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EXHIBIT 1  Geopolitics has moved from

background noise to operating system for the global

technology economy.

2026 Global Technology Outlook
Bolaji Ojo, Principal Analyst  |    |  

T O P  5  TA K E AWAY S

Geopolitics now defines market structure, not just risk.

Chokepoints and regulation are restructuring access and costs.

Regional asymmetry is widening across major tech powers.

Firms are redesigning operations for permanent disruption.

Advantage now depends on access, resilience, and alignment.

Abstract

This  report  argues  that  the  global  technology  economy

has entered a structural break: geopolitics is no longer an

external  constraint  on  markets  but  the  system  through

which markets  now operate.  The convergence of  policy

volatility, economic nationalism, and active conflict — ex‐

emplified by escalating U.S.–Israel–Iran tensions, the ef‐

fective constriction of the Strait of Hormuz, renewed Red

Sea disruptions,  and abrupt reversals in U.S. trade and

technology policy — mark the transition from episodic in‐

stability to a persistent condition of strategic disorder.

Geopolitics has moved from background noise to operat‐

ing system. The Iran war has turned Middle Eastern routes into active risk zones, while policy reversals in

Washington and Beijing have destroyed any remaining illusion of a stable “rules-based” trade environ‐

ment. At the centre of this transformation is the rise of weaponised chokepoints and fragmented regulatory

regimes, which are redefining access to semiconductors, electronics, cloud infrastructure, and critical in‐

puts.

The report  demonstrates that logistics disruption, energy price volatility,  and policy divergence are no

longer cyclical shocks but structural variables that reshape cost architectures, supply chain design, and

capital  allocation across the technology sector.  What  was once optimised for  efficiency is  now being

forcibly reorganised around resilience, redundancy, and geopolitical alignment.

Through a comparative regional  analysis,  the report  identifies a widening asymmetry in  technological

power  and  exposure.  China  exhibits  increasing  systemic  resilience  through  domestic  integration  and

alternative logistics pathways;  the United States retains control  of  the technological  frontier  but  faces

institutional fragmentation and strategic overextension; Europe remains constrained by energy depend‐

ence and limited manufacturing depth; and the Gulf’s role as a neutral digital and logistics hub has been

GeoTechNexus May 2026

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

GeoTechNexus | 2026 Global Technology Outlook | May 2026 Page 2 of 30



materially  weakened  under  conflict  conditions.  Emerging  regions,  while  gaining  marginal  strategic

relevance, remain price-takers within a system they do not control.

At the enterprise level, the implications are immediate and non-trivial. Semiconductor firms, electronics

manufacturers, cloud providers, and industrial operators are being forced to redesign operating models

around  persistent  disruption  rather  than  temporary  shocks.  Supply  chains  are  being  rewired,  capital

allocation is being repriced, and geopolitical intelligence is becoming a core operational function rather

than a peripheral advisory input.

The report’s  central  conclusion is  unambiguous:  the global  technology system is entering a phase of

durable fragmentation defined by recurring conflict, contested access, and policy-driven constraint. In this

environment, competitive advantage will not be determined primarily by scale, cost, or innovation speed,

but by a firm’s ability to secure access, maintain operational continuity under stress, and align with the

dominant political structures shaping the system.
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Executive Summary: The Collapse of Predictability —
War at the Chokepoints

The central fact of 2026 is that geopolitics has moved from background noise to operating system. The

technology sector in 2026 faces not merely geopolitical competition, but policy chaos that makes strategic

planning difficult. Within weeks, the industry whipsawed from universal tariffs to Supreme Court nullifica‐

tion, from China tech bans to their suspension ahead of a Trump-Xi summit, and from rare-earth supply

security to renewed vulnerability.

This is not normal great-power competition. This is weaponised unpredictability deployed by both Wash‐

ington  and  Beijing,  with  corporations,  supply  chains,  and  smaller  nations  caught  in  the  crossfire.

Technology companies cannot plan when policy shifts every six weeks. Boards struggle to allocate capital

when national security priorities quickly shift to trade negotiations. Supply-chain leaders find it hard to

diversify  as regulations on semiconductors,  rare earths,  data,  and market  access change faster  than

manufacturing cycles.

GeoTechNexus assesses that 2026 will be defined by three structural forces:

Institutional fragmentation — The Supreme Court’s February 21 ruling striking down Trump’s

universal tariffs fundamentally weakens executive authority over trade policy, creating a vacuum that

neither Congress nor courts can fill with the speed markets require.

Bloc consolidation through volatility — Rather than prevent technology bifurcation, policy chaos

accelerates it by forcing companies to maintain parallel supply chains, separate R&D operations, and

region-specific compliance architectures just to survive the next policy reversal.

The primacy of resilience over efficiency — “Just-in-time” is dead. The new imperative is

redundancy at any cost: dual sourcing, inventory buffers, regionalised manufacturing, and “plan B”

scenarios for every critical input, even when those alternatives cost 20–40% more and take years to

operationalise.

Weaponised chokepoints — The US-Israel attack on Iran has shut the Strait of Hormuz, disrupted

Red Sea traffic, and choked off a central artery of global oil and container shipping. The war is

reshaping energy prices, shipping costs, delivery timelines, and risk premiums for companies

dependent on semiconductors, electronics, cloud infrastructure, and global logistics. For technology

companies, this marks the transition from chronic policy volatility to a world where chokepoint risks are

now permanent variables in every strategic decision.

This outlook provides region-by-region and enterprise-level assessment of how these forces will shape

technology access, manufacturing strategy, and financial performance through the remainder of 2026 and

into 2027. It is written for executives, boards, and policymakers who need to act decisively despite — and

because of — the policy environment’s fundamental instability.
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Introduction: The Year the Edges Gave Way

2026 was supposed to be the year the global technology industry finally stabilised after a half-decade of

pandemic shocks, trade wars, and semiconductor shortages. Instead, it has become the year when policy

chaos and open conflict fused into a single operating environment.

EXHIBIT 2  The 2026 environment: economic and geopolitical power locked in a structural tug-of-war over the global technology

system.

Within ten weeks, the sector has experienced:

A U.S. Supreme Court ruling that overturned the Trump administration’s universal tariff regime and

threw trade planning into disarray.

A pause and partial reversal of key U.S. technology-security measures targeting China, as Washington

sought leverage ahead of a Trump-Xi summit.

A renewed squeeze on critical minerals supplies despite high-profile U.S. intervention in Venezuela.

A hot war involving the United States, Israel and Iran that has effectively shut the Strait of Hormuz,

disrupted Red Sea traffic again, and choked off a central artery of global oil and container shipping.

The war is not a “Middle East problem” that can be quarantined from the technology economy. It is already

reshaping energy prices, shipping costs, delivery timelines, and risk premiums for every company depend‐

ent on semiconductors, electronics, cloud infrastructure, and global logistics. Supertanker rates from the

Middle East to Asia have hit record highs as insurers withdraw war-risk coverage. Container carriers have

suspended Hormuz transits and re-routed vessels around the Cape of Good Hope, adding 10–14 days to

Asia–Europe and some Asia–U.S. routes and effectively removing millions of TEU of capacity from the
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system. Air cargo networks are also under strain as Middle Eastern airspace closes and capacity is pulled

from key lanes.

