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Abstract

With the growing adoption of AI systems, reasoning about how society can exert control over AI
becomes an increasingly urgent problem. Existing work on democratic control largely focuses on macro-
level governance. In contrast, we propose a new approach grounded in social choice theory, which we
term collective control of artificial intelligence. We argue that collective input can and should be incor-
porated at multiple points across the ML development pipeline, from data collection through objective
design to alignment. We further demonstrate that social choice provides a well-suited modelling lan-
guage for the treatment of collective input across all stages and that its axiomatic methodology yields
principled criteria for evaluating various control mechanisms. Overall, our conceptual contribution pro-
vides a mathematically grounded framework to implement and analyse collective control of AI systems.

Keywords: AI development, collective control, democratic control, human-centred AI, participatory
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1 Introduction

The growing adoption of machine learning (ML) and artificial intelligence (AI), and in particular the
widespread deployment of large language models (LLMs) and other foundation models [61, 89, 99], has in-
tensified questions around how societies can and should exert control over AI systems. In fact, the seemingly
ever-growing range of domains and use cases in which AI systems are applied has brought issues of par-
ticipation, power and democratic legitimacy to the forefront of societal and scientific debates. Accordingly,
calls for collective governance of AI have emerged across disciplines, from computer science [10, 13, 50, 94]
through economics [51, 52], philosophy [86] and political science [80] to civil society organisations [97].
These concerns also connect naturally to established accounts of trustworthy AI, including the ethical guide-
lines of the European Commission’s High-Level Expert Group on Artificial Intelligence [45]. More gener-
ally, societal control of AI systems can be understood as an immediate implication of the ethical principle
of respect for human autonomy and the associated requirement of ensuring human agency and oversight. In
this paper, we therefore adopt the premise that some form of public oversight and regulation is appropriate
and, indeed, necessary, while pointing to recent literature [12, 41, 42, 64] for a more comprehensive debate
on the merits and limits of regulation of AI.

Existing work on democratic control of AI has largely focused on macro-level governance and insti-
tutional design (e. g. [9, 13, 36]; see Section 2 for a more extensive discussion of previous work). Com-
plementing this line of research, we propose a micro-to-meso level framework for what we term collective
control of AI: incorporating collective decision-making mechanisms in the AI development and deployment
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process. We thus position collective control of AI as the concrete technical and socio-technical counterpart
to regulatory control of AI. This is in stark contrast to the current reality of AI development and deployment,
where consequential design choices are typically made centrally by a small number of decision-makers.

Our central claim is that collective decisions arise repeatedly across the ML development pipeline and
that these decisions and their consequences can be analysed in a unified way using social choice the-
ory [15, 57]. Social choice theory studies collective decision-making problems, in which possibly con-
flicting preferences of voters over alternatives need to be aggregated into a compromise solution. We use
this social choice lens to make the collective decision dimension of ML development explicit: At many
stages of the ML development pipeline, various stakeholders have legitimate interests over the decisions
taken at this step that can be modelled as preferences over a set of possible decision options. To be able
to account for such potentially conflicting preferences in the decisions taken at some stage, they must be
aggregated into a collective decision, a process that usually takes place implicitly (or not at all). We argue
that the axiomatic toolbox of social choice theory provides principled criteria for evaluating the desirability
of such mechanisms for collective control.

Our contributions are as follows:

• In Section 2, we give a brief overview of the existing literature on collective or democratic control of
AI systems and how our approach relates to existing ones.

• In Section 3, we provide a schematic view of the ML development process and identify concrete
decision points at which stakeholder preferences are relevant and can be incorporated. We argue that
meaningful collective control requires attention to all of these decision points.

• We develop a formal framework for understanding collective control via social choice theory, operat-
ing at two complementary levels:

– In Section 4, we develop a formal model of end-to-end collective control by modelling deployed
AI systems as social choice functions, enabling us to apply established axiomatic criteria to
evaluate how systems respond to stakeholder preferences.

– In Section 5, we describe a new approach for collective control in the ML development process
by connecting each decision point in ML development to established social choice problems
(such as multi-winner voting, portioning and epistemic voting), showing how existing mecha-
nisms and axioms can guide the design of fair and efficient collective control procedures for
these decision points.

The framework we propose is intended as a first step towards bringing together social choice theory and
research on the control of AI systems. Taken together, Section 4 and Section 5 demonstrate that social
choice can provide both a unifying formalism and principled guidance for collective control both at the
level of end-to-end deployed behaviour and at specific decision points across the ML development pipeline.
Beyond providing ideas for new mechanisms, our work takes a first step towards formally grounded and
actionable evaluation methods for assessing the degree of responsiveness to collective preferences realised
in existing systems and processes.

2 Background and Related Work

As AI systems increasingly support, influence and even make decisions with societal consequences, various
approaches to democratising this technology have been proposed. The term ‘democratisation of AI’ is used
to refer to a multitude of ideas pursuing different and possibly conflicting goals [87]. In this work, we
specifically address the democratisation of AI governance, with the aim of developing principled methods
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to reduce unilateral decision-making and allow for democratic decisions around the development and use of
AI systems.

To this end, a growing body of research has emerged at the intersection of AI alignment, democratic
governance and social choice theory. Rather than converging on a single paradigm, this literature explores a
range of approaches to reflecting and incorporating collective input in the design, deployment, management
and control of AI systems. Our work contributes to these debates by considering the full spectrum of
AI development and deployment and by framing collective control as a problem of social choice. In the
following, we review related branches of research.

Alignment and social choice. A prominent line of work related to collective input into the training of
AI systems is AI alignment, which studies how to integrate diverse human inputs into system behaviour,
including approaches based on machine ethics [4], value learning and reinforcement learning from human
feedback [21]. Within this area, several contributions draw explicitly on social choice theory to formalise
the aggregation of diverse human preferences, treating alignment as a collective decision problem [24, 38,
47, 72]. While similar in spirit, our approach differs in scope: we do not focus solely on fine-tuning, but
consider collective control across the broader development and deployment pipeline. Related work has
explored learning aggregation rules directly from data and replacing ‘classical’ social choice functions with
learned functions based on neural networks trained on preference profiles [6, 18, 46, 63, 67, 81, 98]. This
research direction aims to discover new social choice functions with unmatched desirable properties. In
contrast, we treat AI systems themselves as social choice functions and ask how collective decision-making
can be justified and structured throughout their development.

