The Al Dividend of Labor and UBA: The Future of Work Is Not Work, But a Productivity Balance

It's Wednesday afternoon, and Maya is sitting in a coffee shop in Brooklyn, her laptop open for exactly two
hours. She's 24, a software engineer at a mid-sized fintech company, and she's just shipped a feature that
handles real-time fraud detection across three million transactions per day. In 2015, this would have required
a team of five engineers working for a month. Maya built it in eight hours of work spread across this week,
using Al tools to handle the boilerplate code while she focused on the architecture and logic that actually
mattered.

She closes her laptop and feels something unexpected: guilt.

Not because she's done bad work-the feature is elegant, efficient, and already processing transactions in
production. The guilt comes from somewhere else. She's only worked eight hours this week and she's earning
a full salary. Last night, her mother called from Ohio. "How's work, honey?" Maya said it was good, kept it
vague. She didn't mention the eight hours. Her mother worked sixty-hour weeks her entire career as a nurse,
came home exhausted, missed recitals and soccer games, and wore her exhaustion like a badge of honor.
How do you explain to someone who sacrificed everything to the altar of hours that you're being paid well
for work that feels almost easy?

Her friends at consulting firms text her their hours: eighty-two this week, ninety-one last week, a hundred
and four during the pitch. They wear it like armor. Meanwhile, Maya is about to spend the rest of her week
learning quantum computing basics, working on a side project that might become something, and actually
sleeping eight hours a night.

The paradox isn't that Maya is unproductive. The paradox is that she feels guilty for being more productive
in less time, in a system that still measures human worth in hours extracted rather than value created. She
can't shake the feeling that she's cheating somehow, getting away with something, that eventually someone
will notice she's only working eight hours and the jig will be up.

What if the guilt is the artifact of a broken system, not a moral failing? What if Maya's discomfort is the
cognitive dissonance of living in a future that works, while still carrying the psychological baggage of a past
that doesn't?

Part I: The Backward Machine

In 1926, Henry Ford did something revolutionary: he instituted the five-day, forty-hour work week at his
factories. The decision wasn't altruistic-it was mathematical. Ford had discovered that workers who worked
fewer hours actually produced more per hour. Exhausted workers made mistakes, had accidents, and couldn't
sustain the pace his assembly lines demanded. Their hands got slow, their attention wandered, their error
rates climbed. Forty hours was the optimization point where total output peaked-push beyond it and you got
more hours but less production.

But here's what matters: Ford was optimizing for a specific constraint. Human physical labor was the scarce
input in industrial production. The machine could run indefinitely; the human operating it could not. The
assembly line didn't care if the worker was fulfilled, creative, or developing new skills. It cared whether
hands moved fast enough to keep pace. The forty-hour week was the answer to a question about maximizing
extraction from biological organisms doing repetitive physical tasks.

That question made sense in 1926. It makes no sense in 2025.

Fast forward a century. The scarce input in modern economies isn't physical labor-it's creative cognition,
pattern recognition, strategic thinking, and novel problem-solving. The machines are now doing the
repetitive work. Humans are doing something fundamentally different: the kind of thinking that requires
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space, focus, time to synthesize information, and the cognitive freedom to make unexpected connections.
The work that matters most now is precisely the work that can't be optimized through time extraction.

Yet we still structure work as if we're optimizing Ford's assembly line. We measure productivity in hours. We
reward face time. We've built entire management philosophies around supervision and extraction. We call
people "resources" and talk about "utilization rates" as if humans were machines with uptime metrics. The
system remained while the problem it solved disappeared.

The cognitive dissonance is everywhere once you start looking. Every study on reduced work hours shows
the same pattern: people working four-day weeks are more productive per hour, report higher creativity,
make better decisions, and produce more innovative solutions. Microsoft Japan tried a four-day work week
and saw productivity jump forty percent. Companies that have shifted to results-focused work structures see
output increase, not decrease. Perpetual Guardian in New Zealand cut to four days, maintained salaries, and
found stress decreased while engagement and life satisfaction soared. The evidence is overwhelming and has
been for decades.

Yet we persist in the forty-hour illusion. Why? Because we built an entire economic and social architecture
around a specific answer to an obsolete question, and changing architecture is harder than changing minds.
We've internalized the logic so deeply that even people like Maya, who live the proof that it's broken, feel
guilty for violating its terms.

Here's the thing about obsolete systems: they don't just fail to optimize for new conditions. They actively
destroy value. Every hour Maya spends in a meeting that could have been an email isn't neutral-it's
consuming the cognitive resource that could have produced the breakthrough her company actually needs.
Every young engineer grinding eighty-hour weeks isn't demonstrating work ethic-they're burning through the
neuroplasticity that makes them valuable in the first place. The system isn't just inefficient; it's
counterproductive.

We built an economic system for a problem that no longer exists. The question isn't whether we can afford to
change it. The question is whether we can afford not to.

Part II: The Development Window Crisis

Let me introduce you to Sarah, 23, working at a prestigious consulting firm in Manhattan. She bills eighty
hours a week, sometimes more. She's doing exactly what she's supposed to do: proving herself, building her
resume, establishing her career foundation. She arrives at the office at seven, leaves at nine or ten, works
Saturdays, and spends Sundays recovering enough to do it again. She's exhausted, survives on coffee and
prescription stimulants, and hasn't had time to pursue a creative thought in eighteen months.

Last week, her college roommate visited from Portland. They'd been close-the kind of friends who stayed up
until three arguing about philosophy and science fiction, who taught each other things, who were fascinated
by the world. Over dinner, Sarah realized she had nothing to say. She could talk about client presentations
and billing targets and office politics, but when her friend asked what she was reading, what she was thinking
about, what excited her-nothing came. The well was dry.

By every conventional measure, Sarah is succeeding. By every measure that actually matters, she's being
robbed.