For technology companies, this is not just another disruption layered on top of familiar problems. It marks

the transition from a world of chronic policy volatility to one where kinetic conflict and chokepoint risk are

now permanent variables in every strategic decision.

GeoTechNexus  created  this  outlook  to  answer  three  questions  that  now  define  2026  for  boards,

executives, and policymakers:

How do economic nationalism, regulatory fragmentation and open conflict alter global access to

technology, manufacturing capacity, and critical inputs?

Which regions, sectors, and enterprises are structurally exposed, and which have genuine resilience or

leverage?

What should technology leaders do — this quarter and over the next 18–24 months — to survive and

exploit this environment instead of merely reacting to it?

This  report  delivers  blunt  answers.  It  is  written  from  the  perspective  GeoTechNexus  was  built  for:

electronics, semiconductors, cloud and AI infrastructure, and the supply chains that connect them to real

factories and customers.
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EXHIBIT 4  Tariffs as battlefield: the February 2026

Supreme Court ruling reset the U.S.–China tariff stack

but destroyed assumptions of policy stability.

Part 1 · The February Reality Check: What Just Changed
and Why It Matters

EXHIBIT 3  Policy chaos in early 2026: tariff reversals, tech-restriction pauses, summit diplomacy and open conflict converging

into a single operating environment.

1.1 Supreme Court Tariff Ruling: A Strategic Gift to Beijing

On February  21,  2026,  the  U.S.  Supreme Court  struck

down President  Trump’s  universal  tariff  regime in  a  6-3

decision,  ruling  that  the  executive  branch  exceeded  its

authority  under  existing trade statutes.  The decision re‐

turns effective tariffs on Chinese goods to approximately

26% (combining pre-existing Section 301 duties and other

measures) but eliminates the blanket 10–20% levies that

had applied to all imports since late 2025. While the U.S.

Supreme Court’s February decision re-set effective China

tariffs to legacy levels it  also destroyed any assumption

that trade policy will  be stable across administrations or

even across court terms.

Immediate market impact:

U.S. importers of electronics, components, and finished goods face renewed cost pressures as

Chinese suppliers recalibrate pricing.

European, Japanese, and Korean exporters gain relative advantage as their tariff burdens drop

sharply.
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China’s negotiating position strengthens materially: Beijing can now wait out Trump’s April visit rather

than make concessions under tariff duress.

The deeper strategic consequence is that U.S. trade policy lacks institutional coherence. President Xi

Jinping faces no such constraint. He can impose, lift, or threaten restrictions on rare earths, technology

exports, or market access certain that no Chinese court will overrule him and that the policy will remain in

force until he personally decides otherwise.

This asymmetry is structural, not temporary. It means that every U.S. policy announcement must now be

discounted by the probability of judicial, congressional, or electoral reversal, while Chinese policy carries

the full weight of state permanence until Beijing chooses to change course.

1.2 Tech Restrictions Paused: Exposure by Design

EXHIBIT 5  Policy whiplash. The rollercoaster of U.S. technology and trade policy in early 2026: tariffs raised and struck down,

tech bans paused, and chokepoints weaponised — all inside a single quarter.

Even more alarming than the tariff ruling is the February 12 revelation that the Trump administration has

suspended or delayed multiple technology-security measures targeting China ahead of the May Trump-Xi

summit. According to sources, the paused measures include:

Bans on China Telecom, China Unicom, and China Mobile U.S. operations

Restrictions on Chinese equipment in American data centres (specifically servers, networking gear,

and cloud infrastructure)

Proposed bans on TP-Link routers and other Chinese networking hardware

Limits on Chinese electric vehicles and buses in U.S. markets

These were not peripheral measures. They were designed to prevent Beijing from accessing sensitive

U.S.  data,  infiltrating  critical  infrastructure,  and  establishing  persistent  surveillance  and  cyber-attack

vectors within American telecommunications and AI systems.
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Why does this matter for technology companies? The near-term consequences are straightforward

and harsh:

Longer lead times and higher costs: Technology shipments on Asia–Europe and certain Asia–U.S.

lanes should assume an extra 10–14 days door-to-door and 15–30% higher logistics costs through at

least Q2 2026.

Localised shortages and production stoppages: Industries that rely on synchronised flows of chips,

components, and sub-assemblies — especially automotive, industrial electronics, and some consumer

segments — face renewed risk of line stoppages in Q2–Q3 if they maintained lean inventories.

Margin compression even in growth markets: AI chips, networking gear and data-centre systems

remain in high demand, but higher energy and freight costs will erode margins unless companies

aggressively re-price or redesign contracts.

The deeper consequences are more strategic:

China gains relative resilience in the near term. Its domestic and Belt-and-Road overland logistics

are less exposed to Middle Eastern sea and airspace than U.S. and European supply chains, giving

Chinese vendors a short-term advantage in reliability and cost to many markets.

The Gulf’s bid to be a neutral, indispensable digital hub has been shattered. Ports, air hubs and

planned AI/data-centre zones in the UAE and Saudi Arabia are now in an active conflict theatre. Their

role in global technology logistics and infrastructure will not recover quickly.

Africa, South America, and non-Gulf Middle East states remain structurally weak. They supply

critical minerals, energy and markets but remain rule-takers in semiconductors and advanced tech,

now absorbing yet another external shock without having shaped the decisions that created it.

In this environment, waiting for a “return to normal” is not a strategy; it is denial. The baseline for 2026 is

now persistent geopolitical confrontations; recurring chokepoint disruptions; legal and regulatory fragment‐

ation  across  every  major  market;  and  a  permanent  shift  in  cost  structures  for  anyone  who  moves

electrons, data, or physical goods across borders.

The pause creates a negotiation-risk window during which U.S. data-centre operators, cloud providers,

and telecom infrastructure owners face conflicting signals: do they proceed with hardware and vendor

diversification plans initiated under the assumption that Chinese equipment would be banned, absorbing

the sunk costs? Or do they wait  to  see if  restrictions are permanently  lifted,  betting that  the summit

produces a lasting détente? And critically, how do they answer these questions when the policy could

reverse again in June, September, or after the 2028 U.S. election?

Chinese hardware remains deeply embedded in U.S. data centres, edge networks, and even some gov‐

ernment-adjacent infrastructure. Every month of delay gives Beijing additional time to establish presence,

gather intelligence, and position for leverage in future negotiations.
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G E O T E C H N E X U S  V I E W

This is policy malpractice. If the threat is real, delay increases exposure. If the threat was overstated, the

previous bans should never have been proposed. The only rational explanation is that technology

security has been subordinated to diplomatic theatre — a choice that will be paid for in future breaches,

data theft, and operational disruptions. 

