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Abstract

This proposal develops a staged research program for evaluating whether a credible path exists from
a near-term Universal Basic Income bridge to a longer-run Universal High Income regime in an economy
transformed by artificial intelligence and robotics. It distinguishes short-run income support under contin-
uing scarcity from long-run abundance conditions that would require durable reductions in the real cost of
housing, healthcare, food, transport, and energy. The proposal combines labor-market exposure scenarios,
public-finance design, and sectoral abundance thresholds to identify which transition paths are plausible,
which remain speculative, and which empirical questions must be answered before stronger claims are
justified.
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1 Verdict

Verdict. A realistic path exists from the current U.S. economy to a short-term UBI bridge, but only as
a modest transition instrument rather than as an immediate replacement for ordinary labor income. The
evidence assembled in the scenario files supports a clear asymmetry. A limited bridge over the next zero to
five years is plausible under mixed financing and phased implementation. A genuine Universal High Income
regime over ten to twenty years remains conditional on large, sustained reductions in the real cost of essential
goods and services. The report therefore rejects both extremes, namely the claim that abundance is already
close at hand and the claim that no bridge is possible before full abundance arrives.

The motivating X exchange, specifically the March 14, 2026 X post, is useful as a hypothesis generator, not
as proof. The occupation exposure map associated with the Karpathy discussion implies uneven near-term
displacement pressure, especially in screen-based cognitive work, while many manual occupations appear less
exposed in the first wave. The literature also cautions that exposure to automation does not map mechani-
cally into straightforward political support for universal basic income, which reinforces the need for cautious
institutional design rather than rhetorical certainty [4]. Musk’s claim that all jobs will become optional is best
interpreted here as a terminal scenario whose plausibility must be judged against observable productivity and
price effects.

1.1 Short-term judgment: UBI bridge

For the next zero to five years, the most plausible path is a layered bridge rather than a full universal grant
at middle-class scale. The bridge combines a basic national cash floor, temporary top-ups tied to earnings
loss or displacement, and selective consolidation of fragmented transfers where administrative savings are
demonstrated rather than assumed. This chapter treats the bridge as fiscally large but potentially manageable
only in a limited form.

A compact accounting identity makes the fiscal claim auditable at the chapter level. Let annual net bridge
cost be

N=B+T-0-R,

where B is the base cash floor, T" denotes temporary displacement top-ups, O denotes offsets from transfer
consolidation or reduced duplication where actually realized, and R denotes financing and tax reconciliation
flows attributed to the bridge. The relevant scenario family is the file UBI bridge scenios. The verdict uses only
the net envelope reported there, namely a low-trillion-dollar annual requirement with a chapter-reported range
of roughly $1.2 to $1.8 trillion per year after offsets. Because this section does not reproduce every scenario
row, it does not rely on a single point estimate or on an unshown feasibility scalar. The main inference is
narrower: a partial bridge is materially easier to finance than an unconditional grant intended to replace
median labor income.

The displacement calibration matters for this judgment. Using the Karpathy-style exposure framing as
a risk signal rather than as a deterministic forecast, a reasonable stress range is that occupations in the 8
to 10 exposure band face materially higher disruption over the next five years than the overall labor market
average. The relevant policy implication is not that all such jobs vanish, but that a concentrated shock can
justify temporary national cushioning. On that basis, the bridge is best understood as social insurance for
an uneven automation transition. Relative to the alternatives compared in the ranking analyses, the hybrid
bridge remains the strongest near-term option because it reuses existing administrative channels and limits
downside risk from any single new tax base.

1.2 Long-term judgment: UHI under abundance

UHI is a different object from UBI. UBI refers here to an income floor that prevents severe deprivation and
stabilizes households during disruption. UHI requires high real purchasing power for the whole population
because the main consumption bundle becomes much cheaper to supply. The decisive variable is therefore
not nominal transfer size alone, but whether Al and robotics expand the production frontier in the physical
sectors that dominate living costs.

To keep the long-run claim falsifiable, this chapter uses observable abundance metrics rather than aspira-
tional language. A UHI path counts as demonstrated abundance only when all of the following conditions are
met for several consecutive years rather than in a one-off shock. First, major essential-cost categories must


https://x.com/i/status/2032927164883153402

show large real declines relative to a common baseline year, with housing or shelter costs down by about 50%
in real terms, household energy and basic transport down by about 50%, and standardized food logistics and
manufactured essentials down by roughly two-thirds. Second, these declines must be broad enough that the
gains are visible in standard price series rather than only in narrow pilot settings; in a U.S.-focused application,
BLS price indexes are the natural audit surface where category coverage is available. Third, service access
must expand with price declines, so that low prices are not merely the result of rationing or quality collapse.
Fourth, the physical sectors most relevant to living standards must exhibit sustained productivity growth well
above ordinary background growth.

The sensitivity test is simple. If unit costs in the relevant physical domains fall at rate g for n years,
cumulative cost compression is 1 — (1 — g)™. Under a 2% annual improvement path, the implied reduction is
about 18% after 10 years and about 33% after 20 years. Under a 5% path, the reduction is about 40% after 10
years and about 64% after 20 years. This is the core reason the UHI judgment is conditional. A 2% path does
not by itself reach the chapter’s abundance thresholds in the sectors that matter most for housing, care, and
other embodied services. A 5% path can approach or cross those thresholds over a two-decade horizon, but only
if bottlenecks outside factory automation also relax. The files transition thresholds by scarcity summary and
robustness envelope by target indicate that the threshold crossing does not occur under baseline assumptions
near 2% annual productivity improvement in the scarcity-constrained physical domains. It appears only in
more optimistic cases closer to 5%, and even there it depends on complementary conditions such as permitting
reform, infrastructure build-out, and diffusion into regulated sectors. The chapter therefore ranks UHI as a
low present-feasibility destination, not because the concept is incoherent, but because the required empirical
milestones have not yet been observed.

1.3 Best overall transition path

The highest-ranked path is a hybrid sequence. In the first phase, the federal government builds a displacement
buffer through a modest cash floor, earnings-linked supplements, and administrative simplification. In the
second phase, public revenue shifts gradually toward broader capital, consumption, and automation-linked
bases while policy also pursues pro-supply reforms that reduce the real cost of housing, energy, transport, and
care. In the third phase, a broader public dividend becomes justifiable only after measured abundance appears
in prices and service access, not before. This ranking rests on four criteria used in the policy comparison
analyses: fiscal cost, administrative feasibility, political durability, and downside risk. The hybrid option
dominates because it spreads financing risk, can be implemented through existing payment rails, and does not
require policymakers to promise abundance on a timetable that current evidence cannot defend.

1.4 Final assessment

The report’s answer to the core question is therefore yes, at least one path exists, but it is narrower than the
most optimistic public rhetoric suggests. A short-term UBI bridge is feasible in limited form and should be
judged mainly as a transition policy for concentrated labor-market disruption. A long-term UHI remains an
open empirical possibility whose realization depends on demonstrated abundance in the real economy, espe-
cially in sectors that determine the cost of living. In this chapter, “demonstrated abundance” means repeated
observation of large real price declines, expanded service access, and physical-sector productivity growth closer
to the optimistic sensitivity case than to ordinary background growth. The sober policy conclusion is to build
the bridge now, finance it with mixed and auditable instruments, and treat UHI as a conditional destination
that must be earned by observed cost compression rather than asserted in advance.

1.5 Evidence figures

Figure 1 summarizes the illustrative growth paths used in the proposal’s transition logic. It is included as
a reader-facing summary of the scenario envelope rather than as direct empirical evidence, which is why the
surrounding text continues to treat the March 14, 2026 X post as a motivating prompt rather than as a verified
dataset.
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Figure 1: Scenario trajectories used to compare a short-run UBI bridge with longer-run abundance cases under
low-, medium-, and high-growth assumptions.

2 State of the field

2.1 Occupational Automation Exposure Landscape

Public discussion of rapid labor displacement has recently centered on the March 14, 2026 X post, in which
a third party summarized an alleged occupation-level automation scoring exercise and Elon Musk replied
that all jobs will become optional and that there will be universal high income. For the purposes of this
chapter, that exchange is treated as a hypothesis and policy motivation rather than evidence; validation would
require auditable occupation-level data. This section therefore functions as a state-of-the-field review and
scenario-framing exercise, not as a report of newly executed occupation-level experiments or simulations. Those
analyses are useful for checking internal consistency of prior claims, but they do not substitute for the missing
occupation-level source files needed to reconstruct employment-weighted exposure by detailed occupation. In
particular, the blocked files noted elsewhere in the project, such as a Karpathy-BLS linkage table and a
BLS occupational employment-wage extract, are not available in the current sources digest. Accordingly, this
chapter does not claim verified occupation counts, wages, or replacement horizons derived from the social-
media summary.

