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The boom is real.
Following the money is
harder.

T HE OCTOBER 2026 technology
earnings season offered one of
the most impressive demon-
strations of growth the industry

has seen. Alphabet reported Google
Cloud revenue more than doubling year
over year. Microsoft continued expand-
ing Azure at an extraordinary rate while
accumulating hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in commercial commitments.
NVIDIA’s data center business reached
revenue levels that would have seemed
unimaginable only a few years ago.
Oracle, Amazon, Meta and the emerg-
ing generation of specialized AI cloud
providers continued investing enormous
sums in the infrastructure required to
support artificial intelligence.

There are legitimate reasons for the
optimism surrounding these results. AI is
moving into production environments,
inference workloads are expanding, and
businesses are discovering applications
that were either impractical or impossi-
ble with earlier generations of technol-
ogy. The demand for computing power
is substantial, and the physical infra-
structure needed to satisfy it takes years
to plan, finance and construct.
Companies that believe AI will become
a foundational technology have little
choice but to make significant invest-

ments before all the future demand is
visible.

The financial relationships supporting
that expansion, however, deserve con-
siderably more scrutiny than they have
received. Many of the industry’s largest
participants operate simultaneously as
suppliers, customers, investors and fi-
nancing partners. Microsoft has invested
heavily in OpenAI while generating sub-
stantial commercial revenue from its re-
lationship with the company. NVIDIA
sells infrastructure to AI cloud providers
while also committing to purchase ser-
vices from some of those providers, in-
vesting in the ecosystem and supporting
infrastructure financing. Oracle uses cus-
tomer prepayments, vendor financing
and other arrangements to support its
capacity expansion. Specialized cloud
providers are building rapidly against
large contractual commitments, often
supported by debt and concentrated
customer relationships.

These transactions are not inherently
questionable. Strategic investments,
customer financing and long-term pur-
chasing arrangements have supported
major technology transitions for
decades. The difficulty emerges when
financial activity from different stages of
the same economic chain is aggregated

into an apparent measure of AI de-
mand. Equipment sales, cloud service
revenue, capital expenditures, equity in-
vestments and future contractual com-
mitments are different financial cate-
gories. Each can be accurately reported
while contributing to an inflated impres-
sion of the amount of independent pur-
chasing power entering the AI economy.

Our examination finds that the indus-
try has substantial, growing demand
from enterprises and consumers, but
publicly available disclosures do not es-
tablish how much of the enormous fi-
nancial activity surrounding AI infra-
structure ultimately depends on inde-
pendently generated customer revenue.
The problem is particularly acute where
strategic investors are also major cus-
tomers or suppliers, and where substan-
tial future commitments depend on
businesses that have not yet demon-
strated sustainable profitability.

The risks are not distributed evenly.
Diversified hyperscalers have estab-
lished businesses capable of generating
enormous amounts of cash, while spe-
cialized infrastructure providers often
depend more directly on customer con-
centration, favorable borrowing condi-
tions and the economic life of expensive
computing equipment. These

T E C H S T R O N G  S P E C I A L  R E P O R T E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

03 T H E  A I  M O N E Y - G O - R O U N D  ·  O C T O B E R  2 0 2 6



differences could become increasingly
important if infrastructure capacity
grows faster than the market’s ability to
use it profitably.

The evidence does not establish that
the AI boom is artificial, nor does it sup-
port a definitive estimate of recycled in-

dustry capital. It does establish a finan-
cial system whose participants are be-
coming increasingly dependent on one
another and whose headline growth fig-
ures provide an incomplete picture of
underlying demand.

AI may fulfill its enormous technologi-
cal promise while some of the invest-
ments supporting its expansion produce
disappointing financial returns.
Understanding that possibility requires
looking beyond the earnings headlines
and following the money.

Publicly available disclosures do not establish how
much of the enormous financial activity surrounding AI
infrastructure ultimately depends on independently
generated customer revenue.

“

T H E  S E A S O N  I N  E I G H T  N U M B E R S

Growth, spending and the ties between them

$127.6B
Alphabet Q3 revenue, up 25%

$30.7B
Google Cloud revenue, more
than doubling

+48%
Azure revenue growth, fiscal
Q1 2027

$96.2B
NVIDIA quarterly revenue;
$89.0B from Data Center

$51.4B
Alphabet quarterly capital
expenditures

$34.9B
Meta quarterly capex incl.
finance-lease principal

$24.1B
Microsoft FY2026 revenue
from OpenAI arrangements

$104B
CoreWeave revenue backlog,
June 30, 2026

Sources: company reports and filings; see Notes and sources. Figures describe different measures and periods and should not be added together.
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The Greatest
Growth Story in
Technology

October’s earnings season delivered extraordinary results —
and record bills for the infrastructure behind them.
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T
A remarkable earnings season

HERE IS NO reason to diminish
what the technology industry
reported during October.
Alphabet, Microsoft and other

major technology companies delivered
results that would have been considered
extraordinary at almost any point in
their histories, and the accelerating de-
mand for cloud computing and AI infra-
structure has become a defining feature
of the current investment cycle.

Alphabet’s third-quarter revenue
reached approximately $127.6 billion, an
increase of 25% from the previous year.
Google Cloud reported $30.7 billion in
revenue, more than doubling year over
year, while operating income for the
cloud segment reached approximately

$11.1 billion.1,2 The growth suggests that
Google’s investments in infrastructure, AI
models and its broader cloud platform
are creating substantial commercial
momentum. It also provides evidence
that Google Cloud is already capable of
generating meaningful operating profits
rather than merely promising them at
some unspecified point in the future.

Microsoft’s fiscal first-quarter results
were similarly impressive. Revenue in-
creased 19% to approximately $92.3 bil-
lion, with Microsoft Cloud generating
$63.9 billion and Azure revenue growing
48%. Commercial remaining perfor-
mance obligations reached $677 billion,
giving the company considerable con-

tractual visibility into future business.3

Microsoft’s broad enterprise relation-
ships, established software franchises
and significant cash generation make its
position particularly strong. Unlike many
newer AI infrastructure companies,
Microsoft can support much of its ex-
pansion through the cash produced by
businesses that were highly profitable
long before the current AI boom.

NVIDIA’s performance illustrates the
extraordinary economics available to
suppliers positioned at the center of a
major technology investment cycle. Its
most recently reported quarterly rev-
enue reached $96.2 billion, more than
double the comparable period a year
earlier, with approximately $89 billion

generated by its Data Center business.4

The company’s operating profitability is
remarkable, reflecting both enormous

demand for its products and its ability to
capture a substantial portion of the eco-
nomic value associated with AI infra-
structure construction. NVIDIA is benefit-
ing from a market in which customers
have strong incentives to secure com-
puting capacity before they can be cer-
tain how much they will ultimately need.

The broader market reinforces the
picture. Amazon’s most recently avail-
able AWS results showed revenue grow-

ing 37% to $42.2 billion,5 demonstrating
that the largest established cloud
provider continues to benefit from in-
creasing demand. Oracle has reported
exceptional infrastructure cloud growth
and increasingly ambitious revenue tar-
gets, while Meta continues using AI to
improve the economics of its advertising
business even as it invests heavily in in-
frastructure and model development.

Specialized AI cloud providers are
participating in the same expansion.
CoreWeave and Nebius have reported
rapid growth as customers seek access
to accelerated computing infrastructure
without constructing every data center
themselves. These businesses serve an
important function in an industry where

E X H I B I T  1 The AI engines are growing at very different speeds

0% 25% 50% 75% 100% 125%

Y E A R - O V E R - Y E A R  G R O W T H  →

Azure +48%
revenue not disclosed

$63.9B

MICRO SOFT CLOUD
+30% · Fiscal Q1 2027

$42.2B

AWS
+37% · Q2 2026, latest available

$30.7B

GOOGLE CLOUD
more than doubled · Q3 2026

$89.0B

N VIDIA DATA CE NTE R
+117% · Q2 fiscal 2027

B U B B L E  A R E A  =  Q U A R T E R LY  S E GM E N T  R E V E N U E

Sources: Microsoft; Amazon; Alphabet; NVIDIA. Latest reported quarter for each segment; periods differ. Notes 1,3,4,5.
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demand for advanced GPUs, power and
network capacity can exceed what tra-
ditional cloud providers are prepared to
deliver on short notice.

Taken together, the results provide
substantial evidence of an expanding
market. They also demonstrate that
companies with very different business
models can participate in the AI invest-
ment cycle simultaneously. A chip sup-
plier, a cloud operator, an enterprise
software company and an AI model de-
veloper can all experience rapid growth
as a result of the same underlying tech-
nology transition. Their financial results,
however, should not be interpreted as
equivalent measures of the market’s
economic maturity.

The cost of building ahead of
demand

The infrastructure required to support
this growth is expensive, and the
industry’s capital expenditure figures are
beginning to attract almost as much at-
tention as its revenues. Alphabet re-
ported approximately $51.4 billion in
capital expenditures for the quarter, ex-
ceeding operating cash flow and pro-
ducing negative free cash flow of

roughly $9.1 billion.1 Meta’s quarterly
capital expenditures, including finance
lease principal payments, reached ap-
proximately $34.9 billion, while its re-

ported free cash flow turned negative.6

Microsoft offers a useful contrast. It
generated approximately $58 billion in
operating cash flow and spent roughly
$39.4 billion in cash on property and
equipment, leaving substantial positive
free cash flow even after its infrastruc-

ture investments.3 The company’s ability
to generate cash from established busi-
nesses provides considerable flexibility,
allowing it to pursue long-term invest-
ments without depending entirely on the
immediate profitability of newly installed
AI capacity.

These figures should be interpreted
in context. Capital expenditures are not
ordinary operating expenses, and nega-
tive free cash flow during a major in-

vestment cycle does not automatically
indicate financial distress. Data centers,
electrical systems, networking infra-
structure and computing equipment are
intended to support future economic
activity over multiple years. Some assets
will remain useful through several gener-
ations of AI hardware, while others will
require more frequent replacement. The
relevant financial question is whether
those assets generate sufficient returns
over their economic lives to compensate
for their purchase, operation and
financing.

