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Abstract
Al's integration into political rulemaking introduces techno-paternalism, in

which automated systems preempt legislative judgment in the name of
efficiency, echoing classic tensions between harm prevention and individual
autonomy. This study synthesizes fragmented literature, constructs a
paternalism-sovereignty framework, and examines U.S and EU cases to
diagnose erosion risks and design safeguards. Qualitative comparative case
analysis of policy documents, GAO audits (2025), EU trilogies reports, and
metrics (30% Alinfluenced rules) tests propositions via process tracing and a
2x2 matrix. U.S. eCFR bpilots exhibit hard paternalism, compressing 40% of
debate cycles; EU Al Act sandboxes achieve proportionality via 18% wetoes,
confirming efficiency-sovereignty trade-offs. Hybrid model 70% Al advisory,
30% legislative vetoes with XAl audits recommends adoption through national
legislation and OECD standards, balancing legitimacy and speed gains.

INTRODUCTION
Artificial intelligence's rapid penetration into
political rulemaking processes, exemplified by
predictive analytics mandates following the 2025
U.S. Executive Order 14179 and EU Al Act
sandboxes, fundamentally challenges legislative
sovereignty by  positioning
preemptory guardians over human deliberation
(GAO, 2025; European Commission, 2025).
Once confined to administrative back offices, Al
now influences agenda-setting through sentiment
analysis, automates drafting via natural language
processing, and overrides review stages with
impact forecasting, accelerating rule production
by 25-40% while compressing democratic
contestation (Cane, 2020). This shift, accelerated
post-Trump reelection with federal Al integration
targets reaching 30% of regulations by 2026,
transforms  governance from  deliberative
pluralism to algorithmic efficiency,

machines  as

raising

profound questions about who truly authors the
rules shaping society (Pitkin, 1967).

At the core lies techno-paternalism: Al
functioning as a benevolent overseer, nudging or
overriding legislators toward presumed optimal
outcomes under efficiency rationales that echo
libertarian paternalism's subtle
architecture but hardened by automation (Thaler
&  Sunstein, 2008; Yeung, 2012). Unlike
traditional  technocracy, techno-paternalism
cloaks intervention in welfare maximization soft
variants via simulations steering priorities, hard
forms through binding auto-drafts, yet erodes
epistemic contestability (knowledge interrogation)
and normative pluralism (value diversity) central
to sovereignty (Habermas, 1996; Burrell, 2016).
U.S. eCFR pilots demonstrate this tension
starkly:  Alflagged climate rules softened
congressional ambitions, while EU

choice
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proportionality clashes reveal supranational
nudges versus national parliaments, positioning
both regimes on a paternalism-sovereignty
continuum  demanding  conceptual  clarity
(Danaher et al., 2017).

This paper addresses three research questions:
First, how does existing literature frame Al
paternalism across philosophical, governance,
and political silos? Second, what theoretical
tensions emerge when mapping paternalism
dynamics onto rulemaking stages! Third, how do
these manifest empirically in U.S. and EU cases,
and what policy fixes restore balance?
Contributions include a novel 2x2 matrix
operationalizing techno-paternalism levels against
sovereignty dimensions, a linear flowchart tracing
data inputs through paternalistic filters to
sovereignty outputs, and a hybrid model
allocating 70% Al advisory with 30% legislative
vetoes—directly filling gap analysis voids from
fragmented scholarship (Sections 2.4, 3).

The structure integrates theory with practice:
Section 2 reviews paternalism traditions, Al
governance scholarship, legislative sovereignty,
and gap analysis, synthesizing via a table. Section
3 constructs the theoretical framework—defining
techno-paternalism,  sovereignty  dimensions
(paragraph-form  matrix), and stage-specific
dynamics with propositions and flowchart.
Section 4 presents empirical analysis of U.S.
federal (eCFR/GAQ) and EU Al Act cases,
testing propositions comparatively. Section 5
examines ethical gaps, democratic threats, and
equity risks. Section 6 proposes the three-pillar
framework (vetoes, XAl audits, and diverse data)
and a hybrid model with an adoption roadmap.
Section 7 concludes with standards advocacy and
AGI extensions.

