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The White House announced a suite of artificial intelligence policies in May. More recently,
they brokered a number of voluntary safety commitments from leading AI companies in July.
That included commitments to both internal and third-party testing of AI products to ensure
they’re secure against cyberattack and guard against misuse by bad actors.

Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer outlined his preferred approach to regulation in a
June speech and promised prompt legislation, telling his audience, “many of you have spent
months calling on us to act. I hear you loud and clear.” Independent regulators like the
Federal Trade Commission have been going public to outline how they plan to approach the
technology. A bipartisan group wants to ban the use of AI to make nuclear launch decisions,
at the very minimum.

But “knowing you’re going to do something” and “knowing what that something is” are two
different things. AI policy is still pretty virgin terrain in DC, and proposals from government
leaders tend to be articulated with lots of jargon, usually involving invocations of broad ideas
or requests for public input and additional study, rather than specific plans for action.
Principles, rather than programming. Indeed, the US government’s record to date on AI has
mostly involved vague calls for “continued United States leadership in artificial intelligence
research and development” or “adoption of artificial intelligence technologies in the Federal
Government,” which is fine, but not exactly concrete policy.

That said, we probably are going to see more specific action soon given the unprecedented
degree of public attention and number of congressional hearings devoted to AI. AI
companies themselves are actively working on self-regulation in the hope of setting the tone
for regulation by others. That — plus the sheer importance of an emerging technology like AI
— makes it worth digging a little deeper into what action in DC might involve.

You can break most of the ideas circulating into one of four rough categories:

Rules: New regulations and laws for individuals and companies training AI models,
building or selling chips used for AI training, and/or using AI models in their business
Institutions: New government agencies or international organizations that can
implement and enforce these new regulations and laws
Money: Additional funding for research, either to expand AI capabilities or to ensure
safety
People: Expanded high-skilled immigration and increased education funding to build
out a workforce that can build and control AI

New rules

Making new rules for AI developers — whether in the form of voluntary standards, binding
regulations from existing agencies, new laws passed by Congress, or international
agreements binding several countries — is by far the most crowded space here, the most
consequential, and the most contested.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/05/23/fact-sheet-biden-harris-administration-takes-new-steps-to-advance-responsible-artificial-intelligence-research-development-and-deployment/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/07/21/fact-sheet-biden-harris-administration-secures-voluntary-commitments-from-leading-artificial-intelligence-companies-to-manage-the-risks-posed-by-ai/
https://www.democrats.senate.gov/news/press-releases/majority-leader-schumer-delivers-remarks-to-launch-safe-innovation-framework-for-artificial-intelligence-at-csis
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/05/03/opinion/ai-lina-khan-ftc-technology.html
https://www.markey.senate.gov/news/press-releases/markey-lieu-beyer-and-buck-introduce-bipartisan-legislation-to-prevent-ai-from-launching-a-nuclear-weapon
https://carnegieendowment.org/2023/05/03/reconciling-u.s.-approach-to-ai-pub-89674
https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/committee-activity/hearings/oversight-of-ai-rules-for-artificial-intelligence
https://science.house.gov/2023/6/artificial-intelligence-advancing-innovation-towards-the-national-interest
https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/committee-activity/hearings/oversight-of-ai-principles-for-regulation
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/jul/26/google-microsoft-openai-anthropic-ai-frontier-model-forum
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On one end of the spectrum are techno libertarians who look warily on attempts by the
government to mandate rules for AI, fearing that this could slow down progress or, worse,
lead to regulatory capture where rules are written to benefit a small handful of currently
dominant companies like OpenAI. The Electronic Frontier Foundation and the R Street
Institute are probably the leading representatives of this perspective in DC.

Other stakeholders, though, want extensive new rulemaking and legislating on a variety of AI
topics. Some, like Sens. Josh Hawley (R-MO) and Richard Blumenthal (D-CT), want
sweeping changes to rules around liability, enabling citizens to sue AI companies or
prosecutors to indict them if their products cause certain harms.

One category of proposals deals with how AI systems interface with existing rules around
copyright, privacy, and bias based on race, gender, sexual orientation, and disability. Think of
it more like AI ethics rather than AI safety.