The neuroscience is unambiguous: ages 20 to 30 represent a unique window in human cognitive
development. The brain is still highly plastic-capable of forming new neural pathways, learning complex
skills with unusual speed, and making the kind of lateral connections that produce genuine innovation. This
is the decade when expertise foundations are laid, when people discover what they're uniquely good at, when
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creative risk-taking has the highest expected value because there's time to recover from failures and iterate
On SUCCesses.

Neuroplasticity doesn't disappear after thirty, but it declines. The window for rapid skill acquisition narrows.
The capacity for fundamental perspective shifts diminishes. This isn't deficiency-it's biology. The brain
optimizes differently across life stages. The tragedy is that we've designed a system that demands maximum
time extraction during the exact period when the brain most needs space for exploration.

We're forcing people to work maximum hours during the exact period when they should be experimenting
maximum hours.

I spent time talking to successful founders, artists, and scientists-asking them when they developed the
insights that defined their careers. The pattern was striking. Almost none of them pointed to insights gained
during their grinding work hours. A physicist told me about a sabbatical year when he finally had time to
read biology papers and made the connection that became his most-cited work. A founder described being
unemployed for six months after a startup failure, terrified about money but using the time to learn a new
programming paradigm that became the foundation of her next company. An artist talked about summers in
her twenties when she worked part-time and spent afternoons in museums, developing the visual vocabulary
that defines her work now.

The counterfactual haunts me: how many potential breakthroughs died because brilliant 25-year-olds were
too exhausted to think? How many innovations never happened because the people capable of creating them
were trapped optimizing PowerPoint decks for partners who were themselves trapped in the same system?

This isn't about work ethic or laziness. Sarah works harder than most people ever will. The problem is that
hard work applied to the wrong optimization function produces waste, not value. We're optimizing for
extraction during the exact life phase when we should be optimizing for exploration.

The cruelty is that people like Sarah know something is wrong. They feel it in the emptiness when old
friends visit, in the creative impulses that die before they can be pursued, in the knowledge that they're
spending their highest-potential years on work that doesn't require their highest capacities. But the system
offers no alternative except failure. You either grind or you fall behind, and falling behind in your twenties
means spending your thirties and forties trying to catch up.

What we're doing is burning seed corn. We're consuming the exact resource-youthful cognitive plasticity and
creative energy-that produces the innovations and breakthroughs that create long-term value. And we're
doing it because we're stuck optimizing for a constraint that stopped being relevant thirty years ago.

Part III: The Family Formation Collapse

Here's a data point that should terrify policymakers: birth rates are collapsing across every developed
economy. Japan's population is projected to shrink by thirty percent by 2060. South Korea's fertility rate hit
0.72 births per woman last year-less than half the replacement rate, the lowest in the world. Italy, Spain,
Germany-the pattern repeats. Even the United States, buffered by immigration, is seeing native-born fertility
rates drop below replacement for the first time in its history.

The standard explanation blames values: young people are too selfish, too career-focused, too interested in
travel and experiences to have children. Politicians give speeches about duty and sacrifice. Opinion
columnists write hand-wringing pieces about declining commitment to family. This explanation is both
insulting and wrong.
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I'll give you a different scene. Two people, both 34, both professionals with good jobs in a mid-sized city.
Call them James and Lisa. They're sitting at their kitchen table on a Sunday night, running the numbers for
the third time this month. They're trying to decide whether to have a second child.

Their daughter is three. Childcare costs $2,500 per month-more than their mortgage. If Lisa scales back to
part-time, they lose not just her current income but her career trajectory. She's seen what happens to women
who step off the ladder: they don't step back on at the same rung. The penalty compounds over decades in
lost promotions, lost raises, lost opportunities. If James scales back, the penalty is less severe but still real-
men who prioritize family over career get quietly passed over.

They're already exhausted managing one child and two full-time careers. Lisa's firm expects her in the office
four days a week. James travels twice a month for sales meetings. Their daughter goes to bed at seven-thirty;
they get home at six-fifteen if traffic is good, have forty-five minutes with her, then collapse. Weekends are a
blur of laundry, groceries, cleaning, and trying to recover enough to face Monday. They love their daughter
desperately. They want another child. The math doesn't work.

This isn't a values problem. It's a scheduling problem.

The cruel logic of the current system forces an impossible choice: full career participation or family
formation, never both at full capacity. Women bear the heaviest burden because biology creates asymmetries
the system refuses to accommodate. Pregnancy, childbirth, and nursing are physical realities that can't be
outsourced or optimized away. But the problem affects everyone. Men who want to be present fathers face
the same career penalties for scaling back hours. Single parents face impossible arithmetic. Even people who
want children but don't have partners yet find that the window closes while they're establishing careers that
demand total commitment during their peak fertility years.

The system was designed for a world where one partner stayed home and the other worked. That world is
gone, but the system remains. We added women to the workforce without redesigning work structures to
accommodate the reality that children need parental time and attention. The result is a generation forced to
choose between economic security and biological imperatives.

Japan, South Korea, Italy, Spain-these aren't random countries facing demographic collapse. They're the
places where work culture is most intense, where expectations for face time and devotion are highest, where
the contradiction between modern work structures and human life cycles has reached its mathematical
conclusion. They're canaries in the coal mine, and the mine is the entire developed world.

Look at the numbers carefully. The countries with highest gender equality in workforce participation tend to
have the lowest birth rates. This isn't because equality causes childlessness-it's because we achieved equality
by adding women to a system designed for people without caregiving responsibilities, then acted surprised
when people can't do both.

What if this isn't a crisis of values but a crisis of systems? What if people aren't choosing careers over
children-they're being forced into a false choice by structures designed for a world where one partner stayed
home, where physical labor was the scarce input, where the future looked like the past?

The question isn't how to convince people to have more children. The question is how to stop forcing them to
choose between economic participation and human biology.

@ VISOKO DARVO WWW.VISOKODARVO.ORG 4



Part I'V: The Inversion

Let's run a thought experiment. Imagine designing an economic system from scratch, with no historical
baggage, optimized for how humans actually function in a world where Al handles routine cognition and
human creativity is the scarce resource.