There is a credible argument that the
industry must build aggressively be-
cause the alternative could be worse.
Data centers take years to plan and
construct, grid connections can face
substantial delays, and the most ad-
vanced AI systems require tightly inte-
grated computing, networking and cool-
ing environments. If demand continues
increasing at anything approaching its
recent pace, companies that fail to in-
vest today may find themselves unable
to meet customer requirements
tomorrow.

The rapid improvement in model ef-
ficiency also complicates predictions of
future demand. More efficient inference
can reduce the cost of individual tasks,

“Their financial results
should not be interpreted
as equivalent measures
of the market’s economic
maturity.

E X H I B I T  2 Cash in, cash out: the cost of building ahead of demand

$0B $10B $20B $30B $40B $50B $60B

ALPHABET
Q3 2026

OCF $42.3B CAPEX $51.4B

−$9.1B free cash flow

MICROSOFT
FQ1 2027

OCF $58.0BCAPEX $39.4B

+$18.6B OCF less cash PP&E

META
Q3 2026

CAPEX $34.9B

Free cash flow turned negative

O P E RAT I N G  CAS H  F LOW CA P I TA L  E X P E N D I T U R E S S P E N D I N G  E XC E E D S  CAS H  G E N E RAT E D CAS H  L E F T  OV E R

Alphabet operating cash flow implied from reported capex and free cash flow. Meta capex includes finance-lease principal. Notes 1,3,6.
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but it can also make AI practical for ap-
plications that would previously have
been uneconomic. Lower prices may in-
crease total consumption as developers
incorporate AI into more products, ser-
vices and business processes. This is an
important part of the investment thesis
and one reason that judging future in-
frastructure requirements solely from
today’s usage would be shortsighted.

The case for investment ahead of
demand is therefore substantial. What
the earnings releases cannot establish
by themselves is whether the amount
being invested, the financing structures
supporting those investments and the
future revenues expected from them will
ultimately produce attractive returns
across the entire ecosystem.

Several different businesses,
one investment cycle
The financial differences among AI
companies become clearer when we
distinguish the businesses involved.

NVIDIA sells the equipment and systems
needed to construct AI infrastructure.
Hyperscalers operate large cloud plat-
forms, combining traditional workloads
with AI training, inference and related
services. Specialized AI clouds concen-
trate more directly on accelerated com-
puting infrastructure. Model developers
purchase large amounts of compute to
train and operate their systems, while
application providers attempt to con-
vert those capabilities into products cus-
tomers will pay to use.

Each layer can recognize revenue as
transactions occur, and each can report
growth from its own position in the sup-
ply chain. A model developer’s decision
to expand its computing requirements
can create business for a cloud provider,
which may purchase additional NVIDIA
equipment and networking infrastruc-
ture. The economic activity is legitimate,
but the resulting revenues are con-
nected to a common underlying source
of demand.

The distinction becomes even more
important when strategic financing is in-
troduced. A technology company may
invest in a model developer that subse-
quently purchases its cloud services. An
infrastructure supplier may invest in a
cloud operator that buys its equipment.
A large customer may provide a pre-
payment that helps a provider finance
the infrastructure required to deliver fu-
ture services.

Such arrangements can make con-
siderable commercial sense, but they
also blur the lines between indepen-
dently generated demand and activity
supported by financing within the eco-
system. When industry forecasts aggre-
gate these different financial measures,
the risk is that the resulting numbers
convey more certainty about the size of
the ultimate market than the underlying
evidence supports.

That is the part of the AI financial
story the earnings celebrations tend to
leave out.

E X H I B I T  3 Several different businesses, one investment cycle

END CUSTOMERS

APPLICATION PROVIDERS

MODEL DEVELOPERS

HYPERSCALERS + SPECIALIZED AI CLOUDS

EQUIPMENT SUPPLIERS

PAYME N T S  F LOW  D OWN

Each layer recognizes
its own revenue from
the same underlying
source of demand.

ST RAT E G I C
F I N AN CI N G

Suppliers and
clouds invest in
the customers
who buy from
them.

Arrows are schematic. Layers can be one company playing several roles.

Techstrong schematic of the AI value chain described in this report.
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P A R T  T W O

Follow the Money
Suppliers, customers, investors and lenders are increasingly
the same companies. That changes how to read their results.
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T
The emergence of a
financially interconnected
ecosystem

HE TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY

has a long history of using
strategic investments and
commercial partnerships to

accelerate adoption. Hardware manu-
facturers have financed equipment pur-
chases, software companies have in-
vested in developers, and platform
providers have offered incentives to
companies building applications for their
ecosystems. These arrangements can
reduce the financial barriers associated
with adopting new technologies and
create markets that might otherwise
develop more slowly.

AI is taking these practices to an en-
tirely different scale. Building a competi-
tive frontier model requires substantial
computing resources, while constructing
the infrastructure that provides those
resources requires enormous invest-
ments in equipment, facilities, electrical
capacity and networking. The demand
for capital is so large that traditional
boundaries between supplier, customer
and financial sponsor are increasingly
difficult to maintain.

For the companies involved, these re-
lationships can provide important
strategic benefits. Equipment suppliers
secure customers and influence infra-
structure architecture. Cloud providers
attract major workloads. Model devel-
opers gain access to capital and com-
puting resources. Investors participate in
potential future growth, while lenders
gain confidence from long-term con-
tractual commitments.

The arrangements can also create a
network in which the financial perfor-
mance of one participant affects the
apparent strength of several others. The
difficulty for outside observers is deter-
mining how much of that strength origi-
nates with independent customers pur-

chasing valuable products and services,
and how much depends on the contin-
ued availability of financing among
participants.

Microsoft’s relationship with OpenAI
provides an unusually clear example.

Microsoft and OpenAI:
Investment meets commercial
revenue
Microsoft’s fiscal 2026 annual report dis-
closed approximately $11.9 billion in
funding provided against $13 billion in in-
vestment commitments related to
OpenAI as of June 30, 2026. It also dis-
closed approximately $24.1 billion in rev-
enue from commercial arrangements
with OpenAI during the fiscal year, in-
cluding revenue-sharing payments,
along with $6 billion in receivables from
OpenAI at year-end. Microsoft reported
holding an approximately 25% interest in
OpenAI on an as-converted basis under

its relevant investment arrangement.7

The amounts are significant, but their
meaning requires careful consideration.
Microsoft’s investment represents capi-
tal provided in exchange for an eco-
nomic interest. Its commercial revenue
arises from contractual arrangements
that include different services and pay-
ment obligations. Receivables represent
amounts owed under applicable ac-
counting rules. These figures are related
to the same strategic relationship, but
they are not interchangeable, and the fi-
nancial statements do not establish
which specific investment dollars funded
particular commercial payments.

It would therefore be inappropriate
to subtract the investment from
Microsoft’s revenue and describe the re-
mainder as independent demand. That
calculation would impose a relationship
on the figures that the disclosures do not
support. Equally, there is no basis for dis-
missing the commercial revenue as ficti-
tious simply because Microsoft has in-

vested in OpenAI. The companies have
a substantial business relationship in-
volving real products, services and fi-
nancial obligations.

The importance of the disclosure lies
elsewhere. Microsoft is simultaneously a
major strategic investor and a recipient
of significant commercial revenue from
a company whose operations require
extraordinary computing resources.
OpenAI’s ability to sustain and expand
its purchasing depends ultimately on its
own commercial success, access to fi-
nancing and strategic relationships.
Microsoft’s investment position therefore
creates an economic relationship with
the customer that extends beyond an
ordinary arms-length cloud contract.

The same relationship can be de-
scribed through several legitimate finan-
cial measures: equity investment, cloud-
related commercial revenue, revenue-
sharing payments, receivables and fu-
ture business commitments. Each pro-
vides useful information, but none inde-
pendently establishes the amount of
revenue ultimately generated by cus-
tomers outside the relationship.

Microsoft has substantial financial re-
sources and a diversified business, mak-
ing it well positioned to manage such
exposure. Its commercial relationship
with OpenAI may become one of the
most successful strategic partnerships in
technology history. Nevertheless, the

“Each measure provides
useful information, but
none independently
establishes the revenue
ultimately generated by
customers outside the
relationship.
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S I D E B A R  AThe AI Money-Go-Round,
Explained
When suppliers, customers and investors become the same companies

equity fundingequity funding

cloud commitmentscloud commitments
equipment purchasesequipment purchasesGPU ordersGPU orders

capacity purchase commitmentscapacity purchase commitments
strategic investmentstrategic investment

investments, guaranteesinvestments, guarantees

debt + equipmentdebt + equipment
financingfinancing

INVESTORS & LENDERS
Equity, debt, project finance

MODEL DEVELOPERS
OpenAI, Anthropic and peers

HYPERSCALERS
Microsoft, Google, Amazon, Oracle

SPECIALIZED AI  CLOUDS
CoreWeave, Nebius

EQUIPMENT SUPPLIERS
NVIDIA and system makers

H O W  M U C H
C O M E S  F R O M

O U T S I D E ?

E N D  C U STOME R S

independent
customer revenue

Capital / financing

Commercial revenue

Commitments, guarantees

The financial relationships supporting
today’s AI infrastructure boom resemble
arrangements that have existed in technol-
ogy for decades, but the scale and com-
plexity have become exceptional. Major
technology companies are investing in
model developers that purchase their cloud
services, financing infrastructure providers
that buy their equipment and contracting
to purchase capacity from companies that
also depend on them as suppliers.

There are practical reasons for these ar-
rangements. AI model developers need
enormous amounts of computing power
before their businesses necessarily gener-
ate enough revenue to fund it.
Infrastructure providers need substantial
upfront capital before facilities become op-
erational, while equipment suppliers benefit
from customers having the financing
needed to deploy their systems. Strategic
investments and long-term purchasing
commitments can help bridge those gaps,

creating infrastructure that might otherwise
take much longer to develop.

