[bookmark: the-lindmark-decree-simulation-worksheet]The Lindmark Decree — Simulation Worksheet
[bookmark: lindmark-autoworkers-federation-laf]Lindmark Autoworkers’ Federation (LAF)
IR227 Seminar 11 (simulation variant) — Group worksheet
[bookmark: setting]Setting
Lindmark is a mid-sized country in the heart of the European Union, home to roughly 9 million people. Its industrial base is anchored by Valexo Industrial, a domestic auto-parts manufacturer whose three plants employ roughly 38,000 workers combined, making engine components, transmissions, and wiring systems for automakers across the EU.
It is spring 2026. Lindmark’s national AI and data-protection regulator, the Lindmark Digital Governance Authority (LDGA), is four months from finalising the national decree implementing the EU AI Act’s high-risk obligations, binding across the EU from 2 August 2026. Eight weeks ago, Vesla — a European AI-and-robotics firm — announced a €2.4bn investment in a new manufacturing campus in Lindmark, and separately signed a licensing agreement with Valexo to deploy its Vesla OS platform across robotic assembly lines in two of Valexo’s three plants.
[bookmark: task]Task
Your team represents the Lindmark Autoworkers’ Federation (LAF), the union covering Valexo’s roughly 38,000 workers. Produce a just-transition demand memo: name exactly which protections must be statutory entitlements — not discretionary guidance — before your members accept that this transition is happening with them rather than to them.
The analytical tools you will deploy are: Acemoglu and Restrepo’s displacement-reinstatement framework, the commitment-problem lens (carried over from Lecture 5 and central to Lecture 9’s just-transition material), Farrell’s reframing of AI as governance in its own right, and Streeck and Thelen’s institutional-change typology.
[bookmark: requirements]Requirements
Your demand memo must include:
1. Goal. State precisely what “a just transition for Valexo’s workforce” means in concrete, legally specific terms — for both the workers who lose their jobs to automation and the workers who keep their jobs but now work under continuous algorithmic supervision. These are not the same demand; don’t collapse them into one.
1. Strategy. Apply Acemoglu-Restrepo: name which specific tasks and worker groups are most exposed to displacement, and what “reinstatement” would have to look like to be real for this workforce, not just in aggregate. Apply the commitment-problem lens: name which provisions must be statutory entitlements (not discretionary funding lines or voluntary employer guidance) — a retraining fund’s legal status, an independent monitoring body, enforceable timelines. Apply Farrell’s reframing: decide whether your central demand is only about compensation for job loss, or also about collective voice over the algorithmic system itself — who gets to see its parameters, contest its outputs, and negotiate changes to it. Use Streeck-Thelen to characterise your own strategy: are you trying to displace management’s current free hand over the system’s design, or layer a new worker-voice institution alongside it without removing management’s authority?
1. How. Concrete tactics: which actors you approach first and why, what you concede (if anything) to keep Lindmark’s wider labour movement aligned with you, and how you respond if the government or Vesla cites the new campus’s 9,000 jobs as evidence the transition already works for your members.
1. Cross-transition reflection. In two or three sentences, name at least two other transitions (climate, demographic, migration, welfare state) that this fight connects to, and say specifically how — not generically.
Note: this exercise is deliberately under-determined. You will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (goal → strategy tied to specific frameworks and named mechanisms → concrete tactics → cross-transition reflection), not on whether your side “wins” the plenary hearing.
[bookmark: background-the-eu-ai-acts-risk-tiers]Background — the EU AI Act’s risk tiers
This is real, binding EU law, not part of the fictional scenario. Use it as raw material for your own argument — how it applies to Vesla OS specifically is contestable, and different teams may argue for different readings.
	Tier
	What it means

	Unacceptable risk
	Prohibited outright

	High risk
	Annex III — includes AI systems used for recruitment, task allocation, monitoring or evaluating worker performance and behaviour, or decisions on promotion or termination

