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Introduction: This article examines how parliamentary discourse on artificial
intelligence is transformed into legal and regulatory frameworks across different
political contexts. It focuses on five jurisdictions—the European Union, the
United States, Brazil, Kazakhstan, and the United Kingdom—where recent AI-
related legislative and parliamentary developments provide a comparative basis
for analysis.
Methods: The study applies a hybrid qualitative design combining a structured
comparative review of academic literature, legal acts, and policy documents with
a pilot critical discourse analysis of five selected parliamentary episodes from
2023 to 2026. The analysis is based on securitization theory and the concept
of digital sovereignty as a discursive project.
Results: The study identifies distinct semantic cores in each jurisdiction:
“risk–fundamental rights” in the European Union, “barriers–dominance” in
the United States, “inequality–high risk” in Brazil, “national code–partnership
sovereignty” in Kazakhstan, and “dependency lock-in–delayed reflection” in the
United Kingdom. The findings show that H2 and H3 are supported, while H1 is
not confirmed in its original formulation and requires revision.
Discussion: The article contributes to AI governance studies by proposing
an updated five-part typology of AI regulation. It introduces the concept of
“sovereignty through partnership” as an alternative to technological autarky and
one-sided regulatory borrowing, and conceptualizes “delayed reflection” as a
regulatory pattern among established democracies that recognize infrastructural
dependency only after it has already emerged.

KEYWORDS

AI Act, artificial intelligence, comparative law, critical technology regulation, Digital
Code, parliamentary discourse, securitization, technological sovereignty

1 Introduction

Over the past 3 years, the regulation of artificial intelligence has moved beyond
being a subfield of technology law and has become one of the central topics
of political discourse. In 2024, the European Union adopted Regulation (EU)
2024/1689, the first comprehensive global framework dedicated to AI regulation
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(European Commission, 2024). In the United States, significant
shifts in regulatory approaches have occurred over the past 15
months. President Biden issued Executive Order No. 14110, which
emphasized safety, while President Trump signed Executive Order
No. 14179, which shifted the focus toward removing regulatory
barriers (Executive Order 14179, 2025). On December 10, 2024,
the Brazilian Senate approved Bill PL 2338/2023, which was
transferred to the Chamber of Deputies in March 2025 and is
currently under review by a special committee (Senado Federal,
2023; Câmara dos Deputados, 2025; Soares, 2025). Finally, in
November–December 2025, Kazakhstan adopted its Digital
Code, signed by President Tokayev in January 2026. This Code
became the first codified act of digital law in Central Asia
(Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025).
In March 2026, special debates on technological sovereignty
were held in Westminster Hall in the United Kingdom
(Hansard, 2026).

Behind these rapid developments lies a deeper process
of transformation. AI legislation is no longer confined to
technical regulation; it has become a political instrument
through which societies articulate their understanding of
sovereignty, security, and justice in conditions of algorithmic
mediation. For this reason, analytical priority should be given
not only to the final legal texts but also to how parliaments
construct the meaning of technology through debate and how
these discursive processes are subsequently translated into
legal formulations.

1.1 Research gap

The existing literature develops along three largely
disconnected strands.

First, there are studies on digital and technological
sovereignty as a political project shaped through discourse
(Adler-Nissen and Eggeling, 2024; Lambach and Monsees, 2024;
Santaniello, 2025).

Second, there are comparative analyses of AI governance
models across jurisdictions (Hine and Floridi, 2024; Mesquita et al.,
2024; Roberts et al., 2023).

Third, there is research on parliamentary debates on AI,
which is typically limited to single-country or regional case
studies (Chiappetta, 2023; Haataja and Bryson, 2023; Suter et al.,
2025).

There remains a lack of integrative studies that combine all
three approaches. In particular, no research has systematically
examined how discourse on sovereignty, risk, and justice is
transformed into legal norms. It also remains unclear why identical
discursive frames in different political cultures produce divergent
regulatory outcomes—restrictive in some cases and deregulatory
in others.

Even more rarely, one finds comparative analyses that
simultaneously examine trajectories of “core” jurisdictions (the
EU, the United States, China), “peripheral” systems (Brazil,
Kazakhstan), and established democracies that have only recently
recognized their infrastructural dependence (the United Kingdom)
within a single conceptual framework.

1.2 Research questions and hypotheses

This article addresses three interrelated questions:

RQ1. What discursive frames dominate parliamentary debates
on AI across the five selected jurisdictions, and how do they
relate to the content of adopted or proposed legislation?

RQ2. Is there a systematic relationship between political culture
and the nature of legislative responses to AI?

RQ3. What alternative configurations of sovereignty emerge in
legal systems outside the classical “EU–US–China” triad?

These questions give rise to three working hypotheses:

H1. The stronger the presence of threat, dependency, and
national security frames in parliamentary discourse, the more
restrictive the resulting regulatory regime.

H2. The greater the institutional autonomy of parliament
and the stronger the channels of independent technological
expertise, the more prominent the norms of transparency,
accountability, and protection of fundamental rights in the
final legal text.

H3. In peripheral legal systems, regulatory models emerge not as
direct borrowing but as hybrids combining global templates,
local conflicts, and horizontal partnerships among “middle
powers” of the Global South.

This article makes three interrelated contributions to the study
of AI regulation.

First, it proposes a refined typology of regulatory models
that moves beyond the increasingly outdated “EU–US–China”
framework by identifying five distinct models that account for post-
2025 shifts in U.S. policy, the evolving trajectories of peripheral
legal systems, and the phenomenon of delayed recognition of
dependency in established democracies.

Second, it introduces the concept of “sovereignty through
partnership,” which explains how middle powers from the Global
South, such as Kazakhstan and Brazil, pursue technological
autonomy not through isolationism but through horizontal
cooperation with other peripheral legal systems.

Third, based on five empirical cases, the article demonstrates
that the relationship between parliamentary discourse and legal
outcomes is not linear. Identical frames—such as “threat,” “risk,”
or “innovation”—produce markedly different legal formulations
depending on the political context.

Finally, this study is conducted from within one of the
examined contexts. One of the cases analyzed is Kazakhstan, where
digital legislation is currently being developed in real time within
specific institutional conditions. Acknowledging this positionality
allows for the identification of nuances that may be difficult to
capture externally. At the same time, it requires careful attention
to the risk of confirmation bias.

To mitigate this risk, the study employs standard triangulation
procedures. Each claim regarding the Kazakhstani case is supported
by at least two independent sources, and interpretations are cross-
referenced with the broader literature on peripheral legal systems
(Frazão, 2024; Ibragimova et al., 2025; Mesquita et al., 2024).
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The study contributes to the emerging field of AI governance by
bridging political discourse analysis and comparative legal studies,
offering a framework applicable beyond the selected jurisdictions.

2 Methodology

2.1 Conceptual framework and literature
review

2.1.1 Technological sovereignty as a discursive
project

In contemporary scholarship, the regulation of artificial
intelligence is increasingly understood not merely as a technical
task but as a political act through which states articulate
their relationship with global digital infrastructure. A central
concept capturing this shift is technological sovereignty, which
is defined not as complete independence but as the capacity to
manage dependencies, distribute benefits, and exercise control
over key aspects of the digital environment (Edler et al., 2023;
March and Schieferdecker, 2023).

Scholars working on digital sovereignty emphasize its
multidimensional and inherently contested nature. It encompasses
security, market relations, human rights, and geopolitics.
This complexity is not a weakness but an intrinsic feature
of the discourse itself (Adler-Nissen and Eggeling, 2024;
Lambach and Monsees, 2024; Santaniello, 2025). As a result,
the same legislative act on artificial intelligence may be interpreted
simultaneously as a mechanism for protecting citizens, an
instrument of industrial policy, or a projection of geopolitical
ambition. This insight is central to our study. We argue that
parliamentary debates serve as a key site where dominant
meanings are selected and subsequently embedded in legal texts.

The notion of technological sovereignty builds on a broader
debate on digital sovereignty. In this literature, sovereignty is
not treated as a fixed or purely legal concept but as a contested
political category used to describe different claims to independence,
control, and autonomy over digital infrastructures, technologies,
and data (Couture and Toupin, 2019; Pohle and Thiel, 2020).
Pohle and Thiel (2020) show that digital sovereignty functions
less as a settled institutional arrangement than as a discursive
practice through which states, citizens, and economic actors
redefine authority in the digital domain. Fratini et al. (2024)
further specify this debate by distinguishing between rights-
based, market-oriented, centralization, and state-based models
of digital sovereignty. This distinction is important for the
present study because it demonstrates that AI sovereignty should
not be reduced to either legal independence or technological
self-sufficiency. Rather, it involves different combinations of
regulatory authority, infrastructural capacity, market organization,
geopolitical positioning, and normative priorities.

For the purposes of this article, sovereignty is operationalized
not as absolute independence but as the capacity to make
authoritative decisions over critical dependencies. Traditional
sovereignty refers primarily to territorial authority, legal

competence, and the formal capacity of the state to regulate
within its jurisdiction (Krasner, 1999). Technological sovereignty,
by contrast, refers to the ability of political actors to shape,
diversify, and govern the infrastructures, data flows, computational
resources, AI models, and algorithmic systems on which political
autonomy increasingly depends. In this sense, technological
sovereignty does not require full self-sufficiency. It requires the
capacity to prevent dependence on a single external technological
center from becoming politically irreversible.

Partnership-based sovereignty is therefore conceptualized as
a specific form of technological sovereignty under conditions of
asymmetric interdependence (Keohane and Nye, 1977). It differs
from traditional alliance politics because it is not organized
primarily around military security commitments, balancing
behavior, or formal defense obligations, which are central to
classical alliance theory (Walt, 1987). Instead, it involves functional
cooperation in AI infrastructure, cloud capacity, language models,
chips, and regulatory learning. At the same time, it is not simple
dependence: its strategic logic lies in diversifying technological
relations across multiple partners in order to preserve room for
domestic legal and political decision-making. In the empirical
analysis, such cooperation is reflected discursively through
references to “national digital objects,” sovereign AI infrastructure,
local language models, strategic partnerships, and the need to avoid
one-sided technological subordination.