Democratic alignment and control. Beyond technical challenges in AI alignment, recent work em-
phasises that democratic control of AI raises institutional and procedural questions that cannot be reduced
to aggregating feedback [9, 13, 36, 58, 101, 102]. These contributions stress, among other themes, ongoing
oversight, legitimacy and representation, and argue that alignment must go beyond preference aggregation to
accommodate deliberation, moral disagreement and collective values that are malleable, context-dependent
and evolving. Building on these insights, we further distinguish collective control from alignment: While
alignment is an important component, collective control also concerns among others who participates at
which stages, which design decisions are subject to collective input and how such input is translated into
influence over outcomes.

Participation, data and power. Work on participation in AI systems has identified the distributed struc-
ture of data generation as paralleling participatory design and has partly attributed the strength of modern
AI systems to the involvement of many data-generating “co-designers” [90]. At the same time, this line
of work highlights structural limitations: Data contributors often do not recognise their contributions (e. g.
CAPTCHA challenges, location data or online reviews) as valuable or even as work and they typically lack
recognition, compensation and meaningful influence over the terms of participation or system design. We
agree with this critique and view it as a broader issue beyond implicit participation through data collection
alone. We argue that collective input should extend beyond data provision to include the infrastructure,
objectives and design choices that shape the full AI system pipeline.

Frameworks for democratic AI governance. Recent frameworks strive to systematise different de-
grees of democratic involvement in AI systems: The Democracy Levels Framework distinguishes several
levels of participation from minimal consultation to substantive collective control [73]. Complementary ini-
tiatives, such as deliberative mechanisms (“alignment assemblies”) as for instance tested by the Collective
Intelligence Project [23], explore how processes of collective governance can be implemented in practice.
Further, similar to our work, the Collective Governance for AI framework by Metagov [65] identifies mul-
tiple intervention points across the AI development pipeline and points to concrete strategies and existing
projects for incorporating collective input at each stage. Efforts such as these provide an important backdrop
for our contribution, while being more focused on practically implementable governance methods. How-
ever, unlike these previous works, our approach is not meant to propose specific governance mechanisms,
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but to clarify (using principles and tools from social choice theory) where collective decisions arise in the
development of AI systems and how higher levels of collective control can be described, characterised and
evaluated.

Positioning, scope and non-goals. Prior work has already drawn several important connections between
AI alignment, democratic governance and social choice theory. Our contribution complements existing
research by not limiting itself to isolated mechanisms or decision points; instead, we map opportunities for
collective control across the AI development pipeline. In doing so, we adopt an axiomatic, conceptually
grounded approach attentive to questions of power, participation and legitimacy. Our article focuses on
normative and conceptual structures of collective control in AI systems and uses tools from social choice
theory to identify and analyse key decision points where collective control is relevant and feasible. Our
goal is not to prescribe specific implementations, but to clarify how different forms of collective control can
be described, formalised and evaluated. Such a formal approach is valuable precisely to pinpoint potential
shortcomings in collective control mechanisms and enable a structured and systematic comparison between
alternative processes.

We also do not propose or evaluate concrete governance mechanisms, participatory procedures or insti-
tutional designs, and also do not present empirical studies of stakeholder involvement. Moreover, while we
engage with research on AI alignment, we neither introduce novel alignment methods nor provide a com-
prehensive review of the alignment literature; rather, we treat alignment as one component within a broader
framework of mechanisms for collective control. Finally, our use of social choice theory is intended as a
normative and analytical lens, not as a reduction of democratic governance to mere preference aggregation.
We view our article as complementary to institutional, empirical and participatory approaches to democratic
governance of AI systems. Lastly, note that we focus on the institutional development and use of AI systems,
rather than what individual hobbyists, tinkerers and researchers may build in their spare time.

In summary, our contribution thus complements empirical, participatory and regulatory approaches by
clarifying where collective decisions arise in the ML pipeline (Section 3 identifies concrete technical de-
cision points that warrant collective input) and how they can be formalised and evaluated (Section 4 and
Section 5 introduce a common analytical language and normative benchmarks grounded in social choice
theory). We believe that regulatory approaches, in particular, would benefit from clearer mappings between
high-level governance principles (e. g. fairness, accountability, oversight) and specific, formally analysable
design choices within AI systems. Our framework can help operationalise such principles and may give rise
to formally grounded audit metrics that integrate into existing regulatory and accountability frameworks.
Our approach is informed especially by prior work in participatory AI (e. g. [90]), which emphasises that
power and influence are distributed across multiple stages of the ML development pipeline. We build on
this insight by systematically identifying these stages and proposing a structured method for analysing and
evaluating collective input at each of them.

3 Collective Decision Points in ML Development

At first glance, AI systems appear more amenable to collective input and decision-making than ‘classi-
cal’ algorithmic design, as more people and their data influence system behaviour. However, at present,
many consequential development and design choices are still made centrally by a small number of decision-
makers [22]. This concentration of power stands in stark contrast to the broad societal impact of these
systems. We argue for rethinking how collective input and control can be incorporated into ML develop-
ment to enable effective collective control of ML.

