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Technical Analysis / Scenario Modelling

This document is a formal technical companion to the 123-page Engagement-Centred Economics
(ECE) framework. It is designed for policymakers, economists, analysts, and academic reviewers
who require a deeper understanding of how ADCS performs at scale across the EU-27.

Purpose of This Supplement
This document provides:

e A structured, caveated EU-wide scenario analysis of ADCS.

e Mathematical modelling of displacement-driven reinvestment flows.

o Capacity illustrations demonstrating how automation surplus can stabilise post-labour
economies.
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o Policy-relevant insights and warnings for responsible interpretation.

It is not a forecast, recommendation, or policy directive. All values are stylised, high-level
approximations intended for structural illustration only.

Important Note on Interpretation

The findings herein must be read as capacity demonstrations, not predictions. Automation
rates, wage distributions, corporate compliance, and cross-border regulatory mechanisms vary
substantially. This document intentionally simplifies many complexities to highlight structural
feasibility.

Executive Summary

Overview

This technical supplement provides an expanded examination of the Automation Displacement
Credit System (ADCS) applied at the scale of the European Union (EU-27). It builds directly
on the national-level modelling introduced in the primary Engagement-Centred Economics
(ECE) framework, extending the analysis to a continental labour market of over 215 million
workers.

Source: Eurostat Labour Force Survey (EU-27), consolidated estimates 2024-2025.

ADCS is a structural mechanism designed to recycle automation-driven productivity gains
back into society. Under the system, when a job is automated, the company implementing the
automation contributes a fixed proportion of the displaced worker’s former salary into a national
(or European) engagement pool. These contributions are then used to fund Engagement
Incomes—structured forms of economic participation such as learning, caregiving, civic
maintenance, cultural production, and community activity.

Key Findings (Scenario-Based, Not Predictive)

Across stylised automation scenarios (35%, 50%, 60%, 75% workforce displacement), the
results indicate:

Automation ranges are scenario-based and derived from OECD/WEF studies (2019-2023)
indicating 20—60% potential task automation; upper values used for stress testing.
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e ADCS has the structural capacity to generate between €46—99 billion per month in
recycled productivity flows across the EU-27.

e At mid-range automation (50—-60%), these flows could support between 110—132 million
Europeans at an engagement income of €600 per month.

e At high automation levels (=75%), ADCS could theoretically support over three-
quarters of the EU’s entire labour force.

These values demonstrate that the economic surplus generated by automation—if systematically
reinvested—could provide unprecedented stabilisation across a post-labour landscape.

Interpretation

This document does not claim that the EU will reach these levels of automation, nor that ADCS
should be adopted as formal policy. Instead, the findings show that automation produces more
than enough structural surplus to fund large-scale engagement systems without imposing
additional taxes or requiring deficit spending.

Automation, rather than undermining Europe’s economic future, can—if channelled through a
reinvestment architecture—become the stabilising force that maintains cohesion, consumer
activity, and social participation.

Caution and Caveats

The results herein must be read with explicit caution. They rely on simplifying assumptions,
uniform salary distributions, clean compliance expectations, and stylised definitions of
automation. Real-world implementation would be subject to political, legal, administrative, and
macroeconomic constraints.

Further caveats are fully articulated later (Pages 9—12).

(Proceed to Page 3 — Purpose & Scope of Document)

(Will expand fully in later editing)

This document provides a structured examination of how the Automation Displacement Credit
System (ADCS) performs when scaled to the full EU-27 economy. It is a scenario-based stress
test, not a forecast. Results show that recycled automation gains could structurally support 35—
77% of the European workforce in engagement income under moderate—high automation
scenarios. However, the model includes critical caveats about feasibility, compliance, variation
in salaries, political integration, and macroeconomic non-linearity.
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Purpose & Scope of Document

Purpose of This Supplement

This 15-page follow-up document exists to provide a clear, mathematically-grounded, and
caveated extension of the Engagement-Centred Economics (ECE) framework. While the main
ECE document establishes the conceptual foundations and national-level modelling (e.g.,
Slovakia), this supplement:

1.

Scales the model up to the EU-27, providing insight into how the Automation
Displacement Credit System (ADCS) behaves in a continental labour market of over 215
million people.

Demonstrates structural capacity, not political intent or forecasted outcomes.

Presents a transparent, simplified scenario model to illustrate the potential magnitude
of ADCS flows.

Provides policymakers, analysts, and academic reviewers with the numerical and
conceptual tools needed to understand ADCS viability in large economies.

