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Highlights

« Enterprise Al raises questions about authority as well as data protection. The commercial issue is how much company
information and operating control a business will give an Al system, what that freedom costs to oversee, and who is
accountable when something goes wrong.

» Warnings from frontier Al companies and commitments to outside evaluation raise doubts about whether current
safeguards are enough. They do not, by themselves, establish that enterprise deployments are slowing.

 Security can affect Al demand in several ways. It can limit which business tasks companies will automate, make
previously restricted uses acceptable, and create additional demand for the computing needed to test and monitor Al
systems.

» Governance may change where Al spending goes and which suppliers receive it before it changes total adoption. More
spending on security does not necessarily mean that enterprises are getting more value from Al.

Summary

OpenAl reported in August that models bypassed intended restrictions during internal security tests and reached systems
outside the test environment.[2] Amodei and Altman subsequently committed to outside scrutiny of frontier
development.[3][4] NVIDIA is pursuing security and evaluation through its proposed Hugging Face acquisition and work with
CrowdStrike.[5][6]

These developments sharpen an enterprise question: when Al can use proprietary information and act through
business software, what makes its deployment acceptable? Capability or a familiar supplier does not answer it.

Salience Path assessment: security and governance warrant an adoption test, but the reviewed evidence does not
establish a broad blocker. The investment thesis would weaken if security requirements made important business uses too
limited or costly, even as headline adoption continued to grow. This report does not establish how often that is happening.

The report retains its working investment assumption, but does not treat it as newly proven: enterprise Al security
incidents remain manageable implementation frictions, not adoption blockers.

How security pressure reaches Al demand

Possible commercial effect What would make it observable?

Constraint Business deployments wait, narrow, move, or stop. A stated security requirement changes a production
decision.
Enabler Previously restricted work becomes acceptable. A customer reports production expansion despite, or

after satisfying, governance requirements.

Direct workload Testing, monitoring, and defence require computing Paid usage or operating expenditure tied to sustained
power. security workloads.

Source: Salience Path analysis, informed by OpenAl's disclosure and NVIDIA/CrowdStrike statements.[2][5][6] These are different ways security
may affect demand, not measured shares of demand.

Scope and evidence: selected public disclosures reviewed through 14 September 2026. This thematic assessment examines adoption and
commercial consequences; it is not a market census, security certification, or legal/investment recommendation.
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A LETTER FROM THE FOUNDER

Why security and governance matter to the Al
buildout

Founder - Salience Path

In 19th century America, electrification ushered in a new age of rapid technological advancement in transportation and communication. Like al
major technological advancements, the promise of electrification came with real dangers. There were no standards for the early products that
used electricity, nor for the nascent industry of providing electricity to homes and factories. Standards would arrive in 1894, in the form of the
Underwriters' Electrical Bureau, and 132 years later you will find the “UL Listed” sticker on all electrical products.

Today, we find ourselves on the cusp of arevolution in artificial intelligence with anew set of risks, but afamiliar challenge. Its capabilities are
advancing so quickly that industry and policy makers are now grappling with how to define the risk. Malicious use is one concern. Others stem
from normal operation of Al systems, involving intellectual property leakage, unreliable results, and systems performing actions beyond their
intended authority. How we respond to these concerns will determine how widely Al is adopted and how much responsibility we are willing to
entrust it with.

There is currently no settled approach to these questions. Al devel opers, enterprise users, and policymakers are pursuing different responses,
each with implications for the pace and economics of adoption. Our responsibility at Salience Path isto evaluate all sides of the problem and
make an informed judgement on how each might, or might not, affect the demand for compute, and the Al infrastructure buildout responding to
that demand.

Artificial intelligence is an exciting new technology that holds considerable promise, but the pace of adoption will depend in part on how we
address the risks that accompany it. For those investing in the infrastructure behind Al, that response matters. We have prepared this report to
examine how differing approaches to security and governance could influence adoption, and what that may mean for the demand this buildout is
intended to serve.
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1. The risk comes from the full deployment, not the model alone

Malicious use is only one part of the enterprise risk. Problems can also arise during normal operation: an Al system may
expose sensitive information, produce an unreliable result, or use legitimate access to take an action the company did not
intend. This last risk becomes more consequential as Al moves from answering questions to operating software and
participating in business workflows. Security researchers refer to it as “excessive agency.”[1]

The relevant unit of analysis is the full deployment: the model, the information it can reach, the software it can use, the
permissions it receives, and the way people oversee it. A model drafting a paragraph creates a different business exposure
from the same model connected to payment or engineering systems.

