
How the Strait of Hormuz Could Reshape Startups, 

Infrastructure, and Agentic AI in 2026 

Introduction 

In 2026, the future of Agentic AI can no longer be understood only through the lens of model 

capability, benchmark progress, or software innovation. The next phase of AI development is 

becoming increasingly exposed to forces outside the traditional boundaries of the technology 

sector. Energy systems, geopolitical instability, shipping routes, and infrastructure bottlenecks are 

now becoming part of the real operating environment in which advanced AI systems must be 

built, deployed, and scaled. 

Few geopolitical points illustrate this reality more clearly than the Strait of Hormuz. As one of the 

world’s most critical energy chokepoints, Hormuz has long been central to the global flow of oil, 

LNG, and strategic trade. But in a period of military escalation, its importance extends beyond the 

energy market itself. Any sustained disruption in this corridor can move rapidly through multiple 

layers of the global economy: from oil and gas prices to inflation, from shipping and insurance 

costs to industrial supply chains, and from macroeconomic uncertainty to the cost structure of 

digital infrastructure. 

This matters because Agentic AI is not just a software abstraction. It depends on compute, 

electricity, cloud capacity, capital discipline, and stable deployment environments. The more 

advanced agentic systems become, the more they rely on infrastructure-intensive loops of 

inference, orchestration, memory, monitoring, and real-time decision execution. In that sense, the 

future of Agentic AI is increasingly tied not only to breakthroughs in model design, but also to the 

physical and economic systems that support it. 

This article argues that war-related energy shocks, especially those linked to the Strait of Hormuz, 

should not be viewed only as a risk for commodity markets or global trade. They should also be 



understood as a strategic variable in AI development itself. A prolonged energy shock can reshape 

the economics of data centers, slow the scaling of large agentic systems, reinforce the need for 

cost-efficient architectures, and change where and how AI infrastructure is deployed in practice. 

The analytical foundation of this discussion was first developed from the oil-market and 

macroeconomic side in Daraltharwa’s earlier analysis of the Strait of Hormuz, which examined 

scenario risk, replacement capacity, and the possibility of a broader stagflationary shock. From 

Intelligent’s perspective, the next step is to extend that analysis into the AI domain and ask a new 

question: how do geopolitical energy shocks affect the development path of Agentic AI systems in 

2026? 

For companies building real AI products, this is not a theoretical question. It directly affects 

resilience, infrastructure planning, and operational design. One practical response is to reduce 

concentration risk through geographic diversification across teams, offices, and decision-making 

capacity. For a platform like Intelligent, operating across multiple countries is not only an 

organizational choice; it is also part of a broader risk-management logic in a world where energy, 

infrastructure, and geopolitical exposure increasingly shape technological execution. 

This article therefore examines the relationship between war, energy disruption, and Agentic AI 

development through a multi-layered lens. It begins with the strategic role of the Strait of 

Hormuz, moves through the transmission of global economic shock, evaluates the limits of 

existing energy buffers, and finally explains how these pressures could reshape the economics, 

architecture, and deployment logic of Agentic AI in 2026. 

 

 

 

 



 The Strait of Hormuz as a Global Strategic Chokepoint 

Why Hormuz matters to the global economy 

The Strait of Hormuz is not simply a regional maritime corridor. It is one of the most consequential 

transmission points in the global energy system. According to the U.S. Energy Information 

Administration, about 20.9 million barrels per day of oil and petroleum products passed through 

Hormuz in 2024, equal to roughly 20% of global petroleum liquids consumption and about 

one-quarter of global seaborne oil trade. The same chokepoint also handled about 11.4 billion 

cubic feet per day of LNG, which represented more than one-fifth of global LNG trade. 

That scale matters because Hormuz connects the Gulf’s production base to the wider global 

market. Saudi Arabia, Iraq, the United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Qatar, and Iran all rely on this 

corridor directly or indirectly for a large part of their export flows. Even when physical supply is 

not fully interrupted, the mere perception of risk around Hormuz can move prices, widen 

insurance premia, delay shipments, and tighten market expectations. In other words, Hormuz 

matters not only because of what physically passes through it, but because it sits at the center of 

how the world prices energy security. 

Oil, LNG, shipping, and trade dependence 

The strategic importance of Hormuz is especially concentrated in Asia. IMF analysis notes that 

roughly half of Asia’s oil imports and about one-quarter of its LNG imports normally transit 

through the Strait of Hormuz. The same IMF briefing also highlighted that Japan alone is heavily 

exposed, with about 60% of its oil imports and 11% of its LNG imports linked to Hormuz-related 

flows. This makes the Strait less a generic global risk and more a highly asymmetric one, with 

Asian importers carrying much of the first-round exposure. 