	Limited risk
	Transparency obligations only

	Minimal risk
	No specific obligations


Vesla OS combines four functions: (1) a real-time task-allocation algorithm; (2) wearable biometric sensors tracking fatigue and attention; (3) continuous performance scoring; (4) a predictive termination-risk index surfaced to line managers. Where each function lands on the tiers above, and what follows from that, is not settled — build the argument that serves your side.
[bookmark: tool-summary]Tool summary
Acemoglu and Restrepo’s displacement-reinstatement framework (your primary tool). Robots and AI systems substitute for workers in specific tasks (displacement) while, sometimes, new tasks and new industries create new demand for labour (reinstatement). Effects concentrate in routine-manual and routine-cognitive occupations and are not evenly spread across a workforce. Ask: which of your members’ current tasks does the robotic assembly line actually substitute for? Is the new campus’s retraining pipeline reinstatement for those specific workers, or reinstatement in the aggregate that quietly assumes a different, younger, or more technically qualified workforce?
The commitment-problem lens (Lecture 5, carried into Lecture 9). Employers and governments cannot always credibly promise future retraining or compensation; workers who doubt it will materialise have every reason to resist the change now, while they still have leverage. A retraining fund or a “commitment to consult workers” is only as good as the institutional guarantee behind it — ask what makes a promise binding rather than merely stated.
Farrell’s reframing of AI as governance, not just technology. Vesla OS does not only replace tasks — it allocates work, evaluates performance, and materially shapes who keeps their job. That is a governance function exercised over your members, whether or not Vesla or the government frames it that way. Decide whether your memo claims a stake in that governance function directly (e.g., worker-representative access to the system’s parameters and a right to contest its outputs), not only in its downstream consequences (jobs, pay).
Streeck and Thelen’s institutional-change mechanisms (secondary). Drift (rule unchanged, environment changes); conversion (rule redirected to new purposes); layering (new rule added without repealing the old); displacement (old rule actively replaced); exhaustion (institution withers). Characterise your own ask in this vocabulary — it sharpens what you are actually proposing to change.
[bookmark: case-specifics-from-the-role-brief]Case specifics (from the role brief)
An independent study commissioned by Lindmark’s Labour Ministry estimates that up to 23,000 of Valexo’s 38,000 current roles are at high displacement risk within five years, concentrated in routine-manual assembly and quality-inspection tasks. Vesla’s new campus is projected to employ roughly 9,000 people at full capacity by 2032 — about a third of those positions earmarked for a retraining pipeline open to displaced Valexo workers, the rest requiring robotics-engineering or AI-oversight qualifications most current workers do not hold.
Workers who remain at the retrofitted Valexo plants will work under Vesla OS’s task-allocation, biometric-monitoring, performance-scoring, and termination-risk systems. Valexo currently has no works council with any formal role in technology-adoption decisions; a works-council election is scheduled but not yet held.
Stakeholder landscape to work with: the LDGA (drafting the national implementing decree); the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Prime Minister’s Office (publicly champion the €2.4bn investment and the jobs figure); Valexo’s management (your direct employer, a licensee of Vesla OS, not its designer — a distinct target from Vesla itself); Vesla’s public-affairs team; Lindmark’s wider labour movement (other unions not directly at risk here, whose political capital you need but don’t control); the yet-to-be-elected Valexo works council; the EU AI Office (sets the binding floor, does not enforce day-to-day).
Intelligence on the other two sides: the LDGA is under real pressure from the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Prime Minister’s Office not to be seen as jeopardising the €2.4bn investment or the 9,000-job figure — watch for the government citing the campus jobs, in public messaging, as evidence the transition already works. Vesla’s team wants predictable, minimally burdensome compliance obligations and does not want to be publicly associated with the displacement risk at Valexo’s plants, which it does not own — it may try to draw a sharp line between “our campus” (a story of job creation) and “Valexo’s retrofit” (someone else’s licensing decision), even though Vesla designed the system running in both places.
[bookmark: discussion-questions-for-your-plan]Discussion questions for your plan
· Which specific protection is most at risk of becoming employer guidance rather than a statutory entitlement — and what institutional design would fix that?
· Is a campus job at Vesla actually equivalent, for your members, to the job they currently hold at Valexo? What’s your answer if the government or Vesla implies it is?
· Apply Acemoglu-Restrepo directly to this workforce: which specific tasks are exposed, and does the retraining pipeline actually reach the workers whose tasks are exposed, or a different pool entirely?
· Farrell argues AI is governance, not just technology. If you had to pick one governance power to claim first — visibility into the system’s parameters, or a right to contest its outputs — which one, and why that one first?
· If other, less-exposed parts of Lindmark’s labour movement push back on how much political capital you’re asking them to spend on your fight, what do you say to keep them onside?