The correct evidentiary posture is therefore methodological. Were occupation-level records available, the
state of the field would support constructing a displacement surface that maps an automation exposure score
to occupation-specific employment counts, wages, and plausible replacement horizons. Such a protocol is
useful because a uniform labor-market shock is unlikely. Screen-based tasks already codified in text, images,
software analyses, or routine digital workflows may face faster substitution pressure than tasks requiring
dexterity, mobility in unstructured environments, or direct interpersonal trust. That proposition is plausible,
but here it remains a conjecture awaiting auditable data rather than a quantitative finding.

This distinction matters for fiscal analysis. A short-run income-support policy depends not only on how
many workers are affected, but also on which tax bases erode first. Displacement concentrated in higher-
wage digital occupations would have a different revenue effect from displacement concentrated in lower-wage
service occupations. Likewise, partial automation that compresses wages without eliminating employment
creates a different transfer burden from outright job loss. Existing public commentary often compresses these
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possibilities into a single exposure number. The present review instead emphasizes that any serious UBI bridge
model requires occupation-specific timing, earnings incidence, and pass-through to profits or prices, none of
which can be recovered from the current evidence base.

The practical implication is that the labor-exposure landscape should be read as an open empirical agenda
with clear falsification conditions. A credible near-term displacement map would need, at minimum, auditable
occupation identifiers, employment counts, wage data, and a documented exposure-scoring procedure. If
those inputs show no stable relationship between exposure and subsequent wage pressure, job loss, or vacancy
decline over time, then the strongest displacement interpretations should be rejected. Until then, the available
chapter can define the relevant variables, clarify what would need to be measured, and prevent overstatement.
It cannot yet claim that the U.S. occupational distribution exhibits a verified automation profile derived from
the alleged scoring dataset, because that dataset is absent.

2.2 Statistical Physics of Income Distribution

One established literature relevant to transition design comes from econophysics, where researchers study
empirical income distributions using parsimonious functional forms. The immediate value of this literature
is not that it solves the policy question of UBI or UHI. Rather, it offers a compact way to think about
heterogeneous earnings distributions, tax incidence, and the possibility that labor-market shocks propagate
unevenly across the income range.

The two papers available in the source set provide a narrow but useful methodological precedent. The
first argues that polynomial distributions can fit income and expenditure distributions across a diversified set
of countries and regards fits with coeflicients of determination above 0.90 as robust within that study design
[3]. The second examines several income types, including wages and pensions, using data from France and the
United Kingdom, and reports that statistical-physics-style distributions can describe those categories as well
[2]. These results justify treating income heterogeneity as structured rather than noise-like.

The limitations are equally important. The cited studies do not establish a universal law for all modern
wage distributions, nor do they show that any specific U.S. automation shock will follow the same fitted forms.
The stronger fit language in the sources is confined to the countries and income types actually analyzed,
namely France, the United Kingdom, and the diversified pool discussed in [3]. In a chapter focused on
present evidence, the proper use of these papers is therefore modest. They support the proposition that
transfer design should account for nonlinear and segmented income distributions, and they caution against
representative-agent reasoning when evaluating revenue erosion or benefit incidence.

This methodological point has direct relevance to a staged transition. A flat payment that is fiscally
manageable when labor income remains broadly distributed may become much harder to finance when dis-
placement is concentrated in high-productivity, high-wage occupations that also contribute disproportionately
to income-tax receipts. Conversely, automation that raises profits while reducing selected labor costs could
leave room for alternative tax instruments. The econophysics literature does not answer which scenario will
occur, but it strengthens the case for distribution-sensitive modeling rather than aggregate averages alone
3, 2].

The appropriate falsification rule is straightforward. Any distributional model used later in the manuscript
should be rejected for policy use if it cannot reproduce observed pre-shock U.S. income dispersion and then
track post-shock changes in upper-tail concentration, median labor income, and transfer incidence better than
simpler baselines. In practice, that means polynomial or related fits should be treated as provisional summaries
to be tested against auditable U.S. microdata once such data are incorporated, not as deep structural laws.
This chapter therefore uses the econophysics literature to motivate heterogeneity-aware fiscal modeling, while
withholding any claim that those specific functional forms have already been validated for U.S. automation
shocks.

2.3 Existing UBI Experiments and Fiscal Constraints

The strongest empirical footing in the broader debate comes from UBI-adjacent pilots and transfer experi-
ments, but their evidentiary scope is much narrower than many futuristic arguments imply. Existing pilots
are informative about household stabilization, labor-supply responses, administrative delivery, and political
framing under limited scale. They are not demonstrations of an economy-wide transition to job optionality,
nor are they evidence that a permanent national basic income can be financed through productivity gains



from frontier Al and robotics. That gap between pilot evidence and macro-fiscal transformation is central to
the present state of the field.

Within the current source set, no dedicated pilot papers or official evaluation datasets are available for
close citation. Accordingly, this chapter does not assign quantitative effect sizes to experiments in Finland,
Stockton, Kenya, or elsewhere. That is a source limitation, not a substantive dismissal. It is still reasonable
to summarize the consensus research posture in qualitative terms. Existing pilots generally test bounded cash
transfers over limited durations, under institutional conditions where the rest of the economy still relies on
conventional labor income, ordinary tax bases, and preexisting market prices. As a result, they can speak to
coping and administration, but only weakly to national solvency under mass displacement. Public attitudes
toward UBI under automation risk are also context dependent rather than mechanically supportive, which
cautions against assuming an automatic political coalition for a bridge policy [4].

This distinction clarifies the short-term policy problem. A realistic UBI bridge for the first zero to five years
after displacement acceleration would need to operate before any abundance phase had materially reduced
the real cost of housing, healthcare, food, energy, or transport. In that interval, the policy challenge is still
one of redistributing scarce output. Funding proposals such as taxes on Al rents, levies on automated output,
sovereign equity stakes, or broad consumption taxes remain policy options rather than empirically validated
systems in the present literature. No source in the current chapter demonstrates that such instruments already
generate stable revenues at the scale required for a national UBI.

The field therefore supports a cautious conclusion. Near-term UBI is analytically discussable as a bridge
policy, but its feasibility depends on unresolved parameters: the speed of job loss, the share of productivity
gains captured as taxable profits, the elasticity of prices in essential sectors, and the interaction between
transfers and legacy welfare programs. Until those parameters are pinned down with auditable data, the
literature supports scenario construction and institutional comparison more strongly than definitive fiscal
endorsement.

2.4 The Abundance Frontier: UHI as Conditional Boundary

Universal high income is conceptually distinct from universal basic income. UBI refers to a cash transfer floor
designed to secure subsistence or bargaining power within an economy that remains meaningfully scarce. UHI,
as invoked in technological abundance narratives, implies a much stronger condition: real purchasing power
rises so far that high-quality access to major goods and services becomes the default baseline rather than a
privilege purchased through labor-market success. In analytical terms, UHI requires more than redistribution.
It requires sustained expansion of productive capacity and major cost compression in essentials.

At present, this stronger condition has no direct empirical precedent in the policy literature available here.
No cited source documents an economy that has crossed into a state where labor is broadly optional and high
living standards are universal because machine intelligence and robotics have dissolved scarcity across the core
consumption basket. For that reason, all discussion of a ten-to-twenty-year transition to UHI must be stated
as a conditional scenario. It is not an extrapolation already validated by UBI pilots.

The relevant unknowns are substantial. A credible UHI pathway would require evidence on Al-driven
productivity growth, deployment speed of advanced robotics or equivalent automation in physical sectors,
capital concentration and ownership structure, energy and materials constraints, housing-supply elasticity,
and the degree to which measured cost declines pass through to households rather than remaining as producer
surplus. The present chapter can identify these variables, but cannot assign settled values to them from the
current evidence base.

Even so, the transition boundary can be stated in a falsifiable way. For the purposes of this manuscript,
a UHI claim should not be treated as credible unless there is sustained and broad-based cost compression in
essential goods and services, observable in public price statistics or equivalent audited series, rather than iso-
lated declines in digital services alone. A reasonable operational threshold is that multiple essential categories
show durable real cost declines on the order of at least one half relative to baseline over a multi-year window,
accompanied by productivity growth strong enough to support high real consumption without large offsetting
shortages. If those conditions are not met, the appropriate interpretation is an economy that may justify some
transfer expansion, not one that has reached universal high income.

This leads to a useful boundary statement for the rest of the manuscript. The empirical literature reviewed
here permits serious consideration of a staged transition framework in which a near-term UBI may be analyzed
as temporary insurance against displacement, while UHI remains a speculative endpoint contingent on an



abundance regime that has not yet been observed. The state of the field does not justify collapsing those two
concepts into a single program. It instead supports a two-step analytical discipline: first, evaluate whether a
fiscally specified bridge can preserve social stability under realistic tax and price constraints; second, treat any
eventual UHI as conditional on demonstrated, broad-based cost deflation in essential goods and services and
on productivity trends that are visible in audited macroeconomic series rather than asserted in commentary.