In this section, we will identify various points within the ML development process at which collective
input is relevant – both because stakeholders hold preferences over decisions made at this point and because
these preferences actually can be incorporated by collectively controlling such decisions. To this end, we

4



Use Case
Authorisation/

Approval

Data
Collection

and Curation

Labelling
Annotation
Process

Architecture
Selection of
Model Type

Training
Objectives
and Metrics

Post-Training
Fine-Tuning

and Alignment

Evaluation
Deployment
Decision

Technical Requirements

Collective Input

Figure 1: A sketched ML development process; collective input can be meaningfully incorporated at each
stage.

present a simplified overview of a generic ML development process (see Figure 1), loosely based on the ML
workflow described by Reddi [83, Chapter 5] and [3]. Note that – depending on the concrete case – some
of the development steps may depend on other steps in an iterative process, e. g. data curation, labelling and
architecture selection. However, the mathematical structures that guide development – the objects of our
proposed collective decision-making mechanisms – remain the same in the presence of such interdependen-
cies. For clarity, we therefore do not include this additional complexity in the figure. Conversely, not every
development step is relevant for every ML system.

In addition to the development process, we consider the system behaviour at runtime and highlight
ways of adjusting it in line with stakeholders’ preferences. This section serves three purposes: First, it
illustrates the many opportunities for incorporating collective input across the ML development pipeline;
we provide concrete ideas on the ‘how’ in Section 5. Second, it demonstrates the complexity and breadth of
stakeholders’ preferences. Third, it provides background on a generic ML development process, which we
use as a scheme for thinking about collective control in ML development in the following.

Beyond the presented schematic overview of the ML development process, we deliberately avoid a
formal definition of what we mean by an ‘AI system’ and instead use the term broadly. We acknowledge that
the ‘black-box’ nature of many ML algorithms and AI systems can be a cause for concern, yet we believe that
the challenge of collective control arises independently, e. g., from the distinction between open-weight and
proprietary models. Before describing the ML development process, we stress that, when we use the term
‘stakeholders’, we deliberately include all affected actors, not merely, for instance, economically interested
parties. In our usage, ‘stakeholders’ can therefore (and often will) include the public at large, somewhat in
contrast to how the term is used in other contexts.

We acknowledge that identifying and empowering structurally marginalised stakeholders requires com-
plementary institutional and participatory work; our formal framework can help evaluate such efforts but
cannot replace them. In practice, this broad conception – necessary to ensure genuinely broad collective
control – typically calls for deliberative elements in preference formation and elicitation, as many affected
actors are unlikely to be ML experts. Alternatively, the broader public may be represented in these collec-
tive decisions by intermediaries – such as advocacy organisations, civil society organisations or regulatory
bodies – with sufficient technical expertise. The fact that AI production and deployment are often realised
through a global, decentralised supply chain adds additional complexity to identifying and involving af-
fected stakeholders; however, our conceptual suggestions are not dependent on production or deployment
occurring within any particular boundary (geographic or otherwise).

We close with the remark that, across the different collective decision points, the preferences of different
stakeholders may warrant different relative importance. Accordingly, at each stage, the preference weights
assigned to stakeholder groups may need to be adjusted. To prevent collective input from being overridden
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by technical arguments or other unilateral justifications, these meta-governance questions should themselves
be answered democratically, for instance through a deliberative council advised by experts. While such
questions are important for a fully democratic development process, we predominantly focus on the technical
problem of aggregating collective preferences at each decision point.

A Schematic ML Development Process

We now proceed to discuss the ML development process of Figure 1, identifying the potential for collective
decisions and input in each stage.

Authorisation for the use case. The first collective decision point concerns whether an AI system
should be developed and deployed in a given setting in the first place. In some contexts, stakeholders may
deem any use of AI systems harmful or unethical (e. g. digital phrenology [5, 92]). Special attention is
required with regards to negative externalities [43], which are often disregarded or viewed as “outside”
issues. The final outcome may be to realise that “the best solution to a problem may not involve technology”
(cf. the Solutionism Trap [88]).

Data collection and curation. Machine learning models learn from training data and are evaluated on
validation and test data. The composition of the training data shapes the resulting system’s strengths and
weaknesses [66] and collecting data often entails a variety of societal issues [75]. While the training data
itself often comes from a multitude of sources, the mechanisms for data collection and selection are typically
devised unilaterally by a small set of decision-makers. We argue that collective input should inform how
data is collected and curated as well as the mechanisms that determine which data is ultimately used for
training and testing.

Labelling and annotation process. Many AI systems require training data annotated with labels [79].
The complexity of these labels varies substantially across systems, from binary classification to image
bounding boxes. Labels are typically provided by annotators who, depending on the task, may be laypeople
or experts, and are often distributed, for example, via crowdworker platforms. This process can yield con-
flicting annotations [7, 78, 79], making it necessary to aggregate disagreeing labels fairly and efficiently. In
addition, stakeholders, who are typically not annotators themselves, may have views on the labels and the
labelling process: which labels should be used, where and how labels are collected, how trustworthy the
respective sources are, and so on. These stakeholder perspectives must be integrated into the procedure to
obtain a legitimate labelled dataset.

Selection of model architecture. The choice of model architecture constitutes a key decision point in
the ML development process, as it fundamentally impacts system behaviour as well as system properties
such as explainability, bias, accessibility and environmental impact [27, 48]. While the technical details of
architectures are typically too specialised for direct public decision-making, the public may nonetheless have
preferences over system properties that are affected by this choice. Moreover, specialised interest groups
representing the public may hold specific views on architectural decisions. Consequently, this stage admits
collective input in various forms.

Training objectives and metrics. Similar to the model architecture, collective decisions are equally rel-
evant for the choice of loss/reward functions, training objectives, target accuracy and related metrics. These
choices operationalise what the system is optimised to do and, as a result, can embed normative trade-offs
between competing goals [25, 49] (e. g. accuracy, safety, fairness and cost). Further, understanding human
psychology in how goals are formed and pursued is essential for co-selecting objective functions for AI sys-
tems [37]. Research is ongoing on bridging the gap between human and artificial objective functions [40].

Fine-tuning and alignment. In the ML industry, it is common to pre-train models, and especially
LLMs, on a corpus of data and then fine-tune them (for instance, using reinforcement learning) to improve
their usefulness and align them with human values and ethical principles [83, Chapter 17]. Some approaches
derive these values from stakeholders, employing simple ad-hoc methods to elicit and aggregate preferences
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without axiomatic considerations [47]. Since questions of AI ethics and value alignment are inherently sub-
jective, fair collective decision-making mechanisms are crucial for determining the values a system should
be aligned with.