Research on digital sovereignty in the context of artificial
intelligence spans several national and regional trajectories. We
begin with the most developed strand—the European one. The
European literature is the most extensive and links digital
and technological sovereignty to the European Union’s strategic
autonomy, regulatory capacity, and efforts to reduce dependence
on U.S. platforms and Chinese supply chains (Bellanova et al.,
2022; Broeders et al., 2023; Seidl and Schmitz, 2024). However, the
AI Act cannot be reduced to a purely rights-based logic (Paul,
2024). Its risk-based approach serves not only to mitigate harm
but also to create a pan-European market for “trustworthy AI.”
Mügge (2024) goes further by conceptualizing “AI sovereignty” as a
contested political project in which the EU prioritizes jurisdictional
autonomy and geo-economic competition rather than merely
expanding citizen control.

In the literature, the Chinese model is typically framed
within a broader paradigm of cyber sovereignty, state power,
and managed modernization. Within this framework, innovation,
national security, and social stability are not competing goals but
mutually reinforcing objectives (Roberts et al., 2021a, 2023; Xu,
2024). While European discourse prioritizes human rights, the
Chinese approach places the state, public order, and collective
welfare at the center. Recent regulatory developments, including
the 2023 Interim Measures on generative AI, signal a shift
from soft ethical guidelines toward a more stringent regime of
obligations. Control over data, platforms, and models becomes an
integral component of sovereign governance in the digital domain
(Migliorini, 2024; Zou and Zhang, 2025).

By contrast, the contours of U.S. policy remain more
fragmented, and this has not fundamentally changed with shifts
in administration. The United States has traditionally prioritized
innovation, market mechanisms, and sectoral self-regulation over
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comprehensive legislative frameworks (Hine and Floridi, 2024;
Mökander et al., 2022; Roberts et al., 2021b). Developments in
2025, including the repeal of Executive Order 14110 and the
adoption of Executive Order 14179 (“Removing Barriers to
American Leadership in Artificial Intelligence”), did not alter this
logic but rather intensified it. The emphasis shifted from safety
to deregulation and the preservation of technological leadership
(Executive Order 14179, 2025). Even amid growing narratives of
national security and competition with China, U.S. policy continues
to be implemented primarily through industrial, export, and
investment instruments rather than through codified legislation
(Hine and Floridi, 2024; Schiff, 2024).

Compared to Western scholarship, academic work on Brazil
and Kazakhstan is more limited. However, these cases are
particularly revealing. In Brazil, scholars highlight the dual nature
of emerging legal frameworks. Bill PL 2338/2023 is based on a risk-
oriented model inspired by the European AI Act, yet it exhibits
significant limitations. The notion of “risk to individual rights”
does not fully capture structural challenges specific to Brazilian
society, such as racial bias in biometric systems, digital exclusion,
and dependence on external sources of knowledge (Frazão, 2024;
Grohmann et al., 2025; Mesquita et al., 2024).

Kazakhstani scholars, in turn, focus on the challenges of
adapting foreign regulatory instruments, as well as on the lack of
conceptual frameworks and specialized expertise in this domain
(Bissaliyev et al., 2025; Ibragimova et al., 2025).

For these reasons, peripheral legal systems are of particular
importance for comparative analysis. They provide a clear
illustration of how global regulatory standards are adapted under
conditions of limited institutional and expert capacity.

2.1.2 Parliament as an arena of meaning selection

The second key idea involves rethinking the role of parliament
in the production of technological legislation. Classical studies
on parliamentary technology assessment conceptualize legislatures
not merely as legitimizing bodies but as institutions that create
spaces for identifying potential risks, exploring alternative futures,
and incorporating external expertise (Nentwich, 2016; Vig, 2019).
More recent research confirms a direct link between the content
of parliamentary debates and the structure of norms governing
algorithmic systems.

Chiappetta (2023), analyzing hearings of the European
Parliament’s AIDA Committee, demonstrates that even prior to the
adoption of the AI Act, legislators associated artificial intelligence
with innovation, data bias, discrimination, and the need for human
oversight. This constellation of competing meanings ultimately
shaped the structure of the final regulation.

Haataja and Bryson (2023) argue that the European regulatory
framework emerged from a complex institutional compromise
among the protection of fundamental rights, the promotion of
innovation, and the national interests of member states. Palmiotto
(2025) further shows how the level of rights protection evolved
throughout the legislative process—from stringent provisions in
the Commission’s initial proposals to more compromise-based
formulations in the final text.

Suter et al. (2025), in a comparative study, demonstrate that
the emergence of generative AI systems such as ChatGPT
significantly intensified parliamentary debates. However, each
jurisdiction developed distinct emphases. In the European Union,
an ethical-regulatory paradigm became dominant, whereas in the
United States, a security–competition logic prevailed. Brazilian
scholarship (Galhardo and de Souza, 2024) highlights the role of
parliamentary advisors, committees, and bureaucratic actors as
filters that shape the transmission of expert knowledge and
lobbying initiatives.

Taken together, these findings suggest that parliamentary
debates are not merely preparatory stages of lawmaking but
constitute autonomous arenas of meaning selection. Among
multiple interpretations of technological development, certain
narratives are institutionalized as legally binding norms.
Differences in these selection processes ultimately produce
variation in regulatory outcomes.

2.1.3 Securitization of technology

The third theoretical pillar of this study is securitization
theory, as developed by the Copenhagen School (Buzan et al., 1998;
Balzacq, 2011). According to this framework, an issue becomes
a matter of security not by its intrinsic properties but when
a legitimate actor successfully performs a “security speech act,”
persuading an audience of the need for extraordinary measures.

In parliamentary settings, such speech acts take the form
of key interventions by legislators, experts, and government
representatives in which artificial intelligence is framed as an
existential challenge.

Securitization theory provides a valuable analytical lens for
identifying the point at which discussions shift from routine
regulatory considerations to the establishment of boundaries
requiring urgent intervention. As will be demonstrated in Sections
3 and 4, this threshold varies significantly across jurisdictions, and
these differences help explain why similar technologies give rise to
divergent legal formulations.

Importantly, securitization does not necessarily imply
prohibition. As emphasized by the Copenhagen School,
extraordinary measures can take multiple forms—from
criminalization to industrial policy support, from strict licensing
regimes to preferential treatment for “trusted” developers. This
insight helps explain why, in 2025, securitization of AI in the
United States resulted in deregulation (removal of barriers for
domestic actors), whereas in Europe it led to the expansion of
high-risk categories. Although the object of securitization remains
the same, the political culture within which it unfolds determines
the nature of regulatory responses.

2.1.4 A Refined typology of regulatory models

Existing classifications of AI regulatory models typically
rely on a tripartite framework—“EU–US–China”—with
additional references to developing legal systems as variations
(Hine and Floridi, 2024; Roberts et al., 2023). We argue that this
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TABLE 1 Five models of AI regulation in comparative perspective.

Model Primary priority Role of parliament Dominant frame Example

Regulatory–legal Risk-based protection of fundamental rights;

“Brussels effect”

High: parliament shapes the

substantive content of norms

Fundamental rights, risk European Union

Market–innovation Leadership, deregulation, export control Fragmented: Congress vs. the

executive branch

Barriers, dominance,

competition

United States (EO 14179,

2025–2026)

State-centered Ideological control and managed

modernization

Legitimizing: dominance of CAC

and the State Council

Stability, socialist values China

Peripheral

hybridization

Import of regulatory templates with local

adaptation and partnership-based

sovereignty

Central: parliament as the primary

arena of adaptation

Inequality, justice,

national code

Brazil, Kazakhstan

Delayed reflection Post-hoc recognition of dependency and

search for a sovereign technological stack

Reactive: debates as a response to

an already established “lock-in”

Dependency lock-in, kill

switch, intelligent

dependence

United Kingdom

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis of parliamentary transcripts and debates (European Parliament, 2024; Hansard, 2026;
Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025), legal and policy documents [Regulation (EU) 2024/1689; Executive Order 14179; PL 2338/2023], official regulatory
documents (Cyberspace Administration of China, 2023), and secondary literature (Hine and Floridi, 2024; Mesquita et al., 2024; Ibragimova et al., 2025).

framework is no longer sufficient and can be refined for three
main reasons.

First, it fails to capture the significant shift in U.S. regulatory
policy that occurred in 2025.

Second, it groups diverse “developing countries” into a single
category despite substantial differences in their trajectories.

Third, it overlooks a distinct category of established
democracies that have only recently recognized their
infrastructural dependence.

Based on the analysis of the literature and primary data, we
propose the typology presented in Table 1.

In Table 1, the Chinese case is included as a reference point for
the state-centered model, while the five pilot cases constitute the
main empirical basis of the article.

Table 1 summarizes the five regulatory models used as the
conceptual basis for the comparative analysis. China is included as
a reference case for the state-centered model, while the five pilot
cases form the main empirical basis of the study.

2.2 Methods

2.2.1. Research design

This study adopts a hybrid approach combining two
methodological strategies. The first consists of a structured
comparative review of academic literature and legal acts across the
five selected jurisdictions. The review follows a logic analogous
to PRISMA-based procedures for systematic analysis of literature
and policy documents, while being adapted to a limited number of
cases (Petticrew and Roberts, 2008; Siddaway et al., 2019).

The second method is a pilot critical discourse analysis of
five selected parliamentary or policy episodes, one for each coded
jurisdiction (Brock, 2018). The term “pilot” is used deliberately. The
study does not aim to conduct a comprehensive discourse analysis
of all parliamentary and policy debates on AI across these countries,
as such a task would require a separate, large-scale, multi-year

project with substantially broader empirical material. Instead, the
objective is more modest: to demonstrate that different political
cultures systematically produce distinct discursive frames that can
be traced in resulting legal, policy, or institutional outcomes.
The pilot analysis thus serves as an illustration and preliminary
validation of the conceptual framework rather than its definitive
empirical confirmation.

The study is based exclusively on publicly available materials.
No interviews, surveys, or non-public data sources were used.
Accordingly, ethical approval was not required.

2.2.2 Selection of jurisdictions

The selection of cases was guided by three main criteria.
First, the criterion of substantive contrast. The selected

jurisdictions were required to represent different types of political
culture and occupy distinct positions within the global architecture
of digital power:

- “Core” jurisdictions with high regulatory capacity, such as the
European Union and the United States;

- “Peripheral” systems with limited institutional and expert
capacity, such as Brazil and Kazakhstan;

- An “established democracy” that has only recently recognized
its infrastructural dependence, namely the United Kingdom.

Second, the criterion of data accessibility. Jurisdictions were
excluded if parliamentary transcripts were not publicly available
or were accessible only in languages beyond the authors’ working
competence. This explains why China is included in the theoretical
framework but excluded from the pilot discourse analysis, as the
analysis of party–state discourse requires a distinct methodological
approach (Roberts et al., 2021a; Xu, 2024).

