Seventeenth Workshop of Parliamentary Scholars and Parliamentarians
Wroxton College, Oxfordshire, United Kingdom
25-26 July 2026

Parliaments in the Eye of the Storm

Democratic Control, Systemic Risk
and Generative Artificial Intelligence

Juan de Dios Cincunegui
Director, CIDEIPP, School of Government
Universidad Austral, Argentina

Abstract

Democracy is entering a period in which long-term institutional erosion converges with
an exceptionally powerful technological transformation. This paper advances three
connected propositions. First, politics—the exercise of coercive public power—and the
institutional system through which it operates should be understood as a systemic and
critical-risk activity. Secondly, parliament should function as democracy’s principal
safety installation: the place where plural representation, legislation, scrutiny, budgetary
authority and public accountability combine to constrain power. Thirdly, generative
artificial intelligence constitutes an unusually consequential critical juncture. It may
deepen the informational asymmetries that already favour executives and large
corporations, or it may equip parliaments with unprecedented capacities to analyse
evidence, scrutinise government, evaluate legislation and budgets, and involve citizens.
The outcome will depend less on the power of the technology than on the quality of the
institutions that adopt it. Argentina and its National Congress are used as a demanding
practical test. The paper concludes that Al cannot substitute for institutional reform, but
it can help re-equip parliament as the control room of a democratic republic—provided
that adoption is data-first, rights-based, auditable and subject to effective human
responsibility.

Keywords: parliament; democratic control; systemic risk; generative artificial
intelligence; institutional capacity; Argentina.
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1
Introduction: Parliament in the Eye of the Storm

Democracy is passing through one of its most fragile periods in decades. The deterioration of civil
liberties, autocratisation, polarisation, corruption, declining public trust, disinformation and
governments’ limited ability to respond to increasingly complex problems now converge with a
technological transformation whose ultimate reach remains uncertain: generative artificial
intelligence (GenAl).

At the centre of this storm stand parliaments.

This is not because legislatures are solely responsible for democratic decline. It is because they
occupy the point at which representation, legislation, scrutiny, taxation, expenditure, deliberation,
and public participation meet. Parliament should be the institution in which social pluralism
becomes political representation; executive power is questioned and constrained; public money
is authorised and followed; evidence is tested; risks are anticipated; and legitimate collective
decisions are constructed. When parliament fails, more than one branch of government
malfunctions: democracy’s safety system is weakened.

This paper advances three connected propositions.

First, politics—understood as the exercise of coercive public power and the administration of
public affairs—the political and institutional system through which it is organised, and those who
exercise it professionally, must be treated as sources of systemic and critical risk. Politics has
been humanity’s most powerful instrument for extending rights, prosperity, knowledge and
freedom. It has also produced war, persecution, corruption, impoverishment, administrative
catastrophe, and institutional destruction. Yet societies still do not subject political power to
controls comparable to those required in other activities capable of inflicting collective harm on
a very large scale.

Secondly, parliament should function as the principal democratic safety installation against
that risk. Its task cannot be reduced to passing laws. It must identify threats, demand evidence,
expose conflicts of interest, prevent abusive concentrations of authority, control taxation and
expenditure, examine implementation, review results, and activate corrective mechanisms.
Electoral legitimacy is indispensable, but it is not sufficient. Parliament also needs autonomy,
professional capability, institutional memory, scientific and legal advice, research services,
reliable data, transparent procedures, and technology adequate to the power it is expected to
control.

Thirdly, GenAl constitutes an exceptional critical juncture. It may further concentrate
knowledge, information, and decision-making capacity in governments, corporations, and a small
technological elite. Alternatively, it may give parliaments tools that have never previously existed
to process evidence, compare legislation, analyse budgets, scrutinise the executive, organise
public participation and anticipate risk. The same technology can reduce asymmetries or deepen
them; strengthen republican government or accelerate its decay. The decisive variable will not be
the sophistication of the models alone, but the institutional quality of those deploying them.

The questions are therefore unavoidable.

* Can parliaments democratically govern a technological transformation that is advancing faster
than their capacity to understand it?
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* How can they control executives and corporations if they lack independent research, scientific
advice, interoperable data, and institutional memory?

* Can Al strengthen parliaments that have not addressed prior failures of transparency,
professionalism and autonomy?

* Who will govern algorithmic systems used in parliamentary work, and who will answer for their
errors?

* Will GenAl re-equip the control room of democracy, or merely automate its existing failures?