Evaluation and deployment decision. There is a need to establish a collective consensus – at the
beginning of the development process – on the metrics and thresholds that justify deploying the system.
However, even once development is complete and the system is tested against these thresholds, it may not be
clear-cut whether a given threshold has been met; moreover, the initial decision may have left some leeway.
In either case, it may be necessary to make an explicit collective decision on whether the requirements have,
in fact, been satisfied.

Refinement of model output/behaviour at runtime. We turn our attention to the deployed system. In
deployment, AI systems are often embedded in larger systems that further refine their behaviour, enable them
to incorporate real-time information or adjust their outputs to a specific deployment context. One widely
used approach is retrieval-augmented generation (RAG), in which a generative model retrieves external
information at runtime, allowing it to integrate up-to-date data when generating outputs. Decisions made at
this stage concern the composition of the data sources used as runtime input after deployment. They also
concern, similarly to the fine-tuning stage, the ethical principles used to guide or constrain behaviour: Which
responses to a given input best align with stakeholders’ ideals and how should conflicts between principles
be handled at runtime?

Finally, we would like to mention monitoring and maintenance of a deployed system. After deployment,
ML models are susceptible to performance degradation due to concept or data drift [59]. Furthermore, AI
audits – external or internal evaluations for bias, fairness and compliance – are becoming an important
mechanism for post-deployment accountability [26, 82]. As these challenges are primarily related to macro-
level governance and less amenable to the type of collective decisions discussed here, we consider them
beyond the scope of this article.

4 End-To-End Collective Control: AI Systems as Social Choice Functions

In the following, we use the lens of social choice theory to develop a simple mathematical model for collec-
tive control of AI. To this end, we view AI systems as social choice functions. This perspective makes the
collective decision-making dimension of a model’s end-to-end behaviour explicit, allows us to reason about
it formally, and gives rise to various evaluation criteria. In this section, we treat the AI system as a black
box and focus purely on its end-to-end behaviour; in this sense, our model can be understood as a model
for collective control at deployment. In contrast, the next section focuses on collective control across the
various stages of ML development.

4.1 The Formal Model

Let f be the AI system under consideration. Presented with some input X , system f will produce some out-
come Y . We assume that there are n stakeholders, each of which provides their own input Pi, i ∈ {1, . . . , n},
to f . This input of stakeholders can be viewed as their stated preferences about the output of f . These stated
preferences may or may not depend on X . Joining these components, we obtain f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) = Y .
If we want to refer to the range of possible outcomes for an input X , we write f(X, ·). The outline of this
model is sketched in Figure 2.

We do not impose a specific structure or model on stated preferences. However, we assume that we can
use Pi to compare two possible outcomes Y1, Y2 on some input X and write Y1 ⪰X

i Y2 if Pi induces that
outcome Y1 is weakly preferable to outcome Y2 on input X by stakeholder i. We write Y1 ≻X

i Y2 to denote
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Figure 2: A sketch of our mathematical model, where we view an AI system f as a social choice function.

that Y1 is strictly preferred by stakeholder i.1

Example 1. Consider an LLM-based chatbot to help secondary school students identify university education
programmes; this is our AI system f . Several stakeholder groups provide stated preferences:

1. P1 = "Provide information about public and private institutions." (edu-
cational authorities)

2. P2 = "Include scholarship opportunities and admission requirements."
(parents’ associations)

3. P3, . . . , P10 are educational institutions, each with a preference for its own agenda and a preference
for having this agenda prominently reflected in the response.

Given input X = "What can I study if I like playing and
thinking about video games?", the system may respond with Y = f(X,P1, . . . , P10) =
"Here are the top three CS degrees in the country: ...". This output can now
be evaluated (with appropriate methods) with respect to how well it respects stakeholder preferences.

The following assumptions underline our model:

1. We will not consider the entity that is actually in control of (or developing) the AI system f , typically
a company, as part of the set of stakeholders. They have a special role as they ultimately decide on
what exactly the function f should look like and thus very different possible actions and points of
influence than other stakeholders.

2. We assume that the ranges of values for both X and Y are very large; many inputs and outcomes are
possible.

3. Due to the probabilistic nature of most AI systems, f(X, ·) might be large even if f does not allow
for stakeholder input (or simply ignores it).

1 Under realistic assumptions, it will require additional conditions and mechanisms to use Pi for pairwise comparisons
(Y1 ⪰X

i Y2). We assume that Pi is a much simpler object than a full preference relation, e. g. a set of labelled comparisons
or a natural language description, and that pairwise judgments are derived via ML alignment techniques such as reward mod-
elling or constitutional approaches; for a comprehensive survey, see [49]. If an evaluation function or reward model maps possible
outcomes to real numbers (their utility for stakeholder i), the corresponding utility function naturally implies a weak ordering of
outcomes and thus fits our model.
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4. The task of an AI system f typically implies hard constraints on its output, which stakeholders may
not be fully aware of. In other words, given some input X , we do not assume that even a single
stakeholder’s preference is realisable, i. e. we might be unable to select the most preferred responses
of a stakeholder on input X .2

5. The model is agnostic as to the technical details of how stakeholder preferences are incorporated.

6. In this section, we assume that stakeholders’ preferences are purely over the outcomes returned by
the model. This is in contrast to Section 5, where we discuss more fine-grained opportunities for
collective control.

Let us contrast this simplistic model of an AI system f with the definition of a social choice function
(SCF) [15, 71]. An SCF gets as input a set of candidates C and a set of voters 1, . . . , n, each expressing
their preferences on this set of candidates in some mathematical structure, e. g. a linear order. The SCF then
aggregates the voters’ preferences by selecting one candidate from C, i. e. it chooses an optimal candidate
from C according to voters’ preferences. Clearly, not all functions of this form are actually sensible SCFs.
For example, an SCF could always return the most preferred alternative of voter 1, which is known as a
dictatorial social choice function.