By bridging philosophy, political theory, and tech
policy, this study equips Web of Science journals
with rigorous tools to navigate Al's democratic
encroachment, ensuring efficiency serves rather

than supplants human agency (Mill, 1859/1978;
Hausman & Welch, 2010).

Literature Review
Paternalism originates in philosophical debates
over individual liberty and state intervention,

rooted in John Stuart Mill's harm principle,
which limits interference to cases where actions
harm others (Mill, 1859/1978). Gerald Dworkin
expanded this into soft paternalism, permitting
interventions to restore autonomy when agents
are nonvolitional or uninformed (Dworkin,
1972). Modern extensions appear in libertarian
paternalism, where Richard Thaler and Cass
Sunstein advocate "nudges," subtle policy designs
preserving choice while steering toward presumed
welfare maxima (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).
Critics like Hausman and Welch (2010) highlight
overreach risks, arguing that nudges manipulate
preferences under ethical individualism, eroding
true consent.

Algorithmic governance literature examines Al's
regulatory role, with Katzenbach and Ulbricht
(2019) framing it as code-based power shifts from
humans to machines. Burrell (2016) underscores
opacity risks, where "black box" Al obscures
decision rationales, fostering unaccountable
authority. Paternalism-specific works include
Yeung's (2012) analysis of algorithmic nudges in
public administration, which embed paternalistic
assumptions in hyper-nudging via real-time data.
Health AI debates contrast paternalism—top-
down  expert control with  democratic
participation (Chin-Yee & Upshur, 2024). Gaps
persist: while these address consumer or health
applications, political rulemaking receives scant
attention, overlooking legislative contexts.
Deliberative ~ democratic  theory  positions
sovereignty in communicative action and
representation (Habermas, 1996; Pitkin, 1967).
Al threats emerge in Danaher et al's (2017)
critique of automation displacing human
judgment, amplifying technocracy. Techno-
paternalism voids exist, with studies bridging
philosophy, tech policy, and politics, e.g.,
exclusivity in Al governance (Cane, 2020), yet
lacking integrated models for rulemaking.
Existing literature on paternalism, Al governance,
and legislative sovereignty remains fragmented
across disciplinary silos, with philosophical
discussions of paternalism rarely intersecting with
Al-specific governance scholarship, while political
theory largely overlooks techno-paternalism's
direct applications to rulemaking processes. This
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disconnection is evident in a synthesis of key
works, where classical paternalism, anchored in
Mill's (1859/1978) robust autonomy frameworks
and Dworkin's (1972) soft intervention models,
provides strong ethical foundations but lacks any
integration with artificial intelligence dynamics.
Similarly, libertarian variants, exemplified by
Thaler and Sunstein's (2008) practical nudge
designs, excel in policy toolkits yet ignore
political sovereignty implications, failing to
address how nudges might undermine legislative
authority. Alspecific contributions, such as
Yeung's (2012) opacity analyses and Burrell's
(2016) examinations of black-box overreach,
deliver incisive critiques of algorithmic nudges
but remain confined to non-political domains
like consumer behavior, neglecting rulemaking
contexts.  Political  applications  through
deliberative theory (Habermas, 1996; Pitkin,
1967) offer compelling accounts of sovereignty
via human deliberation, yet minimally engage Al
threats, leaving technocratic encroachments
unexamined.

Three critical gaps emerge from this landscape.
First, no unified framework exists to link
paternalism explicitly to Al deployment within
legislative processes, hindering holistic analysis of
techno-paternalistic risks. Second, an empirical
void persists regarding real-world rulemaking
cases, such as U.S. eCFR Al pilots or EU Al Act
implementations, where data on sovereignty
erosion remains scarce. Third, tensions between
Al-driven efficiency gains and democratic
erosion—such as reduced contestability or value
imposition remain underexplored, with little
guidance on balancing innovation against
accountability. This paper addresses these
deficiencies by introducing a techno-paternalism
matrix tailored to political rulemaking, fostering
interdisciplinary synthesis that operationalizes
paternalism for empirical testing and policy
design.

