no regime of its own. 

	 Harmonising reviews and risk assessments will help make transaction definitions and risk 
categories comparable among Member States. It will also build contact points across the 
Union by putting officials in touch with each other and enabling them to create secure lines 
of communication.

	 This regulation would not cover research arrangements. Imec, for example, may host Ameri-
can companies in its laboratories under collaboration agreements, which transfer technology 
and know-how without any investment taking place. Such arrangements fall outside any 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52021DC0714
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:52021DC0714
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
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outbound-investment instrument. Closing this gap will require a separate regulatory inter-
vention. 

02	 Make the outbound-investment review annual and comparable

ACTION	 Recommendation (EU) 2025/63 asked Member States to take stock of their outbound in-
vestments in AI, semiconductors, and quantum, and to assess these investments for their 
economic security risks. However, this was a one-off exercise. The Commission should issue 
a follow-up Recommendation asking Member States to review and risk-assess their outbound 
investments yearly during the same time period and using the same format. The Commission 
should aggregate the results in a yearly report that covers trends in deals and risks that arise 
across countries, and how Member States differ in their handling of these risks. This report 
can be modelled on the Commission’s recurrent report on the screening of foreign direct 
investment into the Union. The report should also be transparent about where the under-
lying data is too thin to support a conclusion. Moreover, the Commission should leverage 
the results of the initial stocktake under Recommendation (EU) 2025/63 to agree on what 
transactions to review and how to score risks.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential Instruments: Recommendation (EU) 2025/63 and a successor recommendation 
establishing the annual cycle; the Commission’s own analytical capacity for the comparative 
assessment. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� Late 2026: The Commission publishes a first comparative assessment of the na-
tional review and risk assessment reports. 

	 	� Mid-2027: The Commission adopts a successor recommendation fixing the annual 
reporting date, with the first annual cycle covering 2027.

	 Success indicators: Number of Member States submitting complete reports; publication of 
an annual Commission comparative assessment.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 According to Recommendation (EU) 2025/63, the review and risk assessment should inform 
subsequent policy choices. However, the EU should not wait for their outcome before decid-
ing whether EU-level legislation is needed. Member States currently lack a legal instrument 
to request outbound-investment information from firms, so the exercise cannot be expected 
to generate a complete evidence base. If only a few identified risks are found, this could 
reflect the limits of voluntary information-gathering rather than the absence of risk, and 
it should not be treated as a reason to close the file. The legal instrument that would give 
Member States such a right-to-ask is proposed in Union-level recommendation 1. 

	 In its 2024 White Paper on outbound-investment controls, the Commission proposed to val-
idate and compare the Member State reports in a comprehensive report of its own. Recom-
mendation (EU) 2025/63 no longer mentions this, leaving it unclear whether it will happen. 
We urge the Commission to produce this report.

	 An annual outbound-investment review would be valuable not only for what it finds, but 
also for what it builds: A recurring cycle of reviews and risk assessments will instil a culture 
of monitoring and prudence in national administrations. It will also raise awareness among 
firms that they might have to disclose their outbound investments.

	 This recommendation is also meant to prepare the ground for the outbound-investment 
regulation proposed in Union-level recommendation 1. If the Union creates a template and 
a risk methodology for the purposes of this review, this can later be codified, so that the 
regulation is based on an instrument that administrations already use.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=COM(2025)632&lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/documents-register/detail?ref=COM(2025)632&lang=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/core/api/front/document/132392/download
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52024DC0024
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 	 Recommendations at the national level

01	 Implement national outbound-investment controls 

ACTION	 Member States with strategic AI-stack assets should introduce national outbound- 
investment controls. Which transactions are in scope can be determined based on Rec-
ommendation (EU) 2025/63, namely advanced semiconductors, artificial intelligence, and 
quantum technologies. The broader sectors highlighted in national-level recommendation 
2 below should also be included. To minimise red tape, legislation should differentiate be-
tween two sets of transactions – a small set of transactions that are prohibited per se, as 
well as a broader set of transactions that require companies to notify relevant authorities 
after the investment is completed. Which transactions fall into which category should be 
determined in secondary legislation, so that they can be updated as technology evolves. 
To prevent regimes from overlapping, transfers which already require a licence under the 
dual use Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2021/821) should be excluded. Moreover, the authority 
responsible for inbound screening should be put in charge of implementation, so that the 
controls can draw on their expertise and established processes, rather than creating a par-
allel body. Adding one to three additional full-time staff members per Member State would 
be sufficient to cover these tasks.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Kind-specific – only Member States hosting strategic AI-stack assets (e.g. the Netherlands, 
Germany, France, Belgium, Austria). 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: National primary legislation, either based on a dedicated outbound- 
investment control legislation or an extension of an existing inbound investment screening 
or foreign trade instrument. Secondary legislation for the prohibited and notifiable lists, so 
that they can be updated without reopening the statute. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� September–December 2026: The responsible ministry assesses whether the ex-
isting screening or foreign trade statute may cover outbound controls.

	 	� Early 2027: A draft bill is prepared and industry is consulted on the notification 
burden.

	 	� Mid-2027: The bill is introduced in parliament and a budget line for one to three 
additional full-time staff is agreed.

01
Implement national 
outbound-investment 
controls

02
Extend the scope 
of national inbound 
FDI screening

03
Name a national  
buyer of last resort for 
strategic assets

high priority high priority high priority

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/63/oj/eng
https://policy.trade.ec.europa.eu/help-exporters-and-importers/exporting-dual-use-items_en
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	 Success indicators: Number of Member States hosting strategic AI-stack assets with an 
outbound regime in force; number of transactions notified per year. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Although national action is recommended first, the Union should still implement its own 
outbound-investment controls. National regimes can be in force within two years and can 
later be folded into the Union framework proposed in Union-level recommendation 1, which 
is designed to accommodate divergent national regimes. 

	 There is a real risk of creating a patchwork of national legislations. To avoid this, the Member 
States moving first should align on scope and definitions in the Expert Group from the start. 

	 As highlighted above in Union recommendation 1, the regime will also require governments 
to have a statutory right to ask companies established in the Member State about their out-
bound investments, coupled with a duty to keep confidentiality and protect commercially 
sensitive information. This right should be limited to the small set of technologies in the 
regulation to prevent undue bureaucracy.

	 The United States has operated an outbound-investment regime since January 2025 under 
31 CFR Part 850, which distinguishes a narrow set of prohibited transactions from a broader 
set requiring notification within 30 days of closing, with no approval pathway at all. This 
demonstrates that a notification-based regime is manageable and imposes low costs on 
investors. 

02	 Extend the scope of national inbound FDI screening 

ACTION	 The revised foreign screening Regulation (EU) 2026/1386 requires Member States to have 
a specified national screening mechanism in place by January 2028.24 As per Article 4(16), 
Member States may apply their screening mechanism to foreign investments beyond 
the minimum scope that is determined in Article 4(15) and Annex I. Member States that 
hold strategic AI assets should use this option and bring these strategic assets within the 
scope of their screening mechanism. In particular, the target list should be extended to 
investments in companies that: (i) develop specialised AI systems for narrow but security- 
relevant purposes, such as biological and chemical design, offensive cyber capabilities, and 
the control of critical industrial processes; (ii) service or maintain semiconductor manufac-
turing equipment, such as ASML’s lithography machines; (iii) produce equipment on which 
critical digital infrastructure depends, including radio access networks and 6G equipment, 
submarine fibre-optic cable systems together with the vessels that install and repair them, 
and high-voltage grid equipment including large power transformers; (iv) hold strategic train-
ing datasets. Separately, Member States should apply Article 4(15)(d) as it stands to desig-
nate existing AI data centre operators as critical digital infrastructure.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Kind-specific – only Member States hosting strategic AI-stack assets (e.g. the Netherlands, 
Germany, France, Belgium, Austria). Universal for AI data centres.

24	 As part of the Industrial Accelerator Act (COM(2026)100) the Commission proposed an investment control regime in 2026 

that is parallel to the revised FDI screening regulation (Regulation (EU) 2026/1386). However, unlike the FDI screening 

regulation, it is not designed to protect European assets but to leverage Europe’s market access to extract valuable capa-

bilities in sectors where Europe is lagging behind, such as battery technologies and electric vehicles. 

https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-31/subtitle-B/chapter-VIII/part-850
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/1386/oj/eng
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/publications/industrial-accelerator-act_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/1386/oj/eng
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IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: The national screening instrument currently in drafting ahead of the 
January 2028 deadline; the designation of existing data centre operators as critical digital 
infrastructure, requiring no primary legislation.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� September 2026–September 2027: Passing the bills that extend the mandatory 
scope to categories (i) to (iv). 

	 	� March 2027: Article 4(15)(d) designation of existing AI data centre operators 
adopted.

	 Success indicators: Number of the four asset categories within mandatory national scope, 
per Member State; whether AI data centre operators are designated as critical infrastructure.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 There is no Union-level legislative counterpart to this recommendation. However, the Euro-
pean Commission may consider issuing a non-binding recommendation for specific Member 
States to expand their minimum scope. Further, the Commission can give additional guid-
ance on screening methodologies for AI-relevant sectors.

	 Greenfield investments are not within the scope of the revised inbound FDI screening reg-
ulation. This exclusion should stay as it is. Bringing greenfield projects into the mechanism 
would impose notification duties on many transactions that raise no economic security con-
cern, and the EU has an interest in remaining an attractive destination for such investments.

 

03	 Name a national buyer of last resort for strategic assets

ACTION	 FDI inbound screening mechanisms may block the foreign acquisition of a strategic AI asset, 
but that does not solve the owner’s potential capital constraints. To make sure that the rele-
vant asset remains under European control, the Member States hosting these assets should 
establish an anti-capture facility to quickly mobilise the needed public and private capital 
in such situations. Rather than building an entirely new facility, Member States should des-
ignate an existing public bank or investment vehicle (such as Bpifrance in France, SFPIM in 
Belgium, or Invest-NL in the Netherlands). Authorities should make sure that the money is 
available on demand, and headline figures together with per-case ceilings should be pub-
lished in advance. In addition, a confidential list of qualifying assets or companies should 
be maintained and reviewed regularly. This way, an asset’s eligibility is determined before a 
bid arrives, rather than having to be negotiated under time pressure. There should also be a 
channel of information exchange between the screening authorities and the capital facility, 
allowing the screening authority to alert the fund in critical situations.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Kind-specific: only Member States holding AI stack companies

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: A ministerial instruction to an existing public bank or fund.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	 November 2026: Draft the confidential list of qualifying assets.

	 	� February 2027: Name the fund and issue the mandate, including the per-case ceiling.

	 	� Mid-2027: Legislate the information gateway alongside the national measures to 
be notified under Article 3(2) of Regulation (EU) 2026/1386 ahead of the January 
2028 deadline.
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	 Success indicators: Member States with a named fund and decision-maker; callable funding 
committed per country, in euros; days from trigger to final decision.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 This fund can be activated on short notice when a foreign buyer offers to buy an EU AI stack 
company and this company needs additional financing, either because it risks bankruptcy or 
because it needs funding to scale up. The aim is to prevent foreign control of strategic assets 
on specific occasions. Care should be taken to prevent firms from strategically pretending to 
have a potential foreign acquirer in order to unlock this fund. Responding to existing offers 
will also help to preclude any issues under state aid rules.

	 Give the public bank or fund a standing mandate to acquire assets on the national list, and 
let its own investment committee take the decision under its normal rules so as to enable 
swift decision-making.

	 The main reason to place this fund at Member State rather than Union level is that existing 
EU funding has mandates that do not fit. The European Tech Champions Initiative invests in 
other funds, not companies. The EIC (Fund) invests between €0.5 million and €30 million 
for minority stakes. The Scaleup Europe Fund is externally managed by EQT, which takes all 
investment decisions on commercial terms.

	 Not every Member State can do this. A country with a small screening unit and no public 
investment vehicle will not execute a large purchase in six weeks.
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Pillar 2

Building economic 
strength 
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O2.1	� Make Europe the best place 
to build and scale high-growth 
companies
 

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Transformative AI may allow young innovative firms to reach global 
scale at unprecedented speed, concentrating fiscal value and stra-
tegic capability where those firms are located. The known competi-
tiveness issues in the European Union therefore need to be pursued 
at a higher level of ambition, and most importantly, with a higher 
sense of urgency. It is therefore crucial that Member States and 
Union-level institutions collaborate towards the common goal of 
competitiveness to avoid further fragmentation of important input 
markets (first and foremost capital and labour). The recommenda-
tions below are mutually reinforcing. Implementing only selected 
elements will substantially reduce their effectiveness, or could even 
generate unintended outcomes. It is therefore crucial that the pro-
posed reforms are pursued as a coherent package. 	

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01
Unlock institutional  
capital for European 
growth companies

02
Equip European science 
for the AI age

03
Attract the world’s  
best AI talent

very high priority very high priority very high priority

04
Create European lead 
markets for defence 
innovation

05
Establish a Single  
European Growth  
Market

high priority high priority
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01	 Unlock institutional capital for European  
growth companies

ACTION	 The Union should mobilise institutional capital for European growth firms. To achieve this, 
the Commission should launch a Tibi/WIN-style initiative at the Union level to secure in-
vestment commitments into European growth funds from large investors. The Union should 
make it easier for insurers and pension funds to invest in long-term equity while maintaining 
reasonable prudential safeguards. The Commission should widen General Block Exemption 
Regulation (GBER) provisions so Member States can fund viable innovation projects that 
cannot secure private financing because of market failures. Finally, the Market Integration 
and Supervision Package should become a core deliverable of the Savings and Investments 
Union.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Launch the European Institutional Investors Pact for Innovation: The Commission, together 
with the EIB, should launch the planned European Institutional Investors Pact for Innovation 
(hereafter ‘the Pact’) to secure voluntary commitments from investors to invest in Europe-
an growth funds. This Pact should set common eligibility criteria for growth funds. Annual 
reports of commitments raised should distinguish between announced versus legally com-
mitted and deployed capital, using common definitions. The additionality of these commit-
ments (whether the capital would have been mobilised in the absence of the Commission’s 
intervention) should be assessed independently. The EU-level commitments should work 
alongside national schemes without the same investment being counted twice in both the 
Union’s and a Member State’s totals. Investment decisions and due diligence should rest 
with participating investors.

	 Unlock institutional investment in long-term equity: The Commission and Member States 
should swiftly implement the Solvency II reform to make it easier for insurance companies 
to invest in equities and other long-term assets. To ensure this reform works as intended 
across the EU, the European Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA) and 
national supervisors must apply the revised long-term equity rules consistently, so equiva-
lent investments face the same capital charge. Pension funds should not face unnecessary 
restrictions on their investment choices. Parliament and Council should therefore swiftly 
adopt the reform of the Directive on Institutions for Occupational Retirement Provision (IORP 
II). Nonetheless, funds should preserve the prudent-person principle.

	 Financing for first commercial deployment: The Commission should create a streamlined 
route in the ongoing GBER review for Member States to support financing of first-of-a-kind 
(FOAK) and first-commercial-deployment projects, where there are demonstrated market 
failures. This support should be targeted and remain limited to the minimum necessary. It 
should absorb risks for private investors to crowd in private capital. The Commission and 
Member States should maintain tax-payer safeguards proportionate to the size of the aid. 
Safeguards should be designed to minimise administrative burden for beneficiary firms.

DECISIONS AND FIRST STEPS 

IN THE NEXT 12 MONTHS

	 By the end of 2026: Commission and EIB launch the European Institutional Investors Pact for 
Innovation with a first group of institutional investors. Participating investors should report 
capital committed and deployed separately. 

	 By the end of 2026: The Commission incorporates a defined FOAK and first-commercial- 
deployment route into the final GBER.

	 Ahead of 30 January 2027: The Commission should adopt the remaining Solvency II technical 
standards and ensure that EIOPA and national supervisors are ready to apply the revised 
long-term-equity treatment consistently. From application, EIOPA should monitor divergent 
supervisory practices. Where national law or administrative practice conflicts with Union law, 
the Commission should take appropriate measures. 

https://www.mefop.it/cms/doc/30080/background-note-for-eiipi-14042026.pdf
https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/eiopa-completes-solvency-ii-review-mandate-final-guidelines-and-draft-technical-standards-revised-2026-07-15_en
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	 During the IORP II negotiations: The European Parliament should adopt its position promptly 
to enable an agreement that preserves a risk-based approach to long-term investment.

MEASURES OF PROGRESS

	 Implementation indicators: Number of participating investors in the Pact, and their assets 
under management; number of national schemes recognised under the Pact; adoption of the 
FOAK state-aid route.

	 Performance indicators: 

	 	� For the Pact: Announced and deployed capital; independently estimated additional  
capital; risk-adjusted returns by vintage and asset class.

	 	� For institutional capital: Annual net purchases and holdings of EU equities by EU 
pension funds and insurers (€ and % of assets); net new financing raised by EU 
firms from EU institutional investors.

	 	� For FOAK Projects: Share of FOAK projects reaching financial close on schedule; 
share entering commercial operation on schedule; follow-on deployment without 
equivalent FOAK support.

	 Longer-term outcomes for evaluation: Depth of EU late-stage financing; number and value of 
European growth rounds; size and performance of EU-based growth funds; share of European- 
founded firms able to scale substantially in Europe.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Pact reporting should show how mobilised capital is distributed across investors, funds, sec-
tors, and Member States. It should assess whether the Pact is truly deepening Union capital 
markets and broadening access to growth capital.

	 Public co-investment of FOAK projects should avoid picking national winners. Therefore, it 
should be based on competitive selection (if multiple alternatives exist), proportionate aid, 
and a demonstrated financing gap.

	 Crowding out of private investment through GBER reforms should be evaluated and moni-
tored. Where possible this should be done using ex-post comparison with similar projects 
closely below funding thresholds for better causal inference.

02	 Equip European science for the AI age

ACTION	 The proposed Horizon Europe programme for 2028–2034 should address three market fail-
ures that currently limit the productivity of European research and innovation and hold back 
breakthrough science. First, it should support the development and deployment of scien-
tific public goods (e.g. advanced research tools) and advanced research infrastructure (e.g. 
self-driving laboratories). Second, it should create organisational capabilities that cannot 
easily be provided through conventional project grants or temporary research consortia. 
Third, it should strengthen incentives to produce reliable, reproducible, and complete sci-
entific knowledge to prepare the European research sector for AI-based science.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Scientific tools and infrastructure as public goods: The Horizon Europe 2028–2034 pro-
gramme should include a dedicated funding line for both the development and deployment 
of trusted, interoperable, and reusable research tools and infrastructure. This includes but 
is not limited to scientific software, AI models, curated datasets, advanced instruments, 
self-driving laboratories, and other experimental automation tools. Funding should also sup-
port technical teams that are required to maintain, improve, and support this infrastructure. 
Funding should be open to universities, research organisations, nonprofits, and companies, 
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and reward reliability, scientific uptake, community adoption, and downstream research im-
pact. Where fragmented demand prevents promising scientific tools from being developed or 
deployed, the Commission should implement advance market commitments or comparable 
demand-pull instruments tied to ambitious, measurable performance requirements for these 
tools. 

	 New organisational capabilities: The Horizon Europe 2028–2034 programme should estab-
lish new organisational capabilities fit for addressing ambitious scientific and technological 
goals. It should complement the ERC’s support for individual researchers with a mecha-
nism focused on organisational excellence, to address scientific problems that require large 
(interdisciplinary) teams. It should be open to new experimental organisational forms like 
Focused Research Organisations (FROs): purpose-built, time-limited teams combining sci-
entists, engineers, and operators to overcome defined scientific bottlenecks (e.g. building 
a new instrument, biological resource, or open experimental infrastructure). The mecha-
nism should provide high-performing research units and novel organisational models with 
large flexible grants, subject to rigorous mid-term review and renewable for up to ten years. 
Selection should be international and excellence-based, with no geographic allocation or 
presumption of permanent funding. In the ongoing negotiations, Parliament and Council 
should ensure that the proposed ARPA-like function of the EIC will have legally protected 
operational autonomy (building on the German SPRIND experience), allowing expert-led con-
trol over programme design, portfolio management, and funding decisions, while maintain-
ing transparent objectives, robust conflict-of-interest safeguards, and independent external 
evaluation.

	 Reliable science for the AI era: AI is already dramatically increasing the volume and speed of 
scientific output. This makes it even more important to improve the reliability, transparency, 
and evaluability of research. The Horizon Europe 2028–2034 programme should therefore 
both aim to make individual scientific results more reliable, and invest in the capacity to 
systematically evaluate how the science system works.  This requires infrastructure that 
enables both humans and AI systems to assess, verify, and build on scientific knowledge. 
Horizon Europe should therefore support both the verification of scientific findings through 
replication, validation, and shared benchmarking, and the creation of comprehensive  
machine-readable scientific records that capture protocols, workflows, code, datasets,  
intermediate outputs, and negative or null results. On top of this, the Commission should 
establish a Metascience and Policy Experimentation Unit to monitor and evaluate the pro-
ductivity of European science, with the authority to test and evaluate alternative ways of 
funding research. These include, but are not limited to: alternative selection procedures, 
like partial lotteries among proposals deemed equally fundable after expert review; faster 
and more flexible grants; milestone funding; and new organisational models. Successful 
approaches should have a defined route into mainstream programmes. 

DECISIONS AND FIRST STEPS 

IN THE NEXT 12 MONTHS

	 Autumn 2026: Secure the legal basis and budget. In the Horizon Europe and MFF negotia-
tions, Parliament and Council should secure funding for shared scientific tools, new research 
organisations, research verification, and metascience experiments. They should also grant 
the EIC full operation autonomy to design ARPA-style programmes and manage funding 
portfolios. The Commission should support these priorities in the negotiations and deter-
mine which activities belong under Horizon Europe and which belong under the European 
Competitiveness Fund.

	 Winter 2026/27 to spring 2027: Define how each proposal will work. The Commission should 
determine how each proposal will be funded and delivered. It should develop rules for the 
funding of long-term infrastructure funding, FRO-style grants, and the development of new 
scientific tools. These rules should define who can apply, what exactly will be funded, how 
proposals will be selected, and how performance will be assessed. To develop infrastruc-
ture for replication and machine-readable scientific records, the Commission should involve 
open science experts and technical teams with experience building widely used scientific 
databases and software. The Commission should define the mandate of the Metascience unit 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-025-09922-y
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.adw3000
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and ensure that it has sufficient budget and legal freedom to run randomised experiments. 
Research funders and scientific organisations should help refine all of these arrangements 
and identify suitable first projects.

	 Spring to autumn 2027: Prepare the first funding rounds. The Commission and Member 
States should incorporate the proposals into Horizon Europe’s Strategic Plan and the 2028–
2029 Work Programmes. They should allocate budgets and assign responsibility for delivery. 
Finally, the Commission should appoint the leadership of the Metascience Unit and experi-
enced programme managers to turn the EIC into a true ARPA-like organisation. 

	 From 2028: Fund the first projects and expand what works. The Commission should open 
the first calls for proposals for scientific tools and infrastructure and select an initial portfo-
lio of projects. The EIC’s ARPA-like function should launch its first programmes. Approaches 
that perform well should receive larger budgets or be incorporated into later Work Pro-
grammes.

MEASURES OF PROGRESS

	 Implementation indicators: Number of dedicated funding instruments and attached budget 
for all the different measures; share of supported research infrastructure receiving long-term 
funding.

	 Performance indicators: Number of institutions using the funded tools; cost and time re-
quired to produce and validate scientific results, by field; reliability and technical perfor-
mance (e.g. precision) of tools; share of funding experiments that lead to changes in funding 
practice.

	 Longer-term outcomes: Scientific output quality e.g. the number of discoveries deemed 
important by the field community; user rates of European research tools and infrastructure. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Long-term support for new institutions and infrastructure should be periodically reviewed 
and subject to competition, to keep funding contestable. 

	 New instruments should be coordinated with existing programmes to avoid duplication and 
fragmentation. 

	 When using demand-pull tools, reward adoption and scientific use; do not simply reward the 
creation of tools, datasets, or infrastructure. 

	 Balance strategic investments and investigator-driven research to preserve scientific diver-
sity and independence. 

	 Make sure that reproducibility and reporting requirements improve scientific quality without 
unreasonable administrative burdens. 