This asymmetry is one of the central reasons why Hormuz should be understood as a 

macroeconomic chokepoint rather than only an oil-market chokepoint. A prolonged disruption 

would not remain confined to crude prices. It would propagate into refinery margins, 



petrochemical chains, shipping costs, industrial inputs, and electricity systems, especially in 

economies that depend on imported fuel for manufacturing and power generation. That is why a 

Hormuz shock can become a broader growth-and-inflation shock rather than a narrow 

commodity event. 

Why conflict in Hormuz is more than a regional issue 

Once conflict reaches Hormuz, the issue stops being local in any meaningful economic sense. A 

military event in or around the Strait can rapidly become a global pricing mechanism: higher oil 

and gas prices act like a tax on fuel-importing economies, while transport delays and elevated 

uncertainty feed directly into trade and investment decisions. The IMF has explicitly described 

energy as the main transmission channel through which the current Middle East war affects the 

world economy, noting that the disruption around Hormuz has already become historic in scale. 

For this article, that is the critical bridge. If Hormuz can reshape inflation, industrial cost 

structures, and electricity economics, then it also has the power to reshape the operating 

conditions of advanced AI systems. Agentic AI may look like a digital layer, but it is built on 

physical infrastructure: data centers, power availability, compute budgets, and deployment 

resilience. In that sense, Hormuz is not outside the story of AI development in 2026. It is one of 

the geopolitical pressure points that can alter how quickly, how cheaply, and where advanced 

agentic systems can scale.  

War, Energy, and the Transmission of Global Economic Shock 

How war turns into an energy shock 

War in the Middle East does not become a global economic problem only when production 

facilities are destroyed. It becomes a macroeconomic shock the moment market participants 

begin to doubt the continuity of energy flows, shipping security, and replacement capacity. In its 

March 30, 2026 analysis, the IMF identified energy prices, supply chains, and financial markets 

as the main channels through which the current war is transmitted to the wider global economy. 



That framing is important because it shows that the economic damage does not depend only on 

physical shortages; it also depends on expectations, repricing, and the speed at which risk 

spreads across markets. 

The Strait of Hormuz sits at the center of that transmission mechanism. About one-fifth of global 

oil supply and LNG trade normally transits through Hormuz, and Asia carries a disproportionate 

share of the first-round exposure. That means a military escalation in or around the Strait is 

rapidly translated into higher energy insecurity for import-dependent economies, especially those 

whose manufacturing systems, transport networks, and power generation models remain heavily 

exposed to imported fuels. 

This is why Hormuz should be understood as a trigger for an economic chain reaction, not just a 

commodity-market event. Once the reliability of this corridor is questioned, the result is not 

merely higher spot prices for oil or LNG. It is a repricing of logistics, insurance, industrial planning, 

and growth expectations. The Daraltharwa analysis used exactly this logic by treating duration, 

substitution, and transmission as the decisive variables in distinguishing a temporary shock from 

a broader stagflationary episode. 

From oil disruption to inflation and slower growth 

The most immediate macroeconomic effect of a Hormuz disruption is a rise in energy prices, but 

the broader effect is a deterioration in the balance between growth and inflation. Higher oil and 

gas prices increase production costs, transportation costs, and household energy bills at the same 

time. The IMF has warned that the current war can weaken growth while intensifying inflationary 

pressure, and European policymakers are now openly discussing the risk of a prolonged energy 

shock if disruption persists. 

That matters because energy shocks do not remain confined to headline fuel markets. Reuters 

reported on April 15 that the European Commission is considering subsidies and temporary 

support measures for sectors such as agriculture, fisheries, and transport because fuel and 

fertilizer costs have risen sharply as a result of the Iran war and the near-total disruption of 



Hormuz-linked trade. Reuters also reported that the EU is preparing contingency plans for jet fuel 

shortages, reflecting how quickly an energy disruption can spread into aviation, industrial 

operations, and broader economic activity. 

In practical terms, this is the classic structure of a stagflationary shock: the same event pushes 

costs higher while making real economic activity harder to sustain. The Daraltharwa scenario 

framework captures this well. Its central argument is not that all wars automatically become 

global stagflation events, but that a prolonged disruption in Hormuz raises the probability of 

exactly that outcome because replacement mechanisms can buy time without fully restoring the 

scale, speed, and efficiency of normal energy flows. 

Shipping risk, insurance costs, and supply-chain pressure 

One of the most underestimated dimensions of war-related energy shocks is that they spread 

through shipping and trade mechanics, not only through barrels and molecules. Even when some 

energy continues to move, conflict increases war-risk premia, rerouting costs, delivery times, and 

uncertainty around port and shipping access. In the Daraltharwa analysis, this logic appears 

clearly: alternative routes may reduce the immediate pressure, but they do so at a higher 

economic cost because transport becomes slower, more expensive, and more exposed to attack 

risk. 