The financial complication arises when the
same underlying capital supports several
rounds of commercial activity. An investor
provides funding to a model developer,
which signs a cloud computing agreement,
enabling the cloud provider to purchase
equipment and finance additional capacity.
The original investment may be reflected in
a financing announcement, while the cloud
agreement appears in reported backlog
and the equipment purchase becomes rev-
enue for the supplier. Each transaction rep-
resents a different economic event, yet
public commentary may treat the amounts
as separate evidence of independent AI
demand.

Reciprocal arrangements can make the re-
lationships even harder to interpret. A sup-
plier may invest in a cloud provider, sell the
provider equipment and separately agree
to purchase capacity from it. Such agree-
ments may create commercial efficiencies

and support real customer needs, but they
also make the financial prospects of the
companies more interdependent.

The AI money-go-round is not a claim that
these transactions are fake or improperly
recorded. It describes a financial network in
which capital, contractual commitments
and revenue circulate among companies
that increasingly serve several roles at once.
The key issue is whether enough indepen-
dent demand eventually develops to sup-
port the investments and obligations cre-
ated along the way.

A successful outcome could justify much of
the infrastructure being constructed and
reward the companies that financed it. A
disappointing outcome could leave some
participants with underutilized assets and
obligations that are harder to support than
anticipated. Understanding the difference
requires tracing the sources of money
rather than relying on the combined size of
financial announcements.

T E C H S T R O N G  S P E C I A L  R E P O R T S I D E B A R
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financial disclosures illustrate why ana-
lysts should distinguish revenue earned
from strategically supported counter-
parties from independently funded end-
customer demand when evaluating the
broader AI market.

That distinction is especially impor-
tant when other companies are estab-
lishing similarly complex relationships.

NVIDIA expands beyond
selling the machinery
NVIDIA’s position in the AI economy is
extraordinary. Its products provide a
foundation for much of the industry’s
most demanding computing infrastruc-
ture, giving it considerable influence over
system architecture, networking, soft-
ware and the economics of AI factories.
Its financial success is also among the
strongest evidence that the infrastruc-
ture investment cycle is already produc-
ing enormous returns for at least some
participants.

Yet NVIDIA’s role is expanding be-
yond that of an equipment supplier. Its
July 2026 regulatory filing described ap-
proximately $36 billion in future cloud-

service commitments involving AI infra-
structure partners that purchase NVIDIA

equipment.8 Under these arrangements,
NVIDIA can contract to use computing
capacity supplied by companies whose
infrastructure depends on NVIDIA sys-
tems, with provisions that may allow
third-party customers to use capacity
under specified circumstances.

There are practical reasons for these
agreements. NVIDIA requires substantial
computational capacity for its own re-
search, software development and
model-related activities. Its infrastruc-
ture customers benefit from contractual
demand that can make new projects
easier to finance. Some arrangements
may provide mechanisms for directing
unused capacity toward outside cus-
tomers, potentially improving overall
utilization.

From a financial perspective, how-
ever, the arrangements put NVIDIA on
both sides of related commercial activ-
ity. It may recognize revenue from
equipment sales to an AI cloud provider
while committing to purchase services
from that provider in the future. The

provider can use the expected revenue
from those services as part of its busi-
ness and financing plans, creating a re-
lationship in which NVIDIA’s purchasing
commitments support infrastructure
built with NVIDIA equipment.

NVIDIA’s filing also identified substan-
tial planned equity investment commit-
ments across AI-related businesses and
contingent guarantees associated with

infrastructure development.9 These ar-
rangements do not constitute realized
losses or immediate cash expenditures,
and their contractual details determine
how much exposure ultimately material-
izes. They do establish that NVIDIA is as-
suming a wider financial role across the
AI infrastructure ecosystem than would
be apparent from its hardware sales
alone.

For NVIDIA, the arrangements may
improve the resilience and scale of the
market for its products. Supporting in-
frastructure development can help cus-
tomers bring systems online and make
additional computing capacity available
to the broader industry. There is also a
potential advantage in maintaining

E X H I B I T  4 Microsoft and OpenAI: one relationship, four measures

$13.0B

F U N D I N G  COM MI T T E D
$11.9B funded by June 30, 2026

$24.1B

COM ME RCI AL  RE VE N U E
FY2026, incl. revenue sharing

$6.0B

RE CE I VABL E S
Owed by OpenAI at year-end

~25%

E CO N OMI C  I N T E RE ST
As-converted, equity method

≠ ≠ ≠

C I R C L E  A R E A  P R O P O R T I O N A L  TO  D O L L A R  VA L U E  ·  D O  N OT  N E T  O R  A D D

Source: Microsoft fiscal 2026 Form 10-K. Values as of or for the year ended June 30, 2026. Note 7.
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access to cloud resources and partici-
pating in the growth of businesses that
operate NVIDIA-powered infrastructure.

The financial risk is that the relation-
ships can become mutually dependent.
A customer whose expansion depends
partly on financing commitments or ca-
pacity purchases from NVIDIA may be
more exposed if NVIDIA changes its
strategy, if compute prices decline or if
independent customer demand devel-
ops more slowly than expected. NVIDIA
could face risks through several chan-
nels, including equipment demand, in-
vestment value, purchasing obligations
and contingent guarantees.

These are not the same exposures, and
they should never be combined into a

single unsupported liability figure. But
examining them individually reveals an
important transformation: NVIDIA is be-
coming not only a supplier to the AI in-
frastructure economy, but also one of
the companies helping shape and fi-
nance that economy.

Oracle: Contracted demand
and the cost of delivery
Oracle’s expanding role in AI infrastruc-
ture offers another example of how
commercial demand and financial engi-
neering are becoming increasingly con-
nected. The company has announced

“NVIDIA is becoming not
only a supplier to the AI
infrastructure economy,
but also one of the
companies helping
shape and finance that
economy.

E X H I B I T  5 NVIDIA on both sides of the table

NVIDIA
SUPPLIER · INVESTOR · CUSTOMER

AI CLOUD
PARTNER

SELLS GPUs,  SYSTEMS AND NETWORKING
NVIDIA recognizes equipment revenue

~$36B
IN CLOUD-SERVICE COMMITMENTS NVIDIA HAS MADE

Typically six years · as of July 26, 2026 · shrink as capacity is used Third-party customers
may use the capacity

F O U R  E X P O S U R E  C H A N N E L S ,  K E P T  S E PA R A T E

01 EQUIPMENT DEMAND

Orders from customers who rely
on NVIDIA support

02 INVESTMENT VALUE

Equity stakes across AI
businesses

03 PURCHASE OBLIGATIONS

Cloud capacity NVIDIA has
agreed to buy

04 CONTINGENT GUARANTEES

Payable only if specified
conditions occur

Sources: NVIDIA Form 10-Q for the quarter ended July 26, 2026; CNBC. The channels are different exposures and should not be summed. Notes 8,9.
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substantial customer commitments and
ambitious long-term revenue expecta-
tions, placing cloud infrastructure at the
center of its growth strategy. Its October
28 Investor Day provided additional de-
tail on the financial arrangements in-

tended to support that expansion.10

Oracle described the use of vendor
financing, customer-provided hardware
and customer prepayments to reduce
the amount of upfront cash required for
certain infrastructure projects. These
structures can be commercially sensible
because they align the funding of ca-
pacity with customers that have com-
mitted to using it. A customer seeking
long-term access to computing re-
sources may prefer to help finance ded-
icated infrastructure rather than wait for
a cloud provider to fund and construct
that capacity independently.

The accounting and financial impli-
cations depend on the details of each
arrangement. Equipment purchased di-
rectly by a cloud provider can create
different balance-sheet and cash-flow
effects from equipment supplied by a
customer. Vendor financing can reduce
immediate cash expenditures while cre-
ating future obligations. Prepayments
can provide liquidity before services are
delivered, but they also create commit-
ments that the provider must satisfy.

This makes headline comparisons of
capital expenditures potentially mis-
leading. Two providers can develop sim-
ilar amounts of capacity while assuming
different asset ownership, debt, lease
and payment obligations. The provider
with the lower immediate cash outlay is
not necessarily making a smaller eco-
nomic commitment. Nor does a large
contracted backlog establish the prof-
itability of the infrastructure required to
fulfill it.

Oracle has an established enterprise
business and substantial customer rela-
tionships that differentiate it from newer
infrastructure companies. Its opportunity
is significant, particularly as large AI cus-
tomers seek providers capable of deliv-
ering extensive computing capacity. The
company’s long-term projections never-
theless depend on converting commit-
ments into operating revenue and gen-
erating sufficient cash after the costs of
financing, operating and maintaining the
required infrastructure.

The relevant measure of success will
be the returns produced by those com-
mitments, not merely the total value an-
nounced when agreements are signed.

The neoclouds and the
changing financing model
Specialized AI cloud providers occupy
an important position between hard-
ware suppliers and the model develop-
ers or enterprises that require comput-
ing capacity. CoreWeave and Nebius
have expanded rapidly because they
offer access to advanced infrastructure
without requiring every customer to
build and operate its own facilities. Their
growth demonstrates that there is a
market for specialized computing ser-
vices beyond the traditional hyperscaler
model.

Unlike the largest cloud companies,
however, specialized providers generally
lack equally large portfolios of estab-
lished businesses producing cash inde-
pendently of AI infrastructure. Their ex-
pansion can therefore depend more di-
rectly on borrowing, equipment financ-
ing, equity issuance, customer commit-
ments and the continuing commercial
attractiveness of the hardware they
operate.

CoreWeave illustrates both the op-
portunity and the risk. Its substantial rev-

enue growth and long-term customer
commitments provide evidence of
strong demand, while its financing costs,
customer concentration and infrastruc-
ture spending demonstrate the capital
intensity of the business. A large backlog
can make it easier to finance capacity,
but the quality of the backlog depends
on the financial condition of the cus-
tomers, the terms of the agreements
and the provider’s ability to deliver ser-
vices profitably.

When infrastructure providers de-
pend on a small number of exception-
ally large customers, the financial condi-
tion of those customers becomes cen-
tral to understanding the provider’s risk.
A contract with a well-funded AI devel-
oper can support significant investment,
but the developer’s funding may itself
depend on strategic investments and
future revenue expectations. The result-
ing chain creates several businesses
whose commercial prospects are con-
nected to the same ultimate economic
assumptions.