Theoretical Framework

Defining Techno-Paternalism
Techno-paternalism refers to the deployment of
artificial intelligence as a benevolent "guardian"
in political rulemaking, preempting human

judgment under the guise of superior efficiency
and foresight (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008; Yeung,
2012). Building directly on the literature review's
paternalism traditions, this concept
operationalizes Al's role for legislative contexts,
distinguishing  soft  variants—subtle nudges
through simulations or predictive analytics from
hard forms, such as automated overrides in rule
drafting. Soft techno-paternalism manifests when
Al tools, like sentiment analysis platforms, gently
steer agenda-setting by highlighting "optimal"
policy priorities based on data patterns,
preserving nominal human choice while shaping
outcomes (Katzenbach & Ulbricht, 2019). Hard
variants occur in fully automated systems, such as
natural language processing (NLP) models
generating binding regulatory text, effectively
sidelining legislator input (Burrell, 2016). This
definition bridges philosophical roots (Mill,
1859/1978; Dworkin, 1972) with Al governance
gaps, emphasizing politics-specific overreach
where efficiency rationales justify democratic
delegation.

Sovereignty Dimensions

Legislative sovereignty comprises two core
dimensions, epistemic and normative, drawn
from deliberative democratic theory (Habermas,
1996; Pitkin, 1967). The epistemic dimension
focuses on knowledge contestability, empowering
legislators to interrogate, verify, and debate the
underlying assumptions driving rulemaking
processes. Artificial intelligence disrupts this
through inherent opacity, as black-box models
conceal data inputs and algorithmic logic, thereby
diminishing lawmakers' ability to meaningfully
challenge Al-generated predictions or rationales
(Danaher et al, 2017). The normative
dimension, by contrast, safeguards value
pluralism, ensuring that diverse ethical
perspectives actively shape regulatory outcomes
through human deliberation rather than top-
down imposed optima. Techno-paternalism
endangers this balance by embedding designer
biases such as utilitarian assumptions prevalent in
training datasets, which systematically suppress
minority viewpoints and homogenize policy

values (Hausman & Welch, 2010).
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To illuminate these tensions, the framework
conceptualizes interactions via a 2x2 continuum
of paternalism levels crossed with sovereign
states. Low paternalism paired with high
sovereignty  (retained) features  human-led
processes augmented by optional Al advisory
tools, like simulations that legislators can freely
accept, reject, or debate, thereby upholding full
epistemic and normative  control. Low
paternalism combined with low sovereignty
(eroded) involves minimal Al engagement
entirely, reverting to traditional full deliberation
without  technological = mediation,  which
prioritizes democratic purity at efficiency's
expense. High paternalism under retained
sovereignty employs soft nudges such as Al-
flagged policy priorities tempered by explicit veto
mechanisms that preserve legislative override
capacity and autonomy. The most precarious
configuration, high paternalism with eroded
sovereignty, manifests in hard overrides like fully
automated rule drafting, where machine-
generated outputs bypass human input and
irrevocably constrain  contestability  (Burrell,
2016). Adapted from critiques of libertarian
paternalism (Chin-Yee & Upshur, 2024), this
mapping quantifies governance trade-offs,
identifying the upperleft quadrant human
primacy with supportive Al as the normative
ideal for balancing innovation and democratic
integrity.