2.5 Implications for the Present Report

Taken together, the literature and source constraints yield a disciplined but incomplete picture. There is strong
public interest in occupation-specific automation exposure, but the auditable files needed to verify the recent
headline claims are missing. There is a usable methodological literature showing that income distributions are
structured and heterogeneous, which is relevant for incidence analysis [3, 2]. There is broad awareness that
cash-transfer pilots exist, yet the current source set does not support quantitative synthesis of their outcomes.
And there is substantial speculative discourse about abundance and UHI, but no direct empirical precedent
establishing that such a regime has been reached or that its timeline can be forecast with confidence.

The chapter therefore frames the field as one of partial evidence and major parameter uncertainty. That is
not a defect to be hidden. It is the central substantive result of a sober review. Any later sections that rank
transition paths must clearly distinguish observed evidence from scenario assumptions, must attach quantita-
tive claims to auditable citations or internal filenames, and must treat the absence of the key occupation dataset
as an active limitation rather than as an invitation to infer convenient numbers from online commentary.

A bounded qualitative ranking nevertheless follows from the evidence already reviewed. The most feasible
path, on current evidence, is a targeted or phased UBI bridge implemented through existing fiscal and ad-
ministrative rails while scarcity still dominates essential goods. Less feasible is an immediate broad universal
payment at a level that assumes rapid new revenue from Al or robotics before those tax bases are demonstrated.
Least feasible, under present evidence, is any claim that UHI is imminent or already fiscally straightforward.
That ranking is provisional, but it makes the manuscript’s logic explicit: near-term policy analysis should
focus on institutional sequencing under scarcity, whereas long-run abundance claims must clear measurable
productivity and cost-deflation tests before they are treated as policy-ready conclusions.

3 Unknowns map

This chapter identifies the principal unknowns that determine whether a U.S. transition can move from present
labor-market disruption to a fiscally credible Universal Basic Income bridge, and only later to Universal High
Income under strong abundance assumptions. The purpose is not to compress those unknowns into a single
forecast. The purpose is to make the uncertainty structure explicit enough that later quantitative work can
be audited against it.

Two boundary conditions frame the discussion. First, the occupation-level exposure scores attributed
to a large-language-model assessment of U.S. occupations are treated here as a scenario input about possible
relative vulnerability, not as direct measurement of displacement, wage loss, or macroeconomic output. Second,
the claim that all jobs may become optional and that a universal high income may emerge is treated as a
long-horizon scenario boundary, not as verified economic evidence. Under those constraints, the transition
question becomes a sequence of linked but distinct tests: how fast labor income erodes, how quickly taxable
automated output expands, how long a transfer bridge must remain solvent before real costs fall materially,
and whether the resulting income distribution stays socially and politically stable.

The chapter therefore maps four uncertainty blocks. The first concerns displacement velocity, because
static exposure scores do not reveal transition timing. The second concerns bridge solvency, because the
short-run fiscal burden depends on the interaction between transfer size, tax-base erosion, and the taxable
incidence of automation rents. The third concerns abundance triggers, because UHI requires not merely higher
nominal transfers but sustained declines in the real cost of essential goods and services. The fourth concerns
distributional stability, because a transfer-heavy economy can remain unstable even when average resources
appear sufficient. The chapter is intentionally conservative: where no direct evidence is available in the present
source set, the text states assumptions as hypothetical and describes what a later quantitative protocol would
need to resolve.



3.1 Displacement Velocity Uncertainties

The first unknown is the mapping from occupational exposure to realized displacement. Exposure is a score
about technical susceptibility or workflow contact. Displacement is a labor-market event involving job loss,
hours reduction, wage compression, task reallocation, or delayed hiring. These are not interchangeable quanti-
ties. A high exposure score may correspond to rapid substitution in one subsector, gradual reorganization in
another, and complementarity in a third. Any bridge design that treats exposure as immediate unemployment
would therefore embed a strong modeling assumption.

A useful formal distinction is to define three time series for each sector or occupation group: an exposure
index E;, a displacement share D;(t), and a tax-base retention ratio B;(t). The exposure index is static or
slowly updated. The displacement share records the portion of labor income or labor demand that is no
longer paid to workers in that group at time t. The retention ratio measures the fraction of the original
taxable base that remains inside conventional wage, payroll, and consumption channels after substitution and
organizational response. The key unknown is not E; alone, but the transition operator that links E; to the
path of D;(t) and then to B;(t).

For the present proposal, the prudent approach is to use sector aggregation rather than false occupational
precision. The three-sector toy structure already specified in the broader manuscript, screen-based services,
physical services, and goods production, is appropriate because it separates domains where software substi-
tution may be fast from domains where embodiment, regulation, and customer contact may slow adoption.
Even within this simple partition, timing uncertainty dominates point estimates. A firm can automate new
tasks without immediate layoffs, can freeze hiring while retaining incumbents, or can convert employees into
lower-paid supervisory or exception-handling roles. These pathways differ sharply in fiscal effect even when
headline exposure looks similar.

The most important timing assumptions in the transition model are therefore half-lives for displacement.
In this manuscript, any displacement half-life between 24 and 120 months should be read as a hypothetical
parametric assumption, not as a calibrated empirical estimate. The lower end represents a compressed adjust-
ment in which digital substitution and organizational redesign propagate quickly through vulnerable sectors.
The upper end represents a slower path with bottlenecks in implementation, legal review, customer acceptance,
and complementary capital formation. The difference between those endpoints changes the required bridge
horizon more than any rhetorical claim about automation intensity.

A second uncertainty concerns the form of labor-market damage. Some losses arrive as unemployment;
others arrive as earnings compression or reduced hours. For fiscal analysis, this distinction matters because
partial employment preserves some income-tax and payroll-tax base while still increasing transfer dem. A
bridge designed only around unemployment counts would miss a large intermediate zone in which households
remain formally employed but lose effective purchasing power. In policy terms, this favors eligibility rules that
can react to earnings loss as well as full detachment from work, especially during the early bridge phase.

A third uncertainty concerns substitution versus augmentation. Occupations with moderate or high expo-
sure may experience productivity gains that raise output without proportionate job loss, at least temporarily.
That possibility does not remove the bridge question. It shifts it from headcount loss to incidence of gains.
If productivity accrues mainly to capital owners, platform intermediaries, or a narrow set of highly comple-
mentary workers, aggregate output can rise while median labor income weakens. The relevant unknown is
therefore the distribution of productivity gains, not merely their existence.

The chapter adopts a conservative inference rule: occupational exposure scores can justify scenario ranking
of where disruption might emerge first, but they do not by themselves justify numerical claims about unemploy-
ment, replacement rates, or aggregate wage loss. Those quantities require a later empirical or computational
mapping that is not yet available in the present analysis set.

3.2 Fiscal Bridge Solvency Gaps

The second block of unknowns concerns whether a short-term UBI bridge can remain solvent while labor
income is under pressure and abundance has not yet lowered essential living costs. This is the core separation
between UBI and UHI. UBI in this manuscript means a survival-level or floor-level transfer financed within a
scarcity-constrained economy. UHI means a later regime in which real purchasing power becomes high because
production technology and cost structures have shifted substantially. A bridge can fail even when the long-run
abundance story is conceptually possible.



The solvency problem can be written schematically as
G(t)=T(t)+ S(t) — Re(t) — Ra(t) — Re(2),

where T'(t) is transfer expenditure, S(t) denotes other stabilizer or transition spending, Ry(t) is revenue tied
to labor income and conventional tax bases, R,(t) is revenue captured from automated output, rents, or
profits, and R.(t) is revenue from broader consumption or value-added channels. The bridge is fiscally easier
when displacement is gradual, when automated output becomes taxable quickly, and when transfer duration
is short. It becomes difficult when labor income falls before replacement tax bases are administratively visible
and politically collectible.

For this proposal, no numeric elasticity interval is treated as established for automated-output tax incidence
or labor-tax-base erosion. Those quantities are unresolved inputs, and the present source set does not justify
selecting a peer-reviewed central range for them. The same caution applies to assumptions about pass-through
of automated output into profits, prices, or untaxed intangible accumulation. Gross new output does not
translate one-for-one into collectible public revenue, and this chapter therefore avoids using unsupported
parameter ranges to imply robustness.

A more defensible statement is available at the level of accounting logic. Over any bridge horizon [0, H], a
necessary condition for solvency is that cumulative transfer and stabilization outlays do not exceed the sum
of retained conventional revenue, collectible replacement revenue, and whatever temporary financing capacity
the proposal is willing to admit. In symbols, a bridge is excluded when

H H
| @@y s@)de> [ (R0 + Ra(o) + Relt) de+ P(),
0 0

where F'(H) denotes explicitly allowed interim finance such as borrowing or reserve drawdown. This condition
does not identify a feasible region by itself, but it does identify an infeasible one.

