
The European Commission’s first Digital Markets Act Article 6(7) specification, issued in draft form in April 
2026, is a substantive and well-targeted intervention. It identifies the access points that determine whether 
an artificial-intelligence assistant can function effectively on a Google Android device (through invocation 
surfaces, contextual data, on-device actions and system-level model resources) and it requires Google to 
share those access points with qualifying rival providers on terms equivalent to those Google’s own services 
receive. If the specification is finalised and enforced as drafted, it will prevent monopolisation of AI services 
and shortcut the need for a long and likely ineffective antitrust case.

The specification may also create a valuable side effect: a material increase in AI innovation in Europe. 
European AI entrants and non-European AI providers serving European consumers will see that Europe is a 
level playing field on which innovators can compete. The merits of an AI service, rather than whether it already 
owns a distribution channel, will determine its commercial success. The expected return from founding an AI 
company in Europe would rise accordingly, as would the expected return from investing in one.

The remaining gap is on the iOS side. It seems likely that Apple will not want to wait too long before selling 
Siri-enabled handsets to 500 million European citizens. Apple’s compliance with the DMA will determine if 
the Apple-Google Gemini partnership needs to be investigated to ensure it does not lessen competition in 
AI services in Europe.
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1 A question of interoperability
Competition in artificial intelligence is at a critical juncture in Europe. Whether the next 
generation of consumer-facing AI services is provided by a single dominant firm or from a 
vibrant contestable market depends on regulatory choices being made now. The European 
Union’s 2022 Digital Markets Act (DMA, Regulation (EU) 2022/1925) gives EU regulators 
the tools to prevent the AI services market from tipping, or passing the point at which the 
winner might take all in the market. The first important test of whether the EU will exercise 
this capacity started in April 2026, when the European Commission set out draft measures 
Google Android must take to comply with DMA provisions on opening its operating system 
to rivals1.

Specifically, Article 6(7) of the DMA requires gatekeepers – or ubiquitous platforms 
designated under the DMA via which other companies get access to end users – to offer 
rival service providers effective interoperability with operating-system features on the 
same terms the gatekeeper provides to its own services. That mechanism is now being 
applied for the first time to AI services on Google Android.

The Commission’s move is significant because generative artificial intelligence is 
reshaping how people interact with their mobile devices. AI-powered virtual assistants are 
becoming the central access point through which users navigate their digital lives, compose 
messages, schedule appointments, draft documents, plan trips and shop, just to name a 
few applications. The AI services European consumers access deploy on devices with 
operating systems provided (almost entirely) by one of two suppliers: Apple’s iOS and 
Alphabet’s Google Android. Device operating systems control the functionality of rival AI 
services and, importantly, can limit that functionality. Whether competition among AI 
service providers – independents and those affiliated with an operating system – survives 
the AI transition depends on whether competitors other than the operating-system (OS) 
owner can reach end users. Because end users ‘single home’, meaning they generally carry 
and use only one mobile device, access to that device is necessary to serve users.  

Regulation is required to ensure that in the EU, interoperability with the OS is available 
to rival AI service providers, equivalent to gatekeepers’ access (Scott Morton et al, 2023). 
The DMA applies ex-ante obligations on the largest digital gatekeepers directly, rather 
than waiting for case-by-case antitrust enforcement that can take a decade to produce 
remedies. 

On effective interoperability between Google Android and AI services from third-
party providers (Case DMA.100220), the European Commission is expected to take a 
final decision by 27 July 2026 that will make the measures legally binding on Alphabet, 

1	 The European Commission opened a consultation on preliminary findings and draft interoperability 
measures for Google Android under the DMA in April 2026, concluding in May 2026. At the time, the 
finalisation of the draft measures is awaited. See European Commission, ‘DMA.100220 – Consultation on the 
proposed measures for interoperability with Google Android (Article 6(7) of the DMA)’, 27 April 2026, https://
digital-markets-act.ec.europa.eu/dma100220-consultation-proposed-measures-interoperability-google-
android-article-67-dma_en.
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Google’s parent2. If the measures are finalised as proposed and enforced effectively, 
they will take the first step in preventing Google from monopolising AI services in exactly 
the same way it monopolised search. The European Commission and the United States 
Department of Justice spent more than a decade attempting to discipline Google’s 
conduct in general search services and remedying the resulting monopoly, largely without 
success (see section 4). That enforcement experience showed that it is far preferable to 
prevent market power from forming in AI services in the first place.

