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The rise of Artificial Intelligence (AI) is not merely a technological shift; it is a

fundamental reshaping of the global landscape of power, economics, and national

security. The ability to develop, deploy, and govern AI systems has become the

critical determinant of competitive advantage and strategic autonomy for both

corporations and nations. This new reality has given rise to an urgent strategic

imperative: AI Sovereignty.

AI Sovereignty is the capacity for an organization or state to exercise autonomous

control over its AI ecosystem, free from undue foreign dependency and influence.

Yet, despite its critical importance, the concept has remained ill-defined and,

crucially, unmeasured. This "measurement gap" leaves leaders navigating a high-

stakes environment without a compass, unable to assess vulnerabilities, prioritize

investments, or track progress.

This whitepaper from EIGENVECTOR introduces a groundbreaking solution to this

challenge. We make three novel and actionable contributions:

1. A New Theoretical Framework: The AI Sovereignty Trilemma. We

introduce a powerful new concept that clarifies the strategic landscape. We

argue that any organization faces an "impossible trinity" when pursuing AI

capabilities: it is impossible to simultaneously optimize for Performance

(accessing state-of-the-art AI), Autonomy (maintaining strategic

independence), and Cost Efficiency. Leaders can choose any two, but not all

three. This trilemma forces explicit, strategic trade-offs and explains why so

many organizations, in prioritizing performance and cost, have unknowingly

created massive sovereignty deficits and exposed themselves to unacceptable

geopolitical risk.

2. A Comprehensive Measurement Tool: The AI Sovereignty Index (ASI). We

present the ASI, the first comprehensive, quantifiable, and scientifically

validated framework for measuring AI sovereignty. Developed in accordance
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with OECD best practices, the ASI is built on a hierarchical structure of 5

pillars, 15 dimensions, and 52 discrete indicators. It moves beyond

qualitative assessments to provide a rigorous, data-driven score from 0 to 100,

enabling benchmarking, gap analysis, and strategic planning.

3. Advanced Strategic Analytics for Decision-Making. The ASI is more than a

static scorecard; it is a dynamic strategic tool. EIGENVECTOR has integrated

five advanced analytical features that are absent from any other framework:

Adaptive Weighting to tailor the index to your specific industry and threat

context; Causal Impact Analysis to identify the highest-ROI interventions;

Geopolitical Stress Testing to quantify your resilience to shocks like

sanctions or cloud provider exits; Economic Impact Quantification to build a

robust business case for sovereignty investments; and Temporal Forecasting

to manage your sovereignty posture proactively.

Our empirical analysis reveals a systemic "sovereignty deficit" across most

organizations. The dominant strategy of prioritizing Performance and Cost has

created critical vulnerabilities, particularly dependencies on a small number of

foreign hyperscale cloud providers and foundational model developers. Our stress

tests show that a sudden geopolitical shock could cripple the AI capabilities of a

typical organization, erasing years of investment overnight.

This whitepaper provides not only the diagnostic tools to understand this new risk

landscape but also a clear, actionable path forward. We present a four-phase

strategic roadmap for organizations to assess their baseline, define a target

sovereignty posture, implement high-impact interventions, and monitor their

progress. For policymakers, we offer concrete recommendations to foster national

and regional AI sovereignty.

The era of treating AI as a purely technical or IT procurement decision is over. The

choices leaders make today about AI sovereignty will determine their organization's

freedom to operate, innovate, and compete for decades to come. This whitepaper is

your guide to navigating this new terrain with clarity, confidence, and strategic

foresight. It is a call to action for Sovereignty by Design.



We are at a pivotal moment in history. The rapid proliferation of Artificial Intelligence is

reconfiguring the global distribution of power in ways not seen since the industrial revolution.

But unlike steam power or electricity, AI is not just a tool for enhancing productivity. It is fast

becoming the very substrate of modern decision-making, influencing everything from capital

allocation and medical diagnostics to military strategy and public discourse. In this new world,

the capacity to build, control, and govern AI is synonymous with strategic power.

1.1 The New Geography of Power

The global AI ecosystem is concentrating at an alarming rate. A handful of hyperscale

technology firms, domiciled in a few nations, now control the critical layers of the AI stack: the

vast computational infrastructure, the proprietary foundational models, and the immense

datasets required to train them. This concentration creates a new, invisible geography of

power, where strategic dependencies are formed not on physical trade routes, but on digital

supply chains and data flows.

This reality has given birth to the concept of AI Sovereignty: the ability of a state or

organization to exercise autonomous control over its AI ecosystem, free from undue foreign

influence or dependency. The pursuit of this sovereignty is no longer a theoretical exercise; it

is a central pillar of national and corporate strategy worldwide.

The European Union has committed hundreds of billions of euros to achieve "strategic

autonomy," anchored by landmark regulations like the AI Act and ambitious initiatives

such as the AI Factories program, aiming to build a sovereign compute infrastructure.

The United States, long a proponent of market-led innovation, is now shifting its stance.

Proposed legislation like the AI Sovereignty Act of 2025 signals a move toward more

strategic national planning and onshoring of critical AI supply chains.

China has made its ambitions explicit: to achieve global AI leadership by 2030, backed

by massive state investment and a tightly integrated strategy of military-civil fusion.

For business leaders, this geopolitical competition is not a distant concern. It is a direct and

growing risk. Your organization's access to critical AI tools, the security of your data, and your
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freedom to operate in key markets are now all subject to the vagaries of international

relations. A trade dispute, a sanction, or a change in foreign government policy could sever

your access to the very AI platforms your business relies on.

1.2 The "Measurement Gap": Why Current Approaches Fall Short

Despite this global mobilization, the concept of AI sovereignty has remained dangerously

vague and, most importantly, unmeasured. Existing frameworks are largely qualitative,

offering high-level principles but lacking the quantitative rigor needed for evidence-based

policymaking and strategic corporate planning. This critical "measurement gap" creates a triad

of strategic failures:

1. Strategic Ambiguity: Without clear, quantifiable metrics, how can a board or a

government assess its current sovereignty posture? How can it identify its most critical

vulnerabilities? How can it know if its multi-billion-dollar investments are actually

improving its position? The answer is: it cannot. This leads to strategies based on

intuition rather than data.

2. Resource Misallocation: In the absence of quantifiable outcomes, how can an

organization prioritize its investments? Should it invest in a sovereign cloud, develop its

own models, or train its local workforce? Without a framework to measure the impact of

each action, investments are often scattered, ineffective, and fail to address the most

pressing risks.

3. Policy Incoherence: On a national and international level, the lack of a common

measurement framework hampers cooperation, standard-setting, and effective

regulation. Nations cannot engage in meaningful dialogue about digital autonomy if they

are not speaking the same language or measuring the same things.

This is the challenge that EIGENVECTOR was founded to solve. We believe that you cannot

manage what you do not measure. Effective strategy begins with a clear, objective, and

comprehensive understanding of your current position. This whitepaper introduces the tool to

achieve that clarity: the AI Sovereignty Index (ASI).

1.3 The Business Imperative for AI Sovereignty

For a modern enterprise, AI sovereignty is not an abstract political goal; it is a cornerstone of

corporate resilience, competitive advantage, and long-term value creation. Ignoring this

imperative exposes an organization to a range of severe and often existential risks:



Operational Risk: Over-reliance on a single foreign AI provider creates a critical single

point of failure. A service termination, whether for commercial, technical, or political

reasons, could bring your AI-dependent operations to a grinding halt.

Geopolitical Risk: As demonstrated by recent supply chain disruptions and sanctions,

access to foreign technology can be weaponized. Your organization could become

collateral damage in a broader geopolitical conflict, losing access to essential software,

hardware, or cloud services overnight.

Data and IP Risk: When your data is processed on foreign infrastructure, it may be

subject to the laws and surveillance capabilities of that jurisdiction. This exposes

sensitive corporate IP, customer data, and trade secrets to unwanted access and

exfiltration.

Economic Risk: A lack of sovereignty leads to vendor lock-in. With high switching costs,

your organization becomes a captive customer, vulnerable to price hikes, unfavorable

contract terms, and a declining pace of innovation from your monopolistic provider.

Strategic Risk: The ultimate risk is the loss of strategic freedom. If your AI capabilities

are entirely dependent on external providers, your corporate strategy becomes

constrained by their roadmap, their values, and their national interests, not your own.

You lose the ability to innovate independently and chart your own course.

In the following chapters, we will introduce a new framework for understanding these risks and

a powerful tool for managing them. We will move from the abstract to the concrete, providing

you with the language, the metrics, and the strategy to achieve what we call Sovereignty by

Design.



At the heart of the strategic challenge of AI sovereignty lies a fundamental, unavoidable

conflict. For years, leaders have been encouraged to pursue the best possible AI technology

at the lowest possible cost, often without considering the hidden strategic trade-offs.

EIGENVECTOR's research has formalized this conflict into a new theoretical framework: The

AI Sovereignty Trilemma.

2.1 Introducing the Impossible Trinity

Inspired by the Mundell-Fleming trilemma in international economics, our framework posits

that any organization or nation faces an "impossible trinity" in its pursuit of AI capabilities. It

must navigate the competing demands of three core objectives:

Performance: Accessing and deploying state-of-the-art AI capabilities that deliver

maximum competitive advantage, accuracy, and operational effectiveness.

Autonomy: Maintaining strategic independence from foreign dependencies across the

entire AI value chain—from semiconductor supply chains to cloud infrastructure,

foundational models, and talent.