Recent reporting supports that broader picture. The European Union’s current contingency work is 

not limited to crude oil; it also extends to fertilizers, jet fuel, and transport-intensive sectors, 

which shows that the economic transmission mechanism is already moving beyond the narrow 

energy complex. Reuters also reported that if the conflict continues, Europe could face winter gas 

storage stress, localized fuel shortages, and wider industrial disruption. In other words, the issue 

is not simply whether the world can replace some lost energy volume. The deeper question is 

whether it can do so cheaply, quickly, and reliably enough to avoid second-round damage across 

supply chains. 



This point is critical for the rest of the article. Supply-chain stress, insurance costs, and energy 

inflation do not stop at manufacturing, trade, or household consumption. They eventually reach 

digital infrastructure as well. Data centers, cloud operators, and AI product builders do not buy “oil 

risk” directly, but they do operate inside an economy where electricity pricing, capital allocation, 

logistics, construction inputs, and infrastructure expansion are all sensitive to prolonged energy 

disruption. That is the bridge to the next section: before asking how Agentic AI will be affected, we 

first need to ask whether the world can realistically absorb a Hormuz shock without deeper 

structural strain.  

Can the World Absorb a Hormuz Shock? 

Strategic petroleum reserves as the first line of defense 

The first answer to a major Hormuz disruption is not a perfect substitute for lost flows, but a 

time-buying mechanism. That is the role of strategic petroleum reserves. The IEA states that its 

member countries currently hold more than 1.2 billion barrels of public emergency oil stocks, 

along with roughly 600 million barrels of industry stocks held under government obligation. On 

11 March 2026, the IEA also announced a coordinated release of 400 million barrels in response 

to market disruptions stemming from the Middle East conflict. 

This matters because reserves can reduce the intensity of an immediate panic. They can dampen 

the first wave of supply fear, soften price spikes, and give governments and markets time to 

reroute flows. But they do not recreate the normal economics of Gulf energy. Emergency stocks 

are, by design, a bridge—not a long-term replacement for stable, low-friction energy transit. That 

distinction is critical. A short disruption can be buffered. A prolonged disruption tests the limits of 

the buffer itself. 

Bypass routes exist, but their capacity is limited 

The second line of defense is rerouting. Yet here too, capacity is materially smaller than the scale 

of normal Hormuz flows. According to the U.S. EIA, Saudi Arabia’s East-West pipeline and the 



UAE’s Abu Dhabi–Fujairah pipeline together could provide about 4.7 million barrels per day of 

bypass capacity around the Strait of Hormuz. That is meaningful, but still far below the roughly 

20.9 million barrels per day of oil and petroleum products that normally transit through Hormuz. 

So the world is not completely exposed, but neither is it structurally insulated. Even when bypass 

infrastructure works, it only covers part of the problem. In practice, that means alternative routes 

can reduce the shock without eliminating it. The logic is similar to what your Daraltharwa source 

argued: the real question is not whether alternatives exist, but whether they can replace the 

scale, speed, and efficiency of normal Hormuz traffic under stress. 

Reallocation helps, but at a higher economic cost 

Even beyond reserves and pipelines, markets will try to adapt through substitution, rerouting, and 

global reallocation. Cargoes can be redirected, buyers can compete for non-Gulf supply, and 

governments can intervene to prioritize critical sectors. But reallocation is not costless. The IMF 

has stressed that the current Middle East war is being transmitted through higher energy prices, 

supply-chain disruption, and financial-market stress, while the European response already shows 

how quickly those pressures spread into agriculture, transport, industry, and broader inflation 

dynamics. 

That is why the question is not simply “Can the world find enough barrels?” The deeper question 

is whether it can find them cheaply enough, quickly enough, and predictably enough to prevent 

second-round damage. A world that technically replaces part of the lost supply may still face 

slower growth, tighter margins, higher financing costs, and weaker business confidence. In 

macroeconomic terms, absorption may succeed physically while still failing economically. 

Why this matters for startups and digital companies too 

This is exactly where the article should widen beyond oil and beyond AI alone. Startups and digital 

companies often behave as if they operate above macroeconomics, but they do not. They live 

inside the same system of electricity pricing, cloud costs, capital discipline, logistics, and 

infrastructure expansion as every other business. When energy shocks become persistent, they 



raise the cost of building and operating the physical layer behind digital products—from data 

centers and telecom infrastructure to transport, hardware, and office operations. 

For software companies, the effect may not appear immediately in the form of “oil exposure,” but 

it arrives through a different route: slower infrastructure rollout, tighter spending, more cautious 

customers, and a harder funding environment. For startups, especially those still scaling, that 

means growth plans become more sensitive to external shocks. Expansion becomes more 

selective, hiring becomes more disciplined, and resilience starts to matter as much as raw speed. 

In that environment, efficient digital products gain an advantage over infrastructure-hungry ones. 

Agentic AI then becomes the most exposed edge of the digital economy, not the whole story. 

Interim conclusion 

So, can the world absorb a Hormuz shock?​

 Yes—for a while. It has reserves, rerouting capacity, and institutional tools that did not exist in 

the same form during earlier energy crises. But those mechanisms mostly buy time. They do not 

fully restore the normal structure of global energy flows, nor do they neutralize the inflation, 

uncertainty, and infrastructure pressure that prolonged disruption can generate. 