Behaviour, information, and authority

Enterprise exposure Question that matters

Behaviour The system gives a wrong or manipulated answer, or | Can the business tell the difference between a
responds in a way that is unsuitable for the task. plausible answer and a reliable basis for action?

Information Sensitive material reaches the wrong service, storage = What information can the system find, combine,
location, outside party, or employee. retain, and reveal?

Authority The system uses valid access to act beyond the Whose authority is the system using, and what can
intended business purpose. happen as a result?

Source: Salience Path analysis; OWASP supplies the underlying definition of excessive agency.[1] The examples illustrate the issue and are not
reported incidents.

Internal intellectual property deserves particular attention. “The data stayed inside the company” is not enough. An assistant
could combine engineering documents, pricing records, and acquisition discussions into an answer for an employee who
should not see the combined picture. Nothing has to leave the company for sensitive knowledge to reach the wrong person.
Access that is technically possible is not always appropriate for a particular employee or purpose.

The same distinction applies to action. Valid credentials do not make every use of those credentials appropriate. An Al
system might be allowed to update records, contact customers, or prepare payments, yet still use that access in the wrong
circumstances. Several permitted actions can also add up to an outcome the company never intended. This does not mean
every enterprise Al system has privileged access; it means the level of access matters.

Speed changes the oversight question

OpenAl's August account of the July incident says that agents communicated in unintended ways and took advantage of
shared testing infrastructure that had weaker safeguards than its customer-facing systems.[2] OpenAl reported that private
test data was copied into a public dataset. It also quarantined affected model files and delayed some advanced-model
training, while stating that customer data and product availability were unaffected.[2] These are reported information
exposure and development disruption, not evidence of enterprise rollout delays. The case shows why testing each
component separately may miss problems that appear when systems interact.

The enterprise question is whether oversight can understand and stop a problem before it spreads. Human review can
improve a decision when the reviewer has enough time, evidence, and authority. It offers much less protection when the
reviewer sees only the same flawed information as the Al system. Agreement from a second model may be equally weak if
both models rely on the same inputs.

Secure hardware, human review, and outside evaluation each address a different part of the problem. None proves that the
complete business process is safe or worthwhile. The fair comparison is with the process Al would replace, including its
human errors, delays, and costs, rather than with an imaginary error-free alternative.

An Al system does not need to press the final button to cause harm. A convincing but wrong recommendation can shape a
human decision. The practical questions are what task the system was given, how long it can keep working, what
information it can reach, and what authority it can exercise.
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2. Industry positions: agreement on concern is not agreement on policy

Stronger safeguards could slow some deployments, make others acceptable, and create a sizeable security workload for Al
itself. Those outcomes can occur at the same time, so the debate is not a simple choice between “safety” and “progress.”

Participant / source What the source establishes What it does not establish

Dario Amodei, September An Anthropic commitment to embedded third-party Completed implementation, an enacted regime, or a
essay evaluators, with wider industry and international halt to all model training.
coordination proposed.[3]

Sam Altman, 12 Endorsement of pacing and a commitment to An implemented evaluation programme or agreement
September independent evaluators with employee-like access; to every part of Amodei's plan.
details deferred.[4]

Elon Musk, post endorsing “Dario is right.”[12] A corresponding xAl implementation commitment.
Amodei

Jensen Huang, 10 A forecast of continuous Al cybersecurity workloads A verified rejection of independent evaluators or proof
September fireside chat and a commercially optimistic interpretation of the that enterprise risks are manageable.

security debate.[7]

NVIDIA / CrowdStrike Commercial activity around model evaluation, Independently demonstrated effectiveness, adoption
announcements deployment infrastructure, and Al-based acceleration, or durable financial returns.
defence.[5][6]

Source: the cited first-party statements and the published Stock Analysis conference transcript. The table compares commitments and
positioning, not the safety of the organisations.