The specification and its follow-on actions could also help make Europe an attractive 
location for AI innovation. Interoperability for European devices when it comes to AI 
services would make entry and innovation possible in Europe, creating a favourable 
climate for risky investment. If Google successfully tips the US market, or if the risk of 
that tipping remains significant, entrants will not be willing to enter and invest in the US. 
Significant AI investment in Europe could help close the innovation gap described in the 
Draghi Report on EU competitiveness (Draghi, 2024). 

This paper explains why the DMA 6(7) specification matters, what it does, why it is the 
right instrument at the right time and why it will likely require follow-on specifications and 
enforcement. The paper also argues that a separate investigation into Google’s other 
AI partnerships, particularly that with Apple announced in January 20263, is needed to 
complete the protection of competition in AI services in Europe.

2 The AI bottleneck on mobile
AI assistants integrate with devices already owned by users. To be useful, an assistant must 
have features for invocation (calling the AI), context (learning what the user is trying to do 
by accessing relevant data from their apps), actions on apps and the operating system 
(carrying out tasks for the user) and access to resources (ability to process locally). All of 
these functions run through a device’s operating system. If a rival’s functionality is inferior 
because of degraded access to an iOS or Google Android device, the Google or Apple AI 
service will benefit, not because their services are necessarily better, but because they are 
using their control over their OS to benefit their own businesses.

The strategic problem is acute for rivals because users single-home: each user typically 
uses one mobile device, and will only use an AI assistant that is available on that device. The 
mobile device is therefore the critical channel through which any AI service provider must 
pass to reach end consumers. The strategic problem is also acute for reasons of timing. 
In May 2026, Google announced that within days Google search would be replaced by an 

2	 The legal basis for the specification procedure is Article 8(2) DMA; the preliminary findings rest on Articles 
8(5)–(6) DMA. The final decision must be adopted within six months of the opening of the specification 
proceedings, which happened on 26 January 2026. See European Commission press release of 26 January 
2026, ‘Commission opens proceedings to assist Google in complying with interoperability and online search 
data sharing obligations under the Digital Markets Act’, https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/
en/ip_26_202.

3	 See Google Blog, ‘Joint statement from Google and Apple’, 12 January 2026, https://blog.google/company-
news/inside-google/company-announcements/joint-statement-google-apple/.

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_26_202
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_26_202
https://blog.google/company-news/inside-google/company-announcements/joint-statement-google-apple/
https://blog.google/company-news/inside-google/company-announcements/joint-statement-google-apple/
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AI experience4. In practice, this has been described as replacing the familiar blue links that 
deliver traffic externally with AI-designed custom results that keep users on the page. The 
new AI format for Google search will be formally launched in July 2026. While it is not clear 
at time of writing exactly how, or if, Google will execute a foreclosure strategy in AI services, 
it is clear that any authority wanting to protect competition in AI services needs to put 
safeguards in place immediately.

Article 6(7) of the DMA addresses precisely this problem. It provides:

“The gatekeeper shall allow providers of services and providers of hardware, free of 
charge, effective interoperability with, and access for the purposes of interoperability 
to, the same hardware and software features accessed or controlled via the operating 
system or virtual assistant listed in the designation decision pursuant to Article 3(9) 
as are available to services or hardware provided by the gatekeeper”.