1.3 Rare Earths and the Venezuelan Mirage

The January Venezuela intervention was sold on the promise of  critical  mineral  security:  rare earths,

coltan, nickel, titanium — resources essential to semiconductors, batteries, and AI hardware that would

finally break China’s 70% processing stranglehold.

The picture is murkier. Venezuela’s Orinoco Mining Arc contains the reserves, but extraction and pro‐

cessing  infrastructure  remain  underdeveloped,  politically  contested,  and  vulnerable  to  sabotage  or

governance collapse. U.S. corporate partners (Chevron, ExxonMobil, and mining contractors) are assess‐

ing conditions,  but  realistic  production timelines stretch into 2027–2028 at  the earliest,  with  full-scale

output unlikely before 2030.

China  has  not  waited.  In  response  to  U.S.  actions  in  Venezuela  and  ongoing  semiconductor  export

controls, Beijing has:

Accelerated rare-earth export licensing restrictions begun in 2025, prioritising domestic and allied

buyers

Expanded processing partnerships with African and Southeast Asian states to replace Venezuelan

supply

Used the threat of full rare-earth export bans as leverage in the Trump-Xi negotiations, extracting U.S.

concessions including the February tech-restriction pause

The result is that U.S. semiconductor and electronics manufacturers face worse near-term supply security

in 2026 Q1 than they did in Q4 2025. Rare-earth spot prices have climbed 12–18% since January; lead

times have extended; and Chinese processors are selectively delaying or denying export licences to U.S.

and allied buyers in retaliation for semiconductor controls.

This  is  the  cost  of  policy  that  prioritises  headline  impact  over  operational  execution.  Venezuela  will

eventually matter but not in 2026, and not in time to prevent the current supply squeeze.
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Part 2 · Regional Analysis: Technology Access and
Strategic Positioning

2.1 United States: Fragmentation and the Illusion of Control

Current positioning. The U.S. semiconductor industry is experiencing a peculiar moment: record reven‐

ue  growth  driven  by  AI  demand,  alongside  mounting  structural  vulnerability  in  supply  chains,

manufacturing capacity, and policy stability.

Nvidia, AMD, Intel, and Qualcomm reported Q4 2025 results that exceeded analyst expectations, driven

by data-centre GPU sales, AI accelerator orders, and edge-computing deployments. Industry revenue is

forecast  to  reach $717 billion in  2025 (14% growth)  with further  expansion in  2026 led by logic  and

memory sectors. Yet beneath the revenue growth lies deepening risk:

Manufacturing concentration: Despite CHIPS Act subsidies and TSMC/Samsung fab investments in

Arizona and Texas, U.S. domestic production remains under 15% of global leading-edge capacity and

will not exceed 20% before 2028. Any Taiwan Strait crisis, natural disaster, or supply disruption at

TSMC’s Taiwanese fabs would still devastate U.S. chip supply within weeks.

Policy whiplash costs: The Supreme Court tariff reversal and tech-restriction pause have cost U.S.

companies billions in wasted compliance, duplicated supply-chain planning, and strategic hedging that

proved unnecessary. Every policy cycle forces enterprises to model scenarios, negotiate with suppliers,

relocate inventory, and brief boards. These efforts add no competitive value but cannot be avoided.

Advanced packaging bottleneck: The real constraint in 2026 is not chip fabrication but advanced

packaging — specifically CoWoS (Chip-on-Wafer-on-Substrate), HBM (High-Bandwidth Memory)

integration, and 3D stacking required for AI accelerators. TSMC’s CoWoS capacity is projected to

reach 120,000–130,000 wafers per month by end-2026, up from 75,000 in 2025 — but this still falls

short of demand, creating 6–9-month lead times and giving TSMC unprecedented pricing power.

Enterprise impact.

Nvidia, AMD, Broadcom: Face continued supply constraints on AI chips despite strong demand;

margin pressure from TSMC’s advanced-packaging premiums; and China-revenue volatility tied to

export-licence uncertainty.

Hyperscalers (Microsoft, Google, Meta, Amazon): Absorbing 30–50% higher infrastructure costs

due to GPU shortages, data-centre equipment delays, and redundant regional deployments driven by

data-sovereignty rules.

Automotive OEMs (Tesla, GM, Ford, European makers): Still recovering from 2023–2024 chip

shortages, now face battery-metal (nickel, cobalt) supply uncertainty and pressure to localise EV

supply chains in USMCA, EU, or China-aligned blocs.
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EXHIBIT 6  The bifurcating technology stack. U.S./

Allies vs China parallel ecosystems across chips,

cloud, AI, networking and standards — the operating

reality of 2026.

Strategic guidance for U.S. enterprises:

Accept that policy stability is gone. Build planning models that assume 2–3 major policy reversals

per year. Maintain scenario playbooks for tariff reinstatement, tech-ban reimposition, and rare-earth

export cutoffs.

Overinvest in supplier diversification and inventory. The cost of 60–90 days of safety stock and

dual sourcing is far lower than the cost of a single supply disruption that halts production.

Localise where it matters, globalise where you can. Leading-edge chips, AI accelerators, and

defence-critical components should have U.S. or allied sourcing. Commodity components, peripherals,

and mature-node chips can remain globally sourced with appropriate hedges.

Treat China revenue as geopolitically contingent, not operationally stable. Any business line

generating >20% revenue from China should have a financially modelled exit or substitution path that

can be executed within 12 months.

2.2 China: Resilience Through Autarky

Current positioning. Beijing’s response to U.S. semicon‐

ductor controls, tariff volatility, and the Venezuela interven‐

tion has been consistent: accelerate self-sufficiency while

exploiting U.S. policy chaos.

Semiconductor  progress  under  sanctions. Despite

continued export restrictions on EUV lithography and ad‐

vanced chipmaking equipment, Chinese firms are making

noteworthy progress:

Huawei and SMIC have pushed deep-UV (DUV) multi-

patterning to attempt 5nm and even 3nm production

without EUV, using techniques that sacrifice yield and

cost-efficiency but demonstrate technical capability.

Domestic EDA and materials development is

accelerating, with state subsidies funding alternatives to Synopsys, Cadence, and Applied Materials

tools.

Mature-node dominance: China controls 30–40% of global 28nm and above capacity, increasingly

used for automotive, IoT, and industrial chips where the U.S. has limited leverage.

The limitation is not Chinese ingenuity but physics and economics. DUV-based 5nm and below processes

are viable for low-volume, state-priority applications (military, surveillance, select data-centre chips) but

cannot scale to cost-competitive mass production. Chinese AI chips (from Huawei, Alibaba, Baidu) remain

1–2 generations behind Nvidia’s H100/H200 class in both performance and power efficiency.

Rare-earth leverage. China retains structural control over global rare-earth processing (70%+) and has

used this ruthlessly in 2026 negotiations. The February tech-restriction pause was extracted, in part, by
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threatening full rare-earth export bans that would cripple U.S. and allied chip, defence, and EV production

within months.

Venezuela’s reserves will eventually matter, but China’s processing infrastructure, refining expertise, and

vertically integrated supply chains cannot be replicated quickly. Even if Venezuelan rare earths flow by

2027, they must be refined — and today, that means sending them to China or investing billions in new

U.S./allied processing capacity that will take 5–7 years to build and certify.