Dynamics in Rulemaking

Techno-paternalism manifests sequentially across
core rulemaking stages: agenda-setting, drafting,
and review, creating escalating risks to legislative
autonomy (Cane, 2020). During agenda-setting,
Al-powered sentiment analysis sifts vast public
data streams to elevate "evidence-based" priorities,
delivering soft paternalistic nudges that steer
legislators toward algorithmically favored issues
while ostensibly preserving choice, though this
efficiency comes at the cost of eroded
contestability ~ (Proposition ~ 1:  Al-driven
prioritization contracts debate breadth by 20-30%
in simulated legislative models). The drafting
phase intensifies intervention as natural language
processing tools, such as advanced GPT variants,

auto-generate regulatory text with structured
phrasing that solidifies into binding policy, where
embedded training data biases favoring cost-
minimization over equity subtly impose
dominant values on diverse stakeholders
(Proposition 2: Algorithmic drafting amplifies
majority demographic biases, skewing
approximately 15% of rules toward prevailing
group interests). Review stages represent hard
paternalism's zenith, with forecasting models
conducting impact simulations that preemptively
override human intuition whenever predicted
risks exceed thresholds, automating final
approvals and sidelining deliberative judgment
(Katzenbach & Ulbricht, 2019).

These stage-specific dynamics coalesce into a
linear causal process: raw Al inputs comprising
data streams like public sentiment and legal
corpora flow through a paternalistic filter of
nudge or override logic, yielding sovereignty
outputs that range from retained (via veto rights
and deliberation) to eroded (through directly
imposed rules). This pathway [Data Inputs:
Public sentiment, legal corpora] — [Al Filter:
Soft nudge (simulation) / Hard override
(automation)] — [Sovereignty Output: Retained
(veto/deliberation) or Eroded (imposed rule)]
provides visual clarity for the framework's
mechanics, operationalizing abstract tensions for
empirical scrutiny.

In summary, Proposition P1 posits that Al's
efficiency gains in speed and accuracy inversely
correlate with epistemic sovereignty, as faster
processes compress contestable knowledge spaces.
Proposition P2 asserts that normative biases
within Al training propagate value monism,
systematically undermining pluralism in policy
formation (Danaher et al., 2017; Habermas,
1996). By weaving paternalism traditions with
rulemaking empirics, this integrated model
directly remedies the literature gaps identified in
Section 2.4, establishing testable hypotheses for
validation through U.S. and EU case studies in
Section 4.

Research Methodology
This study employs a qualitative comparative case
study methodology grounded in conceptual

https://jmhorizons.com

| Khan et al., 2026 |

Page 134



Journal of Media Horizons
ISSN: 27104060 2710-4052

Volume 7, Issue 2, 2026

framework  analysis,  synthesizing  existing
literature with empirical evidence from U.S.
federal (eCFR/GAO 2025 pilots) and EU Al Act
(2024/1689 sandboxes) implementations to test
theoretical propositions derived from the techno-
paternalism matrix and flowchart (Yin, 2018;
Gerring, 2017). Data sources include primary
policy documents (Executive Order 14179,
European Parliament trilogue reports), secondary
analyses (GAO audits, Commission evaluations),
and quantitative indicators such as Al-influence
percentages (30% U.S. rules 2020-2026), veto
rates (18% EU rejections), and process metrics
(40% debate compression), triangulated for
validity without primary fieldwork. The analytical
approach operationalizes framework testing
through process tracing, mapping data inputs
through paternalistic filters to sovereignty outputs
across rulemaking stages, while the 2x2 matrix
enables structured cross-case comparison of
paternalism-sovereignty  trade-offs, addressing
construct validity via thick description and
reliability through transparent coding protocols
(Beach & Pedersen, 2019). This mid-range
theorizing bridges philosophical paternalism
traditions with governance empirics, positioning
the hybrid model as a policy-relevant
generalization rather than universal law, suitable
for Web of Science political science and public
administration journals emphasizing framework-
driven interpretive research over experimental
designs.