When do humans need the most time? The answer is obvious once you stop to think about it. People in their
twenties need time to explore, experiment, fail, learn, and discover what they're uniquely capable of doing.
This is when the brain is most plastic, most capable of rapid skill acquisition, most able to make unexpected
connections. People in their thirties need time to form families, be present for young children, and integrate
new humans into society without sacrificing everything else. People in their forties need time to pursue
mastery, to go deep on the domains where they've developed expertise, to make the creative leaps that only
come with experience plus space to think.

When do humans have the most to offer in concentrated doses? Also obvious once you think about it: people
in their fifties, sixties, and seventies who've accumulated decades of pattern recognition, who can see
connections others miss, who can solve problems quickly because they've seen versions of them before, who
can mentor effectively because they've made all the mistakes already.

The optimization function writes itself. You want younger people working less-not because they're less
capable, but because the opportunity cost of their time is highest. Every hour a 25-year-old spends in
meetings is an hour not spent developing capabilities that compound over decades. You want older people
working more-not to extract value from aging bodies, but because their per-hour contribution is highest when
they're applying decades of accumulated pattern recognition to problems that require it.

Now here's the inversion: what if we structured compensation to match this reality?

Twenty percent work time at age 20, full salary. Thirty percent at 30. Forty percent at 40. The progression
continues-fifty percent at 50, sixty percent at 60, and people who want to keep working at 70 can do so at
seventy percent time. The system inverts. Instead of demanding maximum hours when people need
maximum flexibility, it provides maximum flexibility when people need it most, then gradually increases
participation as capacity and accumulated expertise grow.

Let's work through the math carefully, because this is where skepticism usually enters. How can a 25-year-
old working eight hours a week possibly justify a full salary?

Here's the answer: they already do, we just haven't updated the accounting.

Maya working eight focused hours with Al tools ships features that required teams and months a decade ago.
This isn't hypothetical-it's happening right now, in companies everywhere, creating massive cognitive
dissonance between output and hours worked. The productivity explosion from Al isn't coming-it's here.
We're just pretending it isn't because acknowledging it would require rebuilding systems that took a century
to construct.

But let me give you something more concrete than Maya's story, because one example could be an outlier.
Let me tell you about a company-I'll call them Apex Digital, a software development firm with about two
hundred employees. Three years ago, they started experimenting with what they called "lifecycle
scheduling." New hires under 26 work one day a week on client projects, four days on learning,
experimentation, and internal tools. They're paid junior developer salaries-$85,000 in their market.

The first year, management panicked. They were paying people who were "only" working twenty percent
time. The utilization metrics looked terrible. Then they started noticing patterns. The junior developers on
this schedule were producing internal tools that saved hundreds of hours across the company. They were
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learning new frameworks fast enough to implement them on client projects within months instead of years.
By year two, these developers were being pulled into client work not because they needed the hours but
because they'd developed specific expertise that senior people didn't have.

The company tracked it carefully: by year three, their "twenty percent" juniors were outperforming
traditionally scheduled juniors from competitors who they hired at the same time. Not slightly-dramatically.
When Apex hired traditionally trained developers from other companies, they had to spend six months
breaking them of the habits that come from grinding: learned helplessness about learning new things, waiting
to be told what to do, optimizing for looking busy rather than producing value.

Apex's turnover rate for junior developers is three percent. Industry average is thirty percent. The cost
savings from retention alone justified the program. The innovation gains were surplus.

Now add the compounding factor: a 25-year-old who spends sixty percent of their week learning new skills,
experimenting with new tools, pursuing side projects, and actually sleeping enough to maintain cognitive
function becomes dramatically more valuable over time. The investment in their reduced hours early pays
dividends across their entire career arc. Companies already understand this intuitively-they invest heavily in
training young workers, accepting low early productivity as the price of high later productivity. The
progressive work model just makes this explicit and pushes the logic further.

Compare this to the current system: a 25-year-old grinding eighty hours a week burns out, learns slowly
because exhaustion impairs neuroplasticity, and either leaves for another company (taking their training
investment with them) or becomes a mid-level performer marking time until retirement. The employer gets
high hours but low return on those hours. The individual sacrifices their highest-potential decade to a system
that wastes it.

Now consider the other end. A 55-year-old working twenty-four focused hours per week-sixty percent time-
with three decades of accumulated expertise. They're not doing routine work; Al handles that. They're
solving the problems that require pattern recognition across thousands of previous situations. They're
mentoring junior people, turning months of flailing into hours of directed effort. They're making strategic
decisions that shift entire trajectories.

At Apex, they tracked this too. Senior developers working sixty percent time (three days a week) produced
more valuable output than when they'd been working five days. Not because they worked harder in less time-
because they had space to think. The two days off weren't vacation; they were when the subconscious
processing happened, when the pattern recognition that defines expertise had time to work. The seniors came
back on their work days with solutions to problems that had been blocking teams.

Their per-hour value is an order of magnitude higher than a junior person's, precisely because of all those
years of compounding knowledge. The math works not despite the productivity explosion but because of it.

The surplus value created by Al and accumulated capital makes this possible. The question isn't whether the
productivity exists-it manifestly does. The question is how we distribute it. Right now, it flows almost
entirely to capital holders while workers are told to be grateful for wages that haven't kept pace with
productivity growth in forty years.

The progressive work model isn't radical. It's just catching the compensation system up to reality. We're
already living in a world where hours worked and value created have decoupled. We're just paying people as
if it's still 1926.
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Part V: Beyond Basic Income-The Agency Revolution

Here's where most people get it wrong. They hear this model and immediately think: "Oh, this is Universal
Basic Income with extra steps." It's not. It's something far more important, and the distinction matters more
than almost anything else about this proposal.

