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A. Purpose of This Addendum

This addendum clarifies several design choices, boundary conditions, and enforcement
assumptions implicit in the core paper. It responds to anticipated critiques concerning market
inference, democratic governance, technological change, political feasibility, and historical
precedent.

The addendum does not revise the core argument. It tightens its operational interpretation.

B. On Market Inference and Reverse Engineering

Can markets infer individual behaviour from aggregate continuity signals?
In principle, yes. In practice, the architecture is not defended by anonymisation alone.

The continuity market is protected by a triply redundant defence:



1. Non-existence — Individual-level continuity artefacts are never produced in extractable
form.

2. Coarseness — External signals are aggregated, banded, time-lagged, and discontinuous.

3. Withdrawal — Market visibility is conditional and revocable.

The moment inference pressure rises—evidenced by demands for finer granularity or predictive
use—external reporting ceases. Markets cannot reverse-engineer signals that are no longer

present.

This is not a privacy guarantee. It is a power asymmetry: markets are permitted to observe
effects only so long as they do not attempt to infer causes.

C. On the Credibility of the “Nuclear Option”

The credibility of withdrawal from market visibility is essential. It rests on sequence, not
idealism.

Continuity-producing systems must demonstrate viability prior to market recognition,
operating on:

e local circulation,

e peer verification,

e municipal coordination,

o and democratic legitimacy.
Market visibility is therefore an overlay, not a dependency. Withdrawal does not imply isolation
or collapse; it implies opacity. The system continues to function internally, while external pricing

ccascs.

If market access were required for survival, the system would already have failed its own design
criteria.

D. On Democratic Governance and Regulatory Capture

Can the Market Interface Authority (MIA) itself be captured?
Yes, which is why its scope is intentionally narrow.
The MIA:

o does not allocate resources,



e does not manage participation,
e does not negotiate prices,
e and does not optimise outcomes.
Its sole functions are:
1. authorising aggregate external metrics,
2. enforcing aggregation standards,

3. triggering withdrawal when boundaries are violated.

Most regulatory capture occurs where agencies control rents or permissions. The MIA controls
neither. Its power lies not in allocation, but in revocation.

E. On Scale, Fragmentation, and Federalism

The continuity market is not a single unified system. It is a federation of locally governed
continuity producers whose effects converge statistically in GDP space.

Markets do not require uniform rules. They require reliability.

Local variation strengthens resilience and prevents single-point capture. Fragmentation of
production combined with convergence of valuation is a feature, not a flaw.

F. On Technological Change and Future AI Capabilities

Technological advances may increase the inferential power of Al systems. This does not
undermine the architecture, because:

e Technical controls are not relied upon in isolation.
e Legal prohibition and democratic withdrawal remain decisive.
e Any tool that increases portability or persistence of participation evidence is disallowed.

Cryptographic tools (including zero-knowledge proofs) may be used internally to validate
participation without generating transferable artefacts. They must never function as external
credentials.

The guiding rule is simple:

If a technology increases the external legibility of individual participation, it is incompatible with
the continuity market.



G. On Political Economy and Elite Resistance

The framework does not assume benevolence from GDP-space actors.
It relies on structural dependency:

e insurers require insurable populations,

o lenders require predictable borrowers,

o employers require reliable participation,

e capital requires governable jurisdictions.

Markets cannot produce continuity under post-employment conditions. They can only price it
once produced elsewhere.

ECE and similar systems are therefore not ideological challenges to markets, but missing inputs
markets eventually require. Adoption occurs through pricing anomalies, not persuasion.

H. On “Social Credit” Comparisons

The continuity market must be distinguished explicitly from social credit systems.

Feature Social Credit Systems Continuity Market
Unit of evaluation  Individual Collective
Data structure Persistent, centralised Non-persistent, local
Purpose Conditioning behaviour Pricing aggregate risk
Access conditionality Yes Explicitly prohibited
Surveillance Core function Prohibited
Exit Not permitted Always permitted

The decisive difference is conditioning:
social credit governs access; the continuity market governs nothing.

I. On Crisis as Catalyst

The continuity market is designed to function pre-crisis. However, crises accelerate adoption by
revealing the cost asymmetry between prevention and repair.



Trigger events may include:

e municipal insolvency,

o insurance withdrawal zones,

o correlated default waves,

e legitimacy breakdown under automation.

The system does not exploit crisis; it becomes legible during crisis.

J. Why Historical Failures Do Not Generalise

Previous systems (microfinance, ESG, carbon markets) failed because they:

o allowed private ownership of verification,

o treated metrics as products,

e depended on market validation for legitimacy,
o collected individual-level data,

o lacked credible exit.

The continuity market forbids all five conditions by design.

K. Summary Clarification

The continuity market is viable if and only if:

e production remains in PPP space,

e observation remains aggregate,

e conditioning remains prohibited,

¢ democratic withdrawal remains credible,
o and vigilance remains permanent.

This is not a compromise between markets and society.
It is a boundary.

Version note

This addendum clarifies enforcement assumptions and anticipated critiques. It introduces no new
mechanisms and does not alter the core thesis of the primary paper.