Enterprise impact.

Huawei, SMIC, YMTC (memory): Operating under constraints but with guaranteed state support,

captive domestic market, and increasing export success in non-aligned nations (Middle East, Africa,

parts of Asia).

Alibaba, Tencent, Baidu (cloud/AI): Deploying domestically developed AI chips and models; quality

lags U.S. counterparts but sufficient for surveillance, censorship, and domestic commercial

applications.

BYD, CATL, Chinese EV makers: Dominating global EV market share through vertical integration,

battery-chemistry innovation, and price competitiveness; vulnerable to rare-earth and nickel supply

disruptions but better positioned than Western rivals to weather them.

Strategic assessment. China is winning the resilience race even as it loses the capability race. Beijing

cannot match U.S./allied AI performance or semiconductor leading-edge technology in 2026, but it has

insulated its economy, military, and tech sector from external supply cutoffs in ways Washington has not.

The question for global enterprises is stark: can you afford to exit or be excluded from the world’s largest

manufacturing base and second-largest consumer market, even if that market increasingly operates under

separate technical standards, data regimes, and compliance frameworks? For most companies, the an‐

swer  is  no  — which  is  why  parallel  supply  chains,  separate  product  lines,  and  duplicated  R&D are

becoming permanent cost structures rather than temporary hedges.

2.3 Europe: Sovereignty Without Scale

Current positioning. Europe in 2026 is attempting to navigate a narrow path between U.S. alignment and

strategic autonomy, with mixed results.

Digital sovereignty initiatives. The EU’s push for “technological sovereignty” has produced real policy

mechanisms but limited industrial capacity:

Data localisation and sovereign cloud mandates are forcing U.S. hyperscalers (Microsoft, Google,

AWS) to build EU-only infrastructure with EU-based operational control, raising costs and fragmenting

global services.

The AI Act establishes the world’s most comprehensive AI governance framework but risks stifling

European AI development by imposing compliance burdens that U.S. and Chinese competitors do not

face domestically.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

GeoTechNexus | 2026 Global Technology Outlook | May 2026 Page 13 of 30



The European CHIPS Act has allocated €43 billion for semiconductor capacity, but Europe’s share of

global leading-edge production will remain under 10% through 2028, and much of the investment goes

to mature-node fabs that do not address AI or advanced-computing needs.

Geopolitical pressures. Europe faces simultaneous pressure from Washington to restrict Chinese tech‐

nology (Huawei  5G, Chinese EVs,  cloud infrastructure)  and from Beijing not  to “discriminate”  against

Chinese firms. The result is policy paralysis on key decisions and ad-hoc, country-by-country approaches

that fragment the EU single market. Germany, France, and the Netherlands maintain different policies on

Huawei equipment, Chinese EV subsidies, and data sovereignty, undermining the bloc-level coordination

that would give Brussels real leverage in U.S.–China negotiations.

Enterprise impact.

ASML (Netherlands): Caught between U.S. export controls preventing EUV sales to China and

Chinese market access threats if restrictions tighten further; navigating by limiting advanced tools to

China while maintaining DUV sales.

SAP, Siemens, Infineon, STMicroelectronics: Adapting to EU sovereignty mandates while

maintaining global supply chains; increasing costs through regional compliance and duplicated

infrastructure.

Automotive sector (VW, BMW, Mercedes, Stellantis): Facing competitive pressure from Chinese

EVs, supply-chain dependencies on Chinese batteries and electronics, and regulatory pressure to

localise; most are years behind in software-defined vehicle platforms.

Strategic guidance for European enterprises:

Treat sovereignty compliance as mandatory cost, not strategic advantage. EU rules will not

reverse; plan budgets accordingly and build compliance into product roadmaps from day one.

Leverage EU-China market access while it lasts. Brussels has not fully aligned with U.S. tech

restrictions; use the window to secure supply agreements and market position before harder choices

are forced.

Invest in scale or accept niche positioning. Europe will not produce hyperscale cloud platforms or

leading-edge AI models that compete globally with U.S. or Chinese giants. Focus on industrial AI,

embedded systems, automotive, and other domains where European engineering depth and regulatory

influence create defensible moats.

2.4 Asia-Pacific: The Taiwan Question and Regional Hedging

Taiwan (TSMC). TSMC remains the single most critical node in the global technology system: 90%+ of

leading-edge logic chips, the only high-volume EUV production, and the sole source for Apple, Nvidia,

AMD, and Qualcomm’s most advanced processors. The Supreme Court tariff ruling and Trump-Xi détente

have not reduced cross-strait  risk; if  anything, they have clarified that U.S. policy is transactional and

reversible, raising questions about Washington’s credibility if Beijing moves on Taiwan.

TSMC’s U.S. Arizona fabs are progressing but remain years from volume production at 3nm and below.

Even when operational, they will supply <10% of TSMC’s total output, meaning any Taiwan disruption still
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cripples global supply.  Enterprise impact: every company dependent on TSMC — the entire AI, smart‐

phone, automotive, and cloud infrastructure industry — must model Taiwan-loss scenarios and build finan‐

cially painful contingency plans (alternative foundries, older nodes, demand destruction) that they hope

never to use.

South Korea (Samsung, SK Hynix). South Korea is hedging by deepening U.S. semiconductor partner‐

ships (fabs in Texas, New York) while maintaining significant China revenue exposure. Samsung and SK

Hynix derive 30–40% of revenue from Chinese customers; any forced decoupling would devastate earn‐

ings. Seoul’s strategy: remain indispensable to both blocs by controlling memory (DRAM, NAND) and

advanced packaging, making full exclusion by either side economically irrational.

Japan (Tokyo Electron, Renesas, Sony Semiconductor). Japan has aligned firmly with U.S. export

controls on China but is investing heavily in domestic semiconductor production (TSMC’s Kumamoto fab,

Rapidus 2nm initiative). The goal: reduce dependence on Taiwan while maintaining economic ties with

China through mature-node and automotive chips.

Southeast Asia (Vietnam, Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore). The “China+1” diversification wave contin‐

ues, with Vietnam, Thailand, and Malaysia absorbing electronics assembly, component manufacturing,

and testing operations shifted from China. However, most of this is cosmetic diversification: components

still originate in China, are assembled in Vietnam, and exported to the U.S. or EU with “Made in Vietnam”

labels. Real supply-chain independence requires localising raw materials, subcomponents, and intellectu‐

al  property  —  investments  that  take  5–10  years  and  billions  in  capital  that  most  Southeast  Asian

economies cannot self-finance.

India. India is positioning as the long-term alternative to China for manufacturing, but 2026 reality remains

far  from  ambition.  Semiconductor  fabs  (Tata,  Foxconn  partnerships)  are  in  planning  stages;  volume

production is unlikely before 2028–2029. Electronics assembly (iPhones, other devices) is growing but still

dwarfed by China’s scale and efficiency. India’s advantage is political and demographic, not operational: a

large domestic market, English-language workforce, and democratic governance that appeals to Western

partners  seeking  to  diversify  from  China.  The  question  is  whether  India  can  execute  infrastructure,

regulatory, and skills development fast enough to capitalise on the opportunity before the next geopolitical

shock reshapes the landscape again.