Federal Trade Commission chair Lina Khan stands poised to be a leading figure in regulation
concerning the near-term implications of AI.
Michael M. Santiago/Getty Images

Copyright: The US Copyright Office has issued rulings suggesting that most texts, images,
and videos output by AI systems cannot be copyrighted as original works, as they were not
created by a human. Meanwhile, large models like GPT-4 and Stable Diffusion rely on

https://www.eff.org/deeplinks/2023/07/generative-ai-policy-must-be-precise-careful-and-practical-how-cut-through-hype
https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/the-most-important-principle-for-ai-regulation/
https://www.hawley.senate.gov/hawley-blumenthal-introduce-bipartisan-legislation-protect-consumers-and-deny-ai-companies-section
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2022/8/10/23298108/ai-dangers-ethics-alignment-present-future-risk
https://www.copyright.gov/ai/
https://www.theverge.com/2023/2/22/23611278/midjourney-ai-copyright-office-kristina-kashtanova
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massive training datasets that usually include copyrighted texts and images. This has
prompted myriad lawsuits and provisions in the European Union’s AI Act requiring model
builders to “publish information on the use of training data protected under copyright law.”
More regulations and laws from either US agencies or Congress could be forthcoming.

Privacy: Just as large AI companies have faced lawsuits for copyright violations in the
construction of their models, so too have some plaintiffs argued that the mass web scraping
necessary to collect the terabytes of data needed to train the models represents an invasion
of privacy. The revelation in March of a since-patched data vulnerability that allowed
ChatGPT users to access otherusers’ chat histories, and even their payment information,
raised further alarms. Italy even briefly banned the service over privacy concerns about the
training data. (It’s since been allowed back.) Policymakers have been focusing on similar
issues in social media and online advertising for some time now, with common proposals
including a full ban on using personal data to target ads, and FTC action to require “data
minimization” in which websites can only collect data relevant to a narrow function of the site.

Algorithmic bias: In part because they draw upon datasets that inevitably reflect
stereotypes and biases in humans’ writing, legal decisions, photography, and more, AI
systems have often exhibited biases with the potential to harm women, people of color, and
other marginalized groups. The main congressional proposal on this topic is the Algorithmic
Accountability Act, which would require companies to evaluate algorithmic systems they use
— in other words, AI — for “bias, effectiveness and other factors,” and enlist the Federal
Trade Commission to enforce the requirement. The FTC has said it will crack down using
existing authority to prevent “the sale or use of — for example — racially biased algorithms”;
what these enforcement actions might look like in practice is as yet unclear.

Another set of proposals views AI through a national security or extreme risk perspective,
trying to prevent either more powerful rogue AIs that could elude human control or the
misuse of AI systems by terrorist groups or hostile nation-states (particularly China) to
develop weapons and other harmful products. A future rogue AI with sufficiently high
capabilities, that humans cannot shut down or coerce into following a safe goal, would pose
a high risk of harming humans, even if such harm is merely incidental to its ultimate goal.
More immediately, sufficiently powerful AI models could gain superhuman abilities in hacking,
enabling malign users to access sensitive data or even military equipment; they could also
be employed to design and deploy pathogens more dangerous than anything nature has yet
cooked up.

Mandatory auditing, with fines against violators: As with racial or gender bias, many
proposals to deal with uncontrollable AIs or extreme misuse focus on evaluations and “red-
teaming” (attempts to get models to exhibit dangerous behavior, with the aim of discovering
weaknesses or flaws in the models) which could identify worrisome capabilities or behaviors
by frontier AI models. A recent paper by 24 AI governance experts (including co-authors from