[bookmark: X1f68f2495d6e8bc2e29ee5a2e3489cba64403a6]The Lindmark Decree — Simulation Worksheet
[bookmark: Xe33465df4928194b1a76072c6116759c422c164]Lindmark Digital Governance Authority (LDGA)
IR227 Seminar 11 (simulation variant) — Group worksheet
[bookmark: setting-1]Setting
Lindmark is a mid-sized country in the heart of the European Union, home to roughly 9 million people. Its industrial base is anchored by Valexo Industrial, a domestic auto-parts manufacturer whose three plants employ roughly 38,000 workers combined, making engine components, transmissions, and wiring systems for automakers across the EU.
It is spring 2026. Your team staffs the Lindmark Digital Governance Authority (LDGA), the national body responsible for both AI Act implementation and data protection, charged with finalising Lindmark’s national implementing decree before the EU AI Act’s high-risk obligations bind on 2 August 2026. Eight weeks ago, Vesla — a European AI-and-robotics firm — announced a €2.4bn investment in a new manufacturing campus in Lindmark, and separately signed a licensing agreement with Valexo to deploy its Vesla OS platform across robotic assembly lines in two of Valexo’s three plants.
[bookmark: task-1]Task
Produce a national implementing white paper built around one question: the EU AI Act sets a floor — what, specifically, do you build on top of it, and what does building it cost you with each of the other two sides?
The analytical tools you will deploy are: Lecture 8’s institutional-change-mechanisms typology, Farrell’s reframing of AI as governance, Meckling and colleagues’ green/digital-industrial-policy coalition logic, and the “conditions as strategy, not given” move from Lecture 9.
[bookmark: requirements-1]Requirements
Your white paper must include:
1. Goal. State precisely what the national decree must achieve beyond “transpose the EU AI Act’s minimums” — specifically on enforcement intensity for the Valexo case and on whether Lindmark’s own labour law will give workers any independent voice over high-risk workplace AI systems.
1. Strategy. Apply Lecture 8’s typology: is a national decree that adds enforcement and worker-voice obligations on top of the EU AI Act’s floor best described as layering — and if so, what exactly is it layered onto, and what does it leave undisturbed? Apply Farrell’s reframing: decide, explicitly, whether your decree treats Vesla OS primarily as a labour-market technology to be monitored for job losses, or as a governance system whose exercise of power over workers is itself the thing being regulated — these lead to different decrees. Apply the “conditions as strategy” move: if credible institutional design is the piece the EU-level rules leave to member states, propose the specific national mechanism that builds it (an independent audit body, a statutory worker-representative right to see and contest a high-risk system’s parameters, indexed penalties) rather than treating the gap as someone else’s problem. Use Meckling’s coalition logic to decide, explicitly, whether and how to use Vesla’s €2.4bn investment as coalition capital — and what you owe the Lindmark Autoworkers’ Federation if you do.
1. How. Concrete institutional moves: the sequencing of consultation with LAF, Valexo, and Vesla; how you keep the investment from becoming a reason to under-enforce the AI Act’s existing obligations; and how (if at all) you use the still-unheld Valexo works-council election as a lever in your decree’s design.
1. Cross-transition reflection. In two or three sentences, name at least two other transitions (climate, demographic, migration, welfare state) that this decree connects to, and say specifically how — not generically.
Note: this exercise is deliberately under-determined. You will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (goal → strategy tied to specific frameworks and a named institutional mechanism → concrete institutional moves → cross-transition reflection), not on whether your side “wins” the plenary hearing.
[bookmark: background-the-eu-ai-acts-risk-tiers-1]Background — the EU AI Act’s risk tiers
This is real, binding EU law, not part of the fictional scenario. Use it as raw material for your own argument — how it applies to Vesla OS specifically is contestable, and different teams may argue for different readings.
	Tier
	What it means

	Unacceptable risk
	Prohibited outright

	High risk
	Annex III — includes AI systems used for recruitment, task allocation, monitoring or evaluating worker performance and behaviour, or decisions on promotion or termination