China is therefore treated in this article as a reference model
rather than as a coded empirical case. Its inclusion in the typology
is based on secondary literature and official regulatory documents,
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TABLE 2 Source base of the pilot analysis.

Jurisdiction Parliamentary episode Primary source Act or bill

European Union AIDA hearings (2020–2022); plenary

votes on the AI Act (March 2024)

AIDA Verbatim Reports European Parliament, 2021 Regulation (EU) 2024/1689

United States Congressional hearings in 2023; AI

Insight Forums (Schumer, 2023)

Schumer, 2023 (CSIS); Executive Order 14179, 2025 EO 14179; fragmented state-level legislation

Brazil Work of the Senate CTIA (2023–2024);

approval of PL 2338 (December 10,

2024)

Senado Federal, 2023; Câmara dos Deputados, 2025;

Soares, 2025

PL 2338/2023 (under review in the Chamber

of Deputies since March 17, 2025)

Kazakhstan Mazhilis approval of the Digital Code

(November 12, 2025); Senate review

(December 2025)

Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan,

2025

Digital Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan

(January 9, 2026); Law on AI No. 230-VIII

(January 18, 2026)

United Kingdom Westminster Hall debate on

technological sovereignty (March 10,

2026); Early Day Motion (January 2026)

Hansard, 2026; Clark, 2026
No unified AI Act; AI Opportunities Action

Plan (2025); Sovereign AI Unit (2026)

Source: Compiled by the authors based on parliamentary transcripts and debates (European Parliament, 2024; Hansard, 2026; Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025),
legal and policy documents [Regulation (EU) 2024/1689; Executive Order 14179; PL 2338/2023], and secondary literature (Hine and Floridi, 2024; Mesquita et al., 2024; Ibragimova et al., 2025).

including the 2023 Interim Measures on generative AI, but it is
not analyzed through the same pilot discourse procedure applied to
the European Union, the United States, Brazil, Kazakhstan, and the
United Kingdom. This distinction is necessary because Chinese AI
governance is shaped through a party–state regulatory architecture
involving the CAC, the State Council, and the National People’s
Congress, rather than through parliamentary debate in the liberal-
democratic sense. A full empirical validation of the state-centered
model would therefore require a separate study of party–state
discourse, administrative regulations, and legislative materials.

Third, the criterion of a legal event. Each selected jurisdiction
had to exhibit a specific legislative or parliamentary development
between 2023 and 2026, such as the adoption of a legal act, the
approval of a bill by one chamber, or the occurrence of thematic
parliamentary debates. This criterion ensures comparability across
cases by establishing a common analytical unit.

2.2.3 Corpus of texts

The analysis draws on two types of sources. The first consists of
primary materials, including legal texts, parliamentary transcripts,
committee materials, executive orders, policy documents, and
official communications. The second consists of secondary sources,
including peer-reviewed articles, monographs, and policy reports
relevant to AI governance, digital sovereignty, technological
sovereignty, parliamentary technology assessment, securitization
theory, and comparative regulation.

The empirical corpus includes legal and policy documents from
the European Union, the United States, Brazil, Kazakhstan, the
United Kingdom, and China as a reference case. It also includes
selected parliamentary and policy episodes from 2023 to 2026,
which serve as the basis for the pilot discourse analysis. The
structure of the corpus is presented in Table 2.

Table 2 presents the empirical source base of the pilot analysis
and clarifies the types of primary and secondary materials used for
each jurisdiction.

2.2.4 Analytical procedure

For each of the cases examined, the analysis followed the same
sequence of steps.

Identification of the semantic core. In each parliamentary
debate, recurring key terms and metaphors were identified as
forming stable semantic fields. These fields are referred to here
as “cores,” drawing on Brock (2018), who argues that recurring
concepts in discourse perform not only a descriptive but also a
constitutive function: they define what counts as a technological
risk and what does not.

Tracing the transition from discourse to norm. For each
identified semantic core, we examined how it was reflected in legal,
policy, or institutional outcomes. In cases where a direct legal
connection could be established, we traced the movement from
parliamentary formulation to specific legal provision. For example,
in the European discourse, the notion of “fundamental rights”
is reflected in Article 27 of Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, which
establishes the obligation to conduct a fundamental rights impact
assessment for high-risk AI systems.

In applying this step, we distinguish between direct discursive
translation and broader discursive alignment. Direct discursive
translation refers to cases in which a parliamentary formulation
can be linked to a specific legal provision, as in the European
case. Discursive alignment refers to cases in which the relationship
between debate and legal or policy outcome is less direct
but still analytically meaningful, because the same semantic
core structures both the political discussion and the resulting
regulatory instrument. This distinction is particularly important
for the United States and Kazakhstan, where AI governance
emerges through a combination of parliamentary debate, executive
initiative, policy strategy, and legal codification rather than through
a single linear legislative channel. In the U.S. case, for instance,
the concept of “barriers” is not treated as a direct product of
parliamentary lawmaking but as part of a broader innovation-
first discourse that became institutionally visible in Executive
Order 14179.
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TABLE 3 Coding scheme for parliamentary discourse on artificial intelligence.

Category Indicators Example of empirical manifestation

Risk Risk, harm, high-risk, unacceptable risk, systemic risk AI Act debates; classification of AI systems by risk level

Security Security, safety, existential threat, national security Comparisons between AI and nuclear technologies; discourse of

technological competition

Sovereignty Sovereignty, autonomy, digital sovereignty, technological

sovereignty

British parliamentary debates on technological sovereignty; discussion of

dependence on external digital infrastructure

Innovation Innovation, leadership, competitiveness, technological progress SAFE innovation framework; EO 14179

Barriers Barriers, regulatory burden, deregulation, removing barriers EO 14179; removal of constraints on American AI leadership

Inequality Discrimination, bias, vulnerable groups, exclusion Brazilian parliamentary debates on AI regulation; debates on biometrics and

racial bias

Dependency Dependency, lock-in, infrastructure dependence, cloud

dependence

UK debates; discourse on dependence on AWS, Microsoft Azure, and

Google Cloud

Partnership Partnership, strategic alliance, horizontal cooperation, middle

powers

Kazakhstan; Sovereign AI Hub, Sherkala, and Alem.Cloud

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the conceptual framework of the study and the analytical categories used in the pilot discourse analysis.

Assessment of securitization. We used a modified version
of securitization theory (Buzan et al., 1998; Balzacq, 2011) to
determine the point at which technology moves from the category
of an ordinary object of regulation to the status of an “existential
challenge” requiring extraordinary measures. As our findings show,
this threshold varies significantly across countries.

Comparative matrix. The results of the five case analyses
were brought together in a comparative matrix (Section 3.6),
which made it possible to compare semantic cores, mechanisms of
securitization, and resulting legal formulations.

2.2.5 Coding procedure and operationalization of
concepts

To ensure the reproducibility of the analysis, a three-level
coding scheme was developed:

Discursive categories (semantic frames): risk, security,
innovation, sovereignty, inequality, and dependency;

Types of actors: legislators, government representatives,
experts, and civil society;

Types of normative transition:

- direct translation (discourse → legal provision);
- compromise-based transformation;
- inversion, as in the U.S. case.

Coding was conducted manually on the basis of recurring terms
and meaning structures identified in parliamentary transcripts. The
minimum criterion for including a category was its occurrence at
least three times within a single parliamentary episode.

It is important to clarify that the coding procedure was not
designed as a quantitative content-analysis exercise. Rather, the
coding scheme functioned as an interpretive coding guide for
the qualitative reconstruction of dominant discursive frames. The
threshold of at least three occurrences within a single parliamentary

episode was used as a minimal inclusion rule to prevent isolated
or incidental expressions from being treated as semantic cores.
However, the analysis does not claim statistical representativeness
or frequency-based measurement. Instead, categories were retained
when recurring terms, metaphors, and actor formulations formed
a stable meaning structure that could be traced across the selected
parliamentary episode and connected to the corresponding legal or
policy outcome.

The categories were derived through a combined deductive
and inductive procedure. Deductively, the categories of sovereignty,
security, risk, and dependency were informed by the literature on
securitization, digital sovereignty, and AI governance. Inductively,
the categories of barriers, inequality, partnership, and delayed
recognition emerged from the empirical material, particularly from
the U.S., Brazilian, Kazakhstani, and British cases. The indicators
listed in Table 3 therefore should not be read as exhaustive keyword
lists, but as operational markers used to identify broader discursive
formations within each case.

The grouping of indicators in Table 3 follows the analytical
logic of the study. The first group, discursive categories, captures
the substantive frames through which AI was problematized
in parliamentary and policy debates, including risk, security,
innovation, sovereignty, inequality, and dependency. The second
group, actor categories, identifies the institutional and social actors
who articulated these frames, including legislators, government
representatives, experts, and civil society organizations. The third
group, modes of normative transition, captures how these frames
moved from discourse into legal or policy form: through direct
translation, compromise-based transformation, or inversion. This
structure was chosen because the study is concerned not only
with what was said about AI, but also with who articulated the
dominant frames and how these frames were subsequently reflected
in regulatory outcomes.

Table 3 operationalizes the main discursive categories used in
the interpretive coding procedure. It identifies the semantic frames,
actor types, and modes of discourse-to-norm transition that guided
the analysis of the selected parliamentary episodes.

Frontiers in Political Science 07 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2026.1874183
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/political-science
https://www.frontiersin.org


Beisenbayev et al. 10.3389/fpos.2026.1874183

TABLE 4 Interpretive coding summary by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction Dominant discursive

categories

Secondary categories Main actors/arenas

European Union Risk; fundamental rights Security; innovation; systemic risk AIDA Committee; European Parliament;

expert hearings

United States Innovation; barriers; dominance Security; competition; deregulation Senate-led AI forums; congressional

hearings; executive branch

Brazil Inequality; high risk Discrimination; biometrics; vulnerable

groups

Senate CTIA; Chamber of Deputies; civil

society coalitions

Kazakhstan Sovereignty; partnership; national code Dependency; infrastructure; public good Mazhilis; government actors; strategic

technology partners

United Kingdom Dependency; delayed recognition Sovereignty; lock-in; intelligent dependence Westminster Hall debate; parliamentary

committees; policy briefings

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the coding scheme presented in Table 3 and the pilot analysis of selected parliamentary and policy episodes across the five jurisdictions.