Introduces a rigorous caveat structure, ensuring the model cannot be misinterpreted as
predictive or prescriptive.

This supplement therefore sits between academic analysis and scenario planning. It provides
enough analytical detail to evaluate ADCS at scale, while avoiding claims that fall outside the
limits of current economic knowledge.

Scope of the Document

This document covers:

EU-wide automation scenarios (35%, 50%, 60%, 75% displacement).

Resulting ADCS inflows and engagement-income capacity.

Simplified mathematical formulation for transparency.

High-level interpretation of structural implications.

Four critical caveat sections addressing uncertainty, variation, politics, and enforcement.
Non-binding recommendations for further exploration.

This supplement does not:

Predict future automation rates.

Recommend adoption of ADCS across the EU.

Attempt to forecast macroeconomic behaviour.

Model inflation, substitution effects, productivity variance, or demographic shifts.
Propose legislative structures or political pathways.
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Intended Audience
This document is written for:

e Economists and macroeconomic model designers.

e EU policymakers and analysts within the European Commission.
o Labour-market researchers and automation specialists.

e Think tanks exploring post-labour transition models.

e Academics and institutions assessing resilience frameworks.

It is not designed as a public-facing or political manifesto. Instead, it provides a technically
coherent, cautiously framed, and academically defensible extension of the ECE model.

(Proceed to Page 4 — Conceptual Overview of ADCS)

e Supplement to the 123-page ECE Framework.

e Provides EU-wide modelling to complement the Slovakia case study.
e Focuses on structural capacity, not prediction.

e Introduces explicit warnings and limitations to avoid misuse.

e Intended for academic, policy, and institutional readers.

Conceptual Overview of ADCS

What ADCS Is

The Automation Displacement Credit System (ADCS) activates whenever a human job is
replaced by automation or Al Instead of allowing automation to erode household income and
reduce economic participation, ADCS transforms each displacement event into a predictable
monthly contribution to society’s engagement infrastructure.

Under the system, the firm responsible for automating a role contributes a fixed proportion of the

former worker’s net monthly salary into a public engagement fund. This contribution is not a
punitive tax; it is a structural reinjection of automation-generated surplus.

Why ADCS Exists

Automation simultaneously produces:
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1. Efficiency gains for firms.
2. Income losses for households.

Without intervention, this dynamic leads to reduced consumption, increased inequality, and
long-term instability. ADCS ensures that part of the automation surplus is recycled back into the
economy to support social participation and economic continuity.

How ADCS Works

e A job becomes automated.

e The firm reports the displacement.

o A fixed percentage of the former salary becomes a recurring ADCS contribution.
o Each displaced job forms an ADCS unit with a defined monthly inflow.

o Funds enter a national or EU-level engagement pool.

o Engagement incomes are distributed from this pool.

In essence: automation creates surplus — ADCS channels the surplus — society retains
cohesion.

Core Structural Logic (Simplified)
The structural relationships are straightforward:

o Contribution per displaced job = contribution rate x average net salary.
e Total ADCS inflow = number of displaced jobs x contribution per job.

At EU salary levels, one automated job can support slightly more than one person receiving a
€600 engagement income.

Distinction from a Tax
ADCS is fundamentally different from taxation:

o Itis triggered by automation events, not by earnings.

o Funds are ring-fenced for engagement and stabilisation, not general budgets.
o [t treats automation as a systemic public-impact event.

o The goal is stabilisation, not revenue extraction.

ADCS should be viewed as a counterbalance mechanism that maintains cohesion in a rapidly
automating economy.
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EU-27 Baseline Assumptions

Overview of Input Parameters
The EU-wide ADCS modelling presented in this supplement is based on a clear, simplified set of

baseline assumptions. These values are not intended to capture the full diversity of the European
Union—they serve as a unified analytic foundation for exploring structural capacity at scale.

1. Labour Force Size (EU-27)

The total employed labour force across the 27 EU member states is estimated at:
=~ 215 million workers

(Approximate aggregate based on Eurostat labour-force data 2024-2025.)

This figure is used to calculate displacement scenarios of 35%, 50%, 60%, and 75%.

2. Average Net Monthly Salary (EU-27)
For modelling purposes, a stylised average net salary of:
€2,461 per month

Based on Eurostat median equivalised income ranges (2023-2024), harmonised across EU-27.
Figure used illustratively.

is applied.