Importantly, fixing the input X , we can view f as a social choice function, as it selects an outcome Y
from the set of all possible outcomes, while having access to the stakeholders’ preferences over such out-
comes; stakeholders in our model can be viewed as voters and outcomes as candidates. However, currently,
AI systems are oftentimes not designed to be a social choice function: They completely ignore democratic
input or fundamentally lack the possibility of providing such input in the first place – a behaviour that may
be seen as an even more extreme form of dictatorship.

4.2 The Axiomatic Perspective from Social Choice Theory

In social choice theory, the established method to distinguish and analyse SCFs is axiomatic analysis. This
means that axioms, i. e. desirable mathematical properties of SCFs, are proposed and then used to classify
and judge SCFs. The above-described modelling of the end-to-end behaviour of AI systems as an SCF
allows the translation of social choice axioms to check the behaviour of AI systems. We believe that such an
axiomatic approach could be highly valuable in evaluating how AI systems take stakeholders’ preferences
into account and implement collective control. In the following, we discuss major social choice axioms and
their meaning in the context of controlling AI systems.3 We first present these axioms as binary properties
and later explain how they can be turned into quantifiable properties (enabling the measurement of the
degrees of fulfilment).

Anonymity. Anonymity is one of the most basic social choice axioms [71]. It states that all voters are
treated equally or, framed differently, voters’ identities are not taken into account in the role their prefer-
ences play for the outcome. This axiom rules out dictatorial SCFs, but also weighted SCFs, where voters
have different weights (e. g. countries according to their population or voters according to their social class).
In our context, it is prima facie unclear whether an anonymity requirement is actually meaningful. First,
stakeholders may be affected to different degrees by an AI system and thus actually deserve different con-
sideration; such an approach would be ruled out by anonymity. Second, even if anonymity holds, it could
be guaranteed vacuously by simply ignoring all stakeholders – if f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) = f(X), all stakehold-
ers are treated equally (i. e. ignored). Given these observations, we are rather interested in an axiom that

2 In the language of social choice theory, this is a violation of non-imposition: Not all alternatives can be chosen.
3 There is a multitude of further axioms, pertaining, e. g. to monotonicity, consistency or clone-proofness. Their importance

is fundamentally dependent on the application context; evaluating their relevance for the collective control of AI context is an
important direction for future work.
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guarantees meaningful impact on f for all stakeholders. The next axiom, participation, is a first step in this
direction.

Participation. Counter-intuitively, for some SCFs, it may be harmful to participate in a collective
decision-making process. For instance, it may be the case that stakeholder 1 is less satisfied with the outcome
f(X,P1, P2, . . . , Pn) than with the outcome f(X,P2, . . . , Pn) (where stakeholder 1 does not participate).
This so-called “no-show paradox” is well-known in social choice theory [70]. The participation axiom
is the axiomatic property requiring that this kind of behaviour cannot occur: Participation must never be
disadvantageous. In the scope of AI systems, this property retains its meaning as a fundamental guarantee:
If an AI system allows for collective input of preferences, then providing one’s preferences must not lead
to a worse outcome for participants. Note that this property is far from being trivial; an AI system may use
stated preferences as information to advance its core objective, which can contradict individual stakeholders’
interests. In mathematical notation, participation requires that for all stakeholders i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

for all stakeholders i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, f(X,P1, . . . , Pi−1, Pi+1, . . . , Pn) ⪰X
i f(X,P1, . . . , Pn). (1)

Unanimity and the majority criterion. In many settings, in case a (large) majority of voters are in
agreement with each other, they should be able to decide the outcome of an SCF. This idea is captured
by several axioms in social choice theory. Most important, and most uncontroversial, is the principle of
unanimity: If all voters unanimously agree on a candidate (as their most preferred one), an SCF should
select it. The majority criterion is a stronger version: If a (strict) majority of voters agree on a candidate, an
SCF should select it.

Adapting these notions to our context, we first note that it is implausible to assume that stakeholders
provide sufficiently detailed preferences to even identify a single most-preferred outcome Y for each stake-
holder. However, they may unanimously prefer an outcome Y1 over an outcome Y2 on some input X . If Y1
is valid (i. e. contained in f(X, ·)), f should not select Y2. Accordingly, we can formalise unanimity as: If
Y1 ≻X

i Y2 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and Y1 ∈ f(X, ·), then f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) ̸= Y2. The majority criterion can
be defined analogously by requiring Y1 ≻X

i Y2 to hold only for a majority of stakeholders (and not all of
them).

Pareto efficiency. This basic axiom pertains to efficiency, i. e. an SCF’s ability to identify “better”
outcomes. Pareto efficiency (phrased in our model) requires that if for two possible outcomes Y1, Y2 ∈
f(X, ·) everyone weakly prefers Y1 over Y2 and at least one stakeholder strictly prefers Y1 over Y2, then Y2
should not be selected. Formally,

if Y1 ⪰X
i Y2 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and Y1 ≻X

i Y2 for some i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, then f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) ̸= Y2.
(2)

Pareto efficiency can be regarded as a stronger version of unanimity as defined above. Note that this
axiom is not about fairness; an outcome that is ideal for one stakeholder but terrible for everyone else may
be Pareto-efficient.

