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ASGR 2026 — First Outlook Signal
The ASGR (AIGN Systemic Governance Rating) is the world’s first systemic benchmark for assessing AI Governance Readiness — measured not by opinions, but by real-world
infrastructure.

Entering 2026, the global AI Governance Readiness Score stands at 67 out of 100.
This is not a year-end result, but the first forward signal of how prepared institutions and organizations are for the next phase of AI governance.
The data shows a clear shift from policy-based governance toward operational, auditable, and accountable governance systems. At the same time, trust, enforcement capacity,
and regulatory alignment continue to lag behind AI deployment speed.

The central signal for 2026 is clear:
AI governance will not fail due to missing regulation — it will fail where organizations cannot operate governance under pressure.
Governments set rules. Companies react. Risks multiply.
But only systems can govern AI.

That is why ASGR exists —
powered exclusively by AIGN OS, the world’s first AI Governance Operating System.

Executive Summary
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Score Breakdown

Structural Maturity 
(19.4) ↑

Institutional and national governance
structures continue to strengthen,
particularly across Asia-Pacific. Governments
and regulators increasingly focus on
permanent governance institutions rather
than temporary policy responses.

2026 Signal: Governance structures are
stabilizing — but implementation pressure is
rising.

Score Breakdown
ASGR 2026 — Forward Signal

The ASGR (AIGN Systemic Governance Rating) evaluates more than 1,260 verified governance signals each month across global regulation, enterprise adoption,
certification, institutional mandates, and public policy.

The current global score of 67 / 100 reflects a continued shift toward infrastructure- and architecture-led AI governance — and provides the first directional signal
entering 2026.

Regulatory Alignment
(12.1) ↓

Regulatory convergence weakens as
implementation timelines shift and
fragmentation persists. EU AI Act delays and
U.S. state-level divergence indicate that
organizations must operate governance
under sustained regulatory ambiguity.

2026 Signal: Waiting for clarity becomes a
governance risk.

Operational Capability
(11.2) ↑

Enterprises expand operational controls,
including AI inventories, audit trails, model
registries, and evaluation mechanisms —
especially in regulated sectors and agentic AI
environments.

2026 Signal: Governance must function
inside systems, not documents.

"10 is baseline, 15 is good, 0 is neutral, < 0 is critical" 2
Powered exclusively by AIGN ©2026



Score Breakdown

ASGR 2026 — Forward Signals

The ASGR (AIGN Systemic Governance Rating) evaluates more than 1,260 verified governance signals each month across regulation, adoption, certification, institutional mandates,
and public policy.

The current score profile reflects the risk and trust dynamics entering 2026 — not a historical month.

Trust & Risk Signals 
(–1.8) ↓

Public trust continues to erode due to bias
incidents, security gaps, and accountability
failures. Risk exposure rises faster than
institutional mitigation capacity.

2026 Signal: Trust is becoming the primary
constraint on AI scale.

Talk vs. Build Ratio 
(8.1) ↑

Governance discourse increasingly shifts
from principles to implementation. More
institutions move from policy declarations
toward operational controls.

2026 Signal: Execution replaces intention.

Global Equity & Inclusion
(6.8) ↑

Capacity-building and AI literacy initiatives
expand, particularly across education and
emerging markets, reducing structural access
gaps.

2026 Signal: Governance inclusion
strengthens, but remains uneven.

Market Signaling 
(10.2) →

Commercial adoption remains strong,
especially in regulated sectors. At the same
time, regulatory uncertainty tempers
investment confidence.

2026 Signal: Markets move ahead of
regulation — but not without friction.

"10 is baseline, 15 is good, 0 is neutral, < 0 is critical" 3
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Methodology Overview

Methodology Overview
ASGR — How the Index Works
The ASGR Index is calculated using a proprietary, multi-layered evaluation engine embedded within AIGN OS, the Operating System for Responsible AI Governance.
Each cycle, ASGR analyzes 1,500+ verified AI governance signals drawn from regulation, certification, enterprise adoption, institutional mandates, and public policy worldwide.

Signal Sources (aggregated)
ASGR integrates signals from:

Regulatory and legislative developments
Institutional governance strategies and national mandates
Certification and audit frameworks (e.g. ISO/IEC 42001)
Enterprise governance infrastructure (AI inventories, audit trails, controls)
Multilateral institutions and public governance forums
Trust, risk, incident, and security disclosures
Agentic AI governance and machine-to-machine control frameworks

Scoring Logic
All signals are weighted across seven systemic governance dimensions:
Structural Maturity · Regulatory Alignment · Operational Capability ·
Trust & Risk Signals · Talk vs. Build Ratio · Global Equity & Inclusion · Market Signaling
ASGR measures governance readiness, not intent.