That infeasible region has a clear qualitative structure in the three-sector transition model. A short-term
UBI bridge should be treated as arithmetically impossible, or at minimum unsubstantiated, under combinations
with all four of the following features: rapid displacement, steep erosion of labor-linked revenue, a long lag
before automation rents become taxable, and low collectible yield from automated-output taxation once it does
arrive. In practical terms, combinations near the following corner belong to the excluded region until contrary
evidence is produced: short displacement half-lives in the most exposed sectors, weak tax-base retention in
screen-based services, delayed administrative maturation of new tax instruments, and automated-output yields
too small to offset foregone labor revenue over the bridge horizon.

The converse is also important. This chapter does not claim that the bridge is feasible merely because one
of those conditions improves. Feasibility claims are bounded to the non-excluded region, and the non-excluded
region has not yet been fully mapped numerically. A dedicated sectoral sensitivity sweep would still be needed
to identify which combinations of half-life, erosion, lag, and yield move from impossible to merely difficult,
and which become arithmetically plausible. Until that object exists, rankings among candidate funding mixes
remain provisional.

This is why a static affordability calculation is insufficient. A transfer can look arithmetically financeable
in a single year while becoming unstable over a multi-year transition if the tax base migrates faster than the
revenue instruments adapt. The unknown is not simply “how much would UBI cost” but “how long would
conventional fiscal architecture continue to fund a rising claimant pool before replacement revenue matures.”
In the staged model, the key bridge variable is duration under stress. No dedicated sensitivity sweep is claimed
in this chapter revision, so the manuscript does not rely on one for any positive solvency conclusion.

A further uncertainty is institutional timing. Even an economically well-designed tax on automated output
can underperform during the bridge if its legal base is unclear, if valuation is disputed, or if incidence falls
outside the administratively observable margin. For this reason, the unknowns map should distinguish con-
ceptual revenue sources from collectible revenue sources. Taxes on profits, value added, resource use, payroll
substitution, and public equity stakes are conceptually different instruments. Their short-run reliability is not
equivalent. A sober bridge design would weight reliability and enforceability at least as heavily as statutory
yield.

There is also a sequencing issue. A gradual bridge can be constructed through layered measures, for
example partial cash transfers, earnings supplements, automatic stabilizers, or dividends linked to specific
public revenue streams. That sequencing question belongs to policy design rather than macro identity alone.
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But it remains governed by the same unknown: whether the revenue side matures before social protection
needs accelerate.

3.3 Abundance Trigger Thresholds

The third uncertainty block concerns the conditions under which the economy could move from a fiscally
burdensome UBI bridge to a qualitatively different UHI regime. This transition cannot be inferred from
nominal transfer size alone. A society may pay larger cash transfers while remaining scarcity-bound in housing,
healthcare, energy, logistics, and care services. UHI, as used here, requires sustained expansion of output
together with broad declines in the real cost of essentials or broad increases in their effective availability.

For that reason, the relevant state variables are not only GDP growth and tax receipts. They include
sector-specific cost trajectories, capacity expansion, and the degree to which automation extends into physical
production and service delivery. Purely digital abundance lowers the cost of some information goods but leaves
major household budget categories constrained. A credible UHI path needs a mechanism by which intelligence
systems combine with embodied capital, infrastructure, and organizational redesign to reduce the real resource
cost of everyday life.

Any assumed total factor productivity growth rate between 5% and 15% per year should therefore be
read in this chapter as a hypothetical scenario input, not as a measured forecast. The same caution applies to
assumptions about robotics deployment speed, capital turnover, and regulatory adaptation. High productivity
growth in a narrow digital layer can coexist with persistent scarcity in physical essentials. Conversely, moderate
aggregate growth can still improve living standards materially when it is concentrated in high-weight household
necessities. The abundance question is thus composition-sensitive.

A useful way to discipline the discussion is to define an abundance trigger not as a rhetorical milestone
but as a threshold condition on household necessity bundles. Let Cj(t) denote the real cost index for essential
category k, with categories such as food, shelter, healthcare, energy, and transport. Then a UHI-like state
would require a sustained decline in a weighted basket ), w;Cy(t), or a comparable rise in effective quality-
adjusted access, large enough that a high living standard becomes compatible with broad nonparticipation in
labor markets. This threshold is stricter than positive productivity growth and stricter than a government
transfer that merely preserves subsistence. long term UHI feasibility frontier, term UHI threshold scan, and
term UHI feasibility frontier dataset indicate that the manuscript is organized around threshold scanning
rather than unconditional prediction. What remains unknown is which threshold structure is economically
credible once supply bottlenecks, regulation, land scarcity, and service heterogeneity are made explicit. In
particular, housing and healthcare are likely to dominate the realism of any UHI claim because their costs
depend on more than machine intelligence alone.

This produces a practical criterion for later chapters. A proposed long-run path should be ranked highly
only when it specifies not just faster productivity but also the transmission channel from productivity to lower
effective household costs. Scenarios that assume abundance while leaving those channels implicit should be
treated as speculative upper bounds.

3.4 Distributional Stability Parameters

The final uncertainty concerns how the income distribution behaves during a transfer-heavy transition. The
available econophysics sources are useful here, but only within a narrow scope. They show that polynomial
and statistical-physics-inspired distributions can fit observed income or expenditure data in several settings,
and in one case with high reported coefficients of determination for the fitted distributions [3, 2]. They do not,
on the basis of the excerpts available here, establish that an economy with large UBI transfers is dynamically
stable, politically durable, or welfare-improving under major policy perturbation. Their role in this manuscript
is therefore diagnostic and descriptive, not validating.

Within that limited scope, distributional modeling remains relevant because a bridge can fail through
instability long before aggregate resource exhaustion. A transfer-funded economy may exhibit acceptable
mean income while developing problematic mass points, dual peaks, or sharp separation between capital-linked
and transfer-linked households. It may also generate unstable consumption behavior when basic expenditures
remain sticky while earned income becomes volatile. A fitted distribution can help summarize these patterns,
but it cannot by itself resolve causality or policy durability.
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For the unknowns map, the main contribution of the econophysics literature is methodological modesty.
It suggests that empirical income and expenditure distributions often admit compact statistical descriptions
[3, 2]. In the present proposal, that implies a later distributional module could compare pre-transfer labor
income, post-transfer disposable income, and expenditure distributions under alternative bridge rules. The
question would be whether the policy moves the lower tail, median mass, and upper concentration in ways that
remain socially legible and fiscally coherent. The cited papers justify the use of fitted distribution families as
descriptive tools for observed distributions. They do not justify any stronger claim about equilibrium under
UBI or UHI.

A second stability parameter is political incidence. Even when average welfare improves, a bridge can
become unstable if a large working population perceives asymmetric burdens, if transfer recipients face stigma
or conditionality disputes, or if asset owners capture most productivity gains while public finance remains
residual. This is partly a sociopolitical issue, but it also has a technical manifestation in tax compliance,
benefit indexing, and coalition durability. In a realistic transition model, political stability is not an external
narrative variable. It affects revenue collection, legal implementation speed, and persistence of the transfer
rule itself.

A third parameter is heterogeneity of prices across households. UHI claims are especially sensitive to
this point because a common nominal transfer may purchase very different living standards across regions
and household types. Distributional stability therefore requires joint analysis of income and expenditure,
not income alone. That connection is directly aligned with the expenditure-fitting scope of [3]. A bridge
that appears adequate in national averages can still be unstable when high-cost households face persistent
shortfalls.

Taken together, these uncertainties imply a strict interpretation of the manuscript’s central question. The
transition from present disruption to UBI and then to UHI is not a single feasibility claim. It is a chain of
contingent tests. A realistic short-term path would need displacement that is not too rapid, revenue capture
that matures before the labor tax base deteriorates too far, and transfer design that stabilizes household
demand without undermining political or fiscal support. In this chapter, that statement is bounded to the non-
excluded region identified above; combinations with rapid displacement, steep revenue erosion, long revenue-
maturation lag, and low automated-output yield are treated as excluded until a sectoral sweep shows otherwise.
A realistic long-term path would additionally need broad real-cost declines in essential sectors, not only higher
measured output. The unknowns mapped here are therefore not residual details. They are the criteria that
separate a bridge scenario, an abundance scenario, and a discontinuity scenario in which neither stabilizes on
acceptable terms.

4 Hypotheses + predictions

4.1 Role of this chapter

This chapter converts the manuscript’s central question into a compact set of testable hypotheses and near-
term quantitative checks. Because the document is a proposal rather than a completed empirical paper, the
statements below are framed as hypotheses, decision rules, and expected signatures in the available compute
analyses, not as proved findings. The aim is to make the later verdict language auditable by specifying what
would count as support, what would count as failure, and which scenario families are being compared.