This does not make the neocloud
model inherently unstable. Specialized
operators may develop important ad-
vantages in infrastructure deployment,
performance optimization, cost man-
agement and customer responsiveness.
Some may become exceptionally valu-
able businesses. The distinction is that
their capital structures and customer
concentration can leave them more
sensitive to changes in demand, financ-
ing conditions and equipment econom-
ics than the largest diversified technol-
ogy companies.

The industry increasingly depends on
these specialized providers to expand
capacity. Understanding how they are
financed has become an essential part
of understanding the economics of AI
itself.
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0303

P A R T  T H R E E

The Same
Dollar,
Several
Times

Financial announcements move through the
AI supply chain. Adding them all together
can make one dollar look like three.

T
What the headlines can conceal

HE POSSIBILITY OF multiple counting becomes
clearer when we consider how financial announce-
ments move through the AI supply chain. Imagine a
hypothetical model developer that raises $10 billion

from investors and commits that funding to future comput-
ing services. The cloud provider receiving the commitment
purchases $7 billion in GPUs, networking systems and related
equipment to construct the necessary infrastructure.
Equipment suppliers recognize revenue as they deliver their
products, while the cloud provider records revenue as it ful-
fills its contract.

A market observer could describe these developments
as $10 billion of investment, $10 billion of cloud commitments
and $7 billion of equipment sales, producing $27 billion in an-
nounced AI-related financial activity. That description would
be accurate only if the categories were clearly identified and
kept separate. It would be misleading to characterize the
combined figure as $27 billion in new, independently funded
AI demand because the transactions are connected to the
original financing and represent different stages of the same
economic process.

Nor would it be correct to claim that the entire $27 billion
is somehow fictitious. The equipment supplier has produced
valuable systems, the cloud operator has invested in infra-
structure, and the model developer has secured the
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E X H I B I T  6 How $10 billion becomes a $27 billion headline

$10B
INVESTORS FUND
a model developer;
recorded as financing

$10B
CLOUD COMMITMENT
Recorded as backlog, then
cloud revenue over time $7B

EQUIPMENT PURCHASES
Recorded as supplier revenue
and cloud capex

Balance of contract: unallocated in this example

$27B
HEADLINE TALLY

$10B
NEW MONEY

Same chain, two tallies

H Y P OT H E T I C A L  E XAM P L E  ·  R I B B O N  W I DT H  P R O P O R T I O N A L  TO  D O L L A R S

Hypothetical example from this report. Each figure is accurate for its own category; adding them overstates new, independently funded demand.

computing services it expects to need.
Different participants contribute prod-
ucts, capital and services that may cre-
ate substantial additional economic
value over time.

The difficulty is that the total value of
the underlying economic activity cannot
be determined by adding every financial
announcement together. A complete
analysis must distinguish financing trans-
actions from purchases, purchases from
future commitments, and the revenues
of intermediate suppliers from the
spending of ultimate customers.

This distinction is familiar in econom-
ics. National income accounting differ-
entiates gross economic output from
value added so that transactions occur-
ring at multiple stages of production do
not create an inflated estimate of total
economic output. Capital investment
also receives specific treatment be-
cause the purchase of a productive as-
set differs from the consumption of an
intermediate input.

The comparison is useful, but it
should not be taken too far. Public com-
panies report revenue under established

accounting standards, and legitimate
revenue at different stages of a supply
chain does not automatically constitute
improper double counting. The problem
arises when industry observers combine
unlike numbers and present the result as
a measure of the market’s size or
maturity.

AI makes that temptation particu-
larly attractive because the figures are
enormous and the boundaries between
infrastructure investment, cloud services,
model development and commercial
applications are still evolving.

When financing and demand
become intertwined
The more consequential issue is not sim-
ply the possibility of counting the same
economic activity more than once. It is
the degree to which financing relation-
ships may be influencing purchasing de-
cisions and supporting revenue growth
within the ecosystem.

A model developer that raises sub-
stantial capital can purchase cloud ser-
vices long before its own customer rev-

enues are sufficient to fund those pur-
chases. The cloud provider can use the
resulting demand to justify infrastructure
investment. The equipment supplier rec-
ognizes revenue from the expansion,
while investors and lenders provide ad-
ditional capital based on expectations
of future growth.

This is a normal feature of venture-
backed technological development, and
it can be enormously productive.
Companies frequently operate at a loss
during periods when they are establish-
ing products, building capacity and ac-
quiring customers. Some of the most
valuable technology businesses followed
precisely that path.

“Both are real commercial
activity. Their
sustainability depends on
different assumptions.
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The financial challenge becomes
more significant as the commitments
grow and the period required to achieve
sustainable profitability lengthens. If the
original customer cannot finance its fu-
ture purchases through operating rev-
enue or continued investment, the con-
sequences can extend far beyond the
customer itself. Infrastructure providers
may face underutilized capacity or con-
tract renegotiations, lenders may re-
assess collateral values, and suppliers
may experience weaker orders.

This is the economic relationship that
deserves investigation. We should not
assume that every transaction involving
strategically invested capital is artificial
demand, but neither should we treat
revenue supported by continued financ-
ing as economically equivalent to rev-
enue generated by profitable end
customers.

Both are real commercial activity.
Their sustainability depends on different
assumptions.

The limits of backlog as
evidence
Backlog has become one of the most
frequently cited indicators of the AI

industry’s future success. Microsoft,
Oracle, CoreWeave and other providers
have reported or announced extraordi-
nary amounts of contracted business,
with some commitments extending
years into the future. These figures can
provide valuable information about cus-
tomer intentions and expected revenue,
particularly in a capital-intensive market
where providers need confidence be-
fore making major infrastructure
investments.

Backlog is not cash already collected,
however, and the amount ultimately re-
alized depends on contract perfor-
mance, timing, customer creditworthi-
ness and applicable terms. Different
companies use different definitions, and
some reported figures include commit-
ments that are not directly comparable
with accounting measures such as re-
maining performance obligations.

A diversified enterprise software
company’s contracted backlog may re-
flect thousands of customers purchasing
multiple products under established ar-
rangements. A specialized infrastructure
provider’s backlog may depend on a rel-
atively small number of customers
agreeing to purchase substantial quanti-

ties of computing capacity over many
years. The headline amounts may be
similar while the underlying risk profiles
differ considerably.

Backlog should be evaluated accord-
ing to how reliably it becomes revenue,
how profitably that revenue can be de-
livered and how much cash the provider
ultimately receives. The size of the com-
mitment is one part of that analysis, but
it cannot substitute for the others.

There is also the possibility that com-
mitments announced by different com-
panies are economically related. A
model provider may contract with a
cloud operator, which finances equip-
ment purchases and maintains its own
agreements with hardware suppliers.
The resulting contractual announce-
ments describe different obligations
within the same chain rather than sepa-
rate pools of final customer demand.

Any attempt to estimate the total
market from these commitments must
account for those relationships or risk
overstating the scale of independently
supported demand.

E X H I B I T  7 Backlog is a promise, not a payment

$677B
COM ME RCI AL  RE MAI N I N G
PE RF OR MAN CE  OBL I GAT I ON

$63.9B
ONE QUARTER OF MICROSOFT CLOUD REVENUE

SAME  H EAD L I N E ,  D I F F E RE N T  RI S K
Equal backlog, spread two ways (illustrative)

T H OU SAN D S  OF  C U STOME RS
Many products, established contracts

A  H AN DF UL  OF  C U STOME RS
Large, multiyear capacity deals

Backlog quality depends on who signed, on what terms, and whether the
provider can deliver the capacity profitably — not on the headline size.

Source: Microsoft fiscal Q1 2027 results (left). Right panel is illustrative. Note 3.
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S I D E B A R  BRevenue, Backlog and Capex
Are Not the Same Thing
Why AI financial headlines require a closer reading

W H E R E  E A C H  N U M B E R  S I T S  I N  T I M E

N O W

←  L O O K S  B AC K L O O K S  A H E A D  →

REVENUE

OPERATING CASH FLOW

CAPEX:  SPENT NOW,  USED FOR YEARS

BACKLOG /  RPO

F I N A N C I N G  &  C O N T I N G E N T

EQUITY +  LOANS

Capital in, not a sale

PREPAYMENTS

Cash now, service owed later

GUARANTEES

Only if conditions are met

The numbers associated with AI infra-
structure have become so large that
nearly every major announcement at-
tracts attention. A company reports tens
of billions in revenue, another announces
hundreds of billions in future commit-
ments, and a third outlines an enormous
capital expenditure program. All three
developments may be significant, but
they describe different economic activi-
ties and cannot be combined into a
meaningful total without understanding
what each measures.

Revenue is recognized when a company
satisfies the applicable requirements for
reporting sales of products or services. It
does not necessarily mean that the cus-
tomer paid cash during the same period,
and it tells us little by itself about the
profitability of the business. Operating in-
come provides another perspective by
reflecting the company’s reported oper-
ating profitability, although it does not di-
rectly measure cash available after infra-
structure spending.

Capital expenditures represent invest-
ments in productive assets such as com-
puting equipment, data centers, net-
working and electrical infrastructure.
These assets are generally expected to
contribute to the business over multiple
years. Operating cash flow measures the
cash generated by business operations,
while free cash flow is commonly calcu-
lated after deducting cash capital ex-
penditures. Different definitions, particu-
larly involving leases and financing struc-
tures, can complicate comparisons
across companies.

Backlog and remaining performance
obligations look forward rather than
backward. They reflect contracted or
otherwise defined future business, not
revenue that has already been earned or
cash that has necessarily been collected.
The amount and timing of eventual rev-
enue depend on contractual provisions,
service delivery and the financial ability
of customers to fulfill their obligations.

Equity investments and loans add an-
other category. They provide financing

rather than payment for products or ser-
vices. Customer prepayments can supply
cash before the related services are de-
livered, while guarantees create potential
financial obligations if specified condi-
tions are met. Each arrangement can be
economically significant without repre-
senting current revenue.