	 Experiment with different policies: Scale successful approaches and discontinue those that 
do not deliver results.

03	 Attract the world’s best AI talent

ACTION	 The Union should make it dramatically easier for international founders to hire top (AI) talent 
from across the world. To support recruitment and retention, young innovative firms should 
be able to offer competitive and portable equity compensation across the Single Market. 
The Union should also create a Founder Gateway: a single digital front end that founders 
can use to navigate the administrative procedures involved in setting up a business. This 
should include simpler, better-coordinated immigration procedures for the founders and 
talent that startups and growth firms need, while admission decisions should still rest with 
national authorities.
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IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAM

	 Competitive and portable equity compensation. Parliament and the Council should keep a 
workable employee stock option scheme in the EU Inc. Regulation; tax on stock options should 
be due only when employees obtain liquidity. The Commission should collaborate with Mem-
ber States to make sure that the tax is still deferred when employees relocate and to prevent 
double taxation. These arrangements should protect legitimate national tax bases and prevent 
employees from shifting employment-related income to a lower-tax jurisdiction shortly before 
liquidity. If binding common rules are needed, the Commission should propose the appropriate 
legal instrument. Otherwise, Member States should coordinate on national rules.

	 End-to-end Founder Gateway: The Commission should create a Founder Gateway within the 
Single Digital Gateway. Through this, founders should be able to access EU Inc. services, the 
European Business Wallet, and national administrative procedures by following a coherent 
user journey, built on the once-only principle. Following the UK Government Digital Service 
model, the Gateway should be built to consumer-grade usability standards under empow-
ered Commission product leadership, with permanent capacity for multidisciplinary design, 
engineering, and service-delivery. Development should be iterative and driven by continuous 
testing with founders. 

	 Bringing innovation talent to Europe: Next to facilitating the formation of businesses, the 
Founder Gateway should also streamline the administrative layer of immigration processes 
for founders, researchers, and highly skilled employees needed by startups and growth firms. 
The Gateway should provide access to relevant EU and national migration routes (including 
the Blue Card and Single Permit frameworks), and first and foremost to the dedicated found-
er pathways to be established by Member States (see the accompanying recommendations 
at the national level). It should support digital applications, status tracking, and coordinat-
ed processing of linked family applications. The Commission should extend the EU Digital 
Identity Wallet and Once-Only Technical System to allow verified personal and business 
information to be reused across national procedures. Individual admission decisions should 
nevertheless remain with the national authorities

DECISIONS AND FIRST STEPS 

IN THE NEXT 12 MONTHS

	 Sep–Nov 2026: Establish governance and define scope: The Commission should designate a 
product lead for the Founder Gateway: This lead will be responsible for its delivery roadmap 
and budget and empowered to coordinate work across Commission services. The product 
lead should then establish a joint implementation group with willing Member States and the 
national authorities responsible for the initial founder journeys. They should then publish 
a roadmap for a minimum viable product (MVP) identifying the initial journeys and partici-
pating Member States and defining milestones, responsibilities, funding, and performance 
metrics. In the EU Inc. negotiations, Parliament and the Council should make sure that em-
ployees are taxed only when they sell their shares or otherwise receive liquidity. The Com-
mission, together with Member State finance ministries and tax authorities, should start to 
develop rules to preserve tax deferral after relocation and prevent double taxation, ensuring 
the employment-related tax base is allocated according to where it was earned.

	 Dec 2026–Feb 2027: Resolve legal and policy design issues: The Commission should review 
where gaps in EU migration rules make it more difficult for founders, researchers, and highly 
skilled workers to migrate to Europe, and propose changes or additional common permit 
categories to address these. The Gateway product lead and participating Member States 
should agree on common Gateway service standards, covering digital applications, case 
tracking, accessibility in English, and the reuse of verified information. The Commission and 
participating Member States should identify the legal basis and data-sharing arrangements 
required for the initial Gateway journeys. They should prepare any necessary EU or national 
legislative changes in parallel with product development. 



147 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

	 Mar–May 2027: Build the first software release: The Gateway product lead should establish 
a permanent product team, with dedicated design, engineering, and service-operations capa-
bilities. This product team should develop the core Gateway service layer, incorporating the 
European Business Wallet. Together with delivery teams from participating Member States, 
it should connect the national systems needed for selected MVP journeys. The Commission 
product team should develop common user access, status-tracking, and secure data-sharing 
functions for the MVP. Once a MVP is developed, founders and growth firms should be asked 
to iteratively test complete journeys, and the results should be published.

	 Jun–Aug 2027: Pilot and prepare rollout: The Commission and willing Member States should 
launch the Gateway’s pilot. Collectively, the pilot should cover at least one founder journey 
in each of three areas: company formation, talent admission, and secure business-data shar-
ing. Individual Member States may initially connect different journeys according to where 
progress can be made most quickly. Participating Member States should test that relevant 
credentials can be reused across borders. The product team should publish performance 
data for each pilot journey. Following the pilots, the product team should prepare the next 
phase of rollout: including additional journeys and Member States and preparing for any 
necessary legislative changes. Product development and legal changes should continue to 
proceed as parallel workstreams.

MEASURES OF PROGRESS

	 Implementation indicators: Number of participating Member States connected to the Gate-
way; number of financial institutions and public authorities accepting verified business data 
through the Gateway.

	 Performance indicators: Median time required to establish a company and complete linked 
administrative procedures through the Gateway; end-to-end task completion rates; median 
processing time for complete talent visa applications, including accompanying family mem-
bers; share of applications using previously verified data; number of duplicate information 
requests; number and share of cross-border employee-equity cases benefiting from recog-
nised portability arrangements.

	 Longer-term outcomes for evaluation: Share of startups and high-growth firms using em-
ployee equity compensation; administrative costs and time-to-market for firms expanding 
across the Single Market.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The Gateway should integrate with national systems and existing EU infrastructure; it should 
not itself create a new administrative layer. 

	 Secure Member State commitment for the Gateway early before investing heavily in technol-
ogy that depends on national participation.

	 Make end-to-end completion of key founder journeys the main objective of the Gateway; 
redirection to external portals should not be treated as success.

	 Resolve legal uncertainty upfront on data-sharing, digital credentials, migration procedures, 
and cross-border equity compensation.

 04	 Create European lead markets for  
defence innovation

ACTION	 The Union should create a European common market for defence innovation. To achieve this, 
it should create integrated procurement pathways to allow common procurement for inno-
vative products for willing Member States. It should further reduce regulatory fragmentation 
and lower cross-border entry barriers by creating common standards, interoperable inter-
faces, and shared operational testing, or by facilitating mutual recognition of test results for 
defence technology. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS 

	 Market-building through rapid defence innovation. The Commission should launch its pro-
gramme for agile and rapid defence innovation (AGILE) on schedule and meet its four-month 
time-to-grant target. It should use mission-driven challenges and staged technical mile-
stones where appropriate and provide fast-track access to testing and certification. Each 
challenge should make it clear how the product can go from successful demonstration to 
operational testing and potential procurement. The Commission should scale those AGILE 
mechanisms that are evaluated to be effective in the pilot, under the next Multiannual Finan-
cial Framework. It should connect these to successor instruments for common procurement 
and industrial ramp-up.

	 Shared testing and operational validation. Europe should reduce inefficient duplication in 
national testing facilities and procedures to lower costs and make it easier for defence sup-
pliers to enter markets across the Union. The Commission, together with participating Mem-
ber States, should therefore establish a European network of testing facilities around exist-
ing activities of the Hub for EU Defence Innovation (HEDI), EU Defence Innovation Scheme 
(EUDIS), and AGILE. The network should use common evaluation standards, and national 
procurement authorities should recognise test results from anywhere across the network. 
EU-funded projects should have fast access to operational testing, and the next Multiannual 
Financial Framework (MFF) should fund gaps in shared testing capacity.

	 Support joint defence procurement. The EU should foster joint procurement by Member 
States with shared capability needs (see national recommendation 6). The Commission 
should prioritise European Defence Industry Programme (EDIP) support for joint procure-
ment that replaces separate national orders, based on common functional requirements and 
binding budget commitments.

	 A single market for defence products. Parliament and the Council should remove unneces-
sary legal barriers to cross-border procurement and transfers, and adopt the Defence Read-
iness Omnibus proposals. The Commission should enforce the resulting rules and monitor 
whether national practices continue to favour domestic suppliers.

DECISIONS AND FIRST STEPS

IN THE NEXT 12 MONTHS

	 Autumn 2026: Parliament and the Council should formally adopt AGILE and the Defence 
Readiness Omnibus. The Commission should then finalise AGILE’s 2027 work programme: 
It should identify the first innovation contests and define funding stages and performance 
measures.

	 By January 2027: The Commission should launch the first AGILE calls. 

	 By March 2027: The Commission and European Defence Agency (EDA) together with inter-
ested Member States should identify testing facilities that could join the European network. 
Member States should identify rules that prevent EU companies from using testing facilities 
in their country. They should also identify rules that prevent authorities from accepting test 
results from the network.

	 By June 2027: The Commission and EDA should set the rules for access to the testing net-
work and work with participating Member States to introduce common evaluation methods. 
Member States begin removing the barriers identified in March.

	 By September 2027: Member States begin connecting the first testing facilities to the net-
work.
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MEASURES OF PROGRESS

	 Implementation indicators: Number of testing facilities formally connected to the network. 

	 Performance indicators: Share of AGILE grants signed within four months; share of complet-
ed tests accepted by procurement authorities in more than one country; median time from 
grant signature to first operational test and from successful test to procurement decision; 
share of procurement contracts awarded to first-time defence suppliers.

	 Longer-term outcomes for evaluation: Share and volume of cross-border defence contracts 
across all defence contracts in the Union.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Creating a single market for defence with more competition will ultimately lead to lower 
procurement costs. Larger and longer-term orders should still be awarded competitively and 
remain open to new entrants. 

	 The goal of common standards is to promote interoperability without locking procurement into 
one supplier or technology. Where technological uncertainty remains high, programmes should 
preserve competing approaches until operational testing provides enough evidence to choose.

05	 Establish a Single European Growth Market

ACTION	 Europe’s public markets are fragmented across national venues. Concentrating more 
growth-company listings in one market could bring together the investors, analysts, and 
advisors needed for successful IPOs. This would create a self-reinforcing ecosystem that 
attracts further listings and investment. While such concentration may occur naturally 
through competition between various European exchanges, the process is slowed by reg-
ulatory fragmentation and language barriers. A designated, but non-binding ‘focal venue’, 
could build market depth more quickly by coordinating business and investor expectations. 
The Commission should therefore coordinate an open process to designate one exchange as 
Europe’s non-binding focal market for growth-company IPOs. To reduce regulatory barriers 
to deeper public capital markets, Parliament and Council should swiftly agree on the Market 
Integration and Supervision Package.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Selecting the focal market. The Commission should invite European exchanges to present 
plans for attracting growth-company listings. It should select the strongest candidate using 
published criteria on liquidity, ease of access for international investors, and the strength 
of its existing IPO ecosystem. The European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), in-
terested Member States, issuers, and institutional investors should advise the Commission, 
but the final decision should remain with the Commission. The designation should last for a 
fixed period and be reviewed against published performance measures (see below).

	 Enabling cross-border regulatory framework. Parliament and Council should swiftly agree 
on the Market Integration and Supervision Package while preserving the Commission pro-
posal’s core market-integration measures. The final rules should provide a workable PEMO 
framework that allows a single operator to operate trading venues across Member States 
under one ESMA authorisation, without additional host-country requirements. They should 
also harmonise trading venue rules and facilitate efficient cross-border access to clearing 
and settlement services.

DECISIONS AND FIRST STEPS 

IN THE NEXT 12 MONTHS

	 Sep–Nov 2026: Test market appetite. The Commission should seek political backing from 
Member States and identify an initial group willing to support the focal market. In parallel, 
it should test interest among (capital) market participants. In this process it should focus 
on identifying barriers to participation and commitments needed to make the focal market 
viable and inform its market design. 
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	 Nov 2026–Jan 2027: Set the framework. If there is sufficient political and market support, 
the Commission and participating Member States should agree on the designation process 
and how they will promote the selected market to issuers and investors. 

	 Jan–Mar 2027: Invite and assess proposals. The Commission should publish the selection 
criteria and invite applications from European exchanges.  Applicants should show that 
they already have a strong position in European technology listings and explain how the 
designation would help them reach a globally competitive scale. An independent expert 
panel should assess the applications. To asses the credibility of each application, the panel 
should seek confidential structured feedback from market participants. Panel members and 
respondents should disclose relevant commercial interests, and the Commission should 
publish an anonymised summary of the findings.

	 Mar–Jun 2027: Select and launch the focal ecosystem. The Commission should complete 
the assessment and designate a focal market if a candidate meets the required standard. No 
ecosystem should be designated as a focal market unless it has a credible route to critical 
mass. Participating Member States should connect relevant IPO-readiness and investor- 
development initiatives to the focal ecosystem.

MEASURES OF PROGRESS

	 Implementation indicators: Share of national IPO-readiness programmes aligned with the 
focal market. 

	 Performance indicators: Share of eligible European growth-company listings choosing the 
focal market, and volume raised; median IPO costs (% of proceeds); secondary-market turn-
over (% of market capitalisation); capital provided by international institutional investors (% 
of focal market IPO proceeds).

	 Long-term outcomes: Share of European growth companies listing outside the EU; number 
of cross-border listings on the focal market and € raised; volume of follow-on equity raised 
by focal-market companies.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Select an ecosystem only if it has a credible path to critical mass. If no candidate meets the 
standard, the Commission should make no designation. Still, the designation should not 
restrict where companies may list or give the selected exchange exclusive legal rights.

	 Member States should support the common process and avoid incentives or rules designed 
primarily to steer companies towards national exchanges.

	 Selection must be based on objective performance criteria, and rule out geographic rotation 
or political allocation. The ultimate goal is agglomeration. 
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 	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Mobilise national  
capital for European 
growth

02
Boost national  
research and inno- 
vation productivity

03
Make Europe the best 
place to attract and 
reward top talent

very high priority very high priority very high priority

04
Make it easier for  
innovative companies  
to take risks and  
recover from failure

05
Enable companies  
to scale across the  
Single Market

06
Use procurement to 
build European lead 
markets for defence

high priority high priority high priority

01	 Mobilise national capital for  
European growth

ACTION	 In order to facilitate European growth firms’ access to capital and lower funding costs, Mem-
ber States must build a bigger pool of domestic capital. Member States should implement 
Tibi- or WIN-style schemes to mobilise additional institutional investment and help growth 
funds reach efficient scale. National regulators should remove unjustified barriers that pre-
vent pension funds from investing in well-governed venture and growth funds. Where appro-
priate, Member States should offer targeted tax incentives that encourage additional angel 
investment in early-stage firms. Member States should support a focal European growth 
market that attracts specialist investors and builds liquidity over time, making larger Euro-
pean listings and exits more viable. Finally, in line with recommendations at the Union level, 
Member States should swiftly agree on the Market Integration and Supervision Package while 
preserving the Commission proposal’s core market-integration measures.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Collective with kind-specific and coalition workstreams. All Member States should help 
deepen European capital markets and avoid new national measures that fragment them. 
Tibi/WIN-style schemes are largely useful in countries with large domestic investors and 
established growth funds. Angel investment incentives are most relevant to Member States 
with a strong pipeline of potential angel investors.
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IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Tibi-style investor mobilisation – Kind-specific. Member States with large institutional in-
vestor sectors should establish Tibi/WIN-style schemes that mobilise additional investment 
into accredited venture and growth funds. Participating investors should maintain autonomy 
over their investment decisions. Member States should coordinate reporting with the Euro-
pean Institutional Investors Pact for Innovation (see Union recommendations) and equiva-
lent national schemes so that each commitment is counted only once.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The government should appoint a lead ministry 
and an implementing coordinator, such as the treasury or national promotional 
bank. The lead ministry should convene investors to define the scheme’s scope 
and develop transparent criteria for the eligibility of venture and growth funds. 
The implementing body should then publish these criteria and invite venture and 
growth funds to apply for accreditation. Accreditation should only confirm that 
a fund is eligible for investment counted under the scheme. Participating inves-
tors should then commit investment volumes into this portfolio of accredited 
venture / growth funds, while the specific allocation should remain their respon-
sibility. Reporting on the progress of such a scheme should differentiate between 
capital committed and deployed. The convenor is responsible for coordinating 
the reporting with the European Pact and equivalent national schemes to prevent 
double-counting.

	 	� Success indicators: Capital committed, and actually deployed; independently 
estimated additional investment; cross-border share of investment.

	 Unlock institutional capital – Collective. Insurers should be able to invest more easily in 
long-term equity. Member States should therefore swiftly transpose the Solvency II reforms. 
As part of the implementation of these reforms, national supervisory bodies should coordi-
nate with EIOPA to make sure the revised long-term equity rules are interpreted and applied 
consistently across the Union. To allow pension funds to invest more easily in long-term eq-
uity, Member States should transpose the IORP II reforms without adding unjustified national 
restrictions, once they are adopted on the Union level. Member States should also enable 
smaller pension funds to invest in long-term assets through diversified pooled funds. 

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: National ministries should swiftly translate the 
Solvency II package into national law. Following these reforms, EIOPA and national  
supervisors agree on common guidance on the eligibility tests for long-term equity.  
The national supervisory decisions in the years after should be regularly reviewed. 
Once IORP II is adopted, the responsible ministry drafts the national implementing 
law without adding new investment restrictions. The responsible national min-
istries should consult smaller pension funds to identify legal barriers to pooled 
investment and swiftly remove them.

	 	� Success indicators: Insurers’ long-term equity holdings (€ and % of assets); vol-
ume and share of assets of pension funds invested in European long-term equity; 
volume and share of assets of smaller pension funds invested through diversified 
pooled funds; number of diverging applications of eligibility for long-term equity 
(under Solvency II) across the Union.

	 Targeted tax incentives for angel investment – Kind-specific. To mobilise additional an-
gel investment, Member States with weak early-stage equity markets should introduce EIS/
SEIS-style tax relief for individuals who invest in young firms raising new equity. The relief 
should address a documented funding gap and comply with EU State-aid rules. It should 
be limited to investors who are not connected to the company. Investors should continue 
to bear genuine commercial risk. To further strengthen the Single Market, investments in 
eligible EU-companies should not be excluded from relief unless there is a good objective 
justification for it. The tax scheme should be reviewed after a fixed period and only continued 
if it generates additional investment at a reasonable fiscal cost. 
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	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The ministry of finance should estimate how 
large the early-stage financing gap is and how much additional investment the 
tax incentive would generate. It should only proceed if a cost-benefit analysis 
suggests the tax scheme would be the best option. In this case, it should set clear 
eligibility and anti-avoidance rules and establish the scheme in law.

	 	� Success indicators: Additional private investment mobilised by the tax scheme; 
fiscal cost per additional euro invested; investment raised after firms leave the 
scheme; growth of supported firms relative to comparable firms (%).

	 Alignment with a European focal growth market – Coalition. Member States should support 
the European focal market for growth company listings proposed in Union recommendation 
5. To speed up the growth of such a listing ecosystem, Member States should remove unnec-
essary barriers to cross-border listings and refrain from adding policies that steer companies 
towards separate national markets. If Union-wide agreement cannot be reached quickly, a 
coalition of willing Member States should establish a common framework and keep it open 
to others.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Participating governments should commit polit-
ically to the common focal market. The ministry of finance should review national 
policies and subsidies that could stand in the way of companies that decide to list 
in the common focal market. National promotional banks and enterprise agencies 
should help growth companies prepare to list on the common market.

	 	� Success indicators: Number of participating markets and their share of EU market 
capitalisation; number of companies choosing to do their primary listing in the 
focal market, and their market capitalisation.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Mobilisation schemes should not limit investor freedom by prescribing geographic quotas or 
weakening fiduciary and prudential standards.

	 Common EU recognition of national mobilisation schemes should avoid duplicate certifica-
tion and double-counting, without requiring identical national investment policies.

	 Pension reform should protect retirement incomes, not force investment into inefficient 
assets.

	 Angel investment incentives should be targeted, capped, and temporary, and withdrawn if 
they mainly subsidise investments that would have happened anyway.

	 Member States should not use public financial support to divert liquidity towards national 
exchanges.

 02	 Boost national research and  
innovation productivity

ACTION	 To foster economic growth driven by scientific discovery, Member States need to strengthen 
the institutions that support frontier research and its commercialisation. Member States 
should strengthen their capabilities to do high-risk/high-reward research. For this, they 
should establish or expand ARPA-style organisations, and national research funders should 
experiment with new funding models. Research institutions should seize the opportunities 
opened by AI-driven science. Member States should build or get access to metascience ca-
pabilities to regularly evaluate the productivity of their research and innovation system. To 
translate these discoveries into successful companies, public research institutions should 
adopt transparent and founder-friendly spin-out terms. 
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MEMBER STATE MODE	 Collective with kind-specific delivery. All Member States should build metascience capacity 
and improve their spin-out terms. Member States with research institution systems large 
enough to sustain autonomous portfolio-based agencies should establish or expand ARPA- 
style programmes. Smaller Member States should form joint or cross-border arrangements.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 ARPA-style funding structures – Kind-specific. Member States should establish or expand 
ARPA-style funding structures, drawing on the SPRIND model. These should have legally 
guaranteed operational independence, expert control over funding decisions, and explicit 
tolerance of project failure. Member States should remove rules that impede rapid funding, 
active portfolio management, and new research organisations.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The responsible ministry should prepare the 
legal and governance framework for the ARPA-style funding body. It is crucial that 
this agency has operational independence (especially for programme managers) 
from political interest. Where needed, parliaments should support any legislation 
needed to protect this operational independence. The government should then 
recruit a leadership team with exceptional scientific, technological, and entrepre-
neurial judgement.  This team should start operations by selecting priority areas. 
Qualified programme managers should be hired for each domain.

	 	� Success indicators: Time from application to funding decision; share of projects 
redirected or stopped following technical reviews; share of projects meeting inde-
pendently verified technical milestones; follow-up funding secured by completed 
projects within three years (amount and share of completed projects receiving any 
follow-up funding).

	 Experimenting with funding mechanisms – Universal for autonomous public research 
funders. Conventional grant programmes are not necessarily the best fit for the future of AI-in-
tegrated research. Autonomous public research funders should therefore devote a defined 
share of their budgets to test and evaluate alternative funding mechanisms in order to iden-
tify which funding approaches deliver better research outcomes. Experiments could include 
rapid small grants awarded through short applications and accelerated review, milestone- 
based funding, and lotteries among proposals that meet a certain quality threshold. Funding 
bodies should make use of a limited number of ‘golden tickets’ allowing expert reviewers to 
support promising high-risk proposals that would otherwise not be funded.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The research funder should allocate an ex-
perimentation budget, identify appropriate comparison groups, and pre-register 
evaluation plans. It should then launch controlled trials of alternative funding 
mechanisms. Experimental results should be published where feasible.

	 	� Success indicators: Share of the funder’s budget allocated to funding experi-
ments (%); application-to-award time and administrative cost per award (days 
and €); quality of research outcomes relative to comparable conventional grants, 
based on predefined and potentially field-specific measures.

	 Independent metascience capabilities – Collective. To be able to monitor the productivity 
of its science system, each Member State should ensure access to independent metasci-
ence capability, nationally or through formal cross-border arrangements. This metascience 
organisation should systematically monitor and evaluate research-system performance. It 
should be able to suggest experiments for funding methods and recommend improvements 
to how research funding is organised and allocated. National bodies should share methods 
and evidence through the European Research Area and the proposed European metascience 
function (Union recommendation 2).

https://ifp.org/science-agencies-need-metascience-units/
https://ifp.org/science-agencies-need-metascience-units/
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	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: In countries with a significant research system, 
the responsible ministry should designate an existing body or establish a metasci-
ence unit with statutory independence and secured multiannual funding. The unit 
should appoint a scientific leadership team, with expertise in policy evaluation 
and the evaluation of incentive schemes. This team should set an initial research 
agenda to evaluate the productivity of the existing research system. If adminis-
trative research data exists, the unit should get access to it. Otherwise, it should 
make sure such a dataset (including funding decisions and funding programmes by 
actors in the science system) is built. Public research funders should provide the 
necessary data and cooperate in evaluations and controlled funding experiments. 
National units should agree on common evidence and data standards through the 
European Research Area. Countries with smaller research systems should collab-
orate to build joint metascience units.