To answer these questions, the paper first places parliament within the historical architecture of
constitutional democracy. It then formulates politics as a systemic and critical-risk activity and
examines GenAl as a critical juncture. From those foundations, it develops the idea of an
institutional revolution designed to place technology at the service of both the republic and
democracy. Finally, Argentina and its National Congress are used as a practical laboratory—not
as an incomprehensible exception, but as an unusually revealing example of weaknesses that, in
different degrees, affect many contemporary democracies.

The central issue is no longer whether Al will enter parliaments; it already has. The issue is what
kind of parliaments it will encounter, whose interests will guide its adoption or rejection, which
capacities it will amplify, and under what rules it will be governed.

2
Constitutional Democracy and the Centrality of Parliament

Modern constitutional democracy is the cumulative result of successive struggles to constrain
power and extend membership of the political community. The American Revolution transformed
the Enlightenment’s claims of liberty and equality into a political imperative by joining them to
popular sovereignty: legitimate government derives its authority from the consent of the
governed. The French Declaration of 1789 universalised the claim and supplied constitutionalism
with its enduring test: a society in which rights are not guaranteed, and powers are not separated,
has no constitution. After the catastrophes of two world wars, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights placed equal human dignity at the centre of the international order.

This expansion was neither linear nor complete. Huntington’s waves of democratisation were
followed by reverse waves, while the constitutional state was built layer by layer: the rule of law;
representative government; widening suffrage; protected rights; horizontal accountability;
constitutional review; participation; and deliberation. Contemporary evidence suggests that
democracy is also dismantled layer by layer. Its modern enemies rarely abolish elections
immediately. They retain the constitutional facade while weakening the press, courts, oversight
bodies, civil service, and legislature. What Landau calls abusive constitutionalism and Scheppele
calls autocratic legalism demonstrate that law and institutions can be turned into instruments for
concentrating the power they were designed to limit (Landau 2013; Scheppele 2018). Recent
research on legislative authoritarianism goes further: parliaments may themselves provide the
legal means through which executives restrict competition and entrench control (Sosa-
Villagarcia, Incio and Arce 2025).

Parliament has a distinctive place in this architecture because its constitutive purpose is to give
institutional form to pluralism. An executive tends towards a single course of action; a court is
structured around legal judgment. Parliament, by contrast, organises the coexistence of competing
interests, identities and visions. Its roots predate modern democracy—from the medieval principle
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quod omnes tangit ab omnibus approbari debet, ‘what touches all must be approved by all’, to
the English Parliament’s long transformation from royal council into sovereign legislature. The
revolutions of the eighteenth century converted that inheritance into representative government.
Burke defended the representative’s judgement; Madison regarded representation and
institutional checks as means of controlling faction; Kelsen saw parliament as the only institution
capable of producing a common public will in a plural society without erasing difference (Burke
1774; Hamilton, Madison and Jay 1788; Kelsen 1929).

The contemporary paradox is striking. There have never been more national parliaments, yet the
concern expressed by Bryce more than a century ago—the decline of legislatures in the face of
executive power—has intensified (Bryce 1921). Delegated legislation, emergency decrees,
executive control of the parliamentary timetable, technocratic regulation, party discipline, and the
transfer of consequential decisions to opaque administrative or transnational arenas have
narrowed the effective space for legislative action. In presidential systems, these pressures may
be aggravated by plebiscitary leadership; in parliamentary systems, by the fusion of a disciplined
governing majority with the executive.

The Inter-Parliamentary Union’s Indicators for Democratic Parliaments offer a valuable
normative response. An effective parliament must also be accountable, transparent, responsive,
inclusive, participatory and representative (IPU 2023a). Those qualities are not decorative
aspirations. They are the functional properties of an institution expected to transform popular
sovereignty from an intermittent electoral event into a continuous system of public control.

3.
Politics as a Systemic and Critical-Risk Activity

The proposition that politics should be treated as a systemic and critical-risk activity begins with
its double historical record.

On one side stands the extraordinary contribution of public action to human progress.
Governments and institutions have made possible public health, mass education, infrastructure,
social protection, scientific research, environmental protection, and the legal conditions of
markets and private initiative. Life expectancy, literacy, and material welfare increased on a scale
without precedent as states developed greater administrative capacity and institutions became
more inclusive. North showed that institutions structure incentives and the long-term performance
of societies; Acemoglu and Robinson demonstrated how inclusive and extractive institutions
place countries on divergent trajectories (North 1990; Acemoglu and Robinson 2012).