Methodology Status
ASGR operates under Methodology 2.0, extending beyond policy observation toward:

infrastructure readiness
certification evidence
operational and agentic governance controls
institutional execution capacity

The methodology is confidential and IP-protected.
ASGR is not a self-assessment — it is a verifiable governance benchmark based on real-world infrastructure signals.
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Global Readiness – Strategic Implications

67.0 / 100
A score of 67 / 100 marks the entry point into 2026.
It reflects rising structural and operational AI governance maturity — but also exposes a growing gap
between AI deployment speed and governance capacity.

This score is not a conclusion.
It is a strategic warning signal.

ASGR makes one thing clear:
Even as readiness improves, the governance gap remains systemic:

Trust erosion continues due to bias, security, and integrity failures
Regulatory fragmentation persists across jurisdictions
Public-sector enforcement capacity remains limited
Many corporate AI policies still fail under real operational pressure

November 2025 establishes the baseline for the ASGR 2.0 cycle — 
where governance readiness is no longer measured by principles alone, but by the infrastructure that sustains trust.

5Infrastructure, not intention, is now the determining factor of global governance maturity.

ASGR 2026 Outlook

Strategic implications for 2026

1. Governance becomes operational or irrelevant
AI governance will be judged by auditability, traceability, and decision control — not by principles or policy statements.

2. Regulatory clarity will not save organizations
2026 requires governance that functions under ambiguity, shifting timelines, and cross-border divergence.

3. Accountability becomes a leadership issue
AI governance failures will increasingly be attributed to named roles, boards, and executives — not systems alone.
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Governance Under Pressure 2026 

The ASGR 2026 Outlook reveals a structural paradox.

AI governance readiness is increasing across infrastructure, certification, and operational controls. At the same time, trust erosion persists and
governance failures remain highly visible. This divergence indicates a systemic gap that infrastructure alone cannot close.

What the data shows
Across sectors and jurisdictions, ASGR identifies a consistent pattern:

Governance frameworks are established
Operational controls and audit mechanisms are expanding
Regulatory structures continue to proliferate

Yet governance breakdowns most frequently occur:
during incidents, audits, or regulatory escalation
when guidance is incomplete or contradictory
when decisions cannot be delayed, delegated, or abstracted

In these moments, governance effectiveness is no longer determined by
policies, frameworks, or systems alone.

It is determined by decision authority and accountability under pressure.

November 2025 establishes the baseline for the ASGR 2.0 cycle — 
where governance readiness is no longer measured by principles alone, but by the infrastructure that sustains trust.

5

Accountability as a Systemic Factor

Where governance breaks down
ASGR data shows that governance failures do not primarily result from:
missing policies
absent tooling
lack of technical capability

Instead, failure emerges when:
responsibility is diffuse
escalation paths are unclear
decision authority is not explicitly defined
accountability becomes visible only after incidents occur

In high-pressure situations:
systems do not decide
frameworks do not testify
compliance does not assume liability

Decisions are taken by individuals within institutions.

AI governance does not fail at the level of design. It fails at the moment of decision.
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Governance Under Pressure 2026 

ASGR 2.0 measures infrastructure-based governance readiness across seven systemic dimensions. The 2026 Outlook reveals an additional factor that
increasingly determines governance outcomes:
accountability under operational pressure.

This factor is not yet codified in regulation —but it is already decisive in practice.

Accountability as a governance maturity signal

Organizations demonstrating higher effective
governance readiness tend to exhibit:

predefined decision authority models
clear escalation and intervention thresholds
alignment between governance systems and
leadership responsibility
capacity for independent judgment under
regulatory and reputational risk

Where these elements are absent, governance
remains reactive —
regardless of tooling, documentation, or formal
compliance.

November 2025 establishes the baseline for the ASGR 2.0 cycle — 
where governance readiness is no longer measured by principles alone, but by the infrastructure that sustains trust.

5

Accountability as a Readiness Indicator

When accountability becomes critical

ASGR signals show accountability pressure peaks when:
AI incidents require immediate response
audit findings trigger escalation
regulatory interpretations diverge across jurisdictions
automated or agentic systems behave unexpectedly

In these situations:
governance cannot rely on abstraction
decisions must be taken without full certainty
responsibility becomes attributable

Governance maturity is tested not by preparation,
but by response under pressure.

Forward signal for 2026
AI governance maturity will no longer be judged by how well systems are designed —
but by how clearly responsibility is defined when systems are tested.