Let me show you why. There's a UBI pilot program running in Stockton, California. Participants receive
$500 per month, no strings attached. The researchers running the study interview participants regularly, and
they ask some version of the same question every time: "What are you doing with your time? How are you
spending your days? What activities are you engaged in?"

Notice the anxiety embedded in those questions. The implicit assumption: people receiving money without
working need to justify their existence. They need to prove they're doing something productive, something
worthy, something that earns the resource transfer. The question treats recipients as dependents who must
demonstrate they deserve support.

One participant, a single mother, described the psychological weight of this in an interview. She was using
the money to cover childcare while she took online courses. Objectively, she was doing exactly what society
claims to want-investing in education, caring for her child, trying to improve her situation. But she talked
about feeling like she had to defend herself constantly, to prove she wasn't lazy, to justify why she "deserved"
the money. The program gave her resources but couldn't give her dignity.

This is the fundamental flaw in the UBI framing. It positions economic support as charity, treats humans as
consumers who need to be maintained, and forces people to defend their worth in a system that has already
deemed them unnecessary. UBI asks: "How do we take care of people who don't need to work?" The
question itself is poisoned because it starts from a position of dependency.

Universal Basic Agency asks something completely different: "How do we create conditions where humans
can contribute at their highest capacity across their entire life arc?"

The distinction isn't semantic. It's everything.

UBI is passive. It says: here's money, figure out what to do with yourself, try not to feel bad about being a
burden. UBA is active. It says: here's an economic foundation that matches human development curves,
here's a structure that recognizes contribution takes many forms, here's a system that treats you as an agent
capable of creating value rather than a dependent requiring maintenance.

Let me give you historical precedent for why this matters. The Renaissance wasn't produced by people
grinding in workshops twelve hours a day. It was produced by artists and thinkers supported by patronage
systems-economic structures that provided security and autonomy simultaneously. The Medicis didn't give
Leonardo da Vinci money because he was a charity case. They gave him resources because they recognized
his capacity to create value that markets couldn't properly price. The relationship was symbiotic: Leonardo
had agency to pursue his highest work, the Medicis got innovation and prestige.

Bell Labs invented most of the twentieth century's fundamental technologies: the transistor, the laser,
information theory, Unix, C++, the CCD sensor that makes digital cameras possible. They didn't do this by
maximizing hours worked or quarterly earnings. They did it by giving brilliant people security and
autonomy-researchers were encouraged to spend a day a week on whatever interested them, even if it had no
clear commercial application. The system provided security (stable employment, good salaries) and
autonomy (freedom to pursue ideas without immediate pressure). The result was breakthrough after
breakthrough.
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Universities grant sabbaticals to professors precisely because time away from daily duties produces
breakthroughs that daily duties prevent. A professor on sabbatical isn't being paid not to work-they're being
given the space to do the work that requires space. The papers written on sabbatical, the books completed,
the theoretical advances made-these often represent the highest-value contributions of entire careers.

What these systems had in common: security plus autonomy equals breakthrough thinking. Not security
alone-that's UBI, and it treats people as dependents. Not autonomy alone-that's the gig economy, where
people have freedom but no security, which produces anxiety and short-term thinking. Both together,
structured in ways that match human capacity to contribution.

This is what UBA provides through three interlocking pillars. And this is where the model moves beyond
theory into practical architecture.

First pillar: Economic Floor. Yes, this includes what people call UBI-basic needs met regardless of work
status. But it's not framed as charity or wealth transfer. It's a dividend from collective productivity gains.
When Al and accumulated capital produce surplus value, that surplus belongs to everyone who participated
in creating the system that made it possible. Which is everyone.

Think about it this way: every Al system is trained on data generated by millions of humans. Every
automated process replaces work that humans spent generations perfecting. Every productivity gain stands
on the shoulders of accumulated knowledge. The surplus isn't created ex nihilo by genius entrepreneurs-it's
created by building on a foundation that everyone contributed to. This isn't redistribution; it's distribution.
The floor exists not to support dependents but to eliminate the fear that prevents risk-taking and
experimentation.

This is a Conservative argument, not a progressive one. It preserves property rights while recognizing that
property has social foundations. It maintains market efficiency while acknowledging that markets underprice
certain forms of contribution. It's not about equality of outcomes-it's about creating conditions where market
mechanisms can work properly by ensuring people can take risks, refuse exploitative work, and invest in
long-term skill development.

Second pillar: Progressive Work Architecture. This is the age-scaled model-twenty percent at 20, thirty
percent at 30, and so on. But notice what this isn't: it's not paying people not to work. It's structuring work to
match human capacity curves and life cycle needs. A 25-year-old working twenty percent time isn't idle;
they're working in the way that produces maximum long-term value. A 60-year-old working sixty percent
time isn't being pushed out; they're contributing in the way that leverages accumulated expertise most
effectively.

The architecture recognizes that optimization changes across life stages. Young people need time to develop
capabilities. Parents need time to raise children. Experienced workers need time to think deeply rather than
constantly. This isn't softness-it's efficiency. You don't optimize a system by applying uniform constraints
across contexts that have different optimization functions.

Third pillar: Contribution Recognition. Not all value is captured by markets. Raising children creates
enormous social value that GDP ignores. The parents who invest time and energy in raising well-adjusted,
educated, emotionally healthy children are producing the future workforce, the future innovators, the future
citizens. Markets radically underprice this because the value is diffuse and long-term. But any rational
accounting must include it.

Community organizing, creative work that doesn't immediately monetize, caring for elderly parents,
developing open-source software, mentoring young people, maintaining cultural practices-these activities
produce real value that markets under-compensate or don't compensate at all. UBA includes mechanisms to
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recognize and reward non-market contributions. The details matter less than the principle: contribution is
broader than employment, and the system must acknowledge this.

Here's the philosophical core that makes this work: we're not asking "how do we pay people not to work?"
We're asking "how do we create conditions where humans can contribute their highest capacity at every life
stage?"