The working object is a staged transition: a short-term UBI bridge intended to cushion labor-market
disruption before abundance materially lowers essential costs, a hybrid phase in which transfers and public
revenue from automation coexist, and a long-term UHI phase defined by very high real purchasing power rather
than by a cash amount alone. This chapter states how those analyses are to be interpreted and checked.

4.2 Operational hypotheses

H1: short-term bridge solvency. A temporary UBI bridge is feasible in at least some U.S.-focused
scenarios over a 0-5 year horizon when the transfer is defined as a survival-level floor rather than a full
replacement of median labor income, and when financing is evaluated against explicit tax-base and transfer-
design assumptions. Support for H1 requires at least one scenario on the short-term funding frontier in
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which the modeled annual financing gap is non-positive or small enough to be covered by a clearly identified
transitional funding source without assuming immediate abundance.

H2: hybrid transition dominance over pure waiting. A hybrid path that combines targeted transi-
tional transfers, broader tax capture from automated output or profits, and gradual cost decline in key goods
is more plausible than either of two extremes: immediate full UBI at a high cash level, or no bridge pol-
icy until full abundance arrives. Support for H2 requires the hybrid ranked-path analysis to place at least
one mixed strategy above a pure-delay baseline on a transparent multi-criteria screen including fiscal strain,
administrative tractability, downside risk, and dependence on strong abundance assumptions.

H3: UHI is a real-cost condition, not only a nominal transfer condition. Long-run UHI becomes
credible only when modeled abundance pushes the essential-consumption bundle to a much smaller share of
typical disposable resources than under present conditions. Support for H3 therefore comes from the bottleneck-
adjusted UHI frontier rather than from a cash-transfer table alone. A path fails H3 when high nominal transfers
are needed indefinitely because housing, energy, food, transport, or care costs remain bottlenecked.

H4: bottlenecks dominate long-run feasibility. The primary uncertainty for UHI feasibility is not
the existence of Al productivity gains in the abstract, but whether those gains propagate into sectors with
hard physical, regulatory, or land constraints. Support for H4 requires the bottleneck-adjusted frontier to be
materially less favorable than a naive abundance frontier that ignores those frictions.

H5: automation exposure is a triage signal, not a complete displacement forecast. The cited
occupation-exposure thread is treated here as a motivating hypothesis about where displacement pressure
may arrive first, not as verified causal evidence about realized job loss. Support for H5 would consist of
stable qualitative targeting conclusions under multiple exposure mappings, rather than dependence on one
unpublished scoring procedure.

4.3 Minimal scenario matrix

Table 1 defines the minimum comparison set for the rest of the manuscript. These are scenario labels and
decision rules, not final estimates. They are designed to map directly onto the available frontier and ranked-
path analyses.

Evidence that would count as pro-
visional support

Scenario Core policy form Main modeled stress test

Whether the annual financ-
ing gap can be closed under
conservative revenue capture
and partial benefit interac-
tion assumptions

Whether mixed funding and
cost relief dominate pure
cash or pure delay ap-

Survival-level UBI over 0—
5 years with no claim of
full abundance

At least one feasible point in short
term UBI funding frontier with
manageable fiscal strain

Bridge-only

Transitional UBI
automation-linked
enue sources plus gradual

A high-ranking path in transition
ranked path dataset under trans-
parent criteria

plus
rev-

Hybrid transition

Abundance-led UHI

Failure case

decline in essential costs
Work-optional  economy
with high real purchasing
power because essentials
become much cheaper or
much more plentiful
Large transfer promise
without adequate revenue
or cost decline

proaches

Whether bottlenecks in hous-
ing, care, energy, and phys-
ical service delivery prevent
universal high living stan-
dards

Whether apparent feasibility
disappears once bottlenecks
and transitional frictions are
included

A feasible region in bottleneck ad-
justed UHI frontier that survives
bottleneck penalties

No robust feasible region after sen-
sitivity checks; this is an allowed
outcome of the study

Table 1: Minimum scenario matrix for the proposed UBI-to-UHI analysis.
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This matrix intentionally includes a failure case. The manuscript’s central research question is whether
any realistic path exists, not whether one must exist. A negative result remains policy-relevant, especially if
solvency or bottleneck conditions fail under conservative assumptions.

4.4 Near-term quantitative predictions

The immediate empirical prediction is that short-term feasibility will appear on a frontier rather than as a
single yes-or-no answer. In other words, small transfer levels with broader financing options should dominate
larger unconditional cash levels with narrow tax bases. The proposed analysis therefore predicts a sloped
trade-off surface in the short-term UBI frontier analysis, not a single universal recommendation.

A second prediction is that hybrid paths will outperform pure cash-transfer proposals on downside-risk
criteria because they diversify adjustment mechanisms. In this context, outperform means receiving a better
overall rank or remaining feasible across a wider set of productivity and revenue assumptions. This is a
prediction about robustness, not about moral superiority or political inevitability.

A third prediction is that long-run UHI feasibility will be highly sensitive to bottleneck treatment. When
essential goods with physical or regulatory constraints are modeled conservatively, the set of apparent UHI-
feasible states should contract. When those constraints are relaxed, the frontier should widen. This expected
pattern is what gives the bottleneck-adjusted UHI files evidentiary value.

4.5 Sensitivity sweep to be reported

The minimum sensitivity analysis is a three-axis sweep over productivity growth, revenue capture, and essential-
cost decline. The manuscript does not need a large model to be informative; it does need the sign of the main
comparative statics to be visible.

The first axis is productivity growth from ATl and automation. Higher growth should improve fiscal capacity
and make bridge scenarios easier to finance, but only imperfectly, because tax incidence, concentration of
gains, and adoption timing may delay public revenue. The second axis is revenue capture effectiveness, which
represents the fraction of new automated surplus that can be converted into public financing through the
chosen instruments. The third axis is decline in the real cost of the essentials basket, which is the key bridge
from UBI logic to UHI logic.

The expected interpretation is straightforward. Bridge-only scenarios are most sensitive to revenue capture.
UHI scenarios are most sensitive to essential-cost decline and bottleneck relief. Hybrid scenarios should be
less fragile than either extreme because they use both fiscal and abundance channels. A result that reverses
these expectations would be informative and should be reported directly rather than normalized away.

4.6 Validation plan

The proposal requires a validation plan because the motivating occupation-exposure material from the refer-
enced X thread is not, by itself, a verified dataset. Validation is therefore divided into internal, external, and
interpretive checks.

The internal check is arithmetic consistency across the scenario analyses used in the proposal. Frontier
tables, summary tables, and ranked-path comparisons should agree on scenario identifiers, ordering, and
feasibility flags. Any later chapter that quotes a ranking should remain traceable to the criteria used to
generate it.

The external check is source triangulation. Occupation exposure inputs should, where possible, be com-
pared against published occupation classifications or publicly inspectable mappings rather than treated as
established fact from social media alone. Likewise, any use of pilot evidence for transfer design should be
limited to what is actually documented in the manuscript’s data sources. Where direct validation data are
absent, the text should say that the variable is an assumption or placeholder rather than evidence.

The interpretive check is sign and monotonicity validation. Raising the transfer level should not improve
bridge solvency unless a separately specified mechanism changes with it. Tightening bottleneck assumptions
should not expand the UHI-feasible set. Increasing revenue capture should not worsen the short-term funding
frontier absent another offsetting rule. These checks do not prove realism, but they do detect model-sign errors
and ranking inversions.

14



4.7 Decision rule for later chapters

Later verdict language should follow a narrow rule derived from this chapter. The manuscript may say that a
path is provisionally feasible only when one of the defined scenario families remains feasible across a nontrivial
portion of the sensitivity sweep and passes the internal consistency checks above. The manuscript should
say that a path is conditional when feasibility depends on aggressive abundance assumptions or on weakly
validated exposure inputs. The manuscript should say that no realistic path was found when the failure case
dominates after bottleneck and funding checks.

This rule is deliberately conservative. It prevents the manuscript from inferring a general policy conclusion
from one favorable corner case, and it keeps the distinction between UBI as a transitional income floor and
UHI as a high-real-consumption state operational throughout the analysis.

5 Compute we can do now

This chapter narrows the scope to computation that is currently defensible. The manuscript objective is
broader, namely a staged path from present labor-market disruption risk to a short-term UBI bridge and,
under much stronger assumptions, to a later UHI state. At this stage, the immediate contribution is not a
claim that the full transition has already been solved. The contribution is a specification of which calculations
can already be audited, which supporting analyses already constrain the arithmetic, and which additional
steps must stay in protocol form because the required inputs are not yet present.