Cost Efficiency: Achieving these goals in an economically sustainable manner that

does not impose prohibitive financial burdens or compromise profitability.

The core proposition of the Sovereignty Trilemma is stark and simple: it is impossible to

simultaneously optimize for all three objectives. An organization can strategically position

itself to achieve any two of these goals, but only by consciously sacrificing the third. This is not

a sign of failure, but a fundamental law of the new AI economy. The pursuit of "absolute"

sovereignty—complete autonomy with cutting-edge performance at a low cost—is a strategic

illusion.

Chapter 2: The AI Sovereignty Trilemma: A New Strategic

Framework



Figure 1: The AI Sovereignty Trilemma. Organizations and nations can optimize for any two

vertices of the triangle, but not all three simultaneously. This impossible trinity forces explicit
strategic trade-offs in the pursuit of AI sovereignty. The key to effective strategy is not to chase

the impossible center, but to consciously choose which edge of the triangle best aligns with your
organization's context, risk appetite, and strategic goals.

2.2 Deconstructing the Three Pillars: Performance, Autonomy, and Cost

Efficiency

To apply the trilemma, it is crucial to understand each vertex in concrete business terms.

Performance: The Engine of Competitiveness

Performance is the measure of your AI's raw capability. It's about having access to the best

tools for the job. This includes metrics like:

Model Accuracy and Power: Using the largest, most advanced foundational models

(like GPT-4, Claude 3, Gemini) that deliver the highest quality results.

Scalability and Speed: The ability to handle massive workloads with low latency,

powered by world-class, hyperscale infrastructure.

Feature Completeness: Accessing a rich ecosystem of pre-built AI services, APIs, and

MLOps tools that accelerate development and deployment.

Maximizing performance often means tapping into the ecosystems of the few global leaders

who have invested hundreds of billions in R&D and infrastructure.



Autonomy: The Guarantee of Resilience

Autonomy is the measure of your strategic independence. It's about controlling your own

destiny and insulating your organization from external shocks. This includes:

Infrastructure Control: Owning or using sovereign cloud/on-premise data centers

where you control the physical and logical access.

Data and Model Sovereignty: Ensuring your sensitive data is stored and processed

within your jurisdiction and that you have ownership or irrevocable rights to the AI

models you depend on.

Supply Chain Independence: Diversifying your hardware and software suppliers to

avoid dependency on a single company or country, particularly for critical components

like semiconductors.

Talent Sovereignty: Cultivating a local pool of AI talent to reduce reliance on foreign

expertise.

Maximizing autonomy often requires significant investment in building or acquiring capabilities

that may already exist elsewhere.

Cost Efficiency: The Foundation of Sustainability

Cost efficiency is the measure of your economic sustainability. It's about achieving your AI

goals without breaking the bank. This is measured by:

Total Cost of Ownership (TCO): Minimizing the overall cost of your AI stack, including

hardware, software licensing, cloud consumption, and personnel.

Return on Investment (ROI): Ensuring that AI investments generate tangible business

value that justifies their expense.

Pay-as-you-go Flexibility: Leveraging the economies of scale of public cloud providers

to avoid massive upfront capital expenditures and pay only for the resources you

consume.

Maximizing cost efficiency often means leveraging commoditized, off-the-shelf solutions from

the most scaled global providers.

2.3 Three Strategic Choices: Navigating the Trade-Offs



The Trilemma forces every organization into one of three strategic postures. Understanding

these postures is the first step toward making a conscious, deliberate choice about your own

AI strategy.

Strategy 1: Prioritize Performance + Cost Efficiency (Sacrifice Autonomy)

This is the default strategy for most commercial organizations today. It involves leveraging the

world's leading foreign hyperscale cloud providers (e.g., AWS, Azure, Google Cloud) and

proprietary foundation models (e.g., from OpenAI, Anthropic).

Benefits: You gain immediate access to state-of-the-art AI at a competitive price point,

benefiting from massive economies of scale and continuous innovation.

The Sacrifice: You sacrifice autonomy. Your data, models, and operations are dependent on

foreign infrastructure and corporations. You are exposed to geopolitical risks, vendor lock-in,

and potential data access by foreign entities. Our research shows this is the most common,

and most vulnerable, position.

Strategy 2: Prioritize Performance + Autonomy (Sacrifice Cost Efficiency)

This is the "fortress" strategy, typically pursued by nation-states and organizations in highly

sensitive sectors like defense and intelligence. It involves building a complete, vertically

integrated domestic AI stack—from sovereign data centers and custom silicon to proprietary

foundational models and a domestic talent pipeline.

Benefits: You achieve the holy grail of cutting-edge performance combined with maximum

strategic independence. You are insulated from foreign sanctions and supply chain

disruptions.

The Sacrifice: You sacrifice cost efficiency. The price tag is astronomical, running into the

tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars. It requires duplicating capabilities that already

exist, forgoing economies of scale, and committing to a relentless, expensive R&D race. This

path is economically irrational for all but a handful of global superpowers and the largest

enterprises.

Strategy 3: Prioritize Autonomy + Cost Efficiency (Sacrifice Performance)

This is the "pragmatist" strategy, often adopted by government agencies, regional players, or

organizations in less competitive sectors with strict sovereignty mandates. It involves using

more modest, locally-controlled infrastructure, relying on open-source models, and developing

niche capabilities with local talent.



Benefits: You achieve a high degree of autonomy and control at a manageable cost, avoiding

both massive capital outlays and dependence on foreign giants.

The Sacrifice: You sacrifice performance. Your AI capabilities will likely lag behind the global

state-of-the-art. You may struggle to compete on a global stage and miss out on the latest

breakthroughs available only through proprietary platforms.

2.4 The Strategic Implications for Your Organization

The AI Sovereignty Trilemma is more than a theoretical model; it is a practical tool for strategic

decision-making. It forces leaders to ask difficult, but essential, questions:

What is our current, de facto position on the Trilemma triangle? Have we

consciously chosen this position, or have we drifted into it by default?

Does our current position align with our organization's risk appetite, regulatory

environment, and strategic objectives? Is a high-autonomy strategy a "must-have" for

us, or a "nice-to-have"?

What is our desired future position? And what is the roadmap to get there?

How can we mitigate the risks of our chosen strategy? If we sacrifice autonomy,

how do we build resilience against geopolitical shocks? If we sacrifice performance, how

do we remain competitive?

The Trilemma reveals that there is no single "best" AI sovereignty strategy. The optimal choice

is context-dependent. A defense contractor and a retail e-commerce company will, and

should, make very different choices. The key is to make that choice deliberately, with a full

understanding of the trade-offs involved. The AI Sovereignty Index, which we introduce in the

next chapter, is the tool that enables you to measure your position and navigate these trade-

offs with data-driven confidence.



Recognizing the strategic challenge of the AI Sovereignty Trilemma is the first step. The

second, and more critical, step is to measure it. To move from abstract concepts to concrete

data, leaders need a robust, reliable, and comprehensive tool. EIGENVECTOR has

developed that tool: The AI Sovereignty Index (ASI).

The ASI is the first comprehensive, scientifically rigorous framework for quantifying AI

sovereignty. It is not another qualitative checklist or high-level maturity model. It is a data-

driven diagnostic instrument designed to provide leaders with an objective, 360-degree view

of their organization's sovereignty posture, identify hidden vulnerabilities, and guide strategic

investment.

3.1 Our Guiding Principles: Rigor, Actionability, and Compliance

The development of the ASI was guided by the same best practices used to create the world's

most respected composite indicators, such as the Human Development Index. We rigorously

followed the 10-step process outlined in the OECD Handbook on Constructing Composite

Indicators, ensuring our methodology is transparent, statistically sound, and defensible. Our

design is built on five core principles:

1. Comprehensiveness: The ASI captures all critical dimensions of AI sovereignty,

spanning the entire value chain from corporate governance and infrastructure to data

lifecycles, security, and legal alignment.

2. Measurability: Every indicator within the ASI is quantifiable, with clear, objective scoring

criteria. This eliminates ambiguity and ensures that assessments are consistent and

repeatable.

3. Validity: The framework is not arbitrary. Each pillar, dimension, and indicator is

grounded in established academic theory and has been empirically validated through

rigorous statistical analysis to ensure it truly measures a core aspect of AI sovereignty.

4. Comparability: The standardized 0-100 scoring system enables meaningful

comparisons and benchmarking—across business units, against industry peers, and

over time to track progress.

Chapter 3: A New Compass: The EIGENVECTOR AI

Sovereignty Index (ASI)



5. Actionability: The results are not just a number. The ASI is designed to provide clear,

actionable insights. The granular data helps pinpoint specific weaknesses and, as we

will see in Chapter 5, our advanced analytics can identify the most effective interventions

to improve your score.

3.2 The Hierarchical Framework: A Multi-Layered View of Sovereignty

AI sovereignty is a complex, multi-faceted concept. To capture this complexity without

becoming unwieldy, the ASI employs a clear, four-level hierarchical structure. This allows you

to zoom in from a high-level executive summary to granular, operational details.

Level 1: Overall ASI Score: A single, headline score on a 0-100 scale that provides an

at-a-glance measure of your organization's total AI sovereignty posture.

Level 2: Five Pillars: The overall score is composed of five fundamental pillars, each

representing a critical domain of sovereignty. This allows you to see your relative

strengths and weaknesses at a strategic level.

Level 3: Fifteen Dimensions: Each pillar is broken down into three distinct dimensions,

providing a more detailed view of your performance within each domain.

