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Background

- July 21, 2026: Swarm of agents found 
exploits to break out of sandbox and 
hack Hugging Face during internal 
evaluations at OpenAI

- Subsequent frenzy of media coverage, 
advocacy group activity, politician 
responses, additional similar incidents 
reported, etc.

https://openai.com/index/hugging-fac
e-model-evaluation-security-incident/ 

https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-model-evaluation-security-incident/
https://openai.com/index/hugging-face-model-evaluation-security-incident/


Research Goals

1. What concrete political responses occurred afterward?
2. What groups channelled the events into those responses?
3. Which resulting policy asks are most politically feasible despite skepticism?
4. Which messaging strategies were most effective, judged by citation in political 

documents?
5. What updates did the episode cause that were not already underway?
6. What prompts the public to take political action?
7. What ought to be done going forward?



Political Responses

- Range of bills from Congress, 
mostly already underway and 
given a new peg

- White House has not visibly 
changed their strategy, but had 
hearings with Sam Altman

- Several letters from Congress to 
AI companies and the White 
House

- Most notable result thus far is 
Sen. Josh Hawley’s investigation 
into OpenAI’s incidents (Sep. 10, 
2026)

Table 1

https://www.hawley.senate.gov/chairman-hawley-launches-investigation-into-openai-for-hacking-existential-risk-of-ai-products/


Messaging/Groups that Channeled Political Responses?

- As judged by the sorts of info politicians cite in 
their press releases, interviews, or social 
media posts for justifying their AI risk concern 
or their support for a particular bill:

- Major news outlets
- Advocacy groups (AIPN, Alliance for Secure 

AI, ARI, ControlAI, etc.)
- Subsequent Coxon and Hubinger tweets, and 

resulting media frenzy
- Some coverage of collusion.wiki, METR report
- Pacing The Frontier letter got surprisingly little 

political attention (from what I could find)
- Political messaging tended to focus on it being an 

unprecedented early loss-of-control demonstration, 
that it took OpenAI a while to detect, that it had a real 
victim

- Coxon Tweet got a ton of attention for focusing on 
extinction risk, and Hubinger for saying it was >10% 
in the next decade

https://x.com/hilbertspaess/status/2097476196791709843 

https://www.pacingthefrontier.com/
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How did Politicians Actually Update?

- White House has not updated; still 
avoiding regulation from concerns of 
losing the “AI race” to China

- In Congress, mostly gave members 
already concerned by AI risk additional 
grounds on which to justify their 
proposals, or increased intensity/focus on 
AI risk

- Far more explicit discussion of extinction 
risk after Coxon tweet frenzy (see: 
https://theaipn.org/issue/quotes/)

- Mostly just made AI risk a far more salient 
issue (especially Coxon tweets)

https://www.nytimes.com/2026/09/13
/us/politics/obama-democrats-ai.html 
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What prompts public political action?

- Was hardly able to investigate this
- A screenshot of PauseAI UK’s 

sign-up statistics after the Coxon 
tweet and media frenzy was posted 
10 September 2026 without a 
labeled Y-axis

- Also following the Coxon tweet 
frenzy, IABIED saw a spike in sales

https://www.lesswrong.com/posts/can
nX863Qu4FGMjep/jennas-s-shortfor
m?commentId=3GtttPDuHv94F6yzD 
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Justification of Political Asks Despite Skepticism

- Many US politicians (mostly White House and some GOP Congress 
members) remain skeptical of stronger asks because China

- So, advocates can use skeptic-robust strategies to take what they can get
- Most justified are bills like AI Incident Reporting Act, AI Kill Switch Act
- Global pacing/pausing agreements remain a hard sell due to defection concerns
- Solution is to push for committing to what we can verify and what isn’t particularly 

costly now, and invest in stronger verification for later



Conclusion

- The OpenAI-Hugging Face and related incidents raised political salience and 
news coverage of AI risk, gave advocates far more grounds for justification of 
their proposals

- More details, and practical artifacts and takeaways for advocates can be 
found in the report (especially its appendices): 
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1Iyzge0BYVKSY-CZf6yXbhiChyl8D4pu-
GD-iMay1fHo/edit?usp=sharing 
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