	Limited risk
	Transparency obligations only

	Minimal risk
	No specific obligations


Vesla OS combines four functions: (1) a real-time task-allocation algorithm; (2) wearable biometric sensors tracking fatigue and attention; (3) continuous performance scoring; (4) a predictive termination-risk index surfaced to line managers. Where each function lands on the tiers above, and what follows from that, is not settled — your decree is where Lindmark’s own answer gets written down.
[bookmark: tool-summary-1]Tool summary
Lecture 8’s institutional-change-mechanisms typology (your primary tool). Drift (rule unchanged, environment changes); conversion (rule redirected to new purposes); layering (new rule added without repealing the old); displacement (old rule actively replaced); exhaustion (institution withers). A national decree implementing an EU regulation is close to a textbook layering case — ask what it is layered onto (the AI Act’s floor; Lindmark’s existing labour law, or the absence of it) and whether “layering” undersells what LAF is actually asking you to do.
Farrell’s reframing of AI as governance, not just technology. Vesla OS does not only affect the labour market — it allocates work, scores performance, and shapes termination decisions. That is a governance function. Your decree has to decide, explicitly, which register it is regulating: the technology’s labour-market effects, its exercise of power over workers, or both — and the answer changes what counts as adequate enforcement.
Meckling and colleagues’ green/digital-industrial-policy coalition logic. Large-scale industrial investment builds political coalitions that make harder regulatory measures sustainable later — but only if someone deliberately connects the investment to the coalition that needs building. Vesla’s campus is this kind of asset whether or not you frame it that way; decide deliberately whether and how to spend it as coalition capital, and what you owe LAF if you do.
“Conditions as strategy, not given” (Lecture 9, secondary). If a case has a missing condition for credible governance — here, institutional design that gives workers a genuine, enforceable stake in a high-risk system’s design — the strategy is to build it, not wait for it or leave it to the employer’s discretion.
[bookmark: case-specifics-from-the-role-brief-1]Case specifics (from the role brief)
The EU AI Act (Regulation 2024/1689) entered into force in August 2024; high-risk obligations bind across the EU from 2 August 2026. Lindmark must have its national implementing framework — including designation of a market-surveillance authority, penalty structure, and any complementary national rules — ready by that date. The LDGA was created by merging Lindmark’s former data-protection authority with a new AI-oversight mandate; it is formally independent but reports administratively through channels that also handle the Ministry of Economic Affairs’ industrial-strategy portfolio.
Eight weeks ago, Vesla announced its €2.4bn campus investment, projected to employ roughly 9,000 people at full capacity by 2032. The Prime Minister’s Office and the Ministry of Economic Affairs have both publicly celebrated the announcement. Separately, and with far less public attention, Valexo signed a modernisation and licensing agreement with Vesla to deploy Vesla OS-managed robotic assembly lines across two of its three plants. A Labour Ministry-commissioned study estimates up to 23,000 of Valexo’s current roles are at high displacement risk within five years.
Institutional landscape to work with: LAF and Lindmark’s wider labour movement (will accept nothing less than statutory, enforceable worker-voice provisions); Valexo’s management (wants a workable, predictable compliance timeline, not necessarily aligned with Vesla on every point); Vesla’s public-affairs team (wants light-touch, EU-floor-only enforcement); the EU AI Office (coordinates but does not substitute for national enforcement capacity); the not-yet-elected Valexo works council; the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Prime Minister’s Office (want the investment protected from anything read as “anti-business” ahead of it being fully realised).
Intelligence on the other two sides: LAF will treat any suggestion that Vesla’s campus jobs substitute for Valexo-specific protections as bad faith, and will press hard on which provisions are statutory versus merely guidance. Vesla’s team will resist obligations that go beyond the EU AI Act’s own text, and will argue that anything stricter risks the investment itself — a claim you should expect and should not accept uncritically.
[bookmark: discussion-questions-for-your-plan-1]Discussion questions for your plan
· Which specific enforcement or worker-voice gap is hardest to close within your legal authority, and why?
· Should the decree mention Vesla’s campus investment at all — and if so, how do you avoid implying it substitutes for Valexo-specific protections?
· What is the Ministry of Economic Affairs’ actual incentive here, and how does it constrain your options?
· If LAF and Vesla’s asks genuinely conflict — enforcement stringency versus investment certainty — what is your actual answer, specifically, not just “we’ll balance both”?
· Of Lecture 9’s “build the missing condition” levers, which is cheapest for you to pull within existing law, and which requires new legislation you don’t yet have?