https://arstechnica.com/tech-policy/2023/02/getty-sues-stability-ai-for-copying-12m-photos-and-imitating-famous-watermark/
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2023/jul/10/sarah-silverman-sues-openai-meta-copyright-infringement
https://arstechnica.com/information-technology/2023/01/artists-file-class-action-lawsuit-against-ai-image-generator-companies/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2021)698792
https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2023/06/28/openai-chatgpt-lawsuit-class-action/
https://openai.com/blog/march-20-chatgpt-outage
https://techcrunch.com/2023/04/28/chatgpt-resumes-in-italy/
https://schakowsky.house.gov/media/press-releases/schakowsky-eshoo-booker-introduce-bill-ban-surveillance-advertising
https://epic.org/data-minimization-centering-reasonable-consumer-expectation-in-the-ftcs-commercial-surveillance-rulemaking/
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/22916602/ai-bias-fairness-tradeoffs-artificial-intelligence
https://www.vox.com/recode/2020/2/18/21121286/algorithms-bias-discrimination-facial-recognition-transparency
https://www.wyden.senate.gov/news/press-releases/wyden-booker-and-clarke-introduce-algorithmic-accountability-act-of-2022-to-require-new-transparency-and-accountability-for-automated-decision-systems
https://www.ftc.gov/business-guidance/blog/2021/04/aiming-truth-fairness-equity-your-companys-use-ai
https://www.nscai.gov/
https://www.governance.ai/research-paper/towards-best-practices-in-agi-safety-and-governance
https://yoshuabengio.org/2023/05/22/how-rogue-ais-may-arise/
https://www.wired.com/story/artificial-intelligence-hacking-bruce-schneier/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2306.13952
https://arxiv.org/pdf/2307.03718.pdf
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leading firms like Google DeepMind and OpenAI) argued that regulators should conduct risk
assessments before release, specifically asking “1) which dangerous capabilities does or
could the model possess, if any?, and (2) how controllable is the model?”

The authors call for AI firms to apply these risk assessments to themselves, with audits and
red-teaming from third-party entities (like government regulators) to ensure the firms are
following protocol. Regulators should be given regular access to documentation on how the
models were trained and fine-tuned; in extreme cases, “significant administrative fines or civil
penalties” from regulators for failing to follow best practices could be necessary. In less
severe cases, regulators could “name and shame” violators.

In the nearer term, some in Congress, like Sens. Ted Budd (R-NC) and Ed Markey (D-MA),
are pushing legislation to require the Department of Health and Human Services to conduct
risk assessments of the biological dangers posed by AI and develop a strategy for preventing
its use for bioweapons or artificial pandemics. These are fairly light requirements but might
serve as a first step toward more binding regulation. Many biosecurity experts are worried
that AIs capable of guiding amateurs through the process of creating deadly bioweapons will
emerge soon, making this particular area very high-stakes.

Gary Marcus, left, and Sam Altman are among the prominent AI voices calling for a licensing
regime.
Andrew Caballero-Reynolds/AFP via Getty Images

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Red_team
https://www.markey.senate.gov/news/press-releases/sens-markey-budd-announce-legislation-to-assess-health-security-risks-of-ai
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2023/6/21/23768810/artificial-intelligence-pandemic-biotechnology-synthetic-biology-biorisk-dna-synthesis
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Licensing requirements: The attorney Andrew Tutt in 2017 proposed a more far-reaching
approach than simply mandating risk evaluations, one instead modeled on tougher US
regulations of food and pharmaceuticals. The Food and Drug Administration generally does
not allow drugs on the market that have not been tested for safety and effectiveness. That
has largely not been the case for software — no governmental safety testing is done, for
example, before a new social media platform is introduced. In Tutt’s vision, a similar agency
could “require pre-market approval before algorithms can be deployed” in certain
applications; “for example, a self-driving car algorithm could be required to replicate the
safety-per-mile of a typical vehicle driven in 2012.”

This would effectively require certain algorithms to receive a government “license” before
they can be publicly released. The idea of licensing for AI has taken off in recent months,
with support from some in industry. OpenAI CEO Sam Altman called for “licensing or
registration requirements for development and release of AI models above a crucial
threshold of capabilities” in testimony before Congress. Jason Matheny, CEO of the Rand
Corporation and a former senior Biden adviser, told the Senate, “we need a licensing regime,
a governance system of guardrails around the models that are being built.” Gary Marcus, an
NYU professor and prominent voice on AI, urged Congress to specifically follow the FDA
model as it ponders regulating AI, requiring pre-approval before deployment.

“Compute” regulation: Training advanced AI models requires a lot of computing, including
actual math conducted by graphics processing units (GPUs) or other more specialized chips
to train and fine-tune neural networks. Cut off access to advanced chips or large orders of
ordinary chips and you slow AI progress. Harvard computer scientist Yonadav Shavit has
proposed one model for regulating compute. Shavit’s approach would place firmware (low-
level code embedded into hardware) that can save “snapshots” of the neural networks being
trained, so inspectors can examine those snapshots later, and would require AI companies to
save information about their training runs so they can verify their activities match the
information on the chip firmware. He would also have regulators monitor chip orders to
ensure no one is purchasing a critical mass of unmonitored chips not subject to these
regulations, just as biorisk experts have advocated monitoring gene synthesis orders to
prevent the deliberate engineering of dangerous pathogens.