On the other side lies the record of organised political violence. The twentieth century’s
genocides, democides, forced famines, wars and persecutions were not failures external to
government; many were acts of government. Rummel estimated that states killed more people
under their own authority than died in the century’s wars. Sen established the reverse relationship:
functioning democracies with political competition and a free press do not suffer large-scale
famines, because information circulates, and governments can be held to account (Rummel 1994;
Sen 1999). Research on democratic peace and public goods points in the same direction. The
critical variable is not the mere presence or absence of politics, but the degree to which political
power is institutionally constrained, informed, and answerable.

This insight can be sharpened by comparison with other high-risk fields. Modern societies do not
entrust nuclear safety, civil aviation, complex surgery, or systemically important finance to the
goodwill of individual operators. They impose multiple independent barriers, compulsory
procedures, external inspection, continuous monitoring, incident reporting, and recurrent
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certification. The principle of ‘defence in depth’ assumes that no single barrie—however
strong—can be regarded as sufficient. Surgical checklists reduce preventable mortality by making
validation compulsory rather than optional (Haynes et al. 2009). Aviation investigates accidents
independently, not to construct politically convenient explanations but to learn from failure.
Financial regulation assumes that some institutions are too interconnected to be allowed to fail
without reinforced supervision.

The social science of risk supports this approach. Perrow showed that in complex and tightly
coupled systems, accidents are not simply aberrations: interaction between failures can make them
a normal property of the system (Perrow 1984). Research on high-reliability organisations
identifies the opposite disciplines: sensitivity to weak signals, redundancy, deference to expertise,
a culture of reporting error, and a refusal to simplify emerging problems (Weick and Sutcliffe
2001).

Politics satisfies every essential criterion of a critical activity. The state claims a monopoly of
legitimate coercion. The scale of its decisions is potentially universal within its jurisdiction:
citizens cannot opt out of a tax, criminal law, war, monetary collapse, or institutional breakdown
as they might decline a commercial service. Political errors can be irreversible across generations.
Government is a complex and tightly coupled system, and politics is also a meta-activity: it
regulates every other systemic risk. The regulator of the regulators is therefore too consequential
to be governed by trust, improvisation, and sporadic electoral correction alone.

Two design principles follow.

The first is radical redundancy: several human, technical, and procedural barriers must stand
between a public decision and collective harm. In democratic terms, no one should decide alone,
and no one should execute without cross-validation. Major decisions require internal scrutiny
within the executive, prior and subsequent parliamentary scrutiny, judicial review where
appropriate, independent audit, a free press, and informed social oversight. These controls must
be genuinely independent; different formally distinct bodies controlled by the same political
principal do not constitute different barriers.

The second is institutionalised distrust. Constitutional democracy does not presume that every
officeholder will act in bad faith, but it must be designed to withstand the one who does.
Madison’s proposition that ambition must counteract ambition is not cynicism; it is institutional
realism. Public law has often presumed the validity and legitimacy of administrative action. Yet
where conflicts of interest, corruption, or misuse of purpose are recurrent, systems of control
cannot rest on the assumption that they are required to test. Transparency, traceability, and
verification must become operating conditions of public power.

This approach is not an invitation to technocracy. Political conflict cannot and should not be
designed away. Nor does it displace popular sovereignty. On the contrary, limiting democracy to
elections produces an intermittent sovereignty, while most power is exercised between electoral
moments. Robust parliamentary, judicial, media, and social controls make sovereignty active and
continuous. The purpose is not to replace contestation with expertise, but to ensure that
democratic contestation is informed, procedurally fair, and capable of preventing catastrophic
decisions.

Seen through this lens, constitutional democracy is the safety system humanity constructed—
slowly and through catastrophic trial and error—for the operation of political power. Separation
of powers is defence in depth. Due process and parliamentary procedure are operating protocols.
Elections are a recurrent certification. A free press is an incident-reporting system. Judicial and
horizontal accountability are independent audits. Federalism and subsidiarity limit the radius of
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failure. Democratic erosion is therefore not merely a change in political style; it is the dismantling
of safety barriers inside a critical installation that remains in operation.

Within that system, parliament is not simply one barrier among others. It is the control room: the
institution in which the plurality of those affected should be able to observe the operation,
question those at the controls, and, when necessary, stop or correct it.