The analytical danger is treating all these
numbers as equivalent evidence of AI
demand. A $10 billion investment, a $10
billion cloud contract and a $7 billion
equipment purchase may be different
stages in the deployment of infrastruc-
ture supported by the same initial financ-
ing. Adding them produces a large figure,
but not a reliable measure of indepen-
dently funded customer spending.

For investors and technology leaders, the
first question should be what each figure
actually represents. Only then can the
numbers help establish the strength and
sustainability of the business behind
them.
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P A R T  F O U R

Who Is Actually
Paying for AI?

Real customers are buying. The hard part is measuring how
much of the money starts with them.
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T
The end-customer market is
developing

HE FINANCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

among major AI companies
would be considerably more
concerning if there were little

evidence of real customers purchasing
AI products and services. Fortunately,
that is not the situation. Enterprises are
spending meaningful amounts on AI ap-
plications, consumers are paying for
subscriptions, and software developers
are incorporating model APIs into prod-
ucts that solve actual business problems.

AI-assisted software development
has become one of the more visible ex-
amples of commercially valuable adop-
tion. Businesses are also deploying AI for
customer service, document analysis,
security operations, data processing,
knowledge retrieval and increasingly so-
phisticated automation. Some applica-
tions remain experimental, but others
have become part of routine production
workflows.

Research firms tracking enterprise
adoption have identified substantial
growth in generative AI spending, in-
cluding purchases of applications, model
access and related services. Consumer

subscriptions and mobile AI applications
provide further evidence that demand
extends beyond infrastructure suppliers
and model developers purchasing ser-
vices from one another.

The difficulty is obtaining a consistent
picture of the entire market. Enterprise
spending surveys often include cate-
gories that overlap with cloud revenues
or software subscriptions. Consumer
payment estimates may omit web pur-
chases and enterprise contracts. Some
AI capabilities are bundled into existing
products, making it difficult to distinguish
new AI revenue from a change in the
features offered under established
subscriptions.

Internal corporate AI deployments
create another complication. A manu-
facturer using AI to improve production
efficiency or a financial services com-
pany reducing processing costs may
generate genuine economic value with-
out producing any identifiable external
AI revenue. The benefits appear through
productivity, expense reductions, im-
proved output or other business mea-
sures rather than a separate payment
to an AI application provider.

This means that independent de-
mand cannot be measured solely by

adding subscription revenues and API
fees. Nor can it be inferred from the to-
tal capital expenditure of the companies
providing the infrastructure.

We need to understand the commer-
cial value being created at the point
where AI is actually used.

Consumption, monetization
and economic value
The AI industry has developed an im-
pressive collection of operational mea-
sures. Companies routinely report token
volumes, active users, API calls, applica-
tions built, model performance, de-
ployed accelerators and available com-
puting capacity. Each measure de-
scribes some part of the industry’s
progress, and many provide legitimate
evidence that adoption is expanding.

These figures are less useful when
they are treated as substitutes for rev-
enue or profitability. Token consumption
may grow rapidly while prices decline,
and active users do not necessarily be-
come paying subscribers. Enterprise de-
ployments can generate substantial us-
age without delivering acceptable fi-
nancial returns, particularly when the
costs of integration,

E X H I B I T  8 Three different ways to size the AI economy

COMPUTE CONSUMED
Tokens, API calls, accelerators

Can surge while prices fall

REVENUE GENERATED
What customers pay providers

Users do not always pay

VALUE RECEIVED
Customer benefit after own costs

Can exceed what was paid

Techstrong schematic. Circle sizes are conceptual and not to scale.
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governance, security and ongoing infer-
ence are included.

The relationship can also work in the
other direction. A relatively small AI ap-
plication may deliver exceptional eco-
nomic value by eliminating expensive
manual processes, improving the accu-
racy of important decisions or allowing
employees to accomplish work that
previously required significantly more
time. Its contribution to enterprise pro-
ductivity may be much greater than the
amount paid to the AI provider.

Consequently, the size of the AI
economy cannot be evaluated through
a single operating metric. We need to
distinguish the amount of computing
being consumed, the revenue being
generated from that consumption and
the value customers receive after ac-
counting for their own costs.

These measures will become in-
creasingly important as inference
grows. Training a frontier model can re-
quire enormous but episodic computing
expenditures. Inference potentially cre-
ates recurring demand as applications
serve customers continuously. The
value of that recurring demand de-

pends on pricing, efficiency, competi-
tive alternatives and the willingness of
users to pay for the services involved.

Continued progress in model effi-
ciency may improve profitability, but it
can also create price competition.
Lower inference costs may encourage
much greater usage, potentially pro-
ducing significant aggregate demand
even as the price of individual compu-
tations falls. Whether that expansion
produces sufficient revenue to justify
the infrastructure already being in-
stalled remains an open financial
question.

Model developers connect
infrastructure to customers
OpenAI, Anthropic and other leading
model developers occupy a particularly
important position in the economic
chain. They are among the largest con-
sumers of advanced AI computing,
while also being responsible for com-
mercializing much of the capability that
creates demand for that computing.

Their operating economics therefore
offer a potential bridge between the

money being spent upstream and the
value being generated downstream.
Revenue from subscriptions, APIs and
enterprise products provides evidence
that customers are purchasing AI capa-
bilities. Spending on training, inference
and infrastructure indicates the cost of
producing those capabilities.

What investors and industry observers
need to understand is how quickly the
first set of figures is catching up with the
second.

The October 2026 Anthropic filing
provides a potentially valuable opportu-
nity to examine a frontier model
developer’s financial position more
closely, including its recognized revenue,
operating expenses, cash flows and

long-term compute commitments.11

Such information can improve our un-
derstanding of the relationship between
rapid commercial growth and the capi-
tal required to maintain a competitive
position.

Any comparison must account for
the timing and terms of the underlying
agreements. Long-term infrastructure

commitments may extend over many
years, while reported revenue describes
a much shorter period. Comparing the
face value of one with the other without
accounting for contract duration would
produce a distorted conclusion.

At the same time, a company cannot
indefinitely support infrastructure com-
mitments through expectations of future
growth alone. Ultimately, commercial
revenue, available financing or some
combination of the two must fund the
obligations as they become due.

The model developers’ ability to build
sustainable businesses is therefore cen-
tral to the financial outlook for the
providers supplying their computing ca-
pacity. If model revenues expand rapidly
and unit economics improve, today’s

“A market can be growing
rapidly while remaining
difficult to measure
accurately.

I N  P L A I N  E N G L I S H

Three ways to
measure the AI
economy

CON S UMPT I ON

How much computing is being used:
tokens processed, API calls, active
users, deployed accelerators.

MON E T I ZAT I ON

The revenue that consumption
actually produces. Token volumes
can soar while prices fall, and active
users are not necessarily paying
subscribers.

E CON OMI C  VALUE

What customers gain after their own
costs of integration, governance,
security and inference. A small
application can create value far
larger than what it pays its AI
provider.

WH Y  I T  MAT T E RS

No single operating metric sizes the
AI economy. Usage, revenue and
value have to be read separately.
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infrastructure commitments may prove
well justified. If growth slows or the cost
of providing services remains too high,
financial pressure could move through
the ecosystem.

The demand bridge we still
cannot see
A useful measure of the AI economy
would trace independent customer pay-
ments through applications and model
providers to the underlying infrastruc-
ture that supports them. It would ac-
count for the value created at each
stage while distinguishing operating rev-

enue from capital investment and fi-
nancing transactions.

Public disclosures do not currently
provide enough consistent information
to construct that measure with confi-
dence. Hyperscalers do not always iden-
tify AI revenue separately from tradi-
tional cloud workloads. Model develop-
ers vary considerably in the information
they disclose. Infrastructure providers
may report capacity and commitments
without enough detail to determine how
much is independently utilized at com-
mercially attractive prices.

The absence of a complete mea-
surement doesn’t establish that the de-
mand is insufficient. Infrastructure can

be built productively ahead of customer
consumption, and some of the most im-
portant benefits of AI may not appear in
provider revenue until new applications
mature.

It does mean that confident claims
about the aggregate financial size of
the AI economy should be treated cau-
tiously, particularly when those claims
combine hardware sales, financing
commitments, cloud revenues and fu-
ture contracts.

A market can be growing rapidly
while remaining difficult to measure ac-
curately. The AI industry appears to be
demonstrating both characteristics.

Whether that expansion produces sufficient revenue to
justify the infrastructure already being installed remains
an open financial question.“

E X H I B I T  9 The demand bridge we still cannot see

Spending surveys
overlap; bundled AI is

hard to isolate

Disclosure varies widely
among model developers

AI revenue not always
split from cloud

Equipment sales are well
reported

END
CUSTOMERS

APPLICATIONS MODEL
DEVELOPERS

CLOUDS CHIPS &
SYSTEMS

Clearly disclosed Partly visible Missing link

Techstrong editorial assessment of public disclosure across the AI value chain, based on the analysis in this report.
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P A R T  F I V E

Who Is
Holding the
Risk?

The same slowdown that a hyperscaler
can absorb could destabilize a specialized
provider built on debt and a few large
customers.

O
The hyperscalers have financial advantages

NE REASON THE AI investment cycle has ex-
panded so quickly is that several of its largest
participants are among the strongest cash-gen-
erating businesses in the world. Microsoft,

Alphabet, Amazon and Meta possess established franchises
capable of producing substantial operating cash flow inde-
pendently of their newest AI investments.

That strength provides important protection against un-
certainty. Microsoft can fund new computing infrastructure
through cash generated across enterprise software and
cloud services. Alphabet benefits from its advertising busi-
nesses while growing Google Cloud. Amazon has estab-
lished commerce and cloud operations, while Meta continues
generating substantial advertising revenue.

Their financial resources allow them to take risks that
would be much more difficult for companies with limited op-
erating histories or concentrated revenue sources. A hyper-
scaler can tolerate an extended period of infrastructure in-
vestment while waiting for demand to mature, and it can
absorb underperforming projects without necessarily jeop-
ardizing its broader business.

