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Abstract

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) capabilities has generated
numerous proposals for oversight and governance frameworks to ensure that the
technology is developed safely and responsibly. There has been little focus,
however, on the question of who the public would trust to provide this oversight.
This paper examines the public’s perceived need for oversight, as well as the types
of organizational structures they would trust to manage increasingly powerful Al.
Using a nationally representative survey of 2,000 U.S. adults, we found that the
American public very strongly favors monitoring and oversight of the most
powerful Al systems. We then examined the types of institutions that Americans
would trust most to manage such systems. Respondents were asked to choose
from among six different organizational forms are commonly represented in
proposals for Al governance: the US government, a foreign government, a private
company, a public-private partnership, a multinational partnership, or no
oversight. The results were striking. Even though the respondents had earlier
rated U.S. dominance in Al as very important and had rated the potential of
Chinese dominance very unfavorably, the preferred forms of governance were
multinational and public-private partnerships. This suggests that even as the
American public views Al development partially through the lens of national
competition, many Americans also regard multiparty and international bodies as
trusted providers of effective Al oversight. These results provide important
empirical evidence for debates over the feasibility and perceived legitimacy of
international Al governance alternatives.

1 Introduction

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence (AI) capabilities has led to numerous proposals for
oversight and governance frameworks intended to ensure that the technology is developed and
deployed safely and responsibly. While there has been significant analysis of the different
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governance mechanisms and enforcements strategies that might be involved (Dafoe 2018; Jasanoff
2016; Floridi et al. 2018; Brundage et al. 2020; Jobin, Ienca, and Vayena 2019), there has been
comparatively little empirical research examining public attitudes toward Al regulation or their
preferences regarding the institutional structures that should be employed. This study addresses this
gap by reporting an empirical investigation of public attitudes toward Al governance structures.
Using a nationally representative survey of 2,000 U.S. adults conducted through the RAND
American Life Panel (Pollard and Baird, 2017), we examine citizen preferences regarding the
institutional arrangements that are most trusted to govern advanced Al systems and assess the
factors that shape these preferences.

The public’s views are significant because they are likely to shape both the political feasibility and
perceived legitimacy of different governance proposals, particularly those that envision
international Al governance institutions. If the public strongly supports oversight but distrusts the
institutions proposed to provide it, governance regimes may face resistance even when they are
technically sound. Conversely, if certain institutional forms are perceived as legitimate,
policymakers may have greater room to develop robust governance arrangements before advanced
Al systems become more deeply embedded in economic, military, and social life.

The results presented below suggest three central findings. First, Americans strongly support
monitoring and oversight of the most capable Al systems, with more three quarters of respondents
rating its importance as a six or more on a ten points scale. Second, although respondents expressed
strong preference for U.S. leadership in Al and strong concern about potential Chinese leadership,
their preferred collaborative governance arrangements such as multinational partnerships and
public-private partnerships. These findings indicate that Americans simultaneously view Al as an
arena of high-stakes geopolitical competition and regard cooperative, multi-actor institutions as
plausible and legitimate forms of oversight.

1.1 Statement of contributions

This paper presents and analyzes previously unreported survey data in Sections 3 and 4. By
examining public preferences regarding different Al governance institutions, the study provides
important empirical grounding for discussions of governance alternatives. Understanding public
opinion in these areas will be essential for policymakers seeking to design Al governance regimes
that are perceived as legitimate by the public.

2 The organizational structures of international AI governance proposals

Effective Al governance ultimately depends not only on the methodological robustness and
operational feasibility of a proposed model but also on its broad public acceptance and perceived
legitimacy. This paper therefore sets aside questions about the specific authorities and regulatory
goals of proposed Al governance regimes and instead focuses on whom the U.S. public would trust
to provide such regulation. Public opinion surveys can offer early insight into societal values,
expectations, and concerns before technologies and governance frameworks become fully
entrenched. Moreover, evidence about which forms of governance the public views as legitimate
can inform the design of institutions through a more deliberative and inclusive process, rather than
relying on the assumption that governments, experts, or firms alone are best positioned to decide.