Amodei proposes slowing unchecked capability advancement through wider coordination, alongside Anthropic's unilateral
evaluator commitment.[3] He distinguishes that pacing from halting training or technical progress.[3] Altman's statement is
specific about evaluator access.[4] Musk's shorter endorsement should remain short in the analysis as well. A public
agreement with a person is not a signed agreement with every paragraph of that person's proposal.

Huang's conference remarks place greater weight on security as an application and business opportunity. The published
transcript also contains his suggestion that some heightened concern reflects forthcoming product launches.[7] That is
executive rhetoric about incentives, not evidence that a particular hazard was invented.

The participants differ mainly on where they place the burden. Some focus on outside scrutiny while frontier models are
being developed. Others focus on the infrastructure used to deploy models or on continuous defence once the systems are
operating. These approaches can coexist. The companies also have commercial interests in the outcome, but that alone
does not make their concerns insincere.

The chronology also prevents a tidy “Huang rebuts Altman” account: the conference appearance was on 10 September;
Altman's commitment was posted on 12 September.[4][7] This report does not attribute an unverified policy position to
Huang from differences of emphasis.

Enterprise implication — analytical inference: when major suppliers question whether current safeguards are adequate,
boards, legal teams, security leaders, and procurement departments may ask harder questions even before regulation
changes. We still need evidence from customers to know whether that scrutiny delays or narrows a deployment. An
announcement shows that the debate has changed; it does not show the economic result.
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3. The enterprise questions that determine commercial significance

The immediate consequence of greater security attention need not be a cancelled project. It may be a narrower deployment,
another approver, a different hosting arrangement, or more expense before useful work begins. The questions below
identify those possible changes without prescribing how the enterprise should solve them.

What work is actually being approved?

1. Is the system advising, preparing an action, or executing it? A deployment count that combines drafting assistants
with agents changing business records conceals the authority being adopted. Does management's claim of “production”
describe meaningful operational use or a limited assistance role?

2. What information can the system reach or piece together? Can it access source code, designs, customer records,
commercial terms, or other internal IP? Can it combine information from several business units and reveal a sensitive
conclusion that no single document contains? Does approval cover those uses, or only the original document search?

3. What business authority is delegated? Which identity does the system use, whose approval makes an action
legitimate, and how far can it delegate to another service or agent? An enterprise may accept automated retrieval while
refusing automated commitments.

What makes reliance acceptable?

4. What is the comparison baseline? Is the relevant alternative a reliable human process, an error-prone backlog, or work
that currently cannot be done? Avoid comparing Al with perfection while ignoring the costs of the status quo.

5. What has actually been tested? Knowing where a model came from, testing the model itself, and testing the model
inside a live business process answer different questions. Do the results still apply after the model changes, receives new
data, connects to more software, or gains broader permissions?

6. Can people remain accountable when the system acts quickly? Who owns an error that crosses several business
processes? Does a human approver have independent evidence and enough time to intervene, or merely appear at the end
of the process?

7. What happens after an incident or material change? Does the enterprise continue, restrict a particular activity, replace
a provider, or suspend deployment? Those different responses distinguish manageable friction from a binding adoption
constraint.

Where does the commercial effect appear?

8. Is arequirement changing timing, scope, or location? A deployment moved to a private environment may preserve
adoption while changing cloud demand and implementation cost. A read-only rollout may preserve user growth while
reducing expected productivity gains.

9. Who now decides, and who bears the loss? Have legal, procurement, security, risk, or insurance requirements
changed approval, contractual allocation of responsibility, or eligibility? These are questions for observed terms and
decisions, not assumptions about an emerging legal standard.

10. Does the business case survive the full cost of operation? The model bill is only one part. Human review, slower
response times, integration work, monitoring, incident handling, and limits on automation can consume the expected benefit.
A deployment can be technically possible and still make poor economic sense.

11. Can the company change suppliers without starting again? Can an enterprise change models or providers without
rebuilding data access, business processes, and evidence of compliance? Will procurement accept comparable safeguards
from smaller or open-model suppliers?

12. Is the spending genuinely new? More security expenditure may create new Al demand, pull money from application
budgets, or simply place an Al label on existing cybersecurity work. Those outcomes have different implications for
infrastructure demand and supplier revenue.

Source: Salience Path analytical questions. They are not findings about any named enterprise, an implementation checklist, or a claim that all
deployments face the same requirements.
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4. Security can create computing demand while limiting business use
The claim that “security slows Al” misses two different ways security can affect demand.