The largest companies are not immune to economic mis-
takes. Spending tens or hundreds of billions on infrastructure
that produces disappointing returns could eventually affect
margins, shareholder returns and capital allocation. However,
the consequences would differ substantially from those
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experienced by a highly leveraged
provider whose principal business de-
pends on the infrastructure itself.

This is why the distribution of finan-
cial risk matters as much as the total
spending. The same technological tran-
sition can be manageable for a diversi-
fied hyperscaler and financially desta-
bilizing for a more specialized
participant.

The financing sensitivity of
specialized clouds
AI infrastructure requires substantial in-
vestment before revenue can be gen-
erated. Computing equipment must be
purchased, deployed and connected to
power and networking resources, often
long before customer demand reaches
its expected level. Facilities may require
extensive construction, specialized
cooling and electrical systems, while
operating expenses begin accumulat-
ing as capacity becomes available.

For specialized AI cloud providers,
these requirements can create signifi-

cant financing exposure. Borrowing al-
lows infrastructure to be built more
quickly, but interest payments, collat-
eral requirements and refinancing obli-
gations introduce costs that must be
supported by future operating cash
flow.

Customer contracts help reduce un-
certainty, particularly when they include
meaningful commitments from finan-
cially strong counterparties.
Concentrated customers can also cre-
ate vulnerabilities. If one or two compa-
nies represent a substantial portion of
revenue, changes in their demand or fi-
nancial condition can affect the
provider’s entire business.

CoreWeave’s reported customer
concentration and financing expenses

make it an important case study.12 Its
commercial growth demonstrates the
market opportunity, while its balance
sheet shows how much capital can be
required to pursue that opportunity.

The key issue is whether infrastruc-
ture revenues remain sufficient to cover
operating expenses, financing

K E Y  T E R M S

How specialized AI
clouds are financed

S PE CI AL I Z E D  AI  CLOUD

Also called a neocloud: a provider
that rents accelerated computing
capacity to model developers and
enterprises, often with a small
number of very large customers.

C U STOME R  CON CE N T RAT ION

When one or two customers
represent a large share of revenue, a
change in their demand or finances
can affect the whole business.

COL LAT E RAL  AN D
RE F I N AN CI N G

Debt-funded equipment is often
pledged to lenders. Interest,
collateral requirements and
refinancing must be covered by
future operating cash flow.

E X H I B I T  1 0 Where the financial risk concentrates

CUSTOMER
CONCENTRATION

DEPENDENCE ON
OUTSIDE FINANCING

SENSITIVITY TO
CHEAPER COMPUTE

TIES TO PARTNERS'
FINANCES

Diversified hyperscalers LOWER LOWER MODERATE MODERATE

Specialized AI clouds HIGHER HIGHER HIGHER HIGHER

Model developers MODERATE HIGHER MODERATE HIGHER

Equipment suppliers MODERATE LOWER LOWER MODERATE

Lenders & strategic investors MODERATE LOWER MODERATE HIGHER

Qualitative editorial assessment drawn from the analysis in this report; not a credit rating.

Qualitative Techstrong editorial assessment based on the analysis in this report.
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S I D E B A R  CThe Neocloud Balance Sheet
Why extraordinary growth doesn’t guarantee attractive returns

C O R E W E A V E ,  S E C O N D  Q U A R T E R  2 0 2 6  ·  N O T E  1 2

$104B
REVENUE BACKLOG, JUNE 30,  2026

up 246% year over year

$2.6B
Q2 revenue, +112%

$640M Q2 interest

I N T E RE ST  E X P E N S E ,  N E T
Second quarter, $ millions

Q2 2025 Q2 2026

$267M

$640M

S Q U A R E  A R E A  P R O P O R T I O N A L  TO  D O L L A R S

Specialized AI cloud providers have
emerged as important participants in the
infrastructure buildout, offering advanced
computing capacity to model developers,
enterprises and other organizations that
need access to large numbers of accel-
erators. Their rapid expansion reflects
genuine demand for infrastructure that is
expensive, difficult to deploy and increas-
ingly important to businesses developing
AI products.

The financial model is considerably more
demanding than that of a conventional
software company. A specialized cloud
provider must secure facilities, electrical
capacity, cooling infrastructure and high-
performance networking before it can
deliver computing services. It must pur-
chase or finance expensive hardware, in-
stall and maintain the equipment, and at-
tract sufficient customer demand to gen-
erate revenue throughout the assets’
economic lives.

Long-term customer contracts can sup-
port financing by providing lenders and
investors with some visibility into ex-
pected future payments. Those arrange-

ments can accelerate growth, allowing
providers to develop capacity more
quickly than would be possible using in-
ternally generated cash alone. They also
create dependence on the customers
signing the contracts and on the infra-
structure remaining commercially com-
petitive throughout the contract period.

Customer concentration is particularly
important. A provider whose revenue de-
pends on a handful of large AI compa-
nies can experience substantial financial
pressure if one customer reduces spend-
ing, renegotiates obligations or struggles
to obtain additional financing. Even a
binding contract may require consider-
able time and expense to enforce, and
contractual remedies do not necessarily
compensate for every economic conse-
quence of an interruption.

Financing costs introduce further uncer-
tainty. Equipment purchases funded
through debt create interest and repay-
ment obligations that continue regardless
of whether the infrastructure achieves
expected utilization. Refinancing may be-
come more expensive if credit conditions

tighten, equipment values decline or in-
vestors begin questioning the returns
available from older generations of
accelerators.

The pace of technological improvement
creates both opportunity and risk. More
efficient hardware can reduce computing
costs and expand demand, but it may
also place downward pressure on the
commercial value of previously installed
systems. A provider must generate suffi-
cient revenue over the useful life of its as-
sets to cover operating expenses, financ-
ing costs and the economic depreciation
of its equipment.

None of these challenges makes the spe-
cialized AI cloud business inherently un-
sustainable. Efficient operators with
strong customer relationships and disci-
plined financing may build valuable long-
term businesses. The lesson is that rapid
revenue growth, impressive backlog and
expanding installed capacity do not by
themselves establish attractive returns.
For neoclouds, the financial performance
of the infrastructure matters as much as
the volume of demand it attracts.
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obligations and the economic con-
sumption of equipment over time.
Growth in recognized revenue is en-
couraging, but it cannot establish that
the returns on invested capital will ulti-
mately be attractive.

The strongest specialized providers
may succeed by delivering superior op-
erational efficiency, better utilization
and close alignment with customer re-
quirements. Others may discover that
rapid growth financed on optimistic as-
sumptions creates difficult choices
when demand, pricing or capital mar-
kets change.

The useful life of AI
infrastructure
The rapid pace of hardware develop-
ment introduces another layer of finan-
cial uncertainty. AI factories contain as-
sets with very different economic lives.
Buildings, electrical systems and some
networking infrastructure may support
multiple technology generations, while
accelerators and other components
can become less competitive as newer
systems improve performance and en-
ergy efficiency.

The relevant question is not simply
how long equipment can operate. It is
how long that equipment can provide
commercially competitive computing
services at prices sufficient to cover its
costs.

A provider may be able to run an
older GPU cluster for many years, but
customers may prefer newer systems if
they deliver substantially more comput-
ing capacity per watt or per dollar.
Falling compute prices can make AI ap-
plications more affordable and encour-
age adoption, while also reducing the
revenues available from equipment ac-
quired at earlier cost levels.

These developments create poten-
tial tension between the industry’s tech-
nological success and the financial per-
formance of specific infrastructure in-
vestments. A new generation of effi-
cient systems can be good for AI adop-
tion while making some older assets
less profitable.

Networking and system architecture
add another dimension. Expensive ac-
celerators deliver limited economic
value when they cannot be kept pro-
ductive because of communication de-
lays, data movement bottlenecks or in-
sufficient connectivity. The efficiency of

I N  P L A I N  E N G L I S H

Physical life vs.
economic life

PH YS I CAL  L I F E

How long equipment can keep
running. Buildings, electrical systems
and some networking may serve
several hardware generations.

E CON OMI C  L I F E

How long equipment can sell
competitive computing at prices
that cover its costs. Accelerators can
lose ground quickly as newer
systems improve performance and
energy efficiency.

WH Y  I T  MAT T E RS

If economic life is shorter than the
financing behind the asset, the
revenue may stop covering the debt
before the debt is repaid.

E X H I B I T  1 1 AI factories contain assets with very different lives
GENERATION 1 GENERATION 2 GENERATION 3 GENERATION 4

BUILDINGS + LAND

POWER + COOLING

NETWORKING

ACCELERATORS

Illustrative. Older accelerators can keep running long after they stop being priced competitively.

Illustrative. Hardware generations are not drawn to a time scale.

T E C H S T R O N G  S P E C I A L  R E P O R T P A R T  F I V E

26 T H E  A I  M O N E Y - G O - R O U N D  ·  O C T O B E R  2 0 2 6



scale-up, scale-out and other network
layers can materially affect the output
produced by an installed cluster.

This supports the argument that AI
infrastructure economics should be
evaluated at the system level rather
than through GPU specifications alone. A
well-designed AI factory may remain
commercially valuable longer than a
poorly integrated facility containing
comparable accelerators.

The amount invested in infrastructure is
only one part of the calculation. Its pro-
ductivity over time is what determines
the return.

How financial stress can
spread
The AI ecosystem’s interconnected fi-
nancing arrangements can reduce risks
during periods of strong growth.
Strategic investments provide capital,
long-term purchase commitments im-
prove revenue visibility, and financing
guarantees can make infrastructure
projects possible that might otherwise
struggle to attract funding.

Those same relationships can create
additional exposure if demand
disappoints.

Consider a model developer that
faces slower-than-expected customer
revenue growth and difficulty raising ad-
ditional financing. The company may
seek to limit future compute purchases
or renegotiate contractual obligations.
An infrastructure provider depending on
those purchases could then experience
lower utilization, reduced revenue or in-
creased financing pressure.

Lenders might respond by reassess-
ing collateral values or requiring addi-
tional protection. Equipment suppliers
could see weaker orders, while strategic

investors and counterparties could face
losses associated with their own
commitments.