[bookmark: Xd6c1d76267c9b05a773a9a8d0f24a58e9ae89b3]The Lindmark Decree — Simulation Worksheet
[bookmark: vesla-public-affairs-team]Vesla Public-Affairs Team
IR227 Seminar 11 (simulation variant) — Group worksheet
[bookmark: setting-2]Setting
Lindmark is a mid-sized country in the heart of the European Union, home to roughly 9 million people. Its industrial base is anchored by Valexo Industrial, a domestic auto-parts manufacturer whose three plants employ roughly 38,000 workers combined, making engine components, transmissions, and wiring systems for automakers across the EU.
It is spring 2026. Eight weeks ago, your company, Vesla, announced a €2.4bn investment in a new manufacturing campus in Lindmark — and separately licensed your Vesla OS platform to Valexo Industrial, Lindmark’s largest employer, to manage newly robotic assembly lines across two of its three plants.
[bookmark: task-2]Task
Your team is Vesla’s public-affairs and government-relations office. Produce a market access and compliance plan: a strategy document for the meetings ahead with the LDGA and the Lindmark Autoworkers’ Federation, built around a deliberate answer to the question — which Streeck-Thelen mechanism of institutional change actually helps your position, and how do you use it?
The analytical tools you will deploy are: Streeck and Thelen’s institutional-change typology, Acemoglu and Restrepo’s displacement-reinstatement framework, stakeholder mapping (power/interest grid), and Meckling and colleagues’ green/digital-industrial-policy coalition logic.
[bookmark: requirements-2]Requirements
Your plan must include:
1. Mechanism. Name which of Streeck-Thelen’s five mechanisms best describes Vesla’s arrival in Lindmark — both the campus and the Valexo licensing deal — and which one you would rather it be characterised as, strategically, when you’re the one talking to the LDGA. Defend the choice with evidence, and be honest about where the two answers diverge.
1. Goal. State precisely what a good outcome looks like for Vesla’s campus permitting, the Valexo licence’s compliance treatment, and the public narrative around both, over the next 12 months.
1. Strategy. Decide how to argue Vesla OS’s classification under the AI Act’s risk tiers — contest the high-risk framing where you can, or accept it and compete on enforcement stringency instead. Apply Acemoglu-Restrepo honestly: your product is a live instance of the framework’s displacement mechanism, whatever the campus’s job-creation narrative claims; decide how much of that you volunteer versus wait to be asked. Use Meckling’s coalition logic to decide whether you want to be visibly positioned as the government’s “carrot” that makes tougher national AI-enforcement rules politically survivable — and what that costs you if the Valexo displacement numbers become a public fight.
1. How. A brief stakeholder map (power/interest grid) to support your plan, plus concrete tactics: which stakeholders you approach first and why, how you keep the campus narrative (job creation) separate from the Valexo narrative (displacement) in public messaging even though your own platform runs both, and what you say if a journalist or an LAF spokesperson puts the 23,000-jobs-at-risk figure next to your 9,000-jobs-created figure in the same sentence.
Note: this exercise is deliberately under-determined. You will be assessed on the strength of the reasoning chain (named mechanism → goal → strategy tied to specific frameworks → concrete tactics), not on whether your side “wins” the plenary hearing.
[bookmark: background-the-eu-ai-acts-risk-tiers-2]Background — the EU AI Act’s risk tiers
This is real, binding EU law, not part of the fictional scenario. Use it as raw material for your own argument — how it applies to Vesla OS specifically is contestable, and different teams may argue for different readings.
	Tier
	What it means

	Unacceptable risk
	Prohibited outright

	High risk
	Annex III — includes AI systems used for recruitment, task allocation, monitoring or evaluating worker performance and behaviour, or decisions on promotion or termination