And that is the key bridge to the next stage of the article. If the world can only partially absorb the 

shock, then the real question is no longer just about oil markets. It becomes a question about 

which sectors are most exposed to a world of tighter energy, tighter capital, and more fragile 

infrastructure conditions. Startups, digital platforms, and especially Agentic AI systems sit directly 

inside that next layer of exposure. 

 

Scenario Analysis: Temporary Crisis or Structural Threat? 

This section should not be read as a prediction market in disguise. It is better understood as a 

decision framework. The real analytical question is not whether the world can react to a Hormuz 



shock at all, but whether it can react fast enough and cheaply enough to prevent the shock from 

spreading into a wider macroeconomic and business slowdown. That is also the logic behind the 

earlier Daraltharwa analysis: duration is the decisive variable, because a short disruption can 

often be buffered, while a prolonged one changes the character of the problem entirely. 

Scenario One: A Temporary Disruption 

In the first scenario, the conflict remains severe but limited in duration. Shipping conditions 

around Hormuz stay abnormal, insurance costs remain elevated, and energy flows do not 

immediately return to normal, but the disruption does not become long enough to break the 

global adjustment mechanism. Strategic reserves, rerouting, fuel substitution, and policy 

intervention buy enough time to contain the worst macroeconomic damage. This is broadly 

consistent with the more optimistic scenario currently discussed by European policymakers, in 

which a ceasefire or partial de-escalation allows energy flows to recover gradually rather than 

collapse for an extended period. 

Under this outcome, oil and gas prices would likely remain elevated relative to pre-crisis levels, 

but the world economy would absorb the shock without moving into a deeper stagflationary 

regime. Growth would weaken, input costs would stay uncomfortable, and some sectors would 

still feel stress, but the disruption would remain manageable rather than systemic. For startups 

and technology companies, this would mean tighter cost discipline and more selective scaling, not 

necessarily a full reset of business strategy. The damage would be real, but mostly cyclical. 

Scenario Two: A Prolonged War of Attrition 

The second scenario is the one that matters most analytically, even if it is not the base case. Here, 

the conflict lasts long enough that emergency buffers stop functioning as stabilizers and begin to 

look like temporary delay tools. Replacement flows remain incomplete, logistics stay impaired, 

shipping and insurance costs remain structurally high, and energy price pressure starts feeding 

into broader inflation, industry stress, and weaker business confidence. The European 

Commission has already outlined this kind of downside case: a prolonged conflict could create a 



lasting energy shock, complicate gas storage ahead of winter, and trigger localized fuel shortages 

alongside wider industrial disruption. 

This is the point at which the problem stops being “an oil story.” It becomes a broader economic 

and operational story. Finance ministers meeting during the IMF–World Bank spring meetings 

have already warned that renewed fighting or sustained disruption in Hormuz would threaten 

global energy security and supply chains, with effects on growth, inflation, and markets even after 

the immediate military phase fades. Reuters has also reported that war-related damage to Middle 

Eastern energy assets may cost up to $58 billion, which matters because recovery spending of 

that kind restores damaged capacity rather than creating new productive slack. That means 

delays, inflationary pressure, and tighter project economics can persist even beyond the first 

shock. 

For startups, digital platforms, and infrastructure builders, this is the structural-threat scenario. In 

such an environment, cloud usage becomes harder to scale casually, expansion plans face more 

friction, and investor tolerance for burn declines. The effect would be strongest in business 

models that depend on heavy infrastructure growth, expensive compute, or aggressive market 

expansion. Agentic AI would still matter in this world, but it would matter inside a much harsher 

economic environment for all digital builders, not as an isolated technology trend. 

Scenario Three: An Early Ceasefire 

The third scenario is the most favorable one economically: a ceasefire arrives quickly enough that 

the disruption never has time to harden into a structural energy crisis. This outcome has not been 

fully secured, but it is not outside the current diplomatic horizon either. Reuters reported on April 

16 that peace talks may resume soon and that Iran could allow passage through the Omani side 

of the Strait if a deal is reached, while other governments have publicly pushed for a full ceasefire 

to avoid broader economic damage. 

Even under this best-case path, however, the economic reset would not be immediate. Insurance 

costs, transport premia, and business caution would likely remain above normal for some time. In 



other words, an early ceasefire would reduce the probability of a deeper macroeconomic accident, 

but it would not erase the lesson of the shock. Companies would still be forced to confront how 

exposed their operating models are to energy, logistics, and geopolitical concentration. That is 

why this scenario is favorable, but not costless. 

Which scenario matters most for 2026? 

For the global economy, the temporary-disruption scenario still appears more plausible than a full 

war-of-attrition scenario, but the downside case remains too large to ignore. That is the right 

balance for this article: do not write as if collapse is certain, but do not treat the shock as a 

short-lived headline either. The most important analytical distinction is this: the base case may 

still be cyclical, but the tail risk is structural. 