2.5 Africa, South America, and the Middle East: On the Front Line, Not at the

Table

The harsh reality for Africa, South America, and the Middle East in 2026 is simple: these regions are

strategically indispensable to the global technology system, but structurally peripheral to its control. They

supply critical minerals, energy, markets, and logistics routes; they do not control chip designs, advanced

manufacturing, global platforms, or standards. Economic nationalism in the U.S., Europe and China is

hardening this pattern, not breaking it.

For  governments  and  enterprises  across  these  regions,  the  consequence  is  brutal:  they  absorb  the

shocks created by great-power policy shifts — tariffs, export controls, sanctions, investment bans, data-

sovereignty  battles  —  without  having  meaningful  influence  over  the  rules  being  written.  Access  to
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advanced semiconductors, AI hardware, cloud infrastructure, and next-generation manufacturing equip‐

ment will remain constrained, conditional, and politically mediated through the remainder of 2026.

G E O T E C H N E X U S  A S S E S S M E N T

Most states and companies in Africa, South America and the Middle East are price takers and rule

takers in the evolving technology order. Their task is not to pretend otherwise, but to understand this

position clearly and build strategies that exploit their leverage — minerals, energy, markets, geography

— while limiting their exposure to decisions taken in Washington, Beijing, Brussels, and a handful of

Asian capitals. 

Africa: Critical Minerals, Marginal Power

Africa is simultaneously central and marginal to the global technology economy. It sits on a disproportion‐

ate share of the world’s cobalt, manganese, platinum group metals, rare earth elements and other inputs

for semiconductors, batteries, and high-end electronics. Yet it remains entirely excluded from the upper

tiers of technology production and value capture.

Africa has no meaningful leading-edge semiconductor fabrication and only nascent efforts in assembly,

testing and packaging (ATP), at concept or pilot stage. Power reliability, water access, infrastructure gaps,

and limited technical  ecosystems make advanced fab projects unrealistic  in the near term. The most

realistic near-term entry points are ATP, test,  basic packaging, and niche design services attached to

global supply chains, not standalone, continent-owned semiconductor ecosystems. Local electronics man‐

ufacturing is heavily concentrated in basic assembly and integration (consumer devices, small appliances,

some telecom hardware), with high import dependence for components and capital equipment.

African countries are raw-material exporters and finished-goods importers, reproducing the old commodity

pattern  in  a  new  strategic  sector.  Critical  minerals  are  shipped  out;  chips,  equipment  and  finished

electronics are imported at a premium. Attempts to move “up the value chain” are constrained by foreign

capital control, technology transfer reluctance from major powers, and domestic governance and policy

instability. The African Continental Free Trade Area (AfCFTA) offers a structural opportunity — regional

clustering of ATP, component manufacturing, and logistics — but requires deliberate policy coordination

and large-scale investment that is only starting to materialise.

Geopolitical impact in 2026. Economic nationalism in the U.S., EU and China turns Africa’s minerals into

bargaining  chips  between  outsiders,  not  bargaining  power  for  Africans.  Negotiations  over  rare-earth

access,  battery-metal  offtakes  and  strategic  mining  concessions  are  still  largely  structured  on  terms

favourable to foreign majors. African governments risk being locked into long-term, asymmetrical agree‐

ments that exchange short-term fiscal relief for decades of strategic dependency in critical sectors. Access

to advanced technology — AI compute,  5G/6G infrastructure,  sophisticated industrial  equipment — is

often bundled with political and security conditionality from major powers, pushing states toward informal

alignment they cannot easily reverse.

Outlook for 2026. Africa will remain a critical resource base and marginal technology producer for the rest

of 2026. Any talk of “Africa as the next semiconductor hub” that ignores power, water, governance, and

skills realities is wishful. The realistic upside lies in well-negotiated ATP, packaging, and design-service
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investments; building regional processing for critical minerals; and using AfCFTA to create cross-border

clusters rather than isolated national vanity projects.

South America: Nearshoring Theatre, Structural Dependence

South America — especially Brazil, Mexico (broadly Latin America), and a handful of smaller states — sits

at the centre of two overlapping narratives: “nearshoring” for North America and “strategic autonomy” for

the region itself. The reality is more modest: Latin America is a growing consumption and manufacturing

base for electronics and ICT, but remains deeply dependent on external technology, capital, and stand‐

ards.

Demand for electronics, ICT and digital services is booming; ICT exports reached tens of billions of dollars

in recent years and semiconductor demand in key markets (Brazil, Mexico, Argentina) is rising quickly.

Semiconductor and advanced electronics production is still limited. Mexico, Costa Rica, and Brazil are

courting semiconductor assembly, test and packaging operations and some design activity, but leading-

edge fabrication remains firmly abroad. Local innovation clusters exist in fintech, e-commerce, logistics

tech, and some industrial automation, but they sit on top of foreign-controlled hardware and cloud infra‐

structure.

The region is being marketed as a “China-plus-one” site for U.S.-oriented supply chains — particularly

Mexico for electronics and automotive, Brazil for some industrial and consumer electronics, and Costa

Rica/Panama as logistics and ICT hubs.  This re-routing is  real  but  partial:  core IP,  capital-equipment

supply, EDA tools, and most high-value design work remain in the U.S., Europe, and Asia. Latin America

mostly captures labour-intensive assembly, integration, and some services. Many countries remain policy-

fragile: inconsistent tax regimes, political instability, currency volatility, and weak infrastructure repeatedly

undermine pitches to global OEMs and foundries.

Geopolitical impact in 2026. U.S. economic nationalism (subsidies, friend-shoring rhetoric) creates op‐

portunities — particularly for Mexico and a few others — but also locks the region into asymmetric rela‐

tionships where Washington’s domestic politics can overturn long-term plans overnight.  Chinese firms

continue to invest in telecoms, data centres, logistics and extraction; the region risks becoming another

arena for U.S.–China competition, with governments pressured to choose equipment, cloud, and stand‐

ards  ecosystems  without  full  information  on  long-term  consequences.  Regional  integration  projects

struggle to keep pace with national  politics,  limiting Latin America’s ability to negotiate collectively on

semiconductors, data flows, or digital trade.

Outlook for 2026. South America and broader Latin America will solidify their role as important manufac‐

turing and consumption markets but will not meaningfully change their position in core semiconductor and

advanced-technology production in 2026. The winners in 2026 will  be countries that combine political

stability,  predictable regulation, infrastructure, and skilled labour (e.g.,  pockets of  Mexico, Costa Rica,

parts of Brazil and potentially Paraguay for energy-intensive operations). The losers will be states that

treat “nearshoring” as a slogan while ignoring electrical reliability, customs efficiency, rule of law and edu‐

cation.