Two boundaries are necessary at the outset. First, the Karpathy occupation thread is best interpreted
as unverified social media data rather than as settled labor-market evidence. It can motivate a stress-testing
exercise, but it does not by itself establish true displacement rates, sector mappings, or the average exposure
of the U.S. workforce. Second, support for UBI in the literature and evidence from UBI-related debate do
not validate UHI. UBI is a transfer policy within scarcity, whereas UHI in this proposal denotes a much
stronger state in which real purchasing power rises because core goods and services become far cheaper or
more abundant. The distinction matters empirically and conceptually [4].

5.1 What counts as computation now

A disciplined reading of the current study suggests that “compute now” should mean three things. It should
mean arithmetic that is reproducible from named analyses already present in the assembled evidence. It
should mean models whose state variables are defined before conclusions are drawn from them. It should
also mean that every output is interpreted as conditional on assumptions, not as a discovered regularity of
the economy. The files short term UBI funding frontier, bottleneck adjusted UHI frontier, and transition
thresholds by scarcity summary provide a starting point for frontier-style reasoning about bridge affordability
and longer-horizon abundance thresholds. Likewise, term UHI threshold scan and transition ranked path
dataset establish that the study already contains scenario-oriented compute outputs that can be referenced
as model outputs rather than treated as external empirical evidence. Because these are internal filenames
rather than peer-reviewed measurements, any quantitative reading of them is conditional on the assumptions
encoded in those computations.

The literature helps set the interpretation boundary. Automation exposure is heterogeneous across occu-
pations and does not map one-to-one to either actual job loss or public support for transfers [4]. The available
labor-market discussion in the provided source set also supports using a two-sided frame, productivity gains
versus displacement risk, rather than a single displacement-only narrative [1]. That point is operationally
important: a UBI bridge model should not key only on labor-income loss. It should also track whether some
part of the tax base migrates from wages toward automated output, profits, value added, or public capital
income.

A minimal computational object can therefore be defined without pretending to know more than the
evidence allows. Let total public resources available for a bridge in period ¢ be

ital .
Rt _ Ttlabor + thaplta + Ttautomatlon + Dt7

where the terms denote labor-based taxes, capital-income taxes, automation-linked taxes or levies, and public
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dividends or analogous social returns. Let bridge obligations be
Bt _ Nteligible . bt + At7

where N;methrmeligitle 5o the covered population, by is the per-person transfer, and A, denotes administration
and transitional complements. The single most useful scalar for immediate computation is then a solvency
margin,

M; = Ry — B;.
This object is intentionally modest. It does not prove feasibility. It identifies the sign and sensitivity of bridge
arithmetic under stated assumptions.

The main reason this minimal object is useful is that it separates near-term questions from long-term
abundance claims. A negative M; in early years does not refute UHI, because UHI depends on later real-
cost compression and much larger productive capacity. Conversely, a positive M; in a toy bridge does not
demonstrate that UHI is attainable. It only shows that some transitional transfer design may be fiscally
representable within a chosen scenario.

5.2 A minimal three-layer model for this chapter

For present purposes, the model should be read in three layers. The first layer is exposure. The second layer
is bridge finance. The third layer is abundance. This decomposition prevents evidence from one layer from
being overextended into another.

In the exposure layer, the natural state variables are occupational employment shares, wage bills, and
a provisional automation-exposure index. Because the Karpathy thread is unverified social media data, its
best use is as a candidate stress signal. It may help define upper, middle, and lower exposure cases for a
toy model, but it should not be treated as authoritative sector measurement. A defensible chapter therefore
speaks prospectively: once a vetted occupation-level source or a cleaned reproducible scrape is available, those
values can be aggregated into broader sectors for sensitivity analysis. Until then, the chapter can define the
mapping rule without claiming that the mapping has already been executed.

In the bridge-finance layer, the relevant motion is not “jobs disappear, therefore transfers rise.” The more
careful statement is that automation may change the composition of output, compensation, and taxable bases.
Some workers may lose income or bargaining power before a compensating automation-linked tax base matures.
That timing mismatch is the central bridge problem. Existing analyses such as short term UBI funding frontier
are useful here because they can anchor a funding-frontier discussion in an auditable file, even when the exact
underlying policy mix still represents a stylized scenario rather than a forecast. Under the assumption that
the frontier encoded in short term UBI funding frontier describes feasible combinations of transfer level and
revenue replacement within the study’s current toy arithmetic, the immediate question is not whether the
frontier is true in the world. The immediate question is which parameters move the frontier most.

In the abundance layer, UHI requires an additional mechanism beyond transfer funding. The purchasing-

power claim depends on the real cost of essentials. In notation, let the effective real-income floor be h; = y; /p&t,

where y; is nominal support or command over output and p¢* is an index of essential-goods cost. UHI is not
merely high nominal transfers. It requires that p?** fall enough, or that output access become broad enough,
that a socially high living standard is ordinary rather than exceptional. Any robotics-related parameter that
feeds that claim, including deployment density, unit-cost decline, or productivity multipliers, is speculative
in this project state. The chapter therefore treats those parameters as assumptions to be scanned, not as
validated facts.

This layered structure also clarifies how to interpret the study’s longer-horizon files. Under the assumption
that bottleneck adjusted UHI frontier and transition thresholds by scarcity summary encode a toy abundance
model with explicit bottlenecks, they are useful for identifying threshold logic: which bottlenecks dominate,
and how sensitive the transition ranking is to slower declines in scarcity. They do not by themselves establish
that humanoid robotics or general Al will in fact deliver those declines on a given timeline.

5.3 Immediate sensitivity analysis that is worth doing

The most valuable next computation, and the one most tightly aligned with this chapter title, is a small
sensitivity sweep around the solvency margin M;. The aim is not precision. The aim is to identify sign
changes and dominant elasticities in a toy bridge model. Three parameters are especially informative.

16



The first is the displacement-to-eligibility pass-through, denoted
phi. This parameter translates a gross measure of automation stress into the share of people eligible for
transitional support in the bridge window. It should not be set equal to raw exposure because exposure,
displacement, and income loss are distinct objects [1]. The second is the automation-tax capture rate, denoted

tau,, which converts automated output or profits into public revenue. The third is the essentials-cost adjust-
ment, denoted
kappa, which rescales the transfer needed to maintain a target real floor when some essential goods become
cheaper. In a short-term UBI bridge,
kappa may move little; in a long-run UHI scenario, it becomes central.

With these definitions, a compact toy bridge equation is

b*
Mt(d)a Ta, K/) = Ttbase + Ta ?Uto - Nt¢ . ; - At7

Tmathrmbase Qmathrmauta
t t

where is non-automation public revenue preserved under the scenario, is automated
output or an equivalent taxable base, N; is a reference population, and b**! is a target nominal support
benchmark before any cost adjustment. This equation is not intended as a complete public-finance model. It
is a screening device. It reveals which combinations of coverage pressure, revenue capture, and cost relief can
move the bridge from deficit to balance in a stylized setting.

Several immediate interpretive rules follow. A high value of
phi with low
tau, is the danger case: bridge obligations rise before the new tax base is large enough. A moderate
phi with moderate
tau, can produce a plausible bridge case even without strong abundance, but only as a model scenario. A
high
kappa can reduce the necessary nominal transfer, yet for the short-run bridge this channel should be used
conservatively because dramatic near-term cost compression in housing, healthcare, or other essentials would
itself need independent evidence. The literature available here supports caution on the social and labor side,
not optimism about rapid universal abundance [4, 1].

A useful extension is to rank policy mixes by robustness rather than by a single central estimate. Let a
policy bundle be robust on a bounded assumption set when M; > 0 over an interval of (
phi,
talg,
kappa) values that the researcher is willing to defend in prose. This robustness framing is preferable to
reporting a single break-even point with false precision. It also fits the current state of the evidence, because
exposure inputs are provisional and abundance parameters are speculative.

The study’s existing frontier and threshold files can be used as comparison anchors in this robustness
framing. Under the assumption that transition thresholds by scarcity summary records threshold crossings for
a scarcity-adjusted toy model, one can compare whether a candidate bridge policy appears sensitive mainly
to fiscal capture, mainly to cost decline, or mainly to the scale of eligible households. Under the assumption
that transition ranked path dataset ranks hybrid pathways by modeled feasibility, it provides an existing
container for the right type of output: not a forecast, but a scenario ranking that can be audited and revised
as assumptions change.

This chapter therefore supports a practical near-term research standard. Immediate compute should answer
questions of the form: which assumptions dominate the sign of the bridge margin, which policy lever buys the
most robustness, and which long-run abundance assumptions are doing the real work in any claimed transition
to UHI. Immediate compute should avoid questions of the form: what exact year will universal high income
arrive, or what true occupational displacement rate follows from a social media visualization.