For startups and digital companies, this distinction is even more important. A temporary shock 

mostly changes margins, planning, and funding discipline. A prolonged shock changes strategy. It 

pushes founders toward leaner products, more selective infrastructure use, stronger treasury 

discipline, and lower dependence on single-country operating concentration. That is exactly where 

Intelligent’s own operating logic becomes relevant: geographic diversification across teams and 

offices is not just an organizational detail, but one practical way to reduce concentration risk in a 

world where energy, logistics, and macro shocks can spill into digital execution. The closer a 

company is to infrastructure-heavy growth, the more valuable that resilience becomes.  

 

Why Startups and Digital Builders Are Exposed to the Energy 

System 

Startups do not operate outside macroeconomics 

One of the most common mistakes in technology analysis is to treat startups as if they operate 

above the physical economy. They do not. Startups may build software, APIs, fintech products, or 



AI systems, but they still depend on the same macro environment that shapes every other sector: 

energy prices, logistics, customer demand, financing conditions, and infrastructure reliability. The 

IMF has been explicit that the current Middle East war is being transmitted globally through 

energy prices, supply chains, and financial markets, while its April 2026 financial-stability 

update warned that the conflict is tightening financial conditions and increasing broader funding 

risks. That combination matters directly to startups because young companies are usually more 

exposed to volatility in growth, capital access, and operating costs than mature firms are. 

This is why a Hormuz-related energy shock should not be framed as a problem only for oil 

importers, airlines, or industrial manufacturers. It also matters for digital businesses. When 

energy and transport costs rise, households and enterprises become more selective in spending. 

When inflation remains sticky, interest rates and financing costs are harder to ease. When 

financial conditions tighten, growth-stage companies face a more demanding market for 

fundraising and customer expansion. In that sense, startups are not outside the shock; they are 

one layer downstream from it. 

Energy shocks feed into cloud costs, infrastructure rollout, and digital 

operations 

The link between energy systems and digital business becomes even clearer when we look at 

infrastructure. The IEA projects that electricity demand from data centres will more than double 

to around 945 TWh by 2030, with AI identified as the most important driver of that growth. In the 

United States, the IEA says data centres account for nearly half of electricity-demand growth 

between now and 2030. In Europe, the agency has also warned that overcoming energy 

constraints is becoming central to future data-centre expansion. This means digital growth is 

increasingly tied to the availability of power, grid capacity, and the economics of electricity—not 

just software demand. 

For startups, this does not always show up as a line item called “energy risk.” Instead, it appears 

indirectly: slower or more expensive infrastructure rollout, tighter pricing from cloud vendors, 

more expensive construction and equipment for the physical layer of the digital economy, and a 



wider push toward operating efficiency. The point is not that every startup suddenly becomes an 

energy company. The point is that digital builders increasingly rely on an infrastructure stack 

whose costs and scaling speed are shaped by the energy system underneath it. That exposure 

becomes stronger, not weaker, as products become more data-intensive, always-on, and 

computation-heavy. 

Why digital companies are exposed even if they are not energy businesses 

A digital company can have no direct exposure to oil production and still be affected by a Hormuz 

shock through at least three channels. First, it faces the macroeconomic channel: weaker growth, 

more cautious customers, and tighter financial conditions. Second, it faces the infrastructure 

channel: a more expensive or slower-to-expand digital backbone, especially where data-centre 

and power constraints are already binding. Third, it faces the operational channel: higher costs 

and more planning uncertainty across vendors, hiring, transport, facilities, and international 

operations. The IMF and IEA together make this picture hard to ignore: one is warning that the 

war is elevating inflation, growth, and financial-stability risks, while the other is showing that the 

digital economy’s physical base is becoming materially more electricity-intensive. 

This is the context in which Agentic AI becomes especially relevant, but not because it is the 

whole story. It matters because it sits at the most infrastructure-sensitive end of the broader 

digital economy. If a simple SaaS product already depends on stable cloud pricing, reliable 

infrastructure, and predictable customer spending, then products built around continuous 

orchestration, large-scale inference, persistent memory, and tool-using agents are even more 

exposed. So the right framing is not that “only AI is affected.” The better framing is that all serious 

digital builders are exposed, and Agentic AI is simply one of the most sensitive cases. 

Interim conclusion 

By this point in the article, the bridge should be clear. A Hormuz disruption is not just an 

oil-market event. It is a potential shock to the cost structure, growth environment, and 

infrastructure assumptions behind modern digital business. Startups do not need to trade oil 



futures to feel that pressure. They feel it through capital discipline, customer caution, cloud 

economics, and the physical limits of scaling digital infrastructure. Once that is understood, the 

next question becomes much sharper: if the broader startup and digital economy is exposed to 

energy shocks, how could those shocks specifically reshape the development path of startups, 

infrastructure-heavy products, and Agentic AI in 2026?  

