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Executive Summary

The deployment of Al-driven voter manipulation fundamentally alters the structural
accountability of democratic institutions and reshapes long-term power dynamics by
eroding human agency in electoral outcomes. Evidence suggests that Al primarily
centralizes control within elite technology platforms, which act as gatekeepers of the
public sphere, while simultaneously eroding individual cognitive agency through
psychological conditioning that bypasses rational deliberation [2, 10]. This dual impact
degrades the measurable feedback loop between constituent preferences and
institutional action, making elections less effective as mechanisms of accountability and
shifting political influence from transparent public campaigns to covert private sentiment
[2, 5]. While institutional adaptations are emerging, their effectiveness is challenged by
the rapid evolution of Al and persistent loopholes [6].

Key Findings

Al Floods Accountability Loops with Synthetic Sentiment

Structural accountability, defined as the measurable feedback loop where elected officials
discern genuine constituent preferences and voters use accurate information to hold
them accountable, is actively severed by Al-driven manipulation [5]. Al enables malicious
actors to generate synthetic sentiment at scale, such as unique Al-generated advocacy
letters that state legislators struggle to distinguish from human-written ones, responding
at statistically indistinguishable rates [5]. Similarly, regulatory agencies face
public-comment processes flooded with limitless unique Al-generated comments, making
it nearly impossible for institutions to learn genuine public preferences [5]. This
overwhelming of genuine signals degrades the quality of democratic representation and
erodes democratic accountability by skewing how voters perceive officials' actions [5].



However, some evidence suggests that traditional partisan filters and institutional
dynamics continue to dictate responsiveness, with the predicted outsized effects of
generative Al in recent electoral cycles being overshadowed by traditional sources of
influence [8].

Al Microtargeting Amplifies Existing Biases, Does Not Override
Traditional Predictors

The empirical record from the 2024-2026 electoral cycles indicates that Al-enhanced
psychological microtargeting has not systematically overridden traditional demographic
predictors of voting behavior. Mass persuasion remains structurally limited by entrenched
partisan identities and socioeconomic realities [8]. Al systems infer personality traits,
cognitive biases, and emotional dispositions from digital behavior to create detailed
psychological profiles [10]. These profiles are primarily used to generate personalized
narratives that reinforce existing biases or subtly nudge users toward a target belief,
rather than fundamentally altering their initial leanings [10]. Generative Al primarily
amplifies pre-existing partisan biases by solidifying latent preferences, rather than shifting
undecided voter behavior [2, 8]. While Al-driven manipulation does not erase traditional
voting predictors, it reshapes long-term power dynamics by centralizing control over the
information environment and moving political influence from transparent public campaigns
to covert private sentiment, making it difficult for voters to detect how their choices are
being nudged [2, 10].

Platform Gatekeeping and Psychological Conditioning Reshape Power
Dynamics

The structural shift in democratic power is driven by a synergistic model where platform
gatekeeping and psychological conditioning are intertwined.

- Platform Gatekeeping: Al-driven manipulation centralizes authority within elite
tech platforms, which serve as indispensable gatekeepers of the democratic marketplace
of ideas [2]. These platforms, controlled by elites, privatize the public sphere, shifting
accountability from public institutions to private corporations [2]. Global data regimes held
by these corporations shape significant policies without citizen input, reconfiguring public
infrastructure into privately held data enclaves [2]. Generative Al allows targeted
campaigns to subtly manipulate public perception, skewing democracy toward those who
wield these technological tools [9].



- Psychological Conditioning: Al fundamentally alters voter behavior by deploying
psychological microtargeting to bypass rational deliberation [10]. Al systems infer
personality traits, cognitive biases, and emotional dispositions from digital behavior at
scale, creating detailed psychological profiles [10]. Personalized disinformation, exploiting
these vulnerabilities, is more effective than broad-spectrum messaging, creating a
feedback loop where increased interaction with Al-curated content leads to more precise
psychological nudging [10]. This shifts choice formation from reasoned external
persuasion to internal conditioning, challenging the notion of a shared public sphere as
each voter inhabits a uniquely curated information environment [2, 10].

While both mechanisms are deeply intertwined, platform gatekeeping is the primary driver
of the structural shift in power by creating the infrastructure for mass psychological
conditioning [2, 9]. The erosion of human agency is most directly caused by psychological
conditioning, which manipulates voters toward outcomes reflecting neither a democratic
mandate nor informed choice [2, 10].

Al Amplifies Manipulation, While Adaptations Offer Limited
Containment

The historical track record of digital suppression and disinformation reveals that
Al-enhanced manipulation amplifies existing tactics, creating a tension between an
irreversible shift in electoral power and institutional adaptations. Al enables the rapid
creation and distribution of convincing false content at massive scale and low cost [6, 9].
By leveraging psychological profiling, Al moves political influence from transparent public
campaigns to covert private sentiment, making detection difficult for voters [2, 10]. A
formal model of agency erosion identifies a "terminal state" where a single minimal
coalition becomes decisive for all choices, representing a point of irreversibility [7].

However, historical precedents and current adaptations suggest some containment.
Targeted digital suppression in the 2016 US election decreased turnout by approximately
4.7 million votes (a 1.86% drop), demonstrating measurable but limited effects of pre-Al
tactics [1]. The Cambridge Analytica scandal, which harvested data from up to 87 million
profiles, did not lead to the collapse of democratic institutions [2]. Some argue that the
predicted outsized effects of generative Al in recent elections were overshadowed by
traditional socioeconomic and cultural factors, as mass persuasion remains inherently
difficult [8].