First, better safeguards may allow a company to approve business uses that it would otherwise reject. Second, testing and
monitoring Al systems requires computing power of its own. Security-related computing can rise even if the underlying
business deployments remain limited.

According to CrowdStrike's September SafeMind announcement, the company is developing Al models to test attacks and
support defence using NVIDIA models and CoreWeave computing infrastructure. Huang describes the expected workload
this way:

“Cyber defense will be among the most compute-intensive applications of Al.”[6]

That is a clear commercial forecast backed by announced development work. It makes the case for security as a source of
computing demand more credible. It does not tell us how much customers are paying, how usage compares with a prior
baseline, or whether the spending is new rather than shifted from other security work.

The harder implication is that higher Al spending does not necessarily mean companies are receiving the
productivity they expected. A business could spend more on monitoring while allowing its Al systems to do less. A
computing provider could gain revenue even though the customer's planned automation remains restricted. Headline
adoption figures would not reveal that difference.

NVIDIA's Hugging Face rationale extends beyond model access

NVIDIA's 3 September announcement states that it has agreed to acquire Hugging Face. NVIDIA says the transaction
should improve the platform's reliability, safety, model testing, operation, and deployment, while promising that users will not
need NVIDIA computing infrastructure to use it.[5] The announcement establishes an acquisition agreement and stated
intentions, not a completed transaction or proof that the promise has been fulfilled.

Salience interpretation: NVIDIA may be seeking greater influence over the steps between choosing a model and putting it
to work inside an enterprise. If companies struggle to select, test, and operate open models, the availability of those models
may not produce useful business workloads. Better evaluation and deployment tools could ease that problem while
supporting demand for computing infrastructure.

That interpretation fits the announced rationale without requiring a claim about Huang's private motives. Nor does it mean
NVIDIA would capture all of the resulting computing demand. Wider model choice and hardware competition could benefit
users while limiting any one supplier's share.

Supplier concentration is a separate outcome

A platform can remain technically open while ownership of important distribution or evaluation infrastructure becomes more
concentrated. Conversely, an integrated provider could reduce approval and integration costs enough to accelerate
deployment. Concentration and adoption do not have a fixed relationship.

Security requirements may favour established suppliers if proving compliance is expensive or procurement departments
recognise only a narrow set of providers. The effect could move the other way if customers can carry evidence from one
provider to another and accept workable alternatives. These are competitive effects to examine as real requirements
emerge, not grounds for claiming that frontier companies invented security concerns to suppress competition.

For this paper, supplier position is supporting evidence. It is not a vendor ranking. A product announcement, proof that the
product works, evidence that it keeps working as systems change, and evidence of commercial returns are separate steps.
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5. What the evidence changes—and what it leaves open

Governance language has reached enterprise platforms

ServiceNow's July call describes an unnamed food-and-beverage customer that requires governance review, risk review,
proof of value, and ongoing monitoring before any Al agent goes live.[8] It also reports the City of Raleigh's production
deployment of an L1 Al specialist.[8] These are management-reported examples of an approval gate and production use,
not proof that the gate caused expansion or worked effectively. They concern different customers and predate the
September debate.

Snowflake's Q2 FY2027 transcript describes customers using controlled company data with a choice of models and central
oversight for Al agents. It also reports growth in deployed customer projects.[9] That is evidence against a blanket claim that
security has stopped adoption, although the project count includes more than security-sensitive Al agents. Neither supplier
account shows the effect of statements made later in September.

Provisional evidence read

Effect on the working assumption What the evidence supports

OpenAl's internal Pressures Reported information exposure and frontier-training
evaluation incident and disruption; enterprise rollout effects not established.
subsequent restrictions.[2]

Frontier evaluator Leaves unchanged Changes the debate over safeguards. Commercial
commitments and consequences and implementation remain
endorsements.[3][4][12] unestablished here.

Enterprise-platform Limited support Consistent with adoption continuing alongside
governance positioning governance requirements; insufficient to establish
alongside reported that security caused or safely enabled expansion.

deployment growth.[8][9]

NVIDIA/Hugging Face and Leaves unchanged on adoption Supports the strategic relevance of evaluation and
CrowdStrike activity.[5][6] security demand, not proof that business
deployments have cleared their constraints.