This is a continental mean designed for simplicity—actual salaries vary substantially between
member states, which is addressed later in the Caveat Sections.

3. ADCS Contribution Rate
The model assumes a fixed structural reinvestment rate of:

25% of the displaced worker’s former net monthly salary
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This proportion is chosen to reflect a meaningful reinjection of automation-driven savings back
into the real economy without imposing excessive financial burden on firms.

4. Monthly ADCS Contribution per Automated Job
Based on the EU salary estimate:
[C unit=0.25 x 2,461 = 615 € per automated job per month

Each displaced job therefore generates a predictable, recurring contribution into the engagement
fund.

5. Engagement Income Benchmark

To evaluate how far ADCS contributions can stretch, the model uses an engagement income
benchmark of:

€600 per month per participant

Approximate stabilisation-level income aligned with EU at-risk-of-poverty thresholds (Eurostat
2024). For modelling only.

(This stabilisation benchmark sits near the lower EU at-risk-of-poverty thresholds when adjusted
for subsistence costs.)

This is a stabilisation-level income within the ECE framework, not a substitute for national
welfare systems or minimum wages.

6. Displacement Scenarios Modelled
The EU-wide analysis tests four stylised automation scenarios:
e Scenario A: 35% workforce displacement
e Scenario Base: 50% displacement
e Scenario B: 60% displacement
e Scenario C: 75% displacement
These scenarios do not represent forecasts—they provide bounded stress tests that illustrate

system behaviour under increasing automation.
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7. Purpose of These Baseline Inputs

The baseline assumptions enable:

Transparent EU-wide modelling

Direct comparison across multiple displacement scenarios

A simplified mathematical structure for high-level policy and academic review
A clear demonstration of ADCS scalability in large, diverse economies

Mathematical Framework (Short Form)

This page formalises the core ADCS equations used throughout the EU-27 scenario modelling.
The framework is intentionally simplified, providing transparent structural logic without
forecasting or macroeconomic simulation.

1. Variable Definitions

L = total labour force (EU-27 = 215 million)

f = automation displacement fraction (0.35, 0.50, 0.60, 0.75)

N = number of displaced jobs

r = ADCS contribution rate (fixed at 0.25)

S = average net monthly salary (= €2,461)

C_unit = monthly ADCS contribution generated by one displaced job
C_total = total monthly ADCS inflow for EU-27

P_max = maximum engagement-income capacity at €600/month

2. Core Equations

(1) Displaced Jobs

N=fxL

Example (50% automation):
N =0.50 x 215,000,000 = 107,500,000

(2) Monthly Contribution per Automated Job
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C unit=rxS

Substituting values: C_unit = 0.25 x 2,461 = 615 €

(3) Total Monthly ADCS Inflow
C total =N x C_unit

Example (50% automation): C total = 107.5M x 615 € = 66.1 billion €

(4) Engagement-Income Capacity
Given a stabilisation-level engagement income of €600/month: P_max = C_total / 600

Example (50% automation): P max = C_total / 600 ~ 110.1 million people

3. Interpretive Notes

o The framework is /inear by design: when f increases, N, C_total, and P_max scale
proportionally.

o This is a capacity model, not a forecasting model; it assumes continuous automation
contributions without attrition.

e Time-value adjustments (discounting) are omitted intentionally because ADCS inflows
behave like perpetual streams tied to ongoing automation.

o The equations show that one displaced job at EU salary levels yields =1 engagement
slot, a key structural insight.

o Small variations in average salary or contribution rate scale the entire system
proportionally, meaning ADCS capacity remains structurally stable under moderate
parameter shifts.

--- (Short Form)** — Mathematical Framework (Short Form)** Core definitions:

o Cynic =Tr1" S
e N=fL
e Ciotar = N - Cynie

C
Pmax — total
600

Add explanation of variables and assumptions.
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EU Scenario Table

EU-27 ADCS Capacity Under Stylised Automation Scenarios

The following table presents the results of applying the ADCS mathematical framework to the
European Union’s labour market using four displacement scenarios. The values illustrate
structural capacity, not predictions, and demonstrate how automation-generated surplus can be
recycled to stabilise societal participation.