Institutional adaptations are scaling, with 17 US states enacting laws banning specific Al



uses or requiring disclosures, and the FCC ruling Al-generated voices in robocalls violate
existing regulations [6]. Internationally, the EU's Artificial Intelligence Act classifies
election-influencing Al as high-risk, and the European Democracy Shield was launched in
November 2025 [9]. Major tech companies, including Google, Meta, X, and TikTok,
pledged in February 2024 to detect and combat deepfakes [3, 4, 6]. Despite these efforts,
the effectiveness of regulation is debated, as bad actors are skilled at evasion, mirroring
the decades-long struggle to regulate illegal robocalls [6].

State-Level Interventions Create New Opacity

As of August 2026, state-level regulatory interventions, such as laws in 17 US states
banning specific Al election uses or requiring disclosure, and 15 states mandating
disclosure for materially deceptive content, largely create new opacity rather than
effectively restoring structural accountability [6]. These measures fail to fully restore
democratic feedback loops due to:

- Skilled Evasion: Bad actors are highly skilled at evading rules, and Al's enhanced
capabilities suggest they will continue to bypass state-level restrictions, similar to the
decades-long failure to regulate illegal robocalls [6].

- Constitutional Loopholes: Laws regulating Al in election communications face
First Amendment challenges, particularly when prohibiting speech based on the
technology used, creating legal loopholes [6].

- Undisclosed Elite Control: The proliferation of undisclosed campaigns, which do
not file reports with the FEC or IRS, thrives due to a lack of comprehensive disclosure
rules and unlimited campaign spending permitted by Citizens United [1]. This allows
well-funded elites to bypass transparency mandates [1].

"Liar's Dividend" and Black Box Opacity: The rapid proliferation of Al-generated
content creates a "liar's dividend," allowing public figures to dismiss authentic evidence
as fake, eroding foundational trust [9]. Additionally, the lack of interpretability in Al models
means discriminatory biases and erroneous outputs remain opaque to voters and
regulators [9].

Therefore, these interventions provide a veneer of transparency but do not address
underlying structural issues, allowing elite actors to maintain covert influence [1, 6, 9].

Al-Driven Manipulation Causes Measurable Institutional Accountability
Failures



The formal erosion of human agency through Al agenda control and psychographic
profiling translates directly into measurable institutional accountability failures. The
structural accountability loop is severed by Al's ability to flood feedback mechanisms with
synthetic sentiment [5]. State legislators, for example, struggle to distinguish between
human-written and Al-generated advocacy letters, responding at statistically
indistinguishable rates [5]. Regulatory agencies face nearly impossible conditions for
learning genuine public preferences when overwhelmed by limitless, unique Al-generated
comments [5]. Al-driven microtargeting skews how voters perceive officials' actions,
causing elections to cease functioning as a genuine mechanism of ballot-box

accountability [5].

Formal models confirm this erosion is measurable and structurally significant. A formal
model of agency erosion identifies "Al agenda control" as a mechanism where Al systems
shape which alternatives reach human decision-makers, consolidating power [7]. This
process alters the composition of minimal decisive coalitions and can be tracked through
metrics like coalition size and distribution [7]. The model predicts a "terminal state” where
a single minimal coalition becomes decisive for all choices, marking an irreversible point
of democratic erosion [7]. Al psychological profiling creates personalized realities that
bypass rational deliberation, shifting choice formation from reasoned external persuasion
to internal psychological conditioning, thereby undermining democratic legitimacy [2, 10].

Implications

The deployment of Al-driven voter manipulation has profound implications for democratic
governance. The shift of political influence from transparent public campaigns to covert
private sentiment, facilitated by Al, fundamentally alters the social contract between
citizens and their representatives [2, 10]. The erosion of human agency through
psychological conditioning means that electoral outcomes may increasingly reflect
algorithmic nudges rather than informed public will, challenging the very definition of
democratic legitimacy [2, 10]. The centralization of power in proprietary technology
platforms means that private corporations, rather than public institutions, increasingly
control the information environment and, by extension, the democratic process [2]. While
institutional and regulatory adaptations are underway, their effectiveness is hampered by
the rapid evolution of Al capabilities and the persistent ability of bad actors to exploit
loopholes [6]. This suggests a future where democratic institutions must contend with a
permanently altered information landscape, requiring continuous innovation in oversight
and public education to maintain genuine accountability and citizen agency.



Limitations and Caveats

Direct quantitative data on the long-term reshaping of power dynamics and
population-level erosion of agency specifically due to Al-driven voter manipulation
remains developing, making some conclusions provisional. While evidence from the
2024-2026 electoral cycles is available, the full, sustained impact of these technologies is
still unfolding. The research does not specify which proprietary technology platforms
account for the majority of Al-driven synthetic sentiment flooding, nor does it provide their
respective market shares in political ad delivery as of August 2026. Similarly, specific
demographic segments disproportionately affected by "minimal decisive coalition”
consolidation through psychographic profiling are not detailed, nor is their measurable
impact on institutional representation compared to pre-2024 baselines. Data on specific
national legislatures documenting measurable declines in constituent responsiveness due
to Al-generated flooding is also limited. The effectiveness of state-level regulatory
interventions is debated, and their long-term impact on restoring accountability versus
creating new opacity through evasion and elite control is an ongoing challenge.
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