	 	� Success indicators: Share of funding programmes changed following evaluation; 
amount of funding reallocated towards better-performing approaches; and uptake 
of the unit’s recommendations by public research funders.

	 Prepare research systems for AI-enabled science – Collective.  Member States should pre-
pare their research systems to use AI, automation, and robotics to accelerate scientific dis-
covery. They should financially support new research tools and shared infrastructure that 
integrate AI with experimentation, including automated biofoundries and self-driving labo-
ratories. They should facilitate the sharing of practical lessons on how to organise research 
around these tools between research institutions and funders. Where the needs for expertise 
or investment exceed national capacity, Member States should build joint facilities. The 
metascience body should assess how AI-enabled research affects scientific productivity, 
reproducibility, and integrity, and identify which organisational and funding models work 
best.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Responsible ministries and research funders 
should identify existing AI research tools and facilities, determine what is missing, 
and fund the first shared tools and pilot facilities. They should determine which 
facilities require national or cross-border scale and designate institutions to lead 
their development. Research funders should create a practitioner network to ex-
change practical experience on how to re-organise science around these AI tools 
to reap the biggest productivity benefits. The metascience body should prepare 
baseline measures and evaluation plans.

	 	� Success indicators: Number of AI-enabled tools and facilities launched; facility 
utilisation rate; reduction in experiment time and cost; share of fully reproducible 
AI-enabled research papers, per field; share of AI-enabled research outputs inde-
pendently reused or validated.

	 Founder-compatible spin-out terms – Universal. Publicly funded universities and research 
organisations should make it easier for researchers to turn into founders by adopting attrac-
tive spin-out terms. This includes speedy decision timelines, so researchers do not waste 
years waiting for an intellectual property (IP) agreement. Terms should reflect the institu-
tion’s contribution, preserve founders’ incentives, and allow for follow-on investment, while 
complying with State-aid rules. Institutional policies should follow the EU Code of Practice 
for knowledge valorisation. Once the EU Blueprint for IP licensing and spin-off creation is 
finalised, universities should follow its guidance to develop standard terms.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Research institutions should review recent spin-
out agreements and consult founders and investors on what would be needed to 
make agreements attractive. They should then publish standard term sheets cov-
ering institutional equity, royalties, IP access, and founder obligations. These term 
sheets should set decision deadlines and approval responsibilities for standard 
cases. Any departure from the published terms should require written justifica-
tion.

https://www.ukri.org/opportunity/ukri-data-for-metascience/
https://www.ukri.org/opportunity/ukri-data-for-metascience/
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	 	� Success indicators: Median time to agree on spin-out terms; share of use of stand-
ard (rather than bespoke) terms; external equity raised by spin-outs within 12 
months (volume, and share of spin-outs raising any external equity).

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Operational independence of ARPA-style organisations should be protected in law and prac-
tice, within clear missions, budgets, and conflict-of-interest rules.

	 Project failure should be tolerated across the portfolio of ARPA-style organisations, but not 
where it reflects weak governance, research misconduct, or undisclosed conflicts. The sug-
gested performance indicators (e.g. share of projects reaching milestones) have no universal 
optimal levels and should therefore not be treated as targets. Rather, they should monitor 
whether the organisation is making use of its independence to pursue high-risk, high-reward 
projects. In this case, one would expect, for example, a positive but small share of projects 
reaching milestones.

	 Member States should test different funding approaches, not try to converge on a single 
model.

	 AI-enabled research should be subject to safeguards. Areas for safeguards include reproduc-
ibility, human accountability, research integrity, including disclosure of AI use and prevention 
of fabricated results, cybersecurity, and dual-use risks.

	 Institutional equity shares in spin-outs should normally be low, but may be higher where the 
institution has provided substantial IP, infrastructure, or development funding.

 03	 Make Europe the best place to attract  
and reward top talent

ACTION	 Member States should make it easier for innovative firms to attract and retain talent. To 
help younger firms compete, even when cash is scarce, they should allow employee-equity 
schemes to be taxed competitively. Member States should also provide fast and predictable 
migration admission routes for founders, researchers, and highly skilled workers, making it 
easier for innovative firms to recruit talent from across the world. More broadly, national 
migration rules and administrative procedures should minimise unnecessary burdens on 
growing firms. Public services should be founder-friendly, make greater use of digital and 
once-only processes (including through the Founder Gateway), and support mobility across 
the Union.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal. All Member States should make employee-equity taxation and talent admission 
procedures internationally competitive (though national tax rates, migration volumes, and 
institutional arrangements may differ). 

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Competitive employee-equity taxation – Universal. Member States should allow tax on EU 
Inc. employee stock options to be deferred until employees sell their shares or otherwise 
obtain liquidity. National rules should make this tax deferral predictable, and ensure com-
petitive tax rates. Most importantly, the new tax scheme needs to be workable in practice. 
Member States should apply similarly attractive rules to employee stock options issued 
under national law. Income tax should be deferred until the shares are sold, while any sub-
sequent increase in value should be taxed as a capital gain. When employees relocate within 
the EU, relocation itself should not trigger taxation, and Member States should avoid the 
double taxation of employee equity. At the same time, each country should keep the right 
to tax the share of equity gains earned within this country. Cross-border and anti-avoidance 
rules should prevent employment income from being shifted to lower-tax jurisdictions or 
reclassified as capital gains.
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	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The finance ministry and tax authority should 
review employee-equity taxation and identify the changes needed to defer tax 
until employees sell their shares or otherwise obtain liquidity. They should then 
introduce the necessary legislation and publish administrative guidance. The fi-
nance ministry and tax authority should work with the Commission and other 
Member States to find arrangements that preserve the deferral of taxation and 
prevent double taxation when an employee moves across borders within the Un-
ion. To maintain fairness and prevent employees from avoiding tax by relocating, 
they should agree on how to divide the taxable value from equity options between 
the countries where the employee worked.

	 	� Success indicators: Employee equity taxed before employees receive liqui
dity (% of employee-equity cases); share of firms offering employee equity; num-
ber of cases of early or double taxation after relocation within the EU. 

	 Fast and specialised talent admission – Universal. Europe needs an easier migration route 
for top (AI) talent (researchers, founders, and highly skilled workers). Member States should 
therefore create dedicated migration units for innovation talent that can assess qualifica-
tions competently and decide quickly, ideally within 30 days. To enable fast case-process-
ing and make applying a smooth experience for applicants, the entire process (including 
the verification of qualifications) should be fully digital, following the once-only principle, 
and applicants should be able to track their case online. This digital workstream must be 
compatible with the Founder Gateway (Union recommendation 3) and should be available 
in English. Talent seeking to migrate with their family should be able to submit one appli-
cation for the whole family. Non-EU nationals with a credible plan to build a business in 
Europe should have access to a dedicated founder visa. To make sure that these visas do 
not create loopholes in the migration system, they should be valid for a limited time only 
(e.g. six months), and then renewed upon evidence of actual ongoing company formation. 
Changing career plans should not entail substantial additional paperwork. Instead, a simple 
change-of-status procedure should allow these permit holders to move between research, 
employment, and entrepreneurship without applying for residence again. 

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: The ministry of the interior, working with min-
istries of economy and research where relevant, should designate the innovation 
talent unit and review existing migration routes for founders, researchers, and 
highly skilled workers. The unit should be sufficiently staffed to be able to process 
applications within 30 days, with a target processing time of 14 days. In case no 
fully digital application system exists, the innovation talent unit should start to 
pursue the product development of such a platform and make sure that it will be 
compatible with the Founder Gateway on the EU level (see also next recommen-
dation). Where no suitable route for founders exists, the interior ministry should 
propose a new legal pathway. 

	 	� Success indicators: Share of complete applications decided within 14 and 30 days; 
median processing time for family applications; number of founder visas issued; 
share of founder visas leading to company formation within 12 months.

	 National service integration for the Founder Gateway – Universal. Member States should 
make it possible for founders to complete key business procedures through the Founder 
Gateway (Union level recommendation 3). To this end, they should simplify and digitalise 
the national procedures used by founders. Progressively, these national procedures should 
be connected to the Gateway through common EU standards and interfaces. So founders 
do not have to enter the same information multiple times, authorities should reuse verified 
information already held by another public authority. They should accept forms and sup-
porting documents in English, and be able to provide case support in English as well. Where 
necessary, national rules should be changed to enable this. Member States should start this 
process with the founder journeys that can be simplified and connected most quickly to the 
Gateway. Over time, all the main bureaucratic procedures for founders should be covered 
through the Gateway.
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	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Each government should appoint its digital 
agency (or an equivalent technical delivery team) to lead national integration with 
the Founder Gateway. This team should map the main founder journeys and select 
at least one that can be simplified and connected quickly. To build new digital 
processes (or at least the integration into the gateway), teams of designers, soft-
ware engineers, and service operators should collaborate. They should be mindful 
of the once-only principle and do systematic user-testing with founders before 
connecting it to the Gateway. In parallel, legal teams together with responsible 
ministries should resolve regulatory barriers. By month nine, early-adopter Mem-
ber States should have connected at least one tested process. With the help of 
the Commission’s coordination, the connected early journeys should collectively 
cover company formation, talent admission, and secure business-data sharing, so 
that the broader Gateway integration on the European level can also be tested. 
Other Member States should simplify at least one founder procedure and adopt a 
roadmap for connecting their founder services to the Gateway. 

	 	� Success indicators: End-to-end completion rate and median completion time for 
journeys connected to the Gateway; number of repeated data requests; user sat-
isfaction scores.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Fast admission routes should cover the entire process, including qualification recognition, 
security checks, and applications for accompanying family members.

	 Founder visas should follow a staged pathway, since “plans to found” upon entry are difficult 
to verify. An initial permit should be granted on the basis of a concise business proposal and 
potentially an interview assessing the applicant’s experience and commitment. Renewal  
should require evidence of real business formation activity (e.g. product development, cus-
tomer interviews, meetings with potential investors, spending tied to building the business). 
As the process of company formation differs a lot across sectors and business models, au-
thorities should assess the evidence as a whole against published criteria. Commercial suc-
cess should not be required at the first renewal. 

04	 Make it easier for innovative companies  
to take risks and recover from failure

ACTION	 As part of broader flexicurity reforms (as recommended in Objective 3.2), Member States 
should reduce the cost of business failure and restructuring while preserving worker security. 
They should implement Union insolvency reforms effectively and ensure that viable firms 
can restructure quickly, while allowing the capital and workers of unviable firms to move to 
more productive activities. They should also support the simplified liquidation procedures 
proposed for EU Inc.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal with nationally differentiated delivery. All Member States should reduce excessive 
and unpredictable restructuring costs, while adapting reforms to their national labour mar-
ket institutions, collective bargaining systems, and social protection arrangements.

 The specific implementation details for this recommendation can be found in Objective 3.2.
 

05	 Enable companies to scale across the Single Market

ACTION	 In order to help companies scale across Europe, Member States need to lower unnecessary 
fixed costs of entering new markets. This would simultaneously make it easier for firms, es-
pecially smaller ones, to expand across the EU and strengthen competition.  Firms should 
not have to repeat the same procedures across different jurisdictions. Instead, authorities 
should reuse evidence and recognise decisions from other Member States wherever possible. 
Member States must also apply Single Market rules across the Union without unjustified 
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national additions and provide a rapid route for challenging cross-border market-access 
decisions.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal. Even though the barriers that need to be removed will differ across Member States, 
all Member States should be disciplined in applying these changes. The goal should be a 
single Union market.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Prevent gold-plating and inconsistent implementation – Universal.  Member States should 
avoid adding requirements beyond Union law unless they can show that these additional 
barriers to the creation of a Single Market are justified by clear public benefits. The burden 
of proof should rest with the authority proposing the additional requirement. Member States 
should also implement Single Market legislation fully and on time. National provisions that 
exceed Union requirements should be periodically reassessed and revised where they are no 
longer justified.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Each ministry and regulator should review how 
EU law in its area of responsibility is translated into national practice. They should 
use evidence from the Commission’s Terrible Ten work, Single Market Enforcement 
Taskforce (SMET), and SOLVIT to identify national laws and enforcement prac-
tices that create unnecessary barriers to companies from other Member States 
who want to enter local markets. Ministries and regulators should revise those 
standards going beyond EU law without good justification. They should clearly 
communicate the changes to everyone who applies these new rules. To prevent 
unjustified new barriers, ministries and regulators should justify that wider EU 
benefits outweigh the additional entry costs when introducing additional rules 
beyond EU law. They should train responsible officials to apply EU Single Market 
rules and proportionality tests consistently.

	 	� Success indicators: Compliance costs caused by national requirements that go 
beyond EU law (split into differences with and without justification); annual sav-
ings from removing unjustified requirements; share of new national laws that go 
beyond EU law with a published cost-benefit assessment.

	 Expand mutual recognition and regulatory reliance – Universal.  Companies entering another  
EU market should not have to resubmit documents already accepted by a public authority. 
National authorities should recognise evidence and decisions from other Member States 
unless EU law or a legitimate public-interest concern requires a separate assessment.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Sector ministries should ask domestic compa-
nies where they faced duplicate requirements when trying to enter other Member 
State markets. National Single Market coordinators should use these cases to 
identify recurring barriers and work through SMET and the Commission to remove 
them.

	 	� Success indicators: Share of cross-border applications completed without resub-
mitting documents; costs of duplicate evidence requirements; median time to 
resolve market-access cases.

	 Provide rapid review for cross-border market-access barriers – Universal. Member States 
should require authorities to give written reasons for restricting market access and set dead-
lines for reviewing disputed decisions. Cases that remain unresolved should be referred to 
SOLVIT. The Commission and national authorities should track recurring cross-border market- 
access barriers and work through SMET to remove them. 
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	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Member States should introduce deadlines for 
the review of dispute cases and ensure that national SOLVIT centres have the staff 
and authority needed to handle urgent cases.

	 	� Success indicators: Median time to resolve cross-border market-access disputes; 
number of dispute cases resolved without litigation.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Make sure that removed requirements are not reintroduced or maintained in other forms, e.g. 
in administrative practice. Member States must therefore clearly communicate simplified 
rules to everyone affected. 

	 Assess firms’ compliance costs in practice, not just the number of requirements set out in law.

06	 Use procurement to build European  
lead markets for defence

ACTION	 To create a larger demand side, Member States should coordinate to create a single European 
market for defence capabilities. Member States should use defence budgets to create a cred-
ible route from technical validation to procurement at scale for innovative firms. Defence 
procurement processes should define the capabilities needed and award contracts based 
on performance in paid competitive trials. Procurement authorities should provide a clear, 
budget-backed route for successful prototypes to production at scale. Production contracts 
should be awarded based on operational performance of the technology alongside its cost 
and interoperability with existing systems. 

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition with universal national reforms. All Member States with significant defence pro-
curement should improve access for innovative firms. Those with shared capability needs 
should agree on common requirements and pool their procurement budgets.

IMPLEMENTATION 

WORKSTREAMS

	 Multiannual demand and open innovation competitions – Universal for procuring Member 
States. Procurement authorities should publish multiannual capability needs and run open 
innovation contests to acquire these capabilities. These contests should focus on technical 
performance and include paid trials of several promising solutions (if multiple exist), to pre-
serve competition during development. Successful providers should be admitted to multi- 
supplier framework contracts and compete for follow-on orders. For small and fast-changing 
technologies, Member States should also allow authorised military units to directly place 
limited operational orders.  Eligibility rules must be proportionate and not unnecessarily 
rule out startups. Where relevant, contests should link to AGILE and EUDIS activities. The 
application process should make sure that companies can submit a first-stage proposal in 
under 2 hours (5 pages maximum), supported by demonstrations of existing capabilities (e.g. 
video evidence). Applicants should be notified within 6–8 weeks whether they have been 
selected for the next stage. Small and innovative providers should be able to participate 
in procurement as prime contractors, consortium partners, or suppliers. Contracts should 
protect contractors’ existing IP while allowing governments to integrate and maintain the 
technology, and to procure future upgrades competitively.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Responsible ministries in close cooperation 
with the military should identify priority capability needs and allocate funding for 
innovation competitions and paid trials. Procuring authorities should then launch 
the first competitions. The ministries responsible for procurement law should 
identify and remove any legal or regulatory barriers to this approach.

	 	� Success indicators: Share and value of suitable procurement run via innovation 
contests; share of applicants that are startups of first-time defence suppliers; 
median time from application to selection.

https://www.intereconomics.eu/contents/year/2026/number/4/article/reforming-european-defence-procurement-to-boost-military-innovation-and-startups.html#footnote-000
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	 Prototype-to-production contracts – Universal for procuring Member States. Procurement 
contracts for innovative technology should include funded options to move successful pro-
totypes into production. Where relevant this could be linked to industrial scale-up support 
under EDIP. The decision to move successful pilots to production should rest on the following 
criteria: performance in operational tests, lifetime costs, interoperability and compatibility 
with existing systems, and the supplier’s ability to scale production.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Ministries of defence should bookmark a suffi-
cient budget for successful prototypes to enter production. Procuring authorities 
should define performance and affordability thresholds before trials and include 
production options into initial contracts. 

	 	� Success indicators: Share of prototypes entering production; median time from 
successful trial to production order. 

	 Establish a European Defence Mechanism (EDM) – Coalition. European countries should 
establish a permanent mechanism for joint defence procurement, to make cooperation cred-
ible and create the scale for competitive European defence markets. This Mechanism should 
remain open to European countries outside the Union and operate on behalf of its members. 
Members must commit capital subscriptions to the institution and jointly define capability 
needs and common functional requirements. Selected capabilities should then be procured 
jointly through the Mechanism. Before the Mechanism launches a tender, participating mem-
bers should agree on functional requirements, expected order volumes, delivery schedules, 
as well as national budget commitments.

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: At the Foreign Affairs Council meeting on 28 
September 2026, interested defence ministers should test support for the Mech-
anism and identify an initial coalition. The participating governments should then 
appoint a joint task force of defence and finance ministry officials to prepare its 
mandate, governance, capital structure, and initial procurement areas. Within 12 
months, they should establish a founding framework and identify the first capa-
bilities to be procured jointly. The Mechanism should remain open to countries 
wishing to join later.

	 	� Success indicators: Value and share of binding joint orders; number of common 
configurations replacing national variants; unit costs and delivery time compared 
to similar, unilateral procurement procedures.

	 Common standards and shared testing facilities – Coalition. Member States should use the 
EDA’s Defence Test and Evaluation Base to involve military users, share testing facilities, 
and avoid duplicating equivalent tests across countries. They should make use of EDSTAR 
to align technical standards. 

	 	� First steps in the next 12 months: Interested defence ministries together with 
the EDA should designate facilities for joint testing. National security authorities 
should identify which certifications and clearances can be mutually recognised.

	 	� Success indicators: Number of avoided duplicate tests; qualification time and cost 
for defence suppliers.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Requirements must reflect real capability needs and not pre-determine specific technical 
solutions.

	 Joint purchasing should increase States’ buying power while increasing supplier competition 
by creating a better integrated European defence market.

	 IP terms should preserve innovation incentives and, at the same time, protect governments 
from supplier lock-in and supply disruption.

https://www.bruegel.org/policy-brief/governance-and-funding-european-rearmament
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O2.2	� Develop indispensable assets 
across the AI value chain
 

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Countries that own no part of the AI value chain risk being econom-
ically sidelined under transformative AI. Europe currently holds 
strong positions in only a few layers, and their importance could 
wane over time. Europe should hence spread its bets widely and 
combine areas of existing strength (e.g. industrial AI) with contest-
able niches (e.g. inference chips) and selected alternative-paradigm 
moonshots.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01
Co-fund the world’s  
first maximum-security 
AI data centre

02
Make Europe’s data  
spaces ready for  
sectoral AI

very high priority high priority

01	 Co-fund the world’s first maximum-security AI data centre

ACTION 	 Establish a dedicated Union funding line that co-finances, together with one or a small group 
of host Member States, the world’s first AI data centre designed to meet RAND Security Level 
5 or equivalently the SL5 Standard for AI Security by 2028.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: A dedicated maximum-security tier or follow-up call under the Eu-
roHPC Joint Undertaking’s AI Gigafactories initiative (Council Regulation (EU) 2026/150), 
drawing on the InvestAI initiative and matched Member State funding.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: Commission and Member State security authorities, drawing on 
external expertise, begin drafting the AI facility specification.

	 	� November 2026: A Member State informally offers to finance and host the facility, 
potentially together with other States.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2849-1.html
http://standard.sl5.org
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2026/150/oj/eng
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	 	� January–March 2027: Commission selects a host Member State (or coalition), 
which selects a site and hires a world-class team of data centre security special-
ists.

	 	� April 2027: Union funding decision taken; facility specification published; Member 
State team has an operational core and begins its work.

	 Success indicators: A signed EU–host Member State co-financing agreement, in line with ap-
plicable state aid rules; independently assessed maximum-security data centre operational 
by 2028.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 A maximum-security data centre would be robust against top-priority attacks from the most 
capable, state-level actors, who could try to steal or sabotage AI models running on insuf-
ficiently secure infrastructure. Today, no AI data centre in the world meets such a security 
standard.

	 European maximum-security data centres would have three main use cases: (i) storing and 
serving frontier model weights, for example to enable European access to security-sensitive 
model weights under compute-for-access arrangements, (ii) highly sensitive public-sector 
inference workloads, for example in defence, and (iii) evaluations and safety research on 
potentially dangerous models.

	 Researchers estimate that a small, proof-of-concept, RAND SL5 facility for AI inference could 
be built within 14 months if it were a national priority, relying entirely on known technologies, 
and would cost $37 million to $50 million ($277 million to $345 million for an enterprise- 
scale version).

	 The security specifications for the relevant facility should be kept technically separate from 
sovereignty specifications, which address a different problem.

 02	 Make Europe’s data spaces ready for sectoral AI

ACTION	 Clarify legal status and provide technical infrastructure so that companies can easily share 
their data for the purposes of developing domain-specific AI models and applications in 
sectors such as manufacturing, healthcare, or automotive. This should build on the Com-
mon European Data Spaces and Data Labs and include specific measures: (i) ensure that the 
Commission guidance on data pooling committed under the Data Union Strategy addresses 
multi-party data pooling between competitors for AI development, explaining how it can be 
compatible with Article 101 TFEU, building on Chapter 6 of the 2023 Horizontal Guidelines, 
which addresses data pooling in general terms but not the specific case of pooling AI training 
data between competitors, (ii) publish model contractual terms for multi-party data shar-
ing for AI development, building on the Data Act model contractual terms published by the 
Commission in draft form in November 2025, (iii) direct at least €50 million of EU research 
funding to privacy-enhancing technologies (PETs) to be deployed in the common European 
data spaces and the AI Factories’ data labs.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Commission soft law for the competition guidance mentioned in 
measure (i) above; a Commission Recommendation extending the Data Act Article 41 model 
contractual terms; existing PETs topics in the Horizon Europe Work Programme 2026–27 and, 
for additional funding, the first work programme of its successor.

	 First steps (next 12 months):

	 	� January 2027: Commission publishes model contracts and the guidance on data 
pooling, which includes AI-specific examples.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA4827-1.html
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/data-spaces
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/data-spaces
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/factpages/data-union-nutshell
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:12016E101
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/draft-recommendation-non-binding-model-contractual-terms-data-access-and-use-and-non-binding
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	 	� June 2027: Commission earmarks at least €50 million for PETs across current and 
upcoming research work programmes.

	 	� September 2027: At least three Common European Data Spaces have operational 
data pools for multi-party AI training operating under the model terms.

	 Success indicators: Number of multi-party data pools for AI training operating under the 
published model terms; amount of EU funding committed to PETs; number and diversity of 
companies contributing proprietary data; number of AI models or applications developed 
using the data spaces.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 Starting in 2020, the EU has built Common European Data Spaces across 14 sectors, which 
aim to facilitate data sharing through governance frameworks and technical infrastructure. 
However, as the 2025 Data Union Strategy recognises, the challenge is to move beyond pilot 
projects and make data spaces useful for AI training at scale. The primary bottleneck is com-
panies being reluctant to contribute commercially valuable data to multi-party data spaces: 
They need legal certainty that pooling data with competitors is compatible with competition 
law, model contracts governing access rights and how the value created from pooled data 
is distributed, and mature technical tools that let models learn from sensitive data without 
exposing it to untrusted parties. The measures above target these demand-side barriers by 
lowering entry costs for data holders and using sectoral model training as a concrete use 
case around which to organise.