How Energy Shocks Could Reshape Startups, Infrastructure, 

and Agentic AI Development in 2026 

Rising operating costs and tighter capital discipline 

The first effect of a prolonged energy shock is not technological. It is financial. When war pushes 

energy prices higher and keeps inflation risk alive, funding conditions tend to tighten, borrowing 

becomes more expensive, and investors become less tolerant of aggressive expansion without 

clear operating discipline. Reuters, citing the IMF’s Global Financial Stability Report, reported on 

April 14 that the Middle East war is increasing global financial-stability risks, tightening funding 

conditions, and could significantly slow AI investment if the conflict persists. 

For startups, that matters immediately. Even companies with no direct exposure to oil or shipping 

begin to feel the effect through a harsher capital environment, weaker customer confidence, and 

more pressure to justify every layer of spending. In that world, the question shifts from “How fast 

can we scale?” to “What kind of growth can we sustain under more expensive infrastructure and 

tighter funding?” That is one reason this article should not be read as an AI-only argument. The 

broader startup environment changes first; infrastructure-heavy AI products simply feel the 

pressure more intensely. 

Pressure on cloud spending, infrastructure expansion, and scaling decisions 

The second effect is infrastructural. The IEA says global data-centre electricity consumption was 

about 415 TWh in 2024 and is set to rise to around 945 TWh by 2030, with AI as the most 



important driver of that growth. The same IEA analysis warns that electricity grids are already 

under strain and estimates that, unless those risks are addressed, about 20% of planned 

data-centre projects could face delays. 

That point is crucial for startup strategy. A world in which digital infrastructure expands smoothly 

is very different from a world in which grid access, power equipment, and interconnection queues 

become bottlenecks. In Europe, the IEA notes that developers can face grid-connection waits of 

two to ten years, with queues in the main FLAP-D hubs averaging seven to ten years. It also 

notes that electricity-affordability concerns are becoming central for policymakers. In practice, 

this means cloud and data-centre growth are no longer just matters of software demand and 

capital expenditure; they are increasingly constrained by the physical energy system beneath 

them. 

Why startups may move toward leaner products and more efficient systems 

When infrastructure becomes harder to expand and capital becomes less patient, startup 

behavior changes. Companies begin to prefer leaner products, narrower use cases, more selective 

deployment, and clearer revenue logic. This does not mean innovation stops. It means the market 

starts rewarding efficiency per unit of infrastructure more than abstract technical ambition. 

That shift is already visible in the broader public and political response to digital infrastructure 

growth. AP reported on April 16 that Maine moved toward the first statewide moratorium on 

large data centres in the United States amid concerns about blackouts, rising electricity bills, and 

the enormous power demands of hyperscale facilities. The article also noted that resistance to 

data-centre growth is spreading at the local level in other states. This matters because it signals 

something deeper: digital scaling is now colliding with real political and infrastructural limits, not 

just engineering challenges. 

For founders, the implication is clear. In a world of geopolitical energy stress, the strongest digital 

businesses may not be the ones that assume infinite cheap infrastructure. They may be the ones 

that design for cost-awareness, deployment flexibility, and resilience from the start. That logic 



applies to SaaS, fintech, marketplaces, and digital platforms broadly. Agentic AI simply makes the 

trade-offs more visible. 

Agentic AI as the most infrastructure-sensitive layer of the trend 

Agentic AI sits at the sharp edge of this transition because it compounds several 

infrastructure-intensive requirements at once: repeated inference, orchestration across tools, 

memory management, monitoring, and often low-latency responsiveness. NREL notes that by 

2030, 90% of AI workloads are expected to be inference-based, which implies a shift toward 

multiple low-latency data centres placed closer to end users. NREL also warns that these loads 

may strain already constrained feeders, create multi-year interconnection delays, and increase 

customer costs. 

That observation changes the development story. The challenge is no longer only how to train 

better models. It is also how to operate agentic systems economically in a world where inference 

is becoming dominant and where the grid, not just the GPU, can become a limiting factor. This is 

exactly why a prolonged Hormuz-style energy shock matters to the future of Agentic AI. It 

increases the pressure to design systems that route tasks intelligently, use specialized models 

where possible, reduce unnecessary computation, and avoid wasteful always-on architectures. 

The future may still belong to advanced agents, but not necessarily to the most 

infrastructure-hungry version of them. 

Geography, resilience, and the new map of digital deployment 

The final change is geographic. Once energy availability, grid access, and political resistance 

become material constraints, the map of digital growth starts to shift. The IEA’s Europe 

commentary shows that some traditional hubs are already facing serious pressure, while new 

hubs emerge partly because the older ones are harder to expand. That means geography is 

becoming a strategic variable again—not only for heavy industry, but also for digital 

infrastructure. 