2.1  The need for public support

If they are to be viewed as legitimate, governance institutions that focus on emerging technologies
must enjoy meaningful public support. Without such support, even well-designed oversight
mechanisms may face implementation challenges, political resistance, or outright hostility from
affected stakeholders. The history of technology regulation demonstrates that public acceptance is
often crucial for the long-term effectiveness of regulatory frameworks (Winner, 1980; Jasanoff,
2005). Research has also shown that institutional trust affects public acceptance of new
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technologies and compliance with related regulations (Siegrist, 2000; Earle & Cvetkovich, 1995).
Because the effectiveness of any Al governance regime will depend partly on public trust in the
institutions responsible for oversight, research into public preferences regarding governance
alternatives is crucial for designing institutions that can maintain legitimacy over time.

2.2 A taxonomy of the alternative organizational structures for AI governance

To assess U.S. public attitudes toward Al governance, we developed a taxonomy of institutional
formats that could plausibly be responsible for Al regulation and oversight across different
scenarios. Rather than asking respondents about specific regulatory mechanisms or policy
objectives, we focused on the types of organizations that would implement such regimes. This
emphasis on organizational form is important because, as our results demonstrate, the public holds
strong views about the desirability of different institutions independent of the policies and
governance agendas that they might oversee. Although respondents’ knowledge of specific
governance mechanisms and objectives may still be emerging, they nevertheless have meaningful
beliefs about which institutions they consider appropriate and legitimate providers of Al oversight.

Our taxonomy also pays specific attention to operator control, that is, determining which
individuals, organizations, or government actors would be permitted to run and deploy the most
capable Al models under each governance approach. This focus reflects proposals in the Al policy
literature that suggest limiting the operation of frontier Al systems to vetted actors with the technical
capacity, ethical commitment, and legal accountability to manage high-risk deployments (Brundage
et al., 2020; Anderljung & Maas, 2023).

A summary of the different organizational formats that we included in our survey follows.

National Government Oversight A substantial body of proposals advocates for centralized
oversight by national governments, particularly in jurisdictions with significant Al development
capacity. In the United States, various scholars and policy analysts have proposed federal Al
agencies or expanded mandates for existing regulatory bodies such as the Federal Trade
Commission or the National Institute of Standards and Technology (Baum, 2020; Dafoe, 2018).
Under such regimes, the authority to operate high-capability AI models would potentially be
restricted to licensed entities, with licensing granted only to organizations meeting strict safety,
security, and transparency requirements. Such entities could include government research
laboratories, contracted private-sector firms, and certain academic institutions designated as
"authorized operators." Under some proposals, for instance, frontier models could only be trained
or deployed at certified national Al centers, with run-time monitoring and reporting obligations akin
to those used in nuclear facility oversight (Zhang et al., 2022).

Foreign Government Oversight Other nations have explored similar governance structures, and it
is possible that these foreign regulatory institutions could govern the future use of advanced Al in
the United States under certain trade, treaty, or market-access arrangements. The European Union’s
Al Act (European Commission, 2021), for example, establishes risk-based categories for Al systems
with mandatory conformity assessments for high-risk categories. In operational terms, approved
model operators could include certified European Al developers, regulated cloud service providers
hosting Al systems, and, in some cases, multinational corporations with compliance mechanisms
that meet EU regulatory standards. If applied within the U.S., foreign government oversight would
mean that only organizations registered with, and audited by, the foreign regulatory body could
deploy certain Al systems domestically. This could potentially result in U.S. tech firms having to
comply with foreign operational licensing regimes, as already occurs in data protection under the
EU’s GDPR (Greenleaf, 2018). It could also mean that models with close ties to foreign
governments, like China’s DeepSeek, are providing advanced Al capabilities that are used by US
consumers.