Each scenario assumes:
e Labour force: 215 million
e Average net salary: €2,461/month

e ADCS rate: 25% of former salary
o Engagement income: €600/month

Table 1 — ADCS Structural Capacity (EU-27)

Displaced @ ADCS Inflow Engagement % of
Scenario Displacement Jobs (Billion Capacity Workforce
(Millions) €/month) (Millions) Supported
Low 20% 43.0 26.4 44.0 20.5%
A 35% 75.2 46.2 77.1 35.9%
Base 50% 107.4 66.1 110.1 51.3%
B 60% 128.9 79.3 132.1 61.5%
C 75% 161.1 99.1 165.2 76.9%

Figure 1 - ADCS Monthly Inflows at EU-27 Scale (by displacement scenario)
Illustrates how ADCS inflows scale linearly with automation when applied to the EU workforce.

* Even low-level automation (20%) generates enough structural surplus to support over 20% of
the EU workforce at €600/month.
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EU-27 ADCS Monthly Inflow by Automation Scenario
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Figure 1. Dual-axis comparison of ADCS inflows (left axis, €B/month) and
engagement-income capacity (right axis, millions of people) across EU-27
automation scenarios.

Key Observations

e Under mid-level automation (50—60%), ADCS could structurally support over half of
the EU workforce at €600/month.

e Even a partial automation scenario (35%) generates enough surplus to support over
one-third of the entire labour force.

e At high automation levels (75%), ADCS theoretically supports three-quarters of
European workers, demonstrating the profound stabilising potential of structured
reinvestment.

Figure 1. Monthly ADCS inflow (EU-27) by automation displacement scenario.

Interpretation Placeholder
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A full analytical interpretation follows on Page 8.

Interpretation of Results — Interpretation of Results**

e At 50-60% displacement, ADCS can structurally support over half the EU workforce at
€600/month.

o Demonstrates raw capacity, not recommended implementation.

e High automation — large reinvestment flows — stabilised consumer demand.

EU-27 Engagement-Income Capacity by Automation Scenario
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Figure 2 - Engagement Capacity Under ADCS (EU-27)
Shows the number of participants that can be supported at €600/month engagement income.
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EU-27 ADCS Inflow and Engagement Capacity by Automation Scenario
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Figure 3. Dual-axis comparison of ADCS inflows and engagement-income capacity across
automation scenarios (EU-27).

Caveat Section I: Economic Variation

Overview

The European Union is not a uniform economic space. Wage levels, productivity, industrial
structure, and automation incentives differ significantly across member states. As a result, any
EU-wide analysis of ADCS must begin by acknowledging that displacement flows, reinvestment

capacity, and engagement-income potential will vary widely across the continent.

The figures in this document use EU-wide averages for clarity, but the real-world behaviour of
ADCS would be deeply heterogeneous.

1. Wage Diversity Across Member States

Net monthly salaries differ dramatically:
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¢ Some states: €600—-€900/month
e Others: €3,000—€3,800/month

This means:
e ADCS contributions per displaced job would vary by a factor of 4—6
o Engagement income purchasing power would differ

e Some states would generate far more ADCS surplus than others

This heterogeneity is unavoidable and must be recognised.

2. Structural Industrial Differences
Automation intensity is not evenly distributed:
e Northern & Western Europe: manufacturing, logistics, high-margin digital sectors
e Southern Europe: tourism-heavy economies with lower automation penetration
e CEE countries: automotive, warehousing, industrial subcontracting
This creates divergence in:
e the number of displacements
o the flow of ADCS contributions

o the timeline of automation adoption
o the distribution of stabilisation benefits

3. Wage Compression & Convergence Issues
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) includes economies with:
o lower average net salaries
o higher dependence on foreign-owned production
e greater automation vulnerability
If ADCS is not harmonised properly:
o wealthy states may generate more ADCS surplus

e poorer states may see more displacement but lower contributions
e divergence could widen unless redistribution mechanisms are applied
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4. Trade Exposure & Externalisation Risks
Some EU countries rely heavily on:
e export-driven manufacturing
o global supply chains
o FDI-dependent industrial sectors
These states face higher automation pressure from global competition, meaning:
e ADCS inflow could fluctuate

e policy coordination becomes essential
e uneven burden-sharing becomes a political risk

5. Internal Mobility Effects
Labour movement between member states complicates implementation:
e A job automated in Germany may displace a migrant worker from Slovakia

e ADCS must determine which country holds the “contribution responsibility”
e Mobility creates administrative ambiguity unless harmonised structures exist

Conclusion of Caveat |

The EU-level model demonstrates capacity, but real-world implementation requires:
e cross-state coordination
e harmonised displacement definitions

o mechanisms for balancing differences in wage structure and automation timing

In short: the EU is not a single economic organism, and ADCS must reflect that complexity.