The result would not necessarily be a
collapse of the AI industry. Demand
from other customers could continue
growing, and financially stronger
providers might absorb capacity or ac-
quire distressed assets. Nevertheless,
the commercial relationships that
helped accelerate expansion could also
transmit financial pressure across
participants.

We have seen technology investment
cycles in which infrastructure remained
valuable even after some of the com-
panies that financed it failed.
Telecommunications networks, internet
infrastructure and other capital-inten-
sive sectors provide useful historical
comparisons, although the specific tech-
nology and market conditions differ.

AI may follow its own path, but the fi-
nancial lesson is familiar. Technological
usefulness does not guarantee an at-
tractive return for every investor, lender
or infrastructure operator involved in
building the market.

“Technological usefulness
does not guarantee an
attractive return for
every investor, lender or
infrastructure operator.

E X H I B I T  1 2 How financial stress can spread

1

MODEL DEVELOPER

Revenue lags; funding harder

2

INFRASTRUCTURE PROVIDER

Lower utilization, renegotiation

3

LENDERS

Reassess collateral values

4

EQUIPMENT SUPPLIERS

Weaker orders

5

STRATEGIC INVESTORS

Losses on commitments

S H O CK  AB S O RBE R S Demand from other customers keeps growing · Stronger providers absorb capacity or buy distressed assets

Techstrong schematic of the transmission path described in this report. Not a forecast.
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P A R T  S I X

When the Music
Slows

Three ways the cycle could play out — and why even the best
case won’t reward every company that financed it.
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T
The successful expansion

HE MOST FAVORABLE out-
come is that AI adoption ex-
pands sufficiently to absorb
the infrastructure being con-

structed. Inference becomes an in-
creasingly common component of en-
terprise applications, consumer ser-
vices and industrial systems, while im-
provements in efficiency make new use
cases economically practical. Model
developers convert usage into com-
mercial revenue, infrastructure
providers achieve strong utilization, and
the cost of computing declines without
undermining the profitability of the
most efficient operators.

Under those conditions, much of
today’s aggressive investment could
prove justified. Strategic financing rela-
tionships would be remembered as
mechanisms that accelerated the de-
velopment of productive infrastructure,

and companies that established strong
positions early could enjoy meaningful
advantages.

This possibility is consistent with the
history of major computing transitions.
Early investment often appears exces-
sive when measured against existing
demand, particularly when it supports
technologies that enable entirely new
categories of applications.

The difficulty is that successful long-
term adoption does not automatically
validate every investment decision
made during the expansion. Some
projects may still produce poor returns
because of excessive construction
costs, weak utilization, unfavorable fi-
nancing or equipment that becomes
uneconomic sooner than expected.

Even the optimistic scenario should
therefore distinguish the success of AI
as a technology from the financial suc-
cess of every company participating in
the buildout.

The infrastructure digestion
cycle
A second scenario involves continued
growth accompanied by an adjustment
in the pace of infrastructure investment.
Demand for AI services could rise sub-
stantially while new capacity becomes
available even faster, creating periods
of lower utilization and increased pricing
competition.

Under these conditions, some
planned projects might be delayed,
equipment orders could moderate, and
infrastructure providers might become
more selective about expansion.
Customers would benefit from more
competitive pricing, potentially increas-
ing adoption while reducing the prof-
itability of capacity installed at higher
costs.

This would resemble the adjustment
periods that have followed earlier in-
vestment booms. The industry’s installed

infrastructure could remain valuable,
while the financial returns to some of its
owners fall short of expectations.

Such a correction would not neces-
sarily mean that companies had been
wrong about AI’s long-term importance.
It might mean they misjudged the timing
of demand, the amount of capacity re-
quired or the price customers would ulti-
mately pay for computing services.

A period of consolidation could also
improve the industry’s longer-term eco-
nomics if stronger operators acquired
facilities and equipment from compa-
nies unable to finance their obligations. A disruption in the financing

network
A third scenario involves more significant
financial stress originating with one or
more major participants. The trigger
could be slower revenue growth at a
model developer, a change in credit
conditions, difficulties refinancing infra-
structure debt or a sharp decline

“Even the optimistic
scenario should
distinguish the success of
AI as a technology from
the financial success of
every company in the
buildout.

A T  A  G L A N C E

Three ways the cycle
could play out

A  ·  S U CCE S S F UL  E X PAN S I ON

Adoption grows fast enough to
absorb the capacity being built. Even
then, some projects may earn poor
returns because of cost, timing or
competition.

B  ·  DI GE ST I ON  CYCL E

Demand keeps rising, but new
capacity arrives faster. Utilization
dips, prices compete, and projects
and orders slow while customers
benefit.

C  ·  F I N AN CI N G  DI S R UPT I ON

A key participant struggles to raise
money or meet commitments, and
the problem travels through
contracts, investments, guarantees
and customer concentration.

T E C H S T R O N G  S P E C I A L  R E P O R T P A R T  S I X

29 T H E  A I  M O N E Y - G O - R O U N D  ·  O C T O B E R  2 0 2 6



in the market value of computing assets.
In a system with extensive reciprocal

financial relationships, the consequences
could extend beyond the company
where the difficulty began. Contractual
obligations, investments, guarantees
and customer concentration create
channels through which changes in one
company’s financial condition can affect
others.

The severity would depend on the
amount of exposure, the enforceability
of commitments, available liquidity and
the financial strength of the counterpar-

ties. A guarantee does not necessarily
result in a payment, and a commercial
contract does not necessarily become
worthless when a customer experiences
difficulty. Each arrangement has its own
terms, protections and potential
remedies.

Nevertheless, an ecosystem in which
major participants finance and purchase
from one another can create correlated
exposures that are difficult to appreci-
ate by reading individual financial
reports.

This scenario should not be pre-
sented as inevitable. The companies in-
volved have substantial commercial op-
portunities, and many possess signifi-
cant financial resources. The relevant
concern is that the connections support-
ing rapid expansion can also affect how
financial stress is distributed if market
conditions deteriorate.

The industry would benefit from
greater transparency about those rela-
tionships before they become the sub-
ject of an unexpected financial
adjustment.

Successful long-term adoption does not automatically
validate every investment decision made during the
expansion.“

E X H I B I T  1 3 Three scenarios for the AI infrastructure cycle

RE T U RN S  O N  I N STAL L E D  CAPACI T Y

T I ME  →

T O D AY

A SUCCESSFUL EXPANSION
Adoption absorbs the buildout;
utilization stays strong

B DIGESTION CYCLE
Capacity outruns demand for a
time; pricing competition

C FINANCING DISRUPTION
Stress at a major participant
travels through the network

Illustrative scenario paths, not forecasts.

Illustrative scenario paths drawn from this report. Not forecasts.
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S I D E B A R  DFive Questions Every AI
Investor Should Ask
Looking beyond record revenue and enormous backlogs

The extraordinary growth of the AI industry has encouraged
investors and business leaders to focus on revenue accelera-
tion, announced contracts and the scale of infrastructure ex-
pansion. Those measures provide useful information, but they
do not fully explain the quality of demand or the financial obli-
gations associated with serving it. Five questions can help es-
tablish a more complete picture.

11 Where does the customer’s money
originate?

Revenue generated from purchases by established enter-
prises and consumers may have a different risk profile from
revenue generated by customers depending heavily on
strategic investments or repeated fundraising. Both can repre-
sent legitimate sales, but the durability of the underlying de-
mand depends on the customers’ ability to continue paying.
Understanding the sources of funding is particularly important
when buyers are committing to infrastructure services over
several years.

22 Does the company invest in, finance
or purchase services from its major
customers?

Strategic investments, reciprocal purchasing commitments
and supplier financing can support valuable commercial rela-
tionships. They can also create economic dependencies that
make reported revenue difficult to evaluate in isolation.
Investors should understand whether significant customers
are also investees, financing counterparties or suppliers, and
how those relationships could affect the business if market
conditions change.

33 How much of the reported backlog
will become cash, and when?

Large contractual commitments provide visibility into ex-
pected business, but contract terms determine how much
certainty that visibility actually provides. Investors should ex-

amine the timing of revenue recognition, payment schedules,
cancellation rights, customer creditworthiness and the infra-
structure spending required to fulfill agreements. A large
backlog supported by concentrated customers may carry dif-
ferent risks from a smaller backlog spread across thousands
of enterprises.

44 What happens if computing capacity
becomes cheaper faster than
expected?

Lower inference costs and improving hardware performance
can accelerate AI adoption while reducing the revenues avail-
able from older equipment. Infrastructure operators need uti-
lization levels and pricing sufficient to cover operating ex-
penses, financing obligations and the economic consumption
of their assets. Investors should understand the assumptions
being made about depreciation, useful equipment life, future
pricing and replacement costs.

55 Can the company sustain its
operations if financing becomes more
expensive or demand takes longer to
develop?

The strongest hyperscalers generate substantial cash from
diversified businesses, while some specialized infrastructure
providers depend more directly on debt markets, equity fi-
nancing and concentrated customer commitments.
Evaluating liquidity, interest costs, debt maturities and finan-
cial guarantees provides a clearer picture of how a company
might perform if infrastructure growth slows or capital mar-
kets tighten.

These questions are not intended to undermine the invest-
ment case for AI. The technology is creating substantial com-
mercial opportunities, and many companies are already ben-
efiting. They are intended to ensure that the size of reported
financial activity does not become a substitute for under-
standing its underlying economics.
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0707
P A R T  S E V E N

What the Industry Needs to
Tell Us

T HE AI INDUSTRY has become
extraordinarily effective at
communicating scale.
Companies announce enor-

mous capital expenditures, multiyear
infrastructure agreements, growing
backlogs, increasing token consumption
and the construction of data centers
measured in hundreds of megawatts or
even gigawatts. These figures demon-
strate the ambition of the buildout and
the extraordinary resources being com-
mitted to it.

What remains less transparent is the
relationship between that spending and
the independent customer demand ex-
pected to support it. Public financial
statements contain considerable rele-
vant information, but the disclosures
are distributed across different cate-
gories, reporting periods and contrac-

tual arrangements. The resulting pic-
ture is difficult to assemble even for so-
phisticated investors and industry
analysts.