Table 4 summarizes how the coding scheme was applied across
the five pilot cases. It does not present a statistical frequency
count; rather, it identifies the dominant and secondary discursive
categories that structured the qualitative interpretation of each
parliamentary episode.

2.2.6 Methodological limitations

We openly acknowledge three important methodological
limitations. First, the analysis of only one parliamentary or policy
episode per coded jurisdiction provides analytical depth but
cannot claim quantitative representativeness. This choice was made
deliberately in order to focus on the qualitative reconstruction of
discursive mechanisms.

Second, the study analyzed materials from Kazakhstan in
Russian and Kazakh, European Union and United Kingdom
materials primarily in English, and Brazilian materials in
Portuguese and English. These linguistic differences may have
affected the interpretation of culturally specific meanings,
particularly in the case of PL 2338/2023.

Third, China was included in the typology and theoretical
framework but was not subjected to the same pilot discourse
analysis. This decision was made for methodological reasons.
Chinese AI governance is shaped through a party–state regulatory
architecture involving the CAC, the State Council, and the National
People’s Congress, and therefore requires a distinct analytical
approach. Within the scope of this article, China is treated as a
reference model rather than as a coded empirical case.

3 Results

This section presents the results of the pilot discourse analysis
across five jurisdictions.

Figure 1 illustrates the temporal sequence of major AI-
related legislative and parliamentary developments across the five
jurisdictions examined in this study. It shows that AI regulation
did not evolve simultaneously or uniformly across cases: while

the European Union moved toward comprehensive horizontal
legislation, the United States shifted through executive action,
Brazil proceeded through legislative debate on PL 2338/2023,
Kazakhstan adopted a codified digital-law framework, and the
United Kingdom entered a later stage of parliamentary reflection
on technological sovereignty.

3.1 European Union

The European Union represents the most developed system of
parliamentary technology assessment among the cases examined.
For 2 years, the European Parliament’s Special Committee on
Artificial Intelligence in a Digital Age operated as a dedicated forum
for hearings involving algorithm developers, legal scholars, and
civil society advocates. The analysis of these materials shows that
risk and fundamental rights became the central elements of the
European discourse (Chiappetta, 2023; Haataja and Bryson, 2023).

In parliamentary debates, the notion of risk performed two
key functions. On the one hand, it enabled different uses of AI
systems to be classified according to their level of danger, ranging
from unacceptable to minimal risk. On the other hand, risk became
a general framework for expressing deeper political concerns,
including discrimination, democratic erosion, and threats to
human dignity.

The integration of these concerns into the broader concept
of risk to fundamental rights produced a distinctively European
approach. Paul (2024) notes that the risk-based model is not only a
technical regulatory instrument but also a mechanism for creating a
pan-European market for trustworthy systems. In this context, trust
itself becomes an economic value.

After the launch of ChatGPT in late 2022, the language of
risk was supplemented by a discourse of existential challenge. In
European debates on AI, the technology was increasingly compared
with nuclear energy and biotechnology, while general-purpose AI
models (GPAI) and their associated systemic risks moved to the
center of discussion. This new wave did not replace the earlier
debate but intensified it. Whereas, risks had previously been
associated mainly with specific applications of AI, they now came
to be attributed to an entire class of technologies. Palmiotto (2025)
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FIGURE 1

Parliamentary Regulation of AI in Five Jurisdictions, 2023–2026: Key Legislative and Parliamentary Developments Across Five Parallel Tracks. Source:
Regulation (EU) 2024/1689; Executive Order 14110 (2023); Executive Order 14179 (2025); PL 2338/2023; Federal Senate of Brazil;
Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan (2025); Hansard (2026).

shows that during trilogue negotiations among the European
Parliament, the Council, and the Commission, the level of
protection afforded to fundamental rights shifted several times—
from the more stringent position of the Parliament to compromise-
based formulations in the final text. This demonstrates that a
semantic core is not automatically transformed into a legal norm;
rather, it evolves through institutional bargaining.

The European case demonstrates a clear process through
which public and parliamentary concerns are translated into
legal norms. Following the final vote in the European Parliament
in spring 2024, committee representative Dragoş Tudorache
described the outcome in terms of the same semantic core
that had shaped the debates. According to him, the Union
connected artificial intelligence with the fundamental values
on which European society is built (European Parliament,
2024).

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, which entered into force
in August 2024, embeds this semantic core in specific legal
provisions. These include the prohibition of AI systems
presenting an unacceptable level of risk in Article 5, the
obligation to conduct a fundamental rights impact assessment
for high-risk systems in Article 27, and the introduction of a
dedicated regime for general-purpose AI models in Articles 51
and 55.

From the perspective of securitization theory, the European
experience demonstrates how an issue can be deliberately
moved into the realm of security. The technological object was
recognized as a threat requiring special regulation. However, the
measures adopted did not take the form of outright bans or
centralized control; rather, they constituted a complex network of
legal obligations.

This configuration corresponds to the regulatory–legal model.
Parliament shaped the substantive content of legal provisions, while
the regulatory act itself became an instrument of external influence
through the Brussels effect (Bradford, 2020; Mügge, 2024; Paul,
2024).

3.2 United States of America

Compared with Europe, the U.S. case is more complex.
Over a period of 3 years, the core assumptions and concepts
underlying AI regulation underwent significant revision, resulting
in a marked transformation of the discourse. The U.S. case differs
structurally from the parliamentary systems examined in the other
jurisdictions. AI governance in the United States is not produced
through a single unified parliamentary channel but through a
fragmented interaction among congressional hearings, Senate-led
AI forums, executive orders, federal agencies, sectoral regulation,
and state-level initiatives. For this reason, the U.S. case is treated
here as a fragmented legislative–executive discourse rather than as
a conventional parliamentary case. This distinction is important for
comparability: congressional and Senate-level discussions shape the
policy agenda, but binding regulatory direction is often crystallized
through executive action rather than through comprehensive
federal legislation. Within this fragmented institutional setting, the
transformation of U.S. AI discourse can be examined through two
agenda-setting moments:

Senator Chuck Schumer’s presentation of the SAFE Innovation
framework in summer 2023.

President Trump’s signing of Executive Order No. 14179 on
removing barriers to American leadership in artificial intelligence
in January 2025.

These two moments should not be read as a single
linear legislative trajectory. Rather, they illustrate a broader
innovation-first orientation in U.S. AI governance, within which
safety, accountability, and national competitiveness are repeatedly
reframed according to changing political priorities.

In his address at the Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS), Senator Schumer proposed a foundational
framework for U.S. debates on AI. He compared the emergence
of algorithmic systems to the historical impact of electricity
and the steam engine. He identified four principles that should
guide this framework: security, accountability, foundations, and
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explainability. In Schumer’s formulation, innovation remained
the central priority, while safety served as an enabling condition
for innovation rather than as an autonomous regulatory objective
(Schumer, 2023).

This position differs significantly from the European model,
in which risk and rights have their own independent normative
status. Notably, Schumer explicitly contrasted his approach with
both European and Chinese models of regulation, arguing that
foreign approaches were not suited to U.S. interests and that the
United States therefore needed to develop its own path (Schumer,
2023).

In U.S. discourse, legal autonomy and distrust of rigid Brussels-
style regulation became increasingly normalized. Under President
Biden’s Executive Order No. 14110, the emphasis was placed on the
testing of advanced models and the protection of civil rights.

In 2025, a more radical shift occurred with the adoption of
Executive Order No. 14179. The document formally established
a policy of removing barriers in order to maintain U.S.
global dominance in artificial intelligence. From the perspective
of securitization theory, this represents an inversion. The
threat was no longer framed primarily as the technology itself
but as regulation, which was presented as an obstacle to
national competitiveness.

On Inauguration Day, January 20, 2025, Trump revoked Biden’s
Executive Order No. 14110. A broader order rescinded a number
of directives issued by the previous administration. Three days
later, on January 23, Trump signed Executive Order No. 14179.
Its title, “Removing Barriers to American Leadership in Artificial
Intelligence,” already establishes the new political direction: from
“barriers” to “leadership.” Section 2 clearly articulates the policy
objective: the United States seeks to sustain and enhance its global
leadership in artificial intelligence. Importantly, the purpose is not
to introduce new rights-based obligations but to remove existing
constraints. EO 14179 requires all federal agencies, within 180 days,
to review actions taken under the previous order and assess their
consistency with the new policy.

From the perspective of the typology proposed in this article,
this development does not indicate a change of model but rather
its radicalization. The U.S. approach to AI remained market–
innovation-oriented under both administrations, although the
internal emphasis shifted. Under Biden, safety was treated as
a constraint embedded within innovation, expressed through
the idea of “SAFE innovation.” Under Trump, innovation was
freed from such constraints, and safety was reinterpreted as the
protection of the process through which global market dominance
in AI could be achieved. In both cases, innovation remains the core
frame, while fundamental rights do not become an autonomous
object of regulation.

The U.S. case offers a particularly revealing example of AI
securitization. In 2023, AI was compared to nuclear technology,
while by 2025 it was increasingly framed within the language
of a “technological Cold War” with China. Yet despite this
intense rhetoric, the extraordinary measures adopted in response
to securitization did not take the form of horizontal legislation.
Instead, they appeared as export controls, investment restrictions,
industrial policy, and, in the case of EO 14179, deregulation for
selected categories of domestic actors. This confirms one of the

key insights of the Copenhagen School: securitization may define
the urgency of action, but the substantive content of that action is
determined by political culture (Buzan et al., 1998).

3.3 Brazil

Brazil represents a particularly illustrative case of peripheral
hybridization in its more developed form. In May 2023, Senate
President Rodrigo Pacheco introduced Bill PL 2338/2023, which
was based on the report of a commission of jurists. The bill is
clearly inspired by the European risk-based model (Frazão, 2024). It
establishes categories of unacceptable, high, and ordinary risk, and
requires impact assessments for high-risk systems. In December
2024, the Senate’s Temporary Committee on Artificial Intelligence
(CTIA) approved the bill, and on December 10, 2024, the Federal
Senate voted in favor of its adoption (Soares, 2025).

Since March 17, 2025, the bill has been under consideration
in the Chamber of Deputies. A special committee, established on
April 29, 2025, has been conducting deliberations in parallel with
public hearings. Despite its apparent similarity to the European
model, the Brazilian approach demonstrates significant differences.
Whereas, the European Union is structured around the semantic
core of “risk–fundamental rights,” Brazil is shaped by the frame
of “inequality–high risk.” This shift reflects the specificities of
the local context, which make European categories less directly
applicable. In Brazil, Black and mixed-race groups account for 56%
of the population, and studies have repeatedly shown that facial
recognition systems generate significantly higher error rates when
applied to darker-skinned individuals (Grohmann et al., 2025).
Brazilian police forces actively use biometric identification, and the
municipal Smart Sampa surveillance project in São Paulo became
one of the main objects of civic resistance. Human rights coalitions,
academic centers, and some municipal legislators opposed the
project (Mesquita et al., 2024).