Multinational Organizations and International Coordination The global nature of Al
development and deployment has led to proposals for coordination among international
governments to promote shared governance. Some analysts argue that unilateral national
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approaches may be insufficient given the cross-border nature of Al development and deployment
(Polyakova & Meserole, 2019). Beyond the global distribution of Al capabilities, a central rationale
for multinational governance lies in the incentive structures surrounding Al innovation. Competitive
pressures among firms and states create strong incentives to prioritize speed, capability, and market
share over caution, increasing the risk of a regulatory “race to the bottom” in which jurisdictions
weaken safeguards to attract investment and talent. Under such conditions, unilateral or purely
national regulatory approaches may prove ineffective, as developers can shift activity to less
restrictive environments. Multilateral coordination can help mitigate these dynamics by
harmonizing baseline standards, reducing opportunities for regulatory arbitrage, and aligning
incentives toward safer development and deployment practices.

In operational terms, international coordination might involve a multilateral licensing framework,
similar to export controls, in which only sanctioned entities meeting collectively defined safety
criteria could operate frontier AI models. For example, an international Al oversight body modeled
after the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) could maintain a registry of approved
operators, conduct on-site inspections of model training facilities, and require real-time technical
reporting from Al systems in deployment (Maas, 2019). This approach would intentionally limit
operation of the most advanced models to a smaller set of approved governmental, industrial, and
non-governmental research institutions. Related proposals include the creation of a “CERN for AI”
that would benefit from joint funding from member states and could provide services such as the
operation of cutting-edge Al systems (Sargent et. al, 2025).

Public-Private Partnerships Hybrid governance models combining government authority with
private sector expertise have gained attention, given the concentration of Al capabilities within a
small number of technology companies. These proposals often envision government-led licensing
combined with industry-led operational management. In such a system, powerful Al models could
be run jointly by trusted operator consortia bringing together technology companies, universities,
and public-sector Al laboratories, all operating under shared security protocols. The “GovCloud”
approach, where certain high-security computing infrastructure is jointly operated by government
and approved private firms, is sometimes cited as a possible blueprint for ensuring both capacity
and accountability (Center for Security and Emerging Technology, 2021).

Private Industry Proposals placing primary responsibility for Al governance in industry typically
rely on voluntary compliance frameworks (Partnership on Al, 2016; IEEE, 2019). Under these
models, powerful Al systems would be operated by firms participating in industry-led governance
schemes, such as adherence to shared Al risk-management standards or safety checklists. Existing
examples include Alphabet’s internal AI Governance Council and Microsoft’s Responsible Al
Standard, under which operation of high-capability models is subject to internal review boards prior
to deployment. Under these models, private firms would continue to operate and provide Al
services, even as their capabilities become more advanced.

Minimal or No Oversight Finally, some argue that formal oversight may be unnecessary or
counterproductive (Thierer, 2020; Wallach, 2015). In such a regime, any technically capable actor
could operate frontier Al models without licensing or centralized vetting. Control would be
determined entirely by possession of technical resources including computational capacity, model
weights, and skilled personnel, meaning that powerful systems could be deployed by startups,
individual researchers, and even hobbyists. This approach maximizes innovation potential but
raises significant safety concerns, especially as open-source dissemination of cutting-edge models
increases the number of possible operators worldwide (Inserra, 2024).

3 Survey results

To better understand public perceptions regarding Al and possible governance alternatives, we
fielded survey questions through RAND’s American Life Panel (ALP). The ALP is a highly
regarded survey platform that allows researchers of any affiliation to submit questions that are
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included in a national survey. The survey was delivered electronically and was primarily completed
on mobile devices. Two thousand adults residing in the United States were interviewed in March
and April 2025, and the results were provided along with demographic variables and survey
weights, calculated by the ALP, to make the survey results nationally representative. These survey
weights are generated using a raking algorithm to match the ALP sample to the adult U.S. population
as measured by the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. The weights match on four
bivariate discrete distributions: gender by age, gender by race/ethnicity, gender by highest
education, and family income by adult household size. The recruitment and weighting
methodologies of the ALP are described in Pollard and Baird (2017).