Export controls, like those the US placed restricting the sale of advanced chips to China,
could also count as a form of compute regulation meant to limit certain nations or firms’
ability to train advanced models.

New institutions for a new time

Implementing all of the above regulations requires government institutions with substantial
staff and funding. Some of the work could be done, and already is being done, by existing
agencies. The Federal Trade Commission has been aggressive, especially on privacy and
bias issues, and the National Institute of Standards and Technology, a scientific agency that

http://www.administrativelawreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/69-1-Andrew-Tutt.pdf
https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2023-05-16%20-%20Bio%20&%20Testimony%20-%20Altman.pdf
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/23393262/future-perfect-50-jason-matheny-rand-corporation
https://www.meritalk.com/articles/senate-panel-witnesses-call-for-ai-regulation-from-congress/
https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2023-05-16_-_qfr_responses_-_marcus.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.11341
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2023/7/27/23808920/gene-dna-synthesis-biotechnology-pandemic-viruses-twist-bioscience-pathogens-ginkgo-bioworks
https://www.csis.org/analysis/seismic-shift-new-us-semiconductor-export-controls-and-implications-us-firms-allies-and
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develops voluntary standards for a number of fields, has begun work on developing best
practices for AI development and deployment that could function either as voluntary
guidelines or the basis of future mandatory regulations.

But the scale of the challenge AI poses has also led to proposals to add entirely new
agencies at the national and international level.

The National Artificial Intelligence Research Resource: One new federal institution
dedicated to AI is already in the works. A 2020 law mandated the creation of a task force to
design a National Artificial Intelligence Research Resource (NAIRR), a federally funded
group that would provide compute, data, and other services for universities, government
researchers, and others who currently lack the ability to do cutting-edge work. The final
report by the task force asked for $2.6 billion over six years, though Congress has not shown
much interest in allocating that funding as of yet. A bipartisan group in the House and Senate
recently introduced legislation that would formally establish NAIRR and instruct the National
Science Foundation to fund it.

In contrast to technologies like nuclear power and even the early internet, AI is dominated by
the private sector, not the government or universities. Companies like OpenAI, Google
DeepMind, and Anthropic spend hundreds of millions of dollars on the server processing,
datasets, and other raw materials necessary to build advanced models; the goal of NAIRR is
to level the playing field somewhat, “democratizing access to the cyberinfrastructure that
fuels AI research and development,” in the words of the National Science Foundation’s
director.

Dedicated regulator for AI: While agencies like the FTC, the National Institute of Standards
and Technology, and the Copyright Office are already working on standards and regulations
for AI, some stakeholders and experts have argued the topic requires a new, dedicated
regulator that can focus more specifically on AI without juggling it and other issues.

In their testimony before Congress, OpenAI CEO Sam Altman and NYU professor Gary
Marcus both endorsed creating a new agency. Brad Smith, president of Microsoft, has
echoed his business partner Altman and argued that new AI regulations are “best
implemented by a new government agency.” Computer scientist Ben Schneiderman has
suggested a National Algorithms Safety Board, modeled on the National Transportation
Safety Board that investigates all airplane crashes, some highway crashes, and other
transportation safety disasters.

Sens. Michael Bennet (D-CO) and Peter Welch (D-VT) have introduced legislation that would
act on these suggestions and create a Federal Digital Platform Commission, charged with
regulating AI and social media.