	 The Commission has already committed in its Data Union Strategy to issue guidance on 
data pooling. The guidance should use concrete examples to address, among other things, 
(i) which data competitors can pool for AI training and when PETs are needed to shield com-
mercially sensitive data, (ii) how contribution requirements and access fees can prevent 
free-riding, and (iii) how companies can use the Informal Guidance Notice to obtain timely 
comfort for cross-border AI data pooling initiatives.

	 Data pools should be structured so that most of the value stays with European companies, 
while still complying with Article 101 TFEU. Under the 2023 Horizontal Guidelines, access 
rules need to be fair, objective, transparent, and non-discriminatory. Therefore, simply ex-
cluding non-EU developers raises competition concerns. Instead, access could be tied to 
reciprocal contributions to the pool or subject to fair access fees.

	
	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Direct ARPA-style  
vehicles toward  
strategic AI bets

02
Host and co-finance  
the first maximum- 
security AI data  
centre

03
Anchor demand  
for European  
inference chips

very high priority very high priority high priority

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/policies/data-union
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01	 Direct ARPA-style vehicles toward strategic AI bets

ACTION	 Resource national ARPA-style agencies to fund a strategic AI portfolio, focusing on some or 
all of the following categories: (1) sectoral AI champions in areas of existing strength, es-
pecially where valuable proprietary data can be leveraged (e.g. manufacturing, healthcare, 
automotive), (2) specialised AI hardware, such as AI inference chips, and the corresponding 
orchestration layer, (3) security-relevant hardware infrastructure, such as maximum-security 
data centres or hardware-enabled mechanisms for chip verification, (4) selected high-risk/
high-return approaches in AI research (e.g. world models, safe-by-design AI, worker-friendly 
AI).

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Universal – every Member State should do this, using an existing ARPA-style vehicle (e.g. 
Germany’s SPRIND) or a newly created one (as recommended in Objective 2.1). Some Mem-
ber States, especially smaller ones, may want to orient their portfolio around strategic bets 
that are most promising in light of their economic position, resources, and areas of existing 
strength, e.g. semiconductor R&D in Belgium, AI-relevant connectivity in Finland, AI appli-
cations in healthcare in Denmark, public sector AI applications in Estonia, or photonics in 
Lithuania.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Administrative direction plus a dedicated budget line, in accordance 
with State-aid rules.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� October 2026: Member States direct their ARPA-style vehicles to define a strategic 
AI portfolio.

	 	� December 2026: Categories have been defined; Member States commit the budget 
through reallocation or a new funding line.

	 	 January 2027: First calls published in one or two priority categories per country.

	 	� April 2027: First funding contracts signed.

	 Success indicators: € committed to the strategic AI portfolio, total value of funding con-
tracts signed, follow-on private capital raised by funded companies within 24 months of the 
ARPA award.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 High-risk/high-return bets in AI research (the fourth category above) should be seen as com-
plements rather than substitutes to securing access to AI models at the current frontier. 
These models have been the main driver of AI progress for years, with no indication of a 
slowdown in capability growth, and access to them will be crucial for protecting against 
imminent security risks (e.g. cyberattacks).

	 Member States, especially smaller ones, may want to coordinate informally to avoid dupli-
cating efforts.

	 For specialised AI hardware, national funding should complement (and where appropriate, 
co-finance) the Union-level instruments under Pillar I of the EU’s Chips Act, which funds 
research infrastructure and early-stage support for chip startups and scale-ups. However, 
the Commission’s own evaluation found that its startup fund was exhausted within two years 
and that Europe lacks the late-stage capital to scale these companies. National ARPA-style 
funding can help to fill this gap alongside private capital (in line with the recommendations 
for better private capital mobilisation in Objective 2.1).

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ai-office-publishes-frontier-ai-expert-findings-eu-competitiveness-sovereignty-and-security
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/library/ai-office-publishes-frontier-ai-expert-findings-eu-competitiveness-sovereignty-and-security
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/are-mythos-cyber-capabilities-overhyped
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52026PC0504
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For these bets to be successful, the Union and Member States will need to implement the broader competi-
tiveness measures outlined in Objective 2.1. The recommendations above will only bear fruit in an economy that 
makes it easy to found and scale high-growth companies, for example, by giving companies access to growth 
capital and enabling them to hire and retain the world’s best talent. Creating these conditions is the single most 
powerful contribution that the Union and its Member States can make to Europe’s position in the AI value chain.

02	 Host and co-finance the first maximum-security AI data centre

ACTION	 Build the world’s first maximum-security AI data centre by 2028 (see Union-level recom-
mendation 1), either alone or within a Member State coalition. This requires (i) a site with 
secured access to energy (e.g. 10+ MW with the possibility to scale) and exceptional protec-
tion against natural or adversarial threats, (ii) a national co-financing share for building the 
facility and attracting the world-class talent to make it highly secure, and (iii) cooperation 
with national intelligence and security agencies (e.g. personnel vetting, counter-intelligence, 
physical protection).

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Coalition or kind-specific – either one Member State or a nimble coalition willing to pool 
funding, talent, suitable sites, and security/intelligence capability.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Application to a to-be-established maximum-security tier of the AI 
Gigafactories initiative (see Union-level recommendation 1 above); national budget commit-
ment; mandate to national intelligence and security agencies; procurement commitments 
for high-sensitivity workloads.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� November 2026: Member State government informally tells the Commission that 
they are willing to finance and host the facility, potentially together with coalition 
members.

	 	� January 2027: A host Member State is selected by the Commission; potentially 
together with coalition members, it commits a dedicated share of its national 
budget to the EU co-financing line and begins hiring a world-class team of data 
centre security specialists.

	 	� April 2027: Union funding decision taken; facility specification published; Member 
State team has an operational core and begins its work.

	 	� July 2027: Member States(s) select a suitable site that meets the relevant security 
requirements; intelligence and security agencies begin to prepare it.

	 Success indicators: A signed EU–host Member State co-financing agreement, in line with ap-
plicable State-aid rules; independently assessed maximum-security data centre operational 
by 2028.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 A maximum-security data centre would be robust against top-priority attacks from the most 
capable, state-level actors, who could try to steal or sabotage AI models running on insuffi-
ciently secure infrastructure. Today, no AI data centre meets such a security standard.

	 European maximum-security data centres would have three main use cases: (i) storing and 
serving frontier model weights, for example, to enable European access to security-sensitive 
model weights under compute-for-access arrangements, (ii) highly sensitive public-sector 
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inference workloads, for example in defence, and (iii) evaluations and safety research on 
potentially dangerous models.

	 Researchers estimate that a small, proof-of-concept, RAND SL5 facility for AI inference could 
be built within 14 months if it were a national priority, relying entirely on known technologies, 
and would cost $37 million to $50 million ($277 million to $345 million for an enterprise- 
scale version).

	 The security specifications for the relevant facility should be kept technically separate from 
sovereignty specifications, which address a different problem.

03	 Anchor demand for European inference chips

ACTION	 Create conditional purchase commitments for inference chips designed in the EU from pub-
licly supported AI data centres, such as the EU’s AI Gigafactories, once those chips meet 
pre-specified criteria for use in AI data centres. Member States should target aggregate 
commitments of 10% of the public funding for the AI Gigafactories (i.e. €1 billion) by 2029.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Kind-specific – Member States planning to build significant amounts of public AI compute, 
such as the host countries of the AI Gigafactories.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Use existing joint and innovation-procurement tools and, once adopted,  
the demand-side measures in Chips Act 2.0 to coordinate requirements and purchases across 
Member States. 

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months): 

	 	� December 2026: Interested Member States form a purchasing coalition and agree 
an indicative collective budget for conditional purchase commitments.

	 	� March 2027: The coalition consults European chip companies and agrees common 
requirements, including performance, security, and energy efficiency.

	 	� September 2027: Participating purchasing bodies publish coordinated conditional 
purchase commitments for European inference chips.

	 Success indicators: € value of published advance purchase commitments; share of public 
inference procurement accounted for by European suppliers of inference chips.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The proposed Chips Act 2.0 would provide useful tools for coordinating semiconductor pro-
curement but contains no quantified commitment to purchase European AI inference chips. 
The €1 billion target would be an additional commitment by participating Member States.

	 This would create an early market for European suppliers without slowing the buildout of 
AI compute. Until suitable European inference chips are available, buyers should procure 
on the open market. This is because the highest priority for Europe is to host AI compute in 
proportion to its global GDP share as fast as possible (see Immediate Objective-3). Member 
States should procure domestic inference chips only insofar as this is consistent with that 
goal.

	 National funding and procurement commitments should be designed in accordance with 
applicable EU State-aid and public-procurement rules.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA4827-1.html
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_26_1708
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:52026PC0504
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Pillar 3

Ensuring safety and 
security
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O3.1 	� Ensure prioritised and targeted 
use of EU rules to address risks 
from highly capable AI

	 Obligations on providers of general-purpose AI models are already 
applicable and enforceable, and the GPAI Code of Practice is already 
being relied upon. For this reason, there are no detailed recommen-
dations for this objective.

O3.2	� Prepare for labour  
market impacts

  WHY IT MATTERS	 Transformative AI would likely displace human labour at unprece-
dented levels. Managing labour market transitions well will be nec-
essary to sustain people’s livelihoods, while unmitigated job losses 
threaten social stability.

	 Recommendations at the Union level

01
Build a monitoring  
stack for AI labour  
market impacts

02
Fund and steer  
conditional flexicurity 
adjustment

very high priority very high priority
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 01	 Build a monitoring stack for AI labour market impacts

ACTION	 Prepare for AI labour-market impacts in the EU by September 2027 with these measures:

	 (i) introduce an AI-displacement module in the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS), with the mod-
ule in the field no later than the 2029 survey year.

	 (ii) create a quarterly Cedefop bulletin tracking hiring patterns in vacancies in AI-exposed 
occupations. This should leverage Cedefop’s Skills-OVATE (Skills Online Vacancy Analysis 
Tool for Europe) online job advertisement analytics platform.

	 (iii) adjust JRC’s occupational AI exposure index to the four-digit level of the International 
Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08) in collaboration with the International 
Labour Organization (ILO). Ensure the mapping to the principal international exposure meas-
ures (Anthropic’s Economic Index, the OpenAI/University of Pennsylvania exposure measure, 
and the ILO’s global index of occupational exposure).

	 (iv) negotiate with AI developers to access usage data.

	 (v) improve occupational coding for quarterly occupation-level firm-side statistics on wages 
and employment.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� LFS module: The Commission should implement delegated acts following Article 
3(7) and under Regulation (EU) 2019/1700 (European social statistics framework), 
amending Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2025/1999 (multiannual rolling 
planning of survey topics), supported by an implementing act for technical spec-
ifications. Article 4 allows for a change in the schedule, which the Commission 
should prioritise. Alternatively, it could serve as the already scheduled 2030 topic.

	 	� LMB module: Article 8 of Regulation (EU) 2025/941 permits a feasibility study. This 
study should aim to make Member States’ administrative payroll sources compara-
ble, particularly in terms of coverage and occupational coding. Subject to coverage 
of at least 10 Member States with more than 50% coverage, the Commission should, 
by an Article 4(3) delegated act, receive high-frequency data on earnings, labour 
costs, vacancies, and, if feasible, employment. The UK demonstrated how to provide 
high-frequency data with their monthly income tax Real Time Information (RTI).

	 	� Usage data: The Commission should seek access to AI usage data through a Mem-
orandum of Understanding (MoU) with leading AI companies (see considerations). 
In parallel, the Commission (Eurostat) should, in accordance with Article 17b of 
Regulation (EC) No 223/2009 (as amended by Regulation (EU) 2024/3018), re-
quest access to data from the appropriate private data holders. In cases where an 
agreement with a private data holder is not reached within the timelines set by the 
legislation, the Commission may use its powers to compel access to the relevant 
data in accordance with Article 17c of Regulation (EC) No 223/2009.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	 �Q4 2026: Eurostat develops an AI-displacement ad hoc subject, and the ESS Com-
mittee needs to be consulted regarding planned statistical measures (Article 7 
Reg 223/2009). The Commission adopts a Delegated Act amending Regulation 
(EU) 2025/1999 to change the content of the 2029 survey.

	 	� Q4 2026: Eurostat also coordinates with Member State NSIs to immediately add 
the AI displacement subject at the national level.

https://www.anthropic.com/economic-index
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.10130
https://www.ilo.org/publications/generative-ai-and-jobs-refined-global-index-occupational-exposure
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32019R1700
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=EU_labour_force_survey_-_modules
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2025/941/oj/eng
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	 	� Spring 2027: JRC and Cedefop publish their annual exposure index based on the 
ISCO-08 4-digit level and quarterly exposure bulletin, respectively.

	 Success indicators: The EU adopts the delegated acts and JRC and Cedefop update their 
statistics. The EU receives usage data for analysis by 2027.

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The UK AI Economics Institute’s joint statement with Anthropic, Google, OpenAI, and Micro-
soft (who later became members of a working group in June 2026) is an early precedent for 
formal lab–government cooperation. However, this institution is not yet fully operational, 
and its data access remains unproven. 

	 If EU data-protection rules constrain the collection of API usage data, as may have been the 
case with Google’s ATLAS, regulators need to reduce legal uncertainty in analysing API data.

	 While Eurostat already surveys enterprise AI adoption, it has not yet collected data on AI usage.

	 The Commission should consider creating an EU AI Economics Institute to assess the eco-
nomic impact of AI continuously. Either the JRC or the AI Office should host this research 
unit due to their research focus and network with AI companies, respectively.

02	 Fund and steer conditional flexicurity adjustment

ACTION	 The Commission should fund social programmes and incentivise flexibility reforms for Mem-
ber States via the European Semester guidance.

	 Commit funding from European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) to cushion workers from AI dis-
placement by redeployment, employer-embedded retraining, and providing income bridges.  
Spending €2–2.3 billion on retraining for AI-displacement from the €71.2 billion social ear-
mark for the 2028–2034 period would be an order of magnitude above the European Globali-
sation Adjustment Fund for Displaced Workers (EGF)’s €35 million/year. This could finance 
~130,000–150,000 participants at around €15,000 per head. 

	 Give Member States country-specific recommendations on high-earner flexibility now, with 
broader flexicurity reform explicitly conditional on the development of AI’s impact.

	 Complete, by September 2027, contingency design work (not a legislative proposal) for an 
EU-backed short-time work reinsurance for a fast-displacement scenario, modelled on the 
pandemic-era Support to mitigate Employment Risks in an Emergency (SURE).

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments:

	 	� European Semester: Deliver employment analysis and country-specific recommen-
dations (CSRs) to Member States.

	 	� SURE could serve as precedent for a large-scale social programme by the EU 
(Council Regulation (EU) 2020/672 (Article 122 TFEU)). It was a ~€100 billion in-
strument that supported ~31.5 million people.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	� October 2026: The Commission Work Programme 2027 should carry a non-legislative  
initiative on AI labour-market retraining. 

	 	 �Q1–Q2 2027: The Commission should encourage Member States, during the ne-
gotiation of the National Regional Partnership Plans for 2028–34, to retain part 
of the 14% social earmark for retraining. Those should be paid out if monitoring 
indicators flag AI’s impact.

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute#joint-statement-on-collaboration-between-the-uk-government-and-anthropic-google-openai-and-microsoft
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute/introducing-the-ai-economics-institute
https://ai.google/static/documents/GoogleATLASv1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/w/ddn-20251211-2
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2026/07/10/european-semester-2026-council-adopts-country-specific-recommendations/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32020R0672
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	 	� By September 2027: DG Economic and Financial Affairs and DG Employment, 
Social Affairs and Inclusion prepare plans for a SURE-style displacement facility, 
including trigger design, financing route (Article 122 precedent), and interaction 
with national short-time work schemes.

	 	 �November 2027: The Joint Employment Report draws on JRC and Cedefop series 
from Union level recommendation 1.

	 Success indicators: The Commission commits €2 billion of ESF+ to AI-displacement ad-
justment measures over 2028–34; AI-displacement section present in ≥1 full Semester cycle 
(Autumn Package through CSRs); funding for AI automation scenarios retained in ≥5 adopted 
National and Regional Partnership Plans (NRPPs).

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The reform should start with high earners, since the benefits are large and the political cost 
is low, while a broader flexicurity depends on monitoring results (see Union level recommen-
dation 1).

	 Retraining measures require careful design to be effective: the average US retraining pro-
gramme raises employment by roughly 1.7 percentage points and earnings by $800/year per 
person offered the programme. Employer-embedded sector programmes deliver the largest 
gains, but they resist rapid scaling. Programme funding should be tied to sector-programme 
design features, fast-growing sectors with talent gaps, and a built-in evaluation mandate.

	 Displacement adjustment should depend on aggregate monitoring indicators (see Union level 
recommendation 1) rather than on case-specific mobilisation or lengthy individual eligibility 
tests, to avoid failures of the EGF and the US Trade Adjustment Assistance mechanism.

	 The EU should explore joint borrowing measures to provide security in a fast-automation 
scenario. 

	 Recommendations at the national level

01
Feed into the AI  
labour market  
monitoring stack

02
Prepare high-earner- 
first flexicurity  
reforms

very high priority very high priority

01	 Feed into the AI labour market  
monitoring stack

ACTION	 National statistical institutes (NSIs) add AI-displacement questions to national labour-force 
surveys for the 2027 or 2028 survey wave, ahead of the common Eurostat module (Union 
level recommendation 1).

https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/proposal-joint-employment-report-2026_en
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/4ef47f859bc67be739a14f5d40b43927eecacdb6/WorkerRetraining.pdf
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	 Each Member State can add national questions to its labour force survey under Regulation 
(EU) 2019/1700.

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Professional independence of national statistical institutes in devel-
oping statistics is legally protected (Article 2, Reg. 223/2009), and Reg. 2019/1700 mandates 
only some harmonised questions. Consequently, Member States can add questions.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	 2027: NSIs add AI as a topic in their labour force surveys. 

	 Success indicators: 10 Member States rollout surveys by 2027 successfully. Eurostat com-
pares this data across countries. 

02	 Prepare high-earner-first flexicurity reforms

ACTION

	 Legislate reduced employment protection for high earners, measured against a national 
salary threshold set by Member State governments. 

	 Member States should lighten their dismissal rules for some professionals. They should pair 
these measures with stronger income support and active labour market spending, following 
for example the Danish model. 

	 Deliver retraining and benefit payments to displaced workers in weeks.

MEMBER STATE MODE	 Employment and dismissal rules are mainly national competences. Member States therefore 
retain the principal responsibility for these reforms. A possible model is Germany’s proposed 
relaxation of dismissal rules. 

IMPLEMENTATION

	 Potential instruments: Employment legislation such as the easing of employment protection 
for high earners should be balanced by active labour market policies to provide support for 
workers amid faster employment transitions. Portable, pre-funded severance arrangements 
on the Austrian model could make shorter notice periods more acceptable.

	 Potential first steps (next 12 months):

	 	 �2026–27 legislative sessions: Pass flexibility measures for the most dynamic and 
high-earning professionals.

	 	 Q1–Q2 2027: Member States prepare flexibility reforms for future implementation.

	 Success indicators: 15 Member States enact the high-earner flexibility measures across 
Member States by late 2027; publication of contingency packages; shortening the length of 
time before payments arrive in cases of displacement. 

CONSIDERATIONS

	 The measures should be informed by the failures of the EGF: Case-by-case mobilisation was 
too slow and small relative to the shocks it aimed to address. 

	 This measure aims to reduce the costs of experimentation, where trying and failing fast is 
important. Workers employed by dynamic firms, for whom labour market mobility tends to 
be most important are likely to be less vulnerable to firings. Targeted flexibility measures 
also reduce political opposition. 

	 Labour market flexibilisation for the broader workforce should be paired with income support 
and active labour market spending to deliver effective sector retraining programmes.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32019R1700
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2009/223/oj/eng
https://www.destatis.de/DE/Themen/Branchen-Unternehmen/Unternehmen/IKT-in-Unternehmen-IKT-Branche/Tabellen/ikti-unternehmen-kuenstliche-intelligenz.html
https://wol.iza.org/articles/the-danish-labor-market/long
https://www.addleshawgoddard.com/en/insights/insights-briefings/2026/employment/germany-unveils-major-employment-law-reform-plans/
https://www.nber.org/papers/w34705
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What would be required 
for a successful European 
frontier AI project?
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The transformative AI strategy laid out in the previous sections does not include a recom-
mendation for Europe to develop its own frontier AI models. Rather, it is a leverage-first 
strategy outlining how Europe can make itself irreplaceable in as many other layers of the AI 
value chain as possible and use that leverage to secure frontier model access and a stake in 
decisions over how this technology gets built. This is because, while per se highly desirable, 
truly catching up to the accelerating frontier would be politically and financially vastly more 
costly than any measures currently discussed in mainstream European AI policy.

However, in light of concerns about the recent access restrictions on some US frontier mod-
els, some European policymakers and experts have expressed renewed concern that betting 
on being able to negotiate guaranteed access to foreign frontier AI might be too risky. Com-
mission President Ursula von der Leyen, for example, said when presenting the European 
Technological Sovereignty Package that Europe “cannot afford to depend on others for the 
technologies that keep our hospitals running, our energy grids stable, and our services se-
cure.”

Both a ‘Leverage Approach’ (as discussed in the previous sections) and a ‘European Frontier 
AI Project Approach’ are valid approaches for Europe to try to regain a position of strength 
in AI. Both require extraordinary political resolve and urgency given the several exponential 
trends discussed in the sections above. The European Frontier AI Project Approach has ob-
vious political appeal over and above the Leverage Approach, but it also requires even more 
political and financial capital to even stand a serious chance of succeeding. A half-hearted 
attempt at a European frontier AI project consisting of bold political statements and am-
bitions but not backed up by the extraordinary resolve and resources required would lead 
Europe down the worst of all possible paths: still without domestic frontier AI capabilities, 
and without reliable ways to use other leverage to secure access to foreign frontier AI. Based 
on the past few years, this seems to be the default trajectory: The hopes of catching up to 
the frontier and thus achieving European sovereignty at the model layer have absorbed 
considerable political capital and attention, but not come close to being pursued with the 
resolve and resources needed to succeed.

Internalising this is crucial for European sovereignty and prosperity. Catching up to the fron-
tier is in principle possible, but with US hyperscalers spending more than the equivalent of 
the Manhattan Project every month in today’s money, doing so will be very expensive. As 
this section discusses, a serious attempt with a significant chance of succeeding would likely 
cost Europe approximately €790 billion over the first three years of such a project and would 
require a reordering of European industrial priorities as well as the commitment of most of 
Europe’s leverage to a single, risky undertaking (see Cost summary). 

The potential upside of safely developing such models in Europe, including the boost to 
European competitiveness and sovereignty, and the risk of losing access to frontier AI are 
both sufficiently high to justify such a bet, especially as European leverage to secure access 
to foreign frontier AI wanes over time. However, taking this bet is reasonable only if the right 
political conditions, described in this section, are in place. If those conditions are not in place 
in the near future, European decision-makers should pursue the default strategy presented in 
the other sections of this document, which, if executed with ambition and resolve, has a good 
chance of ensuring European competitiveness, sovereignty, and security as much as possible 
even in transformative AI scenarios. Efforts to develop domestic frontier models that are not 
backed up by the necessary level of ambition would leave Europe in the worst of all worlds.

This section lays out the conditions under which a European frontier project is a bet worth 
making, the best way for Europe to attempt this project if those conditions were met, and 
which of the main recommendations from the previous part of this strategy would change if 
Europe tried a European frontier project.

https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/news/commission-proposes-tech-sovereignty-package-strengthen-europes-digital-autonomy-and-resilience
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/hyperscaler-capex-trend
https://www.brookings.edu/the-costs-of-the-manhattan-project/
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 	 Starting conditions
 	
	 Form a coalition of aligned countries

No government acting alone could fund a project intended to reach the AI frontier. Even 
under favourable conditions, only a committed bloc of countries would be able to mobilise 
the required resources and withstand the likely political pressure: Since a middle-power-led 
frontier project could run counter to US interests, it should anticipate attempts by the US 
government to slow down or even prevent the effort, either through AI-specific measures or 
escalation in adjacent domains, such as security cooperation and trade.