Level 4: Fifty-Two Indicators: Each dimension is measured by 3-4 specific,

quantifiable indicators. This is the ground-level data that allows for precise diagnosis and

targeted action.

Figure 2: The ASI Hierarchical Framework. The ASI's structure, comprising 5 pillars, 15
dimensions, and 52 indicators, provides a comprehensive and multi-layered measurement



system. This allows leaders to understand their sovereignty posture from a high-level strategic

overview down to specific, actionable operational metrics.

3.3 The AI Sovereignty Stack: A Holistic Architecture

To ensure our framework was truly comprehensive, we conceptualized AI sovereignty as a

four-layer stack. The ASI's pillars and indicators are designed to assess an organization's

control and autonomy at each of these critical layers.

Figure 3: The AI Sovereignty Stack. This layered architecture illustrates the four critical layers
where sovereignty considerations apply. True sovereignty requires a holistic approach that

addresses dependencies and ensures control from the foundational infrastructure up to the final
application layer.

Layer 1: Infrastructure & Compute: This is the foundation. It concerns the physical

and virtual hardware on which AI runs. Key sovereignty question: Do you have

ownership of and access to the underlying compute, or are you dependent on a foreign

provider?

Layer 2: Data Ecosystem: Data is the fuel for AI. This layer concerns the collection,

storage, processing, and governance of data. Key sovereignty question: Do you have

governance and rights over your data, or is it subject to foreign laws and access?



Layer 3: Models & Algorithms: This is the intelligence layer, containing the

foundational models and algorithms that generate insights. Key sovereignty question:

Do you have customization and control over your models, or are you using a black-box

API from an external entity?

Layer 4: Applications & Alignment: This is the user-facing layer where AI delivers

business value. It also encompasses the ethical and policy frameworks governing its

use. Key sovereignty question: Are your AI applications aligned with your organization's

ethical principles and your nation's values, or are they shaped by the embedded values

of a foreign developer?

3.4 Interpreting Your Score: The ASI Maturity Levels

To make the ASI scores intuitive and actionable, we have mapped them to four distinct

maturity levels. These levels provide a clear and simple way to understand your current

standing and to set tangible goals for improvement.

Maturity

Level

ASI

Score

Range

Description

Initial 0 - 25

Represents minimal or non-existent sovereignty. Organizations at

this level have taken few, if any, steps to ensure autonomy. They

are characterized by heavy dependence on foreign providers and

are highly vulnerable to geopolitical shocks and supply chain

disruptions.

Developing 26 - 50

Indicates that some basic sovereignty measures are in place, but

significant dependencies and vulnerabilities remain. Organizations

at this level may have policies for data residency but still rely

critically on foreign cloud infrastructure or foundational models.

Advanced 51 - 75

Signifies a strong and comprehensive sovereignty posture.

Organizations at this level have robust measures in place across

most pillars but may retain some strategic dependencies in non-

critical areas or where the cost of full autonomy is prohibitive. Our

research shows most organizations currently fall into this category.



Maturity

Level

ASI

Score

Range

Description

Leading 76 - 100

Represents a state of comprehensive, near-complete sovereignty

with minimal foreign dependencies. Organizations at this level

have achieved a high degree of control across the entire AI stack

and demonstrate exceptional resilience to external shocks. This is

the gold standard for critical national infrastructure and defense

applications.

These maturity levels transform the ASI from a mere number into a strategic roadmap. A

government regulator, for example, might mandate that all financial institutions must achieve

an "Advanced" maturity level within three years. A corporate board might set a goal to move

from "Developing" to "Advanced" as part of its five-year strategic plan. In the next chapter, we

will perform a deep dive into the five pillars that constitute these scores, revealing the engine

behind the ASI.



The power of the AI Sovereignty Index lies in its granularity. The overall score provides a vital

headline metric, but the real strategic value is found in analyzing the five constituent pillars.

These pillars represent the fundamental domains where AI sovereignty is won or lost.

Understanding your organization's performance in each pillar allows for a nuanced diagnosis

of your strengths and weaknesses, and provides a clear focus for improvement efforts. In this

chapter, we explore each of the five pillars and their underlying dimensions in detail.

4.1 Pillar 1: Organizational & Economic Governance

This pillar measures the degree to which an AI system's ownership, control, and

financial structures are aligned with sovereign interests. It answers the fundamental

question: "Who ultimately owns and controls the AI capability, and who profits from it?"

Sovereignty is not just a technical issue; it is rooted in legal and economic realities. A

technically brilliant AI system is not sovereign if its ownership is opaque, its IP is controlled by

a foreign entity, or its financial model creates inescapable dependency.

Dimension 1.1: Corporate & Ownership Structure

This dimension assesses the legal and ownership framework of the organization. It scrutinizes

the legal domicile, shareholder composition, and board control to determine where ultimate

authority resides. An organization domiciled in a high-risk foreign jurisdiction, or with a

controlling interest held by foreign nationals, inherently lacks sovereignty, regardless of its

technical setup. Key indicators include Legal Domicile & Jurisdiction and Transparency of

Ultimate Beneficial Ownership (UBOs).

Dimension 1.2: Intellectual Property (IP) Control

This dimension evaluates the ownership and control over the core "crown jewels" of the AI

system: the patents, algorithms, and source code. Licensing critical IP from a foreign entity,

especially with restrictive terms, creates a profound sovereignty vulnerability. True sovereignty

requires ownership or, at a minimum, irrevocable rights to use, modify, and transfer the core

IP. Key indicators include Patent & Algorithm Ownership and IP Escrow & Transferability

Agreements.

Chapter 4: Deep Dive: The Five Pillars of AI Sovereignty



Dimension 1.3: Economic & Financial Sovereignty

This dimension measures the financial health and independence of the AI strategy. It analyzes

the total cost of ownership, the risk of vendor lock-in, and the sources of funding. A strategy

that results in exorbitant licensing fees paid to foreign vendors or creates prohibitively high

switching costs is not sovereign. Furthermore, reliance on funding from foreign state-backed

investors can compromise strategic independence. Key indicators include Vendor Lock-in

Cost Analysis and Access to Sovereign Funding.

4.2 Pillar 2: Data & Lifecycle Control

This pillar assesses sovereignty over the entire lifecycle of data—from its collection

and storage to its use in training, deployment, and monitoring. Data is the lifeblood of

modern AI, and control over it is non-negotiable for sovereignty. This pillar answers the

question: "Do we have full control and governance over the data that powers our AI and the

models it produces?"

Dimension 2.1: Data Governance & Provenance

This dimension evaluates the policies and technical controls governing data. It focuses on

data residency (where data is physically stored), classification (knowing what data is sensitive

and sovereign), and control over data flows. Without robust data governance, sensitive

information can easily leak across borders, falling under foreign jurisdictions. Key indicators

include Data Residency & Localization Policies and the Use of Privacy Enhancing

Technologies (PETs) to enable analysis without exposing raw data.

Dimension 2.2: Development & Training Lifecycle

This dimension assesses control over the environment where AI models are built and trained.

If development occurs in a public cloud environment controlled by a foreign entity, or if training

data is sourced exclusively from foreign providers, the resulting model will have embedded

dependencies. Sovereignty requires control over the MLOps toolchain and the use of

sovereign or internally-generated training data. Key indicators include Control over Model

Development Environment and Sovereignty of Training Data Sources.

Dimension 2.3: Deployment & Operational Control



This dimension measures control over AI models once they are in production. It is not enough

to train a model in a sovereign environment; it must also be deployed and operated in one.

This includes controlling the jurisdictions where the model runs, having the autonomy to

monitor for performance drift, and the ability to retrain the model without external permission.

Key indicators include Control over Deployment Jurisdictions and Explainability &

Auditability of Deployed Models.

4.3 Pillar 3: Technology & Infrastructure Stack

This pillar evaluates control over the core technical components of the AI system, from

the physical hardware up to the foundational models and human talent. This is the most

tangible layer of sovereignty, answering the question: "Do we own, control, and have the

expertise to operate the technology stack our AI relies on?"

Dimension 3.1: Compute & Hardware Infrastructure

This dimension assesses the foundation of the AI stack: the computational power. It

scrutinizes the ratio of on-premise to cloud compute, the use of certified sovereign cloud

providers, and, most critically, the diversity and resilience of the hardware supply chain. An

over-reliance on a single foreign cloud provider or on semiconductors fabricated in a single

high-risk region is a primary source of sovereignty risk. Key indicators include Sovereign

Cloud Provider Usage and Hardware Supply Chain Diversity & Risk.

Dimension 3.2: Foundational Model & Software Stack

This dimension evaluates control over the intelligence layer. Simply using a foreign-owned

foundational model via an API is the lowest form of sovereignty. A higher degree of

sovereignty involves licensing a model with full fine-tuning rights, and the highest form

involves developing proprietary models from scratch or using open-source models that can be

fully controlled and modified. Key indicators include Foundational Model Ownership vs.

Licensing and the Ability to Fine-Tune vs. Train from Scratch.

Dimension 3.3: Talent & Skills Sovereignty

This dimension recognizes that technology is useless without the people who can build and

manage it. It measures an organization's ability to attract, train, and retain a domestic AI

workforce. Heavy reliance on foreign contractors or expatriate talent for core AI functions

creates a significant and often overlooked vulnerability, especially in a world of increasing



talent mobility restrictions. Key indicators include the Percentage of AI/ML Talent that are

Citizens/Residents and the presence of Internal Training & Upskilling Programs.