4.
Generative Al as a Critical Juncture

Historical institutionalism describes critical junctures as exceptional periods in which established
paths become unsettled and choices generate consequences for decades (Collier and Collier 1991).
GenAl is at such a juncture because it simultaneously transforms the production of knowledge,
the distribution of economic and political power, and the capacity to act at scale.

The technology is the result of a long intellectual and scientific trajectory—from Turing’s
question ‘Can machines think?’, through the Dartmouth proposal, to deep learning and the
transformer architecture (Turing 1950; McCarthy et al. 1955; Vaswani et al. 2017). What changed
after 2022 was not simply technical performance but mass access. General-purpose systems
became a daily cognitive infrastructure for writing, searching, translating, coding, advising,
summarising, and increasingly planning and executing multi-stage tasks.

The International Al Safety Report 2026, prepared with contributions from more than one hundred
independent experts nominated by over thirty countries and international organisations, records
rapid gains in mathematics, coding, scientific reasoning and autonomous operation. It also
emphasises that reliable pre-deployment testing is becoming more difficult and that governance
arrangements remain immature (Bengio et al. 2026). Never has a technology with comparable
reach spread so rapidly, depended on so few private developers, required such large
concentrations of computing infrastructure or evolved under such intense commercial and
geopolitical competition.

The critical juncture has at least five dimensions. It is universal rather than sectoral: work,
education, health, justice, security, science, culture, and politics are changing simultaneously. It
is dual-use: the capabilities that accelerate research may also facilitate cyberattacks, manipulation,
or coercive surveillance. It is difficult to contain because each firm and state fears that restraint
will mean strategic defeat (Suleyman 2023). It can create dependency by encouraging individuals
and organisations to delegate cognitive work to systems they do not understand. Finally, it
redistributes epistemic power: those who control models, data and computing capacity acquire an
unusual ability to organise information, frame choices and mediate reality.

The international response confirms both the scale of the problem and the fragmentation of
authority. UNESCO adopted a global recommendation on the ethics of Al in 2021. The UN
General Assembly addressed safe and trustworthy Al in 2024, incorporated Al governance into
the Global Digital Compact, and subsequently created an Independent International Scientific
Panel and a Global Dialogue on Al Governance; the inaugural Dialogue met in Geneva on 6—7
July 2026 (UNESCO 2021; United Nations 2024, 2025, 2026). The OECD’s Al Principles, the
Council of Europe Framework Convention and the European Union’s risk-based Al Act constitute
important elements of an emerging architecture (OECD 2024; Council of Europe 2024; European
Union 2024). Yet competing regulatory models persist: a rights-based European approach; a
market- and competition-led American approach; and a Chinese model centred on state direction
and information control (Bradford 2023).
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For parliament, the danger is twofold. Externally, legislatures must govern systems whose
developers possess greater information, talent, and infrastructure than many states. Internally,
they may acquire Al through fragmented procurement, surrender sensitive data to vendors,
reproduce hidden bias, or deploy systems that obscure rather than clarify responsibility. An
institution already weak in records, expertise, and scrutiny can become more dependent under the
appearance of modernisation.

But the opportunity is equally consequential. GenAl can make vast quantities of legislation,
expenditure, administrative action, evidence and citizen input searchable and comparable. It can
assist—never replace—drafting, translation, accessibility, post-legislative scrutiny, budget
analysis and the detection of anomalies. In October 2024, the 149th IPU Assembly adopted a
resolution calling on parliaments to develop strong legal frameworks and policies for the
responsible creation, deployment and use of Al. The IPU’s Guidelines for Al in Parliaments, its
associated use cases and maturity framework, and the Westminster Foundation for Democracy’s
expert guidelines correctly insist on strategy, governance, human autonomy, risk management
and institutional responsibility (IPU 2024a, 2024b, 2024c¢, 2025; Fitsilis et al. 2024). The question
is therefore not whether the technology is good or bad in the abstract. It is who governs it, for
what institutional purpose, using which data, and subject to whose scrutiny.

5.
An Institutional Revolution: Re-equipping Democratic Control

Debate has understandably focused on how democracy can be protected from Al. The necessary
but incomplete question is how Al can be placed at the service of democracy. If politics is a
critical-risk activity and parliament its control room, GenAl should be approached as new
instrumentation within a redesigned safety system.

That institutional revolution has several mutually reinforcing dimensions.