5.4 Interpretation limits and proposal value

A proposal chapter titled “Compute we can do now” has value precisely because it marks the boundary between
disciplined modeling and unsupported narrative. The current project can already support a staged analytical
workflow. It can define state variables, isolate the short-run bridge problem, and connect that bridge to a
later abundance problem through explicit cost and output assumptions. It can also tie those calculations to
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named analyses already in the study, including short term UBI funding frontier, bottleneck adjusted UHI
frontier, and transition thresholds by scarcity summary. What it cannot yet support is a claim that the full
Karpathy-based three-sector aggregation or a definitive UBI bridge solvency simulation has been executed for
this chapter, because the exact internal filenames required for those claims are not present here.

That limit is not merely procedural. It is analytically healthy. A large share of the public discussion
conflates three different propositions: that some jobs are exposed to Al tools, that a temporary income floor
may become politically or fiscally necessary, and that a later technological regime could make high living
standards broadly abundant. The first proposition is plausible but heterogeneous [1]. The second is a welfare-
state design question with mixed politics and nontrivial fiscal arithmetic [4]. The third is a speculative
macro-technical hypothesis. Treating these as separate objects improves both honesty and model design.

The practical recommendation from this chapter is therefore conservative. Near-term work should prioritize
auditable sensitivity sweeps on simple objects like M}, because those sweeps reveal whether a bridge argument
is being driven by transfer design, by tax-base capture, or by assumed cost decline. Mid-stage work should
add better exposure measurement once a reproducible occupation dataset is available. Long-stage work can
evaluate UHI conditions only after the model includes explicit real-cost bottlenecks and makes clear which
robotics assumptions are speculative. The presence of files such as bottleneck adjusted UHI summary and
term UHI threshold scan shows that the study already contains the right conceptual direction for this last step,
but those analyses should still be read as conditional outputs of a toy framework, not as empirical validation
of an abundance economy.

In summary, the computation that can be defended now is a layered, scenario-based solvency analysis
with explicit uncertainty. It can use existing analyses as auditable anchors, literature citations as guards
against overclaiming, and simple state equations to keep the argument coherent. It should not claim measured
occupational truth from unverified social media data, and it should not infer UHI from UBI evidence. Within
those constraints, the proposal can still make real progress: it can clarify what must be true, in fiscal and
real-resource terms, for a short-term UBI bridge to avoid collapse and for any later UHI claim to amount to
more than a slogan.

6 Experiments / clinical plan

6.1 Executive summary and decision memo

This chapter is a decision memo for sequencing policy under rising automation exposure and a possible later
transition to abundance. It evaluates three candidate paths. The first is a targeted UBI bridge aimed at
households facing elevated displacement risk during the next 0-5 years. The second is a broad universal UBI
bridge deployed at national scale before abundance conditions are met. The third is a hybrid path that begins
with a targeted bridge and converts to a broader universal dividend only when measured affordability and
supply conditions support a genuine UHI regime.

The ranking is conditional and uses four criteria: deployment readiness, fiscal tractability, evidence strength,
and fit to the manuscript’s distinction between survival-floor support and abundance-driven purchasing power.
UBI is defined operationally as a cash floor intended to reduce hardship during displacement. Its success
metrics are near-term: payment accuracy, reductions in arrears and missed essentials, household stability, and
medium-run labor-market reattachment. For bounded bridge design, an auditable calibration is whether post-
transfer disposable resources are sufficient to keep exposed households above a survival floor stated in public
terms, such as a poverty-line multiple or a pre-registered hardship threshold. UHI is defined operationally as
a state in which a high-standard basket of housing, healthcare, food, transport, energy, and digital services
becomes broadly affordable in real terms because scarcity has receded. Its success metrics are different:
sustained reductions in the basket-cost ratio, broad sectoral pass-through from productivity to final prices,
and durable public revenue capacity to finance universal dividends without relying on one-off windfalls.

On those criteria, the targeted bridge ranks first. It is the most deployable option in the next 0-5 years
because it can be anchored to publicly reproducible occupation families, bounded budget envelopes, and
measurable household outcomes. The March 14, 2026 X thread cited in the study objective reports an average
automation-exposure score of 5.3 across 342 U.S. BLS occupations covering about 143 million jobs, with
especially high exposure for screen-based knowledge work and very low exposure for some manual occupations.
This chapter treats that summary as an illustrative targeting prior and a motivating stress signal, not as a
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completed administrative file and not as a quantitative calibration source. The practical implication is narrower
than in earlier drafts: pilot stratification should use public BLS major occupation groups or the manuscript’s
own broad sectoral proxies, with payment triggers tied to documented earnings losses, unemployment spells,
or sharp hours reductions inside those cohorts. A targeted bridge therefore receives a High feasibility label for
bounded pilots and a Medium label for broader scaling, pending independent reproduction of any occupation-
level exposure linkage and proof of administrative performance.

A scaled universal UBI bridge ranks second. Its administrative logic is simpler because it avoids targeting
disputes, but its fiscal burden arrives before the abundance conditions needed to make very large universal
payments easy to sustain. In this chapter it therefore receives a Medium institutional-feasibility label and a
Low-to-Medium fiscal-feasibility label under present evidence. The existing supporting analyses are useful for
scenario design, but they are modeled outputs rather than observed national fiscal results. Without stronger
evidence on financing, a universal bridge should be described as a serious policy option, not as the default
recommendation.

The hybrid UBI-to-UHI path ranks third in immediate deployability but second in long-run strategic value.
It is attractive because it matches the two-stage problem described in the manuscript: short-run displacement
risk first, abundance later. It receives a Medium strategic-feasibility label and a Conditional operational label.
The condition is strict. The path only graduates into UHI when monitoring data show that the cost of the
high-standard basket has fallen enough, in enough sectors, and for long enough, that universal high purchasing
power is supported by real supply rather than by nominal transfers alone.

The rest of the chapter formalizes this ranking. It repairs earlier corruption in the prose, separates empirical
inputs from modeled outputs and illustrative scenario sweeps, and confines political-economy citations to claims
they can actually support.

6.2 Evidence boundary, threshold calibration, and funding modules

This chapter does not report an executed national program. It specifies an auditable experimentation and
monitoring plan. Three evidentiary objects remain distinct: the motivating social-media claim about occu-
pational exposure, which is treated only as a stress signal; the scenario analyses used to explore threshold
and pilot-design tradeoffs; and any rendered figures, which should be read as illustrative sweeps rather than
observed outcomes.
The abundance metric is B
t

A=
}/tme + Dt

where B; is the annual real cost of a high-standard basket, ﬁme‘j is median disposable household income
measured excluding the proposed universal dividend, and D; is the candidate universal dividend or transfer.
This exclusion matters. Earlier drafts risked double counting when disposable income was described too loosely.
In this revision, pre-dividend and post-dividend income are kept separate. If a data source instead reports
post-dividend disposable income directly, then the denominator should be that post-dividend measure alone
rather than Y;m¢d + D,.

Earlier drafts treated A; < 0.2 as a strict threshold. That formulation was too rigid. In this revision, the
threshold is calibrated against empirical affordability benchmarks and assessed over a range 6 € [0.1,0.4], with
A; < 6 interpreted as a decision gate rather than a theorem.

The calibration logic is straightforward. Consumer affordability benchmarks in practice are often discussed
in terms of the income share required for essential spending, or in terms of poverty-line multiples. The target
relevant to UHI is not bare subsistence. It is a high-standard basket that leaves most typical household
resources available after core needs are met. A threshold near 0.4 corresponds to a world in which essentials
still command a very large share of household resources. A threshold near 0.3 is better, but still far from
abundance in the strong sense used here. A threshold near 0.2 is a demanding central benchmark because
it implies that a high-standard bundle of core goods and services consumes only a minority share of typical
resources. A threshold near 0.1 should be read as an extreme abundance case. Because this chapter does not
introduce a manuscript-contained CES table, these values are framed as calibrated affordability benchmarks
to be checked against named public data releases rather than as settled empirical constants.

The scenario order implied by tightening the threshold is backed by project computation. This is a modeled
consistency check, not an empirical measurement. It matters because the decision rule should remain monotone
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across the threshold range.

The fiscal side also needs explicit modules rather than generic reference to “capture.” This chapter therefore
treats four funding channels as the core menu for bridge and dividend finance. The first is an Al-profit surtax
applied to excess profits attributable to highly automated production. The second is a VAT on automated
output, defined operationally as value added from sectors where direct human labor input per unit of output has
fallen sharply. The third is a public dividend channel, for example through public equity stakes, royalty claims,
or sovereign wealth accumulation linked to automation infrastructure. The fourth is transfer consolidation,
but only where consolidation reduces overlap without lowering the survival floor. These modules should be
estimated separately because they differ in volatility, incidence, and political durability.