4.4 Pillar 4: Security & Resilience

This pillar measures the robustness of AI systems against a wide range of threats, from

traditional cybersecurity attacks to novel AI-specific exploits and geopolitical shocks. A

sovereign system is not just independent; it is also resilient. This pillar answers the question:

"Can our AI system withstand and recover from deliberate attacks, accidental failures, and

major geopolitical disruptions?"

Dimension 4.1: Cybersecurity Posture

This dimension assesses the implementation of security controls specifically designed for AI

systems. This goes beyond traditional IT security to include measures against threats like

model evasion, data poisoning, and the theft of trained models. It also evaluates the

integration of security into the entire development lifecycle (DevSecOps). Key indicators

include AI-Specific Cybersecurity Controls and Data Encryption Standards (In-transit,

At-rest).

Dimension 4.2: Supply Chain Resilience

This dimension evaluates the organization's ability to withstand disruptions to its digital and

physical supply chains. It involves systematically identifying single points of failure (both in

hardware and software), ensuring geographic diversity of key suppliers, and actively

monitoring the geopolitical risk associated with each supplier. Key indicators include Single

Point of Failure Analysis and Geopolitical Risk Assessment of Supply Chain.

Dimension 4.3: Operational & Model Resilience

This dimension measures the system's ability to maintain functionality in the face of failure or

attack. This includes having autonomous fallback and redundancy systems that can take over

if a primary component fails, implementing defenses against data contamination and model

poisoning attacks, and ensuring that backup and disaster recovery systems are themselves

sovereign. Key indicators include Autonomous Fallback & Redundancy Systems and

Backup and Disaster Recovery Sovereignty.

4.5 Pillar 5: Legal & Policy Alignment



This pillar assesses the alignment of the AI system with the sovereign's legal, ethical,

and strategic policy objectives. Technical and economic sovereignty are meaningless if the

AI system operates in a legal vacuum or in a way that contradicts national values and public

trust. This pillar answers the question: "Is our AI system compliant, ethical, and aligned with

our strategic intent?"

Dimension 5.1: Regulatory & Legislative Compliance

This dimension evaluates adherence to all relevant national and regional laws governing AI

and data, such as the EU AI Act or GDPR. It also assesses the existence of a robust internal

policy framework and governance structure for making sovereign decisions about AI, ensuring

that compliance is an active, managed process, not a passive afterthought. Key indicators

include Compliance with National/Regional AI & Data Laws and Governance Structures

for Sovereign Decision-Making.

Dimension 5.2: Ethical Alignment & Public Trust

This dimension measures the extent to which the AI system aligns with the ethical principles

and values of the organization and the nation in which it operates. This includes having a

formal framework for mitigating bias, a clear strategy for transparency and public

communication, and demonstrable alignment with any published national AI strategy. Building

and maintaining public trust is a critical component of sustainable sovereignty. Key indicators

include Ethical AI Framework & Bias Mitigation and Alignment with National AI Strategy

& Values.

Dimension 5.3: International Standards & Influence

This dimension recognizes that sovereignty in an interconnected world is not about

isolationism. It is about having a voice in shaping the global rules of the game. This dimension

measures an organization's or nation's participation in international standards bodies, its

contributions to strategic open-source projects, and its formation of alliances with other

sovereign-minded partners. Influence is a key component of modern sovereignty. Key

indicators include Participation in International Standards Bodies and Strategic Alliances

& Sovereign Partnerships.



A measurement framework is only as valuable as the decisions it enables. The AI Sovereignty

Index (ASI) is designed to be far more than a static scorecard. EIGENVECTOR has

engineered a suite of five advanced analytical features that transform the ASI from a

diagnostic tool into a dynamic, forward-looking strategic guidance system. These proprietary

capabilities are what set the ASI apart from any other framework and provide our clients with

an unparalleled decision-making advantage.

5.1 Adaptive Weighting System: Context is Everything

The Challenge: Traditional composite indicators use fixed, one-size-fits-all weights, assuming

every dimension is equally important for every organization. This is a critical flaw. The relative

importance of the five ASI pillars clearly varies depending on an organization's specific

context.

A defense contractor in a high-threat environment should place a much higher

premium on Security & Resilience.

A commercial tech startup in a hyper-competitive market must prioritize the

Technology & Infrastructure Stack to stay ahead.

A healthcare provider handling sensitive patient data must focus intensely on Data &

Lifecycle Control and Legal & Policy Alignment.

The EIGENVECTOR Solution: The ASI employs a machine learning-powered Adaptive

Weighting System. Our algorithm, trained on a vast dataset of expert judgments covering

hundreds of hypothetical organizational profiles, dynamically adjusts the weights of the five

pillars based on your organization's unique characteristics, including its sector, size, threat

model, and regulatory environment. This ensures that your final ASI score is not a generic

benchmark, but a true reflection of your sovereignty posture in the context that matters to you.

5.2 Causal Impact Analysis: Maximizing Your ROI

The Challenge: Once an ASI assessment identifies weaknesses, the next question is:

"Where do we invest to get the biggest improvement?" Not all interventions are created equal.

Chapter 5: The EIGENVECTOR Difference: Advanced
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An investment in one area might have powerful, positive ripple effects across the entire

framework, while an investment in another might yield only localized gains. Making this

decision based on intuition is a recipe for wasted resources.

The EIGENVECTOR Solution: We have built a Causal Impact Analysis engine based on a

Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) that maps the complex, causal relationships between all 52

indicators. For example, our model understands that an investment in "Sovereign Cloud

Provider Usage" (TIS-CHI-02) not only directly improves the Technology pillar but also has a

strong positive causal effect on "Data Residency Policies" (DLC-DGP-01) and "Security &

Resilience" (by reducing exposure). Our algorithm calculates the total causal impact of every

potential intervention, allowing us to identify and prioritize the initiatives that will deliver the

highest sovereignty improvement per dollar invested. This transforms your sovereignty

strategy from a cost center into a high-ROI investment program.

Figure 4: Causal Impact Analysis. This Sankey diagram visualizes the flow from potential
interventions (left) to the pillars they impact (center) and the overall ASI improvement (right). The

width of the flows indicates the strength of the causal impact, allowing leaders to immediately
see which actions, like "Infrastructure Investment," will have the most significant and widespread

positive effects on their sovereignty score.

5.3 Geopolitical Stress Testing: Building Resilience for an Uncertain World



The Challenge: A high ASI score today is no guarantee of security tomorrow. AI sovereignty is

not just about your current posture; it's about your resilience to future shocks. A static score

can hide critical vulnerabilities that only become apparent in a crisis. How would your

organization fare if your primary cloud provider was suddenly sanctioned? Or if a key nation in

your semiconductor supply chain experienced a political crisis?

The EIGENVECTOR Solution: The ASI includes a powerful Geopolitical Stress Testing

module. We have developed a set of standardized, severe-but-plausible scenarios that

simulate major geopolitical and supply chain disruptions. The four standard scenarios are:

1. Cloud Provider Exit: Simulates the sudden, complete loss of access to a foreign cloud

provider due to sanctions or corporate action.

2. Supplier Sanctions: Models the impact of sanctions on critical hardware (e.g.,

semiconductors) or software suppliers.

3. Data Localization Mandate: Assesses the impact and cost of a snap regulatory change

requiring all data to be stored and processed domestically.

4. Talent Restrictions: Evaluates the effect of sudden visa restrictions or other policies

that cut off access to foreign AI talent.

Our algorithm recalculates your ASI score under each of these stressed conditions, revealing

the magnitude of your vulnerability (the "ASI drop"). This allows you to move beyond abstract

risk management to quantify your exposure and build targeted contingency plans for the

threats that matter most.



Figure 5: Geopolitical Stress Test Results. This gauge provides an immediate, intuitive

visualization of an organization's vulnerability. In this example, a "Cloud Provider Exit" scenario
causes the ASI score to plummet by over 22 points, indicating a "High Vulnerability" and an

urgent need for mitigation strategies, such as developing a multi-cloud or hybrid-cloud
architecture.

5.4 Economic Impact Quantification: Making the Business Case for

Sovereignty

The Challenge: Investments in sovereignty—such as building an on-premise data center or

migrating to a more expensive sovereign cloud—often come with a significant price tag. To

secure board approval and stakeholder buy-in, leaders need to move beyond arguments

about risk and demonstrate tangible economic value. How can you justify a multi-million dollar

investment in autonomy?

The EIGENVECTOR Solution: We have developed a rigorous Economic Impact

Quantification framework that translates sovereignty improvements into financial terms.

Using established methodologies like Net Present Value (NPV) and Return on Investment

(ROI), we model the full economic picture of a sovereignty initiative.

Costs include capital expenditure, higher operational costs, and the opportunity cost of

forgoing cheaper alternatives.

Benefits are quantified across multiple dimensions:

Risk Mitigation: Calculated as the expected value of avoided losses from the

geopolitical shocks identified in our stress tests.

Innovation & Competitive Advantage: Estimated value of proprietary IP developed

and the revenue premium gained from a sovereign positioning in the market.

Compliance: The value of avoided fines and penalties from non-compliance with data

and AI regulations.

By calculating the NPV of a proposed sovereignty investment, we provide leaders with a

robust, defensible business case to justify the necessary expenditures, transforming the

conversation from "Can we afford to do this?" to "Can we afford not to?"