3.1 Importance of AI monitoring and oversight

As part of the survey, respondents were asked to evaluate the importance of Al governance. When
presented with the question, “How important do you think it is that the most capable Al systems—
those that rival or exceed human levels of capability—be monitored for safety and overseen by a
responsible entity (such as the U.S. government or a non-profit organization)?,” responses were
overwhelmingly positive. Using representative weights, 48 percent of respondents rated the
importance of monitoring as a 10, and 78 percent rated it a 6 out of 10 or higher. See Figure 1.

Weighted Responses
50%

40%

30%

Percentage

20%

10%
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0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0
Responses

Figure 1: Importance that Al be monitored and overseen

This finding suggests that Americans strongly support Al governance in some form. Subsequent
questions therefore assessed the types of organizations they would trust to provide such oversight.

3.2 ‘Who should oversee advanced AI?

The survey then asked, “As increasingly capable Al systems are developed... who would you trust
most to manage and operate them?”” Respondents were instructed to select a single choice from the
following list: A foreign government, a multinational partnership, a public-private partnership, no
oversight necessary, none of the above, private firms, or the U.S. Government. This framing was
chosen because the public is likely more attuned to questions about who should manage and operate
advanced Al systems than to more abstract questions about governance architecture. As discussed
in the previous section, this focus on operational control as a component of governance aligns with
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much of the existing literature on international Al governance. Choices were presented in random
order. The results are summarized in Figure 2.

20%
) .
0o, I .

Figure 2: Who should oversee advanced AI?
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These findings suggest that despite the strong interest in Al oversight described in Section 3.1, many
Americans have not yet formed clear preferences about the kinds of institutions that they would
trust to manage such systems. The most popular single answer was “None of the above,” a choice
which, in this context, served here as a no-opinion or prefer-not-to-answer response for those who
did not wish to choose one of the other options. Among the substantive governance options,
however, more than half of respondents selected one of two responses that included multi-member
partnerships. This indicates that collaborative governance is regarded as a favorable option for
overseeing next generation Al capabilities. Private firms and the U.S. government also received
moderate levels of support.

4 Regression analysis

To assess the factors that shaped respondents’ preferences for different types of governance
organizations, we estimated a multinomial logit regression in R using the “nnet” package. We
examined which predictors were associated with respondents favoring a specific governance
structure. The results are presented graphically below to aid intelligibility. The predictors reported
below were part of a single regression model and thus serve as controls for one another. The factors
included were: reported importance of Al monitoring (from survey response), reported importance
of U.S. leadership in Al (from survey response), reported concern about Chinese leadership in Al
(from survey response), sex, age (grouped by generation), and household income (grouped into
income bands).
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Table 1: Predictors of governance organizational preference

Governance preference

No Multi- Public-
oversight Foreign  national private Private
Predictor necessary  govt partnership  partnership firms US Govt
(Intercept) -2.539% -1.62 -3.646%** -3.573%** -4.498***  _43]16%**
Al should  be
monitored -0.314%* -0.369*%*  0.208*** 0.023 -0.097* 0.111*
Importance of US Al
leadership 0.267* 0.242%* 0.162%** 0.250%** 0.172%** (.23 1%**
Concern about
Chinese dominance 0.000 0.113 -0.046 0.044 0.108* 0.135%*
Generation:
Millennial 0.899 -1.635% 0.393 -0.235 2.054%**%  -0.096
Generation: GenX -0.971 -1.963* 0.540* -0.021 1.439%* -0.088
Generation:  Baby
Boomer and Silent -0.645 -1.247 0.560* 0.360 1.348%* -0.013
Income:
$25,000 to $49,999 0.262 -0.093 0.312 0.532 0.061 -0.084
Income:
$50,000 to $99,999  -2.009 -1.459 0.893%#* 0.936%** 0.486 0.039
Income:
$100,000 or more -0.93 -1.978 0.810%** 1.075%** 0.153 -0.509
Sex: Male -1.201 -0.044 0.321* 0.942%** 0.947***  0.297
*p <0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
4.1 How did increased interest in monitoring shape choice of governance model?