4.3 From Axioms to Evaluation Criteria

As argued above, axiomatic properties of SCFs are also applicable to the evaluation of AI systems. However,
these axioms are framed as binary properties – either satisfied or not. As ML-based systems are typically
non-deterministic and highly complex, it is unreasonable to demand or formally establish perfect guarantees.
Indeed, also for (much simpler and deterministic) well-established SCFs, it has been observed that some
basic properties only hold “most of the time” [35, 39, 84]. However, it is easily possible to turn binary
axioms into quantitative measures, as we can measure (count) how often a given axiomatic property is
violated by an AI system. For example, let us consider participation (Property (1)). If we want to test
the degree to which an AI system f satisfies participation, we can test it on a set I of inputs of the form
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(X,P1, . . . , Pn) and record for how many pairs (X,P1, . . . , Pn) ∈ I and i ∈ {1, . . . , n} Property (1) is
satisfied, resulting in a quantitative participation measure that can be used as an evaluation criterion.4

For Pareto efficiency, unanimity and majority, we would need to follow a slightly different approach.
These axioms reason over any pair of two outcomes fulfilling certain preference constraints. However,
iterating over all pairs of outcomes is infeasible for most AI systems. We propose two alternative approaches:

1. Set Y2 = f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) and sample Y1 from a suitable distribution over f(X, ·). Then count how
often the pair (Y1, Y2) witnesses a violation of the respective axiom. Note that this approach requires
a very good understanding of the output space, as otherwise a suitable Y1 may not be sampled (even
if suitable choices for Y1 are relatively common). Alternatively, stakeholders themselves may suggest
alternative outcomes – or even sampling procedures.

2. A more practical approach is to instead set Y2 = f(X), i. e. the outcome obtained when ignoring
stakeholder input. If this outcome is socially preferable to Y1 = f(X,P1, . . . , Pn) under the respec-
tive axiom, there is indeed something amiss – the collective input has led to an even worse outcome.

4.4 Temporal Fairness and Group Fairness

Finally, let us discuss the issue of fairness, which becomes especially relevant when considering the be-
haviour of AI systems over longer periods of time. As it is often impossible to satisfy all stated preferences,
we can ask: Are there (groups of) stakeholders who are systematically disregarded over a longer time
frame? Note that to incorporate a temporal dimension in our model, all parameters can be taken to be se-
quences: X can be a sequence of inputs, P1, . . . , Pn can be sequences of stated preferences (as they may
change over time) and Y is a corresponding sequence of outputs. The problem of an AI system given a
sequence of (X,P1, . . . , Pn, Y )-tuples is closely related to a recent research direction called temporal fair-
ness [30, 31, 33, 53, 54, 74]. The goal of temporal fairness is to fairly balance interests over a sequence of
decisions. This would be highly desirable for fairness in AI systems. Ideally, such a mechanism would also
take intensities into account, e. g. to prioritise stakeholders who are especially affected by a certain outcome.

Example 2. Returning to Example 1, note that the given query X may not be relevant to all education
institutions – some may not offer relevant programmes. If, however, a university is repeatedly not listed
despite offering suitable programmes relevant to the prompt, this constitutes a violation of some definition
of temporal fairness.

Example 2 would violate a notion of individual fairness. Even more attention is typically paid to group
fairness. For example, there might be a systematic bias towards larger educational institutions, neglecting
smaller, more specialised universities. Group fairness is most often studied through the lens of proportional-
ity: If a group corresponds to x% of the stakeholders (appropriately weighted), it should be able to influence
at least x% of all decisions. The exact formulation of proportionality depends on both the form of prefer-
ences used (0/1 approval preferences, rankings, utility functions, etc.), the social choice mechanism in use
(single-winner, multi-winner, clustering, etc.), as well as the specifics of the settings (sequential decisions,
parallel decisions, fixed or variable sequence lengths, etc.). The surveys by Böhmer and Niedermeier [20]
and Elkind et al. [29] discuss recent advances in this direction.

5 Collective Control in the ML Development Process

Complementing our framework for evaluating collective control of the end-to-end behaviour of AI systems
at deployment, we now propose avenues for collective control throughout the ML development process,

4 Such a measure would be highly dataset-dependent, necessitating the development of meaningful benchmarks for the impact
of collective input.
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following the model described in Section 3. We will also discuss collective decision points in deployment
here, but (unlike our model in the previous section) go beyond reasoning solely about the ultimate outputs
of deployed models. This section shows how social choice can provide a new perspective on collective
control in ML development by connecting the decision points identified in Section 3 with well-studied col-
lective decision-making problems. Specifically, we consider the authorisation for the use case (Section 5.1),
data collection and curation (Section 5.2), the labelling and annotation process (Section 5.3), the selection
of model architecture and training parameters (Section 5.4), fine-tuning and alignment (Section 5.5) and
refinement of model behaviour at runtime (Section 5.6).

For each decision point, we specify the key entities for collective input via social choice: the set of avail-
able alternatives, the kind of preferences that stakeholders may have and the form of outcome. Although we
focus on the question of how to aggregate elicited preferences, we emphasise that some decision mecha-
nisms will need to be embedded in structures that enable stakeholders to develop meaningful and informed
preferences. These might include deliberative councils or other processes that allow stakeholders to acquire
relevant domain knowledge and engage in debate.

5.1 Authorisation for the Use Case

Setting boundaries for AI usage and applications is an integral first step of collectively controlling AI sys-
tems and their integration into society. Such considerations are complementary to the framework in Figure 2,
as authorisation decisions involve socio-technical and environmental questions that go beyond the behaviour
of the AI system itself.

Collective control of authorisation decisions can take various forms: from a simple yes/no vote before
development begins to more complex authorisation decisions that are contingent on the behaviour of the
developed system. We focus on the latter, which requires more intricate procedures for collective control.
Specifically, stakeholders’ preferences here can be modelled as a set of minimal criteria or requirements
that must be met for them to approve an AI system. For instance, for a job-application filtering system,
stakeholders may only consent to the deployment of a system if it can be shown to exhibit sufficiently low
bias. Since this often cannot be guaranteed a priori, the goal at this initial decision point is to collectively
establish metrics and binding target thresholds that the finished system must satisfy to be deployed. This,
in turn, requires aggregating potentially conflicting stakeholder views about what constitutes acceptable
minimum thresholds. Selecting authorisation requirements is related to several collective decision problems:

• Selecting a (small) set of target metrics: This corresponds to multi-winner voting [32, 55] (a well-
studied setting in social choice in which a fixed-size subset must be selected from a set of candidates)
and allows for fair representation of affected groups.