This is where the article can naturally connect to Intelligent. In a more fragile macro and 

infrastructure environment, geographic diversification is not just an administrative detail. It can 

reduce concentration risk across operations, teams, and decision-making centers. For a company 

with offices across multiple countries, that diversification creates a practical hedge against local 

bottlenecks in energy, logistics, regulation, or business continuity. It does not eliminate systemic 

shocks, but it can reduce operational fragility. In 2026, that kind of resilience is becoming part of 

digital strategy itself. 

What This Means for Founders, Product Teams, and AI 

Builders 

Efficiency becomes strategy, not just optimization 

The clearest lesson for founders is that efficiency can no longer be treated as a late-stage 

operating improvement. In a world shaped by war-driven energy risk, tighter financial conditions, 

and infrastructure bottlenecks, efficiency becomes part of strategy itself. The IMF has already 

warned that the current Middle East conflict is tightening financial conditions and raising broader 

funding risks, while the IEA is showing that the digital economy’s physical base is becoming more 

power-intensive and more constrained by grid realities. Put together, that means startups should 

assume that capital, infrastructure, and scaling capacity will be more selective than they appeared 

in the previous phase of digital growth. 

For product teams, the implication is practical: fewer speculative features, clearer monetization 

logic, more disciplined infrastructure use, and a stronger preference for products that generate 

durable customer value without requiring unlimited backend expansion. This is partly an inference 

from the macro and infrastructure evidence, but it is a grounded one. When funding tightens and 

infrastructure lead times stretch, the market tends to reward products that convert demand into 

sustainable economics more quickly. 

 



Infrastructure planning is now a product question 

The second lesson is that infrastructure planning is no longer only a technical back-office issue. It 

is increasingly a product and growth issue. The IEA projects that data-centre electricity demand 

will rise from about 415 TWh in 2024 to around 945 TWh by 2030, and it estimates that about 

20% of planned data-centre projects could face delays if grid risks are not addressed. In Europe, 

grid-connection waits can range from two to ten years, with developers in major hubs facing 

average queues of seven to ten years. Those are not abstract utility-sector details. They affect 

the speed, cost, and feasibility of digital expansion. 

For builders, that means product strategy has to account for where workloads run, how elastic 

they really are, which parts of the system need low latency, and which ones can be designed to 

consume less compute and less always-on capacity. This matters for SaaS and fintech platforms 

broadly, and it matters even more for AI-heavy systems. Once infrastructure bottlenecks start 

shaping deployment options, architecture choices stop being purely technical preferences and 

become business decisions. 

Agentic AI builders need cost-aware architecture 

For AI builders specifically, the lesson is sharper. Agentic AI is not just another software feature 

layer; it is one of the most infrastructure-sensitive layers of the digital economy because it 

combines repeated inference, orchestration, memory, and responsiveness requirements. The IEA 

states plainly that “there is no AI without energy,” and notes that affordable, reliable electricity will 

be a crucial determinant of AI development. NREL likewise expects inference to dominate AI 

workloads by 2030, which implies more distributed, low-latency compute demand and greater 

pressure on already constrained local electricity systems. 

The practical implication is that the next generation of serious AI products will need to be 

designed with cost-aware orchestration in mind: better routing, narrower use of large models, 

more specialized components, smarter memory design, and more selective invocation of 

expensive agent loops. This is not an argument against advanced agents. It is an argument that in 



a more fragile macro and energy environment, the strongest agentic systems may be the ones 

that can deliver useful intelligence with less waste. That conclusion is partly analytical, but it 

follows directly from the rising importance of electricity affordability, grid congestion, and 

inference-heavy demand. 

Resilience and geographic diversification become real advantages 

The fourth lesson is about resilience. When war, energy disruption, and supply-chain pressure 

bleed into digital infrastructure, operational concentration becomes more dangerous. The IMF has 

emphasized that the current shock is moving through energy, trade, and finance simultaneously, 

while the IEA shows that digital infrastructure growth is increasingly shaped by local grid 

constraints and location-specific bottlenecks. In that environment, geographic diversification 

becomes more than an organizational preference; it becomes a hedge against concentration risk. 

That point is especially relevant for companies like Intelligent. Operating across multiple countries 

and offices does not eliminate systemic geopolitical risk, but it can reduce dependence on a single 

operating environment, a single regulatory bottleneck, or a single local infrastructure constraint. 

For founders more broadly, the same logic applies at different scales: diversify critical operations 

where possible, avoid assuming that every layer of the business can remain concentrated in one 

place, and treat resilience as part of product strategy rather than only a compliance or continuity 

concern. In 2026, that is no longer a conservative posture. It is increasingly a competitive one. 

What This Means for Intelligent 

From oil-market analysis to digital-infrastructure strategy 

For Intelligent, the relevance of this discussion is not abstract. The underlying analytical logic of 

the Hormuz shock was first developed on the oil and macro side in Daraltharwa’s earlier work, 

which framed the issue through scenario analysis, energy shock transmission, replacement 

capacity, and stagflation risk. What changes here is the application layer. The same macro logic is 



now extended from energy and markets into startups, digital infrastructure, and Agentic AI 

development. 