Our first question was how differences in the perceived importance of monitoring and overseeing
advanced Al, summarized in Figure 1, shaped respondents’ preferences for different governance
alternatives. Treating this measure as a predictor of preferred governance type allowed us to assess
how institutional preferences change as the perceived importance of AI monitoring increases. These
results are shown in Figure 3.
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Log-odds coefficients with 95% confidence intervals
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Figure 3: The impact of the perceived importance of monitoring Al on preference for governance
type

As expected, stronger beliefs about the importance of monitoring were associated with a decreased
preference for the view that “no oversight is necessary.” Preferences for governance by private firms
and foreign governments also declined, likely reflecting perceptions that these alternatives would
provide less effective or less legitimate oversight. By contrast, support for multinational
partnerships increased, suggesting that this institutional form is viewed as particularly well suited
to providing robust governance.

4.2 How did views about AI competition with China affect choice of governance model?

We then considered how attitudes towards geopolitical competition in AI might shape preferences
regarding governance.

Our survey included a pair of questions that probed issues of geopolitical competition. The first
asked “How important do you think it is that the United States be the world leader in Al development
and use?” The question elicited a strong response: 37 percent of respondents rated the importance
of American leadership as 10 out of 10, while 72 percent rated it 6 out of 10 or higher. Similarly,
when asked “How concerned would you be if China was the world leader in Al development and
use?,” 38 percent rated their concern as 10 out of 10, and 72 percent rated it 6 it of 10 or higher.
Despite the similarity in these patterns of response, the correlation between the two measures was
0.56, and additional analysis found different factors shaping the two sets of attitudes (Sargent, Scott,
and Caridi-Doyle, 2025).

Responses to each of these questions were significant predictors of governance choice. Higher
ratings of the importance of U.S. leadership in Al were positively and significantly associated with
all substantive governance options, indicating that respondents who valued U.S. leadership highly
were more likely to express a preference for a specific governance structure rather than select “none
of'the above.” Responses to the question assessing concern about Chinese leadership in Al exhibited
a more nuanced pattern of associations. These results are shown in Figure 4.
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Log-odds coefficients with 95% confidence intervals

US Government E [=——
Private firms - p——
o) :
o 1
|3 ]
o Nooversightis necessary | #I i
8 I
o |
5 A public-private partnership [—x—]
3 |
(D 1
A multi-national partnership I—O—'
A foreign government — ® i
-0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
Coefficient

Significant “@= No =@= Yes

Figure 4: The impact of the reported concern over Chinese Al leadership on preference for
governance type

These results show that individuals who are concerned about Chinese leadership in AI were more
likely to prefer U.S.-centric governance options, specifically oversight or service provision by the
U.S. government or private firms. This is significant because as Sargent, Scott, and Caridi-Doyle
(2025) have shown, public concern about potential Chinese leadership in Al are independent from
their familiarity with Al. Instead, these anti-Chinese attitudes appear to reflect broader geopolitical
competition between the U.S. and China. This suggests that broader competitive tensions may need
to be addressed before the U.S. public is willing to accept governance by non-U.S. institutions.

4.3 How did demographic factors shape opinions about governance alternatives?

To further understand the factors that shaped preferences for different types of governance
organizations, we included demographic factors for age (generation), income, and sex in the model.
In the interest of space, the primary results are summarized in text.