Implications for governance benchmarking

The ASGR 2026 Outlook suggests that
accountability is emerging as a latent readiness
indicator:

not yet formally measured
not easily standardized
but increasingly decisive for governance
outcomes

As AI governance continues to operationalize,
future readiness assessments will need to consider
how institutions integrate decision authority,
escalation, and responsibility
into their governance architectures.
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What Breaks First

AI Governance Failure Patterns under Pressure (ASGR 2026)

ASGR data shows that AI governance does not fail due to missing regulation.
It fails at predictable operational stress points.

2026 Readiness Signal

AI governance maturity will be judged by:
clarity of responsibility
decisiveness under uncertainty
performance under pressure

Infrastructure enables governance.
Accountability determines whether it holds. 5

1. Incident Escalation

Trigger: AI incidents, security events,
reputational exposure
Breaks first: unclear decision authority
Signal: response delays, ad-hoc
coordination, post-incident accountability
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2. Audit & Regulatory Findings

Trigger: audits, supervisory reviews
Breaks first: demonstrability of
governance
Signal: policies exist, evidence fails under
scrutiny

3. Agentic AI Drift

Trigger: autonomous or semi-autonomous
behavior
Breaks first: human intervention
thresholds
Signal: delayed intervention, unclear
responsibility for machine decisions

4. Cross-Border Conflict

Trigger: divergent regulatory
interpretations
Breaks first: unified governance logic
Signal: fragmented implementations,
decision paralysis

Common Failure Pattern

Across all cases, governance fails not
because tools or frameworks are missing —
but because decision authority and
accountability are not predefined.

Governance fails at the moment of
decision, not design.



Who This Signal Is For
Interpreting the ASGR Outlook 2026

The ASGR Outlook 2026 is not a prescription.
It is a readiness signal.

It does not tell organizations what to do —
it clarifies who must interpret and act on governance readiness when pressure arises.

5

Board Level

Primary lens: Accountability & liability
What the signal indicates:

AI governance readiness is now a
board-relevant risk factor
Failures will increasingly be attributed
to named oversight and decision roles
Governance can no longer be delegated
solely to policy or technical functions

Orientation:
Boards must understand whether
governance structures hold under
escalation, audit, and incident pressure.
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C-Suite & Executive Leadership

Primary lens: Operational control &
decision authority
What the signal indicates:

Governance must function inside
operations, not alongside them
Regulatory ambiguity is a constant —
not a temporary phase
Executive decision authority becomes
visible during governance stress
events

Orientation:
Executives are judged by whether
governance enables decisive action under
uncertainty.

Regulators & Supervisory Bodies

Primary lens: Enforceability & execution
capacity
What the signal indicates:

Regulation alone does not ensure
governance outcomes
Enforcement capacity and
institutional execution determine
effectiveness
Infrastructure readiness increasingly
differentiates compliant from fragile
actors

Orientation:
Supervision shifts from policy adequacy
to operational demonstrability.

Risk, Compliance & Governance Leads

Primary lens: Auditability & escalation
readiness
What the signal indicates:

Documentation is no longer sufficient
without executable controls
Governance maturity is tested during
audits, incidents, and cross-border
conflicts
Escalation paths and intervention
thresholds must be operationally
defined

Orientation:
Governance readiness is proven when
controls remain coherent under pressure,
not during steady state.

Common Interpretation Across Roles

Across all reader roles, the ASGR signal
converges on one insight:
AI governance maturity is no longer defined
by intent, policy, or design —
but by who holds responsibility and how
decisively it is exercised when systems are
tested.

The ASGR does not assign responsibility.
It reveals where responsibility already exists
— and where it becomes unavoidable.



ASGR Sector Snapshots
Sector Readiness Signals entering 2026

The sectoral ASGR scores apply the same systemic evaluation logic used in the global index across five critical domains.
Each score reflects infrastructure-based AI governance readiness — not intent or policy maturity.

Entering 2026, the data shows a growing divide between sectors able to operationalize governance and those constrained by institutional capacity.

Sector gap signal The ASGR confirms a structural divide entering 2026:
Sectors with permanent audit pressure and certification pathways accelerate
Sectors dependent on fragmented oversight and limited capacity fall behind

Full Deep Dive Reports with benchmarks and action maps available upon request. 5

❤️ 
Healthcare 61.0 (↓)

⚡ 
Energy 62.0 (↑)

Governance leader under continuous audit pressure

Finance remains the most governance-ready sector globally.
Auditability, certification, and risk disclosure are increasingly
embedded into core operations.

2026 Signal:
Governance is no longer a compliance layer — it is part of
financial infrastructure.

📈 
Finance  69.0 (↑)

Infrastructure-driven governance acceleration

Energy governance matures through resilience, reliability, and
critical-infrastructure controls.
Agentic AI and automation increase the need for real-time
governance mechanisms.