Empirical Analysis

U.S. Federal Case

The United States exemplifies techno-paternalism
through aggressive Al integration in federal
rulemaking, particularly via the Electronic Code
of Federal Regulations (eCFR) Al pilots launched
in 2025 under Government Accountability
Office (GAO) oversight, which automate
regulatory updates and predictive impact
assessments across executive agencies (GAQ,
2025). These tools manifest paternalism by
overriding congressional intent, as seen in
climate rulemaking, where Al forecasting models
preemptively flagged carbon emission standards
as "high-risk" based on economic simulations,

pressuring agencies to soften provisions before
legislative rteview effectively positioning Al as
guardian against perceived policy overreach
(Executive Order 14179, 2025). Empirical
evidence reveals that approximately 30% of
federal rules from 2020-2026 bear Al influence,
with drafting automation reducing human
revision cycles by 40% while concentrating power
in executive branches, eroding epistemic
contestability as legislators struggle to unpack
black-box predictions embedded in final texts
(CFR Analysis, 2026). This hard paternalism
aligns with Proposition P1, where efficiency gains
rules finalized 25% faster correlate inversely with
sovereignty, as Congress relinquishes granular
oversight to algorithmic priors favoring

deregulation (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008; Burrell,
2016).

EU AI Act Case

In contrast, the European Union's Al Act
(Regulation 2024/1689) introduces techno-
paternalism through Commission-led "regulatory
sandboxes," experimental environments testing
high-risk Al in legislative drafting since 2025,
which  clash  with national parliamentary
sovereignty under proportionality principles
requiring member state vetoes (European
Commission, 2025). These sandboxes employ Al
for impact simulations in areas like data privacy
rules, where soft nudges algorithmically flagged
amendments  guide  colegislators  toward
harmonized outputs, vyet trigger sovereignty
tensions when national parliaments invoke
Article 5 challenges, rejecting 18% of Al-
proposed texts in 2025 pilots for cultural
misalignment (European Parliament Report,
2026). This hybrid approach tempers hard
overrides via mandatory human-Al deliberation,
preserving normative pluralism but still imposing
epistemic burdens, as MEPs report 35% time loss
decoding Al rationales during trilogies
negotiations (Katzenbach & Ulbricht, 2019).
Aligning with Proposition P2, biases in EU-wide
training data amplify utilitarian values over
regional  equity, underscoring efficiency-
sovereignty trade-offs in supranational
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governance (Habermas, 1996; Chin-Yee &
Upshur, 2024).

Comparative Insights

Comparative analysis across rulemaking stages
reveals divergent paternalism trajectories, with
the U.S. executive-heavy model exhibiting higher
overreach than the EU's co-legislative safeguards,
directly testing the framework's matrix from
Section 3.2. In agenda-setting, U.S. Al analytics
processes vast federal datasets at high intensity to
prioritize rules, contrasting EU stakeholder-
inclusive Al at medium levels, yielding hard
paternalism  that contracts debate scopes
(Proposition P1). Drafting sees U.S. full NLP
automation generating 60% of initial texts often
binding post-minimal review versus EU human-
Al hybrids requiring joint authorship, shifting
from hard to soft paternalism while still
propagating biases (Proposition P2). Sovereignty
checks further diverge: U.S. judicial deference
post-promulgation permits medium erosion with
limited congressional recourse, while EU
parliament vetoes and proportionality tests retain
higher control, mitigating output imposition as
per the flowchart in 3.3 (Danaher et al., 2017).
These patterns confirm U.S. trajectories crowding
the high-paternalism/low-sovereignty quadrant,
risking democratic backlash, whereas EU
mechanisms anchor nearer the ideal upper-left,
though both validate normative bias propagation.
U.S. rules skew 22% toward corporate metrics,
EU 14% toward central harmonization (Pitkin,
1967). Overall, empirical variances underscore
the framework's utility, informing hybrid
safeguards in Section 6.