5.5 Temporal Forecasting: Proactive Sovereignty Management



The Challenge: Sovereignty is not a one-time project; it is a dynamic, ongoing process. Your

sovereignty posture evolves constantly due to internal investments, technological changes,

and shifts in the geopolitical landscape. Managing sovereignty reactively means you are

always one step behind.

The EIGENVECTOR Solution: The ASI platform incorporates ARIMA-based time series

forecasting. By analyzing your historical ASI scores (from periodic reassessments), our

model can project your future sovereignty trajectory. More powerfully, it can forecast the long-

term impact of planned interventions. By comparing the baseline forecast (business-as-usual)

with an intervention forecast (e.g., "What will our score be in 3 years if we execute this

sovereign cloud migration?"), leaders can evaluate the long-term strategic impact of their

decisions before committing resources. This enables a shift from reactive risk management to

proactive, strategic sovereignty management.



Theory and methodology are essential, but the true test of any framework is its application in

the real world. To demonstrate the power and versatility of the AI Sovereignty Index, we

conducted assessments of three hypothetical but realistic organizations, each representing a

distinct strategic posture on the Sovereignty Trilemma. These case studies illustrate how the

ASI can diagnose unique sovereignty profiles, uncover critical vulnerabilities, and provide a

clear basis for strategic action.

6.1 Case Study 1: TechCorp EU - The Innovator's Dilemma

Profile: TechCorp EU is a mid-sized European technology company focused on rapid

innovation and market share growth in a competitive B2B software market. To stay ahead, it

has adopted a "best-of-breed" technology strategy.

Strategic Positioning (Trilemma): Performance + Cost Efficiency (Sacrificing Autonomy).

Technology Stack: The company leverages Amazon Web Services (AWS) for its entire cloud

infrastructure, uses OpenAI's GPT-4 via API for its core AI features, and employs a globally

distributed workforce to access the best talent at the best price.

ASI Assessment Results

Overall ASI Score: 61.11 (Advanced)

On the surface, TechCorp EU appears to have a strong sovereignty posture. However, the

pillar scores reveal a deeply unbalanced and risky profile.

Chapter 6: The ASI in Action: Real-World Case Studies



Figure 6: ASI Assessment for TechCorp EU. The spider chart reveals a lopsided sovereignty

profile. While the company scores well on governance and legal alignment (reflecting its EU
base), its scores for Technology & Infrastructure and Data & Lifecycle Control are dangerously

low. This visualizes the classic trade-off of sacrificing autonomy for performance and cost.

Key Strengths: The company scores well in Organizational & Economic Governance

(72.5) due to its transparent European ownership structure and in Legal & Policy

Alignment (62.0), reflecting its strong compliance with GDPR and the EU AI Act.

Key Weaknesses: The strategy of relying on foreign providers creates glaring

weaknesses. The Technology & Infrastructure Stack (48.3) score is extremely low,

driven by a near-total dependence on AWS and OpenAI. The Data & Lifecycle Control

(55.0) score is also weak, as much of their data processing occurs on US-based

infrastructure.

Stress Test Results

The stress test starkly reveals the existential risk embedded in TechCorp EU's strategy.

Cloud Provider Exit Scenario: ASI score plummets to 38.7 (a drop of 22.4 points).

This is a High Vulnerability. A sudden loss of access to AWS would effectively shut

down the company's operations.

Supplier Sanctions Scenario: ASI score drops to 52.3 (a drop of 8.8 points). This is a

Low Vulnerability, as their primary risk is cloud, not specific hardware.



Strategic Recommendations

The ASI results provide a clear mandate for action. TechCorp EU must urgently address its

autonomy deficit. Recommendations included a phased migration of critical workloads to a

certified European sovereign cloud provider and developing a dual-vendor strategy for

foundational models, incorporating a fine-tuned open-source model as a backup to the

OpenAI API.

6.2 Case Study 2: FinanceGlobal US - The Fortress Strategy

Profile: FinanceGlobal US is a large, systemically important US financial institution operating

under stringent regulatory requirements and facing constant cybersecurity threats.

Strategic Positioning (Trilemma): Performance + Autonomy (Sacrificing Cost Efficiency).

Technology Stack: The bank operates its own on-premise data centers, has invested heavily

in developing proprietary AI models for risk and fraud detection, and maintains a

predominantly domestic, highly-vetted workforce.

ASI Assessment Results

Overall ASI Score: 67.89 (Advanced)

FinanceGlobal's score reflects its deliberate, high-investment strategy in autonomy.

Key Strengths: The bank excels in areas related to control. It has near-perfect scores

for On-premise infrastructure (90/100) and Proprietary model development (80/100). Its

Security & Resilience (75.0) and Data & Lifecycle Control (72.5) pillars are exceptionally

strong, reflecting its investment in a fortress-like posture.

Key Weaknesses: This security comes at a price. The Organizational & Economic

Governance (78.3) score is dragged down by a very low score for Total Cost of

Ownership (40/100), indicating its strategy is extremely expensive. It also scores poorly

on International Standards & Influence (30/100), as its inward-looking focus has led to

isolation from global standard-setting bodies. A critical hidden weakness is its

dependence on foreign semiconductors for its on-premise hardware.

Stress Test Results



The stress tests validate the effectiveness of their strategy against certain threats, but expose

a critical blind spot.

Cloud Provider Exit Scenario: ASI score drops to 65.2 (a drop of only 2.7 points).

This is a Low Vulnerability, proving their on-premise strategy provides excellent

insulation from this common risk.

Supplier Sanctions Scenario: ASI score drops to 49.1 (a drop of 18.8 points). This

is a Moderate Vulnerability. The test reveals that while they control their data centers,

their entire operation is vulnerable to sanctions on the Asian semiconductor

manufacturers that supply their servers and networking gear.

Strategic Recommendations

The ASI allowed FinanceGlobal to see beyond its immediate operational controls and identify

a critical strategic vulnerability in its deep supply chain. Recommendations focused on

working with hardware vendors to ensure a more diversified supply chain for critical

components and building up a strategic buffer stock of essential hardware.

6.3 Case Study 3: GovAgency - The Pragmatist's Path

Profile: GovAgency is a civilian government agency in a mid-sized country. It has a strict legal

mandate for data sovereignty but operates under tight budgetary constraints.

Strategic Positioning (Trilemma): Autonomy + Cost Efficiency (Sacrificing Performance).

Technology Stack: The agency uses modest on-premise infrastructure, relies on open-

source AI models (like Llama 2) that are fine-tuned by its small, in-house team, and employs

an entirely domestic workforce.

ASI Assessment Results

Overall ASI Score: 58.42 (Advanced)

GovAgency's profile is one of extreme resilience but limited capability.

Key Strengths: The agency achieves perfect or near-perfect scores on many autonomy

indicators: Full domestic ownership (100/100), 100% domestic workforce (100/100), and



Complete data localization (100/100). Its Organizational & Economic Governance (85.0)

pillar is its strongest.

Key Weaknesses: This autonomy comes at the direct expense of performance. The

Technology & Infrastructure Stack (42.5) score is very low, reflecting its modest

hardware and its Limited AI capabilities (35/100) compared to state-of-the-art proprietary

models. Its Low R&D investment (25/100) means it is at risk of falling further behind.

Stress Test Results

GovAgency is, by design, extraordinarily resilient to external shocks.

Cloud Provider Exit Scenario: ASI score drops by only 1.6 points.

Talent Restrictions Scenario: ASI score drops by only 1.3 points.

The agency is virtually immune to the geopolitical risks that threaten TechCorp EU.

Strategic Recommendations

For GovAgency, the key challenge is not improving autonomy but boosting performance

without sacrificing its hard-won independence. The ASI Causal Impact Analysis identified that

the highest-leverage investment would be in a "Coalitional Sovereignty" strategy—partnering

with other allied government agencies to pool resources for a shared, more powerful

sovereign compute cluster and to co-develop more advanced open-source models. This

would allow it to improve performance without resorting to foreign providers.

6.4 Benchmarking Analysis: Understanding Your Position in the Landscape

Beyond individual assessments, the ASI enables powerful benchmarking analysis. By

comparing scores across multiple organizations, we can identify systematic patterns, sectoral

trends, and widespread vulnerabilities. This allows a client to understand not just their own

score, but how they stack up against their peers and the market at large.



Figure 7: Benchmarking Heatmap. This heatmap compares ASI scores across multiple

organizations and pillars. The color intensity indicates performance (darker is better). This
analysis immediately reveals sectoral clustering: defense contractors excel at Security, tech

companies at Technology, and government agencies at Legal & Policy Alignment. It also
highlights a systemic deficit: nearly all organizations score lowest on the Technology &

Infrastructure Stack, reflecting the immense difficulty of achieving semiconductor and

foundational model sovereignty.

This level of comparative insight is invaluable for setting realistic targets and understanding

the competitive landscape of sovereignty. It helps answer the question: "What does 'good' look

like for an organization like mine?" These case studies demonstrate that the AI Sovereignty

Index is a flexible and powerful diagnostic tool, capable of providing tailored, actionable

insights for any organization, regardless of its strategy or sector.



An ASI assessment is the critical first step—it provides the map and the compass. But a map

is only useful if you use it to plan a journey. EIGENVECTOR partners with clients to translate

the insights from the ASI into a tangible, multi-year program of transformation. We have

developed a proven, four-phase strategic roadmap to guide organizations from their initial

baseline assessment to a target state of resilient, sustainable AI sovereignty. This is our

"Sovereignty by Design" methodology in practice.