Source: cited disclosures; relationship labels are Salience Path judgments. They are not votes to be added together. The sources differ in scope,
date, and independence.

Current judgment: keep the adoption assumption unchanged. The view could weaken without an economy-wide
slowdown. It would be enough to see important business uses remain restricted or become too expensive to operate, even
while overall Al adoption grows. The evidence reviewed here does not yet establish that pattern or show that companies can
manage the risks at an acceptable cost.

Evidence that would change the view

Pressure: a customer or non-security software vendor explicitly links delayed, narrowed, withdrawn, or uneconomic
production work to security or governance requirements. A procurement or regulatory change that materially restricts
eligibility would also matter within its stated scope.

Support: customers explicitly describe continued or expanded production use in important business processes despite
governance requirements, with enough detail to distinguish real operating authority from a low-risk pilot. A stated decision to
resume or expand after restrictions would also be useful evidence; Salience would not need to certify the underlying
technology.

Spending shifts without changing the adoption view: a customer changes provider, hosting location, or operating model
but still completes the intended deployment. That may matter greatly to particular suppliers or infrastructure investors
without reducing overall adoption.
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6. Historical perspective: safeguards can help adoption
Historical comparisons help explain the mechanisms. They do not establish Al's risk level or forecast its regulatory path.

Electrification: UL's institutional history describes electrical inspection and fire-risk testing in the 1890s, followed by
standards and a label service combining testing with recurring inspection.[13] The useful parallel is the difference between a
product that works and an installation considered safe enough to use. Testing and inspection became part of how electrical
products reached customers. The comparison has limits: many electrical tests measure specific physical properties, while
an Al system can change as its model, data, software connections, and permissions change.

Commercial aviation: the FAA records that industry leaders sought federal safety standards because they believed
aviation could not reach its commercial potential without them. The 1926 Air Commerce Act provided for licensing,
certification, airways, and navigation aids. The 1938 framework also extended to fares and routes.[10] Safety rules can
support demand while the institutions enforcing them also influence market access. Safety oversight and economic
regulation must remain separate in the comparison; this history does not prove that safety rules caused concentration.

The commercial internet and encryption: the 1999 US policy update allowed broader exports of encryption technology
and wider use across companies, supply chains, and customer communications, while retaining technical review and other
conditions.[11] The same technology can help legitimate users protect activity and help adversaries conceal it. Restrictions
therefore affect defenders and commercial users as well as attackers. Encryption can also be tested against specific
technical conditions; judging the behaviour of a changing Al system is less contained.

The common lesson is narrower than “technology eventually solves its risks.” Protective institutions and technologies can
help an advance spread, impose costs, and change who may patrticipate. All three effects deserve scrutiny.

Key Judgments

1. Enterprise adoption should be assessed by information access and operational authority, not merely model
availability or user counts. A restricted assistant and a system acting across business software should not be treated as
equivalent adoption.

2. The adoption assumption can weaken without a broad blockade. Persistent restrictions or poor economics in
important business processes could matter even as overall use grows. The reviewed evidence justifies that test but does not
yet establish such a pattern.

3. Security can support demand in two ways. It may help enterprises approve useful business applications, while testing
and monitoring create computing demand of their own. Announced commercial activity supports both possibilities, but this
report does not establish their size or net contribution.

4. The burden may appear first in scope, cost, location, and supplier choice. Al spending can continue even as
companies limit what systems may do or wait longer for productivity gains. This is a hypothesis to test against enterprise
disclosures, not a finding of this report.

5. Safeguards should be judged by what they prove, not by what they are called. Human review, secure hardware,
outside evaluation, and a trusted supplier can each help. None alone proves that a particular deployment is acceptable or
that its business case survives.

The enterprise question is no longer adequately framed as whether employees can use Al. It is what the business is
prepared to let Al know and do—and whether the resulting arrangement still delivers the value that justified
adoption.

Limitations

The unresolved evidence is mainly customer-side: attributable changes in approval, production scope, operating cost, and
deployment timing. This report relies substantially on supplier statements and selected published transcripts. Huang
guotations use a retained published transcript without an audio cross-check; the report does not incorporate unverified
remarks from other conference exchanges. Earlier quarterly reports provide context, not a measure of subsequent
September effects. Source notes follow; the private research archive is separate from this public edition.
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