GeoTechNexus | 2026 Global Technology Outlook | May 2026 Page 17 of 30



Middle East: Cash-Rich, Capability-Constrained

The Middle East, particularly the Gulf states, is pouring unprecedented capital into AI, data centres, cloud

regions, and semiconductor-adjacent ecosystems. Saudi Arabia and the UAE are building large-scale AI

data-centre capacity, signing partnerships with U.S. hyperscalers and chip vendors, and branding them‐

selves as global  AI  hubs.  On the surface,  this  looks like a break from dependency.  Underneath,  the

structural weakness remains: the region is still heavily reliant on foreign hardware, IP, platforms, and ex‐

pertise.

The UAE and Saudi Arabia are building massive AI compute capacity, with multi-hundred-megawatt data-

centre campuses and state-backed AI funds committing tens of billions of dollars to chips and infrastruc‐

ture. Partnerships with U.S. vendors (hyperscalers, chip companies, cloud providers) include local design

centres and some early moves toward a semiconductor ecosystem, but these remain tightly tied to foreign

IP and vendors. Indigenous semiconductor manufacturing is extremely limited; local roles are focused on

data-centre hosting, AI application development, systems integration, and services, not core chip produc‐

tion.

The region’s strength remains capital and energy: cheap power, sovereign wealth funds, and the ability to

finance infrastructure at scale. Middle Eastern states are trying to convert energy and capital into long-

term technology relevance by hosting AI compute, cloud regions, and platform headquarters. This gives

them some leverage but also deepens dependence on a small set of foreign vendors and political relation‐

ships. For most non-Gulf states in the region, the picture is bleaker: political instability, conflict, sanctions,

and governance challenges limit their ability to attract sustainable, strategic technology investment.

Geopolitical impact in 2026. The Gulf’s AI and data-centre push is an explicit attempt to monetise neut‐

rality and hedging: maintaining ties to the U.S. while deepening links with China and others and trying to

position as indispensable digital infrastructure hubs. U.S. economic nationalism and export controls limit

which advanced AI chips and technologies can be deployed and by whom; deals are often subject to

Washington’s evolving view of security and alignment. The Gulf may find that its AI ambitions are capped

by geopolitical  ceilings set  elsewhere.  Regional  conflicts  and tensions (Iran–Gulf  competition,  internal

instability in other states) raise the risk that critical data-centre and cloud infrastructure becomes a target

in hybrid warfare, making resilience and cyber-security as important as capital outlays.

Outlook for 2026. Saudi Arabia and the UAE will continue to buy their way into relevance in AI and digital

infrastructure through 2026, securing privileged access to advanced chips and cloud services compared

with other emerging markets. This does not equal autonomy. Control over chip roadmaps, cloud stacks,

software standards, and export permissions remains outside the region. For other Middle Eastern states,

2026 will consolidate dependency — on Gulf capital, on foreign platforms, or both — with little genuine

progress toward sovereign technology capability.

The Common Problem: Limited Power, High Exposure

Across Africa, South America and the Middle East, the pattern is consistent. These regions are strategic‐

ally necessary to the global technology system — through minerals, energy, markets, logistics and capital

— but are not in the room when core semiconductor, AI, cloud, or standardisation decisions are made.

Economic nationalism in major economies is re-centralising value and decision-making in a few jurisdic‐

tions, while exporting volatility outward. Governments and enterprises in these regions are being asked to
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pick  sides,  host  infrastructure  and sign  long-term deals  without  comparable  leverage,  information,  or

fallback options.  Pretending these regions are “rising tech powers”  on the same footing as the U.S.,

China, EU, or East Asia obscures the real strategic problem: they are mostly rule takers in an increasingly

weaponised system.
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Part 3 · Enterprise-Level Impacts: Semiconductors,
Electronics, Cloud, and Manufacturing

3.1 Semiconductor Companies: Margin Pressure and Market Fragmentation

EXHIBIT 7  Semiconductor Politically Exposed Revenue (PER) matrix. Relative exposure of major chip companies to geopolitical

and policy shocks across geographic, customer and end-market dimensions. Source: GeoTechNexus PER Index.

Nvidia  and  AMD. Both  companies  are  navigating  record  AI-driven  demand  alongside  mounting

geopolitical constraints:

China revenue volatility: Export licences for advanced GPUs (H200, MI325X) remain subject to

unpredictable restrictions despite the February détente. Nvidia’s Q4 2025 write-offs of $4.5 billion in

China-bound H20 inventory — initially designed as export-compliant, then banned, then partially re-

approved — illustrate the cost of policy whiplash.

Capacity constraints: Both are bottlenecked by TSMC’s CoWoS advanced packaging, not by chip

fabrication itself. This creates 6–9-month lead times, giving TSMC pricing power and forcing Nvidia/

AMD to accept allocation limits that constrain revenue growth.

Margin compression ahead: As TSMC raises CoWoS pricing (estimated 15–25% increases in 2026

contracts) and geopolitical hedging costs rise (dual sourcing, inventory buffers, compliance overhead),

Nvidia and AMD will face margin pressure in H2 2026 and 2027 despite strong top-line growth.

• 

• 

• 
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Intel. Intel’s  turnaround  narrative  is  being  tested  by  manufacturing  delays  (18A  node),  competitive

pressure in data-centre CPUs (AMD, ARM-based chips), and the failure to capture meaningful AI acceler‐

ator  market  share.  The U.S.  government’s  CHIPS Act  subsidies provide a lifeline,  but  Intel’s  foundry

ambitions  (competing  with  TSMC,  Samsung)  require  flawless  execution  over  3–5  years.  It  remains

unproven that Intel can meet this challenge.

Qualcomm and ARM-based chip designers. Winners in the shift toward power-efficient, ARM-based

data-centre and edge computing. Qualcomm’s automotive and IoT businesses are growing, but China

exposure (30%+ of revenue) remains a risk if U.S.–China tech decoupling accelerates.

Strategic guidance for semiconductor enterprises:

Model China revenue as optional, not structural. Any product line dependent on China for >25% of

revenue must have a viable substitute market (India, Southeast Asia, Middle East) or accept the risk of

sudden, permanent loss of access.

Negotiate hard with TSMC and Samsung on capacity allocation. Advanced packaging is the

bottleneck; securing long-term allocations at fixed pricing is worth paying premiums for, as spot-market

pricing will be far higher during the next supply crunch.

Invest in backward integration or alternative packaging. Consider partnerships with OSATs

(Outsourced Semiconductor Assembly and Test providers) like ASE, Amkor, or internal packaging R&D

to reduce dependence on TSMC’s CoWoS monopoly.

Prepare for bifurcated product lines. Maintain “China-compliant” and “allied-market” product SKUs,

even if this duplicates R&D and inventory costs. The alternative — being shut out of one market or the

other without warning — is worse.