Alphabet is a designated gatekeeper under Article 3(9) of the DMA. Google Android, 
being an operating system, is one of its designated Core Platform Services (Scott Morton, 
2023). Article 6(7) accordingly requires Google to share with rival providers of AI services 
the OS features that Google’s own AI services use. The Commission’s preliminary findings 
(see footnote 1) document that, on Google Android currently, those features are reserved 
for Google’s own AI services. The Commission Case Summary explains the underlying 
market dynamic in plain terms5:

“The smart mobile device market is at a technological inflection point, with AI 
services becoming central access points on mobile devices. In parallel, there is a 
clear consumer demand for AI-powered devices supported by an industry-wide 
push towards AI. AI based services such as AI assistants are gaining user traction 
on mobile devices as they allow users to navigate their mobile habits with increasing 
ease of use”.

The strategy of self-preferencing by Google on mobile devices should be familiar to 
anyone working on competition who followed the US Google Search case (see section 4). By 
paying Google Android device manufacturers, independent browsers, carriers and Apple to 
lock in default placement across the points at which users initiate queries, Google ensured 
that almost every search query on a mobile device flowed through Google Search. Those 
distribution arrangements, which cost Google tens of billions of dollars per year, foreclosed 
rival search engines from the query volume they needed to improve their products and 
achieve scale. The reservation of mobile AI access points for Gemini, Google’s AI assistant, 
is the same playbook applied in a new market – and it may have the same effect.

A relevant question for enforcers in this context is the stage of development of the 

4	 Sarah Perez, ‘Google Search as you know it is over’, TechCrunch, 19 May 2026, https://techcrunch.
com/2026/05/19/google-search-as-you-know-it-is-over/.

5	 See European Commission Case Summary, ‘DMA.100220 – Case Summary – Google Android – 
interoperability’, page 1, https://ec.europa.eu/competition/digital_markets_act/cases/202619/
DMA_100220_2145.pdf (hereafter ‘case summary’).

https://techcrunch.com/2026/05/19/google-search-as-you-know-it-is-over/
https://techcrunch.com/2026/05/19/google-search-as-you-know-it-is-over/
https://ec.europa.eu/competition/digital_markets_act/cases/202619/DMA_100220_2145.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/competition/digital_markets_act/cases/202619/DMA_100220_2145.pdf
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AI services market. When Google first came out with its exclusive contracts in search, 
it faced competition from rivals such as Yahoo and Bing. Today the AI-services market 
arguably has even more robust competition with Gemini, Anthropic, OpenAI, Meta and xAI, 
among others, competing to provide AI services. However, the development and growth 
in AI has happened at lightning speed; will it ‘tip’ just as quickly? With a huge market share 
of users, Google may learn from user interactions to improve inference-time behaviour, 
fine-tuning and pre-training. It also may more easily navigate problems of monetization 
and financial constraints than its emerging rivals. Developments in AI happen so quickly 
that if rivals are shut out, they may not have those interactions or be able to improve 
and the market may tip in Google’s favour in the very near future. Such a path would be 
a repetition in AI services of the same conduct Google successfully executed in search.

The Article 6(7) specification proceedings are thus the first step in the European 
Commission’s attempt to forestall an AI-services monopoly. Forestalling a digital 
monopoly up front would be far more successful and less costly than allowing 
entrenchment to happen and then trying to fix it a decade hence.

3 The access points reserved for Gemini 
today 

A knowledgeable reader may be familiar with the relevant AI services access points, but for 
those who are not, a brief description follows. The Commission’s preliminary findings on 
Google Android from April group the relevant AI access points into four themes, mirrored 
in the annex of draft measures (see footnote 1): features for invocation, features for 
context, features for actions on apps and the operating system, and features for access to 
resources. Each theme corresponds to a step in the user’s interaction with an AI assistant. 
Each step contains a feature currently reserved for Alphabet’s (hereafter Google’s) own AI 
services. The annex specifies the measures Google must take in each case.

3.1 Invocation
The most prominent contextual invocation surface on every Android device, namely the 
long-press of the home button (LPH) or the navigation handle (LPNH), is currently mapped 
to Google’s own entry points (‘Circle to Search’ and Gemini), giving Google’s tools access 
to the screen context the user is looking at. Without seeing that context, an AI rival cannot 
adequately help the user. The draft Commission specification would require Google to 
provide third parties with access to the same feature on equally effective terms, including 
the ability to be invoked through these access points, to receive contextual data upon 
invocation and to overlay content on top of the user’s current activities6.