First, operational transparency must replace disclosure after the event. Citizens should not have
to reconstruct government from scattered PDFs, unanswered access requests, and incompatible
portals. Public decisions should be born digital, structured and traceable: who proposed them; on
what legal authority; using which evidence; after which meetings; with what estimated fiscal,
social and environmental effects; through what amendments; and with which implementation
results. Al can detect gaps, inconsistencies, and unexplained changes, but only where the
underlying records exist and access is legally guaranteed. Technology cannot compensate for
deliberate opacity.

Secondly, the state needs a public information architecture based on common registers, stable
identifiers, open standards, and interoperable systems. Interoperability does not require a single
central database. It requires that each authoritative source be governed, documented, and
connected so that legislation can be linked to appropriations, procurement, regulations,
programmes, administrative decisions, audit findings, and outcomes. The IPU and ASGP’s Guide
to Digital Transformation in Parliaments is especially important here: digital transformation is
institutional change, not the purchase of isolated software (IPU and ASGP 2023). A parliament
without controlled data cannot acquire controlled Al.

Thirdly, oversight must become preventive as well as retrospective. Conventional control often
arrives after funds have been spent and consequences have become irreversible. Legislatures need
ex ante impact assessment, scientific and technological advice, scenario analysis, and early-
warning systems, followed by implementation monitoring and post-legislative scrutiny. Al can
help compare a bill with the legal system, identify unfunded obligations, model distributional
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consequences, flag inconsistent administrative action, and track whether statutory objectives are
met. Outputs must remain evidence-linked, contestable and reviewed by accountable
professionals.

Fourthly, parliament requires its own independent knowledge capacity. If all expertise, data and
modelling remain in the executive or private sector, formal constitutional powers conceal
functional dependence. Non-partisan research services, budget offices, scientific advice,
professional legislative counsel, audit institutions, and libraries are not ancillary services; they are
safety barriers. Their staff must have secure careers, methodological independence, and access to
the information needed to scrutinise government. Al can multiply its reach, but it must not become
a substitute for skilled people capable of challenging its outputs.

Fifthly, public participation must become consequential rather than ceremonial. Petitions,
consultations, evidence submitted to committees and citizens’ initiatives need persistent
identifiers, public status, institutional responses and a visible connection to decisions. Al can
classify large volumes of submissions, translate them, identify patterns, and make minority
arguments easier to retrieve. It must never reduce participation to an opaque sentiment score.
Every synthesis should lead back to the original contribution; automated or coordinated
manipulation should be addressed without ideological profiling or surveillance of legitimate civic
action.

Sixthly, democracy needs social monitoring capacity beyond formal checks. Keane’s ‘monitory
democracy’ recognises the expanding role of civil society, investigative journalism, academia and
citizens in scrutinising power (Keane 2009). These actors have historically operated with radically
fewer resources than the institutions they observe. Open public data combined with accountable
analytical tools can narrow that asymmetry. When formal controls are captured, technologically
equipped social oversight may become the final barrier—and the constituency capable of
demanding institutional reconstruction.

Seventhly, reform must protect the professional permanent state. The civil service is often
caricatured as a self-serving ‘deep state’. Properly constituted, however, a merit-based
administration provides legal continuity, institutional memory, and the capacity to warn that a
proposed action is unlawful, unsafe, or unsupported by evidence. Comparative research associates
meritocratic public administration with lower corruption and stronger development outcomes
(Dahlstrom, Lapuente and Teorell 2012). Each professional equipped with secure tools for
retrieval, verification, and documentation can become a more effective cross-check; each function
casually outsourced can become a new dependency.

Eighthly, systems for protected disclosure and whistleblowing should be treated as core
monitoring infrastructure. Occupational-fraud evidence repeatedly shows that tips detect more
wrongdoing than routine audits (ACFE 2024). Secure reporting channels, protection against
retaliation, and professional investigation can be combined with Al-assisted triage and cross-
checking against procurement, asset, and corporate records. Architecture must follow function:
identified participation for accountable public deliberation; protected confidentiality or
anonymity for those who expose wrongdoing at personal risk.

Three safeguards are indispensable.
The first is a rejection of technological solutionism. GenAl is an amplifier. Within a constitutional

system, it may amplify scrutiny; within a captured system, it may amplify surveillance and
control. Institutional reform must precede and govern technological deployment.
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The second is that every parliamentary Al system must satisfy the standards appropriate to a
critical activity: lawful purpose; necessity and proportionality; documented data provenance;
security; testing; transparency appropriate to the risk; independent audit; effective human
supervision; accessible challenge and remedy; and an identifiable institution and person
answerable for use. No model should autonomously make legislative, political, disciplinary, or
budgetary decisions, or profile citizens and representatives by political belief.