Caveat Section II: Automation Uncertainty

Overview

Automation is not a linear, predictable, or uniform process. Any attempt to model displacement
at EU scale must acknowledge the profound uncertainties inherent in forecasting technological
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adoption, corporate strategy, labour substitution, and Al maturity timelines. The scenario values
in this document intentionally avoid claiming predictive precision.

Instead, they offer structural capacity boundaries—illustrations of what ADCS could support
if automation proceeds along certain stylised pathways.

1. No Robust Global Model Exists for Automation Pace
Automation depends on a shifting interplay of:

e capital costs,

e labour availability,

o regulatory climate,

o technological readiness,

o industry-level incentives.

As a result, global projections diverge widely. Some models predict 20-30% automation by
2040; others suggest 50—-70% by 2050. None agree on timing or magnitude.

ADCS therefore cannot rely on deterministic forecasts.

2. Al Adoption is Nonlinear and Opportunity-Driven
Automation does not follow smooth curves. Instead, it behaves in bursts:
o breakthroughs trigger rapid adoption waves,
e costs collapse in short intervals,

e industries leapfrog simultaneously.

This punctuated pattern means that displacement may cluster—producing sudden rises in ADCS
inflows rather than gradual increases.

3. Substitution vs Productivity Effects Are Not Fully Understood
Automation can:

o directly replace labour (substitution), or
e augment labour and increase output (productivity).
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Which effect dominates varies by sector and country. Misjudging the balance leads to major
errors in displacement estimates.

ADCS modelling deliberately abstracts from this complexity.

4. Economic Cycles Influence Automation Timing
Recessions often accelerate automation (labour cost-cutting), while expansions may delay it
(labour shortages encourage hiring). Monetary policy, credit conditions, and global trade

pressures all shape automation decisions.

Thus, displacement levels may fluctuate unpredictably across decades.

5. Technological Maturity Varies Across Sectors
Current technological readiness levels (TRLs) differ dramatically:
e Alin legal and administrative work is rapidly maturing,

o robotics in healthcare or construction remains limited,

e logistics automation is far ahead of hospitality automation.

Sector-specific divergences make EU-wide uniform displacement estimates impossible.

6. Implications for ADCS Interpretation
Because automation timing and magnitude are uncertain:
e ADCS inflows will not follow smooth trajectories,
e capacity in Page 7 cannot be interpreted as forecasted availability,

e policy design must accommodate volatility.

Therefore, ADCS must be framed as a structural mechanism, not a response to precise
projections.

Caveat Section III: Compliance & Enforcement Risks

Overview
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Even if ADCS is structurally sound and mathematically feasible, its real-world performance
depends heavily on accurate reporting, transparent administration, and cross-border
regulatory consistency. Compliance failures—intentional or accidental—represent one of the
most significant risks to system integrity.

This section outlines the major enforcement vulnerabilities and the structural safeguards that
would be required in any future implementation.

1. Underreporting of Job Displacement

Firms may intentionally fail to report automation events to avoid contributing 25% of replaced
salary.

Potential pathways include:
e classifying automation as “workflow optimisation,”
e presenting displacement as “natural attrition,”
e outsourcing tasks rather than automating them in-house,

o splitting one displaced role into several smaller tasks.

Without robust auditing mechanisms, ADCS revenues could be significantly understated.

2. Job Reclassification to Avoid ADCS Contributions
Companies may reclassify roles to:

o circumvent official displacement definitions,

e obscure the link between automation and job removal,

e convert employment contracts into temporary or gig-based arrangements.

This risk is especially acute in hybrid human—Al work environments where boundaries between
roles blur.

3. Corporate Relocation and Jurisdiction Shopping

If ADCS obligations differ across EU states, firms may relocate automation-heavy operations to
whichever jurisdiction has:

o the lowest contribution rate,
o weakest enforcement,
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o slowest regulatory adoption.

Even movement on paper (e.g., shifting headquarters) could disrupt revenue flows and create
uneven burden-sharing.

4. Lack of a Unified EU Enforcement Framework

Without harmonised definitions and mechanisms, 27 separate national systems would produce:
e inconsistent reporting standards,
e incompatible enforcement procedures,

e loopholes for cross-border operations.

This fragmentation represents a major risk to system integrity.

5. Difficulty Defining “Automation” Consistently
Modern work environments include:

e partial automation,

e augmented human roles,

o algorithmic decision systems,
e Al copilots,

e robotics with human oversight.