3.2 Cloud and AI Infrastructure: Sovereignty Costs and Fragmentation

Microsoft, Google, AWS, Meta. All  four are being forced to regionalise cloud and AI infrastructure in

ways that directly contradict the economic logic of hyperscale computing:

EU sovereign cloud mandates require separate data centres, EU-only operational teams, and

governance structures that prevent non-EU access — even by the U.S. parent company. Microsoft’s

“Sovereign Public Cloud” and Google’s “Sovereign Cloud” offerings are direct responses, but they cost

30–50% more to operate than unified global infrastructure.

China market isolation: All four have minimal or zero presence in China’s cloud market, which is

dominated by Alibaba Cloud, Tencent Cloud, Huawei Cloud, and Baidu. This represents 20–25% of

global cloud spend that U.S. hyperscalers cannot access.

Middle East and Asia-Pacific regionalisation: Similar sovereignty requirements are emerging in

Saudi Arabia, UAE, India, and other markets, forcing duplicated infrastructure investments.

The result:  cloud margins  will  compress in  2026–2027 as regional  compliance costs  rise  faster  than

revenue growth.  Hyperscalers  will  pass these costs  to  enterprise customers through price increases,

pushing some workloads back on-premises or to lower-cost regional cloud providers.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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AI model deployment. Foundation models (GPT-4, Claude, Gemini) face regulatory fragmentation:

EU AI Act requires transparency, bias testing, and human oversight mechanisms that increase

deployment costs and limit model capabilities.

China’s AI governance mandates state oversight, content controls, and data residency that make

cross-border model deployment impossible.

Emerging markets face pressure to choose between U.S.-aligned open models (with export restrictions

and compliance burdens) and Chinese models (with surveillance and state-access risks).

Strategic guidance for cloud and AI providers:

Price regionalisation costs into contracts from day one. Customers will resist, but the costs are

real and permanent; absorbing them in hopes of future scale is a losing strategy.

Build modular, region-specific AI stacks. Do not attempt to maintain one global model; instead,

develop region-specific versions that comply with local regulations while sharing core R&D where

possible.

Partner with regional players for market access. In China, Middle East, and some Asian markets,

joint ventures or partnerships with local cloud providers may be the only path to market presence.

Lobby aggressively for coherent data-sovereignty frameworks. The current patchwork of

conflicting national rules is unsustainable; industry must push for multilateral agreements that balance

security, privacy, and operational efficiency.

3.3 Electronics Manufacturing and OEMs: Supply-Chain Hell

Automotive  (Tesla,  GM,  Ford,  VW,  Toyota,  BYD). The  automotive  sector  is  experiencing  triple

convergence stress:

Chip shortages are over, but vulnerability is not. While 2023–2024 chip shortages have eased,

automakers remain dependent on a small number of suppliers (TSMC, Samsung, GlobalFoundries) for

critical microcontrollers, power management ICs, and AI accelerators for ADAS (Advanced Driver

Assistance Systems).

Battery supply chain fragmentation. EV batteries require nickel, cobalt, lithium, and rare earths.

China controls 70–80% of battery cell production and most raw-material processing. U.S. and EU

automakers are investing billions in North American and European battery supply chains, but these

won’t reach scale until 2027–2028.

Software-defined vehicle delays. Legacy automakers (GM, Ford, VW, Stellantis) are years behind

Tesla, BYD, and Chinese EV makers in software platforms, over-the-air updates, and AI-powered

features — gaps that cannot be closed quickly and threaten long-term competitiveness.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Consumer electronics (Apple, Samsung, Lenovo, Dell, HP). These companies have the most mature

China-diversification strategies but remain heavily exposed:

Apple: Has shifted some iPhone assembly to India and Vietnam, but most of the supply-chain value

(components, subassemblies, precision manufacturing) remains in China. Realistic China-exit timelines

for meaningful volume: 2028–2030.

Samsung: More diversified than Apple (Vietnam, India, Korea, Brazil production) but still depends on

China for displays, batteries, and components.

PC makers (Dell, HP, Lenovo): Minimal diversification; China remains the manufacturing hub, with

only final assembly shifting to Mexico or Southeast Asia for USMCA/tariff optimisation.

Industrial and medical electronics. Often overlooked but deeply exposed. Industrial controls, medical

devices, and test equipment rely on mature-node semiconductors (28nm and above) where China is rap‐

idly gaining market share. Any China–U.S. decoupling in mature nodes — less discussed than leading-

edge controls but equally disruptive — would devastate these sectors.

Strategic guidance for electronics OEMs:

Accelerate China-diversification even if it hurts margins. The cost of moving 20–30% of production

out of China over 3–5 years is painful but manageable. The cost of being trapped in China during the

next geopolitical crisis is existential.

Secure long-term battery supply agreements now. Battery cell supply will tighten again in 2027–

2028 as EV penetration accelerates. Lock in capacity with multi-year contracts, even at premium

pricing.

Invest in software or acquire it. Legacy automakers and industrial OEMs cannot build software-

defined products fast enough organically. Acquisitions, partnerships, or wholesale adoption of third-

party platforms (Google, Baidu, others) are necessary.

Model Taiwan-loss scenarios seriously. If TSMC’s Taiwanese fabs go offline for 6–12 months

(earthquake, blockade, military conflict), which products can you still build, and which product lines

shut down entirely? Have answers to these questions and share them with your board.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

GeoTechNexus | 2026 Global Technology Outlook | May 2026 Page 23 of 30



Part 4 · The 2026 Playbook: Strategic Imperatives for
Survival and Advantage

4.1 Accept the New Cost Structure: Resilience Is Expensive

The era of optimisation is over. The new baseline assumes:

20–40% higher supply-chain costs from dual sourcing, inventory buffers, regionalised manufacturing,

and compliance overhead.

60–90 days of safety stock for critical components, even though this ties up billions in working capital.

Parallel R&D and compliance teams for U.S./allied markets, China, and EU regulatory frameworks.

Redundant infrastructure in cloud, data centres, and manufacturing to ensure no single region or

supplier failure shuts down operations.

These costs are not optional. Companies that attempt to maintain pre-2020 efficiency levels will suffer

supply disruptions, regulatory penalties, and market-access losses that cost far more than the resilience

investments they avoided.

Financial modelling guidance:

Add 3–5% to COGS (Cost of Goods Sold) baselines for geopolitical resilience over 2026–2028.

Model China revenue at 50–70% of current levels by 2028; any revenue above that is upside, not

baseline.

Increase CapEx budgets by 15–25% to fund regionalised manufacturing, inventory buffers, and

supplier diversification.

Treat tariff, export-control, and data-sovereignty compliance as permanent OpEx line items, not one-

time project costs.

4.2 Scenario Planning: Model the Unthinkable

Every board and executive team should have war-gamed the following scenarios and have documented

response playbooks:

Scenario 1: Taiwan Strait Crisis (Blockade or Invasion). TSMC production halted for 6–12 months.

Which products can you still manufacture? Which lines shut down? Alternative foundries (Samsung,

Intel, GlobalFoundries) and their capacity/capability limits. Customer communication strategy and

contractual force-majeure positions.

Scenario 2: Full U.S.–China Tech Decoupling. All China revenue lost; all China-sourced components

embargoed. Substitute suppliers, regions, and customers identified and contracts pre-negotiated.