Agency isn't freedom from work. It's freedom to work in ways that match how humans actually function.

Think about Maya again. Under UBI, she'd receive money and face constant questions-from others and
herself-about whether she's really productive enough to justify it. The guilt wouldn't go away; it would
intensify. She'd be a dependent receiving charity, always needing to prove her worth to a system that had
already deemed her unnecessary.

Under UBA, she has agency-economic security paired with a work structure that lets her contribute at her
actual capacity. She's not a dependent receiving charity. She's a participant in an economic system that's
finally sophisticated enough to match compensation to value creation rather than hours extracted. She works
twenty percent time not because she's lazy but because that's what produces optimal long-term value given
how humans actually function at 24. The system expects her to spend the other eighty percent developing
capabilities, and it compensates her for doing so because it recognizes that capability development is itself
valuable work.

The 25-year-old with agency-time to think, learn, experiment, fail, iterate-produces more real value than that
same person trapped in sixty-hour weeks. This isn't speculation. The evidence is everywhere, from Apex
Digital to Microsoft Japan to every study on reduced work hours. We just refuse to see it because seeing it
would require admitting that our current structures destroy value they claim to create.

UBA doesn't reduce productivity. It unleashes it. The current system optimizes for hours extracted. UBA
optimizes for value created. One treats humans as machines to be utilized. The other treats humans as agents
to be enabled.

The difference isn't academic. It's the difference between a system that produces resentment and dependency
and one that produces contribution and dignity.

Part VI: The Transition
The obvious question: how do we get from here to there?

The answer frustrates people who want legislative solutions, but it's true: we don't start with policy. We start
with demonstration. This isn't ideological-it's practical. Large-scale system change doesn't happen through
top-down mandates. It happens through proof of concept that creates competitive pressure.

The transition happens in phases, led by market forces, with policy filling gaps for sectors that can't self-
organize.

Phase one is already underway. Tech companies, creative agencies, professional services firms-they're
experimenting with four-day weeks, results-only work environments, unlimited PTO, and reduced schedules
at maintained compensation. They're not doing this from altruism. They're doing it because talent flows to
companies offering better conditions, and in knowledge work, talent is everything.

Here's how the cascade works: a company implements reduced hours with maintained compensation. If
productivity drops, they revert. But if productivity maintains or increases-which evidence suggests it will-

@ VISOKO DARVO WWW.VISOKODARVO.ORG 9



they've just gained a massive competitive advantage in talent acquisition. The best people, who have options,
choose the company that doesn't destroy their lives.

Watch what happens when a few prominent companies go fully into the progressive work model. Not
tentative experiments-full commitment. Twenty percent time for people in their twenties, with full
compensation, explicit expectations about using that time for learning and experimentation. Thirty percent
time for people in their thirties, with cultural support for family formation and career progression. The model
implemented seriously, not as a pilot program but as core architecture.

If the productivity data holds-and everything we know suggests it will-those companies will outperform
competitors within three years. They'll produce more innovation per dollar spent. They'll retain people
longer, reducing the crushing costs of turnover. In knowledge work, replacing a senior person costs eighteen
months of their salary once you account for recruiting, training, and lost productivity. Companies with three
percent turnover versus thirty percent turnover have an enormous structural advantage.

They'll attract the best talent who are increasingly unwilling to sacrifice their twenties and thirties to systems
that waste them. The younger generation has watched their parents sacrifice everything to work and end up
laid off at 55, watching their marriages fail, missing their children's childhoods. They're not impressed by the
old models, and they have enough market power to demand better.

This creates a tipping point. Once proof of concept exists at scale-and by scale I mean companies with
thousands of employees, not just startups-adoption accelerates. Not because of regulation or mandates, but
because companies that don't adapt will lose talent to companies that do.

Market forces can drive sixty percent of this transition simply through competitive pressure. This is why the
UBA model is more viable than UBI. It doesn't require convincing legislators or building political coalitions-
it requires convincing companies that it improves their bottom line. That's a much easier sell because it's
demonstrably true.

Phase two involves sector expansion. Some industries can move faster than others. Knowledge work goes
first because the productivity gains from Al are most obvious there and because talent scarcity gives workers
negotiating power. But the logic applies broadly, just with different ratios.

Healthcare workers might work at different percentages-sixty percent early career, seventy-five percent mid-
career-because physical presence matters differently than in pure knowledge work. A nurse can't do nursing
from home; patient care requires being there. But a 30-year-old nurse with two young children still benefits
from working thirty hours instead of fifty. The hospital benefits from reduced burnout and turnover. The
patients benefit from nurses who aren't exhausted.

Construction, manufacturing, service industries-each sector needs customized models, but the principle
holds: match work intensity to life cycle needs and human capacity curves. A 25-year-old construction
worker benefits from time to develop skills through apprenticeship models that combine work with
education. A 60-year-old construction worker can't maintain the physical pace of a 30-year-old, but their
accumulated expertise makes them valuable in supervisory and mentoring roles that don't require the same
physical output.

The key insight is that the model adapts to constraints rather than ignoring them. Different sectors will have
different optimal ratios. That's fine. The principle remains: stop optimizing for uniform time extraction and
start optimizing for value creation across life cycles.

Phase three is where policy enters decisively. Once the model proves itself in sectors that can self-
organize, legislation creates framework and safety nets for sectors that can't. Minimum requirements for
companies over certain sizes. Tax incentives for early adopters that offset transition costs. Social insurance
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systems that support the economic floor-health care decoupled from employment, basic income guarantee,
subsidized childcare.

International coordination becomes important to prevent labor arbitrage where companies offshore work to
countries without protections. This isn't as hard as it sounds-developed economies already coordinate on
labor standards, environmental regulations, and tax policy. Adding work structure standards is an extension
of existing mechanisms.

Timeline: five years to proof of concept at major companies. We're already two years in with the four-day
week experiments. Fifteen years to widespread adoption across sectors that can self-organize. Twenty to
thirty years to full integration with policy frameworks and social insurance systems.