Determining what counts as displacement is not trivial. Misaligned legal definitions across
member states would lead to disputes and non-uniform contributions.

6. Administrative Burden and Verification Costs
Proper enforcement requires:

e audits,

o verification tools,

e cross-checking corporate disclosures,

e clear dispute-resolution processes.

These are feasible but costly. Without sufficient administrative resources, compliance quality
would deteriorate.
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7. Systemic Risk from Large-Scale Noncompliance

If even a minority of firms evade contributions:
o ADCS inflow could fall below stabilisation thresholds,
o the system could become politically vulnerable,

e public trust could erode rapidly.

This is a core fragility that must be acknowledged.

Conclusion of Caveat 111

ADCS is structurally viable only if compliance is high and verifiable. Without unified standards,
effective auditing, and strict cross-border enforcement, revenues may fall short of theoretical
capacity.

Caveat Section IV: Political & Social Constraints

Overview

No economic mechanism—tregardless of structural capacity—can succeed without political
legitimacy and social acceptance. ADCS, by directly linking automation to social reinvestment,
challenges existing assumptions about labour, taxation, corporate responsibility, and the nature
of economic participation. As such, political resistance, public misunderstanding, and
institutional inertia present major implementation risks.

This section outlines the core political and social constraints that would shape any future
adoption of ADCS in the EU.

1. Perception of ADCS as a “Robot Tax”

Although ADCS is conceptually different from taxation (it is triggered by displacement, not
income), it may be perceived as:

e an additional financial burden on firms,

e adeterrent to innovation,
e apenalty for adopting advanced technologies.
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Political opponents could easily mischaracterise it as anti-growth or anti-innovation.

2. Uneven Political Appetite Across Member States

Member states vary significantly in their:

welfare systems,
labour-market philosophies,
fiscal capacities,

regulatory traditions.

Some may view ADCS favourably as a stabilisation tool; others may interpret it as state
overreach. This divergence complicates EU-wide adoption.

3. Challenges of Cross-Border Regulation
A functioning EU-level ADCS requires:

e harmonised displacement definitions,

e shared reporting frameworks,

e coordinated enforcement.

These demand a high level of political cooperation—often difficult to achieve across 27 states
with differing priorities.

4. Free Movement of Labour Complicates Implementation
EU labour mobility raises questions:
o IfaSlovak worker’s job in Austria is automated, which country receives the ADCS
inflow?
o What happens when workers commute across borders?

o How should contributions be allocated when automation affects multinational teams?

These issues require legal clarity and administrative precision.

5. Populist Backlash and Narrative Vulnerabilities
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ADCS contradicts several entrenched narratives:
e “People must earn their income through work.”
o ‘“Automation creates winners and losers; that’s the market.”

o “Redistribution is a zero-sum game.”

Populist actors could exploit misunderstandings to undermine support, especially if ADCS is
framed as rewarding non-workers.

6. Cultural Attitudes Toward Work and Welfare

Member states differ culturally:
e Northern Europe: strong social safety nets, high trust in institutions.
e Southern Europe: familial support structures, welfare fragmentation.

o Eastern Europe: post-socialist scepticism toward redistribution.

These differences affect public acceptance and political feasibility.

7. Institutional Resistance

Bureaucratic and administrative systems may resist:
o adopting new definitions,
e restructuring labour reporting,
o altering fiscal pathways,

o shifting from employment-based models to engagement-based models.

Institutional inertia is a powerful constraint.

Conclusion of Caveat IV
ADCS is structurally feasible but politically delicate. Successful implementation would require:

e careful communication,

e phased pilots,

e cross-border alignment,

e strong public engagement,

o political leadership willing to reframe the purpose of economic participation.
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Policy Insight & Interpretation

Overview

This section synthesises the scenario modelling, caveats, and structural principles of ADCS into
a high-level interpretative framework. The aim is not to advocate adoption, but to clarify what
ADCS implies for policymakers, economists, and institutions assessing post-labour stability
mechanisms across Europe.

The overarching insight is clear:

Automation generates sufficient structural surplus to stabilise European participation—if
that surplus is reinvested rather than extracted.

ADCS is one mechanism that operationalises this reinvestment.

1. Automation Surplus Can Stabilise Europe if Structured Properly

The EU scenario table shows that even moderate automation yields tens of billions in recurring
monthly surplus. Left unmanaged, this surplus accrues to firms and asset holders; managed
through ADCS, it becomes a stabilisation engine.