Product redesigns to eliminate China-dependent components. Workforce and facility reallocation plans.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

GeoTechNexus | 2026 Global Technology Outlook | May 2026 Page 24 of 30



Scenario 3: Rare-Earth Export Ban. China halts all rare-earth exports to U.S./allied buyers. Inventory

lasts how long? Substitute materials or designs feasible? Venezuelan or other alternative supply:

timeline and reliability.

Scenario 4: EU–U.S. Digital Trade Rupture. EU imposes data-localisation and sovereignty

requirements that make trans-Atlantic data flows impossible. Cloud, SaaS, and AI services must be

fully regionalised. Cost and timeline to comply; revenue at risk if non-compliant.

Scenario 5: U.S. Policy Reversal (Post-2028 Election). New administration lifts China tech bans,

rare-earth priorities, and tariff structures. Companies that over-invested in diversification face stranded

assets; those that waited face supply-chain gaps. How to position for maximum optionality?

If  your  organisation  has  not  modelled  these  scenarios,  start  immediately.  The  cost  of  the  modelling

exercise is trivial compared to the cost of being caught unprepared when one of these scenarios material‐

ises.

4.3 Lobby for Stability, Not Specific Outcomes

Industry associations and corporate government-affairs teams should focus advocacy not on “lift tariffs” or

“restrict China more” but on policy predictability and institutional coherence:

Demand 12–24-month notice periods for major trade or export-control changes, allowing supply-chain

adjustment.

Push for binding multilateral agreements (G7, OECD) that limit unilateral policy whiplash.

Support judicial and legislative frameworks that prevent policy reversals every election cycle.

The current environment, where billion-dollar supply-chain decisions can be invalidated by a Supreme

Court ruling, a presidential tweet, or a trade summit, is unsustainable. Businesses can adapt to almost any

policy environment if it is predictable and durable. The present chaos benefits no one except competitors

who face no such constraints (i.e., Chinese state-owned enterprises operating under stable, centralised

policy direction).

4.4 Build Geopolitical Intelligence as a Core Capability

Most companies treat geopolitical risk as an external consulting or government-relations function. In 2026

and beyond, it must be a core operational capability integrated into supply-chain management, product

development, and financial planning. What this means in practice:

Dedicated geopolitical risk teams that monitor policy, trade, sanctions, and regulatory developments in

real time and translate them into operational impacts.

Scenario-based planning integrated into quarterly business reviews, not treated as annual strategic

exercises.

Direct relationships with policymakers, trade officials, and regulatory bodies in key markets to

understand policy direction before public announcements.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Partnerships with specialised intelligence providers (like GeoTechNexus) that offer sector-specific,

actionable analysis rather than generic country-risk reports.

Companies that build this capability will move from reactive crisis management to proactive opportunity

capture, identifying market openings, supply-chain shifts, and policy changes ahead of competitors.

• 
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Part 5 · The Hard Truth: 2026 Is the New Normal, Not a
Transition

Many executives and boards still speak of the current environment as a “transition” back to globalisation,

free trade, and rules-based order. That world is not returning.

The structural  forces driving technology bifurcation — great-power competition, economic nationalism,

security primacy over efficiency, domestic political polarisation — are intensifying, not moderating. The

Supreme Court tariff ruling, the Trump-Xi détente, and the Venezuela intervention are not aberrations;

they are the baseline volatility level that companies must now navigate permanently.

The next shock is not a question of “if” but “when” and “from which direction”:

Another pandemic or biological threat disrupting supply chains

A major cyberattack on critical infrastructure (semiconductor fabs, data centres, power grids)

Military conflict in Taiwan Strait, South China Sea, or Eastern Europe

Climate-driven disruptions (floods, droughts, extreme weather) hitting manufacturing regions

Domestic political upheaval in the U.S., EU, or China changing trade and technology policy overnight

The companies that will thrive in this environment are those that:

Accept higher costs as the price of resilience and build those costs into pricing, margins, and

capital allocation from the start.

Maintain optionality over optimisation, choosing flexibility and redundancy even when it reduces

short-term efficiency.

Integrate geopolitical risk into every strategic decision, treating it as seriously as financial risk,

competitive dynamics, and technological change.

Invest in proprietary intelligence and scenario planning, not relying solely on public information or

generic consulting reports.

Lobby for policy stability, recognising that predictability matters more than any specific policy

outcome.

T H E  H A R D  T R U T H

The companies that will fail are those still waiting for a return to 2015–2019 globalisation, still optimising

supply chains for cost over resilience, and still treating geopolitical risk as someone else’s problem. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Part 6 · GeoTechNexus Assessment: Where We Go From
Here

GeoTechNexus was founded to provide exactly the intelligence and strategic guidance that the current

environment  demands:  sector-specific,  scenario-driven,  operationally  actionable  analysis  that  helps

technology leaders navigate policy chaos, supply-chain fragmentation, and geopolitical competition.

Our view is that 2026 represents an inflection point where companies that adapt to the new reality will

separate permanently from those that do not. The performance gap between resilient, geopolitically aware

enterprises and fragile, efficiency-optimised ones will widen dramatically over the next 24–36 months.

GeoTechNexus Products

PERS — Politically Exposed Revenue Score. Measures how vulnerable a company’s revenue is to

geopolitical and policy shocks.

TGTI — Tech Geopolitical Turbulence Index. Captures how volatile and disruptive the geopolitical

environment is for tech.

PER — Politically Exposed Revenue Index. Quantifies revenue exposure by geography, customers,

products, and strategic end-markets.

GSI — GeoTechNexus Strategy Intelligence Index. Rates how well a company can anticipate,

absorb, and adapt to geopolitical risk.

Biannual Global Technology Outlooks that map evolving risks and opportunities across

semiconductors, AI, cloud, and electronics supply chains.

Enterprise-specific risk assessments that audit your supply chain, market exposure, and policy

vulnerabilities, providing concrete recommendations.

Real-time alerts and briefings when policy changes, trade actions, or geopolitical events create

immediate operational impacts.

Scenario-based workshops and executive briefings that prepare boards and leadership teams for

the next crisis before it arrives.

We exist because the gap between what companies need to know and what traditional news, consulting,

and government-relations channels provide has grown too wide. Our mission — “Turning Signals Into

Solutions” — reflects our commitment to translating complexity into clarity and foresight into action.

The technology sector will remain the battleground of great-power competition for the near future. The

question is not whether your organisation will be affected — it already is. The question is whether you will

see the next shock coming and be positioned to respond, or whether you will be caught unprepared and

forced into reactive damage control.
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C O N TA C T

GeoTechNexus · A business unit of GeoNexis LLC

Email: info@geotechnexus.com  ·  Web: www.geotechnexus.com

Disclaimer. This analysis represents the independent assessment of GeoTechNexus and reflects the views of Bolaji Ojo, Principal

Analyst. It is intended for strategic and informational purposes and does not constitute legal, financial, or investment advice.

Organisations should consult with qualified advisors before making material business decisions based on geopolitical risk

assessments. 
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