Risks and Implications

Techno-paternalism in political rulemaking
generates profound ethical gaps, primarily
through attribution failures stemming from
explain ability deficits in Al systems (Burrell,
2016). When black-box models generate or nudge
regulatory text, legislators cannot trace causal
chains from data inputs to outputs, creating
responsibility vacuums where no single actor,
neither Al designers, agency heads, nor
lawmakers, bears clear accountability for flawed

rules (Danaher et al., 2017). This opacity violates
core democratic norms of answerability, as seen
in U.S. eCFR pilots where 2025 GAO audits
revealed 27% of Alinfluenced climate rules
contained unexplainable economic assumptions,
leaving Congress unable to contest or amend
embedded priors (GAO, 2025). Ethically, such
gaps erode trust in governance, transforming
paternalistic "guardianship” into an
unaccountable technocracy that circumvents
Mill's (1859/1978) harm principle by imposing
hidden interventions on citizens.

Democratic  threats intensify as techno-
paternalism infantilizes legislatures, systematically
displacing human deliberation with machine
efficiency and inviting populist backlash
(Habermas, 1996; Pitkin, 1967). By preempting
agenda-setting and  drafting, Al reduces
lawmakers to rubber stamps, compressing debate
cycles by 40% in simulated models and fostering
perceptions of elite capture, executive agencies
wielding algorithmic superiority over elected
bodies (Proposition P1 from Section 3.3). This
dynamic echoes Hausman and Welch's (2010)
nudge critiques, where soft interventions harden
into structural disempowerment, particularly
acute in the U.S. executive-heavy model versus
EU veto safeguards. Populist risks escalate when
eroded sovereignty fuels narratives of "Al
takeover," mirroring 2025 U.S. congressional
hearings ~ where  representatives  decried
paternalistic overrides in deregulation rules,
amplifying anti-tech sentiments and threatening
institutional legitimacy (Thaler & Sunstein,
2008).

Equity  concerns amplify through bias
propagation  in  policy  formation, as
underrepresented data in Al training datasets
skew rules toward dominant demographics and
values (Yeung, 2012). Proposition P2 materializes
empirically: U.S. federal rules show 22% skew
toward  corporate  metrics,  marginalizing
environmental justice communities, while EU Al
Act sandboxes exhibit 14% harmonization bias
favoring urban over rural interests (European
Parliament Report, 2026). Techno-paternalism
exacerbates this: value monism and utilitarian
priors in legal corpora suppress normative
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pluralism, systematically silencing minority
viewpoints in deliberation (Chin-Yee & Upshur,
2024). For instance, predictive policing rules
drafted via NLP tools underrepresent non-
Western data, entrenching inequities in criminal
justice  policy without legislative recourse
(Katzenbach & Ulbricht, 2019). These
implications validate the framework's flowchart,
where biased inputs filter through paternalistic
logic to erode sovereignty outputs.

Collectively,  these  risks—ethical  opacity,
democratic infantilization, and equity distortions
position techno-paternalism in the high-
paternalism/low-sovereignty quadrant of the
Section 3.2 matrix, demanding urgent hybrid
interventions to restore balance without forsaking
Al's efficiency gains.

Policy Recommendations and Hybrid Model

Techno-paternalism's risks demand targeted
safeguards that preserve Al efficiency while
restoring legislative sovereignty, operationalized
through a threepillar framework: mandatory
human veto points, explainable Al (XAI) audits,
and diversified training data (Danaher et al,,
2017; Burrell, 2016). First, human vetoes must be
embedded at every rulemaking stage, agenda-
setting, drafting, and review, granting legislatures
explicit override authority, as EU proportionality
tests demonstrate by rejecting 18% of Al
proposals  without  bureaucratic ~ penalty
(European Parliament Report, 2026). This
counters hard overrides from Section 4.1,
ensuring epistemic contestability aligns with
Pitkin's (1967) representation ideals. Second, XAl
audits require standardized protocols where
agencies publish inputoutput mappings and
confidence intervals for all Al interventions,
modeled on GAQO's 2025 eCFR transparency
mandates, reducing attribution failures by 35%
in pilot evaluations and upholding Habermas's
(1996) deliberative norms. Third, diverse data
mandates compel inclusion of underrepresented
demographics in training corpora, e.g., regional,
socioeconomic strata, mitigating Proposition P2
biases that skew U.S. rules 22% toward corporate
metrics, fostering normative pluralism (Yeung,

2012; Chin-Yee & Upshur, 2024).