A coalition of liberal democracies, anchored in Europe, is the most promising starting point 
to address these challenges. Among likely participants, Europe itself retains the largest 
economic, industrial, and fiscal base and is the largest established political bloc. As such, it 
would be the natural foundation of a frontier project. By adding relevant assets, the partic-
ipation of other countries would increase the likelihood of success: Canada and the United 
Kingdom could contribute technical talent, while the United Kingdom also has substantial 
state capacity. Japan and South Korea would add further economic weight and important 
positions in the semiconductor supply chain. Australia, Canada, and Norway could provide 
attractive locations for large-scale compute infrastructure.

However, there is a trade-off between coalition scale and political cohesion. Internal frag-
mentation would pose a major risk to coordinated action, and the withdrawal of any one 
member could introduce further instability into an already fragile arrangement. It would 
therefore be dangerous to define the coalition too broadly at the outset by including govern-
ments that are not firmly committed, only to lose them later. This risk would be compounded  
by strong US incentives to target individual participants bilaterally and induce them to de-
fect. For example, if the US offered a close ally, such as the United Kingdom, large-scale data 
centre investment and a broad exemption from export controls, that ally might plausibly 
accept that offer. Close allies might also decline to join at the outset and instead pursue 
bilateral engagement with the US. Given the current state of bilateral relationships and the 
importance of US security guarantees, South Korea, Japan, and the United Kingdom are 
unlikely to be reliable participants in a European-led coalition, unless political conditions 
change (for example through further restrictions on US frontier models, which could lead 
more participants to join the coalition).

The most likely founding alliance would therefore consist of value-aligned governments able 
to make substantial contributions: the European Union, Canada, and Australia. Participation 
should remain open to the United Kingdom, Japan, and South Korea if their strategic assess-
ments change, while structured cooperation should be offered to close partners such as Norway, 
Switzerland, and New Zealand. The coalition would require a strong and binding commitment 
mechanism, as defection remains a risk even within this narrower group. One straightforward 
approach, although politically difficult, would be to require members to commit a majority of 
their funding, talent, and infrastructure access in forms that could not easily be withdrawn fol-
lowing a change in policy. Other interested governments could contribute funding in exchange 
for guaranteed access rights below those of full coalition members, but should not receive 
constituent voting rights, in order to preserve an effective decision-making structure.

	
	 Set up a new private company

A private company alone could not develop a frontier model on behalf of the coalition with-
out sustained governmental support. Even in the US, the trend is moving toward stronger 
government involvement in the AI industry, despite a vital and well-capitalised private eco-
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system. A European-led coalition lacks the venture capital market to create a frontier com-
pany organically, and it does not have the time to build this market from scratch. If the trend 
towards securitisation continues in the US, by the time that Europe has a private frontier 
company up and running, the US will likely have taken equity stakes in its leading AI devel-
opers and interlinked them with the intelligence community. The coalition’s private sector 
champion would thus be competing at least partly with the US government. Finally, any 
private company would have to be registered in one country and would be open to suspicion 
of state favouritism.

Instead, a frontier project needs the full backing of the coalition countries, including the 
support of their national security authorities to protect it from foreign interference, the full 
support of their trade authorities to secure the supply chains, and the full support of their 
treasuries to finance it.

	�
	� Use previously successful institutional  

designs for developing frontier AI
Despite the need for government support, the vehicle responsible for executing a European 
frontier AI project should still be a private company. This company requires a highly em-
powered leadership group, selected on the basis of exceptional and demonstrated research 
judgement, experience building and scaling very large organisations, and an ability to com-
municate effectively with funders – which, in this case, would primarily mean a broad group 
of participating governments. 

Below this founding team, the organisation would largely resemble today’s most successful 
frontier AI developers. There is limited scope to experiment with alternative institutional 
forms: The private frontier developer model is the only structure that has so far demonstrated  
an ability to produce frontier AI systems. The location of the vehicle would be politically 
sensitive; ideally, its operations are distributed across several cities, both to accommodate 
the location preferences of scarce technical talent and to reduce concentration risk in any 
single jurisdiction. A distributed structure would also spread some of such a project’s sec-
ondary economic benefits, including stimulation of local ecosystems and taxable income 
associated with salaries and infrastructure.

Existing teams from interested European and partner-country companies could be incorporated  
into this vehicle. European AI developers represent valuable concentrations of talent and initial 
expertise. However, a European frontier project could not be built around any of their existing 
corporate structures. European companies have not been able to reach the frontier so far, and 
so they are unlikely to recruit enough of the critical talent required for this. Top-tier research-
ers would be more likely to join a new organisation established with the explicit, government- 
backed goal of reaching the frontier. Acquiring approximately half of the relevant companies 
from coalition countries – including the teams, intellectual property and valuable data – at 
close to current valuations could account for roughly €25 billion of such a project’s total cost.

Since the vehicle would depend on very large-scale government support, and since govern-
ments would have legitimate interests in its approach to safety and security, the private 
company should be mirrored by a complementary government structure. This structure 
should remain institutionally separate from the vehicle’s technical operations, to prevent 
bureaucratic processes from slowing execution and turning such a project into a conven-
tional government programme. Each participating country should instead appoint a senior 
project lead at ministerial or state-secretary level who is capable of navigating the relevant 
national political institutions. These leads should be supported by high-calibre teams of 
frontier AI policy specialists, similar in structure and composition to the United Kingdom 
taskforce that subsequently became the world’s first AI Security Institute. The national leads 
and their teams would act as the main interface between the frontier project and its constit-
uent governments. They would manage communications, translate between technical and 
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policy language, ensure that the project respects non-negotiable political constraints, and 
ensure that governments understand when their interventions risk impeding execution. The 
quality of these government links would be central to such a project’s political durability.

	 Put in place sufficient public budget funding
Once established, the vehicle would need to be sufficiently capitalised. As a rough approx-
imation, a European frontier AI project could cost approximately €790 billion over three 
years. The figures in this section are stated in euros, but the principal inputs – including 
chips, construction, and frontier talent – are largely priced in dollars. The estimates there-
fore carry exchange-rate risk in addition to the underlying general uncertainty. The figures 
presented here and in the following sections should therefore be understood as order-of- 
magnitude estimates, benchmarked against available sources, such as disclosed spending 
by leading US developers and filings disclosing rental compute contracts. A consolidated 
ledger is provided at the end of the chapter.

Financing would need to come primarily from public budgets and dedicated debt instru-
ments rather than from the private sector. European and allied governments retain sub-
stantial borrowing capacity, and a successful frontier project could eventually generate 
significant revenues. Until then, coalition governments would need to establish the legisla-
tive and executive mechanisms required to enable public investment. Treasuries, pension 
funds, sovereign wealth funds, and related institutions would provide direct funding where 
necessary. Over time, a European frontier project should seek to attract substantial private 
capital. Established industries across participating countries have significant financial re-
sources and a strong interest in gaining exposure to AI and could be offered preferential 
access, model fine-tuning, or other commercial advantages in exchange for investment. The 
coalition should not, however, assume that private financing will be available at the required 
scale. The working assumption is that participating countries will bear most of the initial 
three-year cost.

The principal advantage of this model is that it creates a public ownership structure. Govern-
ments would absorb a European frontier project’s early strategic and financial risk, while re-
taining ownership of the frontier company. Such companies can command very high valuations, 
and the sovereign equity generated by a successful European project would later become a 
significant public asset. In this sense, a European frontier project would be a highly concen-
trated and risky sovereign investment rather than pure fiscal expenditure. If it succeeded, 
the company could subsequently be privatised through European capital markets, subject to 
strategically acceptable limits on private ownership. Participating treasuries could thereby re-
cover part of their initial investment through staged public offerings. Restrictions on the early 
withdrawal or sale of public equity would also serve as a commitment mechanism: A member 
that withdrew before completion would forfeit part or all of its initial contribution.

The overall cost of a European frontier project would be substantial but within the fiscal 
capacity of the proposed coalition. It would be comparable in scale to special debt packages 
previously undertaken by countries such as Germany, while being distributed across a much 
broader group. The principal constraint is thus not fiscal capacity, but a sustained political 
commitment.

	
	 Establish commitment mechanisms

A project of this scale faces two opposing failure modes: Participating governments may 
withdraw from a successful project if domestic political incentives change, and coalition 
members may continue to commit resources to a project that is visibly failing. The insti-
tutional design should address both risks, but the required safeguards point in opposite 
directions: Governments will want to retain the option of discarding a failed attempt, while 
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a credible commitment mechanism requires a degree of irreversibility. The appropriate bal-
ance is to pre-commit the main inputs while making such a project’s technical milestones 
subject to review. Funding tranches, infrastructure access, and the equity lock described 
above should be committed for the full build period. A withdrawing member would forfeit 
its stake, and no single government’s exit should be capable of depriving the project of the 
resources required to continue. Technical progress, by contrast, should be assessed inde-
pendently at fixed intervals – for example after the first 18 months, and later more frequently 
– against the existing frontier. The coalition should agree in advance on criteria under which 
the attempt to reach the frontier would be discontinued and such a project converted into 
its fallback assets: European-only compute capacity and a strong concentration of tech-
nical talent. These conditions should determine whether the coalition spends additional 
resources beyond the initial commitment, rather than reopening that commitment. A project 
that can be deprived of funding in its second year following a national election in one of the 
participating countries would not be sufficiently credible to justify launching.

	

	 Compute
Building frontier models is extremely resource-intensive. European policymakers have some-
times assumed that spending these resources could be avoided, for example, through dis-
covering a new, more efficient paradigm or advances in “world models” that reach frontier 
capability at a fraction of the cost. Such approaches can be sensible bets to make that 
may or may not reach frontier performance on the most important tasks. One structural 
disadvantage they face is that, if such a fundamentally different approach proves viable, a 
compute-rich frontier developer in the US with access to a large concentration of talent may 
also be likely to discover or at least commercialise it. 

A paradigm-shifting research programme can therefore form a valuable part of a broader 
portfolio. On its own, it would be insufficient for the task considered here: establishing a 
project with a proven path to the frontier that does not rely on contingent technical bets, 
and thus remains credible to fiscally conservative treasuries. This changes the calculus com-
pared to different sovereignty approaches, where these technical approaches should play 
an important role (see Objective 2.2). Only one paradigm is currently known to lead to the 
frontier; alternative approaches could promise a more favourable balance of reliability, ben-
efits, and risks, but remain as of yet unproven at scale.

	
	� Build sufficient compute infrastructure  

and energy supply

	 Cost estimate

For a European frontier project to compete within the current technical paradigm, it requires 
a substantial amount of compute. On the one hand, this would likely be somewhat less than a 
leading US developer requires over the same period, since a European project would initially 
face lower inference demand due to a smaller customer base. Comparisons with aggregate 
hyperscaler capital expenditure are therefore misleading. At the same time, frequently cited 
estimates for the comparatively low training costs of Chinese open-weight models such as 
Kimi K2 and DeepSeek R1 are equally misleading. Even where the frontier model’s final train-
ing run costs only several million dollars, the total compute requirement extends far beyond 
it, including the internal deployment of proprietary coding agents intended to accelerate 
research, the large number of research and development experiments needed to reach and 
advance the frontier, and pre-training and post-training at scale, both of which have become 
considerably more expensive since 2025.



180 A TRANSFORMATIVE AI  STRATEGY FOR EUROPE SEPTEMBER 2026

The best available estimate is that a European frontier project would require approximately 
as much compute as the currently scheduled buildout of one major US frontier developer. It 
would need less inference compute than that developer, but potentially more R&D compute, 
while US developers are also likely to add further compute beyond their existing plans over 
the coming years. On this basis, a European frontier project would require roughly 16 GW of 
compute in IT load, of which roughly 12 GW would be available by the end of the three-year 
build (9 GW of built capacity, 3 GW of rented compute). This would come with a plausible 
cost of around €529 billion.

This is an estimate of the minimum amount of compute required by a European frontier 
project. Actual requirements could be substantially higher. Limited experience in data 
centre construction, the need to build more secure facilities, and the premium associated 
with entering an already contested compute market could, for example, increase the cost 
further. Note also that this estimate only concerns the compute requirements of a single 
frontier project, and is thus significantly below Europe’s total compute target of 45 GW 
of total facility power that is recommended no matter what strategy Europe chooses (see 
Immediate Objective 3).

	 Buildout and energy

The logistical requirements for bringing this compute online are relatively well understood 
and have been detailed in a comprehensive analysis by the Carnegie Endowment. The coali-
tion would need to select a portfolio of host countries with different comparative advantages 
and pursue accelerated infrastructure programmes in each. Some hosts would be chosen for 
their ability to begin construction quickly, allowing work to start as early as possible; others 
for their capacity to accommodate buildout at greater scale, giving such a project sufficient 
depth without encountering common bottlenecks. Some participating governments would 
seek to retain a share of the investment domestically, while others might require local in-
stances of secure data centre capacity for national security purposes. Building the required 
compute would be an extremely ambitious infrastructure project, though at a scale that 
European governments have previously managed under crisis conditions. One relevant prec-
edent is the emergency-law framework under which Germany constructed LNG terminals in 
less than a year during the 2022 energy crisis.

The same applies to the energy requirements of a European frontier project. Across the coa-
lition, several options remain available for bringing data centres online quickly: renewable- 
heavy generation mixes in Australia, Scandinavia, and Iberia; nuclear-powered grid capac-
ity in France, Finland, and potentially South Korea or Japan; and deindustrialised areas 
with high-capacity grid connections in Germany and possibly the United Kingdom. Distrib-
uting compute across these locations would reduce the risk that limited behind-the-meter 
generation capacity becomes an immediate constraint. A European frontier project would 
nevertheless place significant additional pressure on electricity grids and aggregate energy 
supply. Over the longer term, it would therefore need to offset at least part of this burden 
by developing new dedicated generation capacity.

	
	 Procure interim rental compute

Before the dedicated clusters become operational, a European frontier project would need 
to secure as much rental compute as possible. Two measures would be particularly im-
portant. First, participating governments would need to consolidate and requisition, with 
compensation, publicly owned supercomputers, redirecting them from their existing uses to 
the frontier project. Second, a European frontier project would need to procure any suitable 
capacity available on the GPU rental market. This compute is expensive to rent: Anthropic 
alone is reportedly paying $1.25 billion per month to use xAI’s Colossus cluster. However, 
this approach would allow research to begin immediately. Both measures – requisitioning 
existing supercomputers and renting interim compute – would together cost approximately 

https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2026/06/the-compute-coalition-how-to-build-the-future-of-ai-in-the-free-world
https://techcrunch.com/2026/05/20/anthropic-will-pay-xai-1-25-billion-per-month-for-compute/
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€105 billion.

	 Set up a coercion shield

Physically building out the data centres is the more tractable part of providing enough com-
pute for a European frontier project. The challenging part is acquiring the chips without US 
intervention. While US AI export policy has been inconsistent, an administration willing to 
impose export controls on frontier models might similarly restrict exports of frontier chips to 
a project explicitly intended to develop frontier capabilities outside the US. Such restrictions 
would be relatively straightforward to implement: There is ample US demand for the availa-
ble supply, the relevant legal authorities already exist, and the supply chain is concentrated 
around a single US chip company.

This is where Europe’s semiconductor supply chain leverage, together with that of its coali-
tion partners, becomes relevant. Under normal conditions, individual chokepoints provide 
only limited influence. But in the context of a European frontier project, they could serve as 
a credible anti-coercion tool. If the US sought to prevent the sale of advanced AI chips to 
such a project, the coalition could respond by restricting access to relevant inputs – such as 
EUV lithography machines, critical raw materials and, if East Asian countries participated, 
memory chips – that US companies need for their own frontier development. Trade policy 
measures should be used for this purpose (see Immediate Objective 1, Union-level recom-
mendations 1 and 2).

Two points would be essential. First, the mechanism should be strictly reciprocal and remain 
dormant unless US authorities intervene to block chip supplies to the European frontier 
project, and it should be suspended as soon as supply resumes. Premature or rhetorical de-
ployment would exhaust the coalition’s largest reserve of leverage without securing a corre-
sponding benefit, while undermining the export control diplomacy pursued elsewhere in this 
strategy. Second, the mechanism would be more credible than attempts to leverage ASML 
alone because it would be deployed with broad support across the coalition and directed 
not only at the US government, but also at US chip companies, whose continued operations 
depend more directly on access to upstream semiconductor inputs. Properly designed, the 
coercion shield would create incentives for US chip companies to advocate internally against 
US restrictions. It would support these companies’ interest in avoiding monopsonistic mar-
kets and upstream bottlenecks, make clear the risk of a severe disruption to the chip market, 
and establish continued sales to the European project as the least costly outcome.

This approach could work, but it would be highly risky. The coercion shield would commit 
some of the coalition’s most important existing sources of leverage and economic partici-
pation to protecting the European frontier project, rather than using them to secure frontier 
model access directly or pursue other strategic objectives. In this respect, a European fron-
tier project would constitute a genuinely concentrated strategic commitment: Europe and its 
partners would place much of their existing AI-related leverage behind the effort to establish 
a sovereign frontier capability. Without such a coercion shield, however, a European frontier 
project may not be able to acquire the chips required to sustain it.

	

	 Talent
A European frontier project needs two types of talent. First, the founders need to be truly  
exceptional leaders who strongly identify with the project. Second, the larger group of re-
searchers need to be of the highest international quality and consist largely of former em-
ployees of frontier companies.
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	 Attract leading frontier AI talent
In order to attract international top talent, a European frontier project would need to offer a 
challenging but credible mission and sufficient compensation. The latter is easier to achieve. 
Salary packages would have to match those offered by US frontier developers, including 
the expected value of equity, since a European project would present a substantially less 
attractive prospect of a future public listing than a US AI company. Securing sufficient senior 
talent could therefore cost close to the amounts Meta reportedly offered leading research-
ers, with individual senior packages reaching tens of millions of euros. A European frontier 
project would also need to provide standard enabling measures, including accelerated visa 
procedures.

Across such a project, total personnel expenditure could reach approximately €34 billion in 
the first three years, across three tiers of staff, equity buyouts, and operational costs. First, 
a European frontier project would require a founding group of approximately eight people, 
distributed across participating nationalities, with the calibre currently associated with the 
co-founders of a frontier company. Guaranteed packages in the hundreds of millions of euros 
per person may be necessary to convince such people to leave their current positions, imply-
ing a total cost of approximately €1.9 billion. Second, a European frontier project would need 
a senior research cadre of around 150 people recruited on terms comparable to Meta’s re-
ported offers, at €5–8 million per person per year. This would amount to roughly €3.6 billion 
over the first three years. Third, it would require a broader technical workforce of perhaps 
3,000 staff. This is below the mid-thousands employed by leading frontier developers, as the 
European project would initially offer a smaller set of products. These staff would probably 
be more expensive for a European project than for an established frontier developer. Without 
the prospect of a comparable IPO or a large equity upside, a European frontier project would 
need to compensate in cash for value that US companies can offer in stock, at a likely total 
cost of €15–19 billion. In addition, such a project would need to compensate hired staff for 
unvested equity forfeited when they joined, requiring at least €10 billion in upfront expend-
iture, and operational costs over the first three years of approximately €1.5–2 billion.

The most effective way to establish a mission that researchers regard as credible would be 
to recruit and empower respected technical leaders. Researchers reasonably assume that a 
project’s prospects depend heavily on the judgement of its leadership and on whether those 
leaders have sufficient authority to act on that judgement. The first recruitment priority 
should therefore be the founding group. There are likely to be European and allied nationals 
with some degree of patriotic motivation who are also seeking a new technical challenge. 
Some could be convinced to join if the coalition signalled a credible commitment to support-
ing their work and respecting their operational independence. Once recruited, the founders 
would become the project’s representatives to the wider research community. They would 
communicate its technical vision, provide evidence of the commitments made by participat-
ing governments, and recruit the broader teams required to execute it.

Hiring former frontier company employees is not merely a means of recruiting the best re-
searchers. It is the standard channel through which frontier knowledge nowadays diffuses 
across organisations. The movement of leading researchers between US frontier developers 
forms part of the sector’s existing competitive equilibrium: Researchers carry techniques 
and organisational practices to their new employers, limiting the period for which such 
knowledge remains confined to a single company. By recruiting a sufficiently strong group 
of researchers, the European frontier AI project gains valuable frontier AI expertise. However, 
this channel may narrow over time. Frontier developers are becoming more internally siloed, 
while advances in internally deployed AI systems are reducing the need for information 
exchange between researchers. Therefore, the European project would have to hire leading 
researchers before this channel becomes less important for transferring frontier knowledge.

https://techcrunch.com/2025/06/27/meta-is-offering-multimillion-dollar-pay-for-ai-researchers-but-not-100m-signing-bonuses/
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	 Secure access to frontier coding agents
AI agents already perform a substantial share of research and operational work at frontier 
companies: They write and execute code or complete administrative tasks, while human re-
searchers are increasingly responsible for generating ideas and directing agent activity. The 
share of AI R&D tasks, including more open-ended work, conducted by AI agents is only set 
to increase as leading companies chase after recursive self-improvement. Securing access 
to advanced agents during the early stages of a European frontier project would therefore 
be a central condition for international top talent to join. Anthropic has already restricted 
the use of its most capable models for frontier development, and competing developers may 
adopt similar policies. Because a European project would not initially possess its own frontier 
model, it would also lack frontier-level coding agents, substantially reducing the productivity 
of its non-human workforce and slowing technical progress.

This constraint would diminish once a European frontier project developed its own coding 
agents and began to deploy them internally. It also illustrates why a sovereign frontier de-
veloper may be the only stable model for frontier AI access: A permanent fast follower would 
lack the internally deployed agents required to keep pace with compounding productivity 
gains at the frontier. Obtaining external coding-agent access would be difficult, but likely 
possible. A US developer might see commercial or reputational value in a large contract with 
the European project, or an attractive commercial structure might secure access during the 
first year, before the US government or companies concluded that the project had a credible 
chance of success. If a European frontier project secured sufficient compute, it could also 
offer to host US AI agents on its own infrastructure, increasing the financial incentive for 
US developers to provide access. Assuming that such access would command a substantial 
premium, a European frontier project should budget approximately €3 billion to procure US 
AI agents over its first 18 months. In addition to AI agents, such a project will have to budget 
for additional costs of approximately €3.5 billion for training data and RL environments. 

	 Sustaining conditions
Even if a European frontier project started from the most favourable initial conditions and 
managed to develop a frontier model within the first two years after its launch, several fur-
ther conditions would have to be in place to sustain this success over time.

	� Remain robust to domestic  
political pressures
First of all, a European frontier project would have to be robust against political pressures. 
The initial motivation for such a project could easily weaken over time, leading individual 
members to withdraw. AI itself would become an increasingly contested topic as labour 
market effects and misuse risks became more visible. Contributing governments might be 
reluctant to continue directing substantial resources towards frontier parity if the frontier 
itself was generating concern among their electorates. 

A credible effort should mitigate these pressures from the outset. Relevant measures include 
commitments to protect households from project-related increases in energy prices; direct 
AI dividends for groups disproportionately affected by such a project’s progress; electricity- 
price support for incumbent industries, so that compute buildout does not come at their 
expense; and payments to host regions to reduce the risk of local opposition to data centres. 
These measures could require approximately €80 billion. Many of these measures would also 
constitute independently defensible public investments of the kind already under consid-

https://www.anthropic.com/institute/recursive-self-improvement
https://www-cdn.anthropic.com/d00db56fa754a1b115b6dd7cb2e3c342ee809620.pdf
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eration by several European governments. Compared with the hundreds of billions of euros 
that European governments have spent insulating their economies from the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and energy crises, the required package is relatively limited.