Phase 1: Assessment (Months 1-2) - Establish Your Baseline

Objective: To conduct a comprehensive, data-driven diagnosis of your organization's current

AI sovereignty posture and identify key vulnerabilities.

This initial phase is an intensive deep dive to establish an objective, fact-based starting point.

It's about replacing assumptions and anecdotes with hard data.

Key Activities:

Stakeholder Workshops: We engage with leaders across your organization—from the

C-suite to IT, legal, procurement, and data science—to gather qualitative context and

identify perceived risks.

Data Collection: We work with your teams to complete the 52-indicator ASI

questionnaire, gathering the necessary quantitative data on your technology stack,

governance structures, supply chains, and policies.

ASI Calculation & Analysis: Our platform processes the data to calculate your overall

ASI score, pillar scores, and dimension scores.

Stress Testing & Benchmarking: We run the full suite of geopolitical stress tests to

quantify your resilience and benchmark your scores against anonymized sectoral data to

understand your competitive positioning.

Core Deliverables:

Baseline ASI Report: A comprehensive report detailing your scores at every level of the

framework, with clear visualizations (e.g., spider charts, heatmaps).
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Stress Test Vulnerability Analysis: A detailed breakdown of your performance under

each geopolitical shock scenario, highlighting your most critical vulnerabilities.

Benchmarking Comparison: A clear view of how your organization stacks up against

industry peers on key sovereignty dimensions.

Phase 2: Strategy (Months 3-4) - Define Your Target State

Objective: To translate the assessment findings into a clear, coherent, and economically

viable sovereignty strategy and a prioritized roadmap for implementation.

With a clear understanding of the "as-is" state, this phase focuses on defining the "to-be"

state. This is where we help you make the tough, explicit trade-offs demanded by the AI

Sovereignty Trilemma.

Key Activities:

Target State Definition Workshop: We facilitate a strategic session with your

leadership team to define your desired sovereignty posture. Based on your risk appetite,

business goals, and resource constraints, we help you choose your target position on

the Trilemma triangle (e.g., "We will shift from a Performance/Cost focus to a

Performance/Autonomy focus").

Target Score Setting: We translate this strategic choice into concrete, quantitative

goals: a target overall ASI score and specific target scores for each of the five pillars.

Causal Impact & ROI Analysis: Using our advanced analytics, we model dozens of

potential interventions. The Causal Impact Analysis identifies the initiatives with the

highest leverage to improve your score. The Economic Impact Quantification then

analyzes the costs and benefits of the top candidate interventions, calculating the NPV

and ROI for each.

Roadmap Development: Based on the ROI analysis, we work with you to select and

sequence a portfolio of high-impact initiatives into a multi-year, phased implementation

roadmap.

Core Deliverables:

AI Sovereignty Strategy Document: A formal document outlining your current vs.

target state, your chosen position on the Trilemma, and the strategic rationale.



Prioritized Intervention List: A data-backed list of specific initiatives (e.g., "Migrate

Tier-1 applications to Sovereign Cloud X," "Initiate in-house fine-tuning of Open-Source

Model Y"), ranked by their projected impact and ROI.

Investment Business Case: A comprehensive financial model and presentation deck to

justify the required investments to your board and key stakeholders.

Phase 3: Implementation (Months 5-18) - Execute with Precision

Objective: To provide program management and expert support for the execution of the

prioritized sovereignty initiatives.

This is where strategy turns into action. EIGENVECTOR can act as a Program Management

Office (PMO) or provide targeted subject matter expertise to ensure the initiatives on your

roadmap are implemented effectively, on time, and on budget.

Key Activities:

Program Governance: Establishing a clear governance structure, with defined roles,

responsibilities, and KPIs to oversee the implementation program.

Vendor Selection & Management: Providing expert guidance on selecting sovereign

technology partners (e.g., cloud providers, software vendors) and negotiating contracts

that protect your sovereignty interests.

Technical Implementation Support: Offering architectural and engineering support for

complex projects like cloud migrations, MLOps platform builds, or data governance

system rollouts.

Policy & Process Redesign: Working with your legal, risk, and procurement teams to

rewrite internal policies and processes to embed "Sovereignty by Design" principles into

your day-to-day operations.

Progress Tracking: Conducting quarterly "pulse check" ASI reassessments to track

progress against your target scores and make course corrections as needed.

Core Deliverables:

Quarterly Progress Reports & Dashboards: Clear, concise reports for leadership

showing progress against the roadmap, budget, and KPI targets.

Updated ASI Assessments: Regular score updates that provide tangible evidence of

improvement and ROI.



Lessons Learned Documentation: Capturing knowledge and best practices to improve

future phases of the program.

Phase 4: Monitoring (Ongoing) - Maintain and Adapt

Objective: To establish a continuous monitoring capability to ensure your sovereignty posture

remains robust and adapts to a constantly changing environment.

AI sovereignty is not a destination; it is a state of continuous vigilance. This final phase

transitions the program from a one-time project into an enduring organizational capability.

Key Activities:

Annual ASI Reassessment & Stress Testing: Conducting a full ASI assessment and

running all geopolitical stress tests on an annual basis to ensure your posture remains

strong and to identify new or emerging vulnerabilities.

Geopolitical & Technology Intelligence: Providing a continuous intelligence feed on

geopolitical developments, new regulations, and technological shifts that could impact

your sovereignty.

Strategic Review: Facilitating an annual strategic review session with leadership to

assess whether the organization's target sovereignty posture is still appropriate given

changes in the external environment.

Continuous Improvement: Identifying and integrating new best practices and

technologies to continually enhance your sovereignty and resilience.

Core Deliverables:

Annual State of Sovereignty Report: A comprehensive annual report for your board

and regulators.

Updated Threat & Vulnerability Analysis: A forward-looking assessment of new risks

on the horizon.

Strategic Recommendations for the Coming Year: A set of prioritized actions to

ensure your sovereignty strategy remains dynamic and effective.

This four-phase roadmap provides a structured, disciplined, and data-driven path to achieving

and maintaining AI sovereignty. It is a journey that EIGENVECTOR is uniquely equipped to

guide you on, from initial diagnosis to lasting resilience.



While the AI Sovereignty Index is a powerful tool for individual organizations, its ultimate

impact is realized when applied at a sectoral or national level. The pursuit of AI sovereignty

cannot be shouldered by corporations alone; it requires a concerted national strategy and a

supportive policy environment. EIGENVECTOR works with governments and regulatory

bodies to use the ASI as a foundation for evidence-based policymaking, helping to transform

national ambitions for "strategic autonomy" into measurable and achievable goals.

8.1 Addressing the National "Sovereignty Deficit"

Our cross-organizational analysis reveals a clear and worrying trend: a systemic

"sovereignty deficit." Most commercial organizations, driven by the logic of the Trilemma,

have prioritized Performance and Cost at the expense of Autonomy. This has created a

national-level vulnerability. If the majority of a country's critical industries are dependent on a

small number of foreign AI providers, the entire national economy is exposed to significant

geopolitical risk.

This deficit creates three categories of national-level risk:

1. Geopolitical Risk: The nation's critical infrastructure—finance, energy, healthcare,

telecommunications—becomes vulnerable to disruption by foreign powers through

sanctions or other actions against the handful of providers these industries rely on.

2. Economic Risk: Value and profit from the AI revolution flow out of the country to the

foreign headquarters of hyperscale providers. The nation risks becoming a mere "digital

colony," providing raw data and consuming finished AI services, while failing to build its

own sustainable AI economy.

3. Strategic Risk: The nation loses its ability to pursue an independent path in the digital

age. Its technological development and even its public discourse can be subtly shaped

by the algorithms and priorities of foreign entities.

Addressing this sovereignty deficit requires a proactive and data-driven national strategy. The

ASI provides the diagnostic tool to map these dependencies and the framework to guide

effective policy intervention.
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8.2 Actionable Policy Recommendations for Governments

Based on our extensive research and analysis, EIGENVECTOR proposes five concrete,

actionable policy recommendations for governments seeking to bolster their national AI

sovereignty. The ASI can serve as the measurement and enforcement mechanism for each of

these recommendations.

Recommendation 1: Establish National ASI Targets and Mandate Assessments

Policy: Governments should define minimum ASI maturity levels for operators of critical

national infrastructure (e.g., banking, energy, healthcare). These organizations should be

mandated to conduct annual, independently audited ASI assessments and report their scores

to the relevant regulator.

Implementation: A regulator could mandate that all major banks must achieve an ASI score

of "Advanced (51+)" by 2027 and "Leading (76+)" for their most critical payment systems. This

creates a clear, measurable, and enforceable standard.

Expected Impact: This moves sovereignty from a vague aspiration to a concrete compliance

requirement, creating powerful incentives for private sector investment and giving regulators a

clear view of systemic risk.

Recommendation 2: Incentivize Sovereignty-Enhancing Investments

Policy: Governments should use fiscal policy to offset the cost premium of sovereignty,

thereby making the "Performance + Autonomy" strategy more economically viable for

domestic companies. This can be achieved through tax credits, subsidies, and procurement

preferences.

Implementation: Offer a 30% R&D tax credit for investments that demonstrably improve an

organization's ASI score by a certain number of points. Provide a 10% price preference in

public procurement tenders for suppliers who can certify an ASI score above a certain

threshold (e.g., 60+).

Expected Impact: This directly addresses the "Cost Efficiency" vertex of the Trilemma,

leveling the playing field between foreign hyperscalers and emerging domestic providers, and

stimulating the growth of a local sovereign AI ecosystem.