	Limited risk
	Transparency obligations only

	Minimal risk
	No specific obligations


Vesla OS combines four functions: (1) a real-time task-allocation algorithm; (2) wearable biometric sensors tracking fatigue and attention; (3) continuous performance scoring; (4) a predictive termination-risk index surfaced to line managers. Where each function lands on the tiers above, and what follows from that, is not settled — that ambiguity is negotiating room, and it’s yours to use.
[bookmark: tool-summary-2]Tool summary
Streeck and Thelen’s institutional-change mechanisms (your primary tool). Drift (rule unchanged, environment changes); conversion (rule redirected to new purposes); layering (new rule added without repealing the old); displacement (old rule actively replaced); exhaustion (institution withers). Is Vesla OS’s arrival at Valexo a displacement of the plants’ existing management practices, or layering — a new system added alongside existing supervisory structures, formally leaving them intact? The answer changes what you can credibly promise both the LDGA and LAF about how much actually changes for workers.
Acemoglu and Restrepo’s displacement-reinstatement framework. Your product substitutes for workers in specific routine-manual and routine-cognitive tasks (displacement); your campus creates different jobs requiring different skills (a form of reinstatement, but not automatically for the same workers who were displaced). Decide how much of that distinction you state plainly versus leave for the other two sides to raise.
Stakeholder mapping (practitioner tool). Power/interest grid: manage closely (high power, high interest); keep satisfied (high power, low interest); keep informed (low power, high interest); monitor (low power, low interest). Tells you where to spend scarce political capital and compliance-relationship effort — a supporting section of your plan, not its headline.
Meckling and colleagues’ green/digital-industrial-policy coalition logic (secondary). Large-scale industrial investment builds the political coalition that later makes harder regulatory measures sustainable. Your campus is exactly this kind of asset, whether or not you choose to frame it that way — and the LDGA may want to spend it on political capital you didn’t intend to provide.
[bookmark: case-specifics-from-the-role-brief-2]Case specifics (from the role brief)
Vesla OS combines a real-time task-allocation algorithm, wearable biometric sensors tracking fatigue and attention, continuous performance scoring, and a predictive termination-risk index surfaced to line managers. Your new campus (€2.4bn, in Lindmark) is projected to employ roughly 9,000 people at full capacity by 2032 — about a third of those positions earmarked for a retraining pipeline open to displaced Valexo workers, the rest requiring robotics-engineering or AI-oversight qualifications. Separately, your licensing deal with Valexo puts Vesla OS in charge of newly robotic assembly lines across two of Valexo’s three plants (38,000 workers combined); a Labour Ministry-commissioned study estimates up to 23,000 of those roles are at high displacement risk within five years.
Stakeholder landscape to map: the LDGA (your compliance counterparty, finalising the national implementing decree before 2 August 2026); the Ministry of Economic Affairs and the Prime Minister’s Office (your most enthusiastic institutional champions, publicly invested in the campus jobs figure); Valexo’s management (your licensing counterparty, not your employee base, and not always aligned with you on public messaging); LAF and Lindmark’s wider labour movement (not a direct compliance counterparty, but a political actor whose goodwill or hostility shapes whether “AI creates good jobs” or “AI destroys good jobs” becomes the dominant public narrative); the EU AI Office (sets the floor you’re already meeting; not your day-to-day counterparty); the not-yet-elected Valexo works council (a future actor with potential formal standing over your system once elected).
Intelligence on the other two sides: LAF is watching closely for any sign that your campus jobs are being used to substitute for Valexo-specific protections — a substitution they will publicly reject and will not thank you for enabling, even inadvertently. The LDGA would like your investment to function as evidence that AI regulation and AI investment aren’t zero-sum, but cannot let that framing look like it lets Valexo’s displacement numbers go unaddressed.
[bookmark: discussion-questions-for-your-plan-2]Discussion questions for your plan
· Is it in your interest to be publicly associated with a lighter national enforcement regime, or does that association carry more risk than benefit if the Valexo numbers become public?
· What, specifically, do you owe Lindmark versus what its political actors might want to claim you owe it?
· How do you answer if a journalist puts the 23,000-at-risk figure next to your 9,000-created figure in the same question?
· What is your actual position on the Valexo works-council election and any future role it might claim over Vesla OS’s parameters, and how do you defend it if pressed in the hearing?
· If the LDGA tries to call your arrival a displacement of Valexo’s existing management practices in its public messaging, and you think it’s really closer to layering, does that gap matter to your negotiating position — and why?