That extension is justified because the core transmission channels are the same. The IMF 

identifies energy prices, supply chains, and financial markets as the main channels through 

which the current Middle East war affects the wider economy, while the IEA argues that 

affordable, reliable electricity is becoming a crucial determinant of AI development. Once those 

two facts are put together, it becomes clear that advanced digital products cannot be analyzed 

separately from the macro and energy systems beneath them. 

Why Intelligent’s operating model matters in this environment 

This is also where Intelligent’s own operating logic becomes relevant. A company that works 

across multiple countries and offices is not immune to global shocks, but it is less exposed to the 

fragility that comes from concentrating operations, teams, and decision-making capacity in a 

single location. In a world where war, energy disruption, logistics stress, and financial tightening 

can spill over into digital execution, geographic diversification becomes a practical resilience 

mechanism rather than just an organizational detail. 

That matters even more for companies building infrastructure-sensitive digital products. If energy 

constraints can slow data-centre growth and if conflict can tighten financial conditions worldwide, 

then operational resilience depends not only on product quality, but also on how flexibly a 

company can continue executing across jurisdictions, teams, and markets. For Intelligent, reducing 

concentration risk through distributed operations is one way of responding to exactly the kind of 

environment described in this article. 

Building serious AI products with economic reality in mind 

The broader implication is that Intelligent should not think about Agentic AI as a pure model race. 

The more useful framing is to think in terms of resilient digital intelligence: systems that can still 

deliver value when infrastructure is tighter, scaling is more selective, and macro conditions are 



less forgiving. That pushes strategy toward disciplined deployment, efficient architecture, careful 

use of expensive compute, and business models that do not assume frictionless expansion. 

This is why the article matters for Intelligent specifically. It is not only a commentary on oil, war, or 

AI. It is an argument that the next phase of serious digital product building will belong to teams 

that understand the connection between macro shocks and technical execution. Daraltharwa’s 

earlier analysis asked whether Hormuz could become a major macroeconomic threat; the next 

logical question for Intelligent is how to build platforms that remain operationally strong even 

when that kind of threat reshapes the environment around them. 

Conclusion 

The central argument of this article is simple: in 2026, the future of startups, digital infrastructure, 

and Agentic AI cannot be analyzed only through the lens of software progress. It must also be 

analyzed through the lens of energy systems, geopolitical risk, and infrastructure resilience. The 

Strait of Hormuz matters here because it is not only a regional flashpoint. It remains one of the 

world’s most critical energy chokepoints, carrying around one-fifth of global petroleum liquids 

consumption and a significant share of global LNG trade. When disruption touches a corridor of 

that scale, the consequences move quickly beyond oil markets into inflation, trade, infrastructure 

costs, and business planning. 

That is why the Hormuz question matters for startups too. A prolonged energy shock does not 

need to “target tech” directly to change the conditions under which digital companies operate. It 

can tighten funding conditions, slow infrastructure rollout, raise uncertainty, and make customers 

and investors more selective. The IMF has already identified energy prices, supply chains, and 

financial markets as the main channels through which the current Middle East war affects the 

wider global economy, while the IEA has shown that digital growth itself is becoming more 

dependent on electricity availability, affordability, and grid capacity. 

Within that broader shift, Agentic AI becomes one of the most exposed layers of the digital 

economy. Not because it is the whole story, but because it sits closest to the point where 



inference intensity, orchestration complexity, and infrastructure dependence meet. As 

data-centre electricity demand rises and power constraints become more material, the winning 

systems may not simply be the most ambitious ones. They may be the ones that are better 

designed for efficiency, selective scaling, and resilient deployment. 

This is also why the topic matters for Intelligent. The first analytical layer of this discussion was 

developed from the oil and macro side in Daraltharwa’s earlier work on the Strait of Hormuz, 

where the core questions were scenario duration, replacement capacity, and stagflation risk. This 

article extends that same analytical logic into a different domain: startups, digital infrastructure, 

and Agentic AI strategy. 

For Intelligent, the practical implication is not to treat these shocks as distant macro headlines. It 

is to build with them in mind. In a world where energy constraints, logistics stress, and financial 

tightening can affect digital execution, geographic diversification across teams and offices 

becomes one practical way to reduce concentration risk. It does not remove systemic shocks, but 

it strengthens resilience against localized disruption and operational fragility. 

So the deeper conclusion is this: the next phase of serious digital building will not belong only to 

the teams with the best models or the fastest feature releases. It will belong to the teams that 

understand how macro shocks shape technical execution, how infrastructure shapes product 

strategy, and how resilience must be designed into the company as well as the system. In that 

sense, the path from the Strait of Hormuz to Agentic AI is not indirect at all. It is one of the 

clearest examples of how geopolitics, energy, and digital development have become part of the 

same strategic reality. 
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