Within Brazilian parliamentary discourse, the term “risk”
acquired a specific meaning. Unlike the European approach, which
treats technologies as dangerous insofar as they may violate
individual rights in general, the Brazilian debate focuses on systems
capable of reinforcing historically entrenched structural inequality.
In the version approved by the Senate, this concern is reflected
in the description of systems that exploit the vulnerability of
specific groups to manipulate behavior or restrict access to public
goods. Such instruments are treated as presenting unacceptable
risk. The controversies surrounding the use of biometric data in
public spaces clearly demonstrate the process of hybridization. In
the European Union, the regulation prohibits real-time remote
biometric identification subject to certain exceptions.

In Brazil, this issue generated intense debate. Civil rights
coalitions and other organizations advocated a full ban, citing the
presumed racial bias of algorithms and the potential use of such
technologies to suppress protests (Grohmann et al., 2025).

In late 2024, the Senate adopted a version of the bill that
permits remote identification under certain conditions. This
decision represented a compromise between the demands of rights
advocates and the interests of law enforcement agencies. It is
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precisely this balance of interests that turns the process into
flexible adaptation rather than simple regulatory copying. The
Brazilian process therefore differs from the European one. In
Europe, algorithms are primarily framed as threats to human
rights, whereas in Brazil they are understood as sources of injustice
toward social groups. In Brazil, not only legislators but also
civil society organizations actively participate in the securitization
process by seeking to inscribe their priorities into legislation.
This is why public hearings play such an important role: they
allow external expertise to influence the final normative design
(Galhardo and de Souza, 2024).

From the perspective of the classification proposed in this
article, PL 2338/2023 is an example of successful peripheral
hybridization. It combines elements of the European regulatory
model with provisions adapted to local conditions, including
the need to address racial inequality and the specific features
of policing practices. Unlike the Kazakhstani approach, which
relies on interstate agreements, the Brazilian path of adaptation is
driven by the active involvement of the academic community and
civil society.

3.4 Kazakhstan

Kazakhstan represents a specific form of peripheral
hybridization in which the adaptation of global regulatory
standards occurs not primarily under pressure from civil society
but within strategic alliances with “middle powers.” This strategy
is conceptualized here as “partnership-based sovereignty”
(President of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025).

The Kazakhstani model is based on two foundational
documents that are closely connected but perform different
functions. The Digital Code, signed on January 9, 2026, establishes
core principles: the status of data and algorithms as public goods,
the concept of the “national digital object,” and the principle of
“digital condominium” under Article 35. The Code also establishes
general rights of citizens in relation to algorithmic decision-
making.

The Law “On Artificial Intelligence” of November 17, 2025,
No. 230-VIII ZRK, which entered into force on January 18,
2026, operationalizes these principles for AI systems. It introduces
risk-based classification, prohibits social scoring and manipulative
applications, and establishes obligations for developers and
operators. Accordingly, the relationship between the Code and the
AI law can be understood as a two-level structure. At the upper
level are foundational legal categories, while the lower level contains
rules governing the use of specific technologies.

The semantic core of the “national
code–partnership sovereignty” concept was
articulated by President Kassym-Jomart Tokayev
(Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025).
An analysis of his speeches at the Digital Bridge forums between
2023 and 2025 demonstrates a gradual shift from techno-optimism
toward pragmatic securitization. Artificial intelligence came to be
understood not merely as auxiliary software but as a foundation of
modernization and technological sovereignty (Tokayev, 2026).

Parliament played a leading role in this process by formalizing
presidential initiatives based on the concept of the “national digital
object.” This concept moves data and algorithms beyond the sphere
of purely market relations and frames them as an inalienable
public good. The Digital Code establishes the principle of “digital
condominium” in Article 35, which implies shared ownership of
data. At the same time, citizens are granted the right to request a
review of algorithmic decisions. This provision directly resonates
with Article 86 of the European AI Act (Bissaliyev et al., 2025).

In March 2026, a national referendum took place in
Kazakhstan, completing a phase of institutional transformation.
The updated Constitution is scheduled to enter into force on
July 1, 2026, and may be interpreted as a step toward digital
constitutionalism (Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan,
2026). The revised version of Article 21 explicitly guarantees
protection of personal data against unlawful collection and
processing through digital technologies, thereby elevating
algorithmic security to the level of a major state priority.

The material embodiment of “partnership-based sovereignty”
is reflected in the creation of national digital infrastructure. The
$2 billion Sovereign AI Hub project, implemented in cooperation
with Freedom Holding and NVIDIA, as well as the national
supercomputer Alem.Cloud, developed in partnership with the
UAE-based company Presight, demonstrate an effort to move
away from vertical dependence and toward diversified alliances
(Freedom Holding Corp, 2025).

However, the partnership-based character of this model
should not be interpreted as full technological self-sufficiency or
complete horizontal equality among partners. Cooperation with
actors such as NVIDIA, Presight, G42, and MBZUAI reduces
dependence on a single technological center but does not eliminate
structural asymmetry. Kazakhstan remains dependent on external
computational capacity, foreign chips, cloud infrastructure,
and engineering expertise. In this sense, “partnership-based
sovereignty” is best understood not as the absence of dependence,
but as an attempt to diversify and manage dependence under
conditions of limited domestic technological capacity.

The Sherkala language model for Kazakh was not developed
in Kazakhstan but within a consortium involving Inception (G42)
and MBZUAI, both based in the United Arab Emirates (Inception
and Mohamed bin Zayed University of Artificial Intelligence,
2025). Its training was conducted using chips produced by the
U.S. company Cerebras. In this process, Kazakhstan acts not
as the developer but as the commissioner and recipient. The
model was developed for the Kazakh language by a coalition
in which the Kazakhstani side formulated linguistic and cultural
requirements, while computational and engineering work was
distributed between the UAE and the United States. This
configuration illustrates an attempted form of managed peripheral
autonomy. The language model for Kazakh is not created entirely
within Kazakhstan, since this is not yet technically feasible, but nor
is it transferred fully to a single technological center.

This model also raises unresolved legal and political questions.
The concept of the “national digital object” frames data and
algorithms as public goods, but it may also create the basis for
stronger state control over digital resources. Similarly, the principle
of “digital condominium” under Article 35 of the Digital Code
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remains insufficiently specified in terms of ownership, access,
conflict resolution, and institutional oversight. These tensions
do not invalidate the concept of partnership-based sovereignty,
but they indicate that it should be treated as a strategic
orientation rather than as an already consolidated model of
technological autonomy.

In this context, the “national code” has two meanings. In
the legal sense, it means that data and algorithms are treated
as inalienable public assets. In the linguistic sense, it refers to
the Kazakh language as an object requiring its own model, since
general-purpose commercial models process it less effectively.
Sherkala thus becomes a material embodiment of these two
meanings of “code.”

Alem.Cloud, which ranked 86th in the TOP500 global
ranking in November 2025, provides the computational basis for
“intelligent dependence” (Ministry of Artificial Intelligence and
Digital Development of the Republic of Kazakhstan, 2025). This
concept refers to the creation of a system that uses resources from
other countries while preserving a degree of autonomy and self-
determination.

Unlike Western approaches, which focus primarily on
individual risks, the Kazakhstani approach emphasizes threats of
cultural and infrastructural subordination. The Law on Artificial
Intelligence classifies systems by risk level and introduces strict
prohibitions on social scoring and manipulative applications.

In this respect, the Kazakhstani trajectory represents a
distinctive but still developing model in which European rights-
based language is combined with a state-oriented strategy of
technological modernization. Its originality lies not in the
elimination of dependence, but in the attempt to reorganize
dependence through legal codification, infrastructure-building, and
diversified strategic partnerships.

3.5 United Kingdom

The British case differs from the others in that the adoption
of a unified AI law is not currently anticipated in the
near future. The government’s AI Opportunities Action Plan
(Department for Science, Innovation and Technology, 2025) and
AI regulatory strategy outline an innovation-oriented approach
that takes sectoral specificity into account.

On March 10, 2026, a debate on technological sovereignty was
held in Westminster Hall, marking a significant moment in the
British parliamentary discussion. For the first time, Parliament
explicitly recognized that the United Kingdom’s dependence on
major U.S. technology companies, such as AWS, Microsoft Azure,
and Google Cloud, constituted a matter of national importance.
The debate was opened by Dame Chi Onwurah, Chair of the
Science, Innovation and Technology Committee. In her opening
remarks, she articulated the central idea with notable clarity.
According to her, technological sovereignty functions as a proxy
for broader concerns: the fear that large technology companies do
not empower citizens but control them. In doing so, she echoed a
point previously made by Peter Kyle, Secretary of State for Science,
Innovation and Technology: major technology companies should
be viewed less as ordinary corporations and more as states. The

metaphor was taken to its logical conclusion: if these companies are
states, then who are their citizens?

For the first time in the British Parliament, terms such as
“techno-feudalism” and “techno-serfdom” entered the debate.
More concrete formulations also emerged during the discussion.
Emily Darlington described sovereignty as involving “British ideas,
British inventors, British companies, and British values.” She noted
that growing monopolies absorb and displace British inventions,
companies, and opportunities for growth (Hansard, 2026).

On March 18, 2026, in the House of Commons, Onwurah
posed a direct question to the minister: does the critical broadband
infrastructure in rural areas of the United Kingdom depend on
American Starlink or European OneWeb? This question shifted
the debate on sovereignty from an abstract theoretical register to
a concrete infrastructural one: who owns the systems on which
hospitals, schools, and communications in remote areas depend?

We define the semantic core of the British discourse as
“dependency–delayed recognition.” Unlike the European
“risk–rights” frame or the American “barriers–dominance”
frame, the British model emphasizes that the problem was
recognized belatedly.

The country acknowledges that infrastructural dependence
already exists and has penetrated the public sector. According
to the Competition and Markets Authority in 2025, more than
90% of public organizations in the United Kingdom use services
provided by the “Big Three.” The task, therefore, is no longer to
prevent this dependence but to partially mitigate it. Shortly before
the parliamentary debate, the government created a Sovereign AI
Unit with a budget of £500 million—an instrument analogous
to Kazakhstan’s Sovereign AI Hub, but one that emerged under
different political conditions: not as part of an early strategy, but
as a delayed response.