The third is constitutional. Al governance must remain anchored in the principles of equal dignity,
consent, rights, and separation of powers developed since 1776, 1789, and 1948. Technology can
provide the instrumentation; legitimacy can come only from the governed. An efficient Al state
without that foundation would not be a modernised democracy. It would be the most capable
machinery of domination yet constructed.

6.
Argentina as a Political Laboratory

Every theory should be tested against a demanding case. Argentina is an exceptional social and
political laboratory: a country that possessed many conditions for success, ranked among the
world’s wealthiest societies at the beginning of the twentieth century, and then followed a path
unlike that of consolidated developed nations. Neither a lack of territory and natural resources nor
an external catastrophe provides a sufficient explanation. Institutional instability and the
persistent failure to constrain, professionalise, and make public power accountable are central to
the reversal (Waisman 1987; Spiller and Tommasi 2007; Acemoglu and Robinson 2012).

The internal chronology is revealing. The Constitution of 1853—60 established a federal republic
after decades of civil conflict. Between 1880 and 1930, the country experienced an extended
period of institutional continuity, rapid growth, and mass immigration. The Saenz Pefia Law of
1912 widened political participation and made peaceful alternation possible. That trajectory was
interrupted by the military coup of 1930, followed by five further coups before democracy was
recovered in December 1983. The cycle left a legacy of constitutional discontinuity, executive
dominance, and weak inter-temporal commitments.

Argentina is now an electoral democracy with important civil and political freedoms, but it
continues to display features of O’Donnell’s delegative democracy: presidents claim broad
authority from election while horizontal accountability remains weak (O’Donnell 1994). Nino’s
diagnosis of a country ‘outside the law’ describes pervasive institutional anomie; Levitsky and
Murillo show how rules that are unstable or selectively enforced produce enduring weakness;
Spiller and Tommasi explain why actors who cannot rely on future compliance avoid durable
policy agreements (Nino 1992; Levitsky and Murillo 2009; Spiller and Tommasi 2007). The result
is not an absence of institutions, but a recurrent gap between formal design and effective
operation.

The National Congress makes that gap visible. It possesses constitutional authority to legislate,
scrutinise, tax, authorise expenditure, approve treaties and represent the federal plurality. It has
skilled individuals, a historic library, administrative experience, and autonomous bodies in the
wider congressional ecosystem, including the General Audit Office and the Congressional Budget
Office. Yet it lacks an integrated institutional strategy capable of converting those assets into
sustained legislative power.

The purpose of a serious diagnosis is not denunciation for its own sake. It is benchmarking:
comparing formal powers, resources, installed capabilities, actual performance, and democratic
results against the strongest international practice. The IPU indicators supply a normative
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baseline. Comparative parliamentary practice—from committee inquiries and post-legislative
scrutiny to scientific advice, professional drafting and real-time budget oversight—supplies the
functional benchmark. A constitutional competence should not be treated as effective merely
because it exists on paper. Its frequency, quality, consequence, and visibility must be measured.

Legislative capacity

Although individual legislators introduce many bills, the executive has frequently dominated the
consequential legislative agenda. Congress lacks a comprehensive non-partisan legislative
drafting service, systematic ex ante regulatory impact assessment, mandatory fiscal costing, and
a permanent system of post-legislative scrutiny. Bills do not consistently disclose the evidence,
consultations, comparative precedents, expected effects, or amendment history that produced
them (Bonvecchi, Cherny and Cella 2018).

Reform should create a professional bicameral legislative counsel and drafting service; standard
impact and fiscal assessments proportionate to the measure; structured public consultation; and
statutory review clauses for significant legislation. Each bill should possess a traceable digital
record linking sponsors, technical contributors, sources, meetings, versions, committee evidence,
amendments, votes, implementing regulation, and subsequent evaluation. Akoma
Ntoso/LegalDocML and related open standards make such continuity technically possible. GenAl
could then assist with comparison, consistency review, and retrieval while preserving a verifiable
chain to authoritative text.