6	 European Commission, ‘DMA.100220 – Annex (draft measures) – Google Android – interoperability’, 27 April 
2026 (hereafter ‘annex’), Section 1.1, paragraphs (1)–(8), https://digital-markets-act.ec.europa.eu/document/
download/bb7151ff-5d0a-420e-abaa-a2bdbfd30c26_en. Implementation deadline: 1 January 2027.

https://digital-markets-act.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb7151ff-5d0a-420e-abaa-a2bdbfd30c26_en
https://digital-markets-act.ec.europa.eu/document/download/bb7151ff-5d0a-420e-abaa-a2bdbfd30c26_en
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In parallel, the always-on hotword detection feature (‘Hey Google’) runs continuously 
on dedicated digital-signal-processing (DSP) hardware on the device; that hardware path 
has been closed to third parties. The specification would require Google to enable third-
party developers to enrol their own sound models on the device’s DSP, give them the same 
technical access and let them operate concurrently with Google’s own hotwords7. This 
latter requirement – that a device could hold more than one hotword – would allow both for 
multihoming in AI services and would reduce Google’s ability to control the single default 
as it did in search.

3.2 Context
To deliver useful assistance, an AI service needs to read the user’s content across the 
user’s installed applications. On Google Android, that capability is delivered currently 
through AppSearch, a centralised on-device data API that is tied to the default-assistant 
role. Because Google has designed this feature so that only one assistant can hold that 
role at a time, no rival assistant can use AppSearch concurrently with Gemini, effectively 
denying access to user data.

The specification would require Google to provide third parties, on a concurrent and 
equal basis, access to data stored centrally on-device, and to ensure that data stored by 
Google’s own apps and shared with Gemini is equally accessible by third parties8. This is 
critical because Google’s apps are very popular on both Android and iOS. Critical data for 
effective AI services is likely stored in apps including Google Maps, Google Drive, Google 
Calendar and Gmail.

The same part of the specification also addresses three related features: proactive 
suggestions (the surfacing of relevant information and actions across apps), context-
aware intelligence (the use of device sensors and on-device processing to deliver 
continuously active intelligent experiences such as live translation or song recognition) 
and access to ambient data (the continuous stream of inputs from microphone, camera, 
screen and sensors that underpins those experiences). The latter two require access 
to the device hardware. But in all cases the specification would require that rival AI 
services have access on the same terms as Google’s own services, including the amount 
of latency, recency, background access and the design and amount of user consent9. 
This last point reflects learning from past remedies in digital markets when platforms 
defeated user choices with many burdensome permissions and warnings. Google’s 
conduct around app stores and distribution on Android—making alternative distribution 
routes technically available but effectively moot—as well as its unhelpful choice screens 

7	 Annex, Section 1.2, paragraphs (9)–(20). Implementation deadlines: 1 January 2027 for the third-party 
sound-model implementation; 1 July 2027 for the user-customised hotword implementation.

8	 Annex, Section 2.1, paragraphs (21)–(28). Implementation by the release of Android 17 QPR2 and in any case 
by 1 January 2027.

9	 Annex, Section 2.2 (proactive suggestions), paragraphs (29)–(38); Section 2.3 (context-aware intelligence), 
paragraphs (39)–(47); Section 2.4 (access to ambient data), paragraphs (48)–(56). Implementation by 1 
January 2027.
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for search in the EU are two recent examples from antitrust litigation10.

3.3 Actions
An AI assistant is most useful when it can act on the user’s behalf within the user’s 
applications, by, for example, drafting a reply, booking a reservation or adjusting a setting. 
On Google Android currently, the structured on-device integration channels that enable 
such actions (App Actions, App Functions, the Computer Control API) are available only 
to Gemini. The specification would require Google to enable third-party AI services to 
discover, execute and observe structured on-device integrations across applications, to 
autonomously control installed applications under user supervision and to integrate with 
the operating system and its settings on the same terms as Google’s own services11. 
Without these functionalities, it is difficult to see how a rival AI would be attractive to a 
user.