In the United Kingdom, the movement toward normative
regulation of AI is gradual. There is still no single AI law,
and positions on the issue are expressed through multiple
channels. Domestically, the parliamentary line is supported by
an Early Day Motion signed by 45 MPs in January 2026. In
March 2026, an antitrust investigation into Microsoft also began.
Although formally separate from the parliamentary debate, it
logically extends the same agenda. At the international level,
the International Criminal Court’s transition from Microsoft
products to the open-source platform openDesk in October 2025,
following U.S. sanctions against Prosecutor Khan, confirmed that
dependence on American cloud infrastructure carries political
risk. In the debates, this episode is frequently used as a real-
world illustration.

The Westminster Hall debate performs a function similar to
that of the AIDA hearings in the European Union in the early 2020s.
It sets an agenda that may later be translated into legislative form.
In the British case, however, securitization occurs belatedly and, to
some extent, retrospectively. The threat is perceived not as potential
but as already realized. The objects of technological dependence are
clearly identified, yet the extraordinary measures that, according to
the Copenhagen School, should follow a successful security speech
act are constrained by the nature of the infrastructure itself. It is
impossible to rapidly disconnect systems that have already become
integral to healthcare and financial services.
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TABLE 5 Transition from parliamentary discourse to legal form across five models.

Jurisdiction Semantic core Key

speaker/episode

Mechanism of

securitization

Resulting legal form

European Union Risk–fundamental rights AIDA; Benifei, Tudorache

(2020–2024)

Managed through a

rights-based framework

Regulation (EU) 2024/1689,

Articles 5, 27, 51, and 55

United States Barriers–dominance Schumer (2023) → Trump

EO 14179 (2025)

Inversion: protecting

“domestic actors” through the

removal of constraints

EO 14179; fragmented state-level

legislation

Brazil Inequality–high risk Senate CTIA; Coalizão

Direitos na Rede (2023–2024)

Inversion through civil

society: risk to vulnerable

groups

PL 2338/2023; category of

unacceptable risk

Kazakhstan National

code–partnership-based

sovereignty

Smyshlyaeva; Mazhilis

(2025–2026)

Soft securitization:

dependency, rather than

technology itself, is securitized

Digital Code of the Republic of

Kazakhstan: framework of the

“national digital object” and digital

condominium; Law on AI No.

230-VIII: operationalization

through risk classification and

prohibitions

United Kingdom Dependency lock-in–delayed

awakening

Onwurah, Westminster Hall

(March 10, 2026)

Retrospective securitization:

the threat has already

materialized

No unified AI Act; Sovereign AI

Unit (£500 million); CMA

investigation

China (not included in

the pilot analysis)

Stability–socialist values CAC; State Council Horizontal securitization

through the party-state

hierarchy

Interim Measures 2023 (CAC);

algorithmic registry

Source: Compiled by the authors based on the analysis of parliamentary transcripts (European Parliament, 2024; Hansard, 2026; Mazhilis of the Parliament of the Republic of Kazakhstan,
2025), legal acts (Regulation (EU) 2024/1689; Executive Order 14179; PL 2338/2023), official regulatory documents (Cyberspace Administration of China, 2023), and secondary literature
(Hine and Floridi, 2024; Mesquita et al., 2024; Ibragimova et al., 2025).

This paradox is captured in the discourse through the concept
of “intelligent dependence,” proposed in one House of Commons
Library briefing as a more realistic alternative to full independence
(Clark, 2026). Within the typology developed in this article, the
United Kingdom represents the fifth model, which can be described
as “delayed reflection.” This model differs from the market–
innovation model of the United States, where there is no delayed
recognition but rather a deliberate choice in favor of deregulation. It
also differs from the regulatory–legal model of the European Union,
where a unified jurisdiction allows rules to be imposed on foreign
technologies rather than merely adapted to them. The defining
feature of this model is that the United Kingdom recognizes that
it failed to mobilize its institutional capacities in time.

3.6 Comparative matrix and the legal
structuring of discourse

The results of the five pilot case analyses are presented in
Table 5. For the sake of typological consistency, China is also
included in the table as a reference case for the state-centered
model. However, it was not included in the pilot discourse analysis
and should not be treated as empirically equivalent to the five coded
cases (see Sections 2.1.2 and 2.2.4).

The comparison below therefore should not be read as claiming
a uniform causal pathway from parliamentary speech to legal

provision in all five jurisdictions. Rather, it identifies different
degrees of discourse-to-norm linkage. In the European Union, the
link is closest to direct translation, since parliamentary debates on
fundamental rights are reflected in specific provisions of the AI Act.
In the United States, the link is better understood as discursive
alignment across fragmented legislative and executive arenas. In
Brazil and Kazakhstan, parliamentary and policy debates interact
with broader social or strategic agendas, producing hybrid legal
forms. In the United Kingdom, the linkage remains prospective,
as parliamentary discourse has not yet resulted in a unified AI
law but has helped define the agenda of sovereignty-oriented
policy responses.

Table 5 brings together the main results of the analysis by
comparing semantic cores, mechanisms of securitization, and legal
or institutional outcomes across the selected models. It captures not
only direct legal translation but also broader patterns of discursive
alignment between parliamentary debate, policy formulation, and
legal or institutional outcomes.

The matrix reveals a pattern that is important for testing
the hypotheses. The semantic core does not always determine
the substantive content of a norm, but it consistently shapes its
structure: which categories are subject to regulation, what threshold
of intervention is established, and who or what becomes the
primary object of protection.

In the European Union, the primary object of protection is
the individual and their fundamental rights. In the United States,
protection is oriented toward “domestic” developers and national
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dominance. In Brazil, protection is directed toward vulnerable
population groups. In Kazakhstan, the primary object of protection
is the nation and its digital infrastructure. In the United Kingdom,
protection is oriented toward institutional agency itself, which has
already been partially weakened.

The second observation concerns the mechanisms underlying
securitization. In none of the five cases examined did securitization
lead to the same outcome. This confirms the thesis of the
Copenhagen School, further developed by Balzacq (2011), that a
security speech act is necessary, but its consequences depend on
political culture and institutional structure. In the European Union,
the extraordinary measure took the form of horizontal legislation.
In the United States, by contrast, restrictions were removed in favor
of “freedom for domestic actors.” In Brazil, a compromise was
reached with civil society. In Kazakhstan, codification was carried
out through a system of partnerships. In the United Kingdom,
belated attempts were made to recover part of the autonomy
already lost.

The third observation concerns the specific features of
peripheral legal systems. The comparison between Kazakhstan and
Brazil demonstrates that peripheral hybridization is not a single
type but rather a family of variants that differ according to their
mechanisms of adaptation.

In Brazil, adaptation proceeds through civil society and the
academic community, whereas in Kazakhstan it takes place through
horizontal partnerships with other middle powers within the
Global South. This distinction makes the concept of “sovereignty
through partnership” particularly significant: it does not describe all
peripheral legal systems, but rather a specific subtype characteristic
of regions with limited expert capacity that nevertheless participate
actively in processes of foreign-policy adaptation.

4 Discussion

4.1 Testing the hypotheses

The findings of this study allow us to assess the three hypotheses
formulated in the Introduction.

Hypothesis H1, in its original formulation, is not supported
by the data. Nevertheless, the analysis does reveal a relationship
between securitization and the resulting regulatory regime,
although not in the form initially expected. In the European Union
and Brazil, securitization does indeed lead to the establishment
of a stricter regime. This is reflected in prohibitions on certain
applications, mandatory impact assessments concerning rights, and
additional obligations for high-risk systems. In Kazakhstan, the
securitization of infrastructural dependence leads to codification
and state control over the “national digital object.” A similar
tendency can be observed in China, where stability as a guiding
principle determines the establishment of a strict regulatory regime.
Up to this point, H1 appears to hold. The U.S. case, however,
disrupts this pattern. Despite the fact that the most intense rhetoric
in 2023 compared AI to nuclear weapons and framed it as part of
a “technological Cold War” with China, the response was not to
tighten regulation but, on the contrary, to loosen it by clearing space
for domestic developers.

The British case is more ambiguous. At the level of discourse,
H1 appears to be supported. The debate shows a terminological
shift toward concepts such as “techno-feudalism” and “techno-
serfdom,” as well as direct questions about the ownership of
communication networks used by hospitals and schools, which
push Parliament toward more decisive action. At the practical
level, however, physical and infrastructural constraints emerge. It
is impossible to rapidly disconnect systems that have already been
integrated into healthcare and financial infrastructures. As a result,
the stricter regime implied by the logic of the debate becomes
technically difficult to implement.

Thus, in the United Kingdom, H1 is neither contradicted
in the way it is in the United States nor directly confirmed
as in the European Union or Brazil. Instead, it demonstrates a
third scenario: discourse is prepared for extraordinary measures,
but material conditions do not support their implementation.
Accordingly, among the five cases examined, H1 in its original form
works in three cases, fails in one case (the United States), and is
blocked by external conditions in another (the United Kingdom).
This is sufficient to reject the original formulation and propose a
revised version: the securitization of AI increases the intensity of
state intervention but does not determine its direction. Whether
securitization leads to a stricter regime or to deregulation depends
not on the intensity of the speech act itself but on political
culture and, above all, on whom that culture defines as “domestic”
or “one of its own.” This revised formulation returns us to
the original insight of the Copenhagen School (Buzan et al.,
1998): extraordinary measures may take different forms, including
prohibitions, licensing, protectionism, or, conversely, the clearing
of regulatory space for selected actors. The content of these
measures is determined not by the speech act alone but by its
political and institutional context.