Recommendation 3: Mandate ASI Disclosure and Stress Testing

Policy: For the most critical sectors, governments should require the public (or at least

regulatory) disclosure of ASI scores and, crucially, the results of the standardized geopolitical

stress tests.

Implementation: The central bank could require all major financial institutions to disclose

their "Cloud Provider Exit" stress test results in their annual reports. This would give investors,

regulators, and the public a clear picture of the resilience of the financial system.

Expected Impact: Transparency creates accountability. Disclosure would force organizations

to confront and mitigate their vulnerabilities, and it would provide regulators with the data

needed to identify and address systemic risks before a crisis occurs.

Recommendation 4: Invest in Shared Sovereign Infrastructure (AI Factories)

Policy: Recognizing that few individual companies can afford to build a fully sovereign AI

stack, governments should invest in shared, national-level AI infrastructure that can be

leveraged by industry and academia. This is the core idea behind Europe's "AI Factories"

initiative.

Implementation: Fund the creation of national AI compute centers, the development of open-

source national foundational models trained on local data and languages, and the

establishment of national AI talent development programs in partnership with universities.

Expected Impact: This provides a "public option" for sovereignty, allowing smaller companies

and researchers to access the tools they need to innovate without having to rely on foreign

providers. It democratizes access to sovereign AI capabilities.

Recommendation 5: Foster Coalitional Sovereignty

Policy: For all but the largest superpowers, true autarky is impossible. The most viable path

to sovereignty is through coalitions with like-minded allied nations. Governments should

actively pursue regional and international partnerships to pool resources and create larger,

more resilient sovereign ecosystems.

Implementation: Create regional "AI Factories" (e.g., a pan-European compute

infrastructure), establish joint AI standards and certification bodies with allied nations, and



create mutual recognition agreements for sovereignty certifications (based on the ASI

framework) to create a trusted, multi-national market for sovereign AI services.

Expected Impact: Coalitional sovereignty allows mid-sized nations to achieve the economies

of scale needed to compete globally while maintaining collective autonomy from other

geopolitical blocs. It is the pragmatic path to sovereignty in an interconnected world.



The age of AI is upon us, and with it comes a fundamental redefinition of power, prosperity,

and autonomy. The decisions that leaders in boardrooms and government cabinets make

today about AI sovereignty will have consequences that reverberate for decades. Those who

master their own AI destiny will shape the future; those who depend on the AI of others will

have their future shaped for them.

This whitepaper has sought to bring clarity to this complex and urgent challenge. We have

moved the conversation on AI sovereignty from the abstract to the concrete, from vague

principles to measurable data. Our contributions are threefold:

1. We introduced the Sovereignty Trilemma, a new theoretical framework that illuminates

the fundamental trade-offs between Performance, Autonomy, and Cost Efficiency,

explaining why so many organizations have drifted into a state of dangerous

dependency.

2. We constructed the AI Sovereignty Index (ASI), the first comprehensive, quantifiable,

and scientifically validated tool for measuring AI sovereignty, complete with a suite of

advanced analytics for strategic decision-making.

3. We provided empirical evidence of a systemic "sovereignty deficit" and laid out a

clear, actionable roadmap for both corporations and governments to address it.

The path forward requires a new paradigm: Sovereignty by Design. This is a conscious,

deliberate approach that embeds sovereignty considerations into every stage of the AI

lifecycle—from infrastructure procurement and data governance to model development and

deployment. It requires a fundamental mindset shift: to view AI not merely as a technical or

economic challenge, but as a geopolitical one.

Sovereignty by Design is guided by three core principles:

Measure What Matters: You cannot manage what you do not measure. The ASI

provides the essential measurement framework for evidence-based sovereignty

management.

Conclusion: A Call to Action for Sovereignty by Design



Manage Trade-offs Explicitly: The Sovereignty Trilemma proves that perfect

sovereignty is an illusion. The goal is not to eliminate all trade-offs, but to make them

consciously and strategically, choosing the posture that best fits your context and goals.

Build Resilience, Not Autarky: In an interconnected world, sovereignty does not mean

complete self-sufficiency. It means building resilience to shocks through diversification,

redundancy, strategic partnerships, and, above all, a clear-eyed understanding of your

dependencies.

The time for ambiguity is over. The time for measurement is now. The time for

action is now. The future of your organization's strategic freedom depends on

the choices you make today.

We call on leaders to take the first step: to measure your position, to

understand your vulnerabilities, and to begin the journey toward Sovereignty

by Design. EIGENVECTOR provides the compass for navigating this new

terrain. We invite you to partner with us to build a more secure, autonomous,

and prosperous future in the age of artificial intelligence.

Contact EIGENVECTOR to schedule your ASI Assessment

A Call to Action



EIGENVECTOR is a premier strategic advisory firm dedicated to helping organizations and

governments navigate the complex intersection of artificial intelligence, geopolitics, and

corporate strategy. We are founded on the principle that in the 21st century, digital autonomy

is the bedrock of economic competitiveness and national security.

Our team comprises a unique blend of data scientists, geopolitical analysts, enterprise

architects, and seasoned strategy consultants. We bring a multi-disciplinary approach to

solving the most pressing challenge of our time: how to harness the power of AI while

maintaining strategic freedom of action.

Our flagship offering, the AI Sovereignty Index (ASI), is the product of years of intensive

research and development. It represents the gold standard in sovereignty measurement and

provides the analytical foundation for all our advisory services. We partner with leading

corporations in critical sectors—including finance, defense, healthcare, and energy—as well

as government agencies and regulatory bodies to deliver:

Diagnostic Assessments: Providing a clear, data-driven picture of AI sovereignty

posture.

Strategic Planning: Helping clients develop robust, resilient, and economically viable AI

sovereignty strategies.

Transformation Programs: Guiding the implementation of complex initiatives to

enhance digital autonomy.

Policy Advisory: Assisting governments in designing and implementing effective

national AI sovereignty policies.

At EIGENVECTOR, we believe that a sovereign future is a prosperous and secure future. We

provide the clarity, tools, and expertise to help you build it.

Contact us to learn more:

Email: contact@eigenvector.eu

Website: www.eigenvector.eu

About EIGENVECTOR

mailto:contact@eigenvector.eu
https://www.eigenvector.eu/


This appendix provides the complete 52-indicator questionnaire that forms the basis of the AI

Sovereignty Index assessment. Each indicator includes its corresponding Pillar and

Dimension, a unique identifier, its name, and the detailed guidance used for scoring on a 0-

100 scale. This level of transparency is core to the ASI's design, ensuring that assessments

are objective, consistent, and auditable.

Pillar 1: Organizational & Economic Governance

Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Corporate &

Ownership

Structure

OEG-

CS-01

Legal Domicile &

Jurisdiction

0 = Domiciled in a high-risk foreign

jurisdiction with no data protection

agreements. 100 = Domiciled in the home

nation with strong data sovereignty laws.

OEG-

CS-02

Shareholder

Concentration &

Nationality

0 = Majority ownership by foreign entities

from high-risk jurisdictions. 100 = Majority

ownership by domestic entities or a widely

dispersed global shareholding with no

controlling foreign interest.

OEG-

CS-03

Board of Directors

Composition &

Control

0 = Board controlled by foreign nationals

from high-risk jurisdictions. 100 = Board

composed of a majority of domestic

citizens with clear fiduciary duties to the

sovereign entity.

OEG-

CS-04

Transparency of

Ownership (UBOs)

0 = Opaque ownership structure with

hidden Ultimate Beneficial Owners

(UBOs). 100 = Fully transparent ownership

with publicly disclosed UBOs.

Intellectual

Property (IP)

OEG-

IP-01

Patent & Algorithm

Ownership

0 = Core IP is licensed from a foreign entity

with restrictive terms. 100 = Core IP is fully

Appendix: The Complete AI Sovereignty Index (ASI)

Assessment Framework



Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Control owned and controlled by the organization

without restriction.

OEG-

IP-02

Open Source vs.

Proprietary

Licensing

0 = Heavy reliance on proprietary foreign

software with no source code access. 100

= Strategic use of open-source software

with internal forks and expertise, or fully

owned proprietary code.

OEG-

IP-03

IP Escrow &

Transferability

Agreements

0 = No IP escrow or transferability

agreements in place for critical foreign

software. 100 = Comprehensive IP escrow

agreements in place for all critical foreign-

owned software.

Economic &

Financial

Sovereignty

OEG-

EFS-

01

Total Cost of

Ownership (TCO)

of AI Stack

0 = High TCO due to excessive licensing

fees to foreign vendors. 100 = Low TCO

due to use of sovereign-controlled or open-

source components. (Scoring is relative to

benchmarks).

OEG-

EFS-

02

Vendor Lock-in

Cost Analysis

(Switching Costs)

0 = Extremely high switching costs

creating near-permanent vendor lock-in.

100 = Low switching costs with well-

defined migration paths to alternative

providers.

OEG-

EFS-

03

R&D Investment

as % of Revenue

0 = Less than 1% of revenue invested in

R&D. 100 = More than 15% of revenue

invested in R&D. (Threshold-based

scoring).

OEG-

EFS-

04

Access to

Sovereign Funding

& Venture Capital

0 = Entirely reliant on funding from foreign

investors in high-risk jurisdictions. 100 =

Primary funding from domestic government

grants, sovereign wealth funds, or allied

VCs.