https://www.nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework
https://www.whitehouse.gov/ostp/news-updates/2023/01/24/national-artificial-intelligence-research-resource-task-force-releases-final-report/
https://www.ai.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/NAIRR-TF-Final-Report-2023.pdf
https://eshoo.house.gov/media/press-releases/ai-caucus-leaders-introduce-bipartisan-bill-expand-access-ai-research
https://www.wired.com/story/openai-ceo-sam-altman-the-age-of-giant-ai-models-is-already-over/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/ostp/news-updates/2023/01/24/national-artificial-intelligence-research-resource-task-force-releases-final-report/
https://techpolicy.press/transcript-senate-judiciary-subcommittee-hearing-on-oversight-of-ai/
https://blogs.microsoft.com/on-the-issues/2023/05/25/how-do-we-best-govern-ai/
https://thehill.com/opinion/technology/3876569-do-we-need-a-national-algorithms-safety-board/
https://www.bennet.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2023/5/bennet-welch-reintroduce-landmark-legislation-to-establish-federal-commission-to-oversee-digital-platforms
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But others have pushed back and argued existing agencies are sufficient. Kent Walker, the
top policy official at Google, had suggested that the National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) should be the main agency handling AI. (Notably, NIST does not have
any regulatory powers and cannot compel tech companies to do anything.) Christina
Montgomery, a top executive at IBM, similarly told Congress that taking time to set up a new
agency risks “slow[ing] down regulation to address real risks right now.”

Chilean president Gabriel Boric, center, examines a gigantic magnet at a visit to CERN.
Fabrice Coffrini/AFP via Getty Images

CERN for AI: Rishi Sunak, the UK prime minister, pitched President Joe Biden on setting up
a “CERN for AI,” modeled after the Conseil européen pour la recherche nucléaire (CERN) in
Geneva, which hosts large-scale particle accelerators for physics research and was the
birthplace of the World Wide Web. Advocates like the computer scientist Holger Hoos argue
that setting up such a facility would create “a beacon that is really big and bright,” attracting
talent from all over the world to collaborate on AI in one location not controlled by a private
company, making the exchange of ideas easier. (The sky-high salaries being offered to AI
experts by those private companies, however, might limit its appeal unless this institution
could match them.)

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/06/13/google-bucks-calls-new-ai-regulator/
https://techpolicy.press/transcript-senate-judiciary-subcommittee-hearing-on-oversight-of-ai/
https://www.ft.com/content/7c30ea28-2895-44c2-9a2d-c31ea7fa27e7
https://www.humboldt-foundation.de/en/explore/magazine-humboldt-kosmos/by-courtesy-of-how-artifcial-intelligence-is-changing-our-lives/we-need-a-cern-for-ai-in-europe
https://www.latimes.com/business/story/2023-03-29/335-000-pay-offered-for-ai-whisperer-jobs-in-red-hot-market
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A recent paper from a team of AI governance experts at Google DeepMind, OpenAI, several
universities, and elsewhere proposed specifically setting up a CERN-like project for AI safety.
“Researchers—including those who would not otherwise be working on AI safety—could be
drawn by its international stature and enabled by the project’s exceptional compute,
engineers and model access,” the authors write. “The Project would become a vibrant
research community that benefits from tighter information flows and a collective focus on AI
safety.”

IAEA for AI: Top OpenAI executives Sam Altman, Greg Brockman, and Ilya Sutskever said
in May that the world will “eventually need something like an IAEA for superintelligence
efforts,” a reference to the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna, the UN institution
charged with controlling nuclear weapons proliferation and governing the safe deployment of
nuclear power. UN Secretary-General António Guterres has echoed the call.

Others have pushed back on the IAEA analogy, noting that the IAEA itself has failed to
prevent nuclear proliferation to France, China, Israel, India, South Africa, Pakistan, and North
Korea, all of which developed their bombs after the IAEA’s inception in 1957. (South Africa
voluntarily destroyed its bombs as part of the transition from apartheid.) Others have noted
that the IAEA’s focus on monitoring physical materials like uranium and plutonium lacks a
clear analogy to AI; while physical chips are necessary, they’re much harder to track than the
rare radioactive material used for nuclear bombs, at least without the controls Yonadav
Shavit has proposed.

In the same paper discussing a CERN-like institution for AI, the authors considered a model
for an Advanced AI Governance Organization that can promote standards for countries to
adopt on AI and monitor compliance with those standards, and a Frontier AI Collaborative
that could function a bit like the US National Artificial Intelligence Research Resource on an
international scale and spread access to AI tech to less affluent countries. Rather than
copying the IAEA directly, the aim would be to identify some specific activities that a
multilateral organization could engage in on AI and build a team around them.