3.4 Access to resources
To perform inference at acceptable latency, an AI assistant on a mobile device benefits 
from access to on-device foundation models, to hardware acceleration and to the ability 
to execute in the background. Google currently reserves AICore, the system service that 
hosts its on-device foundation model Gemini Nano, for its own services. The specification 
would require Google to make system-level, on-device models available to all third 
parties, to allow third parties to use their own on-device models on Android devices in an 
effective manner, and to permit background execution of third-party AI services on terms 
equivalent to those that Google’s services receive12.

On-device processing may be the most difficult to regulate because it is intertwined 
with the device manufacturer’s strategy. For example, Apple has long been known to 
favour powerful hardware that it can sell at a high price. The reliance on fancy hardware 
then drives a privacy focus because the handset can process personal data locally 
rather than sending it to the cloud. More powerful hardware likewise can run advanced 
games on the device, leading Apple to oppose the growth of cloud gaming that could 
be played on cheaper handsets13. For the same reason, AI processing on the device 
requires more capable hardware, while local processing will permit more data to stay on 
the handset rather than be sent to the cloud. Some of Apple’s rivals compete by offering 
cheaper hardware with less local functionality. This strategy can be attractive when cloud 
services can serve as complements and carry the data processing load, though that has 
concomitant privacy and latency consequences.

10	 Epic Games, Inc. v. Google LLC, 147 F.4th 917 (9th Cir. 2025); Hausfeld, ‘Landmark EU General Court Google 
Android Decision Signals Tougher Antitrust Enforcement’, Hausfeld Perspectives & Blogs, 14 September 
2022, https://www.hausfeld.com/what-we-think/perspectives-blogs/landmark-eu-general-court-google-
android-decision-signals-tougher-antitrust-enforcement.

11	 Annex, Section 3.1 (structured on-device integration, covering App Actions and App Functions), paragraphs 
(57)–(62); Section 3.2 (screen automation); Section 3.3 (integration with first-party services); Section 3.4 
(system integration).

12	 Annex, Section 4.1 (system-level on-device models, including the on-device foundation models hosted by 
AICore), Section 4.2 (on-device model implementation), Section 4.3 (background execution).

13	 See for example, chapter 6 of CMA (2022).

https://www.hausfeld.com/what-we-think/perspectives-blogs/landmark-eu-general-court-google-android-decision-signals-tougher-antitrust-enforcement
https://www.hausfeld.com/what-we-think/perspectives-blogs/landmark-eu-general-court-google-android-decision-signals-tougher-antitrust-enforcement
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This divergence in strategy is relevant for interoperability mandates. Suppose a device 
is optimised for local processing and follows interoperability regulations, meaning any AI 
services provider can be efficient on the device. If, however, the user chooses a virtual 
assistant with the other strategy – cloud focussed – their hardware will be underutilised. 
The opposite could also happen: a user picks a virtual assistant that is designed to 
process locally with tight integration to the hardware, but the user owns the cheaper 
hardware without enough power. Users will need to learn about the match between 
virtual assistants and device manufacturers in order to obtain a good user experience. 
Such variation is not a problem as it should lead to innovation and more choice. Critically 
however, Google Android must be fully interoperable so that on-device AI rivals can work 
closely with Android original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) to design compelling 
products.

3.5 General measures
The Commission’s draft specification also contains other important obligations14. Users, 
of course, must consent as they give away their data and agency. Google may apply 
eligibility criteria that third-party AI providers must meet so that access is given only 
to parties that behave responsibly. Critically, an equal-effectiveness obligation would 
require that the interoperability solution be as effective as the solution Google uses for 
its own services. The interoperability must be provided free of charge. 