This shifts the narrative:

e from automation as a threat,
e to automation as a stabilising macroeconomic force.

2. ADCS Functions as a Participation Anchor, Not a Welfare System
ADCS is structurally distinct from welfare programs:

e Itis funded by automation-driven surplus, not taxpayers.

o [t maintains circulation rather than replacing wages.

o It supports engagement, not unemployment.

o It does not require universal coverage or replacement-level incomes.

This design avoids key problems associated with UBI—particularly inflationary or deflationary
risks.
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3. ADCS Scales Naturally with Automation

Because contributions grow as displacement increases, ADCS:
o automatically expands during high automation periods,
o naturally stabilises demand,

e creates countercyclical support without discretionary policy tools.

It is self-modulating, matching capacity to technological change.

4. ADCS Supports Economic Continuity, Not Labour Preservation

ADCS does not slow automation. It accepts automation as inevitable and focuses on maintaining:
e household security,
e social cohesion,
e consumer participation,

e community and cultural activity.

This separates economic participation from employment, enabling smoother transitions.

5. The EU Context: ADCS Works Best in Coordinated Systems

The EU’s integrated market means displacement in one country can affect many others. ADCS
highlights the value of coordinated governance structures for:

e reporting,
o compliance,
o distribution,

e cross-border impact measurement.

It also shows how European coordination could turn automation into a competitive advantage.

6. ADCS as a Bridge Toward Engagement-Centred Economics (ECE)

ECE requires a stable participation foundation to function. ADCS provides exactly that by
ensuring:
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e Dbaseline engagement incomes,

e predictable circulation,

e reduced volatility,

e continuous economic activity despite labour contraction.

This makes ADCS a potential transitional architecture between labour-based systems and
engagement-based economies.

7. Policy Implication Summary
e ADCS capacity is large, predictable, and scalable.
e The model is structurally sound under EU salary conditions.

e Major risks lie in compliance, politics, and variation—not macroeconomic failure.
e ADCS is viable only with strong guardrails and precise implementation.

Recommendations (Non-Prescriptive)

Overview

These recommendations are intentionally non-prescriptive. They provide a pathway for
investigation, not adoption. Their purpose is to help policymakers, researchers, and institutions
explore ADCS in controlled, evidence-generating environments while avoiding premature

implementation or political overreach.

ADCS is a structural mechanism with clear mathematical viability, but real-world deployment
requires careful, iterative development.

1. Begin with Country-Level Pilot Studies

Small- and mid-sized EU states provide ideal testing grounds.

Possible early adopters:
e Slovakia — industrial base, manageable scale, strong automation exposure.
e Netherlands — advanced administration, high institutional capacity.

o Finland — history of innovation in social policy experimentation.

Pilots should focus on:
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e accurate displacement reporting,
e auditing tools,

e behavioural responses,

e administrative load,

e macroeconomic feedback.

2. Establish Unified EU Definitions of Displacement
Before any continental system is explored, the EU must harmonise:
e what constitutes automation,
e how displacement is verified,
e when contributions begin and end,

e what qualifies as partial vs full automation.

Without this, compliance will fragment.

3. Create Transparent, Auditable Reporting Registries
ADCS requires public trust.
Options include:

o an EU-level automation reporting database,

o tamper-evident blockchain-style registries,

o standardised cross-border auditing protocols.

Transparency reduces evasion and increases institutional legitimacy.

4. Protect ADCS from Speculative Financialisation
To prevent systemic risk:

e ADCS units must remain non-fractional,

e derivatives and synthetics must be forbidden,

e leverage must be banned outright,

o ownership concentration limits may be required.

This ensures ADCS remains grounded in real displacement events, not market speculation.
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5. Develop Public Communication Strategies Early
ADCS challenges deep cultural assumptions.
Narratives must emphasise:

e engagement, not welfare,

e reinvestment, not redistribution,

o stability, not dependency,

e participation, not passivity.

Without careful communication, ADCS could be misunderstood or politicised.

6. Use ADCS as an Input for Broader EU Research Initiatives
ADCS aligns with EU interests in:

o future-of-work transitions,

o digitalisation policy,

e economic stability frameworks,

e Alrisk and innovation management.

It can serve as a research substrate, helping academic and institutional groups map the long-
term implications of mass automation.