Generation Prior work has documented strong generational differences in attitudes towards Al,
including opinions about Al use (Robinson, 2025) and trust in Al (Barna, 2024). Our analysis
showed that, relative to Gen Z (born 1995-2012), Millennials (born 1980-1995) were less likely to
favor management of Al by foreign governments and more likely to support governance by private
firms. Shifting our analysis to progressively older generations of Americans, we found that Gen X
(born 1965-1979) had similar attitudes to Millennials, but also supported AI managed by
multinationals. Baby boomers and the silent generation (born 1946-1964 and 1925-1945
respectively) were similar to Gen X, favoring multinational and private firms, but with no
significant differences in their views about the desirability of Al managed by foreign governments.

Income Our analysis also considered the impact of respondents’ household incomes. Income data
was provided according to 17 income ranges, which we reduced to four. Our analysis focused on
households making less than $25,000 per year, those making $25-50,000 per year, those making
$50-100,000, and those making $100,000+ per year. As a point of reference, the real median
household income in the United States in 2023 was $80,610 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2024). Using
the lowest income bracket as the reference group, we found no significant differences in governance
preferences in the next highest income bracket. However, both income brackets above $50,000
showed the same pattern of statistically significant differences in attitudes. Compared with the
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lowest income bracket, respondents in both higher-income brackets were more likely to choose
public-private partnerships and multinational institutions.

Sex The final demographic variable that we considered was sex. Relative to women, male
respondents favored Al oversight by private firms, public-private partnerships, and multinational
institutions at significantly higher rates. Our data included only responses indicating male or female
sex.

5 Summary of findings

This study provides new empirical evidence about how the U.S. public views the governance of
increasingly capable Al systems, with particular attention to whom Americans trust to manage and
operate such technologies. Four central findings emerge.

First, there is overwhelming public support for the monitoring and oversight of advanced Al. Nearly
four in five respondents rated oversight as important, and almost half assigned it the highest possible
importance rating. This suggests that proposals for Al governance rest on a strong foundation of
public legitimacy and that policymakers are likely to face little resistance, in principle, to
establishing some form of oversight for frontier Al systems. The challenge is instead likely to
involve developing consensus over what form the governance should take

Second, while Americans strongly endorse oversight in general, they display more uncertainty about
the specific institutional forms that should provide it. Many respondents selected “none of the
above” when asked whom they would trust to manage and operate advanced Al, indicating that
institutional preferences are less crystallized than attitudes about oversight itself. Among those who
did express a substantive preference, however, collaborative models—especially multinational
partnerships and public—private partnerships—were the most frequently chosen options. This
pattern suggests that cooperative, multi-actor governance arrangements may be perceived as more
legitimate than either unilateral national control or purely private governance.

Third, attitudes toward geopolitics and technological competition shape institutional preferences in
systematic ways. Concern about potential Chinese leadership in Al increased support for U.S.-
centric governance options, particularly oversight by the U.S. government or private firms. Notably,
however, even among respondents who view Al through a lens of national competition, higher
perceived importance of monitoring was associated with increased support for multinational
governance. This combination of findings highlights a tension: Americans simultaneously frame Al
as a geopolitical competition and express trust in international or multi-actor institutions to provide
effective oversight.

Finally, demographic factors also shape preferences, though less strongly than attitudes about
monitoring and geopolitics. Older respondents, higher-income respondents, and men were more
likely to favor collaborative or industry-involved governance arrangements. These patterns suggest
that socioeconomic position and generational experience modestly conditions views about who
should be entrusted with advanced Al.

Taken together, these findings indicate that the U.S. public strongly supports oversight of advanced
Al and is broadly open to governance arrangements that extend beyond any single actor or nation.
For policymakers, this implies that the central challenge is not whether to pursue Al governance,
but how to design institutions that align with public expectations about legitimacy, cooperation, and
accountability. Governance proposals that incorporate visible mechanisms for monitoring, include
multiple stakeholders, and address national security concerns are likely to enjoy the greatest public
support.
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