Each of these access points has a direct functional analogue in the experience 
a user receives when using an AI assistant. A rival cannot offer the same contextual 
responsiveness as Gemini when only Gemini can be summoned from the home button. 
It cannot offer the same hands-free responsiveness when only Gemini’s hotword runs 
on the dedicated DSP. It cannot offer the same ability to look up data from a user’s 
apps when only Gemini holds the default-assistant role. It cannot offer the same action 
capabilities in a user’s apps when only Gemini receives the App Actions and Computer 
Control APIs. Finally, it cannot match Gemini Nano’s latency and reliability when only 
Google’s AI service is permitted to run locally. The collective effect of the current regime 
is substantial foreclosure. The foreclosure is not absolute because a user with enough 
technical sophistication can install and invoke a rival assistant as an ordinary app. But 
since that app cannot carry out the most useful activities the user expects, it is unlikely to 
be successful in the marketplace.

14	 Annex, Section 5, ‘Measures for all features’, paragraphs (122) ff., setting out general obligations on 
implementation across the Google Android ecosystem (5.1), user consent (5.2), integrity (5.3), eligibility of 
beneficiaries (5.4), equal effectiveness (5.5), the free-of-charge obligation (5.6), documentation and APIs 
(5.7), assistance and testing (5.8), future updates (5.9) and reporting (5.10).
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4 A familiar playbook
The conduct described in the Commission’s preliminary findings is not novel. It repeats 
the strategy by which Google built and defended its monopoly in general search. In 
United States v. Google LLC, the United States District Court for the District of Columbia 
found, after a full trial on the merits, that Google had violated Section 2 of the Sherman 
Act by maintaining its monopoly in general search through a web of exclusive distribution 
agreements: payments to Apple of approximately 36 percent of search revenue for 
default placement of Google search across Safari, Siri and Spotlight on iOS, and the 
Mobile Application Distribution Agreements (MADAs) that required Android device 
manufacturers to preinstall Google Search and place it on the home screen of every 
certified Google Android device15. The court found that these arrangements foreclosed 
competition by depriving rivals of the distribution channels through which they could 
have accumulated the query volume necessary to improve their products. The European 
Commission brought a case against Google in Shopping which did not focus on search 
generally, but which established self-preferencing as an antitrust violation in Europe16. 

Google now appears to be repeating the same conduct – self-preferencing on Android 
and a contract with Apple – in a new service, AI, located deeper in the technology stack. 
On Google Android, the foreclosure occurs through OS integration and API access in 
addition to default placement of Gemini in Google’s own apps. Crucially, however, the 
second prong of the conduct in the Google Search strategy, the relationship with Apple, 
is not part of the specification because it has nothing to do with Android interoperability. 
Yet the agreement by which Apple will use Gemini to support AI on iOS devices risks 
closing the iOS channel to rival AI providers17. Relatively few details are known about this 
agreement, and therefore an external observer cannot evaluate the competitive effects 
of the contract the way an antitrust agency could. However, the risk is serious as 
foreclosure of iOS would mean that both major distribution channels for AI services on 
European mobile devices would be unavailable to rivals.

Instead of a default placement of the search engine, the default in popular Google 
apps is Gemini. In addition, the self-preferencing behaviour extends to APIs, hardware 
and processing.

4.1 The Apple side: a separate investigation
Public reporting on the partnership reveals that Apple’s next-generation foundation 
models will be based on Google’s Gemini, Google will become Apple’s ‘preferred cloud 
provider’ for AI infrastructure and Apple will receive a custom trillion-parameter Gemini 

15	 United States District Court for the District of Columbia, ‘United States of America et al v Google LLC’, 
Memorandum Opinion, 5 August 2024, https://cdn.arstechnica.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/US-v-
Google-Opinion-8-5-2024.pdf.

16	 See European Commission, ‘AT.39740 Google Search (Shopping)’, https://competition-cases.ec.europa.eu/
cases/AT.39740.