Hypothesis H2 assumed that parliamentary institutional
autonomy and the presence of independent expertise facilitate
the inclusion of norms aimed at transparency and the protection
of individual rights. This hypothesis is strongly supported. The
European Union provides the clearest example. Through the
active work of the AIDA Committee, regular expert hearings,
and the influence of specialized parliamentary bodies, the
legislation introduced a mandatory fundamental rights impact
assessment under Article 27 of the AI Act. It also developed
detailed transparency requirements for general-purpose AI systems
associated with systemic risks. Brazil also supports this logic,
although in a different form. The combination of parliamentary
autonomy and civil society mobilization led to the inclusion of
provisions aimed at protecting marginalized groups. Kazakhstan
occupies an intermediate position. Its legislation is based on
human-oriented principles and guarantees the right to receive
information about algorithmic decisions. However, due to the
limited role of independent expertise, mechanisms of public
oversight remain less fully developed. Finally, the United Kingdom
provides a counterexample. Parliament entered the debate on
technological dependence belatedly. The gap between the speed
at which infrastructural dependence developed and the pace of
institutional response became too large to be compensated for
through legislative action after the fact. In this respect, H2 is
confirmed “from the opposite direction”: the outcome indicates
that timely expert scrutiny was not adequately mobilized.
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Hypothesis H3 included three components: global models, local
conflicts, and horizontal partnerships among middle powers of the
Global South. In two different settings, this hypothesis manifests
itself in different ways. In Kazakhstan, it is supported in all
three dimensions. The global template is the European risk-based
model. The local conflict concerns infrastructural and linguistic
dependence. Horizontal partnership is embodied in cooperation
with the United Arab Emirates. In addition, Kazakhstan has
developed its own legal framework, including the concept of the
“national digital object” as an inalienable public good.

In Brazil, the first two elements are present, but the third is
absent. The same AI Act serves as the global template. The local
conflict centers on the racial bias of biometric technologies and
the permissibility of police use of facial recognition. However, the
material examined here does not reveal a horizontal partnership
with another “middle power.” Instead, the catalytic role is played
by civil society, including the Coalizão Direitos na Rede, academic
centers, and movements opposing the Smart Sampa project.
The model is adapted domestically through negotiation between
Parliament and civil society coalitions rather than through an
external alliance.

This divergence does not refute H3 but refines it. Peripheral
hybridization is therefore not a single type but a family of related
variants, and horizontal partnership is only one of its driving
mechanisms. A second mechanism is internal conflict, which
mobilizes civil society. This distinction is reflected in the typology
developed in this article (Section 3.6) as two subtypes within the
same broader model.

4.2 Sovereignty through partnership and
the theoretical contribution

The central theoretical contribution of this article lies in the
development of the concept of “sovereignty through partnership.”
This form of technological autonomy differs both from full self-
sufficiency and from the one-sided import of regulatory norms.

In the existing literature, digital sovereignty is usually described
through two main scenarios: (1) the capacity to set rules for foreign
technologies within one’s own jurisdiction, as in the European
model described by Bradford (2020) and Mügge (2024); and (2)
jurisdictional closure, in which technologies are produced and
regulated domestically, as in the Chinese and, to some extent,
Russian models.

Research on the Global South also identifies a third scenario,
which may be described as epistemic dependence and discursive
borrowing from European models (Grohmann et al., 2025;
Ibragimova et al., 2025; Mesquita et al., 2024). However, as
the Kazakhstani case demonstrates, this list of scenarios is
not exhaustive.

A strategy based on sovereignty through partnership seeks to
achieve technological autonomy not by fully rejecting Western
technologies—which would be impossible for a middle power—
but by diversifying them. Under this strategy, key components
such as chips, cloud infrastructure, and foundation models are
not provided by a single dominant actor but distributed across
several partners. A necessary condition is the presence of an ally

among other middle powers, which helps strengthen ties and create
mutually beneficial relations. Such alliances include the previously
mentioned development of the Sherkala model through a coalition
involving Inception (G42, UAE) and MBZUAI, using Cerebras
chips from the United States; the construction of the Sovereign
AI Hub jointly with Freedom Holding and NVIDIA; and the
Alem.Cloud supercomputer project in partnership with the UAE-
based company Presight. These alliances are not isolated contracts
but components of a broader strategic design.

This strategy rests on three main assumptions.

1. For a middle power, technological autarky is not
feasible. Rejecting foreign chips, open architectures,
and cloud services would not produce sovereignty but
technological backwardness.

2. Direct copying of ready-made regulatory models, whether
European or Chinese, may generate epistemic dependence and
fail to account for local contextual specificities.

3. Real autonomy is achieved at two levels: at the infrastructural
level, through supplier diversification and the mandatory
involvement of partners from among middle powers; and at
the regulatory level, through the use of indigenous categories
that cannot be derived either from the European risk-based
model or from the Chinese logic of stability.

The proposed theoretical concept makes two important
additions to the existing literature. First, it allows us to distinguish
horizontal dependence on a partner at a comparable level from
vertical dependence on a technological hegemon. In the work of
Adler-Nissen and Eggeling (2024), digital sovereignty is presented
as a contested category within European discourse. The present
concept extends this logic to peripheral legal systems, where
partnership relations acquire particular significance.

Second, the concept offers an empirically grounded alternative
to theories of epistemic dependence (Grohmann et al., 2025). The
Kazakhstani case shows that small and middle powers can pursue a
degree of autonomous development without relying solely on direct
regulatory borrowing.

However, the effective use of this concept requires attention to
several limitations. The model of sovereignty through partnership
can succeed only where a state has the resources to choose strategic
partners and where the political environment allows it to do so.
In some peripheral countries, the situation may be different. The
Brazilian case clearly demonstrates that mechanisms of adaptation
can be implemented through civil society institutions rather than
through interstate alliances. This distinction reinforces the broader
conclusion that peripheral hybridization takes multiple forms.
Sovereignty through partnership should therefore be understood as
a specific subtype that captures only part of the broader dynamics
unfolding on the global periphery.

A third theoretical implication, although secondary, constitutes
an independent finding. The U.S. case demonstrates that the
securitization of AI may lead to deregulation just as legitimately as it
may lead to stricter regulation. This outcome is not an anomaly but
rather a specific instance of the original assumption advanced by
Buzan et al. (1998): the security speech act determines the intensity
of intervention, but not its form. This proposition, which has
not yet been widely examined in the context of technological
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regulation, is confirmed by the revised version of H1 proposed in
this article.

The concept of “partnership-based sovereignty” should also
be subjected to critical scrutiny. At least three questions require
further examination.

First, to what extent is the “national digital object” an
instrument for protecting the common good rather than a way of
legitimizing the concentration of data in the hands of the state?
Historically, the category of an inalienable public good can easily
shift from a regime of protection to a regime of control and
disposal. The Kazakhstani case does not yet allow a definitive
answer to this question.

Second, can relations with G42 be considered a genuinely
horizontal partnership, given that G42 is deeply integrated into the
political-economic system of the United Arab Emirates and that
the asymmetry in this relationship is not in Kazakhstan’s favor?
Cooperation with a “middle power,” in economic terms, may still
amount to partnership with a stronger actor.

Third, the concept of “digital condominium” under Article 35
of the Digital Code lacks a clear definition in terms of practical
implementation. It remains unclear which parties enter into joint
ownership of data, how conflicts between different access regimes
are to be resolved, and how this concept differs from European
“data altruism” under the Data Governance Act (European Union,
2022) or from the Chinese approach to public data. Without a clear
legal mechanism, the concept remains largely declarative.

These critical observations do not undermine the proposed
typology, but they help define its limits. “Partnership-based
sovereignty” should therefore be understood as a description of a
strategy rather than as an evaluation of its success. Like any strategy
pursued by a middle power, it may succeed or fail. Its durability can
only be assessed after two or three electoral cycles, when the first
serious disputes over the governance of “national digital objects”
are likely to emerge.

4.3 Dialogue with the existing literature

The findings of this study are consistent with several major
strands of contemporary scholarship. The arguments advanced
by Paul (2024) and Mügge (2024) are supported by the
characterization of the European AI Act as a geo-economic project.
The risk-based model embedded in the Act simultaneously serves
the protection of citizens and the creation of a market for
trustworthy AI. This study shows that such duality is characteristic
of many regulatory models.

Each of the regulatory models examined has both a discursive
and a material dimension. In the United States, EO 14179 promotes
the freedom of innovation and creates a market environment
with fewer regulatory barriers. In Kazakhstan, by contrast, the
Digital Code is oriented toward preserving the national code and
legitimizing investment in sovereign infrastructure.

This study also supports the conclusions advanced by
Chiappetta (2023), Haataja and Bryson (2023), and Suter et al.
(2025) regarding the influence of parliamentary discourse on the
content of legal norms. The pilot analysis makes it possible to
compare their insights across a broader set of cases.

The key ideas developed in relation to the European Union and
the United States represent only part of a wider spectrum of possible
interpretations. In Brazil, the relationship between inequality and
high risk comes to the fore. In Kazakhstan, the combination
of national code and partnership-based sovereignty becomes
particularly salient. The British case can be described through the
concepts of technological dependence and delayed recognition.

Some scholars argue that models of AI regulation are gradually
converging. For example, Hine and Floridi (2024) and Roberts et al.
(2023) suggest that, despite existing differences, global regulation is
moving toward a common standard based on risk assessment.

The findings of this study do not reject the convergence thesis
entirely. Rather, they suggest that convergence and divergence
operate at different analytical levels. At the level of regulatory
vocabulary, a certain degree of convergence is visible: risk
classification, transparency, accountability, human oversight, and
the regulation of high-risk systems appear across multiple
jurisdictions as shared reference points. The European risk-based
model remains especially influential in this respect.

However, at the level of political framing, institutional design,
and the object of protection, the evidence points toward divergence.
The same vocabulary of risk is embedded in different political
projects: protection of fundamental rights in the European Union,
innovation and national dominance in the United States, structural
inequality in Brazil, infrastructural and linguistic sovereignty
in Kazakhstan, and delayed recognition of dependency in the
United Kingdom. Thus, what appears as convergence at the level
of regulatory language becomes divergence at the level of political
meaning and institutional translation.

4.4 Practical implications

The findings have several practical implications for legislative
practice. These implications are summarized here without turning
this section into a step-by-step policy algorithm, since each
jurisdiction requires an effective approach tailored to its own
institutional structure.

First, for emerging legal systems that are only beginning to
develop legislation on artificial intelligence, what matters is not only
the content of the model being borrowed but also the mechanism
of its adaptation. Although both the Brazilian path through civil
society and the Kazakhstani path through partnerships belong to
the same typological category, the outcomes of their application
differ substantially. The choice of adaptation mechanism should be
made at an early stage, since it becomes difficult to alter later.

Second, for established democratic systems with developed
institutions, the British experience serves as a warning: the absence
of timely parliamentary expertise cannot later be compensated for
merely by investing in sovereign technologies. Once infrastructural
dependence already exists, extraordinary measures face objective
constraints. This points to the need for preventive legislative
work—not after dependence has become visible, but before it
becomes structurally embedded.