At the same time, a European frontier project could also receive greater societal acceptance 
than a similar effort in the US. For example, it would not be under the same commercial 
pressures to compete for consumer markets or sustain investor expectations through di-
visive applications, including for rapid labour automation or addictive consumer products. 
These structural advantages would not remove the need for sustained and effective public 
communication, but they could make a European frontier project less politically vulnerable 
than the current US model.

A European frontier project should also serve as the first model participant in the Union’s 
enforcement regime. Full compliance with the systemic risk obligations for general-purpose 
AI models (Objective 3.1) would provide the least costly available demonstration that the 
regulatory framework can operate effectively at the frontier.

	� Aim for successful long-term  
commercialisation
If all of the above measures succeed, the European frontier project would eventually develop 
a frontier AI system. However, this would not guarantee sustained success. US AI developers 
are sophisticated product companies with established consumer distribution and portfolios 
of highly lucrative enterprise contracts. Frontier development is economically viable for 
them because the returns to technical leadership are substantial and can be reinvested in 
maintaining that lead. No European company currently has access to a comparable market 
position or product-development capability, and non-US companies have repeatedly strug-
gled to scale at a similar level of ambition.

A European frontier project would initially become the main provider of frontier AI to coali-
tion governments and to private-sector applications with high security requirements, espe-
cially if leading US systems were unavailable. Beyond these uses, the coalition might need to 
adopt measures to encourage domestic firms to use the project’s models even where better 
US alternatives were available. Such measures would carry economic risks, but might be 
necessary to establish a reinforcing relationship between the coalition’s critical industrial 
base and its frontier project. If such a European product were not genuinely competitive, 
this approach would require companies to adopt an inferior economic input. If it succeeded, 
however, privileged access to what would collectively constitute the world’s largest market 
(if all potential coalition members joined) could help establish it as a durable commercial 
actor. Once it had developed a sufficiently capable and reliable product, it could also com-
pete internationally. In global markets, it would have a distinct strategic position relative to 
US systems whose availability may be subject to political constraints and Chinese systems 
that are often regarded as insufficiently trustworthy.

Commercialisation would present a separate and potentially greater challenge: Building a 
successful frontier AI company is more difficult than building a frontier model. During its 
initial years, the coalition should expect to have to subsidise a European frontier project 
and its continued provision of frontier AI, treating it as similar to the costly investment in a 
strategically essential defence contractor, with the possibility – though far from a guarantee 
– of becoming a major commercial success. The upside would nevertheless remain substan-
tial. A well-designed European frontier project could claim greater political legitimacy, both 
domestically and internationally, than US or Chinese AI developers.
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	 Cost summary

ITEM DESCRIPTION
APPROXIMATE 
CENTRAL ESTIMATE

APPROXIMATE  
RANGE

SOURCES

Sector buy-in
Buying some coalition AI companies 
outright, for their teams, intellectual 
property and datasets.

~€25 billion ~€10–40 BILLION

VALUATIONS (Mistral Series C, Mistral’s 
reported 2026 mark, Cohere-Aleph Alpha, 

Black Forest Labs, ElevenLabs).

Compute

Accelerators and the data centres to house 
them: 16 GW of IT load built (roughly 
18 GW of total facility power), of which 
roughly 9 GW of IT load would be running 
by 2029.

~€529 billion ~€320–640 BILLION

COST PER GIGAWATT (Plan Prométhée, 

Epoch AI), EUROPEAN BUILD COSTS (Turner 
& Townsend), FRONTIER COMPUTE LEVELS 

(Epoch AI on frontier laboratories).

Data centre 
operations

Electricity, maintenance, and taxes for 
running the data centres.

~€13 billion ~€11–43 BILLION

OPERATING COSTS (Plan Prométhée), 
ELECTRICITY PRICES (Eurostat), NEW 

GENERATION CONTRACTS (Bundesnetzagentur 
solar auctions, onshore wind auctions).

Interim compute

Compute rented from others to bridge the 
gap until the coalition’s own clusters come 
online (around 1 GW in IT load in the first 
year and 3 GW in the second and third year 
each, for a total of 7 GW-years)

~€105 billion ~€58–158 BILLION

RENTAL CONTRACTS: Anthropic-xAI, IREN-
Microsoft, Oracle-OpenAI.

LEASING SCHEDULE: Plan Prométhée.

MARKET RATES: SemiAnalysis.

Training data and RL 
environments

Expert human data and feedback, licensed 
content, training environments, and a one-
off collection of books.

~€3.5 billion ~€2–6 BILLION

SPENDING PER LABORATORY: Labelbox’s chief 
executive, TIME.

VENDOR MARKET SIZE: Mercor’s reported 
revenue.

CONTENT LICENSING: licensing tracker.

TRAINING ENVIRONMENTS: Epoch AI.

Personnel and 
operations

Pay for the founders, senior researchers, 
and ~3,000 further staff, buying out the 
equity they forfeit, plus recruiting and 
operational costs.

~€34 billion ~€15–40 BILLION

PAY LEVELS: Meta pay reporting, OpenAI on 
levels.fyi, Anthropic’s audited UK accounts.

UNVESTED EQUITY: Meta, Alphabet.

ALTERNATIVE STAFFING MODEL: Plan 
Prométhée.

External coding 
agents

Access to frontier coding agents, bought 
from existing developers for at least the 
first 18 months.

~€3 billion ~€2–5 BILLION

NO GOOD REFERENCE CLASS ESTIMATES 

AVAILABLE. OVERALL ESTIMATE IS TAKEN 

FROM LEICHT (2026).

https://mistral.ai/news/mistral-ai-raises-1-7-b-to-accelerate-technological-progress-with-ai/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/06/12/mistral-is-rumored-to-be-raising-e3b-at-e20-valuation/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/06/12/mistral-is-rumored-to-be-raising-e3b-at-e20-valuation/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/04/25/why-cohere-is-merging-with-aleph-alpha
https://bfl.ai/blog/our-300m-series-b
https://elevenlabs.io/blog/series-d
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-cost-breakdown
https://reports.turnerandtownsend.com/data-centre-construction-cost-index-2025/data-centre-cost-trends
https://reports.turnerandtownsend.com/data-centre-construction-cost-index-2025/data-centre-cost-trends
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/frontier-labs-dont-use-most-ai-compute
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/nrg_pc_205/default/table?lang=en
https://www.bundesnetzagentur.de/DE/Fachthemen/ElektrizitaetundGas/Ausschreibungen/Solaranlagen1/BeendeteAusschreibungen/start.html
https://www.bundesnetzagentur.de/DE/Fachthemen/ElektrizitaetundGas/Ausschreibungen/Solaranlagen1/BeendeteAusschreibungen/start.html
https://www.bundesnetzagentur.de/DE/Fachthemen/ElektrizitaetundGas/Ausschreibungen/Wind_Onshore/BeendeteAusschreibungen/start.html
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1181412/000162828026036936/spaceexplorationtechnologi.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1878848/000114036125040072/ef20058139_8k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1878848/000114036125040072/ef20058139_8k.htm
https://group.softbank/en/news/press/20250924
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://gpu-index.semianalysis.com/
https://www.cognitiverevolution.ai/the-data-factory-inside-the-100b-race-for-post-training-supremacy-with-labelbox-ceo-manu-sharma/
https://www.cognitiverevolution.ai/the-data-factory-inside-the-100b-race-for-post-training-supremacy-with-labelbox-ceo-manu-sharma/
https://time.com/7294699/meta-scale-ai-data-industry/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/07/09/mercor-is-in-talks-for-a-20b-valuation/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/07/09/mercor-is-in-talks-for-a-20b-valuation/
https://mediaandthemachine.substack.com/p/5-takeaways-from-the-ai-content-licensing
https://epoch.ai/gradient-updates/state-of-rl-envs
https://techcrunch.com/2025/06/27/meta-is-offering-multimillion-dollar-pay-for-ai-researchers-but-not-100m-signing-bonuses/
https://www.levels.fyi/companies/openai/salaries/software-engineer
https://www.levels.fyi/companies/openai/salaries/software-engineer
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/14604577/filing-history/MzQ4MzgwNjY5OWFkaXF6a2N4/document?format=pdf&download=0
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000162828026003942/meta-20251231.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1652044/000165204426000018/goog-20251231.htm
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://planpromethee.com/en/
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/the-moonshot
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 TABLE 2	 ORDER-OF-MAGNITUDE BOTEC FOR THE COST OF THE FIRST THREE YEARS OF A EUROPEAN FRONTIER AI PROJECT. All esti-

mates are approximate and should be considered as order-of-magnitude estimates. Note that large public projects should 

also factor in a contingency allowance which may be needed, for example, because of overruns on the build, higher AI 

chip prices, delay, the need for higher-security data centres, and scope growth (Flyvbjerg, Holm & Buhl, 2002; Flyvbjerg & 

Bester, 2021; Flyvbjerg et al., 2022; UK Treasury, 2003; Mott MacDonald, 2002).

	� How would a European frontier 
AI project affect previous 
recommendations?
If Europe pursued such a project, most other recommendations in this strategy would remain 
unchanged: Europe should still, for example, build out compute, secure access to foreign 
frontier AI as long as its project’s success is uncertain, ramp up societal resilience against 
AI-enabled harms, and support international coordination efforts. However, there are some 
areas where our recommendations would change in emphasis or substance, or even reverse:

 	 Compute buildout (see Immediate Objective 3). The leverage approach envisions that, while 
some share of AI data centres on EU soil would support European researchers/start-ups and 
sensitive inference needs, the majority would serve US frontier companies – and function 
as physical leverage to secure access to their best models over time. If Europe pursues a 
frontier project, these priorities invert: Europe should use its most attractive sites to meet 
such a project’s essential compute demands, pricing in enough headroom in case these turn 
out to be higher than expected, and only offer excess capacity to hyperscalers.25 The goal 
of hosting 15% of global AI compute would remain intact, as hosting a greater share of this 
strategic infrastructure improves Europe’s bargaining position whichever strategy it chooses.

Political insulation
Payments shielding households, energy-
intensive industry, and host regions from 
the project’s effects, plus AI dividends. 

~€80 billion ~€25–110 BILLION

DIFFICULT TO MAKE A GOOD REFERENCE 

CLASS ESTIMATE, HENCE THE RANGE IS WIDE. 

EXAMPLES COULD INCLUDE: INDUSTRIAL 

ENERGY SUPPORT: European Commission. 

CRISIS-RESPONSE SCALE: Bruegel. PRICE-CAP 

OUTTURN: German government. HOST-REGION 

PAYMENTS: Danish Energy Agency, Irish 
government.

TOTAL ~€790 billion
~€445–1,040 

BILLION

COMPARATOR: Plan Prométhée (~€620 

BILLION). THE PROJECTION DOES NOT PRICE 

IN SECTOR BUY-IN, POLITICAL INSULATION, 

TRAINING DATA/RL ENVIRONMENTS, OR 

EXTERNAL CODING AGENTS. ITS COMPUTE 

BUILD COSTS ARE USED VERBATIM IN OUR 

ESTIMATES; ITS DATA CENTRE OPERATING 

COSTS ARE ADJUSTED TO EUROPEAN 

ELECTRICITY PRICES. ITS INTERIM COMPUTE 

VOLUMES ARE KEPT BUT RE-PRICED FROM 

OWNER’S COST TO MARKET RENTAL RATES.

25	 Even if hyperscalers built the majority of AI data centres in Europe, a European frontier project could still rent from them, 

and we expect that it would do so to some extent anyway. However, this comes with a risk of high markups and potential 

restrictions through the US government.

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1303.6604
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2112.03171
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2112.03171
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2210.01573
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5a74dae740f0b65f61322c72/Optimism_bias.pdf
https://www.edinburghtraminquiry.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/CEC02084689.pdf
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/document/download/ddc1b1de-652b-49ed-8f15-d9fa8badd39f_en?filename=com_2025_735_en.pdf
https://www.bruegel.org/dataset/national-policies-shield-consumers-rising-energy-prices
https://dserver.bundestag.de/btd/20/105/2010597.pdf
https://ens.dk/tilskud-og-puljer/fremme-af-udbygning-med-vindmoeller-og-solceller/groen-pulje
https://enterprise.gov.ie/en/publications/publication-files/the-value-of-data-centres-to-ireland.pdf
https://enterprise.gov.ie/en/publications/publication-files/the-value-of-data-centres-to-ireland.pdf
https://planpromethee.com/en/
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 	 Chip access (see Immediate Objective 1, Objective 1.2). Under a leverage approach, advanced 
AI chips are largely bundled with hyperscaler investment. This makes access negotiations 
easier and more narrowly scoped, as they would focus on securing enough chips for the mi-
nority share of European-only data centres. For a European frontier project, chip supply is a 
vital ingredient that could easily be restricted as the European effort gains credibility, since 
every chip used to boost European AI models is one that is not available to US companies. If 
Europe goes all in on such a project, advanced chip access therefore becomes a much higher 
priority and the leverage required to secure it should be in place and usable right from the 
outset.

 	 Public procurement (see Objective 1.1, Immediate Objective 2). A leverage approach would 
entail that public institutions buy the most capable model available, relying on portability 
safeguards in case access restrictions cannot be avoided. Under the conditions of a European  
frontier project, there is a stronger case for procuring from the European provider, even dur-
ing the transitional period where the best European models lag behind the frontier.

	 The fast follower alternative
The most frequently proposed alternative to a European frontier project is a ‘fast follower’: 
an AI company at some regular distance behind the frontier, something that Chinese and 
a few European developers have attempted with varying degrees of success. The relevant 
distinction is between fast following as economic policy and fast following as a solution to 
the sovereignty problem. As economic policy, fast followers are valuable. They should be 
decentralised, commercially driven and encouraged rather than organised through a sin-
gle state-backed project, and this strategy recommends them even under a leverage-first 
approach. They can reduce the dependence on foreign developers, provide secure access 
to models in domains where frontier performance is unnecessary, and are the basis for spe-
cialised applications built on sensitive or proprietary data. None of these benefits requires a 
large consolidated project, and they do not conflict with the proposal set out in this chapter.

As the primary strategy for protecting European sovereignty, however, fast following is less 
promising. It assumes that frontier developers will continue to release their best models, 
that it will be economically feasible to reproduce their performance at a stable delay of sev-
eral months, and that the resulting model will retain strategic value. These assumptions may 
not hold. For example, if frontier AI systems turned out to be essential for Europe’s economic 
competitiveness and national security, a fast follower would provide little protection against 
access restrictions by foreign governments or companies. Conversely, if frontier models re-
mained widely available, the case for a domestic fast follower would also be weak. Europe 
would be better placed importing US models, avoiding the costs associated even with fast 
following, and concentrating resources on adoption and downstream value capture.

Fast following may also become progressively less feasible as frontier AI becomes more 
strategically important. If the most capable systems are available only to the US government 
and a small group of privileged users, the frontier will become less observable to outside de-
velopers. Followers would be unable to distil frontier systems and increasingly unable even 
to infer the structure and capabilities of state-of-the-art models. A widening gap between 
the restricted frontier and the commercially available models would also allow leading de-
velopers to use superior internal AI systems to accelerate their own research.

In short, the conditions under which Europe and its partners would realistically aim to build 
frontier models are those of exceptional necessity. These are precisely the conditions under 
which a fast-follower strategy would be insufficient and sovereign frontier capability would 
be required. Therefore, a frontier project should not aim at merely sub-frontier capability 
levels.
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Deep dives
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	 Compute deep dive
	� Analysis: Why Europe’s Compute-Poverty  

Endangers its Prosperity, Sovereignty  
and Security
In a world with transformative AI, access to computing power will be as crucial as access 
to energy. Some strategic resources are the backbones of economic prosperity. One example 
is energy: Essentially no nation in the world is both poor in energy and economically pros-
perous. This strong correlation between energy use and GDP per capita (see Figure 13) exists 
because energy underlies almost every process of value creation. Reliable access to energy 
resources is therefore a prerequisite to economic competitiveness and related values such 
as national sovereignty and security. 

 FIGURE 13	 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ENERGY USE AND GDP PER CAPITA. Being able to access a strategic resource such as energy corre-

lates strongly with average prosperity in a country. Source: Our World in Data (2026). 

This strategy makes recommendations to help Europe prepare for a world in which AI be-
comes transformative within the next few years. It defines ‘transformative AI’ as AI that 
changes the basic structures of society, including the economy, science, and geopolitics, 
materially faster than any technology in history. If AI becomes transformative, reliable ac-
cess to computing power (or ‘compute’ for short) will become as necessary for economic 
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competitiveness as energy is today, and for the same reason: As AI becomes transformative, 
it will underlie almost every instance of value creation in some way, and compute is the 
physical infrastructure on which AI depends. Countries without access to compute will be 
unable to use AI, and as a result, their companies, public services, and defence systems will 
become less competitive. Countries that are compute-poor – either because they have no 
data centres on their soil or because they lack reliable access to cloud services – will fail to 
be prosperous, sovereign, and secure.

Compute is already scarce today. Compute demand is already increasing rapidly, even with 
current systems that are much less transformative than the systems that are the focus of 
this strategy. Around the world, AI companies are scrambling to get as much compute on-
line as possible. At the same time, demand is growing so fast that the world is likely headed 
for a ‘compute crunch’, where demand outpaces supply and customers compete for scarce 
access to frontier AI. According to the research nonprofit Epoch AI, current trends suggest 
that such a compute crunch is ‘near, if not already here’, especially for long-context, agentic 
AI workloads. Different lines of evidence point in this direction:

 
	 AI demand appears to be growing much faster than supply. Epoch AI finds that global in-

ference supply – the ability to serve AI models at scale – is growing ~3.4x per year, driven by 
gains in both the amount and the efficiency of chips. However, several proxies suggest that 
demand for AI at a fixed model size and price is growing closer to 10x per year. This is driven 
to a large extent by the highly compute-intensive, agentic AI systems that are unlocking 
particularly valuable applications (e.g. in AI-assisted coding, already a multibillion-dollar 
market). If these trends continue, rising prices for frontier AI – and potentially export re-
strictions by the governments of leading AI nations – could force European users to switch 
to cheaper, less capable ‘sub-frontier’ models.

	 Market prices reflect acute scarcity. The Nvidia H100 is a legacy AI chip, which came out in 
2022 and is two generations behind the Rubin chips likely to be rolled out this year. Instead of 
depreciating steadily, one-year H100 rental prices actually increased by approximately 40% 
between October 2025 and March 2026 (Figure 14). According to research company Semia-
nalysis, ‘on-demand GPU rental capacity is sold out across all GPU types’, which makes the 
search for AI chips ‘like trying to book airplane tickets on the last flight out’, characterised 
by ‘high prices, and almost no availability’.

	 Companies are sourcing power from increasingly improbable assets. In the US, grid con-
straints are forcing companies to seek creative solutions to power data centres in the face 
of rapidly increasing demand. For example, some are using retired commercial aircraft and 
ship engines to supply on-site (‘behind-the-meter’) power for data centres. One company has 
proposed repurposing nuclear reactors from old Navy warships to meet customer demand 
for AI services.

	 Frontier companies in both the US and China have explicitly stated that they are com-
pute-bound, not demand-bound. According to Anthropic’s CEO Dario Amodei, the company 
faced an acute compute shortage when, in the first quarter of 2026, its revenue and usage 
were growing at an annualised rate of 80x, far above the roughly 10x annual growth rate it had 
planned for. Amin Vahdat, Google’s infrastructure VP, reports that Google has to double its AI 
serving capacity roughly every six months to keep pace with demand. Chinese AI companies 
are even more compute-constrained. DeepSeek’s CEO Liang Wenfeng stated in 2024 that the 
company is more constrained by US chip export controls than by a lack of capital. Similarly, 
Alibaba’s CEO Eddie Wu said that ‘the pace at which we can add new servers is insufficient 
to keep up with the growth in customer orders’, noting that all their GPUs are running at full 
capacity.

https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://www.anthropic.com/news/anthropic-raises-30-billion-series-g-funding-380-billion-post-money-valuation
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://www.tomshardware.com/tech-industry/data-centers-turn-to-ex-airliner-engines-as-ai-power-crunch-bites
https://www.dwarkesh.com/p/dylan-patel
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-12-24/nuclear-developer-proposes-using-navy-reactors-for-data-centers
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/05/06/anthropic-ceo-dario-amodei-says-company-crew-80-fold-in-first-quarter.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2025/11/21/google-must-double-ai-serving-capacity-every-6-months-to-meet-demand.html
https://www.chinatalk.media/p/deepseek-ceo-interview-with-chinas
https://www.datacenterdynamics.com/en/news/alibaba-cloud-revenue-grows-34-company-cant-keep-up-with-ai-demand/
https://www.datacenterdynamics.com/en/news/alibaba-cloud-revenue-grows-34-company-cant-keep-up-with-ai-demand/
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FIGURE 14	 RENTAL PRICES OF LEGACY CHIPS OVER TIME. Between October 2025 and March 2026, one-year rental prices for an Nvidia 

H100, a four-year-old chip generation, increased by approximately 40%. Source: Semianalysis (2026). 

Compute will likely remain scarce for the foreseeable future. Chipmaking companies plan 
to invest over $100 billion in 2026 alone to expand the global supply of AI compute. Despite 
these efforts, several trends suggest that compute will remain a scarce resource over the 
coming years: 

	 Compute demand for both training and inference will likely continue to grow rapidly. As 
described above, several proxies suggest that inference demand at a fixed model size and 
price is likely expanding ~10x per year, much faster than supply. Similarly, the compute re-
quired to develop a frontier model in the first place is also increasing exponentially, growing 
4–5x per year. According to Epoch AI, this trend is likely to continue until 2030, meaning that 
by then a single frontier training run could draw 4–16 GW of power. Even the lower bound of 
this range exceeds the entire AI compute supply in Europe – including countries such as the 
UK and Norway – by the end of 2026 (~2 GW).

	 Cheaper inference appears to be tightening rather than relieving scarcity. Inference prices – 
the cost of serving a trained AI model to customers – are steeply declining for any given level 
of capability. For example, thanks to greater algorithmic and hardware efficiency, the cost 
of achieving GPT-4-level performance on PhD-level science questions had plummeted by 
40x per year. These efficiency gains can relieve compute scarcity for routine, short-context 
workloads, where cheaper smaller models substitute for last year’s frontier AI models. But 
at the frontier, demand so far appears to be growing faster than supply. Two factors play a 
role here. The first is a classic rebound effect: AI models are a general-purpose tool that can 
be used for a wide variety of purposes. As the tool becomes cheaper, people deploy it more 
widely. The second factor is that while AI capabilities at any given level become cheaper over 
time, AI companies are also releasing more capable – and usually more compute-intensive – 
models at a rapid pace. For example, the reasoning models at the heart of agentic AI systems 
like Claude Code have many more useful real-world applications than their predecessors, 
which leads to greater demand for these models despite the fact that they require more 
computational resources and are thus more expensive.

Midpoint shown with error bars indicating 25th-75th percentile range Data from ClusterMAX research.
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https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/the-great-gpu-shortage-rental-capacity
https://asia.nikkei.com/business/technology/tech-asia/chip-price-hikes-spread-as-asia-s-chipmakers-plan-record-136bn-spending
https://epoch.ai/blog/power-demands-of-frontier-ai-training
https://epoch.ai/blog/what-will-ai-look-like-in-2030
https://epoch.ai/blog/power-demands-of-frontier-ai-training
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/llm-inference-price-trends
https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
https://internationalaisafetyreport.org/publication/international-ai-safety-report-2026
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	 Supply chain bottlenecks are likely to remain persistent. Cutting-edge AI chips are the 
product of the world’s most complex supply chain, which is already running into severe 
technical and logistical limits to further scaling. For example, high-bandwidth memory – a 
key component of modern AI chips – is fully sold out for 2026, a bottleneck that industry and 
independent experts think could persist through 2027 and beyond. Similarly, TSMC’s 2-na-
nometer chip production process, required for the latest generation of AI chips, is report-
edly sold out until 2028. From 2028 and beyond, some experts expect extreme ultraviolet 
lithography (EUV) machines to become the biggest bottleneck – chipmaking machines so 
complex that only one company in the world, the Dutch ASML, is able to produce them. This 
combination of supply chain constraints and rapidly increasing demand means that compute 
is unlikely to become an abundant commodity anytime soon.