17	 See Google Blog, ‘Joint statement from Google and Apple’, 12 January 2026, https://blog.google/company-
news/inside-google/company-announcements/joint-statement-google-apple/.
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variant for on-device distillation. Apple will apparently pay Google approximately $1 billion 
per year, with a multi-year total estimated at up to $5 billion18. Note that the interpretation 
of this payment is uncertain, given that Google pays Apple more than $20 billion per year 
in search revenue, and could easily increase that payment to reverse the sign of the AI 
payment. Apple continues to partner with ChatGPT, though that relationship does not 
seem to be relevant to the strategy.

Apple claims that Apple Intelligence will interface with apps and personal data, 
keeping that data from migrating to the cloud. It also claims it will use Google’s Gemini 
model to answer questions, activate the app or generally carry out tasks. Apple will use 
its World Knowledge database (instead of the Google search database) for grounding, 
run its calculation on Nvidia chips and use the Gemini model’s parameters. Apple will then 
discard the personal data.

If Apple’s Siri personal assistant accesses device or software APIs through certain 
interfaces – regardless of whose third party AI model it then employs – then those 
hardware or software features are subject to 6(7) because iOS is designated a Core 
Platform Service. Under the DMA, Apple is not permitted to allow its own AI services 
powered by Gemini models to run on iOS while foreclosing other models from running 
on the same device. For example, if the Gemini model has access to hardware APIs, 
and Apple’s OS or Siri uses those Gemini models, then competing models need to have 
access to those APIs. In short, Apple isn’t absolved of its Article 6(7) obligations by 
running its services through a third party. Apple remains the OS provider with decision-
making authority over how these components are composed.

For this reason, the European Commission has reportedly required Apple to offer 
interoperability with iOS if it wishes to offer the new Siri on its devices in Europe19. Rival 
providers of AI services would then be able to serve European users who carry iOS 
devices. Apple often argues that it cannot open its system to third parties because that 
would harm user privacy and security, which are integral to its brand. But in the case of AI 
services, it is users who are actively requesting a product that can, for example, read their 
emails, check their bank balance and answer messages. Apple has also already effectively 
permitted Google to offer AI services to iOS users. These two factors combined with the 
possibility to set standards for third parties requesting access effectively demolishes the 
privacy argument.

For the moment, Apple has chosen not to offer the Siri service in Europe20. If Google 
handsets offer a variety of AI service providers, each offering innovative and valuable AI 
services, Apple may find itself losing market share in Europe. 

18	 See for example Mark Gurman, ‘Apple Nears $1 Billion-a Year Deal to Use Google AI for Siri’, Bloomberg, 5 
November 2025, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-11-05/apple-plans-to-use-1-2-trillion-
parameter-google-gemini-model-to-power-new-siri.

19	 Adam Satariano, ‘Why Apple’s A.I. Upgrade for Siri Won’t Be Available in Europe’, New York Times, 9 June 
2026, https://www.nytimes.com/2026/06/09/business/apple-siri-ai-europe.html.

20	 See Apple news of 8 June 2026, ‘Due to DMA, Siri AI delayed in EU for iOS 27 and iPadOS 27’, https://www.
apple.com/newsroom/2026/06/due-to-dma-siri-ai-delayed-in-eu-for-ios-27-and-ipados-27/.

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-11-05/apple-plans-to-use-1-2-trillion-parameter-google-gemini-model-to-power-new-siri
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2025-11-05/apple-plans-to-use-1-2-trillion-parameter-google-gemini-model-to-power-new-siri
https://www.nytimes.com/2026/06/09/business/apple-siri-ai-europe.html
https://www.apple.com/newsroom/2026/06/due-to-dma-siri-ai-delayed-in-eu-for-ios-27-and-ipados-27/
https://www.apple.com/newsroom/2026/06/due-to-dma-siri-ai-delayed-in-eu-for-ios-27-and-ipados-27/
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4.2 A template for innovation policy in Europe
Europe’s innovation gap relative to the United States was the central diagnosis of the 
Draghi Report on European competitiveness (Draghi, 2024). EU companies spend about 
half as much on research and innovation as a share of GDP as US companies, with the 
investment differential concentrated in the tech sector21. The pattern is sharpest in the 
technologies that drive present-day productivity growth: of total global funding for AI 
start-ups, 61 percent goes to US companies, 17 percent to Chinese companies and 6 
percent to European companies22. Draghi (2024) attributed the gap not to a shortage of 
European scientific talent or to a lack of fundamental research, but to weaknesses along 
the innovation lifecycle, including insufficient commercialisation of European research 
and a single market that does not yet provide the demand-side conditions under which 
European AI ventures could reach the scale that justifies the investment they need.