Long-run output assumptions should also be tied to named deployment hypotheses rather than to abstract
abundance rhetoric. Tesla Optimus is the obvious public reference point because the study objective names
it, but the decision framework should admit any equivalent humanoid-robot deployment path. The relevant
empirical question is not whether one firm succeeds. It is whether embodied automation reaches enough sectors,
with enough uptime and enough price pass-through, to reduce the delivered cost of housing, healthcare support
tasks, logistics, food production, transport services, and energy-system maintenance. Until that happens, high
nominal transfers remain distinct from UHI.

6.3 Near-term bridge design, 0—5 years

The short-run policy problem is labor-market cushioning under uneven exposure. The study objective specif-
ically requires engagement with the March 14, 2026 X thread. This chapter therefore uses the reported
exposure distribution as a motivating signal for where displacement may arrive first, while avoiding any claim
that the underlying linked occupation microdata have been independently validated. The reported average
exposure score is 5.3 out of 10 across 342 BLS occupations. The thread also identifies very high exposure
among some screen-based knowledge occupations, including software development and medical transcription,
while some manual occupations such as roofing are reported near the bottom of the scale. The chapter does
not claim direct possession of the linked occupation file. Instead, it uses the reported pattern to motivate a
pre-registered targeting rule built from public occupation families and observed disruption.

Eligibility for a bounded bridge pilot should be based on three jointly necessary conditions. First, the
household’s primary earner should belong to a public occupation family or sectoral proxy classified as plausibly
elevated exposure under a reproducible rule, for example screen-based administrative, analytic, or clerical
work relative to less exposed physical-service categories. Second, the household should exhibit a verifiable
displacement signal, such as a layoff, a substantial decline in hours, or a large earnings drop over a defined
window. Third, baseline income should place the household in a range where liquidity shocks are likely to
translate into hardship. This design avoids using unreproduced exposure scores alone as payment triggers.
Exposure identifies elevated risk. Payment follows observed disruption.

The pilot unit should be the household, because housing insecurity, healthcare adherence, and debt stress
are household outcomes. A plausible design compares three arms: existing-program administration, a simpli-
fied targeted cash bridge, and a targeted cash bridge plus reemployment or retraining support. The pilot-design
grid enumerates candidate transfer and enrollment combinations for planning. The same grid is also used to
inspect design-power tradeoffs. Neither file should be read as observed pilot evidence.

Primary success metrics for the bridge should reflect the operational definition of UBI as a survival-floor
instrument. The required outcomes are reduced arrears, lower incidence of missed essential spending, improved
payment stability, reduced emergency hardship, preserved healthcare adherence, and acceptable medium-run
labor-market reattachment. A bridge that lowers hardship but creates severe long-run detachment would
require redesign. A bridge that preserves household stability and improves reallocation outcomes would clear
the first policy hurdle.

Attitudinal outcomes may be measured, but they should not be treated as a simple monotone function of
automation exposure. The relevant comparative evidence is more limited and more context-dependent than
earlier drafts implied. Survey evidence from Catalonia reports a nuanced relationship between automation
risk and support for selected UBI designs, with heterogeneity across political orientation and program framing
[4]. In this chapter that finding is used only as a caution for coalition design and interpretation of survey
responses. It is not used to calibrate U.S. pilot targeting or payment levels.

The near-term fiscal ranking follows from this narrower objective. A targeted bridge is more plausible
than a broad universal bridge because it can be tied to demonstrable disruption in elevated-risk groups and
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can be financed through bounded appropriations while longer-run tax instruments are developed. The broad
universal bridge remains conceptually simpler, but it imposes a much larger financing requirement before the
country has demonstrated either abundance or a durable automated-output tax base. For that reason, the
recommended 0-5 year path is targeted first, with explicit replication gates before any national expansion.

Figures in this section should be read accordingly. The budget surface from the resulting figure is an illus-
trative scenario sweep rendered from modeled pilot-grid inputs. The design-power surface from the resulting
figure is also an illustrative scenario sweep. If the corresponding PDFs are unavailable at compile time, the
manuscript should omit the missing-figure placeholder rather than treat a file-not-found box as substantive
evidence.

6.4 Long-horizon UHI monitoring panel, 10-20+ years

The long-run problem is not whether cash transfers can be administered. It is whether abundance becomes
observable in real-resource terms. This chapter therefore proposes a named monitoring panel with annual
updates and explicit rejection rules. The panel should draw on public data sources where possible. Produc-
tivity should be tracked through BLS labor productivity series and related industry accounts. Price behavior
should be tracked through BEA price indices where appropriate, consumer price series for core household
sectors, and CMS-relevant healthcare cost series for medical components. Robotics and embodied automation
diffusion should be tracked through public company disclosures, including but not limited to Tesla Optimus
announcements, production guidance, deployment counts where disclosed, and comparable disclosures from
other firms with meaningful humanoid or service-robot programs. Because disclosures are noisy, the panel
should emphasize realized deployments and sectoral adoption evidence rather than promotional statements.

The monitoring panel should publish four classes of indicators. The first is productivity growth by sector.
The second is pass-through from productivity into end-user prices for housing, healthcare, food, transport,
energy, and digital services. The third is fiscal capture, measured separately for Al-profit surtaxes, VAT
on automated output, public dividends, and net transfer consolidation. The fourth is household incidence,
measured by the share of households whose high-standard basket ratio falls below thresholds 0.4, 0.3, 0.2, and
0.1 under stated dividend schedules.

The central decision rule is that UHI becomes policy-relevant only when multiple signals align. A low
threshold crossing in the model is not enough. The panel should require at least three consecutive annual
observations in which the central affordability ratio improves, at least four of the six basket sectors exhibit
broad real-cost relief relative to disposable income, and the dividend-finance modules together remain durable
under conservative revenue accounting. Housing and healthcare deserve special emphasis because they are
the likeliest bottlenecks. A world with cheap software and cheap entertainment but expensive shelter and
expensive care is not UHI in the sense used by this manuscript.

The rejection rules should be explicit. The UHI claim should be rejected or deferred when any of the
following conditions persist. First, robotics diffusion remains concentrated in warehouses or demonstration
settings without visible pass-through to household-facing sectors. Second, measured productivity gains rise
while housing and healthcare affordability stagnate. Third, the fiscal modules rely on narrow tax bases or
temporary capital-market gains rather than broad, repeatable public claims on automated output. Fourth,
improvements in the affordability ratio are driven mainly by transfer increases while physical deliverability
remains constrained. Fifth, the threshold crossing appears only under the loosest benchmark, such as 0.4,
while the tighter 0.2 benchmark remains far out of reach. The threshold simulations explore how productivity
growth, bottleneck elasticity, and fiscal capture interact in the affordability ratio. The corresponding summary
table should be read as an exploratory scenario summary rather than as an empirical forecast. Any figure
derived from these analyses should be labeled as an illustrative scenario sweep rather than as an observed
outcome. None should be described as an empirical forecast.

6.5 Decision gates, timeline discipline, and research status

The decision gates follow from the distinction between UBI and UHI. A bridge program should scale only when
it meets the success metrics appropriate to a survival-floor instrument. That means reliable payment delivery,
measurable reduction in hardship, acceptable interaction with existing transfers, and no evidence of severe
medium-run labor-market harm. A bridge program should not scale merely because a simulation produces an
attractive fiscal path. It must succeed administratively and socially in bounded field conditions.
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A universal UBI bridge should be considered only after the targeted bridge clears those tests and only when
financing modules are specified in enough detail to withstand public-budget scrutiny. In the current state of
evidence, the targeted bridge remains the lead recommendation because it best matches observed exposure
heterogeneity at a broad sectoral level and because it permits learning before committing to a much larger
national transfer architecture.

A UHI transition should be considered only when the monitoring panel supports the abundance claim
under a threshold range rather than under a single favored calibration. A responsible decision memo should
ask whether the verdict survives threshold variation from 0.1 to 0.4. It should also ask whether the answer
changes once housing and healthcare are given veto power as bottleneck sectors. In practical terms, a hybrid
UBI-to-UHI path remains the best long-run conceptual architecture, but it is not a present-tense policy verdict.
It is a contingent pathway whose later stages are falsifiable by public data.

The timeline is therefore sequential. During the next year, the main tasks are to finalize reproducible
eligibility definitions using public occupation families or sectoral proxies, connect those bands to verifiable
disruption triggers, and choose a bounded pilot envelope from the modeled design grid. During years 1-3,
the task is to evaluate household outcomes and administrative performance. During years 3-5, the task is
replication and integration with existing transfers. During years 5-10, the task is to stand up the public
monitoring panel and begin annual abundance accounting using named data sources. During years 10-20 and
beyond, the task is to test whether broad affordability improvements, fiscal durability, and robotics diffusion
jointly support a move from a survival-floor logic to a true high-income universal dividend.
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