If you've lived and invested in America for the past 30 years, you're no stranger to the
government buying big stakes in private companies. Most of the time, however, those
stakes are intended to save the private company from imminent disaster.

So when the U.S. government decided to use funds earmarked for semiconductor research
to buy a ~10% stake in Intel, many people immediately connected the dots. People logged
on to the internet to ask:

e Why did the government buy a stake in Intel?
¢ |s this a bailout?
e Will the government control Intel now?

Even the questions create a misleading impression of the situation. To that end, | want to
take a moment to look at why the government did this, how big (or not big) of a deal it is,
and how it fits in with broader trends and history.

Why did the government invest in Intel?

Intel makes semiconductors—the chips that are the ‘brains’ of nearly all modern electronics.
Intel has long been an industry leader in the field, but is facing increased competition from
overseas, particularly from Chinese companies.

The U.S. government first became interested in Intel during the pandemic when supply
chain disruptions made it difficult for some electronic devices to get certain components,
like semiconductors, that were manufactured overseas. Politicians began to strategize that
it would benefit America to focus more on domestic production.



To that end, President Biden launched the CHIPS and Science Act, setting aside more than
$50 billion to incentive chip manufacturers to focus on local production. Some $30 billion of
that allocation was earmarked for subsidies.

From those funds, the Biden Administration issued an $8.5 billion grant to Intel as well as
$11 billion in loans, along with tax incentives. The goal? Build new plants in Arizona, New
Mexico, Ohio, and Oregon.

In 2025, the Trump Administration wanted something material in exchange for the grants
and tax credits. He wanted an equity stake. In August, he used money from the CHIPS fund
to buy a 10% stake in the company.

The government purchased 433.3 million shares at $20.47 per share in late August 2025. A
month later (on September 22, 2025), shares closed at $28.76. In other words, the
government is up more than $3.5 billion on the investment so far.

The government does not have voting shares, meaning they don't have a say in governance
or direction of the company. This distinction is important for critics who worry about state-
control of industry or socialism.

So... is it a bailout?

The government’s investment in Intel can't be viewed as a bailout because Intel wasn't in
trouble. Consider the government’s past bailout efforts.

The Bank Bailout (TARP), 2008

In 2007, major banks suffered major losses thanks to complex financial products
they created.

After Bear Stearns almost failed (it was purchased by JP Morgan in a last-minute
deal arranged by then-Treasury Secretary Hank Paulson), Lehman Brothers
actually did. Lehman filed the largest bankruptcy in American history, creating
widespread concern that other large banks would fail... and take the American
economy with them.

The government launched the Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) to prop up
banks deemed “too big to fail.” In the end, American taxpayers actually made
about $30 billion on the bailout: Of the $245.1 billion invested by the Treasury,
$275.2 billion was paid back.



https://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/bank-investment-programs/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/financial-stability/TARP-Programs/bank-investment-programs/Pages/default.aspx

The Auto Bailout (2008)

TARP also included an $80 billion bailout of Chrysler and General Motors. (Ford
did not apply for federal assistance.) The automakers’ car sales plummeted
during the start of the financial crisis, and TARP gave them the cash they needed
to make payroll and keep manufacturing.

During the bailout, GM and Chrysler went through structured bankruptcies.
Chrysler was purchased by Fiat, whereas GM remained a public company, with the
government owning a large stake that it held through 2013.

The government required both the automakers and their unions to make a number
of concessions in exchange for the funds. Of the $80 billion the U.S. government
invested in bailing out the auto industry, all but about $10 billion was recovered.

If it's not a bailout... what is it?

The government'’s investment in Intel is, in some ways, more closely related to a sovereign
wealth fund investment than anything. Since the U.S. doesn’t have a sovereign wealth fund,
the concept can seem a bit strange at first, so let’s look at how these funds work in other
countries.

What are sovereign wealth funds?

For some countries, particularly those with massive revenue from a particular
industry, sovereign wealth funds allow them to diversify their wealth across a
variety of holdings. As with a personal portfolio, this approach helps protect the
countries from market volatility and may be a more stable path to long-term
wealth.

For countries like Norway or Dubai, these funds can also help bolster the
countries long-term security if and when their natural resources (oil) falter.

So: Does the intel investment more closely resemble a sovereign wealth fund approach than
a bailout? Probably. The key difference is, of course, that the U.S. doesn’t have a sovereign
wealth fund. This investment is not part of a broader portfolio or a long-term wealth
strategy.

Instead, it's down to policy and politics.


https://www.npr.org/sections/thetwo-way/2013/12/09/249815202/government-sells-last-shares-in-gm-loses-10-billion

Additionally, sovereign wealth funds tend to follow a fairly clear (and transparent)
investment prospectus. The U.S. government’s intel investment doesn’t have any such
parameters attached.

What's the takeaway?

It's hard to come up with a clear conclusion about the government’s investment in Intel
because it is, largely, the first of its kind. Because it's not part of a broader strategy or
portfolio, it's hard to understand when the government might exit the investment.

It's also unclear whether the government might consider similar strategic investments in
private companies, or what funds it might use to purchase those shares in situations where
there aren't already funds earmarked for similar uses.

While much of the sensationalism about the investment—claims of socialism or bailouts—
appears to be overblown, there are a number of outstanding questions that remain and will
hopefully be answered over the next few months.