• Selecting numerical thresholds: Here, median-based procedures can be used to limit the influence of
outliers and strategic voting [34, 68].

• Combined approaches that select metrics and thresholds simultaneously, ideally with fairness guaran-
tees: This is an open problem; we are not aware of prior work studying such combined settings.

As AI systems are commonly repurposed, effective collective control in fact requires separate authorisation
for each use case, with stakeholders’ preferences potentially varying substantially across use cases. We
consider this differentiation highly relevant; for now, however, we assume that each individual application
of a general-purpose system requires its own completely independent authorisation, each constituting a
separate collective decision-making problem.
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5.2 Data Collection and Curation

The central questions around data collection concern the selection of datasets for training and validation of
AI systems: What are fair and efficient procedures that allow stakeholders to collectively decide which data
to use? How should harmful data be excluded? Accordingly, the collective decisions made at this stage
have implications ranging from the behaviour of the model trained on the selected data to more ‘procedural’
aspects such as permissible modes and sites of data collection and imposed standards of data protection.
Collective control over data collection should therefore go beyond approaches such as the European Union’s
GDPR: It would mean that those affected by data collection (which would be included in our interpretation
of stakeholders) not only decide individually whether to provide their own data, but also collectively which
kinds of data may be used for a given AI system or use case. This would give them the ability to weigh
potential benefits against collective sacrifices in privacy and other ethical dimensions.

Note that stakeholders are unlikely to have preferences over individual data points, but rather over the
overall composition of the dataset, or, more abstractly, over properties of the dataset (such as proportional
representation or low bias). Collective decisions about dataset composition can be captured by social deci-
sion schemes (SDSs) based on portioning with cardinal preferences [28]. In our setting, this would require
us to partition data into types (e. g. based on sources, media type or informational content) and eliciting
stakeholders’ preferences over the desired type composition of the dataset. An SDS then produces a distri-
bution over data types that is, in some sense, optimal (e. g. proportionally representative or maximising a
notion of social welfare). This distribution can be interpreted either as the target composition of the dataset
or as weights assigned to the different data types.

A further aspect of collective control concerns excluding undesirable (i. e. discriminatory or otherwise
harmful) data. Again, stakeholders may disagree about what counts as harmful and about which thresholds
should trigger exclusion. Here, we can model stakeholders as having dichotomous preferences, partitioning
data into desirable and undesirable. One way to aggregate such dichotomous preferences is via portioning
functions based on approval ballots. Rather than submitting individual data points, stakeholders could again
be asked to specify types of data they do not want included in the dataset [14]. This could be integrated with
the portioning approach above into a joint pre-selection step.

In the context of our model from Figure 2, collective decisions around data collection affect the range
of possible outputs of the AI system and can therefore additionally contribute to the alignment of the output
with stakeholders’ preferences. From an axiomatic perspective, diversity and proportional representation
constraints can ensure a degree of representation for minorities in the data [17].

5.3 Labelling and Annotation Process

As data labels and annotations are often obtained in a decentralised fashion using multiple annotators, there
may be disagreement about the appropriate label for a data point. This motivates either (i) learning methods
that can directly accommodate disagreeing information [96] or (ii) an aggregation step that resolves dis-
agreement into a single training target [16, 79, 100]. Two common approaches for (ii) are to form either
hard or soft labels.

The more common approach produces a single, hard label per data point. The resulting task of inferring
a “true” label from a set of annotations has already been approached through a social choice lens: Annota-
tors act as voters who report their perceived best-fitting label from a fixed label set. A standard aggregation
procedure is (weighted) plurality or majority voting, possibly reweighting annotators by estimated reliabil-
ity [8, 19]. However, also beyond the currently used plurality voting, social choice theory offers a large
variety of voting rules that could be applied, with different informational requirements on annotators [15].
This perspective is closely related to epistemic voting, which also explicitly assumes an underlying ground
truth and designs voting procedures that recover that ground truth, where the optimal epistemic voting rule
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depends on the assumed noise model of the annotators’ reports [2, 77].
In contrast, soft-label approaches avoid committing to a single label and instead represent the target as

e. g. a distribution over labels. This is particularly natural in settings where the “correct” label is subjective
and shaped by annotators’ or users’ experiences [56]. Soft labels can therefore preserve valid disagreement
and have also been observed to improve predictive performance in several settings [62, 76, 95]. Soft labels
may be obtained implicitly by aggregating hard annotations into empirical label distributions or explicitly
by eliciting probabilistic reports or richer preference information from annotators; the fair and efficient
aggregation of such information is an active research topic [16, 19, 100]. Social choice theory can again
contribute to this problem: A broad range of multi-winner and probabilistic voting rules can be used to
aggregate reports into a set of winning labels or a full distribution.

Modelling annotation aggregation as a social choice problem highlights the subjectivity of human per-
ception and categorisation, rather than treating annotators purely as noisy sensors of an objective truth.
This framing is especially appropriate in applications where preferences are inherently subjective and where
disagreement can be legitimate. At the same time, deploying voting rules beyond plurality often requires
eliciting richer preference information; there is ongoing work on procedures that remain compatible with
highly incomplete or otherwise coarse preference data [44, 60].

5.4 Selection of Model Architecture and Training Parameters

When selecting a model architecture as well as the specific objectives, parameters and metrics used to train
and evaluate the system, considerations such as resource consumption or explainability often need to be
balanced against accuracy and overall system capabilities [27, 48, 93]. This includes highly technical ques-
tions about the hyperparameters used for training, such as training data batch size or the choice of optimiser.
Because choices of architecture and hyperparameters must match the task at hand and satisfy technical feasi-
bility constraints, developers can easily appeal to these requirements to disregard public opinion altogether.
However, the consequences of architecture choices (e. g. environmental consequences) can very well be
subjected to public debate [85].