A more useful framework would
identify revenue earned from strategic
investees and other financially sup-
ported customers, explain material re-
ciprocal purchasing commitments and
clarify the composition and expected
timing of contractual backlogs.
Infrastructure operators could provide
greater visibility into utilization, equip-
ment life and the economics of new ca-
pacity, while model developers could
help investors understand the relation-
ship between commercial revenue,
compute expense and long-term infra-
structure obligations.

Some information is already re-
quired under existing accounting and

T H E  F R A M E W O R K

Four kinds of AI
money

I N DE PE N DE N T  DE MAN D

Payments from customers outside
the strategic financing relationships.

E CO SYST E M  ACT I VI T Y

Legitimate sales among suppliers,
clouds and model developers.

F I N AN CI N G

Equity, loans and vendor financing:
capital, not payment.

F U T URE  COM MI TME N T S

Backlog and performance
obligations not yet revenue or cash.
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securities disclosure rules. Other details
may be commercially sensitive or diffi-
cult to separate from broader opera-
tions. Improving transparency does not
necessarily require an entirely new re-
porting regime, but it does require rec-
ognizing that conventional financial
comparisons can conceal important re-
lationships in an ecosystem where the
same companies frequently occupy
several economic roles.

The broader strategic implications
extend beyond accounting. As compa-
nies become indispensable to one an-
other as suppliers, customers and fi-
nancing partners, they can establish
powerful relationships that accelerate
innovation and make the industry diffi-
cult for competitors to challenge. Those
relationships can also concentrate finan-
cial risk and make the success of one
participant increasingly dependent on
the assumptions supporting others.

This is an important aspect of the
transformation now underway. AI is not
simply producing a new generation of
software or an unprecedented demand
for computing. It is changing the finan-
cial relationships through which technol-
ogy infrastructure is developed, owned
and consumed.

The October earnings season provided
convincing evidence that the industry is
growing rapidly. The revenue is real, the
infrastructure is being built and the de-
mand for AI capabilities is substantial.
We should recognize those achieve-
ments without accepting that the size of

the reported financial activity estab-
lishes the sustainability of the entire in-
vestment cycle.

To make that judgment, we need a
better understanding of the money en-
tering the ecosystem from independent
customers, the economic value created
as it moves through the supply chain
and the obligations being accumulated
along the way.

AI may ultimately justify an infra-
structure investment cycle larger than
anything the technology industry has
previously experienced. But an outcome
that is good for the technology does not
guarantee an equally favorable result
for every company financing it.

The earnings releases tell us how
quickly the money is moving.
Understanding where it originates, how
often it changes hands and who ulti-
mately bears the risk will tell us much
more about the financial future of AI.

“The earnings releases tell
us how quickly the
money is moving.

E X H I B I T  1 4 Five disclosures that would make AI finances legible

HYPERSCALERS SUPPLIERS INFRA
OPERATORS

MODEL
DEVELOPERS

01 Revenue from strategic investees and
financially supported customers

02 Material reciprocal purchasing
commitments

03 Composition and expected timing of
contractual backlog

04 Utilization, equipment life and the
economics of new capacity

05 Commercial revenue vs. compute expense
vs. long-term obligations

Techstrong recommendations drawn from Part Seven, mapped to the participants best placed to provide each disclosure.
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

How we followed the money
This report examines four broad categories of AI-related

financial activity: independent customer spending, commer-
cial revenue generated within the AI ecosystem, financing
transactions and future contractual commitments. These cat-
egories are used to distinguish different economic functions
rather than create mutually exclusive accounting
classifications.

Independent customer demand includes identifiable pay-
ments for AI products and services from enterprises, con-
sumers and other customers outside the immediate strategic
financing relationships under examination. Ecosystem com-
mercial activity includes legitimate transactions among infra-
structure suppliers, cloud providers, model developers and re-
lated businesses. Financing transactions include equity invest-
ments, borrowing, vendor financing and other arrangements
that provide capital. Future commitments include backlog, re-
maining performance obligations and contractual purchasing

arrangements that have not necessarily resulted in current
revenue or cash payments.

Financial measures are not added across categories to
calculate total AI demand. Different reporting periods, ac-
counting definitions and contractual terms limit direct com-
parisons between companies. Hypothetical examples are
identified as such, and potential financial outcomes are dis-
cussed as scenarios rather than forecasts.

The report does not attempt to calculate an industry-wide
total for recycled AI capital because publicly available disclo-
sures are insufficient to establish the origins and subsequent
uses of all relevant cash flows. Documented overlapping rela-
tionships should not be interpreted as evidence of improper
accounting or artificial transactions without additional sup-
porting facts.

Research cutoff: October 28, 2026. Figures and contrac-
tual characterizations require final source reconciliation before
publication.
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Microsoft, Oct. 28, 2026.
https://news.microsoft.com/source/2026/10/28/microsoft-announces-first-quarter-results-2/

4. NVIDIA second-quarter fiscal 2027 results: revenue $96.2 billion; Data Center
revenue $89.0 billion, up 117% year over year. NVIDIA.
https://investor.nvidia.com/news/press-release-details/2026/NVIDIA-Announces-Financial-R
esults-for-Second-Quarter-Fiscal-2027/default.aspx

5. Amazon second-quarter 2026 results: AWS net sales up 37% to $42.2 billion.
Amazon.
https://ir.aboutamazon.com/news-release/news-release-details/2026/Amazon-com-Annou
nces-Second-Quarter-Results/

6. Meta third-quarter 2026 results: capital expenditures, including principal
payments on finance leases, of $34.91 billion. Meta, Exhibit 99.1, SEC.
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000162828026066700/meta-09302026x
exhibit991.htm

7. Microsoft fiscal 2026 Form 10-K: total OpenAI funding commitments of $13.0
billion, $11.9 billion funded as of June 30, 2026; FY2026 revenue from commercial
arrangements with OpenAI of $24.1 billion; receivables of $6.0 billion;
approximate 25% interest on an as-converted basis. Microsoft Form 10-K, fiscal
2026.
https://microsoft.gcs-web.com/static-files/8a9beeed-0e9e-48e6-b4fb-593d558e2693

8. NVIDIA Form 10-Q for the quarter ended July 26, 2026: AI cloud-service
commitments totaling $36 billion, typically six years in duration, which decrease
as capacity is used by third-party customers or by NVIDIA. NVIDIA Form 10-Q
via MarketScreener.
https://www.marketscreener.com/news/nvidia-quarterly-report-for-quarter-ending-july-26
-2026-form-10-q-ce7858d9d18df624

9. Reporting on NVIDIA's role as an AI financier, including off-balance-sheet cloud
agreements and guarantees. CNBC, Oct. 24, 2026.
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/24/nvidias-role-as-ai-financier-faces-first-big-test-as-neoc
louds-take-market-hit.html

10. Oracle Investor Day 2026: vendor financing, customer-provided hardware and
customer prepayments expected to reduce upfront cash requirements. Oracle,
Oct. 28, 2026.
https://investor.oracle.com/investor-news/news-details/2026/Oracle-Investor-Day-2026-Ac
celerating-Value-Creation/default.aspx

11. Coverage of Anthropic's October 2026 S-1 registration statement. CNBC, Oct.
26, 2026.
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/26/anthropic-ipo-live-updates-ai-s-1-filing.html

12. CoreWeave second-quarter 2026 results: revenue of $2.6 billion (+112%), revenue
backlog of approximately $104 billion (+246%), net interest expense of $640
million versus $267 million a year earlier. CoreWeave.
https://investors.coreweave.com/news/news-details/2026/CoreWeave-Reports-Strong-Sec
ond-Quarter-2026-Results/default.aspx

All photographs in this report are AI-generated photo illustrations created for editorial purposes. Exhibits are original Techstrong graphics.

T E C H S T R O N G  S P E C I A L  R E P O R T M E T H O D O L O G Y

34 T H E  A I  M O N E Y - G O - R O U N D  ·  O C T O B E R  2 0 2 6

https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/28/alphabet-googl-earnings-q3-2026.html
https://blog.google/company-news/inside-google/message-ceo/alphabet-earnings-q3-2026/
https://news.microsoft.com/source/2026/10/28/microsoft-announces-first-quarter-results-2/
https://investor.nvidia.com/news/press-release-details/2026/NVIDIA-Announces-Financial-Results-for-Second-Quarter-Fiscal-2027/default.aspx
https://ir.aboutamazon.com/news-release/news-release-details/2026/Amazon-com-Announces-Second-Quarter-Results/
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326801/000162828026066700/meta-09302026xexhibit991.htm
https://microsoft.gcs-web.com/static-files/8a9beeed-0e9e-48e6-b4fb-593d558e2693
https://microsoft.gcs-web.com/static-files/8a9beeed-0e9e-48e6-b4fb-593d558e2693
https://www.marketscreener.com/news/nvidia-quarterly-report-for-quarter-ending-july-26-2026-form-10-q-ce7858d9d18df624
https://www.marketscreener.com/news/nvidia-quarterly-report-for-quarter-ending-july-26-2026-form-10-q-ce7858d9d18df624
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/24/nvidias-role-as-ai-financier-faces-first-big-test-as-neoclouds-take-market-hit.html
https://investor.oracle.com/investor-news/news-details/2026/Oracle-Investor-Day-2026-Accelerating-Value-Creation/default.aspx
https://investor.oracle.com/investor-news/news-details/2026/Oracle-Investor-Day-2026-Accelerating-Value-Creation/default.aspx
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/26/anthropic-ipo-live-updates-ai-s-1-filing.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2026/10/26/anthropic-ipo-live-updates-ai-s-1-filing.html
https://investors.coreweave.com/news/news-details/2026/CoreWeave-Reports-Strong-Second-Quarter-2026-Results/default.aspx


“An outcome that is good for the
technology does not guarantee an
equally favorable result for every
company financing it.

Techstrong is the technology media, research and events network for
builders and buyers of cloud-native, DevOps, security and AI infrastructure.
Techstrong is part of Futurum Media.
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