New funding for AI

Implementing new regulations and creating new institutions to deal with AI will, of course,
require some funding from Congress. Beyond the tasks described above, AI policy experts
have been proposing new funding specifically for AI capabilities and safety research by
federal labs (which would have different and less commercially driven priorities than private
companies), and for the development of voluntary standards for private actors to follow on
the topic.

More funding for the Department of Energy: To date, much federal investment in AI has
focused on military applications; the Biden administration’s latest budget request includes
$1.8 billion in defense spending on AI for the next year alone. The recent House and Senate

https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.04699
https://openai.com/blog/governance-of-superintelligence
https://www.reuters.com/technology/un-chief-backs-idea-global-ai-watchdog-like-nuclear-agency-2023-06-12/
https://www.wsj.com/articles/iaea-for-ai-that-model-has-already-failed-chaptgpt-technology-nuclear-proliferation-4339543b
https://world101.cfr.org/global-era-issues/nuclear-proliferation/south-africa-why-countries-acquire-and-abandon-nuclear
https://thebulletin.org/2023/06/why-the-iaea-model-may-not-be-best-for-regulating-artificial-intelligence/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.04699
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2023/06/15/pentagon-artificial-intelligence-china-00101751
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defense spending bills feature numerous AI-specific provisions. But AI is a general-purpose
technology with broad applications outside of warfare, and a growing number of AI policy
experts are suggesting that the Department of Energy (DOE), rather than the Pentagon, is
the proper home for non-defense AI research spending.

The DOE runs the national laboratories system, employing tens of thousands of people, and
through those labs it already invests considerable sums into AI research. “[DOE] has
profound expertise in artificial intelligence and high-performance computing, as well as
established work regulating industries and establishing standards,” Divyansh Kaushik of the
Federation of American Scientists has written. “It also has experience addressing intricate
dual-use technology implications and capability as a grant-making research agency.” These
make it “best-suited” to lead AI research efforts.

On the Christopher Nolan end of the scale, the Foundation for American Innovation’s Sam
Hammond has suggested that a “Manhattan Project for AI Safety” be housed in the
Department of Energy. The project would facilitate coordination between private-sector
actors and the government on safety measures, and create new computing facilities
including ones that are “air gapped,” deliberately not connected to the broader internet,
“ensuring that future, more powerful AIs are unable to escape onto the open internet.”

More funding for the National Science Foundation: Another place in government that has
already been funding research on AI is the National Science Foundation, the feds’ main
scientific grantmaker outside of the medical sciences.

The Federation of American Scientists’ Matt Korda and Divyansh Kaushik have argued that
beyond additional funding, the agency needs to undergo a “strategic shift” in how it spends,
moving away from enhancing the capabilities of AI models and toward “safety-related
initiatives that may lead to more sustainable innovations and fewer unintended
consequences.”

https://fas.org/publication/fy24-ndaa-ai-tracker/
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.10130
https://www.forbes.com/sites/divyanshkaushik/2023/04/17/congress-can-shape-ai-governance-without-stifling-innovation-heres-how/?sh=3afe6b48135b
https://www.secondbest.ca/p/a-manhattan-project-for-ai-safety
https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/2023/7/3/23779794/artificial-intelligence-regulation-ai-risk-congress-sam-altman-chatgpt-openai
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National Institute of Standards and Technology director Laurie Locascio is not exactly a
household name, but she could be among the most important figures shaping AI regulation
going forward.
Guillaume Paumier

More funding for the National Institute of Standards and Technology: NIST is not
exactly the most famous government agency there is, but its unique role as a generator of
voluntary standards and best practices to government and industry, without any regulatory
function, makes it an important actor at this moment in AI history. The field is in enough flux
that agreement on what standards should be binding is limited.

In the meantime, NIST has released an AI Risk Management Framework offering initial
standards and best practices for the sector. It has also created a Trustworthy & Responsible
Artificial Intelligence Resource Center, designed to provide training and documents to help
industry, government, and academia abide by the Risk Management Framework. Some in
Congress want to mandate federal agencies abide by the framework, which would go a long
way toward adoption.

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Laurie_E._Locascio_0205_-_MicroTAS_2007.jpg
https://www.nist.gov/itl/ai-risk-management-framework
https://airc.nist.gov/Home
https://fedscoop.com/dems-push-biden-admin-to-mandate-nist-ai-framework/
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The AI firm Anthropic, which has made safety a priority, has proposed a $15 million annual
increase in funding for NIST, funding 22 additional staffers, to double staffing working on AI
and build bigger “testing environments” where it can experiment on AI systems and develop
techniques to measure their capabilities and possibly dangerous behaviors.