Scrutiny and inquiry

Formal instruments—questions, requests for reports, interpellations, committees and audit
reports—do not automatically produce effective control. Responses may be delayed or
incomplete; hearings episodic; committee inquiries underdeveloped; and recommendations
insufficiently followed. Audit findings can accumulate without a transparent resolution
mechanism. The problem is not a shortage of constitutional clauses but a missing control cycle.
Congress needs a unified public register of scrutiny containing every question, deadline, answer,
supporting document, hearing, undertaking, audit finding, recommendation, responsible
authority, and implementation status. Committees should be empowered and staffed to conduct
evidence-based inquiries, call witnesses, commission research, publish reasoned reports, and
monitor government responses. GenAl can help search administrative action, group recurring
findings and identify contradictions, but committees—not models—must assess evidence and
assign political responsibility.

Budgetary authority

Control of the purse is parliament’s foundational power. In Argentina, the use of outdated or
extended budgets, executive reallocations, limited time for examination, and weak follow-up have
reduced legislative influence (Ufia 2006). The existence of the Congressional Budget Office is a
major institutional asset, but it requires stable access to granular, timely executive data and
systematic integration into committee work.

A complete budget cycle should connect macroeconomic assumptions, programme objectives,
appropriations, modifications, procurement, physical and financial execution, audit findings and
outcomes. Congress must debate the budget before the fiscal year, scrutinise in-year changes and
conduct year-end and programme evaluation. Al may simulate scenarios, identify anomalous
variations, and translate complex expenditure into intelligible information. It cannot compensate
for missing data or transfer the judgement over national priorities away from elected
representatives.

10
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Deliberation, representation, and agenda

Parliamentary debate should expose reasons, alternatives, trade-offs, and minority arguments.
When the executive controls urgency and the parliamentary agenda, deliberation becomes
reactive. Argentina’s Congress needs a stronger collective system of parliamentary governance,
predictable calendars, protected opportunities for opposition and backbench business, and
transparent agenda-setting.

It also needs foresight. A legislature that acts only after a crisis has surrendered part of its
constitutional role. A permanent futures and risk function should identify technological,
demographic, environmental, fiscal, and geopolitical challenges; connect them to committees;
and publish alternative scenarios. Scientific and technological advice—independent, plural and
accessible to all political groups—is essential if parliament is to govern Al rather than merely
receive explanations from its developers.

Administration, integrity, and public engagement

An institution employing many thousands of people cannot operate without a coherent human-
resources policy, a skills inventory, merit-based recruitment and promotion, professional
development, performance management, and clear separation between political advice and
permanent services. The staff of parliament is not an invisible cost; they are a core institutional
capability. The IPU and ASGP approach to digital transformation correctly begins with
governance, people, and process rather than software.

Transparency must include parliamentary administration itself: organisational structure, staffing
categories, procurement, expenditure, grants, travel, assets, conflicts of interest, lobbying and
decisions of the governing authorities. Opacity within parliament compromises its authority to
demand transparency from the executive. Publication should be the default, in open and reusable
formats, subject only to narrow and lawful exceptions.

Public participation requires a bicameral platform connecting petitions, citizens’ initiatives,
consultations, hearings and evidence to the relevant legislative process. Every contribution should
have a status and an institutional response. GenAl can make participation manageable at scale,
but the system must preserve minority positions, enable inspection of sources and prohibit
political profiling.

A data-first and institution-first sequence

The reform sequence matters. First, Congress must inventory its constitutional functions,
processes, people, systems, registers, and data. Secondly, it must define common governance,
identifiers, standards, access rules, security, and retention. Thirdly, it should strengthen the
permanent services that turn information into independent institutional knowledge. Only then
should Al be deployed at scale, through controlled use cases, risk classification, evaluation, and
continuous audit.

This is not an argument for waiting until perfection. Controlled pilots can proceed where purpose,
data, supervision, and reversibility are clear. It is an argument against acquiring technology to
conceal institutional disorder. Al introduced without governed records will automate
fragmentation, generate a performance of knowledge, and add a new layer of opacity. Introduced
as part of institutional redesign, it can help reconnect laws, budgets, executive action, audit,
citizen input, and results.

11
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7.
From the Existing Congress to the Possible Congress

The proposed transformation does not require starting from zero. The Argentine Congress
possesses accumulated experience, capable professionals, the Library of Congress, the
Congressional Budget Office, the General Audit Office within its constitutional orbit, committee
structures, procedural knowledge, and connections with provincial legislatures and international
parliamentary networks. The problem is that these assets operate too often as fragments rather
than as an ecosystem.