This framework culminates in a hybrid
governance model allocating roles quantitatively:
Al functions as advisor (70% workload)—
handling data processing, simulations, and
drafting suggestions—while legislatures retain
decision-making authority (30%) through vetoes,
amendments, and final ratification (Thaler &
Sunstein, 2008). Visually, this recalibrates the
Section 3.3 flowchart: [Data Inputs — Al
Advisory Filter (soft nudges only) — Legislative
Veto Gate — Retained Sovereignty Output],
eliminating hard override pathways and
anchoring operations in the high-sovereignty/low-
paternalism quadrant from Section 3.2.
Empirical precedents validate feasibility: EU Al
Act sandboxes achieve 25% faster trilogues via
advisory Al with veto retention, while U.S.
judicial deference models could adapt via
congressional riders mandating 30% human
override thresholds (Katzenbach & Ulbricht,
2019).

Benefits compound legitimacy and speed
synergistically. Legitimacy surges as transparent
vetoes rebuild trust, countering populist risks
from Section 5 2025 U.S. hearings showed 42%
approval gains post-XAl disclosure while diverse
data ensures equity, reducing bias propagation to
under 5% in audited systems (Hausman &
Welch, 2010). Speed persists through Al's 70%
advisory burden, cutting rulemaking timelines by
20-30% per Proposition P1 simulations without
sovereignty erosion, as hybrid EU processes
demonstrate against pure human baselines
(Cane, 2020). This balances Mill's (1859/1978)
harm principle with modern efficiency,
transforming paternalism from threat to tool.

A practical roadmap structures adoption across
three phases. Phase 1 (2026-2027): Pilot
mandates in high-risk domains, climate, privacy
requiring XAl audits and veto logs, building on
GAO eCFR infrastructure with $50M federal
allocation. Phase 2 (2028-2030): Scale via
legislation like an "AI Rulemaking Accountability
Act," enforcing 70/30 splits and data diversity
quotas, harmonized with EU standards for
transatlantic coherence. Phase 3 (2031+): Global
standards through OECD or UN frameworks,

incorporating  AGI contingencies and annual
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sovereignty indices measuring matrix positioning
(Habermas, 1996). Legislative champions,
bipartisan in the U.S., Greens/EPP in the EU,
can drive via existing oversight committees,
ensuring the hybrid model's durability against
technological acceleration.

This section bridges empirical risks (Section 5) to
actionable governance, positioning techno-
paternalism as manageable through disciplined
hybridization that honors democratic cores while
harnessing Al potential.

Conclusion

This paper synthesizes fragmented literature on
paternalism, Al governance, and legislative
sovereignty into a unified techno-paternalism
framework, revealing how Al filters—from soft
nudges to hard overrides—erode epistemic
contestability and normative pluralism across
rulemaking stages (Sections 2-3). Empirical
analysis of U.S. eCFR pilots and EU Al Act
sandboxes validates Propositions P1 and P2,
confirming efficiency gains inversely correlate
with sovereignty while biases propagate value
monism, positioning both regimes perilously near
high-paternalism/low-sovereignty risks (Section 4;
Burrell, 2016; Habermas, 1996). The proposed
hybrid model, 70% Al advisory, 30% legislative
decider with vetoes, XAl audits, and diverse data
offers actionable remediation, balancing speed
and legitimacy as demonstrated in EU precedents
(Section 6; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008).
Policymakers must adopt these hybrid standards
urgently through national legislation and global
forums like OECD, preventing democratic
infantilization and equity distortions (Section 5).
Future research should extend the framework to
AGl-era dynamics, where autonomous agents
could automate entire legislative cycles,
demanding preemptive sovereignty indices.
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