This might sound slow, but consider precedent. Remote work went from fringe practice to mainstream
default in eighteen months during COVID. Not because of careful planning or political consensus-because
circumstances forced rapid experimentation and the benefits became undeniable. Companies that resisted lost
talent to companies that adapted. The transition was market-driven and nearly complete within two years.

The progressive work model doesn't require a pandemic to trigger adoption. It just requires a few prominent
demonstrations that the productivity gains are real and the talent acquisition advantages are decisive. Once
that proof exists, competitive pressure does the rest.

The transition isn't a leap into the unknown. It's a cascade of small shifts, each building on the last, driven
primarily by the obvious fact that the new model produces better outcomes than the old one for everyone
involved-workers, companies, and society.

Part VII: The Objections
Let's address the immediate objections head-on, because they're predictable and worth taking seriously.
"Who pays for this?"

The productivity dividend is already here. Al and accumulated capital produce massive surplus value right
now, today. This isn't speculative future wealth-it's present reality. Corporate profits as a share of GDP are at
historic highs. Productivity per worker has increased 70 percent since 1979 while median wages have
increased 12 percent. The surplus exists. The question isn't whether we can afford to redistribute some of it;
it's whether we can afford the social instability of continuing to concentrate it.

The progressive work model doesn't require confiscatory taxation or destroying capital markets. It requires
recognizing that the productivity gains from Al and accumulated knowledge are collective achievements that
should produce collective benefits. This isn't socialism-it's the fundamental bargain that makes capitalism
politically sustainable. When productivity gains flow entirely to capital holders while workers see stagnant
wages despite working harder, you get political instability and populist backlash. We're living through it now.

Redirecting some of the surplus to support progressive work structures isn't charity-it's system maintenance.
It's recognizing that human development, family formation, and innovation require time that markets don't
automatically provide. It's investing in the actual sources of long-term value creation rather than optimizing
for quarterly earnings.

"Won't people just slack off?"

The evidence suggests the opposite, and we have decades of research on this. Every study on intrinsic
motivation shows the same pattern: people given autonomy and purpose work harder and more effectively
than people driven by external pressure and surveillance. Dan Pink's research, echoing decades of
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psychology, shows that for creative work-which is most modern work-autonomy, mastery, and purpose
matter more than compensation beyond a certain threshold.

The worry about slacking comes from a fundamentally cynical view of human nature that data doesn't
support. Yes, some people will slack. Some people slack in the current system too-they've just learned to
look busy. The question isn't whether the new system is perfect, it's whether it's better than the status quo.

More importantly, the progressive work model maintains incentive structures. A 25-year-old producing
exceptional work in their twenty percent time builds reputation, creates opportunities, and advances faster
than peers who coast. Output becomes visible when you're not just measuring hours. That's a stronger
incentive than presence-based structures where showing up matters more than contributing.

At Apex Digital, they found that the lifecycle scheduling model created stronger performance incentives, not
weaker ones. When you can't hide behind hours worked, actual output becomes the differentiator. The people
who produced exceptional work in their reduced hours got recognition, better projects, faster advancement.
The people who coasted became visible quickly and either improved or left. The system was more
meritocratic, not less.

"What about jobs that require physical presence?"

Different sectors need different implementations, not different principles. Nurses need to be physically
present for patient care. Construction workers need to be on site. Teachers need to be with students. These
constraints are real and the model must accommodate them.

But accommodation doesn't mean abandonment. A 30-year-old nurse working thirty hours instead of fifty
hours still provides patient care. The hospital needs to hire more nurses to cover the hours, yes. But they save
on burnout costs, turnover costs, and medical errors from exhausted staff. Healthcare has a nursing shortage
not because too few people enter the field but because too many leave within five years due to unsustainable
conditions. Fix the conditions, reduce turnover, and you fix the shortage.

Construction might use different ratios-maybe 60/60/70 instead of 20/30/40 for the first three decades. The
principle remains: younger workers benefit from time to develop skills through formal training combined
with work experience. Older workers can't maintain the physical pace indefinitely but have expertise that's
valuable in different roles. The model adapts to sector constraints while maintaining the core insight that life
cycle needs matter and time extraction isn't the optimal strategy.

"This is just UBI with extra steps."

No. I've explained this at length, but it bears repeating because the confusion is common. UBI treats income
support as the end goal. UBA treats income support as one component of a larger system that creates agency.
UBI asks how to maintain people who aren't needed. UBA asks how to structure participation so everyone
can contribute at highest capacity.

One is passive support that treats people as dependents. The other is active architecture that treats people as
agents. The psychological and social implications are completely different. Under UBI, you're a welfare
recipient who must justify your existence. Under UBA, you're a participant in an economic system structured
around how humans actually function.

The difference shows up in politics: UBI faces constant political vulnerability because it's framed as taking
from productive people to give to unproductive people. UBA creates a coalition of the entire life cycle-
everyone benefits at different stages, so everyone has stake in maintaining it. That's politically sustainable in
ways UBIl isn't.
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"Sounds nice, but it's not realistic."

This objection always means: "I can't imagine how we get from here to there." Fair enough. Nobody in 1920
could imagine social security, employer-provided healthcare, or forty-hour work weeks either. Those ideas
seemed impossibly utopian until they became normal. The objection confuses current systems with
permanent reality.

The question isn't whether UBA is realistic. The question is whether the current system is sustainable.
Collapsing birth rates threaten the entire foundation of intergenerational support systems. Epidemic mental
health crises among young people reduce long-term productivity. Talent increasingly refuses to participate in
systems that destroy their lives. Companies face recruitment crises not because of skill shortages but because
people won't work under terms that seem increasingly absurd.

The status quo is failing. That's not speculation-it's measurable, observable, and accelerating. The relevant
question isn't whether UBA is realistic. It's whether we have anything better to try.