The immediate task is therefore not indiscriminate expansion but institutional integration. A
bicameral strategic plan should set measurable goals for legislation, scrutiny, budget,
representation, participation, administration, and parliamentary diplomacy. The Indicators for
Democratic Parliaments should be used as a documented baseline, with plural leadership,
external validation, and publication of evidence and progress. Capacity indicators should be
combined with measures of use and consequence: the proportion of major bills assessed and
reviewed; completeness and timeliness of government responses; implementation of audit and
committee recommendations; depth of budget examination; use of research products; public
contributions received and answered; integrity of records; and publication times.

The Congress should also understand itself as the centre of an extended information and
accountability ecosystem. Its two chambers must interoperate with one another; with the General
Audit Office, Budget Office, and Ombudsman; with the executive and judiciary under lawful
separation-of-powers rules; with provinces and municipalities in a federal system; and with
regional and global parliamentary institutions. Parliamentary diplomacy, treaty follow-up and
scrutiny of international commitments cannot remain peripheral when decisions on Al, climate,
trade, security and taxation are increasingly transnational.

The greatest obstacle is neither purely technical nor purely financial. Many improvements require
investment and legal change, but others depend on reorganising existing resources, protecting
professional capability, joining disconnected services, and accepting evaluation. The decisive
condition is a sustained agreement that Congress must control power effectively while also
subjecting its own performance to planning, evidence, transparency, and control.

Argentina is an exacting case, but not an isolated one. Every parliament should ask whether it
knows who works for it, what skills it possesses, which risks it must anticipate, what evidence
supports its decisions, whether its laws achieve their purposes, how public money is used, what
government has answered, what becomes of audit recommendations, and how citizens can inspect
and influence the process. If it cannot answer those questions, acquiring GenAl is not
modernisation. It is instrumentation without a functioning control room.

8.
Conclusion: Who Will Scrutinise the Scrutineers?

The questions posed at the outset can now be answered.
» Can parliament govern a technological transformation advancing faster than its present

capabilities? Not without rebuilding those capabilities—but no other democratic institution can
legitimately replace it.
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* Can GenAl strengthen a parliament that has not resolved failures of autonomy, knowledge and
transparency? Only conditionally: the technology will amplify the institutional order, or disorder,
into which it is introduced.

* Who should control algorithmic systems used in parliamentary work? Parliament through public
law, plural institutional governance, professional expertise, independent audit and effective
human accountability—and society through enforceable transparency and rights.

Politics must be understood as a critical-risk activity because its capacity for public benefit and
collective harm is unparalleled. Constitutional democracy is its safety architecture, and parliament
is the control room in which plural representation should observe, question, and correct the
exercise of power. Democratic erosion dismantles that architecture. GenAl raises the stakes
because it can either accelerate that dismantling or provide new instruments for reconstruction.

The objective is not an artificial parliament. It is a more capable human and democratic
parliament: one able to recover institutional memory, test evidence, understand complexity,
expose conflicts, follow money, evaluate consequences, hear citizens and act before failure
becomes catastrophe. Al should augment judgement, never appropriate it; support deliberation,
never manufacture consent; illuminate responsibility, never dissolve it.

Published in May 2026, Pope Leo XIV’s encyclical Magnifica Humanitas places this institutional
argument within a wider anthropological frame. Consciously situated in the lineage of Rerum
Novarum and the res novae of successive technological transformations, it rejects the fiction that
Al systems are morally neutral. What they measure, ignore and optimise embodies prior
judgements about the human person and society; responsibility must therefore remain identifiable,
decisions contestable and harms remediable (Leo XIV, 2026 paras. 103-107). For parliaments,
the implication is direct: governing Al is not merely a matter of efficiency or technological risk
management, but part of their constitutional duty to safeguard human dignity, political
responsibility and the common good.

The challenge is therefore constitutional before it is technological. GenAl can help re-equip the
control room of the republic, but it cannot build that room in place of politics or govern it on
behalf of society. Its democratic use requires governed data, authoritative and verifiable sources,
transparent procedures, human review, audit, contestability, and institutional responsibility.

The alternative to reform is not technological neutrality. Governments, corporations, and political
movements are already using Al to accumulate information, accelerate decisions, and shape
public attention. A parliament that declines to develop its own governing capacity does not
preserve the status quo; it increases the asymmetry of power.

The critical juncture is still open. The task is to use scientific and technological innovation to
renew the promise that all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights, and that
public power remains the property—not the master—of the people. If parliaments use technology
to control power, they can become the institutions the twenty-first century requires. If they do not,
power will use technology to free itself from control.

skskoskoskoskokoskok
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