Third, for any country, the use of a securitization framework
in relation to AI involves structural risks. When a legislature places

Frontiers in Political Science 16 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2026.1874183
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/political-science
https://www.frontiersin.org


Beisenbayev et al. 10.3389/fpos.2026.1874183

technology within the domain of security, it creates the basis for a
broad range of measures that may be justified by that speech act.

The U.S. experience shows that such measures may involve
not only restrictions but also the removal of restrictions in the
name of granting “freedom” to domestic actors. Parliamentary
expertise that uses the language of securitization must
therefore clearly distinguish between two analytically separate
issues: the classification of the object and the definition of
appropriate responses.

4.5 The article in the context of the broader
scholarly debate

It is important to acknowledge that AI regulation remains
the subject of an active scholarly debate, within which
arguments different from those advanced in this article are
also being developed.

Works that criticize the European model as excessively
restrictive, as well as studies that interpret peripheral hybridization
as a form of “dependent development,” represent alternative
perspectives. This article does not seek to refute them. Rather, it
aims to show that the content of such positions is shaped not by
the objective properties of the technology itself, but by the political
cultures in which they emerge. This observation may itself become
a subject of further debate.

4.6 AI supply chains, strategic alignment,
and big tech

The cases examined in this article also point to a broader
infrastructural dimension of AI sovereignty. AI regulation is
not shaped only by parliamentary discourse or formal legal
design; it is also conditioned by the structure of global AI
supply chains, including chips, cloud infrastructure, data centers,
foundation models, and platform ecosystems. This dimension is
particularly important because the capacity to regulate AI depends
partly on whether a jurisdiction has meaningful control over
the infrastructures on which AI systems are built and deployed
(Khan et al., 2021).

Taiwan and South Korea illustrate this point, although
they are not included as full empirical cases in the present
study. Taiwan occupies a distinctive position as a critical
node in the global semiconductor supply chain, especially
in advanced chip manufacturing and foundry services
(International Trade Administration, 2025). This makes Taiwan
an infrastructural middle power: its sovereignty dilemma differs
both from the Chinese state-centered model and from peripheral
adaptation models such as Brazil and Kazakhstan. Rather than
lacking technological capacity, Taiwan possesses globally significant
production capabilities but faces acute geopolitical exposure.

South Korea represents a different configuration. Its ambition
to become one of the world’s leading AI powers is supported
by a strong semiconductor base, major technology firms, and
state-led industrial strategy. The government’s policy agenda
explicitly links AI development to national innovation capacity

and the goal of becoming a global top-three AI powerhouse
(Ministry of Science and ICT of the Republic of Korea, 2026). This
case suggests that middle powers with robust digital infrastructure
may follow a trajectory different from both peripheral hybridization
and regulatory dependence.

This observation helps refine the typology proposed in this
article. Brazil and Kazakhstan illustrate peripheral hybridization
under conditions of limited domestic AI infrastructure, whereas
Taiwan and South Korea point to a possible subtype of
infrastructural middle-power sovereignty. In this subtype, the
central problem is not merely how to borrow or adapt regulatory
models, but how to convert existing technological capacity into
political and regulatory autonomy.

The role of Big Tech further complicates this picture. In
several jurisdictions, AI sovereignty is shaped by the fact that
critical cloud services, foundation models, and AI development
platforms are controlled by corporations domiciled outside the
regulating state. This is particularly visible in the British debate
on technological sovereignty, where dependence on major U.S.-
based cloud providers became a matter of parliamentary concern.
The Competition and Markets Authority’s cloud services market
investigation further illustrates how cloud concentration can
become a regulatory and political issue in the United Kingdom
(Competition and Markets Authority, 2025). It is also relevant to
the European Union, where the regulation of AI interacts with
broader concerns about platform power, cloud concentration,
and strategic autonomy. The domicile of major technology firms
therefore matters: it affects not only market competition but also
the political meaning of dependence, the perceived credibility of
regulation, and the ability of states to enforce sovereignty claims
in practice.

Strategic alignment is therefore an important intervening
variable in AI regulation. States do not regulate AI in isolation; they
do so within broader geopolitical and technological alignments. For
middle powers, this means that AI sovereignty is rarely achieved
through autarky. It is more often pursued through selective
partnerships, supply-chain diversification, regulatory borrowing,
and efforts to reduce one-sided dependence on dominant
technological centers. This does not alter the main argument of
the article, but it qualifies it: parliamentary discourse matters, yet
its legal effects are mediated by infrastructural capacity, corporate
power, and geopolitical alignment.

5 Limitations

We acknowledge four important limitations of this study.
First, the size of the data corpus is limited. The pilot analysis

is based on one significant parliamentary or policy episode for each
coded jurisdiction. This allows for an in-depth reconstruction of the
selected cases but does not provide sufficient representativeness. A
fuller test of the hypotheses would require expanding the study to
a systematic corpus-based analysis covering a comparable period,
for example 2020–2026, and using automated or mixed methods of
content analysis.

Second, China was excluded from the pilot discourse analysis.
Although the Chinese case is included in the typology (Section
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2.1.4) and in the comparative matrix (Section 3.6), it was not
incorporated into the same analytical procedure as the other
cases. This methodological decision was made because the Chinese
lawmaking process differs fundamentally from parliamentary
debates in liberal democracies, and including it within the
same analytical framework could have distorted the results. This
limitation requires a separate study of party–state discourse,
administrative regulation, and legislative materials in China.

Third, there is linguistic asymmetry in the source base.
Materials from the European Union and the United Kingdom
were processed primarily in English, materials from Kazakhstan
in Russian and Kazakh, and materials from Brazil in Portuguese
and English. Despite the use of triangulation procedures, some
culturally specific nuances may not have been fully captured,
particularly in the Brazilian material.

Fourth, there is a risk of confirmation bias in the analysis
of Kazakhstan. One of the authors works in Kazakhstan, which
provides the advantage of insider knowledge but also creates the
risk of interpretations shaped by the author’s own institutional and
political context. We sought to minimize this risk by triangulating
the analysis with independent external sources (Bissaliyev et al.,
2025; Ibragimova et al., 2025). However, this risk cannot be fully
eliminated in qualitative discourse analysis.

These limitations may be summarized as follows: the selection
of one parliamentary or policy episode per coded jurisdiction
restricts the generalizability of the findings; the interpretation of
discourse may contain an element of subjectivity despite the use of
coding procedures; China is included as a reference model rather
than as a coded empirical case; and linguistic differences among the
sources may have affected the precision of interpretation.

5 Conclusions

Parliaments discuss artificial intelligence in different languages,
and these differences shape the ways in which AI is regulated
and developed across jurisdictions. This is the central finding of
the analysis.

The five cases examined in this article give rise to five models,
each with its own object of protection, regulatory instrument, and
specific point of tension.

1. Risk and fundamental rights (European Union). In the
European Union, the protection of the individual and
fundamental rights is the primary priority. The main
instrument is horizontal legislation that classifies risks and
requires mandatory assessment of their impact on rights.
Parliament shapes the substantive content of norms, while the
Brussels effect and the cross-border nature of the single market
support their wider diffusion.

2. Barriers and dominance (United States). In the
United States, the protection of domestic developers and
technological leadership becomes the more significant
objective. Regulation is framed not as a shield but as an
obstacle, and extraordinary measures consist in removing
constraints rather than introducing them. In this context,

safety is reinterpreted as the security of the process through
which technological superiority is achieved.

3. Inequality and high risk (Brazil). In Brazil, particular
attention is directed toward socially vulnerable groups, for
whom the cost of algorithmic error may be especially high.
This is evident in debates on the use of biometrics in
public spaces, credit scoring, and access to social programs.
Norm formation takes place through close interaction among
parliament, civil society, and academic actors. Risk is assessed
through the lens of structural inequality rather than only
through individual rights.

4. National code and partnership-based sovereignty
(Kazakhstan). In Kazakhstan, the central concern is the
protection of the nation and its digital infrastructure, which is
framed as an inalienable common good—the “national digital
object.” To achieve autonomy, the country does not seek full
self-sufficiency or the simple copying of external models.
Instead, it builds horizontal alliances with middle powers,
bypassing dominant technological centers.

5. Dependency lock-in and delayed awakening
(United Kingdom). In the United Kingdom, the protection
of institutional agency, which has already been partially
weakened, becomes increasingly salient. Technological
dependence is recognized only after it has become difficult
to avoid. Instead of a unified AI law, several measures
are proposed: antitrust investigations, targeted investment
in a sovereign technological stack, and the migration of
public-sector users to open platforms. The paradox of
this model is that the extraordinary measures required for
protection are constrained by an infrastructure that cannot be
rapidly disconnected.

These differences suggest that global AI regulation cannot
be understood only through the lens of convergence. While
certain regulatory principles, especially risk-based classification
and transparency requirements, circulate across jurisdictions, their
political meanings and institutional translations differ substantially.
The period 2023–2026 therefore reveals not the disappearance of
convergence, but its coexistence with deeper divergence in political
framing, institutional design, and sovereignty claims beneath a
shared technical language of risk-based regulation.

In Brazil, adaptation occurs through the active participation of
civil society. In Kazakhstan, by contrast, implementation proceeds
through the creation of horizontal alliances with other regional
actors that can also be understood as middle powers.

The concept of sovereignty through partnership offers a new
perspective that complements contemporary theories of digital
autonomy. It makes it possible to distinguish between different
forms of dependence: horizontal and vertical. It also clarifies that
the choice is not limited to either isolation or passive borrowing.

The British case shows how delayed response unfolds once
technological dependence has already taken shape. It demonstrates
that simply increasing public investment is insufficient to restore
lost institutional capacity. A delayed decision confronts an
already established structure of technological dependence. This
underscores the importance of preventive parliamentary action. At
the same time, it increases the relevance of studying peripheral legal
systems that still retain some freedom of strategic maneuver.
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This article is experimental in character. Each of the five
cases examined deserves a separate monographic study, and the
hypotheses advanced here require more detailed empirical testing
on a broader body of data.

Nevertheless, even these preliminary findings make it
possible to move beyond the familiar “EU–US–China”
framework toward a more complex five-part typology in
which peripheral and emerging democracies occupy positions
of their own rather than appearing merely as derivatives of
other models.

From this perspective, the question posed in the
Introduction—how parliamentary discourse on sovereignty,
risk, and justice is translated into legal form—does
not receive a single answer. It receives five interrelated
answers, each reflecting the specific features of a particular
political culture.
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