Keep it real: yes, implementation is hard. Yes, some sectors are harder than others. Yes, there will be gaming
and unintended consequences that require iteration. That's not an argument against the model; it's a design
constraint. Every significant system evolution faces implementation challenges. Social security faced similar
objections. Medicare faced similar objections. The forty-hour work week faced similar objections. All of
them required iteration and adjustment. All of them eventually worked.

The relevant question is whether the target state is better than the status quo. The answer is obviously yes.
Part VIII: What This Actually Creates

Let me paint you a picture of what this looks like in practice, across different lives, different stages, different
contexts. Not utopia-people still face challenges. But different challenges. Better problems than impossible
problems.

A 22-year-old working three days a week, earning enough to live comfortably in a shared apartment. She
spends Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday doing full-stack development for a startup. Thursday through Sunday
are hers. She's teaching herself machine learning-not because her job requires it, but because she's curious
and fascinated by how neural networks process images. She's building a side project that combines computer
vision with accessibility tools for blind users. It might become something. It might not. She has time to find
out.

Friday mornings she sleeps late and doesn't feel guilty about it. Friday afternoons she reads-science fiction,
philosophy, history, whatever captures her attention. She's discovering that she's interested in how
technologies change society, how incentive structures shape behavior, how systems evolve. None of this is
directly relevant to her current job. All of it is building a mental model of how complex systems work that
will define her career in ways she can't yet see.

Saturday she works on the accessibility project. Sunday she sees friends, cooks elaborate meals, goes for
long walks. She's not anxious about wasting time because the system expects her to explore, experiment, and
develop. By 28, she's discovered she's unusually good at understanding how Al systems fail in edge cases-
not just technically, but socially, ethically. She's built a reputation in online communities. She's contributed to
open-source projects that thousands of people use. She has offers from companies that value her specific
expertise.

The productivity of her twenties-measured properly, in capability development rather than hours billed-
exceeded anything the old system would have produced. She didn't burn out. She didn't narrow into
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premature expertise. She didn't sacrifice curiosity to grinding. The person she became by 30 is more capable,
more creative, more valuable than if she'd spent those years billing eighty hours a week.

A 34-year-old working twelve hours per week, present for his children's childhood in ways his own parents
couldn't be. He works Monday and Tuesday for a consulting firm-strategic work that requires his
accumulated expertise in supply chain optimization. The rest of the week is his. He picks his kids up from
school. He cooks dinner with them, helps with homework, reads to them before bed. He's there for the small
moments that define childhood-the conversations in the car, the questions at bedtime, the skinned knees and
hurt feelings and small triumphs.

His career hasn't stalled; it's progressed. His twelve hours are incredibly focused. He solves in two days what
takes less experienced consultants two weeks because he's accumulated ten years of pattern recognition.
Clients pay for his expertise, not his hours. His firm values him precisely because he produces high-value
work without the overhead of managing someone working fifty hours a week.

He and his partner decided to have a third child last year-a decision that would have been financially
impossible under the old system. They can afford it because they're both working reduced hours at
maintained compensation, because childcare costs are partially covered by the contribution recognition
system, because the social support infrastructure actually supports raising children rather than just talking
about family values.

His children will grow up with present parents who aren't exhausted and resentful. They'll see adults who
have time for them, who model balanced lives, who demonstrate that work is part of life but not life itself.
The social value of this compounds over generations. These children are more likely to become healthy
adults, form stable families, contribute to society. The investment in their father's time pays dividends that
GDP doesn't capture but that matter enormously.

A 58-year-old working twenty-five hours per week, finally sustainable. She's got three decades of experience
in organizational design-helping companies restructure for efficiency, navigate mergers, adapt to
technological change. She works Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday. She takes Thursday and Friday for herself.

The three work days are intensely productive. She's not doing routine work; there are junior people for that.
She's solving the problems that require seeing patterns across hundreds of previous situations. She's
mentoring, turning months of flailing into days of directed effort. She's making strategic decisions that shift
entire trajectories.

Wednesday afternoon, she had a video call with a company facing a merger integration challenge. She'd seen
versions of this problem fifteen times. She knew the three places where things typically break, the two
common mistakes management makes, the one intervention that usually works. The call lasted an hour. She
saved the company six months of trial and error. That's what three decades of accumulated expertise looks
like.

Thursday and Friday aren't vacation. Thursday she reads-industry publications, academic papers, books that
have nothing to do with her field. She's noticed that her best insights come from ideas imported from other
domains. She gives herself time to learn things that don't have immediate application. Friday she gardens,
sees friends, thinks. The insights that arrive on Friday morning walks solve problems she's been
unconsciously processing for weeks.

She's not burned out because twenty-five hours is sustainable in ways fifty hours never was. She plans to
work into her seventies because the work is meaningful and the pace is human. Her per-hour value is higher
now than it ever was, precisely because she's not exhausted. She's retained, engaged, productive-everything
the old system claimed to want but systematically prevented through time extraction.
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This isn't utopia. The 22-year-old still has moments of self-doubt, relationships that don't work out, projects
that fail. The 34-year-old still faces challenges raising three kids, still has conflicts with his partner, still
worries about whether he's doing it right. The 58-year-old still deals with difficult clients, still faces age
discrimination in some contexts, still worries about staying relevant.

But they struggle with challenges intrinsic to human existence, not artificial ones created by systems that
force impossible choices. They have agency-the ability to participate fully in economic and social life on
terms that match how humans actually function.

The innovation explosion happens not because people work harder but because they have space to think. The
best ideas don't emerge from grinding hours; they emerge from minds with time to synthesize information
from disparate domains, pursue hunches that don't immediately pay off, make connections between ideas that
seem unrelated. When cognitive surplus meets freedom, breakthrough thinking becomes normal rather than
exceptional.

The demographic stabilization happens not through policy incentives but through removing artificial
constraints. When people can afford families without sacrificing careers, birth rates stabilize. Not because of
coercion or guilt, but because the false choice disappears. People who want children can have them. People
who don't, don't. But the decision isn't forced by economic structures designed for a different era.