Given compute scarcity, universal access to frontier AI capability is not a given. In a world 
with transformative AI, this will turn into a decisive geopolitical factor: As AI becomes an 
essential driver of economic, political, and military power, compute access will directly de-
termine a region’s place in the global distribution of power. 

 Without physical control, access to compute is precarious. Countries and regions whose AI 
workloads mostly run on foreign infrastructure – such as the EU, which only hosts around 5% 
of global AI compute – could be cut off from data centres and the frontier models that run 
on them at any time. This could happen for a variety of reasons, ranging from coercion over 
misuse concerns (e.g. terrorists using AI to design explosives) to the simple fact that, in a 
compute-scarce world, host countries might prioritise their own customers before supplying 
compute to the rest of the world.

Access restrictions around Anthropic’s Mythos illustrate this. Mythos is an AI model with 
strong offensive cyber capabilities and thus high misuse potential. Anthropic launched it in 
April 2026 through the tightly controlled Project Glasswing, initially restricting it to selected 
partners; no European actor was included. Only after sustained negotiations did Anthropic 
admit the EU cybersecurity agency ENISA. Less than two weeks later, the US government 
ordered Anthropic to suspend all access to Mythos and its consumer counterpart, Fable 5, 
for any foreign national, prompting Anthropic to disable both models worldwide. If the EU 
hosted a sizable fraction of physical AI infrastructure on its soil, including AI data centres 
used by US companies, it would be in a better position to negotiate frontier model access for 
EU companies and governments, ensuring that they are able to use state-of-the-art capabil-
ities in areas such as cyberdefence and to stay economically competitive (see Objective 1.1 
for a more detailed explanation of this ‘compute-for-access’ logic).

Within the EU, pooled infrastructure is a reasonable policy: Some countries are more natural 
homes for large data centres than others, including countries with cheap or reliable access 
to green energy, such as the Nordic countries, France, or Spain; or countries with decom-
missioned industrial sites that have existing, GW-scale grid connections, such as Germany. 
It makes sense to concentrate compute in these regions and distribute access fairly across 
the Union. 

 By contrast, dependence on non-European countries for compute supply is a risky bet, es-
pecially in the current geopolitical climate. The more critical a sector is for the functioning of 
Europe’s economy and public institutions, the more worrying such a dependence becomes. 
In sectors such as finance, energy, or healthcare, Member States need reliable access to 
compute, rather than relying merely on the trust and goodwill of foreign actors. The most 
straightforward way to achieve this is to ensure that a large fraction of European AI demand 
is served through data centres on EU soil, which are ultimately under European countries’ 
physical control.

 Of an already scarce resource, the EU has very little. Researchers estimate that Europe as 
a whole – including non-EU countries such as the UK and Norway – will have around 2 GW 
of AI compute by the end of the year, constituting a roughly 5% share of 45 GW globally by 

https://www.reuters.com/world/china/nvidia-supplier-sk-hynix-posts-record-q3-profit-meets-forecasts-2025-10-28/
https://www.kedglobal.com/earnings/newsView/ked202510300005
https://www.investing.com/analysis/micron-faces-a-rerating-moment-as-soldout-hbm-supply-reshapes-the-earnings-story-200676155
https://www.tomshardware.com/tech-industry/artificial-intelligence/samsung-and-sk-hynix-warn-ai-driven-memory-shortages-could-last-until-2027-and-beyond-as-hbm-demand-explodes-customers-already-reserving-supply-years-ahead-while-the-wider-dram-market-begins-to-tighten
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/memory-mania-how-a-once-in-four-decades
https://www.chosun.com/english/industry-en/2026/03/29/JRVMGDAFLFCUVDACCSFX4CF37A/
https://www.dwarkesh.com/p/dylan-patel
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://epoch.ai/publications/trends-in-ai-supercomputers
https://casp.ac/reports/ai-enabled-terrorism
https://www.anthropic.com/glasswing
https://www.anthropic.com/news/expanding-project-glasswing
https://www.anthropic.com/news/expanding-project-glasswing
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-06-01/anthropic-to-give-eu-s-cybersecurity-agency-access-to-mythos
https://www.anthropic.com/news/fable-mythos-access
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
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that time.26 This share is likely to stay roughly flat over the next five years if current trends 
continue, with approximately 21 GW of AI compute in Europe and ca. 370 GW globally in 2031. 
In the default scenario, and despite the AI Continent Action Plan’s stated goal to triple the 
EU’s data centre capacity over the next years, the EU’s share of global AI compute would 
therefore remain significantly below its 18% share of global GDP.

The EU should aim for a compute share in proportion to its share of the world economy. To 
fight its acute compute scarcity and control a meaningful share of the world’s AI infrastruc-
ture, EU Member States should collectively aim to host at least 15% of global AI compute by 
the end of the decade – roughly proportional to the EU’s 18% share of global GDP. In line with 
the compute forecast of the Europe 2031 scenario paper, this strategy assumes a global stock 
of AI compute of 300 GW by the end of 2030. This is roughly in line with estimates recently 
published by leading AI hardware forecasters, as Table 3 below shows.27

SOURCE ESTIMATE OF GLOBAL AI COMPUTE TIME

Europe 2031 300 GW 2030 (END OF YEAR)

RAND 327 GW 2029 (END OF YEAR)

AI 2040 286 GW28 2030 (END OF YEAR)

Semianalysis 239–380 GW29 2030

 TABLE 3	 A COMPARISON OF RECENT EXPERT FORECASTS OF GLOBAL AI COMPUTE BY THE END OF THE DECADE.

Our estimate of 300 GW of global AI compute (total facility power) by 2030 already prices 
in a slowdown of annual AI compute growth, mainly due to supply chain bottlenecks, from 
over 3x per year historically to around 1.25x per year by 2031. Similarly, it prices in that AI 
hardware will become more efficient over time. In a world where AI systems have transform-
ative impact, however, greater hardware efficiency would likely have two main effects: (1) 
As a given level of AI capability becomes cheaper, customers will demand more of it. (2) 
AI companies can turn a given level of investment into greater AI capabilities. Both factors 

26	 All GW estimates of European and global AI compute in this deep dive refer to total facility power.

27	 Some AI experts have put forward more aggressive estimates, such as Leopold Aschenbrenner in his article ‘Situational 

Awareness’. His back-of-the-envelope calculation projects that by 2030, the world’s AI data centre capacity will be equiv-

alent to total US power generation – around 4,250 TWh according to Aschenbrenner, likely referring to 2023, equivalent 

to an average load of 485 GW. Apart from AI forecasting experts, consultancies have also estimated AI compute growth, 

with McKinsey expecting 90 GW by 2030 and Goldman Sachs 24 GW by 2030 (as presented by RAND). The 24 GW estimate 

by Goldman has likely been overtaken by reality already, with Epoch AI estimating approximately 30 GW of AI compute at 

the end of 2025. As RAND notes, conservative estimates from Goldman and McKinsey only assume a ‘brief period of expo-

nential growth’ in AI. This is contrary to the premises of this strategy, which assumes that AI capabilities and the required 

inputs will continue to grow until AI has transformative effects.

28	 The AI 2040 authors state their estimate of global AI compute in H100 equivalents (H100e), a different measure of AI data 

centre capacity than power draw, measured in GW. For converting the H100e estimate into GW, this strategy relies on AI 

2040’s assumptions about chip efficiency growth.

29	 It is unclear whether the Semianalysis estimate refers to IT load or total facility power. If it is the former, then for compara-

bility it should be multiplied by a 1.1x PUE factor to yield 263–418 GW of total facility power.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/13QaT2TAQLjHDscwfJBBigtgoLWphyyVKf0pXFLGEV7Y/edit?gid=892312968#gid=892312968
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/factpages/ai-continent-action-plan
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO(9.0.0)
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO(9.0.0)
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://europe2031.ai/
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RRA3500/RRA3572-1/RAND_RRA3572-1.pdf
https://ai-2040.com/supplements/compute-supplement
https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/to-boldly-go-the-case-for-space-datacenters
https://epoch.ai/data/ai-chip-sales?view=graph&tab=power
https://europe2031.ai/compute-forecast/
https://situational-awareness.ai/racing-to-the-trillion-dollar-cluster/
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/ai-power-expanding-data-center-capacity-to-meet-growing-demand#/
https://www.goldmansachs.com/insights/articles/AI-poised-to-drive-160-increase-in-power-demand
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RRA3500/RRA3572-1/RAND_RRA3572-1.pdf
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-power
https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RRA3500/RRA3572-1/RAND_RRA3572-1.pdf
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incentivise the AI industry to grow the global stock of AI compute far beyond current levels, 
even if the growth rate slows down over time. If AI compute growth slows down less than 
expected, a global supply >400 GW by 2030 is not inconceivable. 

 Assuming a total AI compute stock of 300 GW by 2030, a steady ramp up of compute in the 
EU could look like this:

YEAR EU AI COMPUTE GLOBAL AI COMPUTE EU SHARE

2026 1.8 GW 45 GW 4%

2027 4.9 GW 82 GW 6%

2028 12 GW 147 GW 8.2%

2029 24 GW 207 GW 11.6%

2030 45 GW 300 GW 15%

TABLE 4	 A POTENTIAL RAMP-UP OF AI COMPUTE IN THE EU TO REACH THE 15% TARGET BY 2030.

Reaching a goal of 45 GW by 2030 would require one of the most ambitious infrastructural 
programmes in the history of post-war Europe. Operating AI data centres with 45 GW capac-
ity at full utilisation would increase the EU’s electricity consumption by 15.8% (394/2,492 
TWh). A recent study found that this is feasible, subject to enough political will: In a “crisis 
mobilisation” scenario, the EU’s major power markets alone – France, Germany, Iberia, and 
the Nordics (ex-Norway) – could connect 35.6 GW of AI compute to their grids by 2030.30 
The remaining 9.4 GW could plausibly be provided by other EU countries, and potentially 
by relying on on-site power generation as a bridge solution while the European grid is being 
expanded. 

The EU and its Member States should aim for this ambitious but feasible goal because trans-
formative AI – understood here as AI systems that would materially affect the EU’s long-
term role in the distribution of economic and geopolitical power – demands industrial-scale 
efforts that far exceed the pace of infrastructure expansion in normal times. The required 
effort could be reduced somewhat if the EU plans part of the compute expansion together 
with allied democracies such as Norway, Iceland, Canada, or Australia. Even in that case, a 
highly ambitious effort will still be required on EU soil. This will require difficult trade-offs 
and heavily rethinking established norms and procedures, but without it, EU countries are at 
the risk of losing their sovereignty and economic standing in a world where a region’s share of 
compute is a central determinant of its power and influence. The EU and its Member States 
should act quickly and with resolve to guard against this scenario, because the time to lock 
in geopolitical leverage through domestic compute on EU soil is now, rather than in the mid-
2030s when AI companies could start to build data centres in space. 

30	 In a crisis mobilisation scenario, policymakers would unlock additional AI compute capacity mainly via flexible grid connec-

tions for AI data centres and shifting electricity demand away from use cases such as hydrogen production towards AI data 

centres. In this scenario, the markets named above plus the UK and Norway could together connect 47.6 GW by 2030.

https://eepublicdownloads.blob.core.windows.net/public-cdn-container/clean-documents/Publications/Statistics/Factsheet/entsoe_sfs2024_web.pdf
https://eepublicdownloads.blob.core.windows.net/public-cdn-container/clean-documents/Publications/Statistics/Factsheet/entsoe_sfs2024_web.pdf
https://auroraer.com/resources/aurora-insights/market-reports/a-crisis-mobilisation-scenario-for-increasing-european-ai-compute-power
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-26-109012
https://research.google/blog/exploring-a-space-based-scalable-ai-infrastructure-system-design/
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This strategy’s assessment is that, if the EU does not find creative ways to reach 15% of 
global AI compute by 2030, it will have much less leverage to secure access to frontier 
technology than in a world where it succeeds in this generational buildout. The situation is 
especially risky in light of a likely future compute crunch: The less physical leverage they 
have over computing infrastructure, the more Member States will have to fight for compute 
access by making potentially costly concessions elsewhere. Below, this deep dive outlines 
a difficult, but feasible, path towards realising an ambitious compute target. This strategy 
recommends this path not because it is politically easy to implement, but because Europe 
otherwise risks losing access to the strategic resource on which transformative AI depends.

	� The EU and its Member States can achieve 
45 GW of AI compute by 2030
Who: The large majority of AI compute buildout in the EU should be done by the private sec-
tor. 45 GW of AI compute (total facility power) requires an enormous amount of investment. 
At an estimated capital expenditure of approximately $34 billion for a 1 GW AI data centre, 
the total cost of building these data centres would amount to approximately €1.3 trillion.31 
Only the private sector is able to mobilise capital at this order-of-magnitude. Goldman Sachs 
estimates that $7.6 trillion will be spent on AI infrastructure over the next six years.32 This 
year, the US hyperscalers alone are on track to spend over $700 billion on capital expend-
iture, the majority of which is for AI data centres. Individual investors and consortia have 
similarly announced plans to channel large amounts of capital into AI infrastructure, for ex-
ample the $500 billion Stargate Project, Saudi Arabia’s $100 billion Project Transcendence, 
and Brookfield’s $100 billion AI Infrastructure Program. The question is not whether this 
capital exists, but whether a significant fraction of it chooses the EU.

Moreover, Europe itself controls significant private capital that could be leveraged for large-
scale AI compute. Asset managers in Europe as a whole oversee around €23 trillion of insti-
tutional capital;33 redirecting capital equivalent to roughly 1.9% of this base annually over 
three years would be enough to finance the 45 GW ambition. That said, the majority of the 
buildout would have to be financed by US AI companies, as only the US hyperscalers and 
frontier developers currently generate enough demand to justify a double-digit GW buildout 
(that is, unless Europe attempted its own frontier project – see What would be required for 
a successful European frontier AI project?). As proposed above, US data centres on EU soil 
would serve as physical leverage to secure access to leading US models. This is why the alter
native to 45 GW of AI compute majority-built by US companies is not 45 GW of European- 
only compute, but simply much less AI compute in Europe overall. 

To further illustrate the scale, note that the proposed investment is less than what some 
other countries outside the US and China are spending on AI compute, relative to their size: 
For example, the Republic of Korea has announced private-led investment that is roughly 
3x as much relative to its GDP.34 

31	 Epoch AI estimates that 1 GW of IT load costs slightly below $38 billion for an AI data centre. Assuming a PUE (power usage 

effectiveness) of 1.1, this translates into $34.3 billion per 1 GW of total facility power. At current exchange rates, the total 

investment of $1.55 trillion would correspond to approximately €1.3 trillion.

32	 At $38B per GW, this implies a total AI data centre capacity of 200 GW by 2031. This is likely an underestimate; expecting 

300–400 GW of global AI compute by 2031 is more plausible.

33	 This figure includes non-EU countries such as the UK and Switzerland, which owned almost one half of Europe’s assets 

under management in 2024.

34	 Korea’s 550 trillion won investment by 2029 is a 19.7% share of its 2026 nominal GDP of 2,788 trillion won, or approximately  

6.6% per year when averaged over 2027–29. The proposed EU investment of $1.55 trillion by 2030 would be a 6.7% share of 

its 2026 nominal GDP of $23.03 trillion, or approximately 2.2% per year when averaged over 2027–29.

https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/cut-off
https://writing.antonleicht.me/p/cut-off
https://epochai.substack.com/p/is-a-compute-crunch-coming
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-cost-breakdown
https://www.goldmansachs.com/insights/articles/tracking-trillions-the-assumptions-shaping-scale-of-the-ai-build-out
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2026-04-30/us-big-tech-ratchets-up-ai-spending-past-700-billion-this-year
https://openai.com/de-DE/index/announcing-the-stargate-project/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-11-06/saudis-plan-100-billion-ai-powerhouse-to-rival-uae-s-tech-hub
https://bam.brookfield.com/press-releases/brookfield-launches-100-billion-ai-infrastructure-program
https://www.efama.org/newsroom/news/record-levels-assets-under-management-europe-driven-strong-equity-market-performance
https://epoch.ai/data-insights/ai-datacenter-cost-breakdown
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.16026
https://www.efama.org/sites/default/files/files/asset-management-report-2025-v3_0.pdf
https://www.datacenterdynamics.com/en/news/south-korea-announces-919bn-investment-into-three-mega-projects-plans-to-build-184gw-worth-of-data-centers-by-2035/
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO%289.0.0%29
https://data.imf.org/en/Data-Explorer?datasetUrn=IMF.RES%3AWEO%289.0.0%29
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While financing a 45 GW compute buildout should be mostly private sector-led, a public 
contribution from the EU and Member States of €100 billion to the €1.3 trillion overall invest-
ment would help to mobilise private funds and increase the share of European-only AI com-
pute, owned and operated by European organisations on EU soil. These data centres could be 
used, for example, for sensitive workloads, public good use cases, or boosting European AI 
researchers and start-ups. For the most sensitive use cases, such as AI workloads in national 
security or defence, Member States should consider direct equity investment into AI data 
centres alongside private sector partners to ensure that the most critical AI infrastructure is 
publicly co-owned. Moreover, if the compute needs of a European developer of fast-follower 
models (see Objective 1.1) or emerging frontier company increased, it could readily tap into 
this European-only compute pool, rather than compete for scarce cloud compute with for-
eign frontier companies that locked in long-term contracts in advance. If, however, Europe 
owned more compute than domestic companies and researchers needed, it could rent out 
its compute to foreign customers at standard rates, which are likely to remain lucrative as 
compute remains scarce in a world with transformative AI. Raising €100 billion for AI com-
pute through public funding is ambitious, but possible if different buckets are combined, with 
(for example) shares from the EU’s proposed Digital Leadership (€48.5 billion) and cohesion 
(€405 billion) budgets or the InvestEU Fund (€30 billion). A potential IPCEI for Frontier AI 
Compute would help to unlock corresponding amounts from Member States.

Where: Suitable sites for building large AI data centres quickly are limited, as a number of 
conditions all have to be in place: dozens or even hundreds of hectares of land, high-voltage 
grid connections (or options for on-site power generation), cooling infrastructure, fibre con-
nections, and a favourable regulatory environment.

Most EU countries will have some sites that fulfil these conditions, and building 45 GW of 
compute will generally require a collective effort. However, some countries are much more 
favourable places for building data centres than others, for example, due to cheap or abun-
dant green energy, a cold climate that eases cooling demands, or industrial brownfields with 
existing grid connections that can be repurposed for AI data centres. Therefore, there is a 
strong case for prioritising regions with the most favourable conditions, turning them into 
European compute centres whose benefits and burdens are shared across all EU countries. 
The table below offers a preliminary overview of what these regions could be:

COUNTRY SUITABLE REGIONS (EXAMPLES) ADVANTAGES

Denmark Esbjerg (West), Varde, Ølgod offshore wind surplus, cool climate

Finland Lappeenranta, Mäntsälä, Kajaani, Myllykoski
abundant nuclear and hydropower, cool 
climate, strong tenant base

France Hauts-de-France, Grand Est nuclear surplus, industrial sites

Germany Rhineland, Lusatia, Northern Germany
industrial sites, high grid reliability, wind 
energy in the north

Poland Silesia industrial sites

Portugal Sines
planned GW-scale projects with sea water 
cooling, abundant solar/wind

Romania Cernavodă, Doicești nuclear surplus, industrial sites

https://newsletter.semianalysis.com/p/spacex-10gw-in-2027-why-its-real
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0570
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52025DC0570
https://investeu.europa.eu/investeu-programme/investeu-fund_en
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TABLE 5	 ATTRACTIVE AI DATA CENTRE REGIONS IN THE EU.

In order to leverage those assets, the EU should seek a mechanism whereby all countries 
contribute to ambitious data centre buildout in the most favourable regions and receive fair 
access to the resulting compute in return.

How: Only the private sector can realistically fund a compute buildout on the order of 45 GW, 
with public funding only playing a limited enabling role. Therefore, the role of the EU and its 
Member States lies mainly in two areas:

1.	 Making the EU one of the world’s most attractive regions for private companies to build AI 
data centres.

2.	 Securing the political success conditions for this buildout, both vis-à-vis (i) the US as 
the most powerful actor in the global chip supply chain and (ii) local communities and 
the broader population as the groups directly or indirectly affected by new data centres. 

For concrete recommendations on how to achieve this, see Immediate Objective 3 in Part B 
of this strategy.

	 Robotics deep dive
 

Robotics will likely become an important economic and strategic driver as AI becomes 
transformative, but Europe will play a leading role only if it substantially strengthens its 
position. Europe has historically been strong in manufacturing and deploying industrial ro-
bots, particularly precise, high-quality machines that performed narrow, repetitive tasks 
in heavily engineered environments. However, if current trends in AI continue, the value of 
manufacturing traditional industrial robots may decrease relative to the production of AI-in-
tegrated robots, which can adapt to changes, understand natural language, reason about 
unfamiliar tasks, and transfer what they learn across environments and robot embodiments. 
Europe retains deep hardware expertise and manufacturing capacity, but those advantages 
will not necessarily translate into leadership in this new paradigm: Europe lags in AI integra-
tion, does not have assured access to the frontier AI models underpinning the most advanced 
robotic systems, has limited manufacturing capacity in other embodiments, and is not well 
positioned to manufacture at scale. Remaining a leading robotics producer will therefore 
require Europe to reorient its robotics capacity toward AI-integrated systems rather than 
relying on traditional industrial robotics to provide an enduring edge.

A note on definitions 
In this strategy, ‘Frontier AI models’ refers to the most capable, general-purpose AI models, 
such as the models behind popular AI applications like Claude or ChatGPT. ‘AI-integrated 
robots’ refers to robotic systems that use models trained for functions such as perception, 
language understanding, planning, or control, and which generally enable greater adaptation 
to changes in tasks or environments. ‘Frontier robotics models’ refers to the most capable, 
relatively general-purpose models capable of operating a robot – systems that can accept 
natural-language instructions, reason about unfamiliar tasks, perform multi-step tasks, or 

Spain Aragón, Castilla-La Mancha
abundant solar/wind, experience through 
existing hyperscaler projects

Sweden Norrland, Falun, Strängnäs abundant hydropower, cool climate
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transfer across environments and robot embodiments. Frontier robotics models can include 
advanced vision-language-action models specifically trained for robotic control, like Gemini 
Robotics 2. This can also include frontier AI models, which have demonstrated the ability 
to control robots in some tasks. Robots can take various shapes. ‘Form factor’ refers to 
the broad category of robot, including categories like fixed-base arms, autonomous mobile 
robots, mobile manipulators, humanoids, and drones, while ‘embodiment’ refers to the par-
ticular body or hardware on which a model operates (e.g., a specific company’s humanoid). 
This strategy uses ‘traditional industrial robots’ to principally refer to fixed-base industrial 
arms used in industrial settings.

	� Europe has historically been  
strong in robotics
Historically, the robotics industry was built around precision and repeatability rather than 
adaptability. Industrial arms, which have been used in industrial processes like automotive 
manufacturing since the 1960s, were deployed before there was any form of “intelligent” 
operating system for robots. Instead, the movements of industrial arms were programmed 
to perform the same motions repeatedly. Because the sensing and corrective capacities of 
these robots were limited, both production lines and machines required precision: produc-
tion lines were heavily engineered to ensure that products moving down a production line 
appeared before an industrial robot in the same position each time, and industrial robots 
were optimised for “repeatability” – the ability to perform the same motions over and over 
with as little variance as possible. Accordingly, the most competitive manufacturers of in-
dustrial robots were typically those who could produce robots with the greatest precision. 
Doing so requires high-quality hardware and specialised manufacturing processes – often 
themselves involving industrial robots. Advances in computer vision and motion-control 
software have made industrial robots better at following programmed trajectories accurate-
ly and making small corrections in response to variation. Even so, most remain limited to 
narrow, repeatable tasks.

Traditional industrial robots are costly to build and deploy, restricting their use primarily 
to highly standardised manufacturing. Because of the quality demands, industrial robots 
have typically been expensive investments. In addition to the cost of the robot itself, de-
ploying traditional industrial robots has typically involved re-engineering production lines 
to operate with the precision required by industrial robots. Doing so is sufficiently capital-in-
tensive that industrial robots were disproportionately deployed by large manufacturers, like 
automotive companies. The constraints of industrial robots – the lack of significant sensing 
or corrective capacity and the cost of deploying them – have meant that industrial robots are 
deployed in only a subset of industrial processes: industrial applications with high-through-
put, low-variance production processes, especially in large manufacturers. 