The DMA could play a major role in this environment because it creates a single market 
for AI entrants and therefore large demand and the opportunity to scale. An interoperability 
specification provides legal certainty to AI innovators that they can obtain distribution on 
mobile devices in Europe. Consider the position of a European AI provider, established or 
aspiring, at the moment the Commission’s specification takes effect. That provider’s 
service can be invoked through the home button, run a hotword on the device’s DSP, read 
user content through AppSearch, take in-application actions through App Actions or App 
Functions and use the system-level, on-device foundation models hosted by AICore. The 
entrant can differentiate or innovate on top of these functionalities to attract consumers. 
Interoperability will be an effective pro-innovation and pro-competitive intervention.

The US has no comparable instrument, so an equivalent innovator selling to US 
consumers will be constrained by the functionalities Google chooses to make available to 
its AI rivals. US regulators may try to bring an antitrust case against Google to limit the 
foreclosure in AI, but antitrust cases take many years to complete and the market is likely 
to tip in favour of Google before a successful case could have an impact. In Europe, the 
playing field will be level, while in other parts of the world, Apple and Google may be able 
to favour their own AI services unless those nations also regulate. Countries like Australia, 
Korea, Japan, and Brazil have been active digital regulators and may wish to follow the 
EU on this issue. Such a situation will cause an ambitious AI entrepreneur to locate in 
Europe, where she will be able to get access to end users and scale her business. Likewise 
venture capitalists want to fund startups that have secure access to a market of end users. 
European innovators will be able to serve any consumer in the Google Android installed 
base, and perhaps soon in the iOS installed base as well. The DMA specification thus could 
raise expected market size in Europe, which in turn would raise the expected return on 
each euro of investment. In such a setting, innovators who want to work at the technology 
frontier will invest more in Europe and draw AI-services investment into Europe.

21	 In Draghi (2024): “At the root of Europe’s weak position in digital tech is a static industrial structure which 
produces a vicious circle of low investment and low innovation”. On the comparative figures: “In 2021, EU 
companies spent about half as much on R&I as share of GDP as US companies – around EUR 270 billion – a 
gap driven by much higher investment rates in the US tech sector”.

22	 In Draghi (2024): “61% of total global funding for AI start-ups goes to US companies, 17% to those in China 
and just 6% to those in the EU. For quantum computing, EU companies attract only 5% of global private 
funding compared with a 50% share attracted by US companies”.
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A wider point is worth stating directly. European regulators have been accused of 
regulating digital technology in ways that impede European innovation. The Article 6(7) 
specification is an example of regulation that has the potential to do the opposite. It 
does not specify product features, pick winners or impose prices, but instead maintains 
competition. The regulation maintains competition by identifying the access points 
that the gatekeeper has closed to rivals at the same time that the gatekeeper has used 
those functionalities to make its own product attractive. The law requires the gatekeeper 
to share those access points without monetary charge and with equal functionality, 
increasing contestability and entry. If Europe is serious about closing the innovation gap 
that the Draghi Report diagnoses, this is the way to deploy the DMA.

5 Conclusion
The Commission’s specification on Google Android could help prevent another decade-
long ineffective digital antitrust case, create an environment in which any AI provider can 
compete on the merits and allow European AI innovation to flourish. However, a parallel 
investigation of Google’s Gemini partnership with Apple may be necessary to protect 
contestability in Europe.
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