7. Prepare for Cross-Border Coordination Mechanisms
If ADCS ever scales beyond national pilots, the EU must explore:
e contribution-sharing models,
o mobility-adjusted distribution rules,
o dispute-resolution institutions,

o continental auditing bodies.

This work must begin early, before automation intensifies.

8. Preserve Optionality
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The purpose of ADCS modelling is not to justify immediate adoption.
Policy-makers should:

treat ADCS as a potential stabilisation tool,

maintain flexibility,

test assumptions incrementally,
avoid locking into rigid pathways.

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
The value lies in preparedness, not pre-commitment.

Appendix Table & Closing Notes

Appendix A

Appendix Table: Summary of EU-27 ADCS Capacity

This appendix table consolidates the core numerical outputs of the ADCS scenario model into a
single reference view. It is intended as a quick-access analytical aid for policymakers,
economists, and reviewers.

. Engagement Share of
Scenario Displacement Displaced  ADCS Inflow Capacity (M Workforce
Jobs (M) (B €/month)
people) Supported
A 35% 75.2 46.2 77.1 35.9%
Base 50% 107.4 66.1 110.1 51.3%
B 60% 128.9 79.3 132.1 61.5%
C 75% 161.1 99.1 165.2 76.9%

Interpretation Snapshot

o These figures demonstrate capacity, not political readiness.

Page 16 — Sensitivity Analysis (Appendix B)

How Changes in Assumptions Influence ADCS Capacity
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The ADCS framework is linear by design. This means small changes in core parameters (average
salary, contribution rate, and displacement fraction) produce proportionate changes in outcomes.

This appendix illustrates how sensitive the model is to shifts in key assumptions using £20%
variations.

1. Sensitivity to Average Net Salary (£20%)

Assuming baseline salary: €2,461 (— €615 ADCS/unit)

Effect on Total

Salary Level ADCS/unit Inflow Interpretation

-20% o) Lower-wage economies contribute less surplus, but
(€1,969) €492 —20% mflow system remains functional.

Baseline . . )

(€2,461) €615 Baseline Standard modelling assumption.

+20% . , . .
(€2,953) €738 +20% inflow Higher-wage economies scale ADCS more rapidly.

Observation: Salary variation affects magnitude, not system viability.

2. Sensitivity to Contribution Rate r (20-30%)

Baseline assumes 25% of former salary.

Contribution 1y c/unit Effect
Rate
20% ~€492 Lower reinvestment — ~20% lower engagement capacity.
25% (baseline) €615 Balanced burden/benefit trade-off.
30% €738 Higher reinvestment — supports more participants, but increases

corporate cost.

3. Sensitivity to Displacement Fraction f (Broad Scenarios)

The linear formula Cyprq; = fL - Cynieguarantees proportional scaling.

Automation Rate ADCS Inflow (€/month) % Workforce Supported
20% ~€26B ~20%
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Automation Rate ADCS Inflow (€/month) % Workforce Supported

35% ~€46B ~36%
50% ~E€66B ~51%
60% ~€79B ~62%
75% ~€99B ~77%
Interpretation:

Even low automation (20%) produces meaningful stabilisation flows.

4. Combined Sensitivity — Potential Range of Outcomes
Across all variable combinations, ADCS monthly inflows fall within:
€21B - €118B per month
(depending on r = 20-30%, salaries +20%, automation 20-75%)
This range demonstrates:
e ADCS is resilient under varied assumptions

o Even conservative inputs generate system-sustaining reinvestment
o Extreme scenarios do not break structural logic because the model is linear and bounded

Conclusion of Sensitivity Analysis
The sensitivity analysis confirms that ADCS is structurally robust even under wide parameter
uncertainty.

Outcomes scale proportionally with inputs, and no plausible adjustment invalidates the system’s
feasibility.

Closing Notes

This technical supplement is designed to accompany the 123-page Engagement-Centred
Economics (ECE) framework. It provides high-level, scenario-based modelling that shows:

e Automation can generate sufficient surplus to maintain continental stability.
o The structural logic of ADCS is mathematically sound at EU scale.
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o Real-world implementation would require significant coordination, harmonisation, and
political will.

The analysis does not recommend adoption or forecast automation trajectories. Instead, it
demonstrates that Europe possesses the structural potential to navigate a post-labour economy—
if reinvestment architectures are developed in time.

ADCS is not a policy proposal; it is a structural possibility. It shows that the future of

participation does not need to collapse under automation—provided that the surplus is captured,
recycled, and stabilised.
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