New people to take the lead on AI research

A recent survey of AI researchers from the Center for Security and Emerging Technology
(CSET), a leading think tank on AI issues, concluded that processors and “compute” are not
the main bottleneck limiting progress on AI. The bottleneck for making intelligent machines is
intelligent humans; building advanced models requires highly trained scientists and
engineers, all of whom are currently in short supply relative to the extraordinary demand for
their talents.

That has led many AI experts to argue that US policy has to focus on growing the number of
trained AI professionals, through both expanded immigration and by providing more
scholarships for US-born aspiring researchers.

Expanded high-skilled immigration: In 2021, the National Security Commission on
Artificial Intelligence, a group charged by Congress with developing recommendations for
federal AI policy, argued that Congress should dramatically expand visas and green cards for
workers and students in AI. These are incredibly common proposals in AI circles, for clear
reasons. The US immigration system has created major barriers for AI researchers seeking
to come here. One survey found that 69 percent of AI researchers in the US said that visa
and immigration issues were a serious problem for them, compared to 44 percent and just 29
percent in the UK and Canada, respectively.

Those countries are now using these difficulties to aggressively recruit STEM professionals
rejected from the US. The analyst Remco Zwetsloot has concluded that these dynamics are
creating “a consensus among U.S. technology and national security leaders that STEM
immigration reform is now ... ‘a national security imperative.’”

https://www.vox.com/future-perfect/23794855/anthropic-ai-openai-claude-2
https://www-files.anthropic.com/production/images/Anthropic_NIST_v3.pdf
https://cset.georgetown.edu/publication/the-main-resource-is-the-human/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-05-04/google-microsoft-amazon-drive-ai-talent-frenzy-across-india?sref=qYiz2hd0
https://www.nscai.gov/about/
https://reports.nscai.gov/final-report/chapter-10
https://www.axios.com/2023/05/15/science-tech-stem-china-immigration
https://arxiv.org/abs/2104.07237
https://www.protocol.com/uk-hpi-visa
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2023/07/14/canada-h1b-visa-immigration/
https://www.csis.org/analysis/winning-tech-talent-competition
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Ilya Sutskever was born in Russia, grew up in Israel, and got his university degrees in
Canada before moving to the US and cofounding OpenAI.
Jack Guez/AFP via Getty Images

Funding for AI education programs: Similarly, some policymakers have proposed
expanding subsidies for students to gain training in machine learning and other disciplines
(like cybersecurity and processor design) relevant to advanced AI. Sens. Gary Peters (D-MI)
and John Thune (R-SD) have proposed the AI Scholarship-for-Service Act, which would
provide undergraduate and graduate scholarships to students who commit to working in the
public sector after graduation.

The ground is still shifting

These four areas — regulation, institutions, money, and people — make up the bulk of the AI
policy conversation right now. But I would be remiss if I did not note that this conversation is
evolving quite rapidly. If you told me in January, barely a month after the release of ChatGPT,
that CEOs of OpenAI and Anthropic would be testifying before Congress and that members
would be taking their ideas, and those of unaffiliated AI risk experts, seriously, I would have
been shocked. But that’s the territory we’re in now.

https://www.thune.senate.gov/public/index.cfm/2021/4/thune-peters-introduce-legislation-to-strengthen-future-federal-workforce-s-capabilities-in-artificial-intelligence
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The terrain is shifting fast enough that we could be in an entirely different place in a few
months, with entirely different leading actors. Maybe the AI labs lose influence; maybe
certain civil society groups gain it; maybe the military becomes a bigger component of these
talks.

All that makes now a particularly sensitive moment for the future of AI. There’s an idea in
tech policy called the Collingridge dilemma: When a technology is novel, it’s easier to change
its direction or regulate it, but it’s also much harder to know what the effect of the technology
will be. Once the effect of the technology is known, that effect becomes harder to change.

We’re in the “unknown impact, easier to influence direction” stage on AI. This isn’t an area of
intractable gridlock in DC, at least not yet. But it’s also an area where the actual technology
feels slippery, and everything we think we know about it feels open to revision.
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