2026 Signal:
Operational reliability drives governance maturity faster than
regulation.

High adoption, limited governance capacity

Healthcare continues to face governance overload.
AI deployment outpaces auditability, data governance, and
institutional oversight capacity.

2026 Signal:
Without scalable governance infrastructure, healthcare
readiness will stall.
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ASGR Sector Snapshots
Education & Government — Readiness Signals entering 2026

The sectoral ASGR scores apply the same systemic evaluation logic used in the global index.
Each score reflects infrastructure-based AI governance readiness, not policy ambition.

Entering 2026, Education and Government illustrate two fundamentally different governance dynamics.

Sector contrast signal - ASGR highlights a core 2026 tension:
Education builds capacity before enforcement
Government regulates faster than it can implement

This imbalance will shape global governance effectiveness over the next cycle.

Full Deep Dive Reports with benchmarks and action maps available upon request.
7

Capacity building as a governance accelerator
Education shows the strongest structural improvement
across all sectors.
AI governance maturity increases through literacy, ethics,
and competence-building infrastructures rather than
regulation alone.

2026 Signal:
Education becomes the long-term stabilizer of global AI
governance capacity.

🎓 
Education 62.0 (↑)

🏛 
Government  66.0 (↓)
High ambition, limited execution capacity
Government readiness remains constrained by
fragmented implementation, uneven enforcement, and
limited operational capacity — despite expanding national
AI strategies.

2026 Signal:
Without executable governance infrastructure, public-
sector leadership will lag behind AI reality.
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ASGR Score Comparison 

8

From Policy Readiness to Infrastructure Baseline

The ASGR score development from July to November 2025 illustrates not linear maturity growth,
but a fundamental shift in measurement logic.

The sharp increase in October 2025 marks the transition from ASGR 1.0 (policy-based readiness) to
ASGR 2.0 (infrastructure-based readiness).

What this comparison actually shows
July–September 2025 reflect an early, policy-oriented index
October 2025 establishes the new global baseline under ASGR 2.0
November 2025 confirms the first stable measurement cycle on this baseline

The score progression therefore represents a recalibration of governance measurement, not a sudden real-world governance surge.

Strategic relevance entering 2026
66–67 / 100 is the global infrastructure readiness baseline for
2026

All future ASGR movements will be measured from this level

Governance maturity is now assessed by:
auditability
certification evidence
operational controls
decision traceability
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Conclusion - What the Data Makes Clear

ASGR 2026 — What the Data Makes Clear

AI governance is no longer just discussed.
It is becoming operational.

The ASGR global readiness level of 67 / 100 marks the starting point for 2026.
It reflects a structural shift from policy-based governance toward infrastructure-led, auditable, and accountable AI governance.

Across sectors and jurisdictions, governance maturity is no longer defined by intent, principles, or declarations — but by the ability to build, operate, audit,
and enforce governance at scale.

The data confirms a clear pattern:
Where governance is embedded into systems, readiness accelerates
Where governance remains symbolic or fragmented, risk compounds
Trust, accountability, and enforcement remain the limiting factors

The implication for 2026 is unambiguous:
AI governance will succeed only where it functions under real operational pressure.

9

ASGR exists to measure this reality.
AIGN OS exists to make it achievable.
AIGN Circle exists to ensure accountable leadership when governance becomes personal.

Final signal
Governance maturity is no longer about what organizations say.
It is about what their systems can prove.
Only unified, certifiable governance architectures can close the gap between AI innovation and institutional control.
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This is your signal.

ASGR exists to measure reality.
AIGN OS exists to make governance operational.
AIGN Circle exists to ensure accountable leadership when governance becomes personal.

Only AIGN.
Only through the Operating System for Responsible AI Governance.
👉 www.aign.global

Work with AIGN
Adopt AIGN OS as your governance infrastructure
Certify with a Trust Label™
Benchmark yourorganization, sector, or country via ASGR
Engage governance-ready leaders through AIGN Circle
Request license or partnership

Full Deep Dive Reports with benchmarks and action maps available upon request.“
11
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What Leaders Should Take from the ASGR Outlook 2026

The ASGR Outlook 2026 is not a forecast.
It is a readiness signal.

Readers should take away five implications:

1.AI governance maturity can now be measured — and compared
2. Infrastructure readiness has replaced policy intent as the core benchmark
3.Regulatory ambiguity will persist and must be governed operationally
4.Accountability failures, not technical gaps, drive most governance breakdowns
5.Responsibility must be defined before governance is tested under pressure

The ASGR does not prescribe solutions.
It defines what responsible readiness looks like.

What organizations do with this signal
is now a matter of leadership.

http://www.aign.global/