Europe and Japan dominate the traditional industrial robotics paradigm. Seventeen of the 
top 20 industrial robot manufacturers are Japanese or European, with seven headquartered 
in Europe (see Table 6). European robot manufacturers account for roughly one-third of es-
timated global industrial robot revenue. The industry is largely incumbent-dominated, with 
many of the largest companies having entered the robotics industry in the 1970s or 80s. For 
example, ABB (headquartered in Switzerland) and KUKA (headquartered in Germany but 
owned by China’s Midea Group), the two largest industrial robot manufacturers headquar-
tered in Europe, both began manufacturing industrial robots in the early to mid 1970s. This 
is not to say that all European industrial robotics firms are this old – Universal Robots, for 
example, released its first robot in 2008 – but the majority of Europe’s robotics revenue is 
concentrated in incumbent firms. Europe is also a major deployer of industrial robots: West-
ern Europe has a higher industrial robot density – a measure of industrial robot deployment 
relative to the number of manufacturing workers in a region – than North America or Asia.

https://deepmind.google/models/gemini-robotics/vla/
https://deepmind.google/models/gemini-robotics/vla/
https://ifr.org/robot-history
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.kuka.com/en-us/company/press/news/2022/11/squeeze-out-completed
https://ifr.org/ifr-press-releases/news/robot-density-surges-in-europe-asia-and-americas
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RANK COMPANY NAME
COUNTRY OF 
MANUFACTURING 
HEADQUARTERS

COUNTRY OF 
OWNERSHIP

ROBOTICS REVENUE 
(USD)

REVENUE SHARE
CUMULATIVE REVENUE 

SHARE

1 FANUC Japan Japan $2,486M 16.7% 16.7%

2 ABB Switzerland Switzerland* $2,331M 15.7% 32.5%

3
Yaskawa Electric 
(Motoman)

Japan Japan $1,622M 10.9% 43.4%

4 KUKA Germany China $1,085M 7.3% 50.7%

5
Mitsubishi Electric 
(Factory Automation)

Japan Japan $873M 5.9% 56.6%

6
Kawasaki Heavy 
Industries (Robotics)

Japan Japan $610M 4.1% 60.7%

7 Stäubli Robotics France Switzerland $515M 3.5% 64.2%

8 Brooks Automation US US $372M 2.5% 66.7%

9 Durr Germany Germany $360M 2.4% 69.1%

10 Universal Robots Denmark US $308M 2.1% 71.2%

11 Rorze Japan Japan $285M 1.9% 73.1%

12 Nidec Japan Japan $263M 1.8% 74.9%

13 Estun Automation China China $255M 1.7% 76.6%

14 OTC Daihen Japan Japan $215M 1.4% 78.0%

15
Franka Emika /  
Agile Robots

Germany Germany $215M 1.4% 79.5%

16 HD Hyundai Robotics South Korea South Korea $189M 1.3% 80.7%

17 Yamaha Motor (Robotics) Japan Japan $183M 1.2% 82.0%

18 Nachi-Fujikoshi Japan Japan $166M 1.1% 83.1%

19 Neura Robotics Germany Germany $157M 1.1% 84.1%

20 Epson Robots Japan Japan $154M 1.0% 85.2%

TABLE 6	 Highest-earning industrial robot manufacturers. European-headquartered manufacturers are highlighted in blue.  

Source: FAI 2026. *SoftBank Group (Japan) has agreed to acquire ABB Robotics; closing is expected in the second half of 

2026, subject to approvals. 

https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://new.abb.com/news/detail/129776/abb-to-divest-robotics-division-to-softbank-group
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	� AI integration into robotics reduces Europe’s 
historical advantages in industrial robotics 
AI integration could have a transformative effect on robotics. AI integration into industrial 
robots has traditionally been limited. Some industrial robots are equipped with simple ma-
chine learning-based systems, like small computer vision models configured to recognise a 
defined set of objects. These are typically heavily tailored to the specific task. Frontier ro-
botics models, by contrast, are large AI models – often referred to as vision-language-action 
models (VLAs) – trained on much larger and more heterogeneous datasets. For example, 
Physical Intelligence’s π₀ model was pretrained on 10,000 hours of dexterous-manipulation 
data spanning 68 tasks and seven robot configurations, in addition to large public datasets 
that pool more than one million robot trajectories. The training process for frontier robotics 
models is increasingly intensive as the models increase in size. OpenVLA – a seven-billion-pa-
rameter robot model trained on 970,000 real-world trajectories – required 64 NVIDIA A100 
GPUs running for 15 days; Generalist AI’s models now exceed 10 billion parameters, and 
Generalist reports that its most recent model trained continuously for eight months. These 
robot-specific models often make use of existing large vision-language models (VLMs) for 
natural language, image processing, and reasoning ability. For example, Figure pairs a VLM 
with simulation and teleoperation data to train a robot able to process language commands 
and analyse scenes, and Gemini Robotics uses its Gemini AI models to enable robots to 
reason and problem-solve before passing off control for motor commands to a VLA. Addi-
tionally, preliminary evidence suggests that sufficiently advanced frontier AI models, like 
Claude, could be used for direct robotic control. 

Transformative AI could dramatically accelerate robotics R&D. In addition to direct applica-
tions for robotic control, transformative AI could be used as a tool to speed up the develop-
ment of robotics software and hardware. For example, frontier AI models could improve the 
success of simulation-based training, which is currently not sufficiently realistic to broadly 
enable successful transfer of simulation-trained skills to the real world without augmenting 
with real-world training data. Doing so would reduce the need for hard-to-scale real-world 
data, significantly accelerating progress in training advanced robotics models. 

AI integration into robots could give robots new capabilities that enable them to succeed in 
a wider range of tasks. Many of the most advanced capabilities described below come from 
company demonstrations, and so should be treated as preliminary examples of advancing 
capabilities.

	 Flexibility. AI enables robots to adapt to changes in a task, without requiring production 
processes to be standardised and invariable. For example, an AI-integrated robot using vision 
to pick up objects can navigate to them even as they move and appear in different positions, 
rather than assuming specific coordinates, and figure out how to grasp objects of different 
shapes. Simple versions of these already exist in industrial robots. For example, ABB’s Ro-
botic Item Picker system uses a suction gripper to pick up stationary objects of different sizes 
and shapes. Frontier robotic models go further, demonstrating the ability to fold clothes they 
have never seen before, do task sequences they were not trained on based just on verbal 
instructions, and adapt to new tools and environments. Frontier models are also able to 
transfer skills learned in one embodiment to a different embodiment (for example, one with 
longer arms or different hands) – this cross-embodiment transfer enables deployment in a 
wider range of embodiments without requiring further training. This enables the deployment 
of robots in cases where they would previously have been uneconomical, including low-vol-
ume or high-variance production processes.

	 Hard-to-program manipulation. Some motions are difficult to reduce to a fixed trajectory 
because the object changes shape or moves unpredictably. Tasks involving these motions, 
including manipulating fabric, routing wire harnesses, and handling food, have historically 

https://www.pi.website/download/pi0.pdf
https://robotics-transformer-x.github.io/
https://openvla.github.io/
https://generalistai.com/blog/gen-0
https://generalistai.com/blog/gen-1.5
https://deepmind.google/models/gemini-robotics/embodied-reasoning/
https://www.anthropic.com/research/claude-plays-robotics
https://anthropic.robocurve.org/stack-blocks/
https://www.ycombinator.com/launches/S33-waddle-labs-agents-that-control-robots
https://www.abb.com/global/en/areas/robotics/solutions/functional-modules/item-picking-family/robotic-item-picker
https://www.abb.com/global/en/areas/robotics/solutions/functional-modules/item-picking-family/robotic-item-picker
https://www.sunday.ai/blog/act-2-preview
https://www.sunday.ai/blog/act-2-preview
https://www.pi.website/blog/pi07
https://generalistai.com/blog/gen-1.5
https://www.pi.website/blog/pi05
https://www.pi.website/blog/pi07
https://generalistai.com/blog/towards-machines-with-a-thousand-hands
https://www.pi.website/blog/pi07
https://www.automate.org/robotics/news/investigating-the-application-of-robotics-in-textile-and-garment-manufacturing-69
https://www.assemblymag.com/articles/92264-robotic-assembly-of-automotive-wire-harnesses
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10462-023-10674-2
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been difficult to automate with industrial robots. Frontier demonstrations now include fold-
ing clothing, handling fruit, doing origami and other deformable-object tasks. 

	 Lower dependence on mechanical precision. Improved perception and correction reduce 
the required mechanical repeatability in certain contexts. For example, if a robotic arm with 
embodied intelligence can repeatedly evaluate and replan its trajectory, it does not need to 
be as mechanically precise in its movements. This does not make hardware quality obsolete 
– it would be difficult for intelligence to substitute for core features like payload tolerance – 
but it may reduce the relative value of mechanical precision. 

	 Ease of deployment. Flexible robots reduce the need for reorganising a production line to 
ensure the robot sees low variance processes. Instead, more intelligent robots could handle 
higher variance processes without having to reconfigure the production processes. For ex-
ample, frontier demonstrations show robots sorting packages of varying sizes, shapes, and 
placements in a warehouse, and successfully placing items in their intended containers even 
as the containers move around. Additionally, more intelligent robots are easier to teach new 
tasks: frontier robotics models are able to learn to do a task from in-context information (i.e., 
without having to update their model weights), and can do so from a single example, even 
just watching a human do a task (see, for example, Generalist AI or Skild AI).

	 Reasoning and intelligence. Many physical tasks are difficult to reduce to pre-planned mo-
tions because they require understanding a goal, planning subtasks, adapting to changing 
conditions, solving problems, or language- or vision-based judgement. Sufficient intelligence 
enables robots to complete more complex tasks than they would have otherwise. Frontier 
robotics models exhibit some reasoning abilities, like stringing together multiple subtasks to 
perform long-horizon tasks, understanding and acting on natural language commands, and 
even searching the internet for context. Further advances, including greater integration of 
frontier AI models into robot control systems, could increase the complexity of automatable 
tasks. For example, sufficient intelligence would enable tasks like reading and understand-
ing a natural-language assembly manual, doing construction work in new terrain, repairing 
machinery with unknown problems, exploring novel environments, and communicating with 
other robots or humans to complete a complex task. 

The above capabilities could allow robots to perform many more tasks across the economy. 
If AI becomes transformative, it is possible that sufficiently capable systems will eventually 
automate most, if not all, physical work now performed by humans. The potential economic 
value of developing frontier robots could therefore be very large. 

	
	� European leadership in robotics is  

far from guaranteed
There are several reasons why Europe’s historical strengths in industrial robotics may not 
translate into comparable gains in an AI-driven robotics paradigm:

European robotics manufacturers are mostly not building custom AI-integrated robots. 
European industrial-robot incumbents use AI mainly for narrow applications. For example, 
ABB’s Robotic Item Picker, as discussed above, applies AI-based vision for defined pick-and-
place problems. Certain European companies are partnering with non-European companies 
to allow their robots advanced AI integration: for example, ABB is integrating NVIDIA simu-
lation and foundation-model tools into its platform to allow users to incorporate more ad-
vanced AI systems, and Universal Robots’ AI Accelerator incorporates NVIDIA hardware and 
software into its robots for developer use. These efforts may make existing products more 
capable. But there appear to be few, if any, major European industrial-robot incumbents that 
are developing a proprietary, general-purpose robot model able to follow natural-language 
instructions and operate across varied tasks, environments, and embodiments. The leading 
incumbents are therefore positioned mainly as hardware and integration providers, rather 

https://www.sunday.ai/blog/act-2-preview
https://www.sunday.ai/blog/act-2-preview
https://www.1x.tech/discover/neos-hands
https://arstechnica.com/ai/2025/03/googles-origami-folding-ai-brain-may-power-new-wave-of-humanoid-robots/
https://www.figure.ai/news/scaling-helix-logistics
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4MvGnmmP3c0&t=43s
https://generalistai.com/blog/gen-1.5
https://skild.ai/blogs/s1
https://skild.ai/blogs/s1
https://storage.googleapis.com/deepmind-media/gemini-robotics/Gemini-Robotics-1-5-Tech-Report.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/deepmind-media/gemini-robotics/Gemini-Robotics-1-5-Tech-Report.pdf
https://www.abb.com/global/en/areas/robotics/solutions/functional-modules/item-picking-family/robotic-item-picker
https://www.abb.com/global/en/news/134030/prsrl-abb-robotics-partners-with-nvidia-to-deliver-industrial-grade-physical-ai-at-scale
https://www.universal-robots.com/products/ai-accelerator/
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than developers of core models. While new European robotics companies have emerged in 
recent years that are oriented towards frontier AI integration, such as Agile Robots or Neura 
Robotics, the ecosystem remains small and few European companies have publicly demon-
strated robots that use frontier AI models for perception, planning, or control (and fewer still 
are developing the underlying models themselves). Additionally, established manufacturers 
like ABB and KUKA are mostly not developing frontier VLAs. Europe’s frontier-robotics sec-
tor is therefore emerging for the most part outside the incumbents that underpin its exist-
ing robotics strength. These startups are also much smaller and less well capitalised than 
leading US competitors, reflecting Europe’s broader difficulty in financing and scaling new 
technology companies (see Objective 2.1).

Europe’s hardware lead is concentrated in traditional industrial robots. Europe is most 
dominant in fixed-base industrial robots. While industrial robots will almost certainly con-
tinue to be an important form factor, they are only one of many poised to benefit from AI in-
tegration into robotics, which also include autonomous mobile robots, mobile manipulators, 
humanoids, drones, among others. Europe’s manufacturing presence in these other sectors 
is smaller: European shipments accounted for about 11% of autonomous mobile robots for 
intralogistics in 2024, and a negligible share of humanoids in 2025. While the hardware sup-
ply chains and manufacturing capacity of industrial arms are well-suited for some level of 
transfer to other form factors, Europe is not, by default, poised to manufacture most of the 
form factors that could benefit from the returns to AI integration.

Europe’s continued dominance in traditional industrial robotics is also not a given. While 
traditional industrial robots will likely remain valuable, China is rapidly encroaching on in-
cumbent market share. China’s share of global industrial robot production has increased 
from 9% in 2016 to over 30% in 2024, and China has significantly reduced its import reliance 
for industrial robots. China has also made significant inroads as an upstream hardware sup-
plier. For example, Chinese manufacturer Leaderdrive began producing an increasingly large 
share of Universal Robots’ strainwave reducers in the late 2010s, accounting for around 30% 
of Universal Robots’ reducers in 2019 (though recent figures are unclear). Additionally, sev-
eral European-headquartered industrial robotics companies have lost European ownership: 
KUKA is owned by China’s Midea, Universal Robots by US-based Teradyne, and ABB has 
agreed to sell its robotics division to Japan’s SoftBank. Traditional industrial robotics is not 
a guaranteed fallback if Europe fails to lead in AI-enabled robotics.

Europe’s dominance in high-precision, high-quality hardware might be less important than 
the ability to manufacture at scale. As the scope of tasks that robotic systems are able to 
automate broadens beyond narrow, high-precision industrial tasks, the ability to swiftly in-
crease production may matter more than the ability to manufacture exceptionally high-qual-
ity robots – where Europe’s dominance has historically been. While Europe remains strong 
in the final assembly of traditional robots, it is more reliant on foreign suppliers for raw and 
processed materials than China is. More broadly, China produced 35% of global manufactur-
ing output, compared with 13% for the euro area, and more than the next ten largest manu-
facturing countries combined. China’s manufacturing base has also expanded considerably 
faster: in the first quarter of 2026, its output was 39% above its 2020 level and 5.6% higher 
than a year earlier, while European output was 12% above its 2020 level and 1.2% lower than 
a year earlier. In practice, China’s dense hardware ecosystems and broader manufacturing 
capacity appear to enable Chinese robotics companies to develop and manufacture robots 
faster and more cheaply. 

Europe lags in frontier models. Some leading robotics companies, such as Physical Intelli-
gence in the US, focus on developing frontier robotics models rather than building their own 
embodiments. Physical Intelligence, along with other leading robot-model companies such 
as NVIDIA, Figure AI and Skild AI, are mostly American. While Europe does have a few de-
velopers, such as Agile Robots, building robotics foundation models, no European company 
has emerged as a clear peer to the leading US companies in the demonstrated generality and 
capabilities of its models. Europe also lags behind on general-purpose AI models, which in-
creasingly provide robots with perception, language understanding and reasoning. The 2026 
Stanford AI Index attributes 59 notable AI models released in 2025 to the United States, 35 

https://www.agile-robots.com/en/solutions/agile-one/
https://neura-robotics.com/
https://neura-robotics.com/
https://www.vdma.eu/documents/d/group-34568/vdma_pi_mr_world-robotics_final_en
https://restofworld.org/charts/2026/JP73G-humanoid-robot-shipments-2025
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://www.kuka.com/en-us/company/press/news/2022/11/squeeze-out-completed
https://www.universal-robots.com/about-us/history/
https://new.abb.com/news/detail/129776/abb-to-divest-robotics-division-to-softbank-group
https://new.abb.com/news/detail/129776/abb-to-divest-robotics-division-to-softbank-group
https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2024-01/EconomicBrief_4_ETBD_23_004ENN_V2.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/forecasts/2024/spring/spring_forecast-2024_special issue_china_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/forecasts/2024/spring/spring_forecast-2024_special issue_china_en.pdf
https://stat.unido.org/portal/storage/file/publications/qiip/World_Manufacturing_Report_2026_Q1.pdf
https://stat.unido.org/portal/storage/file/publications/qiip/World_Manufacturing_Report_2026_Q1.pdf
https://www.thefai.org/posts/the-state-of-industrial-robotics
https://hai.stanford.edu/assets/files/ai_index_report_2026.pdf
https://hai.stanford.edu/assets/files/ai_index_report_2026.pdf
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to China and two to Europe. Even if a different architecture replaced LLMs as the main para-
digm behind general-purpose models in the future, this would not necessarily favour Europe: 
while it could create opportunities for new entrants, developing successful robotics models 
under any paradigm would still require frontier AI talent, compute, data, and capital. These 
resources are currently concentrated in foreign AI companies, and a greater share would end 
up in Europe only through an ambitious attempt to attract them.

Europe lacks reliable access to frontier models built elsewhere. While European compa-
nies could use open-source models, the most capable frontier models are closed-source, 
including an increasing share of frontier robotics models. For example, many frontier robotics 
model developers like Figure, 1X Technologies, Generalist AI, and Skild AI do not release their 
models. Access to frontier models from foreign developers is not guaranteed (see Objective 
1.1). Ongoing access to open-source models is not guaranteed, either; for example, Physical 
Intelligence – a frontier research lab which open-sourced its first generations of models – 
has not released its two most recent models. As robots take on increasingly complex tasks, 
differences in reasoning and planning ability will increasingly determine what they can do 
reliably and how economical they are to deploy; if European robotics companies must rely 
on less capable general-purpose AI or robotics models, they could become less competitive 
than companies with access to frontier models. Gaps in access to the best models could 
also compound over time: Frontier general-purpose AI models could accelerate robotics 
R&D (e.g., through improved sim-to-real transfer), while frontier robotics models could en-
able more capable deployments, generating real-world interaction data that can be used to 
improve subsequent models.

Europe’s industrial data will not necessarily provide strong advantages in frontier robot-
ics. European factories generate extensive production telemetry, quality records and main-
tenance data. In an effort to take advantage of the data generated by Europe’s industrial 
base, the EU has launched several initiatives to facilitate the sharing of manufacturing data, 
including data generated by industrial robots and other machinery. Training frontier robotics 
models, however, often needs synchronised camera or tactile observations, robot states, 
actions, task labels and outcomes. Legacy arms were not necessarily designed to record or 
share all that data. For example, many industrial arms do not collect synchronised video 
and joint-level motion data. Data is also more valuable for training if it has greater variance, 
leading frontier robotics labs like Figure to create custom data collection platforms to build 
more diverse training sets. By contrast, industrial robots often collect data from repetitive 
motions in environments with little variation, like industrial production lines. Additionally, 
to be deployed, robots usually must have very high success rates in their tasks, making it 
difficult to use their data to train on the difference between successful and unsuccessful 
operation. While data collected from deployed robots may still be valuable, the high repe-
tition from industrial robots and the low failure rate may limit the usefulness of the data for 
training generalised physical skills. 

	
	� Going forward: adapting Europe’s  

robotics capacity 
Europe is not starting from zero. European companies remain globally competitive in indus-
trial robotics, with significant hardware production capacity and deep expertise in high-qual-
ity industrial robot manufacturing processes. Additionally, industrial robotics capacity is, 
to some extent, general purpose, with many areas of hardware and manufacturing overlap-
ping. For example, humanoids, like industrial robots, need joint-level actuators and operable 
end-effectors, and mobile robots use similar types of motors to industrial arms. Under any 
future, robots will require reliable embodiments, and Europe has many of the supply chains 
and production processes to make the relevant components. If Europe were to reorient to-
wards the frontier of robotics – AI integration into varied autonomous form factors – it has 
deep resources on which to draw. Doing so could give Europe a shot at retaining its strength 
in robotics. 

https://epoch.ai/eci?view=graph&tab=release-date&subset-view=graph&subset-tab=Software+engineering&colorCategorization=Accessibility
https://www.figure.ai/news/helix
https://www.1x.tech/discover/world-model-self-learning
https://generalistai.com/blog/gen-1.5
https://www.skild.ai/blogs/s1
https://github.com/Physical-Intelligence/openpi
https://www.pi.website/blog/pi07
https://www.pi.website/blog/pistar06
https://www.figure.ai/news/introducing-index
https://itcanthink.substack.com/p/how-much-is-robot-deployment-data
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Europe should use its industries as a testbed for further industrial automation. Western 
Europe already has a more automated industrial sector (as measured by the ratio of industri-
al robots to manufacturing workers) than Asia or North America. This gives Europe a dense 
and diverse base of factories and production processes that can serve as testing grounds for 
early robotics deployment. The EU and Member States could co-fund production pilots that 
pair European robotics and AI developers with manufacturers and support the deployment 
of advanced robotic systems. Operating in real factories would give European robotics com-
panies access to diverse task and failure data, and allow them to demonstrate their aptitude 
for greater commercialisation.

Data-sharing efforts should focus on the most valuable sources of data for robotics. As 
discussed above, Europe’s large industrial base may not automatically produce a data ad-
vantage: its data is often narrow and repetitive and may not include the necessary task 
annotations. Developing advanced robotics models, by contrast, requires data that capture 
varied tasks, environments and outcomes, which might involve specialised data collection 
(e.g., collection that explicitly labels whether a robot was successful in a task). European 
robotics initiatives should therefore prioritise creating systems to share the types of data 
that are most valuable for advanced model development, while protecting commercially 
sensitive information.

Europe should fund robotics R&D and commercialisation. Robotics is a capital-intensive in-
dustry, and Europe’s broader difficulties in financing and scaling new technology companies 
(see Objective 2.1) will impede Europe’s success in frontier robotics. The EU and Member 
States should consider expanding funding for frontier robotics research and commercialisa-
tion efforts. This could include support for research groups and startups, as well as incum-
bent robotics companies or hardware manufacturers attempting to transition into frontier 
robotics. Prioritising robotics companies’ access to compute could also be a useful lever for 
accelerating European development of frontier robotics models.

Europe could benefit from well-designed partnerships with foreign companies. European 
robot manufacturers are unlikely to develop their own frontier models in the near term, so 
partnerships with foreign model developers could accelerate the integration of advanced 
AI into European hardware. Such partnerships should be designed in a way that protects 
European intellectual property, for example by using privacy-enhancing technologies when 
sharing sensitive proprietary data. 

Standardised regulations should facilitate robot deployments across the EU. Differing 
regulatory standards by jurisdiction could slow down real-world testing and deployment 
of advanced robotic systems. The Commission should ensure that regulations guiding the 
production and deployment of advanced robots – including those, like humanoids, with high 
levels of autonomy – are clear and harmonised across the EU.

https://ifr.org/ifr-press-releases/robot-density-surges-in-europe-asia-and-americas
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