The mental health revolution happens because time poverty-the root of most modern psychological
dysfunction-ends. Not all suffering ends; humans are complicated and suffering is inherent to consciousness.
But the epidemic levels of anxiety and depression that correlate with work intensification and time
compression largely disappear. People still face genuine challenges. They just face them as whole humans
with time to sleep, think, connect, and recover.

The Dividend Decision

It's Wednesday afternoon, and Maya is sitting in a coffee shop in Brooklyn. She closes her laptop after four
hours of deep work. Tomorrow she's diving into quantum computing fundamentals-not because her job
requires it, but because she's curious and has time to pursue curiosity. Next week she's starting a side project
that combines her fintech experience with her growing interest in quantum-resistant cryptography. It might
become something. It might not. She has time to find out.

She's not guilty anymore. The guilt dissolved once she understood it was artifact, not insight-the residue of a
system designed for constraints that no longer exist. Her productivity is undeniable. She produces more real
value in her eight weekly hours than most people do in fifty, and she's developing capabilities that compound
over decades.

Last night she called her mother back. "Work's great, Mom. I'm learning quantum computing on the side."
There was a pause. "You have time for that?" Her mother's voice carried confusion, maybe a touch of envy.
"I have time for lots of things. That's the point."

She's not living in a different world than her mother-not yet. But she's living in a different system, one that's
finally caught up to reality. One that recognizes that humans aren't machines to be utilized but agents to be
enabled.

The Al dividend isn't theoretical. It's here, measurably, undeniably. Every day, Al systems handle work that
required human hours last year. Every month, productivity per hour increases while hours required decreases.
The surplus value grows. It flows somewhere. Right now it flows almost entirely to capital holders while
workers work longer hours for stagnant wages.
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We have a decision to make about that dividend. We can let it continue flowing upward, maintain systems
designed for scarcity in an age of abundance, and watch societies tear themselves apart as people face
impossible choices between economic participation and human thriving. We can cling to the forty-hour work
week because it feels normal, even though the problem it solved disappeared thirty years ago. We can keep
optimizing for time extraction while wondering why birth rates collapse and mental health crises accelerate.

Or we can build something better.

Not Universal Basic Income-that's too small, too passive, too focused on maintenance rather than agency.
Universal Basic Agency: an economic architecture that finally treats humans as agents rather than resources,
that matches work structures to human capacity curves, that recognizes contribution in all its forms.

The future of work isn't work-not as we currently define it, measured in hours extracted and face time
logged. The future of work is what humans do when they're finally free to be productive in ways that match
how humans actually function. It's a 25-year-old spending eighty percent of her week developing capabilities
that compound over decades. It's a 35-year-old present for childhood while still contributing meaningfully to
economic life. It's a 60-year-old applying accumulated wisdom at sustainable intensity.

The question isn't whether we can afford this. The productivity exists. The surplus is real. The question is
whether we can afford not to-whether we can afford the social cost of collapsing birth rates, epidemic mental
health crises, and talent increasingly refusing to participate in systems that destroy their lives.

The question is whether we have the imagination to design systems for the world we actually live in rather
than the world we inherited.

The Al dividend is here. We just have to decide how to spend it. We can spend it maintaining systems that
waste human potential while concentrating wealth. Or we can spend it creating conditions where humans can
finally contribute at their highest capacity across their entire life arc.

Maya closes her laptop. Tomorrow, quantum computing. Next week, the new project. Tonight, dinner with
friends and eight hours of sleep. This isn't utopia. It's just a system that finally works the way humans do.
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Appendix

Progressive Work Architecture: The Mathematical Foundation

THE CORE FORMULA

u=1F

Where:
. u (mu) = Required productivity multiplier per hour
. F = Fraction of standard time worked

. 1/F = Mathematical inverse that maintains output equilibrium

WHY EACH ELEMENT

F (Work-Time Fraction)

. Represents actual hours / baseline hours
. Example: 28 hours / 40 hours = 0.7
. This is your input variable - what you control

u (Productivity Multiplier)
. How much more productive each hour must be
J This is what Al enables (5-10x proven)
. This is your output requirement
The 1/F Relationship
. Mathematical necessity: If you work half the time, you need double the productivity
. This is conservation of output: Total Value = Hours x Productivity per Hour

. When hours decrease by factor F, productivity must increase by factor 1/F

DERIVATION

Starting Point:

. Weekly Output = Hours Worked x Productivity per Hour
. We want: Output_new = Output_baseline

The Math:
1. Baseline: Output_b = Hours_b x Productivity_b
2. New Model: Output_new = (F x Hours_b) x Productivity_new
3. Setting equal: Hours_b x Productivity_b = (F x Hours_b) x Productivity_new
4. Simplifying: Productivity_new = Productivity_b /F
5.  Therefore: p = Productivity_new / Productivity_b = 1/F
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PRACTICAL CALCULATION

To Check if Model Works:
Required Multiplier=1/F
Realized Multiplier = (Actual Output / Baseline Output) / F

Success Condition: Realized = Required

EXAMPLES WITH NUMBERS

20% Time (F =0.2):

. Required p = 1/0.2 = 5x productivity needed
. With Al: Achievable (documented 5-10x)

35% Time (F = 0.35):

. Required p = 1/0.35 = 2.86x productivity needed
o With Al: Easy (documented 3-5x)

70% Time (F=0.7):

. Required p=1/0.7 = 1.43x productivity needed
J With AI: Trivial (anyone can achieve)

WHY THIS FORMULA MATTERS

It's Measurable: Not philosophy, pure math

It's Verifiable: Any company can test in weeks

It's Profitable: When realized | > required p, you make money
It's Scalable: Works for teams, companies, economies

P E

The formula proves that with Al's 5-10x productivity multiplier, reduced hours aren't a cost - they're an

optimization.
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