Pillar 2: Data & Lifecycle Control

Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Data

Governance &

Provenance

DLC-

DGP-

01

Data Residency &

Localization

Policies

0 = No data residency policies. 100 =

Strict, audited data residency policies for

all sensitive data, enforced by technical

controls.

DLC-

DGP-

02

Data Classification

& Sovereignty

Mapping

0 = No data classification scheme. 100 =

Automated data classification and

sovereignty mapping integrated into data

workflows.

DLC-

DGP-

03

Control over Data

Ingress/Egress

0 = No controls on data movement. 100

= Granular, policy-based controls on all

data ingress and egress points with real-

time monitoring.

DLC-

DGP-

04

Use of Privacy

Enhancing

Technologies

(PETs)

0 = No use of PETs. 100 = Widespread

use of PETs (e.g., homomorphic

encryption, federated learning) for cross-

jurisdictional data analysis.

Development &

Training

Lifecycle

DLC-

DTL-

01

Control over Model

Development

Environment

0 = Development occurs in a public cloud

environment controlled by a foreign

entity. 100 = Development occurs in a

sovereign-controlled, air-gapped, or

highly secured environment.

DLC-

DTL-

02

Sovereignty of

Training Data

Sources

0 = Training data is sourced exclusively

from foreign providers with unclear

rights. 100 = Training data is sourced

from sovereign or internally generated

datasets with clear ownership.

DLC-

DTL-

03

Internal vs.

Outsourced

0 = All core AI development is

outsourced to foreign contractors. 100 =



Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Development

Teams

All core AI development is performed by

internal, vetted, domestic employees.

DLC-

DTL-

04

Use of Sovereign

MLOps Tooling

0 = Complete reliance on foreign-owned

MLOps platforms (e.g., SageMaker,

Vertex AI). 100 = Use of internally

developed, open-source, or sovereign-

controlled MLOps toolchains.

Deployment &

Operational

Control

DLC-

DOC-

01

Control over

Deployment

Jurisdictions

0 = Models are deployed globally without

consideration of legal jurisdiction. 100 =

Models are deployed only in pre-

approved sovereign or allied

jurisdictions.

DLC-

DOC-

02

Model Drift

Monitoring &

Retraining

Autonomy

0 = No model drift monitoring; retraining

requires foreign vendor support. 100 =

Automated model drift detection and fully

autonomous retraining capabilities.

DLC-

DOC-

03

Explainability &

Auditability of

Deployed Models

0 = Models are black boxes with no

explainability or audit logs. 100 = Full

implementation of explainable AI (XAI)

techniques and immutable, sovereignly-

held audit logs.



Pillar 3: Technology & Infrastructure Stack

Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Compute &

Hardware

Infrastructure

TIS-

CHI-

01

On-Premise vs. Cloud

Compute Ratio

0 = 100% of compute is on foreign-

owned public clouds. 100 = 100% of

compute is on-premise or in a certified

sovereign cloud.

TIS-

CHI-

02

Sovereign Cloud

Provider Usage

0 = No use of sovereign cloud

providers. 100 = Exclusive use of

certified sovereign cloud providers for

all sensitive workloads.

TIS-

CHI-

03

Hardware Supply

Chain Diversity & Risk

0 = Sole-sourced from a single foreign

supplier in a high-risk jurisdiction. 100 =

Diverse supply chain with multiple

vendors from allied nations and no

single point of failure.

TIS-

CHI-

04

Semiconductor Design

& Fabrication

Capability

0 = No domestic capability and reliance

on high-risk foreign fabs. 100 =

Complete domestic capability for design

and fabrication of advanced AI chips

(national-level indicator).

Foundational

Model &

Software Stack
TIS-

FMS-

01

Foundational Model

Ownership vs.

Licensing

0 = Exclusive reliance on proprietary

models licensed from foreign entities

via restrictive APIs. 100 = Use of

internally developed foundational

models or open-source models with full

weights access and modification rights.

TIS-

FMS-

02

Ability to Fine-Tune

vs. Train from Scratch

0 = Can only perform basic fine-tuning

via provider's API. 100 = Full capability,

expertise, and compute to train large-

scale models from scratch.



Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

TIS-

FMS-

03

Control over OS and

Containerization

Layers

0 = Use of standard, unmodified foreign

OS and container images. 100 = Use of

hardened, internally customized, and

securely maintained OS and container

images.

TIS-

FMS-

04

Open Source

Software Dependency

Analysis

0 = No analysis of open-source

dependencies. 100 = Automated

dependency analysis, vulnerability

scanning (SCA), and license

compliance for all open-source

components.

Talent & Skills

Sovereignty

TIS-

TSS-

01

% of AI/ML Talent that

are Citizens/Residents

0 = Less than 10% of core AI team are

citizens/residents. 100 = More than

90%.

TIS-

TSS-

02

Internal Training &

Upskilling Programs

0 = No internal AI training programs.

100 = Comprehensive internal AI

university and career development

tracks for domestic employees.

TIS-

TSS-

03

Access to Local AI

Talent Pool &

University

Partnerships

0 = No university partnerships. 100 =

Multiple, deep partnerships with leading

domestic universities, including joint

research projects and talent pipelines.



Pillar 4: Security & Resilience

Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Cybersecurity

Posture

SR-

CP-01

AI-Specific

Cybersecurity

Controls

0 = No AI-specific controls (e.g., for

model evasion, poisoning). 100 =

Comprehensive suite of AI-specific

security controls (e.g., adversarial

training, input validation), regularly tested

and updated.

SR-

CP-02

Data Encryption

Standards (In-

transit, At-rest)

0 = No encryption or use of weak,

outdated standards. 100 = Use of strong,

modern encryption (e.g., AES-256, TLS

1.3) for all data at rest and in transit, with

sovereign key management.

SR-

CP-03

Security of AI

Development

Lifecycle

(DevSecOps)

0 = No security involvement in

development. 100 = Fully implemented

DevSecOps model for the entire AI

lifecycle, including secure coding, threat

modeling, and automated security

testing.

Supply Chain

Resilience

SR-

SCR-

01

Single Point of

Failure Analysis

(Hardware &

Software)

0 = No analysis performed. 100 =

Regular, automated analysis with

documented and tested mitigation plans

for all identified single points of failure.

SR-

SCR-

02

Geographic

Diversity of Key

Suppliers

0 = All key suppliers are concentrated in

a single foreign country. 100 = Key

suppliers are geographically distributed

across multiple allied nations.

SR-

SCR-

03

Geopolitical Risk

Assessment of

Supply Chain

0 = No geopolitical risk assessment. 100

= Continuous geopolitical risk monitoring

of the entire supply chain with dynamic,

pre-planned adjustments.



Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Operational &

Model

Resilience

SR-

OMR-

01

Autonomous

Fallback &

Redundancy

Systems

0 = No fallback systems. 100 = Fully

autonomous, geographically distributed

fallback systems with regular, automated

failover testing.

SR-

OMR-

02

Model Poisoning &

Data Contamination

Defenses

0 = No defenses against data poisoning

or model tampering. 100 = Advanced

defenses including data sanitization,

anomaly detection, and robust training

protocols.

SR-

OMR-

03

Backup and

Disaster Recovery

Sovereignty

0 = Backups are stored with a foreign

provider in a foreign jurisdiction. 100 = All

critical backups are stored in a

sovereign, air-gapped, or immutable

facility.



Pillar 5: Legal & Policy Alignment

Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

Regulatory &

Legislative

Compliance

LPA-

RLC-

01

Compliance with

National/Regional AI &

Data Laws

0 = Non-compliant or unaware of

obligations. 100 = Fully compliant with

all relevant laws (e.g., EU AI Act,

GDPR), verified by independent,

regular audits.

LPA-

RLC-

02

Internal Policy

Framework for

Sovereignty

0 = No internal policies related to AI

sovereignty. 100 = A detailed, board-

approved policy framework that is

regularly reviewed, updated, and

communicated.

LPA-

RLC-

03

Governance

Structures for

Sovereign Decision-

Making

0 = No dedicated governance

structure. 100 = A dedicated,

empowered governance body (e.g.,

an AI Sovereignty Council) with

executive sponsorship and clear

authority.

Ethical

Alignment &

Public Trust

LPA-

EAPT-

01

Ethical AI Framework

& Bias Mitigation

0 = No ethical framework. 100 =

Comprehensive ethical AI framework

with regular bias audits, fairness

metrics, and public accountability

mechanisms.

LPA-

EAPT-

02

Transparency & Public

Communication

Strategy

0 = No public communication on AI

use. 100 = Proactive, transparent

communication strategy including

public reports on AI systems, their

use, and their performance.

LPA-

EAPT-

03

Alignment with

National AI Strategy &

Values

0 = No alignment or contradiction with

national strategy. 100 = Explicit,

documented, and demonstrable



Dimension ID Indicator Scoring Guidance (0-100 Scale)

alignment with national strategic

priorities and values.

International

Standards &

Influence

LPA-

ISI-01

Participation in

International

Standards Bodies

0 = No participation. 100 = Active

leadership roles (e.g., chairing

committees) in key international

standards bodies (e.g., ISO/IEC JTC

1/SC 42).

LPA-

ISI-02

Contribution to Global

Open Source Projects

0 = No contributions; purely a

consumer. 100 = Significant, strategic

contributions to multiple key open-

source AI projects.

LPA-

ISI-03

Strategic Alliances &

Sovereign

Partnerships

0 = No strategic alliances. 100 = A

network of deep, trusted partnerships

with other sovereign-minded

organizations and allied nations.
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