This problem aligns with the standard single-winner voting setting in social choice theory (one of many
feasible architectures, optimisers or parameter values needs to be selected) and thus calls for a social choice
function to aggregate stakeholders’ preferences into a collective decision. For this process, stakeholder
preferences may be elicited in various ways, for example as minimum requirements regarding resource
efficiency or system capabilities. A key challenge in the design of a targeted social choice function is
how to balance accuracy and capabilities against stakeholders’ preferences. One approach is to restrict the
set of eligible architectures (i. e. the candidates presented to the social choice function) to those that are
powerful enough to solve the task. Another is to use stakeholders’ preferences primarily to rule out socially
undesirable architectures (for instance, via concepts such as the proportional veto core [69]) rather than
granting them full control over the final choice.

5.5 Fine-Tuning and Alignment

A major challenge for collective input at this stage is aggregating diverse human values and ethical prin-
ciples. Notably, fine-tuning and alignment are already typically based on some form of human preference
data. However, existing approaches often neglect the collective and pluralistic nature of such data: They
ignore questions of representativeness and treat disagreement as noise rather than as valid, conflicting views
that necessitate mediation [91]. We review alignment approaches in ML research and discuss how they
could be improved using aggregation methods from social choice theory. Since stakeholders’ preferences
at this stage typically induce preferences over system outputs, this step can also be understood through our
model in Figure 2.
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Reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) is widely used to align LLMs. Here, human feed-
back typically takes the form of pairwise preferences over model responses, collected from paid annotators,
and disagreement between annotators is resolved only implicitly. Although eliciting and aggregating pref-
erences over different alternatives lies at the heart of social choice research, social choice mechanisms are
rarely used in the context of RLHF. The use of such mechanisms to evaluate or improve the aggregation
of human feedback has been proposed by Conitzer et al. [24] under the name reinforcement learning from
collective human feedback (RLCHF).

Constitutional AI uses a set of values – a “constitution” – to represent preferences about LLM be-
haviour [11]. The model is then aligned to this constitution using a reinforcement learning approach. Typ-
ically, the constitutional AI literature assumes that the constitution is given, which in practice might often
amount to a company board deliberating and deciding on it. Notably, Huang et al. [47] propose a process
for eliciting the contents of the constitution from collective input under the name collective constitutional
AI (CCAI), but this process provides no formal guarantees and does not draw on established results from
social choice. The problem of selecting a constitution based on stakeholders’ preferences can be viewed
as a multi-winner voting problem; in our setting, the candidates are values and the selected subset is the
constitution. We view the mechanisms and axioms developed for multi-winner voting as a powerful toolbox
for evaluating and potentially designing mechanisms for the collective control of constitutions.

5.6 Refinement of Model Behaviour at Runtime

At runtime, a model’s behaviour may be refined, for instance, by incorporating additional real-time in-
formation. However, executing complex collective decision procedures at runtime is typically infeasible.
Collective input must therefore be aggregated into more abstract principles that can be imposed at runtime.
For example, with respect to real-time information sources, stakeholders may have preferences over the
desired composition, analogous to decisions about training data, e. g. with respect to data formats, types or
sources, and may require diversity across geography or political bias. As with training data selection, we
can use cardinal preference and veto- or approval-based portioning methods to execute and evaluate these
collective decisions.

Runtime refinement can also be used to better align an AI system’s outputs with fairness or repre-
sentation concerns or with collectively established values and principles. These should again be obtained
from collective input using a preference aggregation mechanism, similar to the constitutional values for the
CCAI approach. A version of this idea has been implemented for recommender systems: Social Choice for
Recommendation Under Fairness–Dynamic (SCRUF-D) [1] is a framework that incorporates independent,
heterogeneous and dynamic fairness concepts to refine recommender system output using a multi-agent so-
cial choice approach. Social choice mechanisms are used both to allocate compatible fairness agents to each
recommendation instance and to aggregate the recommender system’s ranking with rankings preferred by
these fairness agents. In SCRUF-D, the fairness agents are selected by domain experts rather than by general
stakeholders, but this could be adapted. For example, instead of representing different fairness notions, each
agent could represent a (group of) stakeholder(s) with preferences over the output.

6 Conclusion

We complement existing approaches to democratic control of AI with a more technical, yet still holistic,
view grounded in social choice theory. On the one hand, we develop a formal model of end-to-end collective
control that frames AI systems as social choice functions. This framing allows us to adapt axioms from social
choice theory (such as participation, Pareto efficiency and temporal fairness) as evaluation criteria for how
well AI systems respect stakeholder preferences. On the other hand, we identify stages of ML development
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that are particularly salient for incorporating collective input and relate them to established social choice
problems such as multi-winner voting and portioning.

Naturally, our approach connects to a range of related work. For instance, the Democracy Levels frame-
work [73] offers a method for evaluating how democratic an AI ecosystem is, but remains agnostic about
which decisions should be made democratically. We focus on precisely this question and argue that, through-
out the ML development pipeline, there are decisions in which the public and/or relevant stakeholders have a
legitimate interest in influencing the outcome, especially in high-stakes applications. While such a democra-
tised process does not guarantee societally beneficial outcomes, it is a prerequisite for meaningful control of
AI.

Several research directions are needed to further develop collective control of AI. First, we have not
specified who exactly the stakeholders are; this will clearly depend on the precise setting. Open questions
on this issue include how to identify stakeholders at different decision points, how to assess their relative
importance and how to design mechanisms that are appropriate for all relevant groups. Second, an important
next step is to instantiate the social choice model developed in Section 4 for concrete AI applications and
to develop benchmarks that measure axiomatic violations empirically; both steps potentially also require
methodological advances in social choice theory to be able to reflect the details and complexity of a given
AI system adequately. Third, preference elicitation for non-expert stakeholders poses substantial challenges,
particularly for technically complex decisions; methods that enable meaningful participation without requir-
ing deep technical expertise remain to be developed. Finally, it would be interesting to explore how to
incorporate axiomatic desiderata, such as participation or temporal fairness, into audit frameworks [26, 82].
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Rando, Rachel Freedman, Tomasz Korbak, David Lindner, Pedro Freire, Tony Wang, Samuel
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